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THE EARLY EPISTLES OF ST PAUL

by Kiskopp Lake

Lake's scholarly study of Paul's earliest |etters, establishing that understanding the epistles
requires connecting them to the historical outline provided in Acts. He reconstructs the
background and circumstances that produced each of Paul's early writings.
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Chapter 1

00. THE EARLIER EPISTES OF ST. PAUL

THE EARLIER EPISTLES OF ST. PAUL THEIR MOTIVE AND ORIGIN BY
KIRSOPP LAKE TO THE SENATUS ACADEMICUS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ST. ANDREWS

PREFACE THE difficulty which undoubtedly attends any attempt to understand the Epistles of St.
Paul is largely due to the fact that they are letters; for the writer of a letter assumes the knowledge
of a whole series of facts, which are, as he is quite aware, equally familiar to his correspondent
and to himself. But as time goes on this knowledge is gradually forgotten, and what was originally
quite plain becomes difficult and obscure; it has to be rediscovered from stray hints and from other
documents by a process of laborious research, before it is possible for the letters to be read with
anything approaching to the ease and intelligence possessed by those to whom they were
originally sent. It is necessary to reconstruct the story of the motive and origin of the letters, and
create a picture of the background of thought and practice against which they were set in the
beginning. The following pages are an attempt to do this for the earlier Epistles of St. Paul. | have
not tried to give a description of St. Paul's own thoughts—I trust that | may attempt this task
later—but to reconstruct the background, a knowledge of which renders it possible to read the
Epistles with intelligence; and for this purpose two main types of problems have been attacked. In
the first place, an effort has been made to deal with the literary and critical questions introductory
to these letters, concerning their integrity, destination, and history. These problems are often
somewhat tedious, but they acquire interest if they are seriously studied, and in any case they
cannot be neglected by those who desire to have a real grasp of the nature of early Christian
literature.

Secondly, attention has been given to the intricate question of the world of religious thought to
which the earliest Gentile Christians belonged—the world of the Hellenistic Mystery Religions. This
is much more difficult, and much more important, but has as yet been much less adequately
studied than the more purely literary questions. Students of the New Testament have been
somewhat slow to grasp its importance, or to make use of the rich material which has been given
by classical and archaeological scholars, such as (if | may mention two names out of a great
number) Cumont and Reitzenstein.

Nevertheless, | have no fear but that the immediate future will make good the remissness of the
past. The study of the religious life of the Graeco-Roman world as a whole is now fully recognized
to be absolutely necessary if we do not wish our notions about early Christianity to be a mere
caricature of the truth.

There is, however, one subsidiary point to which | have drawn attention in more than one chapter,
and desire to emphasize once more,—the psychological aspect of religion. To understand the
history of religions we must understand the psychology of religious men. | have endeavoured in
the following pages to use what knowledge of psychology | possess, but | am confident that this
method ought to be extended far more widely. The difficulty is due to our ignorance of co-ordinated
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facts, and this again is partly caused by the unnatural limitation of the modern study of theology.

We desire to arrive at an intelligent understanding of religion; we grow old and weary in the study
of texts and inscriptions, and we do well, for they have much to teach us; but we forget that religion
is to be found in men, not in manuscripts, and we need to take a lesson from our brothers the
doctors. They are the students of the body, as we are of the soul; they make the centre of their
work the study of the body as it is found here and now, and their use of the books of past
generations is always subsidiary to that study. It is the fatal mistake of the theologian to think that
he can do otherwise, and understand the soul from the study of ancient books. Our great need at
present is the study of the living soul, and | venture to say this, because it is, among other more
important things, very necessary for the study of those Epistles on which | am writing.

KIRSOPP LAKE.
Leiden, September, 1911 TABLE OF CONTENTS
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Chapter 2

01. Chapter 1. THE OUTLINE GIVEN IN ACTS OF EVENTS IN ST.
PAUL’S LIFE

CHAPTER | THE OUTLINE GIVEN IN ACTS OF EVENTS IN ST. PAUL’'S LIFE

IT needs no argument to show that the problems concerning the Pauline Epistles can only be
stated, much less solved, in connection with the evidence of the Acts. In the Acts we have not,
indeed, any attempt to give an account of all St. Paul’s work, but we have an outline of a great part
of it, and in some places detailed information as to his journeys, which it is impossible to
overvalue. This outline of the course of events is the necessary basis of any attempt to reconstruct
the background of the Epistles. Fortunately, it is quite easy to follow, and presents in itself hardly
any serious difficulties. The writer of Acts takes us from city to city with St. Paul, and often gives us
some indication of the time spent in each, so that with surprisingly few exceptions we can
reconstruct St. Paul's route, and (though here the degree of certainty is markedly less) the
duration of his work in various districts.

Nevertheless, the matter is occasionally complicated by a series of critical questions, some of
which in turn depend on the Epistles. Therefore we are to some extent dealing, in connection with
St. Paul, with a problem involving two factors, one of which must always be assumed as certain
when the other is under discussion, though neither can really be finally treated as possessing its
assumed stability. Ideally the proper method is first to assume one factor, and afterwards to
consider the necessary correction to be allowed for, owing to the possible range of error in the
assumption. But in practice certain limitations can be usefully observed in carrying out such a plan.
It is neither necessary nor desirable to fight all over again the battle of the acts in the spirit of Zeller
the battle of the Acts in the spirit of Zeller or of his immediate oppenents Zeller still or of his
immediate oppenents Zeller oppenents Zeller stll worth reading, but even though half a century of
criticism has not been able to settle all the problems which have been raised in connection with the
Acts, it has gone some way towards reducing them to manageable dimensions, so that for the
purpose of the present book, which is concerned primarily with the Epistles, it is possible within
very short limits to present a sufficient statement of the subject, showing the points on which there
is especial room for doubt, and the general position which most commends itself to those who
have fully investigated the Acts.

It would be generally admitted that the central point of all study of the Acts is the “we-clauses,” in
which the writer speaks of himself and St. Paul in the first person plural. These clauses, by an
almost unanimous consent, are regarded as the work of a companion of St. Paul; and there is
scarcely less agreement in tracing most of the important facts of the “Pauline” half of Acts to the
same source. The contentious points are concerned with the relation of this writer to the redactor,
and with the earlier or “Petrine” half of the book. Many critics, by no means belonging to an
extreme school, think that the “we-clauses” and the source to which they belong—which is very
commonly recognized to have been the work of St. Luke, the friend of St. Paul—ought to be
distinguished from the final redactor, who may have lived in the last days of the first century, and
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have compiled the Third Gospel and Acts from earlier documents. Others think that the writer of
the “we-clauses” was himself the redactor, whom they identify with St. Luke, and consider that he
used the first person in order to indicate the occasions on which he had been actually present at
the incidents described. Professor Harnack’'s studies on the question have done much to
commend the latter opinion, but he has not yet succeeded in obtaining such a measure of
agreement as to justify a writer on the Epistles in disregarding the alternative view.This question is
not, however, of the first importance for the present subject, as there is in any case something
approaching unanimity in assigning a high value to the “Pauline” half of Acts, though its accuracy
is still questioned on some individual details; these will be considered, so far as is necessary,
when they are met with in discussing the Epistles. Far more serious is the problem raised by the
“Petrine” half of the Acts. Here it is conceded generally that the redactor, whether he was St. Luke
or a later writer, was using various sources; but there is no agreement as to whether these
sources were written or oral, or, if they were written, Greek or Aramaic. It is also generally
conceded that these sources were not all of equal value, and that some difficulties in the opening
narratives can best be explained on the hypothesis that the redactor, or one of his sources, had
misunderstood the narrative. The importance of this fact for the Pauline Epistles is chiefly in
connection with the Judaistic controversy. If, for instance, we assume that the redactor of Acts, as
redactors are wont to do, made two incidents out of two narratives of the same incident, we have
to face the possibility that Acts has multiplied the visits of St. Paul to Jerusalem, and this is an
important factor in considering the problem of the relation between the visit mentioned in Galatians
2:1-21 and the Apostolic Council.

It will be seen that it will be necessary in the end to consider several points of this nature in relation
to the Epistles; but the clearest method seems unquestionably to be found in starting with the
narrative of Acts as we have in the ordinary Greek text, using this as the working hypothesis from
which a study of the historical side of the Epistles must begin, and taking into consideration in the
course of this study the modifications rendered possible by the criticism of the Acts. The narrative
of the Acts, which it is proposed to use in this way, is familiar to every one, but for convenience it is
perhaps not superfluous to state in the shortest possible summary the facts which it contains
relating to St. Paul. The Acts describe St. Paul as a Roman citizen (Acts 22:25-29), A jew of
Tarsus (Acts 21:39, Acts 22:1-30, Acts 23:1-35),called Saul in Jewish circles, who had been
educated in Jerusalem under the guidance of Gamaliel (Acts 22:3). He was a zealous defender of
a strict Pharisaic Judaism (Acts 22:3; Acts 23:6),m and took part in the persecution of Christians
(Acts 7:58; Acts 8:3, Acts 26:9-10).m He was at his own request employed in this connection by
the High Priest to go to Damascus in the interests of the anti-Christian Jewish propaganda (Acts
9:1-2; Acts 22:5; Acts 26:12), but on the way to that city he was suddenly converted by a vision of
the risen Lord to believe the doctrine, which he had hitherto repudiated, that the Messiah was
Jesus, and became as zealous a defender of Christianity, as he had previously been a persecutor
of it (Acts 9:3-8, Acts 22:6-10, Acts 26:9-10).m

After his conversion he went first to Damascus (Acts 9:8),m where he was cured of the temporary
blindness which had befallen him, and was baptized by Ananias, a Christian of Damascus (Acts
9:10-19),m who had been told in a vision to do this. Here he stayed for some time, preaching
Christianity in the Jewish synagogues, but when the Jews became enraged at his gospel (Acts
9:19-25) he escaped to Jerusalem, where the disciples were at first afraid of him, but afterwards
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accepted him on the recommendation of St. Barnabas (Acts 9:26-27).mm He then spent some
time in Jerusalem arguing with the Greek-speaking Jews, but when a plot was formed to kill him
the disciples sent him to Caesarea and thence to Tarsus (Acts 9:28-30).mm How long he stayed in
Tarsus is not stated: but it is probable that he spent his time in energetically preaching the gospel,
for the next that is heard of him is that St. Barnabas, who had been sent from Jerusalem to Antioch
to investigate and supervise the growing Christian community in that city, fetched St. Paul from
Tarsus to assist him (Acts 11:22-26).m From this point onwards our information becomes much
fuller. The first important incident was the sending of St. Paul and St. Barnabas from Antioch to
Jerusalem in order to bring help in the time of the famine (Acts 11:27-30).m This is the second visit
of St. Paul to Jerusalem that is mentioned in the Acts: what happened beyond the distribution of
alms is not stated, and when it was finished St. Paul and St. Barnabas returned to Antioch (Acts
12:25).mm At Antioch the Church decided to take the important step of sending St. Barnabas and
St. Paul, accompanied by John Mark, on a missionary expedition outside the province Syria Cilicia
in which they had hitherto worked (Acts 13:1-3, Acts 13:5). They first went to Cyprus (Acts
13:4-12),m and then crossed over to Perga in Pamphylia, where John Mark appears to have been
reluctant to go any further and returned to Jerusalem (Acts 13:13). From Perga St. Barnabas and
St. Paul went to Antioch in Pisidia (Acts 13:14-50),mm Iconium (Acts 13:51-52, Acts 14:1-5),m
Lystra (Acts 14:6-10), and Derbe (Acts 1:1-21),m passing in this way from the province of
Pamphylia to that of Galatia, which is, however, not actually mentioned by name, and then
retraced their steps to Perga (Acts 14:21-24). From Perga they went to the neighbouring port of
Attalia, and thence sailed to Antioch in Syria, whence they had started (Acts 14:25-26).m In
Antioch they found that the peace of the community was disturbed by the arrival of members of the
Church at Jerusalem who insisted on the necessity of circumcision (Acts 15:1), and in order to
settle the disputes which arose it was arranged that St. Paul and St. Barnabas should go up to
Jerusalem to confer with the Apostles and elders, and represent the Antiochene point of view (Acts
15:2).m The result was the famous “Council of Jerusalem” which decided, after hearing St. Paul
and St. Barnabas, various Christians of the Pharisaic party, and finally St. Peter and St. James,
that circumcision ought not to be demanded from Gentile Christians, but that they should be
exhorted to keep themselves from “the pollutions of idols, and from fornication, [and from things
strangled], and from blood" (Acts 15:4-21). This decision, the text of which is doubtful (see pp. 48
ff.), was made the substance of a letter to the Christians of Antioch and its Province, Syria Cilicia,
and entrusted to Judas Barsabbas and Silas to take to Antioch, whither St. Paul and St. Barnabas
also returned (Acts 15:22-32).m In Antioch they remained for some time; after which St. Paul and
St. Barnabas formed the plan of revisiting the communities which they had established already.
But as St. Paul would not agree to take again John Mark, who had turned back on the first journey,
they separated, and St. Barnabas went to Cyprus, while St. Paul went with Silas through Syria
Cilicia, and ultimately reached Derbe, Lystra (in which Timothy joined them), and Iconium (Acts
15:36, Acts 16:2).m What next happened is a matter of dispute. The text of Acts says: “And they
went through the Phrygian and Galatian Region (tmv ®puymav kom FaAotikmy xmpav) having
been prevented by the Holy Spirit from speaking the word in Asia, and when they were come over
against Mysia, they assayed to go into Bithynia, and the Spirit of Jesus suffered them not, and
passing by Mysia, they came down to Troas" (Acts 16:6-8), but exactly what this means is not
quite certain, and, as it has some bearing on the Epistle to the Galatians, it will be discussed later
in connection with that Epistle (see Chap. V.). In any case, whatever route St. Paul may have
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followed, in the end he reached Troas and thence went to Neapolis (the modern Cavalla), Philippi,
where he was imprisoned and beaten (Acts 16:11-40), Thessalonica (Acts 17:1-9), and Beroea
(Acts 17:10-14), (in both of which Jewish opposition put an end to his work,) and thus founded the
Christian Churches of the Province of Macedonia. From Beroea, leaving Timothy and Silas
behind, he went, partly by sea, to Athens (Acts 17:15-34)mand then to Corinth where Timothy and
Silas rejoined him. Here he stayed a year and six months, and founded the Church in that city,
living with Aquila and Priscilla, Jews of Pontus who had recently come from Rome, and teaching
first in the synagogue, and afterwards in the house of Titus Justus who lived next to it. He was
here also brought before the Roman magistrate, Gallio, but acquitted (Acts 18:1-17).m From
Corinth he went for a short time to Ephesus, and then returned, possibly after a short visit to
Jerusalem, to Antioch. This is generally regarded as the end of the second missionary journey
(Acts 18:18-22).m

After an interval, spent in Antioch, St. Paul started on his third missionary journey, returning
through the “Galatic Region and Phrygia,” along the hill country of the province of Asia, to Ephesus
(Acts 18:23). In Ephesus he preached for three months in the synagogue, and afterwards for two
years in the “school of Tyrannus,” with the result, according to St. Luke, that “all they which dwelt
in Asia heard the word of the Lord, both Jews and Greeks” (Acts 19:1-10). Towards the end of the
period St. Paul formed the plan of going to Jerusalem, after paying a visit to his converts in
Macedonia and Achaia, and then extending his field of preaching to Rome (Acts 19:21). It would
also seem, from an allusion in his speech before Felix, that the reason for his desire to visit
Jerusalem was the bringing of alms to the poor of the community (Acts 24:17). As a preliminary to
this journey he sent Timothy and Erastus into Macedonia shortly before the time when he intended
to leave Ephesus (Acts 19:22). His last days in Ephesus were rendered unpleasant by a riot raised
against him by Demetrius, a silversmith, and worshipper of Artemis, who thought that St. Paul's
teaching was derogatory to his goddess, and harmful to his trade (Acts 19:23-41).m

After the agitation raised by Demetrius had died down, St. Paul went through Macedonia to Achaia
(Acts 20:1-2)—probably Corinth is intended—and formed the plan of sailing direct to Syria, but
finding a plot among the Jews, changed his mind and returned over land through Macedonia to
Philippi (Acts 20:3-6), whence after the Passover he crossed, in the company of the writer of the
we-clauses, to Troas, where Sopater, Aristarchus, Secundus, Gaius of Derbe, Timothy, Tychicus,
and Trophimus joined him (Acts 20:4-6). Here they waited seven days, and the main body of the
party then went in a coasting vessel to Assos, where St. Paul, who had gone by road, was again
taken up (Acts 20:6, Acts 20:13). From Assos they sailed in stages to Mitylene, Chios, Samos, and
Miletus, where St. Paul bade farewell to the Ephesian Presbyters, who came to see him (Acts
20:14-38). From Miletus they sailed to Cos, Rhodes, and Patara, and then changing ships sailed
south of Cyprus to Tyre, where the ship stopped seven days, thence to Ptolemais, and Caesarea
(Acts 21:1-8).m In Caesarea they stayed for some time with Philip the Evangelist, who, it is
mentioned, had four prophetess daughters (Acts 21:8-9), and during this stay Agabus prophesied
that St. Paul would be imprisoned by the Jews, in Jerusalem (Acts 21:10-11). This made both his
own party, and also the Caesarean community, urge him not to go to Jerusalem; but he held to his
plan and insisted on going (Acts 21:12-14).m On his arrival at Jerusalem St. Paul was received by
St. James (Acts 21:18),m who told him that the Jews regarded him as a renegade who preached
to the Jews of the Diaspora that they should not circumcise their children nor “walk after the

Sermonindex.net | Page 8



customs.” He suggested, therefore, that St. Paul should show his respect for the Jewish law by
taking part in a vow which four men of the community had taken, and by paying their expenses
(Acts 21:19-24). St. Paul agreed to do this, but before the week of the vow was completed Jews
from Asia saw him in the temple and raised a tumult by accusing him of teaching against the law
and of introducing Greeks into the temple (Acts 21:25-29). He was violently turned out of the
temple, and only saved from being lynched by the interposition of Lysias, the tribunus militum in
charge of the Roman garrison at Jerusalem, who arrested him (Acts 21:33; Acts 23:26).m This
arrest was the beginning of a long imprisonment. St. Paul was tried four times without any decisive
verdict being given. (1) By the Sanhedrim in Jerusalem (Acts 22:30; Acts 23:10).m (2) By the
Governor Felix in Caesarea, where he had been sent by Lysias in consequence of a Jewish plot
which rendered it unsafe to keep him in Jerusalem (Acts 23:12-27).m (3) After two years, when
Felix was succeeded by Porcius Festus, St. Paul was brought before Festus, who proposed that
he should go to Jerusalem and there be tried. St. Paul, however, stood on his rights and
demanded to be tried by Caesar’s tribunal, and Festus determined to send him to Rome (Acts
25:13).m (4) A short time after this Herod Agrippa Il. was staying in Caesarea, and Festus brought
St. Paul before him. The result of this trial before Agrippa was favourable to St. Paul, but having
appealed to Caesar (whose representative Agrippa was not) he could not be released (Acts 25:13;
Acts 26:32), and soon afterwards was sent off by sea, accompanied, it would seem, by St. Luke
and by Aristarchus of Thessalonica (Acts 27:6-44) . Thus ended the first period of imprisonment, at
Caesarea, which seems to have lasted rather more than two years (Acts 24:27).m

St. Paul’'s voyage to Rome was adventurous: he started from Caesarea in a ship of Adramyttium
which was going to the coast of the Province of Asia. After touching at Sidon they sailed across,
leeward of Cyprus, to Myra (Acts 27:2-5). Here they changed into a ship of Alexandria, bound for
Italy, and made their way with difficulty to Fair Havens, near Lasea in Crete. It was now the late
autumn, and sailing became dangerous, but the captain tried to push on, and being caught in a
strong north-easterly wind was wrecked on the island of Malta (Acts 27:6-44). Here St. Paul, his
friends, and escort spent the winter (Acts 28:1-10), and after three months sailed in another
Alexandrian ship, called the Dioscuri, to Syracuse, Rhegium, and finally Puteoli (Acts 28:11-13),
where they landed, and, after a week’s rest, made their way to Rome, being met at Appii Forum
and Three Taverns by members of the Christian community at Rome (Acts 28:14-15).m On his
arrival, St. Paul was lodged by himself, possibly in an inn (cf. E&evmav, Acts 28:23), in the custody
of a soldier (Acts 28:16).m After three days he summoned the Jews to hear him, and on two
separate occasions they came. On the first the main issue of the meeting was the charges brought
against him: of these the Jews professed complete ignorance, and said that no instruction had
reached them from Jerusalem Acts 28:17-22). On the second occasion St. Paul explained his
teaching, and when the Jews, with some exceptions, would not believe, he announced to them,
with a quotation from Isaiah, his intention of preaching to the Gentiles (Acts 28:23-23).m At this
point the narrative in Acts is closed by the statement “And he abode two full years in his own hired
dwelling, and received all that went in unto him, preaching the kingdom of God, and teaching the
things concerning the Lord Jesus Christ with all boldness, none forbidding him” (Acts 28:30-31), a
curious and enigmatic conclusion, which has often been discussed, and leaves us doubtful
whether St. Paul was acquitted, condemned, or dismissed for lack of evidence.
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Such is the sequence of events with which the Acts provide us. For the present purpose it is
invaluable as affording the outline of the missionary activity of St. Paul which is one of the chief
features in that background of the Epistles which it is proposed to reconstruct. It is no doubt
imperfect; St. Paul must have done much more than St. Luke recorded, and, therefore, the
mention in the Epistles of events which find no place in the Acts is not surprising. But, imperfect
though it be, it covers most fully precisely that period to which all the Epistles, except the
Pastorals, belong. As will be seen, we are able to fix with tolerable certainty the time when the
Epistles were written, even though the degree of certainty is by no means always the same, and
this result is chiefly owing to the record of the sequence of events in the Acts. It is, of course,
obvious that the statements in the Acts are not always plain, and so far as this is the case they will
be discussed fully in connection with the Epistles on which they have a bearing, but on the whole,
and considering the character of the book, Acts is a first-rate historical document, and singularly
easy to understand, so far as the mere enumeration of events is concerned. The enumeration of
events, however, is only the beginning of historical research, and it is far more difficult, as well as
more important, to discover from the Acts that development of tendencies and ideas which
produced the controversies and problems that called forth the Pauline Epistles. For this purpose it
will be necessary to consider the real meaning of the Judaistic controversy, of which the Council at
Jerusalem was the culminating point, but by no means the end, and the results which sprang from
the ensuing propagation of Christianity in the Graeco-Roman world.

Footnotes:

1Die Apostelgeschichte nach ihrem Inhalt und Ursprung kritisch untersucht, 1854. Published in
English by Williams and Norgate in 1875 as The Contents and Origin of the Acts of the Apostles.

1Untersuchungen zu den Schriften des Lukas, Hinrichs, 1906—8. These studies were originally
published in three volumes, under the titles of Lukas der Arzt, Spriiche und Reden Jesu, and Die
Apostelgeschichte. They have been published in English by Williams and Norgate, as Luke the
Physician, The Sayings and Words of Jesus, and The Acts of the Apostles.

2No special book more recent than Harnack can be cited; but very important articles will be found
in theTheol. Literaturzeitung, vol. 33 pp. 172-6, by Schurer; in the Theologische Rundschau, vol.
Xi. pp. 185-205, by Bousset; in the American Journal of Theology, vol. 11 pp. 454-474, by Bacon;
and in the Zeitschrift fur wiss. Theologie, vol. 1. pp. 176-214, by Hilgenfeld. Bousset’s article gives
a full account of all recent studies of the Acts of any importance.

50r Titius; the text is doubtful.

71t is sometimes disputed if the island was really Malta, but the point is immaterial for the present
purpose.

3This is the traditional view; but the evidence of the Papyri points to the probability that Eevma
means “hospitality”; see Moulton and Milligan in the Expositor, March, 1910, p. 286, who regard
this view as “practically certain.”

8In favour of the view that the trial was quashed because no hostile withesses appeared, see
Interpreter, 1909, pp. 147 ff. and 438 f., What was the end of St. Paul’s trial?
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Chapter 3

02. Chapter 2. THE JUDAISTIC CONTROVERSY, THE GENTILE
CONVERTS, ...

CHAPTER Il THE JUDAISTIC CONTROVERSY, THE GENTILE CONVERTS, AND THE
BACKGROUND OF GENTILE CHRISTIANITY THE earliest Christian community was in
Jerusalem: the fact that it was here and not in Galilee is perhaps a curious problem, but it cannot
be denied. Moreover it was a community within the limits of Judaism rather than one clearly
separated from it. The disciples frequented the Temple, observed the Jewish Law, and believed all
the articles of the Jewish faith. That which distinguished them from other Jews was that to the
usual Pharisaic belief that in the last days the Messiah—the Lord’s Anointed—would appear on
earth, to break the powers of evil and to establish the kingdom of God, they added the assurance
that they knew who the Messiah was. He was Jesus, who had appeared already as Son of
man—that is, as Messiah in personality, but not yet in function,—had been crucified and buried,
and had been raised again by God to the glorified existence of the heavenly Messiah who would
soon come in the clouds of heaven to inaugurate in power that Kingdom of God of which He was
already the proleptic head, and the Christians were already the proleptic members, and as such
had received the Holy Spirit which was to be given in the “last days.” This was the point on which
Jews and Christians differed,—the identification or the non-identification of the Messiah, whom
they both expected, with Jesus; and they found their common ground for argument in the Law and
in the Prophets, which each regarded as the infallibly inspired word of God. Probably there was a
dispute between them as to the interpretation of the Old Testament, for it is likely that the
Christians explained passages such as Isaiah 53:1-12, in which allusion is made to a suffering
servant of Jahweh, in relation to the Messiah, while such a view did not obtain among the Jews.
Nevertheless, this was relatively a matter of domestic difference of opinion, and could scarcely be
regarded, except in the heat of controversy, as unfaithfulness to the hope of Israel. Christians in no
sense felt that they had ceased to be Jews, and the question of the admission of the Gentiles was
not raised. It is true that there had been an open rupture between Jesus and the Galilaean
synagogues, and that the Priests had conspired to put Him to death, but the disciples clung to the
Temple, and never accepted the situation. Perhaps the most instructive parallel to their position
(though of course only in this respect) is afforded by that of Catholic Modernists, who have been
frequently disavowed by Catholic authority, yet have never accepted the situation. That there was
more or less severe, but probably intermittent rather than continuous persecution of the Christians
by the Jews is probable in itself, and corroborated by the accounts in Acts 4:1-37 and Acts 5:1-42.
m But there is no suggestion that either the Jews or the Christians felt that the latter were in any
way outside the Jewish Church.The Christians held that the crucifixion of their leader had been a
crime, and the Jews believed that it was a necessary incident in the development of political life,
but the former did not think themselves outside the covenant or the service of the Temple, and the
latter were not prepared to drive out those whose only fault was an erroneous belief that they knew
who the Messiah was, for it must be remembered that the strong eschatological and Messianic
belief of the Christians was—apart from the question of the identity of the Messiah—shared by
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many of the Jews, and especially by those who were most enthusiastic for the “Hope of Israel”

Nevertheless, looking back on history, it is clear that this situation could not last. If Christianity had
remained unchanged it would have died out, as indeed it did among the Jews, so soon as the
eschatological expectation was clearly falsified, for to the Jews—who had already a divinely
instituted Church—it was impossible to adopt the point of view which identified or confused the
Kingdom with the Church, and put into the background the expectation of the Parousia. It was
impossible for Christianity to flourish for long within the limits of the Judaism of Jerusalem. But
already partially distinct from the Judaism of Jerusalem there was a Judaism in the Diaspora which
offered a far more hopeful prospect, and from the beginning it was the Hellenistic Jews belonging
to this who were attracted. Apart altogether from questions as to the accuracy of the account given
in Acts of the day of Pentecost, it is clear that the point which St. Luke wishes to emphasize, in
addition to the inspiration of the Church, is the Hellenistic character of the converts. They were
Jews, but they were Jews of the Diaspora, “Jews, devout men ... Parthians, and Medes, and
Elamites"—and St. Luke exhausts language in his attempt to make plain their diversity of
nationality. The introduction of this new element could not but profoundly affect the development of
the community. The first sign which we find of its influence is in Acts 6:1-7, which describes how
there was friction between the Hellenist and Palestinian Christians as to the distribution of alms
among their “widows.” The result of this was the introduction into the community of a new element
of organization. Up till now the leaders had been “the Twelve.” They had been promised by Jesus
positions of authority in the Kingdom, and were to be the Judges over the twelve tribes of
Israel.Among other things they had apparently undertaken various social and financial
arrangements which at the least were regular and organized charity, at the most, something
approaching communism—it is probably impossible to define them more accurately. But now a
great part, or perhaps all, of this work was handed over to “the Seven,” who seem mostly to have
belonged to the Hellenist section. According to St. Luke, then, the duties of “the Seven” were
primarily practical and internal to the community; but they also seem to have attracted attention by
their development of certain lines of thought which were probably present in the teaching of Jesus
Himself, but were not taken up by the original Jerusalem community. These lines were concerned
with the Temple and the official class connected with it, which was treated by St. Stephen in a
manner which seems to find no parallel in the teaching of the Twelve, and certainly not in that of
other Jewish Christians. This new development of Christianity met with active hostility from the
orthodox Hellenists in Jerusalem; St. Stephen was summoned before the Sanhedrin, and stoned
to death, while other Hellenists were forced to leave Jerusalem. It appears, however, that this
persecution did not extend to the original disciples, for St. Luke expressly excepts the Apostles, by
which he probably means the Twelve. Probably, therefore, we ought to consider that the
persecution connected with the death of St. Stephen was primarily a persecution of Hellenists by
Hellenists, and did not largely affect the original Palestinian Christians. The Christian Hellenists
scattered; St. Philip among others preached in Samaria, and on one occasion returning to Judaea
converted an Ethiopian—probably a proselyte. Ultimately he went farther north, and settled in
Caesarea. Thus a Christian propaganda began to spread among the Hellenist Jews outside
Jerusalem. What form their teaching took we do not know in any detail, but we may be sure that it
varied to some extent from that of the original disciples, and the account given in the Acts of the
teaching of St. Stephen seems to show that it was perceptibly less attached to the Temple and to
the Law, an attitude which was probably not uncommon among Hellenists entirely apart from
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Christianity. In answer to this propaganda a persecution was instituted among the orthodox
Hellenists, with the support of the priests at Jerusalem, and among those who took part in it was
Saul of Tarsus.

Obviously the original Jewish community could not stand entirely outside this movement. Possibly
some of its members doubted whether it ought to meet with approbation. At all events, some of the
leaders felt compelled to investigate it; among them St. Peter and St. John the son of Zebedee,
who went to Samaria where Philip had been preaching. What they saw led them to approve, so
that they joined in the work of evangelization outside Jerusalem, and thus began careers which
ultimately led both of them far afield into the Roman Empire. The result of this development was
that the history of the Church began to divide into two branches. On the one hand, there was the
propaganda of the Hellenists, ever spreading further and further from the centre; and on the other,
the preaching of the members of the Jerusalem community, for the time, at least, confined to a
circle of a smaller radius.

Turning first to the Jerusalem community, two facts are of outstanding importance. The absence of
St. Peter, and probably of other members of the “Twelve” led to a change in organization. Instead
of the Twelve being the rulers, we find James, the brother of the Lord, apparently becoming the
head of the community. Whether this took place in consequence of a definite arrangement, or
more or less imperceptibly in consequence of the absence of the Twelve, we do not know, but it
probably marks the acceptance of the dcotm ouvol—the family of the Lord—as having in some
sense a claim to the headship of the community in Jerusalem. St. James appears to have
belonged to the original type of Christianity, and was for many years unharmed; indeed, tradition
represents him as enjoying the general respect of the Jews.Thus a conservative and essentially
Jewish type of Christianity became fixed in Jerusalem. On the other hand, St. Peter, the leader of
the Twelve, was induced to take a new and profoundly important step, which he was successful in
commending at all events to the theoretical approbation of the Christians in Jerusalem. This was
the conversion of Cornelius. Cornelius was a centurion stationed in Caesarea, not a proselyte but
a “God-fearer” who desired to hear the teaching of St. Peter. St. Peter hesitated whether he might
go to a Gentile, but was convinced by a vision that he ought to do so, and after hearing his gospel
Cornelius visibly received the gift of the Spirit.

St. Peter interpreted this fact to mean that he might at once be formally admitted by Baptism into
the Christian community. It is important here to notice how central was the belief that Christians
were men who were inspired with a Holy Spirit: there are many problems in connection with this
fact—for instance, its relation to Baptism —but as to the fact itself there can be no doubt. When,
therefore, St. Peter found that Cornelius and his household presented all the signs of being “filled
with the Spirit,” he naturally was forced to the conclusion that Cornelius, Gentile though he was,
had been placed within the Christian Community. The great importance of this decision of St.
Peter was that it forced him, and the Church of Jerusalem with him, to acknowledge that it was
both theoretically and practically possible for a Gentile to become a Christian, or in other words, a
proleptic member of the Messianic Kingdom. It did not, however, settle the further question, which
was sure to arise, whether Gentiles who became Christians were free from the obligation of the
Jewish Law. St. Peter himself does not seem at the moment to have seen clearly that this question
must arise, and his action in baptizing Cornelius was to some extent a confusion of thought.
Before the incident of Cornelius he had held that the Christian community was open to Jews only,
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and that the method of entry was Baptism. From the gift of the Spirit he concluded that Cornelius
had been divinely admitted into the Church, and therefore that the limitation of Church
membership to Jews was untenable. By a strict parity of reasoning he ought to have decided that it
also proved that Baptism was not the only method of entry into the Church, for Cornelius was, by
the evidence of the Spirit, among its members, though he had never been baptized. But this
reasoning was not followed by St. Peter, who baptized Cornelius, opening, as it were, the door
after the guest was already in the house. It was therefore possible for the Jewish Christians to
argue that even if Gentiles had been admitted into the Church, they ought to be circumcised as
well as baptized. If they followed the reasoning which led St. Peter to admit Gentiles, and to reject
the limitation to Jews because of the evidence of the Spirit, naturally they would not require
circumcision; but if they followed the reasoning which led him in spite of that evidence to baptize
Cornelius, they would logically demand circumcision as well. That this attitude was actually
adopted is clear from the course of events, though it is not actually stated in connection with the
case of Cornelius.

Thus the result of the incident of Cornelius may be stated to have been that the Christians in
Jerusalem and Palestine generally recognized the admission of Gentiles to the Christian Church,
but that the exact conditions imposed on them remained undetermined.

Meanwhile events of equal importance had happened in the circle of the Hellenists. St. Paul, the
enthusiast for orthodoxy had seen a vision on the road to Damascus, had joined the ranks of the
Hellenist Christians whom he had previously persecuted, and was engaged in preaching in Cilicia
in the district of which Tarsus, his native city, was the centre. Moreover, some of the Hellenists
who had been driven out of Jerusalem—according to St. Luke they were Cypriotes and
Cyrenaeans—had settled in Antioch, and had taken the epoch-making step of preaching to the
Gentiles, no doubt chiefly among the God-fearers, with immediate and great success, without
insisting on their adopting the Law or practices of Judaism.Obviously this raised in an acute form
the same question as the incident of Cornelius, and it was impossible here to regard the
circumstances as exceptional—they represented a fixed policy. The Church at Jerusalem
therefore decided to send St. Barnabas to investigate the situation. He was admirably fitted for the
task, for he was himself a Hellenist from Cyprus, but had always belonged to the Jerusalem
community, and had relations in the city.

St. Barnabas was completely persuaded, by the facts which he saw, that the new movement was
desirable, threw himself into the work, and called St. Paul from Tarsus to help him. In this way a
vigorous Christianity grew up among the Gentiles, which recognized neither the circumcision nor
the ceremonial law of the Jews.

If this had been a wholly new doctrine in Judaism it would be almost inconceivable that St. Paul
and St. Barnabas would have started it without further discussion, but, as a matter of fact, they
were only following a line of thought which had already found supporters among a minority of the
Jews, not only in the Diaspora, but even in Jerusalem. It is, for instance, related by Josephus that
when lzates, King of Adiabene, was converted to Judaism, the merchant Ananias whom he
consulted urged him not to be circumcised, because of the offence which he would give to his
subjects, but to content himself with a general observance of the Jewish Law, and adherence to
the Jewish creed. This was almost exactly contemporaneous with the teaching of St. Barnabas
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and St. Paul in Antioch. But perhaps the most important witness to the existence of a “liberal”
school among the Jews of the first century is Philo. In his book De Migratione Abrahami, he refers
definitely to a class of Jews who attached only a symbolic importance to the Law. “There are
persons,” he says, “who regard the traditional law as a symbol of spiritual life; the symbolic
meaning they seek with every care, but despise the literal meaning. Such laxness | can only
deprecate. They ought to be zealous for both,—both the exact search for the hidden meaning as
well as the punctilious observance of the literal sense. ... Although it be true that the law of the
Sabbath contains the deeper meaning that the Creator (tm mymvntov) is active and the Creation
(tm yevnTmv) is passive, we have no right to ignore the command to keep it holy.... Even though
the Feast is a symbol of the joy of the soul and of thankfulness to God, we have no right to give up
the annual festivities, and though the circumcision signifies the cutting away of every passion and
lust, and the destruction of all godless thoughts... we are still not justified in departing from the law
of circumcision which was laid upon us.”

It is plain that Philo, who, of course, fully accepted the symbolic or allegorical meaning of the law,
was acquainted with Jews who went further than he did, and regarded this not as the hidden
meaning, but as the only valid meaning, so that they abandoned Circumcision, Sabbath, Feasting
and Fasting, and, in a word, the whole of the ceremonial law.

If Jews were inclined in Alexandria to doubt in this manner whether the law was, in its literal sense,
really valid for themselves, it is not surprising that some of them did not insist on its observance by
Gentiles who desired not to be excluded from the Kingdom of God. Thus we find a few years later
than Philo that the Jewish writer of the fourth book of the Oracula Sibyllinapromised entry into the
Messianic kingdom to all of the heathen who accept the true God, abandon idolatry, murder, theft,
fornication, and sodomy, generally lead a good life, and are baptized. Nothing whatever is said of
circumcision or the Jewish Law.

Less well attested, and much less important, is the story of the Babylonian Talmud (Yebhamoth, f.
46a) that in the first century Rabbi Joshua maintained that Baptism without circumcision was
sufficient for the admission of a proselyte, and was opposed by Rabbi Eliezer who argued in
favour of circumcision without Baptism. Thus the more advanced position held among the
Christians at Antioch as to the method by which a Gentile might be admitted was only the
continuation of a discussion which had already arisen among the Jews. Neither the admission of
Gentiles, nor omission of circumcision were quite new things in the history of Judaism, but both
represented the adhesion of the Christians at Antioch to the more liberal principles of a minority,
probably found chiefly in the Diaspora, and the rejection of the narrower and stricter point of view
which was dominant in Jerusalem.

Moreover, this latter view was dominant not only among the Jews but also among many of the
Christians at Jerusalem, who probably still held fast to their original point of view, and had not
grasped the importance of the incident of Cornelius, so that in this way Antioch became in a few
years the centre of a type of Christianity which really differed from that in Jerusalem, and was
adopted chiefly by Gentiles rather than by Jews. The importance of it was that, although it may
possibly have been the view of St. Barnabas and St. Paul that their converts were made members
of the true Jewish Church by their Baptism, this rapidly ceased to be true of the Gentile Christians
themselves. They had accepted much of the Jewish theology, and especially the doctrine of the
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Messiah, but the community which they desired to enter was the Messianic kingdom, not the
Jewish Church, and to their mind it was plain that membership in this kingdom was the privilege of
those who accepted the Messiah, and was independent of the Law, which was an exclusively
Jewish possession. Let the Jews keep their own Law, they were themselves free. Either they
argued like this, or else they accepted the teaching of the liberal Jews, whom Philo reprobated, to
the effect that the Law had only a symbolical meaning. We find, for instance, that the writer of the
Epistle of Barnabas, who may have lived in the first century, took exactly this standpoint, and
regarded a literal exegesis of the Old Testament as the invention of an Evil Angel.

We cannot reconstruct the precise standpoint of the Gentile converts,—indeed, we may be certain
that they had more than one—but it is at any rate plain that under the leadership of St. Barnabas
and St. Paul the new type of Christianity which rejected the Law for Gentile Christians grew
rapidly. It was clearly inevitable that it should come into collision with the older type at Jerusalem;
sooner or later, if the unity of Christians was to be preserved, some sort of an agreement had to be
reached as to the conditions of membership to be demanded from Gentile Christians; and any
occasion on which the representatives of Jerusalem were brought into close relations with those of
Antioch was likely to give rise to discussion on this point. Of such occasions we have in the Acts
several good examples, and the effect of what may be called the Antiochene movement is quite
plain. The first is the mission of St. Barnabas and St. Paul from Antioch to Jerusalem with
assistance for the sufferers in the time of the famine. The writer of Acts somewhat exaggerates the
universality of this famine, but it was undoubtedly widespread and particularly severe in
Jerusalem. It is impossible to fix the date with absolute certainty, but 45 A. D. is not probably more
than one year wrong in either direction. In Acts it is not stated that St. Barnabas and St. Paul
discussed the treatment of the Gentile converts, or even that they saw the leaders of the
Jerusalem Church, but it is improbable that at such a time St. James would have left Jerusalem
(the question of St. Peter is more complicated (see Chap. V.), though one would be inclined to
think that the need of the community would be the best reason for bringing him back to Jerusalem,
if he had left it already), and just as a mission of help from Antioch to Jerusalem was an unsuitable
opportunity for any public discussion as to the Antiochene movement, so it was admirably fitted for
a private and friendly discussion among the leaders, and for a spirit of general concession on both
sides. One of the main problems in connection with the Epistle to the Galatians is whether the
meeting described in Galatians 2:1-21 may not in reality refer to some such meeting at this time,
but even if this view be rejected, it still remains a priori probable that St. Peter and St. James were
in Jerusalem, and that they talked with St. Barnabas and St. Paul about the question of Gentile
converts and their desirability.

Probably partly as a result of their intercourse with the Church at Jerusalem, in any case
immediately after it, St. Barnabas and St. Paul undertook their first missionary journey. This was
so successful that the question of Gentile Christians obtained increased importance, and the
Jerusalem Church took fright at a movement the true significance of which was perhaps now for
the first time fully realized, and sent out a rival mission, to which reference is made both in Acts
and in Galatians (Acts 15:1; Galatians 2:12), in order to convince Christians of Gentile origin that
circumcision and the Law were binding on them. The result of this conflict of propaganda was,
according to the Acts, the Council at Jerusalem, which was practically a meeting between
representatives of the Antiochene Church and the Jerusalem leaders.
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According to St. Luke's account, speeches were made by St. Barnabas and by St. Paul
representing Antioch, and afterwards by St. Peter and St. James representing Jerusalem. St.
Peter and St. James recognized the force of the Antiochene arguments, and the latter proposed
an eirenicon, which was drawn up in writing and circulated among the Gentile Churches by St.
Barnabas, St. Paul, Silas, and Judas. As to the historical value of this narrative opinions differ
widely. What may be called the extreme right wing of criticism treats it as if it were a stenographic
report, while the extreme left regards it as the purely imaginary product of the writer of Acts.
Probably both extremes are wrong; there seems no good reason to suppose that the exact form of
the speeches of St. Peter and St. James is anything more than St. Luke’s view of the way in which
they would naturally have spoken, though the substances of what they said may very probably
have been communicated to him by St. Paul or Silas, or some other of those present.m Similarly
the decrees have a distinct a priori probability if the Lucan authorship of Acts be accepted, and it
may be said with apparent reasonableness that it is far more probable that St. Luke was in a
position to give the actual words of a document than of a speech. It is, of course, by no means
impossible that St. Luke had heard that there was such a document, and in the usual manner of
historians of his day, gave a reconstruction of it when modern writers would have been content
with a description; but it is also quite possible that he may have seen a copy of it. Unless one
disputes the Lucan authorship of Acts, or the general historical value of the book, every a priori
probability is in favour of the view that a decision was come to, and issued by the Council at
Jerusalem in the form, or very nearly in the form, given in Acts 15:1-41. If there is nothing wholly
unacceptable in the account given by St. Luke, we ought to follow it. Is there anything of this kind?
In attempting to answer this question we are faced with one of those complexes of historical and
textual difficulties which can only be discussed profitably at some length. To do so at this point
would cause too great a break in the narrative, and the detailed consideration has therefore been
postponed to an appendix (pp. 48 ff.). The main points are these. The ordinary text of the Acts
says that the letter of the Apostles demanded that the Gentiles should keep themselves from
“things offered to idols, from blood, from things strangled, and from fornication.” Now, it is said, this
is a food law, and was a compromise between the two parties: why is it never referred to in the
Pauline Epistles? The answers which have been given are manifold, but they may be divided into
two main classes. On the one hand, it is said that St. Paul never mentions the compromise
because it was a failure from the beginning,or was only intended for the Churches of Syria Cilicia.
m On the other hand, it is argued that it is inconceivable that the decreesld not be mentioned by St.
Paul, and therefore the account in Acts must be abandoned as unhistorical. So the matter stood
for a long time, more or less at a deadlock, for the explanations given of St. Paul's silence were
quite unsatisfactory, and the abandonment of the narrative in Acts as unhistorical seemed to be
insufficiently justified. Recently, however, a third view has been propounded, to the effect that the
whole difficulty may be solved by textual and historical criticism, which shows that the words
“things strangled” are a gloss, and that the decree was not a food law.lt is discussed at length in
the Appendix on pp. 48 ff. This last view is, | believe, correct. It seems to me to be the only solution
enabling us to hold the accuracy of the Lucan account, and at the same time to explain St. Paul's
silence, which is perfectly intelligible if the decrees were not a compromise but a victory for his
party. For with this text of the Acts—"that they should abstain from things offered to idols, from
blood, and from fornication"—there was no compromise, but the decrees were the concession by
the Jerusalem party of the main contention of the Antiochene movement—that converts ought to
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be admitted to Christianity without being compelled to observe the Jewish Law as to circumcision
and ritual observances. It was not a compromise, for in a compromise each party concedes
something, and if the Apostolic decrees be not a food law, but moral requirements, the Antiochene
party had conceded nothing—to abstain from idolatry in any form, or from idolatry, murder, and
fornication, was not a concession.

We ought thus to regard the result of the Apostolic Council as the decision of the leaders of the
Church at Jerusalem to admit the contention of the Antiochene movement, and to accept Gentile
converts to Christianity without the condition of observing the Jewish Law. It was not a
compromise, it was a triumph—a triumph of the most far-reaching consequences for Christianity,
and Judaism. For the success of Christianity and the failure of Judaism in their attempts to
conquer the Roman Empire largely depended on it. Christianity had been originally a part of
Judaism, and in selecting a method for carrying its propaganda among the Gentiles it had, along
with the other sects of Judaism, to choose between the liberal spirit of the Diaspora—represented
by Antioch—and the strictness of the dominant school of Jerusalem. Christianity at the Council of
Jerusalem chose aright. Judaism both then, and after the fall of Jerusalem, chose wrongly, for
though the Sibylline Oracles bear witness to the survival of the broader spirit in Judaism, it was
only found in a small minority, never became typically Jewish, and soon disappeared, just as the
narrower spirit survived in some parts of Jewish Christianity, but never became dominant, and
ultimately died out. The result was that Christianity gained all those of the Graeco-Roman world
who had felt the attraction of Jewish monotheism, Jewish ethics, and Jewish eschatological hope,
while Judaism failed to do so.

It is now necessary to ask what was the general effect of this Antiochene triumph. That it was not
the end of the Judaistic controversy need scarcely be said; in such a struggle the minority is
defeated without being either convinced or destroyed. Even if we had no proof we should be
justified in assuming that there remained a party which continued to unite Christian propaganda
with a strict adhesion to the Jewish Law, and regarded the Council as a lamentable mistake.
Moreover, it is obvious that the Jews would regard this new development of Christianity with
increased dislike: for it was no longer merely the identification of the Messiah with Jesus, but a
definite denial of the universal validity of the Jewish Law and cultus—the participation by the
Christians, already heretical enough, in the dangerous latitudinarianism which Ananias had so
lamentably suggested to Izates, and the Jews of the Diaspora had occasionally been so weak as
to encourage. At the other end of the scale, also, human nature suggests the probability that some
of the Antiochene Christians, or their converts, would rush to extremes and introduce a dangerous
antinomianism in the name of liberty, and force the Antiochene leaders to protest, and to contend
against extravagant perversions of their teaching.

It is therefore natural to expect to find that the Jerusalem propaganda continued among Christians,
though now rather as a protesting and reactionary conservatism; that the opposition of the Jews to
Christianity was strengthened and embittered; and that a new school of thought soon arose which
exaggerated the plea for liberty which had been so successfully put forward by Antioch, and
threatened to convert liberty into libertinism. As a matter of fact, the two first of these phenomena
can be traced in the Acts, in the events of St. Paul’s final visit to Jerusalem,and the last, though it
can scarcely be found in the Acts, can clearly be traced in several of the Pauline Epistles. On the
occasion of St. Paul's visit to Jerusalem, St. James, while reaffirming his acceptance of the
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Apostolic Decrees, emphasized the existence of “many myriads” of Christian Jews, who were all
zealous for the Law and were afraid that St. Paul was not content with absolving the heathen who
became Christians from the obligation of the Law, but was also teaching the Jews that it was no
longer binding on them and their children. It is for our purpose immaterial whether this be accepted
as really an utterance of St. James, or as representing St. Luke’s idea of the attitude of the Jewish
Christians and of their leader. In either case, it is good evidence of the Jewish Christians’ position,
and of their attitude towards St. Paul and the Antiochene movement generally. Equally instructive
is St. Paul’s conduct: he at once agreed to show by his actions that he recognized the validity of
the Law for Jews. The Jewish Christians honestly believed that the direct result of his writing and
preaching must be the abandonment of the Law even by Jews; and St. Paul’'s action was intended
to convince them that, although the observance of the Law was not demanded from Gentiles, it
was nevertheless recognized as binding on Jewish Christians. At the same time, the seriousness
with which both St. James and St. Paul faced the situation suggests that some of St. Paul's
adherents were pushing his principles further, and denying that circumcision and the Law were
binding on any one. We may also assume with much probability that this question was connected
with a certain vagueness as to whether it was possible to say that the Messiah was already come
or not. The original position was no doubt that Jesus was the Messiah, but it was equally clearly
held that He had not yet come as Messiah. The Parousia—which means “coming,” not
“return”—was still future, and the Messianic kingdom did not yet exist, except in a certain proleptic
sense. But until the Messiah came—not until it was known who He was—the Law was binding.
This was probably the original position, so far as it was consciously thought out at all, but almost
from the first amongst Gentile Christians the “proleptic” element began to be forgotten, more and
more importance came to be given to the actual work of Jesus, His life to be regarded as really a
“coming” of the Messiah, and the concept of the Kingdom to gain a somewhat different meaning.
With such a position the Law naturally seemed to be entirely superseded. Over against this
extreme Gentile position stood the mass of Jewish Christians, who were zealous for the Law, had
not St. James’s personal knowledge of St. Paul, but identified him with the extreme position of
some of his followers, and so came more and more to stand aloof, and to dislike the whole
Antiochene movement. The increased hostility of the non-Christian Jews is equally well shown by
the Pauline Epistles and by the Acts. According to these, St. Paul’'s most determined enemies
were the Jews. In Galatia, Asia, Macedonia; and Achaia Jewish hostility was strong and
irreconcileable, and in Jerusalem it was the direct cause of his imprisonment. It is clear that the
Jews in the capital tolerated St. James and his party, even though their toleration was tempered
with contempt and dislike: after all, they seem to have argued, though these people have foolish
ideas as to the identity of the Messiah, they nevertheless observe the Law, and are otherwise
orthodox. But for St. Paul nothing was bad enough—he was a renegade and a traitor, and as such
worthy of death.

Moreover, this Jewish hatred of St. Paul was especially stimulated by a fact which also was
prominent in producing the antinomian extremists, and later on in introducing other problems into
the life of the Gentile Churches. This fact was the existence in the Graeco-Roman world of the
class of “God-fearers” whom the synagogue had attracted towards itself by much careful
preparation, and hoped ultimately to convert into proselytes. This class is often mentioned in the
NewTestament,and a more accurate understanding of its position is one of the great steps forward
which have been made of recent years in the interpretation of early Christianity. The source of
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most statements on the subject was formerly the essay of Deyling, De Zeoumvolc Tmv Osmv in
his Observationes Sacrae, ii. pp. 462—69, in which he identified them with the “proselytes of the
gate” mentioned in the Talmud. On this view the theory was based that the Jews recognized two
sorts of proselytes—those “of the gate” and those “of righteousness,” of whom the former stood in
a less close relation to the Jews than the latter—and that “God-fearers” is a synonym for the
former. This view will be found expressed at length in the first edition of Schirer's Geschichte des
judischen Volkes in Zeitalter Jesu Christi, and it was long the dominant opinion. But, in the light of
further study, in his third, and still more completely in his fourth edition (1909), Schirrer completely
gave up this theory, and showed convincingly that “proselyte of the gate” is a purely mediaeval
term, of which the meaning is doubtful, but probably is “Gentiles living among Jews,” and that the
God-fearers were not proselytes at all. His conclusion is based on inscriptions, both in Latin and
Greekm and is that “Almost everywhere in the Diaspora there was a fringe of ‘God-fearing’
heathen round the Jewish Church. They adopted the Jewish form of worship, with its monotheism
and absence of images, and frequented the Jewish synagogues, but confined themselves with
regard to the ceremonial law to certain cardinal points, and thus could not be reckoned as actually
belonging to the Jewish Church.... When we ask which points of the ceremonial law were thus
observed, the clearest indications are afforded by Josephus, Juvenal, and Tertullian. m These
three all agree that it was especially the observance of the Sabbath, and the food law which most
generally obtained in these circles.... Their adherence would vary in degree, and it is improbable
that there were fixed limits.” To this statement of Schirer's no exception can be taken on the
ground of what it says, but it ought to be added that the evidence of Philo shows that there were
Jews who regarded the Law as merely allegorical, and that the Sibylline Oracles (see pp. 25 f. and
56 f.) show that there were also circles among the God-fearers in which the food law and even the
sabbath were disregarded, and that monotheism and the moral law alone were observed. This
would no doubt vary in different places, and would be influenced by the type of Judaism which was
dominant: in places, for instance, where the extreme allegorizing party had representatives, and
the Law was explained in the manner which the Epistle of Barnabas tried to popularize among
Christians, the observance of the ceremonial law would naturally sink into the background among
the God-fearers.

It does not need the testimony of Juvenal to convince us that it was from this circle of God-fearers
that the Jews drew their proselytes, and the Acts give us superabundant proof that it was in the
same circle that St. Paul met with the greatest success in making converts; it is therefore easy to
understand the bitterness of Jewish feeling against St. Paul and other Christians of the Antiochene
school, for it is not in human nature to regard with equanimity the sight of heretics successfully
reaping a harvest which the orthodox had sown, had seen grow up, and had expected to gather,
and the rapid passing over of God-fearers to the ranks of the Christians was in the eyes of the
orthodox Jews a triumph for heresy as bitter as it was unexpected. In this way the existence of the
God-fearers helps to explain the increased hatred of the Jews; it also explains the existence of the
extreme antinomian party of which Acts tells us nothing, but the Epistles more than a little. For the
God-fearers brought Christianity into the troubled world of thought of the Roman Empire. They
represent to a large extent the general attitude of the “religious man” of the first century. He was,
as a rule, dissatisfied with the ancestral forms of culture, as well as with the traditional theology. It
was an age of religious unrest and theological inquiry. The propaganda of Judaism and
Christianity were only two of the many efforts which were being made to answer this intellectual
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curiosity and to satisfy the yearnings of unhappy souls, and, on the whole, we can distinguish two
main currents to one or the other of which these efforts usually belonged. Those whose interest
was primarily intellectual, or, at all events, demanded a theology which was intellectually
acceptable, were strongly influenced by the metaphysics of the Neo-Platonists, and the ethics of
the Stoics. In them they seemed to find a reasonable explanation of the universe, a
“weltanschauung” which corresponded to facts, and a rule of life which satisfied the conscience
and seemed to offer a lasting happiness. On the other hand, those whose interest was chiefly
religious, in the narrower sense of the word, were attracted by the Oriental “Mystery Religions,” so
diverse in detail, yet so similar in essentials, which held out the offer of happiness in this world and
salvation in the next to all who by initiation into their sacraments joined in the risen life of a
redeemer God, and thus secured a knowledge of the great secret, which would guard the traveller
when he passed hence through the gate of death on his long and dangerous journey, and bring
him safely to the eternal life which he desired. Finally, we can see in such a man as Plutarch the
curious combination of these two currents which fully accepted all these mysteries, but by a
vigorous use of allegory and symbolism brought them in agreement with philosophy, and felt that
whether the God whom they celebrated was called Isis, or Attis, or Mithras, or any other name, it
was, nevertheless, the divine Logos, “the Word,” who was working in them all—the Logos who is
the source of all life and all wisdom, though he be called by different names in different lands.

Plutarch was, we may be sure, no exception, save in so far as he was of exceptional ability, and
doubtless there were many in the Roman Empire who, in some such way as he had done, united
the practice of the mysteries with the philosophy of the Stoics or Platonists. But in the lower and
less educated classes this syncretism must have been less common. Men felt that spiritually they
were ill, and needed a physician, nor were they able to see, as Plutarch did, that all the physicians
offered the same prescription, though they varied the exact form of its composition. No doubt, they
had their own syncretism, but it was not the philosophic syncretism of Plutarch, but rather a
tendency to modify the practices of the various cults, to borrow attractive features from others, and
to give up objectionable even though characteristic customs. This influence of the Oriental
“Mystery Religions” was increased by the fact that not only the Jews, but every Eastern nation had
its “Diaspora” in the Roman Empire. We are apt to overlook this because, for obvious reasons, it is
the Jewish Diaspora of which we hear most, but after all it was the Orontes, not the Jordan, which
seemed to the Roman eye to be flowing into the Tiber, and we ought to remember that just as
there was a Jewish Diaspora, with its proselytizing propaganda, there were Egyptian, Syrian,
Persian, and other Diasporae, in which the various cults were taught, though each probably with
more or less pronounced variations from the native type.

Each Diaspora of this kind was a centre for a wider circle, corresponding to the God-fearers of the
Jewish community, composed of those who were interested in what they saw and heard, but were
only prepared to accept the cult partially, eclectically, and in combination with features taken from
other cults, of which they had obtained knowledge in a similar way. An excellent example of this
type of syncretism is to be found in the cults found in Asia Minor, which combined Judaism with
the worship of Zeus Hypsistos and of Attis the Phrygian Redeemer-God whose worship united an
originally local cult with that of the Magna Mater and her mysteries. But it is safe to assume that for
one form of eclecticism which endured long enough to crystallize into a definite shape there must
have been many which were purely ephemeral, or, even if they lasted longer, failed to be

Sermonindex.net | Page 21



preserved in any inscription or literary reference which has survived.

It is easy to see how these influences must have worked in the case of those who were brought
into contact with Judaism as well as with the “Mystery Religions.” In the Jewish theology they
found a monotheism which satisfied their intellects. The Messianic expectation presented no
difficulties to those who, since the time of Augustus, had learnt to believe that the world-cycle was
approaching its completion, and that a Deliverer would soon appear to lead mankind into the
glories of the golden age of which the poets sang and the Sibyl prophesied.In the deeply ethical
and spiritual austerity of the synagogue they found a satisfaction and a stimulus for their religious
life.Some of them also appreciated the moral and practical value of the observance of the sabbath,
and felt that there was an element of truth in the distinction between clean and unclean foods—a
distinction which is, indeed, more obviously valuable in hot climates than in Northern Europe. But
the rest of the ceremonial law, circumcision, and the national pretensions of the Jew to the
especial favour of God, had no value in their eyes, so that they either rejected them, or accepted
the position which changed their meaning by allegory and symbolism. But they were very unlikely
to stop at this point; the metaphysics of the Neo-Platonists, and the ethics of the Stoics agreed
with and supplemented the teaching of the Old Testament and the synagogue, while the “Mystery
Religions,” with their elaborate and impressive ritual, made a reiterated appeal to the sympathy of
those who found in the stern and cold worship of the Jews, bracing though its atmosphere might
be, insufficient scope for the permanent satisfaction of an aesthetic and mystical imagination.

Such must have been the result of the contact of this type of eclectic mind with Judaism—a result
which doubtless caused the synagogue to ponder long and anxiously over the problem of such
God-fearers—but what kind of impression must have been made by Christianity on those who
belonged to such a circle?

They must have been but little attracted by Christianity of the original Jerusalem school, except in
so far as it accentuated the doctrine of the Messiah and His kingdom, and introduced an element
of superior certainty by being able to give the name of the Messiah, nor, as a matter of fact, is
there any evidence to show that the Jerusalem school ever obtained any very important or
permanent hold in the Graeco-Roman world. It was very different with the Antiochene movement.
In this the eclectic Gentile found all the features which he most admired in Judaism, set free from
the ceremonial law and from the custom of circumcision which had repelled him. But he saw more
than this: in the teaching of St. Paul as to the meaning of the death of Jesus he saw every reason
for equating the Lord with the Redeemer-God of the Mystery Religions, with the advantage that
this Redeemer possessed an historic character which could scarcely be claimed for Attis or
Mithras. Similarly in Baptism and in the Eucharist he found “mysteries” which could immediately be
equated with the other “mysteries,” offering eternal life to those who partook of them. In other
words, many of the Greeks must have regarded Christianity as a superior form of “Mystery
Religion.” The importance of this fact is not easily exhausted; it will be found to be one of the most
important elements in the situation at Corinth, which led to the Epistles, and in the wider sphere of
the history of doctrine it can scarcely be over-estimated. It is, for instance, of enormous importance
in considering the course of the development of Christian doctrine from the belief that the Messiah
was Jesus, and that He was speedily coming to set up the Kingdom of God, to the creed in which
the original meaning of the word “Messiah,” or “Christ,” was almost wholly forgotten, Jesus was
regarded as a Redeemer-God, and the Sacraments became the real centre of Christianity. That
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we find one type dominant in Jerusalem in the middle of the first century, and the other type
dominant in Rome in the middle of the second seems incontrovertible, but the exact course of the
development is outside the present purpose: it is sufficient to call attention to the fact that the
existence of the eclectic type of God-fearer is an extremely important factor in the situation.

Or, again, the existence of this type is of enormous importance in considering the origin of
Gnosticism. Formerly it was the custom to regard Gnosticism as a development from Christianity
under the influence of Greek thought. We have now, however, learnt that it was in basis neither
Christian nor Hellenic, but eclectic and Oriental. It comprised an almost infinite variety of sects
which combined parts of various Oriental religions, including Christianity, and united the fragments
by the application of a more or less intelligent application of philosophy. It will be seen that such a
movement was independent of Christianity, and this point is of importance because it used to be
argued that documents—such as some of the Pauline Epistles—which imply a point of view similar
to that of the Gnostics, must be late, because time must be allowed for the development of Gnostic
“heresy” from Christianity. The argument is unsound: Gnostic ideas are earlier, not later, than
Christianity, and to prove that any given document is engaged in controverting a Gnostic point of
view, shows merely that it was addressed to the eclectic circles described in the preceding
paragraphs—it has no necessary bearing on the question of date.

Putting aside, however, these larger questions it is clear that the attitude which regarded
Christianity as a “Mystery Religion” inevitably must have led men to exaggerate and misinterpret
the Pauline doctrine of freedom, to regard the cleansing from sin gained by the Christian as giving
him permission henceforth to do as he liked without incurring guilt, and to consider Baptism as an
opus operatum which secured his admission into the Kingdom apart from the character of his
future conduct. Thus there was from the beginning an antinomian and unethical spirit which
offered the most difficult problem for St. Paul and other Christians, who would naturally reject with
horror this licentious liberty of conduct so different from the ethical standards of Judaism, and we
can imagine—though | do not know that there is any extant example of it—that it was often flung
by the Jewish Christians in the face of the Pauline school of Christianity as the natural result of its
mistaken freedom.

Such are the main characteristics of the background which we must expect to find in the Pauline
Epistles. The chief feature is the large confused mass of unsatisfied seekers after religious truth,
who were testing all the various offers made to them by the preachers of diverse cults, and were
inclined to combine select features of them all in a strange medley of ritual and doctrine. And
emerging from the struggle fully to convert this class—a struggle in which convinced Jews,
Christians of Jerusalem, Christians of Antioch, worshippers of Isis and other Oriental cults,
magicians, astrologers, and wizards jostled each other in a theological confusion to which no
parallel can be found—we can distinguish the endeavours of St. Paul to preach freedom without
libertinism, and his constant efforts against the hatred of the Jew for a renegade Rabbi, against the
scarcely less fierce opposition of Christians who held firmly to the principles of the stiffly
conservative party at Jerusalem, and against the even more serious danger of a tendency to
misunderstand his teaching of Christian freedom, to misinterpret the nature of Christianity, and to
regard him as a narrow-minded preacher, who had little appreciation of the mysteries of the spirit,
and was scarcely better than the Jews whom he had deserted.
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It will be one of the tasks of the following chapters to trace more fully the details of this background
in connection with each of the Epistles, so as to render it possible for them to be read with a
somewhat better appreciation of the circumstances which caused them to be written.

Literature.—Besides the references which have been for special points, the following books will be
found generally valuable: E. Schirer, Geschichte des Judischen Volkes (ed. 4), vol. iii., Das
Judentum in der Zerstreuung und die judische Literatur. W. Bousset, Die Religion des Judentums
(ed. 2). W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire, and St. Paul the Traveller and Roman
Citizen. R. Deitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen, ihre Grundgedanken und
Wirkungen. J. Harrison, Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion, chap. x., The Orphic
Mysteries. L. R. Farnell, Cults of the Greek States, vol. v. chap. v. Dionysiac ritual. T. R. Glover,
The Conflict of Religions in the Early Roman Empire. F. Cumont, Les Religions orientales dans le
Paganisme romain.

1 This fact is to be found most clearly expressed in Professor Burkitt's The Earliest Sources for the
Life of Jesus, p. 66.

2 The use of this technical term of the grammarians may be excused by the difficulty of finding any
expression to convey the required meaning. The point is that the kingdom was not yet come, and
therefore there could not yet be any king; but it was quite certain that it was coming, and that
Jesus would be the King. Thus Christians lived in a constant anticipation of the future, a “prolepsis”
of things to come.

1 The point is, however, not quite certain; see H. Gressmann, Der Ursprung der
Israelitisch-jidischen Eschatologie. References to other books on the subject are given by
Bousset, Religion des Fudentums, p. 266. The most important authority for the view taken above
is Dalman, Der leidende und sterbende Messias der Synagoge.

1 It seems unnecessary to discuss Harnack’'s suggestion that these two accounts may be
“doublet” narratives of one event. Possibly he is right; (see his Apostelgeschichte, chap. 5), but it is
also possible that there were two attempts by the Jews to suppress Christianity. What is here
important is merely the fact that the attempts (or attempt) were unsuccessful and not vigorously
carried out.

2 Jewish “Church” is of course an anachronism, but it is too convenient a phrase to abandon.

3 Cf. Acts 23:6. The Pharisees immediately accepted St. Paul's statement that “for ‘Hope’ and a
resurrection of the dead am | being judged.”

1Just as a Jew of to-day can call himself an Englishman or a German, a Jew of the first century
could call himself a Parthian, a Mede, or even a Roman—if he were fortunate enough to possess
the right to do so, as St. Paul did.

2 This statement belongs to the oldest stratum of the Gospels. It is found in Matthew 19:28 and
Luke 22:30, and probably no one would dispute that it belongs to Q.

1 Harnack thinks that they were in some sense rivals of the Twelve. The evidence for this view is
small, but if one does not regard rivals as implying an unfriendly attitude there is something to be
said for it (see Harnack’'s Kirchenverfassung, p. 23). The whole question of “The Seven” is
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obscure, and we have no sufficient evidence to help much in dealing with it. The point is that we
need some explanation of the fact that those who were appointed in order to relieve the Twelve
from the practical and charitable side of their work, and to set them free to preach, nevertheless
only appear in the capacity of missionaries and controversalists, and as such seem to have
attracted more attention than the “Twelve.”

1 If tradition may be trusted, St. Peter went to Rome and St. John to Ephesus. But, of course,
there is considerable doubt as to this. The evidence in neither case is quite convincing, and in the
case of St. John there is some evidence (that of Papias—but in a doubtful passage) that he was
put to death by the Jews. See Schwartz, Uber den Tod der Séhne Zebedaci, and Sanday, The
Criticism of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 103 ff.

2 Tradition says that it took place twelve years after the Ascension, i.e. c. 42. It may have been
connected with the persecution of the Christians under Herod; but | think it was more probably the
result of the absence of the Twelve.

3 See Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 2.23, for a long account of St. James, taken from Hegesippus.
1 Acts 10. For the importance of the God-fearers, see pp. 37 ff.

1 This is not stated in Acts, but is clear from the context of the events implied by the Council, see
Acts 15:1-41.

1 The words of Ananias, are important enough to be quoted:—... duvmpevov om omTmy, mQn,
KOE XWpEC TEC TEPITOUMC T Ocmov OmBelv, EMYE T VTWC KMKPIKE ENAOmMY TH TETPIO THVY
EOUOOE (W TONTHE EMVOI KUPIMTEPOV TOm TEPITE UvecBal ...Ultimately, however, Izates listened
to his other Jewish adviser, Eleazar, and was circumcised. See Josephus, Antiquit., 20. 2. 4.

2 Ed. Mangey, 1 450, and Cohn and Wendland, 2 p. 285 ff.

1 The Oracula Sibyllina are a curious collection of Jewish and Christian verse, written in a bad
imitation of Homeric Greek, giving a series of Apocalyptic prophecies. They vary in date from the
first century before Christ to the third century after Christ. The best text is that of Geffcken in the
Berlin edition of Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte. The best
introductions are probably those of Alexandre (the first edition, of 1841-56, not the second of
1869, which is less valuable), and of Geffcken, Komposition und Enstehungszeit der Oracula
Sibyllina in Texte und Untersuchungen, 23.1; but sufficient for all except special purposes will be
found in Schirer's Geschichte des Jidischen Volkes, ed. 4, 3. pp. 555-592. This is one of the
places in which Schurer’s fourth edition is considerably fuller than the third. In the fourth book the
Sibyl is supposed to be speaking to the first generation of mankind, and gives a prophetic sketch
of the successive dominations of Assyrians, Medes, Persians, Greeks, and Romans, up to the
flight of Nero and the destruction of Jerusalem, and apparently mentioning the eruption of
Vesuvius in 79 a.d. It then goes on to foretell that Nero will return from the East, and history will
close with the judgment, resurrection, and establishment of the righteous. It is clear from this
summary that the book was written during the time after the fall of Nero when his death was still
doubted and his return expected at the head of a Parthian army. This might be at any time after
the death of Nero, and before about 90 a.d. (the last false Nero appeared in 88), but the reference
to Vesuvius narrows the range of possible dates to 79—-90 a.d.

Sermonindex.net | Page 25



1 The important passages are Or. Sib., 4.24-33 and 162-170. The text is quoted on pp. 56—7.
1[The probable range of date is about 90-135.]

2 Cf. Barn. 9:4, TepiTOUm YV yE D €W PNKEV OM COPKM G YEVNOmMVAL- EAAR TOPE 3OOV, BTl B YYEAOG
TIOVNPEC MOl @{EV OM TOMC,

1 For this we have the evidence of Josephus, who narrates that Queen Helena, the mother of
Izates, was in Jerusalem at the time, and endeavoured to relieve the distress by distributing corn
and figs among the poor, and that Izates himself sent money to Jerusalem for the same purpose;
see Josephus, Antiquit. 20. 2. 5.

1 Silas ultimately joined the Antiochene mission, but Judas returned to Jerusalem, if the Bezan
text of Acts 15:34 be trusted.

2 In speaking in this way | am assuming that the Acts were probably written by St. Luke the
companion of St. Paul. In so doing | am certainly open to the accusation of arguing in a circle. But
it is unfortunately almost always necessary to start by assuming something. In this case my
position is that if we assume the Lucan authorship there is nothing in Acts 15:1-41 which he would
not have known on good authority, and that if we turn round and treat the Lucan authorship as the
guestion to be discussed, there is also nothing in Acts 15:1-41 which he could not have
written,—though this is disputed by many critics.

1 So Sanday, The Apostolic Decree (published by Deichert in Leipzig, 1908), p. 15 f. The objection
to this view is that it makes it an insoluble mystery why St. Luke writing twenty years later, should
have made such a “dead letter” (to use Dr. Sanday’s expression) as the decrees had become, into
a document of such importance. Surely St. Luke was too good a historian to make so wrong a
selection of facts.

2 So Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 127. There is less to be said against this view, but it is improbable
because—on the theory that the decree was a compromise— it was not a question of geography
but of nationality, and was just the same in Galatia as it was in Syria. Besides, on the South
Galatian hypothesis (Chap. V.) the decrees were actually delivered to the Galatians (Acts 16:4). A
third view is that the decrees are genuine but antedated by St. Luke. This view was formerly held
by Harnack, and is to be found (in various forms) in Weizsacker, Das apostolische Zeitalter, p.
180f.; McGiffert, Apostolic Age, p. 213f.; and v. Dobschiitz, Die urchristlichen Gemeinden, p. 274.

1 G. Resch, Das Aposteldecret, and Harnack's chapter on Das Aposteldecret in his Die
Apostelgeschichte, pp. 188-198.

1 It is doubtful whether “emdwAmButa, ampa, and Topvema” means ‘“idolatry, murder, and
fornication,” or “sacrificial food, sacrificial blood, and fornication in connection with worship”; but in
neither case does it imply a compromise.

1 They are referred to in the following places:—as “@oompevol Tmv Osmv,” in Acts 10:2, Acts
10:22, Acts 10:35, Acts 13:16, Acts 13:26 as “ocmpevol Tmv Osmv,” Acts 16:14; Acts 18:17; as
“ocpmpevol” in Acts 13:50; Acts 17:4, Acts 17:17; and as “oe[3m pevol rpoom Avutol” in Acts 13:43.
Cf. Josephus, Antiquit., 14. 7. 2.
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1 Cf. especially, C.I.L., 5 1, n. 88. Ephem.Epigr., iv. 1881, p. 291, n. 838; C.I.L., 6. n. 29759,
29760, and 29763. Deissmann, Licht vom Osten, 326 f. Schirer, Die Juden im bosporanischen
Reiche und die Genossenschaften der ocfmpevol Osmv miotov ebendaselbst (Sitzungsberichte
der konigl. preussischen Academic zu Berlin, 1897); and F. Cumont, Hypsistos in the Supplément
to the Revue de l'instruction publique en Belgique, 1897.

2 The passages indicated are the following: Jos., Contra Ap., 2. 39: “Kom TAEMBeCIV mE | TIOAR G
{nAoC ymyoveY EMK LOKPON THC MUSTEPOC EMOEPEmMOC, ONON EMCOTIV O TMAIC EAAEVOWY
omdnticomy omdm BmpfBapov omdm my mOvoC, mvOo pum T Tm¢ mBOOUNO0OC, WV W POYOM [EV
HUENC TH HOOC [Om] OIETEQOM TNKEY KOM OM VNOTEMOI KOM AEYVGV EVOKOEOEIC KOM TOAAR
THV EmG (pmOlV mumY OE VEVOUIOUmVWY TopateTmpntal.” Tertullian, Ad Nationes, i. 13: “Vos
certe estis, qui etiam in laterculum septem dicrum solem recepistis, et ex diebus ipso priorem
praelegistis, quo die lavacrum subtrahatis aut in vesperam differatis, aut otium et prandium curetis.
Quod quidem facitis exorbitantes et ipsi a vestris ad alienas religiones. Judaei enim festi sabbata
et coena pura et Judaici ritus lucernarum et jejunia cum azymis et orationes litorales, quae utique
aliena sunt a diis vestris.” Juvenal, Sat., xiv. :96-106—

“Quidam sortiti metuentem sabbata patrem nil praeter nubes et caeli numen adorant, nec distare
putant humana carne suillam qua pater abstinuit; mox et praeputia ponunt.

Romanas autem soliti contemnere leges Judaicum ediscunt et servant ac metuunt jus tradidit
arcano quodcungue volumine Moses: non monstrare vias eadem nisi sacra colenti quaesitum and
fontem solos deducere verpos.

Sed pater in causa cui septima cuique fuit lux ignava et partem vitae non attigit ullam.”
1 Geschichte des judischen Volkes, ed. 4, 3.173 ff.

1 See F. Cumont’'s Hypsistos, in the Supplément to the Revue de linstruction publique en
Belgique. 1897.

2For a further description reference may be made to F. Cumont’s Les Religions orientales dans le
Paganisme romain. This book affords an indispensable introduction to the study of the Oriental
side of the background of early Christianity. It has, also, the advantage of being more easily
intelligible and more interesting than most works of fiction.

1 It is remarkable that the title of Zwtm p was actually given to Augustus; Cf. Deissman, Licht vom
Ocsten, p. 248.

2 Cf. Bousset, Religion des Fudentums, p. 576; and Wendland, Die Hellenistisch-Rémische Kultur,
pp. 87 f.

3 That this was the strength of Judaism has often been unfairly overlooked by Christian writers,
who have judged Judaism by the polemics of early Christian literature and the subtleties of the
Talmud, rather than by the ethical spirit of, for instance, the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,
or the many noble sayings of Philo.

1 See especially Bousset's Hauptprobleme der Gnosis.
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Chapter 4

02.01. THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLIC DECREES

APPENDIX | THE TEXT OF THE APOSTOLIC DECREES The textual variants in the Apostolic
Decrees are numerous and complicated: they can be found most fully in G. Resch’'s Das
Aposteldecret, pp. 7-17, and the material in the later Greek MSS. will no doubt be increased when
von Soden’s new critical edition is published. But for the purposes of all except students of the
later history of the text the facts may be stated as follows:— The text of all the manuscripts which
represent the dominant Greek tradition—m ABCP, etc.—supported by the Alexandrian Fathers
Clement and Origen, states that the Apostles told the Gentile converts to keep themselves from
things offered to idols, from blood, from things strangled, and from fornication. Thus there is a
four-clause text of which the first three clauses seem, when united in this way, to give a food law to
fix, as it were, the conditions of intercourse between Jewish and Gentile Christians, while the last
clause—against fornication— seems to have nothing to do with food, but to belong to a different
category altogether.

Over against this reading is the evidence of D, the Latin version, Irenaeus (in Greek as well as in
the Latin translation), Tertullian, Cyprian, and other Latin writers, who omit “things strangled,”
generally insert after the reference to fornication, “and do not do to others what you would not that
they should do to you,” and at the end of all add, “Ye shall do well, being carried along by the Holy
Spirit.” Thus it is plain that a widely received text of the decrees ran somewhat as follows:
mTm XeoOal €mOWAOOEMTWY KOE OEUOTOC KON TOPVEMOC, KON HOO |UE OmAETE EMOUTOMC
YyEVECHU| MTHPE N TOIEMY- m@E WY JOTNPOMVTEC M TM EETE [Or TMEATE?] QepM UEVOL MY TH
mymm TvVem LaTl, and was opposed, ultimately successfully, by a rival form which ran = Tm xeo6ai
€M OWAOOM TV KON O/W OTOC KOM TVIKTEY KOE TOPVE-M OG- WM& MY JlOTNPOMVTEC MOUTOm G €M
Tpm EETE.

Now, the evidence of Irenaeus and Tertullian on the one hand, and of Clement on the other,
shows that both these readings are very old. Moreover, the history of exegesis confirms them. For
in Alexandria the Apostolic Decrees were always interpreted as a food law, but in Africa (up to the
time of Augustine) and in Europe as referring to the three deadly sins. Irenaeus and Tertullian
were, it is true, acquainted with a food law, but they did not connect it with the Apostolic Decrees.

Nevertheless, the three-clause text, in its entirety, cannot be maintained. Among modern critics
there is an almost completem agreement that the additions of the negative form of the golden rule,
and the reference to the Spirit cannot be original: partly because the former introduces a very
harsh parenthesis or change of thought,mbut chiefly because if the golden rule had been in the
text from the beginning, the interpretation of the decrees as a food law would have been
impossible. This consensus of opinion has prejudiced critics against the omission of “things
strangled,” which is supported by much the same witnesses, and Dr. Sanday in particular has
argued that as D and Irenaeus have made a mistake in adding the golden rule, they ought not to
be trusted where they omit “things strangled.” His view is that the same people left out “things
strangled” and inserted the golden rule in order to change a food law into a moral enactment.
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Against this argument serious objections can be brought. In the first place, it is not the case that
the evidence for the golden rule is quite the same as that for the omission of “things strangled”;
Tertullian omits “things strangled,” but does not insert the golden rule. There is, therefore,
important if not extensive evidence that the two readings are independent of each other. In the
second place, there is no historical evidence whatever that the circles which can be shown to have
read a text which omitted “things strangled” had any objection to a food law. On the contrary, in the
second century Gaul, in which Irenaeus lived, observed a food law, and Tertullian, the other earlier
witness for the omission, observed a food law which actually mentioned “things strangled”
(suffocatis).m Thus there is no possibility of alleging any motive for the change of text. Finally, it is
difficult to suppose that any scribe of Acts in the second century deliberately changed the obvious
meaning of an important passage. No doubt redactors may have treated their sources in this way,
but the scribes who copied the Gospels and Acts confined themselves to elucidating the meaning
of the text. They made additions, alterations, and omissions, but their intention was to explain, not
to alter. Of course they made many lamentable mistakes, but where is the evidence that they
consciously set to work to change the manifest meaning of the text which they read? Whenever,
therefore, we find a considerable variety of readings, we ought, if possible, to look for an original
text offering some ambiguity which scribes would seek to clear up, first by notes in the margin, and
afterwards by their insertion in the text.

Such a text would be excellently provided by the reading of Tertullian, which omits “things
strangled,” but does not insert the golden rule.m This three-clause text presents just the ambiguity
necessary to account for the early diversity both of text and of exegesis. The first clause
(sm dwAmBuTa) means “things offered to idols,” and may be as well taken in a narrow sense, a
literal command not to eat that sort of food (which was often sold in the market), as in the wider
sense of a synonym for idolatry. In the former case it is a food law, in the latter it is a moral or
ethical rule. The next clause “from blood,” (am patoc), is equally ambiguous, and was probably the
cause of the later confusion. To any one who had already interpreted the first clause in the sense
of an ethical forbidding of idolatry it would either mean “murder,or possibly blood as used ritually in
sacrifices in the temples (see p. 60), but if the first clause were taken in the stricter sense of a
literal command not to eat that sort of food, the second would naturally be interpreted as a
reference to the Jewish objection to the use of blood as food. It is plain that the tendency of scribes
would be to clear up this ambiguity, and in some way to indicate which interpretation was correct.
Those who favoured the sense of a food law made it clear by adding “things strangled”—first
perhaps as a gloss in the margin, afterwards in the text itself—thus explaining blood as “meat in
which the blood had been retained,” “sanguine suffocato” as the Vulgate (in some manuscripts)
puts it. Those, on the other hand, who regarded the decrees as a moral law made their meaning
plain by adding the negative form of the golden rule. It is possible that the addition of the reference
to the Spirit was made at the same time, and for the same purpose, but the evidence of Tertullian
(who has it, but has not yet adopted the golden rule) suggests that it is an earlier interpolation, and
probably has nothing to do with the addition of the golden rule, or the omission of “things
strangled,” but is merely one of the edifying remarks which the early scribes loved and sometimes
allowed to pass into the text.

Each of these two ways of altering the text rendered the meaning unmistakable—that is exactly
the reason why neither can be original. But the short three-clause text used by Tertullian is
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ambiguous; it adequately explains the origin of both readings, and is implicitly borne witness to by
both of them. It would no doubt be foolish to claim that the textual question can be solved with
certainty; there must be an element of doubt in a text on which second-century evidence—two
hundred years before our best manuscripts—was sharply divided, but reflection is likely to
convince all who concede that our most famous uncials only represent an Alexandrian recension
of the third or fourth century, that the argument on purely textual grounds is against the four-clause
text, and in favour of the shorter form. To the textual argument can be added a far stronger
historical argument, to show that the Apostolic Decrees were originally of the nature of moral
requirements rather than a food law. This historical argument is contained in the answers given to
the questions: Which is really more likely to have been the decision of the Council? Which is more
consistent with the subsequent course of events? Which is implied more probably by the Pauline
Epistles?

Taking the two last questions first, the superiority of the three-clause form of the decree is as
follows: (1) It removes the obvious difficulties of the sudden association of a food law with
fornication; (2) the absolute silence of St. Paul on the decrees in 1 Corinthians 10:1-33, when he is
discussing “things offered to idols,” and in Romans 14:1-23, when he is discussing food in general,
is almost unintelligible if we suppose that the decrees were a food law. Even more difficult is the
statement in Galatians 2:6, that the Jerusalem Apostles added nothing (om dmv TOCOVE BEVTO) tO
St. Paul, that is to say, made no additions to his gospel. If we suppose that Galatians 2:1-21 refers
to the Apostolic Council, and that the Council enacted a food law, it would be hard for St. Paul to
say that the Apostles had made no additions to his gospel: for it is plain from all his Epistles that a
food law was widely removed from his thoughts. On the other hand, it would be quite true if the
decrees were merely a moral requirement to abstain from idolatry, murder, and fornication. There
is no evidence that St. Paul ever condoned these offences or needed an Apostolic Decree to
persuade him to require his converts to abstain from them. The remaining question—which form of
decree is in itself more likely to have been adopted by the Council? —is more difficult to answer,
but again there is a decided balance of argument in favour of the three-clause text. Generally
speaking, commentators have been inclined to argue that a food law is a probable decree,
because the Jews placed so much importance on such regulations. It is probably true that this
argument is partly based on the very unfair attitude which so many Christian theologians have
adopted towards Jewish religion—always emphasizing the ritual and legalist elements in it, and
ignoring the ethical and religious basis. Still, when all possible allowance has been made for this
factor, it remains true that the outward side of religious life had great importance for the Jews of
the first century. So much must be admitted. But when one goes on to ask for proof that “things
strangled” was a point on which the Jewish element in the Christian Church at Jerusalem would
probably have laid stress, it is simply not forthcoming. There is no evidence earlier than the fifth
century after Christ that the Jews regarded the command not to eat blood as meaning more than
that they were not to collect and use for cooking blood which was shed in the act of slaughtering
an animal.m1m Even if we concede that in some circles the Jews had this custom in the first
century, and that this is the origin of the later Christian practice, it is at least obvious that this rule
was not likely to have been so crucial a point at the Jerusalem Council, that the Jewish party
would have given way on the question of circumcision, but have held firm on the question of
extracting blood from slaughtered animals. Moreover, the suggestion which is sometimes made
that the Apostolic Decrees correspond to the so-called Noachic regulations, which on the basis of
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Genesis 9:4 were supposed to be binding on Gentiles living in Palestine, is unfortunately
negatived by a comparison of the seven Noachic commands with the Apostolic Decrees. The
seven commands were: (1) on the foundation of courts (Beth din); (2) against blasphemy; (3)
against idolatry; (4) against shedding of blood; (5) against incest; (6) against robbery; (7) against
cutting flesh from a living animal. It is also said that the last of these commands is a later addition.
It is clear that there is here if anything a closer resemblance to the three-clause than to the
four-clause form of the Apostolic Decrees.

Thus there is no reason to think that the Jewish feeling of the first century would have been
inclined to accept a food law as the basis of a compromise with the Antiochene movement. On the
other hand, it is undeniable that the evidence of the advice given to King lzates, the statement of
Philo (see above, pp. 24-26), and the fourth book of the Sibylline Oracles are the proof that the
requirement of the moral law alone would have been nothing unique in the history of Judaism.
Moreover, a comparison of the text of the Sibyllines raises the question whether the actual formula
of the three-clause text of Acts 15:1-41 does not go back to some Jewish form of which there is
also a trace in the Oracles. The two passages which are important are as follows:—

(1) Or. Sib., iv. 24-34 —

mABI0l mVOPE TV KEMVOI KOTE YoM OV B O0VTal,

B 00Ol Om OTE PEOUC! UmyaV OEmY EMAQOYm OVTEC

TIPEV TIMEIV QOYM €IV TE TETOIOMTEC EM oMM GIV-

ON VINOMC [NV B TOVTOC B TIOPVE GOVTO| B Ol VTEC

Kom BwUOE ¢, EMKOm 0 AR OV B @ OPE LATA KpE v,

Om OO0 OV B S XWY HEPIOOUm VO Ko Buom | a1V
TETPO T OwV- AEM 0OLC! OB EMVEC OOl €N C UM YO KH 530G
OmTE (mVOV MM EOVTEC M TH 0OOAOV OM TE KAOTIIM OV

KE POOC W TEEUTIOAM OVTEG, B OM W m\IOTO T TUKTAL,

ONON HPOE EHTH EAAOTPEE KONTE T OOV N OXPHEV B XOVTEC,
ONOE HTH HPOEVOC W BPIlV MTEXOm O TE OTUYEPM YV TE.N

(2) Or, Sib., iv. 162-170 —

B mAEOl, LETM Be0OE, BpmTOl, THOE, LN OM TOE C W pym V
TOVIOM NV B ymYNTE OEMV UM yay, BAAR LEOMVTEC

(m OYOVO KO OTOVO XM C M VOPOKTOOM 0G TE KoM M BPEIC
BV TOTOON ¢ AOB 006 mAQOV OB IOC M EVEOICIV,

XEMPE G TH WKTOVE OOVTEG MG 0N Om PO THY T POC B PYLV

OUYWE UNV Om TEM OO0E KoM smAOYm OIC W oM BElaV
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TIKOE YV W AmWOKeOOE- Ocm ¢ OM OEl UETHMVOIOV
OEOE EAECE!l- TOE 0S| OB XEAOV T ALV, BVTEP B TIVTEC
EMOERMNY TEPM TIUOV MVE (@OECHV B OKM ONTE.

It is surely very remarkable that here, as in the Apostolic Decrees, if the three-clause text be
followed, abstinence from idolatry, blood-shedding, and immorality (it is highly probable that
mBpeicin 1. 164 has a sexual significance, cf. I. 33) should be selected as the characteristics of a
good life. It is very unlikely that there is any literary connection between the Oracles and the Acts,
and the only possible suggestion seems to be that both are to be traced back to antecedent
Jewish expression. So far, therefore, there is a decided balance of argument in favour of the
three-clause form of the Apostolic Decrees. The one argument which at first seems seriously to
weigh against it on historical grounds is that there existed at the end of the second century in the
Christian Church a food law which certainly did refer to meat with the blood in it. The earliest
evidence for this is probably the letter of the Churches of Lyons and Vienne (A.D. 178), in which
Biblis, one of the martyrs, is stated to have refuted the accusation of cannibalism by saying,
“Those who are not allowed to eat the blood of irrational animals, how should they eat
children?"m A little later in his Apologymand elsewhere Tertullian refers to the food law of the
Christians as commanding them to abstain from “suffocatis”; and Clement of Alexandria also bears
witness to the same practice. This seems certainly strong evidence that “things strangled” were
forbidden by a Christian food law. But it is weakened to unimportance by the fact that none of
these writers except Clement connect the custom with the Apostolic Decrees. For Irenaeus (who
even if not the writer of the letter of Lyons and Vienne, was the bearer of the letter to Rome, and
was afterwards Bishop of Lyons) used the three-clause text of the decrees, and Tertullian not only
used the three-clause text, but explained it as a reference to the three deadly sins. Moreover,
writers earlier than the end of the second century say nothing of any food law, and mention “things
offered to idols” in the same way as St. Paul, as an incident in idolatry and communion with
demons,while the Didachem knows so little of a food law that it says, “Concerning food, bear what
thou canst, but keep strictly from idol-sacrifice (¢m dwAoOmT0V), for it is the service of dead gods.”

Thus while there is evidence for a Christian food law before the end of the second century, it is not
certain that it existed earlier, and it is in no case, except in Alexandria, connected with the
Apostolic Decrees.

Hence the evidence to be derived from the early Christian food law is really in favour of the
three-clause text. The theory that the four-clause text is original, and refers to a food law,
necessitates the hypothesis that it was altered to the three-clause form because a food law had
become repugnant or obsolete. When we find, therefore, that the writers who quote the decrees as
a moral requirement, nevertheless did possess exactly the food law which the four-clause form
represents, and that it was neither obsolete or offensive to them, we are debarred from accepting
this hypothesis. There is clearly no reason whatever why they should have changed the decrees
from a food law, if they had ever known them as such; or, in other words, the three-clause form is
presumably primitive, and the existence of the four-clause form is due to the reaction of the food
law in Alexandria, first on the exegesis and afterwards on the text of the decrees. It is natural that
this corruption should have taken place in Alexandria, because the text in that Church, although
sometimes corrupt, escaped the great inundation of glosses—one might almost say
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commentary— which overwhelmed the text of Acts elsewhere. It was, therefore, free from that
addition of the golden rule, which, though textually corrupt, was exegetically not far from the truth,
and protected the text elsewhere from the smaller but more pernicious gloss of “things strangled,”
which by so small an addition converted moral requirements into a food law.

There is one point more to be considered. So far it has been more or less assumed that the choice
must necessarily be between a food law and moral requirement illustrated by abstention from
idolatry, murder, and fornication. Perhaps this is correct, but a few scholars mtake a different
position.

They explain all the clauses of the decrees as references to various forms of idolatry. They have
thus taken “things strangled” as meaning sacrifices in which there was no shedding of blood. It is,
however, obvious that the same exegesis could be applied to the three-clause text. The advantage
of this line of interpretation is that it avoids the historical and critical difficulties connected with the
view that the decrees were a food law, and this argument ought to weigh heavily with those who,
on textual grounds, are reluctant to accept the three-clause text. Moreover, as applied to the
three-clause text, it avoids explaining blood as meaning murder, and brings it into connection with
idolatry. The disadvantage is that there is no trace in early Christian literature that this
interpretation was ever adopted. It is, however, not necessary to discuss this point further, as,
whichever view of the meaning of the three-clause text be taken, it does not affect the general
view which has to be held of the position of the decrees in the Judaistic controversy.

1 For a different interpretation, see p. 60.
1 Tertullian is the extremely important exception.

2 G. Resch, whose work on the subject entitles him to great respect, is the most important
exception.

3 “From which if ye keep yourselves ye shall do well,” reads awkwardly after the golden rule.
1 See p. 58.

1 The insertion of the reference to the Spirit in the last clause seems to have no bearing on the
guestion. Supposing it to be (as | am inclined to believe) an insertion, it neither negatives nor
affirms the other readings. To be “carried along by the Holy Spirit” was a general characteristic of
the early Christians.

2 1 Corinthians 10:14 ff. is an instructive commentary on the word. It is part of the answer to the
guestion of the Corinthians Tepm cmdwAoOmTwv. In the first half (1 Corinthians 10:14-22) of the
passage, €m dwAmBuToVv is treated as an act of idolatry, the actual sacrifice to a false god, and is
forbidden: in the second half (1 Corinthians 10:23-33) it is treated in the sense of merely food
which, after having been used in sacrifice, was sold in the shops and used for an ordinary meal,
and this is in principle allowed, though St. Paul makes practical reservations because of the
chance of giving offence to the weaker brethren. It is clear that in this chapter, St. Paul is either
deliberately ignoring the Apostolic Decrees, or interpreting them as forbidding idolatry, not as
establishing a food law. Cf. G. Resch, Aposteldecret, p. 21.
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1 Probably few will doubt that ampa can be used in the sense of murder— blood-guiltiness—but
G. Resch has met any such objection by a convincing list of quotations in his Aposteldecret, p. 42.
The passages he quotes are: Leviticus 17:4; Numbers 35:27; Sir 34:21; Matthew 23:30;
Revelation 6:10. Demosthenes, In Meidiam, 548; Pausanias, 5. 1, 6; Aschylus, Eumen., 203.
Plato, Laws, 872, DE, and others of less importance.

2 It is significant also that Origen (In Matthaeum, 2. 837), though he seems to have known the
ordinary four-clause text, also quotes the decrees in a three-clause form with Tviktom instead of
ompatoc. Methodius, too, has the same curious text. This may be a slip, or may be an instance of
the gloss replacing the word glossed.

1 Personally | do not think so (see Chap. V), but in deference to a widely spread opinion | adopt
the view for the moment.

1 Once more reference must be made to Resch, who collects all the evidence (Das Aposteldecret,
pp. 21 ff.). It would seem that the present Jewish custom of extracting all blood from meat (the
“Kosher” meat) can only be traced back to the tractate Chullim of the fifth or sixth century. The
matter is, of course, one on which only Rabbinical scholars have a right to speak, but | do not
gather that Resch’s view is disputed by them.

2 Sanhedrin, 56 a. ff. | am indebted to my friend Prof. Oort for the verification, and correction, of
the reference. Cf. Schirer, Geschichte des judischen Volkes (Fourth Edition), 3. p. 178, note 77
(Third Edition, p. 128).

1 By Hamburger, Realencyclopaedie, in the article on “Noachiden.”

2 The fact probably is that the Noachian rules are a later crystallization of the primarily moral
requirements of the early Jewish Propaganda in the Diaspora.

1 Geffcken rejects this line, as the construction is harsh, and it is not found in the Q recension. But
it is doubtful whether this is sufficient reason.

1 Eus., H. E., 5. 1. 26 (ed. Schwartz, p. 412). The Latin of Rufinus has “flesh” instead of “blood,”
but the Greek is probably right.

2 “Erubescat error vester Christianis, qui ne animalium quidem sanguinem in epulis esculentis
habemus, qui propterea suffocatis quoque et morticinis abstinemus, ne quo modo sanguine
contaminemur vel intra viscera sepulto.” Apol., 9; cf. also de Monogam, 5; de Jejun, 4 and 15; de
Spect. 13; and see Resch. op. cit., p. 148, where these passages are collected.

3 Paed., 2, 7; Strom., 4, 15.

4 One copy went to Asia, another to Rome; cf. Harnack, Die altchristliche Literatur, p. 262; and
Chronologie, pp. 315 f. 323.

5 Aristides, Apol., 15; Justin, Dial. c. Tryph., 35.
6 Did., 6.

1 The best statement of their case may be found in Prof. H. Oort’s Het besluit der Apostelsynode,
in the Theologisch Tijdschrift, vol. 40, pp. 97 ff. Cf. also Sanday, The Apostolic Decrees, p. 11.
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Chapter 5

03. Chapter 3. THE EPISTLES TO THE THESSALONIANS

CHAPTER Ill THE EPISTLES TO THE THESSALONIANS THE chronological position of the First
Epistle to the Thessalonians is indicated by St. Paul’s reference to Athens in 1 Thessalonians 3:1
ff. in which he states that he had sent Timothy to Thessalonica, and was writing to his converts in
consequence of the report which Timothy had brought back. It is thus plain that the letter was
written during St. Paul's stay in Achaia on his second missionary journey. Moreover, though 2
Thessalonians contains no similar reference to a fixed point of chronology, it so closely resembles
1 Thessalonians that it is usually conceded to be indisputable that, if it be genuine, it must have
been written at the same time as, or immediately after the former Epistle. There is, however, some
legitimate room for doubt whether it ought to be accepted as authentic.

These facts define the points which require treatment for the historical introduction to the Epistles.
It is necessary to consider the narrative in the Acts which describes the doings of St. Paul at
Thessalonica together with the parallel passages in the Epistles, and the light which is thrown on
the movements of Timothy before he delivered his report to St. Paul. After this an attempt must be
made to reconstruct from the Epistles Timothy's report, and, as a necessary preliminary to this
attempt, the question must be faced whether 2 Thessalonians may be legitimately used for the
purposes of this reconstruction.

ST. PAUL AT THESSALONICA When St. Paul and his companions left Philippi they took the Via
Egnatia, which led through Amphipolis and Apollonia to Thessalonica (Acts 17:1).m It is usually
thought that the text—Aol00em oOVTEG OB THV HU@ETOAIV KON TEY ETOAAWVEav—implies that
Amphipolis and Apollonia were the two stages at which he broke his journey. But the distance from
Philippi to Amphipolis is thirty-three Roman miles;m from thence to Apollonia is thirty miles; and
the final stage is thirty-seven miles. This, while not physically impossible, would be extraordinarily
rapid travelling; if it be accepted as the meaning of Acts, it must be taken to imply that St. Paul was
able and willing to pay well for exceptional speed.Therefore, it is quite probable that dlodem cavteg
ought to be taken as meaning that St. Paul broke his journey at Amphipolis and Apollonia in order
to preach in those towns, though St. Luke knew of no incidents worth recording in connection with
this work. This use of diodem v is parallel to the constant use of dim pxeaBat, which almost always
means “to make a missionary journey,” and it is to some extent covered by Luke 8:1—o&im dcvev
KOTE THEAIV KON KH NV KNp®oowv, K.T.A. The same comments apply with even more force to the
Bezan text of Acts 17:1—d3100sm 0OVTEC O THV W @m TOAIV [KOE] KOTEMABOOV M ¢ W TOAAWVE 3O
KmKemBey em¢ OsoooAovmkny. Either this text means, “They made a missionary journey to
Amphipolis, came down to Apollonia, and thence to Thessalonica,” or it means something
impossible—that is, that St. Paul went from Philippi to Thessalonica in two stages, “passing
through” Amphipolis.

However this may be, the important point of the narrative both to St. Luke and ourselves is the
arrival of St. Paul and his companions at Thessalonica. It is not quite clear who ought to be
reckoned as certainly among the latter. In Philippi St. Paul had been accompanied by Silas, who
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had come with him from Antioch, presumably by Timothy, whom he had brought from Lystra (Acts
16:1-3),mm and—according to the implicit testimony of the “we-sections"—by St. Luke. Of these
St. Luke—according to the same implicit testimony—remained in Philippi, and Silas, according to
Acts 17:4, came on with St. Paul. The case of Timothy is more doubtful: he is not directly
mentioned in Acts between Philippi and Beroea, but in the latter place he is spoken of as though
his presence was natural, so that he probably came wit St. Paul to Thessalonica. The procedure of
the missionaries and its result is described in Acts 17:1-10 : “Now when they had passed through
Amphipolis and Apollonia, they came to Thessalonica, where was a synagogue of the Jews: and
Paul, as his manner was, went in unto them, and three sabbath days reasoned with them out of
the scriptures, opening and alleging, that the Messiah must needs have suffered, and risen again
from the dead; and that the Messiah is this Jesus, whom | preach unto you. And some of them
believed, and consorted with Paul and Silas; and of the ‘God-fearing’ Greeks a great multitude,
and of the chief women not a few.” The obvious meaning of this passage is that St. Paul preached
for three weeks in the synagogue and among those who congregated in the synagogue, i.e. the
Jews and the “God-fearers.” Whether the words tpmo ompBpata ought to be translated “three
weeks” or “three sabbath days,” is for this purpose unimportant. Similarly it is really not important
whether the ordinary text be read or the Bezan text which distinguishes between the “God-fearers”
and the “Greeks." It is, however, to be noted that this distinction is precisely one of the points in
which the Bezan text most clearly fails to commend itself, for the “God-fearers” were “Greeks” in
any case, and it seems as though, in this respect, the Bezan text was so far removed from the
spirit of the first century as not to recognize this fact.

If, then, we follow the plain meaning of the Acts, we must suppose that St. Paul's activity in
Thessalonica lasted three weeks, and the result was a few Jewish converts, and a great success
among the God-fearers. It is, however, argued by many commentators that 1 Thessalonians
implies a degree of success which is incompatible with so short a period of preaching. They
therefore consider that St. Paul must have spent a much longer time in Thessalonica than the
three weeks mentioned in Acts, and that the truth must be that he gave up three sabbaths to the
synagogue, after which there was an unrecorded quarrel with the Jews, followed by a longer
period, probably some months, of preaching outside the synagogue to the God-fearers and
possibly to others. There is, of course, no reason to suppose that St. Luke is infallible; in other
places he has certainly omitted incidents. But here the suggestion of a more prolonged preaching
in Thessalonica seems psychologically as unnecessary as it is certainly historically unvouched for.
Christianity did not succeed through the slow and laborious efforts of hard-working missionaries,
but by the contagion of an enthusiasm which spread from St. Paul to his hearers. St. Paul and
Silas must not be compared to men who preach to a heathen population tolerably well satisfied
with its creed, or seek to convince minds which are not especially interested, and do not share in
the general point of view of the missionaries, but rather to “revival preachers” such as Wesley or
Whitefield, who understood and were understood by their hearers, and had a definite message for
a clearly felt want. For such men three weeks is long enough for anything; certainly it is long
enough to create a considerable body of fervent believers among men who are dissatisfied with
their own position—and that is exactly what the God-fearers were. Furthermore, although it is
possible that St. Luke accidentally omitted any reference to the preaching outside the synagogue,
which is supposed to be necessary, it is remarkable that in Corinth, Ephesus, and Rome St. Luke
is careful to mention the conditions of St. Paul’'s preaching, and to indicate with some precision the
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point at which he broke with the Jews. Probably, therefore, there is insufficient reason for deserting
the testimony of Acts, and we ought to conclude (though with considerable reserve) that St. Paul’s
visit to Thessalonica was only three weeks or, more accurately, only included three sabbaths,
during which he met with some slight success among the Jews, and great success among the
God-fearers. As was pointed out on pp. 37 ff., this was exactly what was to be expected; the
God-fearers provided, as it were, soil specially fitted for the sowers of the Christian word.

Here is also, perhaps, the best place to draw attention to a small side-light on St. Paul's life in
Thessalonica given by the Epistles. In 1 Thessalonians 2:9 he says that he supported himself by
working night and day, but it would seem that this was not his only source of livelihood, for in Php
4:16 he mentions that the Philippians more than once sent help to him at Thessalonica, and this
point may fairly be used by those who think that St. Paul’s preaching in Thessalonica must have
lasted longer than three weeks, for it is possible to argue with much plausibility that the Philippians
are not likely to have sent more than once in so short a time. The names of some of the converts
at Thessalonica have been preserved. Jason seems to have been the host of St. Paul and Silas in
Thessalonica, and in Acts 20:4 Aristarchus and Secundus are mentioned as two of the
Thessalonians who went with St. Paul to Jerusalem on his journey with alms for the poor. To these
some editors add a fourth—Gaius. Their method of reaching this result is as follows: in Acts 19:29
in the scene in the theatre at Ephesus we are told that the crowd seized “Gaius and Aristarchus,
Macedonians, comrades of Paul (I'. kom m. Mokedmvog, cuvekdompoug MomAouv), and it is
thought that this Gaius ought to be identical with the Gaius in Acts 20:4. The difficulty is that in
Acts 20:4 Gaius is described as a native of Derbe, and therefore Blass emends the text from kom
Fomog AspBamog, koam TiumBeog into kam [omog, AspBamog o¢ TiumBeoc. If this were correct,
Gaius was a Thessalonian, for the preceding words are, “And of the Thessalonians, Aristarchus
and Secundus,” to which would now be added—"and Gaius, and the man of Derbe, Timotheus.”
The objection to this is that in Acts 16:1 Timothy seems to be a Lystran. It is therefore probably
better either to make the neat emendation (which is actually found in some MSS.) in Acts 19:29 of
Makedomva for Makedmvag, explaining the usual reading as a dittography of the initial ¢ in
ouvekdm oug, in which case it would be possible to regard Gaius in Acts 19:29 as identical with
the Gaius of Derbe in Acts 20:4, or merely to accept the view that there was a Gaius in Macedonia
as well as in Derbe. This latter view has no more difficulty than there is in thinking that there is a
Smith in London as well as in Glasgow, and seems to gain in probability if we remember that there
was in any case another Gaius at Corinth (1 Corinthians 1:14 and Romans 16:23). If this be so,
and Gaius was a Macedonian, it is, of course, possible that he was a Thessalonian, though the
epithet “Macedonian” may refer to some other town. It is not possible to say with any degree of
certainty whether these converts were all of them drawn from the ranks of the God-fearers, or
belonged to the Jewish element; but Jason is at all events a name often used by Jews, and in
Colossians 4:10 St. Paul speaks of an Aristarchus as belonging to the circumcision, and he may
quite well be the Thessalonian who had gone with St. Paul to Jerusalem.

Further tradition as to these Thessalonians is probably valueless, though the Synaxarion and
similar works have various details. Jason, for instance, is identified with the Jason of Romans
16:21. His further labours are placed in Tarsus or in Thessalonica, and he is described as bishop
of both these places in various sources. According to Clement of Alexandria, he was the
protagonist in the Dialogue between Jason and Papiscus. Aristarchus is sometimes described as
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suffering martyrdom together with St. Paul, sometimes as Bishop of Apamea, sometimes of Lydda
or Diospolis in Syria. Secundus seems not to be noticed. Gaius was, according to Origen
(InRomans 16:23), the first Bishop of Thessalonica; according to the Apostolic Constitutions (7:46,
9), Bishop of Pergamum; and according to other tradition, either Bishop of Ephesus or a martyr in
the neighbourhood of Antioch.

None of these traditions seem to be valuable. Full references will be found in Th. Schermann’s
Propheten- und Apostellegenden in Texte und Untersuchungen, 31:3, and the same writer's
Prophetarum Vitae Fabulosae in Teubner’s Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum.

It is not surprising to find that St. Paul's success aroused the enmity of the members of the
synagogue who saw those who were reckoned as already half converted being led astray to a sect
of which they profoundly disapproved, and the form which they gave to their resentment is shown
in the next paragraph of the Acts,— Acts 17:5-10 : “But the Jews which believed not, moved with
envy, took unto them certain agitatorsm of bad character, and gathered a company, and set all the
city on an uproar, and assaulted the house of Jason, and sought to bring them out to the crowd.
And when they found them not, they drew Jason and certain brethren unto the Politarchs, crying,
These that have turned the world upside down are come hither also; whom Jason hath received:
and these all do contrary to the decrees of Caesar, saying that there is another Emperor, Jesus.
And they troubled the people and the Politarchs, when they heard these things. And when they
had taken security of Jason, and of the others, they let them go. But the brethren immediately sent
away Paul and Silas by night unto Beroea: who coming thither went into the synagogue of the
Jews.” This account is tolerably plain, but a few points call for some comment. It is not possible at
present to be certain what was the exact nature of the crowd in Acts 17:5 (tmv om pov), though we
may guess that it practically amounted to something like an “indignation meeting.” In this case it is
easy to understand that St. Paul and Silas were prudent in avoiding such an ordeal, for what
began as an indignation meeting might easily end as a lynching party. At the same time, their
absence had its drawback: it meant that the Jews could bring the case at once before the
Politarchs, who were the local, not the Imperial magistrates, and formulate a charge of the greatest
gravity, for which colourable evidence could be produced, and that the absence of the defendants
appeared conclusive proof of their guilt. The result was —so Acts certainly implies—that judgment
went against St. Paul by default, security was taken from Jason not to harbour these suspected
persons, and—most important of all—legal ground was afforded for presuming Christianity to be a
punishable offence. Fortunately, however, the jurisdiction of the Politarchswas only local, so that
their decision did not form an Imperial precedent, and that is probably the reason why St. Luke is
careful to mention their exact title; it was essential to the apologetic side of the Acts that he should
point out that the Imperial authorities, when they understood the facts, always acquitted St.
Paul—in Philippi, Corinth, and Caesarea—and that when he was condemned or punished it was
either by a local magistrate, imperially unimportant, as at Thessalonica, or through a mistake
which was afterwards rectified, as at Philippi.

Thus St. Paul and his companions had remained in hiding; but after the decision of the Politarchs it
was necessary for them to escape. They were therefore sent off by their friends to Beroea under
cover of night. In Beroea, according to Acts 17:10 ff., St. Paul and Silas again began to preach in
the synagogue of the Jews, and at first met with a better reception than in Thessalonica, for “they
received the word with all readiness, searching the Scriptures to see if these things were so.” Thus
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many Jews believed, “and of Greek ladies of position and men,m not a few.” But when the report of
this success reached Thessalonica, the Jews there sent to Beroea and broke up the Mission. The
result was that it was decided that St. Paul must leave Beroea, and some of the Christians
undertook to accompany him to the coast, where he would be able to sail to Athens. Temporarily,
however, Silas and Timothy were left behind.

If we may press the exact words of the Acts, when Beroea was left, the plans of St. Paul and his
friends were uncertain. Ultimately they went with him as far as Athens, presumably by sea. In this
way Thessaly was passed over and St. Paul went directly from Macedonia to Achaia. Probably the
reason for this omission is that at this time Thessaly belonged to Macedonia.m No doubt the
Politarchs’ decision was only valid in Thessalonica, but it would probably be known to and have
influence with the Imperial authorities. Events at Beroea had shown that St. Paul was a marked
man in Macedonia, and if Thessaly was part of the province it was wiser not to touch it, but to pass
on to Achaia. The omission to preach in Thessaly has made its mark on the text. Codex Bezae
adds to v. 15: “But he passed by Thessaly, for he was prevented from preaching the word to
them.Prof. Zahn thinks that this is part of the original text, and moreover deduces from the verb
“passed by” (Topm ABev) that St. Paul went from Beroea to Athens by land, for he argues, that had
he gone by sea, St. Luke would have written “sailed past” (ropmm\evoev). This argument is,
however, not very probable. It is far more likely that the reading of Codex Bezae is merely the
comment of some early reader who was struck by the omission of Thessaly. It may be noted that a
similar gloss is found in the Armenian catena on the Acts,m which reads, “But the Holy Spirit
prevented him from preaching, lest they should slay him.” In any case, St. Paul and the Beroeans
reached Athens, and the latter then returned home, taking a message to Silas and Timothy to join
their leader as soon as possible.

It is not necessary for the present purpose to follow the details of the history of St. Paul in Athens.
He was not especially successful, and after a time went on to Corinth. Still he was presumably a
week or ten days in Athens, and we should expect to find that Silas and Timothy had joined him
before he left, but as a matter of fact, we hear nothing more of them in Acts, until in Acts 18:5,
when St. Paul is in Corinth, we are told that “Silas and Timothy came down from Macedonia.”

It is at this point that it is possible to turn to the Epistles to the Thessalonians and begin to consider
the problem of fitting the historical information which they supply into the frame-work of the
narrative in the Acts. This information is contained in two passages in 1 Thessalonians. In the first
(1 Thessalonians 3:1-2, 1 Thessalonians 3:5) St. Paul says: “Wherefore when we could no longer
forbear, we thought it good to be left at Athens alone; and sent Timotheus, our brother, and
minister of God, and our fellow-labourer in the gospel of Christ, to establish you, and to comfort
you concerning your faith: for this cause, when | could no longer forbear, | sent to know your faith,
lest by some means the tempter had tempted you, and our labour be in vain.”

It is tolerably plain that here St. Paul is referring to the same incident in both verses, but in 1
Thessalonians 3:2-3 he speaks in the plural and in 1 Thessalonians 3:5 in the singular. It is,
therefore, impossible to be certain whether any use ought to be made of the plural as a proof that
Silas and Timothy were present when the decision was arrived at, and that Silas also went away to
some unmentioned destination. Usually, however, it is argued that the passage proves that Silas
and Timothy did, as a matter of fact, join St. Paul while he was in Athens,—an incident of which
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there is no mention in Acts. As 1 Thessalonians goes on in 1 Thessalonians 3:6,m to narrate
Timothy’s return with good news from Thessalonica, it is usually supposed that this verse
corresponds to Acts 18:5, which describes the coming of Timothy and Silas to join St. Paul in
Corinth, and from this the conclusion is drawn that 1 Thessalonians, which was clearly written
directly after Timothy’s return, was sent from Corinth. According to this theory, St. Luke entirely
omitted to mention that Timothy and Silas joined St. Paul at Athens, and that Timothy was sent
thence to Thessalonica, and only narrates his return, not to Athens, but to Corinth. From the fact
that Acts says that Silas and Timothy, not Timothy only, returned to Corinth, it is also generally
thought that Silas must have been sent to some town in Macedonia, probably to Philippi. Thus
according to this view the table of events can be drawn up as follows:

1. St. Paul leaves Silas and Timothy in Beroea and goes to Athens, sending a message back to
them to join him at once. Acts 17:14 f.

2. Silas and Timothy join St. Paul in Athens. Implied by 1 Thessalonians 3:1, not in Acts.

3. St. Paul sends Timothy to Thessalonica [and Silas elsewhere]. 1 Thessalonians 3:1-5, not in
Acts.

4. St. Paul goes to Corinth. Acts 18:1, not in 1 Thess.
5. [Silas and] Timothy return from Macedonia to Corinth. Acts 18:5; 1 Thessalonians 3:6.

6. St. Paul writes to the Thessalonians from Corinth. This theory has the advantage of combining
both Acts and 1 Thessalonians without doing violence to either. At the same time, interpretations
are probably to be deprecated which attempt to maintain that this is what St. Luke meant, and that
he intentionally omitted the arrival of Silas and Timothy at Athens. It is undeniable that a cursory
reading of Acts 17:14-18 creates not merely the impression that St. Luke omits the return of Silas
and Timothy, but also that his narrative definitely implies that their arrival at Corinth is the fulfilment
of St. Paul's command, sent to them at Beroea, and if this be so it is difficult to avoid the
conclusion that St. Luke is here inaccurate in his account, and that he has confused the arrival of
Silas and Timothy from Beroea—which was really at Athens—with the return of Timothy from
Thessalonica. Personally, | am inclined to think that this much ought to be conceded, but the point
is not of very great importance for the study of the Epistle, as in any case the fact remains
apparently certain that it was to Corinth that Timothy returned, and therefore from Corinth that the
Epistle was written. It is surely gratuitous to suppose that St. Luke made the further mistake of
saying Corinth instead of Athens, and that the Epistle was really written from Athens. The fact that
St. Paul says that he was willing to remain alone in Athens is no decisive evidence that he was or
was not still there when he wrote, though it makes it slightly more probable that he was elsewhere.

Whatever view may be taken of this complicated little problem, the fact stands out undisputed that
Timothy was sent to Thessalonica. Apart from his general desire to know something of the
development of his converts, St.Paul had a special reason for anxiety in their case. When he and
Silas left Thessalonica without appearing before the Politarchs he no doubt took the wisest course;
but he also incurred the disadvantage that he allowed the question of the treasonable nature of his
preaching—that is, of Christianity—to be settled against him by default. It is obvious that as neither
he nor Silas appeared, the Politarchs were forced to decide between the conflicting accounts of
Jason and of the Jews, and the failure to appear of the parties chiefly implicated must have been
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used with unanswerable effect by the Jews to show that they were right, and that Christianity was
a treasonable movement. That was a serious matter for every Christian in Thessalonica, and St.
Paul must have known that it was so; it meant that the Jews had succeeded, for the time at least,
in persuading the Greeks to persecute the Christians. Therefore, St. Paul was naturally anxious for
his converts, and wished to know in the first place whether, as there was every reason to fear, they
were suffering persecution, and in the second place whether, if that were the case, they were
remaining steadfast. This is exactly what we find stated in 1 Thessalonians 3:2 f. “We sent
Timothy, our brother, and God’s minister in the gospel of Christ, to establish you, and to comfort
you concerning your faith; that no man be moved by these afflictions.... For this cause | also, when
| could no longer forbear, sent that | might know your faith, lest by any means the tempter had
tempted you, and our labour should be in vain.” It is plain that St. Paul foresaw that there must be
persecution; he was anxious to know to what extent it would be pushed, and how far the Christians
would stand firm.

Under these circumstances, then, Timothy went to Thessalonica. What report did he bring back?
That question can only be answered by reconstructing his report from the hints given in the
Epistles, and it is, therefore, first necessary to face the problem of the authenticity of 2
Thessalonians, in order to see whether we are justified in using it, as well as 1 Thessalonians, for
this purpose. THE AUTHENTICITY OF 2 THESSALONIANS.

Ever since the modern criticism of the Pauline Epistles began, this letter has been one of those as
to the authenticity of which it has been most generally conceded by impartial scholars that there is
legitimate room for doubt, and though the tide of opinion has ebbed and flowed, there has never
been any practical unanimity, such as has been reached in favour of 1 Thessalonians. A good
account of the various writers who have contributed to the discussion of the question may be
found in von Dobschiitz’s Commentary, pp. 32—36, but the main arguments against the Pauline
authorship may be reduced to two: (1) the view that the Apocalyptic passage in the second
chapter refers to events later than the life of St. Paul, or is inconsistent with the eschatological
teaching of 1 Thessalonians; (2) a comparison with 1 Thessalonians as to literary style, and as to
the general characteristics of the community implied by the Epistles. The argument derived from
the Apocalyptic section in 2 Thessalonians has taken, in the main, two forms.

(@) It has been said, in the first place, that it is, whatever it means, irreconcilable with 1
Thessalonians. In the first Epistle St. Paul describes the Parousia as imminent; in the second he
protests against those who maintain that the day of the Lord “mvmotnke, ” and says that it will not
come before the revelation of the “Man of Lawlessness.” Moreover, in 1 Thessalonians St. Paul,
though speaking of the Parousia as imminent, says that it will come as a thief in the night,—i.e.
suddenly and unexpectedly—whereas in 2 Thessalonians he says that he had told the
Thessalonians of the Apostasy, and the revelation of the Man of Lawlessness which would be the
signs of the Parousia.

These arguments do not seem to bear investigation. It is true that in 1 Thessalonians St. Paul
implies that the day of the Parousia is imminent, but 2 Thessalonians does not contradict this;
mvE oTNKe does not mean “is imminent,” but “has come,” and St. Paul never meant that the day of
the Lord was not future, to however close a future he might assign it.
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(b) In the second place, some critics have maintained that this passage contains the so-called
Nero Saga, which is of course later than St. Paul. The main points of this legend are well known:
when the Emperor died in a.d. 68, the first feeling of the populace was joy at their deliverance from
the tyrant, but in a short time doubts began to arise as to whether the report of his death was not a
piece of news too good to be true. The result was that pretenders appeared who gave themselves
out as Nero. The first of these appeared in 69, and was speedily destroyed. Another eleven years
later, in the reign of Titus, was, according to Zonaras, recognized as Nero by Artabanus, the King
of the Parthians; and still later in 88 another impostor almost succeeded in raising the Parthians in
revolt against Domitian. After 88 the fact of Nero’s death was recognized: but a belief arose that he
would rise from the dead and lead the armies of the East against Rome.m Finally, the figure of
Nero himself became obscure, and there remained that of a partly human, partly diabolic
Antichrist.

It used frequently to be thought that the Nero Saga was in this way the source of the whole
Antichrist legend, and it was argued that in this case 2 Thessalonians, which shows clear traces of
the Antichrist legend, cannot be earlier than the death of Nero, and therefore cannot have been
written by St. Paul. This argument, or something like it, certainly played a great part in the
commentaries on 2 Thessalonians in the nineteenth century. But it is unnecessary to discuss it in
detail, because W. Bousset to his many services to the study of the New Testament has added
this, that he has shown the true history of the Anti-christ legend to be independent of the Nero
Saga, and far older than the time of St. Paul. The history of the Antichrist legend is far too
complicated to be dealt with here: the main outlines alone can be given. There seems to have
been current among the Jews, and among other Eastern peoples, the belief that the “end shall be
as the beginning.” The sign that the New Age is near at hand will be the repetition of the events
preceding the creation. Now, these events comprised a struggle between God and a daemonic
being who strove to take the place of God. This is the old Babylonian myth of the strife between
Marduk and Tiamat, of which there are many traces in the Old Testament. It was believed that at
the end of this age the struggle would again be renewed, and the victory of God would be the
inauguration of a New Age, as it had formerly been of the Creation. Thus we find in Jewish and in
Early Christian sources a certain amount of confusion of thought as to whether the Antichrist would
be a human or a daemonic figure, and sometimes even a duplication in which a human Antichrist
is accompanied or followed by a still more terrible supernatural apparition. So much is now
generally accepted: it still leaves almost as difficult as ever the problems connected with the exact
exegesis of St. Paul's words. We are still incapable of giving a decisive answer to the questions
whether St. Paul expected a Jewish or a Gentile “Man of Lawlessness,” and whether “he that
letteth” (m kotmxwv) was a supernatural being or the Roman Empire.But these problems may be
left on one side for the present purpose. What is important is that the result of the last fifteen years
of research is decisively to remove the eschatological argument from the list of possible objections
to the authenticity of 2 Thessalonians.

It is, therefore, not surprising that there was in the last years of the nineteenth century a strong
reaction in favour of 2 Thessalonians. In 1903, however, this reaction was checked and reversed
by the extremely able monograph of the late Prof. Wrede, Die Echtheit des zweiten
Thessalonicherbriefs. In this it was freely admitted that the apocalyptic section could not be used
as the basis of any discussion either of the date or of the authenticity of the Epistle, but the
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attention of scholars was recalled to the literary problem afforded by the comparison of and 2
Thessalonians. This may shortly be described as a remarkable combination of similarity and
difference: the language is largely the same—so much so that it would, if found in two writers,
completely justify the theory of literary dependence—but the general tone is quite different—so
that no one would, apart from the tradition, ever have suggested that both letters were written by
the same author to the same community. The extent of this similarity, which is at once felt on
reading the Epistles rapidly through one after the other, may be seen best in the tables given by
Wrede (op. cit., pp. 3—36). The dissimilarity can also be felt on a cursory reading; of both Epistles,
though it is more difficult to analyze, but the main points are: (I) 1 Thessalonians is full of the
deepest and most heartfelt sympathy and friendship, but 2 Thessalonians is much cooler, and, as
it were, official in tone; (2) 1 Thessalonians seems to imply a purely Gentile community, while 2
Thessalonians shows no trace of Gentile thought, and contains no reference to anything implying
Gentile origin, but, on the contrary, shows a strongly Jewish colouring, with—in spite of the
absence of definite quotationsm—perhaps a more strongly marked resemblance to the thought
and language of the Old Testament than any book in the New Testament except the
Apocalypse.There are other points in which a contrast can be observed, but these are the most
noticeable, and are the main reasons for the difficulty, so ably expressed by Wrede, of believing
that the two Epistles could have been written by the same writer, to the same community, at the
same time. If both had been written by the same writer, and the identity of language were
explained merely as due to the fact that the same ideas were in his mind when he wrote both
letters, it would be almost impossible to doubt that they were written at the same or almost the
same time. But the community cannot have changed from Gentile to Jewish, and it is very
improbable that St. Paul's tone can have so suddenly altered; if therefore, so Wrede argued, we
accept the tradition connecting the Second Epistle with Thessalonica, we are bound to doubt the
Pauline authorship. It is then important to notice that the one passage which presents no
parallelism to the First Epistle is the apocalyptic section. Wrede, therefore, suggested that we
ought to regard the Second Epistle as the work of some unknown writer, who found that the
Thessalonians were too much imbued with an immediate expectation of the Parousia, and
therefore wrote a warning that the Parousia could not come before the Antichrist, of whom, it is
implied, no sign has yet been seen, while in order to secure attention for his warning he
surrounded it in a mosaic of Pauline phraseology from 1 Thessalonians, and issued it as an Epistle
of St. Paul. This theory of Wrede, set out, as it was, in his own clear and most attractive style,
immediately met with a friendly reception, and swung the pendulum back again against the
authenticity of 2 Thessalonians. Nor was it for a long time satisfactorily answered: even von
Dobschitz, in the 7th edition of Meyer's commentary (1909), did not really make any decisive
reply, though he emphasized with truth the strange fact that it is only because we possess 1
Thessalonians that any one doubts the authenticity of the Second Epistle, for there is nothing
un-Pauline in it, and the only reason for disputing its authorship is the difficulty of finding room for it
alongside of 1 Thessalonians. This may be described as a plea which is perhaps sufficient for a
stay of execution, but scarcely adequate for a reversal of judgment.

Recently, however, Prof. Harnack has read a paper to the Berlin Academy which throws a new
light on the question. He does not dispute Wrede’s contention that 2 Thessalonians cannot have
been written at the same time, by the same writer, to the same community as 1 Thessalonians,
but, instead of solving the problem by denying the identity of the writer, he does it by a closer
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consideration of the circumstances of the Church at Thessalonica, and by the suggestion that
alongside of the Gentile community implied by the First Epistle there was a smaller and earlier
Jewish community to which the Second Epistle was directed.

It is, of course, plain that this suggestion takes the force out of most of the objections to the
authenticity of the Epistle, and Harnack’s reconstruction of the circumstances which led up to its
being sent is extremely attractive. St. Paul ends the First Epistle by adjuring its recipients to see
that it was read by all the Christians; and in the immediately preceding verse there seems to be a
similar emphasis on the idea of all the brethren. It would therefore seem that he was aware of a
division at Thessalonica which justified the fear that his letter would not be read to all the
community unless he insisted on it. In view of the obviously Gentile character of those whom he is
addressing in 1 Thessalonians, the only probable view as to the minority whom he wished to reach
is that they were Jewish Christians. But, suggests Harnack, there is nothing in 1 Thessalonians
which would be especially agreeable to Jewish Christians, and several points which might be
obnoxious to them. Therefore, immediately after the First Epistle the Second was despatched for
the benefit of the Jewish Christians. In support of this theory one other piece of corroborative
evidence can be alleged, though the point is complicated a little by the uncertainty of the text. In 2
Thessalonians 2:13 St. Paul says that he is bound to thank God mTI emA0Tto mum¢ m Oem(
B TOPXMV sm ¢ owtnpmayv, if we follow the text of BFGP 17 al f vg syrhl Did. Dam. Amb., etc., or
ETl ... mTm mpXmG emG owrnpmay if we follow m D E K L al pler. d e g syrpesh boh. arm. aeth.
Chr., etc. Merely as a matter of textual criticism, there is about as much to be said for the one
reading as the other—probably, if it were merely a question of evidence and lexical probability,
most critics would choose mTipxmv, because it is the more Pauline expression (see Lightfoot’s
note ad loc.), but in practice mtm mpxm¢ has been followed because of the difficulty of giving an
adequate meaning to mTpxmv—"God chose you as a first-fruit,”—for in what sense could the
Thessalonians be regarded as first-fruits? The expression seemed not to be true to history in any
sense, for they were neither St. Paul's earliest converts, nor were they the first in Macedonia.
Therefore interpreters have preferred to think that the passage is a reference to predestination
rather than to the facts of history, and to read mTm mpxmc. If, however, Harnack's suggestion be
followed, the matter appears in a new light, for the Jewish Christians in Thessalonica were,
according to the Acts, the first-fruits of St. Paul's preaching in that city, though they were soon
surpassed in numbers by the Gentile converts. The obvious objection to which this theory is liable
is that the address given in 2 Thessalonians 1:1 is “To the Church of the Thessalonians,” just as it
is in 1 Thessalonians 1:1, and Harnack suggests that we ought to regard this as probably not
original. He points out that the address of Ephesians, (and, it might be added, of Romans) shows
signs of having been tampered with, and that that of the Epistle to the Hebrews has been wholly
lost. He thinks that the original address may have been Tm mKKAnCEmE TEV OSOOOAOVIKE WV
TEV mK TEC TEPITOUmMG, and that the last four words dropped out early in the tradition of the
Epistle. An alternative suggestion might be that the bearers of the Epistle were given special
instructions, or that the name of the individual to whom it was sent secured that it would reach the
Jewish Christians; it may have been inexpedient in the letter itself to emphasize the difference
between the two classes of Christians. As Harnack himself admits, his theory is open to some
objections, but on the whole it seems to be far more acceptable than any other which has yet been
put forward, and whereas before its publication the balance of argument seemed to be in favour of
some such hypothesis as that of Wrede, and against the authenticity of 2 Thessalonians, the
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situation is now reversed, and there is sufficient justification for accepting the Epistle as a genuine
document belonging, together with 1 Thessalonians, even if not so certainly, to the earliest period
of Christian life in Thessalonica. In any case, however, the point which it is most desirable to
emphasize is that the main argument against the Epistle is the difficulty of imagining
circumstances to account for its curious combination of likeness to and difference from the First
Epistle—and such an argument is too negative to be ever quite decisive; while, on the other hand,
the main argument in favour of it is traditional ascription, which, however highly it be valued, is
insufficient to give absolute confidence, if it be impossible to present a probable reconstruction of
the circumstances under which the letter was written. Harnack has succeeded in producing a
reconstruction which is, at the least, not impossible, and therefore we are justified in using 2
Thessalonians in reconstructing Timothy’s report, even though it must be conceded that points
derived exclusively from it have not the same certainty as those derived from the First Epistle.

THE REPORT BROUGHT BY TIMOTHY
FROM THESSALONICA

It is very probable, on general grounds, that Timothy brought back with him a letter from
Thessalonica to St. Paul, and that 1 Thessalonians is in part an answer to it. Nor are hints wanting
in the Epistle that this was actually the case. Far the most cogent of these is the expression in 1
Thessalonians 2:13—0im TORTO KOE mcHC em)aploTom ey —in which the proper force of the
Kom mem¢ can be given only if we assume that St. Paul means, “we give thanks just as you say
that you do.” Besides this the analogy of 1 Corinthians (see p. 136) suggests that the paragraphs
beginning, om OmAouev Om mMuUmC mMYWOEmY, EMOEAQOM, TEPE THV KOIHWUEVWY, K.TA. (1
Thessalonians 4:13), and Tepm om TEV XpEVwv KOm TEV Kalpmv, K.T.A. (1 Thessalonians 5:1),
may be direct references to questions in a letter. Thus it is probable that Timothy’s verbal report
was supplemented by a letter from the Thessalonians, though it is clearly impossible—and
fortunately not very important—to distinguish with any certainty between items derived from the
various sources of information with which St. Paul was thus supplied. On the subject of
persecution and the attitude of the Christians it proved that St. Paul's forebodings were correct.
The persecution had been serious, so that it could fairly be compared to that of the prophets of
old,m and of the Christians in Palestine. “For ye, brethren,” is St. Paul's commentm (1
Thessalonians 2:14 ff) on, or, one might almost say, quotation from the report, “became imitators
of the Churches of God which are in Judaea in Christ Jesus, for ye also suffered the same things
of your own countrymen as they did of the Jews, who both killed the Lord Jesus, and the prophets,
and drove out us, and please not God, and are contrary to all men.” It is clear from this passage
that St. Paul is addressing a Gentile community, and that they were suffering persecution from
their fellow Greeks, even though the burst of indignation against the Jews shows that St. Paul
recognized that the latter were—as Acts explains—ultimately responsible. Probably we shall not
be wrong if we go a step further, and say that this persecution had already led to the martyrdom of
some Christians. This is certainly suggested by the reference to the death “of the Lord Jesus and
of the prophets,” and perhaps also by the difficult expression in 1 Thessalonians 4:13, tom¢
Kolunbmvtag oim tom mncom. It is extremely probable that here dim tom mncom ought to be
taken closely with koiun6mvtag, but it is less certain (though, on the whole, | believe it to be
probable) that it means martyrdom rather than (as the R.V. takes it) a natural death in the faith of
Jesus. So far the news brought back by Timothy was distressing enough; but it was partly
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compensated for by the fact that the Christians were standing firm, so that their constancy under
persecution was famous among all the brethren in Macedonia and Achaia (1 Thessalonians 1:2-8,
which describes, not only the original conversion of the Thessalonians, but also the permanent
effects of it, up to the time when the Epistle was written).

1 Thessalonians is primarily comment on and answer to Timothy’s report as to the Gentile
Christians; in 2 Thessalonians we can probably see what he had to say as to the persecution of
the Jewish Christians. They also were suffering from persecution, and it is possible that the
reference in 2 Thessalonians 1:8, to the persecutors as those who “know not God,” ought to be
taken as a sign that they were Gentiles. Moreover, St. Paul repeats—perhaps one may say, is
careful to repeat—the commendation given to the Gentile Christians for their steadfastness; the
Jewish Christians were not their inferiors in this respect.

Thus the news brought by Timothy was consoling, both as to Gentile and Jewish Christians so far
as their constancy under the pressure of persecution was concerned; but if we piece together the
indications in the Epistles we can see that on some other points his information was less
satisfactory.

Timothy reported that there was a line of cleavage between the Gentile and Jewish parts of the
community.So much was this the case that it was necessary for St. Paul to insist strongly when
writing to the Gentile half (in 1 Thessalonians) that his letter should be read by all the brethren,
and that his readers should greet all the brethren with a holy kiss (1 Thessalonians 5:26 f.).
Possibly also traces of the same anxiety for the unity of the community may be found in the
emphatic injunctions “to abound in love to each other and to all” (1 Thessalonians 3:12), and “ever
to pursue that which is good for each other and for all” (1 Thessalonians 5:15). Conversely it is
possible to see a trace of the same feeling in 2 Thessalonians in the notice drawn to the signature
guaranteeing the letter, as if the Jewish Christians were suspicious of anything coming from the
Gentile community. Possibly we ought even to agree with Harnack that the Epistles imply that the
Jewish and Gentile parts of the community rarely or never met together for common intercourse.
To this separateness of the Jewish and Gentile Christians from each other must be ascribed the
fact that 2 Thessalonians was ever written. Obviously it was not necessary to instruct Jews, who
believed in a Messiah, in the doctrine of a Resurrection, nor is it in the least probable that their
conversion had led them to adopt a lax standard of morality, such as would justify St. Paul in
urging them to abstain from fornication. Moreover, St. Paul’s statement as to the Parousia was, no
doubt, defective from the Jewish point of view in that it omitted a statement of the necessary
development of evil in the days immediately preceding the coming of Messiah. St. Paul seemed to
have felt these objections, and to have perceived that his first letter, in spite of his personal good
will, might actually tend to increase the division in the community, and, therefore, he wrote 2
Thessalonians, immediately after the First Epistle, repeating much of what he had already said,
but omitting that which might be offensive to Jewish Christians, or was in any case unnecessary,
and adding the section about the Antichrist in order to show that he did not intend to give teaching
contrary to the general faith of the Jews as to the Parousia.

Timothy had to report that the main subject of interest in the community at Thessalonica was
eschatological; St. Paul's preaching had, no doubt, been that of all the earliest Christians—that the
kingdom of God, with its sudden dramatic judgment, and the catastrophic end of society as it was
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then, was close at hand, and that it was the especial privilege of Christians that their master would
be the King in this kingdom. So emphatic had been this preaching of the immediate coming of the
kingdom, that it had, no doubt, given colour to the accusation of treason brought against St. Paul,
and it had driven the thought of death and its relation to the kingdom out of the minds of the
Gentile converts. When, therefore, some of the brethren died—possibly as martyrs—the question
arose what their fate would be. Such is clearly the question implied by 1 Thessalonians 4:13, “Now
we wish you not to be ignorant, brethren, concerning those that sleep, in order that you may not
mourn, as do the others that have no hope.” But the implications of this fact are not so simply
seen.

It is difficult to realize that there was a period in the early history of Christianity when convinced
and enthusiastic believers did not necessarily look forward to the resurrection of the “faithful
departed,” and that this subject was so much at or beyond the circumference rather than the
centre of Christian preaching that St. Paul was obliged to supplement his teaching on the point by
written instruction. Yet it is intelligible if we consider that the hope of the first Christians was not
that they should pass through death to life, but that they should pass, without dying, from life
temporal to life eternal, when the kingdom of God was established, and death, which was the
result of sin, not an essential feature of man’s nature, was abolished. The hope and belief of the
first Christians was that they were proleptic members of that kingdom, and that it was but a short
time before its glories would become manifest. It was, moreover, just at this point that there was
originally a fundamental difference between Christianity and the “Mystery Religions.” The latter
also offered men eternal life, and a proleptic participation in its blessings; but they offered its full
realization only through the Way of Death, along which the traveller was guarded by the magic
formulae communicated to him in Mysteries. The Oriental mysteries offered a “medicine of
immortality,” but it was an immortality through death, and not over death. Thus the fact that the
Gentile Christians in Thessalonica were distressed by the question of the “faithful departed” is a
proof that they had accepted Christianity as something different from the Mystery Religions. In this
respect they offer a contrast to some of the Corinthian Christians (see pp. 215 ff.). When,
therefore, cases of death were found among them, the survivors began to ask whether they ought
to add to their eschatological hope a further, or alternative, promise of life through death, similar to
that of the Greek Mysteries, or to accept the Jewish doctrine of a resurrection of the dead at the
Parousia—a view which was still strange to Gentile minds.

It was therefore necessary for St. Paul to point out to his converts that the latter was the true
answer, even though he makes it plain that he regards as the norm survival until the coming of the
kingdom, rather than death and resurrection into the kingdom (cf. 1 Corinthians 6:15). In this case
we probably have another side-light on the clash of opinion between three factors. First, the really
primitive point of view of the first Christians who expected a triumph of Life over Death, by which
they would pass directly into the Kingdom without dying; secondly, the natural expansion of this
view along Jewish lines which postulated a physical resurrectionm for those who died before the
coming of the Kingdom; and thirdly, an expansion along Hellenistic or rather Graeco-Oriental lines,
which treated the promise of Christianity for those who died as parallel to that of the Mysteries
which offered eternal life through death, and so left no room for the idea of a resurrection. It is
interesting to note that the development of Christian doctrine united the two last factors. The belief
in an ultimate, though remote, day of judgment and of resurrection represents the originally Jewish
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factor, and the belief in a Paradise of rest and joy for the faithful departed until the Great Day
represents the weakened survival of the originally Greek factor which emphasized the idea that
eternal life is given by the Sacraments, and that for the initiated Dying is not Death but the
passage into a wider and a freer life.

Among the Jewish part of the community, if we may take 2 Thessalonians as a guide, there
was—as indeed might have been expected—an equal interest in the eschatological expectation of
the coming of the Kingdom, though it is not easy to define it exactly. The passage which is
important is 2 Thessalonians 2:2 : “Now | beseech you, brethren, by the coming of our Lord Jesus
Christ, and our meeting with Him, that ye be not quickly moved in your mind, or shaken, either by a
spirit (of prophecy) or by a ‘saying,’ or by a letter, as though from me, to the effect that the day of
the Lord has set in (mvmotnkev).” The meaning of mvmatnkev is here a difficulty. It cannot be
denied that it means “is present” as distinct from “is future” (cf. the usual antithesis between tm
mveoTE T and Te pumAAovta, Romans 8:38; 1 Corinthians 3:22; Galatians 1:4), but it is impossible
to think that any one believed that the Day of the Lord was already come in the sense of the last
judgment. The answer to these difficulties is, however, found in the more accurate consideration
both of the linguistic and of the dogmatic point. The meaning of mvm gtnkev is “is present”—not “is
future,” or even “is imminent,” and also not “is already past”; and the “Day of the Lord” meant not
merely the last judgment, but a whole complex of events leading up to the final dénouement—it
was a “day” in the sense of a “period of time.” Thus the meaning of mvmgTnKey m mpmpa TOM
Kupmouv may be paraphrased as “we are living in the day of the Lord,” and St. Paul's answer is
that he rejects this view, and that nothing which he has written must be interpreted as giving it any
support, because before the day of the Lord the Man of Lawlessness must be revealed. His
position is that the Day of the Lord is imminent—it will, he imagines, come before his own
death—but it has not yet come.

What were the reasons which made it necessary for St. Paul to emphasize this point? Two
explanations are possible, and it is hard to say which of the two is the more probable. They turn on
the interpretation of dim mTnoTOAEC m ¢ Olm mpumv in 2 Thessalonians 2:2.

It is possible that Timothy reported that there were in circulation forged letters, purporting to be
from St. Paul, stating that the Day of the Lord had already begun. If so, we must connect with this
passage 2 Thessalonians 3:17, in which St. Paul draws attention to his handwriting as a guarantee
of the genuineness of the letter. “The ‘greeting’ is in my own—Paul's—hand. This is the sign of
genuineness in all my letters—my own handwriting.” It must be remembered that letters were, as a
rule, dictated (e.g. Tertius was the actual scribe of the Epistle to the Romans), so that, unless it
was known that some part of the letter was in the actual hand of the sender, identity or difference
of script was no proof for or against the genuineness of a communication. It is, however, difficult to
see why St. Paul should have written in this way to the Jewish part of the community, rather than
to the whole Church, and this view is therefore less acceptable if Harnack’s theory be adopted,
than on the older (and probably untenable) theory that 2 Thessalonians was written a little later
than 1 Thessalonians to the whole community. The alternative view, which Harnack recommends,
is that after St. Paul had written 1 Thessalonians, either before or immediately after sending it, he
noticed that his remarks on the Day of the Lord in 1 Thessalonians 5:1 ff. were open to
misconstruction, and that this misconstruction would be especially obnoxious to the Jewish
Christians. In this case the reference in dlm ETIOTOAERG EC Ol EUEV iS t0O an erroneous
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interpretation of 1 Thessalonians, not to the possible existence of forged letters.

If this view be adopted Timothy must have reported to St. Paul that there was a tendency among
the Thessalonians to regard the “Day of the Lord” as having already begun, and pointed out as a
criticism on 1 Thessalonians, after it had been already dictated, that it might seem to encourage
this mistake. If so we have here a curious parallel to Hymenaeus and Philetus (in 2 Timothy 2:18),
who said that the Resurrection had already taken place, and it is instructive to compare this point
of view with that implied in the reference in 1 Corinthians 15:1-58 to those who doubted if there
would be a resurrection.

It is also possible that in connection with the danger of a misinterpretation of 1 Thessalonians
Timothy was obliged to report that among the Gentile Christians there was a tendency to throw
doubt on St. Paul’'s motives. The suggestion is that when St. Paul wrote in 1 Thessalonians 2:5 ff.,
“For neither at any time were we found using words of flattery, as ye know, nor a cloke of
covetousness, God is witness. ... For ye remember, brethren, our labour and travail: working night
and day, that we might not burden any of you, we preached unto you the gospel of God,” he was
hinting that there were some who suggested that he had been animated by the motives which he
disclaims and had forgotten the unselfish conduct to which he refers. This is by no means
improbable, though we have no means of extracting any further information from the Epistle, and it
is possible that St. Paul is not rebutting accusations against himself, but hinting that his conduct
and preaching affords a pleasant contrast to that of other teachers to whom the Gentile Christians
were inclined to listen. In either case we have a hint that tendencies were at work at the
community of which St. Paul did not approve, and that he endeavoured to find the antidote by
reminding his readers of his own example. The question then arises whether we can identify these
tendencies. The first point which attracts attention is the emphatic warnings against immorality in 1
Thessalonians 4:3 ff. It is possible that this is merely a general warning against the weakness of
human nature; but it is more probable that it is connected with a tendency to regard Christianity as
an opus operatum after which no material act can affect the spiritual welfare of the believer. Such
an attitude would be natural if there were any tendency to regard Christianity solely as a Mystery
Religion, and its influence can be traced in several of the Pauline Epistles. In this case we have to
consider that in Thessalonica a tendency (more fully described on pp. 176 ff.) was already at work,
which pressed in an illegitimate manner the preaching of freedom, and regarded St. Paul as weak
and narrow-minded in his attitude towards what was regarded as a merely carnal morality
unworthy of attention from the truly spiritual.

Besides this danger of immorality St. Paul warns his readers against neglecting their ordinary
work. It is not plain what was the cause of this tendency to idleness: it has often been suggested
that it was due to the vivid expectation of the Parousia, which made men regard it as unnecessary
to busy themselves with the affairs of a world which would so soon cease to exist. That a vivid
expectation of the end has sometimes led to this result is undeniable: Hippolytus narrates the story
of a bishop in Pontus who announced that the Parousia would come before the end of the year,
with the result that many Christians, who had sold their possessions, were in the end reduced to
beggary. But there is no special reason for thinking that this was the case in Thessalonica. In the
First Epistle (1 Thessalonians 4:4 f) St. Paul says: “But we exhort you, brethren, that ye abound
more and more, and that ye study to be quiet and to do your own business and to work with your
own hands, even as we charged you, that ye may walk honestly towards them that are without,
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and may have need of nothing.” If this passage followed the eschatological section it might be
legitimately supposed that the restlessness described was the result of the expectation of the
Parousia, but as a matter of fact it precedes it, and therefore there is no decisive reason for
supposing that St. Paul is speaking of “eschatological restlessness and idleness"—if the
expression may be used. A comparison with other passages in early Christian literature suggests
a different explanation. It is clear from 1 Corinthians (see p. 223) as well as from 1 Thessalonians
and 2 Thessalonians, that St. Paul found it desirable to avoid slander by never being indebted to
his converts, and that there were other Christians who by no means followed his example.
Moreover, in the later literature, especially in the Didache and the Shepherd of Hermas, there are
traces in abundance of an unpleasant type of “professional Christian” who lived on the community.
It is not impossible that Timothy’s report roused St. Paul’'s suspicion that this danger was present
in Thessalonica, and that this rather than any “eschatological restlessness” was the source of the
idleness against which he warns his hearers.

However this may be—and the data are insufficient to allow of a decision—in 2 Thessalonians
more emphasis is laid on this question. In 2 Thessalonians 3:6-12 he says: “Now we command
you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from every
brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which they received of us. For
yourselves know how ye ought to follow us: for we behaved not ourselves disorderly among you;
neither did we eat any man’s bread for nought; but wrought with labour and travail night and day,
that we might not be chargeable to any of you: not because we have not the right, but to make
ourselves an ensample unto you to follow us. For even when we were with you, this we
commanded you, that if any would not work, neither should he eat. For we hear of some which
walk among you disorderly, who work not at all, but are busybodies. Now them that are such we
command and exhort by our Lord Jesus Christ, that with quietness they work, and eat their own
bread.” This passage cannot be said to add anything to the information given in 1 Thessalonians:
nor does it help us to decide whether we have to do with “eschatological unrest,” or an undesirable
“professionalism,” which led men to spend all their time in exciting religious discussions, and to
neglect their own affairs. But it puts far more stress on the whole question, and if Harnack’s theory
be adopted, we are obliged to conclude that this evil was especially present in the Jewish rather
than the Gentile part of the community. There is no reason for rejecting this conclusion, even
though one would perhaps have rather expected to find restlessness and idleness in Gentile
circles. At the same time, it is only fair to notice that this again is one of the strong points against
the genuineness of 2 Thessalonians. The natural conclusion from a comparison of the passages in
1 and 2 Thessalonians is that there was a development of the evil in question; but this implies an
interval between the two Epistles, and it is generally conceded that if both Epistles are Pauline
they must have been written almost at the same time.

Thus Timothy’s report may be summed as covering the following points: (1) The persecution of the
Christians in the community. (2) The division between the Jewish and Gentile Christians. (3) The
anxiety in the community concerning the Parousia, and the fate of those who died before it. (3)
The existence of either forged letters, or the probability of doubt as to the meaning of 1
Thessalonians. (4) The evil tendencies in the community to immorality (especially in the Gentile
section) and to an idle restlessness especially, but not exclusively, in the Jewish section. The two
Epistles are the comment of St. Paul on this report, and were presumably written soon after
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Timothy joined St. Paul, according to Acts, in Corinth. The order of events which the foregoing
discussion has made appear the most probable may finally be summarized as follows:—

1. St. Paul arrived at Thessalonica in the company of Silas (and possibly Timothy).

2. Three weeks’ preaching in Thessalonica with the synagogue as headquarters, some success
among the Jews, and much among the God-fearers.

3. The Jews accuse the Christians, before the Politarchs, of treason to the Roman Emperor;
security is taken from Jason, and St. Paul and Silas are condemned by default.

4. St. Paul and Silas (and Timothy?) go to Beroea.

5. The Jews from Thessalonica force St. Paul to leave Beroea.

6. The Beroeans take St. Paul to Athens: Silas and Timothy remain.

7. St. Paul sends a message back to Silas and Timothy to join him in Athens.
8. Silas and Timothy come to Athens.

9. Timothy is sent to Thessalonica, Silas probably to Beroea or Philippi.

10. St. Paul leaves Athens and goes to Corinth.

11. Timothy and Silas join St. Paul at Corinth.

12. On hearing Timothy's report, St. Paul sends 1 Thessalonians to the Gentile Christian
community in Thessalonica.

13. Almost immediately after sending 1 Thessalonians St. Paul sends 2 Thessalonians to the
Jewish Christian community in Thessalonica.

Literature.—The best commentaries are those of E. von Dobschiitz, in Meyer's Kritischexegetisch
kommentar Uber das Neue Testament, 1909; G. Milligan, 1908; W. Lueken in J. Weiss’ Schriften
des N.T's.; P. W. Schmiedel, in Holtzmann’s Handkommentar (1891); and J. B. Lightfoot, in his
posthumous Notes on the Pauline Epistles. Older and only slightly less valuable works are fully
given by E. von Dobschitz (pp. 49-56) in his chapter Zur Geschichte der Auslegung. Apart from
commentaries, attention may especially be called to Lightfoot, The Churches of Macedonia, and
The Church of Thessalonica in his Biblical Essays; W. Lutgert, Die Enthusiasten in Thessalonich,
in Beitrage zur Forderung christlicher Theologie, xiii:6 (1909); W. Wrede, Die Echtheit des zweiten
Thessalonicherbriefs, in Texte und Untersuchungen, xxiv:i2 ; A. Harnack, Das Problem des
zweiten Thessalonicherbriefs, in the Sitzungsberichte der konigl. preuss. Akademie zu Berlin,
1910.

Notes:

1 Acts 17:1.

2 Slightly less than English miles.

3 Conditions are no doubt worse now in Macedonia than they were in the first century, but the

difference for travelling cannot be very great, and nothing would induce me to attempt such a
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pace, unless life and death depended.

1 It seems to me to be probable that the Bezan text is here clearly secondary. The redactor
thought that diodem elv meant “to pass through,” and altered the text to bring out this meaning. As
a matter of fact, the emphasis is not on the dim but on the m dm ¢ implied in the verb. | suspect that
St. Luke used diodemelv here instead of dimpxecbai because he wished to indicate that St. Paul
went along the great mom ¢, the Via Egnatia, and that a similar shade of meaning can be traced in
Luke 8:1.

2 Acts 16:1-3.

3 The comment of von DobschUtz is here very much to the point. “To conclude from Acts 17:4 that
Timothy did not come to Thessalonica with St. Paul, as has often been done, is to ignore the fact
that Timothy is not mentioned in Philippi, where, however, he must have been (so also John Mark
in Acts 13:7), and is alluded to in Acts 17:14 (Beroea) only because the narrative is here
concerned with the party of travellers, not with the mission as such” (p. 8, note 3).

1 It reads: Kom TPOCEKANPMONCOV T [MomAm Kom TE JAoEE TE JIO0XE TOAAOE TH|
OcPoUm VeV KOE EAAE VY, KOE YUVOEKEC THY TIDE TV OB K AR YOI,

1 >mBBata in Acts 17:22, is taken by Zahn (Einl., p. 152) to mean weeks rather than sabbaths. Of
course, three Sabbaths imply three weeks, more or less, but | do not think tpma om pata is likely
to mean anything except “three sabbaths.” St. Luke uses the plural in Luke 4:31; Luke 6:2, Luke
13:10, each time in the sense of “sabbath day.” At the same time, the point is far from certain, for
the genitive, either singular or plural, is used, with a numeral prefixed, to give the days of the
week. It is possible that an extension of this use gave the meaning of week to om 3atov, but |
know no evidence in favour of this (generally accepted) view. Am¢ tom cofpmTou is the nearest
approach, but here also it is the genitive. See E. Schirer, Die Siebentatige Woche in the Zeitschrift
fur die neutestamentliche Wissenschatft, vi. (1905) p. 8.

1 The Greek is myopatwv. That it means “agitators” and not “loafers,” is probably shown by
Plutarch, Aemil. Paul., 38, mvBpm TOUC WYyEVVEmC KOM OEOOUAEUKEMTOC, MYOPOmOUC O KOm
OLVO |UE VOUC B XAOV CUVOYOYEmV, K.T.A.

2 | cannot help thinking that it is possible to read too much into this phrase. Surely the ommuvog
here is not a special juridical body, but merely the meeting or crowd, whichever we may choose to
name it, which had been called into existence by the yopom ol.

1 For the epigraphic evidence for the title, see de Witt Burton, in the American Journal of Theology
for 1898, pp. 598—-632.

1 Or possibly “of their husbands.”

2 Is it possible that the local authorities in Thessalonica had some power of fetching him to their
jurisdiction?

3 This is probable but not certain. Ptolemy regards Thessaly as Macedonian, and possibly Strabo
does so also (this is Mommsen'’s view, but the point is doubtful). There is, however, no doubt but
that it was formerly Achaean. Ramsay thinks it was given to Macedonia in 44. Others suggest a
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later date, which, if true, is of course fatal to the suggestion made above. (See Ramsay, St. Paul
the Traveller, p. 234.)

1 TopmABey Om TRV OECOOAN OV BKWARON yEm P €M O TOMC KNPMEOI THY AN YOV,
2 See Rendel Harris, Four Lectures on the Western Text, p. 47.

1 “But now when Timotheus came from you unto us, and brought us good tidings of your faith and
charity, and that ye have good remembrance of us always, desiring greatly to see us, as we also
to see you.”

1 Though this view is not inconceivable, it ought not to be forgotten that the view that
Thessalonians was sent from Corinth depends on the theory that “Corinth” in Acts is correct;
probably it is—but it is only one word, and no one can be trusted not to go wrong on these details.

2 It need scarcely be said that there have been many other attempts to solve this problem of the
difference between Acts and 1 Thessalonians. For instance, it has been suggested that St. Paul
returned to Athens for a short time after he had gone to Corinth, intending to go to Thessalonica;
or, that Timothy never reached Athens because St. Paul sent a message to tell him to go first to
Thessalonica (so von Dobschuitz). Of all these it can be said that they are not impossible, but they
seem more complicated and less probable than the usual view. The whole problem defies a final
decision, because we have not sufficient data, and opinions are likely to continue to differ as to the
greater or less probability of various not impossible solutions.

1 For the history of the Nero Saga in its early stages the main source is Tacitus, Hist., ii. 8f.;
Suetonius, Nero, 40; 47; 57. Zonaras, 11 15; 18. (Dio Cassius, 64); for the later stage of the belief
in Nero redivivus the Oracula Sibyllina, books iv. and v., and the canonical Apocalypse of St. John.
The chief modern literature on the subject is T. Zahn, Apokalyptische Studien lIll. in the Zeitschrift
fur kirchliche Wissenschaft, 1886; Geffcken, Studien zur alteren Nerosage, in the Nachrichten von
der konigl. Ges. d. Wiss. zu Géttingen, 1899; and Bousset's commentary on the Apocalypse, in
Meyer’s Kritischexegetischer Komm. 0. d. N. T., 6th ed., 1906, pp. 411 ff.

1 The two really indispensable books on this subject are Gunkel's schopfung und Chaos and W.
Bousset's Der Antichrist Legende, translated by A. H. Keane, The Antichrist Legend. The latter
book gives very full references to the scattered and confused sources from which the outlines of
the myth can be built up. Much the same ground is covered, in a more compressed form, by the
article by Bousset on “Antichrist” in the Encyclopeaedia Biblica.

1In Texte und Untersuchungen, N. F. 9. 2. (der ganzen Reihe 24. 2).

2 Holtzmann considers that the only passages in 2 Thessalonians for which no parallel can be
found in 1 Thessalonians are 2 Thessalonians 1:5-6, 2 Thessalonians 1:9, 2 Thessalonians 1:12,
2 Thessalonians 2:2-9, 2 Thessalonians 2:11-12, 2 Thessalonians 2:15, 2 Thessalonians 3:2, 2
Thessalonians 3:13-14, 2 Thessalonians 3:17 (Einleitung in das Neue Testament, p. 214).

3 It should be noted that St. Paul’'s quotations from the Old Testament are mostly in his polemical
passages, and are not due to the nationality of his readers, but to the character of his letters.

1 Bornemann, in his commentary (p. 461), adds the Epistle of St. James.
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2 See especially the list of twelve points given by Harnack in his Das Problem des zweiten
Thessalonicherbriefs, in the Sitzungsberichte der kon. preus. Akademie, 1910, p. 562 f.

1 The most complete exploitation of this theory will be found in Dr. Rendel Harris’s article, “A Study
in Letter-writing,” in the Expositor for September, 1898.

21 am not sure that this is a right interpretation; the “prophets” may refer to Christian prophets,
such as St. James the son of Zebedee, or St. Stephen.

3 1 Thessalonians 2:14 f.

1 The objection that koiun6mvtag implies a peaceful death, and therefore not martyrdom, is
unsupported either by literary or psychological criticism. The same word is used of the death of St.
Stephen (Acts 7:60), and a martyr's death is, as a rule, pre-eminently peaceful. There is no doubt
disturbance and distress, but it is not the martyr who feels them. The real difficulty is rather the
curious genitival phrase, dim Tom mrncom—in what sense oim ?

2 The warning on p. 86 must be repeated that this, and all other reference to 2 Thessalonians, is
based on the hypothesis that the Epistle is genuine, and that Harnack’s theory is correct. But this
is by no means so certain as the authenticity of 1 Thessalonians; and to this extent the whole of
the reconstruction of Timothy’s report varies in probability according to the Epistle on which it is
based.

1 This, again, is based on Harnack’s theory of 2 Thessalonians, and cannot be regarded as
certain.

1 Bousset’s work is here the necessary complement of Harnack’s: if we did not know that an
expectation of an Antichrist was common among the Jews, we should be unable to understand
why St. Paul’'s teaching as to the Parousia in 1 Thessalonians could be regarded as defective.

1 Cf. the summary which he gives himself in 1 Thessalonians 1:9, as to the result —which he
regards as satisfactory—of his preaching: “Ye turned to God from idols, to become the servants of
a living and real God, and to await His Son from heaven, whom He raised from the dead, Jesus,
who saves us from the coming wrath.”

1 The Apocalypse of Baruch shows that the Jewish idea, at least in some circles, was a
resurrection of the dead in the form in which they died, followed by a speedy transfiguration into a
more glorious condition.

1 The fact that neither of these alternative views is quite satisfactory is in itself an argument for
Wrede’s opinion that 2 Thessalonians is not genuine. Certainly he can explain this particular
difficulty better than it is possible to do on the theory of its Pauline authorship. But, then again, he
fails, as these views do not, to explain the other features in 2 Thessalonians which seem to be
strikingly Pauline. The whole problem is very difficult. No theory is without its weak point, and
certainty is unattainable.

1 Commentary on Daniel 4:19.

2 1 Thessalonians 4:4 f.
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Chapter 6

04. Chapter 4. CORINTH

CHAPTER IV
CORINTH

NONE of the Epistles of St. Paul afford us such ample material for reconstructing the general
outlines of Christianity among converts from heathenism as do 1 and 2 Corinthians. There are, of
course, many points which will always remain doubtful; but the main difficulty is rather an
embarras de richesse, and the danger of obscuring the main picture by too close an attention to
details. The investigator has two main tasks: first, to trace the course of the current of incident
which flows through the Epistles; and secondly, to discover the various points of view which
explain the obvious clash of opinions which gave rise to these incidents. Both tasks can only be
accomplished by a series of discussions of small problems, followed by the welding together of the
results in the form of general conclusions. The clearest way of proceeding seems to be to divide
the discussion into the following divisions:—

l. The foundation of the Church at Corinth.

Il. A short preliminary statement of the series of incidents which explain the existence and
character of the Epistles.

Il. The critical problems connected with these incidents.
V. The conditions of thought and practice revealed by the Epistles.
l.

THE FOUNDATION OF THE CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY AT CORINTH The story of the foundation
of the Church in Corinth circles round three points—St. Paul, Apollos, and St. Peter —and can
best be told in connection with them.

St. Paul.—In Acts 18:1-18 we have an account of the work of St. Paul at Corinth, which it is
possible to supplement in a few details from information in 1 Corinthians. The facts are these: after
St. Paul left Athens he went to Corinth and joined the family of Aquila, a Jewish tent-maker—St.
Paul's own trade—who, though originally belonging to the province of Pontus, had settled in
Rome, and only left it in consequence of the decree of Claudius banishing all Jews from Rome. Of
this decree we know something more from Suetonius, who connects the riots which led to it with
“Chrestus.” This must at least mean that a Messianic movement, such as that of the disciples of
St. John the Baptist, had reached Rome,and may even mean that Christians had made their way
there. It is therefore exceedingly probable either that Aquila and his wife belonged to this type of
Messianic Jews, or that they were actually Christians before they met St. Paul. The second
alternative is supported by the fact that St. Luke does not state that they were converted by St.
Paul’s preaching, though it is of course possible that this is merely an accident. In any case, it was
with Aquila that St. Paul lodged. The centre of his preaching was at first, as usual, the synagogue,
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and he converted Crispus, the “archisynagogue.” This title probably means a rank more or less
corresponding to the “Elders” of Protestant churches. But the Jews, as a whole, rejected his
teaching, and after a stormy scene he abandoned his preaching in the synagogue and took a room
for the purpose next door in the house of Titus Justus, a God-fearer. It must be admitted that he
chose a position which was not likely to avoid trouble, though it had the advantage of being easily
found by the God-fearer who had previously frequented the synagogue.

St. Paul's preaching met with considerable success among the Corinthians, and continued,
apparently without any serious hindrance, for two years and six months, during which time, as has
been shown (pp. 73 ff.), the Epistles to the Thessalonians were written. But then the Jews brought
an accusation against St. Paul that Topm TEV vEpOV BVOTEEOEl OETOC TOECG HVOPETOUG
osBmoBal Tmv Osmv. The accusation clearly was that his preaching was illegal, and the illegality
seems to be connected with the manner of his preaching rather than with the form of worship
referred to. St. Luke says, “he is persuading men contrary to the Law,” not “to worship God
contrary to the Law.” Moreover, ce3mcBal Tmv Oemv has so usually the meaning “to be a
‘God-fearer,’ " that it is preferable, if possible, to take it in that way here. If so, we ought to say that
the accusation was that “he was making an illegal attempt to persuade men to become
God-fearers.” It is, so far as | can discover, impossible to see any Roman law which could be
invoked to support this accusation. Perhaps Blass’s suggestion is right, that it is a reference to the
privilege conceded by Julius Caesar to Hyrcanus, the son of Alexander, that he and his family
should hold all the privileges “according to their own laws.” If so, it is intelligible that Gallio, the
Proconsul before whom the matter came, dismissed it with contumely, for this decree had no
possible bearing on the question at issue. Gallio regarded the whole affair as a squabble between
two sets of Jews, in which he had neither interest nor jurisdiction. After his decision there was a
curious incident. “They all took Sosthenes, the archisynagogue, and beat him before the bench.”
Who beat him? and why? The Bezan text thinks that the Greeks did so, in which case the scene
must be explained as an act of triumphant violence on the part, if not of St. Paul's Gentile
converts, at least of anti-Judaic Greeks, who would scarcely have intervened if they had had no
leanings towards St. Paul’'s teaching. Such an act would be entirely in accordance with human
nature, though scarcely with Christian principles. It was no doubt the latter fact which led the
scribes of a few late MSS. to read moudamol instead of mAAnveg, as an explanation of Tmvtec,
and gave rise to the usual exegesis of the common text that Sosthenes was the successor of
Crispus, and that the Jews beat him for mismanaging the case. This explanation is almost
certainly wrong in so far as it assumes that the archisynagogal office was monarchical, and has
otherwise not much to recommend it. The fact is that all we know is that Sosthenes was beaten,
but whether by Greeks or Jews, and whether because he was an unsuccessful leader of the
prosecution or as a convert of St. Paul, it is impossible to determine. It is, however, intersting to
note that a Sosthenes is joined determine. It is, however, interesting to note that a Sosthenes is
joined with St. Paul in the opening salutations of 1 Corinthians; this may be purede accident, or it
is possible that the Sosthenes who was beaten was already a convert, or, as later legend would
have it, that he was afterwards converted by St. Paul.

Other converts of whom we hear are Gaius (1 Corinthians 1:14), with whom St. Paul stayed on a
later visit to Corinth (Romans 16:23), Stephanas, Fortunatus, Achaicus, and perhaps Chloe, all of
whom play parts of importance in the period of the history of the Church at Corinth immediately
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after its foundation. To these must be added Erastus the amkovm pog of the city (Romans 16:23),
and possibly also Lucius, Jason, Sosipater, Quartus, and Tertius (Romans 16:21 ff.).

It will be seen from the above facts that the Corinthian Church was, like all the Pauline Churches,
partly Jewish, partly Gentile, with the latter element predominating, and the question discussed on
pp. 37 ff. of the position of the God-fearers is here also of the greatest importance. It is extremely
probable that this class of Gentiles, interested in and influenced by Judaism, supplied in Corinth as
elsewhere the fruitful soil on which the Christian mission was able to sow its seed successfully.

Apollos.—As the “second founder” of the Corinthian Church, Apollos must be named. According to
St. Paul himself (1 Corinthians 3:6), he sowed and Apollos watered, and Acts 18:24 ff. gives us the
following account of Apollos’ conversion and journey to Achaia, which, in the light of the Epistles to
the Corinthians, obviously means Corinth:— “And a certain Jew named Apollos, an Alexandrian by
race, an eloquent man, and mighty in the Scriptures, came to Ephesus. This man was instructed in
the way of the Lord; and being fervent in the Spirit, he spake and taught accurately the things
concerning Jesus, knowing only the baptism of John. And he began to speak boldly in the
synagogue: but when Aquila and Priscilla had heard him, they took him unto them, and expounded
unto him the Way [of God] more perfectly. And when he was disposed to pass into Achaia, the
brethren wrote, exhorting the disciples to receive him: who, when he was come, helped them
much which had believed through grace: for he powerfully confuted the Jews in public, showing by
the Scriptures that the Messiah was Jesus.” The obvious difficulty of this passage is the apparent
contradiction between “teaching the things concerning Jesus” and “knowing only the baptism of
John.” For this reason some critics have given up the whole story as hopelessly corrupt, but there
is no need for such drastic measures, and the difficulty lies chiefly in the fact that the background
of the incident is a state of things which is so different from anything existing now, or indeed ever
existing except among Jewish Christians, that it is hard for us to realize it.

What is the most natural meaning of “knowing only the baptism of John”? Surely it is that Apollos
had come into contact with the disciples of St. John the Baptist, and had been baptized with his
baptism. We are apt to overlook the fact that not all St. John’s disciples became Christians, and
that he had a distinct message. His preaching was primarily eschatological: the day of the Lord
was at hand, the Messiah was coming, and His kingdom would shortly be established; it was
therefore urgently incumbent on every one to repent and to accept the as yet unrevealed Messiah.
That was his message: and it would seem from the synoptic Gospels that St. John did not
recognize Jesus as the Messiah, whose coming he had foretold, until after his public career was
finished, for the Baptism of Jesus is in the synoptic Gospels a sign to Jesus, not to St. John, and it
is only in the later form of the tradition in the Fourth Gospel that the baptism becomes a sign to St.
John and to his disciples. The point in common between the disciples of St. John and Christians
was their belief in the immediate coming of the Messiah, and the gospel which both of them
preached was “to serve a living and true God, and to wait for His Son from heaven.” The difference
between them was that the disciples of St. John did not identify the coming Messiah with any one
who had ever yet appeared, while the Christians identified Him with Jesus, who had been raised
from the dead, and had been manifested after His resurrection as that heavenly Being who would
carry out the judgment of God, and inaugurate His glorious kingdom. Apollos, then, ought to be
regarded as one of the disciples of St. John, who held all the common Christian doctrine of that
day, so far as the coming of the Messiah was concerned, but had never heard that there were
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those who identified this Messiah with the Jesus who had lived and died in Palestine, and had
been glorified by God through His resurrection. The common proof both for disciples of St. John
and for Christians for their belief in the coming Messiah was the Jewish Scriptures; and to the
latter the Messianic passages in these Scriptures were Tm Tepm mrncoom, “the things concerning
Jesus,” just as they are in Luke 24:27 (“And beginning from Moses and from the Prophets, He
interpreted to them in all the Scriptures the things concerning Himself (tm Tepm mavtom).” It is of
course true that the phrase need not mean this: it might mean “the history of Jesus,” as it does in
Luke 24:19. But when a phrase can be shown by the exhibition of parallel passages to be
susceptible of two meanings, it is usually the best exegesis to take that which makes the context
intelligible. Now, it is certain that with the exegesis in Acts 18:25, that Tm TeEpm mnoom means the
history of Jesus, the whole story is unintelligible; whereas, it is quite intelligible, if we take the
phrase to mean the Messianic passages in the Old Testament, which to the Christian writer of Acts
were Tm TeEpm mrnoom, though, as a matter of fact, Apollos did not, until he met Aquila, know to
whom they referred except that he, whoever he was, was the Messiah. With this interpretation the
rest of the story presents no difficulties. Apollos came to Ephesus preaching the eschatological
gospel of John the Baptist, and Aquila and Priscilla said to him in effect that all that he said was
quite true, but that they were able to add to it the important fact that the Messiah was none other
than Jesus, who by His resurrection had become a heavenly being, whose glorified nature had
been attested by many witnesses. This was an addition to, but in no sense a contradiction of
Apollos’ previous teaching; all his arguments remained unchanged, but he was able to add to them
“that the Messiah was Jesus.” It must be noted that a lack of appreciation of the real situation has
led both to a change in the text, in the Bezan text, and to a mistranslation even in the Revised
Version. The Bezan text is that Apollos taught Tmv mnocomv smval Xpiotmv, and the Revisers
wrote “that Jesus was the Christ,” but the text is emval Tev Xpiotmv mncomv, which must be “that
the Messiah is Jesus.” The same mistake, for it really is nothing less, on the part of the Revisers
may be seen in Acts 18:5, when they render the same formula in the same way: and the reason in
both cases is an imperfect appreciation of the part played by the Messianic belief among the Jews.
It is of cardinal importance to recognize that the Christology of the first Christians was, in the main,
a body of doctrine well known to the Jews and to the God-fearers before the days of Jesus, and
that many of them believed in a Christ—a Messiah—before they ever came into contact with a
Christian preacher. St. Paul, Apollos, and the other Christian missionaries were to a large extent
on ground common to them and their audience when they preached a Messiah, and starting from
this generally conceded doctrine, they proceeded to identify this Messiah with Jesus. In this
respect they differed absolutely from all modern missionaries, for these usually begin at the other
end, and starting from the fact of Jesus argue that He and His history can best be explained in the
terms of Messianic doctrine— which is often wholly strange to their hearers. When Apollos had in
this way received the completion of his teaching from Aquila, he appears, according to the usual
text, to have formed the desire to go and preach in Achaea. According to the Bezan text, he
received an invitation to do this from some of the Corinthians who were then in Ephesus. “And
certain Corinthians who were staying in Ephesus besought him to come with them and pass into
their country, and when he agreed, the Ephesians wrote to the disciples in Corinth to receive him.”
Both here and in the ordinary text the word translated “pass into” (dieABemv) has the almost
technical meaning of making a missionary journey.
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Apollos must have had much success in Corinth, for in 1 Corinthians 3:6 St. Paul speaks of him as
having watered where he had planted. The information given in Acts and just discussed makes it
tolerably certain that his preaching was primarily eschatological; but it is also noteworthy that he
came from Alexandria, the headquarters of the allegorical and philosophical Judaism represented
by Philo. It is not impossible, therefore, that the tendency to seek for philosophy which St. Paul
seems to reprove in the Corinthians in 1 Corinthians 1:1-31, 1 Corinthians 2:1-16, 1 Corinthians
3:1-23, 1 Corinthians 4:1-21, ought to be connected with the party of Apollos to which he also
refers.m But it must be remembered that this is merely guess-work. It does not follow because
Apollos was an Alexandrian that he was a disciple of Philo; all that we know is that he was a
disciple of St. John the Baptist, and it is a far cry from St. John the Baptist to Philo, even though
we must admit that if the desire for philosophy, to which St. Paul alludes, must be connected with
one of the parties mentioned in 1 Corinthians, Apollos is the most likely person, of those whom we
know, to have consciously or unconsciously started such a movement.

Apollos does not, in spite of his success, appear to have stayed very long in Corinth, for when St.
Paul wrote 1 Corinthians, Apollos was with him in Ephesus, and it was doubtful when he would
return to Greece, though he intended to do so when a suitable opportunity could be found.

St. Peter.—Dionysius, Bishop of Corinth in the second century, maintained in a letter to Rome that
St. Peter also visited Corinth. It is usual to think that this is merely a deduction which he made from
the mention of Cephas in 1 Corinthians 1:12. It is quite possible that this is the case, but even so it
is doubtful whether it is quite so certain that his deduction was wrong. After all, the existence of a
party of Cephas in Corinth, alongside of those of Apollos and St. Paul, does suggest very strongly
that Cephas, like the others, had actually been in Corinth. It is no doubt possible that the party of
Cephas was one which had only heard of St. Peter; but the question is whether we have any
reason for supposing that this was the case. Personally, | am very doubtful whether we have, and |
think that in this respect we are too much under the influence of Tubingen criticism, or criticism
which has unconsciously absorbed much of the principles of Tlbingen, even when consciously
opposing them. The result has been an exaggeration of the Judaism of St. Peter, and this has in
turn created a strong prejudice against any tradition which ascribes to St. Peter missionary activity
outside the circle of Palestinian Judaistic Christianity. Nevertheless, this prejudice is not supported
by facts. What do we know from the Acts about St. Peter? It is not difficult to summarize our
knowledge. He appears, first of all, as the leader of “the Twelve” in Jerusalem; at Pentecost he
preaches with success to Hellenistic Jews; he comes into conflict with the Jewish authorities, but
in the end succeeds in maintaining his position. He next appears as supporting and following up
the work of the Hellenist “Seven,” outside Jerusalem, in Samaria and elsewhere, and takes the
serious step of admitting a Gentile without insisting on his becoming a proselyte and undergoing
circumcision. So far from appearing to be the leader of a Judaistic type of Christianity, he is
steadily depicted by St. Luke as favouring expansion and liberality. Going on still further, he is
represented as supporting the claims of the Antiochene movement at the Apostolic Council. He
then disappears from the pages of Acts, but it is noteworthy that later, when St. Paul returns to
Jerusalem for the last time, St. Peter is apparently not present. The fact is that for some reason of
his own St. Luke did not see fit to tell the further story of any of the Apostles’ labours except St.
Paul's. The silence of Acts as to St. Peter after the Council does not imply in any sense that he
stayed in Palestine, or did not preach either to Hellenistic Jews or to Gentiles. Did St. Luke intend
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to return to the story of St. Peter in that third book which he surely proposed writing?

But, it used to be alleged, the Acts is a “mediating” book; we have here not St. Peter as he was,
but a Paulinized version of him; the Epistle to the Galatians gives us truth—shows us that St. Paul
and St. Peter were opponents, not allies, and that the latter only preached to Jews. This contention
seems to be greatly exaggerated so far as Acts is concerned. No doubt St. Luke saw history in the
light of later events; no doubt, also, he was writing with a purpose, and not merely in order to
chronicle facts. But the whole tendency of criticism is to show that he was, according to the
standards of his day, a competent and honest historian. It is absurd to treat him as infallible, or to
find a deep significance in every change of expression, but it is equally absurd to look for
apologetic reasons for every statement, and to ignore the probability that the main reason for most
of them is that he believed them to be true. Moreover, the conclusion drawn from Galatians cannot
stand investigation. All that St. Paul says is that when St. Peter was in Antioch he gave up his
usual intercourse with the Gentile Christians under pressure from the emissaries from St. James
of Jerusalem, and that St. Paul rebuked him. So far from implying that St. Peter was the consistent
antagonist of Paulinism, or of the Antiochene movement, he is represented as friendly to it, and
only yielding under pressure to the extremists from Jerusalem. Nor does the statement that it was
agreed at Jerusalem that St. Paul should preach to the Gentiles, and the others to “the
circumcision,” in the least imply that St. Peter should not travel in the Roman Empire. “The
circumcision” covers the Diaspora, as well as Palestinian Jewry, and even if we suppose that St.
Peter always wished to keep strictly and literally to this compact, there is nothing to show that he
did not travel all over the Roman Empire, as tradition says that he did, preaching to the Jews in the
Diaspora, and finally reaching Rome. But if he did this it is practically certain that he would be
brought into contact with Gentile God-fearers, just as St. Paul was, and so in the end would be
obliged to preach to Gentiles, however much his original plan may have been to confine his
teaching to Jews. In this case we have to repeat the question,—why should we not think that St.
Peter really was in Corinth, and that the party of Cephas was composed of those who had been
converted by him, just as the other parties were composed of the converts of St. Paul and of
Apollos? The real objection is probably the feeling that if St. Peter had been in Corinth, St. Paul
would have said more about him. No doubt he would have done so had he been writing for our
benefit, but in writing to the Corinthians the necessity was not so clear; in writing letters no one
expatiates on points well known to his correspondent, but on those which are unknown or
disputed. We can see this in the precisely parallel case of Apollos; he had been prominent in
Corinth, and also had a party of followers, yet we should hear nothing of him in 1 Corinthians,
apart from the existence of his party, if it had not been for the accidental fact that he was in
Ephesus when St. Paul was writing. Thus, the absence of further references in 1 Corinthians is no
proof that St. Peter had not been in Corinth.

Probably, then, St. Peter ought to be regarded, along with St. Paul and Apollos, as one of the
founders of the Church at Corinth, and, at least, we must suppose that some of his disciples had
visited the city. It is, moreover, not inconceivable that the use of the name Cephas, not Peter,
implies that St. Peter was here also preaching to the Jews rather than to the Gentiles, but this is
probably too subtle, for, unless the text in Galatians is corrupt, it would seem that St. Paul used
“Cephas” and “Peter” indifferently, and on no fixed principle (cf. Galatians 1:18; Galatians 2:7-8,
Galatians 2:11, Galatians 2:14).
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More important, however, than any of these points, and much more certain, is the fact that there is
no trace in these Epistles that the party of Cephas (or any other party) was Judaistic, or
represented the principles of the stiff Jerusalem Church. This is equally important for the
understanding of the Epistles to the Corinthians, and as a corroboration of the view expressed
above that the figure of a Judaizing St. Peter is a figment of the Tibingen critics with no basis in
history. In this way the Corinthian Church was founded and built up, first by St. Paul, afterwards by
Apollos, and either by St. Peter or some unknown disciple of St. Peter.m For our knowledge of the
next period in the history of the community we are dependent on the Epistles, and it is now
necessary to turn to them and try to extract from them the history which is behind them. THE
INCIDENTS WHICH EXPLAIN THE EXISTENCE

AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLES The general outlines of these incidents can be stated in a
very few words—it is the history of a quarrel. To us the principles which lie behind this quarrel are
more important than the actual course of its development; but neither the one nor the other is
intelligible, unless the fact be grasped that the Epistles were not written by St. Paul to illustrate
general principles, or to give an exposé of Christian practice, but as definite attempts to deal with
extremely concrete questions, which gave rise to a violent quarrel between St. Paul and the
Corinthians. Of this quarrel we can see the beginnings in 1 Corinthians, the middle and the end in
2 Corinthians. Who the persons were who opposed St. Paul must be discussed at length later, but
it is clear that the difference of opinion was partly doctrinal, partly practical.

What was the general course of the quarrel? To answer this question shortly the results reached in
pp. 120-175 must be assumed for the moment, in the hope that the appearance of undue certainty
with regard to much-disputed passages may be counteracted by the later paragraphs in which the
difficulties are discussed in detail. The first step which we can distinguish is a letter, no longer
extant (it is convenient to call it the “previous letter”), sent by St. Paul to the Corinthians, warning
them against associating with immoral persons. No doubt this letter was led up to by information
which he had received from Corinth that such a warning was necessary.

After this he was told by members of the household of Chloe, an unknown person who had some
relations with Corinth, that the practical question of immorality in the community remained, that it
was complicated by a spirit of partizanship and litigiousness, and perhaps also that his letter had
not been fully understood. At the same time, or almost immediately afterwards, three Corinthians,
Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus, arrived at Ephesus bearing a letter for St. Paul, asking him
a series of questions on practical and doctrinal problems. No doubt they also supplemented their
letter in conversation. In consequence of these communications St. Paul wrote 1 Corinthians,
dealing in the first half with the information given by Chloe, in the second with the Corinthians’
letter and the information of Stephanas and his comrades. But before sending the Epistle St. Paul
instructed Timothy, who was just starting for Macedonia, to go on to Corinth, and to do his best to
remedy the scandals in the Church. He also announced his intention—half hopefully, half
threateningly—of himself coming before long to Corinth.

Timothy returned, with the unpleasant news that the situation was worse instead of better, and St.
Paul himself hurried across to Corinth. Even this failed, and the crisis appeared desperate. As a
last resort he wrote a severe letter to the Corinthians, and sent it by Titus, warning the disobedient
members of the Church that he proposed to come again, and this time would know how to secure
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their submission. It is probable that 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians
12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 is part of this severe letter.

Soon after this St. Paul left Asia, and made his way overland through Macedonia to Corinth,
greatly longing for the report of Titus as to the Corinthian crisis. Titus met him in Macedonia, and
was able to report a complete success. The disobedient had been disowned and punished by the
majority and had submitted, the crisis was over, and peace restored, though there was a stern
minority which still pressed for severer punishment.

St. Paul was overjoyed, and 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2
Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians
8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 is the outpouring of gratitude and relief which he at once wrote, and
sent back by Titus to Corinth, commissioning him at the same time to take charge of the
arrangements for a contribution for the poor which St. Paul hoped to be able to take to Jerusalem.

Such is the outline of the history of the quarrel which lies behind the Epistles. It will be necessary
in the following sections to go through it in detail, to discuss the various points of which it is
composed, and to attempt the reconstruction of a picture of the community, or, at all events, of the
opposition in it to St. Paul, and the practical questions which were agitating it.

THE CRITICAL AND HISTORICAL PROBLEMS
CONNECTED WITH THE EPISTLES

These problems may best be treated in two subdivisions, according as they belong to 1 or 2
Corinthians, because whereas those belonging to 1 Corinthians are comparatively simple, those
belonging to 2 Corinthians form a complex of difficulties which is not surpassed in intricacy by
anything in the New Testament.

CORINTHIANS The points connected with 1 Corinthians are:—
(1) The “Previous Letter” of St. Paul to the Corinthians.

(2) The information given to St. Paul by “those of Chloe.”

(3) The mission of Timothy.

4) The letter of the Corinthians to St. Paul, and the supplementary information given by its
bearers.

(5) The time and place of the writing of the Epistle.
(1) THE PREVIOUS LETTER

According to the Acts St. Paul was eighteen months in Corinth, and, when he left it, he went in the
company of Aquila and Priscilla as far as Ephesus, and afterwards alone to Antioch and possibly
Jerusalem, returning thence to Ephesus, where he stayed for three years. It is during these three
years that the letters to the Corinthians were written, and that the crisis in the Corinthian Church
developed. The first stage probably was that St. Paul was informed by some friend that the
Corinthian Christians had a somewhat low standard as to the morality which they expected to find
in their associates, and that he wrote them a letter—the “previous letter"—warning them against
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this failing. This Epistle is no longer extant, but the fact that it was written and the nature of at least
part of its contents is revealed by 1 Corinthians 5:9-11, “I wrote to you (mypaya) in my letter not to
have company with fornicators,—not that | meant literally (Tmvtwg) with the fornicators of this
world, or with the covetous and extortioners, or with idolaters; for then must ye needs go out of the
world, but now | write (mypaa) unto you not to keep company with any man that is called a
Brother if he be a fornicator,” etc. In the translation just given there is, of course, no room for
doubt, but the English, unfortunately, does not convey a point of ambiguity which is present in the
Greek. A Greek said mypaya, “I wrote,” equally of a letter which he had penned ten years
previously, and of one which he actually was writing—in referring to which we should say “I am
writing"—because he regarded it from the standpoint of the recipient. It is therefore grammatically
possible that St. Paul, in 1 Corinthians 5:9, is referring to the letter he is actually writing, but this
grammatical possibility is excluded in practice by the fact that there is nothing in | Corinthians to
which he could be referring, and also by the general drift of the passage. The translation of the first
mypaya is therefore certain; as will be seen the second mypaa gives rise to more doubt.

It is therefore universally recognized that the Corinthians must have received a letter from St. Paul,
enjoining on them circumspection in their relations to immoral persons. That this letter is, in its
entirety, lost, is of course obvious, but there is nevertheless some degree of probability in the
theory, which has often been put forward, that a fragment of it is imbedded in 2 Corinthians
6:14-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1, which runs as follows: “Be ye not unequally yoked together with
unbelievers: for what fellowship hath righteousness with iniquity? or what communion hath light
with darkness? And what concord hath Christ with Beliar? or what part hath he that believeth with
an infidel? And what agreement hath a temple of God with idols? for ye are a temple of the living
God; as God hath said, ‘I will dwell in them, and walk in them; and | will be their God, and they
shall be My people. Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord,
and touch not the unclean; and | will receive you. And | will be a Father unto you, and ye shall be
My sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty.” Having therefore these promises, beloved, let us
cleanse ourselves from all defilement of the flesh and spirit, perfecting holiness in the fear of God.”
This passage would clearly be exactly the sort of advice which afterwards would necessitate the
explanation given in 1 Corinthians 5:9; and the theory that it really is a fragment of the lost first
letter of St. Paul, is materially supported by the facts that it has no apparent connection with the
immediate context before or after in 2 Corinthians, and that if it be removed, 2 Corinthians 7:2 fits
on to 2 Corinthians 6:13 in the most natural manner. If the suggested interpolation be removed, we
obtain the text: “O ye Corinthians, our mouth is open unto you, our heart is enlarged. Ye are not
straitened in us, but ye are straitened in your own affections. Now for a recompence in like kind, (I
speak as unto my children,) be ye also enlarged. Open your hearts to us; we wronged no man, we
corrupted no man, we defrauded no man. | speak not this to condemn you: for | have said before,
that ye are in our hearts to die and live with you.” No one who did not know would ever guess that
anything had been removed from the middle of this passage.

Although therefore this theory can from its nature never be regarded as more than a probable
guess, it must at least be conceded that the guess is attractive; and its probability is enhanced, if
the theory be accepted that 2 Corinthians shows signs in other places of not being originally a
single letter (see pp. 155-164).
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Besides this hypothesis, J. Weiss, in his commentary on the Epistle, has made the suggestion that
other fragments of the “previous letter” are embedded in 1 Corinthians. He thinks that there is so
great a difference of tone between 1 Corinthians 10:1-22 (23) and the remainder of the section as
to “things offered to idols,” that he attributes it to a different source, probably the “previous letter,”
and thinks that 1 Corinthians 6:12-20, as well as possibly 1 Corinthians 9:24-37 and 1 Corinthians
1:2-34, belong to the same document. It must be admitted that there is a difference of tone, but an
alternative suggestion (and | think a preferable one) is that St. Paul is addressing two different
parties in Corinth (see pp. 199-202), partly agreeing with and partly differing from both, and that
this explains the change of tone and emphasis in the various sections. However this may be, the
fact that a “previous” letter was written seems to be clearly established. But it must remain
permanently uncertain at what time it was sent, though, if it be conceded that it was probably
written in consequence of information which St. Paul had received from Corinth, it is clearly almost
certain that it was written after his return to Ephesus from Syria.

It is not certain how much of the passage in 1 Corinthians 5:9 ff. ought to be considered as a
guotation of the “previous letter,” nor can we be sure of St. Paul’s precise motive in referring to it.
The context is the case of the incestuous person (see p. 131), and St. Paul emphasized the
enormity of the offence by a reference to the “previous letter,” but as to the exact meaning of this
reference there are two possibilities. In the first place, it is possible that it had been reported to St.
Paul, either by “those of Chloe” or by others, that his letter had been misunderstood, and taken to
imply a degree of seclusion for Christians which was practically impossible; in the second place, it
is possible that it is really only quoted by St. Paul to strengthen his argument, by showing that he
is, in the case of the incestuous person, only asking for the particular application of a rule which he
had previously stated and the Corinthians had recognized as generally valid. Between these
possibilities a decision cannot be made. It would of course be better, if possible, to treat the two
mypaya 's in the same way, and it is clear that the first one means “l wrote.” This supports the
view that the whole passage (1 Corinthians 5:9-11) is a quotation, or more probably a paraphrase,
from the “previous letter,” and ought to be translated, “I wrote to you in my previous letter not to
associate with evil livers—not literally the evil livers of the world, ... for then | admit (mpa) you
would needs go out of the world altogether. But | meant under existing circumstances (vamv om
mypaya) not to associate with professing Christians who were evil livers,” etc. This translation
does justice to the double mypaya, but it strains the meaning of vmv dm. Therefore it is possible
that we ought to think that St. Paul is correcting a misunderstanding, that only the first few words
are quotation, and that the rest is correction. In this case vmv ém mypoa must be taken as an
instance of the common epistolary aorist, and translated, “but now | write.” This is the view which
is more generally adopted; if it be correct, it is probable that part of the information given by “those
of Chloe” (though conceivably by some one else) was that the “previous letter” was not fully
understood, and perhaps that it had been adversely commented on as practically impossible.

(2) THE INFORMATION GIVEN BY “THOSE OF CHLOE” Of Chloe herself nothing is known: the
most probable hypothesis is that she was a rich lady, either widowed or unmarried, who had a
household of slaves or dependents, some of whom were acquainted with St. Paul and probably
had been converted by him. But there is nothing to show whether Chloe lived in Corinth or in
Ephesus, for the general conditions of the problem are equally well fulfilled by the view that she
was an Ephesian connected in some way—perhaps by business of some kind—with Corinth, as
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by the more usual guess that she was a Corinthian who had relations with Ephesus. The only point
certain—and also the only one important—is that “those of Chloe” were in a position to give St.
Paul valuable information about the state of things among the Christians in Corinth. The extent of
their information cannot be accurately defined, but it is at least certain that it laid emphasis on the
growth of party feeling among the Christians at Corinth. This is shown by 1 Corinthians 1:11-12 :
“It has been told me, brethren, by the [representatives] of Chloe that there are divisions among
you. | mean that each says ‘I am of Paul,’ ‘and | of Apollos,” ‘and | of Cephas,’ ‘and | of Christ.” ”
The view which has to be taken of the information implied by these verses depends on the
exegesis given to them, and this is unfortunately by no means clear. The most simple view is that
“those of Chloe” reported that the community was split up into the parties of Paul, Apollos,
Cephas, and Christ, and in some form this view is now generally taken. The difficulties in it are: (1)
the curious statement in 1 Corinthians 4:6, “Now these things, brethren, | have transferred in a
figure to myself and Apollos for your sakes”; (2) the difficulty of understanding who the Christ party
can have been. The statement in 1 Corinthians 4:6 has sometimes been interpreted as implying
that St. Paul had throughout used the names of himself and Apollos as screens for the real party
leaders: but this exegesis, though not impossible, is improbable. The natural meaning is that in the
previous section (1 Corinthians 3:18-23, 1 Corinthians 4:1-4), in which St. Paul warns the
Corinthians against an excessive estimate of the importance of himself and other leaders, who are
after all merely the “ministers of Christ and stewards of the mysteries of God,” his intention was
really to warn his readers against a similarly excessive estimate of their spiritual gifts and personal
importance. He does not in the least mean that the parties of St. Paul and Apollos did not exist.
The difficulty of identifying the “Christ party” is greater. In no other passage in 1 Corinthians does
St. Paul ever refer to any party which regarded itself as especially that of Christ. And in 1
Corinthians 3:21,mwhile purposely, as it seems, mentioning the other parties—of Paul, Apollos,
and Cephas—he says nothing of a “Christ party,” but continues “and ye are Christ’s, and Christ is
God's.” Influenced by this fact Rabiger has suggested that mym ém Xpiotom in 1 Corinthians 1:12
is not co-ordinate with the other phrases. In a writer who pays regard to stylistic propriety such a
suggestion would be absurd; but St. Paul’s style is far from being formally correct, and | am not
sure that the least difficult solution to an exceedingly difficult problem is not to translate and
punctuate thus: “I mean that each says ‘I am of Paul, and | of Apollos, and | of Cephas,’'—but | am
of Christ! Is Christ divided? was Paul crucified for you? or were ye baptized into the name of
Paul?” The advantages of it are that it adds to the force of peum piotal m Xpiotm ¢, and changes it
from a most difficult phrase to an intelligible and well-pointed question, and that it brings the whole
passage into line with 1 Corinthians 3:4 (cf. 1 Corinthians 3:11) and 1 Corinthians 3:21-23, in
which the Paul, Apollos, and Cephas parties are mentioned, but Christ appears only as the bond
of common unity in which all the parties ought to sink their differences. It is also supported by the
fact that Clement in his epistle to Corinth (47:3) mentions the parties of Paul, Cephas, and Apollos,
but not the Christ party. The objections are, first, that it makes the mym in mym dm Xpiotom mean
something different from what it means in the precisely parallel phrases mym om Knom and mym
om mToOAAm, and, secondly, that there seems to be a possible reference to the Christ party in 2
Corinthians 10:7, “If any man trusteth in himself that he is Christ’s, let him consider this again with
himself, that, even as he is Christ’s, so also are we.” This last passage is not absolute proof that
the phrase in the First Epistle really refers to a definite party, for, after all, the claim to be Christ’s
was the ultimate contention of all the parties, and in an inclusive sense was admitted by St. Paul; it
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is not impossible that St. Paul here means no more than an appeal to the fact that he and his
opponent both relied, in the end, on their spiritual experience —the conviction that they were
Christ’'s. Nevertheless, it certainly is the strongest argument that exists, and perhaps turns the
scales of probability against the ingenious and otherwise attractive suggestion of Rabiger. A still
more radical suggestion, commended among others by J. Weiss, is that mym om Xpiotom is an
interpolation, and due to an original marginal interjection by a pious scribe. This is possible, though
personally | prefer Rabiger’s hypothesis.

If these views be rejected, and the existence of a Christ party be accepted, we must clearly take
as referring to it 2 Corinthians 10:7, which practically means that the Christ party was that against
which St. Paul fulminates in 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2
Corinthians 13:1-13. The characteristics of this party will have to be discussed later (see pp. 219
ff.).

There is comparatively little room for profitable discussion as to the parties of Cephas and Apollos.
As was said above (p. 116) it has been suggested that the party of Cephas represents Judaizing
propaganda. This is quite improbable, and rests partly on an unnecessary inference from the use
of the name Cephas instead of Peter, partly on a largely antiquated theory of Church history,
which invented a double stream in early Christianity under the leadership of St. Peter and St. Paul.
That there was opposition to St. Paul is unquestionable, but that it was inspired by St. Peter is
more than doubtful. Moreover, if there really had been definitely Judaizing propaganda at this time
against St. Paul, it is surely more likely to have taken to itself the name of St. James rather than
that of St. Peter.

It has also been suggested that the party of Apollos was especially addicted to an exaggeration of
Alexandrian philosophy. This theory is partly based on facts, but it is not clear that reference is
especially made to Apollos or his party. The point is that immediately after his direct rebuke of
partizanship, St. Paul passes, in 1 Corinthians 1:17-31, 1 Corinthians 2:1-16, 1 Corinthians 3:1-23,
1 Corinthians 4:1-21, into a long section in which it may be said that two themes are
interlaced,—the relation of his gospel to “wisdom,” and a renewed deprecation of partizanship.
Certainly it is clear that the partizan spirit in Corinth was in some way connected with an exaltation
of “wisdom,” and the bearing of this fact will have to be considered when the opposition to St. Paul
is discussed (see pp. 231 ff.); but there is no real evidence for thinking that the “exaltation of
wisdom” was especially the characteristic of the party of Apollos. It may have been so; and, if so, it
may have been due to his Alexandrian associations, but there is nothing to prove it.

Moreover, if we may judge from the obviously friendly relationship between St. Paul and Apollos
(cf. 1 Corinthians 16:12) it is, in any case, improbable that the latter was, any more than St. Paul
himself, the conscious cause of partizanship. It was not the leaders—or at least not those whom
St. Paul mentions—who were responsible for the parties, but their rash and imperfectly instructed
followers. This, no doubt, did give rise among other things to an undue exaltation of “wisdom,” and,
as will be seen in connection with 2 Corinthians, helped to produce a very critical situation in the
Christian community at Corinth. This information as to the partizanship in the Church at Corinth
seems to have been the chief information given to St. Paul by “those of Chloe.” It is evident from 1
Corinthians that he regarded it very seriously, and foresaw the possibility that it might give an
unpleasant character to the visit to Corinth which he contemplated."Some,” he says (1 Corinthians
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4:18), “are puffed up, as though | were not coming to you. But | will come to you shortly, if the Lord
will, and | will know, not the word of them which are puffed up, but the power. For the kingdom of
God is not in word, but in power. What will ye? Shall | come unto you with a rod, or in love and a
spirit of meekness?” To avoid this possibility he sent Timothy (1 Corinthians 4:17)m to try to bring
the Corinthians into a better frame of mind. But before discussing this visit of Timothy, it is
desirable to consider certain points which “those of Chloe” may have told St. Paul, and with which
Timothy would certainly have had to deal on his arrival.

These points are indicated in 1 Corinthians 5:1-13, 1 Corinthians 6:1-20, and may be shortly
described as (a) an instance either of incest or of incestuous marriage; () a tendency to litigation
among Christians in the heathen courts; (y) a tendency to immorality.

(a) The Case of Incest—What precisely was the question at issue is not clear. St. Paul merely
says, “It is actually reported that there is fornication among you, and such fornication as is not
even among the Gentiles, that one of you hath his father’s wife.” Whether this was incest or an
incestuous marriage is not stated, nor is it possible to say whether it was “those of Chloe” who
brought the report, or some one else. In any case it would seem that the community had not
treated the matter seriously enough. “And ye,” said St. Paul (1 Corinthians 5:2), “are puffed up,
and did not rather mourn, that he that hath done this deed might be taken away from you.” He
therefore reminds them of the principles laid down in the “previous letter,” and adjures them to
adopt a firm attitude in this matter, and exclude the offender from their midst.

(B) The Tendency to Litigation.—From 1 Corinthians 6:1 ff., it would seem that there was a
tendency in Corinth to litigation in the heathen courts between Christians, and St. Paul suggests
that these matters ought to be settled by the Christians among themselves. This much is certain;
but no hint is given as to the nature of the questions which had led to litigation. It is, of course,
plain that the preceding incident—the man who had taken his father's wife—can, whatever it may
have exactly been, have easily led to litigation of more than one sort; but there is nothing to prove
that this was or was not the case. The chief importance of the incident is that it is by far the most
weighty, if not the only, evidence in the Epistle as to the vexed question whether the Christian
Churches were organized on a Jewish or Gentile model. There is no evidence in the earlier
Epistles of St. Paul which really enables us to sketch, even in outline, the organization of a
Christian community at this time, not because there probably was no organization, but because it
was not yet a matter which had given rise to polemical discussion. St. Paul says nothing about it,
because it was not controversial, and his Epistles are controversial letters, not general statements
of universally accepted facts. But here, in the question of litigation, we are given a single valuable
hint as to the attitude of the Corinthian Christians. Clearly there was a party which held that
disputes ought to be settled by the Church, and another which held that they might be brought
before the Roman courts. Apparently the latter was in the majority, though this is not quite plain.
Now, this is just one of the points which distinguishes Greek from Jewish ideas. The Jews always
claimed that the synagogue was a competent court for all disputes. The Greek 6magol, on the
other hand, never seem to have entertained the idea (which would certainly have had a short life
at the hands of Roman lawyers) that they had any general jurisdiction over their members. An
initiate in the mysteries of Isis went to law with another initiate about ordinary disputes (St. Paul's
Biwtikm), without any hesitation. The fact that some of the Corinthians were taking the Greek line
is therefore important and interesting.
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(y) The General Tendency to Immorality—Much the same must be said of the third point. In 1
Corinthians 6:12-20, St. Paul is clearly warning the Corinthians against a laxity of morals, of which
he has heard either from “those of Chloe” or from some other source. Obviously it is possible that
this is connected with the case of incest, which might not unnaturally have given rise to inquiries
by St. Paul from his informant on this subject as to the general level of morality among the
Corinthian Christians, while it is, on the other hand, equally possible that there is no connection
between the two sections. The view to be taken of the question depends largely on that adopted
towards the previous point. If there was a connection between the case of incest dealt with in 1
Corinthians 5:1-13 and the tendency to litigation reproved in the following passage, it is extremely
probable that the third section is still connected with the same incident; if, on the other hand, there
was no such connection, it is less probable that St. Paul, after dealing with the case of incest and
going on to another topic, should turn back once more to his original subject.

Further than this it is impossible to go: we only possess a letter written for the edification of the
Corinthians—not to give information to historians,—and it is unreasonable to expect that we can
reconstruct out of it all the circumstances to which it refers. Much, no doubt, can be done, but
there remains much which can never be entirely cleared up. The question as to the possible
relation between this moral difficulty and the doctrinal disputes in Corinth is discussed on pp. 176
ff.

(3) THE MISSION OF TIMOTHY

Closely connected with the information given by “those of Chloe” is the mission of Timothy. In
consequence of the reports as to the partizan scandals in Corinth, St. Paul sent Timothy to see if
he could reduce the evil, especially as he heard that his own absence was having a bad effect.

“I have sent Timothy,” he says, in 1 Corinthians 4:17, “for this very purpose to you, ... to remind
you of my behaviour in Christ,” etc. And in 1 Corinthians 16:10, he returns to the subject, and says,
“If Timothy come, see that he be with you without fear; for he worketh the work of the Lord, as |
also do: let no man therefore despise him. But set him forward on his journey in peace, that he
may come unto me, for | expect him with the brethren.” From these two passages it would seem
that Timothy was sent off from Ephesus after St. Paul had received the information given him by
“those of Chloe,” and before the departure of the bearers of 1 Corinthians: but in the second
passage St. Paul seems strangely uncertain whether Timothy would really reach Corinth, or, if he
did, whether he would not arrive later than the bearers of his letter, in spite of the fact that he had
started first.

Further information is not given in 1 Corinthians, nor is the visit of Timothy mentioned in 2
Corinthians, but in Acts 19:22 it is stated that St. Paul “sent into Macedonia two of them that
ministered unto him, Timothy and Erastus,” and it is generally supposed that this refers to the
mission of Timothy referred to in 1 Corinthians. The obvious advantage of this theory is that it
explains why St. Paul thought that Timothy might possibly reach Corinth later than 1 Corinthians.
This becomes intelligible if Timothy went round through Macedonia, while the bearers of the letter
went by sea. On the other hand, it is true that it is strange to describe a journey from Ephesus
through Macedonia and Achaia, merely by a reference to Macedonia. But the possibility of a slight
inaccuracy in the Acts ought not to be lost sight of, or it may be that St. Luke wrote Macedonia,
because in practice Macedonia was further from Ephesus than was Corinth. On the evidence we
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can go no further than to say that the visit of Timothy in 1 Corinthians may be identical with that in
Acts 19:21, but that this is not proved, and that the two visits may be separate. As will be seen, the
matter is chiefly important in connection with the dating of 1 Corinthians.

(4) THE LETTER OF THE CORINTHIANS TO ST. PAUL, AND THE INFORMATION OF ITS
BEARERS

It would appear from the preceding discussion that 1 Corinthians 1:1-31, 1 Corinthians 2:1-16, 1
Corinthians 3:1-23, 1 Corinthians 4:1-21, 1 Corinthians 5:1-13, 1 Corinthians 6:1-20 is probably
based in the main on the information given to St. Paul by those of Chloe. The rest of the Epistle (1
Corinthians 7:1-40, 1 Corinthians 8:1-13, 1 Corinthians 9:1-27, 1 Corinthians 10:1-33, 1
Corinthians 11:1-34, 1 Corinthians 12:1-31, 1 Corinthians 13:1-13, 1 Corinthians 14:1-40, 1
Corinthians 15:1-58, 1 Corinthians 16:1-24) seems to rest on a different basis. In 1 Corinthians
16:17, St. Paul says, “I rejoice at the arrival of Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus, for that which
was lacking on your part they supplied”; and in 1 Corinthians 7:1, he refers to a letter which he had
received from the Corinthians. It is obvious, putting these two references together, that St. Paul
used the verbal communications of Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus to supplement the
Corinthians’ information, and it is not unlikely that they were themselves the bearers of the letter.

To distinguish exactly between the information given by the letter and the supplementary matter
added by the three Corinthians is neither possible nor really important. But it seems as though the
greater part of 1 Corinthians 7:1-40, 1 Corinthians 8:1-13, 1 Corinthians 9:1-27, 1 Corinthians
10:1-33, 1 Corinthians 11:1-34, 1 Corinthians 12:1-31, 1 Corinthians 13:1-13, 1 Corinthians
14:1-40, 1 Corinthians 15:1-58, 1 Corinthians 16:1-24 is directly based on the letter, the various
points in which are indicated by a more or less regularly recurring formula. This is to be found as
follows:—

TEpE Om Wy mypE POTE

1 Corinthians 7:1

TEPE Om THV TOPOW VWV

1 Corinthians 7:25

TEPE ON THY €8 SWAOOE TWV
1 Corinthians 8:1

TEQE O THV TVEUUOTIKEY
1 Corinthians 12:1

TEPE Om TECAOYIAG

1 Corinthians 16:1

TEQPE O H T AAW

1 Corinthians 16:12
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It will be seen at once that these introductory formulae take with them the greater part of 1
Corinthians 7:1-40, 1 Corinthians 8:1-13, 1 Corinthians 9:1-27, 1 Corinthians 10:1-33, 1
Corinthians 11:1-34, 1 Corinthians 12:1-31, 1 Corinthians 13:1-13, 1 Corinthians 14:1-40, 1
Corinthians 15:1-58, 1 Corinthians 16:1-12, that is, the whole of the second half of the Epistle; but
there are a few important paragraphs which present difficulties. It is clear that there is no break
between 1 Corinthians 7:1 and 1 Corinthians 7:24, the section concerning marriage, or between 1
Corinthians 7:25 and 1 Corinthians 7:40, concerning “virgins,” or between 1 Corinthians 8:1-13,
concerning things offered to idols, but the next section, 1 Corinthians 9:1-27, 1 Corinthians
10:1-13, is not so easy. At first sight it seems to have nothing to do with things offered to idols, but
to deal with the question of St. Paul's own behaviour, and it is sometimes regarded as primarily an
answer to attacks made upon his authority. It is possible, indeed probable, that there is some
reference to these attacks, but if this be taken as the main object of the section it is hard to find
any satisfactory explanation for the references to the Jews who were “baptized in the sea and the
cloud” in 1 Corinthians 10:1-13, or for the fact that in 1 Corinthians 10:14 St. Paul returns to the
guestion of idolatry in such a way as to suggest that he regarded the section 1 Corinthians 9:1-27,
1 Corinthians 10:1-13 as contributing to the solution of the question raised by the things offered to
idols. It is therefore much more probable that the point which explains the relation between the
different parts of the whole answer to the question about “things offered to idols,” covering 1
Corinthians 8:1-13, 1 Corinthians 9:1-27, 1 Corinthians 10:1, is that some of the Corinthians
defended the custom of eating such things, partly on the ground that they were free and had
authority to eat them—which St. Paul controverts by means of his own example in other
matters—and partly on the ground that having been baptized and become Christians they were
safe from all evi—which St. Paul controverts by the example of the Israelites who fell in the
wilderness in spite of the privileges which they had received.

Thus, from 1 Corinthians 7:1-40, 1 Corinthians 8:1-13, 1 Corinthians 9:1-27, 1 Corinthians 10:1-13,
1 Corinthians 11:1 is entirely given up to questions raised by the Corinthians’ letter. The next
section is more doubtful. The beginning (“Now | praise you that ye remember me in all things,” 1
Corinthians 11:2) seems to be a quotation from, or a reference to, an assurance given in their
letter, and it is probable that this led up to questions concerning the behaviour of men and women
in the Church. Thus, 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 is probably directly inspired by the Corinthians’ letter,
but 1 Corinthians 11:17-34, dealing with the question of the celebration of the Eucharist, is
introduced by a different formula: St. Paul says, “But in giving this instruction (as to men and
women), | do not commend the fact that your meetings are deteriorating instead of improving; for |
hear,” etc. That is to say, he is not commenting on their letter, but on information given to him
orally, presumably by Stephanas and his companions. This section, therefore, is only indirectly
connected with the Corinthians’ letter, and was inspired by the verbal communications of
Stephanas. In the next section, 1 Corinthians 12:1-31, 1 Corinthians 13:1-13, 1 Corinthians
14:1-40, dealing with Tvevpatikmy (“spirituals”) the introductory formula shows that St. Paul is
dealing with the letter, and for the present purpose there are no difficulties to discuss. 1
Corinthians 15:1-58 is more difficult: it discusses the Resurrection, and begins with the formula
“wopm {w om mpumv'—*| would have you to know” is perhaps the best translation. Although this is
not the same formula as St. Paul elsewhere uses in connection with the letter, it is probable that it
is nevertheless a reference, and that we ought to conclude that the Corinthians asked a question
concerning the resurrection of the dead. The alternative is to suppose that Stephanas and his

Sermonindex.net | Page 70



friends reported that there were doubts on the subject. The remaining chapter is less difficult: 1
Corinthians 16:1-11 is concerned with a question in the letter relating to a collection for the poor,
and with the projected arrivals of Timothy and St. Paul in connection with it: 1 Corinthians 16:12 is
also concerned with a simple question in the letter as to the plans of Apollos, and the remaining
verses, 1 Corinthians 16:13-24, are the final greetings and advice of St. Paul, in which he
expresses his pleasure at having seen Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus, and—apparently
thinking once more of the parties—advises the Corinthians to follow the guidance of Stephanas.

Thus, the letter of the Corinthians was a series of questions about practical and doctrinal points as
to which the community was in doubt. The fact that there was at that time controversy, or at least
uncertainty, on those points is of the greatest importance for the understanding of the general
position of Christianity in Corinth, and must be discussed later. It is for the moment sufficient to set
out the probable list of questions, together with the references to the places in 1 Corinthians in
which St. Paul deals with them.

Marriage, sexual relations, and divorce

1 Corinthians 7:1-24

“Virgins”

1 Corinthians 7:25-38

Re-marriage of widows

1 Corinthians 7:39-40

Things sacrificed to idols

1 Corinthians 8:1-13,1 Corinthians 9:1-27,1 Corinthians 10:1-33,1 Corinthians 11:1
Customs during worship

1 Corinthians 11:2-16

The Eucharist (arising out of supplementary information)

1 Corinthians 11:17-34

“Spirituals”

1 Corinthians 12:1-31,1 Corinthians 11:1-13,1 Corinthians 14:1-40
The resurrection of the dead

1 Corinthians 15:1-58

The collection for the poor

1 Corinthians 16:1-11

The plans of Apollos

1 Corinthians 16:12
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(5) THE TIME AND PLACE OF THE WRITING OF 1 CORINTHIANS

It has been seen that 1 Corinthians is partly comment on information given by those of Chloe, and
partly an answer to a letter sent by the Corinthians to St. Paul. The questions are, when and
whence did he send it? By the first question is meant not so much the absolute date of the Epistle,
as its relative position in the three years that St. Paul spent in Asia. The general opinion is that it
was early in the year (according to our reckoning) in which St. Paul left Ephesus and came to
Corinth on his way up to Jerusalem for the last time. This view is based on 1 Corinthians 16:3 ff.
“When | arrive, whomsoever ye approve, them will | send with letters to carry your bounty to
Jerusalem; and if it be meet for me to go also, they shall go with me. But | shall come unto you,
when | have passed through Macedonia; for | do pass through Macedonia; but with you it may be
that | shall abide, or even winter, that ye may set me forward on my journey whithersoever | go, for
| do not wish to pay you merely a passing visit. But | shall wait at Ephesus until Pentecost; for a
great door and effectual is opened unto me, and there are many adversaries.” The suggestion is
that these verses show that St. Paul wrote not long before Pentecost, and that the visit which he
states that he proposes to pay to Corinth is identical with that which, according to Acts 20:2, he
actually paid after he left Ephesus and had travelled through Macedonia. In this case the letter was
written in the spring of the year in the autumn of which St. Paul left Ephesus; and if the intended
visit mentioned in 1 Corinthians must be identified with the actual visit described in Acts, no other
conclusion can be possible. This identification can be controlled by references to a collection in 2
Corinthians 8:10; and 2 Corinthians 9:1 ff., as compared with the First Epistle. In 1 Corinthians
16:1 ff., St. Paul says, “Now, concerning the collection for the saints, as | gave order to the
Churches of Galatia, so also do ye. Upon the first day of the week let each one of you lay by him in
store, as he may prosper, that no collections be made when | arrive.” It is impossible with any
straightforward exegesis to explain this as meaning anything except that the collection was not
ready—probably scarcely begun —at the time when St. Paul wrote. But in 2 Corinthians 9:1 ff. he
says, “For as touching the ministering to the saints, it is superfluous for me to write to you, for |
know your readiness, of which | glory on your behalf to them of Macedonia, that Achaia has been
ready since last year”; and in 2 Corinthians 8:10 he gives the same reference to time: “This is
expedient for you, who were the first to make a beginning last year, not only to do, but also to will.”
In both these places the R.V. translates mTm Tmpuol, “a year ago,” which means, in ordinary
English, twelve months, but the more accurate rendering is “last year.” Now, for St. Paul, as a
Greek Jew, the year must have begun in October, and therefore, if he be writing 2 Corinthians
after that date, last year could mean in the previous spring —assuming, that is to say, that 1
Corinthians was written in the spring before Pentecost. If, however, he was writing before October,
the date of the Epistle must be put back a full year. The evidence of Acts suggests that the former
alternative is the more probable, though it scarcely enables us to form a decisive opinion.
According to Acts 20:6, St. Paul left Philippi on his last journey to Jerusalem in the spring (after the
days of unleavened bread). He had reached Philippi from Corinth, where he had stayed three
months (Acts 20:3), so that he must have reached Corinth about the beginning of January. He had
come to Corinth from Ephesus through Macedonia, where he must have been in December and
probably also in November, as Acts states that he gave them “much exhortation.” He was,
however, already in Macedonia when he wrote 2 Corinthians 8:1-24 referring to “last year,” and the
impression given by 2 Corinthians is that he had already been there some time. Thus the
probability certainly seems to be that 2 Corinthians was written during November, early in the
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Jewish new year; so that 1 Corinthians and the arrangements made in the spring for the collection
at Corinth would naturally be described as “last year.”

Thus the probability is that 1 Corinthians was written about nine months before St. Paul’s visit to
Corinth, narrated in Acts 20:2, to which he was looking forward when he wrote the opening
chapters of 2 Corinthians. It will be noted that this implies that he stayed in Ephesus after
Pentecost, which he had not originally intended to do. This must be granted on any theory which
does not abandon the trustworthiness of Acts. So far it has been assumed that the Epistle was
written from Ephesus. Probably this assumption is correct; but there is one objection which
deserves statement. In 1 Corinthians 15:32, St. Paul says: “If after the manner of men (katm
mvOpwrov) | fought with beasts at Ephesus,” etc.; and in 1 Corinthians 16:8, he says, “But | shall
wait at Ephesus until Pentecost.” Would he have spoken in this way, especially in 1 Corinthians
15:32, if at the time of writing he was still at Ephesus? J. Weiss thinks this extremely improbable,
and is inclined to believe that the Epistle was written in Macedonia. Apparently he interprets 1
Corinthians 16:5, Mokedovmav ymp dimyxoual, to mean, “I am now passing through Macedonia.”
Curiously enough, however, although he draws this conclusion from 1 Corinthians 15:32, he does
not accept it for 1 Corinthians 16:8, which he considers to have been really written in Ephesus,
and he attributes 1 Corinthians 16:7-9 and 1 Corinthians 16:15-20 to the “previous letter.”
Admitting, however, that there is a superficial difficulty, | cannot see that this partition is here
necessary. Aimpxopal may refer to a future plan: or it may be that 1 Corinthians was really written
from Macedonia, but that St. Paul regarded Ephesus as his centre to which he meant to return
after his Macedonian journey. In this case, however, the “greetings of the Churches of Asia” are a
difficulty. Or again, taking dimpxopatl as a reference to future plans, it is possible that the letter
was written from some other town in Asia: we need not suppose that St. Paul actually stayed in
Ephesus during the whole of the three years that he made that city his headquarters. The
admission that there is a certain difficulty in the usual view that the Epistle was written from
Ephesus is therefore the most that can be granted. The difficulty is not, after all, insurmountable: it
is possible to say, “If | had fought with the beasts at Ephesus,”’even in Ephesus, though it would be
more natural to say “here” instead of “at Ephesus,” and the alternative theories seem to raise more
difficulties than they solve. Probably, then, the Epistle was written from Ephesus in the last spring
which St. Paul spent in that city.

Such are the main critical problems introductory to the study of 1 Corinthians: it will be seen that
they prepare the way for a consideration of the far more interesting questions as to the reasons
why the Corinthians were divided in their opinions as to things offered to idols, marriage, the
resurrection of the dead, and the other points on which they consulted St. Paul.

2 CORINTHIANS

It is far more difficult to reconstruct the events implied by 2 Corinthians than those underlying the
earlier Epistle. In the latter, though there are difficulties as to details, the main point—that it was
called out by the information given by “those of Chloe” and by a letter from the Corinthians—has
never been in dispute; but in 2 Corinthians more than one point of great importance is likely always
to be a matter of controversy.

Starting with the state of affairs which obtained when 1 Corinthians was written and sent off, we
know that St. Paul was in Asia, and that Timothy had been sent to Corinth in order to deal with the
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spirit of partizanship. It was this spirit which had especially distressed St. Paul, especially since it
was coupled—in practice, if not in origin —with a low level of morality, and by personal attacks on
his own position. The question is how this situation developed in the period, probably only about
six months, between the two Epistles. What sort of report did Timothy bring back, and what further
circumstances gave rise to 2 Corinthians? In so controversial a subject the fairest, and in the end
probably the clearest, method is to begin by stating the facts, and afterwards to discuss the
various interpretations which seem possible. The indisputable facts, then, may be summarized
thus:—

(1) The Mission of Timothy.—There is an absolute silence on this subject in 2 Corinthians: it is
certain that he had returned, for he is joined with St. Paul in the opening salutation (2 Corinthians
1:1), but there is nothing to say whether he had ever reached Corinth, much less any positive
evidence as to his reception there.

2 A Visit of St. Paul to Corinth.—Reference is made to a visit of St. Paul to Corinth,
unrecorded in the Acts, and unmentioned in 1 Corinthians. This is proved by 2 Corinthians 12:14,
“Behold, this is the third time | am ready to come to you,” and 2 Corinthians 13:1-2. “This is the
third time | am coming to you.” The former of these passages might possibly be explained as
referring merely to an intention, and meaning, “This is the third time that | have formed the plan of
coming to you,” though this interpretation is not at all natural, but the latter is quite definite and
must mean that St. Paul had visited Corinth twice before his final visit, recorded in Acts 20:2,
which he was on his way to make when he wrote the opening section of 2 Corinthians. There is,
however, nothing to show unmistakably whether the “second” visit ought to be placed before or
after 1 Corinthians.

(3) A Severe Letter of St. Paul to the Corinthians.—In 2 Corinthians 2:4, St. Paul says, “Out of
much affliction and anguish of heart | wrote unto you with many tears,” and in 2 Corinthians 7:8,
“Though | made you sorry with my Epistle, | do not now regret it, though | did so once.” These
descriptions can only apply to a letter which, written under the pressure of circumstances, was so
severe that St. Paul was at one time inclined to think that it had been too harsh. There is no
definite proof that it is not identical either with 1 Corinthians or with the “previous Epistle” (see pp.
120-125), but there is a general consensus of opinion that neither of these possibilities is
probable, and that the “severe letter” was sent off subsequently to 1 Corinthians.

(4) The Visits of Titus.—It is clear that Titus had been sent to Corinth, and that he had rejoined
St. Paul in Macedonia. In 2 Corinthians 2:12, St. Paul says, “When | came to Troas ... | found not
Titus, my brother, but taking my leave of them, | went forth into Macedonia,” and in 2 Corinthians
7:5, “For even when we were come into Macedonia, our flesh had no relief, but we were afflicted
on every side. ... Nevertheless God comforted us by the coming of Titus,” etc. Moreover, from the
context of these passages it appears that Titus’ mission was successful, for St. Paul expresses
both in 2 Corinthians 2:1-17 and 2 Corinthians 3:1-18 his satisfaction at the result, and says (in 2
Corinthians 7:13) that the spirit of Titus “hath been refreshed by you all,” and in 2 Corinthians 7:15,
that “his (i.e. Titus’) inward affection is more abundantly toward you, whilst he remembereth the
obedience of you all, how with fear and trembling ye received him.” It would also appear that Titus,
after thus rejoining St. Paul, went back to Corinth. His return and St. Paul's expression of hope for
his good reception form the substance of 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15
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Thus we have clear evidence that Titus paid two visits to Corinth, one before and one after 2
Corinthians; that between these two visits he had an interview with St. Paul in Macedonia; and that
he then reported his experiences on his first visit.

(5)  The Report of Titus to St. Paul.—Titus was successful in his first visit to Corinth, but what
was the report which he brought from Corinth to Macedonia? Three points are plain, but each of
them gives rise to a further problem which is by no means clear. In the first place, it may be stated
with positiveness that the difficulty at Corinth centred in a personal dispute. There were two
persons whom St. Paul calls in 2 Corinthians 7:12, “he who did the wrong” (m = dikm o0 (), “he who
suffered the wrong” (m mdiknBem ). We can even go further and identify him who did the wrong
with the person who is described in 2 Corinthians 2:6 ff. as condemned, punished, and
penitent.m 1m But there is nothing whatever to throw any direct light on the identity of the persons
referred to, or on the nature of the offence committed. In the second place, it is clear that the guilty
person was condemned to some form of punishment, but there is nothing to show what the nature
of this punishment was. Finally, it is in the third place clear that this punishment was inflicted, not
by the unanimous vote of the whole community, but by that of a majority. It is described in 2
Corinthians 2:6 as m mTITIUEQO OWTV B mTm TEV TA&lm VeV, which cannot mean as the R.V. text
reads, “this punishment which was inflicted by the many, ” but must be, as it is put in the margin,
“by the more,” or, as we usually say in modern English, “by the majority.” But it is uncertain
whether the corresponding minority, which this phrase implies, consisted of those who wished for
a severer punishment, or of those who desired greater leniency, or sided with the offender.

These, then, are the facts for which room has to be made in any reconstruction of the events
leading up to 2 Corinthians,—a “severe letter” from St. Paul to the Corinthians, and a successful
visit by Titus. The problems which must be faced are—

(1) The significance of the silence of 2 Corinthians on the mission of Timothy.
(2) The position of the “second” visit of St. Paul.

3) The possible identification of the “severe letter” with 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians
11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13.

(4) The visits of Titus to Corinth.
(5) The reconstruction of the report of Titus.

It will also be noticed that, just as the consideration of the critical problems in 1 Corinthians leaves
for further discussion the really important question of the point of view of the Corinthian Christians,
as implied by their questions to St. Paul, so also the consideration of the critical problems in 2
Corinthians leaves over the question of the character of the party opposed to St. Paul.

(1) THE MISSION OF TIMOTHY The silence of 2 Corinthians as to the mission of Timothy has
been explained in two ways. Either Timothy never reached Corinth—which explains why St. Luke
describes his journey as “to Macedonia™—or he was thoroughly unsuccessful in his object of
bringing the Corinthians to a better frame of mind, and when, after all, peace was made between
St. Paul and his converts, it was neither necessary nor tactful to refer to his visit. Between these
two possibilities final judgment is impossible, but the latter seems much the more probable, and
the supposition that Timothy returned to Ephesus, not long after 1 Corinthians was sent, with an
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extremely unpleasant report, to the effect that the Corinthians would not listen to his counsels, and
that the troubles continued, fits in very well with the most probable solutions to the other problems,
while as much can scarcely be said for the view that Timothy never reached Corinth at all.

(2) THE VISIT OF ST. PAUL TO CORINTH

Ought the “second” visit of St. Paul to be placed before 1 Corinthians, or inserted between it and 2
Corinthians? The points which have to be taken into consideration are these: (a) 1 Corinthians
4:21, “What will ye? shall | come unto you with a rod, or in love and a spirit of meekness?”
supported by 1 Corinthians 11:34, “The rest will | set in order when | come,” seems to prove that
he not only contemplated a visit, but doubted whether it would be an entirely peaceful one, owing
to the parties in the Church. (B) 2 Corinthians 2:1, “But | determined this for myself, that | would not
come to you with sorrow again,” seems to show that he had, when he wrote, the memory of an
unpleasant visit, and it should be noted that in the undoubtedly best text the “again” is closely
connected with the “with sorrow.” Moreover, in the immediate context of this verse St. Paul's
meaning clearly is that some one, who had opposed him originally, had now been punished by the
majority. The whole passage 2 Corinthians 2:1-11 must be studied from this point of view.

“But | determined this with myself, that | would not come again to you with sorrow. For if | make
you sorry, who is he then that maketh me glad, but he that is made sorry by me? And | wrote this
very thing unto you, lest, when | came, | should have sorrow from them of whom | ought to rejoice;
having confidence in you all, that my joy is the joy of you all. For out of much affliction and anguish
of heart | wrote unto you with many tears; not that ye should be grieved, but that ye might know the
love which | have more abundantly unto you. But if any have caused grief, he hath not grieved me,
but in part (that | may not press too hardly) you all. Sufficient to such a man is this punishment,
which was inflicted by the majority. So that contrariwise ye ought rather to forgive him, and comfort
him, lest perhaps such a one should be swallowed up with overmuch sorrow. Wherefore | beseech
you that ye would confirm your love toward him. For to this end also did | write, that | might know
the proof of you, whether ye be obedient in all things. To whom ye forgive any thing, | forgive also:
for if | forgave any thing, what | forgave for your sakes forgave | it in the person of Christ; that no
advantage be gained over us by Satan: for we are not ignorant of his devices.” Is it not plain that
this passage implies a recent visit which had ended so unpleasantly that St. Paul had determined
not to come back if he was likely to undergo similar experiences, and that he was, at the moment
of writing, delighted to find that such action had been taken by the community that he was able to
return without fear, since the leader of the opposition had been punished by a vote of the majority?
It was a party question of some sort which had rendered his previous visit unpleasant, and the
removal of this question took away his fear for a repetition of this experience. The natural corollary
from these conclusions is that St. Paul’'s forebodings in 1 Corinthians 4:21, that the party divisions
at Corinth would prevent him from having a pleasant visit, had been painfully well fulfilled during a
visit between the times of writing 1 and 2 Corinthians. That this is the natural view is universally
conceded; but many interpreters of Corinthians have felt obliged to reject it, because they think
that there is no room for a visit of St. Paul to Corinth between 1 and 2 Corinthians. Some of them,
therefore, fall back on the very unnatural exegesis of 2 Corinthians 12:14 and 1 Corinthians 13:1,
which denies that St. Paul means that he has already been twice to Corinth, and regards him
merely as saying that he has three times intended to come. Others admit the fact of a second visit,
but place it before 1 Corinthians. The main reason for this view is that on the hypothesis (certainly
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the most probable) that 1 Corinthians was written in the early spring, and 2 Corinthians in the early
winter of (according to our reckoning) the same year, we have to assume more rapid travelling
backward and forwards on the part of Timothy, St. Paul, and Titus than is thought to be probable.
The objection to it is that there is no trace in 1 Corinthians of this second unpleasant visit, nor is it
easy to see that 1 Corinthians supplies one with any material for imagining the cause of this
unpleasantness. It cannot have been the partizanship, or the case of incest, or tendency to
litigation, or immorality, for on all these points St. Paul seems to be dependent for his knowledge
on the recent information of “those of Chloe”; in short, it may be said that, while the topics dealt
with in 1 Corinthians supply ample reason for thinking that St. Paul might have (as he says himself
in 1 Corinthians 4:21) an unpleasant visit in the immediate future, they give no reason whatever for
thinking that he had had one in the past.

Under the influence of these facts Dr. Kennedy has urged that the usual dating of 1 Corinthians is
wrong, and that it ought to be placed a year earlier; the main argument for this view is the
necessity for finding room for the visit of St. Paul, and, secondly, the belief that mTm Tm puot in 2
Corinthians 9:2 implies that 1 Corinthians was written twelve months previously. The reasons for
not holding this latter opinion are given on p. 141 ff., and though | quite admit that the evidence
seems to be irresistible in favour of a visit of St. Paul to Corinth between 1 and 2 Corinthians, | am
not convinced that the time available on the ordinary view of the date of 1 Corinthians is really
insufficient. From Corinth to Ephesus was one of the most frequented routes in the whole of the
Mediterranean, and owing to the prevalence throughout the summer of north or north-westerly
winds (usually more north than west) the journey could be made in either direction with the wind
fairly well on the beam; an average passage would scarcely last longer than a week. Thus, all that
the supposed difficulty of finding room for St. Paul’s visit to Corinth really amounts to, is that we
must suppose that between the spring and autumn he was absent from Ephesus perhaps for four
weeks,—possibly only a fortnight. Timothy, we know, had already started for Corinth vivia
Macedonia, before St. Paul wrote 1 Corinthians. Let us suppose that Timothy returned early in
May (there is no special reason why it should not have been earlier), with depressing news from
Corinth. St. Paul immediately decided to go himself, and returned without any success. He would
be back in Ephesus in July, and, as he does not seem to have left there until the autumn, this
gives at least two months for him to write the “severe letter” and send it to Corinth with Titus. In
some such reconstruction (which assumes for the moment the results of the discussion as to the
mission of Titus, see pp. 164-173) there seems to be nothing impossible. It is surely clear that 2
Corinthians implies a severe crisis in Corinthian affairs of such a nature as to call for energetic
action on the part of St. Paul, and it is really harder to imagine that it was long drawn out than that
it actually all took place between the early spring and the late autumn of one year. The objection
may of course be made that in 1 Corinthians St. Paul announces his intention of leaving Ephesus
at Pentecost, and that the reconstruction given above implies that he stayed on until the summer
was over. This objection has, however, little force, for in 2 Corinthians 1:15-17 St. Paul shows
plainly that he had to some extent changed his plans, even though it may not be easy to see
exactly what they were, so that there is no longer any presumption in favour of the view that he left
Ephesus at Pentecost in accordance with the intention expressed in 1 Corinthians 16:8, to be set
against the fact that, using the data given in Acts, he seems to have stayed on longer. Moreover, it
is not quite accurate to say that St. Paul announced his intention of leaving Ephesus at Pentecost.
What he says is, that he will not be able to leave sooner (“I shall stay at Ephesus until Pentecost”);
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his desire is to see the Corinthians, but until then it is impossible. It is common experience that that
sort of plan, when made by a busy man, often has to be emended in the direction of
postponement. If in the early spring St. Paul saw no chance of leaving Ephesus before Pentecost,
it is not surprising that in the actual event he could not manage to do so before the autumn,
especially if, as is suggested, he gave up three weeks or a month to a flying visit to Corinth.

Thus the various events seem to fit into one another, and justify the view that after sending 1
Corinthians, and probably after the return of Timothy with unpleasant news, St. Paul paid a short
and unsuccessful visit to Corinth.

(3) THE SEVERE LETTER Can the “severe letter” be identified either with the “previous letter” or
with 1 Corinthians? If not, is it to be found either in whole or in part in 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2
Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13. To the former of these two
guestions a negative answer must certainly be given. It is, in the first place, almost impossible that
it should be the lost “previous letter,” because St. Paul clearly speaks of himself in 2 Corinthians
7:5, as only learning from Titus what the effect of his letter had been. This excludes the “previous
letter” unless we suppose (a) that it had been sent off before either “those of Chloe” or Stephanas,
Fortunatus, and Achaicus arrived at Ephesus, but had not yet reached Corinth; (B) that the
references to it in 1 Corinthians do not mean that St. Paul had heard that it had been
misunderstood, but only that he was afraid that it might be; and (y) that when St. Paul wrote 1
Corinthians it had not yet struck him that his former letter was so severe that he regretted it. This
combination of improbabilities excludes the “previous letter” from serious consideration.

Similarly, 1 Corinthians itself is excluded by the description of the letter given in 2 Corinthians 2:4.
Can any one believe that St. Paul wrote 1 Corinthians “out of much affliction and anguish of heart,
with many tears”?

It is therefore practically certain that the severe letter referred to in 2 Corinthians is really a Third
Epistle, other than 1 Corinthians, or the “previous Epistle.” But many critics urge that this
hypothetical Third Epistle is not really lost, but may, either in whole or in part, be identified with 2
Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13. This
view depends on somewhat complicated arguments, and can best be stated in the form of two
propositions. (1) There is not only no connection between 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians
2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2
Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 and 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2
Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13, but there is an absolute break
between them. (2) Internal evidence shows that 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2
Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 was written before 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians
2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2
Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 and 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2
Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13, and that it corresponds to the
“severe letter” mentioned in 2 Corinthians 2:1-17 and 2 Corinthians 8:1-24.

(1) The break between2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2
Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians
8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15and2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians
12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13.—The general tone of 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2
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Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians
7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 is of joy and sudden relief from great anxiety.
The typical passage is 2 Corinthians 7:4-7, which describes the whole in a few words. “Great is my
boldness of speech toward you, great is my glorying of you: | am filled with comfort, | am
exceeding joyful in all our tribulation. For, when we were come into Macedonia, our flesh had no
rest, but we were troubled on every side; without were fightings, within were fears. Nevertheless
God, that comforteth those that are cast down, comforted us by the coming of Titus; and not by his
coming only, but by the consolation wherewith he was comforted in you, when he told us your
earnest desire, your mourning, your fervent mind toward me; so that | rejoiced the more.” And the
same tone may be marked in the concluding words of 2 Corinthians 9:15, “Thanks be to God for
His unspeakable gift.” Indeed, if 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2
Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians
8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 stood alone, we should have no difficulty in agreeing that the situation
which it implies is that St. Paul had sent a letter to Corinth in order to bring the Church there to a
better frame of mind, and that he had just heard, to his great relief, that this letter, combined with
the presence of Titus, had been entirely successful. “In everything,” he writes in 2 Corinthians
7:11, “ye approved yourselves pure in the matter...therefore we have been comforted: and in our
comfort we joyed the more exceedingly for the joy of Titus, because his spirit was refreshed by you
all. For if | have boasted anything to him of you, | was not put to shame; but as we spake all things
to you in truth, even so our boasting, which | made before Titus, was found a truth. And his inward
affection is more abundant toward you, whilst he remembereth the obedience of you all, how with
fear and trembling ye received him.”

If we turn to 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians
13:1-13, we see a wholly different picture. The general tone is one of defending his own position,
and threatening severe action against a disobedient Church. The opening words strike this note,
which is never completely dropped until the final sentence. “Now | Paul myself beseech you by the
meekness and gentleness of Christ, who in presence am lowly among you, but being absent am
bold toward you: yea, | beseech you, that | may not be bold when | am present with that
confidence, wherewith | think to be bold against some, which think of us as if we walked according
to the flesh” is the introduction which leads up to 2 Corinthians 13:2, “I have said, and do say
beforehand,—as | did when present the second time, and now when | am at a distance,—to those
who have sinned before, and to all the rest, that if | come again, | shall not be lenient.”

Thus there can be, and never has been, any dispute but that the whole tone of the Epistle changes
suddenly at 2 Corinthians 10:1, and that, if 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2
Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 had existed in a separate form, no one would ever
have dreamt of suggesting that it was the continuation of 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians
2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2
Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15.

(2) The internal evidence showing that2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians
12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13is earlier than2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2
Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians
7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15, and that it is the severe letter mentioned in the
latter portion. This evidence may be described as a series of cross-references from 2 Corinthians
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1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2
Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 to 2
Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13. These
references are of two kinds: the first consists of general descriptions in 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2
Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians
6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 of the “severe letter” to
which 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13
is seen to answer; the second, of special allusions to the contents of the severe letter, all of which
correspond to definite phrases in 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians
12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13. The general descriptions of the severe letter are the following:—

(a) In 2 Corinthians 2:4, St. Paul says that he had written the “severe letter” “out of much affliction
and anguish of heart beset with many tears.”

(B) In 2 Corinthians 7:8, he says, “Though | made you sorry with my letter | do not regret it, though
| did regret it,"—that is to say, the letter was so severe that after sending it he was inclined to doubt
whether it was not, after all, excessive.

(y) In 2 Corinthians 3:1, he says, “Do we begin again to commend ourselves?”—implying that in
the previous letter there had been a marked element of self-commendation.

(8) In 2 Corinthians 1:23, he says, “I call God for a witness upon my soul, that to spare you | did
not come again to Corinth,”and in 2 Corinthians 2:1. “I determined this for myself, that | would not
come to you again with sorrow.” That is to say, at the time of writing the severe Epistle, the
possibility of paying a punitive visit was present to his mind, but was temporarily postponed in
order to see what the effect of the letter would be.

Now, if one turn to 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2
Corinthians 13:1-13, these four general characteristics are all easily discovered. It is impossible to
read these chapters without recognizing the intensity of feeling which inspires them, or to fail to
agree with Dr. Kennedy that there are “many passages which we can believe to have been blotted
with tears.” It is similarly obvious that there is (with the possible exception of Galatians) no other
passage of the same length in the Pauline Epistles of which it is so easy to believe that its author
may have been doubtful as to the propriety of such powerful invective. Still more strikingly is
self-commendation the subject of a large part of 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2
Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13. It may indeed be fairly called the central theme of 2
Corinthians 10:7-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-10. Finally, that St. Paul when he
wrote 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13
was hesitating whether he would come to Corinth, and that this hesitation was due to his fear that
if he came he would not be able to spare the Corinthians, is clear from the whole passage, 2
Corinthians 12:20-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-2. “For | fear, lest, when | come, | shall not find you such
as | would, and that | shall be found unto you such as ye would not: lest there be debates,
envyings, wraths, strifes, backbitings, whisperings, swellings, tumults: lest, when | come again, my
God will humble me among you, and that | shall bewail many which have sinned already, and have
not repented of the uncleanness and fornication and lasciviousness which they have committed.
This is the third time | am coming to you. At the mouth of two or three witnesses shall every word
be established. | have said, and do say beforehand— as | did when | came the second time, and
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now when | am at a distance—to them which heretofore have sinned, and to all other, that, if |
come again, | will not spare.” A more accurate description of the frame of mind revealed by this
passage could scarcely be given than that which St. Paul gives in 2 Corinthians 1:23, of his
feelings at the time when he sent off the severe Epistle.

Besides these general descriptions of the severe letter in 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians
2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2
Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15, to which 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2
Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 certainly answers in every
respect, there are three pairs of passages which seem to amount to definite and verbal
cross-references. These can best be shown in parallel columns.

(a) “For this cause | write these things from a distance, that | may not when | come deal
sharply.”—2 Corinthians 13:10.

“And | wrote this same thing that when | came | might not have sorrow.”— 2 Corinthians 2:3.

The obvious parallelism between these two passages is increased by the fact that the context
shows that “might not have sorrow” in 2 Corinthians 2:3 is an euphemism for “deal sharply.” “For if
I make you sorry,” he says in the preceding verse, “who then is he that maketh me glad, but he
that is made sorry by me?”

(B)“If I come again | will not spare.”—2 Corinthians 13:2.
“To spare you | came not again to Corinth."—2 Corinthians 1:23.

(y) “Being in readiness to avenge all disobedience when your obedience shall be fulfilled.”—2
Corinthians 10:6.

“For to this end also did | write that | might know the proof of you, whether ye are obedient in all
things."—2 Corinthians 2:9.

These three pairs of passages are very striking, and gain in force if each be read in its context; it
seems difficult to deny that St. Paul, in each case, is referring to the same thing,—in the passage
from 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 in
the present tense, and in that from 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians
3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2
Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 in the past.

Moreover, this argument is not only a very strong reason for seeing the “severe letter"—or rather
part of it—in 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians
13:1-13, but it greatly strengthens the case for maintaining that in any case there is no unity
between 2 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2
Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians
9:1-15 and 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians
13:1-13. Any theory which maintains that 2 Corinthians is a simple letter, all written at one time,
must explain not only why there is a sudden change of tone in the middle (which is generally done
by assuming that St. Paul is writing to his friends in one part and to his opponents in the other), but
also why there is this remarkable appearance of cross-references from one part to the other, and
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always of such a nature that the chapters which come at the end of the Epistle, as it is now
arranged, refer in the present sense to events which are alluded to in the past tense in the earlier
chapters. This is the case for identifying 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2
Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 with part of the “severe letter”: it can be supported by
various subsidiary arguments. For instance, in 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2
Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 a characteristic feature is the use of the word
KauvxmoBal (“boast” or “glory”) in connection with St. Paul's claims to consideration. “Though |
should glory somewhat abundantly concerning our authority, | shall not be put to shame” (2
Corinthians 10:8); “Let no man think me foolish; but if ye do, yet as foolish receive me, that | also
may glory a little. That which | speak, | speak not after the Lord, but as in foolishness, in this
confidence of glorying, seeing that many glory after the flesh, | will glory also” (2 Corinthians
11:16-18); “If | needs must glory, | will glory of the things that concern my weakness” (2
Corinthians 11:30); and the list of passages could be extended.

Compare this with 2 Corinthians 1:12 ff., “For our glorying is this, the testimony of your conscience
... we are your glorying, even as ye are ours,” or with 2 Corinthians 7:4, “Great is my glorying on
your behalf.” Do not these passages obtain a heightened significance if we regard them as
delicate allusions to the forcible claim to authority in the previous letter, taking the sting out of the
“glorying” by giving it a changed application? Similarly, when St. Paul says (2 Corinthians 7:16), “I
have confidence in you” (Gommm mv mpumv), is he not thinking of his earlier statement in 2
Corinthians 10:1, “I have confidence against you" (Qoammm e¢m¢ mpum¢)? Or again, when he says,
in 2 Corinthians 1:15, “And in this confidence (TeT010m o¢1) | was minded to come to you,” is he not
deliberately using again, in a pleasant sense, the phrase which he had used unpleasantly in 2
Corinthians 10:2, “I beseech you that | may not, when present, show courage (6ommmoal) with
the confidence (TeTo10m oel) wherewith | count to be bold against some”? At the same time, it must
be recognized that it is impossible to maintain the older form of this theory which suggested that
these four chapters are the whole of the “severe letter.” The sufficient proof of this is that it is plain,
from 2 Corinthians 2:5-10, that the “severe letter” had been largely directed against some definite
person at Corinth, and there is no trace of this in 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2
Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13. This fact was rightly used as a decisive argument
against Hausrath, but it has no force against Kennedy’s hypothesis that 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2
Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 is not the whole, but only the
concluding part of the “severe letter,” and that the earlier chapters which are now lost dealt with
the case of St. Paul's opponent.

Thus the result of this complicated argument is to establish the great probability of the view that 2
Corinthians is not a single Epistle, but fragments of at least two Epistles, the last four chapters
representing the end of the “severe letter"—which was really St. Paul's Third Epistle to the
Corinthians—and the first nine being the letter which he wrote from Macedonia in joy at the
success which had attended the “severe letter” and its bearer, Titus. But when one accepts this
fact, and couples it with the hypothesis (see p. 122 ff.) that 2 Corinthians 6:14-18, 2 Corinthians
7:1 belongs to neither of these two letters, but to the “previous letter” of St. Paul, it seems
necessary to pause. To some extent, of course, the very strongly supported theory which divides 2
Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 from
1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2
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Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15 lends strength
to the much more doubtful hypothesis that 2 Corinthians 6:14-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1 is an
interpolation; but the question must be faced whether it be possible to suggest any theory to make
plausible the view that 2 Corinthians is composite to a degree which is not probable in any other of
the Pauline Epistles. This theory is presented by Dr. Kennedy. He suggests that whereas 1
Corinthians was from the beginning regarded by the Corinthians as a valuable document, which
laid down the law on many important points, the letter written from Macedonia (1:1-24, 2
Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians
6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15) was not more than the
expression of St. Paul’s gratitude for the favourable turn which affairs had taken, and the “severe
letter” (2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13)
was of such a nature that they would not be likely to wish to remember it. It was only as St. Paul’s
letters began to be regarded as “Holy Scripture,” and to be valued for their authorship rather than
their contents, that either of the two last letters to Corinth became important. By this time they had
probably fallen into a bad state of preservation; it was not clear whether the fragments belonged to
one or several letters; and the scribes who copied the autographs put together, as best they could,
the various pieces of papyrus into one connected whole.

It must be remembered that we have no textual evidence at all for the first stage of the growth of
the Corpus Paulinum. What we have is a collection of Epistles, from all Churches which had any,
in the form in which it came to be generally recognized in the great Church. But there was an
earlier period in which the individual Churches were busy in collecting Pauline material from their
own archives, and in supplementing this from other communities. The combination of the “severe
letter” and the “grateful letter” must have been made in the very beginning, as soon in fact as any
copy of them existed at all. Dr. Kennedy suggests that this may have been at the time when
Clement wrote to the Corinthians, and drew their attention to their Pauline archives. This is, of
course, merely a suggestion of what may have, not what must have happened, but it serves to
show that imaginable circumstances may well have arisen which called the attention of the
Corinthians to fragments of Pauline letters, which had long lain unheeded in their archives so that
no one remembered exactly what they were, and scribes, copying for the first time these new
treasures, combined into the form of a single complete letter, what were really the fragments of at
least two incomplete ones.

(4) THE VISITS OF TITUS TO CORINTH The three passages in which the visits of Titus to Corinth
are referred to in 2 Corinthians are the following:—

(a) “For even when we were come into Macedonia ... God comforted us by the coming of Titus,
and not by his coming only, but also by the comfort wherewith he was comforted in you, while he
told us your longing, your mourning, your zeal for me; so that | rejoiced yet more. ... Therefore we
have been comforted: and in our comfort we joyed the more exceedingly for the joy of Titus,
because his spirit hath been refreshed by you all” (2 Corinthians 7:5-13). From this passage it is
plain that Titus joined St. Paul in Macedonia, and brought a good report. Those who take the view
advocated above as to the “severe letter” will probably also agree that the most natural
interpretation of the facts is afforded by the supposition that Titus was the bearer of the “severe
letter,” and that the welcome change in the attitude of the Corinthians was effected by the
combined influence of the letter and of its bearer.
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(B) A further reference to this visit is sometimes found in 2 Corinthians 12:17 ff.: “Did | take
advantage of you by any one of them whom | have sent unto you? | asked Titus to go, and | sent
the brother with him. Did Titus take any advantage of you? Walked we not by the same Spirit, in
the same steps?” That this passage is in some way connected with the visit of Titus from which he
returned to Macedonia is not disputed, but the nature of the connection differs according to the
view taken of the relation of 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2
Corinthians 13:1-13 to 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2
Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians
9:1-15. On the assumption that these two sections are both part of the same letter, written after
Titus had joined St. Paul in Macedonia, the most probable and generally held hypothesis is that St.
Paul is referring to Titus’ conduct on the visit from which he had just returned, and perhaps that the
chance of “taking advantage” of them, from which he refrained, is in some way connected with the
“collection for the saints” which figured so largely in St. Paul’'s programme at this period. This latter
part is, as will be seen, very doubtful, but for the rest this is the only possible theory for those who
reject the partition theory.

If the partition be accepted, and 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians
12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 be identified with the “severe letter,” clearly the reference in this
passage cannot be to Titus’ conduct during the visit from which he returned to Macedonia, for ex
hypothesi this visit had not yet been made. In this case, St. Paul is rather seeking to commend
Titus as his representative, who will be the bearer of the “severe letter.” The meaning, then, of the
whole passage from 2 Corinthians 12:15 is that he himself never was pecuniarily burdensome to
the Corinthians, and that the same was true of his representative, Titus. He says in effect, “You
know that from the beginning of my intercourse with the Corinthians, | have never had a penny’s
profit from them, and the same is true of my representatives. Titus, who is now coming to you, has
never made any profit. Can you deny that he always behaved in this respect in exactly the same
way as | did myself?”

(y) In 2 Corinthians 8:6 ff.: “We asked Titus that as he had made a beginning before, so he would
also complete in you this grace also. ... But thanks be to God, which putteth the same earnest
care for you into the heart of Titus; for indeed he granted our request, yea, being himself very
earnest, he went forth unto you of his own accord.” From the context it is clear that “this grace,”
which Titus was to complete, was the “collection for the saints,” i.e. for the poor Christians in
Jerusalem, for this is the subject of the whole of 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15. Thus it
is in any case certain that the return of Titus from Macedonia to Corinth was connected with the
“collection for the saints.” The question is, however, whether we ought to conclude from St. Paul's
language that Titus had been busy with the same question on his previous visit. Purely linguistic
exegesis does not give much help on this point. The expression, “this grace also” (kom Tmv xmpiv
TOmTNV), seems to suggest that Titus is going to do something which has not been done
previously, and the repetition of the phrase in the next verse points in the same direction. On the
other hand, it may be urged, when Titus was asked to “complete” (mTuteAm ocail) something, it is
implied that he had already made a beginning in the same direction. This is, however, not
necessary, and the truth is that the sentence is ambiguous because “this grace also” may be
regarded as explaining the addition which Titus had to make to that which he had begun
(Tpoevm p&ato)—different in kind from his previous work, which needed this addition to complete it
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(mTuteAm oQl); or it may be regarded merely as indicating the point at which his work—fully begun
already—needed carrying out a little further in the same direction in order to be perfected.

Thus the nicer lexical criticism gives no certain answer to the question, and we are driven back on
general considerations, and our knowledge of the “collection for the saints” from other sources.
We know from both the Epistles and the Acts that St. Paul was busy with a collection from all his
Churches which he proposed to send or take up to Jerusalem. He had already arranged with the
Corinthians to take their proper share in his work (1 Corinthians 16:1 ff.), and was therefore able to
boast in 2 Corinthians 9:2 that Achaia had been ready the previous year. At the same time, it is
clear that he felt by no means sure that this boast was based on strict fact,—if Achaia had really
been ready, there would have been no need to send Titus, or to exhort the Corinthians not to fall
him. So far, then, there is no doubt but that the Corinthian collection had already been begun; but
it is exceedingly probable that the period of general disturbance in the Church at Corinth, to which
2 Corinthians testifies, reduced the work of collection to a standstill. Is it conceivable that St. Paul
would have sent Titus at this crisis to reduce the Corinthians to subjection, armed with the “severe
letter,” and at the same time told him to collect subscriptions? It is far more likely that St. Paul left
the whole financial question in abeyance until he knew whether the combined effect of Titus’ visit
and his own severe letter would bring the Corinthians to a better frame of mind.

If we accept the view that the “severe letter” which Titus took with him to Corinth is either lost, or to
be identified with 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2
Corinthians 13:1-13, there is no difficulty in believing that Titus returned to Corinth in connection
with the collection, and that he had not previously taken any measures in its direction.

Those, however, who hold the view that the “severe letter” was 1 Corinthians, are bound, in the
light of 1 Corinthians 16:1, to assume that Titus dealt with the matter on his first visit, and they then
naturally explain 2 Corinthians 12:18 (“Did Titus take any advantage of you?”) as a reference to his
conduct in this connection. For such an opinion there is little valid argument; but it is, of course,
found in all commentaries or introductions which identify the “severe letter” with 1 Corinthians, as
well as in some others which, though they have abandoned this identification, still think that Titus
dealt with the matter of the collection on his first visit—not seeing that this view is merely the result
of an identification which they do not any longer accept, is in itself contrary to the probabilities of
the case, and is not required by the verbal exegesis of the passages in 2 Corinthians germane to
the question.

(5) THE REPORT OF TITUS The report of Titus, so far as it is known to us, may be represented
thus: “There was a meeting of the community, and under the influence of the ‘severe letter’ the
offender was condemned, and sentenced to a punishment which was approved of by the majority.”
The first question is, who was the offender, and what was his offence? The one thing which is here
certain is that no confident answer can ever be given. Various lines of probability can be marked
out, but the choice between them is almost impossible. It is obviously possible that the
partizanship mentioned in 1 Corinthians contains the germ of many of the factors in the situation
described in 2 Corinthians. 2 Corinthians—especially 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians
11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 —seems largely occupied with the defence
of St. Paul's authority, and this may have been impugned by any of the parties mentioned in the
First Epistle. If the existence of a “Christ party” be accepted, it is possible that a reference to it may
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be seen in 2 Corinthians 10:7, “If any man trusteth that he is in Christ, let him consider this again
with himself, that even as he is Christ’s, so also are we.” If so, we must suppose that the main
cause of the dissensions was the development of the Christ party, and possibly that the leader of it
was the offender who was punished.

Another line which has often been suggested is that the offender was the man who had taken his
father's wife, and the father is sometimes regarded as the offended party. This also is not
impossible, but there is no evidence to prove it: it is merely a guess. Or it might be thought that the
root of the evil is to be sought in the tendency to litigation mentioned in 1 Corinthians 6:1 ff., and
that the meeting of the community mentioned in 2 Corinthians 2:6 represents the final submission
of both parties to St. Paul’'s opinion that the community ought to judge matters of dispute, and not
allow them to be brought before the heathen courts. Once more, the suggestion is not unattractive,
but unsupported by evidence.

Still less is it possible to form any clear view as to the nature of the punishment inflicted on the
offender: the only thing certain is that it was not exclusion from the community, because St. Paul
speaks of the desirability of receiving him with kindliness.

More light can perhaps be thrown on the question of the relationship of the majority who fixed the
punishment of the offender to the minority who disapproved of their decision. According to the
view, formerly so generally held, that 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians
12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 was addressed to a rebellious minority, which had not been
convinced by Titus, there is no alternative to the interpretation which regards the majority as St.
Paul’s friends, and the minority as his opponents. But on the partition theory of 2 Corinthians this
exegesis is unnecessary, and a closer consideration of the exact wording of the crucial passage
points rather to the view that the minority was the party of St. Paul, or at all events wished for a
severer treatment of the offender than the majority had voted. This passage is 2 Corinthians 2:5-7,
“If any hath caused sorrow, he hath caused sorrow, not to me, but in part (that | press not too
heavily) to you all. Sufficient to such a one is this punishment which was inflicted by the majority,
so that ye should contrariwise rather forgive him and comfort him, lest by any means such a one
should be swallowed up with his overmuch sorrow. Wherefore | beseech you to confirm your love
toward him.” The most natural exegesis, and that which gives the most force to the separate
phrases of this passage, is that the offender had been unanimously condemned,—he had caused
sorrow to them all,—that the majority had fixed an appropriate penalty, and that St. Paul is
addressing the minority,—he distinguishes “the majority” from “you,”—who still cherished angry
feelings towards the offender, in order to persuade them to acquiesce in the sentence of the
majority, and not to press for heavier punishment. It is also fairly plain that the reason why this
minority was still unsatisfied was a feeling of loyalty to St. Paul, who therefore emphasizes his own
satisfaction with the action of the majority,—in other words, the “minority” of 2 Corinthians is most
probably to be identified with the “party of Paul” of 1 Corinthians. This conclusion is supported by
the fact that St. Paul says nothing at all about the justice of the sentence, but only defends its
adequacy (mkovmy tm tolomTm, K.T.A.). NO one, then, denied that it was just, but there were
those who doubted that it was adequate. Finally, the tomvmvtiov (contrariwise) is only intelligible if
we suppose that those of whom St. Paul is speaking did not propose to adopt a forgiving attitude.
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Thus the most straightforward exegesis of this passage is that the minority were the Pauline party,
who thought that their master's position demanded a severer sentence than that which the
majority had inflicted. On the supposition that 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2
Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 does not belong to 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2
Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians
7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15, but is really part of the severe letter, which
helped to bring about that state of feeling in the community which led up to the general
condemnation of the offender and his punishment by the vote of the majority, there is no difficulty
in accepting this exegesis. On the other hand, it is almost impossible of acceptance by those who
reject the partition theory, and regard 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians
12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 as addressed to a still rebellious minority. They are forced to adopt
the view that the majority, not the minority, were the party of St. Paul, that the “you” spoken of
directly after “the majority” (... m ETITIUEC B ETE TEYV TASIEVWY, BOTE BUEC K.T.A., 2
Corinthians 2:6 f.) is to be identified with, not distinguished from the majority, and that when St.
Paul said that the sentence was sufficient, he meant that the majority (thus identified with the
“you”) might now be content to forgive the offender, as the minority wished them to do. This
exegesis seems in several points unnatural and forced: it is, however, perhaps not absolutely
inadmissable, and is probably the only possible view if 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians
11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13 be regarded as directed against a rebellious
minority.

It is perhaps not unfair to point out that it is an indirect argument of considerable value in favour of
the “partition theory” that it enables a natural and easy exegesis to be given in so many places
which are obscure and difficult on any other hypothesis.

It is now possible to piece together the results of this examination of single problems, and by using
the results which seem most probable, either in themselves or in relation to other points, to give a
connected description of the course of events from the sending of 1 Corinthians to the second
mission of Titus with 1 Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2
Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians 5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians
8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15.

Soon after 1 Corinthians had been sent, Timothy rejoined St. Paul, and reported the result of his
mission and the general condition of the community at Corinth. It was not a pleasing story which
he had to tell: the partizanship, which “those of Chloe” had mentioned, instead of disappearing had
increased; there was an open hostility to St. Paul's personal authority; possibly the case of
incestuous marriage continued to be a scandal, and the disagreements which had led to litigation
continued. It was plain that energetic measures were called for, and St. Paul went over to Corinth
as soon as he could find an opportunity—that is to say, probably within two or three days. Even
this failed: the Corinthians would not listen, and St. Paul, seeing that he was doing no good, and
probably also knowing that he was needed in Ephesus, went back, declaring that if he came again
he would not spare, but would adopt strong measures. At Ephesus he penned a severe letter, of
which 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-13
is the latter portion, and asked Titus to take it, and at the same time to try to bring the Corinthians
to a better state of mind. Titus went, and the combination of his words with St. Paul's letter was
successful. A general meeting of the community was held, and St. Paul's authority was
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recognized. It was agreed that the offending member, who was the cause of the trouble, was to be
condemned, but there was a difference of opinion as to the punishment which should be meted out
to him. In the end, however, the majority inclined to mildness, leaving a minority still demanding
severer measures, or at all events not prepared to treat the offender with friendliness. This was no
doubt lamentable, but there can be no doubt but that in the main the situation had been
enormously improved, and that Titus’' mission and the “severe letter” had been completely justified
by their results. Titus, therefore, left Corinth to return to St. Paul. In the meantime St. Paul had left
Asia—possibly we ought to put, at this point, the uproar in connection with Demetrius and the
worshippers of Artemis—and made his way first to Troas, and afterwards to Macedonia. Here
Titus found him, and relieved his fears by his favourable report. Immediately he wrote 1
Corinthians 1:1-24, 2 Corinthians 2:1-17, 2 Corinthians 3:1-18, 2 Corinthians 4:1-18, 2 Corinthians
5:1-21, 2 Corinthians 6:1-18, 2 Corinthians 7:1-16, 2 Corinthians 8:1-24, 2 Corinthians 9:1-15, and
sent Titus once more back to Corinth with it, to urge his over-zealous friends to forgive the
offender, and also to pick up the threads of the organization for the “collection for the saints,”
which the troubles in the Church had broken off. St. Paul himself was busy in the work for this
collection in Macedonia, and he hoped that Titus would act as his representative in Achaia, to work
up the methods which he had suggested in 1 Corinthians 16:1 ff., so that when he reached Corinth
himself there would be no further delay. To complete the story we must turn to Acts 20:3. From
this we learn that St. Paul reached Corinth in the winter, and that he stayed there three months.
He intended to sail thence to Syria, but at the last moment a plot was laid against him by the Jews,
and he returned through Macedonia. What was this plot? Was it entirely apart from the previous
troubles in the Church? We are absolutely ignorant, and with this sinister episode the curtain falls
on the Christian community at Corinth, not to rise again until forty years later, when fresh quarrels
drew forth remonstrances from the Church at Rome in what we usually call the First Epistle of
Clement.

Here, then, we have the skeleton of the story of St. Paul and the Corinthians: to clothe it with flesh
it is now necessary to consider the real nature of the problems raised by the Corinthians in 1
Corinthians, and the character of the opposition to St. Paul which is revealed in 2 Corinthians. THE
PROBLEMS OF THOUGHT AND PRACTICE REVEALED BY THE EPISTLES

These problems may in general be described as being concerned with the questions put before St.
Paul by the Corinthians. We have to ask in each case, why such questions were raised, and to
deal with the much-disputed question of the nature of the opposition to St. Paul. The points at
issue may conveniently be divided into the following classes:—

(1) Sexual questions.
(2) Questions relating to Inspiration by the Holy Spirit.
(3) The Resurrection of the Dead.

(4)The opposition to St. Paul. The second of these headings covers three of the questions put to
St. Paul—as to things offered to idols, as to spiritual gifts, and as to the arrangement of worship,
including the Eucharist—but they are all so closely connected by the idea of inspiration, that they
are best treated together.

(1) SEXUAL QUESTIONS
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Nothing is more natural than that questions of sexual morality should be important in Corinth, for it
was famous both for the opportunities which it afforded for every sort of immorality, and for the
manner in which these were brought into connection with cultus (especially in the worship of
Aphrodite) of an originally Oriental and frequently obscene nature. Thus it is not strange that we
find the Epistles revealing a series of practical problems connected with sex, and pointing to the
existence of two divergent lines of thought, one ascetic and the other libertine.

These practical problems may be divided into two classes, relating to fornication and to marriage;
and the latter subdivided into the questions of (a) Marriage in general. (B) Divorce; (y)
Re-marriage; (8) Virgins.

Fornication.—In three places in 1 Corinthians St. Paul deals with the question of fornication: 1
Corinthians 5:1-13; 1 Corinthians 6:12-20; 1 Corinthians 10:18. In the first of these three he is
dealing with a special case, which would apparently be more correctly described as incest. What
exactly it was is a problem which belongs rather to the exegesis of the Epistle; it is not for our
purpose very important. In the second and third, however, he speaks generally, and it is clear that
fornication was really a serious evil in the Christian community. The problem for us is to
understand how this can have been the case. It is obviously not simply an instance of human
weakness; but that the Corinthians really had a low standard of morality on the subject, and
defended their practices as not incompatible with Christianity. The solution is to be found in 1
Corinthians 6:12 and 1 Corinthians 10:8. On the one hand, some of the Corinthians had argued
that “all things were lawful,” and that fornication is as much a purely physical, morally indifferent
action as eating and drinking are. This is clearly the background of the argument, “Meats for the
belly, and the belly for meats,” which is probably a reference to, if not a quotation from, the
statements of the Corinthians. St. Paul combats this argument, and maintains the permanence of
the “body,” as against the impermanence of the “belly” (1 Corinthians 6:13 ff.). The whole
contention of St. Paul is only intelligible if we grasp the fact that he is reasoning with people who
say, “The body does not matter: what we eat and drink does not affect the soul: and the same
thing is true of all physical functions.” slightly different, but cognate point of view is revealed by 1
Corinthians 10:8. Here St. Paul is speaking primarily of things offered to idols, and 1 Corinthians
10:1-33 is explicable only if we see that it is a warning against the view that Christians are safe
because they have been initiated into the Christian mysteries. St. Paul combats this view by
showing that safety was not obtained by the Israelites, who were the types of Christians, although
they also had, typically, enjoyed the mysteries of Baptism and the Eucharist. Therefore, he argues,
we must avoid the things which, as the history of the “types” shows, can be fatal to us as they were
to them. The importance of these facts, simple and short though their description may be, is
considerable. They are the proof that over against a scrupulous and ascetic party there was
another which went to the other extreme, regarding the Christian as a “spiritual” person, who by
initiation into the mysteries was raised above carnal considerations, and could not be affected by
anything which he did with his body. To modern minds there is something extraordinary in the
suggestion that the spiritual freedom of the Christian could be so extended. But it must be
remembered that the Graeco-Roman point of view was quite different. Not only was
fornication—for men—considered a matter of small or no importance, but it actually was regarded
in some cases as possessing a religious value. The prostitutes in the temple of Aphrodite at
Corinth were not, in their own opinion, immoral; nor were they influenced by immoral motives, but
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by a religious impulse.

Corruptio optimi pessima; and it is in the twentieth century, in the West of Europe, difficult to
realize the possibility of a religious impulse expressing itself in immoral acts, but the fact is
nevertheless indisputable that it has formerly done so. The point is that cultus—the ritual
expression of religious impulse—is not a measure of religion only, but also of other elements in the
nature of the person who is trying to express this impulse. Go back two thousand years and you
will find that the nature of many men was such that they attempted to express, and to stimulate,
their religious life by sexual excesses: or, if you will travel in space instead of in time, the same
thing can be found to-day in Africa, or even in some of the lower Indian cults. Go back still further
in time, or penetrate to still lower depths of primitive human nature, as it still survives in Africa, and
you will find men arousing and satisfying their religious instincts by human sacrifice; and if you
reach to the last depths, you will find that there is a religious basis even to the horrid rites of
cannibalism. Primitive man is not only religious, but he is also obscene, cruel, and superstitious,
and these evil characteristics always show themselves in combination with his religious rites.

Nothing comes out more clearly in the history of religions, than that religion, in the attempt to work
out forms of worship, has had to deal with three enemies—cruelty, obscenity, and superstition.
The first of these had been practically conquered, for civilized nations, before our era; the
conquest of the second was the especial task of primitive Christianity. It was necessary for the
Church, which inherited the high moral standard of Jewish cultus, to fight over again in the West
the battle for a pure worship, which the prophets of Israel had won for the Jews six hundred years
before. The struggle is so remote from our generation, that it is hard to realize that our forefathers
had to fight hard to prevent Christian culture from becoming corrupted, but clear traces of the
struggle can be found in the Apocalypse, in Jude, in 2 Peter, in Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Clement of
Alexandria, Epiphanius, the Pistis Sophia, and minor authorities. In all of them we can see the
struggle against various forms of obscene heresies,mand only when we realize how wide spread
these heresies were, can we understand how it is that Justin Martyr, while repudiating the charges
of immoral feasts, admits that they may be based on the deeds of heretical Christians who bring
discredit on a name which they have no right to use, just as false philosophers bring discredit on
philosophy. How well Christianity succeededm3m can be seen by the difficulty which we
experience in realizing that the task ever existed, and part of the importance of 1 Corinthians is
that it gives us a glimpse of the beginning of the struggle.

Marriage.—(a.) Marriage in General.—As to marriage itself, it is not difficult to see the background
from which the questions, which St. Paul answers, must have arisen. Some of the Corinthians
were opposed altogether to marriage (cf. 1 Corinthians 7:1-2); and some were anxious to deprive it
of any sexual significance (cf. 1 Corinthians 7:3-7). Yet there was no unanimity on the question,
and therefore it was necessary to consult St. Paul, who adopted the intermediate position of
recognizing the propriety of marriage, and that in the fullest sense, though he recommended the
ascetic life to those who could endure it, whether married or unmarried. To reconstruct with
precision the arguments of the ascetic party is impossible, but we shall probably not be wrong in
holding that two considerations played the main part. In the first place, there was the feeling that
the “time was short,” and that the Kingdom of God would belong to those who “neither marry nor
are given in marriage, but are as the angels."This view was very strong in early Christianity, and in
some circles was carried so far as to exclude the permanence of sex in the kingdom. It is possible
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that some of St. Paul's own teaching may have been interpreted in this way. When, for instance,
he said that in “Christ Jesus there was neither male nor female, the conclusion might be drawn
that he meant that sex would not exist in the Kingdom. This is also the view which probably lies
behind the apocryphal saying of Christ in Il. Clement 12, “For the Lord Himself being asked by
some one, when His kingdom should come, said. When the Two shall be One, and the Outside as
the Inside, and the Male with the Female, neither Male nor Female,” though the writer of II.
Clement himself gives a different explanation. In the second place, there was undoubtedly a
strong ascetic feeling, at all events partly—and, perhaps, chiefly—due to reaction against the
general immorality of the Greek world, and of Corinth in particular. This feeling was not specifically
Christian; it was found among the Essenes, who were absolutely celibate, and also among the
Therapeutae, whose headquarters were in Alexandria. Especially important, however, are the
Stoics, whose doctrine on the question of marriage was that it was an association for the mutual
comfort of husband and wife, who stood on an equality of rights. Against the low level of morality in
the Empire the Cynics and Stoics protested and preached as strongly as Jews or Christians. It is
doubtful whether they can be said to have encouraged celibacy, but certainly they enjoined
continence. It is, therefore, quite natural that there was a celibate party in Corinth. In the same
way, it is easy to understand the existence of the party, to which St. Paul refers in 1 Corinthians
7:3-7, holding that marriage in the full sense was undesirable, and recommending that those who
were already married should wholly abstain from marital relations. This feeling was, no doubt, the
natural outcome of the general belief, both among Jews and Greeks, that all sexual relations were
in themselves, if not sinful, at least “not holy,” so that they demanded ritual purification before a
state of “holiness” could be regained. It was part of the general Christian position that Christians
are, and must remain “holy” (myiol is almost a technical name for Christians), so that those who
still retained the semi-physical conception of holiness naturally were inclined to regard all sexual
intercourse as forbidden to Christians.

(B) Divorce.—This question arose, so far as we can see, from two reasons. In the first place, there
was the ascetic tendency mentioned above, which led some Christians to regard marriage as
immoral, and, therefore, to regard divorce as desirable for Christians. Against this St. Paul quotes
the absolute prohibition of the Lord for husbands and wives to leave each other. In the second
place, there was the question of mixed marriages, or, rather, of married couples of which only one
was converted to Christianity. Some of the Corinthians were inclined to think that it was the duty of
Christians, under such circumstances, to separate from all association with the heathen, and it is
easy to imagine that St. Paul's “previous letter” (see pp. 120 ff.) had seemed to support this
opinion. St. Paul's advice is that, unless the heathen husband or wife desires separation, the
marriage tie holds good. It should, however, be noted that neither he nor the Corinthians appear to
contemplate re-marriage for the Christian separated from his wife, or the possibility of any one who
is already a Christian desiring to marry a heathen.

(y) Re-marriage.—From 1 Corinthians 7:39 ff., it is plain that the question of a second marriage for
widows had been raised. But it does not appear that it was a point on which there was any very
lively controversy.

() Virgins.—In 1 Corinthians 7:25-38, St. Paul discusses the question of “Virgins.” There are many
difficulties in reconstructing from his language exactly what or who these virgins were, and the
guestion will probably always be obscure. The best way of approaching the subject is to take the
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crucial passages from St. Paul, and note the exegetical difficulties. A translation is here insufficient
by itself, as it has a tendency to obscure the points at issue. | therefore give Greek and English in
parallel columns:—

Mepm Om MY TOPOM VWY WTITOYMY KUPEOUL OMK WX, YWH NV Om Ol dI B MAENUNVOC B T
Kupmou Tnotm ¢ emvail. Nopm {w Omv TON TO KOARY B T pXEIV Ol THY BVECTE GOV B VE VKNV, BT
KOAEY BVOpETE TH ONTWG EMVOI. OB dECA! YUVOIKE ; UM (ETEl AMCOIV- AMAUCO| BT YUVOIKE C;
pUm (mTEl YUVOEKO. EEY O KON VOLEOEC, ONY HUOPTEC, KON HQOV yEUE B TOPOEVOC, OmY
N IOPTEV ... €M OW TIC MOXNHUOVERMY EMTH THY TOPOEVOV ETOm VOUE{El, mEY B N T POKOC,
KoM ONTWC M @cmAEl ymVECOU!, M OMAEl TOIEMTC- OM X M LIAPTE VEL- YO LEM TWOOV. B¢ O B OTNKEV
EV TH KOPOIN OETON EOPONOCG, UE EYWY EVEYKNY, m{ouomav Om mXeEl TEPE TONM W ONOU
OEAm LOTOC, KOM TOMTO KM KPIKEV BV TH HOEE KOPOW M, TNPEMY THY EOUTOE TOPOm VOV, KOARC
TOIWMOEl. MOTE KON W youm{wv THY EOUTOm TOPOMVOV KOAECG TOIEE, KON m pm yopum{wv
KPEM OO0V TOI W OEl.

“Now concerning the virgins, | have no commandment of the Lord, but | give my judgment as one
that hath obtained mercy of the Lord to be faithful. | think, therefore, that this is good, by reason of
the present necessity, that it is good for a man to be as he is. Art thou bound unto a wife? Seek not
release. Art thou released from a wife? Seek not a wife. But even if thou married, thou didst not
sin; and if the virgin married, she did not sin. ... But if any man think that he is unseemly towards
his virgin, if he be passionate, and ‘it must be so,” let him do what he wishes: he doth not sin: let
them marry. But he that standeth stedfast in his heart, having no necessity, but hath power over
his own will, and hath determined in his own heart to keep his virgin, shall do well. So that also he
that giveth his virgin in marriage, doeth well, and he that giveth her not shall do better."

It will be noted that the translation here given departs in three important points from that of the
usual English version. (1) The word “daughters” after “virgins,” is omitted in 1 Corinthians 7:36 ff.
(2) m Tm pakpO( is translated “passionate” instead of “pass the flower of her age,” and is made to
apply to the man, not to the virgin. (3) In 1 Corinthians 7:38 mote kam m yopum {wv is translated “so
also he that giveth in marriage,” instead of “so both he that giveth in marriage,” and it is further
suggested in the footnote that youm {wv perhaps means “marries,” not “gives in marriage.”

These differences may fairly be said to sum up the problem. The English version, following a
tradition, which is at least as old as Chrysostom, conceives that the situation of which St. Paul is
speaking is merely that of a father with unmarried daughters, whom he may or may not give in
marriage. The suggestion is that the Corinthians were divided in opinion as to whether it was ever
desirable to allow daughters to marry, and that St. Paul expressed the opinion that the matter was
one for the individual conscience of the father in question, but that the better course, when no
scruple was felt, was to prevent marriage. The difficulty of this interpretation is in 1 Corinthians
7:36. Here yapem twoav must mean “let them marry.” Who? The virgin is one of the parties to the
marriage, and the natural view is that the man in question is the man who “thinks that he is
unseemly towards his virgin,” and that it is he who is m Tm pakpoc. In this case, m T paKOG means
“over-passionate,” taking mkum in the sense, which it has in Constitutiones Apostolicae, 3:2,m of
passion, not that of youth. Furthermore, the view that m Tm pakpoc refers to the man is supported
by the parallelism of the sentences.

€N OM TICWMOXNUOVENY T THVY
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ONC Om WQTNKEV MV TH KOPOE N,
TOpOm vov amtom voum (gl

O/E TOU mOpOm OC,

EEVE HTHEPAKUOG,

[E H YWY HVE VKNV,

KON OETWC B @emMAEl VivE gBal,
miouomOV Om mXEl TEPE TOM m ON OV
BsAm patog, etc.

It is clear here that there is a correspondence between the two cases, and that the antithesis is
between the man “who can” and the “man who cannot.” St. Paul is not always attentive to details
of style, but the point is certainly not without importance. It is not, however, essential to the
argument; we do not really know what m Tm pakpo¢ means, and its translation cannot be the real
basis of the argument. The main point is that St. Paul says, that under certain circumstances the
virgin and some one else may marry; as the circumstance which he puts in the foreground is the
frame of mind of the man whose virgin she is, presumably he is the “some one else.” But if it be
conceded that yopemtwoav must mean “let the virgin and ‘the man who cannot,” marry,” it is plain
that the man in question is not the father of the virgin, and that the translation “virgin daughter”
must be abandoned. It will presently be shown what the relation between the man and the virgin
probably was; but it is first desirable to consider the question of youm{w. The difficulty is that the
word is not found outside the New Testament. Strictly speaking, it ought to mean, as the old
grammarians recognized, “give in marriage,” according to the rule by which verbs in —m {w are
causative. But there are many exceptions; ywwpm{w, for instance, means “I know,” mATm {w
means “l hope,” xpovm{w, “| tarry,” mBpmlw, “I insult,” etc. Some of these words are, indeed,
possibly not degenerated causatives, but doublets formed by a false analogy from aorists in —ioa;
so, mym pnoa (in pronunciation indistinguishable from = ym pioa) might give rise to a false present,
youm w.m If it means “marry,” then the meaning in this passage is clear, and the reference is still to
the question, whether a man shall marry a “virgin” or not. If it means “give in marriage,” it implies
that the man is in a position to give his “virgin” in marriage to whom he will. Obviously, this agrees
better with the traditional exegesis that TapOmvog is a “virgin daughter.” It does not, however,
absolutely require it, for it is not impossible St. Paul is considering here the further case of a man
who does not wish to marry his “virgin” himself, but to give her to some one else. If so, the first
Kom is not to be translated “both,” but “also,” for it is not parallel to the second kom, but introduces
a new problem. It must, however, be admitted that this seems less natural, and therefore if the
“daughter” hypothesis be abandoned, probably we ought to take youm {w as meaning “marry,” not
“give in marriage.” The question has then to be faced, in what other relation could the man in
guestion stand to his “virgin,” so that he had not married her, but could do so if he wished. The
answer is probably to be found in the institution of “spiritual marriage,” which existed among the
Therapeutae and among Christians for at least 300 years, but was gradually driven out, in
consequence of the scandals to which it had given rise. The best statement of the whole of the
literary evidence on the subject can be found in the Virgines Subintroductae of Prof. H. Achelis.
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The main points are these:—Among the Therapeutae, men and women lived together in a colony
arranged on the same lines as the later “lauras” of Christian monasticism, so that each lived apart
as a hermit, or something similar, but all came together at intervals for worship. The details of the
arrangement of this colony are obscure, but the fact that men and women lived together, and that
marriage was excluded is apparently indisputable. In the desert country, in which the original
Therapeutae colony was placed, this “living together” did not imply any very close association, but
one can easily imagine what it may have led to, if the attempt was made to adapt it to the
circumstances of life in the great cities. If, however, we pass over 1 Corinthians, we find no
evidence that this step was taken until the second century. But in the second and succeeding
centuries, we find abundant proof that the custom had already been adopted by Christians. It is not
necessary here to rewrite a well-known chapter of Church history; it is sufficient to note that the
evidence of Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian, and perhaps Hermas, show that the custom of “spiritual
marriage” with “virgins” was common in the Christianity of the second and third centuries, though it
was possibly always regarded with dislike by the leaders of the great Church. After the fourth
century it is still widely found, but is treated as a definite evil, and was gradually stamped out.

It is extremely probable that this curious side-track of history leads us to the true explanation of 1
Corinthians 7:1-40. The suggestion is that men and women had made a practice of living together
under a vow of virginity, and that, in some cases, the situation was proving too great a strain for
human nature. Under these circumstances, St. Paul's advice was sought. His answer is, “Let them
marry.” At the same time, he does not agree with those who apparently had doubted—as the later
Church also doubted—the desirability of the custom altogether; for those who can keep to their
purpose he regards it as good. But the question is, How many cases does he distinguish? Clearly,
in 1 Corinthians 7:36, ending with “let them marry,” he deals with the case of a man and a “virgin”
who are neither of them contented with a spiritual marriage, and desire to join in wedlock with each
other. In the earlier verses, however, he seems to be dealing with the case of possible marriage,
for the man or the virgin, with some third party; possibly we can also conclude from this passage
that this “spiritual marriage” was regarded, at least by some of the Corinthians, as not incompatible
with a real marriage. Here, also, St. Paul clearly sides with those who admitted marriage both for
the man and for the “virgin.” The final case is, perhaps, contained in 1 Corinthians 7:38, and
alludes to the possibility of giving the “virgin” in marriage to some one else. That the details of any
solution to the problem presented by 1 Corinthians 7:25-38 are uncertain, will be admitted by all
who have really considered it at all closely; but the view that has been presented by Achelis seems
to present fewer difficulties than any other, and recent commentaries all show a tendency to
accept it. If so, we have to consider that the background of the chapter is the existence of a class
of men and women who vowed themselves to live together not in wedlock, but in virginity. Such an
institution was clearly the result of the ascetic tendency mentioned on p. 182, and the problem
arose from the conflict between this institution and human nature. The controversy as to the
relation of Christianity to sexual questions lasted for many generations, and it would be far from
the truth to suppose no false steps were made by the Church on this extremely difficult question.
The institution of “spiritual marriage” was clearly a false step, and was comparatively soon
retracted. It would be out of place here to discuss the later course of development on other points,
but it is worth noting that the ascetic element in early Christian teaching is being shown more and
more clearly by modern research to have been far more widespread and to be far more primitive
than comparatively recent writers have allowed. The view that marriage is a concession to human
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weakness, and incompatible with the highest Christian ideal, is probably primitive. It was clearly
the view of St. Paul when he wrote to Corinth (even though a somewhat more liberal opinion is
perhaps expressed in the Epistle to the Ephesians, of which, however, the authenticity is doubted
by many quite cautious critics), and there was clearly a party in Corinth who thought that he
conceded too much. If we go on to the succeeding centuries we find the extremest asceticism
consistently preached as the counsel of perfection. | cannot see how it is possible to deny that the
general teaching of the Christian Church from St. Paul to the Reformation is that the life of the
celibate is higher qua talis than that of the married Christian.

(2) QUESTIONS RELATING TO INSPIRATION BY THE HOLY SPIRIT The questions of the
Corinthians concerning things offered to idols, spiritual gifts, and the regulation of worship,
including the Eucharist, all depend on the general belief as to the spirit-world which obtained in the
first century.

According to popular opinion, the world was full of spirits (Tvem pota or daiumveg) good and bad,
which were able to take possession of, or to obsess, not only human beings, but even inanimate
objects. One of the main reasons for which the ordinary man took part in religious ceremonies was
to avoid obsession by evil daemons and to secure obsession or inspiration by good spirits. The
various Mysteries were largely regarded from this point of view. Moreover, when this inspiration
had once been obtained the religious services remained valuable, because they afforded the
means by which the inspired person allowed the spirit which was in him to speak to others, and
communicate the will of the gods.

These spirits or daemons were beings intermediate between gods and men. Some of the gods
even had originally been daemons, and some of the daemons were the spirits of the dead men
who had gained promotion by the distinction of their careers on earth.m The spirits were especially
the intermediaries between the higher gods and men, and thus corresponded almost exactly to the
angels of Jewish theology. But, just as in Jewish theology, there was not a sharp line of definition
between the angels of God and the Spirit (Ruach) of God, so also in the Greek world the idea of
the daemon sent by the god passed imperceptibly over into that of the spirit of the god, which was,
in one sense, the god himself. Hence the confusion in practical affairs between the daemon of the
emperor, and the emperor himself. Probably the average Roman citizen was quite vague as to
whether the divinity of the emperor was due to a daemon or spirit who inspired him, or to some
special property of the man who was emperor. In the same way he would probably have found a
difficulty in distinguishing between the daemon who had helped Augustus, and the Divus Augustus
who had been deified. Was it the daemon or the man, or both? So also in the Mysteries, what did
the initiate receive? A daemon ancillary to the god, or an “effluence” from the god, his spirit, which
was in some sense the god himself? Probably there was a general vagueness on these points. In
any case, the view that the world was full of these daemons or spirits was undoubted. Moreover,
the difference between Greek and Jewish doctrine was really small. The Jew in the Diaspora, at all
events, may be said to have distinguished three factors: (1) The angels, the ministers of Jahveh on
earth, who looked after all the details of human life. (2) The Spirit of Jahveh, which inspired the
prophets, and was believed by the Christians to have been especially given to them. (3) The
oaiumvia, or devils. These were the ghosts of the “giants” who had perished in the Noachian
deluge, and the “giants” were the progeny of the disobedient angels who had neglected their duty,
and entered into wedlock with women.
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Part of the work of the Messiah was to be their destruction, but until the “Kingdom” came they
wandered through the world, seeking re-incarnation, and causing sickness, but yielding to the
power of exorcism. Of these three points the first affords an exact parallel between the angels and
the beneficent daemons. The second affords a parallel in so far as the “Spirit of Jahveh” is parallel
to the “spirit” of the god imparted in the Mysteries, or speaking through the oracles and prophets. It
is also remarkable that just as the distinction in Jewish theology between Jahveh and the Spirit of
Jahveh is not consistently sharply drawn, so too, in the magical papyri, the distinction between the
god and his spirit is sometimes made and sometimes ignored. Moreover, just as the Greek was
vague as to the distinction between a daemon ancillary to the god, and the spirit effluent from the
god himself, so among the Jews there was probably a tendency to confuse the Spirit of Jahveh
with the Angel of Jahveh, and the Angel of Jahveh with the angels in general. Thus in Jewish and
Christian circles, there was at first a tendency to hesitate whether to speak of “The Spirit” or the
“Spirits.” So far there is a very close resemblance between Jewish and Greek thought. The
difference is really only to be found in connection with the doctrine of God. For the Jahveh of the
Jews was not parallel with the gods of the Greeks, as, for instance, Plutarch conceived them, but
with the Absolute, or with the Logos, who was above them all, and from whom all being, divine,
daemonic, or human, derived its origin.

According, then, to the ancient view of the universe the world was full of spirits, good and bad.
How was man to avoid the bad and gain the good? The universal answer was that there were
various acts or ceremonies by means of which intercourse with the spirits was rendered possible.
These acts belonged in the main to every kind of human function. Eating and drinking were
especially regarded from this point of view. There was always a danger that an evil spirit would be
attracted by food and drink, and endeavour to enjoy it by obsessing the person who ate it. Hence,
according to Porphyry, the symptoms of indigestion. “Every house,” says he, “is full of them, and
on this account when they are going to call down the gods, they purify the house first and cast
those daemons out. Our bodies also are full of them, for they especially delight in certain kinds of
food. So when we are eating they approach and sit close to our body; and this is the reason of the
purifications, not chiefly on account of the Gods, but in order that these evil daemons may depart.
But most of all they delight in blood and impure meats, and enjoy these by entering into those who
use them. For universally the vehemence of the desire towards anything, and the impulse of the
lust of the spirit, is intensified from no cause than their presence, and they also force men to fall
into inarticulate noises and flatulence by sharing the same enjoyment with them.”For this reason
food had to be protected by being given up to the power of some more powerful and beneficent
being; it was consecrated—sacrificed—to some god, and then it was safe: no evil spirit would dare
to touch it. Or, in the alternative, it was possible to consecrate and protect the eater; for in the
same way, if he were already in the power of some god, no evil spirit would be able to approach
him. Those who had been initiated in the Mysteries were safe from evil spirits. In this way evil
spirits could be avoided.

How could good spirits be gained? This was especially the object of the Mysteries, and just as evil
spirits entered by means of food, so also did the good ones. The sacrificial meals of the Mystery
Religions were, at least from one point of view, means of gaining obsession by a good spirit
connected with or even identified with the god of the Mystery in question. Men and women ate with
the god in order to be taken possession of; or they went to the temple and lived there for the same
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purpose. Nor was this all: not only could they eat with the god, but they could actually eat food in
which the god was, and so eat the god himself. Probably there was much vagueness of thought as
to whether the god was in the food, or was joining in the eating of it: but there is ample evidence
for both points of view in the Greek world. The former theory is especially common, and hence it
was customary to speak of the “table” (tparma) of the god, and of “laying a place for him”
(kAmvnv otpmoal Tm Bem). Moreover, from the story of Paulina it would seem that invitations to
dinner in the temple of Isis sometimes included passing the night there. The still cruder theory that
the god is present in the sacrificial food, and thus passes into the being of the worshipper is less
widely, but quite sufficiently, attested. For this custom it is not easy to quote single passages, but
the collected evidence from all sources provides overwhelming testimony for the view that one
period in the development of cultus comprised two central beliefs: first, that the god was incarnate
in various persons, especially royal persons; secondly, that the divine nature in them could be
assimilated by eating them. Thus far back in the history of mankind it is probable that every race
has passed through a period of the religious cannibalism which still survives in some parts of
Central Africa. But many centuries ago among the Greek and Roman races, this savage rite was
superseded by the custom of eating the representative of the god, either in the form of an animal,
or of some other form of food in which he was regarded as incarnate. As civilization advanced the
details became less and less crude, but the rite of “eating the god” still remained, and was, no
doubt, inextricably mixed up with the cognate idea mentioned above of eating with the god. The
exact point of view of Individuals was no doubt as “foggy” and confused as it always was on
subjects of this nature which are concerned partly with a real spiritual experience and partly with
an artificial intellectual explanation. The signs of possession by a good spirit were various: no
doubt they were usually unobtrusive, the worshipper merely felt convinced that he had received
benefit. But some times plainer symptoms could be observed in the form of r'estasy, prophecy,
glossolalia, i.e. unintelligible speech, and visions. All of them differed very little from the signs of
possession by an evil spirit, and it was often a matter on which opinion differed sharply whether
the obsessed should he congratulated on his spiritual endowment, or exorcised to save him from
the clutches of a daemon. The Things offered to Idols.—lt is not difficult to see how Completely the
belief in spirits or daemons is the background of this section. To reconstruct the precise opinions
of St. Paul is indeed more difficult than to understand what he is discussing.

“Things offered to idols”(em dwAm Buta) mmight be taken in at least two senses. From one point of
view the greater Dart of the meat sold in the shops was “offered to idols,” as the animal from which
it was taken had usually been consecrated to some god, even if it were only by the ceremonial
burning of a few hairs. Thus, in this strict sense, to avoid eating things offered to idols was difficult,
if not impossible. It would, however, appear that it was not quite impossible, for St. Paul implies
that by making inquiry the Corinthians might be able to avoid such meat. But besides this, it was
possible to use smdwAmButa with a restricted reference to actual participation in the sacrificial
meals. As to these meals a misconception is easy. We are inclined to look on them as solemn
religious services. Some of them no doubt were: but others probably resembled a dinner-party
more closely than a church-service. It was the custom to issue invitations to dinner in the temple,
and the fiction was that the god was himself the host. Thus “things offered to idols” had a social as
well as a religious importance, and an attempt was made to combine physical satisfaction with
“spiritual” edification. To avoid them altogether was difficult, and certainly would hinder social
intercourse to an enormous extent.
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Apparently, there were two opinions on the matter in Corinth: one party maintained that an idol
was nothing, and that therefore things offered to idols had no importance: they thought that the
whole matter was indifferent, and that Christian freedom justified them in doing as they wished.
Another party held the opposite opinion and thought that, cost what it might, Christians ought to
abstain absolutely from the contamination of things offered to idols. The strict school argued that to
eat things offered to idols was a form of idolatry, and dangerous because of the daemons. The
“enlightened” school argued that idols had no real existence, that the food was not really affected
by being consecrated to the non-existent, and therefore that it really did not matter if Christians
bought it in the market, or took part in meals at which it was eaten. But besides this the
“enligntened” school also argued that, even admitting the possible influence of consecrated food
on others, they were themselves safe because through the Christian Mysteries they had gained
the protection of a higher power. This argument is implied by 1 Corinthians 10:1-33 where St. Paul
retorts that they are no more safe than were the Israelites, the type of the Christians. The Israelites
had all received the types of Baptism and Eucharist, in the crossing of the Red Sea, in the feeding
on manna in the wilderness, and in drinking from the rock. Nevertheless, they fell, and the fall
should be an example to Christians not to commit the same mistakes. The whole of this section in
its context is only intelligible as directed against the argument that those who have been initiated
into the Christian Mysteries may safely do anything they like,—they have attained safety
(cwtnpma), which was the object of all the Mysteries. This difference of opinion between two
parties in Corinth is clearly reflected in St. Paul's advice, and explains its strange turns and
apparent inconsistencies. This is especially marked in 1 Corinthians 10:14 ff. Here St. Paul is
conceding to the scrupulous party the correctness of their objection to idolatry; but he is thinking all
the time of the effect his words will have on the party of freedom, and therefore he turns to them
and invites them to consider accurately the exact force of his admission. He quite accepts the
propositions of the party of freedom that an idol is nothing, and that food sacrificed to idols has no
especial value, but he does admit, as a concession to the scrupulous, that the sacrificial meals do
contain the possibility of “infection” from daemons. The position is not wholly logical, for the
Christian word em dwAmButov, as compared with the true Greek phrase mepm Butov or Bem BuTov,
implies the view that the heathen gods are illusions—without any real existence. But this sort of
inconsistency is common to humanity. All of us must be aware that on many points our position is
a wholly illogical combination of half-belief, half-scepticism, which we cover but do not justify by
calling it an “open mind.” Do the Apostolic Decrees also lie behind this difference of opinion in
Corinth? Certainly they are not quoted; but | see no reason to state definitely that they cannot have
been known in Corinth. On the contrary, | think it is quite possible that they had been appealed to
by the stricter party, and that St. Paul's answer is intended as giving his view of the justification
and meaning of the decree so far as things offered to idols are concerned. Still, this cannot be
proved, and all that can be said as to the existence or non-existence of the decrees in Corinth is
that neither can be established.

“Spiritual persons” (or “gifts"?).—When St. Paul begins 1 Corinthians 12:1-31 Tepm om TmvY
TvevpaTikmy, does he speak of persons or gifts? Obviously Tvevpatikmy may have either
meaning, but since in the immediate context St. Paul is discussing persons, not gifts, and the way
to distinguish the true from the false Tvevpatikmg, it is probably better to treat it as persons,” or
what the Germans more conveniently term pneumatiker. But at all properly to appreciate the
meaning of the word in the ancient world of thought, we must grasp the fact firmly that the Spirit
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was a concrete “something” or “some one.” Judged by modern standards, one might almost say it
was material, and in popular thought it was probably regarded as belonging to the same category
of substance as air, or sometimes as light. The point is that we are apt to use “spiritual” and “spirit”
in the sense of a “frame of mind” (stimmung) which pays no special attention to carnal or material
objects, and is busy with ideals. That is not what Tvevpatikm ¢ meant in the first century; it meant a
man who was obsessed by a rvem pa which was not his own, but had come into him from without.
The signs of this spiritual obsession were various, but they were chiefly ecstatic. That is to say, the
proof of the existence of the spirit within was that the man did things which he otherwise could not
do. This supernatural power might manifest itself in act or in word. The inspired person might
develop powers of healing or do other miraculous deeds; the magical papyri show that this was as
common in heathen circles as it was among Christians, and even extended to the resuscitation of
the dead. mBut more important than these were the gifts of prophecy and glossolalia. The
“prophet” was a familiar figure in the ancient world, and the explanation given of his utterances
was the same in all nations. The Spirit was speaking through him. He was only an instrument by
means of which God revealed His will to the world. The prophets of the Old Testament were
regarded by the first Christians as verbally and literally inspired, and the Christian prophets
belonged to the same class. “For among us,” says Justin to the Jew Trypho, “prophetic gifts
(xapmopata) still exist, which shows that the privileges formerly belonging to your nation have
been transferred to us,” and in the first Apology he explains that prophets are those “through
whom the prophetic Spirit has foretold the future.”In the same way the prophetic speaker in the
Odes of Solomon says, “As the hand plays on the harp, and the strings sound, so speaks the Spirit
of the Lord in my members.”mIn the same way Epiphanius tells us that Montanus claimed that he
was used by the spirit as a man plays on the lyre, and the same image is found in Ps. Justin’s
Cohortatio ad Gentes, “The divine ‘plectrum’ comes down from heaven, using righteous men as a
harp or lyre in order to reveal to us the knowledge of divine and heavenly things." But this belief
that divine spirits spoke through men was not specifically Jewish or Christian: men like Apollonius
of Tyana or Alexander of Abonoteichos were regarded not as exceptionally gifted men, but as men
through whom the god spoke. The prophet was the instrument by which God revealed Himself. It
was naturally only a step further to confuse the inspired person with the divine spirit, and so reach
the Greek concept of the 6em o¢ m vBpwIOC.

Thus the language of these inspired persons was not ordinary language. Sometimes it was
intelligible, and sometimes it was unintelligible; in the former case it was prophecy, in the latter
glossolalia. The difference between glossolalia and prophecy was only that glossolalia was
unintelligible; it was a language which could only be understood by those to whom the Spirit gave
the power of interpreting it. The picture of glossolalia given by St. Paul in 1 Corinthians 14:1-49
can be compared with hostile pictures drawn by Celsus of Palestinian Christian prophets, and by
Irenaeus of Marcosian prophetesses. In the strange words in the magical papyri we probably have
references to glossolalia in heathen circles.

Besides these manifestations of the spirit through the acts and speech of the obsessed, there
were also visual manifestations in which the mwevpotTikm¢ saw visions—revelations or
m TOKOAm Pelc—in which he was taken in the spirit to the hidden world. Here, again, there is no
difference between the Christian and the heathen belief. St. Paul knew a man who was taken up
into the third heaven, and Apuleius describes the experiences of Luciusi n the Mysteries of Isis. “I
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drew near,” says Lucius, “to the confines of death; | trod the threshold of Proserpine; | was borne
through all the elements and returned. At midnight | saw the sun flashing with bright light; gods of
the world above, gods of the world below, into their presence | came.” Whether Apuleius and St.
Paul are either or both giving their own experience is questionable, but undoubtedly both believed
in the genuineness of what they described. Nor did the Christians ever suggest that the heathen
experience was different from their own; they only urged that it was due to an evil spirit instead of
to a good spirit. This last point explains the importance of the first question which the Corinthians
propounded. How were they to distinguish the Tvevpotikm ¢ who was inspired by a holy spirit, from
the Tveupotikm ¢ who was inspired by an evil spirit? Both did much the same things, but whereas
he who was inspired by a holy spirit deserved the implicit obedience due to the infallible voice of
God, or a good daemon, the other must be avoided, and attempts made to rid him of his
obsession. It is also easy to see how fruitful a soil this general belief supplied for the later
development of Christological doctrine. The Christian, especially the Christian prophet, was
inspired and possessed by a holy spirit. This holy spirit came from his Lord and Saviour, Jesus.
That seemed wholly natural: if Jesus was a Redeemer-God, of course His Spirit was given to
those who shared in His mysteries. But was this Spirit a spirit which had inspired Jesus? or had
Jesus become a spirit or daemon? or had He from the beginning been a spirit? and similar
guestions were at first not asked, though the development of Christian doctrine showed that they
were raised later.

Thus the practical question arose how the Tvevpatikm ¢ who was inspired by the “Spirit of Jesus”
could be distinguished from the Tvevpatikm¢ who was inspired by an evil spirit. That is the
problem which St. Paul had to face, and he solved it by saying that if the Tveupatikog recognized
Jesus as Lord, he was inspired by a holy spirit;m but that if he said “Jesus is accursed,” he was not
inspired by a spirit of God. There he leaves the question; but it is obvious that this simple test was
likely to prove insufficient, and it is not surprising that the next century reveals other solutions. The
same problem, for instance, is faced in the Johannine Epistles. “Try the spirits,” says the writer,
“because many false prophets have gone out into the world” (1 John 4:1); and he gives a doctrinal
test which goes a little further than St. Paul’s. “Every spirit,” he says, “which confesses Jesus as a
Messiah come in flesh is of God.” Parallel with this doctrinal test is another, found in the Didache
and the Shepherd of Hermas, which suggests that conduct is the test of inspiration; and Ignatius
m proposed to leave the decision of the question to the Bishop, and this method ultimately became
general. The other question which the Corinthians propounded was concerned with the relative
value of the gifts (xapmopoata) by which the Spirit manifested itself. It is not necessary
now—indeed, it is outside the scope of this book —to consider the details of St. Paul's answer.
The question is, What light can be thrown on the situation at Corinth? It is important to notice that
practically all distinction in the community is regarded as a gift of the Spirit. To this are ascribed
healings, miracles, prophecy, the power of distinguishing spirits, glossolalia, and the interpretation
of glossolalia. The question which agitated the Corinthians was the relative value of these gifts,
and St. Paul’'s answer, though given at some length, and rising to the most eloquent heights, is
comparatively simple,—he states that social not individual value is the standard by which the gifts
must be measured, and that none of them are useful without sympathy (m ym 1m). But it is also quite
plain that this is not exactly the point which the Corinthians had proposed. Their question was
inspired by a divergence of opinion as to the more ecstatic gifts, prophecy and glossolalia; some
thought that they were of supreme importance; others regarded them as undesirable. The former
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type is more fully dealt with by St. Paul, but the existence of the latter is vouched for by the advice,
“Forbid not to speak with tongues.” The importance of this will become plain in the next paragraph.
The Regulation of Worship.—It is clear from St. Paul’s statement that the great respect claimed for
the gifts of the Spirit was the main reason for difficulties connected with religious services. St. Paul
says in 1 Corinthians 14:23-35 : “If therefore the whole Church be come together into one place,
and all speak with tongues, and there come in those that are unlearned, or unbelievers, will they
not say that ye are mad? But if all prophesy, and there come in one that believeth not, or one
unlearned, he is convinced of all, he is judged of all: and thus are the secrets of his heart made
manifest; and so falling down on his face he will worship God, and report that God is in you of a
truth. How is it then, brethren? when ye come together, every one of you hath a psalm, hath a
doctrine, hath a revelation, hath a tongue hath an interpretation. Let all things be done unto
edifying. If any man speak in a tongue, let it be by two, or at the most by three, and that in turn;
and let one be an interpreter. But if there be no interpreter, let him keep silence in the church; and
let him speak to himself, and to God. Let the prophets speak two or three, and let the others judge.
If any thing be revealed to another that sitteth by, let the first hold his peace. For ye may all
prophesy one by one, that all may learn, and all may be exhorted. And the spirits of the prophets
are subject to the prophets; for God is not the author of confusion, but of peace, as in all churches
of the saints. Let your women keep silence in the churches: for it is not permitted unto them to
speak; but let them be in subjection, as also saith the Law. And if they will learn any thing, let them
ask their own husbands at home: for it is shameful for a woman to speak in the church.” The
picture drawn of the state of things in Corinth is plain enough: everything was being sacrificed to
the “gifts” of prophesy and glossolalia. The prophets all spoke at once, and even women claimed
to be heard. It is not unnatural that, under these circumstances, there was a party which was ready
to “quench the Spirit,” and “forbid prophecies”; and that there was considerable friction between
the ecstatic and the more sober members of the community. The question of the women is a little
more complicated. It appears that there was a party, no doubt composed largely of women, who
thought that women were in no respect inferior to men. It must be admitted that they could appeal
with some force to St. Paul's own teaching that in Christ Jesus there is neither male nor female.
Therefore they insisted that women should be allowed the same freedom of prophecy in the
community as men enjoyed. Against this party we can imagine that it was argued that, although it
might be true that in Christ Jesus there is no difference between male and female, this does not
apply in practice to life in this world, and a protest was raised against behaving as though the
kingdom of God were already come. A further point was concerned with dress. From 1 Corinthians
11:3 ff., it appears that the general custom was then—as now—for women to have their heads
covered in church, and for men to be bareheaded. It is the task of the interpreter of St. Paul to
explain the justification which St. Paul gives of this custom: it is by no means plain, and 1
Corinthians 11:10 in particular, “For this cause ought the woman to have power on her head
because of the angels,” provides a problem which is likely to remain insoluble. But it is quite simple
to see the situation which called forth his remarks. The point which is remarkable is that the
custom to which the Corinthian women objected, and St. Paul adhered, was the Greek, not the
Jewish practice. The Eucharist.—The Eucharist is so closely connected with controversies of
every kind that it is desirable to define somewhat closely precisely what points belong to the
present discussion. Regarded as an historical problem, it may be said to confront the student of
Christian origins with the following questions: (1) What is the value of the account in the Synoptic
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Gospels of the institution of the Eucharist, and what was (supposing the historical nature of the
story to be accepted) the real meaning of Jesus? (2) What was the view held by the Corinthian
Christian as to the meaning of the Eucharist, and in what form was it celebrated? (3) In what
direction did St. Paul think it desirable to amend the Corinthian practice or doctrine? (4) How far
did the Christian custom of the next generation agree with or differ from the lines laid down or
sanctioned by St. Paul? Of these four problems the second is that which is necessary for the
present purpose; the first and fourth are scarcely germane to it at all; and the third only quite
partially.

We have, then, to ask what was the form in which the Corinthians celebrated the Eucharist, and
what doctrine they attached to it. This can best be discussed under the two heads of form and
doctrine. The form of celebration is indicated by St. Paul's comments in 1 Corinthians 11:20-21,
and his advice in 1 Corinthians 11:33. In the former passage he says, “Now when you assemble
together it is not possible to eat a Lord’s supper, for each takes his own supper at the meal, and
one is hungry and another is drunken.”In the latter he says, “therefore, when ye assemble, wait for
each other at the meal.” From this material two points are clear. First, the “Lord’s supper” was a
true meal, not merely a ceremonial or symbolical eating, that the custom was for individuals to
bring food for this meal, and secondly, that owing to the bad habit, which St. Paul rebukes, of each
eating what he brought himself, there was an undesirably unequal distribution of the provisions,
and an unseemly tendency not to wait until the whole community was present. It also seems, from
the way in which St. Paul introduces the whole question by a reference to the divisions in the
Church, that the secret cause for this behaviour was the partizanship of the Corinthians: instead of
there being one meal for the whole community, there was a tendency to divide into groups and
cliques which did not share their food with each other.

It is sometimes thought that this meal ought to be separated from the Eucharist, and be identified
with the Agape. This view is untenable for two reasons. In the first, it is clear that St. Paul is
speaking of the Eucharist in 1 Corinthians 11:23 ff., and there is no trace of any break in his
argument between this passage and the preceding section, in which an actual meal is clearly
being discussed. In the second place, it is extremely doubtful whether there was a distinction
between Agape and Eucharist. In the letters of Ignatius the words are clearly synonyms, and
Batiffol has gone far towards proving that the supposed difference between the two elsewhere is
based on no solid foundation. The doctrine of the Eucharist, as it was held by the Corinthians, is
primarily illustrated by 1 Corinthians 10:16-20. In this passage St. Paul says, “The cup of blessing
which we bless, is it not a sharing in the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a
sharing of the body of Christ?...but what they (i.e. the heathen) sacrifice, they sacrifice not to God,
but to daemons: | would not have you share in daemons. You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and
the cup of daemons; you cannot share the table of the Lord and the table of daemons.” The
importance of this passage is that St. Paul is here not discussing doubtful points in the Eucharist,
or giving instruction concerning it, as he is in 1 Corinthians 11:17-34, but is using the general and
undisputed belief of Christians as to the Eucharist in order to establish his position with regard to
things offered to idols. He clearly means that the Corinthians know quite well that the Eucharist is
a rite which really conveys that which the heathen erroneously thought to obtain in their sacrificial
meals—that is, the participation in the Divine nature. A further light on the doctrine of the Eucharist
is thrown by 1 Corinthians 10:3 ff. Here St. Paul speaks of the manna which the Israelites ate in
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the wilderness as “spiritual food,” and the water from the rock as “spiritual drink.” His argument is,
“the Israelites—like you—had spiritual food and drink, yet they fell.” He can scarcely be referring to
anything except the Eucharist; and if so, he implies clearly that in the Eucharist Christians received
the “Spirit” in the form of food and drink. When we remember that to St Paul “the Lord is the Spirit,”
and that His body was “spiritual,” it is plain that the only conclusion we can draw is that the
Corinthians regarded the Eucharist as food and drink, by eating which they enjoyed communion,
or participation, in the life of Jesus, as a Spirit; or, to express it differently, by it they became
mvOsol—mv Xpiotm—just as the participants in the Eleusinian Mysteries believed that they
became mvbeol, by means of a meal, in which they partook, in some mysterious manner, of the
body of Dionysus.Whether there was any special service of consecration for the elements is not
clear, but the expressions “the cup of blessing which we bless,” and “the bread which we break,”in
1 Corinthians 10:16, probably point to some liturgical formula, which was regarded as endowing
the bread and wine with its miraculous properties. The question remains whether the Eucharist
was generally regarded as a commemoration of the death of Jesus. That St. Paul so regarded it is,
of course, proved by 1 Corinthians 11:26 : “For so often as ye eat this bread and drink the cup, ye
show forth the Lord’s death.” It is, however, just possible, though not, | think, probable, that this
was not part of the general Corinthian faith, but that St. Paul was reminding them of a point which
they had overlooked. It would, in any case, be an idea which would seem to Gentile minds quite
natural, and precisely similar to one of the most frequent forms of sacrificial meal. This was the
sacrificial meal instituted by the testament (dia6mkn; cf. Mark 14:24) of some rich and pious
person who left instructions that a meal should be held in his memory in the temple of one of the
gods. These meals were thus commemorative of a dead person; but they were also sacraments,
by means of which a union with Divine life was accomplished.m The importance of these points is
considerable. It is impossible to pretend to ignore the fact that much of the controversy between
Catholic and Protestant theologians has found its centre in the doctrine of the Eucharist, and the
latter have appealed to primitive Christianity to support their views. From their point of view the
appeal fails: the Catholic doctrine is much more nearly primitive than the Protestant. But the
Catholic advocate in winning his case has proved still more: the type of doctrine which he defends
is not only primitive, but pre-Christian. Or, to put the matter in the terms of another controversy,
Christianity has not borrowed from the Mystery Religions, because it was always, at least in
Europe, a Mystery Religion itself.

(3) THE RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD

It is clear from 1 Corinthians 15:1-58 that there was a party at Corinth which denied that there
would ever be a resurrection of the dead. It is also plain that there was nevertheless no dispute as
to the resurrection of Christ, for the whole argument of St. Paul is based on the fact that there was
a general consent on that subject. It has sometimes been thought that this implies that the
Corinthians had no hope of any future life beyond death. But this view is an unjustifiable
conclusion from 1 Corinthians 15:17-19. St. Paul is here arguing that there must be a resurrection,
because a future life is impossible without one, and that the hope of the Christian to share in the
life of Christ necessitates that he should rise from the dead just as Christ did. Moreover, the idea
that there was no future life is as wholly foreign to the point of view of the “Mystery Religions” of
the Corinthian world, as it was to that of Jewish theology. The question was not whether there
would be a future life, but whether a future life must be attained by means of a resurrection, and
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St. Paul's argument is that in the first place the past resurrection of Christ is positive evidence for
the future resurrection of Christians, and in the second place that the conception of a resurrection
is central and essential in Christianity, which offers no hope of a future life for the dead apart from
a resurrection. As was said in connection with the similar question in Thessalonica, the situation is
only intelligible if we take into consideration the general views associated with the Mystery
Religions. These religions all made the same offer —life through death, given by mysteries which
secured association with a divine saviour, who had himself also passed through death. But even
though some of these mysteries—notably those connected with Attis and Osiris —spoke of an
actual resurrection of the dead god, they rarely seem to have conceived the idea of a general
resurrection of the dead on the lines of Jewish belief. The point of difference is this: the Greek
expected that after death the spirit, which was divine, at all events after initiation into the
mysteries, was set free from the trammels of the flesh, which it left behind. The flesh remained in
the grave, and was gradually dissolved into the elements of which it had been composed: the spirit
went through the heavens armed with the secret knowledge (yvm o1¢) which enabled it to pass the
various doors and their guardians, and as it went it left behind at each stage something more of
the things which limit or defile. For it is not only the flesh which is bondage: the intellect, the
emotions, the desires, all belong to the lower spheres of being, and each is cast aside as the
realm to which it belongs is passed through. The Jewish doctrine, on the other hand, found its
centre in the idea of a resurrection. It did not always postulate a permanent resurrection of the
flesh as such, but a resurrection which was preliminary to a change from flesh into spirit. On the
other hand, there were some Jewish schools which looked for a resurrection of the flesh, and its
immortality as such in the kingdom of God. So, for instance, the writer of the fourth book of the
Sibyllines says—

EAAE ETOV HON T VTO TH @O CTOOM €000 ym VTl

KOm TP KOI|Am ON OcM ¢ W OTETOV M OTED M VE JJEV,

ECTE(O KON OTOOINVY O/l TH G Ol ¢ B UTOAIY B VOPLV

pop@m oEl, CTE el Om BPOTOMC T ALV, B C T POC B OAV.
KOE THTE OM KPMOI(MOOETE, m@m W OIKMOEl Osm G oM TH G
KOE V(Y B UTIOAl KE OOV ...

B OO0l ON €W OEmOU0!, TMAIV (B OOVTOl BT YOEQV

TIVEM 10 Ocom Om VTOG (wEy Om m 0 KOE XE PV Ol TOM G
EMOEBmaly, K.T.A.

Thus it is natural that at Corinth there was a division of opinion among the Christians as to a
resurrection of the dead. It was not that any one questioned the immortality of the soul, or doubted
that Jesus had conquered death. But there were some who did not think that this implied a
resurrection of the flesh, and did not believe that the flesh could become incorruptible or immortal;
on the other hand, those who had been more closely in contact with Jewish Apocalyptic teaching
regarded a resurrection as a necessary part of the coming of the Kingdom.
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It is easy to see St. Paul thinking first of one party and then of the other as he writes 1 Corinthians
15:1-58. On the main issue he agrees with the Jewish point, insists on the parallelism between
Christ and the Christian, and combats the objection as to a resurrection of the flesh by arguing that
a “body” may be of “spirit.” Then he turns round and recognizes the element of truth in the Greek
position. “l admit,” he says (pnum), “that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God,” and
proceeds to adopt the doctrine of a change of substance at the moment of resurrection. If we may
freely paraphrase his words, what he says is: “The Jewish party is right in thinking that those who
die before the coming of the kingdom do not pass individually and separately into heaven. They
will sleep until the resurrection, and then—this is the Christian mystery—they will be raised up as
spiritual bodies. On the other hand, the Greek party is right in thinking that there is no resurrection
of the body as flesh: flesh and blood have no part in the kingdom of God; it is right in thinking that
our flesh belongs to the corruptible world, and cannot pass into the world of eternity and
incorruptibility. Nevertheless, the Greeks do not understand the true nature of the Christian
mystery; it is not, like the heathen mysteries, a promise of a passage into an eternal but
incorporeal life; it is the promise of a change of substance which will affect both living and dead,
when the Parousia comes, so that our bodies, instead of consisting of corruptible flesh and blood,
will become spiritual, and consist of the same substance as do God and His attendants.” It will be
noted that the question of the period after death and before resurrection does not seem to have
been discussed. This was, no doubt, due to the immediate expectation of the Parousia.

(4) THE OPPOSITION TO ST. PAUL

Since the modern investigations of early Christian history were taken in hand, there have been two
main lines of opinion as to the nature of the opposition to St. Paul in Corinth. According to one
view it was a new manifestation of the Judaizing propaganda, which had its centre in Jerusalem
and was controverted in the Epistles to the Galatians and to the Romans. According to the other it
was inspired by a desire to go still further than St. Paul in the direction of freedom from the Law,
and to lay even greater stress on the spiritual nature of Christianity. Each of these opinions rests
on the prima facie obvious meaning of one or two passages, and the real difficulty is that,
whichever view be taken, either an exegesis has to be adopted for some passages which is not
the most natural, or a position of affairs has to be supposed to exist for which no direct evidence
can otherwise be adduced. In favour of the view that St. Paul's opponents were Judaizers, are, in
the main, two references in 2 Corinthians, with each of which various less important references
may be grouped.

(a) In 2 Corinthians 11:5, and again in 2 Corinthians 12:11, St. Paul refers to his opponents as the
“ultra apostles” (om mTEpAm OV mTm oToAOl). The most natural interpretation is that this refers to
the leaders of the Church at Jerusalem, to the “Twelve” in particular, and that it ought to be
especially connected with the mention of a Cephas party in 1 Corinthians 1:12. With these may be
grouped the reference in 1 Corinthians 9:4 ff. to Cephas and to the “brothers of the Lord.” “Have
we not a right to eat and to drink? Have we not a right to take about a Christian wife, as do the
other Apostles and the brothers of the Lord and Cephas?” The exegesis of this passage is
doubtful, but it is at least certain that the general meaning is that St. Paul did not do the same as
the other Apostles, and that from this fact the conclusion had been drawn that he had not the
same rights as they had. It cannot be denied that the mention of Cephas and still more of the
brothers of the Lord is prima facie evidence for a Judaizing movement of the Jerusalem type.
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(B) In 2 Corinthians 11:22, St. Paul says, “Are they Hebrews? So am |. Are they Israelites? So am
I. Are they the seed of Abraham? So am I.” This undoubtedly proves that at least some of his
opponents were Jews, and there is a prima facie probability that Jews may have belonged to the
Judaizing school of Jerusalem. With this passage may be grouped 2 Corinthians 11:14 ff., “Even
Satan fashioneth himself into an angel of light. It is no great thing, therefore, if his ministers also
fashion themselves as ministers of righteousness.” It is considered that dimkovog dikoioomvn¢ is
the claim made by Judaizers, and is, as it were, the other side of the accusation which they
brought against St. Paul, that he reduced Christ to the position of a dimkovo¢ mpuopTEaA(
(Galatians 2:17). But this is not really a very strong argument, for St. Paul would certainly have
claimed that he was in actual fact a minister of righteousness. His point is that the appearance of
being ministers of righteousness, which his opponents, in common with all other Christians,
presented to their hearers, was delusive and due to the deceits of Satan, rather than to the grace
of God. His statement is probably no guide as to the nature of the opposition to his teaching. Much
the same can be said of 2 Corinthians 11:4, in which St. Paul refers to “another Jesus,” “another
spirit,” and “another gospel” in connection with his opponents. It is of course natural to compare
this with Galatians 1:6, in which he says, “I marvel that you are so quickly perverted ... to another
gospel”; but, entirely apart apart from the extreme difficulty of the exegesis of both passages, the
most that really follows is that both in Corinth and in Galatia, St. Paul regarded the teaching of his
opponents as different from his own; it is wholly uncertain whether the difference was in each case
in the same direction.

Such is the main case for the view that St. Paul's opponents were Judaizers: it may be—and often
has been —expanded at great length, but it has not gained in strength in the process. Similarly,
the great objection to it can be stated in one sentence,—there is from the beginning to the end of
the Epistles to the Corinthians not the faintest trace of any controversy as to that insistence on
circumcision and on the Law, which we recognize as cardinal in those to the Galatians and
Romans. One asks whether, in face of this silence, there is no other preferable exegesis of the
passages which seem to point to Judaizing, and there is every reason for giving consideration to
the other view, which does not identify St. Paul's opponents with Judaizers.

According to this view, the opponents of St. Paul were an antinomian and libertine type, who laid
great emphasis on the “Spirit” which they had received, and regarded themselves as
TvevpaTikom, raised in consequence of their gift above the weakness of other men. The main
evidence for this view is to be found in the references contained in 2 Corinthians 10:1-18, 2
Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-14. The most important of these is
at the very beginning (2 Corinthians 10:2), where St. Paul speaks of those who “regard us as
walking according to the flesh.” The implication is clear that his opponents regarded themselves as
walking according to the Spirit, as Tvevpatikom. In complete agreement with this are traces which
we can recover of the reasons for which they impugned St. Paul's apostolate and maintained their
own superiority. These reasons seem to have been four. (a) He did not work sufficient miracles:
this is implied in 2 Corinthians 12:11 ff., “For in nothing was | inferior to the ultra-apostles, even if |
am of no importance. The signs of an Apostle were wrought among you in all patience, by signs,
and marvels, and miracles.” () He did not enjoy the same visions and revelations: this is implied
by the whole section on visions (2 Corinthians 12:1-10). It is here not plain whether St. Paul means
himself or some one else, by the man who was “taken up into the third heaven,” but it is certain
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that he is defending himself against those who lay great stress on visions, and claim a superiority
to him on this point. (y) He did not take the proper position of an Apostle, and live at the expense of
the community: this accusation is clearly the background of the section 2 Corinthians 11:7-11, in
which St. Paul defends his practice of taking nothing from the Corinthians. (&) From 2 Corinthians
10:3-18m we have to conclude that contempt was cast on St. Paul's personal appearance. It must
not be thought that this was merely vulgar abuse: the point was that it was argued that St. Paul
had not got the impressive powers which resulted from the gift of the Spirit. The view that St.
Paul's opponents were mvevpatikom, who regarded him as walking according to the flesh, may
probably be supported by the difficult passage 2 Corinthians 5:16. St. Paul says, “Even if we have
known Christ according to the flesh, yet now know we Him so no more.” In this part of 2
Corinthians he is, it is true, not attacking his opponents, but rather acknowledging the correctness
of the action of the community, and urging his own friends not to ask for more; but the influence of
the controversy can still be traced, and the most natural exegesis is that St. Paul is referring to
some accusation of having only a knowledge of Christ according the flesh. He admits that there
was a time when this was true, but says that that time is now past: he is, in the best and truest
sense of the word, a TveupoTIKE ¢ quite as much as his late opponents. If this exegesis be right, it
supports the view that St. Paul's opponents were Tvivpatikom, and it certainly seems to be the
most simple and natural interpretation. The general result of a consideration of these passages, if
they stood alone, would be sufficient to show that St. Paul’'s opponents were Tveupatikom rather
than Judaizers. But unfortunately they do not stand alone, and they have to be considered in
connection with the passages previously discussed, which seem to point to Judaizers.

Certainty is probably not to be reached, but various lines which the discussion must always follow
can be indicated. It is quite clear, for instance, that the passages pointing to Judaizing derive their
force not from direct statements, but from the conclusions drawn (1) from the fact that St. Paul’s
opponents were Jews, (2) from the fact that they claimed a superior apostolate. Neither of these
facts is the equivalent of a statements that they were Judaizers, and on the other hand have to be
set what amount to direct statements that they were mvevpatikom. The problem is, Can there
have been Jews who claimed to be mvevpatikom, and to be, as apostles, superior to St. Paul, who
were nevertheless not Judaizers? or, in the alternative, Can there have been Judaizers who were
TvevpaTikom, but did not preach either the circumcision or the Law? To some extent the matter
depends on the definition of terms. What, in the first place, do we mean by a Judaizer? The
classical definition is given us by St. Luke in Acts 15:1 : “And some who came down from Judaea
began to teach the brethren ‘that unless you are circumcized according to the custom of Moses
you cannot be saved.’ "Galatians and Romans are clearly an answer to such a propaganda. But
do we find that type of Judaizing elsewhere? | see no evidence for it. If therefore we use
“Judaizing” to mean the same tendency as that combated in Galatians and Romans, we have to
admit that it is not an appropriate name for the opponents of St. Paul in Corinth, and are driven to
seek some other explanation for the facts that these opponents were Jews, and that they claimed
a superior apostolate. With regard to the fact that they were Jews, it is necessary to disabuse
ourselves of the idea that all Jews in the time of St. Paul—quite apart from Christianity—were in
agreement with the strictly legalistic point of view of Jerusalem. There is a far too general tendency
to forget that the Talmudic literature is in some respects not only no help, but positively a
hindrance to the correct understanding of Judaism in the first century, because it represents the
one-sided survival of a single element in that Judaism to the exclusion of others. In this respect the
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New Testament is a superior authority to the Talmud, though its evidence is no doubt often warped
by partizan feelings. Philo is in some ways the best source which we possess, and is certainly so
for the Diaspora with which we are at present concerned. Now, as was said on pp. 24 f., the
evidence of Philo is explicit that there were Jews who had entirely abandoned the practical
observance of the Law, and gave it a wholly symbolical meaning. They were to an even greater
extent than Philo himself imbued with a Greek spirit, and consciously or unconsciously they were
syncretistic. We have, so far as | am aware, no evidence that there were Jews of this type in
Corinth; but since they existed in Alexandria, it is more probable than not that they were also found
in Greece. If so, we have an easy solution to the problem afforded by the existence of opponents
of St. Paul, who were Jews, but mvevpatikom, not Judaizers. We have to deal, in fact, in
Corinthians and Galatians, with two streams of development in Judaism, both of which were
attracted by Christianity, but both preserved after their conversion their own peculiarities. In
Galatians we have the stream of strict legalism, which had its centre in Jerusalem: it regarded St.
Paul as a dangerous innovator, who was introducing into Christianity one of the unhappy heresies
from which the Diaspora suffered. In Corinthians we have the stream of antinomism, which
possibly had its centre in Alexandria, and certainly was a peculiarity of the Diaspora; it regarded
St. Paul as an inconsistent weakling, imperfectly influenced by the Spirit, and not yet completely
loose from the legal bondage of Jerusalem. That this hypothesis is probable can be seen most
clearly if we compare Corinthians and Galatians with regard to the mutual attitude of St. Paul and
his opponents. In Galatians he appeals to his converts “after beginning in the Spirit not to end in
the flesh.” Thus he makes by implication the accusation that his Judaizing opponents were
“walking according to the flesh”; but in 2 Corinthians it is his opponents who make this accusation
against him—the situation is reversed. In Galatians he defends the right of teachers to be
supported by the community; but in Corinthians he was apparently himself attacked for not
exercising this right. In Galatians the contrasts are the Law and Christ, Works and Faith, Merit and
Grace; in Corinthians they are Power and Weakness, Self-confidence and Modesty, Pride and
Humility, Wisdom and Ignorance, Spirit and Flesh. Nothing could be plainer than that the situations
in the two Epistles are quite different. So far, however, nothing has been said of the question of the
apostolate. If the “ultra-apostles” were not the leaders of the Jerusalem Churches, who were they?
At first sight this seems an insurmountable difficulty, but | believe that it is largely unreal, and due
partly to the influence of comparatively early changes in the meaning of the word “apostle,” such
as only recent discoveries enable us to appreciate, partly to the influence of the incorrect views of
early history, which were brought into currency in the nineteenth century.

What was an “apostle” in the early Church? He was a missionary. The Twelve were Apostles
because they had been given a mission among the villages of Galilee by Jesus; they were the
Apostles par excellence. But they were not the only Apostles: St. Paul was an Apostle, St.
Barnabas was an Apostle, and the evidence of the Didache is conclusive that at the beginning of
the second century “apostle” was not the name of a small and select body of men, but of all those
who were fulfilling certain definite functions. A probably mistaken exegesis of 1 Corinthians 9:1
has done something to obscure this question. In the context of this passage St. Paul has been
discussing the question of things offered to idols, and has said that he would rather never eat meat
again than give offence to weaker brethren; he then goes on, “Am | not free? am | not an Apostle?
have | not seen Jesus our Lord? are not ye my work in the Lord? If | am no Apostle for others, at
least | am to you, for ye are in the Lord my seal of fellowship.” It is customary to regard this
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passage as the answer to an attack on St. Paul's apostolate: indirectly it may be so, for the
troubles in Corinth broke out soon afterwards; but directly and principally it has to do with the
guestion of things offered to idols. It is a mistake to think that all the qualifications mentioned in 1
Corinthians 9:1 ff. are intended to prove that he was an Apostle. The main point is the argument
that he, in spite of his privileges, prefers not to use them lest he should give offence, and that the
Corinthians ought in the same way to consider the feelings of others in relation to things offered to
idols. It is only incidentally that he puts in a parenthesis defending his apostolate. If this be so, the
three clauses, “Am | not free? am | not an Apostle? have | not seen Jesus our Lord?” are three
separate claims to distinction, and it is an exaggeration to say that St. Paul only regarded as
“apostles” those who had seen Jesus. If this had been the meaning of “apostle,” there could have
been no apostles in the second century, and very few at the end of the first. Yet, as a matter of
fact, apostles were sufficiently numerous for it to be necessary for the Didache to make rules for
their reception, and for distinguishing between true and false. A consideration of this fact shows
that the existence of “apostles” among St. Paul's opponents, is not the proof that they were
Judaizers. Of course the expression, “ultra-apostles” (om mTEpAmOV = Tm oTOAOL), undoubtedly
suggests to our minds the original Apostles, whose followers might have been supposed to
emphasize their superior claims. Yet it need not be so; there is nothing in the Epistles to the
Corinthians to show that the question of “originality” was discussed, and therefore | do not believe
that, in the face of the other facts, we have any right to assume that the “ultra-apostles” were the
Jerusalem Apostles, or that the party which appealed to them was that of Cephas. They were
probably merely those who advanced arrogant claims on the ground of their apostleship. A final
and decisively certain result is probably unattainable. | have tried to show why it seems to me
probable that St. Paul's opponents were Tvevpatikom, and not Judaizers. | hope | have also
adequately drawn attention to the points in favour of the view which | reject, though it is notoriously
impossible to be really quite sympathetically fair to opinions which one does not hold. So far,
however, | have chiefly discussed the evidence of 2 Corinthians, which in any case belongs to the
time when the differences between St. Paul and his opponents had developed and been made
plain, and is therefore the proper basis of any investigation. It now remains to ask how far the
undeveloped form of this opposition can be traced in 1 Corinthians. The main point is the relation
of the opponents of St. Paul to the persons aimed at in 1 Corinthians 1:1-31, 1 Corinthians 2:1-16,
1 Corinthians 3:1-23, 1 Corinthians 4:1-21. It would be outside the present purpose to discuss the
light which these extraordinarily important chapters throw on St. Paul's own; but it is clear that he
is protesting against an undue desire for “wisdom,” that he maintains that his converts are showing
by their quarrels that they are not truly spiritual (rvevpatikom), and that it is for this reason that he
has been unable to give them the “wisdom” which they desire, or to regard them—as they do
themselves—as “spiritual.” If it be conceded that the opponents of St. Paul were TveupoTiKoN , it is
impossible not to think that they were identical with the persons to whom he refers in the opening
chapters of 1 Corinthians. But, if one goes further, and asks if this enables us to identify these
persons with the parties of Apollos, or Cephas, or Christ (if there was such a party), the answer
must be indeterminate. Everything is possible. Apollos may have been incautiously inclined to
philosophize, or he may have belonged to the extreme allegorizing sect of Alexandrian Jews, or
the Christ party may have consisted of those who claimed that they were inspired by the Spirit of
Christ, and that nothing else mattered. But there is no proof, and there can never be anything,
because there is no evidence. More or less imaginative sketches can be found in almost all the
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books cited on pp. 222 and 225. Personally, | do not see how it can ever be possible to say more
than that the general tone of 1 Corinthians 1:1-31, 1 Corinthians 2:1-16, 1 Corinthians 3:1-23, 1
Corinthians 4:1-21, coupled with the Alexandrian history of Apollos, makes the party of Apollos not
improbable as a “spiritual” party, but that, if 2 Corinthians 10:7 be regarded as a reference to a
“Christ party,” then it is more probable that it was this party which was dealt with in 1 Corinthians
1:1-31, 1 Corinthians 2:1-16, 1 Corinthians 3:1-23, 1 Corinthians 4:1-21 and that from it the
hostility to St. Paul was chiefly developed.

Much the same can be said of the parties revealed by the considerations of the questions
discussed in the later chapters of 1 Corinthians, and especially by the points dealt with on pp. 175
ff. Clearly there was a party in Corinth which pressed the importance of the Spirit in connection
with sacrificial meals, the Eucharist, and the regulation of worship; and St. Paul, in dealing with
these questions, had leaned decidedly more to the side of their opponents. This would be an
adequate explanation of the rise of really serious opposition to his authority, such as is indicated in
2 Corinthians. On the whole, therefore, 1 Corinthians not only does nothing to impugn the
conclusion reached from 2 Corinthians, that St. Paul's opponents were tvevpatikom, but it
definitely supports it, by the proof which it gives that there were Tvevpatikom in Corinth, and that
St. Paul had treated the differences of opinion between them and the rest of the community in a
manner which was extremely likely to rouse opposition.

*xeekkk The consideration of the Epistles to the Corinthians has led us to a mass of small but
mutually related problems, many of them excessively dull to all except those who find that literary
criticism offers the same kind of interest as a game of chess. But, if we view the mass of details
from a little distance, we can trace the general appearance of the Christian community at Corinth,
and the picture thus presented is of the greatest importance, for there is in the first century no
presentment of any other Church on the same scale. The majority of the Church was no doubt
drawn from the God-fearers, though there were some Jews, probably belonging to the “liberal”
type, which then existed in the Diaspora. But the main feature was that they all accepted
Christianity as a Mystery Religion, which really could do what the other Mystery Religions
pretended to do. Jesus was to the Corinthians the Redeemer-God, who had passed through death
to life, and offered participation in this new life to those who shared in the mysteries which He
offered. These mysteries were Baptism and the Eucharist, and there was unanimity in Corinth as
to their central importance. But differences began to be manifested so soon as practical
conclusions were drawn from this belief. The mysteries gave eternal life because in them the Spirit
was received: but were those who manifested the more striking gifts of the Spirit necessarily better
than other Christians? Here there was a difference of opinion. Or again, did this inspiration abolish
the distinction, and put women on an equality with men in the Church? Here, again, was
difference. Or once more, was the Christian bound to a strict abstinence from all that is carnal,
because he had become spiritual? or was he set free to do as he liked with his body? Asceticism
or Libertinism: which was it to be? And from this Maélstrom of cross-currents of opinion arose the
qguarrel between St. Paul and those Tvevpatikom who pushed their arguments to an extreme, and
drew wrong conclusions from the gift of the Spirit. So much we can see: those are the main
features of the picture. If we look again we can note the absence of other things which we should
have expected. There is no trace of any Judiastic controversy as to Circumcision or the Law, no
trace of any question as to “Israel after the flesh,” and no trace of any controversy as to the
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meaning of the death of the Messiah. The last point seems the strangest; but it is really natural
enough. The death of the Redeemer was as common an idea among the Greeks as the death of
the Messiah was strange among the Jews. That St. Paul preached “Christ crucified” is certain. No
doubt many Greeks regarded it as foolishness, because they did not believe that Jesus was a
Redeemer-God, or because they allegorized all similar stories, and found no reason to believe in
an historical Redeemer. But for those Greeks who did accept Christianity the redeeming death of
the Divine Being seemed natural, and, so far as these Epistles show, there was as yet no
discussion in Corinth as to the reason why this death had been necessary, or how it came to be
efficient.

Literature.—Much information will be found in commentaries on the Epistles to the Corinthians. Of
these there is nothing in English to be compared with the commentaries of Lietzmann in the third
volume of Lietzmann’s Handbuch zum neuen Testament; J. Weiss’s Der erste Korintherbrief in
Meyer's Kritisch-exegetischer Kommentar tiber das Neue Testament, 9th edition; P. W. Schmiedel
in Holtzmann’s Hand-commentar zum neuen Testament; G. Heinrici (on the Second Epistle) in
Meyer's 8th edition; and W. Bousset in J. Weiss’s Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments. Besides
these there are important articles in the Encyclopcedia Biblica by W. Sanday, and in
Hastings'Dictionary of the Bible by A. Robertson. Both these articles ought to be studied as
representing the strongest presentment of the case against the division of 2 Corinthians into two
letters. But on this question the most thorough book in any language is J. H. Kennedy’s The
Second and Third Epistles to the Corinthians. On special points the following books are important:
—H. Gunkel, Die Wirkungen des heiligen Geistes nach der populdaren Anschauung der
apostolischen Zeit, und der Lehre des Apostels Paulus; W. Heitmuller, Taufe und Abendmabhl bei
Paulus; M. Goguel, L'Eucharistie (gives a valuable account of recent work, as well as new
suggestions); R. Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen; W. Lutgert, Freiheitspredigt
und Schwarmgeister in Korinth.

Notes:

1 See Chap. VI; the whole question is naturally more important in connection with the foundation
of the Church in Rome, and is discussed under that heading.

1 mpyiouvmywyoc is found in Mark 5:22, Mark 5:35-36, Mark 5:38; Luke 8:49; Luke 13:14; Acts
13:15; Acts 18:17. In Mark v. (and the parallel Luke 8:1-56) and Acts 13:15, it is clear that there
was more than one m pxiouvmywyoc. Luke 13:14 seems to point only to one, but it may quite well
mean “the mpxi¢. who was presiding.” The position of the mpxiouvmywyog is discussed by
Schiirer, Geschichte des judischen Volkes, ed. 3, Il. 436 ff. and Ill. 49 ff. A distinction must be
made between the mpxovieg, who were the chief members of the synagogue, roughly
corresponding to what we should call the “governing body,” and the mpxicuvmywyog or
m pXIouvm ywyol, who were responsible for the arrangements for the services of worship. Probably
in small communities there was one, in larger communities several. The parallel drawn above
between the “elders” of a Protestant church and the mpxiouvmywyol is quite rough, for the
functions of the two classes are not precisely the same, and in the Jewish synagogue there was
no “minister.” The title of m pxiouvm ywyo¢ was also used, at all events later, as a purely honorary
title, and even given to women and children. Schiirer also gives copious references to inscriptions
and articles in technical periodicals. Cf. also his Die Gemeindeverfassung der Juden im Rom in
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der Kaiserszeit.
1 See Blass’'s Commentary, ad loc.
2 Josephus, Antiquit., 14.10.2.

3 [a]ToAaPopevol 6 TIIVTEC Ol EAANVEG LETA (Sic) owabBevnv Tov mpxelocuvaywyov. The Latin of
Codex Bezae (the Greek is illegible) has an interesting paraphrase of omdomv tomTWY 1M
VOAAR VI B peAev—"tum gallio fingebat eum non uidere.”

1 So also thought Ammonius: m dim TOETO ETUTIOV TEV >WOOMVNV, ETEION KON OETEC EV
[UmAAOV TPOOTIOmM UEVOC T [MomAm, m¢ KOm KPEOTOC B HPXICUVEYWYO(, ® €mC TOCOMTOV
EANAOKETEC LOVE O MTI B TOTUXM VTEC TOM OKOTION mouTmv, K.T.A.—exhausting all possibilities
without choosing between them (see J. A. Cramer, Catena Graecorum Patrum, 3. p. 306).

1 Expounded at length by J. H. Hart, in the Journal of Theological Studies for October, 1905, in his
article on “Apollos.”

1 The exception to this is probably the Christian teaching in a crucified, suffering, and dead
Messiah. There is little or no proof that this was ever a Jewish doctrine, and that is why the
Christian exegetes soon made a new set of “Testimonies” to cover this point, introducing a
Messianic interpretation of the passages referring to the suffering servant. The Jews have never
accepted this exegesis, which indeed can scarcely claim to be e mente auctoris (see further,
Chap. 6).

1 The most extreme statement of this possibility will be found in the article quoted above on
“Apollos” by J. H. Hart in the Journal of Theological Studies for October, 1905; see further on, p.
231.

1 Tamto KON mpemC Olm THC TOOOMTNG Vvoubeom oG Ty M7 [1mTpou KoM [ToamAOU QUTEm AV
yevnOemoov mwuomwy T1e Kom KoplvOmwv ouvekepmodte. Kom ymp EUQW KOm NG TEVY
B LETH POV KEpIVOOV QUTER COVTEG B Ul G B UOoE ¢ B Om daéav, K.T.A., quoted by Eusebius, Hist.
Eccl. 2. 25, 8.

1 Whether the scene at Antioch was before or after the Council, and whether the agreement at
Jerusalem was at the Council, or earlier, are points which are here unimportant (see Chap. 5).

1 It is true that St. Paul says, “I planted, Apollos watered, but God gave the increase,” and does
not mention Cephas. Still this can scarcely be regarded as a very serious point.

2 It is curious that Silvanus, according to 1 and 2 Thessalonians, was in Corinth with St. Paul; that
he then disappears from the Pauline circle; and that he reappears later (if it be the same Silvanus)
in the company of St. Peter (1 Peter 5:12). Is this because the three Apostles, St. Paul, St. Peter,
and Silvanus, met in Corinth?

3l should be sorry if these remarks seemed to imply disrespect of the Tlibingen critics. There is no
school to whom we are so much indebted; and Baur’'s Paulus is a work of genius. But they were
not infallible, and in some respects their methods had the roughness of pioneers. Largely owing to
their efforts we are able in many respects to improve on their results; but those who speak most
evil of the Tubingen school have usually never read their books.

Sermonindex.net | Page 112



1 There is a curious reference to St. Barnabas in 1 Corinthians 9:6. It is difficult to think that it hints
that St. Barnabas had been in Corinth, though there is no reason why he should not have been;
perhaps the best suggestion is that it is a reference to the first missionary journey (see J. Weiss,
Der erste Korintherbrief, p. 235).

1 This is at least a possible interpretation of Acts 18:22, kam KATEAOmY B C KOlCApm AV, BVAPEG
KOE ®OTIOIOM UEVOC THV EMKKANCE AV, KOTE(Bn em¢ mvTimyelov, in which Ramsay thinks that
“going up” means going up to Jerusalem. This seems at first sight far-fetched: the natural meaning
is that he went up from the harbour to the town; but the same view seems to have been held by
the Bezan scribe, who makes St. Paul gives as his excuse for not staying in Ephesus, “| must at
any rate keep the coming feast at Jerusalem.” Perhaps it is right.

1 Possibly “in Ephesus” ought not to be taken too strictly. It may include the district of which
Ephesus was the centre (see p. 142 f.).

1 This was seen by the writer of the Acta Pauli, who invented an apocryphal correspondence
between St. Paul and the Corinthians; see Appendix .

1Made popular by Chrysostom and dominant until the time of Beza, who rejected it.

1“For all things are yours; whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, or the world, or life, or death, or
things present, or things to come; all are yours, and ye are Christ's, and Christ is God’s.”

2 Kritische Untersuchungen Uber den Inhalt der beiden Briefen an die korinthische Gemeinde.
Second edition, 1886.

1As will be seen (pp. 149 ff.), his forebodings were probably realized.
2 1 Corinthians 4:18.

3 1 Corinthians 4:17.

1 1 Corinthians 5:2.

1See Josephus, Antiquit., xiv.10. 2; cf. Schirer, Geschichte des jldischen Volkes, ed. 4, IIl. 113
ff., and Mommsen in the Zeitschrift f. d. N. Tliche Wiss., 1901, p. 88 ff.

2 The whole question of the growth of organization belongs rather to the investigation of the
background of the later Epistles; but an admirable résumé, with references to other literature, will
be found in J. Weiss’ Der erste Korintherbrief, pp. xvi. ff.

1 Surely the aorist must be so translated.
1 See pp. 178 ff. and 200 ff.
1 J. Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief, pp. xI. ff. and 366.

1 According to DEFG al pauc., St. Paul stayed at Ephesus with Aquila and Priscilla, for they add to
1 Corinthians 16:19, after the mention of the Church in their house, Tapm om ¢ kom Eevm {opai.

2A further problem, which it is not necessary to discuss at length, is quite definitely raised by this
verse. When was St. Paul ever in danger of this kind at Ephesus? Either he is alluding to some
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incident at Ephesus, which can scarcely be that connected with Demetrius the silversmith (Acts
19:23 ff.), unless St. Luke has greatly understated the situation, or he is stating a wholly imaginary
possibility. | think the former is somewhat the more probable, and that St. Paul must have passed
through some form of persecution, and presumably imprisonment, of which Acts says nothing. The
importance of this is twofold: (1) It corroborates (or is corroborated by) 2 Corinthians 11:23, which,
among other trials, wholly unmentioned in Acts, mentions imprisonment. (2) It suggests that critics
are perhaps a little rash in thinking that the “Epistles of the captivity,” which certainly were written
from prison, must necessarily have been written either from Rome or Caesarea. If there be any
truth in this view, the 6Am ¢ m yevoumvr mv momm (2 Corinthians 1:8) is probably a reference to
this, not to the incident of Demetrius; but the further discussion of the point belongs to the history
of Ephesus rather than Corinth.

1 “Sufficient to such a one is this punishment which was inflicted by the majority, so that
contrariwise ye should rather forgive him and comfort him, lest by any means such a one should
be swallowed up with his overmuch sorrow” (2 Cor. 2.6 ff.).

1 As a matter of method it should be noted that complicated questions of this kind can only be
satisfactorily handled by reducing them to a number of subordinate problems. Each of these
problems is capable of alternative solutions, and in choosing between these the critic has to be
guided by considering which is consistent with the solutions of other co-ordinate problems. The
solutions not consistent with any of the alternatives must be struck out.

2 EKPIVO OE EOUTE TONTO, TH LN TEAIV BV ARTE TpEC EumC mAOsmy, m ABCDEmTKLOP al
plu., latt.,, syrr.... mv AmTm, post mABsmv min. pauc. ... om TmAtv boh. aeth.

1 This section is almost entirely based on the masterly statement of Dr. J. H. Kennedy in his The
Second and Third Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians, pp. 79-94.

1 The Greek is omkm 11 mABov em ¢ KmpivBov. This can only mean, “| came not again” (or “not any
more”) to Corinth: though the A.V. and the R.V., apparently under the influence of the exegesis
which refused to recognize a “second visit,” translate it, “I came not as yet” (A.V.), which is an
impossible meaning to get out of omkm 11, or “| forebare to come” (R.V.), which is scarcely better.

1 Exegetically the reading mpumv is surely preferable, and it seems to have been the reading of
m *B*, though it has been corrected in both MSS. by very early hands. The value of MSS. evidence
is at its lowest in distinguishing between mumv and mpumv. The pronunciation is, and probably
was, quite identical.

2 This is the natural meaning of the words, though they are weakened in the R.V. into “| am of
good courage toward you.”

1 Best known through Hausrath’s Der Viercapitelbrief des Paulus an die Korinther, 1870.

1 Dr. A. C. Clark has pointed out to me that there is a somewhat similar instance of combination in
Cicero’s letters. It appears that there were two drafts of Ad Fam. x.8, and that these have been
joined together as a single letter, perhaps by Tiro (see Bardt, in Hermes, xxxii. (1897), pp.
267-70).
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2 J. Weiss (see p. 123) goes further, and argues that if we admit the probability that 2 Corinthians
is composite, we ought also to recognize the same fact as valid for 1 Corinthians. He would argue
that 1 and 2 Corinthians represent the Corinthian edition of St. Paul's correspondence, put
together from more or less dilapidated papyri many years after they had been received. There is
nothing intrinsically impossible or improbable in this theory; but to my mind Dr. Kennedy’s view is
preferable. | can see clear evidence for a partition theory in 2 Corinthians, but | am not convinced
of the necessity of such a view for 1 Corinthians.

1 This is surely all that the Greek means. “I exhorted Titus” (R.V.) gives a wholly artificial sound to
a simple phrase.

1 Dr. Kennedy is surely right in his contention that the construction of the Greek in 8. 6ff. is
continuous: €ém¢ TE TOPOKOANCOI mMpum¢ TETOV, EMVO KOOEC TPOEVEPEOTO OMTW KoM
ETITEANCON ENC MUNC KON THV XEPIV TOEMTNY, BAAE EOTEP MV TOVIE TEPICOEHETE, TM OTEl
KOm ANym KON YWHECOEl KON THOE OTOUOM KON TH B NNy BV NNV NyETE, HV0O KON EY
ToOmTE TH XEPITI TEpIoOEMNTE. The rendering of the R.V., which puts a stop after xmpiv tamtnv,
and treats mva TeEplooemnTE as the equivalent of an imperative, though it may be paralleled in
later Greek, is harsh and quite unnecessary.

1 It is perhaps scarcely necessary to point out that the Corinth of the first century is not the original
Greek city. This was destroyed by Mummius in 146 b.c., and it remained for a long time in ruins
and deserted. It was rebuilt about a century later by Julius Caesar, under the name of Laus Julia
Corinthus, as a Roman colony, and in 27 b.c. became the capital of the province of Achaia under a
Proconsul. See further, W. M. Ramsay on “Corinth” in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible, and J.
Weiss on Griechenland in des Apostolische Zeit in Herzog's Realencyclopcedie, ed. 3, vol. vii., pp.
160-168. The latter gives a valuable series of references to other books and authorities.

1 It is worth noting in this connection that this sort of argument, or rather the necessity for meeting
it, was one of the reasons why early Christianity was so anxious to hold the doctrine of a
resurrection of the flesh. The opposite view was frequently connected with a low standard of
morality. A study of Athenagoras is instructive on this subject.

1 The two things always go together: cultus was defined above as “the ritual expression of
religious impulse.” It might equally well be called the “ritual stimulation of the religious impulse.”

1 Few people are aware of the horrible nature of the ritual practices of some of the Gnostics. The
description, for instance, of the Carpocratians in Clement of Alexandria, or some of the allusions in
the Pistis Sophia, would be wholly untranslatable.

2 Justin, I. Apol. 26.

3 It would of course be unfair to say that it was only the Church which made the attempt. Many of
the Cynic-Stoic philosophers preached an ethical gospel of the highest kind, and no doubt their
efforts did much good. Still, in the end, they ceased to exist, and the Church survived. In this
sense the triumph of higher morality was the triumph of Christianity.

1 Matthew 22:30 = Mark 12:25 = Luke 20:34 ff. It is true that this phrase is actually connected in
St. Mark with the resurrection, not with the Kingdom, but only because the resurrection is, for the
dead, the means of entry into the Kingdom. It is instructive to note how St. Luke’s version of the
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section is really intended to bring out this fact: “The sons of this world (ommvog) marry and are
given in marriage, but they who are permitted to attain to that world, and the resurrection from the
dead, neither marry nor are given in marriage, for neither can they die any more, for they are as if
angels (m omyyeAol), and are ‘sons of God,’ because they are sons of the resurrection.” The words
in italics are St. Luke’s additions. It is unimportant for the present purpose, but it is noteworthy that
this passage in Luke is singularly full of interesting and very early variants.

2 Galatians 3:28; cf. also p. 209 for another use to which a strained exegesis of this view may
possibly have been put.

3 Cf. Clem. Alex., Paed., 1 4, “mv ymp TR OEEV| TORTE,” @nOEVY, “YOLOE Ol KOE YO LN OKOVTAL,”
Ey E Om UmvE TE OEAU TOm mPPEVOC OIOKPMVETAl, ‘MY mKemvm om omKmTl,” and according to
Hippolytus the Naassenes regarded Adamas, the “mvBpwrog, ” as a sexless person, or rather as
m poevm BnAug, cf. Refut., v. 7.

1 He says that it means mva EocA@EC mOmY BMOsA@mY OmMOmY PPOVE TEPE OETEC ONAuKmYv,
pundm @povm TI TEpE OEMTOM mPOeEVIKMVY, —a fine example, it seems to me, of the way in which
eschatological expectation was transformed into ethical precepts. It does not seem necessary
here to discuss the relation of this “saying” to the Gospel of the Egyptians. See Preuschen,
Antilegomena, p. 2, for the text of the latter.

2 See especially Musonius mk Tom Tm Ke@mAoiov ym ov, ed. Hense, p. 67, quoted in Lietzmann’s
Commentary on 1 Corinthians, p. 160. Cf. Wendland, Die Hellenistische-Romische Kultus, pp. 18
and 39-53.

3 There is a large literature on this subject in early Christian and Jewish writings. Cf. the note in J.
Weiss’ Commentary, p. 174, and there is much more in the later documents of the Byzantine
Church.

1 Cf. Exodus 19:15; Leviticus 15:18; 1 Samuel 21:5, etc. Further references are given by Wetstein.
Also cf. Dittenberger, Syll., 2 566 (p. 264 ff.) and 567 (p. 267), and Leitzmann’s Commentary, p.
105.

2 It is interesting to notice that he shows no trace of any knowledge of an exception to this
prohibition. See further Expositor, November, 1910, on “Early Christian Teaching as to Divorce,” in
which | have explained my reasons for thinking that primitive Christianity only recognized divorce
in the sense of a separation, and did not regard the “exception” in Matthew 5:32 as giving any
sanction to re-marriage.

1 Or, “so that both he that marrieth his virgin doeth well, and he that marrieth her not, shall do
better.”

1 moyxnuovemv is frequently used with a sexual reference. Cf. Romans 1:27.

2 TpopmoEl TOM Um OEVOOBOOI KPOTENV TEG EKUEC ETE OEUTEQOYOUE AV EADemv. It is
remarkable that m Tm pakpog is apparently an absolute unique word.

1 Apollonius, De Syntaxi, 3 31, quoted by Lietzmann, p. 111, says, Tm om “yopum{w’ “ym OV TIVE
METOOm deopl.”
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2 Modern Greek seems here to be no help, except in so far as it is perhaps noteworthy that
youemv has lost its meaning, and is now an almost or quite disreputable word. Lietzmann (p. 111)
also suggests that youm{w may mean to “celebrate a marriage.” Many verbs meaning “to
celebrate” end in -m{w. It is of course plain that Mark 12:25 and Luke 17:27 throw no light on the
difficulty. The verb can there be equally well translated in either way.

1 Described in Philo’s De Vita Contemplativa. Doubts have been thrown on the genuineness of
this by Lucius, Die Therapeuten und ihre Stellung in der Geschichte der Askese; his view is also
supported by Schirer, Geschichte d. Jud. Volkes, ed. 4, 3 p. 687 ff.), where a full bibliography is
given. But Bousset, Cohn, Drummond, Friedlander, Dieterich, and Conybeare regard the book as
genuine. The best statement of the case for the genuineness is F. C. Conybeare’s Philo about the
Contemplative Life, 1895.

1 Hermas is always quoted; | do not feel personally quite so certain that the famous passage in
Sim. 9 11, is really a direct reference to virgines subintroductae—to use the later name for
them—>but it is at least an indirect reference.

2 See especially the Councils of Elvira, Ancyra, and Carthage, and, in addition to the work of
Achelis, H. Koch’s Virgines Christi, in Texte und Untersuchungen, 31 2, pp. 59-112. It is also
interesting to note the foreshadowing of modern results in a forgotten treatise of Muratori De
Synisactis et Agapetis (written about 1709), recently pointed out by F. C. Conybeare, in Myth,
Magic, and Morality, where the whole question is discussed (pp. 210 ff.).

1 The best statements as to the daemons may be found in Plutarch in many passages; an
excellent résumé of them is given in Glover's The Conflict of Religions in the Early Roman Empire,
p. 94 ff. It must, however, be remembered that Plutarch represents the opinion of an educated
theologian; the importance of the daemons for the general mass of people is indicated by the
magical papyri.

1 Ultimately, of course, the Roman empire settled down to a belief in the actual divinity of the
reigning emperor, as such. But this was the end of a development of thought which deserves more
detailed treatment than it has at present received.

1 Full descriptions of their misdeeds and fate are given in Enoch vi.—xix., and in Jubilees iv.—v.
References to the in Devils belief are found in Matthew 8:29; Matthew 12:24-28; Luke 11:24-26;
Jude 1:6; 2 Peter 2:4.

2 Hence the point in Matthew 8:2 the devils ask, “Art Thou come to torture us before the time?”
They do not question the Messianic personality of Jesus, but only protest that He has not yet
received the active functions of the Messiah.

3 Cf. Reitzenstein, Hellenistiche Mysterien Religionen, p. 137. It is very important to notice how
complete Reitzenstein succeeds in showing the error of the view formerly adopted by some
theologians, that the concepts Tvem pa, Tvem pa ©com, are exclusively Biblical.

1 Porphyry, quoted by Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, 4. 23. It is noteworthy how very nearly
daemonic possession played the same part in ancient pathology as bacterial infection does in
modern; disease was regarded as due to a daemon; if you could drive him out you could cure the
disease. The same sort of thing is now said of bacilli, which, however, have the advantage that
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they can be seen under the microscope.

1 Josephus, Antiquit., 18. 3, 4. Paulina was, under these circumstances, seduced by her lover,
who had bribed the priests to allow him to appear as the God Anubis. There appears to be no
reason to doubt Paulina’s bona fides.

2 The subject may be studied in Frazer, Golden Bough, 2nd edition, vol. ii. pp. 318-366. Farnell,
Cults of the Greek States, vol. v. cap. v., on Dionysiac ritual, especially pp. 164 ff.; and Harrison,
Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion, cap. x., on the Orphic Mysteries, especially the
section on the Omophagia, pp. 478-500. In all these a long series of references will be found to
passages in original documents and to modern treatises on special points. Other references to
German books will be found in Lietzmann’s Commentary on 1 Corinthians, pp. 124 ff.

1 This is apparently the Christian and possibly Jewish term. The usual expression was (epm 6utov
or BemButy. See J. Weiss on 1 Cor. viii. | (p. 214). He gives references, among others, to Plutarch,
Moralia, p. 729 C. ; Pollux, Onomast., i. 29. According to Phrynichus, Ecloga, p. 159 (Lobeck’s
edition), Bem Butov is the older term, which he recommends to the exclusion of mepm Butov.

1 Cf. Pap. Oxy., i. 110: mpwtm o€ Xoipm eV OEITVE OOl €M KAemvnV (KAEVNV) TOE KUPEOU
JOpETIO0C MV TH JOPOTENME (EPIOV EMTIC mOTMY (€, mpag 6°. See also Pap. Oxy., iii. 523:
B PWIE O mVTEVIOC [MTOAEOm OV JITVE GOl TOIPE OMTHE MG KAEMVNV TOM KUPEOU X0 pm T100(
Vv Tom¢ KAauomou ZapoTm wvog Tm (¢ mTm mpac 0. Cf. Aristides, In Serapidem (Or., viii. p. 93
f., Dind.): kKom TOEMVULV KOE BuCIEY UEVE TOETE OcE OlO@EPE VTWE KOIVWVOR GV BVBPWIol TEY
EKPIBE KOIVWVEQV, KAAOEVTEG TH E@E ECOTEQV KON TPOICTH LEVOl OOM UOVO OETHEV KON
motimTopa. The fullest note on the subject will be found in Lietzmann’s Commentary on 1
Corinthians, p. 124.

1 This much is clear from 1 Corinthians on any hypothesis. The difficulties in the section 1
Corinthians 8:1-10. 33, are not in seeing what were the different points of view among the
Corinthians, but in answering the questions (1) Did St. Paul deal with both of them at the same
time? or did he, as J. Weiss thinks (see p. 123), deal with one in the “previous letter,” and the other
later on in consequence of a misunderstanding of his advice? (2) Can the point of view of St. Paul
in 1 Corinthians 8:1-13 be regarded as really consistent with that in 1 Corinthians 10:20?
Personally, | doubt if it can; but complete consistency is never reached by any one. The solution to
the difficulty is psychological, not literary.

2There is a constant confusion of thought in early Christian thought as to idols. On the one hand,
there was the argument, derived from the Jewish prophets, that an idol was only an image made
by man, and wholly powerless, and that the gods of the Greeks were not gods at all, and had no
existence in fact. On the other hand, was the identification of the gods with daemons and fallen
angels, and the belief that in some way these daemons were connected with the images of the
gods and with the temples. A very instructive passage is Ps. Apuleius, Aselepius, xxxvii.:
“Quoniam ergo proavi nostri multum errabant ... invenerunt artem qua efficerent deos, cui
inventae adjunxerunt virtutem de mundi natura convenientem eamque miscentes, guoniam
animas facere non poterant, evocantes animas daemonum vel angelorum, eas indiderunt
imaginibus sanctis divinisque mysteriis, per quas idola et benefaciendi et male vires habere
potuissent.”
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1 J. Weiss sees no difference between gnum and Amyw. Surely this is inaccurate; of course, gnom
and gaom are neutral expressions, but | suggest that gnum always implies some degree of assent
to a proposition, explicit or implicit, and so often comes to mean “| admit.”

1 In 1 Corinthians 2:15; 1 Corinthians 3:1. 1 Corinthians 14:37, TvevpoTtikm ¢ is used of persons,
almost as the equivalent of a substantive; in 1 Corinthians 9:11, 1 Corinthians 14:1, 1 Corinthians
15:46, the neuter is used, but in each case with a distinct reference to a substantive in the context.

2 So thinks J. Weiss, p. 294.
3 The German word gives the meaning far better—Lichtstoff.
1 Cf. 1 Corinthians 12:29 ff.

2 Cf. Reitzenstein, p. 137: mpkm {w O€, TVER U0 MY E H Pl QOITH UEVOV, B OEADE, B VTIVEV|IE TLGOV,
OUVE LWOOoV, dIOm YEIPOV TH OUVE LEl TOR O wWVEOoL Bsom T Oe ol . The TveupaTikm g, himself
inspired, is here appealing to the spirit to restore a corpse. The train of thought is not perfectly
logical, but there is not much doubt as to what it was.

3 Dial. c. Tryph., 82.
1 Apol. i. 31.
2 Odes of Solomon, 6.

3Epiph., Haer. 48, 4: m mvOpwrOC mCsm AN PO, KHYy® B (@l TITO0I M OoEm TAAMKTPOV. B B VOPWIOG
KOIM TOll, KHy® ypnyop: - mO0m KEPIOCMOTIV M MEICTE VWY KOPOm 0¢ mvOpE TV, K.T.A.

4 Cohortatio ad Graecos, 8; cf. also Athenagoras, Pro Christianis, 9: cuyxpnooumvou tom
TIVEM UOTOC MG EM KOM OMANTE G ONANY B UTIVEVOOI.

1 Cf. Origen, Contra Celsum, vii. 8, 9; and Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. i. 13, 2 (ed. Massuet).
2See Weinel, Die Wirkungen des Geistes, p. 77, and see Appendix on p. 241.
3 2 Corinthians 12:1 ff.

4 This seems to be the meaning of the difficult passage (1 Corinthians 12:2). The text (om dote mTI
ETE MOV EMTE TPEG TH sEOWAO TH E@WVO BC BV BysoOe mTIym Jevol) is certainly corrupt, and
probably cannot be emended; but, as Chrysostom saw (cf. Cramer's Catena, ad loc.), it is a
reference to the experiences of obsession among the Corinthians before their conversion, and is
intended as the basis of the following argument.

1 Just as the initiate in the Osiris Mysteries spoke of Osiris as Lord and Saviour: it does not, of
course, follow that the words meant quite the same, but it explains why there was no difficulty in
persuading the Graeco-Roman world of the propriety of these expressions. They are not
specifically Christian, but are common to the Mystery Religions.

2 Each of these questions might have been asked about Osiris or any of the other
“redeemer-gods,” but, so far as | am aware, there is no evidence that they were raised.
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1It is worth noting that St. Paul says Tvem uati mymm, not T Tvem aTI myim, but | am not sure
whether the point will ultimately prove to be really important.

2 Chronologically earlier than Hermas, or (probably) the Didache.

1Cf. Plutarch, Quaest. Rom., 84, p. 267a: ocuvnOmgotepov Om TOMCG HEV YuvOIEmvY
B YKEKOAUUUE VOIG, TONCG Om mVOPE OlV BKOARTIOIG em¢ W dnumalov Tpoimval. Cf. also Dio
Chrysostom, who (Or., 33, 48 ff.) rebukes the degeneracy which in Tarsus began to allow women
to walk in the streets without a veil covering the face, and points out the dangers of daemons
entering by the ears or nose. See also Lietzmann’s note, p. 128.

1 Two points are doubtful in this translation. (o) Does mm tm omtm really go with
ouvepxoumvwy, or with omk motiv? Commentators are almost unanimous in favour of the former
view, but | am not sure that the point is quite certain. () What is the meaning of TpoAopumvel?
Most commentators say, “takes in advance,” but the evidence of the papyri (see the Expositor for
March, 1911) goes to show that it probably only means “take.”

1 1 Corinthians 11:18 ff.
2 Batiffol, Etudes d’ Histoire et de Thélogie Positive, pp. 277-311.

3 See especially Heitmuller's Taufe und Abendmahl bei Paulus. This book is so clear and so
thorough that it has an importance out of all proportion to its size.

1 We have to guard against an obscurity of thought due to a change in the meaning of words.
“Spirit” is not always a translation of Tvem pa. One can see this by considering how the ordinary
phrase “he has the spirit of St. Paul” would be translated into New Testament Greek. Probably one
would write Tm Tom [lomAou @povem: the obvious mxel T™® Tvempo MamAov would mean
something different—"he is inspired by the same supernatural being which was in Paul,” or
perhaps, “which Paul has nhow become.”

1 The question is raised by this expression whether the common phrase in Acts, m KAmglI¢ TOm
mptou, refers to the Eucharist. Personally, | incline to think that it does, but the question is
scarcely within the limits of the present work.

2 Cf. the long list of quotations in Leitzmann’s Commentary, pp. 160-164, of which the most
important are CIG. ii. 2448; CIL. xviii. 5708; CIL. vi. 10, 234; CIL. xiv. 2112.

1 The only Mystery Religion which had quite certainly anything of this nature was Mithraism. In this
there was, alongside of the more typical teaching of the journey of the soul through the heavens,
the doctrine of a resurrection of the dead, at the return of Mithra. “Mithra,” says M. Cumont (Les
Mysteres de Mithra, p. 121), “will redescend and raise up mankind. They will all come forth from
their tombs, resume their former appearance, and recognize each other. The entire race will be
reunited in a great assembly, and the god of truth will separate the good from the bad. Then, as a
last sacrifice, he will slay the divine bull, will mix its flesh with the consecrated wine, and offer to
the just this miraculous beverage, which will give them immortality.” But it is not probable that
Mithraism was widely spread in Corinth in the first century. The rise of Mithraism was
contemporaneous with that of Christianity, and both owed their success greatly to the fact that they
stood out from the other Mystery Religions by their ethical character.
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1 Cf. Bousset, “Die Himmelsreise der Seele,” in the Archiv fur Religions-wissenschaft, iv. (1901),
pp. 136-169 and 229-273. This is a most learned article, and its study is essential to any thorough
appreciation of this question.

2 Cf. the Apocalypse of Baruch, chaps. 49.-51. Baruch does not actually say that the dead will
become spirits, but he says that they will be transformed into the splendour of the angels; and the
angels were certainly not flesh.

1 1 think that this means breath, or spirit, but is hardly equal to a change into a spiritual nature.
2 Or. Sib., iv. 179-190.

1 It is interesting to note that this opinion is characteristic of Early Christianity, and is found in
many forms. For instance, the explanation given in 1 John of false prophets, is not that they are
swindlers or charlatans, but that they are inspired by the wrong sort of spirit. So also says Hermas.
Similarly, the Apologists explain the resemblances between Christian and heathen cultus and
theology to the imitations of the daemons (who are identical with the gods of the heathens),
intending to present misleading and false fulfilments of the prophecies of the Old Testament. (Cf.
especially Justin Martyr's Apology, and Tatian's Oratio ad Graccos.) The doctrine that the
daemons were the source of many mythological stories is not in itself specifically Christian; it is, for
instance, found in Plutarch (De Iside et Osiride, p. 360 d). But in Justin Martyr, Tatian, Tertullian,
and other Christian writers the view taken was in so far somewhat different in that all the gods of
the Gentiles were identified with daemons, and these again with fallen angels.

2 A full discussion of these passages is here impossible; but | incline to the view that, as a matter
of fact, there is a real difference between 2 Corinthians 11:4 and Galatians 1:6. In the latter St.
Paul seems to say that there really is a difference between his gospel and that of his opponents. In
the former he seems to be arguing that his opponents can make no real claim to superiority,
because, as a matter of fact, they do not preach a different Jesus, or spirit, or gospel. But | should
be sorry to build anything on this view,—or indeed on any other interpretation of these passages.

1 The classical statements are F. C. Baur, “Die Christuspartei in der Korinthischen Gemeinde,” in
the Tubingen Zeitschrift, 1831, part 4, pp. 61 ff. Also in his Paulus, 1845, pp. 260 ff.; C. Holsten,
Evangelium des Paulus, 1880, pp. 196 ff.; and C. Weizsacher, Apostolisches Zeitalter (2nd
edition), pp. 299-311. It is also adopted in the main in the commentaries of A. Klopper and G.
Heinrici. | do not know of any outstanding work in English which defends this position at length,
though it is adopted without much discussion by several writers.

1 The value of this evidence is of course increased if, as has been argued above (p. 157), 2
Corinthians 10:1-18, 2 Corinthians 11:1-33, 2 Corinthians 12:1-21, 2 Corinthians 13:1-14 is part of
the “severe letter”; but it remains of only slightly less importance if it is St. Paul's attack on a still
rebellious minority.

2 The text of 2 Corinthians 10:10 is rather important: should we read @nom or goaom ? If the former,
there is a clear reference to some individual opponent. The evidence is not decisive: gnom is
found in mDEmTLKP d e boh. aeth.pp; gotm in B fg, Vulg. Syrr. Personally, | am more impressed
by the combination m D boh.
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1 In this connection the meaning of “delivering to Satan” (1 Corinthians 5:5) is interesting. A full
discussion of the point is outside the scope of the present book, but it certainly means something
concrete and realistic, and by no means merely the reading of a sentence of excommunication.

2 On the theory that the opponents were Judaizers, it is suggested that the passage means that
they had urged that St. Paul had once held the same opinions as themselves. | cannot regard this
as at all probable. St. Paul clearly admits that the accusation—which he defines as knowing Christ
according to the flesh—was once true. Now, he had once been an anti-Christian Jew, but when
had he ever been a Judaizing Christian? The passage seems to me quite unintelligible, except on
the hypothesis that St. Paul is dealing with an accusation that he lacked something which his
opponents possessed. This is easy to understand if these opponents were Tvevpatikom, not if
they are Judaizers. The question as to when St. Paul knew Christ according to the flesh remains.
Personally, | think he means before the Conversion, but the point is not of crucial importance for
the present purpose. See J. Weiss, Paulus und Jesus, pp. 24-26.

1 Long and more or less partizan treatments of the problem from this point of view may be found in
Schenkel, De ecclesia Corinthia primaeva factionibus turbata, Béale, 1838, in Godet's
Commentary, and—far the best statement—in W. Lutgert's Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister
in Korinth, though the identification of the Tvevpatikom with the Christ party is very doubtful.

1 Cf. also Acts 15:5

2 As is shown later (see pp. 300 ff. and 361 ff.), it is possible that both these Epistles may
originally belong to the period before the Council; but in any case the longer recension of Romans
does not do so, and shows that a truly Judaizing spirit existed in Rome, contemporaneously, or
almost so, with 2 Corinthians.

3 Probably the katatoum in Philippians refers to Jews, not to Judaizing Christians.

1 The contrast between Galatians and Corinthians is admirably worked out, at considerable
length, by Lutgert, Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister in Korinth, pp. 70, 73. He also gives a long
discussion of all the various attempts which have been made to explain the contrast.

1 One can form some idea of the real nature of the facts if we ask how many of those who took
part in the passing of the Reform Bill of 1832 survived to 1890-1900.

1Mmgom =T CTOAOG M OY M UEVOC TIOE C M W ¢ OEXOm T M ¢ K PIOG: ON [IEVEm Om €M [N W [N POV
UEQOV- mEY ON H XPEEO KON THY EMAANY: Tpemc ON mEV [cEHvE PYeudOTROEE TG WMOTm Y-
mEEPXMEVOC ON W M T OTOAOC UNOmV ACUBOVETW €W W W PTOV, HEG OW -0mMAI00N - mmy om
H pyE pIOV o TE YeLAOTPOEE TN moTm . Did., Xi .4—6.

1 Let me, however, draw attention to the very valuable contribution of Prof. Reitzenstein, in his Die
hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen.

1 Otherwise St. Paul would not have been able to use them as the foundation of his arguments as
he does in 1 Corinthians 10:1-33. (cf. Romans 6:1-23). It is impossible to over-estimate the
importance of realizing that, if we want to discover the central points of early Christian doctrine, we
must look not at those to which St. Paul devotes pages of argument, but at those which he treats
as the premises accepted equally by all Christians. It is from neglecting this principle and
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constructing a “Paulinismus” exclusively on the basis of the long controversial passages in the
Epistles, that critics have found themselves faced by the fact that they can find no other traces of
this “Pauline Christianity” in the early Church. The fact that they cannot do so is really the reductio
ad absurdum of their reconstructive arguments.

Sermonindex.net | Page 123



Chapter 7

04.01. Appendix 1. THE APOCRYPHAL CORRESPONDENCE OF ST.
PAUL WITH THE CORINTHIANS

APPENDIX | THE APOCRYPHAL CORRESPONDENCE OF ST. PAUL WITH THE
CORINTHIANS IN the Armenian canon there was a correspondence between St. Paul and the
Corinthians, of which many MSS. are extant, and the quotations of Aphraates and Ephraim show
that this was derived from the Old Syriac, which was the basis of the Armenian text. The same
correspondence was found by Bergen in Milan (1891) and Bratke in Laon (1892) in two Vulgate
Latin MSS. Finally, C. Schmidt discovered the same correspondence in the Coptic version of the
Acta Pauli, and showed that an acute suggestion of Zahn was correct, that the correspondence
was originally an extract from this ancient apocryph, which probably was written in Asia late in the
second century (see Tertullian, De Baptismo, 17).

It would be beyond the province of the present book to discuss the importance of this document. It
is plain that its presence in the Syriac canon (from which the Armenian cannot be separated), and
in two local texts in Latin, points to the time when the Corpus Paulinum was not yet completely
closed. Moreover, the bearing of the correspondence on the controversy with second century
Gnosticism is very clear: it is in this respect an excellent example of the way in which in
apocryphal books there was no half-hearted tendency to make Apostles contribute to
contemporary polemics. The translation below is based on Harnack’s reconstruction of the text in
H. Lietzmann’s Kleine Texte, 12, in which is given a critical apparatus of the Coptic, Syriac,
Armenian, and Latin, together with the text of Bergen’s Latin MS. Recent literature of importance is
C. Schmidt, Acta Pauli (1905), and Harnack, Untersuchungen tber den apokryphen Briefwechsel
der Korinther mit dem Apostel Paulus. A full account of earlier books is given by Zahn, Geschichte
des Neutest. Kanons, 2, pp. 592 ff. THE EPISTLE OF THE CORINTHIANS TO PAUL Stephanus
and the elders who are with him, Daphnus and Euboulos and Theophilos and Xenon to Paul,
greeting in the Lord.

There have come to Corinth two men, Simon and Cleobios, who are turning aside the faith of
some by harmful words, which do thou test, for we have never heard such things either from thee
or from the other Apostles, but we hold fast to that which we received from thee and the rest. As
then the Lord had mercy on us, come to us, that while thou art still in the flesh we may again hear
these things from thee; for we believe, as it was revealed to Theonoes, that the Lord has saved
thee from the hand of the lawless. Now what they say and teach is this: it is not, they say,
necessary to use the prophets, that God is not Almighty, that there is no resurrection of the flesh,
that man is not the creation of God, that Christ has not come in the flesh, and was not born of
Mary, and that the world belongs not to God but to angels. Therefore, brother, make all haste to
come to us, that the Church of the Corinthians be not made to stumble, and that the folly of those
men be brought to nought. Farewell in the Lord. THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE CORINTHIANS

Paul the prisoner of Jesus Christ to the brethren, who are in Corinth, greeting. In my many troubles
I do not wonder that the teachings of the Evil One make such progress; but my Lord, Jesus Christ,
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will hasten His coming, bringing to nothing those who corrupt His word. For | delivered to you in
the beginning that which | received from those who were Apostles before me, who had been all the
time in the company of Jesus Christ, that our Lord Jesus Christ was born of Mary, of the seed of
David, when the Spirit had been sent from heaven from the Father to her, that He should come
into this world, and set free all flesh through His flesh, and raise us up in the flesh from the dead,
as He had shown Himself an example for us; and that man was created by the Father, for this
cause also he was sought when lost, that he might be made alive by the adoption as a son. For
God Almighty, the Creator of heaven and earth, first sent the prophets to the Jews that they might
be torn away from their sins; for His plan was to save the house of Israel, for this cause he sent a
portion of the Spirit of Christ into the prophets who announced the true worship at many times. But
the Prince of the world (m om mpxwvm) being unrighteous, because he wished to be God, laid
hands on them, and slew them, and thus bound all flesh of men to his will. But God Almighty,
being righteous, did not wish to reject His creation, but had pity on it, and sent His Spirit into Mary,
in order that the evil one might be shown to be conquered through the flesh, in which he had
boasted. For through His own body did Jesus Christ save all flesh, making manifest the temple of
righteousness in His own body, by which we were saved. For be well assured that those men are
not the sons of righteousness, but of wrath, who reject the plan of God, saying that heaven and
earth, and that which is in them, are not the work of God, for they hold the faith of the accursed
serpent. Therefore put them from you and fly from their teaching. But for those who say there is no
resurrection of the flesh there shall indeed be no resurrection, for they do not believe that the dead
(i.e. the Lord) thus rose. For they ignore, O Corinthians, the grains of wheat, or of other food,
which are cast bare into the ground and after they have decayed spring up, having obtained a
body according to the will of God. And He raises up not only that which was sown but, by His
blessing, many times as much. But if we ought not to make a parable from the seeds, understand
how Jonah the son of Amathai, when he would not preach to the Ninevites, was swallowed by the
whale; and after three days and three nights God heard the prayer of Jonah from the depths of
Hades, and nothing of him was hurt, neither hair nor eyebrows. How much more will He raise up
us who believe on Christ Jesus, as He also rose? and if the dead man let down by the children of
Israel on to the bones of the prophet Elisha rose from the dead in his body, how much more shall
you, who are let down on the body and bones and spirit of Christ, be raised up in that day, and
keep your flesh?

If then ye receive anything else, let no man trouble me, for | bear these bonds, that | may gain
Christ, and | carry in my body His marks, that | may attain to the Resurrection of the dead, and
whosoever shall walk in the rule, which he received from the blessed prophets and the holy
Gospel, shall receive a reward: but he who trangresses these, the fire is for him and for those who
thus run, who are generations of vipers, whom do ye reject in the power of the Lord, and peace
shall be with you.

1 The actual Greek is here given in the Coptic.
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Chapter 8

04.02. Appendix 2. GLOSSOLALIA AND PSYCHOLOGY

APPENDIX I GLOSSOLALIA AND PSYCHOLOGY ON page 204 it is stated that glossolalia is
unintelligible speech. The statement is sufficiently correct, and to discuss it in the text would have
been a needless discursiveness, but the point deserves some further explanation. That glossolalia
was in the main unintelligible is clear from St. Paul's words in 1 Corinthians 14:1-40: “He that
speaketh in a tongue edifieth himself, but he that prophesieth edifieth the congregation” (1
Corinthians 14:4). “He that prophesieth is greater than he that speaketh with tongues, except he
interpret” (1 Corinthians 14:5). “If | pray in a tongue my spirit prayeth, but my understanding is
unfruitful” (1 Corinthians 14:14). “If all speak with tongues and there come in men unlearned or
unbelieving, will they not say that ye are mad?” (1 Corinthians 14:23). “If any man speaketh in a
tongue... let one interpret” (1 Corinthians 14:27). These passages are meaningless if glossolalia
was not a form of generally unintelligible speech. At the same time, certain other facts have to be
considered which tend to show that in some cases glossolalia took a different form. In the first
place, the evidence of St. Paul throws a little further light on the question. It is significant that in 1
Corinthians 13:1 he further defines “tongues” as “tongues of men and angels.” It is therefore
probable that some forms of glossolalia were regarded as the speech of a spirit, speaking through
a human being, but using angelic, not human, speech. Moreover, the mention of interpreters in 1
Corinthians 14:1-40 suggests that some people were able to understand the otherwise
unintelligible speech of those who used glossolalia.

Secondly, the narrative of the day of Pentecost in Acts 2:1-47 shows, at the least, that St. Luke
was acquainted with some form of glossolalia which was intelligible, though not the usual
language of the speaker. This narrative presents several difficulties, but for the present purpose
the points of importance can be shortly presented. Taking the narrative as it stands, it presents the
difficulty that some of those who heard the Christians speak with tongues thought that they were
drunk, and St. Peter’s speech is directed against this accusation. Others, however, were annoyed
to hear them speaking foreign languages. Now, it is quite certain that intelligible speech in a
foreign language showing forth the wonderful work of God has never been regarded as the effect
of strong drink. Two explanations are possible: either St. Luke has misunderstood the situation,
and has converted what was originally an ordinary instance of glossolalia, into speech in a foreign
language, or the Apostles really did use language which, to those who knew it, was intelligible, but
to others appeared to be gibberish—the sort of verdict which St. Paul actually warned the
Corinthians that an outsider would pass on their glossolalia. It is unnecessary to discuss these
possibilities, for even if we take the view that St. Luke misunderstood the situation, this implies that
he was acquainted with glossolalia which took the form of speaking a foreign language, otherwise
why should he have misunderstood the original narrative? Thus, whatever critical view we take of
the narrative in Acts it has to be admitted that it points to glossolalia in foreign languages. The
guestions now arise: (1) Can we trace anything similar to this glossolalia in other times? (2) Can
we at all explain what it is?
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Traces of glossolalia in other circles than that of Apostolic Christianity, though not common, are
sufficient to show that it existed at other times, and to throw some light on its nature. A very
remarkable light on “the tongues of angels” is thrown by the Testament of Job. In this (Job
17:1-16) Job is represented as showing his three daughters a wonderful girdle which had been
divinely given him. This, he says, will bring them into “the greater world” (tmv pem {ovo ammva), to
live in the heavens. When his daughters put it on they each received a new heart, and began to
speak in superhuman language. According to Dr. James’ text, the first, called Hemera, spoke the
angelic tongue (myymAikm OlaAmktm), the second, called Kasia, spoke in the tongue of
“principalities” (m pxmv), and the third, Amalthia, spoke in the tongue of “those on high” (tmv mv
m €l), or, as it is also called, the tongue of the cherubim. The magical papyri also go far towards
clearing up the problem. Part of the magic consisted of the use of strange words which might be
equally regarded as magical charms to affect a spirit who would understand and be compelled by
their hidden meaning, and as the language which was used by the spirit who was in possession of
an inspired person. Some of these words appear to be taken from Semitic languages, some to be
merely gibberish. For instance, in the often-quoted Leiden papyrus Hermes is invoked. tmom
@wvE KOE TEOE OIOAEMKTE ... EMYEBOUKPWUU, ® UnvEEel TOM ONCOKOU THV @QANYO KON THVY
EKTHVO ON m OmEO 00O NNN WWW ... KIM{WV TEY KEOHOV Ul 000 (Ww, ®V @ O mOoTNooC T
TmVTa cofBowd apPad mmw Zayovupn, K.T.A., and in cod. Paris. 2316 a hymn of Moses begins
BeAmv Bofmp mkavom vopeAm AopBoAm mpipicam Piooaoum, K.T.A. That glossolalia continued
for a long time among Christians can be seen from Irenaeus and Tertullian.

Irenaeus says, “Propter quod et Apostolus ait: Sapientiam loquimur inter perfectos; perfectos
dicens eos qui perceperunt Spiritum Dei quemadmodum et ipse loquebatur. Quemadmodum et
multos audivimus fratres in ecclesia, prophetica habentes charismata, et per spiritum universis
linguis loquentes (kom TOVTOSOTIOM ¢ AGAOE VTV OlM TOU TVEM LOTOC YAm ooalg, —the Greek is
guoted by Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5, 7, 6).” Tertullian challenges Marcion to equal the deeds of the
Church, and says, “Edat aliqguem psalmum, aliguam visionem, dumtaxat spiritalem, in ecstasi, id
est amentia, si qua linguae interpretatio accessit; haec omnia a me facilius proferuntur.” By the
time of Chrysostom, however, glossolalia and prophecy were apparently unknown in the Church,
and he expresses his difficulty in explaining what it was. later generations glossolalia has
appeared spasmodically at times of great religious excitement. Probably research would show that
no “revival” has been without something like glossolalia, but the two clearest and most famous
examples have been supplied by the history of the Camisards in France and the lIrvingites in
England. The most remarkable instances of glossolalia in recent times are supplied by the
Camisards and the Irvingites, and, curiously enough, while the one illustrates glossolalia of the
kind which resulted in unusually clear speech, the other illustrates the purely unintelligible form.
The Camisards were a sect of French Protestants among the peasantry of the Cévennes, who, in
the beginning of the eighteenth century, carried on a fierce resistance to the persecution which
ensued on the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes. A full account of their remarkable psychological
characteristics will be found in D. A. Bruey’s Histoire du fanatisme, 1737, vol. i., especially pp. 148
ff. The main points are that various persons, sometimes children, were seized with slightly
convulsive attacks, ending in unconsciousness, during which they uttered exhortations in good
French, although, in their ordinary state of consciousness, they were incapable of speaking
anything but the Romance patois of the Cévennes. It should be noted that they were acquainted
with French through their devotional use of the Huguenot Bible. The Irvingites are a still better
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known instance. In the early years of the nineteenth century the glossolalia in Edward Irving’s
chapel was notorious, and attracted the curiosity of, among others, George Greville. His account is
that the voice of the speaker, “after ejaculating three ‘Ohs,” one rising above the other in tones
very musical, burst into a flow of unintelligible jargon, which whether it was in English or gibberish |
could not discover. This lasted five or six minutes, and, as the voice was silenced, another woman,
in more passionate and louder tones, took it up. This last spoke in English, and words, though not
sentences, were distinguishable.... She spoke sitting under great apparent excitement, and
screamed on till, from exhaustion as it seemed, her voice gradually died away, and all was still.”
The parallel to the account of glossolalia at Corinth could scarcely be closer, and Greville
adequately represents the mmnoto¢ m mdimTng against whose unfavourable judgment St. Paul
warned the Corinthians.

Turning to the question of the immediate cause of glossolalia as a psychological phenomenon, it is
important to notice that two main types can be recognized: (1) Intelligible speech in a foreign
language; (2) Unintelligible speech in a known or unknown language. The connecting link between
these two classes is that in neither case is the speech under the complete control of the speaker,
though sometimes the lack of control is partial, sometimes absolute. It is this lack of control which
is the further connecting link with prophecy in which intelligible speech is used in a known
language, but the speaker says, not what he wishes, but what he feels that he must. Thus the
psychologist, just as the early Christian did, regards prophecy and glossolalia as cognate
phenomena; the difference is in the explanation which he offers. So far as the consideration of the
immediate cause of the phenomena is concerned, these cases do not present much difficulty to
those who are in any degree acquainted with modern pathological psychology. They are merely
three instances of the disturbance of the speech centres of the brain under stress of emotion, and
of the influence of the subliminal consciousness as soon as the normal working of the mind has
been temporarily impeded. One of the real advances of knowledge in pathology has been the
certain establishment of the fact that the intelligent exercise of human functions, such as
movement, sight, and speech, is under the control of definite parts of the brain. If you impede the
part of the brain, known as the speech centre, which controls language, you produce either
dumbness or, if the centre be not wholly destroyed, aphasia, that is, an inability to use certain
words, or paraphasia, that is, a tendency to confuse words. These are common phenomena in
some of the most ordinary types of paralysis, in which the immediate cause of the disease is a
lesion of some sort affecting the speech centre. For instance, if a man has an apoplectic fit caused
by the breaking of a small blood-vessel in the brain, if the blood be effused at the speech centre,
his speech will be destroyed or impaired, until the blood be absorbed. If the absorption be
complete, his speech will recover completely; if not, he will speak badly for the rest of life, unless,
which is believed sometimes to happen, another “centre” takes over the work of the injured part of
the brain. In the same way anything which, generally speaking, increases the activity of the speech
centre will increase the power of speech. This is what is actually accomplished by some forms of
education, and still more by some professions. Forms of teaching which constantly demand quick
and ready answers viva voce develop the speech centre, and so do the professions of barristers,
or of clergymen. The most important point, however, for the present purpose, is that the speech is
readily though temporarily affected, in a precisely similar manner, by the stress of emotion, of
whatever kind. The exact form of the affection depends on two variables, the degree of the
emotion, and the nature of the person. In some cases it works favourably: emotion seems to
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stimulate the speech and cognate centres, and the result is that the speaker is conscious that he is
speaking well. He enjoys the comfortable assurance that, whereas under normal conditions he has
scarcely enough words to say what he wishes, under the stimulus of slight emotion he is
temporarily blessed with the power of seeing synonyms at once, and of being able to pick and
choose his expressions without either haste or hesitation. In other cases (and almost always if it
be carried too far), emotion works unfavourably. It disturbs the speech centre by an excess of
stimulus, and the result is confused expression, obscure utterance, and in the end temporary
paraphasia.

These effects are produced by any emotion: they prove the presence of emotional disturbance,
but not its character. Love or hate, pathos or humour, the highest spiritual religion or the lowest
immorality, all have their emotional side; and the emotions which they arouse produce in the end
the same symptoms.

It is plain that this is the explanation of that type of glossolalia which consists of unintelligible
language. It was, in more or less technical language, temporary paraphasia induced by religious
emotion. In the same way, some forms of prophecy are to be explained as a temporary and
favourable excitement of the speech and cognate centres, induced by religious emotion. But this
does not explain the other features of some cases. It does not explain the belief that the prophet
utters things which he did not previously know; nor does it explain the rare cases of speech in a
foreign language.

It is here that the much discussed and often exaggerated “subliminal consciousness” helps us to
the outlines of an explanation. The point is this: besides our ordinary waking consciousness there
is a wider sphere, which only occasionally comes into the field of our observation. Roughly
speaking, one may say that reason, memory, and effort, work in the sphere of the ordinary, or
supraliminal, consciousness, while instinct and habit work in the sphere of the subliminal
consciousness. Usually speech, and most of the actions of daily life, are under the control of the
supraliminal consciousness. But when we act instinctively our actions are controlled by the
subliminal consciousness. For instance, an Englishman riding a bicycle on the Continent for the
first time knows that he ought, contrary to his usual practice, to keep to the right; but if a sudden
emergency arises, and he acts instinctively, he will certainly swerve to the left, in spite of his
consciousness that this is wrong. Some actions, again, especially in the world of sport, are an
extremely complicated mixture of instinct and reason, or of the supraliminal and subliminal
consciousness; very interesting, for instance, is the psychological analysis of the act of bowling at
cricket.

What the precise relations are between the supraliminal and subliminal consciousness,
psychologists have apparently not yet determined. It is, however, an established fact that, by the
exertion of strain on any given centre of the brain, the supraliminal consciousness can be partially
or completely “thrown out of gear,” and that in such cases people do and say exceptional things of
which neither they themselves nor any one else ever thought them capable. The importance of this
for the present purpose is that it sometimes happens in such cases that when the supraliminal
consciousness has been “thrown out of gear,” the person affected suddenly develops a power of
expressing new thoughts, and shows a knowledge of facts which no one, even himself, thought
that he possessed. It is obvious that this covers tolerably well the facts of prophecy; especially
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does it illuminate the difference between prophecy and preaching. The preacher announces to the
best of his ability the truths which he has learnt: he knows beforehand what he is going to say, and
the limits of his message are those of his own ordinary supraliminal consciousness. The prophet
does not always know beforehand what he is going to say: his words are only partly under his own
control: sometimes he is as much surprised as any one else at what he says: for the limits of his
message are those of his subliminal consciousness, which in ordinary circumstances is in
abeyance, and as little known to his own ordinary intelligence as to that of other persons.

Quite rare, but still quite sufficiently attested, are exceptional cases in which, under the influence of
strain bringing the subliminal consciousness into active working, persons have suddenly began to
speak and understand foreign languages; usually it has been possible to show that they had either
in childhood or in some other way had opportunities of learning them. This covers the indications
that among the early Christians glossolalia sometimes took the form of speaking foreign
languages. The importance of these results is that they tend to show that prophecy and
glossolalia, which the early Christians connected so closely with each other, are really cognate
psychological phenomena due to stress caused by religious emotion. In this way psychology really
does explain the symptoms, and explains them better than did the ancient hypothesis of obsession
by spirits. At the same time, it must be remembered that the question remains, what is the cause
of the religious emotion which gives rise to these symptoms? Psychology explains the immediate
cause of the phenomena; but what is the ultimate cause? that is to say, what is religion? To
discuss this problem would be outside the limits of the present book, which have perhaps been
already passed, but | cannot refrain from saying that if | do not mistake the signs of the times the
really serious controversy of the future will be concerned with this point, even among those who
are agreed in assigning the highest value to religion, and that the opposing propositions will be: (1)
that religion is the communion of man, in the sphere of the subliminal consciousness, with some
other being higher than himself; (2) that it is communion of man with his own subliminal
consciousness, which he does not recognize as his own, but hypostasizes as some one exterior to
himself. Those who wish to prepare for this controversy will do well to study on the one hand the
facts of religion—not of theology—and on the other the principles of psychology.

Literature.—The best treatment will be found in J. Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief, pp. 335-339,
but: according to him a book will shortly be published on Das Zungenreden by Edison Mosiman,
giving a full history of the phenomena in all ages. Important also are Feine’s article on Zungenrede
in the Realencyclopadie fii prot. Theologic, ed. 3, and Reitzenstein’s Poimandres (esp. p. 55). The
psychological facts are clearly stated in James’ little Textbook of Psychology or in his larger
Principles of Psychology, as well as in more technical books written from a more exclusively
medical standpoint.

1 Texts and Studies, v.1, Apocrypha Anecdota II. by M. R. James, pp. 134 ff.
1 See J. Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief, p. 338 ff.

2 Iren., Adv. Haer., v. 6, 1. Tert., Contra Marc., v. 8. Cf. also Justin Martyr, Apol. ii. 6, and other
passages mentioned by Harvey in his note on the passage from Irenaeus; but they do not exactly
cover glossolalia so much as prophecy and other miraculous xopmopoto TvevpaTIKE . Attention
may also be drawn to the hostile account of Palestinian prophets given by Celsus (Origen, Contra
Celsum, vii. 9): om om ... ETIQOITEVIEC TWAECIY W OTPOTOTMOOIG, KIVOmMVTAl OmBeV m(G
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BeoTmm (OVTEC: TPM XEIPOV ON MKEOTE KON ONVNOEC EMTEMY, Hym W OSHC EM U, m OOom TIOM G,
NG TVEM POl OcMOV ... TAMTO WM TOVATEIVE LEVOL TIPOCTIOM OOl W @M ¢ M\WWOTO, KM T POIOTPA,
KON TEVTE EONAQ, BV TH UEV WHEHO OEJEEC BV EXWY VORY EHpEmY SEVAITO, K.T.A., and the
equally hostile account of Gnostic glossolalia given by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer., I. xiii. 3 (Massuet))
“... concalefaciens animam a suspicione quod incipiat prophetare, cum cor ejus multo plus quam
oporteat palpitet, audet, et loquitur deliriosa, et quaecunque evenerint omnia, vacue et audacter,”
etc.

1 TomTO ETIOV TH X(WPEOV C@mOpN MOTHY BON@EEC. THY ON OCE @EI0V B THY TRAYLETWY B\WOoIm
TE KOM BMAAEIPIC TIOIEM TAY TETE UMY CUUBAIVEVTWY, vEey om om yivoumvwy. Cramer’s Catena,
V. p. 223.

1 Memoirs, lll. chap. 12. | am indebted to Mr. Conybeare for showing me this passage. Cf. Myth,
Magic, and Morals, p. 93.

1 By increasing the activity of the speech centre | include, of course, both the quickening of the
connections with other centres, and also the removal of the normal inhibition. The latter point is
rather interesting. One of the factors in controlling, and sometimes hindering speech, is the normal
inhibitory influence of such things as instinctive caution, perception of the possibility of
misunderstanding, etc. If this be removed an unusual freedom of speech ensues. One of the first
symptoms of alcoholic intoxication is this removal of inhibition. Hence in vino veritas, and hence
the fact that a glass of champagne produces fluency (in some persons), while a bottle produces
incoherence. Psychologically, what happens is that a small quantity of alcohol tends to remove the
normal inhibition, while a large dose disturbs and ultimately paralyzes the working of the speech
centre.
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Chapter 9

05. Chapter 5. THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS

CHAPTER V THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS THE problems connected with the background
of the Epistle to the Galatians are almost the exact opposite of those in the Epistles to the
Corinthians. In the latter, the questions of place and date are tolerably certain, and of quite
subordinate importance, but it is both difficult and important to determine the nature of the
controversy which called forth the Epistles. In the former, on the other hand, the nature of the
controversy is quite plain, but it is extremely hard to fix the places from which and to which St. Paul
wrote, or the time at which he sent the letter. The nature of the controversy is clearly fixed by the
whole trend of the Epistle. From beginning to end, it is engaged in controverting the proposition
that Gentile Christians ought to be circumcised and observe the Jewish Law; it is also obvious that
this proposition had been set up by Christian teachers who had come to Galatia after St. Paul had
left his converts, and we can scarcely be wrong in identifying these teachers with those of the
Jerusalem propaganda described on pp. 29 ff. So much is plain, and it is only subordinate points
which will later require further discussion. But the difficulties begin when one asks (what is, after
all, in reality the previous question) where did the Galatians live, and when did St. Paul write to
them? It is, therefore, necessary to discuss these questions at some length. WHERE WAS
GALATIA?

There are two meanings which can conceivably be given to the word “Galatia.” It may mean the
comparatively small district which was once the Kingdom of the Galatae, a Celtic people, generally
supposed to be identical with the Galli of Western Europe, who are also called ToAmtal by Greek
writers; or it may be the much larger district which the Romans made into the Province of Galatia.
The Galatians invaded Asia in the third century before Christ, and ultimately occupied a district
towards the north of the ancient kingdom of Phrygia. Later on they came more or less under the
domination of Pontus, and played an important part in the wars between the Romans and
Mithridates. Ultimately, in the first century before Christ, the kingdom of Galatia passed into the
possession of Amyntas, King of Pisidia, together with other territory. Amyntas was the tributary of
the Romans, and on his death in 25 b.c. the Romans took over all his possessions as a new
Province of the Empire, and gave it the name of Galatia, because the ancient kingdom of Galatia
was the most important part, and contained Ancyra, the capital of the whole. Thus, politically, all
the inhabitants of the Province, which included Derbe, Lystra, Iconium, and Pisidian Antioch, the
cities visited by St. Paul on his first journey, were Galatians, while ethnographically only the
inhabitants of a comparatively small district to the north could be so called. The question is
whether St. Paul means “political Galatians,” or “ethnographical Galatians.” To form a choice
between these two possibilities a very important preliminary question is whether the Acts
represents St. Paul as founding Christian communities in the Kingdom or in the Province of
Galatia. For this purpose two passages in the Acts have to be considered, in which there is a
reference to “Galatia.”

(1) Acts 16:6 : AimABov om Ty dpuymayv KOE [OACTIKEY X POV KWAUOEVTEC M T TOM M yE OU
TIVEM LOTOC ACAR OO THY AMYOV BV TH mONE EAOmVYTEC Om KOTH THY MuomQv mTER po{oV €l G
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TmV BiBuvm v TopsLOmM VAL, KON OMK EMQOEY 0N TOMC TH TIVEM L0l M NOOM , TOPEADOm VTEC Om THV
Muomav kotmBnoav sm¢ Tpmmda. The question here is, What is the district described as
Galatian? The answer is not simple, and such authorities as Lightfoot and Ramsay are found to
give different answers.

There is, unfortunately, a small but important variant in the text concerning the first
word—oim ABov. The text given is that found in mBCDE d e, and some others against the mass of
late MSS., which read dicABmvteg. There can be no doubt but that on purely manuscriptal grounds
oimABov deserves the preference; but Lightfoot, Ramsay, and Ask with all show a certain
preference for dieAOmvteg, mainly on the ground that dimABov is the easier reading grammatically,
and may have been introduced in order to simplify the long and awkward string of participles which
oleAOmvteq introduces. It is hard to think that there is much real weight in this argument; but in
view of the fact that the opinion exists, it is desirable to follow Askwith’s example and consider
both forms.

If dleAOmvTIC be read, we have a series of participles (J1eEAOmVTEC ... KWALOMVTEC ... mAOEVTEQ)
qualifying mtem palov. The only natural interpretation is that these three participles represent
three stages which led up to the attempt to enter Bithynia. In other words, the writer means to say,
“First they went through Tev @puymav koam [aAotikmyv Xmpoav, secondly they were prevented
from preaching in Asia, finally they came opposite Mysia and tried to enter Bithynia.” The important
point is that it implies that the ®puyma kom [aAotikm Xmpa was traversed before Asia was
reached.

If dimABov be read, the matter is not so plain: KwAvOm vTeEC May be retrospective, and in that case
the sentence means “they passed through the Phrygian and Galatian region, because they had
already been prevented from preaching in Asia.” In that case the region in question was reached
after Asia had been found to be shut against their preaching. But this meaning is not necessary. It
is a grammatical heresy to suppose that the Greek aorist participle must imply a temporal relation:
it is strictly timeless, and the context determines whether the relation between the acts implied in
the main verb precedes, follows, or is simultaneous with those implied in the participle. So here
olmABov KwAuBmvtec means “they passed through, in a state of inability to,” etc., and nothing is
said as to whether this state of inability was reached before, after, or during the passing through.
Moreover, it is a general rule of Greek grammar that the participle rather than the main verb is
emphatic; the stress is not on the “passing through” (which probably implies preaching, as
oim pxeoBal has almost the technical sense of “to make a missionary journey”), but on the fact that
they were hindered from preaching in Asia. Thus, though KwAuBmvtec may be retrospective, it
need not be taken in this sense.

It is, therefore, necessary to ask whether the phrase, Tmv ®puymav Kom [OAQTIKEV XEPAV, iS
more easily interpreted as a place reached after the frontier of Asia, or as one which had already
been passed through.

It is first desirable to notice the exact meaning of the Greek phrase. It cannot mean “Phrygia and
the Galatian district,” which would be tmv ®puymav kom tev FaAoatikmy xmpav—a reading which
is actually found in later MSS., and was certainly introduced in the interest of the belief that two
districts were indicated. Nor can it mean “the Phrygian and Galatian districts,” which would require
E¢ Ppuymog Kom MoAatikmg xmpag. In fact, it can only mean one thing—the xmpa which is
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Phrygian and Galatian, or more shortly the Phrygo-Galatic xm pa. This much is common ground to
Lightfoot and Ramsay. But at this point they differ: Lightfoot thinks that the phrase means “the
country which was once Phrygia and Galatia,” or alternatively the parts of Phrygia bordering on
Galatia. Ramsay thinks that it means the district in the Province of Galatia which had originally
been Phrygian, and was probably known in Latin as Regio Phrygia Galatica. To appreciate this
guestion it is necessary to take into consideration the really great change in our knowledge of the
political geography of Asia, and of the nomenclature applied to it, made by the recent researches
of archaeologists, especially Ramsay. The main point is that by the time of St. Paul an enormous
province had been created in the middle of Asia Minor, with the old Kingdom of Galatia as its
centre. Among the parts of other kingdoms which had been attached to it were ethnologically
Phrygian districts, including Antioch and Iconium, and Lycaonian districts, including Lystra and
Derbe. Other parts of Phrygia belonged to the Province of Asia, and other parts of Lycaonia to the
Regnum Antiochi, which was not yet incorporated into any province. Thus it would be natural to
describe the part of Phrygia which was in Galatia as Phrygia Galatica, in contrast to Phrygia
Asiana, and the part of Lycaonia as Lycaonia Galatica in contrast to Lycaonia Antiochiana. In the
light of these facts it is clear that the most probable explanation is that m ®puyma kam [aAoTikm
X®m pa means the district of Phrygia recently added to the Province of Galatia,—Phrygia Galatica. It
is indeed hard to see what other district could be meant, for the fact that Galatia proper had two
hundred years previously been Phrygian would hardly justify us in applying to it the phrase
“Phrygo-Galatic district.”

Moreover, consideration of the map shows that a nice discrimination between “retrospective” and
other exegesis of kKwAuBmvteg is unnecessary. The hindrance to St. Paul's preaching was
probably just before or just after he entered the Phrygo-Galatic region, and in consequence of this
hindrance he continued his journey across it, instead of immediately passing into Asia. In the end
he must enter Asia, but as he could not preach in it, he postponed his entry as long as possible. In
Acts 16:1 ff. St. Paul is in Lystra in Lycaonia Galatica, and it is implied in Acts 16:2 that he went on
to Iconium, which was either the last city in Lycaonia Galatica, or the first in Phrygia Galatica, a
long day’s journey (30 miles) from the frontier of Asia, and less than 20 miles from the great road
to Ephesus. Here St. Paul would naturally have passed into Asia, and | understand St. Luke to
mean that, as he found it impossible to preach in Asia, he went round to the south of the Sultan
Dagh, through Antioch, to Kinnaborion, and so up to Kotiaion, or perhaps by a road branching off
just before Kinnaborion to Dorylaion. Here he was katm v Muomav, and intended to go straight
on to Nicomedia—Bithynia can scarcely mean any other town— but being hindered by the “Spirit
of Jesus,” he turned to the left and went to Troas. | take dimABov tmv ®puymav KoE TOAATIKE YV
X®mpav to mean merely that he kept to the south of the Sultan Dagh instead of going to the north of
it through Phrygia Asiana, which would have been the more natural route. Probably the reason
which influenced St. Paul was the desire to see Pisidian Antioch again, when he found it was
impossible to preach in Asia, i.e. in Philomelium, to which he would have naturally gone from
Iconium vivia Laodicea and the main route; for preaching in Asia means preaching along the main
road to Ephesus. This view is, of course, hypothetical, and the evidence at our disposal is quite
insufficient to enable us to say exactly which route St. Paul took. The important point is that the
phrase, m ®puyma kom [oAaTikm xmpo, seems most naturally to refer to Phrygia Galatica in
which was Antioch and possibly Iconium. If so, the suggestion is that the Churches in Lystra,
Derbe, Iconium, and Pisidian Antioch might naturally be described as Galatian Churches, and in
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this case the foundation of Christianity in Galatia must be dated in St. Paul's first missionary
journey, when he and St. Barnabas visited these towns.

2 Acts 28:22-23 : kKom KOTEAOmY em¢ Koloopmov, Evofm¢ KON ®OTOOELEVOC THY
EKKANOEQV, KOTE[(N €ENC WMVTIEMXEIOV, KON TOIMOOC XPEVOV Tivem mEmADEY dlepXm LEVOC
KoOmEng tmv MaAoTikmy xmpav Kkom dpuymov otnpm {wv TEVToC Tom ¢ pobntm ¢ Cf. also Acts
19:1:mymvero Om ... [TAmMAQV OIEAOEMVTO TH BVWIENIKE 1M Pr) MAOENY €W C W @ECOV.

It is clear that these two passages describe a journey from Antioch to Ephesus, covering again the
ground which St. Paul had previously gone over. Nor is the first part of the route, which is not
described, difficult to identify. St. Paul must have gone from Antioch, through the Syrian Gates,
through Tarsus and the Cilician Gates, across Lycaonia Antiochiana, and so to Derbe, where he
entered Lycaonia Galatica, and thence through Lystra to Iconium, where he entered Phrygia
Galatica; after this he would visit Pisidian Antioch, and finally the reference to the mvwrtepikm
|m pr probably means that, instead of taking the main road along the south banks of the Lycus
and Maeander valleys, he took a smaller road to the north, passing in the end to the north of M.
Messogis. When one grasps these facts, the meaning of the change of expression in Acts 28:23
from that in Acts 16:6 becomes plain. In the latter place, St. Luke says tmv ®puymav Kom
FoAotikmv xmpov because he means that one single district was Phrygian-Galatian. In the former
place he says tmv NaAotikmy Xmpav kom dpuymav, because he means two districts, namely the
Galatic region of Lycaonia, and Phrygia.

Moreover, the fulness of expression in the one case and not in the other is adequately explained
by the circumstances. In Acts 16:6 St. Paul is at Iconium, and he has the choice between the
northerly road to Laodicea and the Phrygian-Asiatic district on the one hand, and the southerly
road to Antioch, continuing in the Phrygian-Galatian district, on the other hand. To have said
dpuymav here would have been ambiguous, for the whole point was that he stayed in one part of
Phrygia instead of in another. Nor would FaAatikmy xmpav without further definition have been
enough. At Iconium he was on the borders of the Phrygian-Galatian and the Lycaonian-Galatian
districts. It is true that the latter would really have been sufficiently excluded by the context; but the
point is that St. Luke had just described a check in St. Paul's journey, and the simplest and best
style of expression was one which defined the district accurately, and did not leave it to the context
to decide whether Phrygian or Lycaonian Galatia was intended. In Acts 18:22 the situation is
different. If he started from Antioch and went straight ahead, as ka6m&n¢ implies, after passing
through Lycaonia Antiochiana—and no other route is possible—he would necessarily come to the
Galatian district of Lycaonia, and after that to Phrygia—first Phrygia Galatica and afterwards
Phrygia Asiana. The route is thus sufficiently indicated, and there was no check at any point to
render further definition necessary.

Thus the meaning of the two passages in Acts in which a reference to “Galatian” is found, points to
the Churches of Derbe and Lystra as those covered by the expression m FoAdatikm xmpa in Acts
18:23, and Iconium and Antioch as those covered by m ®puyma kKom oAaTikm yxmpa in Acts
16:6. There is nothing in the Acts which need point to any other “Galatian” Churches, and the
theories which make St. Paul travel into the middle of the old Kingdom of Galatia are unsupported
by the strict interpretation of Acts, and make St. Paul undertake long and dangerous journeys to
sparsely populated regions, instead of keeping, as is far more probable, to the great roads and
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main centres of the Greek-speaking population. The only weak point in the view here adopted is
the insufficiency of inscriptional evidence for the forms used. But this is not a serious matter: the
attempt to make St. Luke or St. Paul always use correct official language has been pressed too
far. Whether Phrygia Galatica, Lycaonia Galatica, Phrygia Asiana, and Lycaonia Antiochiana were
official terms or not, there is no doubt that Phrygia was divided between the Province of Galatia
and the Province of Asia, and that Lycaonia was divided between the Province of Galatia and the
Kingdom of Antiochus. The districts existed, whatever the official names may have been, and St.
Luke’s expressions indicate them with sufficient precision. Whether he was using the names which
a Roman official writing Greek would have used is a point of secondary interest, and, after all, it
must not be forgotten that, so far as there is any inscriptional evidence, it supports the Lucan
phraseology.

Turning to the Epistle itself, the question is one based on the consideration of two probabilities. (1)
Is it probable that St. Paul made important missionary journeys outside the districts covered by the
narrative in Acts? (2) Is it probable that he would refer to the inhabitants of Derbe, Lystra, Iconium,
and Antioch as Galatians? The answer to the first question is, on the whole, in the negative. It is, of
course, true that it is fairly clear from the Epistle that St. Luke only gives the outline of St. Paul's
journeys, but it is impossible to see any point in the three great journeys at which a visit to the old
Kingdom of Galatia can be interpolated, and there is, therefore, a considerable improbability
against any theory which identifies the Galatia of the Epistle with a district outside those which the
Acts state that he visited. To the second question diametrically opposed answers have been
given. German writers especially have thought it improbable that the inhabitants of Lycaonia or
Phrygia would care to be addressed as Galatians, since their only connection with Galatia was
derived from the political arrangements of a conquering nation. But these arguments largely rest
on the wholly unproved assumption that the recipients of the Epistle must have been
ethnographically Phrygians or Lycaonians, if the Churches of Iconium and Lystra were intended. It
is far more probable that they were, or (what is here the important point) preferred to think that
they were, Greek or Roman, and identified themselves with Greek and Roman civilization, rather
than with the Phrygians, whose name was a synonym for slave, or with the Lycaonians, whose
name had become the general title of brigands.

Moreover, one may fairly ask what other generic title than “Galatians” St. Paul could have used, if
he was seeking a common name for inhabitants of Lystra and Iconium. The Lystrans were
ethnologically Lycaonians, and the inhabitants of Iconium were ethnologically Phrygians. Both
were politically Galatians; but was there any other name which could be applied to both?

Thus, there is good reason for thinking (1) that Acts refers to the inhabitants of Pisidian Antioch,
Iconium, Derbe, and Lystra, as belonging to Galatia; (2) that Acts does not narrate any visit of St.
Paul to the old Kingdom of Galatia; (3) that “Galatian” is the term which St. Paul would naturally
use to describe these Churches.

Taken together, these facts seem to afford extremely strong evidence in favour of the “South
Galatian” view. Nor is this impression weakened by considering the “North Galatian” arguments. |
am unable to find that any argument of importance has ever been put forward in support of the
“North Galatian” view, except that Acts 16:6 must mean that St. Paul passed first through Phrygia
and then through Galatia, after he had been prevented from preaching in Asia. This view is subject
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to the objection that it sacrifices the proper meaning of tmv ®puymav Kom [OAGTIKEY XEPAV,
reads into the aorist participle KwAuOmvteg a meaning which, though possible, is not necessary,
and makes St. Paul wander wildly through some of the most desolate tracts of Asia, instead of
keeping to the main roads and centres of the Greek-speaking population. The first of these
objections is remedied by Lightfoot's suggestion, that tmv ®puymav kKom [OAOTIKEV X® POV
means the country, which was Phrygian before the Galatians conquered it. This is grammatically
possible; but it is not likely that St. Luke would have plunged in this way into references to events
which had happened two centuries previously.

Thus the balance of evidence in favour of the South Galatian theory seems to be overwhelmingly
strong, and the answer to the question, “Where was Galatia?” must be that it was the Roman
Province, and that the Galatians to whom St. Paul was writing were the inhabitants of Pisidian
Antioch, Iconium, Derbe, and Lystra.

WHEN WAS GALATIANS WRITTEN? On the South Galatian hypothesis the earliest date for the
Epistle is St. Paul’s return from his first missionary journey. The choice of a date after this point
depends on the view taken of the indications supplied by the Epistle itself. These indications are
found in the interpretation of two passages: Galatians 4:13 and Galatians 1:11-24, Galatians
2:1-14. THE MEANING OF Galatians 4:13 In Galatians 4:13 St. Paul says: “Ye know that on
account of physical infirmity | preached to you formerly.” The Greek for “formerly” is Tm Ti0m TEPOV,
and the suggestion has been made, notably by Lightfoot, that this must mean “on the former of two
visits”; that is, after St. Paul had been twice to Galatia, and before a third visit. Assuming for the
moment that tm TpmTEPOV must have this meaning, it is important to decide what is its
chronological significance. On the North Galatian theory, followed by Lightfoot, it means that the
Epistle was written after the visit recorded in Acts 18:23, for the visit mentioned in Acts 16:6 was
the first, and that in Acts 18:23 the second, visit to Galatia. On the South Galatian theory the
interpretation is less simple. St. Paul visited the Galatian Province for the first time on his first
missionary journey, and for the second time on his second journey. Therefore, it would at first
seem that Galatians must have been written after the visit on the second journey; but the matter is
complicated by the fact that on the first journey St. Paul paid two visits to each of the Galatian
Churches, except, perhaps, Derbe, which was the turning-point. Thus, if St. Paul was thinking of
the individual Churches rather than of the locality as a whole, he might have said, “the former of
my two visits,” at any time after the second visit on the first journey; and the first, not the second,
missionary journey, becomes the terminus a quo for the dating of the Epistle. But it is much more
probable that this view, that tm TpmTipov means on the former of two occasions, is incorrect. It
can equally well be used with no comparative sense, beyond that involved in a contrast between
past and present, in the sense of “originally.” It is in the “Koine” Greek more common in this sense
than in the more classical significance, and in the New Testament this is almost indisputably its
meaning in all the ten passages in which it is found.

It is, therefore, more than hazardous to base any theory, or objection to any theory, as to the
chronology of Galatians on the view that e Tpomtepov implies that St. Paul had already paid two
visits to the Galatians, for it probably makes no such implication. There is even much to be said for
Askwith’s contention (p. 75 ff.), that emnyyeAiompunv in Galatians 4:13 has more point, if it be
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supposed that St. Paul, when he wrote, had only once been in Galatia; but the point is too fine to
be made the basis of an argument. THE MEANING OF Galatians 1:11-24, Galatians 2:1-14 The
interpretation of Galatians 1:11-24, Galatians 2:1-14 is more difficult, and affords one of the most
intricate problems connected with the historical background of the Pauline Epistles. It may be
divided into two main questions. (i.) Does St. Paul mean that all the events described took place
before the conversion of the Galatians, or before the sending of the Epistle? In other words, does
the plan of this section involve his giving a sketch of his relations with the Apostles at Jerusalem
up to the time of his converting the Galatians, or up to the time when he wrote to them? (ii.) With
what narratives in the Acts can we identify the events mentioned in the Epistle? and, if we cannot
identify them at all, when are they likely to have happened?

(i.) The plan of the opening sections of Galatians is to offer a defence against the attacks of
Christian missionaries belonging to the Jerusalem or Judaizing party, who had thrown doubt on St.
Paul’s claim to be an Apostle of Christianity.

St. Paul probably admits in Galatians 1:6 that there was a difference between the gospel preached
by himself and his opponents, but he claims that his mission was direct from Christ and God the
Father, not from men, i.e. not from the Church at Jerusalem. This he states in Galatians 1:1, and
repeats at greater length in Galatians 1:11 ff.: “For | make known to you, brethren, that the gospel
preached by me is not according to man: for neither did | receive it from man, nor was | taught it,
but | received it through a revelation of Jesus Christ.” He then goes on to show that this
contention, that he has received a direct commission from Christ, not from the Church at
Jerusalem, is borne out by his history, and he especially explains the nature of his relations to the
Church at Jerusalem during two visits to that city. The question is whether this plan entailed his
giving a sketch of all the occasions when he came into contact with the Apostles of Jerusalem up
to the time of his visit to Galatia, or up to the time of his writing the letter. It is clear that it is
impossible to dogmatize on this point. It is possible that he did neither the one nor the other, but
merely discussed the incidents which had been fastened upon by his opponents as proving his
subordination to Jerusalem. It is too often overlooked, in considering this question, that we have to
deal with a controversy of which one side only is extant. St. Paul is not writing in a calm scientific
spirit for the good of future historians, but is doing his best to pulverize an opponent. Now, in
controversy, it is the business of a writer to answer arguments advanced against him, not
necessarily to meet them before hand, and we have no real right to assume that St. Paul
discusses every occasion which brought him into contact with the Jerusalem Apostles: he may
have limited himself to those incidents which had been attacked. This last point is, in fact, the one
which can be advanced with most probability—the incidents dealt with are those which, at least in
the opinion of the opposing party, could be used against St. Paul, or, on the other hand, were
necessary to St. Paul's purpose of answering attacks.

Thus with regard to the plan of this part of the Galatians, we can only say that it is intended to
answer attacks on the character of St. Paul's apostleship, but it remains more or less uncertain
whether he meant to give an account (a) of all his interviews with the Church at Jerusalem up to
the time of his conversion of the Galatians, (B) of all his interviews up to the time of writing the
Epistle, or (y) only of those interviews which had been used against him in controversy.
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It must, however, be admitted that while all three of these interpretations are possible, there would
be more logical force in St. Paul's argument if he gave an account of all his visits to Jerusalem at
least up to the time of the conversion of the Galatians, and that this interpretation has therefore a
superior probability, if it be found to be consistent with the other factors which influence a decision
as to the date of the Epistle.

(ii.) Bearing this conclusion in mind, it is now possible to consider in detail the events narrated in
Galatians 1:13-24, Galatians 2:1-14. These events can be summarized as follows: (a) St. Paul's
life to his conversion (IGalatians 1:13-16); (B) his action immediately after the conversion
(Galatians 1:16-17); (y) a visit to Jerusalem (Galatians 1:18-20); (d) visit to Syria Cilicia (Galatians
1:21-24); (¢) a second visit to Jerusalem (Galatians 2:1-10); () St. Peter’'s visit to Antioch
(Galatians 2:11-14).

(a) St. Paul's Life up to his Conversion (Galatians 1:13-16).—In Galatians 1:13-16 St. Paul says,
“For ye have heard of my manner of life in time past in the Jews’ religion, how that beyond
measure | persecuted the Church of God, and made havoc of it: and | advanced in the Jews’
religion beyond many of my own age among my countrymen, being more exceedingly zealous for
the traditions of my fathers. But when it was the good pleasure of God, who separated me from my
mother’'s womb, and called me through His grace to reveal His Son in me, that | should preach
Him among the Gentiles, immediately | conferred not with flesh and blood,” etc. This account
presents no real difficulty in connection with Acts, which agrees with the Epistle in representing St.
Paul as a persecutor up to the time of his conversion. It is true that St. Paul (Acts 1:1-26, Acts
2:1-47, Acts 3:1-26, Acts 4:1-37, Acts 5:1-42, Acts 6:1-15, Acts 7:1-60, Acts 8:1-40, Acts 9:1-43)
says nothing about the sudden vision described in Acts 9:1-43, but it is an exaggeration of
exegesis to pretend that the phrase “to reveal His Son in me” can be regarded as contradictory to
the narrative in Acts.

(B), (y), (d). These passages present more difficulty. The sequence of events in Acts and Galatians
can best be shown in parallel columns.

Acts

Galatians

(1) Visit to Damascus immediately after the conversion.
(1) Visit to Arabia immediately after the conversion.

(2) Escape from Damascus, and visit to Jerusalem.

(2) A “return” to Damascus.

(3) Retreat from Jerusalem to Tarsus in Cilicia.

(3) A visit to Jerusalem “after three years.”

(4) Departure to the “districts of Syria and Cilicia.”

The difference between these accounts is obvious, and one cannot entirely escape the admission
that either one or both are incomplete or inaccurate. There are, however, two points which are
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especially worth notice. In the first place, the expression in Galatians, “l returned (m Tm oTpea) to
Damascus,” implies that he had previously been there. It would seem as though St. Paul, for the
moment at least, regarded his conversion, or the complex of events of which his conversion was
the centre, as having taken place at Damascus, and this more or less corroborates the narrative in
Acts, according to which the conversion took place on the road to Damascus, and was followed
immediately by a period of temporary blindness passed through in Damascus. In the second
place, the statement in Galatians that St. Paul departed to the “districts of Syria and Cilicia” after
the first visit to Jerusalem, corroborates the statement in Acts, that, owing to a plot of the
Greek-speaking Jews, he was taken by the Christians to Caesarea and sent to Tarsus, his native
town in Cilicia. But the points in which Acts and Galatians wholly fail to corroborate each other are
the visit to Arabia and the description of the visit to Jerusalem. With regard to the visit to Arabia,
whatever may have been its nature, room can only be found for it if we suppose that St. Luke has
telescoped together two visits to Damascus, consciously or unconsciously, and that the events
described in Acts 9:19-25 really cover three years. It should also be noted that the account of St.
Paul's escape from Damascus in a basket is corroborated by 2 Corinthians 11:33 (“In Damascus
the ethnarch of Aretas the king guarded the city of the Damascenes to take me, and | was let down
in a basket through a window”), and is brought into relation with Aretas, the King of the Nabatean
kingdom of Arabia. But for the present purpose the question is not of primary importance. The
events at Jerusalem are a more serious matter. The two accounts are best placed in parallel
columns.

Acts 9:26-30.
Galatians 1:18-20.

“And when he was come to Jerusalem he assayed to join himself to the disciples: and they were
all afraid of him, not believing that he was a disciple. But Barnabas took him and brought him to
the Apostles, and declared unto them how he had seen the Lord in the way, and that He had
spoken to him, and how at Damascus he had preached boldly in the name of Jesus. And he was
with them going in and coming out at Jerusalem: and he spake and disputed against the
Greek-speaking Jews, but they went about to kill him. And when the brethren knew it, they brought
him down to Caesarea....”

“After three years | went up to Jerusalem to become acquainted with Cephas, and tarried with him
fifteen days. But other of the Apostles saw | none, save James the Lord’s brother. Now touching
the things which | write unto you, before God, | lie not. Then | came into the districts of Syria and
Cilicia. And | was still unknown by face unto the Churches of Judaea which were in Christ, but they
only heard say, He that persecuted us once now preacheth the faith of which he once made
havoc; and they glorified God in me.”

No amount of argument can alter the fact that Acts speaks of a period of preaching in Jerusalem,
which attracted sufficient attention to endanger St. Paul's life, while Galatians says that he was
unknown by face unto the Churches of Judaea. Considerations which may be allowed to tell on the
other side are the possibilities that St. Paul never spoke to any one except the Apostles and
Greek-speaking Jews, and that Judaea means “with the exception of Jerusalem.” But to most
minds this seems very forced and improbable. The general impression made by Galatians is that
this visit was a purely private one, during which St. Paul only met St. Peter and St. James of the
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leaders, while Acts suggests a rather stormy career of preaching in the company of the Apostles
and St. Barnabas, who in the Epistles is spoken of as an Apostle (cf. Galatians 2:9; 1 Corinthians
9:5-6).

Thus there is a real and essential difference between Acts and Galatians. Probably both
documents refer to the same visit, as both place it between St. Paul’'s departure from Damascus
and his departure to Tarsus in Cilicia; but they give divergent accounts of the character of the visit.
This is possibly to be explained by defective information on the part of St. Luke, but probably a
more important factor is the different purposes for which the two accounts were written. St. Paul is
controverting the accusation that he was disloyal to the authorities at Jerusalem, and that he had
derived his commission to preach from them. St. Luke is either giving a merely historical account,
or is chiefly concerned to show that St. Paul's gospel was not essentially different from that of
Jerusalem. St. Paul wishes to show his independence; St. Luke, to make plain his agreement. The
importance of this fact is not so much direct as indirect. It shows that we cannot expect St. Luke
and St. Paul to agree closely in their accounts of the same events, and that their disagreement in
descriptions is not really any proof that they do not refer to the same things. To what extent this is
due to the pressure of controversy influencing St. Paul in one way, and the necessity of omitting
irrelevant details affecting St. Luke in another, is impossible to say; the fact remains that when
they are relating the same events they sometimes differ so widely that it is only the context which
enables us to be sure that they are not referring to different incidents.

(¢) The Second Visit to Jerusalem.—This is placed by St. Paul “after fourteen years.” It is
somewhat doubtful whether he means fourteen years after his conversion, or fourteen years after
the first visit. Probably the latter is right (see p. 288 f.), but the point is for the present purpose
immaterial. Really important is the omission of any statement as to the reason why he ever left
Tarsus and came to Antioch. According to Acts 11:25, this was at the desire of St. Barnabas, the
delegate from Jerusalem, and when St. Paul appears in Acts at Antioch there is no suggestion that
he is in any way superior to St. Barnabas; indeed, until the two reach Cyprus St. Paul always is
mentioned in the second place. Why did St. Paul say nothing about this? If the account in Acts is
accurate it seems admirably calculated to have afforded a weapon for those who maintained that
he was subordinate to the Apostles at Jerusalem. One can only suppose that there were some
other facts which prevented this incident from being used by St. Paul's opponents, but were either
unknown to St. Luke or seemed to him to be immaterial for his purpose. Once more it is plain that
one cannot safely assume that either Acts or Galatians gives a complete account of all the
occasions when he came into contact with the original Apostles. The further course of events is
most important and difficult. St. Paul says that he went up to Jerusalem, and that various incidents
took place. What exactly were these incidents, and to what narratives in Acts do they correspond?

Probably the least confusing manner of dealing with these very complicated and perhaps insoluble
guestions is to adopt a somewhat artificial division of the material, not entirely justified by the text,
and say that there are two problems: (1) the circumcision of Titus, and (2) the interview with St.
James, Cephas, and St. John; and it is disappointing, even if honest, to be obliged to admit at the
outset that no satisfactorily high degree of probability can be claimed for any solution to either
problem.
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(1)The Circumcision of Titus.—As so often happens in passages which present exegetical
difficulties, the text is uncertain. The ordinary text found in all critical editions and in all translations
of modern times is; mAAR omOm TETOCE ONV H|ION EAANY BV EVOYKE0ON TEPITUNOMVAL- dim
Om TOM G TIIPEIOMKTOUC YPeLOUOM AQOUC, OM TIVEC TIPEICM ABOV KOTAOKOTH 001 THY EMAEUOepm Qv
EUNV HY EXOUEV MY XPIOTH ENCONM, MVO H|/EC KOTOOOUAEGOUGIV, ONC OEMOE TOEC B PAV
EMEQUEY TH ETOTOYE, BVO B EAEOEIO TOM EMOYYEAROUL JlOUEmVE TEC mum G “But not even
Titus who was with me, being a Greek, was compelled to be circumcised, but because of the false
brethren privily brought in, who came in privily to spy out our liberty which we have in Christ Jesus,
that they might bring us into bondage, to whom we yielded in subjection, no! not for an hour, that
the truth of the gospel might continue with you.” This text is found in all Greek MSS. (including m B)
except D, but not in the OId Latin version, or in the Peshitto Syriac. It has in so far a claim to
recognition that it has not merely much manuscript support, but provides a sentence so impossible
to construe and difficult to explain that it invites alteration. The serious rival to this text is found in
D, Irenaeus, Victorinus, Tertullian, Ambrosiaster, Primasius and the Old Latin version: mAAm om om
TETOC ... mVOYKE 0ON TEPITUNOmM VAL, dim Om TOM C TIPEIOM KTOUC WU Om AQOU( ... TIOW G W POV
EMEOUEY TH WMTOTOYE EMVO B EAEOBEIQ, K.T.A., omitting the words om ¢ om dm before Tpm ¢ mpav.

Intermediate stages between these two readings are found in Marcion, some Greek MSS. known
to Victorinus, and the Peshitto Syriac, who read, omdm TR ¢ mpov em&apev, K.T.A. but without
om¢, and in Jerome’'s Commentary on Galatians, which reads om ¢ Tpm ¢ mpov em&apev without
omdm . The question is whether these stages represent emendations of the ordinary text or of that
found in D, etc. Undoubtedly, Tertullian and Irenaeus represent an older type of text than anything
found, as a whole, in our extant MSS., but in any given instance there is always the chance that
they have a purely Western corruption, and that the great MSS. are right. The crucial point of the
textual argument is to be found in the reading of the Peshitto and Marcion. This seems to be
certainly an emendation; but it may be explained equally well as an emendation of the one text as
of the other. If we assume the text of the MSS. to have been the original, it is possible that Marcion
and Rabbula (the maker of the Peshitto) struck out om ¢ to improve the grammar; if we assume the
text of Tertullian and Irenaeus, they may have inserted a negative in order to exclude the exegesis
that St. Paul really did “yield in subjection.”

It will be seen, therefore, that the real difficulty is not that the textual authorities are equally
balanced, but that it is so difficult to see which of the variants is really the lectio ardua which
explains the others. The question is, Which is more likely to have seemed ardua to early scribes,
and so to have first invited alteration? Would they have been more shocked by the suggestion that
St. Paul had circumcised Titus, or by an anacoluthon in his statement that he did not do so?
Personally, | think that they would have been more tolerant of anacoluthon, and therefore am
inclined to prefer the text of Irenaeus and Tertullian; but it must be admitted to be a point on which
a decision is impossible. The matter is complicated rather than elucidated by the fact that the
verse is, whatever reading be adopted, susceptible of meaning either that Titus was or was not
circumcised. The meaning depends entirely on the emphasis placed on the words. “Titus was not
compelled to be circumcised” is as possible as “Titus was not compelled to be circumcised,” and
the meaning of one is the opposite of the other. Both interpretations (and, in fact, many variations
of each type) have often been suggested, but it is unnecessary for the present purpose to discuss
them; the truth is that it is quite impossible ever to decide from the actual wording what really

Sermonindex.net | Page 142



happened. This is one of the results which spring from the fact that Galatians is really a letter,
dealing with facts which were well known both to the writer and to his correspondents, though not
to us. St. Paul was not writing for our benefit, but for the Galatians, who knew all about Titus, and
therefore it was unnecessary for him to make plain the fact that Titus had or had not been
circumcised—what he had to do was to discuss the importance of the fact.

When, however, we look at the question in this light, no longer as a question of exegesis, but as
one of general probability, the point assumes a somewhat different aspect, though it still remains
obscure. St. Paul is here defending himself against attack: there is, therefore, a probability that the
incidents with which he deals are those which his opponents had used to prove that he was
subordinate to the Apostles at Jerusalem. Certainly this is the case with the first visit to Jerusalem,
and with the interview with the Apostles on the second visit; clearly these were facts out of which
St. Paul's opponents had tried to make capital, and had thus forced him to give his own account of
what had happened. If we might assume that this is also the case with the episode of Titus, it
would follow that he had been circumcised, that St. Paul's opponents had used this as an
argument, and that St. Paul, therefore, found it necessary to explain that, though Titus had been
circumcised, it was not under compulsion, but as an act of grace, perhaps of misplaced
concession to false brethren, whose true character he did not at the time perceive. At first sight
this seems convincing, but it may be argued, on the other hand, with equal plausibility, that the
incident of Titus is only mentioned in order to prove that the interview at Jerusalem was not really
a permanent submission, as could be seen from the fact that Titus (who was a Gentile) was not
circumcised, in spite of the pressure exercised by the false brethren, to whom he yielded only on
matters of temporary importance, not on those of principle. Nor is it possible to base a decision
between these two lines of argument on our knowledge of what St. Paul is likely to have done. St.
Paul argues in his Epistles against the necessity of circumcision, but on the other hand, he
circumcised Timothy, who was, after all, a Greek, even though his mother was a Jewess, and we
may safely say that no one after reading Galatians 5:1-26 would ever have expected such a
concession to Jewish feeling, though Galatians 5:11 (“If | preach circumcision, why am |
persecuted?”) may be taken as implying that in some way he had given rise to the statement that
he did recommend circumcision.

Thus the only possible summing up of the whole point seems to be that a verdict of “not proven”
ought to be returned. It is possible to make attractive statements in the spirit of an advocate for
either side, but if a judicial attitude is to be observed, no other verdict is conceivable. If, however, |
were obliged to take sides, | should say that there is a balance of argument in favour of the view
that Titus was circumcised.

(2)The Interview with St. Peter, St. James, and St. John at Jerusalem.—The main question here is
whether this interview can be placed at the time of the Apostolic Council described in Acts 15:1-41,
or at that of the visit during the famine described in Acts 11:30 and Acts 12:25. The popular view is
the identification of the visit with the Apostolic Council, and the arguments in favour of this view are
best set out in the additional note to Acts 2:1-47. in Lightfoot's Commentary pp. 123-128. The
other view has been defended by Ramsay, Weber, and Bartlett, and still more recently by C. W.
Emmet. It will probably be simplest to begin by stating shortly the main arguments for both views,
and afterwards discussing them in more detail. The case for the Identification of the Interview
inGalatians 2:1-21withActs 12:1-25—The main argument for this view will always be found in the
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fact that St. Paul's reasoning seems to imply that this interview took place on his second visit to
Jerusalem, and the second visit to Jerusalem according to Acts was that in the time of the famine.
A priori this raises a presumption in favour of the view that St. Luke and St. Paul refer to the same
visit, and the onus probandi is really on those who deny it.

Secondary arguments in favour of this view are not wanting. It is plain that if St. Paul intended to
give an account of the occasions on which he came into contact with the Apostles, it would have
seriously injured his argument to omit a visit to Jerusalem. Moreover, two striking parallels can be
found between the account given of the second visit in Acts and Galatians 2:1-21. These can best
be shown in parallel columns:

“l went to Jerusalem with Barnabas ... And

| went up by revelation.”—Galatians 2:1 “Only they would that we should remember the poor,
which very thing | was also zealous to do.”—Galatians 2:10

“There stood one [of the prophets] named Agabus, and signified by the Spirit that there should be
a famine over all the world ... and the disciples determined to send relief unto the brethren that
dwelt in Judaea, which also they did, sending it to the elders by the hand of Barnabas and
Saul."—Acts 11:27-30.

Galatians and Acts speak of a visit to Jerusalem made by St. Barnabas and Saul, in accordance
with prophetic instructions, and connected with the relief of the poor, and both describe this visit as
the second which St. Paul paid to Jerusalem after his conversion.

Such is the main case in favour of the identification of St. Paul’s interview with the Apostles with
the visit at the time of the famine. To my mind it is extremely strong. The case for the Identification
of the Interview inGalatians 2:1-21withActs 12:1-25—Lightfoot has stated the case as follows:
“The geography is the same. In both narratives the communications take place between
Jerusalem and Antioch: in both the head-quarters of the false brethren are at the former place,
their machinations are carried on in the latter: in both, the Gentile Apostles go up to Jerusalem
apparently from Antioch, and return thence to Antioch again. The time is the same, or at least not
inconsistent. St. Paul places the event fifteen or sixteen years after his conversion: St. Luke’s
narrative implies that they took place about the year 51. The persons are the same: Paul and
Barnabas appear as the representatives of the Gentile Churches, Cephas and James as the
leaders of the circumcision. The agitators are similarly described in the two accounts: in the Acts,
as converted Pharisees, who had imported their dogmas into the Christian Church; in the Epistle,
as false brethren who attempt to impose the bondage of the Law on the Gentile converts. The two
Apostles of the Gentiles are represented in both accounts as attended: ‘certain other Gentiles’ (m &
omTEV) are mentioned by St. Luke; Titus, a Gentile, is named by St. Paul. The subject of dispute
is the same; the circumcision of the Gentile converts. The character of the conference is in general
the same; a prolonged and hard-fought contest. The result is the same; the exemption of the
Gentiles from the enactments of the Law, and the recognition of the apostolic commission of Paul
and Barnabas by the leaders of the Jewish Church.”

Such are the positive arguments for the two identifications. It remains to compare them, and see
which seems to give the best explanation of the facts and to be least susceptible to serious
criticism.
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It is plain that Lightfoot’s argument as to the geography applies equally well to either identification,
and that so far as the persons engaged are concerned the representatives of Antioch were on both
occasions St. Barnabas and St. Paul. Thus the points which really have to be considered are: (1)
the probability or reverse of the presence of St. Peter and St. James in Jerusalem during the
famine relief; (2) the character of the meeting; and (3) the result of the meeting. In considering all
these points it must be remembered that the task of those who think that the private interview of
Galatians 2:1-21, took place during the famine relief is to show on the one hand that such an
interview is not improbable during that time, and on the other hand that the account in Galatians
2:1-21, does not agree with that in Acts 15:1-41; while those who regard this interview as having
been a preliminary to the Apostolic Council, have to reverse this process, and show that Galatians
2:1-21. does agree with Acts 15:1-41, and implies a state of affairs which was improbable during
the famine relief.

(1)The probability of St. Peter's and St. James’ presence during the Famine Relief.—lIt has to be
admitted that St. Luke does not state that these Apostles were present in Jerusalem, still less that
they discussed the nature of the preaching of St. Paul, but this objection really resolves itself into
the question of the presence or absence of the Apostles, for it must be remembered that St.
Barnabas— the Cypriote—had been sent to Antioch to investigate the preaching of the
Cyrenaeans and Cypriotes, and that this visit was his first return to Jerusalem since he had taken
the serious step of approving of this preaching and fetching St. Paul from Tarsus to help in
carrying it on. If, therefore, the Apostles were present in Jerusalem they must have discussed, at
least in private, as St. Paul says in Galatians 2:1-21, the nature of this preaching. Thus everything
turns on the question of the presence or absence of the Apostles. It is, therefore, desirable to
consider the circumstances of the visit to Jerusalem in the time of the famine with somewhat
greater closeness. In the middle section of Acts St. Luke has had to attempt the most difficult task
which is ever laid on a historian,—the narration of the history of events in two separate places. The
interest passes backwards and forwards between Jerusalem and Antioch. In Acts 11:19-30 the
centre is Antioch; St. Luke describes how the Cyrenaeans and Cypriotes preached to the Gentiles,
how St. Barnabas was sent from Jerusalem to investigate, how he approved of their teaching, and
called St. Paul from Tarsus to help in carrying it on, and how at the time of the famine St.
Barnabas and St. Paul took relief to Jerusalem. Thus he brings the history down to the time of the
famine, which was in 46 a.d.

Then he goes back, takes up the history of Jerusalem for the same period, and in Acts 12:1-25
describes the death of St. James and the imprisonment of St. Peter, the death of Herod Agrippa I.,
which took place in 44 a.d., ending with the statement that after this the “word of the Lord
increased and multiplied.” He then adds a verse (Acts 12:25) referring to the ministrations of St.
Barnabas and Saul, thus bringing the Jerusalem narrative up to the time of the famine, and
connecting it with Antiochene section. Whether this verse is intended to represent the beginning or
the end of the relief work depends on the text followed—a problem which will never be settled with
complete certainty—but it is at least clear that St. Barnabas and St. Paul are represented as in
Jerusalem during the period of quiet which followed the death of Herod Agrippa I. This means that
St. Peter was out of prison; but the question is whether he was not also out of Jerusalem. This
depends on the exegesis of Acts 12:17 which says that St. Peter m&cAOmv (from the house of
Mary) mTopem O cm ¢ mTepov TMTOV. It has been argued that this means “went to another town.”
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But the truth seems to be that tm 10¢ is almost exactly the equivalent of “place,” and that whether it
is “town” or “house” depends entirely on the context. For instance, in Acts 4:31 (mcoAem6n =
TETIOC MV m WOOV cuvnyumvol) it certainly means either “house” or “room.” In the present case
the only guide which is given to the meaning is in the adjective mtepov. This means “another of
two” (Lat. alter), and thus connects tm 1oV with the place from which St. Peter went out. Now, the
place from which he went out (m&cABmv) was the house of Mary, the door of which he had with
some difficulty succeeded in having opened. Therefore the strict interpretation of the passage is
that he went to another house. There is nothing in the context to suggest anything else. The most
probable view, therefore, is that St. Peter remained in Jerusalem, and is perhaps supported by the
fact that in Acts 15:1-41. St. Luke clearly states that St. Peter was in Jerusalem at the time of the
Council. It is indeed probable that St. Luke has omitted some, perhaps a whole series, of St.
Peter’s incidental absences from Jerusalem between Acts 12:1-25 and Acts 15:1-41, but he shows
no consciousness of having taken him out of Jerusalem and never brought him back.

Even if this argument be rejected, it remains clear that St. Luke regards the mission of St.
Barnabas and St. Paul with relief for the famine as at all events ending later than the peace of the
Church which followed Herod’s death, and we certainly have no reason to believe that St. Peter, if
he had left Jerusalem until the storm was past, did not return when quiet was re-established.
There is, therefore, no justification in the history of St. Peter for the view that he could not have
seen St. Paul during the famine visit, and if the identification of the private interview of Galatians
2:1-21 with this visit appears to be otherwise probable, no reasonable objection can be made from
any theory that St. Peter was not at that time in Jerusalem. A minor objection of the same nature
has, however, been based on the phrase in Acts 11:30 to the effect that St. Barnabas and St. Paul
took alms to the presbyters, not to the Apostles. Hence, it is argued, we must conclude that there
were no Apostles in Jerusalem at that time. This objection rests partly on a misapprehension of the
difference between an Apostle and a presbyter. The Apostles were the active founders of
Churches; the presbyters were the administrative officers of Churches after they had been
founded. It is also partly due to ignoring the importance of the narrative in Acts 6:1-15, in which St.
Luke describes how the Apostles in Jerusalem were set free from relief work by the appointment of
the “seven.” St. Barnabas and St. Paul, therefore, would be likely to take alms to the presbyters
rather than to the Apostles, but to discuss the nature of their preaching with the latter rather than
with the former.

(2)The Subject under Discussion, and the Character of the Meeting at Jerusalem.—Lightfoot’s
statement that the subject of discussion was the circumcision of the converts, and that the
character of the conference was in general a prolonged and hard-fought contest, is open to
dispute. Certainly the subject of discussion at the Apostolic Council was the circumcision of the
converts, and their general relation to the Jewish Law; but this is not exactly the description which
St. Paul gives of his conference with the Apostles. He says they had a private discussion as to “his
gospel.” This is surely a different matter. He had already been preaching to the Gentiles: the
guestion was whether he should continue to do so, and he says that the Apostles agreed that he
should go on as he had begun. It is, to my mind, more probable that this represents something
anterior to the great missionary activity which called out the protests from Jewish Christians and so
led up to the Council. The question of circumcision may have been discussed, but St. Paul seems
anxious to give the impression that this was not the question which he discussed at Jerusalem.
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Moreover, it must be remembered that it is quite doubtful whether St. Paul did or did not allow
Titus to be circumcised, and that if a text and interpretation be adopted which means that Titus
was circumcised, the matter is really settled— such a concession is unthinkable at the time of the
Council, though, perhaps, possible at the earlier date. Nor is it at all clear that Lightfoot was right in
saying that the character of the conference was in general a hard fought contest. So far as the
conference itself is concerned, St. Paul does not hint at any fighting, and the whole idea of contest
is based on the doubtful text and doubtful interpretation of Galatians 2:3. If we follow the most
ancient text, that of Irenaeus and Tertullian, St. Paul states that he yielded for the moment, and
whether that statement refers to the circumcision of Titus (as | am inclined to believe) or to
something else, it is inconsistent both with Lightfoot’s description and with Acts 15:1-41.

Moreover, it is in any case true that on the main point there is more discrepancy than agreement
between Acts 15:1-41 and Galatians 2:1-21 St. Paul says that he had a private meeting which
settled the matter. He does not breathe a word as to this private meeting having been merely
preliminary to a public meeting, which had had epoch-making consequences for Christianity, and
really settled the question of circumcision; and he observes this silence, in any case curious, in
spite of the fact that this same question is one of the two main topics of the Epistle, in which he is
at pains to argue the point against adversaries whose leaders had, on Lightfoot's theory, already
conceded it to him.

(3)The Result of the Conference.—The end of the last paragraph holds equally good as a criticism
of Lightfoot’s statement that the result of the interview in Galatians 2:1-21 was the same as that in
Acts 15:1-41. So far as St. Paul tells us, the only result of the private interview was that the
Apostles agreed that he was doing good work. If they had gone on to draw the—no doubt
logical—conclusion that St. Paul's converts were not obliged to be circumcised, surely St. Paul
would have said so? The fact is that the result of the interview was, according to St. Paul, merely
that he was encouraged to go on preaching to the Gentiles; which, if the interview be placed at the
time of the famine, is what he actually did immediately afterwards on an hitherto unprecedented
scale. The result of the Council was that a letter was written to at least some of his converts,
disclaiming the necessity of following the Jewish Law, and asking them to observe either the main
precepts of the moral law, or a food law. If the three-clause text which implies the former (see pp.
48 ff.) be taken, it is perhaps just possible that this is formally covered by St. Paul's expression.
“they imparted nothing to me” (Tpocavm Bevto), but if the four-clause text implying a food law be
adopted, it is impossible to make his words agree with the facts as stated in Acts xv. In either case
he is omitting facts of the first importance, and relating those of subordinate importance which led
up to them. It is this which, on the hypothesis that Acts 15:1-41 and Galatians 2:1-21 must refer to
the same event, has led so many of the ablest German scholars to regard the account in Acts
15:1-41 as wholly unhistorical. So far the balance of argument seems to be decidedly against the
identification of the private interview with the Apostolic Council, and therefore in favour of the
suggestion that it took place during the visit to Jerusalem in the time of the famine. It is, however,
necessary to examine two important objections which are brought against the latter theory.

@ A Chronological Objection.—In Galatians 2:1 St. Paul says that he went up to Jerusalem
“after fourteen years.” If this be taken to mean fourteen years after his first visit, it implies
seventeen years after the conversion, and if the famine was in 46—7, this would place the
conversion in the year 30, which, though not impossible, is at least very early, though it has been
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adopted by Harnack. It is possible that St. Paul means fourteen years after his conversion, not
after his first visit; this would give 33 as the year of the conversion, and no difficulty would then
exist. But it must probably be admitted that this is the less natural interpretation, which ought not to
be adopted unless it is quite impossible to fit the other view into the chronology of St. Paul’s life.
Nevertheless, in view of the other arguments in favour of not identifying the interview in Galatians
2:6-10 with Acts 15:1-41, | am prepared to think either that the conversion did really take place in
30 (31 even is just within the possible limits), or that the fourteen years ought, after all, to be taken
as from the conversion; but | feel that this chronological difficulty is real, and the only serious
objection to placing the interview at the time of the famine.

(2)The Objection that such an Interview would have rendered the Apostolic Council
unnecessary.—This objection is best stated by McGiffert in the form that it is impossible to think
that St. Barnabas and St. Paul twice went to Jerusalem with the same object, and that from the
Epistle it is clear that the main object of the second visit was to secure the recognition of Gentile
Christianity. This objection has already been partly discussed; it does not gain strength on
examination, for it really assumes all that it ought to prove. The whole point is that the journey
described in Galatians 2:1-21 had not the same object as that in Acts 15:1-41. The truth is that St.
Paul does not definitely state what the real purpose of his visit was in any indisputable manner.
What he does definitely say is that his interview with the Apostles was a private conversation,
secondary to the main object of his journey; but what this main object was he does not directly
state, though he very probably alludes to it when he says that he was zealous to “remember the
poor.” In fact, a very plausible paraphrase of Galatians 2:1-21 would be “I did, | admit, describe my
teaching to the Gentiles, but I did not do this with any idea of recognizing a superior authority, and
| only discussed the matter in a private conversation, secondary to my main purpose, because |
valued the opinion and experience of the men of high position in the Church. They never
suggested any change in my method, but only begged me to continue my care for the poor—which
was the main object which | had in hand at the time.” The main result of the above discussion is to
show a balance of probability in favour of the identification of the “interview” in Galatians 2:1-21
with an interview unrecorded by St. Luke during St. Paul’s visit to Jerusalem at the time of the
famine. Against this has to be set the chronological difficulty. The more popular identification with
the Apostolic Council, or more accurately with a conference preceding it, has been seen to be
open to many objections, of which the most important are: (1) that Galatians 2:1-21 seems to imply
that this was St. Paul’'s second visit, whereas according to Acts it was really his third; and (2) that it
is very hard to think that St. Paul would mention a private discussion without mentioning the result
of the official meeting. It is now desirable to consider two lines of argument by means of which the
attempt has been made to meet these objections. The only at all satisfactory answer, if Acts be
regarded as a trustworthy source of information, is that St. Paul is not describing his visits to
Jerusalem, but to the Apostles. This view has partially been dealt with above (pp. 282 ff.). It
implies that the Apostles were all absent from Jerusalem during the famine. There is certainly no
evidence that they were absent sufficient to render this a positive argument in favour of the
identification of Galatians 2:1-21 with Acts 15:1-41, but, on the other hand, there is no evidence
that they were present, and therefore this is a possible answer to the objection, though it must be
noted that St. Paul, in describing the object of his visit, does, in fact, say that he went to
Jerusalem, and does not say that he went to the Apostles.
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Some scholars, however, who maintain the identification of the interview with the preliminaries to
the Apostolic Council, are dissatisfied with this method of dealing with the difficulty. They attempt
to solve it by postulating more or less serious inaccuracy in the Lucan narrative. Of these attempts
the best is that of McGiffert, who maintains that Acts 15:1-41, Galatians 2:1-21, and the visit in the
time of the famine, are all one and the same. St. Luke was misled by the fact that he found in his
sources two accounts—one describing especially the philanthropic side of the mission, the other
its controversial aspect. These accounts differed so much that he thought that they really belonged
to different occasions. There is nothing intrinsically improbable in this suggestion, for early writers
were certainly liable to make two incidents out of two varying accounts of the same event. But it
has several disadvantages: it avoids the actual difficulty of making St. Paul describe as his second
visit to Jerusalem what was really his third, but it removes none of the other objections to the
identification of the “private interview” with Acts 15:1-41, and adds to them the one serious
difficulty—that of chronology— attached to the alternative theory, for the famine provides, on
McGiffert's view, the fixed date for this meeting in Jerusalem.

Still more radical is the view of Schmiedel (Enc. Bibl., “Council of Jerusalem”), which represents
the mass of advanced German criticism; he thinks that Galatians 2:1-21 must refer to the same
incident as Acts 15:1-41, but that the two accounts are so divergent as to prove that the account in
Acts is quite inaccurate in describing an official meeting of the Church, and in imagining the
existence of the Apostolic Decrees. According to this criticism there was never either an Apostolic
Council or Apostolic Decrees. Some critics of this school go further, and think that the account of a
visit to Jerusalem for the relief of the famine is also unhistorical. Such views have, however, of
recent years, found less and less support, and are not likely ever to regain their position. It is,
however, quite legitimate to use the penetrating and in many ways really moderate criticism of
Schmiedel, to show the difficulties of accepting the view that Galatians 2:1-21 and Acts 15:1-41
refer to the same situation. To sum up: each of the rival views has its own difficulties. The
identification of Galatians 2:1-21 with a supposed interview during the time of the famine has to
meet the two objections that there is no proof that the Apostles were at that time in Jerusalem, and
that it is more difficult to fit into the general chronology of St. Paul's life. The alternative view is
liable to the objection that it appears to describe as St. Paul's second visit to Jerusalem, what
according to Acts was really his third; and that it makes St. Paul omit the ultimate decisions of the
Council, which were, in any case, most important for the purpose of his Epistle, while giving an
account of a private interview which it is assumed had been held previously. The question is,
Which set of objections can be most easily answered? It is here that opinions have differed, and
probably will continue to differ: my own view is that the objections placing Galatians 2:1-21 at the
time of the famine are much the less serious, but | recognize that they are real, and prevent one
from claiming the right to feel quite certain on the subject. Probably many of those who take the
opposite view would be prepared, mutatis mutandis, to say the same.

(Q) St. Peter’s Visit to Antioch.—According to the Epistle St. Peter came down to Antioch, and was
at first willing to move freely in Gentile circles, but after a time messengers from St. James came
from Jerusalem to Antioch, and persuaded St. Peter and the other Jewish Christians to draw back
and separate themselves from the Gentile Christians. Against this St. Paul protested, and he
guotes the incident here in order to show that he never had accepted any position of subordination
to Jerusalem, or had altered the character of his own teaching. The questions of historical
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importance are whether this visit of St. Peter ought to be placed chronologically after St. Paul's
interview with the Apostles in Jerusalem, and what its relation is to the Apostolic Council of Acts
15:1-41.

Lightfoot and Lipsius both think the visit of St. Peter to Antioch took place after the Council, on the
ground that St. Paul is giving a series of events arranged in chronological order. Probably every
one will agree that this is the most obvious view to take; but the difficulty has been felt that the
incident described is most improbable at that time. In the first place, supposing the Apostolic
Decrees were a food law, it is difficult to imagine both St. Peter and St. Paul ignoring them until St.
James sent to remind them of the agreement, and almost harder to think either that St. Paul
objected to keeping the agreement which he had just made, or, in the alternative, that St. James
was trying to insist on more than the Council had conceded; and one or other of these alternatives
seems to be necessarily implied. In the second place, if the Council did not prescribe a food law,
but agreed to recognize the Antiochene position, which only asked for moral requirements, it is
equally hard to imagine that St. James should so soon afterwards have encouraged a movement
which, at the Council itself, he failed to support.

These difficulties have led Zahn and Turner to suggest that St. Paul does not here follow the
chronological order of events, but passes, after considering the two occasions on which he came
into contact with the Apostles in Jerusalem, to deal with the single occasion when St. Peter came
down to Antioch; it is not stated definitely that St. Peter did this before or after the events
previously mentioned, but historical probability points clearly to an occasion anterior to the
Council. In support of this conclusion it is urged that in the previous section St. Paul indicates the
chronological order by beginning each sentence by mTEITa (Galatians 1:18, Galatians 1:21,
Galatians 2:1), and that when in Galatians 2:11 he omits to insert mTEIta, he implies that he is no
longer following the chronological order.

There is a sufficient amount of weight in this reasoning to render the theory just possible; it is,
indeed, to my mind, the preferable form of the interpretation which places the “interview” in
Galatians 2:1-21 in the time of the Apostolic Council. At the same time, it cannot be denied that the
straightforward view is that St. Paul is throughout following the chronological order, and that when
he says, “But when Peter came,” etc.,, he means that this happened after the meeting in
Jerusalem, which he had just described.

It is, therefore, no small advantage for the view that Galatians 2:1-21. ought to be placed in the
time of the famine, that it avoids all these difficulties. It is then possible to take Galatians 2:1-21 as
giving the chronological order of events, and at the same time not to read into the account of the
“interview” in Jerusalem details only derived from Acts 15:1-41 If we confine ourselves to
Galatians 2:1-21, we know nothing of any agreement as to the conditions of intercourse between
Jewish and Gentile Christians. All we know is that the Apostles approved of St. Paul’s teaching,
and agreed that he should continue to preach to Gentiles, while they kept to the Jews; and, so far
as we know, nothing was said as to what the members of the Jerusalem school should do if they
happened to be in the province of the mission to the Gentiles. But, if this be recognized, the
account of St. Peter’s visit to Antioch becomes intelligible. After he had agreed that St. Paul should
continue his work on his previous lines, he came to Antioch, and at first fell in with the custom of
the Antiochene Christians, and mixed freely with the uncircumcised Gentile Christians who did not
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obey the Jewish Law. Afterwards, other members of the Church at Jerusalem came to Antioch,
who were shocked at this laxity, persuaded both St. Peter and St. Barnabas to adopt a stricter line,
insisted that it was one thing to encourage preaching to the Gentiles, but quite another to derogate
from the sacredness of the Law, or to excuse converts from all observance of it, and were stoutly
resisted by St. Paul.

Moreover, it is noticeable that this tallies very closely with the account which St. Luke gives of the
scene at Antioch before the Council, and the Tivm¢m Tm mokm Bov in Galatians correspond exactly
to the Tivm ¢ KOTeEAOm vTEC mTTTH ¢ moudom aC in Acts.

Thus, on the view that the “interview” in Galatians 2:1-21 refers to an incident in the time of the
famine, this section must be taken to mean that, just before the Apostolic Council, St. Peter was in
Antioch, and was somewhat vacillating in the presence of the conflicting claims of the local Church
and of the representatives of the Church in Jerusalem. This must have been directly after St.
Paul's and St. Barnabas’ return from the first missionary journey, as described in Acts. On this
theory, the incident really presents no special difficulties; it falls naturally into place as one of the
events which made the Council necessary; that this is historically probable has been recognized
by Zahn and Turner, but inasmuch as they still hold to the view that the “interview” belongs to the
time of the Council, they are obliged to accept the exegetical improbability that St. Paul has
deserted the chronological order of events. The other view, placing the “interview” in the time of
the famine, enables us to follow the lines both of historical and of exegetical probability at the
same time. Thus regarded, the incident of St. Peter’s visit to Antioch is a valuable though
secondary argument in favour of the early date of the “interview.” In order to apply the results of
the preceding investigation to the date of the Epistle, the main point is to establish the latest date
mentioned by St. Paul. As to this it is obvious that three views are possible. (1) On the theory that
the “interview” must be placed at the time of the Apostolic Council at Jerusalem, and that St. Paul
in Galatians 2:1-21 follows the chronological order of events, the visit of St. Peter to Antioch is the
latest date mentioned. (2) On the same view, but with the amendment that St. Paul is not following
the chronological order, the latest point is the proceedings in Jerusalem immediately preceding the
Council. (3) On the view that the “interview” belongs to the time of the famine, the latest date is the
visit of St. Peter to Antioch, which must be placed either immediately before, or far more probably
immediately after, the first missionary journey, just before the Apostolic Council, when the Judaic
controversy was at its height.

Whichever view be adopted—to my mind the third is the most probable—it is clear that this latest
date mentioned in the Epistle gives us the terminus a quo, before which it cannot have been
written. The question which remains is to fix a terminus ad quem. This cannot be done even with
the same degree of probability as the earlier date: it depends on the view taken of the general plan
of the Epistle, and on the consideration of probabilities which appeal with very varying force to
different minds. The main lines of discussion may be stated thus: First, it may be argued that St.
Paul in Galatians 1:1-24 and Galatians 2:1-21 is giving an account of the events not up to the time
when he visited them, but up to the time of his writing; in this case the terminus a quo established
above is actually the date of the Epistle, and we must regard it as written either just before or just
after the Apostolic Council, according to the view adopted. Or, secondly, it is possible to hold that
St. Paul is only giving an account of events up to the conversion of the Galatians. It should be
noticed that for those who hold the South Galatian view—that the Epistle was sent to Pisidian
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Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and Derbe—the second of these alternatives is only possible if we
suppose that St. Peter’s visit to Antioch preceded the first missionary journey. Ramsay seems to
have overlooked this point when he argues in one place (Paul the Traveller, p. 187) that St. Paul
omits the Council of Jerusalem, because it was held after the conversion of the Galatians, and in
another (p. 160) that the visit of St. Peter to Antioch took place on St. Paul's return from his first
journey, and finally (p. 191) dates the Epistle during St. Paul's visit to Antioch after the second
journey. This is inconsistent reasoning; if St. Paul omitted the Council because it was posterior to
the conversion of the Galatians, he ought also to have omitted St. Peter’s visit to Antioch, and the
fact that he does not do so shows that the omission of the Council must be otherwise explained.

Or, thirdly, it may be that he is merely giving an account of the events in his career which played a
part in the campaign between him and the Judaizers, either for attack or defence, apart from any
guestion as to their chronological relation to the conversion of the Galatians. The third possibility
is, to my mind, the most generally probable, but can obviously neither be proved nor disproved: it
is only serviceable in so far as it raises a presumption that if St. Paul omits all mention of events
which would certainly have been of use either to himself or to his opponents in the Judaic
controversy, this must have been because the events in question had not yet taken place. The
adoption of the North Galatian theory, which holds that St. Paul did not found the Churches in
Galatia until his second journey, leaves us free to think that St. Paul, in Galatians 1:1-24 and
Galatians 2:1-21, describes only events anterior to the foundation of the Churches. In this case,
when combined, as it always is, with the identification of the “interview” in Galatians 2:1-21 with the
Apostolic Council, the North Galatian theory gives us no help in fixing the terminus ad quem of the
dating of the Epistle. It is necessary to look for other indications. These can be found in one
direction only—the connection of the Epistle with that to the Romans. The relationship of Galatians
to Romans is extraordinarily close. It is similar to, though possibly slightly less marked, than that of
Colossians to Ephesians, and 1 Thessalonians to 2 Thessalonians. This has been worked out in
detail by Lightfoot, in his edition of Galatians, pp. 45 ff., and the conclusion which he draws is that,
if we are to judge from literary affinity, Galatians must have been written just before Romans. The
same view is adopted by Askwith, who does not, however, adopt the North Galatian hypothesis.
According to Lightfoot, therefore, Galatians was most probably sent from Corinth, just before St.
Paul’s last journey to Jerusalem. On the North Galatian theory this view seems to me to be the
most probable,and it is important as drawing attention to the evidence afforded by the relation of
Galatians to Romans. On the South Galatian theory the position is different. The earliest date to
which the Epistle can possibly be ascribed is the one which seems to me the most probable. If we
adopt this view the dispute with St. Peter at Antioch is the latest incident mentioned in the Epistle,
and St. Paul wrote immediately afterwards, just before the Council, on receipt of the news that the
Jerusalem mission, which had caused trouble in Antioch, had also disturbed the Galatian Church.
This hypothesis accounts satisfactorily for the absence of any mention of the Apostolic Council
and its decrees in a manner which no other hypostheses does: it is, other hypothesis does: mit is,
of course, only possible if the conflict with St. Peter be regarded as earlier than the Council. It is
best fitted to the view which identifies the “interview” in Galatians 2:1-212 with an incident of the
visit to Jerusalem in the time of the famine. It is just possible, on the more usual identification of
that interview with the preliminaries of the Council, if we suppose (with Zahn and Turner) that the
conflict with St. Peter happened earlier, and think that the Epistle was written from Jerusalem
during the visit at the time of the Council, but before it had actually held its official meeting as
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described in Acts 15:1-31. But this seems unlikely: if for no other reason, because the way in
which Jerusalem is mentioned suggests that St. Paul was not at the time of writing in that city. On
this view, then, the Epistle was written shortly before the Council, after St. Paul’s return from the
first missionary journey. Was it, in this case, written from Antioch? This is the most obvious place,
but the objection is that St. Paul refers to Antioch without saying or implying that he was writing
there. This is not a very serious objection, but those who feel it to be important can suppose that
the Epistle was written at some time during St. Paul’s journey from Antioch to Jerusalem described
in Acts 15:3. It is a point in favour of this view that St. Luke's words “they passed through
(o1m pxovto) both Phoenicia and Samaria, declaring the conversion (mTnotpogm) of the Gentiles.”
AimpxeoBal is the usual word for a journey of propaganda, and St. Luke seems to imply that St.
Paul and St. Barnabas went more or less slowly to Jerusalem, gathering adherents as they went.
Moreover, if the Epistle was written during this journey it would give a better explanation of the
absence of all greetings from a definite Church, and would throw an interesting light on the phrase
in Galatians 1:2, “all the brethren who are with me, ” which would be more appropriate as a
reference to his companions on the way up to Jerusalem, than as a paraphrase for the Church at
Antioch.

Thus, to my mind, the most probable view is that Galatians was written while St. Paul was going
from Antioch to Jerusalem, just before the Apostolic Council. It is, however, necessary to point out
that the one serious objection to this view is that it does not account for the resemblance of
Galatians to Romans, if the traditional date of Romans,—written from Corinth before St. Paul's
departure for Jerusalem,—be accepted. The only possible view seems to be that St. Paul wrote
Galatians after his return from the first missionary journey during the controversy which led up to
the Council; that there was then a temporary lull in the Judaistic controversy, or that the Judaizing
propaganda passed over Macedonia and Achaia, and that when it broke out in Rome, St. Paul
sent a longer and fuller statement of the arguments which he had used for the Galatians. This is
possible: at the same time, there is no other evidence that the controversy had first a lull and
afterwards a recrudescence. The choice seems to be between Lightfoot's date, which satisfies the
literary problem caused by the resemblance of Galatians to Romans, but fails to meet the historical
difficulties raised by St. Paul's silence as to the Council and its decrees, and the theory placing
Galatians before the Council, which satisfies these historical difficulties, but fails to meet the
literary problem. Personally, | find the historical difficulties greater than the literary ones, and thus
prefer the early date, but there will probably always be those who take the opposite position: what
is desirable is that the adherents of both views should recognize that there is a real weakness, as
well as a real strength, in their own position, and that it is just this weakness which is their
opponents’ justification. The possibility of another date for Romans is discussed in this connection
on pp. 363 ff.

It is, of course, hardly necessary to say that there are other views which demand respect, if only
because of the authority which years of study have lent to the names of those who support them,
but they seem, on the whole, largely to partake of the weakness of both the theories already
mentioned, without having the really strong points of either.

Perhaps the best example of this type is the view advocated by Zahn. He has taken the view
which was traditional in Germany among those who maintained the North Galatian theory, that is
to say, that the Epistle must have been written soon after St. Paul's second visit to the
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Galatians,—taking tm Tpmtepov in Galatians 4:13 necessarily to mean “on the former of two
occasions.” On the North Galatian theory this meant after Acts 18:23, but Zahn is a “South
Galatian,” and therefore regards Acts 16:6 as the second visit of St. Paul to the Galatians.
Therefore the question resolves itself for him into an attempt to ascertain how soon after this, and
at what place, St. Paul is likely to have had news of Galatia. Zahn decides that it must have been
at Corinth, and probably before the arrival of Timothy and Silas from Macedonia (see pp. 72 ff.).
Thus Galatians is, also according to Zahn, the earliest of all the Pauline Epistles. In many ways
this is an attractive theory, and in Zahn's hands its strong points are made very clear, but it plainly
suffers from all the disadvantages of dating the Epistle as contemporaneous with Romans, and
also from those attaching to the system which dates it before the Council, for it gives no adequate
explanation of St. Paul’'s silence as to the Apostolic Decrees on the one hand, nor of the close
resemblance to Romans on the other. It sacrifices the historical probability that St. Paul would
have mentioned the decrees had he known them, to the probably erroneous view that Tm
TpmtEpOv must mean the “former of two visits”; and it sacrifices the literary probability that
Galatians is contemporaneous with Romans to the supposed necessity of interpreting ta xewg in
Galatians 1:6 as “within a few months of my last visit.” It is, therefore, so far as | can judge, inferior
in probability to either of the other theories.

ST. PAUL'S OPPONENTS AMONG THE GALATIANS The foregoing discussion, dry and full of
tedious details as it necessarily has been, was essential if any thorough attempt was to be made
to fix the position of the Epistle to the Galatians in the history of the Judaistic controversy by a
comparison of the chronological data supplied by itself, by Acts, and by Romans. The result has
been to show that it may, at the earliest, belong to the period immediately preceding the Council,
or at the latest to the last visit of St. Paul to Corinth when he sent the Epistle to the Romans. It now
remains to take up a different side of the question, and ask what light the Epistle throws on this
controversy itself. On any view of the date of the Epistle two things stand out clearly. In the first
place, there was a divergence of opinion between St. Paul and the Jewish school as to the relation
of Christians to the Jewish Law. In the second place, there was an attack on St. Paul’'s apostolic
authority. The Judaizers clearly maintained that every Christian was bound to observe the Jewish
Law, and to be circumcised (cf. especially Galatians 4:21Galatians 5:2, Galatians 6:12). Probably
they argued that the promise of the Messianic kingdom was made to the seed of Abraham (cf.
especially Galatians 3:16 ff.; Galatians 3:29; Galatians 4:21 ff., in which St. Paul is clearly
combating this argument), and that therefore those who wished to belong to the kingdom must
become members of the family of Abraham by means of circumcision, and observe the Law which
God had given to this family. This kind of teaching had been propagated at Antioch by preachers
who were, or at any rate claimed to be, the representatives of St. James, the brother of the Lord,
and the head of the Church at Jerusalem. It is extremely important to understand the attitude of
mind which this Judaizing teaching implies. But as it is also the theme of the greater part of the
Epistle to the Romans, its discussion is better postponed, as is also the consideration of the
guestion whether the controversy with the Judaizers belongs to one period only, or broke out at
intervals throughout St. Paul’'s career,—a question which is of course intimately associated with
the respective dates of Galatians and Romans.

Peculiar, however, to Galatians is a subordinate point in the controversy: the accusation made that
he was in reality an advocate of circumcision. This is certainly implied by Galatians 5:11, “But I,
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brethren, if | still preach circumcision, why am | still persecuted?” Clearly St. Paul had done
something to give colour to this accusation. Either it must have been his treatment of the episode
of Titus, if, as | believe, Titus really was circumcised, or, if a later date be given to the Epistle, it
may have been his treatment of Timothy whom he circumcised in Lystra (Acts 16:3).m It is difficult
or impossible to discover exactly what the facts were, but it is not impossible that St. Paul did
actually recognize circumcision for Jews, and that at first he was prepared, in the spirit which said,
“neither is circumcision anything nor uncircumcision,” to admit it as expedient for Gentiles such as
Titus, who were otherwise likely to offend Jewish Christians. On the whole, however, the point
probably belongs to the comparatively unimportant category of those rather silly accusations of
inconsistency which can always be made with some show of correctness against any prominent
man. In any controversy the little men are always ready to shout “inconsistency” against the
leaders of the opposite side— usually with some degree of speciousness. It never matters very
much, for truth triumphs over tactics, and it is not finally hindered by the small mistakes of great
men. The controversy in which St. Paul was engaged is in this respect no different from many
others.

It is also possible that the danger of a forged letter purporting to be from St. Paul, was present to
St. Paul’'s mind when he wrote at the end of his Epistle, “See with how large letters (TmAmKoI() |
have written to you with mine own hand” (Galatians 6:11). In this case the obvious comparison is
to the situation in Thessalonica (see p. 95), but it is clear that the inference is by no means
necessary. The whole passage is obscure. NMnAmkoi¢ certainly ought to mean “how large,” but it is
far from unlikely that it had, in St. Paul’'s time, a greatly weakened meaning: it is doubtful whether
the emphasis ought not rather to be placed on the Tm mpum xeipm, and the sentence explained as
implying that St. Paul had written the whole letter himself, instead of using an amanuensis. In this
case it is unimportant for the explanation of the situation in Galatia. The question can never be
cleared up entirely, as the sentence is necessarily as obscure to us, as it was plain to those who
saw the original letter. It serves in this respect to illustrate the true epistolary character of the letter.

Besides this, a bitter attack seems to have been made on St. Paul's personal authority. St. Paul
nowhere formulates its character, but we can easily see what it was. His opponents claimed that
the leaders of the Church at Jerusalem had special authority; that St. Paul was an Apostle— a
delegate—from them, and that if he taught contrary to their commission, his doctrine had no
validity. That this was the view promulgated by the Judaizers is as certain as it is, according to St.
Paul's evidence, that it was not really based on the actual attitude of the leaders at Jerusalem
themselves. Knowing even only the little which we do of the life of Jesus, we can see how such a
view may have been justified. The “Twelve” had been appointed by Jesus. He had given them a
commission to prepare men for the coming of the Kingdom. They had visibly received the gift of
the Spirit. Authority was theirs: and if St. Paul, or any one else, also had authority, he had it only in
a secondary degree, because the leaders at Jerusalem had given it to him. It is important to
contrast this with the attack made on St. Paul’'s apostolate at Corinth, for the difference is typical of
the Greek and Jewish standpoints. The Jewish mind sought for authority and order. It asked for a
properly constituted governing body. The Greek mind, on the other hand, asked for inspiration.
Validity for the Jew meant the possession of the proper commission from the proper people, and
the delivery of the proper message in the proper way: for the Greek it meant inspiration by the
Holy Spirit, the revelation through man of the hidden things of God. Thus, among St. Paul’s
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opponents the Jew said, his mandate is irregular; the Greek, his message is inadequate. No doubt
this would be an unjust statement if it were taken as a characterization of all Jews or all Greeks,
but it does seem fairly to represent the extremes to which the majority of Greeks and Jews were
liable. The antithesis which is thus implied between constituted authority and the freedom of
inspiration goes deeper and lasted longer than the controversies between St. Paul and his
opponents on either side. It is, indeed, an antithesis which will never be resolved; it can be traced
through all history, and both factors are ultimately beneficial. The use of the factor which
emphasizes authority, and demands a proper mandate from the proper source, is to give stability:
its abuse leads to stagnation. The use of the other factor, which seeks truth, freedom, and
inspiration, is to ensure progress: its abuse leads to anarchy.

Literature.—The best commentaries are those of J. B. Lightfoot, 1865; Th. Zahn, in his Kemmentar
zum Neue Testament, 1905; R. A. Sieffert, in Meyer’s Kritischexegetisch Kommentar Uber das
Neue Testament, 1899; F. Lipsius, in Holtzmann's Handkommentar, 1892; W. Bousset, in J.
Weiss’ Die Schriften des Neue Testament, 1908; and W. M. Ramsay, Historical Commentary on
the Galatians, 1899. Other important contributions are W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman
Empire, 1893, and St. Paul the Traveller and Roman Citizen, 1895; E. H. Askwith, The Epistle to
the Galatians i, 1902; O. Zockler, in Studien und Kritiken, for 1895, pp. 51-102: V. Weber, Die
Adressaten des Galaterbriefes, 1900; and the articles in the Encyclopeedia Biblica, Hastings’
Dictionary of the Bible, and the Realencyclopaedie fur Theologie, ed.3.

1 It is amusing to note that various writers, whom it is kinder not to mention, have waxed eloquent
on the permanence of national characteristics, as illustrated by the fickle Galatians in the first
century and the French in the nineteenth.

1 See further Appendix |. and the map accompanying it.

2 See Ramsay’s Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 77 ff., and Lightfoot's Epistle to the Galatians,
p. 22.

3 E. H. Askwith, The Epistle to the Galatians: an Essay on its Destination and Date (Macmillan and
Co., 1902). This is by far the most thorough statement of the questions concerned, which has as
yet been made, either in English or German. It does not, however, seem to be sufficiently well
known, perhaps because it is too thorough and too scientific to attract superficial attention.

1 Zahn's explanation (Kommentar zum N. T., bd. ix. p. 16), that St. Luke means “Phrygia, and a
part of Galatia,” seems to me to be linguistically impossible. ®puymav must be an adjective and
co-ordinate with FaAaTikmv.

1 See further Appendix |. and map facing p. 316.

1 Though in the case of Iconium the reservation must be made that it possibly belonged to
Lycaonia Galatica (see Appendix 1.).

1 Julicher tries to ridicule the suggestion that St. Paul would use the name of a province, by saying
that no one would refer to the inhabitants of Frankfort-on-the-Main as men of Hesse Nassau. Such
arguments are surely valueless. | might equally well say that no one would refer to inhabitants of
Natal as Zulus, or of Cape Town as Kaffirs, but might quite well refer to both as South Africans.
Both arguments seem to me to darken counsel by specious but false analogies.
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1 John 6:62; John 7:50, John 9:8; 2 Corinthians 1:15; Ephesians 4:22; 1 Timothy 1:13; Hebrews
4:6; Hebrews 7:27, Hebrews 10:32; 1 Peter 1:14.

1 The exegesis of the verse is difficult: ... em¢ mTEPOV EMAyYmMAIOV B ONK EOTEV EAAO €H N
TIVEC ENOIV Om TOPEOCOVTIEC mumG, K.T.A., may be explained by taking mtepov and mAAO in
antithesis to each other—and it then becomes a nice question what the two words mean—or by
taking mAAo with em pm in the sense “nothing else but that there are some who,” etc.

1 See further Appendix Ill. p. 320.

1 Or, if another text be followed, “to whom we did not yield even for a moment,” or with still another
exegetical possibility, “to whom we did not yield even for a moment in any real subjection.”

1 Expositor, March, 1910, reprinted in The Eschatological Question in the Gospels, and other
Studies, pp. 191 ff.

1 In his Epistle to the Galatians, pp. 123 ff.

2 Lightfoot explains in a footnote that “this is calculated by a back reckoning of the time spent from
the Apostolic Council to the appointment of Festus, the date of which is fixed independently at A.D.
66.” A modern writer would probably speak less certainly: see Turner’s article on Chronology in
Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible.

1 See Appendix Il. p. 317.

1 This view is taken by Lightfoot, Zahn, and Bousset; the other interpretation is followed by
Ramsay and McGiffert.

1 History of Christianity in the Apostolic Age, pp. 172 ff.

1 Or was it only one messenger? The Latin evidence is in favour of Tiva, not tivm¢, and mBDm
latt. Orig. read mABev, not mABov, in the next clause. Origen, who read tivm¢ and mABev,
explained it as meaning that St. James himself came to Antioch.

1 See article on “Chronology” in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible.

1 The alternative, which, until the coming of the South Galatian theory, was the most popular in
Germany, is that it was written from Ephesus. This view is based on the ideas (1) that the tm
Tipm TEPOV in Galatians 4:13 implies two visits to Galatia—thus the Epistle was written after the visit
in Acts 18:23—and (2) that it was written very soon after this visit, because St. Paul says, “| marvel
that you are so quickly removing,” etc. (Galatians 1:6). Thus it is thought that St. Paul must have
heard of the Galatian defection soon after his arrival in Ephesus, and then wrote the Epistle before
writing to the Corinthians.

1 It is desirable to notice that on the North Galatian theory no theory can explain the absence of
any reference to the Apostolic Decrees. If we think that the Galatians lived in North Galatia, we
cannot avoid the fact that the Apostolic Council took place, not only before the Epistle was written,
but also before the Galatian Church was founded, and it is extraordinarily hard to understand St.
Paul’s silence as to the decrees. It is, therefore, not surprising that German critics, who hold the
North Galatian theory, mostly reject the historical character of the decrees. | must confess that if |

Sermonindex.net | Page 157



held the North Galatian theory | should do the same, and regard the Apostolic Decrees as Lucan
rather than historical.

1Kommentar zum N. Testament. IX. Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater. Cf. his Einleitung in das
Neue Testament, I. pp. 138 ff.

1 Acts 16:3.
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Chapter 10

05.01. Appendix 1. GALATIA, KINGDOM AND PROVINCE

APPENDIX | GALATIA, KINGDOM AND PROVINCE THE population of Asia Minor in the first
century after Christ was an extremely complicated mixture of various nationalities, representing
different invasions and conquests. One of the lowest strata, representing either an aboriginal
population, or one of the earliest invasions, was the Lycaonians, in the district of Lystra, Derbe,
and further eastwards. A most recent, but still very ancient stratum, was the Phrygians, who had
invaded Asia Minor at the beginning of the first millennium before Christ, or even earlier, and had
conquered and settled in the valley of Sangarios, the country near the Hellespont, and the
adjacent districts, pressing on as far as Iconium. Originally a fierce and warlike race, they
gradually degenerated, and passed under the domination of the Persian Empire, and afterwards
under that of Alexander of Macedonia. A disturbed period followed the death of Alexander, and
ultimately, after the fall of Seleucus in 281, Antiochus |. became nominal ruler of Phrygia, but was
faced with the rivalry of Mithridates of Pontus in the north. Probably the northern part of Phrygia,
bordering on Pontus, was more or less completely under Pontic control. At this point, about 278
b.c., a new invasion began; the Gauls, who had been ravaging all the Mediterranean lands,
entered Bithynia, and after some vicissitudes occupied and settled in the north-eastern part of
Phrygia, with Ancyra as their chief town. This is the Kingdom of Galatia; its population consisted of
at least three superimposed and more or less coalesced strata, Gauls, Phrygians, and earlier
inhabitants, perhaps related to the Lycaonians. The history of this kingdom up to the beginning of
the second century b.c. is a series of wars and alliances with its neighbours, but in 189 b.c. the
Galatian interference with commerce, and the alliance of the Galatians with Antiochus against
Rome at the battle of Magnesia, led to a Roman expedition in which, as Livy narrates, an
enormous number of Galatians were killed or captured. Further wars with the Pergamene and
Pontic kings nevertheless followed, and probably to this period ought to be assigned an expansion
of Galatia to the South at the expense of the Lycaonians, probably extending as far as Iconium
and Lystra. This is the new territory which Ptolemy calls the “added” land, and Pliny a tetrarchy
taken from Lycaonia. The two authorities do not wholly agree, for Ptolemy excludes Iconium, and
Pliny says that the tetrarchy included Iconium and fourteen cities; but probably Pliny is right. This
explains why, although in 189 b.c. Lycaonia belonged to the Pergamene kingdom, it was not part
of the Roman Province of Asia which was made in 133 b.c. out of that kingdom. Nevertheless
Galatia was never fully the equal of the Pontic kings in the north, and by 121 Galatia was
probably—the point is not quite clear—more or less subordinate to Pontus. In that year the
Romans declared Galatia free—which meant free from Pontus, and practically, if not nominally,
under Roman control; but the Mithridatic wars followed, and it was not until 73 b.c. that it was
really free from Pontus. In 64 b.c. Pompey reorganized the East. Galatia was placed under three
chiefs, and part of the tetrarchy of Lycaonia, including Iconium and Lystra, was taken away. Of the
three tetrarchs Deiotarus was the ablest, and in the last two years of his life was the sole King of
Galatia. Dreading the horrors of a disputed succession, Deiotarus put to death all his sons but one,
but either this son died prematurely or was overlooked, for on the death of Deiotarus in 40 b.c.
Antony appointed Castor in his place. Meanwhile Pisidia and the rest of the Lycaonian territory of
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Galatia had formed part of the Province of Cilicia. Antony now found this arrangement undesirable.
It was a disturbed district, and Roman soldiers could not be spared. Antony therefore appointed
Amyntas, who had been secretary to Deiotarus, as King of Pisidia and Pisidian Phrygia; Antioch
was probably his capital. Similarly, Polemon was made King of part of Lycaonia and Isauria and
other districts. His capital was Iconium. Thus in 40 b.c. the centre of Asia Minor was divided
between Castor King of Galatia, Amyntas King of Pisidia, with a capital at Pisidian Antioch, and
Polemon, with a capital at Iconium. In 36 b.c. Castor died, and a new arrangement was made.
Amyntas was given Galatia, and Lycaonia, which was taken from Polemon, who was moved
northwards to Pontus, and the Cilician part of Polemon’s kingdom was given to Cleopatra. The fall
of Antony only disturbed this arrangement in so far that Pamphylia and Cilicia Tracheia were
added to the kingdom of Amyntas, who finally conquered Derbe, which had previously been an
independent stronghold under Antipater. Thus the Kingdom of Amyntas became extremely large
and important. Its final extent is indicated on the map facing p. 316. In 25 b.c. Amyntas was Kkilled,
and the Romans decided to take over his kingdom as a new province. Pamphylia, however, was
again separated from it, and made into a distinct province, and part of Lycaonia, including Derbe,
was given to the Kingdom of Archelaus of Cappadocia. This district went through various changes,
but in a.d. 41 a kingdom containing part of Lycaonia and Cilicia Tracheia was confirmed to
Antiochus of Commagene, who was given the title of King of the Lycaonians. This kingdom lasted
until 72 a.d., when it was absorbed into the Empire. In 41, therefore, the boundary of the Province
of Galatia was Derbe, which was restored to it, and Lystra and Antioch had been made into
coloniae probably because they were important in connection with the dangerous mountain district
in which they were situated.

Such is the outline of the history of the change from the Kingdom of Galatia to the Province of
Galatia. It will be noted that, except in a strictly ethnological sense, the whole district, including
Iconium and Antioch, had been Galatian since the time of King Amyntas. The name of the whole
province was Galatia. This was at one time disputed by Schirer and others who preferred the
North Galatian view; but in the face of the evidence of inscriptions and of Pliny and Ptolemy, they
have abandoned this position. The various districts in the province would naturally be described as
Galatic, because they belonged to the Galatic Province, but their exact names, and precise proof
of them, present many difficulties. The districts important for the present purpose are those which
Ramsay calls Phrygia Asiana, Phrygia Galatica, Lycaonia Galatica, and Lycaonia Antiochiana.
The actual evidence for these is as follows:—

Phrygia Asiana is mentioned by Galen, who says ... AopmAQl, ® 0TI RV ECYET THC BOIOVE(
Opuymog TmAIC (Mepm Tpogmv duvm peux I), ed. Kuhn, vi. p. 515.

Phrygia Galatica is probably mentioned in the Menologium Sirletianum, “Hi sancti martyres fuerunt
sub Diocletiano imperatore in urbe Antiochiae Pisidiae ex regione Phrygiae Galaciae sub praeside
Magno,” where Galaciae may be emended to Galaticae or Galatiae; Ramsay prefers Galaticae,
but Galatiae is palaeographically more probable (A. SS. Sept. vol. vii. p. 562 A.).

Lycaonia Antiochiana is mentioned in CIL v. 8660,m an inscription of 166 a.d.; and Ptolemy, v. 6,
17, speaks of mvtioxeiavm, though he nowhere supplies Lycaonia as the substantive belonging to
this adjective. This is not very strong evidence, but one must not expect to find overwhelming proof
for the details of provincial nomenclature. In any case it is noticeable that the terms Phrygia
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Galatica, Phrygia Asiana, etc., are exactly parallel in formation to Pontus Galaticus, just as
Lycaonia Antiochiana is parallel to Pontus Polemoniacus, both of which names are used by
Ptolemy. That xm pa means “regio” is probably not susceptible of proof: but xmpa is certainly not
the usual Greek for “province” (mTopxema), and the use of the adjective NaAatikm¢ in a political
rather than an ethnographical sense is the usual Roman practice. FToAatma might conceivably
mean the land which in the second century before Christ was the Kingdom of Galatia; but the
proper title of the province would be m FaAatikme mTOPXEMO. “The province which is named after
the Galatian part of it,” and in the same way m FoAdatikm x®pa means a district belonging to this
province. As Ramsay has pointed out, m ToAatikm xmpa can no more mean “the Kingdom of
Galatia” than “the British district” could mean England. It means the district attached to the
Province of Galatia, as distinct from a neighbouring district attached to something else. That
“regio” was a name used in Galatia for a district of the province is shown by an inscription from
Antioch which mentions a mkoakovTm pxnv meyswvm plov, discovered by Sterrett, though he found
the second word so strange that he was inclined to amend it into Aeyewvm piov.m xm pa would be
the natural translation of “regio.” It only remains to point out two smaller problems connected with
Antioch and Iconium.

Antioch was really a Phrygian city: it was called Pisidian because it was close to Pisidia, and
Strabo actually called it as such. It was given to Amyntas as King of Pisidia in 39 b.c., and
Augustus made it a colonia and the military centre of the district. Strabo’s evidence shows that
before 20 a.d. the Phrygian character of the country was not forgotten: later on, as Ptolemy shows,
it was regarded as Pisidian.

Iconium also was really Phrygian. It is described by Xenophon as the most easterly town in
Phrygia, and Pliny also speaks of it as Phrygian. So also in the trial of Justin Martyr Hierax says
that he mTm mkovmou Tm¢ ®puymag mTOOTICOEm ¢ mvOm dcm mAmAvOa. During the changes of
Roman administration it was usually connected with Lycaonia: thus it went in 39 b.c. to Polemon,
not to Amyntas, but in 36 b.c. it passed with part of Lycaonia to Amyntas. It was in this way a
border town which politically was probably Lycaonian and nationally probably Phrygian. It is not
quite clear whether it belonged to Lycaonia Galatica or Phrygia Galatica. St. Luke, however,
seems to regard it in Acts 14:6 as Phrygian, for he says that the Apostles fled from Iconium to “the
cities of Lycaonica, Lystra, and Derbe.” In Acts 16:2-6, however, his meaning is less plain. In Acts
16:2 he says that Timothy was well spoken of by those in “Lystra and Iconium.” Does not this imply
that St. Paul was already in Iconium? Then, in Acts 16:6 he says that they “passed through the
Phrygian and Galatian region.” Does this imply that they entered this region after leaving Iconium?
If so, Iconium is here regarded as Lycaonian. But the assumption is not necessary AimABov does
not necessarily mean that they only then entered the region.

Probably, therefore, St. Luke ought to be taken as regarding Iconium as Phrygian, and in so far as
evidence that Iconium belonged to the region of Phrygia Galatica rather than to that of Lycaonia
Galatica. But it would not be wise to press the point. In any case, the argument on p. 259 holds
good, that St. Luke’s meaning may be that at Iconium St. Paul had to choose between the road
going into Phrygia Asiana or that passing through Phrygia Galatica, and that he chose the latter
because he found that he would not be able to preach in Asia. The accompanying map, based on
the work of Ramsay, shows the Kingdom of Galatia, the Kingdom of Amyntas, and the Province of
Galatia, together with the towns and roads which are important for the history of St. Paul's work.
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Those who wish to study further this very complex question will do well to begin by reading the first
part of Ramsay’s Historical Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians, and his articles on the
various towns and provinces in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible, and to look up for themselves the
passages which he quotes. The omission of the latter task results in a wholly wrong impression
that the matter is, after all, quite simple—which is emphatically not the case.

1 Pliny says (Nat. Hist. v. 25), “Hos includit Lycaonia in Asiaticam jurisdictionem versa, cum qua
conveniunt Philomelienses, Tymbriani, Leucolithi, Pelteni, Tyrienses. Datur et tetrarchia ex
Lycaonia, qua parte Galatiae contermina est, civitatium xiiii urbe celeberrima Iconio.” Ptolemy says
(Geogr. v. 4), m10 O TH cmpPnumvo mOvn OIMKOULol [POCEIANUUEVETAl, BT Om TOM TOUG OM
Bt{nvom kom Lmpoc Avkaovmag, K.T.A., while to Lycaonia (Geogr. v. 6) he reckons Iconium and
six other towns, and to mvtioxeiavm Derbe, Laranda, and two others. Lystra he does not mention.

1 In this way Ramsay explains the difference between Pliny and Ptolemy. He thinks that Pliny
represents the older, and Ptolemy the later facts.

2 Strabo, p. 568 ff. 577. Appian, Bell. Civ. v. 75.

1 It should be noted that a widely copied misprint in one of Ramsay’s later statements attributes
this inscription to CIL. X, instead of CIL. v.

1 Sterrett, Epigraphic Journey in Asia Minor, p. 92.

2Strabo refers on pp. 569 and 577 to Antioch as m Tpm ¢ [Mio1dmm. The meaning of this phrase is
shown on p. 566, where he says of Phrygia Magna, mv m mQOTIV B TE TIOPM PEIOC AEYOUm VN
Gpuyma Kom B TPEG [TIoIOE N, K.T.A.

1 Appian says of Antony, motn om Tm KON [BaCIAEQOC, OEC OOKIUEQEIEY ... mUmVTIAV Om
Moidmv, Kom TOAE pwvo mpoug KIAikmag, K.T.A. Civ. v. 75 ed. Mendelssohn, II. p. 1123).

2 Xenophon, Anab. 1. 2, 19.
3Acta Martyrii Justini et Sociorium, 4.
4 Strabo, p. 568.

5 Dio Cassius, 49.32,  om omv mVTEVIOC ... OUVOCTEMOC MUMVTE UmY [OGAOTEOC, KOMTEP
YPOUHOTEm TOM AniOTEPOU yevoumvm, mOwWKE, Kom Auvkoovmag MNMap@uAmoag ™ TIvo omTE
TPOCOEM ¢, K.T.A.
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Chapter 11

05.02. Appendix 2. THE TEXT OF ACTS 12:25

APPENDIX Il THE TEXT OF Acts 12:25 THE text of Acts 12:25 is so uncertain and so interesting
that it cannot be passed by without comment. The text usually printed is Bapvmog om kom
20EMAOC mTEOTPEPYaV EME EMEPOUCOANM|L, TANPEOAVIEC TEHV OIOKOVEQV, CUVTIIPOAC[EVTEC
E@EVNY TEY ETIKANOEVTO Mmpkov. But the phrase m& mepovcoAmp is uncertain. There are
three main variants in the text. (1) m¢ mepovoaim, found in A 13 69 and many minuscules: (2)
mTm mepovocoAmy, found in (B) D (E) and some minuscules; (3) em ¢ mepovcaim 4, found in m (B)
H L P 61 Syr-hl-mg. Chrys.; together with (4), a subvariant of (2), mT®m ®BEPOVCOAR EEMC
mvTumyxeov, found in E syr-pesh sah, and many minuscules; and (5) a subvariant of (3), em¢
mvTmyelov, found in a few minuscules. Variant (1) may be condemned as an Alexandrian
emendation of (3) not essentially different in character from (5). It is condemned not only by the
weakness of the evidence, but by the fact that mmootpm gelv followed by the place whence a
return is made, is not elsewhere found with m¢ in the Lucan writings, but always with mTm. The
choice, therefore, is really between mTm and sm ¢. Considering the exceedingly important evidence
which B gives, the purely manuscriptal evidence is about equally divided. But there is no question
but that em ¢ mep. is the lectio ardua which explains the others. The natural feeling of any one who
reads the whole passage from Acts 11:27-30, Acts 12:1-25, Acts 13:1, is that Acts 11:30 describes
the arrival of St. Barnabas and St. Paul at Jerusalem, and that Acts 12:25 ought to describe their
departure. This would account for a tendency to change em¢ mepovcoAmp into some phrase
giving the opposite meaning. m& megpovcaAmpy and sm¢ mvtTimyelav are both attempts to
accomplish this purpose; is it not probable that mTm mepouvcaAmp is an earlier effort of the same
kind? In this case sm ¢ mepovocoAm L must be regarded as the earliest known reading. It remains,
however, open to doubt whether it is not a “primitive corruption,” which might be explained by
Bartlett's suggestion of an original text which said m Tootpm @eiv without any mention of Jerusalem
at all, and was erroneously filled up by some scribe who did not pay much attention to the history,
but was familiar with the expression moopm @eiv em ¢ mepovooAm (cf. Luke 2:45; Luke 24:33,
Luke 24:52, Acts 1:12; Acts 8:25, Acts 13:13, Acts 22:17), and was influenced by the fact (though
no doubt he could not have formulated it) that m Tootpm @elv is found in the Lucan writings fifteen
times with mention of the place whither (em¢), and only twice with mention of the place whence
(m 7w ).

It is, nevertheless, not quite so certain as is often maintained that em ¢ mepovcoAmp is not the
original text. MAnpm oavteg¢ means not so much “after having fulfilled” as “in fulfilment of” (just as
m ot oM pevol in Acts 25:13 means not “after having greeted” but “with greetings for”), and it is
possible that St. Luke really meant “St. Barnabas and St. Paul returned to Jerusalem, which was
the centre from which St. Barnabas, at all events, had started, in fulflment of the ministration
(which has been already mentioned).” By this means he linked on the Jerusalem-narrative to the
Antioch-narrative, and showed, what is historically certain, that the famine came after, not before,
the death of Herod. The objection is that, in this case, he does not explain how St. Barnabas and
St. Paul come in the next paragraph to be back in Antioch. It is, however, not impossible that he
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omitted to state that they went back to Antioch, regarding this as obvious: such a view is certainly
harsh, but it is too much to say that it is impossible, for it has the advantage of giving a statement
of the facts which is historically more probable. The death of Herod was in 44, and the famine was
in 46. It is not probable that famine relief was sent from Antioch before the famine, and thus the
mission of St. Barnabas and Saul probably took place after the death of Herod. In this case, Acts
12:25 must be taken merely as a chronological warning, given by St. Luke to show that the famine,
which the exigencies of his narrative had forced him to put before the death of Herod, because it
belonged primarily to the Antioch narrative, really took place later. It is as though he said to his
readers, “You must understand that the incident of the Famine, and the visit of Saul to Jerusalem,
to which | alluded when tracing the history of Antioch, must be inserted at this point.” Either this
view or Dr. Bartlett’s seems to me to be preferable to adopting the usual reading (m &), which is so
unmistakably condemned by all the rules of textual criticism.

1 The scribe of B wrote em¢, but seems to have begun to write mTm . | think that this shows that
mTm must have been known to the scribe, though it may have been merely a slip, for it is
noteworthy that m TooTpm @eIv em ¢ mepovcaAm is a common phrase which would come naturally
to the scribe’s pen, while mTm mepouvcaAm i is relatively rare.

1 In the Century Bible Commentary on Acts.
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Chapter 12

05.03. Appendix 3. ST. PAUL’'S JOURNEY TO ARABIA

APPENDIX Il ST. PAUL'S JOURNEY TO ARABIA THE reference in Galatians 1:17 to a visit of St.
Paul to Arabia raises several difficulties, which may be conveniently summarized in the questions:
(1) Why did he go to Arabia? (2) What does Arabia mean? (3) What is the connection of the
incident with the ethnarch of King Aretas (of Arabia) mentioned in 2 Corinthians 11:32?

(1)Why did St. Paul go to Arabia?—The usual explanation is that he went away to meditate in the
desert, perhaps on Mount Sinai. This exegesis is not impossible, and can be expanded to any
length by references to the psychological influence of solitude, and historical parallels to Moses
and Elijah. The alternative, which meets with hardly any support at present, is that he went to
Arabia to preach the gospel. It is of course quite obvious that certainty on this point is unattainable,
but | would urge that on the whole the balance of probability is that St. Paul means to imply
missionary activity in Arabia. He is arguing that he received a commission to preach to the
Gentiles direct from God, not from man, and that he therefore had no need to confer with man, or
to go to Jerusalem, before beginning to preach the gospel. The antithesis is not between
conferring with flesh and blood in Jerusalem, and conferring with God in the desert, but between
obeying immediately the commission of God to preach to the Gentiles, and going to some human
source in Jerusalem in order to obtain authority or additional instruction. St. Paul's argument
seems to me to require the sense “As soon as | received my divine commission, | acted upon it at
once, without consulting any one, and began to preach in Arabia.” Moreover, it is, to my mind,
psychologically more probable that St. Paul, once converted, lost no time before beginning to carry
out what he felt to be his duty, but this consideration is too subjective to be valuable, and other
minds will no doubt feel differently on the point. (2)What does Arabia mean?—The names “Arab”
and “Arabian” were used in ordinary Graeco-Roman language of the Kingdom of the Nabataean
Arabs, which in the first century was almost at the highest point of its power under Aretas IV. The
best statement on the history of this kingdom will be found in Schiirer's Geschichte des jidischen
Volkes, I. pp. 726—744. The point which is important for the present purpose is that the Nabataean
Arabs had established themselves by the beginning of the first century as the rulers over a large
tract of country stretching from the Euphrates to the Red Sea, with Petra as their capital, and
bordering on the Province of Syria. At one time they captured Damascus, but from the time of
Pompey this city belonged to the Province of Syria, though even in the second century it was
recognized as in some degree Arabian. Their territory was, of course, largely desert, but it
contained several towns, of which Petra in the south and Bostra in the north were the most
important. When St. Paul says that he went to Arabia the impression which he would make on
Graeco-Roman readers, in Galatia or elsewhere in the Empire, would be that he went to this
Nabataean kingdom, ruled over from 9 b.c. to 40 a.d. by Aretas IV.

(3) The meaning of2 Corinthians 11:32 ff.—St. Paul says, “In Damascus the ethnarch of Aretas
the king guarded the city of the Damascenes to take me, and | was let down through a window in
the wall in a basket, and | escaped from his hands.” Apparently this is the same incident as that
described in Acts 9:24 ff., in which St. Luke says that the Jews in Damascus “guarded the gates
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day and night to kill him, but the disciples took him by night and let him down through the wall in a
basket.” No doubt St. Paul's own version must be taken as the more accurate, but the reference to
the ethnarch of Aretas causes difficulty. It is known that Damascus in the first century before Christ
belonged to the Nabataean king, but Pompey gave it to Syria, and the evidence of coins shows
that as late as the year 34 a.d. it was Roman. There are, however, no coins from this date until 62
a.d.—in other words, there is no evidence that Damascus was Roman under Caligula or Claudius.
The suggestion has therefore been made (and accepted by Schurer) that, at the death of Tiberius,
Aretas was made responsible for Damascus. If so, this incident of St. Paul’s life must be dated not
earlier than 37 a.d., and it is not easy to fit this into the general scheme of chronology. But the
whole basis of this suggestion is extremely frail: it consists entirely of the assumption that if Aretas
had an ethnarch in Damascus, Damascus was in his kingdom. What are the facts concerning the
word “ethnarch™? It came in time, as Schirer says, to mean some one a little more than a tetrarch,
and less than a king, but the really important point is that in the first century it was used as the
name of the governor of the Jews in Alexandria. No one concludes from this that therefore
Alexandria belonged to the Jews. It is more probable, then, that the ethnarch of Aretas was a
representative of the Nabataean king who looked after the Arab element in Damascus, just as the
ethnarch of the Jews in Alexandria looked after Jewish interests. In this case the chronological
difficulty of the passage is removed.

It is not, | think, impossible to combine the results of this inquiry into a reasonably probable
hypothesis. St. Paul immediately after the conversion went into the Nabataean kingdom and
preached to the Arabs, perhaps in Bostra. He was not especially successful, but roused the enmity
of the Jews, and attracted the hostile attention of Aretas. He returned to Damascus, where both
the Jews and the ethnarch of Aretas endeavoured to put an end to his career, but he managed to
escape in a basket let down through a window in a house built on the wall. This view is of course
largely imaginative, but it may claim the advantage of giving a reasonable explanation of the
difference between Acts 9:1-43 and 2 Corinthians 11:1-33. The objection that St. Luke says
nothing about this visit to Arabia of course remains: but it is, | think, sufficiently answered by the
fact that St. Luke is only concerned with Christianity within the Empire, and Arabia was outside its
limits.

1 Cf. Justin Martyr, Dial. 78: AQUOOKEC TEC EPPOPIKEC yEC BV KON EQOTIV, €8 KON VEVY
TIPOCVEVE UNTOI TH SUPOPOIVE KB Agyom VE

1 Kobmotatal om Kom mBvmpxng om Ty, M OIOIKEM T TH M OVOC KOM JlOITE KPMOEIC ... mC WY
TIOAITEM OC W PY WV OmTOTEAOM . Strabo, quoted in Josephus, Antig. xiv. 7, 2.

Sermonindex.net | Page 166



Chapter 13

06. Chapter 6. THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS

CHAPTER VI THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS THE problems concerned with the Epistle to the
Romans may conveniently be divided into three main groups: (1) the critical questions relating to
the integrity and destination of the Epistle; (2) the foundation and character of the Church at
Rome; (3) the doctrinal and other controversies which called forth the Epistle. The questions of a
purely historical and critical character connected with this Epistle seem at first sight to be few in
comparison with those raised by the Galatians and Corinthians. Indeed, if we could take the text of
the Epistle as it stands, the question of date, and of the place to which it was sent—points which
are so complicated in connection with Galatians—would be so plain as hardly to admit of
discussion. In Romans 16:1 St. Paul refers to Phoebe as the “servant” (dim kovoc) of the Church at
Cenchreae, the eastern port of Corinth on the Saronic gulf, and commends her to his readers. This
is in itself almost enough to justify us in saying that St. Paul was writing from Corinth. Moreover, in
Romans 15:25-27 there is a clear reference to the “collection” for Jerusalem which St. Paul had
made in Achaia and Macedonia.

“But now | go unto Jerusalem to minister unto the saints. For it hath pleased them of Macedonia
and Achaia to make a certain contribution for the poor saints which are at Jerusalem. It hath
pleased them verily; and their debtors they are. For if the Gentiles have been made partakers of
their spiritual things, their duty is also to minister unto them in carnal things.” From this it is plain
that St. Paul has finished the collection and is just starting for Jerusalem. This can scarcely refer to
any place except Corinth, and as this agrees so exactly with the inference derived from the
mention of Phoebe, there is no reason for the slightest hesitation in saying that the evidence
decisively indicates Corinth as the place, and the last visit to Corinth as the time of the writing of
the Epistle to the Romans.

Unfortunately, at this point it is necessary to face two problems which disturb this apparently clear
indication. In the first place, it is alleged that Romans 16:1-27—the commendatory letter for
Phoebe—was really intended for Ephesus, not for Rome. In the second place, there is clear
evidence of the existence of a shorter form of the Epistle, which omitted Romans 15:1-33 and
Romans 16:1-27 and made no mention of Rome in Romans 1:1-32. If this cannot be shown to be
a later recension, the argument based on Romans 15:1-33 only holds good for the longer text, and
the possibility that the short form is the original has to be considered.

Thus,two distinct problems have to be investigated. (1) The destination of Romans 16:1-23; (2) the
short recension of Romans. THE ORIGINAL DESTINATION OF Romans 16:1-23

There is no trace of any external evidence for doubting that this section has always belonged to
the Epistle. But on internal grounds the double objection has often been made that it is quite
unsuitable as a communication to the Church of Rome, and that it bears signs of having really
been intended for Ephesus. The negative argument—that it is unsuitable for Rome—is primarily
concerned with the large number of personal greetings which it contains, far larger than in any
other Epistle. Is it probable that St. Paul had in a Church which he had never visited more friends
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than in any other place? Or, if it be thought that this is an unwarrantable inference from the
greetings, is it probable that he would have known so many persons in Rome? It must be admitted
that there is some force in this argument, even though it is hardly conclusive.

Besides this it must be noted as a secondary argument of a negative kind that Romans 16:17-18
seems out of place in an Epistle to the Romans. St. Paul says, “Now | beseech you, brethren,
mark those who cause divisions and offences contrary to the teaching which ye have learned, and
avoid them. For they that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly; and by
good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple.” By the “teaching which ye have
received” does not St. Paul naturally mean his own teaching? And does not the description given
of the false teachers fit much more the unethical teaching of “advanced” Christians, such as
obtained in Greece and Asia, than the narrow, but certainly ethical teaching of Judaizing
Christians against whom Romans is directed? Again, it cannot be denied that there is some force
in this argument, though it is not so strong as the other, because there are some other places in
the Epistle which are at least capable of bearing the meaning that there was a tendency to an
imperfect appreciation of the ethical obligations of Christianity among some of the Gentile
Christians (see pp. 380 ff.), though there is no place which points to a propaganda of this nature,
such as Romans 16:17 seems to imply. The positive argument in favour of Ephesus is based on
the mention of Epaenetus, and of Prisca and Aquila.

Epaenetus is described as the firstfruits of Asia, just as Stephanas in 1 Corinthians 16:15 is called
the firstfruits of Achaia. It is possible that Epaenetus had left Asia; but there is much more force in
the description if he was still in Asia, and St. Paul was writing to the Church of which he was the
earliest member. At the same time, not much emphasis can be put on this argument, because we
know nothing of the history of Epaenetus.

Far more important is the question of Prisca and Aquila. The point is that, although they originally
came from Rome, all our information points to the probability that their settled abode at this time
was in Ephesus, and that, therefore, when St. Paul sends greetings to them, and to the Church in
their house, it is far more probable that he is writing to Ephesus than to Rome. In connection with
this question it will perhaps be best to collect shortly all that we know from the New Testament as
to Prisca and Aquila. They are first mentioned in Acts 18:2, when we read that after St. Paul's
arrival in Corinth he “found a certain Jew named Aquila, born in Pontus, lately come from lItaly, and
his wife Priscilla; (because that Claudius had commanded all Jews to depart from Rome:) and
came unto them. And because he was of the same trade, he abode with them, and they carried on
a business: for by trade they were tent-makers.” The question may be raised whether they were
already Christians, or were converted by St. Paul. As St. Luke makes no statement on the subject,
certainty is not attainable, but the probability is somewhat in favour of the view that they were
already Christians when they came to Corinth, as Stephanas, not Aquila or his wife, is quoted as
the mTopxm myomog, and from 1 Corinthians 1:16 it would seem that Stephanas was a
Corinthian. It is true that Aquila is referred to as a Jew, but it is by no means clear that “Jew” was
to St. Luke the contradictory of “Christian.” In Corinth they remained until St. Paul’'s departure,
when they went with him to Ephesus (Acts 18:18), and they were still in Ephesus when St. Paul
wrote 1 Corinthians, as he refers (1 Corinthians 16:19) to the Church in their house; indeed, if the
tradition preserved in the text of the group of Graeco-Latin MSS. (DEFG), in 1 Corinthians 16:19
could be trusted, he lodged in their house at Ephesus (see p. 143). Thus it would appear that they
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had settled more or less permanently in Ephesus. Finally, in 2 Timothy 4:19 greetings are sent to
Prisca and Aquila at Ephesus. It is of course doubtful whether 2 Timothy is a genuine Epistle of St.
Paul, but at the least this reference points to the existence of a tradition connecting Aquila with
Ephesus, for the Epistle is certainly intended to convey the impression that it was written from
Rome to Ephesus, and if it be genuine it shows that about eight years after their first arrival in
Ephesus Aquila and his wife were in that city.

Thus, apart from Romans 16:3, all the evidence suggests that Aquila and his wife settled
permanently in Ephesus, and this gives real support to the theory that Romans 16:1-27 is actually
a short letter of commendation given to Phoebe for her use in Ephesus, not in Rome. It is not very
probable that Aquila and Prisca left their settled home in Ephesus soon after St. Paul had written 1
Corinthians, that a year later their house in Rome was the centre of a Church, and that they later
on returned to Ephesus, and once more took up the same position in the Christian community.
This argument is not lightly to be set aside, and if Romans 16:1-23 were a loose fragment, with no
context, | do not doubt that it would have been regarded as quite certainly a letter sent to Ephesus
to commend Phoebe. The difficulty is in explaining how in this case a commendatory note (for it is
really nothing more) to Ephesus, ever got into the Epistle to the Romans. This difficulty has led to
many attempts at a fresh analysis of the greetings, intended to show that they really point to
Rome, and to more or less ingenious efforts to find traces of Prisca and others in the early history
of the Church of Rome. The general analysis of the greetings has drawn attention to the fact that
there is more evidence for the various names in inscriptions from Rome than in those from other
places, and considerable weight has been attached to this point by those who support the Roman
hypothesis. | doubt, however, whether they are quite justified in their conclusions. Our knowledge
of Roman inscriptions has been, until recently, much greater than that of those in other places, and
as our information has grown, the number of names which really are peculiar has decreased. It is
true, as Lightfoot pointed out, that many of the names in the salutations can be paralleled in
Roman inscriptions referring to the household of Caesar, but these inscriptions are not
contemporary, and most of the names are found in other places as well as Rome. For instance,
without any full research into the Corpus Inscriptionum, a glance at Thieme’s Inschriften von
Magnesia am Maander und das Neue Testament shows that Stachys and Philologus, both of
which Lightfoot regarded as rare, and therefore adding weight to his argument, are found in
inscriptions in Magnesia and in the island of Thera. The mere fact that many of the names in the
greetings in Romans 16:1-27 are found in Roman inscriptions connected with the imperial
household is of very little weight unless it can be shown either that the names in question are, as a
whole, so rare that their combination in the greetings, and again in the imperial household can only
be explained by their reference to the same persons, or that there is some reason for making this
identification on other grounds. The former can certainly not be maintained; there is perhaps more
ground for supporting the latter view. This support is found in connection with the “household of
Aristobulus,” and the “household of Narcissus.” is suggested that the phrase translated “the
household of Aristobulus”—om mpiotofomAov—means the slaves in the Imperial household
whom the Emperor inherited from Aristobulus, the grandson of Herod the Great. This Aristobulus
is known to have lived in Rome, and to have been a friend of the Emperor Claudius. The
suggestion is that if, as is probable, he was dead by the middle of the first century, he had
bequeathed his slaves to the Emperor, and that they were known as Aristobuliani—om tom
m piotof3om Aov—in the Imperial household. This is possible, for it was not uncommon for slaves to

Sermonindex.net | Page 169



pass in this way into the Imperial household, and to have a distinctive name. But, of course, it is
pure assumption. There is no proof either that such Aristobuliani existed, or that Aristobulus left his
slaves to the Emperor. A stronger case, of the same kind, can be made out for an identification of
the “house-hold of Narcissus.” There was a well-known freedman named Narcissus who was put
to death by Agrippina at the beginning of Nero’s reign. It is suggested, with much probability, that
after his death his slaves were confiscated by the Emperor. This is quite likely, and, if so, these
slaves would be called Narcissiani. There are, however, two objections to this theory, though
neither is fatal. In the first place, Narcissus is quite a common name; in the second, there is no
proof that Narcissiani must be translated into Greek as om Noapkmooou. Words like Herodiani
were transliterated directly. Would not St. Paul have said om Nopkiooiavom if he had meant
Narcissiani? It seems to me more probable that om Nopkmcoou means “the family of Narcissus,”
and that it refers to some living person named Narcissus. At the same time, there is undoubtedly
force in the contention that it is remarkable that in the Imperial household, among which we know
that there were Christians (Php 4:22), it should be possible to show that there may probably have
been at this time two sub-groups connected with the names of Aristobulus and Narcissus. My own
feeling is that if it were certain that Romans 16:1-23 really was sent to Rome, | should regard it as
probable that om mpioToBomAou and om Napkmaoou should be explained in this way. But | feel
less prepared to accept this exegesis as a decisive argument in favour of the Roman hypothesis,
when this is in dispute. The attempt to find definite traces of Prisca and others in the early tradition
of the Roman Church, is chiefly the work of de Rossi, the famous investigator of the catacombs in
Rome. He maintained in the first place that the Church of St. Prisca, on the Aventine hill, was
founded on the site of the house of Prisca and Aquila. De Rossi was a very great man, but here it
cannot be said that his arguments are impressive. It is sufficient to say that there is no real
evidence at all for proving that the site of St. Prisca’s was that of the house of Prisca and Aquila,
and no evidence for thinking that the church was called SS. Aquila et Prisca before the eighth
century. A far more serious argument was based by de Rossi on the coemeterium Priscillae in the
catacombs. It is apparently probable that this cemetery was originally that of the Acilia gens, and
Priscilla was a common name among the women of this gens. Thus it is suggested that the
cemetery of this family was called after their distinguished member, Prisca the wife of Aquila. Dr.
Hort goes further and thinks that as Prisca is usually mentioned before her husband she may have
been of more distinguished birth than her husband. Why not go further still, and suggest that
Aquila was a freedman of the gens Pontia, in which Aquila was a common name? Is it not possible
that Tovtikmy Tm ymvel is a misunderstanding of this fact? It seems to me that such suggestions
are dangerously fanciful, and that there is not really any sufficient evidence for connecting the
coemeterium Priscillae with Prisca the wife of Aquila.

Similar use has been made of the presence of the name of Ampliatus in inscriptions in the
cemetery of Domitilla. The name is found twice: but it is not uncommon, and though these
inscriptions show that in the second century there were Christians of that name in Rome, there is
not much reason for thinking that the Ampliatus mentioned by St. Paul must necessarily have lived
there. The same can also be said of Nereus. This name is celebrated through the Acts of Nereus
and Achilleus, who according to the legend were eunuchs in the household of Domitilla. The name
is quite common, and the Acts seem to contain much legend and little or no history.
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Apart from the tradition of the Epistle there is thus a comparatively weak case for the Roman
hypothesis. Still, the fact always remains that Romans 16:1-23 is an integral part of all MSS. of the
Epistle which we now possess. Thus the earliest tradition which we have connects it with Rome,
not with Ephesus. This is not everything, but it is a great deal. Probably it is enough to prevent the
Ephesian hypothesis from ever being unanimously accepted, and rightly so, for it can never be
proved fully. Still there seems to me to be a distinct balance of argument in favour of Ephesus,
though | must admit to vacillation on the question, and | should not like to say that | shall never
come back to the Roman hypothesis. To some extent | have been influenced by the growing
conviction that the text of the Corpus Paulinum is not always the same as the text which St. Paul
wrote. If, as seems to me certain, 2 Corinthians is a combination of parts of two letters, whose
union has left no trace in the textual tradition, clearly there was an important interval in the history
of the text of the individual letters, and of the small collections of Pauline material made by
individual communities, before the Corpus Paulinum was defined and its text established.

If the Ephesian hypothesis be adopted, it is clear that Romans 16:1-23 must be regarded as a
letter of introduction sent by St. Paul to Ephesus for Phoebe, a servant of the Church at
Cenchreae, the eastern port of Corinth. Whether it was sent by St. Paul on the eve of his
departure to Jerusalem must remain doubtful. There is nothing in its contents to help us, but it is at
least the most probable moment, unless we assume that St. Paul visited Corinth again after he
was set free in Rome. The importance of the question in relation to the history of the Epistle as a
whole can naturally only be discussed after the more serious problem of the existence of a short
recension has been dealt with. THE SHORT RECENSION The proof of the existence of a short
recension of the Epistle resolves itself into the treatment of the textual evidence for the reference
to Rome in the first chapter, and of that for the two last chapters. It is probably best to begin by
showing why there is reason to believe that there was once a text which omitted the two last
chapters, and then to go on to give the reasons for thinking that this shorter form contained no
reference to Rome. The most widespread evidence for the omission of the two chapters can be
found in the ordinary Latin chapter headings (or breves) given in the Codex Amiatinus of the
Vulgate and in many others (Berger, Histoire de la Vulgate, p. 357, mentions at least 48). This
system gives Romans as divided into 51 chapters: the last but one (No. 50) is entitled, De periculo
contristante fratrem suum esca sua, et quod non sit regnum dei esca et potus sed justitia et pax et
gaudium in spiritu sancto. This clearly covers Rom. 14:15-23. The next and last (No. 51) is De
mysterio dei ante passionem in silentio habito post passionem vero ipsius revelato. This equally
clearly covers Rom. 16:25-27 and nothing else. In other words, it implies a text of the Epistle
which ended with chapter 14 plus the doxology which we usually read at the end of the Epistle.

Moreover, corroboration is not wanting that this conclusion is just. There is found in some MSS. a
sort of concordance or harmony of the Pauline Epistles, which arranges under reference to the
chapter numbers the parallel passages which deal with the same questions. The references to
Romans are usually missing; but it is possible that the full text is preserved in a MS. at Murbach
(Codex Morbacensis) which gives 43 headings from Romans. These are given according to the
Amiatine chapter divisions, and the two last are Quod regnum dei non sit esca et potus, ad Rom.
L., ad Cor. pr. XI., and De abscondito sacramento a saeculo, ad Rom. LI., ad Eph. IX, ad Coloss.
lll, ad Tit. I., ad Hebr. Il. This can scarcely be explained except on the hypothesis that a short
recension was used. There is, it is true, some ground for thinking that possibly Corssen is wrong,
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and that the Murbach MS. is not the original form of the capitulatio, but a later edition of it. The
reason for this is that whereas the other MSS. omit all reference both to Romans and Hebrews,
the Murbach MS. contains both. The references to Hebrews are probably an accretion, and it is
open to argument that the same is true of Romans. It is not, however, necessary to discuss this
point here, for in any case, whether the Murbach MS. represent original capitulatio or an
interpolated version of it, it is based on a short text of Romans. For myself | cannot see any
possible answer to this argument, and the attempts of Zahn and Riggenbach to maintain that the
Amiatine system of breves is defective have little or no strength. It is not as though the Amiatine
system was only found in a few MSS.; those mentioned by Berger are probably not a twentieth of
the whole number, and there seems to be no reason to doubt the obvious conclusion drawn from
the facts by a whole series of scholars, who have agreed in thinking that the Amiatine system of
breves points to a short recension, though they have differed widely enough in their explanation of
the fact.

It is obvious that the Latin version implied by the Amiatine Breves is not the Vulgate, but is
ante-Hieronymian. Further traces of the existence of the short text can be found in Latin in
Cyprian, and in Tertullian. In the case of Cyprian, the evidence is merely the dangerous
argumentum e silentio, but is a strong example of its kind. In his Testimonia he gives a collection
of texts from every possible source, arranged according to their community of meaning, so as to
serve as an arsenal of proof texts for various dogmas. It is certainly a fact that he does not clearly
guote anything from Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27 of Romans, and each must judge for
himself whether this can be accidental. The main point is, that in Test. Ill. 68, 78, 95, Cyprian
musters the passages enjoining the duty of avoiding heretics, under the three headings;
68.Recedendum ab eo qui inordinate et contra disciplinam vivat, 2 Thessalonians 3:6. 78.Cum
hereticis non loquendum, Titus 3:10 f., 1 John 2:19, 2 Timothy 2:17. 95.Bonis convivendum malos
autem vitandos, 1 Corinthians 15:33. Why does he not quote Romans 16:17 : “Now | beseech you,
brethren, mark them which are causing the divisions and occasions of stumbling, contrary to the
doctrine which ye learned,” etc.? It is instructive to note that in the spurious De Singularitate
Clericorum (Cyprian, ed. Hartel, appendix, p. 212), 2 Thessalonians 3:6 is quoted, and a few lines
further down Romans 16:17, which shows how naturally any one who knew Romans 16:1-27
would have used it in this connection. It seems to me exceedingly probable that Cyprian had the
same short text as the Amiatine Breves, and that this text must be provisionally regarded as
having obtained in Africa in the third century.

Going still further back, the evidence of Tertullian is, if anything, stronger; for not only is there the
same argumentum e silentio in the fact that he nowhere quotes Romans 15:1-33 and Romans
16:1-27 but in Adv. Marcionem, 5, 13, he quotes Romans 14:10, and says that this verse comes in
clausula, i.e. in the closing section of the Epistle. It is true that he is contrasting the end with the
beginning, and Hort (cf. Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, p. 335) argued that this need not imply the
absence of the two last chapters. This might be admitted if it were not for the other evidence for a
short recension; as it is, the natural interpretation of the facts is that Tertullian, like Cyprian, used a
short text of Romans. Moreover, though it be true that the argumentum e silentio is much less
strong in the case of Tertullian than in that of Cyprian, because he quotes so much less, it is
noteworthy that Rom. 15 and 16 are so full of passages opposed to the doctrine of Marcion, that it
is suggested (by Sanday and Headlam, and by Corssen) that the short recension is a Marcionite
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production; yet Tertullian never alludes to these passages, either to throw at Marcion or to
comment on his excision of them—and he was by no means disposed to pass over Marcion’s
emendations (real or supposed) in silence, even though he endeavoured to answer the heretic out
of his own text.

Thus there is good reason for believing that, in Africa, in the second as well as in the third century,
the Epistle to the Romans was used in a short text which omitted Romans 15:1-33 and Romans
16:1-27. The Amiatine Breves were made for a similar text, and suggest that this recension was
closed by the doxology which we usually read in Romans 16:25-27.

It is, however, improbable that the Amiatine Breves represent an originally African text.
Riggenbach has shown that in the summaries given the text of the Epistles is sufficiently closely
followed to enable us to identify its character. It is not African, and it is not Vulgate; but represents
the European type which was current in Italy before the days of Jerome. Thus we have European
as well as African evidence for the short recension. It is at present impossible to say whether there
was originally one or more Latin versions; so that we do not know whether this agreement
between African and European Latin ought to be taken as representing one or two Greek originals.
It is, however, in any case certain that the evidence takes us back to the second century.

Another witness, but a suspected one, to the same short text, is Marcion. For our knowledge of
this fact we are indebted to Rufinus’ translation of Origen’s Commentary on Romans 16:25-27. He
says, Caput hoc Marcion, a quo scripturae evangelicae atque apostolicae interpolatae sunt, de
hac epistola penitus abstulit; et non solum hoc, sed et ab eo loco ubi scriptum est omne autem
guod non est ex fide, peccatum est (Romans 14:23) usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit. The
meaning of this passage is one of two. Clearly it implies that Marcion removed the doxology
altogether (abstulit), but there is room for doubt as to what he did with the rest of the Epistle. What
is the meaning of dissecuit? The obvious meaning, which is nearly always adopted, seems to be
“cut away,” but the objection, first made, | think, by Hort, is that this is not the true meaning either
of dissecuit, or of the Greek (which it may be supposed to represent) dimtepev; it ought rather to
be translated “separated off.” This argument gains strength if we try to distinguish between abstulit
and dissecuit. It is, perhaps, impossible to decide the point; if dissecuit be used loosely it means
that Marcion cut away not only the doxology, but also Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27; if it
be taken strictly it means that Marcion separated Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27 from the
rest of the Epistle, and cut out the doxology which came at the end of Romans 16:1-27. Probably
the former view is right, and the difference between abstulit and dissecuit is to be explained as
merely due to a desire for variation. No MSS. in any language preserves the short recension.
Corssen, it is true, thinks that in a certain limited sense this may be claimed for the group DEFG or
rather for their ancestor Z (see Appendix I.). He argues that the character of the text in Romans
15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27 differs from that in the other chapters to such an extent that the only
possible solution is that the scribe of Z, or of an ancestor of Z, used two exemplars, of which he
followed one for Romans 1:1-32, Romans 2:1-29, Romans 3:1-31, Romans 4:1-25, Romans
5:1-21, Romans 6:1-23, Romans 7:1-25, Romans 8:1-39, Romans 9:1-33, Romans 10:1-21,
Romans 11:1-36, Romans 12:1-21, Romans 13:1-14, Romans 14:1-23 and the other for Romans
15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27. In this case it would be probable that the former exemplar belonged
to the short recension, and that the scribe passed on to the latter MSS. because he knew that a
long recension existed, and he had the usual scribe’s preference for the longer text. It would,
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however, be wrong to regard this as quite decisive, for though the argument is quite reasonable, it
is too complicated to be wholly final. Moreover, the complete analysis of the text is still unedited.
So far as | can see, Corssen is right, but the proof of his thesis demands a rather fuller treatment
than he or any one else has yet given to it.

Apart, however, from direct MS. evidence, the traces of the textual influence of the short recension
are tolerably plain. In the Epistle to the Romans as it stands at present in critical editions the
arrangement of the contents of the last three chapters is as follows: (1) Romans 14:1-23 is
devoted to the question of the propriety of observing a distinction between lawful and unlawful
food; (2) Romans 15:1-13 continues the argument on more general lines; (3) Romans 15:14-33 is
chiefly concerned with St. Paul’'s plans for the future; (4) Romans 16:1-20a is a list of greetings to
members of the Church to which he writes, and a commendation of Phoebe of Cenchreae; (5)
Romans 16:20b is a benediction; (6) Romans 16:20-23 is a postscript of greetings from
companions of St. Paul; and (7) Romans 16:25-27 is a closing benediction. It is clear that there is
no serious break in thought between Romans 14:23 and Romans 15:1, and that the doxology is in
its correct place at the end of everything. Yet in the Antiochene text, represented by the great
majority of Greek MSS., the doxology comes not at the end, but between Romans 14:23 and
Romans 15:1 Moreover, it is certain that this represents an early text, which was adopted, to use
Westcott and Hort’s expression, by the “Syrian Revisers,” because we have the distinct evidence
of Origen that this reading was that of some of the texts which had not been corrupted by Marcion:
In nonnullis etenim codicibus post eum locum quem supra diximus, hoc est Omne autem quod non
est ex fide peccatum est, statim cohaerens habetur Ei autem qui potens est, etc., though he was
also acquainted with others which put the doxology at the end of the Epistle, and, like modern
critical editors, believed that this was the right place for it. The same text was used by Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Oecumenius and Theophylact, so that, leaving out the Latin version for the moment, it
would seem as though the Eastern text originally had the doxology after Romans 14:1-23 and that
in Alexandria it was moved to the end of Romans 16:1-27 though in the time of Origen the MSS.
known to him still differed on the question. The history of the Latin text on this point is not easy to
follow, owing to our almost complete ignorance of the Old Latin text of the Epistle. The known
facts, however, seem to be these; there were in the Latin versions before Jerome three types of
reading: (1) with the doxology at the end of the Epistle, found in D and used by Pelagius and
Ambrosiaster, possibly owing to Alexandrian influence; (2) with the doxology after Romans 14:23,
found in Codex Guelferbytanus and a fragment at Monza (cod. 1-2/9), and (3) without any
doxology, used by Priscillian and found in FG and Cod. Ambrosianus E 26. It is also probable that
Z, the archetype of the Graeco-Latin MSS. DEFG, ought to be added either to the second or third
of these categories. The most probable solution of these facts seems to me to be that the earliest
type of OIld Latin had the doxology after Romans 14:23 and that the texts of Priscillian and
Ambrosiaster represent Spanish and Italian attempts to emend an obviously difficult reading. It is, |
think, an illustration of the fact that, with the exception of the Alexandrians, the Greeks were less
apt to be struck by textual difficulties than the Latins.

It is now possible to sum up the probabilities of the case with regard to the doxology. It is very
unlikely that this was originally anywhere else than at the end of the Epistle, wherever that was
therefore all the MSS. which insert it after Romans 14:23 are really evidence for the existence of
the short recension, and confirm the witness of Tertullian, Cyprian, and the Latin Breves and
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Capitulatio.

Moreover, it is not probable that the doxology belongs to the long recension, or rather to Romans
16:1-27 of the long recension. For, if we assume that it did so, we have to imagine that its
presence in the short recension is due to the fact that some scribe, who knew both the short and
the long recensions, took the doxology—and the doxology only—from the long recension in order
to add it on to the short recension. This is exceedingly improbable; and even more improbable is it
that, if the doxology had been found at the end of the long recension, it would ever have been
taken out of its place and put in the middle of the connected argument of Romans 14:1-23 and and
Romans 15:1-33. Thus the assumption that the doxology belonged originally to Romans 16:1-27 in
the long recension renders it impossible to explain either (1) the short recension plus the doxology,
or (2) the long recension plus the doxology after Romans 14:23. On the other hand, if we assume
that the doxology really belonged originally to the short recension, or to one form of the short
recension, and the long recension had no doxology at all, but ended with the “Grace” (or with a
postscript after the “Grace,” according to the view taken of the textual question of the “Grace”), the
textual history seems to admit of a reasonable reconstruction, as the result of attempts of scribes
to combine these two forms. The simplest method was simply to add on to the complete short
recension the added matter of the long recension, i.e.Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27. This
was the method that the Antiochene text adopted. It had the disadvantage that it made the
doxology appear to be intrusive and in an impossible position. An attempt to remedy this was the
method of passing from one text to the other before the doxology: this would give a text
indistinguishable from the original long recension, and is found in Priscillian and probably in Z, the
archetype of DEFG. A third course taken in Alexandria, or at least in circles known to Origen,
consisted in moving the doxology to the end of Romans 16:1-27 and this was also adopted by
Pelagius, Ambrosiaster, and Jerome. The most important conclusion from these results is that
there are no longer extant any pure MSS. either of the short or of the long recension. It is of course
obvious that the short recension does not exist now, as no extant MSS. omit Romans 15:1-33 and
Romans 16:1-27. Similarly, the existence of the doxology is the proof that the long recension has
been, at least so far, contaminated with the short recension. The only possible witnesses which we
have to the pure long recension are the MSS. known to Jerome which had not the doxology, and
possibly also those used by Priscillian. In any case, though many of the details are uncertain, and
the history of the text is obscure, there is, | think, sufficient evidence to justify the statement that in
the second century there was a short recension of Romans, and that traces of the process of its
gradual abandonment in favour of the long recension can be found in the third and fourth
centuries.

It is now necessary to go on to show that the short recension probably omitted the reference to
Rome in Romans 1:7 and Romans 1:15. For these omissions there are three direct witnesses:
Origen, Ambrosiaster, and Cod. G—here probably representing the archetype Z. The evidence of
Origen is given directly in Cod. Athous Laurae 184, a MS. which E. von der Goltz discovered in
1897 to contain a text of the Epistle to the Romans made from the lost Greek of the commentary of
Origen. This MS. gives, it is true, the words mv mmpum in Romans 1:7 and Romans 1:15, but the
scribe has been honest enough to add a note to the effect that this was not in his original, Tom mv
EEpE ONTE WV TH mEnymcel omTe myv Tm mnTm (i.e. the section of text at the head of the
comment) pvnuovemel. The unexpressed subject of this sentence is of course Origen. Von der
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Goltz is, however, probably mistaken in thinking that this reading is not confirmed by the Latin text
of Origen made by Rufinus. It is true that the words in dispute come in the text, but as Lightfoot
pointed out long ago in Biblical Essays, p. 287, the comment does not imply them.

It is possible that Origen knew MSS. containing the words mv Pmpm, but it is at least certain that
he preferred to follow others which omitted them. The evidence of Ambrosiaster is contained in his
commentary. He says, according to the existing MSS., “omnibus qui sunt Romae in caritate (v.l.
dilectis) Dei vocatis sanctis,” quamvis Romanis scribat illis tamen se scribere significat qui in
caritate dei sunt.” It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the comment here implies a different text
from that printed, and that Ambrosiaster's Bible omitted mv mmpym and read mv mymTm (or in
caritate) instead of myoaTm toi¢. This view is taken not only by Zahn but also by Lightfoot and the
fact is notorious that in patristic commentaries the Biblical text has often been regularized by
scribes who are betrayed by the comments which they did not understand and therefore copied
faithfully. The evidence of G agrees exactly with that of the commentary of Ambrosiaster, that is to
say, it reads tomcomolv myv mymTm Ocom. It is probable (see Appendix) that this was the reading
of Z, the archetype of DEFG. If, as is probable, the reading of D was Tom¢ omolv By EEE BV
mymTm Ocom, this provides an exact parallel to the text of the MSS. of Ambrosiaster, justas G is a
parallel to the commentary of Ambrosiaster. The same reading is also found in the Vulgate MSS.
Amiatinus and Fuldensis.

Thus we have early evidence in Europe and in Alexandria for the omission of the words mv mmpm .
African evidence, on either side. | have been unable to find. This is, however, quite sufficient to
prove the early existence of a recension which did not mention Rome. But was this recension the
long or the short recension? | believe that it must have been the short recension, because the
Latin version used by Ambrosiaster is textually closely related to the version used in the Latin
Brevés which are one of the primary witnesses to the short recension. Moreover, Z appears in the
evidence both for the short recension and for the omission of mv mmpum. Origen, Tertullian,
Cyprian, and Marcion remain. As to Tertullian and Cyprian, it is unknown whether they did or did
not read mv mmum. Marcion’s reading is also unknown. Origen used a text omitting mv mm pm, yet
possessing Rom. 15 and 16.; but the evidence which he gives as to the doxology shows his text
was not that of the pure long recension, but a contaminated form, so that the omission of mv
mmm may be an eclectic reading from the short recension quite as probably as one from the long
recension. Thus there seems to be a great preponderance of evidence in favour of connecting the
omission of mv mmum with the short recension. The result of the preceding rather long and tedious
inquiry seems to establish the fact that in the second century there was in existence a short
recension omitting Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27 and the mention of Rome, and probably
ending with the doxology. Indeed, there is, strictly speaking, earlier evidence for the short
recension than for the long. | do not know of any quotations from Romans 15:1-33 and Romans
16:1-27 in writers of the second century, whereas Marcion and Tertullian both seem to have used
the short recension. It would, however, be wrong to base any serious argument on this fact,
because the chapters in question were not likely to be quoted. Moreover, there is no reason to
doubt the Pauline authorship of Romans 15:1-33, which is closely connected with Romans
14:1-23. Thus there is no justification for any theory that Romans 15:1-33 is a later, non-Pauline,
addition to the original short recension. Nor is it easy to think that Romans 15:1-33 was written by
St. Paul for some other purpose: the connection of thought between Romans 14:1-23 and Romans
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15:1-33 is far too clear. Otherwise, the most attractive theory would be that just as 2 Corinthians
represents two or more fragments of Pauline letters, which were pieced together and thus formed
one letter in the Corpus Paulinum, so also Romans consists of one main document with a few
fragments of Pauline letters, found in the Roman archives perhaps, pieced on at the end. This
theory seems to me to be rendered improbable so far as Romans 15:1-33 is concerned by the
clear connection in thought between it and Romans 14:1-23. It would perhaps be too much to call
it impossible, but it does not seem to do justice to all the facts. Thus we have to face the existence
of the long recension as genuinely Pauline, in the sense that St. Paul is responsible not only for
the words, but also for the arrangement of the contents, and that he meant Romans 15:1-33 to be
the continuation of Romans 14:1-23.

How, then, is the existence of the short form to be explained? Two main theories are possible: (1)
St. Paul wrote the long recension, and some one else issued the short recension later on. (2) St.
Paul himself wrote both, issuing the letter in two forms, either simultaneously or successively. At
the present time the former of these theories is the more popular, and it is widely held that the
short recension was made for dogmatic reasons by Marcion. THE MARCION HYPOTHESIS This
hypothesis, that the short recension was made by Marcion, has been best defended by Sanday
and Headlam, Corssen, and von Soden.

Sanday and Headlam argue that Marcion excised Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27 because
they, or rather Romans 15:1-33, contained passages contrary to his teaching. “To begin with,” they
say (p. 97.), “five of these verses (i.e.Romans 15:1-13) contain quotations from the Old
Testament; but further, Romans 15:8 contains an expression—Amyw ymp Xpiotmyv OImKOVOV
yeyevm gBal TeEpIToum ¢ m T 0 m AnOsm a¢ ©com —which he most certainly could not have used. Still
more is this the case with regard to Romans 15:4 (mco ymp TROEYPM @) EMC TWY W UETH PAV
oldaokaAmov mypm @), which directly contradicts the whole of his special teaching.” The point is
that Marcion rejected the general Christian view that the Old Testament was a special revelation
from the supreme God, whom he distinguished from the God of Creation worshipped by the Jews,
and did not recognize that Christianity was in any sense the legitimate outcome or fulfilment of
Judaism. In order to support this theory he altered the text of the Gospel of St. Luke and the
Pauline Epistles, which constituted his Scriptures, accommodating them to his teaching.

Corssen uses a somewhat different argument. In the first place, he argues that the doxology
cannot be regarded as Pauline, and is tainted with Marcionism. Therefore, even if it be true that it
did not figure in the text of Marcion’s edition, it must be regarded as the product of the Marcionite
Church, and thus the short recension, which contained the doxology, must be regarded as the
work of Marcion. Probably this reasoning, in spite of its ingenuity, will make few converts; but
much more importance belongs to another argument which Corssen also set forward, not knowing
that he had, in the main points, been anticipated by Dom de Bruyne.This is the fact that the Latin
prologues to the Epistles, which are found in many Vulgate MSS. including many of those which
have the Latin Breves, are undoubtedly of Marcionite origin. Thus it is impossible to argue that it is
incredible that Marcion should have so much influence on the canonical text; for, although there is
no sufficient ground for connecting the Prologues and the Breves, it is nevertheless a suspicious
fact that they should be found, at least partially, in the same MSS.
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Von Soden’s dvocacy of the Marcionite hypothesis is bound up with his general position, and it is
probably desirable to state this in outline, as, owing to a variety of reasons, his book on the text is
not yet widely read (at all events in England), even by those who are interested in textual criticism.

He thinks that in the fourth century there were in existence three main types of the text of the
Epistles, to which he assigns the symbols K(oivm), H(omx10¢), and I(epovcaAmp). The K type
corresponds more or less to Westcott and Hort’s Syrian text and is subdivided into Kc and Kt. It is
found in the mass of MSS., and Kt is the Greek text of the Middle Ages. The H type covers both
the Neutral and the Alexandrian texts of Westcott and Hort’'s system. It is best represented by
mBACH @ 17; of these manuscripts mB are the most important, both being descended from a
common archetype (not much older, but better than either), called by von Soden 81-2. The | type
is subdivided into the three families, la, Ib, and Ic; of these, la is best represented by the
Graeco-Latin MSS. DEFG, Ib by the “Origen” MS. found by von der Goltz on Mt. Athos (von
Soden’s a 78, not known to Tischendorf), and Ic by various MSS. which had never hitherto
attracted special attention. Of these three families, la is no doubt the best, though Ib has often
valuable readings. It seems natural to think that, just as K is Westcott and Hort’s Syrian text, and H
the Neutral and Alexandrian texts, so | is Westcott and Hort's Western text; but this is only quite
partially true, for von Soden rejects many readings in DEFG as due to the influence of the Old
Latin, which he regards as earlier than I, whereas Westcott and Hort think that the Old Latin and
DEFG belonged to the same type.

Turning from MSS. to patristic evidence, the H text was used in Alexandria by Athanasius and
Cyril, the | text in Palestine by Eusebius, Cyril of Jerusalem, and, with less accuracy, by
Epiphanius, and the K text in Syria by Theodoret and Chrysostom. In the same way the Bohairic
version represents the H text and the Syriac Peshitta the K text. This only takes us back to the
fourth century, and so far it is probable that von Soden’s results will prove in the main to be sound.
His view does not seriously differ from Westcott and Hort's: both he and they recognize the
existence of three great types of text, and von Soden has enriched our knowledge of the various
MSS. of a later date to an enormous extent without impugning this classification. The difference
begins when we try to go further. Neither Westcott and Hort nor von Soden can find evidence for
the K text earlier than the fourth century, and both agree in thinking that it is connected with the
recension of Lucian, but whereas Westcott and Hort think that Lucian made use of two older texts,
the Neutral and Western, roughly corresponding to von Soden’s H and |, von Soden thinks that the
two types H and | are co-ordinate recensions, made in Alexandria and Palestine respectively, and
that the three, H, I, and K, are all based on the same text, to which the symbol is given of I-H-K. So
far as the Epistles are concerned, von Soden thinks that this I-H-K text can be traced in the
guotations of Clement of Alexandria, Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Origen, and in the European and
African Latin versions. At the same time, there are many places in which I-H-K (as reconstructed
by a comparison of the three separate texts, I, H, K) is deserted by these authorities. He thinks
that this is generally due to the influence of Marcion's text. His method is to take Zahn's
reconstruction of Marcion’s text, and to compare it with the texts of the separate authorities for the
I-H-K text. He then arrives at the conclusion that in many of the places where the separate
authorities desert the true I-H-K type they agree with Marcion. Especially is this the case with the
Old Latin, with the special readings of li.e. the archetype of DEFG) and with K. In view of these
considerations it is not wonderful that the Marcion hypothesis with regard to the short recension is
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exceedingly popular, and | should hesitate to say that it is an improbable view. At the same time,
there are certain objections which are perhaps too little noticed. In the first place, if it be conceded
that the “short recension” omitted mv = Pm um it is necessary to show that Marcion cut these words
out of his text. It is, therefore, argued that Marcion desired to convert the Epistle into a general
treatise on Christian doctrine, and in pursuance of this plan omitted all local references.
Unfortunately, the recently discovered Marcionite Prologues overthrew this theory. From these it is
plain that he described the Epistle as “to the Romans” in the usual way. This is of course no proof
that Marcion read mv mmpum in Romans 1:7, but it at least shows that he did not try to treat the
Epistle as a general treatise. Therefore, supposing that Marcion used the short recension, it is, so
far as the omission of mv mmpum is concerned, more probable that he used it because he found it
already existing, than that he manufactured it.

Moreover, in the Marcionite Prologues there is a difference of reading between the various
manuscripts as to the place from which Romans was sent. The majority say from Corinth, as is the
usual tradition, but some say from Athens. Corssen is inclined to regard the latter reading as
original, and | believe that he is right, for it is easy to understand how Athens came to be altered to
Corinth, but the reverse process is unintelligible. The tradition naming Corinth is generally
recognized to be an obvious and correct deduction from Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27; if
this be so, is it not probable that the tradition mentioning Athens is based on a text, known as it is
to have existed, which omitted these chapters? In this case it would seem more likely that Marcion,
the author of the Athens tradition, used the short recension because he found it already in
existence, than that he fashioned it for the first time. If he had known—even though he
rejected—Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27 he would surely have chosen Corinth rather than
Athens.

More important, however, than the question of mv mmpum is that of Romans 15:1-33 and Romans
16:1-27. An answer has to be given to Sanday and Headlam’s theory of Marcion’s omission on
doctrinal grounds, to von Soden’s textual theory, and to Corssen’s argument about the doxology.

Sanday and Headlam. In one sense this argument is unanswerable. It cannot be denied that
Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27 contain statements to which Marcion would have objected.
But this truth is beside the point if it be possible to show that the short recension existed so widely
at such an early period that it cannot be due to the doctrinal excisions of Marcion. If it be true that
the short recension was used by Tertullian, can it be purely Marcionite? This view is only tenable if
we accept the theory, which has many advocates, that the existence of a Pauline canon is
altogether due to Marcion. But this seems to me inacceptable because | believe in the
genuineness of the Ignatian Epistles, and it seems on the whole probable that the authority of the
Pauline Epistles is recognized in them. Moreover, the recognition of the scriptural character of the
Epistles is found in 2 Peter, and is one of the most important reasons for rejecting its Petrine
authorship; but can 2 Peter be later than Marcion? Thus, while admitting that Marcion might have
produced the short recension for doctrinal reasons, it seems to me possible to go behind this
argument, and claim probability for the view that the short recension existed, before or at the same
time as Marcion, in Catholic circles.

Von Soden. With regard to von Soden’s position it is necessary to state a theory of the history of
the text which may be taken as an alternative to his view. The starting-point is the same as his, the
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existence in the fourth century of three recensions, but it is plain that three recensions may
represent three attempts at standardizing a great variety of local texts, and that the suggested
I-H-K text may never have existed. It is well to remember that we have to deal with two separate
guestions; the original text of each individual Epistle, and the original text of the canonical
collection of Pauline Epistles. Of course, the former is what we desire, but it is quite certain that it
is not what we possess, and we can only reach it by establishing, as a preliminary, the text of the
canonical collection or collections of Epistles. The first question, therefore, is whether we possess
traces of one or more collections of Epistles. Our main guide here must be the order of Epistles,
though any indirect information which can be gathered as to the text has, of course, an important
bearing on the point. The earliest collection of which we can establish both the order and contents,
is that of Marcion—

(1) Galatians

(5) Laodiceans (= Ephesians)
(2) Corinthians

(6) Colossians

(3) Romans

(7) Philippians

(4) Thessalonians

(8) Philemon

Little if at all later in origin is the list in the Canon of Muratori—
(1) Corinthians

(6) Thessalonians

(2) Ephesians

(7) Romans

(3) Philippians

(8) Philemon

(4) Colossians

(9) Titus

(5) Galatians

(10) Timothy

It also appears probable that this list, though it contains the Pastoral Epistles, draws a distinction
between them and the Epistles to the Churches, not in the sense that their authenticity was
doubted, but as though the Epistles were divided into two groups according as they were intended
for Churches or persons. According to the generally received opinion, this represents the canon of
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the Church in Rome before the end of the second century.

Going on a little later, and passing from Rome to Africa, Tertullian probably supplies us with a
similar, but still distinctly different, list, so far as the following Epistles (of which alone we can
speak with certainty) are concerned—

(1) Corinthians
(4) Thessalonians
(2) Galatians

(5) Ephesians

(3) Philippians

(6) Romans

The position of Colossians and the Pastorals cannot be determined, though there is no reason to
doubt that Tertullian knew them. Probably this ought to be taken as the African canon, and though
the order of Cyprian’s Bible cannot be accurately determined, it at least appears from the order of
the quotations in the Testimonia that Corinthians was probably the first and Romans the last of the
“Epistles to Churches.”

Moving from Africa to Alexandria, the nearest approach which we can find to a list of the Pauline
Epistles before the end of the third century is in Origen, who seems to give the order

(1) Corinthians
(4) Thessalonians
(2) Ephesians

(5) Philippians

(3) Colossians

(6) Romans

Finally, in the fourth century in Alexandria, we find Athanasius insisting, with an emphasis which
suggests opposition, on the order which is found in the great uncials, and was made familiar by its
adoption in the ecclesiastical texts of the fifth and following centuries. The small variations, some
of which are probably due to the influence of earlier orders, are not important for the present
purpose.

Moreover, we find that this variety of order in the list of the Epistles is accompanied by variations in
the text, and the most natural conclusion is that we have to deal with various collections of the
Pauline Epistles, so that if we confine ourselves to the reconstruction of the text of the Corpus
Paulinum, as distinct from that of the separate Epistles, we have to recognize that there never was
any single “original” text, but that various Churches had their own collections, each with its own
text. No doubt from the beginning there was an interchange of documents, and thus each text
influenced the others in turn. The reconstruction of these local texts is probably impossible, except
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in a few details. Marcion’s text is sometimes recoverable, and so is Tertullian’s, but we cannot
claim to know anything about the second century text of Rome or of Alexandria. When, however,
we find Marcion and Tertullian apparently agreeing in using the short recension of Romans, it
seems more natural to accept this as evidence that the Corpus Paulinum in Carthage and that
used by Marcion agreed on this point, than to suggest that Tertullian, whose Corpus was, as the
order shows, quite independent, borrowed on this point from Marcion. The order of the Epistles
shows that the Catholic Corpus or Corpora were from the beginning distinct from that of Marcion.

Corssen. The main point of Corssen’s theory, apart from the Marcionite prologues, which have
already been discussed, is the doxology. He presents two propositions: (1) that it is not genuine;
(2) that it is a Marcionite addition. That it is not genuine | am inclined to accept. It is true that there
are various doxological passages in the Epistles, but none of such length, and none at the end,
after the salutations. Moreover, Corssen’s arguments seem to me very powerful. St. Paul, no
doubt, preached that the “mystery” of Christianity had been unrecognized in past ages; but he
nowhere else says that it was never announced. There was “a veil on the faces” of the Jews when
they read the Scriptures, and their meaning was hidden from them, but the writings of the prophets
were a revelation spoken by God. The Israelites had not understood, but God had not kept silence.
Thus it is scarcely true to argue, as Sanday and Headlam do, that the doxology can only be
rejected by those who reject the Epistles of the captivity and the Pastoral Epistles. The doxology
goes beyond and even is contrary to anything in any Epistle. But to admit that the doxology is
probably not Pauline does not take us all the way to regarding it as Marcionite. In the first place,
we have the definite evidence of Origen that Marcion did not have the doxology, and presumably
he was speaking of the Marcionite text of the third century. In the second place, the facts
concerning the order of the Epistles suggest an alternative theory.

It is generally recognized as a characteristic of scribes that they were inclined to add doxologies at
the end of the books or collection of books which they copied. If, therefore, the doxology is not
genuine, it is possibly to be attributed to this cause, and if so it is most probable that it arose in
some collection of Epistles in which Romans was the last. Now, it is remarkable that the
Muratorian Canon suggests that the Epistles were divided into two groups, letters to Churches and
letters to persons, and that both in this list and in those of Tertullian and Origen, the last Epistle in
the group of letters to Churches is Romans. This is not the case in Marcion’s collection, and the
suggestion is obvious that the doxology was the close of the Catholic collection of letters to
Churches. If Marcion knew it he left it out because he recognized it as not part of the letter, but it is
quite probable that he really had, from the beginning, a different collection. It is surely a striking
combination of facts that (1) the doxology belongs to the short recension; (2) Doxologies generally
come at the end of books; (3) Tertullian probably had the short recension; (4) the canon of
Muratori shows that a distinction was made between letters to Churches and letters to persons;
and (5) in Tertullian’s Bible, as well as in the canon of Muratori and in Origen’s Bible, Romans is
the last of the letters to Churches. To say that these facts afford a proof would be ridiculous: we
are on the very borders of the history of the canon, and certainty is unattainable. All that can be
said is that evidence points in the direction of one hypothesis rather than another, and | submit
that, on the whole, and with our present knowledge, it points away from the Marcionite hypothesis
and in favour of the primitive existence of a short recension, which originally belonged to a
Catholic Corpus, closed by a doxology, in which it was the last of the Epistles to Churches.
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE MARCIONITE HYPOTHESIS Of these there have been many, but for
the most part their days have been few and evil, and they now are interred with but short epitaphs
in the pages of Zahn’s Einleitung.

One of the simplest which deserves attention was supported by Bishop Lightfoot. He thought that
St. Paul may have made the short recension himself in order to give a general account of his
position in the controversy between Jewish and Gentile Christians. To this theory the decisive
objection is the improbability that any one who was not animated by dogmatic prepossessions, as
Marcion is supposed to have been, would ever have split the Epistle at Romans 14:23. The natural
divisions are after Romans 11:36, Romans 13:14; or Romans 15:13. Moreover, it is doubtful
whether it is on general grounds so likely that an originally local letter was turned into a general
treatise, as that the reverse took place.

Perhaps more attention ought to be paid to the possibility that the short recension is the original
form of the text which was afterwards expanded. This view was suggested, in a complicated and
somewhat fantastic form, by E. Renan in the introduction to his L'ap6tre Paul, and was decisively
criticized by Lightfoot in the essay just mentioned. Yet, after all, Lightfoot only answered Renan’s
form of the hypothesis, and a hearing may be asked for a simpler one, as an alternative to the
popular Marcionite hypothesis. The main features of the problem which must be taken into
account are two: (1) there was, from as early a time as evidence on textual points reaches, an
Epistle to the Romans which stopped at Romans 14:23, with or without the doxology, and without
any reference to Rome in Romans 1:1-21; (2) nevertheless, Romans 15:1-33 and Romans
16:1-27 are clearly genuinely Pauline, and are never found except as a continuation of the other
chapters. | suggest that it is not impossible that the short recension represents a letter written by
St. Paul at the same time as Galatians, in connection with the question of Jewish and Gentile
Christians, for the general instruction of mixed Churches which he had not visited. It had originally
nothing to do with Rome. Later on he sent a copy to Rome, with the addition of the other chapters
to serve, as we should say, as a covering letter. The arguments in favour of this hypothesis may
be formulated somewhat as follows. Assuming that St. Paul first wrote an Epistle which in Romans
1:7 read, Tom¢ Oomolv my ... myOTETOIC Bsom, KARTOIC mymOIC (Or possibly my mym T, K.T.A.),
and ended with Romans 14:23, what are the probabilities as to its date, the place from which it
was written, and the community to which it was addressed? Dealing with the last point first, it is
clear that there is nothing whatever to justify us in singling out any one community, though the
general indications point to those hitherto unvisited by St. Paul, in which Jewish and Gentile
Christians came into contact with each other. We have to deal with a general Epistle, devoid of
address or of greetings. Those are exactly the same phenomena as are found in the best text of
Ephesians. In that Epistle there are no greetings, and the words mv m@mom are omitted by the
critical editors, and the generally received explanation is that it (which we call Ephesians, and
Marcion called Laodiceans) was originally designed exclusively for neither of these Churches, but
was a circular Epistle, in which the name could be filled in according to circumstances. As
companion letters to Ephesians we have Colossians and Philemon, and it would seem that
Ephesians is the general Epistle to the Christians in Asia, Colossians an Epistle to a special
Church in that province, and Philemon a private note to an individual Christian either in Colossae
or a neighbouring town. The connection in thought between Ephesians and Colossians is scarcely
plainer than that between Romans and Galatians, and if we take the short recension the parallel is
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almost perfect. Why should it not be, then, that “Romans” was originally a general Epistle written
by St. Paul, at the same time as Galatians, to the mixed Churches which had sprung up round
Antioch and further on in Asia Minor? In that case we should have another instance of St. Paul's
custom of writing a general Epistle, and supporting it by a series of letters to the separate
Churches, or groups of Churches, in the district for which it was intended. The strength of this
position can be best seen if we suppose that all copies of the long recension had been lost, and
that we only possessed the shorter form. It cannot be doubted that in this case we should have
been unanimous in saying that the Epistle belonged to the same period as Galatians. No one
would have suggested that it was written after 2 Corinthians and sent to Rome. Even if the
superscription “to the Romans” had existed, we should have said, as is, mutatis mutandis, so
commonly said in connection with Ephesians, that this only means that the archetype of existing
MSS. comes from Rome; and it would have been popularly argued that “Romans” means “Roman
citizens,” not necessarily inhabitants of Rome, and that it was probably used by courtesy of many
who were not actually citizens.

Thus if we were justified in assuming that the short recension was the original form of the Epistle,
the theory that the Epistle is a general letter contemporary with Galatians, and directed to the
Gentile Christians in general, would have very strong arguments in its favour.

Unfortunately this is just the point which we cannot assume without argument. As Sanday and
Headlam pointed out long ago, no theory is satisfactory which does not recognize the organic
connection between Romans 14:1-23 and Romans 15:1-33; there is a definite line of argument
which runs on from one to the other, and this continuity, which justifies the argument that texts
inserting the doxology between the two chapters really point to the existence of the short
recension, also proves that no hypothesis is satisfactory which fails to do justice to its existence.
Sanday and Headlam argued that this must mean that the long recension is prior in origin to the
short recension, and up to the present this view has held the field. If, therefore, the priority of the
short recension is to be rendered even a subject for discussion, it is necessary to produce some
theory which will nevertheless account for Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27, and their
organic connection with Acts 15:1-33.

Such a theory would be that St. Paul had sent a copy of the short recension to Rome from Corinth,
and added the last chapters as an expansion of the practical exhortations, and as greetings to the
individual members of the Church. A more or less imaginative reconstruction of the circumstances
would be the following: St. Paul was in Corinth, on the point of departure for Jerusalem, and,
influenced by the information of Aquila and Priscilla, sent a copy of his “Anti-Judaistic Letter” to the
Roman Christians, adding at the end a few more paragraphs continuing the thoughts of his original
writing, probably because Aquila had told him that this was desirable. The only objection that | can
see to this hypothesis is that St. Paul ought to have described in his covering letter the contents of
his enclosure. It is true that this would have been more natural, especially if he had been using
modern paper and envelopes. But | take it that what happened was that St. Paul told a copyist to
make a copy of the “short recension,” and then dictated the remainder. If the Romans wished to
know any more about the form of the document, they must ask the bearers. The history of the
Epistle after it reached Rome is, in any case, a problem which can never be solved with certainty,
yet on the theory of the priority of the short recension, we can form quite as possible a
reconstruction as the Marcionite hypothesis. The growth of the Corpus Paulinum is practically
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unknown to us. All that we know is that in the second century the process of collecting Pauline
Epistles was going on in more than one place, so that in one locality there was one order, in
another something different. That is to say, at an early period Churches began to exchange copies
of St. Paul's Epistles, not because of their intrinsic value as letters, but because they were Pauline.
It was for that reason that the Epistle to Philemon came into the canon. Considerably earlier than
this must have been the time when the letters were copied, not simply because they were Pauline,
but because they dealt with important subjects. During this time no Epistles are more likely to have
been copied than Romans—in the short form—and Ephesians, and as a matter of fact there is no
Epistle, except, perhaps, 1 Corinthians, which is so well attested in the sub-Apostolic period as
these two. During this period the short recension of Romans would be more likely to attract
attention than the longer form, though in Rome the latter would naturally be perpetuated. Probably
to this period must be assigned the genesis of the collection of “Epistles to Churches,” ending with
Romans, and the addition of the doxology. As soon, however, as the emphasis of interest came to
fall not on the contents, but on the authorship of the Epistles, the tendency was to copy and
circulate everything which was Pauline, and so the longer texts made in Rome with the addition of
the “covering letter” would be more popular, and the original form of the “long recension” would
come into circulation, copies of the short recension would be amplified by the addition of the fresh
material, and the complicated textual process described on p. 345 would begin. A parallel to this
process may probably be found in 2 Corinthians. The internal evidence is here much stronger than
it is in Romans, but, on the other hand, there is no trace of any textual evidence. It is perhaps
interesting to ask why the textual tradition should be less strong in the case of 2 Corinthians, than
in that of Romans. Probably the answer is to be found in the independent circulation of the short
form of Romans, and in the fact that 2 Corinthians seems to come into general use much later
than 1 Corinthians. Dr. Kennedy suggests that it did so only after the Epistle of Clement drove the
Corinthians to look at their archives and find various fragments of an almost forgotten
correspondence. That the theory which is here suggested, as to the history of the Epistle to the
Romans, can never become more than a possible hypothesis, is of course obvious, nor would |
venture to claim that it has any self-evident probability. But the fact that a “short form” did exist in
the second and third centuries is certain, and has to be dealt with somehow. The Marcionite
hypothesis is of course a simpler view, and in so far deserves the preference which it enjoys at
present, but the alternative will demand serious consideration from those who do not think that so
general a depravation of the text by Marcionite influence is entirely probable. This, then, is the
point which at the moment ought to be studied by those who desire to carry research further; is it
reasonable to suppose that the text used by the anonymous maker of the Latin Breves, by the text
behind the Antiochene recension, and by Tertullian, was influenced by Marcion? In other words, a
serious attempt must be made to deal with the facts and theories presented by von Soden. To do
this will require much fresh research, and | must rest content with saying that if he prove to be
right, the correctness of the Marcionite hypothesis as to the short recension will become
overwhelmingly probable. But if it be shown that the influence of Marcion on the text of the Epistles
was not so great, the Marcionite hypothesis becomes improbable, for the evidence for the short
recension is too wide and too early. In this case the hypothesis of a short form, written by St. Paul,
earlier than the long recension, contemporary with Galatians, and not intended for Rome, must be
seriously considered; and such an hypothesis has of course the advantage of, to some extent,
freeing the Epistle from the objections that it is improbable that St. Paul, at the end of the quite
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different controversy at Corinth, should have worked over on a larger scale the arguments used in
Galatians, and sent them to a Church which he had never seen. If St. Paul really heard from
Aquila that the Judaizing Christianity was making progress in Rome, he is quite likely to have used
over again an Epistle which had formerly been of use in Syria, but he is not so likely to have
re-modelled in a new and more elaborate form arguments which he had once used in Galatians in
the course of a controversy of which there is no trace in Corinth.

It is now necessary to return once more to the question of Romans 16:1-23, and ask what its
relation is to the problem of the short recension. It was seen above that this section is probably
Ephesian, and this fact adds to the complication of the situation. Of course, if this conclusion be
wrong, there is no difficulty: the section is part of the long recension, and helps to explain why St.
Paul wrote to Rome. But if the conclusion reached be right, how did the section in question find its
way into the long recension? To this question no answer seems possible. Anything—in itself
improbable—may actually have happened to bring together the Ephesian letter and the long
recension, but it is idle to guess on a point as to which we have no evidence. All that we know is
that the evidence points to Ephesus for Romans 16:1-23 and to Rome for the rest of the long
recension. Whether the junction was made in Rome or in Ephesus or somewhere else will always
remain uncertain. The result of the foregoing discussion has been to show that the original
destination and date of the Epistle is not so certain as it at first seems, and it may fairly be charged
with belonging to that unsatisfactory though necessary class of investigations which raise
problems which cannot be solved. What remains clear is that the long recension, probably without
Romans 16:1-23, was sent by St. Paul from Corinth to Rome, and that it belongs in the main to the
same controversy as Galatians,—that with Judaizing Christians, though it also contains some
allusions to the struggle with the “spiritual” Gentile Christianity which is the background of the
Corinthian Epistles.

It is, therefore, necessary to ask in more detail what was this Judaizing Christianity, and what was
the history of the foundation of the Church at Rome.

THE CHURCH AT ROME

There was throughout the nineteenth century much controversy as to the nature of the Roman
Church. Was it originally Jewish or Gentile? The traditional view was that it was Gentile. Baur,
however, attacked this view, and maintained that it was primarily Jewish. This contention was
taken up and elaborately defended by Mangold,a nd remained the prevalent view in critical circles
until Weizsacker returned more or less to the older view, and was only ready to recognize a
Jewish element in the form of proselytes. The points in which a Gentile origin is implied for the
readers of the Epistle are the following: (1) In Romans 1:5-6 St. Paul says that he is an Apostle “to
all the Gentiles ... among whom ye are also,” etc.; and in Romans 1:13 he expresses the hope
that he may “have some fruit in you also, even as in the rest of the Gentiles.” (2) In Romans 11:13
St. Paul says, “But | speak to you who are Gentiles.”

These two passages are definite proof of the existence of Gentiles in the Church, and as they are
mentioned with such emphasis in the opening salutations, they must have been an important
party. A Jewish origin, on the other hand, is implied in passages in which St. Paul, by using the
first person plural, seems to assume a Jewish nationality for his readers as well as for himself. The
chief of such passages are: Romans 4:1, “What shall we say that Abraham, our forefather
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according to the flesh, hath found?” Romans 7:6, “But now we have been discharged from the
Law, having died to that wherein we were holden”; Romans 9:10, “Isaac, our father.”

There is no sufficient answer to the arguments based on these texts. The existence of both
elements in Rome must be recognized, and therefore it is now generally conceded there was a
measure of truth in both the earlier contentions. The reason for this rapprochement is not merely
the consideration of definite allusions in the Epistle. It is on general grounds so probable that all
early Christian communities were based on converts from the synagogue, and from the
God-fearers, who were more or less loosely connected with the synagogue, that any other
suggestion would need strong evidence before it would deserve consideration.

Especially is this true of a city like Rome, in which both elements were numerous. The Jews in
Rome had already a long and interesting history by the time that St. Paul wrote. There was
probably a settlement of Jews early in the first century before Christ, but it first attained really large
dimensions when Pompey in 63 b.c. brought an enormous number of Jews to Rome as prisoners
of war, who were sold into slavery.mMany of them, however, were set free, as they proved
unsatisfactory as slaves, owing to their inflexible adherence to the Law. They then settled on the
other bank of the Tiber, where a colony of Jews existed until 1556, when they were brought across
the river to the spot which is still known as the Ghetto, though it was abolished as such after the
incorporation of Rome into the Italian kingdom. There were also originally other colonies in Rome,
in the Subura, and the Campus Martius. The numbers of these settlements must have been very
great, for though Tiberius appears to have tried to abolish them, in consequence of frauds
committed on a certain rich proselyte lady named Fulvia,mhe seems to have failed, even though
he drafted four thousand into the Sardinian police in order to put down the brigands, “et, si,” says
Tacitus, “ob gravitatem coeli interiisent, vile damnum.” Later, after the fall of Sejanus, Tiberius
became more friendly to the Jews, and the colony was firmly established in the time of Caligula,
when Philo came to Rome on behalf of the Alexandrian Jews. Claudius began by being tolerant,
but later on the riots of the Jews (see p. 374 f.) led to the decree of banishment which is mentioned
in Acts 18:2. Probably this decree proved impracticable: it is not easy to banish a population of
many thousands if it sit still, unless measures of deportation on a large and expensive scale are
carried out. Certainly there is no hint in any writing that the Jewish colony was seriously
diminished, though a scholiast to Juvenal says that many of them went to Aricia.

Thus there were probably few Gentile cities in which Jews were so numerous as in Rome, and no
doubt they would be some of the first to hear of Christianity. A mixed community is therefore the
type which would naturally be expected, and as this type is also indicated by the definite allusions
in the Epistle, we have no reason for doubting its accuracy. We have, however, but little
information as to the foundation of this Church.

All that we know with certainty is that it was in existence before St. Paul wrote. It is therefore clear
that one or more Christians had already made their way to Rome, and had met with some success
in propagating their faith. If Romans 16:1-23 be really an Epistle to Rome, and if the suggestion be
right that “those of Narcissus” and “those of Aristobulus” can be identified with the slaves of the
freedman Narcissus and of Aristobulus, the member of the Herod family, we can go a step further,
and say that the circle of Christians in Rome included some of the Imperial slaves, and that St.
Paul is referring to them when he speaks in Php 4:22 of “Caesar’s household.” If, as seems to me
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more probable, this section of Romans was intended for Ephesus, this argument cannot be used.
It remains true, on the authority of Philippians, that when St. Paul was in Rome there were
Christians in the Imperial household; but it becomes open to doubt whether these converts to
Christianity had been made by St. Paul or existed before his arrival.

There are only two other pieces of evidence in really early writers which throw light on the
guestion. The first of these is the evidence of Aquila and Priscilla. If they were Christians when St.
Paul first met them, they must have been converted before they came to Corinth. The point is, of
course, open to question, but St. Luke says nothing about their conversion, and as a rule (though
not always) he mentions the conversion of important people by St. Paul. The narrative in Acts
seems to imply that Aquila and Priscilla were already Christians when St. Paul went to stay in their
house. The second point is the curious evidence of Suetonius as to the causes which led to the
banishment of the Jews from Rome. He says of Claudius, “Judaeos impulsore Chresto assidue
tumultuantes Roma expulit.” This is no doubt the decree referred to in Acts, in consequence of
which Aquila and Priscilla left Rome. There are two difficulties in connection with this narrative. In
the first place, some doubt has been thrown on the statement that Claudius actually banished the
Jews, because Dio Cassius simply says that Claudius prohibited their meetings and societies. This
point is, however, not really of great importance for the present purpose, as it is clear that in any
case some change of regulation was made adversely affecting the Jews. Much more important is
the question of the meaning of “Chresto” in Suetonius. The most probable view must surely be that
there is some connection between it and the word “Christ” in the sense of Messiah. The spelling
“Chrestus” instead of “Christus” is quite common, and is without any importance.

If this be so it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the “constant tumults” among the Jews were
due to Messianic controversy, and there is no reason for thinking that this cannot have been due
to Christian propaganda. Against this it is argued that Chrestus is a common slave name, and that
he was probably the actual leader of some political trouble. The point cannot be settled; but
personally | think that it is extremely probable that we have here a reference to the first
introduction of Christianity into Rome and the opposition of the Jews. If so, the evidence of
Suetonius, of the Acts (with the suggestion that Aquila and Priscilla were Christians before they
reached Corinth), and of the Epistle to the Romans, all points in the same direction, and indicates
that there was a Christian community in Rome during the reign of Claudius (41-54 a.d.) and
probably at least as early as the year 50.

Probably it is quite impossible to go any further or to identify the Christians who first brought
Christianity to Rome. The later tradition is of course well known. According to this St. Peter was
Bishop of Rome for twenty-five years, and was martyred in 67 a.d. He therefore reached Rome in
42. This tradition is found in Eusebius’ Chronicon in which (in Jerome’s version) the arrival of St.
Peter in Rome is attributed to the year 42 a.d., and his death to 67. Probably the tradition is
derived from Hippolytus. The line of argument by which “radical” critics dispose of this tradition of
St. Peter’s presence in Rome is unsatisfactory. In the first place, they argue that the evidence is
insufficient; and the statements in 1 Peter, Clement of Rome, Ignatius, Hippolytus, Eusebius, and
others are explained away or dismissed as not authentic. Of course, the evidence is not
demonstrative—if it were a hanging matter | should not claim a verdict—but for the question in
hand it seems to me to raise a real presumption in favour of St. Peter's presence in Rome, and
because the evidence is, as every one admits, insufficient to give certainty, to claim that, therefore,
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the opposite conclusion ought to be accepted, is to ignore the limitations and the method of
historical research. Mathematicians and jurists may look for the attainment of demonstration;
historians can only hope for the establishment of probability. In the second place, they argue that
the whole tradition of St. Peter's presence in Rome was invented in order to account for the
Roman teaching as to St. Peter’s primacy in the Church. This is, of course, not in itself impossible.
Tradition is as often the child as it is the parent of doctrine. But neither tradition nor doctrine come
quite spontaneously into existence, and a theory is scarcely probable which leaves both hanging,
as it were, in the air without any means of support, which is in reality the net result of “radical”
criticism with regard to St. Peter in Rome. For what is the basis of the Roman doctrine of the
primacy of St. Peter? “Thou art Peter, and on this rock will | found My Church,” is the obvious
answer. To those who accept this text as authentic it is a sufficient answer, and they are entitled to
argue that we have here the doctrinal source, combined with the metropolitan rank of the city of
Rome, which produced the tradition of St. Peter. But the irony of the situation is that “radical”
critics, as a rule (and here | believe that they are probably right), regard this text as one of the late
Mathaean additions to the original Marcan text. But, if so, why was it added? To support, they say,
the Roman tradition of the episcopate of St. Peter, i.e. his presence in Rome. But it has been
argued that the tradition of St. Peter’s presence in Rome is the result of the Roman doctrine of St.
Peter's primacy. This is perilously near a reductio ad absurdum of the whole argument, and is
clearly an illegitimate reasoning in a circle. It is permissible to explain the tradition as due to the
doctrine, or the doctrine as due to the tradition, but it is not permissible to argue in both ways at
once, and it is this logical crime of which “radical” criticism seems sometimes to be guilty. The truth
is that with the rejection of the authenticity of “Thou art Peter,” the last reason has also been
rejected for doubting the tradition that St. Peter was in Rome. If “Thou art Peter” is a Roman
invention, it was invented because St. Peter was already recognized as historically connected with
Rome.

It is, therefore, very difficult to doubt that St. Peter was in Rome, and that he played a prominent
part in the early history of the Christian Church. But it is quite a different thing to say that he was
actually the first to preach in that city, or that he reached it as early as 42 A.D. Against this two
facts must be set. In the first place, the release of St. Peter from prison in Jerusalem seems to be
synchronized by St. Luke with the death of Herod, which was not earlier than 44 a.d.; in the
second place, if it be the case, as | believe, that St. Peter visited Corinth soon after St. Paul left it,
the suggestion certainly is that c. 52 a.d. he had not yet reached so far West as Rome.
Nevertheless, these arguments are not conclusive, and personally | am not at all convinced that
St. Peter was not the founder of the Roman Church—perhaps he came to Corinth from the
West—but the evidence is insufficient in either direction. In any case, it seems to me much more
doubtful than is generally admitted, whether any great importance ought to be attached to St.
Paul's silence as to St. Peter in Epistles which were presumably written to or from Rome. An
adverse argument has sometimes been found in Romans 15:20. Here St. Paul says that he has
made it his aim “so to preach the gospel, not where Christ was already named, that | might not
build on another man’s foundation.” From this it has been argued that St. Paul would not have
gone to Rome if it had been St. Peter’s foundation, and that in some way the Roman Church must
have been his own foundation, probably because it had been established by his own converts.
This exegesis is incorrect. St. Paul clearly implies that the Roman Church was another man’s
foundation, and that he had hitherto refused to preach in such places where others had made a
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beginning; this was the reason why he had never yet been to Rome. “Wherefore,” he says, “l was
greatly hindered (mvekoTmm unv T® TOAAR) from coming to you.” The “you” implies that the Church
was some one’s else foundation, and the “wherefore” explains that this was his reason for not
coming. He then goes on to explain why he now proposes to depart from his principle: there is now
“no place left for him in these districts,” i.e. from Jerusalem to lllyria. Thus with a proper exegesis
the meaning of this passage is that the Church of Rome was founded by some one else, and the
guestion will always remain, why not St. Peter? THE CONTROVERSIAL MOTIVES OF THE
EPISTLE In some ways the Epistle to the Romans stands midway between Corinthians and
Galatians. Corinthians is concerned almost exclusively with the problems which arose in a Gentile
city in which a Greek-thinking population accepted Christianity. Even though there was a Jewish
element in Corinth, it belonged to a Judaism which turned its face to Greece rather than to
Palestine. Galatians, on the other hand, is almost exclusively concerned with the controversy
between the more liberal Christianity supported by St. Paul and the stiff Judaistic Christianity of
Jerusalem. But Romans, as compared with the other Epistles, has more of the Greek element than
Galatians, and more of the Judaic element than Corinthians. There is, however, a further
distinction: the specially Greek elements are clearer and more important in Corinthians, and their
treatment in connection with those Epistles leaves it here only necessary to add a few details. On
the other hand, the Judaizing element controverted by St. Paul is much more exhaustively
discussed than in Galatians, and the full treatment of the general point of view which it implies falls
naturally into place at this point. These considerations justify a division of the present section
under the two heads of (1) Gentile problems, and (2) Judaic problems.

() Gentile Problems.—So far as these are concerned, the general situation at Rome, as
manifested by the practical problems which arose, was apparently much like that in Corinth,
except that there was not the same controversial and partisan tension; the result is that we can
see the details much less clearly, for St. Paul is not forced to define and distinguish with the same
careful exactitude. But three points stand out, in which there is a marked resemblance to the
situation in Corinth.

o) A Tendency to dispute as to the Relative Value of “Gifts”.—This is the background of Romans
12:3-21. It strikingly resembles the more detailed exposition in 1 Corinthians, both in the actual
statements and in the manner in which it passes into a general discussion of virtues whichought to
be found in a Christian community. The most important verses for the present purpose are 3-8:
“For | say through the grace given unto me, to every man that is among you, not to think of himself
more highly than he ought to think; but to think soberly, according as God hath dealt to every man
the measure of faith. For as we have many members in one body, and all members have not the
same office; so we, being many, are one body in Christ, and every one members one of another.
Having then gifts differing according to the grace that is given to us, whether prophecy, let us
prophecy according to the proportion of faith: or ministry, let us wait on our ministering: or he that
teacheth, on teaching: or he that exhorteth, on exhortation: he that giveth, let him do it with
simplicity: he that ruleth, with diligence: he that sheweth mercy, with cheerfulness.” It is plain that
this passage is a short and general description of the problems dealt with at length in 1 Corinthians
12:1-31, 1Co 13-13, 1 Corinthians 14:1-40.

(B) A Difference of Opinion as to Food.—This question is discussed by St. Paul in Romans
14:1-23, and is continued in a more general manner in Romans 15:1-33. What is clear is that that
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there was a strict party which limited the food lawful for Christians, and a more liberal party which
imposed no restrictions. Between these: parties there was some ill feeling. “One man,” says St.
Paul, “hath faith to eat all things: but he that is weak is a vegetarian.” Obviously the liberal
argument was that all things were indifferent in themselves. This is implied by St. Paul's
admissions. “I know, and am persuaded in the Lord Jesus, that nothing is unclean of itself,” and
“All things indeed are clean.” He recognizes that the liberal view is, in itself, correct, though he
argues (1) that it does not justify those who have any scruples (Romans 14:14, Romans 14:20,
Romans 14:23),mm (2) that it is not justifiable in practice to offend the prejudices of the weaker
brethren (Romans 14:13, Romans 15:21) It is clear that this implies very much the same type of
thought and practice as is found in 1 Corinthians, and the liberal party must have had the same
standpoint as the “spiritual” party in Corinth.

It is more difficult to identify the stricter party. The points which are clear are that they (or some of
them) abstained from meat and wine, and that they observed “days” (Romans 14:2; Romans 14:5
ff), which in this context can scarcely mean anything except “fast and feast days.” Whether
however they were Jews or Gentiles, and what was their doctrine, is impossible to settle finally.
The oldest view is that the strict party were Judaizers. The serious objection to this view is that the
Jewish Law objected to various forms of food, but was neither teetotal nor vegetarian. A popular
view among later critics has been that the strict party was Essene. Here, again, the objection is
that there is no evidence that there were Essenes in Rome, and that though Jerome ascribes
vegetarianism to them, this is not supported by the evidence of Philo and Josephus. A different
solution is sought by others in a reference to the vegetarian ascetics mentioned by Seneca. This
is, of course, not impossible, but there is no evidence that these ascetics observed special fast
days. The truth appears to be that the question is insoluble. We know that there were both Jews
and Gentiles in the Roman Churches, and we know also there were “strict” and “liberal” Christians:
but whether these divisions coincided or crossed each other, we do not know. Only on general
grounds can we support one or the other view, and on these grounds it is more probable that they
crossed each other.

It remains to notice that there is no trace that the question of food was connected with the belief in
demons, and the consequent danger of things offered to idols, as it was in Corinth. It does not,
however, follow that this element was absent. The argumentum a silentio from St. Paul would be
here peculiarly dangerous.

(y) A Low Standard of Morality.—A tendency to moral and ethical laxness is probably indicated by
Romans 3:7. “If the truth of God abounded to His glory by my lie, why am | still judged as a sinner,
and not, (as we are traduced, and some affirm that we say,) Let us do evil, that good may come?”
but it is most clearly part of the implication of the sixth and twelfth chapters. For instance, the
guestion at the beginning of Romans 6:1-23, “Shall we remain in sin, that grace may abound?” and
the warning in Romans 6:12, “Let not therefore sin reign in your mortal body,” are not only the
reply to a Jewish propaganda which regarded Gentile Christianity as ethically insufficient, but are
directed against Gentiles who were really inclined to adopt an unethical view of Sacramental
Christianity. It is clear that just as some Corinthians had argued that, because they had been
baptized, and partook of spiritual food and drink, they were safe, and might do anything they liked,
so also some of the Gentiles to whom St. Paul sent Romans, seem to have argued that Baptism
carried with it the privilege of salvation, without the responsibility of morality. The same implication
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is clearly made in Romans 12:1-2 : “| beseech you, brethren, by the mercies of God, to present
your bodies as a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God,—your spiritual (A\oyikmv) service. And
be not conformed to this world, but change your nature (uetapopgouobe) with the renewal of your
mind (tom vomc), to prove what is the will of God—that which is good, and acceptable and
perfect.” The suggestion here is clearly made that the Gentile Christians were in danger of
insufficiently recognizing the moral and ethical requirements of the new spirit which they had
received. From Romans 6:1-23 it is obvious that this unethical view of Christianity, with its
accompanying evils, was connected with Baptism, in so much as St. Paul argues that its
obligations have been misunderstood. At the same time, this—the question of the ethical
obligations of the Sacraments —is the only point which he treats as in any way controversial. For
the rest Baptism and its significance was common ground to him and all other Christians, and he
only refers to it as the basis—not as the subject—of controversy. For this reason the direct
references to Baptism in the Epistles, essentially controversial as they are, are few and short; but
they are for that very reason extremely important, and it has seemed best to bring them together
and to discuss them at this point. The most simple and primitive conception of Baptism is that of a
cleansing from sin. This is clearly referred to by St. Paul in 1 Corinthians 6:11, “Ye were washed,
ye were sanctified, ye were justified in the Name of the Lord Jesus Christ, and in the Spirit of our
God.” But it appears that the “cleansing” is here not regarded as in any way purely negative or
preparatory; it is closely connected with the more positive conception of the gift of being “made
holy,” and of receiving the Spirit, and it is important to notice that it is directly bound up with “the
Name” of the Lord.

Still more clearly is the idea of the gift of the Spirit through Baptism to be found in 1 Corinthians
12:12 : “For as the body is one and has many limbs, and all the limbs of the body, being many, are
one body, so also is Christ. For in one Spirit were we all baptized into one body.” The whole
argument in this chapter is that the Christians, whatever may be their obviously differing gifts, are
united by the fact that they are all the separate channels by which the one Spirit, who for St. Paul
and his hearers is scarcely, if at all, distinguishable from the risen Christ, manifests Himself in the
Church. St. Paul says that the relation between Christians and the Spirit is actually parallel to the
relation between “limbs” and “body,” and by this he does not mean anything merely symbolic or
allegorical. The unity of the Spirit did not mean to the first Christians an intellectual unanimity in
matters of controversy, or ecclesiastical organization, but a common inspiration by the same
Divine Spirit, which was different from anything to be obtained by natural means. The same kind of
idea, though here expressed in terms of “the Lord” instead of in those of “the Spirit,” is found in
Romans 6:3. “Are ye ignorant that all we who were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into
His death? We were buried with Him through baptism, into death, that like as the Christ was raised
from the dead through the glory of the Father, so we also might walk in newness of life.” In the
same way in Galatians 3:27 he says, “As many of you as were baptized into Christ did put on
Christ.” Baptism is here clearly indicated as effecting the union with Christ, and there is no reason
for trying to minimize the force of this fact. Baptism is, for St. Paul and his readers, universally and
unquestioningly accepted as a “mystery” or sacrament which works ex opere operato; and from
the unhesitating manner in which St. Paul uses this fact as a basis for argument, as if it were a
point on which Christian opinion did not vary, it would seem as though this sacramental teaching is
central in the primitive Christianity to which the Roman Empire began to be converted.
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There were apparently three factors which were regarded as essential. The Water, the Name, and
the Spirit, though the last gives rise to some difficulty. The water was the actual “efficacious sign”
used in the mystery; the Name was the power which enabled the water to be used in this way; and
the Spirit was the Divine life (or living being?) which made a “new creature” of the initiate. The
importance of the water to the mind of a Gentile of the first four centuries was by no means a
simple conception, and may have varied in different circles. The idea of washing corresponds to
the idea of removing sin and any other impediment to initiation; but the idea of “life” was also
frequently bound up with the idea of water, especially flowing or “living” water,and Tertullian
regards it as a commonplace that there was an affinity between water and spirits, for just as euvil
spirits haunt springs, and thus make men “nympholept,” so also the Holy Spirit (as was the case at
the Creation) is especially connected with water. The idea is not the modern one of symbolism,
which was almost unknown to the ancients, but rather that the water was really the instrument by
which the act of initiation was performed. The same thing, mutatis mutandis, could be shown of
other initiatory rites in which blood or oil was used instead of water. The water, however, was
insufficient in itself. It was necessary to use it in the power of the “Name.”The underlying
conception is one common to almost every early religion. Certain beings are supposed to have
supernatural power over the forces of nature, and over the spirit-world which in the ancient view of
the universe was sometimes identified with, sometimes distinguished from, natural phenomena.
Now, not only these beings themselves could use this power, but also all those who knew how to
make use of their name, with which their authority was bound up. This is the origin of all magical
formulae of exorcism, and it seems to me impossible to deny that the formula of Baptism belongs
to the same category.

Psychologically, the use of names in magical formulae is extremely interesting, and shows why the
doctrine was so universal. One of the most frequent uses of exorcism was the cure of what we
now should unhesitatingly diagnose as nervous trouble. In these cases nothing is so likely to
succeed as treatment in which the patient believes. “Suggestion” and “faith” are the most
important therapeutic agents known; it is comparatively immaterial whether the patient’s belief is
reasonable; what is important is that he should believe it unhesitatingly. This condition was
admirably fulfilled by the old “magical” exorcism: the patient believed in the power of the “name,”
and recovered. It seemed strong evidence that the cure was really effected objectively by the
“name.” The reason why we are justified in rejecting this view is the fact that no formula and no
name can claim an exclusive or consistent record of success, and that whereas cases are frequent
in which a cure has been effected by “faith” or “suggestion” without a magical formula, there is no
sufficient evidence of cure by a magical formula without “faith” or “suggestion.” The “Spirit” was the
result of Baptism. Such, at least, seems to have been the normal view, shared by St. Paul. It is, of
course, true that St. Paul says a great deal about “faith” and very little about Baptism. But it is
equally true that he speaks so much about the one, and so little about the other, because the one
was disputed and the other was not. “Faith” was, no doubt, the necessary preliminary to Baptism,
and was the condition of salvation. | imagine that this conception was probably common to the
Hellenist mysteries, and was probably not really disputed by Jewish Christians: the reason why it
was controversial was that the latter thought that faith ought to include the acceptance of the
Jewish Law, and the Gentile Christians, with St. Paul, believed that the acceptance of Jesus as the
Redeemer was sufficient to justify initiation into the Christian mysteries. At the same time, it is
probable that there were from the beginning exceptional instances in which the signs of
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possession by the Spirit preceded the act of Baptism. In this case logic would have suggested
omitting Baptism as unnecessary, but human nature loves regularity, and probably Baptism was
nevertheless administered. Moreover, it is doubtful whether the gift of the Spirit was connected
with the act of Baptism in the strict sense of the word, or with the “laying on of hands,” of which St.
Paul does not speak except (and it is very doubtful if the reference is to Baptism) in the Pastoral
Epistles. The evidence of Acts points to the connection of the Spirit with the act of “laying on of
hands,” and we have not really sufficient evidence to be certain of St. Paul's position. Without
anything further one would say that he connects the Spirit directly with Baptism; yet he says
nothing at all comparable to the clear statements in which Tertullian connects the Spirit with the
water, and nevertheless, when it becomes necessary to be precise, Tertullian is quite positive that
the gift of the Spirit comes from the laying on of hands immediately after the catechumen rises up
out of the water, not from the water itself. Thus there is here a difficulty; but, if we take Baptism in
the wider sense as possibly covering also a rite of laying on of hands, there is no reasonable doubt
but that the primitive Churches to whom the Epistles were sent regarded the Spirit as the gift
received in Baptism. So far, | do not feel that there is real room for doubt; even though it is
impossible to ignore that many critics of the highest standing among Protestant theologians would
deny the soundness of the views enunciated, and maintain that primitive Christianity was not
centrally sacramental. Such theologians believe that a purely symbolical and subjective doctrine of
Baptism and other sacraments is not only desirable for the present day, but also true to primitive
thought. | incline to the view that this position has received its death-blow from the modern study of
the history of religions; and the theologian of the present and future will be obliged to distinguish
more clearly than his predecessors between the primitive origin and the permanent validity of the
various factors of thought and practice which constitute historic Christianity. To return to the
historical question: it is, as has been said, extremely probable that the world of Christianity to
which the Epistles were sent held strongly sacramental views of Baptism. It is easy to understand
that such a presentment of Christian Baptism offered no obstacle but rather a great attraction to
Gentile converts: it was precisely parallel to the teaching and practice to be found in the Hellenistic
Mysteries in general. In them in exactly the same way the initiate was washed with water
(sometimes also with blood); in exactly the same way use was made of the magic power of a
name or some other formula; and in exactly the same way the result was regarded as salvation, or
new birth, and was explained as due to the union of the initiate with the god. Moreover, it is equally
easy to understand the danger, which was the starting-point of this discussion, of an unethical
conception of sacramental grace, and the constant efforts of the Church from the beginning to deal
with this evil can be clearly traced in the later Christian literature.

Strictly speaking, the establishment of these facts is all that lies within the province of this book;
but a serious problem is just over the border. It is quite plain that a sacramental or even magical
view of Baptism would be an attraction to Gentiles: it was exactly what they expected to find in
religion. But did the same view obtain among the Jewish Christians, and in what relation does it
stand to the teaching of Jesus?

It is quite possible that these problems are insoluble, but it is permissible to indicate in outline the
kind of theory which seems to be the most probable. In the first place, it is very doubtful whether
we can lay down any fixed rules about Jewish Christians. But reducing the question to the stricter
type of Jew, it seems, on the whole, probable that they regarded Baptism primarily as a part of the
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eschatological preparation for the coming of the Kingdom. Whether they can be said to have
regarded it sacramentally or not is difficult to say; certainly there was some difference between the
Jewish and the Greek view, but it is often over-stated. The relation of Baptism to the teaching of
Jesus is still more obscure. There is very little on the subject in the Gospels, and nothing which is
not open to grave doubt. Personally, | believe that St. John the Baptist preached a Baptism for the
remission of sins, and that the custom was kept up perhaps by Jesus, and certainly by His
followers, who added the Christian formula. At the same time, the apparent confusion in the
earliest documents as to the relation between Christian Baptism, the Baptism of John (which
seems to have been connected with the Messiah), and the gift of the Spirit may possibly (it is far
from certain) point to an original conflation of two things. The point is very obscure, and any one
who can clear it up a little more will do good work, but we can see enough, if we trust our
documents, to show that Baptism is probably a primitive Christian rite, practised by the immediate
hearers of Jesus in Palestine, and that even if it were not a “mystery” or “sacrament” to them in
quite the Greek sense, it was sufficiently nearly so to render inevitable and natural its adoption as
a “Mystery” in the earliest Gentile circles, and among the more “Greek-minded” Jews in the
Diaspora.

(2)Judaic Problems.—The main problem for Jewish Christians was, of course, that which is
conveniently summed up as the Judaistic controversy, but before discussing this, it is desirable to
notice another small question which seems to have affected the Jewish rather than the Gentile
Christians. This concerns the relation of Christians to the civil powers, and, though there is room
for some hesitation, it seems to be best explicable in connection with Jewish thought. This point is
without parallel in the Epistles to Corinth. In Corinth, so far as we can see, there was no tendency
to disregard the magistrates of the Empire, and St. Paul rather protests against a tendency to
make use of the Roman courts in case of quarrels among Christians. But the implication of
Romans 13:1-14 is that there was a disposition to disregard the magistrates—the “powers that
be”—and to resist their decrees. The whole chapter is clearly directed against this tendency.

It is easier to see that this is the case than to know what conclusions ought to be drawn from it. If it
is regarded as certain that Romans was originally written to Rome, it is possible that purely local
circumstances may sufficiently account for the facts. There was undoubtedly a lawless disposition
among the Jews at this time, who, for whatever reason, had been “assidue tumultuantes.” It is not
impossible that St. Paul was afraid that the same spirit would spread to the Christians. But there is
another possibility which deserves attention, and is especially important if it be thought that
“Romans” was originally written for Syrian or Cilician Christians. This is the belief in a “Messianic
war.”

It is impossible to discuss at length this intricate question, but certain main points are important
and tolerably certain. There was a general belief among the Jews that the Messianic Kingdom
would be inaugurated by means of a war. As to the nature of this war opinions differed. There was
one party which maintained that it would be carried out by the miraculous and unaided efforts of
the Messiah. Another party thought it would be the work of Jahveh Himself. Still another placed all
the emphasis on a supernatural conflict with evil spirits. But politically the most important was the
view that the Kingdom must be prepared for by the victorious effort of the pious in a rebellion
against the enemies of Israel, and it was held that in this rebellion supernatural assistance would
be given at the proper moment. It was not a warfare under the leadership of the Messiah, but a
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warfare in preparation for the Messiah. As Windisch has pointed out, this is the real difference
between the rising of Judas and the earlier propaganda of the Zealots on the one hand, and the
rebellions of Theudas and of Bar Kochba on the other. But obviously the distinction between a
Messianic war under the leadership of a Messiah, and a Messianic war in preparation for a
Messiah, though historically important, is politically negligible, and the repressive methods of the
Romans differ in degree rather than in kind from those which any conquering nation of our own
time would adopt.

What was the relation of Christianity to this movement? There seems to me little doubt but that the
teaching of Jesus was directly opposed to that of the Zealots, and with but slightly less certainty |
should feel inclined to argue that the Zealot teaching is the background against which we ought to
place such sayings as “Resist not evil,” “Love your enemies,” etc. No doubt they were intended to
have a wider application, but they were spoken with a special meaning. The Zealots said, “The
Kingdom will not come unless you prepare the way by waging war on the enemies of Israel.” Jesus
said, “Not so: the ‘Anavim,”—the “poor” of the Psalms—"are the true guide; in your suffering, not
in your victory, do you gain your lives, and final salvation is with him who suffers to the end.” Like
all one-sided generalizations, the statement that the preaching of Jesus was anti-Zealotic would
be an exaggeration and a distortion. Yet it contains an important element of truth. There is,
however, another side to the question. Neither Jesus nor His disciples contemplated taking up
arms, but they probably did believe that the existing kingdom, that of Rome, would be destroyed in
the final catastrophe which would inaugurate the Kingdom of God. In this sense Jesus, as the
Messiah, really was the rival of the Emperors, and it is easy to see how hard it would be to
persuade a Roman, especially a magistrate, that Christians were nevertheless not meditating a
violent revolution. They could not deny that they expected the annihilation of the Roman power,
and the sovereignty of their own Master, in consequence of a Messianic war. Who would believe
them when they said that they only meant a supernatural war, and that they themselves did not
propose to take part in it? When we realize this it is easy to understand that there was a double
reason for St. Paul's advice that Christians should obey the “powers that be.” On the one hand,
there was the necessity of proving by the evidence of deeds that the Christians, though believing
in the speedy Parousia of the Messiah, did not intend to hasten his coming by a rebellion, such as
the Zealots advocated. On the other hand, there was probably (though this cannot be proved) the
danger that Christians might be infected with the Zealot spirit, and think that they could combine
the belief that their Master was the Messiah with the Zealot view that His Kingdom could only be
established by the self-sacrificing and warlike enterprise of His followers.

It is now time to consider the main controversy between St. Paul and Jewish Christians of the strict
Jerusalem school—the so-called Judaistic controversy—and the clearest method is to begin by
considering what was in all probability the point of view of the ordinary Palestinian Christian in the
middle of the first century. In the first place, such a Christian accepted the “good news” which
Jesus had preached, so far as he understood it. What this “good news” was we can find in the
Marcan narrative and in those passages of Matthew and Luke which belong to Q; it is summed up
in Mark 1:15 : “The Time is fulfilled, and the Kingdom of God is at hand; repent, and believe the
good news.” The emayymAlov here is clearly the announcement which has just been made—*“the
Kingdom is at hand.” This was the message of Jesus with regard to the immediate future; His
message with regard to the present was equally definite: “Repent, otherwise the Kingdom is not for
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you, and believe what | tell you.” This message was accepted by His followers; they did believe
that the Kingdom was at hand, and they did repent. They also went a step further, and they
identified the Jesus who announced the coming of the Kingdom with the Anointed King who should
judge, reign, and rule in the Kingdom when it came. | do not doubt but that in doing this they had
the authority of Jesus. It seems to me certain that Jesus did regard Himself as the future Messiah,
or, to put it somewhat differently, as the Messiah in personality though not yet in function.
Nevertheless, this was not part of His general message which He proclaimed publicly, it was the
secret which He shared with disciples. However much it be true that the centre of the gospel of the
first Christians was “the Messiah is Jesus,” it is equally true that the centre of the gospel of Jesus
was not this, but “the Kingdom of God is at hand, believe it, and repent.” He went through the
villages of Galilee, He preached on the hillside and by the shore of the lake, and He went up to die
in Jerusalem, not to convince men that He was the Christ, but to call them to repent, to amend
their evil lives, lest when the Kingdom came they should be left in outward darkness. His gospel
was eschatological and ethical—all the more ethical because it was eschatological— but it was not
Christological in the sense that it did not, as Christian preachers did from the beginning, make the
identification of the Messiah with Jesus the central point of teaching.

Why, in the mind of a Jew, was repentance so necessary if the Kingdom was coming? Because
the Kingdom was to be the inheritance of the righteous: sinners would be excluded. In the
Kingdom there would indeed be no more sin, for the condition of nature lost by man at the
beginning of history would be restored, and this belief can be amply illustrated from Jewish
literature. In Enoch there is no exception to the view that righteousness will be a characteristic of
the members of the Kingdom. “And | will transform the earth and make it a blessing, and cause My
elect ones to dwell upon it, but the sinners and evil-doers will not set foot thereon.” Or, in an earlier
passage, “And all the children of men shall become righteous, and all nations shall offer Me
adoration and praise, and all will worship Me, and the earth will be cleansed from all corruption,
and from all sin, and from all punishment and torment,” etc. So also in the Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs in the great prophecy of Levi of a priestly Messiah: “In his priesthood sin shall
disappear, and the lawless (mvopot) shall fall into evil, but the righteous shall rest in him.”

Still more clearly in the Psalms of Solomon: “And he shall purify Jerusalem in sanctification, as at
the beginning, ... and in the midst of them there is no unrighteousness in his days, for all are holy
(myi01), the Lord Messiah is their King.

It is unnecessary to multiply references: probably no one will ever dispute the fact that the Jewish
conception of the Kingdom was that the righteous would enjoy it, and that it would be free from sin.
But who were the righteous? And how could a sinner become righteous? To these questions also
Jews had quite definite answers. The righteous were those who kept the Law of God. No doubt
there were differences of attitude towards the Law. At the one extreme there was the purely formal
legalism against which Jesus so constantly protested, but at the other there was the truly spiritual
appreciation which speaks through the Psalms and Prophets, and as the Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs and many of the Sayings of the Fathers show, was still a force in Judaism. We
are too apt to forget that the Pharisees and lawyers who are held up to reprobation in the New
Testament were only one side of Judaism. The question, therefore, which the Jewish Christian
was obliged to put to himself was whether the teaching of Jesus abrogated the Law, or called on
him to be “righteous” in his careful observance of it. Obviously he decided that the latter was the
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right answer. It is difficult for us to reconstruct his position fully, because the Gospels are either the
product of Gentile, not Jewish, Christianity, or at least of Jews who had adopted Gentile thought,
and the position of Liberal Judaism in the Diaspora. Nevertheless, we can see even now that the
Jewish position was not wholly unjustified. Jesus had inveighed against the/ Pharisees: but had
He not claimed that the “righteousness” of those who would enter the Kingdom must be greater
than theirs? Had He not said, “Till heaven and earth pass away, no jot or tittle shall pass from the
Law™? Had He not said, “The scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses’ seat: do therefore and
observe whatsoever they say unto you, but do not according to their deeds; for they say, and do
not perform”? What was the meaning of His advice to the rich young man, “Thou knowest the
commandments,” if He did not mean that the righteousness which leads to life is to be found in the
Law? It is easy enough for us to say that such questions imply a narrow and unintelligent attitude;
but the question of the attitude of Jesus to the Law has never yet been satisfactorily discussed in
the light of modern researches into the Synoptic Gospels. It is, however, tolerably plain that such a
discussion, when it takes place, will lead to the recognition of the fact that the Judaizing Christians
had something to say for themselves when they claimed to be the interpreters of the mind of
Jesus.

Thus “the righteous” meant for the Jewish Christian those who observed the divinely given Law,
and were opposed to sinners who neglected it. But the problem which had especially to be faced
was how a sinner who had neglected the Law was to be set free from sin. Here also the Jew
naturally thought along the lines of his inherited theology. More than one factor can be
distinguished. In the first place, there was the doctrine, which finds an especial emphasis in
Ezekiel, that by repentance, that is to say, turning back and observing the Law, righteousness can
be obtained. This view is common to all Jewish thought, but it does not stand alone. Alongside of it
is the doctrine that former sin must be cleansed away. Sometimes, as in some parts of Ezekiel,
there is the view that present righteousness cancels and abolishes past sin, but more frequently a
doctrine of purification was added. This purification was by sacrifice and lustration, or ceremonial
washing, and it was thought that part of the preparation for the Messianic Kingdom would be a
general purification. This idea is expressed clearly in such passages as Ezekiel 36:25 : “And | will
sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean, from all your foulness, and from all your idols
will | cleanse you.” And in Enoch 10:20 the duty is given to Michael of cleansing the earth from sin.
The preaching of St. John the Baptist is obviously connected with this doctrine. He announced the
coming of the Kingdom, and offered a baptism of purification from sin in combination with his
message of repentance, of turning back to the paths of righteousness. This view was taken over
by the Christians, and in Jewish Christian circles Baptism was probably regarded as the
“Messianic” purification necessary for entering into the coming Kingdom. The incident in Acts
19:1-6 when St. Paul met Christians who had been baptized with the Baptism of St. John, seems
to be the proof that in some circles, which must have been Jewish in origin, there was no Christian
Baptism as distinct from that of St. John the Baptist.

It is now necessary to consider another element in the situation, partly connected with the Jewish
doctrine of sin, partly with that of the Messianic expectation. Alongside of the view that sin consists
in disobedience, and righteousness in obedience to the Divine Law, there was the parallel doctrine
that sin was due to evil spirits, and righteousness to a holy spirit. The former view found its
historical justification in the story of the Fall, and the latter in that of the intercourse between
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women and angels (Genesis 6:1-22); and is the more usual in the Apocryphal literature. The
complement of this view of sin was the belief that part of the work of the Messiah would be the
destruction of the evil spirits and the inspiration of the members of the Kingdom by the Holy Spirit.
This view is found in some passages in the Old Testament in connection with the last days, and it
was, apart from this eschatological view, developed in the Diaspora, as may be seen in Philo.
According to him, purification from sin is accomplished by the Spirit. So far as man is really under
the control of the Spirit he is sinless, and Philo explains the sins of the “perfect” by the curious
theory that the Spirit is, as it were, occasionally absent. In Philo this “spiritual” view is associated
with a strongly ethical theory of repentance, not essentially different from the usual Jewish one, but
it is easy to see that in circles which went further than he did, the “spiritual” view might become
quite unethical in practice, and might explain the existence of Jews in the party of the
Tvevpatikom described in the last chapter (pp. 222 ff.). It was part of the bridge between Judaism
and Hellenism.

There can be no question but that Christians, certainly not excluding Jewish Christians in
Jerusalem, regarded themselves as having received the Spirit, and were inclined to give an
eschatological significance to this fact. It is not less certain that they also regarded themselves as,
for this reason, holy and righteous. The question of the position which they assigned to Baptism in
this connection is more doubtful (see pp. 384 ff.). The evidence of the Acts suggests that there
may have been a difference of opinion from the beginning as to whether the gift of the Spirit was
directly given in Baptism or separately. But in some circles the doctrine certainly obtained that the
Spirit was given in Baptism, and Christian Baptism was regarded as differentiated by this from the
Baptism of St. John. The really important point in this complex of facts is that there was in this way
a double series. (1) Looking at the facts of life from the point of view of Law, sin was regarded as
the transgression of the Law, righteousness as the observance of the Law, and repentance as the
change of conduct from transgression to observance. (2) Looking at the facts from the point of
view of spiritual experience, interpreted in the language which explained it as due to the influence
of spirits and demons, sin was regarded as the power of an evil spirit, righteousness as the power
of a holy spirit, and repentance as the passage from the control of one to that of the other.

Probably no school of Judaism thought exclusively from either point of view; but the Palestinian
Jew was more inclined to take that of Law. Thus to such a mind a belief that Jesus was right in His
message, “The Kingdom of heaven is at hand, Repent!” and that He was right in His belief that He
would be the King in the Kingdom, made him all the more anxious to “repent”—to turn round—and
to observe the Law, and in this way to secure the righteousness which was essential for members
of the Kingdom. But a Jew of the Diaspora, and still more a Gentile convert to Christianity, took the
other line. To him his “righteousness” was secured by the possession of the Spirit, not bythe works
of the Law. When he was contradicted on this point he began to go still further, to ask pertinent
guestions concerning the history of the Law, and to react against its claims. To do this successfully
he had to explain more fully what faith and righteousnesswere, and what the Law was, and this is
the task which St. Paul attempts in Romans 1:1-32, Romans 2:1-29, Romans 3:1-31, Romans
4:1-25, Romans 5:1-21, Romans 6:1-23, Romans 7:1-25, Romans 8:1-39 and in the dogmatic
parts of Galatians. The minute exegesis of these passages is extremely difficult, but in the main
the meaning of St. Paul is tolerably clear. He is arguing that the Law did not and could not give
righteousness, that this contention can be proved alike by the history of Israel and by individual
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experience; that, on the other hand, the Christian who has the Spirit has obtained righteousness,
and that the true interpretation of the prophetic history of Abraham shows this to have been always
the intention of God.

Moreover, if we look a little more closely, we can reconstruct, even though only in dim outlines,
some of the objections which the strict Jewish Christian, in his turn, alleged against the positive
side of this “spiritual” conception of righteousness, and cognate questions. These objections lie
behind some of the questions which St. Paul puts, half rhetorically, in the course of his argument in
the earlier chapters of Romans, and they can be reduced to three main propositions. (1) The
“spiritual” conception of righteousness was unethical. It encouraged men to sin by the promise of
an abundance of pardoning grace. (2) It ignored the special position of the Jews as the people of
promise. (3) It failed to recognize the Law as Divine. The former of these propositions is clearly
adumbrated in such passages as Romans 6:15 : “What then? shall we sin because we are not
under law but under grace?” or still more plainly in Romans 3:8 : “Why not, (as we be slanderously
reported, and as some affirm that we say,) Let us do evil that good may come?” Obviously the
background of these questions is the contention by Jewish Christians that their opponents were
preaching an unethical and even immoral gospel. We have seen already that the history of the
Thessalonian and Corinthian communities shows that the Jewish Christians were so far right that
in purely Gentile circles there was a danger of Christianity being regarded as a means of obtaining
eternal life by sacramental means, devoid of ethical obligations. The second proposition of the
Jewish Christians, that the position of the Jews was not recognized, and their privileges set aside,
is the background of some “asides” in the earlier chapters of Romans; for instance, Romans 3:1,
“What advantage then hath the Jew?” but is especially treated in Romans 9:1-33, Romans
10:1-21, Romans 11:1-361. To a Jew this was of course a matter of really vital importance. It was
held that to the family of Abraham special blessings had been given and promised, and the
Christian Universalism seemed to deprive these promises of all real meaning.

One must admit that, from his point of view, the Jewish Christian was perfectly correct. Neither by
St. Paul nor by later Christians was the Jewish position answered in any manner which could
possibly shake a Jew’s conviction. The Jew was right when he maintained that the Old Testament
in many places made promises to the Jews and excluded the Gentiles, and that the writers of the
Old Testament meant this. Exegesis was on the side of the Jew: but exegesis is a poor thing when
it conflicts with the facts of experience, and these facts were on the side of the Gentile. He had
received the Spirit; and therefore a doctrine which excluded Gentiles was condemned by
experience. The really logical attitude for Christians to have adopted would have been to deny the
validity of the argument from the Old Testament, but instead of doing this they impugned the
Jewish exegesis. Probably it was just as well that they did so: Christianity had need of the Jewish
ethical element to balance the dangers of the Gentile movement, and too radical a break with the
Jewish view of the Old Testament might have been disastrous. The third objection of the Jewish
Christian dealt with the question of the Law. Was it not true, he said in effect, that the Law had
been given to the Jews as a Divine instruction in the way of righteousness? It ought to be
observed. If not, what was the Law? Here, again, there was probably a difference of opinion
between Jews in Palestine and those in the Diaspora as to the binding character of the Law on all
nations. It is easy to understand the position which argued that the Law was eternal —as Jesus
Himself seems to have said—and that it was universal. Against this was the narrower view which
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regarded the Law as purely preparative for the Kingdom, and only valid for the Jews, and until the
coming of the Messiah. According to the one party, the Law and the Promise were identical: the
Kingdom would be the rule of God, under whom the Law would be perfectly obeyed. According to
the other, the Law was later than the Promise, and was only ad interim until the Kingdom should
come. Moreover, although in one sense the Kingdom was still future, Christians were
already—even though proleptically—members of it, and lived under its conditions as myiol, holy.
They had passed beyond the sphere of the Law.

St. Paul appears in Romans to have definitely accepted this narrower view of the Law. The greater
part of the opening chapters are devoted to supporting it, and controverting the stricter Jewish
position. He did not deny the Divine origin or purpose of the Law, as his Judaizing opponents
accused him of doing, but he asserted that they mistook the nature and scope of this Divine
purpose.

These are the main elements of the dispute about the Law and Righteousness, which was the
most important, or at least the most obvious element of the controversy between the stricter
Jewish Christians and the more liberal Jewish and Gentile Christians of the Diaspora. But there
seems to have been another important element which demands attention. It is quite plain that St.
Paul is arguing in many places in Romans that the death of Jesus was important for the salvation
of the individual Christian. It is unnecessary here to ask precisely what this importance was, for
such an inquiry belongs rather to the exegesis of the Epistle; but from the controversial emphasis
laid upon it is clear that St. Paul was contending for the truth of teaching which was disputed by his
immediate opponents, the Judaistic Christians, and it is desirable to find out, so far as possible,
what was the attitude of those who—to speak somewhat loosely—saw no “atoning” work in the
death of Jesus. The Jewish doctrine of the Kingdom of God did not include that of a suffering
Messiah. The doctrine of a Messiah was a complex of originally separate factors. Probably the
original idea of Messiah was merely that of the anointed King who reigned over Jahveh’s people.
Perhaps in monarchical periods there was no further development. Later, probably under
Babylonian influence, prominence was given to the belief in a heavenly “Man” who would
ultimately appear to inaugurate the kingdom, and this figure was conflated with that of the original
royal Messiah. This process appears to be complete in the Book of Enoch, and it is very doubtful
whether Jewish thought in the first century or later ever added new elements.

Nevertheless, the material for a new element already existed in the Old Testament, in the figure of
the Ebed Jahveh or the Suffering Servant, who appears in Isaiah 53:1-12 and cognate passages.
Here there is undoubtedly the idea of vicarious suffering; but whatever the origin of the figure may
be, there is a complete lack of proof that Palestinian Jews ever connected it with the figure of the
Messiah.

Under these circumstances what is likely to have been the meaning attached by Jewish Christians
to the death and resurrection of Jesus? On general principles one would expect to find that the
Resurrection was regarded either merely as the proof that the Christian view of Jesus was correct,
and the Divine confirmation of His message, or as the means whereby He had attained (or,
possibly, resumed) the heavenly nature of the “man” who was to appear at the coming of the
Kingdom as the divinely appointed King. There would be no suggestion that the Resurrection had
a personal importance for individual Christians, for it was not expected that the individual Christian

Sermonindex.net | Page 201



would die before the coming of the Kingdom. This is exactly what is implied by the speeches in the
early chapters of Acts. The Resurrection is always referred to as evidence for the truth of the
message of Jesus, and the correctness of the Christian view of His Messianic nature. In the same
way it is on general principles probable that the Crucifixion was in such circles regarded merely as
one of the long list of crimes against the Messengers of God, of which the Jewish nation was
guilty. This, again, is exactly what we find in the discourses in the early chapters of Acts. “Him,”
says St. Peter on the Day of Pentecost, “being delivered up by the determinate counsel and
fore-knowledge of God, ye by the hand of lawless men did crucify and slay, whom God raised up,
having loosed the pangs of death, because it was not possible that He should be holden of it. ...
Let all the house of Israel therefore know assuredly that God hath made Him both Lord and
Messiah, this Jesus whom ye crucified.” (Acts 2:23-24, cf. Acts 3:14 ff; Acts 4:10, Acts 4:28 ff; Acts
10:39)

Quite in the same spirit St. Stephen says at the end of his speech, “Ye stiffnecked and
uncircumcised in heart and ears, ye do always resist the Holy Spirit; as your fathers did, so do ye.
Which of the prophets did not your fathers persecute? and they killed them which shewed before
the coming of the righteous one, whose betrayers and murderers ye are now become.” (Acts
7:51-53) Clearly St. Stephen did not regard the death of Jesus as differing in quality from that of
the prophets whom previous generations of Jews had murdered.

It is true that the matter is not so simple as the fore going statement would make it appear: the
guestion remains how far the Jews of the first century may have seen the power of an atoning
sacrifice in the death of the prophets and of the righteous in general. This question really belongs
largely to the province of Old Testament exegesis, and | hesitate to speak on a subject so far
outside the limits of my own knowledge, and apparently so far from having been settled by expert
study, but my impression is that it is quite probable that some such teaching did exist, and that it
was especially connected with the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53:1-12 and cognate passages. If
so, this would provide a natural bridge for the development of Christian teaching as to the death of
Jesus. It appears to me quite likely that in limiting the atoning efficacy of a martyr's death to the
one case of the Christ, and in enhancing its importance, Christianity was narrowing, even though
heightening, a doctrine of which the Jews had already learned the rudiments. At the same time,
however much importance may ultimately be attributed to this side of Jewish teaching, it is quite
clear that all the evidence which we possess shows that some Jewish Christians were not in the
least inclined to see in the death of Jesus a unique atoning sacrifice, just as it is equally clear that
St. Paul did assign this value to it.

It is for this reason that in Romans, devoted as it is to dealing with the views of Jewish Christians,
St. Paul is at such pains to explain the real meaning of the death of Jesus. If there had been no
difference of opinion on the subject St. Paul would not have been at such pains to argue it out, any
more than he argues out the fact of the Resurrection, or of Baptism. The Epistles are not academic
treatises, and we may be sure that when St. Paul is at pains to discuss a point at length it is
because he knew that it was disputed.

It remains to ask why Gentile Christians were more ready to find a special significance in the death
of Jesus. That this was the case is sufficiently proved by the fact that St. Paul never discusses the
point in writing to them. It is inconceivable that he did not preach this doctrine, and it must have

Sermonindex.net | Page 202



been accepted by them without any demur or surprise. Why did they believe easily what Jewish
Christians hesitated to accept? Because such teaching agreed exactly with what they expected to
find in any form of religion. The death of the god, and its intimate connection with the Mysteries by
which the initiate shared in his risen life, is as central in Hellenistic religion as it is peripheral or
outside the periphery in Jewish religion. This does not mean that there was any “borrowing” from
one of the Mystery Religions, but that this conception was in the air of Hellenistic thought, and a
Greek, when he became a Christian, naturally continued to think along the lines already familiar to
him. The spiritual experience of Christianity was no doubt the same among Jews and Greeks, but
when it was a question of translating this experience into the language of the intellect, and stating
its connection with the historical fact of Jesus, His life and death, each thought in the manner
familiar to him.

Such seem to be the main outlines of the general picture of Christian life revealed by the Epistle to
the Romans. Perhaps the really surprising point is, that it should appear that the Judaic problems
were, on the whole, more important than the Gentile problems. To some extent this fact is modified
if the hypothesis (see p. 362) be adopted, that the short recension of Romans was originally sent
to Churches in the neighbourhood of the Syrian Antioch at the time of, or before, the Council of
Jerusalem. In that case it is easily intelligible why Judaic problems were the most important, and
why the Gentile problems seem to be less developed than in Corinth. It is, moreover, easier to
understand why there is no reference to the Apostolic Decrees, though if these represent a moral
law, not a food law, there was in any case no special reason why they should be quoted. Still, even
if this hypothesis of an early date for the short recension be adopted, we have to face the fact that
St. Paul thought it desirable to send a copy to Rome, and this must mean that there was a stronger
Judaic element in the Roman Church than in Corinth.

It is desirable to note precisely what is the import of this fact. It does not imply that there was a
majority of Jewish Christians in Rome, but that there were Jewish Christians who preached
strongly the position of the Jerusalem school of thought, and did not accept the teaching of the
liberal Antiochene movement. This propaganda was clearly in existence in Galatia, but there is no
trace of it in Macedonia (in the Epistles to the Thessalonians) in which St. Paul's enemies were
Jews, not Jewish Christians, or in Corinth, in which, though his opponents may have been of
Jewish nationality, they belonged not to the Jerusalem school,but to an exaggeration of the
Antiochene movement. It is probable that in Philippians we can see signs of the presence of the
Judaizing school in Macedonia at a later date. The importance of these facts is that they suggest
that whereas the Antiochene movement was the first to establish itself in Macedonia and Achaia,
the Jerusalem propaganda passed over these districts and went first to Italy. No doubt
“Antiochene” Christians were soon met with in Rome, but the important point is that if we regard
Christianity as making its way across Europe in two waves, the Antiochene wave seems to have
been highest in Achaia, while the Jerusalem wave reached its height in Syria and Italy, and
passed by, at least relatively, the intervening districts of Macedonia and Achaia.

Literature.—General information will be found in the introductory sections of the commentaries of
Meyer, Holtzmann, Leitzmann, Zahn, and Sanday and Headlam. For the problem of the short
recension the most important contributions are the articles of Corssen and de Bruyne quoted on p.
336. For the question of Baptism indispensable books are W. Heitmuller's Taufe und Abendmahl
bei Paulus and Im Namen Jesu.
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1 According to the testimony of the Epistles to the Corinthians, the Epistles of the Captivity, and
the Pastoral Epistles.

1 The reading “firstfruits of Achaia” in the A.V. is condemned decisively by the facts (1) that it is not
found in any of the best MSS.; (2) that it contradicts 1 Corinthians 16:15, where the text is
undisputed.

2 It is curious, though probably unimportant, that St. Luke seems always to have written Priscilla,
and St. Paul Prisca. It is also remarkable that St. Luke, according to the text of the best MSS.,
seems always to have written Priscilla and Aquila—putting the wife in the first place. St. Paul does
the same in Romans 16:3 and 2 Timothy 4:19, but not in 1 Corinthians 16:19. From this fact the
conclusion has been drawn that Prisca was the more important person, either from social standing
or from influence in the Church. The supposition has been made that Prisca was a Roman lady
who had married a Jew; and Harnack has given much notoriety to the suggestion that she was the
authoress of the Epistle to the Hebrews. All these hypotheses are more ingenious than probable,
though no doubt there must have been some reason (now irrevocably lost) why Prisca was so
often mentioned before her husband.

1 There are many variants in the text of this passage, though they do not seriously alter the sense.
Cf. Harnack’s Uber die beiden Recensionen der Geschichte der Prisca und des Aquila in Acts
18:1-27 in the Sitzungsberichte des konigl. preuss. Akademic zu Berlin, 1900, pp. 2-13.

2 Zahn, however, thinks that he must have been converted in Athens, which was also in Achaia,
since he was the “firstfruits,” and St. Paul’s preaching in Athens was not wholly unsuccessful; still,
Athens plays so small a part in the early history of Christian Achaia that | think St. Paul probably
meant Corinth.

1Epistle to the Philippians, pp. 171-178.

2 See Thieme, op. cit. p. 41.

31Gr. 12.3. 339, 671, 1527.

1 Romans 16:10 f.

2 Josephus, Bell. Jude 1:2Jude 1:11, Jude 1:6; Antig. 18 5, 4; Antig. 20 1, 2.
3 Cf. Tacitus, Ann. 21 29-38; 12 1; 13 1; Suetonius, Claudius, 28.

1 So Ambrosiaster thought. He describes Narcissus as a “Presbyter” (see Souter's Ambrosiaster,
p. 199). This at least shows that if the Narcissus in Romans was the freedman, no tradition
survived in Rome.

2 Php 4:22.

3 Aquila e Priscilla et gli Acillii Glabrioni in the Bull. di Archeologia Cristiana, 1888, pp. 129 ff. See
also Sanday and Headlam’s Romans, p. 418.

1 Romans and Ephesians, pp. 12-14.

2 De Rossi, Bull. di Archeologia Cristiana, 1881, pp. 57-74.
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3 See Acta SS. Nerei et Achillei by H. Achelis in Texte und Unter-suchungen, XI. 2.

1 Those who find the point important should read not only Corssen’s articles, Zur
Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Romerbriefes in the Zeitschrift fiir die N.T.-liche. Wiss., 1909, 1 and
2, but also Dom Donatien de Bruyne’'s Une concordance biblique d'origine pélagienne in the
Revue Biblique, 1908, pp. 75-83.

1 Zahn, Einleitung in das neue Testament, 1 280f. (3rd ed.), and Riggenbach in the Neue
Jahrblcher fur deutsche Theologie, 1892, pp. 526 ff., on Die Text-geschichte der
DoxologieRomans 16:25-27. The Murbach text of the “concordance” can be found in Vezzosi's
edition of the works of J. M. Thomasius, 1:489, the Amiatine breves in Tischendorf's edition of the
Codex Amiatinus, pp. 240 ff., and the shorter form of the concordance or Capitulatio on pp. 237 ff.

2This was first pointed out by Lightfoot (Biblical Essays, p. 362), who drew attention to the fact that
section 42, de tempore serviendo, implies a reading (tm kaipm instead of Tm Kupmm in Romans
12:11) which Jerome expressly condemns. See also further in Riggenbach, op. cit. pp. 531 ff.

1 | can hardly think that the short recension was used in Rome itself: can we regard this as
suggesting that the “European version” is, in origin, not Roman? Or shall we perhaps find that the
“European” Latin ought to be divided into two, a Roman and a non-Roman, and that the Breves
belong to the non-Roman type? There is a real difficulty here, and | do not see a satisfactory
solution on any hypothesis yet known to me. To regard the Breves as Marcionite is the simplest
suggestion, but the other objections to this view seem to me to be too great.

1 Zahn (Einleitung, i. p. 280) thinks that cuncta dissecuit means that Marcion “hat alles ...
zerschnitten, durch Ausmerzungen zerstimmelt.” But this does not seem to me to be at all a
natural interpretation of the Latin, and still less of the presumable Greek, Tmvta dimtepey.

1 Romans 16:24 is omitted by the R.V. and all critical editors.

1 For the fullest statement of the facts about this MS. see Dom Bruyne, Des deux derniers
chapitres de la lettre aux Romains, in Revue Bénédictine, 1908, p. 423 ff.

2 See Appendix |., pp. 414 ff.

3 The agreement between Priscillian and FG suggests that Y, the archetype of FG, may have had
Spanish elements, and possibly this may even be true of Z, and would account for the agreement
with Spec. to which Corssen has drawn attention. D is, | fancy, more like the text of Lucifer and of
Ambrosiaster than was that of Z, but the question requires investigation.

4 Zahn, it is true, in his commentary (see esp. pp. 620 ff) argues that the doxology is really best in
place between Romans 14:1-23 and Romans 15:1-33 But | cannot see that he succeeds in
explaining away the break which it then makes in the text. | agree that, on transcriptional grounds,
Romans 14:23 is the most probable place for the doxology, but | regard this as only possible if we
assume that it belonged originally to the shorter recension. Zahn is perhaps right in believing that
the “Grace” originally came in Romans 16:24 only. It has been displaced in the long recension
when the doxology was moved from Romans 14:23, Romans 15:1-33, Romans 16:1-25. It is
curious to note that Dom Bruyne is rather inclined to think that the “Grace” originally preceded the
doxology in the short recension. It appears to have done so in the Monza MSS. The matter is
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complicated, but not sufficiently important for the present purpose to warrant the rather long
discussion of details which would be necessary to deal with it fully.

1 1t is, however, quite possible that Priscillian’s text is really the short recension without the
doxology, but with the addition of Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27. The same thing is true of
Z, and in this case is certain if it be true as Corssen thinks—I believe rightly—that there is
sufficient textual difference between the text of Romans 1:1-32, Romans 2:1-29, Romans 3:1-31,
Romans 4:1-25, Romans 5:1-21, Romans 6:1-23, Romans 7:1-25, Romans 8:1-39, Romans
9:1-33, Romans 10:1-21Romans 11:1-36, Romans 12:1-21, Romans 13:1-14, Romans 14:1-23
and Romans 15:1-33, Romans 16:1-27 in Z to show that a different archetype was used for
Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-27. (see above, p. 341).

1 E. von der Goltz, Eine textkritische Arbeit des zehnten bezw. sechsten Fahrhundert, in Gebhardt
and Harnack’s Texte und Untersuchungen neue Folge, 2. 4, 1898.

2 The same note, but without any explanation, is found in MS. Bodl. Roe 16 (Cod. Paul. 47).

1 According to the information supplied to Prof. Zahn by Dr. Brewer, who is editing the text of
Ambrosiaster for the Vienna Corpus, there are in existence three recensions of this commentary
(cf. the parallel features in the text of the Quaestiones, mentioned by Souter in his edition in the
same Corpus). These are apparently all the work of “Ambrosiaster” himself; but in the passage
guoted, the only difference is that 1 and 2 read dilectis Dei, 3 in caritate Dei. All three read in
caritate in the comment, and dilectis is probably merely textual corruption (see Zahn, Comm. p.
616.) 2 Biblical Essays, p. 288.

1 The question of chap. 16 is of course separate.

1 In the Revue Bénédictine for January, 1907, pp. 1 ff., Prologues Bibliques d’origine Marcionite.
2 Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer altesten erreichbaren Textgestalt, 1. 3, pp. 2028 ff.
1 See Appendix I., pp. 414 ff.

2 See p. 346

1 Here again it is necessary to add that of course there is no suggestion that Origen was
unacquainted with the other Epistles, but merely that we cannot say in what order they came in his
Bible.

2 Itis hard to realize at first that there seems to be no evidence for this order, with which we are so
familiar, before the fourth century. Probably it was part of the textual and critical revision which the
New Testament under-went, chiefly, but not exclusively, at the hand of Alexandrian scholars, in
the fourth century.

3 All the facts given above are discussed fully in Zahn’s Geschichte des Neutestamentlichen
Kanons, 2 pp. 344 ff., but | cannot think that he is successful in reducing all the early lists to one
original collection.

1 See Corssen in the Zeitschr. fur N.- Tliche Wissenschaft, 1909, p. 32 ff.

1Journal of Philology, 1869-71. Reprinted in Biblical Essays, pp. 287 ff.
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1 If, after all, Romans 16:1-23 was really sent to Rome, the desire to give an introductory letter to
Phoebe no doubt also played a part, inducing him to write to a Church which he had not yet
visited; but | doubt if this section really belongs to Romans, and therefore must make no use of this
argument.

1 That is, of course, if it be conceded that Tertullian used the short recension. Opinion is likely to
differ on this point. Personally, | believe that the balance of evidence inclines in that direction, but it
is not decisively clear, and others take a different view.

1 | wish | could honestly have reached the result that it is wrong. The whole question of the short
recension is much more easy—on my hypothesis—if Romans 16:1-23 was really always part of
the longer recension and a truly Roman Epistle. Therefore, | should be delighted to be convinced
that the Ephesian destination of Romans 16:1-23 is a mistake, but at present | am unable to put
aside the force of the arguments in its favour.

1 Paulus, 1, 343ff.

2 In 1866 in Der Roémerbrief und die Anfange der rémischen Gemeindes, and in 1884, in Der
Romerbrief und seine geschichtliche Voraussetzungen.

3Apostolische Zeitalter, Ed. 2, pp. 407 f.

4 The word here and in Romans 1:5 is tom ¢ m Bveot, which regularly means “Gentiles.” In Jewish
Greek the Jews are m Aam¢, and the Gentiles are tm m0vn. It is curious that the R. V. translates
the first passage as “nations.”

1 A list of other arguments with the objections to them, on either side, is given in a concise manner
in H. Holtzmann'’s Einleitung in das neue Testament, pp. 235 ff. Those given above are only those
which seem decisive.

2 For more detailed information and references to special books, see Schirer, Geschichte des
judischen Volkes, Ed. 4, 3 pp. 57-67.

1 It seems to me probable that this treatment, so reminiscent of Nebuchadnezzar, is at least partly
the origin of the half-apocalyptic custom of calling Rome Babylon.

2 She was induced to subscribe largely towards the Temple, and her subscriptions were never
forwarded to Jerusalem. See Josephus, Ant. 18. 3, 5.

1 Juvenal, Sat. 4. 117, “Dignus Aricinos qui mendicaret ad axes,” and the scholiast (quoted by
Schiirer) says, “qui ad portam Aricinam rite ad clivum mendicaret inter Judaeos, qui ad Ariciam
transierant ex Urbe missi.”

2 To some extent this statement must be modified if the view be adopted that the short recension,
which contains all these allusions, was originally sent, not to Rome, but to some other Gentile
Church in the neighbourhood of Antioch. But the modification necessary is slight and unimportant.
Probably all early Gentile communities were mixed with a strong Jewish-Christian element. All that
the “short recension” theory necessitates is the theory that St. Paul recognized that the situation in
Rome resembled that in Antioch.
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1 Suetonius, Claudius, 25.
2 Acts 18:2.

3 Dio Cassius, 60.6: Tom ¢ om moUudUm OUC TAAEOVE COVTEC O/M O1C M OTE XOAETM G MY MVEL TOPOXE G
T TON EXAON C@EV THC THMAEWC M PXOM VAL, ONK B EMAQCE JEV, TH ON Om

1 The whole question is mixed up with that of the early lists of bishops, from which the idea of a
twenty-five years’ episcopate for St. Peter is probably derived. See the discussion, which is the
basis of all modern investigation, in Harnack's Chronologic der altchristlichen litteratur bis
Eusebius, 1.70-230 and 703-7.

1 According to traditional exegesis the mtepov tmToV to which St. Peter went, after his release,
was Rome. This is not justified by the text, and is clearly an after-thought. See p. 284 for a
disscussion of the meaning of tm T0¢.

1 Romans 14:14, Romans 14:20, Romans 14:23.
2 Romans 14:13, Romans 14:15, Romans 14:21.
3 Rom. Romans 14:2, Romans 14:21, and Romans 14:5 ff.

4 It is obviously impossible to say whether these were the weekly fast days, which the Jews in
some circles observed on Mondays and Thursdays, and the early Christians (cf. the Didache)
transposed to Wednesdays and Fridays.

1 This is, | take it, the meaning of the mvmkamvicic Tomv mom(. It is another variant of the kaive
KTm ol1¢ of Galatians and 2 Corinthians.

1 In early Christian literature (e.g. the Didache) {mv is the technical name for running water, and
its use was enjoined, if possible, in Baptism.

2 De Baptismo, especially chapters 3—6.

3 There is a dispute as to the original Christian formula. At a very early time the formula of Baptism
was “in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,” but the evidence of Acts,
supported by other subordinate arguments, suggests that the most primitive formula was “in the
name of Jesus,” or “in the name of the Lord.” See further Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics,
vol. 2,. pp. 380 ff.

4 Cf. also 1 Corinthians 1:13, “Were ye baptized in the name of Paul?”

1 Cf. especially Acts 8:12 ff. and Acts 10:37 ff.; the point is discussed at greater length in the
Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, vol. 2 pp. 282 ff.

1 “Unethical” and “magical” are not synonyms: in the scientific sense of the word much Christian
sacramental doctrine was and is magical, but it is not necessarily unethical.

2 The beginnings of an attempt to follow out this line of thought will be found in an article on the
Shepherd of Hermas in the Harvard Theological Review for 1911, and in the article on Early
Christian Baptism in Hastings’ Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics.
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1 On one occasion Jesus almost (but perhaps not quite) implies that the Baptism of John was from
heaven. How far does that take us?

1 The best monograph on the question is the very interesting treatise of Dr. H. Windisch, Der
Messianische Krieg und das Ur-Christentum.

1 And for that reason the presence of a Zealot among His followers was deserving of mention.

1 Some aspects of the Crusades are a curious and belated example of a fervid Christianity with
Zealot principles.

1 Enoch 45:5 1 Enoch 10.21 ff.

2 Test. Leviticus 18:9. | have followed the text of e in reading kotarmoouolv rather than
KotoTom ooualv. It seems to give the right meaning, and the evidence of e is always important.
Whether, as Charles thinks, the following words ought to be omitted (also with €) seems to me
doubtful. | cannot see that the parallelism is clearly against them. See Charles’ Greek Text of the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, p. 63.

3 Note that this is St. Paul’s favourite designation for Christians.
4 Pss. Sol. 17.33-36.

1 It is not without importance that the word for “repentance” in the Old Testament is usually mmm
which means a change of conduct. It is generally translated in the 70 by mnotpm getv, but in Sir
48:11 it is apparently represented by petevmnoev, and in the later translations the m Tnotpm @etv (or
m TooTpm @e1v) of the 70 is usually replaced by petavoemv. See Windisch, Taufe und Siinde im
altesten Christentum, p. 8 ff.

2 Cf. Ezekiel 18:21 ff.; Isaiah 1:16; Psalms 15:1-5; Sir 17:25; Test. 12 Patr., Reub. 4, etc.; cf.
Windisch, op. cit. pp. 8-34.

1 An interesting problem is raised by this passage in connection with the place of Michael in this
passage by the strange confusion which obtains in the Shepherd of Hermas between Michael and
the Messiah. The last word has by no means been said on the history of the figure of Michael: the
best introduction to the subject is W. Lueken’s Michael, eine Darstellung und Vergleichung der
judischen und der morgenlandisch-christlichen Tradition vom Erzengel Michael.lt should be noted
that Charles assigns this function to Gabriel, as he regards the reference to Michael as an
interpolation. | cannot see that there is sufficient reason for this emendation.

2 To Gentile Christians Baptism had from the beginning a somewhat different aspect. It was the
entry into the Kingdom, in the same sense in which the Mysteries gave entry into eternal life. It
was a “regeneration to eternity.” It is even probable that some Jewish circles had similar views, for
parallel phrases were used of the Proselytes; but, on the whole, it is probably true that to the
Jewish mind the emphasis was on the concept of cleansing, and to the Gentile on that of
“regeneration.” There is a real difference between the two, even though in practice they no doubt
always had a tendency to coalesce, and when we distinguish them clearly we introduce a
sharpness of contrast which is not historically justifiable.

1 See especially Windisch, Taufe und Siinde, pp. 61-70.
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1 The question has sometimes been raised whether this section is the genesis of the whole
Epistle, or, on the other hand, whether it is not really independent of the rest. Personally, | cannot
see the justification for either question. The Epistle is often difficult to interpret, but each part of it
seems to correspond to some tendency among the Jewish Christians, and as a whole it is
perfectly intelligible as a contribution to the controversy described above; indeed, | would add that
only as such is it intelligible at all.

1 Later on Marcion did so; but his heretical opinions tended to confirm opinion against him.

2 It is impossible to read the Epistle of St. Barnabas or the Dialogue of Justin Martyr with Trypho
without feeling that, regarded from the point of view of actual historical correctness, the early
Christians are at their worst when they are dealing with the Old Testament, and, though it is a
shock to our feelings to have to admit it, it cannot be denied that the arguments from the Old
Testament in St. Paul’s Epistles are not essentially different.

1 It is, of course, obvious that this sort of argument led directly to the identification of the Kingdom
and the Church, and to the view that the life of Jesus was a preliminary parousia, the “first coming”
of the Messiah, an idea originally quite foreign to Jewish thought.

2 It is doubtful whether there were any Christians who really did reject the Law, as distinct from
limiting the scope of the Law, until Marcion: but it is possible that he had predecessors of whom
we know nothing, and that St. Paul was in this respect not the extremist which he is sometimes
painted.

1 Indeed, it seems sometimes not to have included a Messiah at all.

2 Modern researches have thrown a curious light on this question. It is not clear what was,
according to ancient conceptions, the relation between kingship and divinity, but certainly they
were closely connected. In some places probably the king was the god, and the god was the king
(cf. J. G. Frazer, The Origin of Kingship). Clearly this is of great importance for the history of the
early stages of the Messianic belief among the Jews, but it has not yet been fully worked out.

1 Cf. H. Gressman, Der Ursprung der Israelitisch-juidischen Eschatologie, pp. 301-333.
1 Acts 2:23-24. Cf. with this passage Acts 3:14 ff.; Acts 4:10, Acts 5:26 ff.; Acts 10:39.
2 Acts 7:51-53.

1 If they really did so; here, again, there is, | fancy, real need for a fresh investigation into the
history of the Catholic doctrine of martyrs.

1 | would deprecate attempts too nicely to distinguish between the value of Greek and Jewish
thought; neither are the same as our own, which is partly the offspring of both, partly something
really new. The important point is that human religious experience, and human intellectual thought
are both imperfect and both progressive; each generation is constantly engaged in a process of
re-adjustment. One of the first duties of the theologian is not to confuse separate things. Religious
experience is valuable in proportion to its spiritual elevation. Theological expression must, above
all, be true to logic; historical research demands fidelity to fact, and—rpm ¢ Tam 10 TH ¢ RKOVEC;
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1 | do not think that St. Peter, even if he was in Corinth, can be regarded as belonging to the
Jerusalem school. He was, according to the evidence which we possess, if we treat it fairly, much
more in real sympathy with St. Paul. A scarcely justifiable use has been made in this connection of
the phrase in Galatians that St. Paul “withstood him to the face because he was kateywwoumvoc.”
That only means “clearly wrong,” for though kateywwoumvo¢ may no doubt be translated by a
stronger expression, this would be untrue to English idiom. Languages have different methods of
contradiction: writing in English | have begun this criticism of a view which | reject by calling it
“scarcely justifiable”; had | been using Dutch, | should probably have said, “zeer ten onrecht,” or in
German “ganz falsch.” | would ask those who build much on Galatians, whether they have never
described any one as “clearly wrong,” who in the main, or afterwards, belonged to their own party?
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Chapter 14

06.01. Appendix. THE TEXTUAL EVIDENCE OF THE GROUP DEFG

APPENDIX | THE TEXTUAL EVIDENCE OF THE GROUP DEFG THE evidence of the group
DEFG as to the short recension is important, and complicated. The MSS. of the group, and their
relations to each other, are as follows:-

D is Codex Claromontanus, of the sixth century, in the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris. It is a
Graeco-Latin MS., written colometrically, not in stichoi, that is to say, the size of the lines is
regulated by the sense, not by the number of the letters. It represents two MSS., not merely a text
with a translation, but the Greek text belongs to the same type, on the whole, as the original of the
Old Latin version, though it has almost certainly been accommodated in many places to a more
usual type. It is also famous for possessing the so-called Claromontane stichometry, one of the
oldest lists of canonical books, representing, according to Harnack, an Alexandrian document of
the fourth century. It was in modern times first used by Beza, who says that it came from the
monastery of Clermont Beauvais.

E is Codex Petropolitanus Muralti xx., formerly belonging to the convent of St. Germains in Paris.
When the convent was burnt the MS. was bought by Dobrowski at the end of the eighteenth
century, and taken to St. Petersburg. It is a copy of D made in the ninth century, and is only
valuable in places where D is no longer extant.

F is Codex Augiensis, of the ninth century, a Graeco-Latin MS. formerly the property of the
monastery of Augia Dives or Reichenau, and now in the library of Trinity College, Cambridge. The
Greek text greatly resembles that of G, but the Latin is that of the Vulgate written in a separate
column and not between the Greek lines.

G is Codex Boernerianus, of the ninth century, a Greek MS. with an interlinear Latin translation of
an Old Latin type. It was probably written by an Irishman in the Monastery of St. Gall, and is now in
Dresden. The text belongs to the same type as D, but is inferior in value and has been much more
contaminated with the usual type of late text. The most important points in connection with these
MSS. are concerned with the relations subsisting between F and G, and those between D and the
archetype of F and G. The relationship between F and G. There has always been a dispute among
critics whether F is a copy of G or of the archetype of G, and it is not even now possible to say that
any general agreement has been reached. The only way in which such a point can be settled is by
a comparison of the places where there are differences of reading. If two MSS. make the same
mistakes it is certain that they are closely connected, but it is not necessary to conclude that one is
a copy—indeed, absolute proof of this point is almost impossible. If, however, the mistakes can be
arranged in two classes, (a) those common to both MSS., and () those found in one alone, and
the second can all be explained most naturally as mistakes made by the scribe of the second MS.
in copying the first, the case for a direct derivation of one from the other is very strong. If, on the
other hand, it appears that the MS. which is suspected of being a copy has nevertheless the right
reading in some places where the supposed original has a mistake, then the theory of a direct
derivation must be abandoned in favour of a common ancestry, unless it can be shown that these
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right readings are natural corrections made by the scribe. For instance, if it be found that a MS.
which is supposed to be the original of another reads mvom ™ instead of mvBpm tm, nothing is
proved by the fact that the supposed copy has correctly mvOpm m, because the correction is
obvious. It will, however, be seen that the application of this canon of criticism is very much more
difficult than its statement, for who is to decide as to the limits of “natural corrections of obvious
mistakes"? This is just the point on which everything turns with regard to G and F. There are a
number of places in which G and F have mistakes in common, and a much smaller number where
F has a right reading against a mistake in G. Zimmer believes that all of this latter class are
“natural corrections of obvious mistakes” in G, while Corssen thinks that this explanation fails, and
that F and G are two copies of the same original, G being the more accurate.

It is impossible to reproduce the arguments of these two scholars, for they turn on the nice
consideration of a number of small points. Personally, | think that Corssen is right, and that F and
G are independent witnesses to a common archetype, Y. The relationship between Y and D. On
this point there is less theoretical difficulty. It is generally recognized that D is a better example of
its type than Y, but there are sufficient places in which Y seems to have the family reading as
against D to show that D is not the archetype of Y, but that D and Y are the representatives of a
common ancestor, Z. The reconstruction of Z is not yet complete, and is one of the most obvious
needs of textual criticism. But Dr. Corssen’s researches have gone some way to establishing
various interesting points. He thinks that Z represents a Graeco-Latin edition of the fifth century,
written in cola (i.e. in lines arranged according to the sense, rather than merely according to a
fixed number of letters), and that it represents largely the European or Italian type of Latin found in
Ambrosiaster and Victorinus. This result is supported by Dr. Souter’s investigations (Ambrosiaster,
in Texts and Studies, p. 214), which show that the text of D is especially close to that used by
Lucifer of Cagliari in Sardinia. In working out the problem of the text of Z the ideal would be to
publish an edition of the three MSS. D, F, G with a reasoned critical commentary establishing the
text of Y and of Z. Until the time when this edition appears it is necessary to attempt to anticipate
its results for individual passages. For the present purpose two such passages are necessary:(1)
The words mv Pmpum in Romans 1:7 and Romans 1:15; (2) the Doxology.

(1) mv Pmpm inRomans 1:7andRomans 1:15. The facts are these: G reads—

MACI TOIC OYCIN EN AFAINMH ©EOU KAHTOIC ATrIOIC omnibus qui sunt in caritate dei vocatis
sanctis. As F does not exist at this point, we must assume that this was the reading of Y.

D is not fully extant—the MS. begins with the words kAntom ¢ mymo1¢, but d (the Latin version of D)
reads qui sunt Romae in caritate dei vocatis sanctis, with a sign against in referring to a marginal
note which has perished. Tischendorf thought that this note was probably a reference to the
Vulgate reading dilectis instead of in caritate, but E, the copy of D which is later than D, and has
adopted all the corrections in it, reads Tmolv TORC ORCOIV BV EE|E, KANTONC mymOIC. It is
therefore more probable, as Zahn suggests (Commentary, p. 617), that the note stated that mv
mymTm was an alternative to mv mmpum. and E has acted on this and chosen mv mmpum. In this
case the evidence of (D)E goes to support the omission of mv mm pum . which must be credited to Z
as well as to Y; and it remains an open point whether Z may not even have omitted mv mym Tm
Ocom as well as mv mmpm . But this last point, on which no final decision is possible, is not nearly
SO important as the establishment of the fact that mv mmpum was not in Z. In Romans 1:15, where
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the words mv mmpum recur, G omits them, and is probably to be regarded as the representative of
Z, though D F have been accommodated to the usual text. The Doxology (Romans 16:25-27).
Either Z omitted the doxology altogether, or it placed it after Romans 14:23. This result is reached
by the following considerations. D has the doxology at the end of the Epistle, but F omits it
altogether, and G leaves a blank space. It is clear that Y either omitted it or placed it after Romans
14:23. The blank space in G may point to the scribe’s objection to the position of the doxology in
Romans 14:23, in spite of the fact that he found it there in his exemplar, or to his knowledge of the
fact that Romans 14:23 was the usual place in which to insert it, in spite of the fact that it was not
there in his exemplar, and therefore he did not feel justified in inserting it. In any case, Y did not
insert the doxology after Romans 16:23. The question therefore only remains, whether D or Y best
represents Z. While admitting that there must always be an element of doubt on the subject, | think
that Y must be regarded as transcriptionally more probable; the doxology is obviously in a more
natural place at the end of the Epistle, and the tendency must have been to move it from Romans
14:23, Romans 15:1-33, Romans 16:1-23, rather than the reverse. The fact that the Antiochene
text as a whole kept to Romans 14:23 is no answer to this fact, but merely shows that the
Antiochene text preserved, on this point, an early text.

Whether the text of Y really had the doxology at Romans 14:23, or omitted it altogether, is more
doubtful. I am inclined to think that there is a slight balance of probability in favour of omission: the
tendency of scribes was to invent and insert doxologies and other liturgical additions, not to omit
them, and therefore the omission is transcriptionally slightly the more probable reading. The
guestion remains whether, supposing that Y omitted the doxology, it did so because it disturbed
the sense, or because it was already omitted by Z. Here unfortunately the evidence will not take
us, and it is useless to indulge in guesses.

Dr. Corssen, however, argues that the text of Z in Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-23 belongs
to a different archetype from the rest of the Epistle. His argument is that in these two chapters
there are almost as many singular readings which may be attributed to Z as in all the other
chapters put together. On this point he seems to be right, and though of course his explanation of
the fact is not the only one possible, it is a plausible theory that behind Z was a copy of the Epistle
which omitted Romans 15:1-33 and Romans 16:1-23 and ended with Romans 14:23, with or
without the doxology, and had no reference to Rome in the opening verses of the Epistle. But the
scribe of Z was acquainted with the tradition which had the concluding chapters, and he added
them from another MS.

If this be so, the archetype of Z must have been a pure copy of the short recension. This result,
though, of course, it cannot be regarded as certain, is important as evidence for the short
recension, and also is textually important as tending to show that in the text of the group
representing Z the considerable differences from the other early uncials are really due to its
representing a different collection of Epistles.
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Chapter 15

07. Chapter 7. CONCLUSION

CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION THE purpose of the preceding pages has been to discuss the critical questions
which belong to the “introduction” to the earlier letters, and to throw some light on the general
background of thought and practice which is so important a factor in explaining the motives leading
to the origin of the Epistles. With regard to the critical questions, two points have been omitted. No
treatment has been offered of the actual chronology of St. Paul, as distinguished from the relative
chronology of the Epistles. Nor has anything been said as to the authenticity of the earlier letters.
As to chronology, it has seemed better to postpone its treatment until the later Epistles are dealt
with, in which connection | hope to discuss the whole question. So far as the earlier Epistles are
concerned, the more or less fixed point is the famine of c. 46 a.d. The first missionary journey
began soon after it, from which a rough reckoning can be made of the time occupied by the
various journeys, and each Epistle dated according to the point in the journey to which it is
assigned. The genuineness of the Epistles which have been discussed has, with the exception of
2 Thessalonians, been assumed without discussion. This has been done because | believe, in
common with the enormous majority of all who have studied the question, that the authenticity of
these documents, and their comparative freedom from serious interpolations, is quite unassailable
by any reasonable criticism, and the best argument in favour of this view is the fact that, assuming
the authenticity of the Epistles as genuine letters written by St. Paul, it is possible to place them
satisfactorily against a background of thought and practice consistent with what we know of the
first century.

It is, however, common knowledge that the authenticity of the earlier Epistles was rejected by W.
C. van Manen, and respect for the memory of my predecessor at Leiden, coupled with the
recognition that truth is not always on the side of the majority, impels me to give a short statement
of my reasons for disagreeing with his teaching. The really serious arguments which are brought
forward by those who reject the Pauline authorship of these Epistles are: (1) they are not really
letters but theological treatises in the form of letters; (2) they presume an impossibly rapid
development in Christian doctrine; (3) they imply a writer who has no resemblance to the historical
St. Paul described in the Acts. These three arguments call for further consideration.

1. So far as the argument that the Pauline Epistles are not really letters is not a confusion of
thought it seems to mean that the Epistles are theological treatises, for which the writer desired to
claim superior authority by attributing them to an Apostle. Largely, however, it is really based on
nothing but a confusion of thought.

There are really two distinct questions. First, whether the documents in question are properly
described as letters; secondly, whether they were, whatever may be their proper description,
written pseudonymously. The former question is actually very insignificant, but it has obtained a
spurious importance, because it is sometimes so stated as to suggest that, if it could be shown
that the documents in question are treatises in epistolary form rather than letters, they must
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necessarily be spurious—which is absurdly illogical. The really serious question is whether the
theory of pseudonymity gives a satisfactory explanation of the Epistles. The suggestion is that the
letters are the work of a circle of “Pauline” writers in the second century, who put into epistolary
form a series of treatises dealing with the main points of Christian doctrine, and serving as
manuals for ecclesiastical instruction and liturgical reading; their survival no less than their
composition proves that they represent a dominant type of Christianity. That is in itself a possible
and reasonable hypothesis: but does it correspond to the known facts? In treatises of this kind the
greatest emphasis is laid on the most important points; we ought to be able to reconstruct from the
documents a tolerably good picture of the main doctrines of early Christianity. Many such attempts
have, of course, been made, notably in Pfleiderer's Paulinismus,mand have profoundly affected
modern theology. But what is the outcome?—the monstrous result that no further trace of this
alleged Paulinismus can be found anywhere except in Marcion, and that the question can be
raised in vain, “How is it that the Gentile Christianity in Asia, Greece, and Rome became so
thoroughly unpauline? Where did ‘Paulinismus’ survive, except in Marcion?” There is no answer,
for though critics have sought long and carefully they can nowhere find their “Paulinismus,” but
have to be content with tracing a faint and occasional influence in isolated passages. This is the
reductio ad absurdum of the whole argument; it is impossible to believe that in the second century
some unknown persons forged a series of letters which, by hypothesis, represented their own
views, not those of the historic Paul, that they were so influential that these documents were soon
accepted as Holy Scripture, and that simultaneously the Paulinismus, which the letters represent
and were written to encourage, disappeared from off the face of the earth, and left scarcely a
wrack behind. The theory does not work: the historical facts are not intelligible at all on the
hypothesis of forged letters supporting a system of Paulinismus. But they seem to be quite
satisfactorily intelligible if we accept the Epistles as genuine letters, dealing with definite questions,
and implying a background which in the main is recognizable as possessing precisely those
features of which we have a more developed form in the second century. Treat the Epistles as
letters; recognize that in letters the subjects discussed are not those on which all parties are
agreed, but those on which there is difference of opinion, so that the really central points are not
those which are supported by argument, but those which are assumed as generally believed, and
it will appear that the Christianity of St. Paul did not really differ from that of the Catholic Church as
we find it at the beginning of Christian.

| submit that this is strong evidence in favour of the authenticity of the Epistles, and of the general
correctness of the view of the “background of the Epistles” which has been taken in the preceding
chapters.

2. A second line of argument is that the Epistles represent a much greater amount of development
than can possibly have taken place before the second century. The answer to this contention is
twofold. In the first place, the “Urchristentum” with which the Pauline Epistles are compared is a
figment of the imagination. According to the extreme radical school of criticism, we possess no
documents of the first century or even of the early second century. The Urchristentum which they
postulate has no documentary evidence, on their own showing. It may, indeed, in one sense, be
admitted that they understate the case with regard to development; if the original early Christianity
had had the character they suggest, it could never have produced the early Christian literature; but
instead of concluding from this that no early Christian literature is genuine until the second century,
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that even then it is grossly interpolated, and that all the evidence of Tacitus, Suetonius, and Pliny
is a forgery, it might be well to ask if it is not possible that the fault lies in the conception of early
Christianity. In the second place, critics of this school seem to under-estimate the speed at which
development takes place in a young movement. A comparison with the history of the Salvation
Army, or of Babiism in Persia, in the nineteenth century shows that so far as the general
possibilities of development are concerned the most suspected parts of the Pastoral Epistles, to
say nothing of the earlier Epistles, might well have been written within thirty years of the
Crucifixion.

3. A far more important argument than either of the preceding is that the historical St. Paul, who is
revealed by the Acts, could never have written the Epistles. Apart from the critical question,
whether the Acts ought to be preferred to the Epistles, this objection really means that the Epistles
cannot have been written by a Jew of the first century. Now it must be admitted that it is very hard
to believe that the Epistles could have been written by the Rabbinical Jew whom critical fancy has
read back from the Talmud into the first century; and if we accept the criticism which identified the
Judaism of the first century with that of two centuries later, van Manen’s criticism is not only
proper, but perhaps unanswerable. So far, however, from its appearing to be true that all Jews, or
even all Pharisees, in the first century were of the later Rabbinical type, it is becoming more and
more plain (a) that we know comparatively little about the various parties, sects, and tendencies in
Judaism before the fall of the Temple; () that many Jews, especially in the Diaspora, were of a
liberal and ethnicizing disposition. There is a general tendency to discount Friedlander’'s work on
Judaism, and probably he may have exaggerated his case, but the quotations in his writings
cannot be wholly brushed aside, and even though many of them be inaccurate, there is enough
amply to cover St. Paul, and to show that his letters might well have been written by a Tarsiote
Jew of the first century. It is true that St.

Paul in the Acts says that he was a pupil of Gamaliel, but the importance of this fact may be
over-estimated. For this view two reasons may be alleged; in the first place, supposing that it is
quite certain that St. Paul was, before his conversion, a strict Pharisee, it does not follow that the
change which his thoughts underwent did not include a change to the more liberal point of view
with which he surely must have been acquainted in Tarsus and elsewhere. In the second place, it
does not follow that pupils always follow the doctrine of their teachers. Saul of Tarsus may have
been a pupil of Gamaliel, and been profoundly affected by him, and yet have afterwards
succumbed to other influences. We do not always follow all the opinions of our teachers, and it
would be scarcely suggested that our books are not authentic because they do not agree with the
teaching which we received at our Universities or Theological Colleges. For these general reasons
it seems to me that the attack on the authenticity of the Epistles has completely failed. It is
unnecessary to go into further details; those who desire more will find that the works of Deissmann
and Clemen have dealt faithfully with all the arguments which were brought forward by van Manen.
His premature death removed the possibility of his making any full rejoinder; one cannot say what
he would have written had he lived; but none of his followers have shown any power of refuting the
German scholars who criticized his position.

However important critical questions may be, they are merely preliminary; and the main purpose of
the preceding chapters has been to discover the general characteristics of the Gentile Christianity
in the Churches to which St. Paul wrote. The necessity for discussing critical and literary problems
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has lengthened the process, but it is, after all, the world of religious life and thought implied by the
Epistles which is really important. Of this world each Epistle gives us a glimpse: it is never a clear
vision, but enough is revealed to show that, in spite of local differences, the general background is
in the main the same. It is, moreover, a background very different from that of our own time, and it
is, therefore, desirable to give a little space to a concluding discussion of the permanent
importance of the principal points. As was said in the second chapter, the circle of Gentiles who
accepted Christianity was chiefly that of the God-fearers, who were already imbued to some extent
with Jewish ideas, as well as with the general conceptions of the Mystery Religions which were
practically the only cults which were really alive at that time. Thus, quite apart from the influence of
Jewish converts, there were from the beginning Jewish and Graeco-Oriental strains in early
Christianity, and the difference between various communities is partly to be explained as due to
the varying proportions in which these strains were mingled, and the consequently varying point of
view from which the original Christian preaching was regarded. The general basis of Christian life
seems to have been the assurance of salvation, the belief that this salvation was obtained by the
“mysteries” or sacraments, through which the believer was united to the Redeemer-God Jesus,
and the expectation that this same Jesus would speedily come to destroy the power of evil and
establish the kingdom of God on earth. The point in this complex which was debated was the
relation of sacramental salvation to ethical and moral obligation; the Greek element was, on the
whole, liable to ignore the necessity of moral life, and to regard the mysteries or sacraments as
magical, while the Jewish element introduced a legalistic conception of morality and regarded
obedience to the Law as the source of salvation. Looked at in this way, we can see that the
problems faced by St. Paul in Corinth and in Rome or Galatia, are really very closely related. It is
in each case the relation of ethical to sacramental religion which is the central question, and the
difference in the Epistles is due to the fact that while in the more purely Greek circles at Corinth the
danger was an unethical sacramentalism, in Rome, under the influence of Jewish propaganda, an
unspiritual and legalistic conception of morality was the more prominent evil. The task which we
have to face is not that of giving an exposé of St. Paul’'s arguments against his opponents, or of
proving the undesirability of a religion which is unethical on the one hand or legalistic on the other.
The former | hope to discuss more fully on another occasion, the latter is so generally recognized
as to require no further exposition. It is more important to direct attention to the psychological basis
of the two types of imperfect Christianity which are revealed in the background of the Epistles.

It will be convenient to refer to the two types as Greek and Jewish; such a nomenclature is of
course unfair, if it be pressed, for many Greeks had the finest ethical perception, and many Jews
were deeply spiritual, but it does not inadequately represent the weak sides of the two nations.
The Jewish type of religion is connected with a special way of regarding life. According to it life is a
series of acts; it is conduct. Now, it is often very hard to do what is right, and thus for the Jew the
primary importance of religion is that by its means man obtains information as to what he ought to
do—he is given a law. It makes, for the psychology of the question, no difference whether this law
be given once for all in an inspired code, or communicated by degrees directly or indirectly. The
point is that men wish to know what to do, and religion tells them. Such men think in terms of
action or conduct. Their conception of salvation as well as that of sin and repentance is expressed
in the same terms. Sin is, to such persons, wrong-doing; and this definition remains true, whether
they do or do not add the qualification that it must be conscious wrong-doing—the act of choice
which sees the good and takes the evil. Repentance, again, is (as the Jew always was inclined to
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express it) a “turning back and walking in the right direction,” and a state of safety or salvation is
that which is reached by the man who walks in the way of the Lord, and “doeth that which is lawful
and right.” It needs no argument to show that for such a type institutional religion appeals in so far
as it offers a code of righteous conduct by which “he who doeth it shall live,” and personal religion
is valuable so far as it is a means whereby help is obtained in the difficulty of choosing the right
and rejecting the wrong course of action. The Greek type, on the other hand, regards life as
“being” rather than conduct. What a man is, not what he does, is important. Obviously, this affects
the whole series of religious ideas. For such men sin is not doing wrong, but being wrong. It is,
with such a conception of life, possible never to do anything wrong, and still to be the greatest of
sinners; for sin is a leprosy of the soul, which is deadly in itself, even though it never manifest itself
in action. Repentance similarly is not a change of conduct, but rather the desire for a change of
nature; and salvation is a new nature, or “regeneration,” a “new creation” or a transfiguration to a
different being. Obviously, for such natures religion is valuable in so far as it offers, either as an
institution or as the result of personal communion with a higher power, the means of obtaining,
here or hereafter, this “new life,” which ensures salvation, and brings us nearer to the ideal which
we sometimes see and never attain. That these two types are rarely found in an unmixed state
needs no demonstration. A purely “Greek” or purely “Jewish” form of experience is exceptional,
and therefore the foregoing statement is unduly sharp, and neglects the existence of a long series
of intermediate types. Nevertheless, most people are inclined to one or the other extreme, even
though their natures contain some degree of mixture of the other sort.

Each type has its own strength and weakness. The “Jewish” type develops a high morality, but it is
liable to degenerate into a hard legalism, and to give rise to hypocrisy and self-righteousness.
Allowing for the usual inaccuracy of generalizations, it is the source of all that is best and all that is
worst in Protestant Puritanism. The Greek type, on the other hand, takes a deep and sympathetic
view of life; it recognizes that life is something more than a series of acts, that human nature, as it
is, is unsatisfactory, and longs for some new development which will raise it to something higher.
Its strength is spiritual; but in some natures it is accompanied by a somewhat feeble sense of
morality, or of right and wrong as such. Thus, there is often a danger of moral failure, a tendency
to despise conduct, and to think slightingly of “mere morality.” To some extent, these two types are
the same as William James’s, or rather F. W. Newman’s, “Once born” and “Twice born.”The
“Jewish” type is “once born.” It seeks for no change of nature. The Greek type is “twice born”; it is
dissatisfied with its nature and seeks (and obtains) in religion a “new birth.” Or to use a different
nomenclature, also from William James, the “Jewish” type is in the main the “healthy-minded” and
the “Greek”is the “sick soul.” The ethical, “Jewish” type of nature can quite well be contented with
things as they are. The spiritual “Greek” can scarcely be happy before he has gained access to a
new life. Until he has done this he is a “sick soul,” though the degree of his suffering may vary from
occasional unrest to the greatest agony of spirit. The classical description of his experience in the
New Testament is Romans 7:1-25, Romans 8:1-39; for St. Paul, though by blood a Jew, was by
nature a “Greek,” who had passed through the misery of the “sick soul” to the peace of the “twice
born.” When we consider the facts in this way it is fairly clear why the religion of the Greek tends to
become a “Mystery Religion,” and that of the Jew a “religion of legalism,” while the ordinary “mixed
type” of man combines something of each. More difficult is the question why the “Mystery
Religions” really succeed in supplying by means of their sacraments the regeneration which is
sought. For that they are actually successful is not open to dispute. The theory which has been

Sermonindex.net | Page 219



dominant in Christianity may be called the sacramental theory. According to this God has ordained
various acts which the Christian must perform under various conditions, and if he does so he will
receive a blessing of Divine grace which he would not otherwise obtain, and which cannot be
gained in any other way. The difference between this and Magic is that a Sacrament implies that
the worshipper obtains certain benefits by fulfilling a covenant made with him by God, while Magic
implies that he obtains them because he knows how to compel the deity to grant them. The
difference is real, but not superficially obvious, and in every age has been ignored or
misunderstood by the adherents no less than by the opponents of Catholic Christianity; so that it is
true both that to many uneducated Catholics the Sacraments are merely Christian magic, and that
the educated Catholic is justified in protesting that the true orthodox doctrine is not magical.

Much more confusion of thought has, however, been produced by the feeling that “magic” is a
delusion, and therefore that sacramental religion, which is, at the least, akin to magic, must also be
a delusion. This reasoning fails to distinguish between the facts which the sacramental theory
seeks to explain, and the theory itself. The facts of experience, to confine the question to one side
of research, are that certain persons habitually receive the Sacraments of the Church and
habitually are conscious that they derive benefit after doing so. On this is based the theory that
they derive this benefit because they receive the Sacraments. It is held that it is propter hoc as
well as post hoc. The theory is, of course, open to argument: it is impossible to deny the
efficacious working of sacramental religion, but whether the sacramental theory is correct or not is
a matter of evidence. If the Catholic theory of Sacraments prove in the end to cover all the facts,
and to be the only theory which does cover them, it will in the end be universally accepted, and the
more it is discussed the sooner will this end be reached. At present, however, the difficulty is that
Catholics argue too much as though “Catholic” experience really were “universal” experience, and
up till now no final answer has been given to three anti-Catholic statements.

First, there exists in contemporary Protestantism a body of Christians, who can produce the same
experiential evidence of “grace” as can the Catholic Church, and do not attribute it to the
Sacraments, which some of them reject entirely. It is, for instance, hard to deny the evidence of
spiritual life among the Quakers in England, and yet they have neither Baptism nor Eucharist.

Secondly, the student of religions is inclined to dispute the exclusive claim of the Christian
Sacraments on the ground that the same claims can be substantiated by other Mystery Religions.
This is a comparatively new point, but it is likely to obtain increasing importance in the discussion
of this subject.

Thirdly, the students of psychology suggest to us that there is a rival explanation in the facts of
“suggestion” and in the working of the “subliminal consciousness” which seems to be in a marked
degree the seat of religious life. To discuss these points at length would be outside the province of
the present book, but it is probably safe to say that they serve to indicate the main lines which
research into sacramental religion will follow in the immediate future. To return to history. One of
the most important factors in the development of early Christianity was the preponderance of the
“Greek” or “twice born” type in the first generation, and the gradual increase of the “Jewish” type
(though not of Jewish nationality) in those which followed. That the first generation should be
“Greek” is obviously natural; it is the “sick souls,” not the “healthy minded,” who wander in the
search for help in religion. The latter are not irreligious, but they generally remain in the cult in
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which they were born, or if they change it is for intellectual or social reasons. Thus in all new
religious movements the first generation is usually “Greek,” and “twice born.” The majority of
mankind, however, belongs rather to the other type, and therefore, as Christianity grew older, the
second generation, born in the Church, began to be more and more “Jewish,” “healthy-minded,”
and “once born.” The fact is of enormous importance for the history of doctrine. It explains why the
Church so soon adopted a “law,” almost as strict and quite as externalized as anything the
Synagogue ever knew. It also explains how Christian doctrine, which was originally the expression
of religious experience, came to be regarded as a model to which all experience must conform,
and its centre was shifted from the soul to the intellect. But to deal with these facts is the office of
the historian of a later period, and | must not here pursue their study any further.

It remains to consider the eschatological element. There is at present much controversy among
theologians as to the amount of eschatological teaching which can really be traced back to Jesus
Himself. Personally, | think that the Synoptic Gospels give us a correct account of the facts, and |
see no reason for the excision of Mark 13:1-37, or of parts of it, as a Jewish interpolation. But it is
unnecessary to discuss this point, for probably no one denies that a strong eschatological
expectation, that the Parousia of the Messiah was imminent, was one of the most fundamental
parts of early Christianity. The critics who deny that this view was that of Jesus may possibly be
right, but at all events the Synoptic Gospels were largely written to prove the opposite, and
whether we trust the Evangelists or not as to their report of Jesus’ teaching, they are absolutely
contemporary evidence as to the view of the first Christians, and the indirect testimony of the
Epistles supports them.

It is quite certain that the first Christians expected the immediate coming of the Kingdom, and they
believed that Jesus would be the anointed King, the representative of God, in that Kingdom. This
is what was meant by saying that Jesus was the Messiah. So far there is probably no dispute
among students of the New Testament. Nor is it disputed that this belief is found in the Pauline
Epistles; the point which is seriously doubted is whether it is central or peripheral. That it was
absolutely central to the average Gentile Christian in, for instance, Corinth, | do not believe; for the
centre of Christianity for him was the Sacraments rather than the expectation of the Parousia,
even though the latter was a very prominent part of his creed. On the other hand, for a Jewish
Christian, the expectation of the Parousia was probably quite central. | believe that it was so for St.
Paul himself, and the reason why there is comparatively so little in the Epistles on the subject is
because it was not a subject for controversy among Christians, but an undisputed hope, which all
cherished. St. Paul found it necessary to devote pages of argument to the discussion of the Law,
as against Jewish Christians, and to that of “Spirits” as against Gentile Christians, but he never
stopped to argue that “that day” was coming,—this was a common element of belief. Similarly, he
never gives any reason to Thessalonians or Corinthians for believing in the Parousia; he only
assures them that death—which they had not expected—could not exclude Christians from the
company of Christ when He came. The manner and the consequences of the Parousia were open
to further discussion. The fact that it was imminent was generally conceded.

Most of the foregoing statement is generally accepted; nevertheless, there is a strong tendency
among theologians to dislike the eschatological element in early Christianity, to under-estimate its
importance, and to reduce its dimensions by a free use of the critical knife. The reason for this
tendency is worth consideration, because the process of discussion is the best means of
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emphasizing the real nature of eschatological thought, and showing that much of the reluctance
which is shown to accepting the fact of its early importance is based on a misconception of its
implications.

Perhaps the antipathy to a full recognition of early Christian eschatology may be summed up in
two propositions: (1) Eschatological hope is, and was, an illusion; (2) eschatological thought is
unethical. Of these the first is a half-truth, the second is wholly untrue. The eschatological
expectation of the first Christians has undoubtedly been falsified by history. They expected that
Jesus would return within their lifetime, and that the Kingdom of God would be established by a
dramatic catastrophe, abolishing sin, suffering, and death, and raising to life the righteous dead.
That did not happen: in the sense that the Christian hope of the Parousia was disappointed, the
eschatological expectation was an illusion. Nor is it possible to say that the Christians were only
wrong as to the time. There are, it is true, still some Christians who cherish the hope of a “second
coming”; but there are many more, though they are largely a silent majority, to whom this hope is
altogether strange. | do not doubt but that they are right. The eschatological hope of the first
Christians, in the exact form in which they held it, has undoubtedly been falsified; there is no
reason to suppose that it will be fulfilled in some inexact form, and the more we study the history of
religions, the more plainly we can see that the eschatological prognostication of a dramatic
judgment of the world, the sudden inauguration of a Kingdom under the rule of the Messiah, and
the change of human nature to an original, but lost, perfection, is a legacy from older speculations,
and has no real claim to our acceptance. As a prophecy of the future the eschatological hope has
not been justified, and all that distinctly belongs to it, in that sense, has to be given up. There is
nothing gained by attempting to gloss over this fact. As a prognostication of the course of history
Christian eschatology has proved to be an illusion. It does not in this respect differ from other
prognostications.

Nevertheless, to consider the matter from this point of view alone is narrow and erroneous. An
eschatological expectation is strange and repulsive to many minds at the present, because they
do not see that it is much more than a prognostication of the course of history: it is the last chapter
in a complete view of the universe—a catastrophic weltanschauung—which stands directly
opposed to the evolutionary system which we all usually employ. It is opposed to the strong points
of the latter, but it is also opposed to its weak points. The strong point of an evolutionary
weltanschauung is that it does justice to the elements of progress, of continuity, and of
consequence in the universe. There is no difficulty with an evolutionary system in recognizing that
the whole of history is a progress of steadily increasing complication, or in showing that this
formula can be applied with considerable justice to the spiritual and intellectual as well as to the
material and economic sides of life. But progress, continuity, and consequence are not the only
elements in life. There are also present catastrophic factors. On the one hand, progress—which is
life—is apt after a period of scarcely perceptible growth to burst out into a sudden efflorescence of
production by which more seems to be accomplished in a single generation than in the fifty which
preceded it. So it happened in the domain of art in the time of Pericles, and so it has happened in
our own time in the domain of natural and mechanical science. In such an efflorescence there is
something catastrophic, which is usually overlooked by the votaries of evolution. On the other
hand, degeneration—the passing away of life from institutions and nations which have served their
purpose—is apt to end in a cleansing conflagration of disaster. So it was in the fifth century in the
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Roman Empire, and in such a conflagration there is always something sudden, decisive, and
catastrophic, which overwhelms what has previously seemed to be the strongest and best
elements of the existing organization of society.

It would be unfair to say that an evolutionary weltanschauung cannot do justice to this catastrophic
element in history: in the hands of its masters it can be made to express this as well as the
elements of steady and consistent growth. But it expresses them with more difficulty, and in the
hands of smaller men frequently does not express them at all. The catastrophic weltanschauung,
on the contrary, expresses admirably the catastrophic element in history, but at the expense of
other sides. It recognizes and explains the value of the sudden efflorescence, of the “golden ages”
of history, and does equal justice to those great conflagrations of disaster which are necessary to
cleanse the world from its accumulation of putrefying degeneration, or—to use a more Biblical
metaphor—to burn up the chaff, and prepare the threshing-floor for the next harvest.

If the eschatology of early Christianity be regarded in this way as part of a weltanschauung rather
than as a prognostication of the future, all questions of illusion or anything of the kind are seen to
be beside the mark. No view of the universe, or weltanschauung, is perfect: it is an attempt to see
as much as possible of the facts of life from one point of view. But although some points of view
are better than others, it is certainly not at present possible to see all the facts from the same point
of view, nor can it be denied that different facts can be best seen from different points. Few really
large landscapes can be seen completely from a single point. The fact that the traveller has to
move from point to point, and from each point sees something new, is not regarded as proving the
desirability of never moving, nor, because the accidents of one point of view may produce an
appearance which the greater facilities of another point show to be an illusion, is any one prepared
to argue that the first point has no advantages. So it is with an eschatological weltanschauung. It
provides us with a point of view from which we see certain features of life—the catastrophic
features—to the greatest advantage; other elements—the slow, constant progress—we cannot
see at all; and others again—the probable course of future history—we see distorted and in a false
perspective. It is therefore, on the whole, a good thing that we have moved on to another point of
view, and generally adopted the evolutionary weltanschauung, which enables us to see to
advantage what was formerly obscured. But we should not forget that in losing the disadvantages,
we have also lost the advantages of our former position; it is not necessary to deny what we could
see there; and it is certainly desirable to reflect that a prognostication of the course of history
based exclusively on evolutionary thought, is quite as certain to prove a distortion and an illusion
as that which was once based on a catastrophic or eschatological foundation. The objection that
an eschatological gospel is unethical is often made, and more often implied. It must in the first
place be claimed that, even if this were true, it would not justify the historian in arguing that
therefore early Christianity had not an eschatological gospel. Our business is to interpret our
evidence, to find out what the witnesses really do say, not to make them say what we wish that
they had said. Nothing has retarded the progress of research into the history of early Christianity
more than the subconscious feeling that the first Christians cannot have been really influenced by
ideas foreign to the thought of the present generation. It is an unkind parody of the truth to say that
much “Liberal” criticism has gone on the system of thinking that its own special brand of Protestant
theology is identical with the Gospel of Luther in the sixteenth century, and of St. Paul in the first: it
is an unkind parody, and the men against whom it is directed have taught us all ten times more
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than any other school of criticism, nevertheless, there is just a sufficient element of truth in it to
point a warning to ourselves.

But, as a matter of fact, it is not in the least true that an eschatological gospel is or must be
unethical. The earliest Christian gospel—that of Jesus Himself—was two-fold: (1) The Kingdom is
at hand; (2) Repent. The first half is eschatological; the second half is ethical. Of the two most
ancient sources in the Synoptic Gospels Mark is inclined to emphasize rather the eschatological
side, and Q the ethical side, but both contain both elements. The fact is that, so far from
eschatology being unethical, ethical teaching of the highest kind can be given better in the terms of
an eschatological weltanschauung than in the language of evolution. The Sermon on the Mount,
which may be taken as the typical example of Christian ethics, is not a code which can be applied
directly and simply to our ordinary daily life. It is impossible not to resist evil, it is undesirable to
lend, distrusting no man, and it is ruinous to give to every one who asks. You cannot base a code
of conduct on the literal observance of the Sermon on the Mount, if society is to continue, and
human nature remain as it is. That is exactly the point; early Christianity assumed that society was
not going to continue, and that human nature was going to be changed. With that assumption
Christians were in a position to see and to appreciate the absolute principles of life at its highest.
The effect of their eschatological belief was that they were enabled to see ethical problems in
isolation —in an unnatural isolation, if you like—and to reach nearer to reality than they could ever
otherwise have done. That “the world is passing away” and the “Kingdom of God is at hand” was
the very clear and vivid eschatological belief of the first Christians, and it enabled them to produce
an ethical gospel which is permanent, just because it can never be a practical code for the world
as it is, but is the eternal possession of the children of the Kingdom. That is what the
eschatological assumption rendered possible. The evolutionary assumption has not yet proved
equally valuable in enabling us to state the law of spiritual life, as distinct from economic and social
life. This is not to deny that in other respects evolution is probably an hypothesis much nearer the
truth than was the eschatological hope, or the catastrophic weltanschauung. The marked
contempt shown in so many liberal circles for anything to do with eschatology is as little justifiable
as would be a similar attitude on the part of a soldier to the bows which were used at Cregy. We
cannot afford to despise or to patronize the arms by which our fathers won their victories, even
though we do not propose to use them ourselves. It is more desirable to ask what were actually
the disadvantages and advantages to the early Church entailed by the eschatological point of
view.

Some disadvantages there certainly was: the eschatological hope was the main reason why
Christianity stood apart from the general life and culture of the Roman Empire, and the Dark Ages,
in which the Empire fell but the Church remained, are partly due to this cause. It is always
lamentable when any large part of the best men are excluded, or exclude themselves, from the
public service of organized society. This is what happened with regard to Christians in the Empire,
and it was not entirely and only the fault of the Empire. Moreover, the mass of Western Christianity
stood largely apart from the best culture and the best philosophy. Of course it would be unfair to
say that this was the wholly fault of Christian teachings. Primarily, it was due to the defect of
character in the best intellectual life of the day which made men shrink from anything new, and
from the sterner side of religious or ethical truth. But, secondarily, it was due to an unjustifiable
tendency on the side of Christians to regard the whole fabric of society as irredeemably evil and its
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culture as sinful. It cannot be doubted that this was largely due to the eschatological hope which
made men regard the Empire and the whole of existing human society as doomed to a speedy
extinction by the judgment of God. On the other hand, the eschatological hope worked for good in
two ways. Christianity began during a time of efflorescence. The first century was the efflorescent
period of law and organization which produced the Empire. Roughly speaking, this period was the
culminating point of seven hundred years of preparation, and it lasted rather less than two
centuries. By the second century the signs of decay were obvious, with startling rapidity the
process of degeneration set in, and the catastrophic fall of the culture of the Empire followed. The
one thing which survived to be the source of another civilization was the Church; and the Church
survived largely because her eschatological hope had kept her from entirely identifying her life with
any single form of social organization. Nor was this the only way in which the eschatological hope,
illusion though it was as a prognostication of the future, worked for good in the development of
Christianity. The first Christians had expected the coming of a Kingdom—of a state of society—in
which everything would be different, and this expectation enabled them to accept a method of life
and a series of commands which were only permanently possible if society underwent a radical
change. It is true that society did not undergo a radical change, and that the main problem for the
succeeding generations of Christians was to accommodate to a society which showed no signs of
passing away beliefs and doctrines which had been based on the expectation of its transitoriness.
Instead of entering a new world, Christians found themselves busy with the task of improving the
old one. Not only is this true, but it is one of the most important factors in early Church history; on
the success with which the readjustment was made depended the existence of the Church.
Nevertheless, it is equally true that the driving power which enabled the Church to succeed was
largely due to the expectation which she had once cherished. The Messianic Kingdom, its laws
and its teaching, ceased to be an expectation, but survived as an ideal. Though men gradually
ceased to look for the coming of a Kingdom in which sin, suffering, and death would miraculously
be abolished, they never wholly forgot that they had enjoyed the vision of the time when these
things would happen, and they pressed forward to make the world in which they were living
correspond somewhat more closely to the city of God which they had seen.

1 See especially the article on “Chronology” in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible, by C. H. Turner.

1 Pfleiderer, of course accepted the greater Epistles as genuine; but he always handled them as
theological treatises, and in so far he was naturally the forerunner of the Dutch school, who
saw—as he did not—that if the Epistles are treatises they represent a Christianity which is not that
of the first century. Therein | entirely agree; but the mistake is in ever regarding them as treatises.

1 Harnack, Lukas der Arzt, p. 101.

2 | was much interested lately to hear the obiter dictum of one of the foremost representatives of
the Dutch school to the effect that the Epistles were imbued with the Catholic spirit, and (it was
implied), therefore, could not be primitive. The Dutch school represents a keen and independent
criticism of the Protestant view that Catholic Christianity is a degenerate form of Primitive
Christianity. It sees that the Epistles belong to Catholic Christianity, and argues that they are,
therefore, late. The true conclusion is that Catholic Christianity is, therefore, primitive.

1 The most important literature on the subject is: W. C. van Manen, Paulus and his article on “Old
Christian” Literature in the Encyclopaedia Biblica; and R. Steck, Der Galaterbrief, impugning the
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authenticity of the Epistle; and A. Deissmann, Bibelstudien and Neue Bibelstudien (translated in a
single volume as Bible Studies); Th. Zahn, Einleitung, 1 pp. 108 ff.; C. Clemen, Paulus, sein Leben
und Wirken, 1 pp. 6-114. This section is valuable not only for its own merits, but also for its full
reference to other literature. | believe that there is also a full treatment in Knowling’s Witness of the
Epistles, but this book has not been accessible to me.

1 That this factor also affected Church organization is probable, but there is so little evidence as to
organization at the time of the earlier Epistles that no definite information of importance can be
gained, The most important point is the evidence of the litigious tendency in Corinth (see pp. 131
ff.).

1 Not, of course, of all Puritans. Indeed, | imagine that the leaders of Puritan movements have
sometimes belonged to the other type; but the average Puritan has always been inclined to lay
great stress on conduct, to regulate it according to a code, and to be distinctly intolerant and
unintelligent towards other people.

2 William James, The Varieties of Religious Experience, pp. 80 ff. James calls attention to and
guotes from F. W. Newman'’s The Soul; its Sorrows and its Aspirations, 3rd ed., 1852.

3 | am quite prepared to believe that this statement would be ridiculous if applied to classical
Greek religion; but it seems to be true of the Greek elements in early Christianity. The truth is, of
course, that in Christian times the word “Greek” had gained a different connotation, and a Greek
was more Oriental than Hellenic in his religious feelings.

1 My impression is that, in this sense, many of the heathen Mystery Religions had, by the first
century, ceased to be magical and become sacramental.

1 It is to my mind a most remarkable fact that many scholars who haggle and dispute over the
exact meaning of an obscure phrase in the Gospels, spend an infinity of trouble in discussing the
precise Aramaic of the phrases used by Jews, and are shocked at the suggestion of doctrinal
corruption in the text, are nevertheless quite ready to believe that the disciples wholly
misunderstood Jesus and that the eschatological expectation of the first Christians was not based
on His own sayings. If the Gospels are trustworthy, let us trust them, and if not let us confess our
ignorance. The choice is not between eschatology and ethics, but between history and myth.

1 If the earlier writers had seen this as clearly as their successors do, we should probably have
been all talking about involution rather than evolution. The two things have come to mean the
same: it is evolution so far as it is a movement from an original type, it is involution so far as it
results in something containing, not so much anything new, as old elements involved in each
other, and reacting on each other in ever-increasing complexity.

1 The truth about the ethics of the Gospels seems to me best expressed in paradox. It was an
“interim” ethic, for the Kingdom of God was coming in which it would be impossible to love one’s
enemies, because there would be no enemies left. It was an absolute ethic, because it expressed
principles derived from the world of reality, not from the imperfect society in which we live.

2 It is unnecessary to remind those who know anything of the history of physical science that the
value of an assumption for experimental purposes does not depend on its actual truth. The truths
of physical laws have often been established by experiments involving assumptions either known

Sermonindex.net | Page 226



to be mathematically untrue, or afterwards to be so.

1 It is impossible to read Plutarch on the subject of Isis and Osiris and contrast him with Justin
Martyr's Apology for Christianity and not feel that intellectually Plutarch stands higher.

2 There were, of course, exceptions on some points. Justin, for instance, says that Socrates was
inspired by the Logos, but by no means all Christians admitted this.
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