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Ixxxvi

Matt. ix 13.

Matt, xxii.
14.

DISSERTATION.

and Vulgate, on which Hefele based his suggestion.
The idea of watching and not sleeping in sin is common
to both passages, but that is really all.

(¢) The next passage is one about which there is
hardly any doubt. The resemblance between the words
about the choosing of the Apostles (v. 9) and Matt. 1X,
13 is extremely close, while their connexion in the
Gospel with the account of the call of S. Matthew gives
some excuse for our author’s strange explanation.

(d) We next have the important passage, in V. 14,
which is an alleged quotation from Matt. XXIL 14—for
the insertion of the identical phrase in Matt. XX. 16 can
hardly stand. This differs from the other cases of coin-
cidence inasmuch as it is professedly a quotation from
some sacred writing: and the question really resolves
itself into this, Is this a quotation from a resembling
passage in IV. Esdras, from S. Matthew, or from a
source which was common to the Gospel and epistle,
but which is now lost? In IV. Esdras, a book which
our author certainly used, we have similar sense, but
expressed in totally different language, so that even
acknowledging the great laxity of his quotations it
is hardly possible to consider this one, In S. Matthew
we have similar language, but there is difficulty in sup-
posing that our author knew and valued that Gospel
when he made so little use of it. The third supposition,
that the phrase was a common proverb which was quoted
from an unknown apocryphal writer both by S. Matthew
and our author, is to be objected to inasmuch as it
suggests a supposed instead of an actual source of the
words, The most natural conclusion seems to be that it
was derived from the Gospel, and that this book from its
first appearance received the approval of Christians, so
that one of them ventured to appeal to it as an authority.
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If this is admitted a considerable amount of confirma-
tory evidence can be adduced ; as it will be seen below,
that our author sympathised with the mode of thought
which is presented in the Gospel of S. Matthew, and was
acquainted with trivial facts that are not mentioned in
any other canonical record; these circumstances add to
the probability that the writing which is thus quoted was
our Gospel—the question remains whether it was our
Gospel in its present form.

(¢) In the next chapter (V. 12) there is a passage
which has given rise to an immense deal of discussion.
It is a quotation from Zechariah, which also occurs in
the first Gospel (XXVI. 13). In the first place, it is used
in a different connexion. Christ spoke of the scattering
of the disciples, and this is of the dispersion of the Jewish
nation. At the same time it does not seem to me im-
possible that our author should have used the words of
the Gospel in another sense. The words are about
equally near to S. Matthew and to the Alexandrine text
of the Septuagint, which is said to be throughout morc
closely allied to the quotations in Matthew, than any
other text; and Hefele's supposition, that it was a fresh
translation of the Hebrew text introduced into the Gos-
pel, is unnecessary here.

() In VL 13 there is a similar difficulty. The words

Ixxxvil

Matt. xxsvi.
13,

Malt. xx.

are quoted with verbal accuracy from Matt. xx. 16, but -

the sense in which they are used is somewhat different,
while there is a difficulty in supposing that the Aéyer
ipeos refers to any unknown apocryphal book.

() In viL 11 there are a few words introduced,
which remind one very strongly of the teaching of Jesus
in regard to the probable sufferings of His followers,
which are recorded in Matt. XVI. 24. But in this case
again it is extremely doubtful if there is a reference to

Matl. xvi.
24



Ixxxviii DISSERTATION.

the passage, and it seems much more likely that the
Otrw ¢noly with which the words are introduced does
not mean, He (Jesus) says, that thus,—but rather, By
this type God teaches us; as the spiritual interpretation
of part of the ceremonial follows the words, and the
teaching seems to be quoted as given in this special
application.

Matt. xxii. (/) In XIL 10, there is a use made of Ps. CcX. 1,

= which coincides exactly with that in Matt. XXII. 43, &c.
In this case the language is not followed at all closely,
but the sense is.

Matt. v, 2. (?) The only remaining case is a somewhat doubt-
ful reading in the second part of the epistle (XIX. 27),
inculcating the duty of liberality ; and here the words
are more closely connected with Luke VI. 30, than with
Matt. v. 42, as there is the word mavr{ in the quotation
as well as in the third Gospel, and it is omitted in the
simple precept as recorded in the first,—*“Give to him
that asketh thee.”

So far for the references to the sayings of Jesus;
there was one (Iv.9) which was for a long time regarded
as a saying unrecorded in the Gospels. The discovery
of the Sinaitic MS. has set that difficulty at rest, and
has taken away one support from those who would
argue that at that early time there was a great reliance
placed on tradition, as apart from the written Gospel.

Knled: There are three facts in the life of Jesus which are
of Gospe - .
Sacts referred to in a manner that throws light on the sources

used—the choosing of the Apostles, the Crucifixion,
and the Ascension. To take the Crucifixion first; we
find in VIL several agreements with S. Matthew’s ac-
count, but one fact is mentioned which is not given
e Cruci- in it. Our author uses the word rkartakevticavres; a
similar phrase occurs in the Fourth Gospel, and Tis-
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chendorf asserts that this is a reference to that Gospel
at a very early period. At the same time, there is much
that harmonises with S. Matthew’s account and not with
S. John'’s. The adjective xoxxivnr is found in the First
Gospel alone, and the «yoA7 is only mentioned by
him. At the same time, the presence of the word éfov-
Oevigavres would give as good grounds for asserting
that S. Luke’s Gospel had been used, as the reference to
the piercing gives for maintaining the use of S. John'’s;
but though the actual word is not used, the setting at
nought is detailed so fully in the First Gospel, that there
is every reason to suppose this was the account which
our author followed. Besides this, S. Matthew puts for-
ward the acknowledgement that He was the Son of
God, again and again. It is made a considerable point
of in the earlier Gospel, while it is only mentioned as
a charge brought by the Jews in the Fourth. On every
ground it seems to me that the account followed is that
of the First Gospel in preference to any of the others,
The two words oA and koxkivqy may well outweigh
the single one waraxevricavres, and the stress laid on
the setting at nought and the claim to divinity seem to
point to that source. Besides this, we can easily ac-
count for the prominence of the idea of piercing, from
the fact of the prophecy which would be doubtless ap-
plied to Christ by all who knew of it. If we add that
the Sinaitic text omits this word, the case against any
mention of S. John’s Gospel here, appears to be con-
clusive.

The Ascension of our Lord is referred to, and this 7z dsen-
is a difficulty to Weizsicker, as no mention of the fact ™™
is made in S. Matthew’s Gospel; but does his know-
ledge of this event render it impossible that the author
relied frequently on that book? There is the further
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difficulty about the day assigned to it. There are only
trivial objections to the view that the words about the
Ascension are intended to round off the sense and not
to add another reason for keeping the Lord’s day. The
hypothesis has been broached that forty is used as a
round number, and that forty-two is the correct one,
so that our epistle is exactly right. This is so strongly
opposed to the usage of the Church, that it seems im-
possible to accept it.

Thecwoicesf  The last alleged divergence from the account in

#he Aposties: o Matthew is that in V. where the choice of the Apostles
is referred to. They are here put forward as if they
were chosen for the sake of an example, and ground
of hope to “sinners,” which is not the representation
in the Gospel at all. Weizsicker alleges that both in
v. and VIIL the Apostles are distinctly regarded as ap-
pointed for preaching to the heathen, and Christ’s
manifestation as being from the first intended pri-
marily for them. This, it is said, is not found in
S. Matthew; it certainly is not, nor can I find it in our
epistle. And even admitting that this idea is strongly
present, the local colour is exactly that which we find
in the first Gospel: the call of S. Matthew associated
with the words “publicans and sinners.” The alleged
difference then is that a view of the work of Christ
.and of His Apostles is taken, which was not present
to S. Matthew’s mind, and that therefore, in spite of
the strong resemblance, this Gospel could not have been
used.

Theauthors  To estimate the exact value of these quotations and

;?::al;j;on. references to sayings and incidents, we must call to
mind the extreme looseness of the mode of citation from
the Old Testament ; we shall not expect to find any
greater exactness in quoting from the New; and we
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may remember that in several passages the sense was
given without any particular attempt to follow the
words. Nor does the author always care strictly for the
sense of the passage from which he quotes words that
suit his purpose. Surely words could not be more com-
pletely dragged out of the sense in which they were first
used than those quoted from Isaiah rLxv. 2z, “All day
long have I stretched forth my hands to a rebellious
and unrighteous people” And many other instances
might be quoted where the sense of the passage from
which a quotation is taken is by no means preserved.
Considering then the great laxness with which our Shummmy/f
author was wont to cite, and his carelessness in regard mest for the
to facts contained in books which he certainly used, o
it is very difficult indeed to frame any exact argument
on the subject. It is, however, perfectly fair to consider
the matter in this way ; there is one passage which is,
if not universally, generally admitted to be a formal
quotation from S. Matthew’s Gospel, and which no one
has succeeded in showing to be a quotation from any-
thing else. To my mind it seems plain that this is a
quotation, and proves that our author made use of that
Gospel. In this case the alleged references which might
otherwise, taken by themselves, be doubtful, rise to a
much greater degree of probability ; and the combined
weight of cumulative evidence becomes so great that
it is not easy to explain them all on any other suppo-
sition. We find some following the sense, rather than
the letter; as &, 4, and g. Others conversely follow the
words more closely than the sense; such are ¢, 4, and
e. They must each be judged separately, and even all
combined may fall short of complete certainty. But
they distinctly prove that our author was conversant
with the same habits of thought as occur in the Gospel,
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and when taken in connection with the one quotation,
the case becomes really strong.

and bearing The extreme looseness and generz%lity is greatly to

tion of its be regretted, as it prevents us from being able to'make
much use of the Epistle in regard to the very difficult
problem as to the origin and formation of the Gospel
of S. Matthew., Weizsicker alleges that it was originally
published as a collection of the sayings of Jesus, and
that the account of His doings was added afterwards,
and that our author had the earlier portion before him,
but not the latter. I have endeavoured to state my
reasons for believing that the references to the Cruci-
fixion were distinctly more dependent on S. Matthew’s
account than on any other; and the mention of the
calling of the Apostles along with the quoted saying
which is used in the connexion, seems to me to turn the
scale in favour of our author having this Gospel in his
hands in this case also, even though he regarded the
function of the Apostles as different from that which
S. Matthew assigns them. If we remember the various
mis-statements about facts of ritual and matters men-
tioned in the Old Testament, which were enumerated
above, it will not seem strange that our author should
have been as careless in his use of the New Testament
writings as he was in regard to the OQld. These
differences are not sufficient to support the inference in
defence of which they are alleged. There is nothing
to give colour to the supposition that although the
author used the sayings of Jesus as recorded in the
First Gospel, he was unacquainted with that history of
His doings. The hypothesis in regard to S. Matthew

Seldsier which is favoured by Schleiermacher, Weizsicker and
others, receives no support from our epistle; in fact, the
cvidence appears to me to be strongly on the other
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side. It is still more difficult to bring any argument
bearing on the less mechanical theory of composition
favoured by the Tiibingen School, in particular by
Schwegler and Hilgenfeld. Where objections are urged
against particular passages, they could only be met
by finding references to these passages; and this we
can hardly hope to do in one short epistle. Out of
the list of possible coincidences given above, there are
two references to passages in the Gospel which are
much disputed ; but they are of such a character that
it is impossible to base any inference on them. One
is the exceedingly doubtful reference to the parable of
the Ten Virgins; the other is the quotation, “ Many are
called and few chosen,” which might come out of the
parable of the Wedding Feast (Matt. XXIIL 14, a disputed
passage), but it has been alleged, as seen above, that the
words are derived from Matt. XX. 16, or even from some
uncanonical source. There is consequently no light ob-
tainable from this epistle on the question of the integrity
of this Gospel. At the same time I am in candour
bound to state that the argument from silence goes
some way to show that the Gospel of S. Matthew was
not in common use as a recognised authority among
those to whom the epistle is addressed. To take one
conspicuous instance. In the discussion upon the Sab-
bath in xVv.,, we find not the most distant allusion to
the narratives of Matt. XII., or the emphatic declarations
in vv. 8, 12 of that chapter ; while at the same time we
cannot but feel how apposite and conclusive such a
reference would have been, to support the main argu-
ment.

Tischendorf maintains that there are distinct traces

1 No argument against itis atall  his edition of Credner’s Gesckiickle
supported however. Cf. Volkmarin  des Kanons, p. 16, note,

xciit

Scluvegler.

Alleged
traces of the
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Sourth Gos- of the use of the Fourth Gospel ; the attempt to estab-
lish this from the reference to the Crucifixion which it
contains, has been already shown to be futile. The only
other alleged coincidence, the mention of the brazen
serpent as a type of Christ (XIL 7), seems almost to
exclude the possibility of dependence. Keim® admits
this, but still considers that there is such a close cor-
respondence between the epistle and the Gospel in
“the inmost sphere of thought,” that either the latter
is a development of the former, or the epistle a scholastic
exposition of the Gospel. But if our account of the
problem which gave rise to the epistle be correct, we
shall have no difficulty in supposing that the connexion
is due to the similar pressure of external circumstances,
and we need not be forced to adopt the supposition that
the epistle is an exposition of the Gospel from the pen
of one who did not value it very highly and permitted
himself very many divergences from it.

ord of vavi- Hilgenfeld, who considers the epistle a development
of Paulinism, has given up all the supposed references
to the Pauline Epistles, and only regards the use of
Gen. XVIL 5 in XIIL as possibly due to the perusal of the
Apostle’s argument in Rom. 1v. 11% But besides this
there are several other passages where the sense of

epecialy  Verses in the same Epistle is closely followed. They are

#ommE for the most part cases of a strong similarity in the
use of the Old Testament, and considering the immense
amount of verbal discussion there must have been at
that time, it is not impossible that the two Epistles
should be connected by common oral teaching: an
additional proof of this is the fact that some of these
passages are quoted in more than one inspired Epistle,

1 Keim, Feswes of Nazara, 1. 18g.
2 dpostol. Viter, pp. 47, 48.
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e.g. we may compare XIIL 7 with Romans 1v. 3, or Gal.
IIL. 6, or James II.23. At the same time, as the sentence
immediately following coincides with Rom. 1V. 11, we
should incline to refer both to that Epistle rather than
to either of the others. Besides, the argument in XIIL
2, 3, about Isaac is found in Romans IX: 10—13, and
not in any other epistle. .Again, the passage in XIX. 7
may be compared with Romans VIII. 29 and 30, or with
I Pet. 1. 9.

Another passage which might be referred to either
of these Epistles, is the mention of Christ as a corner-
stone, elect and precious, in VI. 2. It is possible to
compare it either with Romans IX. 33 or with 1 Pet.
IL 6, 7, 8. In XIL, at the end of the discussion of the
brazen serpent, there is a doxology closely resembling
Romans xI. 36. There is a close agreement with 1 Cor.

XCcv

and 1 Peler ;

I11. &, in IV, in speaking of the judgment; and the idea.

of a spiritual temple is also common to both these
passages as well as to 1 Peter IL 6, 8. It is to the
last of these that I should prefer to refer the quotation.
A few other ideas are made prominent here which we
also find in the Epistles, e.g. respect of persons is blamed
by S. James ; but these are the only coincidences which

are at all worthy of notice. We can only say that it is éu?no def-

nite conclu-

within the bounds of possibility that the author had siorceée

the Epistle to the Romans and 1 Peter before him,
possibly 1 Corinthians, and some would say Galatians,
but that there is no sufficient reason for alleging that
he had any of them at all. The weak point about the
argument is, that agreement is generally found in the
use of Old Testament passages in an application which
must have been of daily occurrence in the Church.
Others, which are in regard to the last judgment, might
almost be framed out of Matthew XXIV.; and the
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doxology might surely have been of early origin, and
adopted by both. The conclusion then to which we are
led is a purely negative one; we are not in a position
to assert that any Epistle was in the hands of our
author. The argument for the use of any of the Epistles
is much less convincing than that for the use of S.
Matthew’s Gospel, even independently of the apparent
quotation.

111.  Zraces of Alexandrine doctrines, &e.

There is so much said about qvdois in the epistle,
and there are so many allegorical interpretations, that we
might expect to find it considerably marked with traces
of Gnosticism: but this is not the case, and the mere

fact, that our author was so clearly affected by this

spirit, while he shows neither affinity with, nor anta-
gonism to, the developed systems, has been already in-
sisted upon as having a bearing on the question as to
the date of the epistle. Whether we regard Gnosticism
as fundamentally a revolution against the Pauline tend-
ency to exalt faith at the expense of knowledge, or as
an attempt to establish a philosophy of religion, or as
an effort to escape from the comparative narrowness
and positive nature of the Jewish religion by the intro-
duction of Oriental Mysticism—and various forms of
Gnosticism were really but different combinations of
these elements—we shall find but little trace of any of
these in the general tone of the epistle. The author had
not advanced so far as the Pauline conception of faith, far
less placed himself in antagonism to it. The questions
of the origin of evil, or the possibility of the union of
the infinite and finite or spiritual and material, do not
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appear to come before him at all, nor does he seek to

rise to any higher life than that of conduct. The man
who followed his precepts and walked in the way of
light would only be +uyids after all, and not mvevua-
Tikds, according to the distinctions which were drawn

by others. Yet he is not altogether unaffected by the
atmosphere around him. The germs of Gnosticism were bt still in
part of the spirit of the age: it was in the air. We ™
can see traces of it in his writings, partly in opposi-
tion to external forms, partly in phrases which show that

he had imbibed the subtile influence. Yet from what

we read we can see that he would have been distinctly
opposed to all those elaborate theosophies, which are

so alien and unnatural to our way of thinking, but
which sprang up most naturally in days that were
disturbed by the rival claims of Grecian philosophy, of
Oriental religions, of Jewish, and later, of Christian
Revelation, among men by whom all of these were
regarded as various opinions to be sifted, and if
possible reconciled. His doctrine of the person of ouransiors
Christ, shows that our author did not feel the same 2%
difficulties about the relation of spirit and matter as
others did : and the advantages of yrdois are never put
forward as opposed to faith or righteousness. No
formed conception of a higher and lower Divinity can

be detected, nor of a Demiurgus opposed to the Deity,
though there are traces of the feeling in accordance
with which the latter conception was framed. For in-
stance, in XVIIL. 2 we may trace germs of the idea of

a moral duality. How far this might have been the
case had he proceeded with his task, and given us the
yvéaows of the present and future, we cannot say; the
gvéas of the present would be a philosophy of redemp-
tion—the wyvdaws of the future, an apocalypse. We

C. 7
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can sympathize with the author in his feeling that
neither of these were necessary for salvation (XVIL), but
we also feel how completely this simple statement shuts
him off from the teachers who sprang up in such
numbers in Alexandria and Syria.

Lis view of He regarded nvdors, then, as subordinate to the

e working out of salvation : spiritual insight would tend
to his readers’ advancement in good works; the simple
precepts which occur in the second part are dignified
with the name of a érépa yvéoes (XVIIL), but perhaps
he uses the term as a concession to the popular culture
of his day, rather than from a sense of the truth that
those who do the divine Will attain to the highest
spiritual knowledge. In particular the understanding
of the spiritual meaning of the Jewish Law—the taking
these precepts in a spiritual sense, would give them a
rule of conduct. It would solve the difficulty which his
epistle attempted to meet. He was accordingly tempted
to go very far with those philosophical Jews who had
been indoctrinated with Greek philosophy and spiritual-
ised the greater part of the law. Among the people of
the old dispensation he would find a distinction between
spiritual and carnal (to use S. Paul’s phrase). But he
seems to have thought that with Christianity these
difficulties were removed; that Christ had made all
things plain to the world, and that the yvdous would
be intelligible to all his readers; nor does he seem to
.address any narrow section, rather, we would suppose,
the whole church in Alexandria. It is true this spiritual
knowledge is a grace which his hearers possessed above
other Christians (IX. 9), but it does not seem that they
were therefore raised to an entirely different class;
they did not become a spiritual aristocracy. This
knowledge is a grace to be cultivated and prized ; but
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to be prized principally because it conduces to the
furtherance of spiritual life, and not for its own sake,
apart from its bearing on salvation; and where it is
difficult or obscure (dealing with the present and future)
it loses its interest for him and for them.

We shall be able to find several particular agree- of the 012
ments with writers of the Judaeo-Alexandrine School : commands,
for instance, the distinction into two classes of the
Jewish people. And we find that our author is behind
Philo in a reverent appreciation cof the Old Testament.
For though Philo found a spiritual sense within the
exoteric one, he did not dare to discard the latter al-
together. In particular is this the case in his treatment
of Circumcision. In our epistle we find that an evil
angel deluded the Jews to obey the command literally ;
while Philo* would have condemned the disregard of it.
The temptation to disparage the Old Testament in its
literal sense arose from the fact of our author’s living
at the juncture he did. His firm faith in the com-
pleteness of the new divine revelation as it was given
to all, prevented him from looking for any more refined
knowledge of Christian truth. The earnestness of
Christian life throughout the community, prevented
him from drawing distinctions, or framing a spiritual
aristocracy among the men around him; he and all
Christians of his age were, like Moses and the prophets,
spiritual men; and the whole of his indignation was
concentrated on the Israelites who had been unable to
perceive the higher truth. Philo, as a Jew whose
countrymen were for the most part clinging to the
exoteric sense, Origen, as a Christian who saw that
many of his brethren could never rise to grasp the
higher sense, would not have this feeling. To them the

1 De migratione Aérakam. Ueberweg, Geschichte der Philos. 1. 266.
7—2
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divine spiritual meaning was contained in a divine
cxoteric one. Whereas in the epistle we find that
only the spiritual sense is regarded as divine, because
this was a dim foreshadowing of what was afterwards
fully revealed by God.

This attempt to separate the Jews into two classes
and to identify the spiritually minded Jews with the
Christians is manifest in the use made of Scripture’.
The denunciations are applied to the Israelites gene-
rally; the promise to “us”—the spiritually minded,
whether Jews or Christians. In III. we have Isaiah LVIIL
4, 5 applied to the Israelites, and Isaiah LVIIL. 6—10
applied to “us.”

One of the most singular phenomena in regard to
the view which he exhibits is the utter absence of that
idea which exercises such a potent spell upon us now,
and which appeared in so many Gnostic systems, the
idea of development. To his mind the being of God
is one; there is an identity between the former revela-
tion and the new one. The old dispensation was not a
preparation for the new, so much as an imperfect antici-
pation of the events in connexion with which certain
truths were revealed under the new; from what he
says we gather that he thought the same knowledge
and same conduct were required under both; but be-
cause the Israelites did not recognise that the Mosaic
ordinances were only types and symbols of Christ, they
found it more difficult to attain to this faith and spiritual

Ewvrin7e- conduct. Finding that the Jewish ceremonial is not a

gard to the

Fewisk cere- necessary adjunct of spiritual life in his day, he at once

monial

concludes that it could not have been so at any time.
He forgets that this despised ritual was a witness to an

1 Hilg. dpost. Viter, p. 42.
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fgnorant and impulsive nation of a pure and righteous
and spiritual God, and that the obeying of these positive
commands involved a self-restraint, and obedience to
an unseen and righteous Power, which really was a
life of faith, The Israelite who conquered in himself the
tendency to the sensual worship of Baal-peor or Jezreel,
was really guided by a reverence for a holy and unseen
God. This ceremonial had sunk into a mere dead ob-
servance ; as the most pure and elevated of creeds may
sink into a mere formula, and become the watchword
of a party. But our author is too much blinded by the
state of the ceremonial worship which was present to
his mind. It was for him a mere formalism, and he
could not conceive that it had ever been anything else.
His error is closely connected with a misapprehension aw. s .

misappre

of the work of Christ: this he regards as the actual Zewsin o
accomplishment of deliverance from death by an event /4 ok
in time, not as a perfect revelation of the way by which ¢ "
the Eternal God saves men from sin. If saving effi-
cacy is found through the events of the passion, then
the story of its incidents must have been known to the
fathers, or they could not partake in its benefit—and
we find our author straining passages so as to force
them to convey this knowledge. But when we know
that men are delivered from evil by partaking of that
spirit of utter submission in which Jesus suffered, that
they are stimulated to goodness by the constraining
love which was manifested in Him, we shall feel that
those to whom God had given that spirit in earlier days,
or drawn by dimmer revelations, have truly come to
God through Him—though they knew it not. The
patriarchs and prophets of old were TyevpaTtikoi, not,
as our author seems to say, because they guessed at the
story of the passion, but because they lived a life of
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faith in Jehovah, and trod that way of sacrifice which
Jesus revealed to the world: of this inward grace the
fulfilment of the Mosaic ordinances was the outward
sign : the actual ceremonies were by no means worthless,
still less wicked, as our author seems to think.

The most curious case of this confusion occurs in his
remarks about circumcision (1X. 8), which have been
already discussed. Again, the same thing is obvious in
his treatment of the commands about meats; all of them
really had a spiritual value for the people who obeyed
them; and some had in addition, as we now see, a sort
of sanitary importance. But neither of these thoughts
was present to our author. To him there is no good-
ness but ethical goodness; no ceremonial purity could
be pleasing to God, who cared only for conduct.

The semi-philosophic tendency exhibited in regard
to Judaism no longer occurs when the author comes to
treat of Christianity. In it, all the mysteries are solved.
He does not feel the glaring contradiction between a
spiritual and sensible world which must be mediated by
a series of emanations; nor does he know of a number
of divine functions which required separate existences to
perform them. Spiritual existences are mentioned, but
they are on a distinctly lower sphere; they are the angels
of God set to watch over the way of light; or the angels
of Satan (xvIIL). They have no connexion, so far as we
can judge, with any doctrine of divine emanations. Satan,
the chief of these evil angels, is the Prince of the present
evil time; while God reigns from eternity to eternity;
Satan is the lord of the sensible and passing world (I1. and
XVIIL), who tempts us to evil (IV.), who keeps us from
our truest life (I1.), and who deluded the Jews to turn to
the mere literal sense of their law (IX.). There is just a
passing hint in this of the Platonic tendency to place the
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Divine Life in the world of Ideas, and to identify what
is fleeting and false and wrong with the sensible world.
We see too that it is rather from a philosophical side,
(from the fact that he is unable to think of God as desir-
ing ceremonial observances, but regards them as belong-
ing to the present world and the kingdom of Satan) that
there is the tendency to make the God of the (carnally
minded) Jews a power opposing the true God. In later
times the same idea sprung up, but from a moral revul-
sion against some of the deeds which the Israelites were
commanded to do.

There was a common distinction, which appears as
early as the second Book of Maccabees’, between the
Eternal God who dwells in heaven, and the Divine
Power which dwelt at the Temple in Jerusalem. This
appears to me to be hinted at in XVI. 1, where the Jewish
worship is described as idolatrous, the worship of a
presence, rather than of the Eternal God.

ciii

Some phrases indicate a protest against different Curent

errors, but there is no special heresy against which the
epistle is directed, We shall best enter into the spirit of
the writing, if we regard it as intended to edify the less
spiritually minded converts, and thus to guard them
against each and every heresy—but especially against
utter despair and consequent immorality. Thus while
our author dwells on the necessity that Christ should
come in the flesh, and asserts a real incarnation (though
he is silent in regard to a miraculous birth) in opposition
to the Docetae, he is not less positive as to the divinity
of the Son of David, which the Ebionites denied. While
there are strong traces of the Judaeo-Alexandrine
mode of thought, both in the language and tone of the

1 Ueberweg, Gesckickte der Phil. 1. 244,

EPESLESs
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epistle, there is no trace of the theosophy that appeared
later, nor any hint of the metaphysical difficulties which
called it forth: the answers which were given to these
problems by different Gnostic systems are all at vari-
ance with the positive teaching of our epistle, though
none of them are directly attacked,
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UT little remains to be said. The result of the in- Resuits.

vestigation has been to render it certain that this
epistle could not have been written by the companion
of S. Paul; but that its author was a Gentile, and pro-
bably connected with Alexandria, who had come under
many Jewish influences, and who had not shaken off
these ideas so thoroughly as S. Paul had done, and who
accordingly regarded the old dispensation in a spirit of
active opposition rather than of serene superiority, He
was infected with Alexandrian philosophy to a slight
extent, at least in so far as it had borne fruits in the
allegorising of the Old Testament, and wrote about
A.D. 79. He cannot be quoted as an independent wit-
ness of the truth of any facts of the Gospel history;
for he made use of the Gospel of S. Matthew, and for
anything that the epistle shows to the contrary, of that
Gospel in its present form. His mode of quoting this
book seems to show that he ranked it along with the
Old Testament Scriptures and Apocrypha. There is no
certain testimony to be drawn from his work in regard
to any other books at present comprised in the canon

of the New Testament,
Such was his date and intellectual position. The #&ow dia tre

work come

question naturally suggests itself, How did this work o be attri-

come to be attributed to S, Barnabas, if it was not really Barsatast
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his? The supposition of its being the work of another
man of the same name, has met with some favour, but it
is almost idle to speculate on a problem, where there is
such infinite room for wild hypothesis. I may throw out
as a possible suggestion, that the teaching in this epistle
bore some relation to what was reported as that of
S. Barnabas. We know that he did not rise so thoroughly
above Jewish prejudices as S. Paul had done, and we
can easily conceive that much of the doctrine in the
epistle was his, but expressed with a decision which
would have been foreign to his nature. It is not impos-
sible that it may be a rechauffée of his oral teaching,
made by one who unconsciously gave the production a
colour which would have been most displeasing to the
Apostle. This would explain to a great extent the coin-
cidences with Pauline modes of arguing which we find.
Be this as it may, it can make no difference to the
value which we assign to the epistle theologically.
Whether it was ultimately due to Apostolic teaching or
not, we find such a strong admixture of other elements
that we cannot respect it very highly. The worth of the
whole is to be estimated, as far as its authority goes, as
no higher than the worth of the worst passages which it
contains. It is not the work of one who had authority
to preach bestowed on him directly by Jesus; but only
a characteristic work of a Christian of the first century;
and as such can lay no claim to special inspiration,
beyond that common to every Christian, It is an
interesting testimony to what Christian thought was
at that time, but it cannot be set up as a great example
of what Christian thought ought to be. Having thus
considered what weight we may attach to the opinion
of this author, it may not be an altogether useless ad-
dition to our investigation to consider what he thought
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about various questions of grave importance, which are
at present agitating theological circles.

1. The divinity of Jesus is strongly insisted on.—
Not to lay stress merely on the phrase, Son of God, be-
stowed on Him especially, though not on Him alone
(cf. 1v. 9), I may call attention to two or three other
expressions which are even less ambiguous. In V. 5
He is spoken of as wavtds 1o xdouov wvpros; and God
consults with Him about the creation of man. This
implies existence before the world, and lordship over
it: (cf. John 1. 1—3). In VIL 2 it is said that He is
“Lord, and is coming to judge the living and the dead.”
Again in XV. 5 this sentence is important, “ When the
Son shall come, and put an end to the evil days, and
judge the wicked, and change the sun and the moon
and the stars,” &c. These passages do distinctly give
a meaning to the phrase, Son of God, which it may
not have in itself. There is a distinct ascription of
purely divine attributes to Jesus—to Him who is
generally spoken of as the Son of God.

Another passage (XII 7) has been alleged in the
same connexion, but as it is doubtful I shall not do
more than mention it. After the reference to the bra-
zen serpent he adds, “Hereby you perceive the glory of
Jesus once more, that in Him are all things, and for
Him.” This appears on the face of it to be a doxology
which could be only applied to a divine being, but there
is another possible meaning; “in Him” and to Him
“all these types have their application.” In the same
chapter (XII 10) the conduct of Moses furnishes a type
of Jesus, “not a Son of Man, but a Son of God;” and
the application of the prophecies from the Psalms and
Isaiah seems quite conclusive.

2. Equally distinct is the teaching upon the
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humanity of Christ ; this would be called forth by
incipient, if not prevalent Docetism. The first line of
v. speaks of the offering up of His flesh, and throughout
the chapter we have His sufferings referred to again and
again ; e.g. “How could sinful men bear to look upon
Him and be saved if He had not come in the flesh?
for they cannot even look at the rays of the sun, which
is the work of His hands.” Other passages might be
adduced, but these seem quite sufficient to show that
the opinion of the author was clear on this point. The
fact is so plain, that it has been mentioned by some
critics as one of the main objects of the epistle to
prove this; nor could a single passage be found which
would tend to throw any doubt on his maintaining the
Catholic doctrine in regard to the great mystery of
“God! manifest in the flesh.”

3. Inregard to the personality of the Holy Ghost
his teaching is not at all clear ; in fact, we cannot help
remembering those Ephesians who consorted with the
Church and yet had not “heard whether there be any
Holy Ghost.” There is a great deal of reference to that
sort of spiritual action which we should ascribe to the
Third Person of the Trinity, yet there is no distinct refer-
ence to Him as an active Existence. The whole teaching
is of spiritual life and spiritual knowledge, and yet
there is little definite assertion of the presence of
a Spirit which bears witness with our spirits. One
passage is highly important from being so exceptional.
In xvi. 8—10, where the Christian is spoken of as a
true temple, there is clear reference to the sanctifying
work of the indwelling God. This one passage is very
definite, but in general the language is vague. The
truth is there, but not distinctly formed into a definite

! Cf. Schwegler, Nackap, Zeit, 11, p. 242,
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conception. The author comes very near to the Catholic
doctrine in XIX. where he directs his readers “to love
Him who made them, to glorify Him who redeemed
them, and to be single-hearted and rich in your spirit.”
The third clause shows at least the feeling of the neces-
sity of that divine action which we should ascribe to the
Holy Ghost. There is indeed a temptation to force
this out of it by translating 7@ #veduaTe instrumentally,
“through the Spirit;” but even without the parallel
phrase, amhots 7 xapdig, this would be inadmissible.
This is still stronger where Moses is spoken of as
writing év mvefpare; but this has also to be taken of
his subjective state, rather than of an objective agent.
There is another passage to which attention® has been
called as showing not only an explicit recognition of
the personality of the Holy Spirit, but possibly, if we
compare the variant in the Latin version, a definite
doctrine on His relation to the Father. In I. 3 we read,
“because 1 truly perceive within you the spirit bestowed
upon you from the abundance of the Lord’s love,” or
following the Latin version, “from the abundant foun-
tain of the Lord.” But even here there is no decided
personification, and the whole reads to me as if the
author were thinking of subjective graces, without tracing
them to the abiding presence of the Spirit of God. We
must conclude on the whole that this doctrine was not
explicitly held by our author, for treating so much of
spiritual matters as he does, some more forcible state-
ment would have been certain to escape him, had he
done so. It is not difficult to account for his ignorance
of this cardinal point of Catholic truth; the great inci-
dents which served as the occasion for calling the atten-

1 H, B. Swete, Hist. of Doctrine of the Procession of the Holy Spirit, . 13,
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tion of the Church to the personality of the Holy Ghost
were the facts of miraculous gifts of healing and lan-
guage. At a church where there was no Apostolic
founder, those gifts might be less generally known, and
the necessity for personifying the divine Spirit Who
works in man, would not be so strongly felt. The
indefiniteness of doctrine on this point is a further proof
that the epistle cannot be a development of Pauline
teaching. But it is interesting to find the strong asser-
tion of the need of this form of divine help and guidance,
which shows how much the mind of the writer was pre-
pared for accepting the Catholic doctrine, whenever it
was presented to his mind.

& te view 4. The conception of sacrifice was so universal, that

o Carist it is not surprising to find that much stress is laid on
Christ’s passion, and none on His life. It is repeated
above all things that He died on account of our sins, V. 1,
“For for this end the Lord suffered to give His flesh to
corruption, that we might be sanctified by the remission
of our sins, through the sprinkling of His blood ;”
again, “the Lord endured to suffer on account of (mepti)
our souls.—VII. 2—4, “If therefore the Son of God, who
is Lord, and will judge the quick and the dead, suffered
in order that His stripes might make us live ; we ought
to believe that the Son of God was not able to suffer
except on our account” (&' pds). “\When He was
about to offer the vessel of the spirit, on behalf of our
sins” (dmep Tdv nperépov dpapridy).— “When I am
going to offer up My flesh for (vmep) the sins of My
new people.” In XIV. 4, there is a further reference to
His suffering—38¢ nuds—on our account.

comparcd When we further come to consider wherein the

ropresenta: special efficacy of the sufferings consisted, the teaching
is equally clear. In XII 2, when speaking of the battle
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with Amalek, he tells us that it was death that the
Israelites feared ; and the events of the day served to show
that “those who do not place their hope on Jesus would
be eternally worsted.” In the same chapter it was
death that threatened them from the serpents; death
which recalled to them the eternal death which entered
the world through the sin of Eve, and again, the type
of Jesus saves from this death. “He though dead is
able to make alive.” X1I. 7. The passage quoted above
from VII. tells the same thing. “He suffered in order that
His stripes might make us live” And in V. 6, 7, “But
because it was necessary for Him to appear in the flesh,
He suffered in order that He might make death of no
effect and reveal the resurrection from the dead, so as to
give *His promise to the fathers, and to show, while He
was on earth, and preparing His new people, that He
would bring the resurrection to pass, and be a judge.”
From these passages® it is evident that according to
our author, the suffering of Christ had its efficacy in
overcoming death, and him who had the power over
death. It is not put forward in the same imaginative
form as in the narrative of Charinus and Lenthius in
the Apocryphal Gospel of Nicodemus; but the con-
ception is the same; that the object of Christ’s passion
was to deliver His people from death. Death had been
brought into the world through sin; it was on account
of their sins that they were subject to death and needed
deliverance from it; but it was a sacrifice which was
required to save us from the dominion of the Devil;
who is the prince of death, moral and physical. The
idea that Jesus suffered instead of us, that our sins
necessitated a sacrifice in order that God might be

1 A different opinion is expressed  of Christ, Vol. 1. pp. 346, 347, but
by de Bunsen, Z/e Hidden Wisdom  not I think substantiated.
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satisfied, had not found a place in that early theology.
Still less was the work of Jesus thought of as a mere
ethical example for us. It was a real overcoming of the
Evil Principle, the advantages of which all His people
might inherit.

The defect in his view of the work of Christ has been
noticed below; his teaching on the subject need only be
summarised. Jesus revealed the God whose ineffable
brightness was too much for our gaze, and manifested
the covenant of promise which had been given of old;
He destroyed the death which men dread, so that those
who, by suffering and receiving that baptism which is
the sign of forsaken sin, enter into the true covenant,
will receive fruits of His victory. It is by spiritual
insight that we shall attain to a knowledge of the
divine commands, and by keeping them that we
become most truly the heirs of the covenant.

5. The thought of a covenant people from whom
God requires obedience is thus at the root of his con-
ception of the religious life, just as was the case with
the Israelite of old. Yet with what a difference: of old
all ties of country and family, and merest details of
organisation, all minutest circumstances of actual life,
were connected with the divine injunctions. On the
other hand, according to our author, the true covenant
people had been found among those who had attained
to a spiritual elevation, where actual circumstances of
race and place and time were things indifferent.

This was almost necessarily the first phase of Chris-
tian feeling. To men enraptured with the sense of spirit-
ual elevation which was brought to them by the new
revelation, all other things seemed but dross: to such an
extent was this the case with some, that even ordinary
moral duties seemed unworthy of their attention, OQur
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author’s common sense saved him from this abyss of
religious folly, but the injunctions which he adds in
the appendix come as an afterthought. He concen-
trates his attention on the essentials of religion—the
relation of the individual spirit to God, and moves
wholly in this transcendant sphere: he has little thought
of the human being as dwelling in a work-a-day world,
and hemmed in by actual needs and greeds. And
therefore while describing the highest spiritual attain-
ment of the individual, he altogether forgets the means
of grace by which frail human beings may be sustained
in the effort after communion with God. There is no
mention of the help which may be derived from com-
mon worship, or from fellowship in Christian duties, or,
still more strange as it may seem, from the sacraments.
He had painted the spiritually minded Jew as dis-
regarding the older forms of service, and he seems to
have felt himself and his readers on a height of indi-
vidual religion where they could dispense with the
Holy Eucharist, and had in consequence but little sense
of union with a body of faithful men among whom the
sacraments were duly ministered.

When we remember how strongly he condemns the
actual performance of the divine injunctions among
the Jews, we may feel sure that he would hardly sym-
pathise with the institution of any rite in the Christian
community : it could only be justified to his mind in
as much as it seemed an instructive type of Christ, and
even in this aspect it was a retrogression to times when
the truth was not yet clearly revealed. This mode of
thought has reappeared to some extent in the Society
of Friends in modern days; and we can see from the
whole tone of the epistle that the silence in regard to
the Holy Communion is no accidental omission, but

C. 8

cxiii
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is in strict accordance with the general vein of his
thought.

6. the lans 6. The case appears to be entirely different with re-

farding gard to Baptism, as he seems to attribute an almost

Saptisues magical efficacy to this rite; but a little farther thought
will show us that there is no real discrepancy in his views,
We must remember that Baptism was a familiar practice
among the Jews, and that even in pre-Christian times
it was regarded as a sign of regeneration, and hence
it was used by our author to denote the all important
step of entering into the covenant relation. “We go
down into the water full of sin and uncleanness, and
come up again bearing fruit in our hearts, and with faith
and hope towards Jesus” Yet it seems to me very
doubtful whether there is any reference here to the
performance of an actual rite' as specially important,
If it were necessary for partaking in the covenant re-
lation, how could the Old Testament fathers have shared
in it? He seems merely to use the well-known cere-
mony as a mere name for the grace of repentance, not
toregard it as an ‘““effectual sign whereby He doth work
invisibly in us.”

It is only in this way that we can understand the
close connexion which there seems to be in his mind
between Baptism and the Cross: the latter is the name
he uses for Christ’s triumph over death, the former is
a name for the triumph over sin, whereby we become
sharers in the covenant: it is only when Baptism is
thus regarded that the fundamental thought of the
whole epistle, that of the identity of the spiritual con-
dition under the two dispensations, is preserved. He
does not assert that we are regenerated by the act of
Baptism, and that the actual performance of the rite

1 Donaldson, History of Christian Literature 1. 240.
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is a condition of entering the covenant, but he used
this as a name for the spiritual change which was
essential.

7- The religious life which he contemplated was hid 7%,
in the recesses of the human heart, and found no
expression in religious ordinances. It is wrdows and
yvéows alone which edifies the Christian, nor does our
author recognise any other channel by which God would
communicate with the human soul. So too, the spiritual
temple is the individual heart, not the “members fitly
joined together.” His one idea of Church life seems to
be the meeting together for mutual advancement in
knowledge, not for common worship but for individual
edification. The over-estimation of preaching as part of
the services of the Church has not been confined to our
author and his times.

8. We have here a very striking, if mistaken, 8 #eomis-

sions, and

phase of thought; we can wonder at the “spirituality” gj:;;fg;;ig;
of the man who could shake himself so entirely free #eisti;
from all external helps, who did not accept the Chris-
tian ritual as necessary, while he had freed himself
from the bondage of the Jewish one. But we can
hardly tell how far his frame of mind represents the
general tone of the Alexandrine church, and how far
it is individual ; we cannot tell whether the epistle is
to be accepted as an important contribution to Church
history or not. One thing is to be noticed. It is by
omissions that his teaching differs from Catholic ortho-
doxy; there is no positive assertion from which we
can dissent in regard to the Holy Spirit, the Sacraments,
or the Church; and the epistle might be very accept-
able to a body of Christians who were perfectly ortho-
dox on these subjects; so that it cannot be taken as
proving anything about the general opinions, But where
8§—2
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there is positive teaching it is very different; this has
a much greater claim to be considered as commonly
received ; so that we may fairly conclude that the teach-
ing on the person and work of Christ was generally
acceptable. This is still more the case in regard to
any institution; whatever had ceased for our author,
may be regarded as having passed away for his readers;
whatever he represents as being practised, was probably
practised by the Church. And therefore it is that his
testimony in XV. on the subject of the Sabbath, is of
the highest interest. He shows that the Church was
in the habit of keeping the Lord’s day, and of keeping
it as a memorial of His resurrection, and of the new
creation which thereby was accomplished. The chili-
asm is a little confused, but it is decisive; there was
in the author’s mind no attempt to prove that a
Sabbath on the first day was to be substituted for
a Sabbath on the seventh day. The Jewish Sabbath
was a type of the great rest which remaineth for the
people of God, which we can partake of by sanctifying
our hearts, and which will come at last in power,
when the new creation is completed, and God can
again rest from His work. The Lord’s day is no
type of a day of rest to come; but a memorial of
the first day of a new creation, and to be kept by us
with joyfulness. This is a very early testimony to the
keeping of the Lord’s day ; and the reasoning by which
the practice is supported, and the care with which the
hallowing of this first day is distinguished from the
observance of the Jewish Sabbath, is not without
interest.

Such were our author’s opinions on these important
subjects. It will be seen that they harmonise closely with
the general position which has been ascribed to him;
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and in particular his neglect (to call it no more) of much
important Christian truth in a letter which claims to be
complete, shows that our author’s is no development
of a definite system of Christian teaching; it is rather
a struggling towards a Christian system. The Con-
sciousness of the Church has been guided to greater
clearness in many directions; it has found reason to
deny the inspiration of books which he accepted as
divine; it has learned to value means of grace which he
neglected, and above all to recognise more clearly a
Holy Spirit watching over it and guiding it into all
truth.

The greatest value of the epistle arises from the
striking testimony which it bears to the development
of Christian thought in many directions, though some
of the particular phases of doctrine which it puts for-
ward have more than a merely historical interest for us.
We may do well to listen to the voice from a distant
past, which tells us that the Lord’s day never was a
Sabbath, and that spirituality of heart and righteousness
of life are the marks of the true heirs of the Covenant.

cxvil



THE GREEK AND LATIN TEXT

AND

ENGLISH TRANSLATION.

THE text adopted both for the Greek and Latin
Versions of the Epistle is that recently published by
Gebhardt, Harnack and Zahn, in their edition of the
Patrum Apostolicorum Opera (Leipsic, 1875). Not
wishing to encumber the space at my disposal with lists
of various readings, which are given very completely
and compactly by Gebhardt, and almost more intelli-
gibly (though not quite so exhaustively) by Hilgenfeld,
I have thought it best to adopt ¢z #ofo some published
text provided with full apparatus criticus. 1 have se-
lected Gebhardt's text as on the whole the soundest
and best: it is based on the same critical principles
as that of Miiller, which is however very carelessly
printed ; if anything, Gebhardt defers more completely
to the authority of 8. It differs considerably from
that of Hilgenfeld, who attaches far more weight than
other editors to the Latin Version, and sometimes even
reconstructs the Greek Text on that basis. From Geb-
hardt’s text, except in slight occasional changes of
punctuation, I have in no case departed, even following
him in the acceptance or rejection of Hellenistic forms,
Thus I print with him cwwyaipw i 3, ovwypadry iil. 3,
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évkatatereipbar iv. 14, cvvkhdow xi. 4 &c, and keep
éyyiodtew vi. I in preference to the évyizarw of N, even
though, from the omission to mention the various
reading in the critical notes, the éyyiodrw of the text
may be due to an oversight. Similarly, I reject with
Gebhardt the forms cdprav, &vav, xdpakav, &c. (cf. vi.
3 note), which Miiller admits into the text. At the
same time, I have noticed in the Commentary the more
important various readings, where there can be much
doubt about the true text, and in a considerable number
of places have expressed my approval of a reading dif-
ferent to that adopted in Gebhardt’s text.

In the English Version appended my first aim has
been exact and careful rendering of the Greek, accord-
ing to the text here given. I have only aimed at such
elegance as is compatible with a scrupulous adherence
to the original Greek. Words not in the original, which
the exigencies of English idiom required, are printed
in italics.

G. H. R,
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