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“ Credulity is as real, if not so great, a sin as unbelief.”—A rchbishop
Trench, Notes on the Miracles ofour Lord, 8th ed., p. 27.

“ The abnegation of reason is not the evidence of faith, but the confession of
despair.”—Dr. Lightfoot, St. Paul'sEpistle to the Galatians, 4th ed., p. ix.
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PREFACE

In preparing this edition it has been thought desirable to make
some changes, both with the view of rendering the book more
convenient to the reader, and bringing the argument as much as
possible up to date. On the one hand, an entirely new chapter
has been introduced dealing with the evidence of “ The Teaching
of the Twelve Apostles,” an ancient treatise which had not been
published when the last edition was issued. ‘Much pertinent
matter regarding the martyrdom of Ignatius, which has hitherto
only formed part of the preface to the sixth and complete editions,
has now been suitably incorporated in the text. In a similar
way, considerable additions have been made to the chapter on
Tatian, dealing with more recent information on the nature of
his Diatessaron. A still more important insertion in this edition
is a critical examination of the use of the works of Josephus by
the author of the third Synoptic and the Acts of the Apostles,
by which fresh light has been thrown upon the date at which
those writings must have been produced.

On the other hand, the long lists of writers on different subjects
treated in the text have been omitted, where direct quotations
have not been made from their works, or where such references
were not considered specially interesting. The long linguistic

analyses of speeches in the Acts of the Apostles, and unneces-
sary Greek quotations in the notes throughout, have also been

omitted as of little interest to general readers. Any student
desirous of examining these is referred to the complete or earlier
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via PREFACE

editions. Nothing has been removed, however, which is of any
importance to the main argument, and much that is of interest
has been added.

For the rest, whatever improvement could be effected in the
style of the book has been carefully carried out, and it is hoped
that this edition has considerably gained in clearness and pre-
cision. Except in this respect, the Conclusions have not been
materially altered, but, on the contrary, after bearing the test of
many Yyears of thought and study, they are repeated with
unhesitating confidence.
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INTRODUCTION

Theoretically, the duty of adequate inquiry into the truth of
any statement of serious importance before believing it is univer-
sally admitted. Practically, no duty is more universally neglected.
This is more especially the case in regard to Religion, in which
our concern is so great, yet whose credentials so few personally
examine. The difficulty of such an investigation and the inability
of most men to pursue it, whether from want of opportunity or
want of knowledge, are, no doubt, the chief reasons for this
neglect; but another, and scarcely less potent, obstacle has prob-
ably been the odium which has been attached to any doubt
regarding the dominant religion, as well as the serious, though
covert, discouragement of the Church to all critical examination
of the title-deeds of Christianity. The spirit of doubt, if not of
intelligent inquiry, however, has, of late years, become too strong for
repression, and, at the present day, the pertinency of the question
of a German writer, “ Are we still Christians ?” receives uncon-
scious illustration from many a popular pulpit and many a social
discussion.

The prevalent characteristic of popular theology in England at
this time may be said to be a tendency to eliminate from Chris-
tianity, with thoughtless dexterity, every supernatural element which
does not quite accord with current opinion, and yet to ignore the
feet that in so doing it has practically been altogether abandoned.
This tendency is fostered with illogical zeal by many distin-
guished men within the Church itself, who endeavour to arrest
the pursuing wolves of doubt and unbelief which press upon
it by practically throwing to them, scrap by scrap, the very
doctrines which constitute the claims of Christianity to be regarded
as a Divine Revelation at all. They try to spiritualise or dilute
that which remains into a form which does not shock their
reason; and yet they cling to the delusion that they still
retain the consolation and the hope of truths which, if not divinely
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XIV INTRODUCTION

revealed, are mere human speculation regarding matters beyond
reason.

Christianity itself distinctly claims to be a direct Divine
Revelation of truths beyond the natural attainment of the human
intellect. To submit the doctrines thus revealed, therefore, to
criticism, and to clip and prune them down to the standard of
human reason, whilst, at the same time, their supernatural
character is maintained, is an obvious absurdity. Christianity
must either be recognised to be a Divine Revelation beyond man’s
criticism, and, in that case, its doctrines must be received even
though Reason cannot be satisfied, or the claims of Christianity
to be such a Divine Revelation must be disallowed, in which case
it becomes the legitimate subject of criticism like every other
human system. One or other of these alternatives must be
adopted; but to assert that Christianity is Divine, and yet to deal
with it as human, is illogical and wrong.

When we consider the vast importance of the interests involved,
therefore, it must be apparent that there can be no more urgent
problem for humanity to solve than the question : Is Christianity
a supernatural Divine Revelation or not? To this we may
demand a clear and decisive answer. The evidence must be of
no uncertain character which can warrant our abandoning the
guidance of Reason, and blindly accepting doctrines which, if not
supernatural truths, must be rejected by the human intellect as
monstrous delusions. We propose in this work to seek a con-
clusive answer to this momentous question.

We must, by careful and impartial investigation, acquire the
right to our belief, whatever it may be, and not float like a mere
waif into the nearest haven. Even true conclusions which are
arrived at either accidentally or by wrong methods are dangerous.
The current which by good fortune led to-day to truth may
to-morrow waft us to falsehood.

If we look at the singular diversity of views entertained, not
only with regard to the doctrines, but also to the evidences, of
Christianity, we cannot but be struck by the deplorable position
in which Divine Revelation is now placed.

Orthodox Christians may be divided into two broad classes,
one of which professes to base the Church upon the Bible, and
the other the Bible upon the Church. The one party assert that
the Bible is fully and absolutely inspired, that it contains God’s
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INTRODUCTION xv

revelation to man, and that it is the only and sufficient ground
for all religious belief; and they maintain that its authenticity is
proved by the most ample and irrefragable external as well as
internal evidence. On the other hand, men of undoubted piety
and learning, as well as unquestioned orthodoxy, admit that the
Bible is totally without literary or historical evidence, and cannot
for a moment be upheld upon any such grounds as the revealed
word of God; that none of the great doctrines of ecclesiastical
Christianity can be deduced from the Bible, but that, notwith-
standing this absence of external and internal evidence, this
Revelation stands upon the sure basis of the inspiration of the
Church. Can the unsupported testimony of a Church which in
every age has vehemently maintained errors and denounced truths
which are now universally recognised, be considered sufficient
guarantee of Divine Revelation? Obviously, there is no ground
for accepting from a fallible Church and fallacious tradition
doctrines which, avowedly, are beyond the criterion of reason, and
therefore require miraculous evidence.

With belief based upon such uncertain grounds, and with such
vital difference of views regarding evidence, it is not surprising that
ecclesiastical Christianity has felt its own weakness, and entrenched
itself against the assaults of investigation. Such inquiry, however,
cannot be suppressed. Mere scientific questions may be regarded
with apathy by those who do not feel their personal bearing. It
may possibly seem to some a matter of little practical importance
to them to determine whether the earth revolves round the sun, or
the sun round the earth ; but no earnest mind can fail to perceive
the immense personal importance of Truth in regard to Religion—
the necessity of investigating, before accepting, dogmas, the right
interpretation of which is represented as necessary to salvation—
and the clear duty, before abandoning reason for faith, to exercise
reason, in order that faith may not be mere credulity.

It was in this conviction that the following inquiry into the
reality of Divine Revelation was originally undertaken, and in this
spirit others should enter upon it An able writer, who will not be
suspected of exaggeration on this subject, has said : “The majority
of mankind, perhaps, owe their belief, rather to the outward
influence of custom and education, than to any strong principle of
faith within; and it is to be feared that many, if they came to
perceive how wonderful what they believed was, would not find
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XVI INTRODUCTION

their belief so easy, and so matter-of-course a thing as they appear
to find it.”1 Ifit is to be more than a mere question of priority of
presentation whether we are to accept Buddhism, Mohammedanism,
or Christianity, we must strictly and fearlessly examine the evidence
upon which they profess to stand. The neglect of examination
can never advance truth, as the severest scrutiny can never retard
it; but belief without discrimination can only foster ignorance and
superstition.

To no earnest mind can such inquiry be otherwise than a serious
and often a painful task ; but, dismissing preconceived ideas and
preferences derived from habit and education, and seeking only
the Truth, holding it, whatever it may be, to be the only object
worthy of desire or capable of satisfying a rational mind, the quest
cannot but end in peace and satisfaction. In such an investigation,
however, to quote words of Archbishop Whateley, “ It makes all
the difference in the world whether we place Truth in the first place
or in the second place  for if Truth acquired do not compensate
for every pet illusion dispelled, the path is thorny indeed, although
it must still be faithfully trodden.

1J. B. Mozley, B.D., on Miracles; Bampton Lectures, 1865, 2nd ed.,
p. 4.
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AN INQUIRY

INTO THE

REALITY OF DIVINE REVELATION

PART I

CHAPTER .
MIRACLES IN RELATION TO CHRISTIANITY

At the very outset of inquiry into the origin and true character
of Christianity we are brought face to face with the Supernatural.
Christianity professes to be a Divine revelation of truths which
the human intellect could not otherwise have discovered. It is
not a form of religion developed by the wisdom of man and
appealing to his reason, but a system miraculously communicated
to the human race, the central doctrines of which are either
superhuman or untenable. If the truths said to be revealed were
either of an ordinary character or naturally attainable, they would
at once discredit the claim to a Divine origin. No one could
maintain that a system discoverable by reason would be super-
naturally communicated. The whole argument for Christianity
turns upon the necessity of such a revelation, and the consequent
probability that it would be made.

There is nothing singular, it may be remarked, in the claim of
Christianity to be a direct revelation from God. With the
exception of the religions of Greece and Rome, which, however,
also had their subsidiary supposition of Divine inspiration, there
has scarcely been any system of religion which has not been
proclaimed to the world as adirect Divine communication. Long
before Christianity claimed this character, the religions of India
had anticipated the idea. To quote the words of an accomplished
scholar: “According to the orthodox views of Indian theologians,

B
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2 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

not a single line of the Veda was the work of human authors.
The whole Veda is in some way or other the work of the Deity;
and even those who received it were not supposed to be ordinary
mortals, but beings raised above the level of common humanity,
and less liable, therefore, to error in the reception of revealed
truth.”* The same origin is claimed for the religion of Zoroaster,
whose doctrines, beyond doubt, exercised great influence at least
upon later Jewish theology, and whose Magian followers are
appropriately introduced beside the cradle of Jesus, as the first
to do honour to the birth of Christianity. In the same way
Mohammed announced his religion as directly communicated from
heaven.

Christianity, however, as a religion professing to be divinely
revealed, is not only supernatural in origin and doctrine, but its
claim to acceptance is necessarily based upon supernatural
evidence; for it is obvious that truths which require to be
miraculously communicated do not come within the range of our
intellect, and cannot, therefore, be intelligently received upon
internal testimony. “And, certainly,” says an able Bampton
Lecturer, “if it was the will of God to give a revelation, there are
plain and obvious reasons for asserting that miracles are necessary"
as the guarantee and voucher for that revelation. A revelation is,
properly speaking, such only by virtue of telling us something
which we could not know without it. But how do we know that
that communication of what is undiscoverable by human reason
is true ? Our reason cannot prove the truth of it, for it is by the
very supposition beyond our reason. There must be, then, some
note or sign to certify to it and distinguish it as a true communi-
cation from God, which note can be nothing else than a miracle.”*
In another place the same Lecturer stigmatises the belief of the
Mohammedan “as in its very principle irrational,” because he
accepts the account which Mohammed gave of himself, without
supernatural evidence.3 The belief of the Christian is contrasted
with it as rational, “ because the Christian believes in a super-
natural dispensation upon the proper evidence of such a dispensa-
tion—uviz., the miraculous.”3 Mohammed is reproached with having
“an utterly barbarous idea of evidence, and a total miscalculation
of the claims of reason,” because he did not consider miraculous
evidence necessary to attest a supernatural dispensation; “ whereas

1 M. Mtlller, Chipsfrom a German Workshop, 1867, vol. !., p. 18.

*J. B. Mozley, B.D., Bampton Lecturer in 1865, on Miracles, 2nd ed.,
1867, p. 6f.

31b., p. 30, cf. Butler, Analog}' of Religion, pt. ii., chap, vii., g 3; Paley,
A \/Iibnt' ofthe Evidences of Christianity, ed. Whately, 1859, p. 324 ff.

41b., p. 31
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THE NECESSITY OF MIRACULOUS EVIDENCE 3

the Gospel is adapted to perpetuity for this cause especially, with
others, that it was founded upon a true calculation, and a foresight
of the permanent need of evidence; our Lo'rd admitting the
inadequacy of His own mere word, and the necessity of a rational
guarantee to His revelation of His own nature and commission.”1

The spontaneous offer of miraculous evidence, indeed, has
always been advanced as a special characteristic of Christianity,
logically entitling it to acceptance in contradistinction to all other
religions. “ It is an acknowledged historical fact,” says Bishop
Butler, “ that Christianity offered itself to the world, and demanded
to be received, upon the allegation—i.e., as unbelievers would
speak, upon the pretence—of miracles, publicly wrought to attest
the truth of it in such an age;....... and Christianity, including the
dispensation of the Old Testament, seems distinguished by this
from all other religions.”3

Most of the great English divines have clearly recognised and
asserted the necessity of supernatural evidence to establish the
reality of a supernatural revelation. Bishop Butler affirms
miracles and the completion of prophecy to be the “direct
and fundamental proofs” of Christianity.* Elsewhere he says:
“The notion of a miracle, considered as a proof of a divine
mission, has been stated with great exactness by divines, and is,
I think, sufficiently understood by everyone. There are also
invisible miracles—the Incarnation of Christ, for instance—which,
being secret, cannot be alleged as a proof of such a mission, but
require themselves to be proved by visible miracles. Revelation
itself, too, is miraculous; and miracles are the proof of it.”4
Paley states the case with equal clearness: “ In what way can a
revelation be made but by miracles? In none which we are able
to conceive.” His argument, in fact, is founded upon the prin-
ciple that “nothing but miracles could decide the authority ” of
Christianity.6  In another work he asserts that no man can
prove a future retribution but the teacher “ who testifies by
miracles that his doctrine comes from God.”* Bishop Atterbury,
again, referring to the principal doctrines of ecclesiastical Chris-
tianity, says : “ It is this kind of Truth that God is properly said
to reveal; Truths, of which, unless revealed, we should have

*1b., p. 32.

3 The Analogy of Religion, pt. ii., ch. vii., § 3.

* Ib., pt. ii., ch. vii. 4 1b., pt. ii., ch. ii., § I

5 A View ofthe Evidences of Christianity. “ Preparatory Considerations, "
p. 12.

6 1b., p. 14

* Moral Philosophy, book v. Speaking of Christianity, in another place,
he calls miracles and prophecy “ that splendid apparatus with which its
mission was introduced and attested ” (book iv.).
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4 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

always continued ignorant; and ’tis in order only to prove these
Truths to have been really revealed that we affirm Miracles to be
Necessary.”1

Dr. Heurtley, Margaret Professor of Divinity in the University
of Oxford, after pointing out that the doctrines taught as the
Christian Revelation are such as could not by any possibility have
been attained by the unassisted human reason, and that, conse-
quently, it is reasonable that they should be attested by miracles,
continues : ““ Indeed, it seems inconceivable how without miracles
—including prophecy in the notion of a miracle—it could suffi-
ciently have commended itself to men’s belief? Who would
believe, or would be justified in believing, the great facts which
constitute its substance on the ipse dixit of an unaccredited
teacher ? and how, except by miracles, could the first teacher be
accredited ? Paley, then, was fully warranted in the assertion.......
that ‘we cannot conceive a revelation —such a revelation of
course as Christianity professes to be, a revelation of truths which
transcend man’s ability to discover—‘to be substantiated without
miracles.” Other credentials, it is true, might be exhibited in
addition to miracles—and such it would be natural to look for—
but it seems impossible that miracles could be dispensed with.”
Dr. Mansel bears similar testimony: “A teacher who proclaims
himself to be specially sent by God, and whose teaching is to be
received on the authority of that mission, must, from the nature
of the case, establish his claim by proofs of another kind than
those which merely evince his human wisdom or goodness. A
superhuman authority needs to be substantiated by superhuman
evidence; and what is superhuman is miraculous.”*

Newman, in discussing the idea and scope of miracles, says :
“A revelation—that is, a direct message from God to man—
itself bears in some degree a miraculous character....... And as a
revelation itself, so again the evidences of a revelation may all
more or less be considered miraculous....... It might even be
said that, strictly speaking, no evidence of a revelation is con-
ceivable which does not partake of the character of a miracle;
since nothing but a display of power over the existing system of
things can attest the immediate presence of Him by whom it was
originally established. «

Dr. Mozley has stated in still stronger terms the necessity that

1 Sermons, etc. Sermon viii., “ Miracles the Most Proper Way of Proving
ang Religion” (vol. iii., 1766, p. 199).
Replies to Essays and Reviews, 1862, p. 151.

3 Aids to Faith, 4th ed., 1863, p. 35.
4 Two Essays on Scripture Miracles and on Ecclesiastical, by John H.
Newman, 2nd ed., 1870, p. 6 f.
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MIRACLES INSEPARABLE FROM CHRISTIANITY 5

Christianity should be authenticated by the evidence of miracles.
He supposes the case that a person of evident integrity and lofti-
ness of character had appeared, eighteen centuries ago, announcing
himself as pre-existent from all eternity, the Son of God, Maker
of the world, who had come down from heaven and assumed the
form and nature of man in order to be the Lamb of’God that
taketh away the sins of the world, and so on, enumerating other
doctrines of Christianity. Dr. Mozley then asks : “What would
be the inevitable conclusion of sober reason respecting that person ?
The necessary conclusion of sober reason respecting that person
would be that he was disordered in his understanding....... By no
rational being could a just and benevolent life be accepted as
proof of such astonishing announcements. Miracles are the
necessary complement, then, of the truth of such announcements,
which, without them, are purposeless and abortive, the unfinished
fragments of a design which is nothing unless it is the whole.
They are necessary to the justification of such announcements,
which indeed, unless they are supernatural truths, are the wildest
delusions.”* He, therefore, concludes that * Christianity cannot
be maintained as a revelation undiscoverable by human reason, a
revelation of a supernatural scheme for man’s salvation, without
the evidence of miracles.”2

In all points Christianity is emphatically a Supernatural
Religion, claiming to be divine in its origin, superhuman in its
essence, and miraculous in its evidence. It cannot be accepted
without an absolute belief in miracles, and those who profess to
hold the religion whilst they discredit its supernatural elements—
and they are many at the present day—have widely seceded from
ecclesiastical Christianity. Miracles, it is true, are external to
Christianity in so far as they are evidential, but inasmuch as it is
admitted that miracles alone can attest the reality of Divine
revelation they are still inseparable from it; and as the contents
of the revelation are, so to say, more miraculous than its attesting
miracles, the supernatural enters into the very substance of Chris-
tianity, and cannot be eliminated. It is obvious, therefore, that
the reality of miracles is the vital point in the investigation which
we have undertaken. If the reality of miracles cannot be estab-
lished, Christianity loses the only evidence by which its truth can
be sufficiently attested. If miracles be incredible, the super-
natural revelation and its miraculous evidence must together be
rejected.

This fact is thoroughly recognised by the ablest Christian
divines. Dean Mansel, speaking of the position of miracles in

Bampton Leetuns, 1865, p. 14. 2/1A, p. *3.
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6 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

regard to Christianity, says : “ The question, however, assumes a
very different character when it relates, not to the comparative
importance of miracles as evidences, but to their reality as facts,
and as facts of a supernatural kind. For, if this is denied, the
denial does not merely remove one of the supports of a faith
which may yet rest securely on other grounds. On the contrary,
the whole system of Christian belief with its evidences....... all
Christianity, in short, so far as it has any title to that name, so far
as it has any special relation to the person or the teaching of
Christ, is overthrown at the same time.”1 A little further on he
says: “If there be one fact recorded in Scripture which is
entitled, in the fullest sense of the word, to the name of a
miracle, the Resurrection of Christ is that fact. Here, at
least, is an instance in which the entire Christian faith must stand
or fall with our belief in the supernatural.’” He, therefore,
properly repudiates the view, “which represents the question of
the possibility of miracles as one which merely affects the
external accessories of Christianity, leaving the essential doctrines
untouched”5 Dr. Mozley, in a similar manner, argues the insepar-
able union of miracles with the Christian faith. “ Indeed, not
only are miracles conjoined with doctrine in Christianity, but
miracles are inserted in the doctrine and are part of its contents.
A man cannot state his belief as a Christian in the terms of the
Apostles’ Creed without asserting them. Can the doctrine of
our Lord’s Incarnation be disjoined from one physical miracle ?
Can the doctrine of His justification of us and intercession for us
be disjoined from another?....... If a miracle is incorporated as
an article in a creed, that article of the creed, the miracle, and the
proof of it by a miracle, are all one thing. The great miracles,
therefore, upon the evidence of which the Christian scheme
rested, being thus inserted in the Christian Creed, the belief in
the Creed was of itself the belief in the miraculous evidence of
it....... Thus miracles and the supernatural contents of Christianity
must stand or fall together.”4 Dr. Heurtley, referring to the dis-
cussion of the reality of miracles, exclaims: “ It is not too much
to say, therefore, that the question is vital as regards Christianity.”5
Dr. Westcott not less emphatically makes the same statement.
“ It is evident,” he says, “that if the claim to be a miraculous
religion is essentially incredible, apostolic Christianity is simply
false....... The essence of Christianity lies in a miracle; and, if it
can be shown that a miracle is either impossible or incredible, all
further inquiry into the details of its history is superfluous in a

* Aids to Faith 1863, p. 3. 31b., p.
31b., p. 5 4 Bampton Iectures 1865, p. 21 f.
5 Replles to Essays and Reviews, 1862, p. 143.
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VITAL importance of the question OF MIRACLES 7

religious point of view.”1 Similarly, Dr. Farrar has said : “ How-
ever skilfully the modem ingenuity of semi-belief may have
tampered with supernatural interpositions, it is clear to every
honest and unsophisticated mind that, if miracles be incredible,
Christianity is false. If Christ wrought no miracles, then the
Gospels are untrustworthy....... If the Resurrection be merely a
spiritual idea, or a mythicised hallucination, then our religion has
been founded on an error....... 2

It has been necessary clearly to point our this indissoluble
connection between ecclesiastical Christianity and the supernatural,
in order'that the paramount importance of the question as to the
credibility of miracles should be duly appreciated. Our inquiry
into the reality of Divine Revelation, then, whether we consider
its contents or its evidence, practically reduces itself to the very
simple issue: Are miracles antecedently credible? Did they
ever really take place ? We do not intend to confine ourselves
merely to a discussion of the abstract question, but shall also
endeavour to form a correct estimate of the value of the specific
allegations which are advanced.

Having, then, ascertained that miracles are absolutely necessary
to attest the reality of Divine revelation, we may proceed to
examine them more closely, and for the present we shall confine
ourselves to the representations of these phenomena which are
given in the Bible. Throughout the Old Testament the doctrine
is inculcated that supernatural communications must have super-
natural attestation. God is described as arming his servants with
power to perform wonders, in order that they may thus be
accredited as his special messengers. The Patriarchs and the
people of Israel generally are represented as demanding “a sign ”
of the reality of communications said to come from God, without
which, we are led to suppose, they not only would not have
believed, but would have been justified in disbelieving, that the
message actually came from him. Thus Gideon3 asks for a sign
that the Lord talked with him, and He/.ekiah3 demands proof of
the truth of Isaiah’s prophecy that he should be restored to health.
It is, however, unnecessary to refer to instances, for it may be
affirmed that, upon all occasions, miraculous evidence of an
alleged divine mission is stated to have been required and
accorded.

The startling information is at the same time given, however,

m The Gospel of the Resurrection, 3rd ed., 1874, p. 34.

2 The Witness of History to Christ, Hulsean Lectures for 1870, 2nd ed.,
1872, p. 25.

3Judges vi. 17. * 2 Kings xx. 8 f.
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8 SUPERNATURAL religion

that miracles may be wrought to attest what is false, as well as to
accredit what is true. In one placel it is declared that, if a
prophet actually gives a sign or wonder, and it comes to pass, but
teaches the people, on the strength of it, to follow other gods, they
are not to hearken to him, and the prophet is to be put to death.
The false miracle is, here,3attributed to God himself: “ For the
Lord your God proveth you, to know whether ye love the Lord
your God with all your heart and with all your soul.” In the book
of the Prophet Ezekiel the case is stated in a still stronger way,
and God is represented as directly deceiving the propheti “ And
if the prophet be deceived when he hath spoken a thing, I the
Lord have deceived that prophet, and | will stretch out my hand
upon him, and will destroy him from the midst of my people
Israel.”3 God, in fact, is represented as exerting his almighty
power to deceive a man, and then as destroying him for being
deceived. In the same spirit is the passage4 in which Micaiah
describes the Lord as putting a lying spirit into the mouths of the
prophets who incited Ahab to go to Ramoth-Gilead. Elsewhere,5
and notably in the New Testament, we find an ascription of real
signs and wonders to another power than God. Jesus himself is
represented as warning his disciples against false prophets, who
work signs and wonders: “ Many will say to me in that day, Lord,
Lord, have we not prophesied in thy name ? and in thy name
cast out devils ? and in thy name done many wonderful works ?’
of whom he should say : “ | never knew you ; depart from me, ye
that work iniquity.”6 And again in another place : “ For false
prophets shall arise, and shall work signs and wonders (<rgfj*ia
real Ttpara) to seduce, if it were possible, the elect.”? Also,
when the Pharisees accuse him of casting out devils by Beelzebub,
the prince of the devils, Jesus asks : “ By whom do your children
cast them out 7’8 a reply which would lose all its point if they were
not admitted to be able to cast out devils. In another passage
John is described as saying: “ Master, we saw one casting out
devils in thy name, who followeth not us, and we forbad him.”9
Without multiplying instances, however, there can be no doubt of
the fact that the reality of false miracles and lying wonders is
admitted in the Bible.

The obvious deduction from this representation of miracles is

' Deut. xiii, 11T 5 Deut. xiii. 3.

3 Ezek. xiv. g. The narrative of God's hardening the heart of Pharaoh in
order to bring other plagues upon the land of Egypt is in this vein.

4 1 Kings xxii. 14-23.

5 The counter miracles of the Egyptian sorcerers need not be referred to aa
Instances. Ex. vii. 11, 12, 22.

6 Matt. vii. 22, 23. * Mark xiii. 22.

e Matt. xii. 27. 9 Mark ix. 38.
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The origin of miracles aVowedly doubtful 9

that the source and purpose of such supernatural phenomena
must always be exceedingly uncertain.1 Their evidential value is,
therefore, profoundly affected, “ it being,” as Newman has said of
ambiguous miracles, “antecedently improbable that the Almighty
should rest the credit of His revelation upon events which but
obscurely implied His immediate presence.” As it is affirmed
that other supernatural beings exist, as well as an assumed Personal
God, by whose agency miracles are performed, it is impossible to
argue with reason that such phenomena are at any time specially
due to the intervention of the Deity. Newman recognises this,
but passes over the difficulty with masterly lightness of touch.
After advancing the singular argument that our knowledge of
spirits is only derived from Scripture, and that their existence
cannot be deduced from nature, whilst he asserts that the being of
a God—a Personal God be it remembered—can be so discovered,
and that, therefore, miracles can only properly be attributed to
him, he proceeds : “ Still, it may be necessary to show that on our
own principles we are not open to inconsistency. That is, it has
been questioned whether, in admitting the existence and power of
Spirits on the authority of Revelation, we are not in danger of
invalidating the evidence upon which that authority rests. For
the cogency of the argument for miracles depends on the assump-
tion that interruptions in the course of nature must ultimately
proceed from God, which is not true if they may be effected by other
beings without His sanction. And it must be conceded that,
explicit as Scripture is in considering miracles as signs of Divine
agency, it still does seem to give created spirits some power of
working them; and even in its most literal sense intimates the
possibility of working them in opposition to the true doctrine
(Deut. xiii. 1-3; Matt. xxiv. 24; 2 Thess. ii. 9-11).”3 Newman
repudiates the attempts of various writers to overcome this
difficulty by making a distinction between great miracles and
small, many miracles and few, or by referring to the nature of the
doctrine attested in order to determine the author of the miracle,
or by denying the power of spirits altogether, and explaining away
Scripture statements of demoniacal possession and the narrative
of the Lord’s Temptation. * Without having recourse to any of
these dangerous modes of answering the objection,” he says, “it

1 Tertullian saw this difficulty, and in his work against Marcion he argues
that miracles alone, without prophecy, could not sufficiently prove Christ to be
the Son of God ; for he points out that Jesus himself forewarned his disciples
that false Christs would come with signs and wonders, like the miracles which
he himselfhad worked, whom he enjoined them beforehand not to believe.

Adv. Mare., iii. 3. So also the Author of the Clementines, xvii. 14,
* Two Essays on Miracles, p. 31.
31b., p. 50 f.
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10 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

may be sufficient to reply that since, agreeably to the antecedent
sentiment of reason, God has adopted miracles as the seal of a
divine message, we believe he will never suffer them to be so
counterfeited as to deceive the humble inquirer.”1 This is the
only reply which even so powerful a reasoner as Newman can give
to an objection based on distinct statements of Scripture itself.
He cannot deny the validity of the objection; he can only hope or
believe in spite of it. Personal belief, independent of evidence,
is the most common and the weakest of arguments ; at the best,
it is prejudice masked in the garb of reason. It is perfectly clear
that miracles being thus acknowledged to be common both to God
and to other spirits, they cannot be considered a distinctive
attestation of divine intervention ; and, as Spinoza finely argued,
not even the mere existence of God can be inferred from them;
for, as a miracle is a limited act, and never expresses more than a
certain and limited power, it is certain that we cannot from such
an effect conclude even the existence of a cause whose power is
infinite.2

This dual character obviously leads to many difficulties in
defining the evidential function and force of miracles, and we
may best appreciate the dilemma which is involved by continuing
to follow the statements and arguments of divines themselves.
To the question whether miracles are absolutely to command the
obedience of those in whose sight they are performed, and
whether, upon their attestation, the doer and his doctrine are to
be accepted as of God, Archbishop Trench unhesitatingly replies :
“ It cannot be so, for side by side with the miracles which serve
for the furthering of the kingdom of God runs another line of
wonders, the counter-workings of him who is ever the ape of the
Most High.”3 The deduction is absolutely logical and cannot
be denied. “ This fact,” he says, “ that the kingdom of lies has
its wonders no less than the kingdom of truth, is itself sufficient
evidence that miracles cannot be appealed to absolutely and
finally, in proof of the doctrine which the worker of them
proclaims.” This being the case, it is important to discover how
miracles perform their function as the indispensable evidence for
a Divine revelation, for with this disability they do not seem to
possess much potentiality. Archbishop Trench, then, offers the
following definition of the function of miracles: “A miracle
does not prove the truth of a doctrine, or the divine mission of
him that brings it to pass. That which alone it claims for him at
the first is a right to be listened to ; it puts him in the alternative

' Two Essays on Scripture Miracles, p. 51f.
2 Opera, ed Tauchnitz, vol Hi., cap. vi., 24.
3 Notes on the Miracles of our 1”ord, 8th ed., 1866, p. 22.
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of being from heaven or from hell. The doctrine must first
commend itself to the conscience as being good, and only then
can the miracle seal it as divine. But the first appeal is from the
doctrine to the conscience, to the moral nature of man.” Under
certain circumstances, he maintains, their evidence is utterly to be
rejected. “ But the purpose of the miracle,” he says, “ being, as
we have seen, to confirm that which is good, so, upon the other
hand, where the mind and conscience witness against the doctrine,
not all the miracles in the world have a right to demand sub-
mission to the word which they seal. On the contrary, the great
act of faith is to believe, against, and in despite of them all, in
what God has revealed to, and implanted in the soul of the holy
and the true; not to believe another Gospel, though an angel
from heaven, or one transformed into such, should bring it
(Deut. xiii. 3; Gal. i. 8); and instead of compelling assent,
miracles are then rather warnings to us that we keep aloof, for
they tell us that not merely lies are here, for to that the conscience
bore witness already, but that he who utters them is more than a
common deceiver, is eminently ‘a liar and an Anti-christ,” a false
prophet—standing in more immediate connection than other
deceived and evil men to the kingdom of darkness, so that Satan
has given him his power (Rev. xiii. 2), is using him to be an
especial organ of his, and to do a special work for him.”2 And
he lays down the distinct principle that “ The miracle must
witness for itself, and the doctrine must witness for itself, and
then, and then only, the first is capable of witnessing for the
second.”3

These opinions are not peculiar to the Archbishop of Dublin,
but are generally held by divines, although Dr. Trench expresses
them with unusual absence of reserve. Dr. Mozley emphatically
affirms the same doctrine when he says : “A miracle cannot oblige
us to accept any doctrine which is contrary to our moral nature,
or to a fundamental principle of religion.”™ Dr. Mansel speaks

1 Notes, etc., p. 25. Dr. Trench’s views are of considerable eccentricity,
and he seems to reproduce in some degree the Platonic theory of Remi-
niscence. He continues : “ For all revelation presupposes in man a power
of recognising the truth when it is shown him—that it will find an answer in
him—that he will trace in it the lineaments of a friend, though of a friend
from whom he has been long estranged, and whom he has well-nigh forgotten.
It is the finding of a treasure, but of a treasure which he himself and no other
had lost. The denial of this, that there is in man any organ by which truth
may be recognised, opens the door to the most boundless scepticism—is,
indeed, the denial of all that is god-like in man” {lb., p. 25). The Arch-
bishop would probably be shocked if we suggested that the god-like organ of
which he speaks is Reason.

3lb., p. 27 f. sib., p. 33.

4Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 25.
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u SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

to the same effect: “If a teacher claiming to work miracles
proclaims doctrines contradictory to previously established truths,
whether to the conclusions of natural religion or to the teaching
of a former revelation, such a contradiction is allowed, even by
the most zealous defenders of the evidential value of miracles, to
invalidate the authority of the teacher. But the right conclusion
from this admission is not that true miracles are invalid as
evidences, but that the supposed miracles in this case are not
true miracles at all—i.e., are not the effects of Divine power, but
of human deception or of some other agency.”l A passage from
a letter written by Dr. Arnold which is quoted by Dr. Trench in
support of his views both illustrates the doctrine and the necessity
which has led to its adoption : “ You complain,” says Dr. Arnold,
writing to Dr. Hawkins, “ of those persons who judge of a revela-
tion not by its evidence, but by its substance. It has always
seemed to me that its substance is a most essential part of its
evidence; and that miracles wrought in favour of what was foolish
or wicked would only prove Manicheism. We are so perfectly
ignorant of the unseen world that the character of any supernatural
power can only be judged by the moral character of the state-
ments which it sanctions. Thus only can we tell whether it be
a revelation from God or from the Devil.”3 In another place
Dr. Arnold declares : “ Miracles must not be allowed to overrule
the Gospel; for it is only through our belief in the Gospel that
we accord our belief to them.”3

* Aids to Faith, p. 32.

3 Life ofArnold, ii., p. 226.

3 Lectures on Modem History, p. 137. Those who hold such views forget
that the greatest miracles of ecclesiastical Christianity are not external to it,
but are the essence of its principal dogmas. If the “ signs” and “ wonders”
which form what may be called the collateral miracles of Christianity are only
believed in consequence of belief in the Gospel, upon what basis does belief in
the miraculous birth, the Incarnation, the Resurrection, Ascension, and other
leading dogmas, rest? These are themselves the Gospel. Newman, the
character of whose mind leads him to believe every miracle the evidence
against which does not absolutely prohibit his doing so, rather than only those
the evidence for which constrains him to belief, supports ecclesiastical miracles
somewhat at the expense of those of the Gospels. He points out that only a
few of the latter now fulfil the purpose of evidence for a Divine revelation, and
the rest are sustained and authenticated by those few; that “ The many
never have been evidence except to those who saw them, and have but held
the place of doctrine ever since; like the truths revealed to us about the unseen
world, which are matters of faith, not means of conviction. They have no
existence, as it were, out of the record in which they are found.” He then
proceeds to refer to the criterion of a miracle suggested by Bishop Douglas :
“ We may suspect miracles to be false the account of which was not published
at the time or place of their alleged occurrence, or, if so published, yet without
careful attention being called to them.” Newman then adds : “ Yet St. Mark
is said to have written at Rome, St. Luke in Rome or Greece, and St. John
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MUTUAL DEPENDENCE OF MIRACLES AND DOCTRINES 13

It is obvious that the mutual dependence which is thus estab-
lished between miracles and the doctrines in connection with
which they are wrought destroys the evidential force of miracles,
and that the first and the final appeal is made to reason. The
doctrine, in fact, proves the miracle instead of the miracle attesting
the doctrine. Divines of course attempt to deny this, but no
other deduction from their own statements is logically possible.
Miracles, according to Scripture itself, are producible by various
supernatural beings, and may be Satanic as well as Divine ; man,
on the other hand, is so ignorant of the unseen world that
avowedly he cannot, from the miracle itself, determine the agent
by whom it was performed;’ the miracle, therefore, has no
intrinsic evidential value. How, then, according to divines, does
it attain any potentiality ? Only through a favourable decision on
the part of Reason or the “moral nature in man” regarding the
character of the doctrine. The result of the appeal to Reason
respecting the morality and credibility of the doctrine determines
the evidential status of the miracle. The doctrine, therefore, is
the real criterion of the miracle which, without it, is necessarily an
object of doubt and suspicion.

We have already casually referred to Newman’s view of such a
relation between miracle and doctrine, but may here more fully
quote his suggestive remarks. “ Others, by referring to the nature
of the doctrine attested,” he says, “in order to determine the
author of the miracle, have exposed themselves to the plausible
charge of adducing, first the miracle to attest the divinity of the
doctrine, and then the doctrine to prove the divinity of the
miracle.”3 Thisargument he characterises as one of the “dangerous
modes ” of removing a difficulty, although he does not himself
point out a safer, and, in a note, he adds: “There is an appear-
ance of doing honour to the Christian doctrines in representing
them as intrinsically credible, which leads many into supporting
opinions which, carried to their full extent, supersede the need of
miracles altogether. It must be recollected, too, that they who
are allowed to praise have the privilege of finding fault, and may
reject, according to their d priori notions, as well as receive.

at Ephesus ; and the earliest of the Evangelists wrote some years after the
events recorded, while the latest did not wnte for sixty years ; and moreover,
true though it be that attention was called to Christianity from the first, yet it
is true also that it did not succeed at the spot where it arose, but principally
at a distance from it” (Two Essays on Miracles, etc., 2nd ed., 1870, p. 232 f.).
How much these remarks might have been extended and strengthened by one
more critical and less ecclesiastical than Newman need not here be stated.

m Newman says of a miracle : “ Considered by itself, it is at most but the
token of a superhuman being ” (Two Essays, p. to).

> Two Essays, etc., p. 51.
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14 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Doubtless the divinity of a clearly immoral doctrine could not be
evidenced by miracles; for our belief in the moral attributes of
God is much stronger than our conviction of the negative proposi-
tion that none but He can interfere with the system of nature.l
But there is always the danger of extending this admission beyond
its proper limits, of supposing ourselves adequate judges of the
tendency of doctrines; and, because unassisted reason informs us
what is moral and immoral in our own case, of attempting to
decide on the abstract morality of actions....... These remarks are
in nowise inconsistent with using (as was done in a former section)
our actual knowledge of God’s attributes, obtained from a survey
of nature and human affairs, in determining the probability of
certain professed miracles having proceeded from Him. It is one
thing to infer from the experience of life, another to imagine the
character of God from the gratuitous conceptions of our own
minds.”2 Although Newman apparently fails to perceive that he
himself thus makes reason the criterion of miracles, and therefore
incurs the condemnation with which our quotation opens, the
very indecision of his argument illustrates the dilemma in which
divines are placed. Dr. Mozley, however, still more directly
condemns the principle which we are discussing—that the doctrine
must be the criterion of the miracle—although he also, as we have
seen, elsewhere substantially affirms it. He says: “ The position
that the revelation proves the miracles, and not the miracles the
revelation, admits of a good qualified meaning; but, taken
literally, it is a double offence against the rule that things are properly
proved by the proper proof of them; for a supernatural fact is
the proper proof of a supernatural doctrine; while a supernatural
doctrine, on the other hand, is certainly not the proper proof of a
supernatural fact.”3

1 In another place, however, Newman, contrasting the “ Rationalistic” and
“ Catholic” tempers, and condemning the former, says: * Rationalism is a
certain abuse of reason—that is, a use of it for purposes for which it never was
intended, and is unfitted. To rationalise in matters of revelation is to make
our reason the standard and measure of the doctrines revealed ; to stipulate
that those doctrines should be such as to carry with them their own justifica-
tion ; to reject them if they come in collision with our existing opinions
or habits of thought, or are with difficulty harmonised with our existing stock
of knowledge” (Essays, Crit. and Hist.,, 1872, vol. i., p. 31); and a little
further on: *“ A like desire of judging for one’s self is discernible in the
original fall of man. Eve did not believe the Tempter any more than God’s
word, till she perceived *the fruit was good for food * ” (It., p. 33). Newman,
of course, wishes to limit his principle precisely to suit his own convenience ;
but in permitting the rejection of a supposed revelation in spite of miracles, on
the ground of our disapproval of its morality, it is obvious that the doctrine is
substantially made the final criterion of the miracle.

2 Two Essays, etc., p. 51 f., note (£).

3 Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 19.
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This statement is obviously true, but it is equally undeniable
that, their origin being uncertain, miracles have no distinctive
evidential force. How far, then, we may inquire in order
thoroughly to understand the position, can doctrines prove the
reality of miracles or determine the agency by which they are
performed? In the case of moral truths within the limits of
reason, it is evident that doctrines which are in accordance with
our ideas of what is good and right do not require miraculous
evidence at all. They can secure acceptance by their own merits
alone. At the same time, it is universally admitted that the truth
or goodness of a doctrine is, in itself, no proof that it emanates
directly from God, and consequently the most obvious wisdom
and beauty in the doctrine could not attest the Divine origin of a
miracle. Such truths, however, have no proper connection with
revelation at all. “ These truths,” to quote the words of Bishop
Atterbury, “ were of themselves sufficiently obvious and plain, and
needed not a Divine testimony to make them plainer. But the
truths which are necessary in this manner to be attested are
those which are of positive institution; those which, if God had
not pleased to reveal them, human reason could not have
discovered ; and those which, even now they are revealed, human
reason cannot fully account for and perfectly comprehend.”*
How is it possible, then, that reason or ““the moral nature in man
can approve as good, or appreciate the fitness of, doctrines which
in their very nature are beyond the criterion of reason ?* What
reply, for instance, can reason give to any appeal to it regarding
the doctrine of the Trinity or of the Incarnation? If doctrines
the truth and goodness of which are apparent do not afford any
evidence of Divine revelation, how can doctrines which reason
can neither discover nor comprehend attest the Divine origin of
miracles? Dr. Mozley clearly recognises that they cannot do so.
“The proof of a revelation,” he says—and, we may add, the proof
of a miracle, itselfa species of revelation—* which is contained in
the substance of a revelation, has this inherent check or limit in it:
viz., that it cannot reach to what is undiscoverable by reason.
Internal evidence is itself an appeal to reason, because at every
step the test is our own appreciation of such and such an idea or
doctrine, our own perception of its fitness; but human reason
cannot in the nature of the case prove that which, by the
very hypothesis, lies beyond human reason.”! It naturally follows
that no doctrine which lies beyond reason, and therefore requires

1 Sermons, 8th ed., 1766, vol. iii., p. 198.

* Bishop Butler says : “ Christianity is a scheme quite beyond our compre-
hension ” (Analogy ofReligion, part ii., ch. iv., § 1).

3 Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 15.
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i6 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

the attestation of miracles, can possibly afford that indication of
the source and reality of miracles which is necessary to endow
them with evidential value; and the supernatural doctrine must,
therefore, be rejected in the absence of miraculous evidence of a
decisive character.

Dr. Mozley labours earnestly, but unsuccessfully, to restore to
miracles as evidence some part of that potentiality of which these
unfortunate limitations have deprived them.  Whilst, on the one
hand, he says, “We must admit, indeed, an inherent modification
in the function of a miracle as an instrument of proof,”1 he argues
that this is only a limitation, and no disproof of it, and he contends
that “The evidence of miracles is not negative, because it has
conditions.”2 His reasoning, however, is purely apologetic, and
attempts, by the unreal analogy of supposed limitations of natural
principles and evidence, toexcuse the disqualifying limitation of the
supernatural. He is quite conscious of the serious difficulty of the
position.  “ The question,” he says, “may at first sight create a
dilemma—If a miracle is nugatory on the side of one doctrine,
what cogency has it on the side of another? Is it legitimate to
accept its evidence when we please, and reject it when we please ?”
The only reply he seems able to give to these very pertinent
questions is the remark which immediately follows them : “ Butin
truth a miracle is never without an argumentative force, although
that force may be counterbalanced.”3 In other words, a miracle is
always an argument, although it is often a bad one. It is scarcely
necessary to go to the supernatural for bad arguments.

It might naturally be expected that the miraculous evidence
selected to accredit a Divine revelation should possess certain
unique and marked characteristics. It must, at least, be clearly
distinctive of Divine power, and exclusively associated with Divine
truth. It is inconceivable that the Deity, deigning thus to attest
the reality of a communication from himself of truths beyond the
criterion of reason, should not make the evidence simple and
complete, because, the doctrines proper to such a revelation not
being appreciable from internal evidence, it is obvious that the
external testimony for them—if it is to be of any use—must be
unmistakable and decisive. The evidence which is actually
produced, however, so far from satisfying these legitimate
anticipations, lacks every one of the qualifications which reason
antecedently declares to be necessary. Miracles are not distinctive
of Divine power, but are common to Satan, and they are admitted
to be performed in support of falsehood as well as in the service of
truth. They bear, indeed, so little upon them the impress of their
origin and true character that they are dependent for their

1 Hampton Lectures, p. 25. 21b., p. 25. 31d., p. 25.
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MIRACLES INCOMPETENT TO PERFORM FUNCTION 17

recognition upon our judgment of the very doctrines to attest
which they are said to have been designed.

Even taking the representation of miracles, therefore, which
divines themselves give, they are utterly incompetent to perform
their contemplated functions. If they are superhuman they are
not super-Satanic, and there is no sense in which they can be
considered miraculously evidential of anything. To argue, as
theologians do, that the ambiguity of their testimony is deliberately
intended as a trial of our faith is absurd, for, reason being unable
to judge of the nature either of supernatural fact or supernatural
doctrine, it would be mere folly and injustice to subject to such a
test beings avowedly incapable of sustaining it. Whilst it is
absolutely necessary, then, that a Divine revelation should be
attested by miraculous evidence to justify our believing it, the
testimony so-called seems, in all respects, unworthy of the name,
and presents anomalies much more suggestive of human invention
than Divine originality. We are, in fact, prepared, even by the
Scriptural account of miracles, to expect that further examination
will supply an explanation of such phenomena which will wholly
remove them from the region of the supernatural.

1
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CHAPTER II.
MIRACLES IN RELATION TO THE ORDER OF NATURE

without at present touching the question as to their reality, it
may be well to ascertain what miracles are considered to be, and
how far, and in what sense, it is asserted that they are supernatural.
We have, hitherto, almost entirely confined our attention to the
arguments of English divines, and we must for the present
continue chiefly to deal with them, for it may broadly be said that
they alone, at the present day, maintain the reality and supernatural
character of such phenomena. No thoughtful mind can fail to
see that, considering the function of miracles, this is the only
logical and consistent course.1 The insuperable difficulties in the
way of admitting the reality of miracles, however, have driven the
great majority of continental, as well as very many English,
theologians who still pretend to a certain orthodoxy, either to
explain the miracles of the Gospel naturally, or to suppress them
altogether. Since Schleiermacher denounced the idea of Divine
interuptions of the order of nature, and explained away the super-
natural character of miracles, by defining them as merely relative—
miracles to wus, but in reality mere anticipations of human
knowledge and power—his example has been more or less followed
throughout Germany, and almost every expedient has been
adopted by would-be orthodox writers to reduce, or altogether
eliminate, the miraculous elements. The attempts which have
been made to do this, and yet to maintain the semblance of
unshaken belief in the main points of ecclesiastical Christianity,
have lamentably failed, from the hopeless nature of the task and
the fundamental error of the conception. The endeavour of
Paulus and his school to get rid of the supernatural by a bold
naturalistic interpretation of the language of the Gospel naratives,
whilst the credibility of the record was represented as intact, was
too glaring an outrage upon common sense to be successful; but it
was scarcely more illogical than subsequent efforts to suppress the

' Newman writes : “ Nay, if we only go so far as to realise what Christianity
is, when considered merely as a creed, and what stupendous overpowering
facts are involved in the doctrine of a Divine Incarnation, we shall feel that no
miracle can be great after it, nothing strange or marvellous, nothing beyond
expectation ” (Two Essays on Scripture Miracles, etc., 1870, p. 185).

18
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miraculous, yet retain the creed. The great majority of modem
German critics, however, reject the miraculous altogether, and
consider the question as no longer worthy of discussion; and most
of those who have not distinctly expressed this view either resort
to every linguistic device to evade the difficulty, or betray by their
hesitation the feebleness of their belief.1 In dealing with the
question of miracles, therefore, it is not to Germany we must turn,
but to England, where their reality is still maintained.

Archbishop Trench rejects with disdain the attempts of Schleier-
macher and others to get rid of the miraculous elements of
miracles, by making them relative, which he rightly considers to
be merely “ a decently veiled denial of the miracle altogether ;2
and he will not accept any reconciliation which sacrifices the
miracle, “ which,” he logically affirms, “is, in fact, no miracle, if
it lay in nature already, if it was only the evoking of forces latent
therein, not a new thing, not the bringing in of the novel powers
of a higher world; if the mysterious processes and powers by
which those works were brought about had been only undiscovered
hitherto, and not undiscoverable, by the efforts of human
inquiry.”3  When Dr. Trench tries to define what he considers

11t may be well to refer more particularly to the views of Ewald, one of the
mast profound scholars, but, at the same time, arbitrary critics, of this time.
In his great work, Geschickte des Volkes Israel, he rejects the supernatural
fromall the “ miracles” of the Old Testament (cf. I1l1. Ausg. 1864, Band i.,
p. 385 If., ii., p. 88 f., 101 ff., ~53 ff.), and in the fifth volume Christus u.s.
Zeit, he does not belie his previous opinions. He deliberately repudiates the
miraculous birth of Jesus (v. p. 236), rejects the supernatural from the birth of
John the Baptist, and denies the relationship (Luke i. 36) between him and
Jesus (p. 230 ft). The miraculous events at the Crucifixion are mere poetical
imaginations (p. 581). The Resurrection is the creation of the pious longing
and excited feeling of the disciples (Band vi. Gesch. des Apost. Zeitalters,
858, p. 71 f.), and the Ascension, its natural sequel (vi. p. 95 f.). In regard
to the miracles of Jesus, his treatment of disease was principally mental and
by the exercise of moral influence on the mind of the sick ; but he also
employed external means, inquired into the symptoms of disease, and his
action was subject to the laws of Divine order (v. pp. 291-299). Ewald
spiritualises the greater miracles until the physical basis is almost completely
jost. In the miracle at the marriage of Cana, “ water itself, under the
influence of his spirit, becomes the best wine,” as it still dops wherever his
spirit is working in full power (v. p. 329). The miraculous feeding of 5,000
isa narrative based on some tradition of an occasion in which Jesus, “ with the
smallest external means, but infinitely more through his spirit and word and
prayer, satisfied all who came to him an allegory, in fact, of the higher
satisfying power of the bread of life—which in course of time grew to the
consistency of a physical miracle (v. p. 442). The raising of the son of the
widow of Nain is represented as a case of suspended animation (v. p. 424).
In his latest work, Die Lehre der Bibel von Got/, Ewald eliminates all the
miraculous elements from Revelation, which he extends to all historical
religions (with the exception of Mohammedanism), as well as to the religion of
the Bible (i., p. 18, § 8).

' Notes on Miracles, p. 74. 3lb., p. 75.
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20 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

the real character of miracles, however, he becomes, as might be
expected, voluminous and obscure. He says: “An extra-
ordinary Divine casualty, and not that ordinary which we acknow-
ledge everywhere, and in everything, belongs, then, to the
essence of the miracle; powers of God other than those which
have always been working; such, indeed, as most seldom or
never have been working before. The unresting activity of God,
which at other times hides and conceals itself behind the veil of
what we term natural laws, does in the miracle unveil itself; it
steps out from its concealment, and the hand which works is
laid bare. Beside and beyond the ordinary operation of nature,
higher powers (higher, not as coming from a higher source, but as
bearing upon higher ends) intrude and make themselves felt even
at the very springs and sources of her power.”* “Not, as we
shall see the greatest theologians have always earnestly contended,
contra naturam, but prater naturam, and supra naturam.”3
Further on he adds: “Beyond nature, beyond and above the
nature which we know, they are, but not contrary to it”3
Newman, in a similar strain, though with greater directness, says :
“The miracles of Scripture are undeniably beyond nature and
he explains them as “ wrought by persons consciously exercising,
under Divine guidance, a power committed to them for definite
ends, professing to be immediate messengers from heaven, and to
evidencing their mission by their miracles.”*

Miracles are here described as “ beside,” and “beyond,” and
“above ” nature ; but a moment’s consideration must show that,
in so far as these terms have any meaning at all, they are simply
evasions, not solutions, of a difficulty. Dr. Trench is quite
sensible of the danger in which the definition of miracles places
them, and how fatal to his argument it would be to admit that
they are contrary to the order of nature. “The miracle,” he
protests, “is not thus unnatural; nor could it be such, since the
unnatural, the contrary to order, is of itself the ungodly, and can
in no way, therefore, be affirmed of a Divine work, such as that
with which we have to do.”s The Archbishop, in this, however, is
clearly arguing from nature to miracles, and not from miracles to
nature. He does not, of course, know what miracles really are;
but, as he recognises that the order of nature must be maintained,
he is forced to assert that miracles are not contrary to nature. He
repudiates the idea of their being natural phenomena, and yet
attempts to deny that they are unnatural. They must either be
the one or the other. Indeed, that his distinction is purely

INotes on Miracles, p. 12. 31b., p. 12, note 2. 3lb., p. 14.
* Two Essays on Scripture Miracles, etc., p. 116.
5Notes on Miracles, p. 15.
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ANALYSIS OF MIRACLES 2

imaginary, and inconsistent with the alleged facts of Scriptural
miracles, is apparent from Dr. Trench’s own illustrations. The
whole argument is a mere quibble of words to evade a palpable
dilemma. Newman does not fall into this error, and more boldly
faces the difficulty. He admits that the Scripture miracles
“innovate upon the impressions which are made upon us by the
order and the laws of the natural world and that “walking on
the sea, or the resurrection of the dead, is a plain reversal of its
laws.””1

Take, for instance, the multiplication of loaves and fishes.
Five thousand people are fed upon five barley loaves and two
small fishes; “and they took up of the fragments which remained
twelve baskets full.”3 Dr. Trench is forced to renounce all help
in explaining this miracle from natural analogies, and he admits :
“We must simply behold in the multiplying of the bread ” (and
fishes ?) “an act of Divine omnipotence on His part who was the
Word of God—not, indeed, now as at the first, of absolute
creation out of nothing, since there was a substratum to work
on in the original loaves and fishes, but an act of creative accre-
tion.”4 It will scarcely be argued by anyone that such an “act of
Divine omnipotence ” and “ creative accretion ” as this multiplica-
tion of five baked loaves and two small fishes is not contrary to
the order of nature* For Dr. Trench has himself pointed out
that there must be interposition of man’s art here, and that “a
grain of wheat could never by itself, and according to the laws of
natural development, issue in a loaf of bread.”6

Undaunted by, or rather unconscious of, such contradictions,
the Archbishop proceeds with his argument, and with new defini-
tions of the miraculous. So far from being disorder of nature, he
continues, with audacious precision: “The true miracle is a
higher and a purer nature, coming down out of the world of
untroubled harmonies into this world of ours, which so many
discords have jarred and disturbed, and bringing this back again,
though it be but for one mysterious prophetic moment, into
harmony with that higher.”? In that “ higher and purer nature ”
can a grain of wheat issue in a loaf of bread ? We have only to
apply this theory to the miraculous multiplication of loaves and

* Two Essays on Scripture Miracles, etc., p. 154. 31b., p. 158.

3 Matt xiv. 20. 4 Notes on Miracles, p. 274 f.

5 Newman, referring to this amongst other miracles as “a far greater
innovation upon the economy of nature than the miracles of the Church
upon the economy of Scripture,” says: “ There is nothing, for instance,
in nature at all to parallel and mitigate the wonderful history of the
multiplication of an artificially prepared substance such as bread” (Two
Essays, p. 157 f.).

4 Notes on Miracles, p. 274. 11b., p. 15.
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22 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

fishes to perceive how completely it is the creation of Dr. Trench’s
poetical fancy.

These passages fairly illustrate the purely imaginary and arbitrary
nature of the definitions which those who maintain the reality and
supernatural character of miracles give of them. The favourite
hypothesis is that which ascribes miracles to the action of unknown
law. Archbishop Trench naturally adopts it. ““ We should see in
the miracle,” he says, “not the infraction of a law, but the
neutralising of a lower law, the suspension of it for a time by a
higher and he asks with indignation whence we dare conclude
that, because we know of no powers sufficient to produce miracles,
none exist. “ They exceed the laws of our nature ; but it does
not therefore follow that they exceed the laws of all nature.”1 It
is not easy to follow the distinction here between “ our nature ”
and “ all nature,” since the order of nature, by which miracles are
judged, is, so far as knowledge goes, universal, and we have no
grounds for assuming that there is any other.

The same hypothesis is elaborated by I)r. Mozley. Assuming
the facts of miracles, he proceeds to discuss the question of their
“ referribleness to unknown law,” in which expression he includes
both “unknown law, or unknown connection with known law.”2

Taking first the supposition of unknown connection with known
law, he argues that, as a law of nature, in the scientific sense,
cannot possibly produce single or isolated facts, it follows that no
isolated or exceptional event can come under a law of nature by
direct observation ; but, if it comes under it at all, it can only do
so by some explanation, which takes itout of its isolation and joins
it to a class of facts, whose recurrence indeed constitutes the law.
Now Dr. Mozley admits that no explanation can be given by which
miracles can have an unknown connection with known law.

1 Notes on Miracles, p. 16. Dr. Liddon writes on the evidential purpose of
miracles and their nature, as follows : “ But how is man enabled to identify the
Author of this law’ within him ” (which the highest instincts of the human con-
science derive from the Christian Revelation and the life ofChrist), “ perfectly
reflected as it is in the Christ, with the Author of the law of the Universe
without him? The answer is, by miracle. Miracle is an innovation upon
physical law—or at least a suspension of some lower physical law by the inter-
vention of a higher one—in the interests of moral law.  The historical fact that
Jesus Christ rose from the dead identifies the Lord ofphysical life and death with
the Legislator of the Sermon on the Mount. Miracle is the certificate of
identity between the Lord of Nature and the I-ord of Conscience—the proof
that He is really a moral being who subordinates physical to moral interests.
Miracle is the meeting-point between intellect and the moral sense, because it
announces the answer to the efforts and yearnings alike of the moral sense and
the intellect; because it announces revelation ” (Some Elements of Religion,
Lent Lectures, 1870 j H. P. Liddon, D.D., Canon of St. Paul’s, 1872, p. 74 f.).

* Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 145.
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Taking the largest class of miracles, bodily cures, the corre-
spondence between a simple command or prophetic notification
and the cure is the chief characteristic of miracles, and dis-
tinguishes them from mere marvels. No violation of any law of
nature takes place in either the cure or the prophetic announce-
ment taken separately, but the two taken together are the proof of
superhuman agency. He concludes that no physical hypothesis
can be framed accounting for the superhuman knowledge and
power involved in this class of miracles, supposing the miracles to
stand as they are recorded in Scripture.l

The inquiry is then shifted to the other and different question :
whether miracles may not be instances of laws which are as yet
vvhoIIy unknown.2 This is generally called a question of “ higher
law”—that is to say, a law’ which comprehends under itself two or
more lower or less wide laws. And the principle would be
applicable to miracles by supposing the existence of an unknown
law, hereafter to be discovered, under which miracles would come,
and then considering whether this new law of miracles and the
old law of common facts might not both be reducible to a still
more general law, which comprehended them both; but I)r, Mo/ ley,
of course, recognises that the discovery of such a law of miracles
would necessarily involve the discovery of fresh miracles, for to
talk of a law of miracles without miracles would be an absurdity,3
The supposition of the discovery of such a law of miracles, how-
ever, would be tantamount to the supposition of a future new
order of nature, from which it immediately follows that the whole
supposition is irrelevant and futile as regards the present question.*
For no new order of things could make the present order different,
and a miracle, could we suppose it becoming the ordinary fact of
another different order of nature, would not be less a violation of
the laws of nature in the present one.s This explanation is also
rejected.

We pause here to remark that throughout the whole inquiry
into the question of miracles we, meet with nothing from
theologians but mere assumptions. The facts of the narrative of
the miracle are first assumed, and so are the theories by which it
is explained. Now, with regard to every theory which seeks to
explain miracles by assumption, we may quote words applied by
one of the ablest defenders of miracles to some conclusion of
straw, which he placed in the mouth of an imaginary antagonist in
order that he might refute it. “But the question is,” said
Dr. Mansel, “not whether such a conclusion has been asserted, as
many other absurdities have been asserted, by the advocates of a

1Hampton Lectures, 1865 pp. 145-153- 2 [*e> PP- 153—359-
31lb., p. 154 f. *1b., p. 156. 51b., p. 157.

bigitzed by G 009 le



*4 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

theory, but whether it has been established on such scientific
grounds as to be entitled to the assent of all duly-cultivated minds,
whatever their own consciences may say to the contrary.”1

Immediately after his indignant demand for scientific accuracy
of demonstration, Dr. Mansel proceeds to argue as follows : In the
will of man we have the solitary instance of an efficient cause, in
the highest sense of the term, acting among the physical causes
of the material world, and producing results which could not
have been brought about by any mere sequence of physical
causes. If a man of his own will throw a stone into the air, its
motion, as soon as it has left his hand, is determined by a
combination of purely material laws; but by what law came it
to be thrown at all ? The law of gravitation, no doubt, remains
constant and unbroken, whether the stone is lying on the ground
or moving through the air; but all the laws of matter could not
have brought about the particular result, without the interposition
of the free will of the man who throws the stone.  Substitute the
will of God for the will of man, and the argument becomes
applicable to the whole extent of creation and to all the phenomena
which it embraces.2

It is evident that this argument merely tends to prove that ever)'
effect must have a cause—a proposition too obvious to require any
argument at all. If a man had not thrown the stone, the stone
would have remained lying on the ground. No one doubts this.
We have here, however, this “solitary instance of an efficient
cause acting among the physical causes of the material world,”
producing results which are wholly determined by natural laws,3
and incapable of producing any opposed to them. If, therefore,
we substitute, as Dr. Mansel desires, “the will of God ” for “ the
will of man,” we arrive at no results which are not in harmony
with the order of nature. We have no ground whatever for
assuming any efficient cause acting in any other way than in
accordance with the laws of nature. It is, however, one of the
gross fallacies of this argument, as applied to miracles, to pass
fritm the efficient cause producing results which are strictly in
accordance with natural laws, and determined by them, to an
assumed efficient cause producing effects which are opposed to
natural law. The restoration to life of a decomposed human
body, and the miraculous multiplication of loaves and fishes, are

' Mansel, Aids to Faith, p. 19. 2 Ih,, p. 20.

3 Throughout this argument we use the term *law ” in its popular sense as
representing the series of phenomena to which reference is made. We do not
think it necessary to discuss the assumption that the will of man is an “ efficient
cause”; it is sufficient to show that even admitting the premiss, for the sake of
argument, the supposed consequences do not follow.
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SUSPENSION OF LAW *5

opposed to natural laws, and no assumed efficient cause conceiv-
able, to which they may be referred, can harmonise them.

Dr. Mozley continues his argument in a similar way. He
inquires : “ Is the suspension of physical and material laws by a
spiritual being inconceivable? We reply that, however incon-
ceivable this kind of suspension of physical law is, it is a fact.
Physical laws are suspended any time an animate being moves
any part of its body; the laws of matter are suspended by the
lans of life.” He goes on to maintain that, although it is true
that his spirit is united with the matter in which it moves in a
way in which the Great Spirit who acts on matter in the miracle
is not, yet the action of God’s Spirit in the miracle of walking on
the water is no more inconceivable than the action of his own
spirit in holding up his own hand. “Antecedently, one step on
the ground and an ascent to heaven are alike incredible. But
this appearance of incredibility is answered in one case literally
ambulando. How can | place any reliance upon it in the other 7’3
From this illustration, with a haste very unlike his previous careful
procedure, he jumps to the following conclusions: “The consti-
tution of nature, then, disproves the incredibility of the Divine
suspension of physical law; but, more than this, it creates a
presumption for it.”3 The laws of life of which we have experience,
he argues, are themselves in an ascending scale. First come the
lans which regulate unorganised matter; next the laws of vegeta-
tion ; then the laws of animal life, with its voluntary motion; and,
above these, again, the laws of moral being. A supposed intelligent
being whose experience was limited to one or more classes in this
ascending scale of laws would be totally incapable of conceiving
the action of the higher classes. The progressive succession of
lans is perfectly conceivable backward, but an absolute mystery
forward.  “ Analogy,” therefore, he contends, when in this ascend-
ing series we arrive at man, leads us to expect that there is a
higher sphere of law as much above him as he is above the lower
natures in the scale, and “supplies a presumption in favour of
such a belief.”* And so we arrive at the question whether there
isor is not a God, a Personal Head in Nature, whose free will
penetrates the universal frame invisibly to us, and is an omnipresent
agent. If there be, Dr. Mozley concludes, then every miracle
in Scripture is as natural an event in the universe as any chemical
experiment in the physical world.5

This is precisely the argument of Dr. Mansel regarding the
“ Efficient Cause,” somewhat elaborated ; but, however ingeniously
devised, it is equally based upon assumption and defective in

1Ram[>t<m lectures, 1865, p. 164. *1b., P- 164.
3lb., p. 164. 41b., p. 165. 51b., p. 165.
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26 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

analogy. The “classes of law ” to which the Bampton lecturer
refers are really in no ascending scale. Unorganised matter,
vegetation, and animal life may each have special conditions
modifying phenomena, but they are all equally subject to natural
laws. Man is as much under the influence of gravitation as a
stone is. The special operation of physical laws is not a modifi-
cation of law, but law acting under different conditions. The
law of gravitation suffers no alteration, whether it cause the fall of
an apple or shape the orbit of a planet. The reproduction of the
plant and of the animal is regulated by the same fundamental
principle, acting through different organisms. The mere superiority
of man over lower forms of organic and inorganic matter does not
lift him above physical laws, and the analogy of every grade in
nature forbids the presumption that higher forms may exist which
are exempt from their control.

If in animated beings, as is affirmed, we have the solitary
instance of an “ efficient cause ” acting among the forces of nature,
and possessing the power of initiation, this “efficient cause”
produces no disturbance of physical law. Its action is a recog-
nised part of the infinite variety of form within the order of nature ;
and although the character of the force exercised by it may not be
clearly understood, its effects are regulated by the same laws as
govern all other forces in nature. If “the laws of matter are
suspended by the laws of life ” each time an animated being
moves any part of its body, one physical law is counteracted in
precisely the same manner, and to an equivalent degree, each
time another physical law is called into action. The law of gravi-
tation, forinstance, is equally neutralised by the law of magnetism
each time a magnet suspends a weight in the air. In each case
a law is successfully resisted precisely to the extent of the force
employed. The arm that is raised by the animated being falls
again, in obedience to law, as soon as the force which raised it is
exhausted, quite as certainly as the weight descends when the mag-
netic current fails. This, however, is not the suspension of law
in the sense of a miracle, but, on the contrary, is simply the
natural operation upon each other of co-existent laws. It is a
recognised part of the order of nature,’ and instead of rendering

1 Dr. Mozley says, in the preface to the second edition of his Bampton
lectures : “ It is quite true that we see laws of nature any day and any hour
neutralised and counteracted in particular cases and do not look upon such
counteractions as other than the most natural events ; but it must be remem-
bered that, when this is the case, the counteracting agency is as ordinary and
constant an antecedent in nature as the agency which it counteracts. The
agency of the muscles and the agency of the magnet are as ordinary as the
agency of gravitation which they both neutralise....... The elevation ofa body in
the air by the force of an arm is a counteraction indeed of the law of gravita-
tion, but it is a counteraction of it by another law as natural as that of gravity.
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THE EFFICIENT CAUSE SUBJECT TO LAW 27

credible any supernatural suspension of laws, the analog)’ of
animated beings distinctly excludes it. The introduction of life in
no way changes the relation between cause and effect, which con-
stitutes the order of nature.  Life favours no presumption for the
suspension of law, but, on the contrary, whilst acting in nature,
universally exhibits the prevalence and invariability of law.

The supposed “ Efficient Cause ” is wholly circumscribed by
law. It is brought into existence by the operation of physical
laws, and from the cradle to the grave it is subject to those laws.
The whole process of life is dependent on obedience to natural
laws, and so powerless is this efficient cause to resist their jurisdic-
tion that, in spite of its highest efforts, it pines or ceases to exist
in consequence of the mere natural operation of law upon the
matter with which it is united, and without which it is impotent.
It cannot receive an impression from without that is not conveyed
in accordance with law, and perceived by an exquisitely ordered
organism, in every part of which law reigns supreme; nor can it
communicate from within except through channels equally ordered
by law. The “laws of life ” act amongst the laws of matter, but
are not independent of them, and the action of both classes of law
is regulated by precisely the same principles.

Dr. Mozley’s affirmation, that antecedently one step on the
ground and an ascent to heaven are alike incredible, does not help
him. In that sense it follows that there is nothing that is not
antecedently incredible, nothing credible until it has happened.
This argument, however, while it limits us to actual experience,
prohibits presumptions with regard to that which is beyond expe-
rience. To argue that, because a step on the ground and an
ascent to heaven are antecedently alike incredible, yet, as we
subsequently make that step, therefore the ascent to heaven, which

The fact, therefore, is in conformity with the laws of nature.  But if the same
body is raised in the air without any application of a known force, it is not a
fact in conformity with natural law. In all these cases the question is not
whether a law of nature has been counteracted, for that does not constitute a
fact contradictory to the laws of nature ; but whether it has been counteracted
by another natural law. If it has been, the conditions of science are fulfilled.
But if a law of nature has been counteracted by a law out of nature, it is of no
purpose, with a view to naturalise scientifically that counteraction ofa law of
nature, to say that the law of nature has been going on all the time, and only
been neutralised, not suspended or violated. These are mere refinements of
language, which do not affect the fact itself, that a new conjunction of ante-
cedentand consequent, wholly unlike the conjunctions in nature, has taken
place. The laws of nature have in that instance not worked, and an effect
contrary to what would have issued from those laws has been produced. This
is ordinarily called a violation or suspension of the laws of nature; and it seems
an unnecessary refinement not to call it such. But whatever name we give to
it, the fact is the same ; and the fact is not according to the laws of nature in
the scientific sense” (p. xii. f.).
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we cannot make, from incredible becomes credible, is a contradic-
tion in terms. If the ascent be antecedently incredible, it cannot
at the same time be antecedently credible.  That which is
incredible cannot become credible because something else quite
different becomes credible.  Experience comes with its sober
wisdom to check such reasoning. We believe in our power to
walk because we habitually exercise it; we disbelieve in bodily
ascensions because all experience excludes them, and if we leap
into the air on the brink of a precipice, belief in an ascent to
heaven is shattered to pieces at the bottom, to which the law of
gravitation infallibly drags us.

There is absolutely nothing in the constitution of nature, we
may say, reversing Dr. Mozley’s assertion, which does not prove
the incredibility of a Divine suspension of physical laws, and does
not create a presumption against it. A distinction between the
laws of nature and the “laws of the universe,” by which he
endeavours to make a miracle credible, is one which is purely
imaginary. We know of no laws of the universe differing from the
laws of nature. So far as human observation can range, these laws
alone prevail. The occasional intervention of an unknown
“ efficient cause,” producing the effects called “ miracles”—effects
which are not referrible to any known law—is totally opposed to
experience, and such a hypothesis to explain alleged occurrences
of a miraculous character cannot find a legitimate place within
the order of nature.

The proposition with which 'Dr. Mozley commences these
Bampton Lectures, and for which he contends to their close, is
this: “ That miracles, or visible suspensions of the order of
nature for a providential purpose, are not in contradiction to
reason.”l He shows that the purpose of miracles is to attest a
supernatural revelation, which, without them, we could not
be justified in believing. “ Christianity,” he distinctly states,
“ cannot be maintained as a revelation undiscoverable by human
reason—a revelation of a supernatural scheme for man’ salvation
without the evidence of miracles.”} Out of this very admission
he attempts to construct an argument in support of miracles.
“ Hence it follows,” he continues, “ that, upon the supposition of
the Divine design of a revelation, a miracle is not an anomaly or
irregularity, but part of the system of the universe; because,
though an irregularity and an anomaly in relation to either part,
it has a complete adaptation to the whole. There being two
worlds, a visible and invisible, and a communication between the

Bampton\Lecturest 1865, p. 163.
a/b.t p. 6. 3ib.yp. 23.
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two being wanted, a miracle is the instrument of that communi-
cation.”1

This argument is based upon mere assumption. The sup-
position of the Divine design of a revelation, by which a miracle
is said to become “part of the system of the universe” and,
therefore, neither an “anomaly” nor “irregularity,” is the result
of a foregone conclusion in its favour, and is not suggested by
antecedent probability. It is, in fact, derived solely from the
contents of the revelation itself. Divines assume that a com-
munication of this nature is in accordance with reason, and was
necessary for the salvation of the human race, simply because
they believe that it took place. No attempt is seriously made,
independently, to prove the reality of the supposed * Divine
design of a revelation.” A revelation having, it is supposed, been
mede, that revelation is consequently supposed to have been con-
templated, and to have necessitated and justified suspensions of
the order of nature to effect it. The proposition for which the
evidence of miracles is demanded is viciously employed as
evidence for miracles.

The circumstances upon which the assumption of the necessity
and reasonableness of a revelation is based, however, are in-
credible, and contrary to reason. We are asked to believe that
God made man in his own image, pure and sinless, and intended
him to continue so, but that scarcely had this, his noblest work,
left the hands of the Creator than man was tempted into sin by
Satan, an all-powerful and persistent enemy of God, whose
existence and antagonism to a Being in whose eyes sin is abomina-
tion are not accounted for, and are incredible.2 Adam’ fall
brought a curse upon the earth, and incurred the penalty
of death for himself and for the whole of his posterity. The
human race, although created perfect and without sin, thus
disappointed the expectations of the Creator, and became daily
more wicked, the Evil Spirit having succeeded in frustrating
the designs of the Almighty, so that God repented that he had
made man, and at length destroyed by a deluge all the inhabitants
of the earth, with the exception of eight persons who feared him.
This sweeping purification, however, was as futile as the original
design, and the race of men soon became more wicked than ever.
The final and only adequate remedy devised by God for the salvation
of his creatures, become so desperately and hopelessly evil, was
the incarnation of himself in the person of “ the Son,” the second

1Bamfton Latum, p. *3.

‘ The history of the gradual development of the idea of the existence and
personality of the Devil is full of instruction, and throws no small light
upon the question of revelation.
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person in a mysterious Trinity, of which the Godhead is said to
be composed (who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, and bom of
the Virgin Mary), and his death upon the cross as a vicarious
expiation of the sins of the world, without which supposed satis-
faction of the justice of God his mercy could not possibly have
been extended to the frail and sinful work of his own hands.
The crucifixion of the incarnate God was the crowning guilt of a
nation whom God himself had selected as his own peculiar people,
and whom he had condescended to guide by constant direct revela-
tions of his will, but who, from the first, had displayed the most
persistent and remarkable proclivity to sin against him, and, in
spite of the wonderful miracles wrought on their behalf, to forsake
his service for the worship of other gods. We are asked to believe,
therefore, in the frustration of the Divine design of creation, and
in the fall of man into a state of wickedness hateful to God,
requiring and justifying the Divine design of a revelation, and
such a revelation as this, as a preliminary to the further proposi-
tion that, on the supposition of such a design, miracles would not
be contrary to reason.

The whole theory of this abortive design of creation, with such
impotent efforts to amend it, is emphatically contradicted by all
that experience has taught us of the order of nature. It is
difficult to say whether the details of the scheme or the circum-
stances which are supposed to have led to its adoption are more
shocking to reason or to moral sense. The imperfection ascribed
to the Divine work is scarcely more derogatory to the power and
wisdom of a Creator than the supposed satisfaction of his justice
in the death of himself incarnate, the innocent for the guilty, is
degrading to the idea of his moral perfection. The supposed
necessity for repeated interference to correct the imperfection of
the original creation, the nature of the means employed, and the
triumphant opposition of Satan are anthropomorphic conceptions
totally incompatible with the idea of an infinitely wise and
Almighty Being. The constitution of nature, so far from favouring
any hypothesis of original perfection and subsequent deterioration,
bears everywhere the record of systematic upward progression.
Not only is the assumption that any revelation of the nature of
ecclesiastical Christianity was necessary excluded upon philo-
sophical grounds, but it is contradicted by the whole operation
of natural laws, which contain in themselves inexorable penalties
against retrogression, or even unprogressiveness, and furnish the
only requisite stimulus to improvement. The survival only of
the fittest is the stem decree of nature. The invariable action
of law of itself eliminates the unfit. Progress is necessary to
existence; extinction is the doom of retrogression. The highest
effect contemplated by the supposed revelation is to bring man
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into perfect harmony with law; but this is ensured by law itself
acting upon intelligence. Civilisation is nothing but the know-
ledge and observance of natural laws. The savage must learn
these laws or be extinguished ; the cultivated must observe them
or die. The balance of moral and physical development cannot
be deranged with impunity. In the spiritual as well as the
physical sense, only the fittest eventually can survive in the
struggle for existence. There is, in fact, an absolute upward
impulse to the whole human race supplied by the invariable
operation of the laws of nature, acting upon the common instinct
of self-preservation. As, on the one hand, the highest human
conception of infinite wisdom and power is derived from the
universality and invariability of law; so that universality and
invariability, on the other hand, exclude the idea of interruption
or occasional suspension of law for any purpose whatever, and
more especially for the correction of supposed original errors of
design which cannot have existed, or for the attainment of objects
already provided for in the order of nature.

Upon the first groundless assumption of a Divine design of
such a revelation follows the hypothetical inference that, for the
purpose of making the communication from the unseen world, a
miracle or visible suspension of the order of nature is no irregu-
larity, but part of the system of the universe. This, however, is
a mere assertion, and no argument. An avowed assumption
which is contrary to reason is followed by another which is
contrary to experience. It is not permissible to speak of a visible
suspension of the order of nature being part of the system of the
universe. Such a statement has no meaning whatever within the
range of human conception. Moreover, it must be remembered
that miracles—or “visible suspensions of the order of nature ”—
are ascribed indifferently to Divine and to Satanic agency. If
miracles are not an anomaly or irregularity on the supposition of
the Divine design of a revelation, upon what supposition do
Satanic miracles cease to be irregularities ? Is the order of nature,
which it is asserted is under the personal control of God, at the
same time at the mercy of the Devil ?

Archbishop Trench has, as usual, a singular way of overcoming
the difficulty. He says: “So long as we abide in the region of
nature, miraculous and improbable, miraculous and incredible, may
be admitted as convertible terms. But once lift up the whole dis-
cussion into a higher region, once acknowledge something higher
than nature, a kingdom of God, and men the intended denizens of
it, and the whole argument loses its strength and the force of its
conclusions......... He who already counts it likely that God will
interfere for the higher welfare of men, who believes that there is
a nobler world-order than that in which we live and move, and
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that it would be the blessing of blessings for that nobler to intrude
into and to make itself felt in the region of this lower, who has
found that here in this world we are bound by heavy laws of
nature, of sin, of death, which no powers that we now possess can
break, yet which must be broken if we are truly to live—he will
not find it hard to believe the great miracle, the coming of the
Son of God in the flesh, &c......... And as he believes that greatest
miracle, so will he believe all other miracles, etc.” In other
words, if we already believe the premisses we shall not find it
difficult to adopt the conclusions—if we already believe the
greatest miracle we shall not hesitate to believe the less—if we
already believe the dogmas we shall not find it hard to believe
the evidence by which they are supposed to be authenticated.
As we necessarily do abide in the region of nature, in which
Dr. Trench admits that miraculous and incredible are convertible
terms, it would seem rather difficult to lift the discussion into the
higher region here described without having already abandoned
it altogether.

' Notes on Miracles, p. 71 f.  Archbishop Trend! lielieves Ihat exemption
from the control of the law of gravitation, etc., is a “ lost prerogative' of our
race, which we may one day recover. It would tie difficult to produce a
parallel to his reasoning in modern times. He says: “ It has been already
observed that the miracle, according to its true idea, is not a violation nor vet
suspension of law, but the incoming of a higher law, as of a spiritual in the
midst of natural laws, and the momentary assertion, for that higher law, of the
predominance which it was intended to have, and but for mans fall it would
always have had, over the lower ; and with this a prophetic anticipation of the
abiding prevalence which it shall one day recover. Exactly thus was there
here” (in the miracle of the Walking on the Sea) “ a sign of the lordship of
man's will, when that will is in absolute harmony with God’s will, over
external nature. In regard to this very law of gravitation, a feeble, and for
the most part unconsciously possessed, remnant of his power survives to man
in the well-attested fact that nis body is lighter when he is awake than sleeping;
a fact which every nurse who has carried a child can attest. From this we
conclude that the human consciousness, as an inner centre, works as an
opposing force to the attraction of the earth and the centripetal force of gravity,
however unable now to overbear it” (!) Ib., p. 292.
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CHAPTER III.
REASON IN RELATION TO THE ORDER OF NATURE

The argument of those who assert the possibility and reality of
miracles generally takes the shape of an attack, more or less direct,
upon our knowledge of the order of nature. To establish an
exception they contest the rule. “ Whatever difficulty there is in
believing in miracles in general,” he says, “ arises from the circum-
stance that they are in contradiction to or unlike the order of
nature. To estimate the force of this difficulty, then, we must
first understand what kind of belief it is which we have in the
order of nature; for the weight of the objection to the miraculous
must depend on the nature of the belief to which the miraculous
is opposed.”  Dr. Mozley defines the meaning of the phrase,
“order of nature,” as the connection of that part of the order of
nature of which we are ignorant with that part of which we know,
the former being expected to be such and such, because the latter
is. But how do we justify this expectation of likeness I* We
cannot do so, he affirms, and all our arguments are mere state-
ments of the belief itself, and not reasons to account for it. It
may be said, e.g., that when a fact of nature has gone on repeating
itself a certain time, such repetition shows that there is a per-
manent cause at work, and that a permanent cause produces
permanently recurring effects. But what is there, he inquires, to
show the existence of a permanent cause ? Nothing. The effects
which have taken place show a cause at work to the extent of
these effects, but not further. That this cause is of a more
permanent nature we have no evidence. Why, then, do we expect
the further continuance of these effects?3 We can only say :
because we believe the future will be like the past. After a
physical phenomenon has even occurred every day for years we
have nothing but the past repetition to justify our certain ex-
pectation of its future repetition.* Do we think it giving a reason
for our confidence in the future to say that, though no man has
had experience of what is future, every man has had experience of
what was future? It is true, he admits, that what is future
becomes at every step of our advance what was future, but that

1 Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 33. 31b., p. 34
*1b., p. 36. 41b., p. 37.

3 D
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which is now still future is not the least altered by that circum-
stance ; it is as invisible, as unknown, and as unexplored as if it
were the very beginning and the very starting-point of nature. At
this starting-point of nature what would a man know of its future
course ? Nothing. At this moment he knows no more.l What
ground of reason, then, can we assign for our expectation that any
part of the course of nature will the next moment be like what it
has been up to this moment—i.e., for our belief in the uniformity
of nature? None. It is without a reason. It rests upon no
rational ground, and can be traced to no rational principle.2 The
belief in the order of nature being thus an “ unintelligent im-
pulse ” of which we cannot give any rational account. Dr. Mozley
concludes, the ground is gone upon which it could be maintained
that miracles, as opposed to the order of nature, were opposed to
reason. A miracle, then, in being opposed to our experience is
not only not opposed to necessary reasoning, but to any reasoning.3
We need not further follow the Bampton Lecturer, as, with clear-
ness and ability, he applies this reasoning to the argument of
“ Experience,” until he pauses triumphantly to exclaim : “ Thus,
step by step, has philosophy loosened the connection of the order
of nature with the ground of reason, befriending in exact pro-
portion, as it has done this, the principle of miracles.”3

We need not here enter upon any abstract argument regarding
the permanence of cause : it will be sufficient to deal with these
objections in a simpler and more direct way. Dr. Mozley, of
course, acknowledges that the principle of the argument from
experience is that “ which makes human life practicable ; which
utilises all our knowledge ; which makes the past anything
more than an irrelevant picture to us; for of what use is the
experience of the past to us unless we believe the future will be
like it 273 Our knowledge in all things is relative, and there are
sharp and narrow limits to human thought. It is, therefore, evident
that, in the absence of absolute knowledge, our belief must be
accorded to that of which we have more full cognizance, rather
than to that which is contradicted by all that we do know. It
may be “irrational” to feel entire confidence that the sun will
“rise ” to-morrow, or that the moon will continue to wax and wane
as in the past, but we shall without doubt retain this belief, and
reject any assertion, however positive, that the earth will stand still
to-morrow, or that it did so some thousands of years ago. Evidence
must take its relative place in the finite scale of knowledge and
thought, and if we do not absolutely know anything, so long as one
thing is more fully established than another, we must hold to that

1 Bamplot. Lectures, p. 38. 2 16., p. 39. 31b., p. 48.
4 /s, p- 49- 5P 58
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which rests upon the more certain basis. Our belief in the in-
variability of the order of nature, therefore, being based upon
more certain grounds than any other human opinion, we must of
necessity refuse credence to a statement supported by infinitely
less complete testimony, and contradicted by universal experience,
that phenomena subversive of that order occurred many years
ago, or we must cease to believe anything at all. If belief based
upon unvarying experience be irrational, how much more irrational
must belief be which is opposed to that experience. According to
Dr. Mozley, it is quite irrational to believe that a stone dropped
from the hand, for instance, will fall to the ground. It is true that
all the stones we ourselves have ever dropped, or seen dropped,
have so fallen, and equally true that all stones so dropped as far
back as historic records, and those still more authentic and ancient
records of earth’s crust itself, go, have done the same; but that,
he contends, does not justify our belief, upon any grounds of
reason, that the next stone we drop will do so. If we be told,
however, that upon one occasion a stone so dropped, instead of
falling to the ground, rose up into the air and continued there,
we have only two courses open to us: either to disbelieve the
fact, and attribute the statement to error of observation, or to
reduce the past to a mere irrelevant picture, and the mind to a
blank page equally devoid of all belief and of all intelligent
reasoning.

Dr. Mozley’s argument, however, is fatal to his own cause. It
is admitted that miracles, “ or visible suspensions of the order of
nature,”1 cannot have any evidential force unless they be super-
natural, and out of the natural sequence of ordinary phenomena.
Now, unless there be an actual order of nature, how can there be
any exception to it? If our belief in it be not based upon any
ground of reason—as he maintains, in order to assert that
miracles or visible suspensions of that order are not contrary to
reason—how can it be asserted that miracles are supernatural ?
If we have no rational ground for believing that the future will be
like the past, what rational ground can we have for thinking that
anything which happens is exceptional, and out of the common
course of nature ? Because it has not happened before? That
is no reason whatever; because, according to his contention, the
fact that a thing has happened ten millions of times is no rational
justification of our expectation that it will happen again. If the
reverse of that which had happened previously took place on the
ten million and first time, we should, therefore, have no rational
ground for surprise, and no reason for affirming that it did not
occur in the most natural manner. Because we cannot explain its

’ Bamtton Lectures, 1865, p. 6.
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cause? We cannot explain the cause of anything. Our belief
that there is any permanent cause is, according to him, a mere
unintelligent impulse ; we can only say that there is a cause suffi-
cient to produce an isolated effect, but we do not know the nature
of that cause, and it is a mere irrational instinct to suppose that
any cause produces continuous effects, or is more than momentary.
A miracle, consequently, becomes a mere isolated effect from an
unknown cause, in the midst of other merely isolated phenomena
from unknown causes, and it is as irrational to wonder at the
occurrence of what is new as to expect the recurrence of what is
old. In fact, an order of nature is at once necessary, and fatal,
to miracles. If there be no order of nature, miracles cannot be
considered supernatural occurrences, and have no evidential
value; if there be an order of nature, the evidence for its immu-
tability must consequently exceed the evidence for these isolated
deviations from it. If we are unable rationally to form expecta-
tions of the future from unvarying experience in the past, it is
still more irrational to call that supernatural which is merely
different from our past experience. Take, for instance, the case
of supposed exemption from the action of the law of gravitation,
which Archbishop Trench calls “a lost prerogative of our race

we cannot, according to Dr. Mozley, rationally affirm that next
week we may not be able to walk on the sea, or ascend bodily
into the air. To deny this because we have not hitherto been
able to do so is unreasonable; for, he maintains, it is a mere
irrational impulse which expects that which has hitherto happened,
when we have made such attempts, to happen again next week.
If we cannot rationally deny the possibility, however, that we may
be able at some future time to walk on the sea or ascend into the
air, the statement that these phenomena have already occurred
loses all its force, and such occurrences cease to be in any way
supernatural. If, on the other hand, it would be irrational to
affirm that we may next week become exempt from the operation
of the law of gravitation, it can only be so by the admission that
unvarying experience forbids the entertainment of such a
hypothesis, and in that case it equally forbids belief in the state-
ment that such acts ever actually took place. If we deny the
future possibility on any ground of reason, we admit that we have
grounds of reason for expecting the future to be like the past,
and therefore contradict Dr. Mozley’s conclusion; and if we
cannot deny it upon any ground of reason, we extinguish the
claim of such occurrences in the past to any supernatural
character. Any argument which could destroy faith in the order
of nature would be equally destructive to miracles. If we have

1 Notes ON Miracles, p. 32 f., p. 291 f.
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no right to believe in a rule, there can be no right to speak of
exceptions. The result in any case is this, that whether the
principle of the order of nature be established or refuted, the
supernatural pretensions of miracles are disallowed.

Throughout the whole of his argument against the rationality
of belief in the order of nature, the rigorous precision which Dr.
Mozley unrelentingly demands from his antagonists is remarkable.
They are not permitted to deviate by a hair’s breadth from the
line of strict logic, and the most absolute exactness of demonstra-
tion is required. Anything like an assumption or argument from
analogy is excluded; induction is allowed to add no reason to
bare and isolated facts; and the belief that the sun will rise
to-morrow morning is, with pitiless severity, written down as
mere unintelligent impulse. Belief in the return of day, based
upon the unvarying experience of all past time, is declared to be
without any ground of reason. We find anything but fault with
strictness of argument; but it is fair that equal precision should
be observed by those who assert miracles, and that assumption
and inaccuracy should be excluded. Hitherto, as we have
frequently pointed out, we have met with very little, or nothing,
but assumption in support of miracles ; but, encouraged by the
inflexible spirit of Dr. Mozley’ attack upon the argument from
experience, we may look for similar precision from himself.

Proceeding, however, from his argument against the rationality
of belief in the order of nature to his more direct argument for
miracles, we are astonished to find a total abandonment of the
rigorous exactness imposed upon his antagonists, and a complete
relapse into assumptions. Dr. Mozley does not conceal the fact.
“The peculiarity of the argument of miracles,” he frankly admits,
“is that it begins and ends with an assumption; 1 mean relatively
to that argument.”” Such an argument is no argument at all; it
is a mere petitio principii, incapable of proving anything. The
nature of the assumptions obviously does not in the slightest
degree affect this conclusion. It is true that the statement of the
particular assumptions may constitute an appeal to belief other-
wise derived, and evolve feelings which may render the calm
exercise of judgment more difficult; but the fact remaias absolute,
that an argument which “ begins and ends with an assumption ”
is totally impotent. It remains an assumption, and is not an
argument at all.

Notwithstanding this unfortunate and disqualifying “ peculiarity,”
we may examine the argument. It is as follows: “We assume
the existence of a Personal Deity prior to the proof of miracles

* Bampfon I1”ctures™ 1865, p. 94.
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in the religious sense; but with this assumption the question of
miracles is at an end, because such a Being has necessarily the
power to suspend those laws of nature which He has Himself
enacted.”l The “ question of miracles,” which Dr. Mozley here
asserts to be at an end on the assumption of a “ Personal Deity,”
is, of course, merely that of the possibility of miracles; but it is
obvious that, even with the precise definition of Deity which is
assumed, instead of the real “question” being at an end, it only
commences. The power to suspend the laws of nature being
assumed, the will to suspend them has to be demonstrated as
also the actual occurrence of any such assumed suspension,
which is contrary to reason. The subject is, moreover, com-
plicated by the occurrence of Satanic as well as Divine sus-
pensions of the order of nature, and by the necessity of assuming
a Personal Devil as well as a Personal Deity, and his power to
usurp that control over the laws of nature which is assumed as
the prerogative of the Deity, and to suspend them in direct
opposition to God. Even Newman has recognised this, and, in
a passage already quoted, he says: “For the cogency of the
argument from miracles depends on the assumption that inter-
ruptions in the course of nature must ultimately proceed from
God; which is not true if they may be effected by other beings
without His sanction.”l The first assumption, in fact, leads to
nothing but assumptions connected with the unseen, unknown,
and supernatural, which are beyond the limits of reason.

Dr. Mozley is well aware that his assumption of a * Personal ”
Deity is not susceptible of proof;3 indeed, this is admitted in the
statement that the definition is an “assumption.” He quotes the
obvious reply which may be made regarding this assumption :
“ Everybody must collect from the harmony of the physical
universe the existence of a God, but in acknowledging a God we
do not thereby acknowledge this peculiar doctrinal conception ofa
God. We see in the structure of nature a mind—a universal
mind—but still a mind which only operates and expresses itself by
law'. Nature only does and only can inform us of mind in nature,
the partner and correlative of organised matter. Nature, therefore,
can speak to the existence of a God in this sense, and can speak
to the omnipotence of God in a sense coinciding with the actual

1 Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 94. 3 Two Essays, etc., p. 50.

3 Dr. Westcott frankly admits this. “ Christianity, therefore,” he says, “ as
the absolute religion of man, assumes as its foundation the existence of an
Infinite Personal G od and a finite human will. This antithesis is assumed, and
not proved. No arguments can establish it. It is a primary intuition, and not
a deduction. It is capable of illustration from what we observe around us ; but
if either term is denied no reasoning can establish its truth ” (The Gospelo fthe
Resurrection, 3rd ed., 1874, p. 19 f-).
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facts of nature; but in no other sense does nature witness to the
existence of an Omnipotent Supreme Being. Of a universal mind
out of nature, nature says nothing, and of an Omnipotence which
does not possess an inherent limit in nature, she says nothing
either. And, therefore, that conception ofa Supreme Being which
represents him as a Spirit independent of the physical universe,
and able from a standing-place external to nature to interrupt its
order, is a conception of God for which we must go elsewhere.
That conception is obtained from revelation, which is asserted to
be proved by miracles. But that being the case, this doctrine of
Theism rests itself upon miracles, and, therefore, miracles cannot
rest upon this doctrine of Theism.”1 With his usual fairness, Dr.
Mozley, while questioning the correctness of the premiss of this
argument, admits that, if established, the consequence stated would
follow, “and more, for miracles, being thrown back upon the same
ground on which Theism is, the whole evidence of revelation
becomes a vicious circle, and the fabric is left suspended in
space, revelation resting on miracles, and miracles resting on
revelation.”2 He not only recognises, however, that the concep-
tion of a “ Personal ” Deity cannot be proved, but he distinctly
confesses that it was obtained from revelation,3 and from nowhere
else, and these necessary admissions obviously establish the
correctness of the premiss, and involve the consequence pointed out,
that the evidence of revelation is a mere vicious circle. Dr. Mozley
attempts to argue that, although the idea was first obtained through
this channel, “ the truth once possessed is seen to rest upon grounds
of natural reason.”< The argument by which he seeks to show that
the conception is seen to rest upon grounds of natural reason is :
“ We naturally attribute to the design of a Personal Being a contri-
vance which is directed to the existence of a Personal Being.......
From personality at one end | infer personality at the other.” Dr.
Mozley’s own sense of the weakness of his argument, however, and
his natural honesty of mind oblige him continually to confess the
absence of evidence. A few paragraphs further on he admits:
“ Not, however, that the existence of a God is so clearly seen by
reason as to dispense with faith ;5 but he endeavours to convince
us that faith is reason, only reason acting under peculiar
circumstances : when reason draws conclusions which are not
backed by experience, reason is then called faith.6 The issue of
the argument, he contends, is so amazing that if we do not
tremble for its safety it must be on account of a practical
principle, which makes us confide and trust in reasons,

1Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 95 f.
21b., p. 96. 3 p o7t * [#., p. 99.
s 16., p. 100. 61b., p. 101,
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and that principle is faith. We are not aware that conviction can
be arrived at regarding any matter otherwise than by confidence in
the correctness of the reasons, and what Dr. Mozley really means
by faith here is confidence and trust in a conclusion for which
there are no reasons.

It is almost incredible that the same person who had just been
denying grounds of reason to conclusions from unvarying ex-
perience, and excluding from them the results of inductive
reasoning—who had denounced as unintelligent impulse and
irrational instinct the faith that the sun, which has risen without
fail every morning since time began, will rise again to-morrow,
could thus argue. In fact, from the very commencement of the
direct plea for miracles calm logical reasoning is abandoned, and
the argument becomes entirely ad hominem. Mere feeling is sub-
stituted for thought and, in the inability to be precise and logical,
the lecturer appeals to the generally prevailing inaccuracy of
thought.1 “ Faith, then,” he concludes, “is unverified reason ;
reason which has not yet received the verification of the final test,
but is still expectant.” In science this, at the best, would be
called mere “ hypothesis,” but accuracy can scarcely be expected
where the argument continues : “ Indeed, does not our heart bear
witness to the fact that to believe in a God ™—/<?, a Personal God
—*“is an exercise of faith 7’ etc.2

The deduction which is drawn from the assumption of a
“Personal ” Deity is, as we have seen, merely the possibility of
miracles. “ Paley’s criticism,” said the late Dean of St. Paul’s, “ is,
after all, the true one—1once believe that there is a God, and
miracles are not incredible.” ”’3 The assumption, therefore, although
of vital importance in the event of its rejection, does not very
materially advance the cause of miracles if established. We have
already seen that the assumption is avowedly incapable of proof,
but it may be well to examine it a little more closely in connection
with the inferences supposed to be derivable from it.

In his Bampton Lectures on “The Limit of Religious Thought,”
delivered in 1858, Dr. Mansel, the very able editor and disciple of
Sir William Hamilton, discussed this subject with great minuteness,
and although we cannot pretend here to follow him through the
whole of his singular argument—a theological application of Sir
William Hamilton’s philosophy—we must sufficiently represent it.
Dr. Mansel argues : We are absolutely incapable of conceiving or
proving the existence of God as he is; and so far is human
reason from being able to construct a theology independent of

* Cf. Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 101 ft.
2 Lb., p. 104.
3 Mansel, Aids to Faith, p. 30.
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revelation that it cannot even read the alphabet out of which that
theology must be formed.” We are compelled by the constitution
of our minds to believe in the existence of an Absolute and
Infinite Being; but the instant we attempt to analyse we are in-
volved in inextricable confusion. Our moral consciousness
demands that we should conceive him as a Personality, but person-
ality, as we conceive it, is essentially a limitation; to speak of an
Absolute and Infinite Person is simply to use language to which
no mode of human thought can possibly attach itself.1 This
amounts simply to an admission that our knowledge of God does
not satisfy the conditions of speculative philosophy, and is in-
capable of reduction to an ultimate and absolute truths It is,
therefore, reasonable that we should expect to find that the
revealed manifestation of the Divine nature and attributes should
likewise carry the marks of subordination to some higher truth, of
which it indicates the existence, but does not make known the
substance; and that our apprehension of the revealed Deity should
involve mysteries inscrutable, and doubts insoluble by our present
faculties, while at the same time it inculcates the true spirit in
which doubt should be dealt with, by warning us that our
knowledge of God, though revealed by himself, is revealed in
relation to human faculties, and subject to the limitations and im-
perfections inseparable from the constitution of the human mind.4
We need not, of course, point out that the reality of revelation is
here assumed.  Elsewhere, Dr. Mansel maintains that philosophy,
by its own incongruities, has no claim to be accepted as a com-
petent witness ; and, on the other hand, human personality cannot
be assumed as an exact copy of the Divine, but only as that which
is most nearly analogous to it among finite things.s As we are,
therefore, incapable on the one hand of a clear conception of the
Divine Being, and have only analog)' to guide us in conceiving his
attributes, we have no criterion of religious truth or falsehood,

‘ Mansel, Bampton Leetures, 1858 (Murray, 4th cd., 1859), p. 40.

*1t., p. 56. Dr. Westcott says upon this point: “ But though we appeal to
the individual consciousness for the recognition of the truth of the assumptions
which have been made, the language in which one term of the antithesis is ex-
pressed requires explanation. We speak of God as Infinite and Personal. The
epithets involve a contradiction, ana yet they are both necessary. In fact, the
only approximately adequate conception which we can form of a Divine Being
is under the form of a contradiction.  For us, personality is only the name for
special limitation exerting itself through will; and will itself implies the idea of
resistance. But as applied to God, the notions of limitation and resistance
are excluded by the antithetic term infinite-’ (The Gospel of the Resnneetion,
1874, p. 21).

31t., p. U F

4 [<, P- 95- . "
5 Mansel, The Philosophy of the Conditioned (Strahan, 1866), p. 143 f.
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enabling us to judge of the ways of God, represented by revelation,1
and have no right to judge of his justice, or mercy, or goodness,
by the standard of human morality.

It is impossible to conceive an argument more vicious, or more
obviously warped to favour already accepted conclusions of
revelation —As finite beings, we are not only incapable of proving
the existence of God, but even of conceiving him as he is; there-
fore we may conceive him as he is not. To attribute personality
to him is a limitation totally incompatible with the idea of an
Absolute and Infinite Being, in which “ we are compelled by the
constitution of our minds to believe and to speak of him as a
personality is “to use language to which no mode of human
thought can possibly attach itself”; but, nevertheless, to satisfy
supposed demands of our moral consciousness, we are to conceive
him as a personality. Although we must define the Supreme Being
as a personality, to satisfy our moral consciousness, we must not,
we are told, make the same moral consciousness the criterion of the
attributes of that personality. We must not suppose him to be
endowed, for instance, with the perfection of morality according
to our ideas of it; but, on the contrary, we must hold that his
moral perfections are at best only analogous, and often contra-
dictory, to our standard of morality.2 As soon as we conceive a
Personal Deity to satisfy our moral consciousness, we have to
abandon the personality which satisfies that consciousness, in
order to accept the characteristics of a supposed revelation, to
reconcile certain statements of which we must admit that we
have no criterion of truth or falsehood enabling us to judge of the
ways of God.

Now, in reference to the assumption of a Personal Deity as a
preliminary to the proof of miracles, it must be clearly remembered
that the contents of the revelation which miracles are to authenticate
cannot have any weight. Antecedently, then, it is admitted that
personality is a limitation which is absolutely excluded by the

1 Mansel, The Philosophy of the Conditioned, (Strahan, 1866), p. 144 f.
In another place Dean Mansel says: “ Ideas and images which do
not represent God as He is may nevertheless represent Him as it is our
duty to regard Him. They are not in themselves true; but we must
nevertheless believe and act as if they were true. A finite mind can form no
conception of an Infinite Being which shall be speculatively true, for it must
represent the Infinite under finite forms ; nevertheless, a conception which is
speculatively untrue may be regulatively true. A regulative truth is thus de-
signed not to satisfy our reason, but to guide our practice ; not to tell us what
God is, but how He wills that we should think of Him ” (Man's Conception of
Eternity: An examination of Mr. Maurice’s Theory of a Fixed State out of
Time, in a letter to the Rev. L. T. Bemays, by Rev. Il. L. Mansel, B.D.,

p.9 f).
2 1If)., p. 143 f.; Bampton Lectures, 1858, pp. 131-175, pp. 94-130.
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ideas of the Deity which, it is asserted, the constitution of our
minds compels us to form. It cannot, therefore, be rationally
assumed. To admit that such a conception is false, and then to
base conclusions upon it as though it were true, is inadmissible.
It is child’s play to satisfy our feeling and imagination by the
conscious sacrifice of our reason. Moreover, Dr. Mansel admits
that the conception of a Personal Deity is really derived from
the revelation, which has to be rendered credible by miracles;
therefore the consequence already pointed out ensues, that the
assumption cannot be used to prove miracles. “ It must be
allowed that it is not through reasoning that men obtain the
first intimation of their relation to the Deity; and that, had they
been left to the guidance of their intellectual faculties alone, it
is possible that no such intimation might have taken place; or,
at best, that it would have been but as one guess, out of many
equally plausible and equally natural.”l The vicious circle of the
argument is here again apparent, and the singular reasoning by
which Dr. Mansel seeks to drive us into acceptance of revelation
is really the strongest argument against it. The impossibility of
conceiving God as he is,2 which is insisted upon, instead of being
a reason for assuming his personality, or for accepting Jewish
conceptions of him, totally excludes such an assumption.

This *“great religious assumption” is not suggested by any
antecedent considerations, but is required to account for miracles,
and is derived from the very revelation which miracles are to
attest.  “In nature and from nature,” to quote words of Pro-
fessor Baden Powell, “by science and by reason, we neither have,
nor can possibly have, any evidence of a Deity working miracles ;
for that we must go out of nature and beyond science. If we
could have any such evidence from nature, it could only prove
extraordinary natural effects, which would not be miracles in the
old theological sense, as isolated, unrelated, and uncaused;
whereas no physical fact can be conceived as unique, or without
analogy and relation to others, and to the whole system of natural
causes.

Dr. Mansel “does not hesitate ” to affirm with Sir William
Hamilton, “ that the class of phenomena which requires that kind

1Bampton Lectures, 1858, p. 68.

2 Sir William Hamilton says: “ True therefore are the declarations of a
pious philosophy. *A God understood would be no God at all.” *“To think
that God is as we can think Him to be is blasphemy.” The Divinity, in a
certain sense, is revealed; in a certain sense is concealed : He is at once
known and unknown. But the last and highest consecration of all true religion
must be an altar—'Ayvuxsryj Qt<p— 'To the unknown and unknowable God’”
(Discussions on Philosophy, 3rd ed., Blackwood & Sons, 1866, p. 15, note).

3 “ Study of the Evidences of Christianity,” Essays and Reviews, 9th ed.,
p. 141 f.
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of cause we denominate a Deity is exclusively given in the pheno-
mena of mind; that the phenomena of matter, taken by them-
selves, do not warrant any inference to the existence of a God.”1
After declaring a Supreme Being, from every point of view, incon-
ceivable by our finite minds, it is singular to find him thrusting
upon us, in consequence, a conception of that Being which almost
makes us exclaim with Bacon : “ It were better to have no opinion
of God at all than such an opinion as is unworthy of him ; for the
one is unbelief, the other is contumely.”2 Dr. Mansel asks : “ Is
matter or mind the truer image of God 2”3 But both matter and
mind unite in repudiating so unworthy a conception of a God,
and in rejecting the idea of suspensions of law. In the words of
Spinoza: “ From miracles we can neither infer the nature, the
existence, nor the providence of God, but, on the contrary, these
may be much better comprehended from the fixed and immutable
order of nature.”« Indeed, as he adds, miracles, as contrary to
the order of nature, would rather lead us to doubt the existence
of God.5

Six centuries before our era a noble thinker, Xenophanes of
Colophon, whose pure mind soared far above the base anthropo-
morphic mythologies of Homer and Hesiod, and anticipated some
of the highest results of the Platonic philosophy, finely said :—

“ There is one God supreme over all gods, diviner than mortals,
Whose form is not like unto man's, and as unlike his nature ;

But vain mortals imagine that gods, like themselves, are begotten
With human sensations, and voice, and corporeal members ;6

So if oxen or lions had hands, and could work in man’s fashion,
And trace out with chisel or brush their conception of Godhead,
Then would horses depict gods like horses, and oxen like oxen,
Each kind the Divine with its own form and nature endowing.”

He illustrates this profound observation by pointing out that
the Ethiopians represent their deities as black, with flat ‘'noses,
while the Thracians make them blue-eyed, with ruddy com-
plexions ; and, similarly, the Medes and the Persians and
Egyptians portray their gods like themselves. The Jewish idea
of God was equally anthropomorphic; but their highest concep-
tion was certainly that which the least resenlbled themselves, and

lib., p. 25. Cf. Hamilton, Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. i., p. 26.

3 Bacon’s Essays, xvii. ed. Whately, p. 183. 3 Aids to Faith, p. 25.

* Tract, Theolog. Polit., c. vi., § 16, ed. Tauchnitz. !'1b., vi., § 19.

6 Clement of Alexandria, who quotes the whole of this passage from
Xenophanes, makes a separation here from the succeeding lines, by xal rdXir ;
but the sense is evidently continuous, and the fragments are generally united.
Cf. Clem. A!., Strom., v. 14, § no.
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which described the Almighty as “ without variableness or shadow
of turning,” and as giving a law to the universe which shall not be
broken.

None of the arguments with which we have yet met have
succeeded in making miracles in the least degree antecedently
credible. On the contrary, they have been based upon mere
assumptions incapable of proof and devoid of probability. On
the other hand, there are the strongest reasons for affirming that
such phenomena are antecedently incredible. Dr. Mozley’s attack,
which we discussed in the first part of this chapter, and which, of
course, was chiefly based upon Hume’s celebrated argument, never
seriously grappled with the doctrine at all. The principle which
opposes itself to belief in miracles is very simple.  Our beliefin the
invariability of that sequence of phenomena which we call the
order of nature is based upon universal experience, and it would,
therefore, require an extraordinary amount of evidence to prove
the truth of any allegation of miracles, or violations of that order.
Where a preponderance of evidence in support of such allega-
tions cannot be produced, reason and experience concur in attri-
buting the ascription of miraculous character to any occurrences
said to have been witnessed, to imperfect observation, mistaken
inference, or some other of the numerous sources of error. Any
allegation of the interference of a new and supernatural agent, upon
such an occasion, to account for results in contradiction of the known
sequence of cause and effect is excluded by the very same prin-
ciple, for, invariable experience being as opposed to the assertion
that such interference ever takes place as it is to the. occurrence
of miraculous phenomena, the allegation is necessarily dis-
believed.

Apologists find it much more convenient to evade the simple
but effective arguments of Hume than to answer them, and where
it is possible they dismiss them with a sneer, and hasten on to
less dangerous ground. For instance, Dr. Farrar, arguing the
antecedent credibility of the miraculous, makes the following
remarks: “ Now, as regards the inadequacy of testimony to
establish a miracle, modem scepticism has not advanced one
single step beyond the blank assertion. And it is astonishing that
this assertion should still be considered cogent, when its logical
consistency has been shattered to pieces by a host of writers, as
well sceptical as Christian (Mill’s Logic, ii., 157-160). For, as the
greatest of our living logicians has remarked, the supposed recondite
and dangerous formula of Hume—that it is more probable that
testimony should be mistaken than that miracles should be true—
reduces itself to the very harmless proposition that anything is
incredible which is contrary to a complete induction. It is, in
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fact, a flagrantpetitio prindpii, used to support a wholly unphilo-
sophical assertion.”1 It is much more astonishing that so able a
man as Dr. Farrar could so misunderstand Hume’s argument, and
so misinterpret and misstate Mill’s remarks upon it So far from
shattering to pieces the logical consistency of Hume’ reasoning.
Mill substantially confirms it, and pertinently remarks that “it
speaks ill for the state of philosophical speculation on such
subjects ” that so simple and evident a doctrine should have been
accounted a dangerous heresy. It is, in fact, a statement of a
truth which should have been universally recognised, and would
have been so but for its unwelcome and destructive bearing upon
popular theology.

Mill states the evident principle: “If an alleged fact be in
contradiction, not to any number of approximate generalisations,
but to™ a completed generalisation grounded on a rigorous
induction, it is said to be impossible, and is to be disbelieved
totally.”  Mill continues: “This last principle, simple and
evident as it appears, is the doctrine which, on the occasion of an
attempt to apply it to the question of the credibility of miracles,
excited so violent a controversy. Hume’s celebrated doctrine,
that nothing is credible which is contradictory to experience or at
variance with laws of nature, is merely this very plain and
harmless proposition, that whatever is contradictory to a complete
induction is incredible.”™ He then proceeds to meet possible
objections : “But does not (it may be asked) the very statement
of the proposition imply a contradiction? An alleged feet,
according to this theory, is not to be believed if it contradict a
complete induction. But it is essential to the completeness of an
induction that it should not contradict any known fact. Is it not,
then, a petitio prindpii to say that the fact ought to be dis-
believed because the induction to it is complete ? How can we
have a right to declare the induction complete, while facts,
supported by credible evidence, present themselves in opposition
to it? 1 answer, we have that right whenever the scientific canons
of induction give it to us; that is, whenever the induction can be
complete. We have it, for example, in a case of causation in
which there has been an experimentum cruds." It will be
remarked that Dr. Farrar adopts Mill’s phraseology in one of the
above questions to affirm the reverse of his opinion.  Mill
decides that the proposition is not a petitio prindpii; Dr Farrar
says, in continuation of his reference to Mill, that it isa flagrant

‘ The Witness of History to Christ, liulsean Lectures, 1870, by the Rev.
F. W. Farrar, M.A., F.R.S., etc., etc., 2nd ed., 1872, p. 26 f.
3 A System ofLogic, by John Stuart Mill, 8th ed., 1872, ii., p. 165.
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petitio principii.  Mill proceeds to prove his statement, and he
naturally argues that, if observations or experiments have been
repeated so often, and by so many persons, as to exclude all supposi-
tion of error in the observer, a lawof natureisestablished; and so long
as this law is received as such, the assertion that on any particular
occasion the cause A took place, and yet the effect B did not
follow, without any counteracting cause, must be disbelieved. In
(act, as he winds up this part of the argument by saying: “We
cannot admit a proposition as a law of nature, and yet believe a
fact in real contradiction to it. We must disbelieve the alleged
fact, or believe that we were mistaken in admitting the supposed
law.”1 Mill points out, however, that, in order that any alleged
fact should be contradictory to a law of causation, the allegation
must be not simply that the cause existed without being followed
by the effect, but that this happened in the absence of any
adequate counteracting cause. “ Now, in the case of an alleged
miracle, the assertion is the exact opposite of this. It is, that the
effect was defeated, not in the absence," but in consequence of a
counteracting cause—namely, a direct interposition of an act of
the will of some being who has power over nature; and in par-
ticular of a Being whose will, being assumed to have endowed all
the causes with the powers by which they produce their effects,
may well be supposed able to counteract them.”3 A miracle,
then, is no contradiction to the law of cause and effect; it is
merely a new effect supposed to be introduced by the introduction
of a new cause; “of the adequacy of that cause, if presenty
there can be no doubt; and the only antecedent improbability
which can be ascribed to the miracle is the improbability that
any such cause existed.” Mill then continues, resuming his
criticism on Hume’s argument: “All, therefore, which Hume has
made out, and this he must be considered to have made out, is
that (at least in the imperfect state of our knowledge of natural
agencies, which leaves it always possible that some of the physical
antecedents may have been hidden from us) no evidence can
prove a miracle to any one who did not previously believe the
existence of a being or beings with supernatural power; or who
believes himself to have full proof that the character of the Being
whom he recognises is inconsistent with his having seen fit to
interfere on the occasion in question.” Mill proceeds to enlarge
on this conclusion. “If we do not already believe in super-
natural agencies, no miracle can prove to us their existence. The
miracle itself, considered merely as an extraordinary fact, may be
satisfactorily certified by our senses or by testimony; but nothing

1 Mill, Logic, ii., p. 166 f. alLi., ii., p. 167.
3The italics are ours.
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can ever prove that it is a miracle. There is still another possible
hypothesis, that of its being the result of some unknown natural
cause ; and this possibility cannot be so completely shut out as to
leave no alternative but that of admitting the existence and inter-
vention of a being superior to nature. Those, however, who
already believe in such a being have two hypotheses to choose
from, a supernatural and an unknown natural agency; and they
have to judge which of the two is the most probable in the
particular case. In forming this judgment, an important element
of the question will be the conformity of the result to the laws of
the supposed agent; that is, to the character of the Deity as they
conceive it. But, with the knowledge which we now possess of
the general uniformity of the course of nature, religion, following
in the wake of science, has been compelled to acknowledge the
government of the universe as being on the whole carried on by
general laws, and not by special interpositions. To whoever holds
this belief, there is a general presumption against any supposition
of divine agency not operating through general laws, or, in other
words, there is an antecedent improbability in every miracle
which, in order to outweigh it, requires an extraordinary strength
of antecedent probability derived from the special circumstances
of the case.”1 Mill rightly considers that it is not more difficult
to estimate this than in the case of other probabilities. “ We
are seldom, therefore, without the means (when the circumstances
of the case are at all known to us) of judging how far it is likely
that such a cause should have existed at that time and place
without manifesting its presence by some other marks, and (in the
case of an unknown cause) without having hitherto manifested its
existence in any other instance. According as this circumstance,
or the falsity of the testimony, appears more improbable, that is
conflicts with an approximate generalisation of a higher order,
we believe the testimony, or disbelieve it: with a stronger or
weaker degree of conviction, according to the preponderance: at
least until we have sifted the matter further.”2 This is precisely
Hume’ argument weakened by the introduction of reservations
which have no cogency.

We have wished to avoid interrupting Mills train of reasoning
by any remarks of our own, and have, therefore, deferred till now
the following observations regarding his criticism on Hume’s
argument.

In reducing Hume’s celebrated doctrine to the very plain pro-
position, that whatever is contradictory to a complete induction is
incredible. Mill in no way diminishes its potency against miracles ;
and he does not call that proposition “ harmless ” in reference to

= Mill, Logic, ii., p. 168 f. 21b., ii., p. 169.
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its bearing on miracles, as Dr. Farrar evidently supposes, but
merely in opposition to the character of a recondite and
“dangerous heresy ” assigned by dismayed theologians to so
obvious and simple a principle. The proposition, however, whilst
it reduces Hume’s doctrine in the abstract to more technical terms,
does not altogether represent his argument. Without asserting
that experience is an absolutely infallible guide, Hume maintains
that— A wise man proportions his belief to the evidence. In
such conclusions as are founded on an infallible experience, he
expects the event with the last degree of assurance, and regards
his past experience as a fullproof of the future existence of that
event. In other cases he proceeds with more caution; he weighs
the opposite experiments; he considers which side is supported by
the greater number of experiments ; to that side he inclines with
doubt and hesitation; and when at last he fixes his judgment, the
evidence exceeds not what we properly call probability.  All pro-
bability, then, supposes an opposition of experiments and observa-
tions, where the one side is found to overbalance the other, and to
produce a degree of evidence proportioned to the superiority.”1
After elaborating this proposition, Hume continues : “ A miracle
is a violation of the laws of nature ; and as a firm and unalterable
experience has established these laws, the proof against a miracle,
from the very nature of the fact, is as entire as any argument from
experience can possibly be imagined. Why is it more than pro-
bable that all men must die; that lead cannot, of itself, remain
suspended in the air; that fire consumes wood, and is extinguished
by water; unless it be that these events are found agreeable to the
laws of nature, and there is required a violation of these laws, or,
in other words, a miracle, to prevent them ? Nothing is esteemed
a miracle if it ever happened in the common course of nature. It
is no miracle that a man seemingly in good health should die ona
sudden; because such a kind of death, though more unusual than
any other, has yet been frequently observed to happen. But it is
a miracle that a dead man should come to life, because that has
never been observed in any age or country. There must, there-
fore, be an uniform experience against every miraculous event,
otherwise the event would not merit that appellation. And as an
uniform experience amounts to a proof, there is here a direct and
full proof from the nature of the fact, against the existence of any
miracle; nor can such a proof be destroyed, or the miracle
rendered credible, but by an opposite proof which is superior.
The plain consequence is (and it is a general maxim worthy of our
attention) : ‘That no testimony is sufficient to establish a miracle

m David Hume, Philosophical Works; Boston and Edinburgh, 1854, iv., p.
126.

E
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unless the testimony be of such a kind that its falsehood would be
more miraculous than the fact which it endeavours to establish ;
and even in that case there is a mutual destruction of arguments,
and the superior only gives us an assurance suitable to that degree
of force which remains after deducting the inferior.” When any
one tells me that he saw a dead man restored to life, | immediately
consider with myself whether it be more probable that this person
should either deceive or be deceived, or that the fact which he
relates should really have happened. | weigh the one miracle
against the other; and, according to the superiority which |
discover, | pronounce my decision, and always reject the greater
miracle. If the falsehood of his testimony would be more
miraculous than the event which he relates, then, and not till then,
can he pretend to command my belief or opinion.”1

The ground upon which Mill admits that a miracle may not be
contradictory to complete induction is that it is not an assertion
that a certain cause was not followed by a certain effect, but an
allegation of the interference of an adequate counteracting cause.
This does not, however, by his own showing, remove a miracle
from the action of Hume’s principle, but simply modifies the
nature of the antecedent improbability. Mill qualifies his
admission regarding the effect of the alleged counteracting cause
by the all-important words, “ if present ”; for, in order to be valid,
the reality of the alleged counteracting cause must be established,
which is impossible, therefore the allegations fall to the ground.

In admitting that Hume has made out that no evidence can
prove a miracle to any one who does not previously believe in a
being of supernatural power willing to work miracles, Mill
concedes everything to Hume, for his only limitation is based
upon a supposition of mere personal belief in something which is
not capable of proof, and which belief, therefore, is not more valid
than any other purely imaginary hypothesis. The belief may
seem substantial to the individual entertaining it, but. not being
capable of proof, it cannot have weight with others, or in any way
affect the value of evidence in the abstract.

The assumption of a Personal Deity working miracles is excluded
by Hume’s argument, and, although Mill apparently overlooks the
fact, Hume has not only anticipated but refuted the reasoning
which is based upon it. In the succeeding chapter on a Particular
Providence and a Future State he directly disposes of such an
assumption, but he does so with equal effect also in the essay
which we are discussing. Taking an imaginary miracle as an
illustration, he argues : “ Though the Being to whom the miracle
is ascribed be in this case Almighty, it does not upon that account

1 Hume, Philos. Works, iv., p. 130 f.
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become a whit more probable; since it is impossible for us to
know the attributes or actions of such a Being otherwise than
from the experience which we have of his productions in the
usual course of nature. This still reduces us to past observation,
and obliges us to compare the instances of the violation of truth
in the testimony of men with those of the violation of the laws
of nature by miracles, in order to judge which of them is most
likely and probable. As the violations of truth are more common in
the testimony concerning religious miracles than in that concerning
any other matter of fact, this must diminish very much the authority
of the former testimony, and make us form a general resolution never
to lend any attention to it, with whatever specious pretence it may be
covered.”l A person who believes anything contradictor}' to a
complete induction merely on the strength of an assumption which
is incapable of proof is simply credulous ; but such an assumption
cannot affect the real evidence for that thing.

The argument of Paley against Hume is an illustration of the
reasoning suggested by Mill. Paley alleges the interposition of a
Personal Deity in explanation of miracles, but he protests that he
does not assume the attributes of the Deity or the existence of a
future state in order to prove their reality. “ That reality,” he
admits, “always must be proved by evidence. We assert only
that in miracles adduced in support of revelation there is not such
antecedent improbability as no testimony can surmount.” His
argument culminates in the short statement: “ In a word, once
believe that there is a God [i.e., a Personal God, working miracles],
and miracles are not incredible.”2 We have already quoted
Hume’s refutation of this reasoning, and we may at once proceed
to the final argument by which Paley endeavours to overthrow
Hume’s doctrine, and upon which he mainly rests his case.

“ But the short consideration,” he says, “ which, independently
of every other, convinces me that there is no solid foundation in
Mr. Hume’s conclusion is the following: When a theorem is
proposed to a mathematician, the first thing he does with it is to
try it upon a simple case, and if it produces a false result he is
sure that there must be some mistake in the demonstration.
Now, to proceed in this way with what may be called Mr. Hume’s
theorem. If twelve men, whose probity and good sense | had
long known, should seriously and circumstantially relate to me an
account of a miracle wrought before their eyes, and in which it
was impossible that they should be deceived ; if the governor of
the country, hearing a rumour of this account, should call these

' Hume, Philos. Works, iv., p. 148.
3 Paley, A View of the Evidences of Christianity, “ Preparatory Con-
siderations.”
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men into his presence, and offer them a short proposal, either to
sconfess the imposture or submit to be tied up to a gibbet; if they
should refuse with one voice to acknowledge that there existed
any falsehood or imposture in the case ; if this threat was com-
municated to them separately, yet with no different effect; if it
was at last executed; if I myself saw them, one after another,
consenting to be racked, burned, or strangled, rather than give up
the truth of their account—still, if Mr. Hume’ rule be my guide,
I am not to believe them. Now, | undertake to say that there
exists not a sceptic in the world who would not believe them, or
who would defend such incredulity.”*

It is obvious that this reasoning, besides being purely hypo-
thetical, is utterly without cogency against Hume’ doctrine. The
evidence of the twelve men simply amounts to a statement that
they saw, or fancied that they saw, a certain occurrence in contra-
diction to the law; but that which they actually saw was an
external phenomenon, the real nature of which is a mere inference,
and an inference which, from the necessarily isolated position of
the miraculous phenomenon, is neither supported by other
instances capable of forming a complete counter induction, nor
by analogies within the order of nature.3 The bare inference
from an occurrence supposed to have been witnessed by twelve
men is all that is opposed to the law of nature, which is based
upon a complete induction, and it is, therefore, incredible.

If we examine Paley’s “simple case ” a little more closely,
however, we find that not only is it utterly inadmissible as a
hypothesis, but that as an illustration of the case of Gospel
miracles it is completely devoid of relevancy and argumentative
force. The only point which gives a momentary value to the
supposed instance is the condition attached to the account of the
miracle related by the twelve men, that not only was it wrought
before their eyes, but that it was one “in which it was impossible
that they should be deceived.” Now, this qualification of infalli-
bility on the part of the twelve witnesses is as incredible as the
miracle which they are supposed to attest. The existence of
twelve men incapable of error or mistake is as opposed to experi-
ence as the hypothesis of a miracle in which it is impossible for
the twelve men to be deceived is contradictory to reason. The
eexclusion of all error in the observation of the actual occurrence
and its antecedents and consequences, whose united sum con-
stitutes the miracle, is an assumption which deprives the argu-
ment of all potency. On the other hand, the moment the
possibility of error is admitted the reasoning breaks down,
for the probability of error on the part of the observers, either as

1 Paley, 1. c. 3 Cf. Mill, System of Logic, ii., p. 166 f.
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regards the external phenomena or the inferences drawn from
them, being so infinitely greater than the probability of mistake in
the complete induction, we must unquestionably reject the testi-
mony of the twelve men.

It need scarcely be said that the assertion of liability to error
on the part of the observers by no means involves any insinuation
of wilful “ falsehood or imposture in the case.” It is quite intel-
ligible that twelve men might witness an occurrence which might
seem to them and others miraculous—but which was susceptible
of a perfectly natural explanation—and truthfully relate what they
believed to have seen, and that they might, therefore, refuse
“with one voice to acknowledge that there existed any falsehood
or imposture in the case,” even although the alternative might be
death on a gibbet. This, however, would in no way affect the
character of the actual occurrence. It would not convert a
natural, though by them inexplicable, phenomenon into a miracle.
Their constancy in adhering to the account they had given would
merely bear upon the truth of their own statements, and the fact
of seeing them “one after another consenting to be racked,
burned, or strangled, rather than give up the truth of their
account,” would not in the least justify our believing in a miracle.
Even martyrdom cannot transform imaginations into facts. The
truth of a narrative is no guarantee for the correctness of an infer-
ence.

As regards the applicability of Paley’ illustration to the Gospel
miracles, the failure of his analogy is complete. We shall
presently see the condition of the people amongst whom these
miracles are supposed to have occurred, and that, so far from the
nature of the phenomena and the character of the witnesses
supporting the inference that it was impossible that the observers
could have been deceived, there is every reason for concluding
with certainty that their ignorance of natural laws, their proneness
to superstition, their love of the marvellous, and their extreme
religious excitement, rendered them peculiarly liable to incorrect-
ness in the observation of the phenomena, and to error in the
inferences drawn from them. We shall likewise see that we have
no serious and circumstantial accounts of those miracles from
eye-witnesses of whose probity and good sense we have any know-
ledge, but that, on the contrary, the narratives of them which we
possess were composed by unknown persons, who were not eye-
witnesses at all, but wrote very long after the events related, and
in that mythic period “in which reality melted into fable, and
invention unconsciously trespassed on the province of history.
The proposition, “That there is satisfactory' evidence that many
professing to be original witnesses of the Christian miracles passed
their lives in labours, dangers, and sufferings, voluntarily under-
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gone in attestation of the accounts which they delivered, and
solely in consequence of their belief of these accounts; and that
they also submitted, from the same motives, to new rules of
conduct,” is made by Paley the argument of the first nine
chapters of his work, as the converse of the proposition, that
similar attestation of other miracles cannot be produced, is of the
following two. This shows the importance which he attaches to
the point; but, notwithstanding, even if he could substantiate this
statement, the cause of miracles would not be one whit advanced.

We have freely quoted these arguments in order to illustrate
the real position of miracles; and no one who has seriously
considered the matter can doubt the necessity for very extra-
ordinary evidence, even to render the report' of such phenomena
worthy of a moment’s attention. The argument for miracles,
however, has hitherto proceeded upon the merest assumption, and,
as we shall further see, the utmost that they can do who support
miracles, under the fatal disadvantage of being contradictory to
uniform experience, is to refer to the alleged contemporaneous
nature of the evidence for their occurrence, and to the character
of the supposed witnesses. Mill has ably shown the serious
misapprehension of so many writers against Hume’s Essay on
Miracles which has led them to what he calls “ the extraordinary
conclusion that nothing supported by credible testimony ought
ever to be disbelieved.”1 In regard to historical facts, not contra-
dictory to all experience, simple and impartial testimony may be
sufficient to warrant belief; but even such qualities as these can
go but a very small way towards establishing the reality of an
occurrence which is opposed to complete induction.3 It is
admitted that the evidence requisite to establish the reality of a
supernatural Divine revelation of doctrines beyond human reason,
and comprising in its very essence such stupendous miracles as
the Incarnation, Resurrection, and Ascension, must be miraculous.
The evidence for the miraculous evidence, which is scarcely less
astounding than the contents of the revelation itself, must,
logically, be miraculous also, for it is not a whit more easy to
prove the reality of an evidential miracle than of a dogmatic
miracle. It is evident that the resurrection of Lazarus, for instance,
is as contradictory to complete induction as the resurrection of
Jesus. Both the supernatural religion, therefore, and its super-
natural evidence labour under the fatal disability of being
antecedently incredible.

1 Mill, Logic, ii., pp. 173, 175. 3 Cf. Mill, Logic, ii., p. 168.
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CHAPTER 1V.
THE AGE OF MIRACLES

Let us now, however, proceed to examine the evidence for the
reality of miracles, and to inquire whether they are supported by
such an amount of testimony as can in any degree outweigh the
reasons which, antecedently, seem to render them incredible. It
is undeniable that belief in the miraculous has gradually been dis-
pelled, and that, as a general rule, the only miracles which are
now maintained are limited to brief and distant periods of time.
Faith in their reality, once so comprehensive, does not, except
amongst a certain class, extend beyond the miracles of the New
Testament and a few of those of the Old, and the countless
myriads of ecclesiastical and other miracles, for centuries devoutly
and implicitly believed, are now commonly repudiated, and have
sunk into discredit and contempt. The question is inevitably
suggested how so much can be abandoned and the remnant still
be upheld.

As an essential part of our inquiry into the value of the evidence
for miracles, we must endeavour to ascertain whether those who
are said to have witnessed the supposed miraculous occurrences
were either competent to appreciate them aright, or likely to report
them without exaggeration. For this purpose, we must consider
what was known of the order of nature in the age in which
miracles are said to have taken place, and what was the intellectual
character of the people amongst whom they are reported to have
been performed. Nothing is more rare, even amongst intelligent
and cultivated men, than accuracy of observation and correctness
of report, even in matters of sufficient importance to attract vivid
attention, and in which there is no special interest unconsciously
to bias the observer. It will scarcely be denied, however, that in
persons of fervid imagination, and with a strong natural love of the
marvellous, whose minds are not only unrestrained by specific
knowledge, but predisposed by superstition towards false con-
clusions, the probability of inaccuracy and exaggeration is
enormously increased. If we add to this such a disturbing
element as religious excitement, inaccuracy, exaggeration, and
extravagance are certain to occur. The effect of even one of
these influences, religious feeling, in warping the judgment is
admitted by one of the most uncompromising supporters of
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miracles. “ It is doubtless the tendency of religious minds,” says
Newman, “to imagine mysteries and wonders where there are
none; and much more, where causes of awe really exist, will they
unintentionally misstate, exaggerate, and embellish, when they
set themselves to relate what they have witnessed or have heard
and he adds : “ And further, the imagination, as is well known, is
a fruitful cause of apparent miracles.”l We need not offer any
evidence that the miracles which we have to examine were
witnessed and reported by persons exposed to the effects of the
strongest possible religious feeling and excitement, and our atten-
tion may, therefore, be more freely directed to the inquiry' how far
this influence was modified by other circumstances. Did the
Jews at the time of Jesus possess such calmness of judgment and
sobriety of imagination as to inspire us with any confidence in
accounts of marvellous occurrences, unwitnessed except by them,
and limited to their time, which contradict all knowledge and all
experience ? Were their minds sufficiently enlightened and free
from superstition to warrant our attaching weight to their report of
events of such an astounding nature? and were they themselves
sufficiently impressed with the exceptional character of any
apparent supernatural and miraculous interference with the order
of nature ?

Let an English historian and divine, who will be acknow-
ledged as no prejudiced witness, bear testimony upon some of
these points. “Nor is it less important,” says Dean Milman,
“throughout the early history of Christianity, to seize the spirit of
the times. Events which appear to us so extraordinary that we
can scarcely conceive that they should either fail in exciting a
powerful sensation or ever be obliterated from the popular remem-
brance, in their own day might pass off as of little more than
ordinary occurrence. During the whole life of Christ, and the
early propagation of the religion, it must be borne in mind that
they took place in an age, and among a people, which superstition
had made so familiar with what were supposed to be preternatural
events that wonders awakened no emotion, or were speedily
superseded by some new demand on the ever-ready belief. The
Jews of that period not only believed that the Supreme Being had
the power of controlling the course of nature, but that the same
influence was possessed by multitudes of subordinate spirits, both
good and evil. Where the pious Christian of the present day
would behold the direct agency of the Almighty, the Jews would

1 J. H. Newman, Two Essays on Scripture Miracles and on Ecclesiastical,
1870, p. 171. This passage occurs in a reply to the argument against admitting
ecclesiastical miracles as a whole, or against admitting certain of them, that
certain others arc rejected on all hands as fictitious or pretended.
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invariably have interposed an angel as the author or ministerial
agent in the wonderful transaction. Where the Christian moralist
would condemn the fierce passion, the ungovernable lust, or the
inhuman temper, the Jew discerned the workings of diabolical
possession.  Scarcely a malady was endured, or crime committed,
which was not traced to the operation of one of these myriad
daemons, who watched every opportunity of exercising their malice
in the sufferings and the sins of men.”1

Another English divine, of certainly not less orthodoxy, but of
much greater knowledge of Hebrew literature, bears similar
testimony regarding the Jewish nation at the same period. “ Not
to be more tedious, therefore, in this matter ” (regarding the Bath
Kol, a Jewish superstition), “let two things only be observed:
(t) That the nation, under the second Temple, was given to
magical arts beyond measure; and (2) That it was given to an
easiness of believing all manner of delusions beyond measure.”
And in another place: “ It is a disputable case, whether the
Jewish nation were more mad with superstition in matters of
religion, or with superstition in curious arts —(1) There was not a
people upon earth that studied or attributed more to dreams than
they. (2) There was hardly any people in the whole world that
more used, or were more fond of, amulets, charms, mutterings,
exorcisms, and all kinds ofenchantments. We might here produce
innumerable instances.”3 We shall presently see that these state-
ments are far from being exaggerated.

No reader of the Old Testament* can fail to have been struck
by the singularly credulous fickleness of the Jewish mind.
Although claiming the title of the specially selected people of
Jehovah, the Israelites exhibited a constant and inveterate
tendency to forsake his service for the worship of other gods. The
mighty “signs and wonders” which God is represented as
incessantly working on their behalf, and in their sight, had
apparently no effect upon them. The miraculous even then had,
as it would seem, already lost all novelty, and ceased, according to
the records, to excite more than mere passing astonishment. The
leaders and prophets of Israel had a perpetual struggle to restrain

1 History of Christianity, by H. Il. Milman, D.D., Dean of St. Paul’s;
Murray, 1867, i.t p. 84 f.

1John Lightfoot, D.D., Master of Catherine Hall, Cambridge. Horn
Hebraica et Talmudica, Works (ed. Pitman), xi., p. 81, cf. p. 170.

3 16., xi., p. 299 f. Cf. Schocttgen, Hone Hebraic,cet Talmudic,e, 1733, p.

a*

4 We do not, of course, touch here upon the results of critical examination of
the writings of the Old Testament, although these completely confirm the
results of tnis work, but simply refer to points which bear upon our argument in
the common view.
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the people from “ following after ” heathen deities, and whilst the
burden of the prophets is one long denunciation of the idolatry
into which the nation was incessantly falling, the verdict of
the historical books upon the several kings and rulers of Israel
proves how common it was, and how rare even the nominal
service of Jehovah. At the best, the mind of the Jewish nation,
only after long and slow progression, attained the idea of a perfect
monotheism, but added to the belief in Jehovah the recognition
of a host of other gods, over whom it merely gave him supremacy.1
This is apparent even in the first commandment: “ Thou shalt
have no other gods before me ”; and the necessity for such a law
received its illustration from a people who are represented as
actually worshipping the golden calf, made for them by the com-
plaisant Aaron, during the very time that the great Decalogue was
being written on the Mount by his colleague Moses.2 It is not,
therefore, to be wondered at that at a later period, and through-
out patristic days, the gods of the Greeks and other heathen
nations were so far gently treated that, although repudiated
as deities, they were recognised as demons. In the Septuagint
version of the Old Testament, where “idols ” are spoken of in the
Hebrew, the word is sometimes translated “demons”; as, for
instance, Psalm xcvi. 5 is rendered: “ For all the gods of the
nations are demons.”3 The same superstition is quite as clearly
expressed in the New Testament. The Apostle Paul, for instance,
speaking of things sacrificed to idols, says : “ But (I say) that the
things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons, and
not to God; and | would not that ye should be partakers with
demons. Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of
demons ; ye cannot partake of the Lord’s table, and of the table
of demons.”4

The apocryphal Book of Tobit affords some illustration of the
opinions of the more enlightened Jews during the last century

1 This is unconsciously expressed throughout the Bible in such passages as
Deut. x. 17 : “ For the Lord your God is God of gods, and Lord oflords, a
great God, a mighty and a terrible,” etc. (cf. Joshua xxii. 22, Deut. xi. 28,
xii. 2 ff., Ps. Ixxxix. 6, 7, and a host of other passages).

2 An admirable inquiry into the religion of the Jewish nation is to be found
in Dr. A. Kuenen’s very able work, De Godsdienst van Israil, Haarlem.
Eerste deel, 1869 ; tweede deel, 1870.

3"On irirret ol dtol rw idvCsv Scufiirta (Ps. xcv. 5, Sept.). This is not to
be wondered at, when in so many other passages the Israelites are repre-
sented in the Hebrew as sacrificing to devils when they worshipped other
gods: cf. Levit. xvii. 7 ; Deut. xxxti. 17 ; Ps. cvi. (Sept, cv.) 37. In lsaiah
Ixv. 11 the words translated in the English version “ that prepare a table for
that troop” are referred to demons in the Septuagint: xal Irotnifamt nj>
Satfiorli/) Tpdrfftw. In Ps. xcvii. 7 the word translated *“ gods” in the English
version becomes iyytXoi atfrov in the Sept. (xcvi. 7).

4 1 Cor. x. 20.
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before the commencement of the Christian era.l The angel
Raphael prescribes, as an infallible means of driving a demon out
of man or woman so effectually that it should never more come
back, fumigation with the heart and liver of a fish.2 By this
exorcism the demon Asmodeus, who, from love of Sara, the
daughter of Raguel, has strangled seven husbands who attempted
to marry her,3is overcome, and flies into “ the uttermost parts of
Egypt,” where the angel binds him.* The belief in demons, and
in the necessity of exorcism, is so complete that the author sees
no incongruity in describing the angel Raphael, who has been
sent, in answer to prayer, specially to help him, as instructing
Tobias to adopt such means of subjecting demons. Raphael is
described in this book as the angel of healing,s the office generally
assigned to him by the Fathers. He is also represented as saying
of himself that he is one of the seven holy angels which present
the prayers of the saints to God.6

There are many curious particulars regarding angels and demons
in the Book of Enoch. This work, which is quoted by the author
of the Epistle of Jude,7and by some of the Fathers, as inspired
Scripture, was supposed by Tertullian to have survived the
universal deluge, or to have been afterwards transmitted by means
of Noah, the great-grandson of the author Enoch.8 It may be
assigned to about a century before Christ, but additions were
made to the text, and more especially to its angelology, extending
probably to after the commencement of our era. It undoubtedly
represents views popularly prevailing about the epoch in which
we are interested. The author not only relates the fall of the
angels through love for the daughters of men, but gives the names
of twenty-one of them and of their leaders; of whom Jequn was
he who seduced the holy angels, and Ashbeel it was who gave
them evil counsel and corrupted them.? A third, Gadreel,10was
he who seduced Eve. He also taught to the children of men the
use and manufacture of all murderous weapons, of coats of mail,
shields, swords, and of all the implements of death. Another
evil angel, named PSnSmud, taught them many mysteries of

m There is much discussion as to the date of this book. It is variously
ascribed to periods ranging from two centuries B.c., and even earlier, to one
century after Christ.

2 Tobit, vi. 7. 3 lb., iii. 7f ; vi. 14. 4 1b., viii. 2 f.

5 1Ib., iii. 17.

4 1b., xii. 15. Origen also states that the archangel Michael presents the
pr%yerslollffthe saints to God (Horn. xiv. in Hum., Opp. ii., p. 323).

V. .

8 Tertullian, Dc Cultufem., i. 3. 9 Cap. Ixix. i. fif, cf. vi.

10 In the extract preserved by George Syncellus in his Cbrcnography (p. 11)
the angel who taught the use of weapons of war, etc., is called Aza:l or
Azalzel.
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wisdom. He instructed men in the art of writing with paper
(xaprrjs) and ink, by means of which, the author remarks,
many fall into sin even to the present day. Kaodeji, another
evil angel, taught the human race all the wicked practices of
spirits and demons,land also magic and exorcism.2 The offspring
of the fallen angels and of the daughters of men were giants,
whose height was 3,000 ells  of these are the demons working
evil upon earth.* Azazel taught men various arts : the making
of bracelets and ornaments; the use of cosmetics, the way to
beautify the eyebrows; precious stones, and all dye-stuffs and
metals; whilst other wicked angels instructed them in all kinds of
pernicious knowledge.* The elements and all the phenomena of
nature are controlled and produced by the agency of angels.
Uriel is the angel of thunder and earthquakes; Raphael, of the
spirits of men ; Raguel is the angel who executes vengeance on
the world and the stars; Michael is set over the best of mankind—
i.e., over the people of Israel 6 Saraq&el, over the souls of the
children of men who are misled by the spirits of sin ; and Gabriel
is over serpents and over Paradise, and over the Cherubim.1
Enoch is shown the mystery of all the operations of nature and
the action of the elements, and he describes the spirits which
guide them and control the thunder and lightning and the winds ;
the spirit of the seas, who curbs them with his might, or tosses
them forth and scatters them through the mountains of the earth ;
the spirit of hoar frost, and the spirit of hail, and the spirit of
snow. There are, in fact, special spirits set over every phenomenon
of nature—frost, thaw, mist, rain, light, and so on.8 The heavens
and the earth are filled with spirits. Raphael is the angel set
over all the diseases and wounds of mankind, Gabriel over all
powers, and Fanuel over the penitence and the hope of those
who inherit eternal life® The decree for the destruction of the
human race goes forth from the presence of the Lord because
men know all the mysteries of the angels, all the evil works of
Satan, and all the secret might and power of those who practise
the art of magic, and the power of conjuring and such arts.10 The
stars are represented as animated beings. Enoch sees seven
stars bound together in space like great mountains, and flaming
as with fire; and he inquires of the angel who leads him, on
account of what sin they are so bound? Uriel informs him that
they are stars which have transgressed the commands of the

1 Enoch, c. Ixix. 2 C.vii.

3 C. vii. 2: one MS. has 300. 4 C.xv. *C. viii.
6 Cf. Daniel x. 13, 21 ; xii. 1. 1 C.XX.

8 Enoch, c. Ix. 12 ff., cf. xli. xxxiv.

9 C. xlI. 9 f., cf. xxxix. * C. Ixv. 6 ff.
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Highest God, and they are thus bound until ten thousand worlds,
the number of the days of their transgression, shall be accomplished.1
The belief that sun, moon, and stars were living entities possessed
of souls was generally held by the Jews at the beginning of our
era, along with Greek philosophers, and we shall presently see
it expressed by the Fathers. Philo Judaeus considers the stars
spiritual beings full of virtue and perfection,3and that to them is
granted lordship over other heavenly bodies, not absolute, but as
viceroys under the Supreme Being3 We find a similar view
regarding the nature of the stars expressed in the Apocalypse,¢
and it constantly appears in the Talmud and Targums. An
angel of the sun and moon is described in the Ascensio Isaiah

We are able to obtain a full and minute conception of the
belief regarding angels and demons and their influence over
cosmical phenomena, as well as of other superstitions current
amongst the Jews at the time of Jesus, from the Talmud,
Targums, and other Rabbinical sources. We cannot, however,
do more, here, than merely glance at these voluminous materials.
The angels are perfectly pure spirits, without sin, and not visible
to mortal eyes. When they come down to earth on any mission,
they are clad in light and veiled in air. If, however, they remain
longer than seven days on earth, they become so clogged with the
earthly matter in which they have been immersed that they cannot
again ascend to the upper heavens.6 Their multitude is innumer-
able,7and new angels are every day created, who in succession
praise God and make way for others.8 The expression, “host of
heaven,” is a common one in the Old Testament, and the idea
was developed into a heavenly army. The first Gospel represents
Jesus as speaking of “more than twelve legions of angels.”»
Every angel has one particular duty to perform, and no more;
thus of the three angels who appeared to Abraham, one was sent
to announce that Sarah should have a son, the second to rescue
Lot, and the third to destroy Sodom and Gomorrah.10 The

' C. xxi., cf. xviii. 13 f.

3 De Mundo opificio, § 48; De Gigantibus, § 2, cf. De Somniis, i., § 4 f., § 22.

3De Monorchia, i., § 1. 4 Rev. i. 20, iii. I, iv. 5, ix. I, etc.

5C. iv. 18 This work referred to by Origen (Ep. ad Africanum),
Epiphanius (Herr. xI. 2, Ixvii. 3), Jerome (in Esaice, Ixiv. 4), and others
(cf. Fabricius, Cod. Vet. Test., i., p. 1086 If.), as *A»a/sdmecy 'Htratov, is dated
variously from the middle of the first to the beginning of the third century.
The work, long lost, was discovered and published by Lawrence, in 1819.

6 Sohar, Genesis, p. 124, p. 266 ; Pirke Elieser, xlvi. ; Eisenmenger, Entd.
Jud., ii., p. 387 f. ; Gfforer, DasJahrh. d. Heils, i., p. 366.

7 Hieros. Targ. Exod., xii. 12, xxxiii. 23; Deut. xxxiv. 5, etc., etc.

* Chagigah Bab., p. 14, I, 2; Eisenmenger, ib., ii., p. 371 ff.

» Matt. xxvi. 53.

10Hieros. Targ. Genes., xvii. 2; Gfrorer, ib., i., p. 363 f.
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angels serve God in the administration of the universe, and to
special angels are assigned the different parts of nature. “ There
is not a thing in the world, not even a little herb, over which
there is not an angel set, and everything happens according to the
command of these appointed angels.”1 It will be remembered
that the agency of angels is frequently introduced in the Old
Testament, and still more so in the Septuagint version, by altera-
tions of the text. One notable case of such agency may be
referred to, where the pestilence which is sent to punish David for
numbering the people is said to be caused by an angel, whom
David even sees. The Lord is represented as repenting of the
evil, when the angel was stretching forth his hand against
Jerusalem, and bidding him stay his hand after the angel had
destroyed seventy thousand men by the pestilence.2 This theory'
of disease has prevailed until comparatively recent times. The
names of many of the superintending angels are given—as, for
instance : Jehuel is set over fire, Michael over water, Jechiel over
wild beasts, and Anpiel over birds. Over cattle Hariel is
appointed, and Samniel over created things moving in the waters,
and over the face of the earth; Messannahel over reptiles, Deliel
over fish. Ruchiel is set over the winds, Gabriel over thunder
and also over fire, and over the ripening of fruit; Nuriel over hail,
Makturiel over rocks, Alpiel over fruit-bearing trees, Saroel over
those which do not bear fruit, and Sandalfon over the human
race ; and under each of these there are subordinate angels.3 It
was believed that there were two angels of Death, one for those
who died out of the land of Israel, who was an evil angel, called
Samael (and at other times Satan, Asmodeus, etc.), and the other,
who presided over the dead of the land of Israel, the holy angel
Gabriel; and under these there was a host of evil spirits
and angels.'”* We shall presently see how general this belief
regarding angels was amongst the Fathers, but it is also expressed
in the New Testament. In the Apocalypse there appears an angel
who has power over fire,5and in another place four angels have
power to hurt the earth and the sea.6 The angels were likewise

*Jalkut Chadasch, p. 147, 3 ; Eisenmenger, id., ii., p. 376 ff. : Gfrorer, id., i.,

P- 369 .

3 2 Sam. xxiv. 15 f.

5Berith Minucha, p. 37, 1; cf. Tract Pesaehim, p. 118, 1,2: Sanhedrin,
95, 2 ; Eisenmenger, id., ii., p. 378 ff; Gfrorer, id., i., p. 369. The Targum
upon | Kings xix. U, 12, reads: “ A host of the angels of the wind, a host
of the angels of commotion, a host of the angels of fire ; and after the host of
the angels of fire, the voice of the silent singers.” Lightfoot, Hone Hed. et.
Ta/m., Works, xii., p. 35.

*Bava Meda, 36, |; Snccah, 53, | ; Bava Bathra, 16, | : Eisenmenger,
id., i., p. 821 f., p. 854 ff. ; Lightfoot, id., xii., p. 428, p. 507 f. : Schoettgen,
Hone Hed et Ta/m., p. 935.

5 C. xiv. 18. 6 C. vii. 2, cf. ix. 11 ; xix. 17.
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the instructors of men, and communicated knowledge to the
Patriarchs.  The angel Gabriel taught Joseph the seventy
languages of the earth." It appears, however, that there was
one language—the Syriac—which the angels do not understand,
and for this reason men were not permitted to pray for things
needful in that tongue.2 Angels are appointed as princes over the
seventy nations of the world ; but the Jews consider the angels set
over Gentile nations merely demons.3 The Septuagint translation
of Deuteronomy xxxii. 8 introduces the statement into the Old
Testament. Instead of the Most High, when he divided to the
nations their inheritance, setting the bounds of the people
“according to the number of the children of lIsrael,” the passage
becomes, “according to the number of the angels of God”
(<cara dpid/ibv ayyiktav 6tov). The number of the nations was
fixed at seventy, the number of the souls who went down into
Egypt-* The Jerusalem Targum on Genesis xi. 7, 8, reads as
follows : “God spake to the seventy angels which stand before
him : Come, let us go down and confound their language that they
may not understand each other. And the word of the Lord
appeared there (at Babel), with the seventy angels, according to the
seventy nations, and each had the language of the people which
was allotted to him, and the record of the writing in his hand, and
scattered the nations from thence over the whole earth in seventy
languages, so that the one did not understand what the other
said.”5 Michael was the angel of the people of Israel,6 and he is
always set in the highest place amongst the angels, and often
called the High Priest of Heaven.? It was believed that the
angels of the nations fought in heaven when their allotted peoples
made war on earth. We see an allusion to this in the Book of
Daniel,8and in the Apocalypse there is “war in heaven ; Michael
and his angels fought against the dragon ; and the dragon fought
and his angels.”@ The Jews of the time of Jesus not only held
that there were angels set over the nations, but also that each

1 Trait, Sotah, 33, | ; Gfrorer, ib., i., p 366 ff; Eisenmenger, ib., ii., p. 365,
P- 374 £
2 Beracoth, c. 2; Bab. Scliabbatli, 12, 2; Sotah, 33, 1; Lightfoot, ib., xi.,
p. 22 ; Eisenmenger, ib., i., p. 675 f. ; ii., p. 392 f.

3 Eisenmenger, ib., i., p. 805 ff., p. 816 f.

4 Gen. xlvi. 27, Exod. 1 5, Deut. x. 22. Seventy disciples were, therefore,
chosen to preach the Gospel, Luke x. 1f. Of course, we need not here speak
of the import of this number.

5 Cf. Pirke Elieser, xxiv. ; Gfrorer, ib., i., p. 370 f.; Eisenmenger, ib., i.,
p. 810. 6 Cf. Daniel x. 21.

* Bab. Menacoth, no, 1; Beracoth, 4, 2; Sohar, Gents., fol. 17, col. 66;
Thosaphtah Chol/in, ii. 6: Jalkut Rubeni, 80, I, 92, 4; Sevachim, 62, 1 ;
Gfrorer, ib., i., p. 371 f. ; Schoettgen, ib., p. 1219 ff.

8 X. 10 ff., and more especially verse 13. 9 C. xii. 7.
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64 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

individual had a guardian angel.1 This belief appears in several
places in the New Testament. For instance, Jesus is represented
as saying of the children : “ For | say unto you that their angels
do always behold the face of my Father which is in heaven.”l
Again, in the Acts of the Apostles, when Peter is delivered from
prison by an angel and comes to the house of his friend, they will
not believe the maid who had opened the gate and seen him, but
say : “It is his angel ” (6 ayycAos avrov «rriv).3 The passage
in the Epistle to the Hebrews will likewise be remembered where
it is said of the angels : “ Are they not all ministering spirits sent
forth for ministry on account of them who shall be heirs of
salvation.”* There was at the same time a singular belief that
when any person went into the private closet the guardian angel
remained at the door till he came out again, and in the Talmud a
prayer is given for strength and help under the circumstances, and
that the guardian angel may wait while the person is there. The
reason why the angel does not enter is that such places are
haunted by demons.5

The belief in demons at the time of Jesus was equally emphatic
and comprehensive, and we need scarcely mention that the New
Testament is full of references to them.6 They are in the air, on
earth, in the bodies of men and animals, and even at the bottom
of the sea.7 They are the offspring of the fallen angels who loved
the daughters of men.8 They have wings like the angels, and can
fly from one end of heaven to another; they obtain a knowledge
of the future, like the angels, by listening behind the veil of the
Temple of God in heaven.9 Their number is infinite. The earth
is so full of them that if man had power to see he could not exist
on account of them ; there are more demons than men, and they
are about as close as the earth thrown up out of a newly-made
grave.10 It is stated that each man has 10,000 demons at his right
hand and i,000 on his left, and the passage continues : “ The
crush on the Sabbath in the synagogue arises from them, also the

1 Hieros. Targ. Genes., xxxiii. 10, xlviii. 16. a Matt, xviii. io.

3 Acts xii. 15. * Heb. i. 14.

5 Hieros Beracoth, ix. 5 ; Bab. Beracoth, 60, | ; Gittin, 70, | ; Eisenmenger,
Gfrorer, id., i., p. 374 f.; Molse Schwab, Traittdes Berai-

1tuning uvci uie synoptic Gospels, in which references to demons abound,

cf. 1Cor. x. 20, 21 ; James ii. 19j 1 Tim. iv. 1; Eph. ii. 2, cf. iv. 12 ; Rev.
ix. 20, xvi. 14, xviii. 2.

7 Eisenmenger, ib., ii., p. 437 f.

8 1b., i, p. 380 f.

9 Bab. Chagigah, 16, 1; Schoettgen, ib., p. 1049; Eisenmenger, ib., ii.,
P- 4*5-

'® Beracoth, 6, |; Sohar, Genes., p. 171 ; ib., Numbers, p. 291; Eisenmenger,
ib., ii., p. 446, p. 461 f.; Moise Schwab, Traiti des Berakhoth, 1871, p. 239.
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dresses of the Rabbins become so soon old and torn through
their rubbing; in like manner they cause the tottering of the feet.
He who wishes to discover these spirits must take sifted ashes
and strew them about his bed, and in the morning he will perceive
their footprints upon them like a cock’s tread. If anyone wish to
see them, he must take the afterbirth of a black cat which has
been littered by a first-born black cat, whose mother was also a
first-birth, bum and reduce it to powder, and put some of it in his
eyes, and he will see them.”1 Sometimes demons assume the form
of agoat. Evil spirits fly chiefly during the darkness, for they are
children of night.2 For this reason the Talmud states that men
are forbidden to greet anyone by night, lest it might be a devil,3 or
to go out alone even by day, but much more by night, into solitary
places.* It was likewise forbidden for any man to sleep alone in a
house, because anyone so doing would be seized by the she-devil
Lilith and die.* Further, no man should drink water by night on
account of the demon Schafriri, the angel of blindness.6 An evil
spirit descended on anyone going into a cemetery by night.? A
necromancer is defined as one who fasts and lodges at night
amongst tombs, in order that the evil spirit may come upon him.8
Demons, however, take more especial delight in foul and
offensive places, and an evil spirit inhabits every private closet in
the world9 Demons haunt deserted places, ruins, graves, and
certain kinds of trees.10 We find indications of these superstitions
throughout the Gospels. The possessed are represented as
dwelling among the tombs and being driven by the unclean spirits
into the wilderness, and the demons can find no rest in clean
places.” Demons also frequented springs and fountains.22 The

' Bab. Beracoth, 6, I. In the Tract. Gittin (68, 2) of the Talmud, Asmo-
deus is represented as coming to Solomon’s wives by night with slippers on to
conceal his cock’s feet. Eisenmenger, id., i., p. 356, p. 424 f. ; ii., p. 445;

Gfrorer, Ib., i., pp. 407, 409; Motse Schwab, Train des Berakhoth, 1871, p.

239 -

2 Sahar, Exod., f. 67, col 267 ; Schoettgen, ib., p. 316; cf. Ephes. vi. 12.

3 Sanhedrin, 44, | ; Afegillah, 3, 1 ; Gfrorer, ib., i., p. 408 ; Eisenmenger,
ib., ii., p. 452.

* Sohar, Genes., 387 ; Eisenmenger, ib., ii., p. 451 f.

5 Schabbalh, 151, 2.

6 Pesachim, 112, 1 ; Avoda Sarah, 12, 2 ; Eisenmenger, ib., i., p. 426 f. ;
ii., p. 452.

7 Chagigah, 3, 2; Trumoth, 40, 2 ; Hava Bathra, too, 2; Bab. San-
hedrin, 65, 2 ; Lightfoot, ib., xi., pp. 160, 170, xii., pp. 134, 349 ; Gfrorer, ib.,

P- 408.

* Bab. Sanhedrin, 65, 2 ; Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 170 ; xii., p. 134 f.

9 Bab. Schabbalh, 67, I; Bab. Bcracoth, 62, 1; Eisenmenger, ib., ii., p. 449 f.
Schwab, Train des Berakhoth, p. 495 f.

Bab. Beracoth, 3, 1; Pesachim, iii. 2; Targ. Micros. Deut. xxx. to j

Schwab, ib., p. 227.

" Matt. viii. 28, xii. 43 ; Mark v. 3, 5; Luke viii. 27, 29, xi. 24 f.

12 Vajicra Rabba, § 24 ; Lightfoot, ib., xii., p. 282. v
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episode of the angel who was said to descend at certain seasons
and trouble the water of the pool of Bethesda, so that he who
first stepped in was cured of whatever disease he had, may be
mentioned here in passing, although the passage is not found in
some of the older MSS. of the fourth Gospel,1and it is argued by
some that it is a later interpolation. There were demons who
hurt those who did not wash their hands before meat. * Shibta
is an evil spirit which sits upon men’s hands in the night, and if
any touch his food with unwashen hands that spirit sits upon that
food, and there is danger from it.”” The demon Asmodeus is
frequently called the king of the devils,3and it was believed that
he tempted people to apostatise ; he it was who enticed Noah into
his drunkenness, and led Solomon into sin'* He is represented as
alternately ascending to study in the school of the heavenly
Jerusalem, and descending to study in the school of the earth.s
The injury of the human race in every possible way was believed
to be the chief delight of evil spirits. The Talmud and other
Rabbinical writings are full of references to demoniacal possession ;
but we need not enter into details upon this point, as the New
Testament itself presents sufficient evidence regarding it. Not
only one evil spirit could enter into a body, but many took
possession of the same individual. There are many instances
mentioned in the Gospels, such as Mary Magdalene, “ out of whom
went seven demons” (Sagaovta orra),6 and the man whose
name was Legion, because “ many demons” (Saifiovia rroAAd)
were entered into him.” Demons likewise entered into the bodies
of animals, and in the narrative to which we have just referred
the demons, on being expelled from the man, request that they
may be allowed to enter into the herd of swine, which, being per-
mitted, “ the demons went out of the man into the swine, and the
herd ran violently down the cliff into the lake, and were drowned,”8

* John v. 3, 4. The authenticity is fully discussed in S. A, complete ed.,
vol. ii., p. 420 f.

1 Alali. Taanith, 20, 2 ; Sohar, Hcreschith ; Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 215.

3 Gittin, 68, 1 4 Lightfoot, it., xii., p. in.

5 Gittin, 68, 1 ; Kisenmenger, ib., i.,p. 351. Schoettgen, ib., p. 1233,
§ iv. Schoettgen gives minute details from the Talmud, etc., regarding
the Academia Celestis, its constitution, and the questions discussed in it,
pp. 1230-1236. The representation of Satan in the book of Job will not lie
forgotten.

8 Luke viii. 2; cf. Mark xvi. 9.

1  Luke viii. 30 ff.  The name Legion does not only express a great number,
but to the word was attached the idea of an unclean company, for a Legion
passing from place to place and entering a house rendered it “ unclean.” The
reason was: “ For there is no legion which hath not some carcaphelion ”
(KapaKce<f>alij); that is to say, the skin of the head pulled off from a dead person
and lliselg for_.en%]antments. (Cf. Chollin, 1231 ; Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 394.)

*“ Luke viii. 33.
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the evil spirits, as usual, taking pleasure only in the destruction and
injury of man and beast. Besides “ possession,” all the diseases
of men and animals were ascribed to the action of the devil and
of demons.1 In the Gospels, for instance, the woman with a
spirit of infirmity, who was bowed together and could not lift
herself up, is described as “bound by Satan,” although the case
was not one of demoniacal possession.2

As might be expected from the universality of the belief in
demons and their influence over the human race, the Jews at the
time of Jesus occupied themselves much with the means of
conjuring them. “There was hardly any people in the whole
world,” we have already heard from a great Hebrew scholar, “ that
more used, or were more fond of, amulets, charms, inutterings,
exorcisms, and all kinds of enchantments.""3 Schoettgen bears
similar testimony : “ Cceterum judceos magicis artibus admodum
deditos esse, notissimum e s t All competent scholars are agreed
upon this point, and the Talmud and Rabbinical writings are full
of it. The exceeding prevalence of such arts alone proves the
existence of the grossest ignorance and superstition. There are
elaborate rules in the Talmud with regard to dreams, both as to
how they are to be obtained and how interpreted.s Fasts were
enjoined in order to secure good dreams, and these fasts were not
only observed by the ignorant, but also by the principal Rabbins,
and they were permitted even on the Sabbath, which was unlawful
in other cases.6 Indeed, the interpretation of dreams became a
public profession.? It would be impossible within our limits to
convey an adequate idea of the general superstition prevalent
amongst Jews regarding things and actions lucky and unlucky, or
the minute particulars in regard to every common act prescribed
for safety against demons and evil influences of all kinds. Nothing
was considered indifferent or too trifling, and the danger from the
most trivial movements or omissions to which men were supposed
to be exposed from the malignity of evil spirits was believed to be

1 Bab. Joma, 83, 2; Bab. Gittin, 67, 2; Hieros. Schabbath, 14, 3;
Mischna, Gittin, vii. 1; Gemara, 67, 2 ; Sohar, Genes., 42 ; Gfrorer, ib., i.,
p. 411 f Eiscnmenger, ib., ii., p. 454; Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 237 f., xii., p. 134f.
Shibta, whom we have already met with, was said to take hold of the necks of
infants, and to dry up and contract their nerves. Aruch, in Shibta ; Lightfoot,
ib., xi., p. 237.

2 Luke xiii. 11 ff.; cf. Mark ix. 25 ; Matt. xii. 22, ix. 32 ; Luke xi. 14.

3 Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 208.

4 Hcrrte Hcbr. et Talm., p. 474 ; cf. Edzard, Avoda Sarabh, ii., pp. 311-356 ;
Gfrorer, ib., i., p. 143.

3 Bab. Beraeolh, 56 ff. ; Schwab, Traiti des Berakhoth, p. 457 ff.

6 Bab. Schabbath, Il, 1; Beracoth, 14, 1; Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 299 f,

. 163.
P ? Bab. Beracoth, 55, 2, 56, | ; Maasar Sheni, 52, 2, 3 ; Lightfoot, ib., xi.,
p. 300 ; Schwab, Traiti des Berakhoth, p. 457 ff.
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great.1 Amulets, consisting of roots, or pieces of paper with
charms written upon them, were hung round the neck of the sick
and considered efficacious for their cure. Charms, mutterings,
and spells were commonly said over wounds, against unlucky
meetings, to make people sleep, to heal diseases, and to avert en-
chantments.2 The Talmud gives forms of enchantments against
mad dogs, for instance, against the demon of blindness, and the
like, as well as formulas for averting the evil eye, and mutterings
over diseases.3 So common was the practice of sorcery and
magic that the Talmud enjoins “ that the senior who is chosen into
the council ought to be skilled in the arts of astrologers, jugglers,
diviners, sorcerers, etc., that he may be able to judge of those
who are guilty of the same.”™ Numerous cases are recorded of
persons destroyed by means of sorcery.s The Jewish women
were particularly addicted to sorcery and, indeed, the Talmud
declares that they had generally fallen into it.6 The New Testa-
ment bears abundant testimony to the prevalence of magic and
exorcism at the time at which its books were written. In the
Gospels, Jesus is represented as arguing with the pharisees, who
accuse him of casting out devils by Beelzebub, the prince of the
devils : “If 1 by Beelzebub cast out the demons (ra Bailiovia),
by whom do your sons cast them out? Therefore, let them be
your judges.”?

The thoroughness and universality of the Jewish popular belief
in demons and evil spirits and in the power of magic is exhibited
in the ascription to Solomon, the monarch in whom the greatness
and glory of the nation attained its culminating point, of the
character of the powerful magician. The most effectual forms of
invocation and exorcism and the most potent spells of magic were
said to have been composed by him, and thus the grossest super-
stition of the nation acquired the sanction of their wisest king.
Rabbinical writings are never weary of enlarging upon the magical
power and knowledge of Solomon. He was represented as not
only king of the whole earth, but also as reigning over devils and
evil spirits, and having the power of expelling them from the
bodies of men and animals, and also of delivering people to them.8

1 Sec, for instance, Bab. Berakhoth, 51, | ; Schwab, Traiti (Us Berakhoth,
p. 433 f. 2 Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 301 f.

3 See references, Lightfoot, ih., xi., p. 301 ; Bab. Bcracoth, 57, 2, etc. ;
Schwab, ib., p. 302, p. 456 f., etc., etc.

4 Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 301.

s Hicros. Schab., 14, 3 ; Sanhedr., 18, 3 : Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 301 f.

6 Hieros. Sanhedr., 23, 3; Bab. Sanhedr., 44, 2 ; Bab. Beraeoth, 53, | ;
Lightfoot, ib., xi., p. 302 : Gfriirer, ib., i., p. 413 ; Schwab, ib., p. 444.

'7 Matt. xii. 27 ; cf. Luke xi. 19, ix. 49 ; Mark ix. 38 ; Acts xix. 13 ff.

3 Gittin, 68, 1, 2 ; Succah, 53, | ; Eisenmenger, ib., i., pp. 355, 358 ; ii.,
pp. 416, 440; Lightfoot, ib., xii., p. 428.
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It was, indeed, believed that the two demons Asa and Asael
taught Solomon all wisdom and all arts." The Talmud relates
many instances of his power over evil spirits, and, amongst others,
how he made them assist in building the Temple. Solomon
desired to have the help of the worm Schamir in preparing the
stones for the sacred building, and he conjured up a devil and
a she-devil to inform him where Schamir was to be found. They
referred him to Asmodeus, whom the King craftily captured, and
by whom he was informed that Schamir is under the jurisdiction
of the Prince of the Seas; and Asmodeus further told him how he
might be secured. By his means the Temple was built, but, from the
moment it was destroyed, Schamir for ever disappeared.2 It was
likewise believed that one of the Chambers of the second Temple
was built by the magician called Parvah, by means of magic.3
The Talmud narrates many stories of miracles performed by
various Rabbins.4

The Jewish historian Josephus informs us that, among other
gifts, God bestowed upon King Solomon knowledge of the way to
expel demons, an art which is useful and salutary for mankind.
He composed incantations by which diseases are cured, and he
left behind him forms of exorcism by which demons may be so
effectually expelled that they never return—a method of cure,
Josephus adds, which is of great efficacy to his own day. He
himself had seen a countryman of his own, named Eliezer,
release people possessed of devils in the presence of the Emperor
Vespasian and his sons, and of his army. He put a ring con-
taining one of the roots prescribed by Solomon to the nose of the
demoniac, and drew the demon out by his nostrils ; and, in the
name of Solomon, and reciting one of his incantations, he adjured
it to return no more. In order to demonstrate to the spectators
that he had the power to cast out devils, Eliezer was accustomed
to set a vessel full of water a little way off, and he commanded the
demon as he left the body of the man to overturn it, by which
means, says Josephus, the skill and wisdom of Solomon were
made very manifest.5 Jewish Rabbins generally were known as
powerful exorcisers, practising the art according to the formulae of
their great monarch. Justin Martyr reproaches his Jewish oppo-

1 Eisenmenger, il>, i., p. 361 f.

2 Gittin, 68, I, 2 ; Sotah, 48, 2 ; Eisenmenger, ib., i., p. 350 fT ; Gfriirer,
it>, i., p. 414 f. ; Buxtorf, l.cxic. Talmud., p. 2455. Moses is also said to have
ma”e use of Schamir. Fabricius, Cod. Vet. Test., ii., p. 119.

3 Gloss on Middoth, cap. 5, hal. 3 ; Lightfoot, ii., xi., p. 301.

4 Bava Mezia, 59, |, 2 ; Bab. Beracoth, 33, 34, 54, 1; Hicros. Sauhedr.,
25, 4; Bab. Taanith, 24 ; Juchas, 20, | ; 56, 2 ; Lightfoot, id., xi., p. 301 f.;
Eisenmenger, ii., i., 14 f. ; Schwab, ii., p. 358 ff., p. 448 f.

5 Antiy., viii., 2, § 5.
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nent, Tryphon, with the fact that his countrymen use the same art
as the Gentiles, and exorcise with fumigations and charms
(KaraS«r/«n), and he shows the common belief in demoniacal
influence when he asserts that, while Jewish exorcists cannot
overcome demons by such means, or even by exorcising them in
the name of their kings, prophets, or patriarchs, though he
admits that they might do so if they adjured them in the name of
the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, yet Christians at once sub-
dued demons by exorcising them in the name of the Son of God.*
The Jew and the Christian were quite agreed that demons were
to be exorcised, and merely differed as to the formula of exorcism.
Josephus gives an account of a root potent against evil spirits. It
is called Baaras, and is flame-coloured, and in the evening sends
out flashes like lightning. It is certain death to touch it, except
under peculiar conditions. One mode of securing it is to dig
down till the smaller part of the root is exposed, and then to
attach the root to a dog’s tail. When the dog tries to follow its
master from the place, and pulls violently, the root is plucked
up, and may then be safely handled ; but the dog instantly dies,
as the man would have done had he plucked it up himself.
When the root is brought to sick people, it at once expels
demons.2 According to Josephus, demons are the spirits of the
wicked dead; they enter into the bodies of the living, who die
unless succour be speedily obtained.”» This theory, however, was
not general, demons being commonly considered the offspring of
the fallen angels and of the daughters of men.

The Jewish historian gives a serious account of the preternatural
portents which warned the Jews of the approaching fall of
Jerusalem, and he laments the infatuation of the people, who
disregarded these Divine denunciations. A star in the shape of a
sword, and also a comet, stood over the doomed city for the space
of a whole year. Then, at the feast of unleavened bread, before
the rebellion of the Jews which preceded the war, at the ninth
hour of the night, a great light shone round the altar and the
Temple, 'so that for half an hour it seemed as though it were
brilliant daylight. At the same festival other supernatural
warnings were given. A heifer, as she was led by the high priest
to be sacrificed, brought forth a lamb in the Temple; moreover,
the eastern gate of the inner court of the Temple, which was of
brass, and so ponderous that twenty men had much difficulty in
closing it, and which was fastened by heavy bolts descending deep
into the solid stone floor, was seen to open of its own accord, aj)out
the sixth hour of the night. The ignorant considered some of

1 Dial. c. Tryph., 85 ; cf. Apal/., ii., 6 ; Acts xix., 13 ff.
2 De Bello Ju4 ., viii., 6, g 3. sli,, vii,, 6,9 3.
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these events good omens, but the pries.s interpreted theto as
portents of evil. Another prodigious phenomenon occurred,
which Josephus supposes would be considered incredible were it
not reported by those who saw it, and were the subsequent events
not of sufficient importance to merit such portents : before sunset,
chariots and troops of soldiers in armour were seen among the
clouds, moving about, and surrounding cities. And further, at
the feast of Pentecost, as the priests were entering the inner court
of the Temple to perform their sacred duties, they felt an earth-
quake, and heard a great noise, and then the sound as of a great
multitude saying, “ Let us remove hence.”l There is not a
shadow of doubt in the mind of Josephus as to the reality of any
of these wonders.

If we turn to patristic literature, we find everywhere the same
superstitions and the same theories of angelic agency and demoni-
acal interference in cosmical phenomena. According to Justin
Meartyr, after God had made the world and duly regulated the
elements and the rotation of the seasons, he committed man and
all things under heaven to the care of angels. Some of these
angels, however, proved unworthy of this charge and, led away by
love of the daughters of men, begat children, who are the demons
who have corrupted the human race, partly by magical writings
(Sio naytxwv ypa<f>wv) and partly by fears and punishments, and
who have introduced wars, murders, and other evils among them,
which are ignorantly ascribed by poets to God himself.1 He
considers that demoniacs are possessed and tortured by the souls
of the wicked dead,3and he represents evil spirits as watching to
seize the soul at death.* The food of the angels is manna.3 The
angels, says Clement of Alexandria, serve God in the administra-
tian of earthly affairs.6 The host of angels and of gods (ffetov) is
placed under subjection to the Ix>gos7 Presiding angels are
distributed over nations and cities, and perhaps are also deputed
to individuals,8 and it is by their agency, either visible or
invisible, that God gives all good things.® He accuses the Greeks
of plagiarising their miracles from the Bible, and he argues that,
if certain powers do move the winds and distribute showers, they
are agents subject to God.10 Clement affirms that the Son gave
philosophy to the Greeks by means of the inferior angels,” and
argues that it is absurd to attribute it to the devil.12 Theophilus

1De BelloJud., vi., 5, §3.

2 Apol., ii., 5; cf. Apo/., i., si H- 3 Apol., i., 18

4 Dial. c. Tryph., 103. 3 Dial., 57, cf. 131

6 Stromata, vii., I, 8 3. 7 Strom., vii., 2, g 5.

8 Strom., vii., 2, 86; vi., 17, § 157. 9 Strom., vi., 17, % 161.
" Strom., vi., 3, § 30. 1 Strom., vii., 2, §6.

P Strom., vi., 17, § 159.
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of Antioch, on the other hand, says that the Greek poets were
inspired by demons." Athenagoras states, as one of the principal
points of belief among Christians, that a multitude of angels and
ministers are distributed and appointed by the Logos to occupy
themselves about the elements and the heavens and the universe
and the things in it, and the regulating of the whole.3 For it is
the duty of the angels to exercise providence over all that God has
created, so that God may have the universal care of the whole,
but the several parts be ministered to by the angels appointed
over them. There is freedom of will amongst the angels as
among human beings, and some of the angels abused their trust,
and fell through love of the daughters of men, of whom were
begotten those who are called giants.3 These angels who have
fallen from heaven busy themselves about the air and the earth ;
and the souls of the giants,which are the demons that roam
about the world, work evil according to their respective natures.*
There are powers which exercise dominion over matter, and by
means of it, and more especially one who is opposed to God.
This Prince of matter exerts authority and control in opposition
to the good designed by God.6 Demons are greedy for sacrificial
odours and the blood of the victims, which they lick, and they
influence the multitude to idolatry by inspiring thoughts and
visions which seem to come from idols and statues.? According
to Tatian, God made everything which is good, but the wickedness
of demons perverts the productions of nature for bad purposes,
and the evil in these is due to demons and not to God.8 None of
the demons have bodies—they are spiritual, like fire or air, and
can only be seen by those in whom the Spirit of God dwells.
They attack men by means of lower forms of matter, and come to
them whenever they are diseased ; and sometimes they cause
disorders of the body, but when they are struck by the power of
the word of God they flee in terror, and the sick person is healed.™
Various kinds of roots and the relations of bone and sinew are
the material elements through which demons work.10 Some of
those who are called gods by the Greeks, but are in reality demons,

* .hi Autolycum, ii. 8.  Theophilus sees the punishment of the serpent in
the repulsive way in which he crawls on his belly and eats the dust. This and
the pains of women in childbirth are proofs of the truth of the account of the
fall in Genesis. Ad Autol., ii. 23.

2 l.egatiopro Christ., x.; cf. xxiv. 3Legntiopro Christ., xiv.

4 Itis said in the Clementine Recognitions that the giants were bom in the
ninth generation of the human race, and that their bones are still preserved in
some places : i. 29. Cf. Clement, Horn. viii. 15+

S /j‘gatiopro Ch_i_is/., XXV. 6 lh., xxiv., xxv.
7 'h., \xvi.f xxvii. 8 Oral, ad Gnccos, 12.
y )., 16. 0lb., 17.
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possess the bodies of certain men, and then, by publicly leaving
them, they destroy the disease they themselves had created, and
the sick are restored to health." Demons, says Cyprian of Carthage,
lurk under consecrated statues, and inspire false oracles and con-
trol the lots and omens.3 They enter into human bodies and feign
various maladies in order to induce men to offer sacrifices for
their recovery, that they may gorge themselves with the fumes, and
then they heal them. They are really the authors of the miracles
attributed-to heathen deities.3

Tertullian enters into minute details regarding angels and
demons. Demons are the offspring of the fallen angels, and their
work is the destruction of the human race. They inflict diseases
and other painful calamities upon our bodies, and lead astray our
souls. From their wonderful subtleness and tenuity they find their
way into both parts of our composition. Their spirituality enables
them to do much harm to men, for, being invisible and impalpable,
they appear rather in their effects than in their action. They
blight the apples and the grain while in the flower as by some
mysterious poison in the breeze, and kill them in the bud, or nip
them before they are ripe, as though in some inexpressible way the
tainted air poured forth its pestilential breath. In the same way
demons and angels breathe into the soul and excite its corruptions,
and especially mislead men by inducing them to sacrifice to false
deities, in order that they may thus obtain their peculiar food of
fumes of flesh and blood. Every spirit, whether angel or demon,
has wings; therefore, they are everywhere in a moment. The
whole world is but one place to them, and all that takes place any-
where they can know and report with equal facility.  Their swift-
ness is believed to be divine because their substance is unknown,
and thus they seek to be considered the authors of effects which
they merely report, as, indeed, they sometimes are of the evil, but
never of the good. They gather intimations of the future from
hearing the prophets read aloud, and set themselves up as rivals of
the true God by stealing his divinations. = From inhabiting the
air, and from their proximity to the stars and commerce with the
clouds, they know the preparation of celestial phenomena, and
promise beforehand the rains which they already feel coming.
They are very kind in reference to the cure of diseases, Tertullian
ironically says, for they first make people ill, and then, by way of
performing a miracle, they prescribe remedies either novel or
contrary to common experience, and, removing the cause, they

' Ib., 18 ; cf. Tertullian, Apot., j) 22 ; Origen, Contra Cots., viii. 31 f.

3 Cf. Tertullian, Do Spectaculis, ji§ 12, 13 ; Clem., Recog., iv. 19 if.

3 Cyprian, Do ldol. Vatritate, § 7; cf. Minutius Felix, Octavius, § 27 ;
Tertullian, Apot., 22; Eusebius, i’ncp. Evang., vii. 16.
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are believed to have healed the sick.1 If anyone possessed by a
demon be brought before a tribunal, Tertullian affims that the evil
spirit, when ordered by a Christian, will at once confess that he is
a demon.2 The fallen angels were the discoverers of astrology
and magic.3 Unclean spirits hover over waters in imitation of the
brooding (gestatio) of the Holy Spirit in the beginning, as, for
instance, over dark fountains and solitary streams and cisterns in
baths and dwelling-houses and similar places, which are said to
carry one off (rapere)—that is to say, by the force of the evil
spirit.3 The fallen angels disclosed to the world unknown material
substances and various arts such as metallurgy, the properties of
herbs, incantations, and interpretation of the stars; and to women
specially they revealed all the secrets of personal adornment.3
There is scarcely any man who is not attended by a demon ; and
it is well known that untimely and violent deaths which are
attributed to accidents are really caused by demons.6 Those who
go to theatres may become specially accessible to demons. There
is the instance, the Lord is witness (domino teste),of the woman who
went to a theatre and came back possessed by a demon, and, on
being cast out, the evil spirit replied that he had a right to act as
he did, having found her within his limits. There was another
case, also well known, of a woman who at night, after having been
to a theatre, had a vision of a winding sheet (linteum), and heard
the name of the tragedian whom she had seen mentioned with
reprobation, and five days after the woman was dead.7 Origen
attributes augury and divination through animals to demons. In
his opinion, certain demons, offspring of the Titans or giants, who
haunt the grosser parts of bodies and the unclean places of the
earth, and who, from not having earthly bodies, have some power
of divining the future, occupy themselves with this. They secretly
enter the bodies of the more brutal and savage animals, and force
them to make flights or indications of divination to lead men away
from God. They have a special leaning to birds and serpents, and
even to foxes and wolves, because the demons act better through
these in consequence of an apparent analogy in wickedness
between them.8 It is for this reason that Moses, who had either
been taught by God what was similar in the nature of animals and
their kindred demons, or had discovered it himself, prohibited
as unclean the particular birds and animals most used for divina-
tion. Therefore, each kind of demon seems to have an affinity

1 Terlullian, Apol., § 22 ; cf. 23, ad Scapttlam, § 2. 2 Apol., § 23.

3 De Idolotria, § 9 ; De Cultu Fern., i., $2. 4De Baptismo, $ 5.

s De Cultu Fern., i., 8% 2, 10; Cf. Commodianus, Instil., $ 3 ; Lactantius,
Instil. Div., ii. 16; Clem. H ornviii. 14.

6 De Anima, 8§ 57. 7 De Speitaculis, $ 26.

8 Contra Cels., iv. 92 ; cf. viii. 11.
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with a certain kind of animal. They are so wicked that demons
even assume the bodies of weasels to foretell the future.l They
feed on the blood and odour of the victims sacrificed in idol
temples.3 The spirits of the wicked dead wander about sepulchres,
and sometimes for ages haunt particular houses and other places.3
The prayers of Christians drive demons out of men, and from
places where they have taken up their abode, and even sometimes
from the bodies of animals, which are frequently injured by them/
In reply to a statement of Celsus that we cannot eat bread or
fruit, or drink wine or even water, without eating and drinking with
demons, and that the very air we breathe is received from demons,
and that, consequently, we cannot inhale without receiving air
from the demons who are set over the air,50rigen maintains, on
the contrary, that the angels of God, and not demons, have the
superintendence of such natural phenomena, and have been
appointed to communicate all these blessings. Not demons but
angels have been set over the fruits of the earth and over the birth
of animals and over all things necessary for our race.6 Scripture
forbids the eating of things strangled, because the blood is still in
them—and blood, and more especially the fumes of it, is said to
be the food of demons. If we ate strangled animals, we might
have demons feeding with us ;7 but, in Origen’s opinion, a man
only eats and drinks with demons when he eats the flesh of idol
sacrifices, and drinks the wine poured out in honour of demons.8
Jerome states the common belief that the air is filled with demons/
Chrysostum says that angels are everywhere in the atmosphere.10
Not content, however, with peopling earth and air with angels
and demons, the Fathers also shared the opinion, common to
Jewsll and heathen philosophers, that the heavenly bodies were
animated beings. After fully discussing the question, with much
reference to Scripture, Origen determines that sun, moon, and
stars are living and rational beings, illuminated with the light of
knowledge by the wisdom which is the reflection (asravyaa-fta) of
eternal light. They have free will and, as it w'ould appear from a
passage in Job (xxv. 5), they are not only liable to sin, but actually
not pure from the uncleanness of it. Origen is careful to explain
that this has not reference merely to their physical part, but to the
spiritual; and he proceeds to discuss whether their souls came
into existence at the same time with their bodies, or existed

*1b., iv. 93 ; cf. iii. 29, 35, 36, v. 3 ; Barnabas, Epist., x. ; Clemens Al.,

Padag., ii. 10.
3 Contra Cels., vii. 35, cf. Si viii. 61, cf. 60. 3 1b., vii. 5.
4 Contra Cels., vii.67. slb., viii. 28, 31.
6 Ib., viii. 57, 31 f. 71b., viii. 30.
8 Ib., viii. 31, cf. 57. 9Hieron., Epist.ad Epbes., iii. 6.
10 In Ascens. /. C. ' Cf. Philo, De Somniis, i.,822.
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previously, and whether, at the end of the world, they will be released
from their bodies or will cease from giving light to the world. He
argues that they are rational beings because their motions could
not take place without a soul. ““As the stars move with so much
order and method,” he says, “ that under no circumstances what-
ever does their course seem to be disturbed, is it not the extreme
of absurdity to suppose that so much order, so much observance
of discipline and method, could be demanded from or fulfilled by
irrational beings 7"* They possess life and reason, he decides, and
he proves from Scripture that their souls were given to them, not
at the creation of their bodily substance, but like those of men
implanted strictly from without, after they were made.2 They are
“ subject to vanity ” with the rest of the creatures, and “ wait for
the manifestation of the sons of God.”3 Origen is persuaded that
sun, moon, and stars pray to the Supreme Being through his only
begotten Son.* To return to angels, however, Origen states that
the angels are not only of various orders of rank, but have appor-
tioned to them specific offices and duties. To Raphael, for
instance, is assigned the task of curing and healing ; to Gabriel
the management of wars ; to Michael the duty of receiving the
prayers and the supplications of men. Angels are set over the
different churches, and have charge even of the least of their
members. These offices were assigned to the angels by God
agreeably to the qualities displayed by each.5 Elsewhere Origen
explains that it is necessary for this world that there should be
angels set over beasts and over terrestrial operations, and also
angels presiding over the birth of animals, and over the propaga-
tion and growth of shrubs; and, again, angels over holy works,
who eternally teach men the perception of the hidden ways of
God and knowledge of divine things ; and he warns us not to
bring upon ourselves those angels who are set over beasts, by
leading an animal life, nor those which preside over terrestrial
works, by taking delight in fleshly and mundane things, but rather
to study how we may approximate to the companionship of the
Archangel Michael, to whose duty of presenting the prayers of the
saints to God he here adds the office of presiding over medicine.6

1 De Prituipiis, i. 7, 83 ; cf. Contra Cels., v. i0, n. 21b.,i. 7,4
31Ib.,i. 7, 8§5; cf. iii. 5, S4. Origen applies to sun, moon, and stars the
wish of Paul (Phil. i. 23). Tatian likewise ascribes spirituality to stars, plants,

and waters ; but, although one and the same with the soul in angels and
animals, there are certain differences. Oral, ad Grtccos, 12 ; cf. Eusebius,
Pricp. Evang., vii. 15.

4 Contra Cels., v. 11.

5De Prituipiis, i. 8, § I, cf. 84 ; Contra Cels., v. 4, 5. Cf. Hertnas,
Pastor, ii., Mand. vi., 88 1, 2 ; Tertullian, DeOrat., § 12 ; De Anima, § 37 ;
Clemens Al., Strom., v. 14, § 92, vii. 13, § 81.

6 Horn. xiv. in Mum., Opp. ii., p. 323.
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It is through the ministry of angels that the water-springs in
fountains and running streams refresh the earth, and that the air
we breathe is kept pure.l In the Shepherd of Hermas, a work
quoted by the Fathers as inspired Scripture, which was publicly
read in the churches, which almost secured a permanent place in
the New Testament canon, and which appears after the canonical
books in the Codex Sinaiticus, the oldest extant MS. of the New
Testament, mention is made of an angel who has rule over beasts,
and whose name is Hegrin.2 Jerome also quotes an apocryphal
work in which an angel of similar name is said to be set over
reptiles, and in which fishes, trees, and beasts are assigned to the
care of particular angels.s

Clement of Alexandria mentions, without dissent, the prevailing
belief that hail-storms, tempests, and similar phenomena do not
octjur merely from material disturbance, but also are caused by
the anger of demons and evil angels.* Origen states that, while
angels superintend all the phenomena of nature, and control what
is appointed for our good, famine, the blighting of vines and fruit
trees, and the destruction of beasts and of men, are, on the other
hand, the personal works5 of demons, they, as public executioners,
receiving at certain times authority to carry into effect divine
decrees.6 We have already quoted similar views expressed by
Tertullian,? and the universality and permanence of such opinions
may be illustrated by the fact that, after the lapse of many
centuries, we find St. Thomas Aquinas as solemnly affirming that
disease and tempests are the direct work of the devil 8 indeed,
this belief prevailed throughout the middle ages until very recent
times. The Apostle Peter, in the Recognitions of Clement,
informs Clement that, when God made the world, he appointed
chiefs over the various creatures, even over the trees and the
mountains and springs and rivers, and over everything in the
universe. An angel was set over the angels, a spirit over spirits, a
star over the stars, a demon over the demons, and so on.s He
provided different offices for all his creatures, whether good or
bad ;'° but certain angels, having left the course of their proper
order, led men into sin and -taught them that demons could, by
magical invocations, be made to obey man.ll Ham was the dis-
coverer of the art of magic.” Astrologers suppose that evils

« Contra Cels., viii. 57, 31.

2i. Visio, iv. 2; in the Sinaitic Codex, the name is Beypl. Cotelerius,
in the Greek version, has'Kypsor.

3 Hieron., in Habacuc, i. 1, 14.

4 Stromata, vi. 3, 8§ 31. 5Cf. Matt. viii. 31 ff.

6 Contra Cels., viii. 31. ' Apolog., § 22 f.

8 Summa Theolog., 1, gnrest., 80, § 2.

» Clem., Recog., i. 45. Ib., iv. 25. " 1b., iv. 26.
21b.,"iv. 27.
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happen in consequence of the motions of the heavenly bodies,
and represent certain climacteric periods as dangerous, not
knowing that it is not the course of the stars, but the action of
demons, that regulates these things." God has committed the
superintendence of the seventy-two nations into which he has
divided the earth to as many angels.1 Demons insinuate them-
selves into the bodies of men, and force them to fulfil their
desires they sometimes appear visibly to men, and by threats or
promises endeavour to lead them into error; they can transform
themselves into whatever forms they pleased The distinction
between what is spoken by the true God through the prophets or
by visions, and that which is delivered by demons, is this: that
what proceeds from the former is always true, whereas that which
is foretold by demons is not always true.5 Lactantius says that
when the number of men began to increase, fearing that the
Devil should corrupt or destroy them, God sent angels to protect
and instruct the human race, but the angels themselves fell
beneath his wiles, and from being angels they became the
satellites and ministers of Satan. The offspring of these fallen
angels are unclean spirits, authors of all the evils which are done,
and the Devil is their chief. They are acquainted with the
future, but not completely. The art of the magi is altogether
supported by these demons, and at their invocation they deceive
men with lying tricks, making men think they see things which do
not exist. These contaminated spirits wander over all the earth,
and console themselves by the destruction of men. They fill
every place with frauds and deceits, for they adhere to individuals,
and occupy w'hole houses, and assume the name of genii, as
demons are called in the Latin language, and make men worship
them. On account of their tenuity and impalpability, they
insinuate themselves into the bodies of men, and through their
viscera injure their health, excite diseases, terrify their souls with
dreams, agitate their minds with phrenzies, so that they may by
these evils drive men to seek their aid.6 Being adjured in the
name of God, however, they leave the bodies of the possessed,
uttering the greatest howling, and crying out that they are beaten,
or are on fire? These demons are the inventors of astrology,
divination, oracles, necromancy, and the art of magic.8 The
universe is governed by God through the medium of angels. The
demons have a foreknowledge of the purposes of God, from
having been his ministers and, interposing in what is being done,

1//>., ix. 12. *1b., ii.42.
3Clem., /teeog., iv. 15 ff. 41b., iv. 19. 51b., iv. 21.
“ Instil. Dir., ii. 14 ; cf. Inst: Epit. ad Pentad., 27 f.

1lb., ii. 15; cf. iv. 27, v. 21; cf. Arnobius, Adr. Genies, i. 46.
81b., ii. 16.
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they ascribe the credit to themselves." The sign of the cross is a
terror to demons, and at the sight of it they flee from the bodies
of men. When sacrifices are being offered to the gods, if one
be present who bears on his forehead the sign of the cross, the
sacred rites are not propitious (sacra nullo modo litant), and the
oracle gives no reply.2

Eusebius, like all the Fathers, represents the gods of the Greeks
and other heathen nations as merely wicked demons. Demons,
he says, whether they circulate in the dark and heavy atmosphere
which encircles our sphere or inhabit the cavernous dwellings
which exist within it, find charms only in tombs and in the
sepulchres of the dead, and in impure and unclean places. They
delight in the blood of animals, and in the putrid exhalations
which rise from their bodies, as well as in earthly vapours. Their
leaders, whether as inhabitants of the upper regions of the atmos-
phere or plunged in the abyss of hell, having discovered that the
human race had deified and offered sacrifices to men who were
dead, promoted the delusion in order to savour the blood which
flowed and the fumes of the burning flesh. They deceived men
by the motions conveyed to idols and statues, by the oracles they
delivered, and by healing diseases, with which, by the power
inherent in their nature, they had before invisibly smitten bodies,
and which they removed by ceasing to torture them. These
demons first introduced magic amongst men.5 We may here
refer to the account of a miracle which Eusebius seriously quotes,
as exemplifying another occasional function of the angels. The
heretical Bishop Natalius, having in vain been admonished by
God in dreams, was at last lashed through the whole of a night
by holy angels, till he was brought to repentance and, clad in
sackcloth and covered with ashes, he at length threw himself at
the feet of Zephyrinus, then Bishop of Rome, pointing to the
marks of the scourges which he had received from the angels, and
implored to be again received into communion with the Church."™*
Augustine says that demons inhabit the atmosphere, as in a prison,
and deceive men, persuading them, by their wonderful and false
signs or doings or predictions, that they are gods.5 He considers
the origin of their name in the Sacred Scriptures worthy of notice;
they are called Aagquovcs in Greek, on account of their knowledge.6
By their experience of certain signs, which are hidden from us,
they can read much more of the future, and sometimes even
announce beforehand what they intend to do. Speaking of his

' Instil. Div., ii. 16.

2 li., iv. 27 ; cf. Arnobius, Adv. Gentes, i. 46.

5 Pritp. Evang., v. 2 f.

4U. £., v. 28. 5 De Civitate Dei, viii. 22.
6 Cf. Lactantius, Instil. Div., ii. 14.
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own time, and with strong expressions of assurance, Augustine
says that not only Scripture testifies that angels have appeared to
men with bodies which could not only be seen, but felt; but, what
is more, it is a general report, and many have personal experience
of it, or have learned it from those who have knowledge of the
fact, and of whose truth there is no doubt, that satyrs and
fauns, generally called Incubi, have frequently perpetrated their
peculiar wickedness ;* and also that certain demons, called by
the Gauls Dusii, every day attempt and effect the same unclean-
ness, as witnesses equally numerous and trustworthy assert, so that
it would be impertinence to deny it.3

Lactantius, again, ridicules the idea that there can be antipodes,
and he can scarcely credit that there can be anyone so silly as to
believe that there are men whose feet are higher than their heads,
or that grain and trees grow downwards, and rain, snow, and hail
fall upwards to the earth. After jesting at those who hold such
ridiculous views, he points out that their blunders arise from sup-
posing that the heaven is round, and the world, consequently,
round like a ball, and enclosed within it. But if that were
the case, it must present the same appearance to all parts
of heaven, with mountains, plains, and seas, and consequently
there would be no part of the earth uninhabited by men
and animals. Lactantius does not know what to say to those
who, having fallen into such an error, persevere in their folly
(stu/titia), and defend one vain thing by another; but sometimes
he supposes that they philosophise in jest, or knowingly defend
falsehoods to display their ingenuity. Space alone prevents his
proving that it is impossible for heaven to be below the earth.3
St. Augustine, with equal boldness, declares that the stories told
about the antipodes—that is to say, that there are men whose feet
are against our footsteps, and upon whom the sun rises when it
sets to us—are not to be believed. Such an assertion is not sup-
ported by any historical evidence, but rests upon mere conjecture,
based on the rotundity of the earth. But those who maintain
such a theory do not consider that, even if the earth be round, it
does not follow that the opposite side is not covered with water.
Besides, if it be not, why should it be inhabited, seeing that, on}

1 « Improbos siepc exstitisse ntulieribus, ct earuni appcfisse ac peregissc concu~
hiturn.”

2De Civ. D eixv. 23. So undeniable was the existence of these evil
spirits, Jncubi and Suecubi, considered, and so real their wicked practices,
that Pope Innocent V IIl. denounced them in a Papal Bull in 1484. Burton
most seriously believed in them, as he shows in his Anatomy of Melancholy
(iii. 2). Similar demons are frequently mentioned in the Talmudic literature.
cf._Eisenmenger, Entd. Judenthum, i., p. 374 ; ii., p. 421 ff., 426 ff.

3 Insfit. Div., iii. 24.
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the one hand, it is in no way possible that the Scriptures can lie,
and, on the other, it is too absurd (inimisque absurdum cst) to affirm
that any men can have traversed such an immensity of ocean to
establish the human race there from that one first man Adam ?
Clement of Rome had no doubt of the truth of the story of
the Phoenix,2 that wonderful bird of Arabia and the adjoining
countries which lives 500 years, at the end of which time,
its dissolution being at hand, it builds a nest of spices, in which it
dies. Prom the decaying flesh, however, a worm is generated,
which, being strengthened by the juices of the bird, produces
feathers and is transformed into a phoenix. Clement adds that
it then flies away with the nest containing the bones of its defunct
parent to the city of Heliopolis in Egypt, and in full daylight and
in the sight of all men it lays them on the altar of the sun. On
examining their registers, the priests find that the bird has returned
precisely at the completion of the 500 years. This bird, Clement
considers, is an emblem of the Resurrection.3 So does Tertullian,
who repeats the story with equal confidence.”™™ It is likewise
referred to in the Apostolic Constitutions.5 Celsus quotes the
narrative in his work against Christianity as an instance of the
piety of irrational creatures, and although Origen, in reply, while
admitting that the story is indeed recorded, puts in a cautious “ if
it be true,” he proceeds to account for the phenomenon on the
ground that God may have made this isolated creature in order
that men might admire not the bird, but its creator.6 Cyril of
Jerusalem likewise quotes the story from Clement.? The author
of the almost canonical Epistle of Barnabas, explaining the typical
meaning of the code of Moses regarding clean and unclean
animals which were or were not to be eaten, states as a fact that
the hare annually increases the number of its foramina, for it has

1 De Civ. Deii xvi. 9. The Roman Clement, in an eloquent passage on the
harmony of the universt?, speaks of “ the unsearchable places of abysses anti
the inexplicable arrangements of the lower world,” and of “ the ocean,
impassable to man, and the worlds beyond it” (Ep. ad Corinth., XX.).
Origen refers to this passage in the following terms: “ Clement, indeed, a
disciple of the Apostles, makes mention also of those whom the Greeks call
'AprtxOorei, and of those parts of the orb of the earth to which neither can any
of our people approximate, nor can anv of those who are there cross over to
us, which he called “worlds,” saying, etc. (De Prinripiis%i. 3, 6). Such
views, however, w'ere general.

a The Talmud speaks frequently of the Phoenix. It is not subject to the
angel of death, but is immortal, because when Eve offered it, together with all
other created things, the forbidden fruit to eat, it alone refused. See authorities,
Eisenmenger, Enid.Jud., i., p. 371, p. 867 ff.

Ep. ad Corinth., xxix. 4 De Restirr., $ 13. 5v.7.

6 Contra Cels., iv. 98. The same fable is referred to by Herodotus (ii. 73),
and also by Pliny (Nat. Hist., x. 2).

1 Catech.y xviii. 8.
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as many as the years it lives.1 He also mentions that the hyena
changes its sex every year, being alternately male and female.3
Tertullian also points out as a recognised fact the annual change
of sex of the hyena, and he adds : “1 do not mention the stag,
since itself is the witness of its own age ; feeding on the serpent,
it languishes into youth from the working of the poison.”* The
geocentric theory of the Church, which elevated man into the
supreme place in the universe, and considered creation in general
to be solely for his use, naturally led to the misinterpretation of all
cosmical phenomena. Such spectacles as eclipses and comets
were universally regarded as awful portents of impending evil,
signs of God’s anger, and forerunners of national calamities.'*
We have already referred to the account given by Josephus of the
portents which were supposed to announce the coming destruction
of the Holy City, amongst which were a star shaped like a sword,
a comet, and other celestial phenomena. Volcanoes were con-
sidered openings into hell, and not only does Tertullian hold them
to be so, but he asks, Who will not deem these punishments some-
times inflicted upon mountains as examples of the judgments
which menace the wicked %5

1“Oja y\o trij rocraoras Tpvrat. cC. X.

wc. x. He also says of the weasel: T5ybp £uio; rovro r<p gt6ijiiti Arret. Cf.
Origen, Contra Cels., iv. 93 ; Clement of Alex, refers to the common belief
regarding these animals. Ptedag., ii. 10.

3 “Hyicnci, si observes, sexus annulis est, marem elfeminam alternat. Taeeo
cervuni quod t'f ibse ictatis sine a biter, serpente pasttis, veneno langueseit in
juventlitem” (De Pallia, S3).

4 cf. Tertullian, Ad. Scap.% 3; Sozomen, H.E., viii. 4, iv. 5.

5 De Penitentia%s 12. Gregory the Great gives a singular account {Dial.
iv. 30) which he had heard of a hermit who had seen Theodoric, and one of
the Popes, John, in chains, cast into the crater of one of the Lipari volcanoes,
which were believed to be entrances into hell.
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CHAPTER V.
THE PERMANENT STREAM OF MIRACULOUS PRETENSION

we have given a most imperfect sketch of some of the opinions
and superstitions prevalent at the time of Jesus, and when the
books of the New Testament were written. These, as we have
seen, continued with little or no modification throughout the first
centuries of our era It must, however, be remembered that the
few details we have given, omitting most of the grosser particulars,
are the views deliberately expressed by the most educated and
intelligent part of the community, and that it would have required
infinitely darker colours adequately to have portrayed the dense
ignorance and superstition of the mass of the Jews. It is impos-
sible to receive the report of supposed marvellous occurrences
from an age and people like this without the gravest suspicion.
Even so thorough a defender of miracles as Newman admits that
“Witnesses must be not only honest, but competent also; that
is, such as have ascertained the facts which they attest, or who
report after examination and although the necessities of his
case oblige him to assert that “ the testimony of men of science
and general knowledge ” must not be required, he admits, under
the head of “deficiency of examination,” that “ Enthusiasm,
ignorance, and habitual credulity are defects which no number
of witnesses removes.”2 We have shown how rank were these
“defects” at the commencement of the Christian era,-and among
the chief witnesses for Christianity. Miracles which spring from
such a hot-bed of superstition are too natural in such a soil to be
objects of surprise and, in losing their exceptional character, their
claims upon attention are proportionately weakened, if not altogether
destroyed. Preternatural interference with the affairs of life and
the phenomena of nature was the rule in those days, not the
exception, and miracles, in fact, had lost all novelty and, through
familiarity, had become degraded into mere commonplace. The
Gospel miracles were not original in their character, but were
substantially mere repetitions of similar wonders well known among
the Jews, or commonly supposed to be of daily occurrence even
at that time. In fact, the idea of such miracles, in such an age
and performed among such a people, as the attestation of a

' Two Essays, etc., p. 78. 21b., p. 81
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supernatural Revelation, may with singular propriety be ascribed
to the mind of that period, but can scarcely be said to bear any
traces of the divine. Indeed, anticipating for a moment a part
of our subject regarding which we shall have more to say hereafter,
we may remark that, so far from being original either in its evidence
or form, almost every religion which has been taught in the world
has claimed the same divine character as Christianity, and has
surrounded the person and origin of its central figure with the
same supernatural mystery. Even the great heroes of history,
long before our era, had their immaculate conception and
miraculous birth.

There can be no doubt that the writers of the New Testament
shared the popular superstitions of the Jews. We have already
given more than one instance of this, and now we have only to
refer for a moment to one class of these superstitions, the belief
in demoniacal possession and origin of disease, involving clearly
both the existence of demons and their power over the human
race. It would be an insult to the understanding of those who
are considering this question to pause here to prove that the
historical books of the New Testament speak in the clearest and
most unmistakable terms of actual demoniacal possession. Now',
what has become of this theory of disease ? The Archbishop of
Dublin is probably the only one who asserts the reality of demo-
niacal possession formerly and at the present day,1and in this we
must say that he is consistent. Milman, on the other hand,
who spoke with the enlightenment of the nineteenth century,
“ has no scruple in avowing his opinion on the subject of demo-
niacs to be that of Joseph Mede, Lardner, Dr. Mead, Paley, and
all the learned modern writers. It was a kind of insanity....... and
nothing was more probable than that lunacy should take the turn
and speak the language of the prevailing superstition of the times.”2
The Dean, as well as “all the learned modem writers” to whom
he refers, felt the difficulty ; but, in seeking to evade it, they sacri-
fice the Gospels. They overlook the fact that the writers of these
narratives not only themselves adopt “the prevailing superstition
of the times,” but represent Jesus as doing so with equal complete-
ness. There is no possibility, for instance, of evading such state-
ments as those in the miracle of the country of the Gadarenes,
where the objectivity of the demons is so fully recognised that, on
being cast out of the man, they are represented as requesting to be
allowed to go into the herd of swine; and, being permitted by
Jesus to do so, the entry of the demons into the swine is at once
signalised by the herd running violently down the cliff into the

1 Notes an Miracles, p. 164 f.
3 History of Christianity, i., p. 217, note (e).
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lake, and being drowned.1 Archbishop Trench adopts no such
ineffectual evasion, but rightly objects : “ Our Lord Himself uses
language which is not reconcilable with any such explanation.
He everywhere speaks of demoniacs not as persons of disordered
intellects, but as subjects and thralls of ah alien spiritual might;
He addresses the evil spirit as distinct from the man : 1Hold thy
peace, and come out of him *” ; and he concludes that “our idea
of Christ’s absolute veracity, apart from the value of the truth
which He communicated, forbids us to suppose that He could
have spoken as He did, being perfectly aware all the while that
there was no corresponding reality to justify the language which
He used.” Milman, on the other hand, finds “a very strong
reason,” which he does not remember to have seen urged with
sufficient force, “which may have contributed to induce our Lord
to adopt the current language on the point. The disbeliefin these
spiritual influences was one of the characteristics of the unpopular
sect of the Sadducees. A departure from the common language,
or the endeavour to correct this inveterate error, would have raised
an immediate outcry against Him from His watchful and malignant
adversaries as an unbelieving Sadducee.”3 Such ascription of
politic deception for the sake of popularity might be intelligible in
an ordinary case, but when referred to the central personage of a
Divine revelation, who is said to be God incarnate, it is perfectly
astounding. The Archbishop, however, rightly deems that if
Jesus knew that the Jewish belief in demoniacal possession was
baseless, and that Satan did not exercise such power over the
bodies or spirits of men, there would be in such language “ that
absence of agreement between thoughts and words in which the
essence of a lie consists.”4 It is difficult to say whether the
dilemma of the Dean or of the Archbishop is the greater—the
one obliged to sacrifice the moral character of Jesus in order to
escape the admission for Christianity of untenable superstition,
the other obliged to adopt the superstition in order to support
the veracity of the language. At least, the course of the Arch-
bishop is consistent, and worthy of respect. The attempt to
eliminate the superstitious diagnosis of the disease, and yet to
preserve intact the miraculous cure, is quite ineffectual.

Dr. Trench anticipates the natural question, why there are no
demoniacs now, if there were so many in those days,* and he is
logically compelled to maintain that there may still be persons

' Lake viii. 26, 33; Mark v. 12, 13; cf. Matt. viii. 28, 34. In the
latter Gospel the miracle is said to be performed in the country of the
Gergesenes, and there are two demoniacs instead of one.

* Notes on Miracles, p. 152 f.

3 Milman, History of Christianity, i., p. 218, note.

4 Notes on Miracles, p. 154. 51t., p. 163.
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possessed. “ It may well be a question, moreover,” he says, “if
an apostle, or one with apostolic discernment of spirits, were to
enter into a madhouse now, how many of the sufferers there he
might not recognise as possessed?”1l There can scarcely be a
question upon the point at all, for such a person issuing direct
from that period, without subsequent scientific enlightenment,
would most certainly pronounce them all “ possessed.” It did
not, however, require an apostle, nor even one with apostolic dis-
cernment of spirits, to recognise the possessed at that time. All
those who are represented as being brought to Jesus to be healed
are described by their friends as having a devil or being possessed,
and there was no form of disease more general or more commonly
recognised by the Jews. For what reason has the recognition of,
and belief in, demoniacal possession passed away with the igno-
rance and superstition which were then prevalent ?

It is important to remember that the theory of demoniacal
possession, and its supposed cure by means of exorcism and
invocations, was most common among the Jews long before the
commencement of the Christian era. As casting out devils was
the most common type of Christian miracles, so it.was the
commonest belief and practice of the Jewish nation. Christianity
merely shared the national superstition, and changed nothing but
the form of exorcism. Christianity did not, through a “ clearer
perception of spirits,” therefore, originate the belief in demoniacal
possession, or first recognise its victims ; nor did such superior
enlightenment accompany the superior morality of Christianity as
to detect the ignorant fallacy. In the Old Testament we find the
most serious evidence of the belief in demonology and witchcraft.
The laws against them set the example of that unrelenting severity
with which sorcery was treated for so many centuries. We read in
Exodus xxii. 18 : “ Thou shalt not suffer a witch to live.” [7evit.
xix. 31 : “ Regard not them which have familiar spirits, neither seek
after wizards to be defiled by them.” Levit. xx. 6 : “ And the soul
that tumeth after such as have familiar spirits, and after wizards,
to go a-whoring after them, I will even set my face against that
soul, and cut him off from among his people”; and verse 27 : “A
man also, or a woman, that hath a familiar spirit, or that is a
wizard, shall surely be put to death ; they shall stone them with
stones ; their blood shall be upon them.” Deut.xviii. 10: “ There
shall not be found among you anyone that maketh his son or his
daughter to pass through the fire, or an enchanter, or a witch ;
11. Or a charmer, or a consulter with familiar spirits, or a wizard,

' Notes on Miracles, p. 165. In a note the Archbishop says that “ he
understands that Esquirol recognises demoniacs now, and that there could
not he a higher authority.”
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or a necromancer ; 12. For all that do these things are an abomi-
nation unto the Ix>rd,” etc. The passages which assert the reality
of demonology and witchcraft, however, are much too numerous
to permit their citation here.  But not only did Christianity thus
inherit the long-prevalent superstition, but it transmitted it intact
to succeeding ages ; and there can be no doubt that this demon-
ology, with its consequent and inevitable belief in witchcraft,
sorcery, and magic, continued so long to prevail throughout
Christendom, as much through the authority of the sacred writings
and the teaching of the Church as through the superstitious
ignorance of Europe.

It would be impossible to select for illustration any type'of the
Gospel miracles whose fundamental principle—belief in the reality,
malignant action, and power of demons, and in the power of man
to control them—has received fuller or more permanent living
acceptance from posterity, down to very recent times, than the
cure of disease ascribed to demoniacal influence. The writings
of the Fathers are full of the belief; the social history of Europe
teems with it. The more pious the people, the more firm was
their conviction of its reality. From times antecedent to Chris-
tianity, until medical science slowly came into existence, every
form of disease was ascribed to demons. Madness, idiotcy,
epilepsy, and every shape of hysteria were the commonest forns
of their malignity ; and the blind, the dumb, and the deformed
were regarded as unquestionable victims of their malice. Every
domestic calamity, from the convulsions of a child to the death of
acow, was unhesitatingly attributed to their agency. The more
ignorant the community, the greater the number of its possessed.
Belief in the power of sorcery, witchcraft, and magic was inherent
in the superstition, and the universal prevalence shows how catholic
was the belief in demoniacal influence. The practice of these
arts is solemnly denounced as sin in the New Testament and
throughout Patristic literature, and the Church has in all ages
fulminated against it. No accusation was more common than
that of practising sorcery, and no class escaped from the fatal
suspicion. Popes were charged with the crime, and bishops were
found guilty of it. St. Cyprian was said to have been a magician
before he became a Christian and a Father of the Church.'
Athanasius was accused of sorcery before the Synod of Tyre.3
Not only the illiterate, but even the learned, in the estimation of
their age, believed in it. No heresy was ever persecuted with
more unrelenting hatred. Popes have issued bulls vehemently
anathematising witches and sorcerers, councils have proscribed

' Greg. Nazianz., Oral., xviii.
3 Thcodoret, H. £., i. 30; cf. Milman, Hist, of Christianity, ii., p. 37S.
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them, ecclesiastical courts have consigned tens of thousands of
persons suspected of being such to the stake, monarchs have
written treatises against them and invented tortures for their con-
viction, and every nation in Europe, and almost every generation,
have passed the most stringent laws against them. Upon no
point has there ever been greater unanimity of belief. Church
and State have vied with each other for the suppression of the
abominable crime. Every phenomenon of nature, every unwelcome
occurrence of social life, as well as every natural disease, has been
ascribed to magic and demons. The historical records of Europe
are filled with the deliberate trial and conviction, upon what
was deemed evidence, of thousands of sorcerers and witches.
Hundreds have been found gquilty of exercising demoniacal
influence over the elements, from Sopater the philosopher, executed
under Constantine for preventing, by adverse winds, the arrival
of corn ships at Constantinople, to Dr. Fian and other witches
horribly tortured and burnt for causing a storjny passage on the
return of James I. from Denmark." Thousands of men and tens
of thousands of women have been done to death by every con-
ceivable torment for causing sickness or calamity by sorcery, or
for flying through the air to attend the witches’ sabbath. When
scepticism as to the reality of the demoniacal powers of sorcery
tardily began to arise, it was fiercely reprobated by the Church as
infidelity. Even so late as the seventeenth century, a man like Sir
Thomas Browne not only did not include the belief among the
vulgar errors which he endeavoured to expose, but, on the contrary,
wrote : “ For my part, | have ever believed, and do now know,
that there are witches. They that doubt of them do not only
deny them, but spirits; and are obliquely, and upon consequence,
a sort not of infidels, but Atheists.”™ In 1664 Sir Thomas Hale,
in passing sentence of death against two women convicted of
being witches, declared that the reality of witchcraft was undeniable,
because “ first, the Scriptures had affirmed so much ; and, secondly,
the wisdom of all nations had provided laws against such persons,
which is an argument of their confidence in such a crime.”J Even
the eighteenth century was stained with the blood of persons
tortured and executed for sorcery.

Notwithstanding all this persistent and unanimous confirmation,

1 Pitcairn’s Criminal Trials of Scotland, i., pp. 213, 223.

3 Religio Medici, /Vorks (Bohn),  p. 43 f.

3 Collection of Rare and Curious Tracts Relating to Witchcraft, 1™ondon,
1838. Cf. Lecky, Hist, of the Rise and Influence ofthe Spirit of Rationalism
in Europe, 3rd ed., 1866, i., p. 120. The reader is referred to this able work,
as well as to Buckle’s Hist, of Civilisation, for much interesting information
regarding magic and witchcraft, as well as rellglous superstition and miraculous
pretensions generally.
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we ask again : What has now become of the belief in demoniacal
possession and sorcery ? It has utterly disappeared. * Joseph
Mede, T-ardner, Dr. Mead, Paley, and all the learned modem
writers ” with Dean Milman, as we have seen, explain it away, and
such a theory of disease and elemental disturbance is universally
recognised to hate been a groundless superstition. The countless
number of persons tormented and put to death for the supposed
crime of witchcraft and sorcery were mere innocent victims to
ignorance and credulity. At the commencement of our era every
disease was ascribed to the agency of demons simply because the
nature of disease was not understood, and the writers of the
Gospels were not, in this respect, one whit more enlightened than
the Jews. The progress of science, however, has not only dispelled
the superstitious theory as regards disease in our time ; its effects
are retrospective. Science not only declares the ascription of
disease to demoniacal possession or malignity to be an idle super-
stition now, but it equally repudiates the assumption of such a
cause at any time. The diseases referred by the Gospels, and by
the Jews of that time, to the action of devils, exist now, but they
are known to proceed from purely physical causes. The same
superstition and medical ignorance would enunciate the same
diagnosis at the present day. The superstition and ignorance,
however, have passed away, and with them the demoniacal
theory. In that day the theory was as baseless as in this. This
is the logical conclusion of every educated man.

It is obvious that, with the necessary abandonment of the
theory of * possession ” and demoniacal origin of disease, the
largest class of miracles recorded in the Gospels is at once
exploded. The asserted cause of the diseases of this class, said
to have been miraculously healed, must be recognised to be a
mere vulgar superstition, and the narratives of such miracles,
ascribing as they do, in perfect simplicity, distinct objectivity to the
supposed “ possessing ” demons, and reporting their very words
and actions, at once assume the character of mere imaginative and
fabulous writings based upon superstitious tradition, and cannot be
accepted as the sober and intelligent report of eye-witnesses. We
shall presently see how far this inference is supported by the
literary evidence regarding the date and composition of the
Gospels.

The deduction, however, does not end here. It is clear that,
this large class of Gospel miracles being due to the superstition of
an ignorant and credulous age, the insufficiency of the evidence
for any of the other supposed miraculous occurrences narrated in
the same documents becomes at once apparent. Nothing but the
most irrefragable testimony could possibly warrant belief in state-
ments of supernatural events which contradict all experience, and
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are opposed to all science. When these statements, however, are
not only rendered, apriori, suspicious by their proceeding from a
period of the grossest superstition and credulity, but it becomes
evident that a considerable part of them are due solely to that
superstition and credulity, by which, moreover, the rest may
likewise be most naturally explained, they cannot stand against the
opposing conviction of invariable experience. The force of the
testimony is gone. We are far from using this language in an
offensive sense concerning the Gospel narratives, which, by the
simple faith of the writers, present the most noble aspect of the
occurrences of which superstition is capable. Indeed, viewed as
compositions gradually rising out of pious tradition, and
representing the best spirit of their times, the Gospels, even in
ascribing such miracles to Jesus, are a touching illustration of the
veneration excited by his elevated character. Devout enthusiasm
surrounded his memory with the tradition of the highest exhibi-
tions of power within the range of Jewish imagination, and that
these conceptions represent merely an idealised form of prevalent
superstition was not only natural, but inevitable. We shall here-
after fully examine the character of the Gospels, but it will be
sufficient here to point out that none of these writings lays claim
to any special inspiration, or in the slightest degree pretends to be
more than a human composition,1 and subject to the errors of
human history.

We have seen how incompetent those who lived at the time
when the Gospel miracles are supposed to have taken place were
to furnish reliable testimony regarding such phenomena; and the
gross mistake committed in regard to the largest class of these
miracles, connected with demoniacal possession, altogether destroys
the value of the evidence for the rest, and connects the whole, as
might have been expected, with the general superstition and
ignorance of the period. It may be well to inquire, further,
whether there is any valid reason for excepting any of the miracles
of Scripture from this fate, and whether there was any special
“ Age of Miracles ” at all, round which a privileged line can be
drawn on any reasonable ground.

We have already pointed out that the kind of evidence which
is supposed to attest the Divine revelation of Christianity, so far
from being invented for the purpose, was so hackneyed, so to
speak, as scarcely to attract the notice of the nation to which the
revelation was, in the first instance, addressed. Not only did the

1See, for instance, the reasons for the composition of the third Gospel states!
in the first four verses. It was clearly intended in the first instance to lie a
private document for the use of Theophilus.
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Old Testament contain accounts of miracles of every one of the
types related in the New, but most of them were believed to be
commonly performed both before and after the commencement of
the Christian era. That demons were successfully exorcised, and
diseases cured, by means of spells and incantations, was never
doubted by the Jewish nation. Satanic miracles, moreover, are
not only recognised throughout the Old and New Testaments, but
formed a leading feature of the Patristic creed. The early
Christians were as ready as the heathen to ascribe every inexplicable
occurrence to supernatural agency, and the only difference between
them was as to the nature of that agency. The Jews and their
heathen neighbours were too accustomed to supposed preter-
natural occurrences to feel much surprise or incredulity at the
account of Christian miracles; and it is characteristic of the
universal superstition of the period that the Fathers did not dream
of denying the reality of Pagan miracles, but merely attributed
them to demons, whilst they asserted the Divine origin of their
own. The reality of the powers of sorcery was never questioned.
Every marvel and every narrative of supernatural interference
with human affairs seemed matter of course to the superstitious
credulity of the age. However much miracles are exceptions to
the order of nature, they have always been the rule in the history
of ignorance. In fact, the excess of belief in them throughout
many centuries of darkness is fatal to their claims to credence
now. The Christian miracles are rendered as suspicious from
their place in a long sequence of similar occurrences, as they are
by being exceptions to the sequence of natural phenomena. It
would indeed be extraordinary if whole cycles of miracles occurring
before and since those of the Gospels, and in connection with
every religion, could be repudiated as fables, and those alone
maintained as genuine.

No attempt is made to deny the fact that miracles are common
to all times and to all religious creeds. Newman states among
the conclusions of his essay on the miracles of early ecclesiastical
history: “That there was no Age of Miracles, after which miracles
ceased; that there have been at all times true miracles and false
miracles, true accounts and false accounts; that no authoritative
guide is supplied to us for drawing the line between the two.”1
Dr. Mozley also admits that morbid love of the marvellous in the
human race “has produced a constant stream of miraculous
pretension in the world, which accompanies man wherever he is
found, and is a part of his mental and physical history.”2 Igno-
rance and its invariable attendant, superstition, have done more

' Two Essays on Scripture Miracles, etc., 1870, p. too.
1 Bampton Lectures, p. 206.
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than mere love of the marvellous to produce and perpetuate
belief in miracles, and there cannot be any doubt that the removal
of ignorance always leads to their cessation.l The Bampton
lecturer proceeds : “ Heathenism had its running stream of super-
natural pretensions in the shape of prophecy, exorcism, and the
miraculous cures of diseases, which the temples of Esculapius
recorded with pompous display.” So far from the Gospel miracles
being original, and a presentation, for the first time, of phenomena
until then unknown and unlikely to suggest themselves to the
mind, “ Jewish supematuralism was indeed going on side by side
with our Lords miracles.”3 Dr. Mozley, however, rebuts the
inference which has been drawn from this, “ That His miracles
could not, in the very nature of the case, be evidences of His
distinctive teaching and mission, inasmuch as miracles were
common to Himself and His opponents,” by the assertion that a
very marked distinction exists between the Gospel miracles and
all others.4 He perfectly recognises the consequence if such a
distinction cannot be clearly demonstrated. “The criticism,
therefore, which evidential miracles, or miracles which serve as
evidence of a revelation, must come up to, if they are to accom-
plish the object for which they are designed, involves at the outset
this condition—that the evidence of such miracles must be
distinguishable from the evidences of this permanent stream of
miraculous pretension in the world ; that such miracles must be
separated by an interval not only from the facts of the order of
nature, but also from the common running miraculous, which is
the simple offshoot of human nature. Can evidential miracles
be inserted in this promiscuous mass, so as not to be confounded
with it, but to assert their own truth and distinctive source? If
they cannot, there is an end to the proofof a revelation by miracles;
if they can, it remains to see whether the Christian miracles are
thus distinguishable, and whether their nature, their object, and
their evidence vindicate their claim to this distinctive truth and
Divine source.”*

Now, regarding this distinction between Gospel and other
miracles, it must be observed that the religious feeling which
influenced the composition of the Scripture narratives of miracles
naturally led to the exclusion of all that was puerile or ignoble in
the traditions preserved regarding the Great Master. The elevated
character of Jesus afforded no basis for what was petty, and the
devotion with which he was regarded when the Gospels were
written insured the noblest treatment of his history within certain

1 Cf. Buckle, Hist, of Civilisation, i., p. 373 ff.; cf. p. 122 ff; iii., p. 35.
3 Hampton Lectures, p. 206.
31b., p. 209. 4 Lb., p. 209. *1b., p. 208.

pigitzed by G 009 le



THE CONTINUANCE OF MIRACULOUS POWER 93

limits. We must, therefore, consider the bare facts composing
the miracles, rather than the narrative of the manner in which
they are said to have been produced, in order rightly to judge of
the comparative features of different miracles. If we take the
case of a person raised from the dead, literary skill may invest
the account with more or less of dramatic interest and dignity;
but, whether the main fact be surrounded with pathetic and
picturesque details, as in the account of the raising of Lazarus in
the fourth Gospel, or the person be simply restored to life without
them, it is the fact of the resurrection which constitutes the
miracle, and it is in the facts alone that we must seek distinction,
disregarding and distrusting the accessories. In the one case the
effect may be much more impressive, but in the other the bare
raising of the dead is not a whit less miraculous. We have been
accustomed to read the Gospel narratives of miracles with so
much special veneration that it is now difficult to recognise how
much of the distinction of these miracles is due to the composition,
and to their place in the history of Jesus. No other miracles, or
account of miracles, ever had such collateral advantages.

The Archbishop of Dublin says : “ Few points present greater
difficulties than the attempt to fix accurately the moment when
these miraculous powers were withdrawn from the Church ” ; and
he argues that they were withdrawn when it entered into what he
calls its permanent state, and no longer required “ these props and
strengthenings of the infant plant.”’1 That their retrocession was
gradual he considers natural, and he imagines the fulness of
Divine power as gradually waning as it was subdivided, first
among the Apostles and then among the ever-multiplying
members of the Church, until by sub-division it became virtually
extinct, leaving as a substitute “the standing wonder of a
Church.”3 This, of course, is not argument, but merely the Arch-
bishop’s fanciful explanation of a serious difficulty. The fact is,
however, that the Gospel miracles were preceded and accompanied
by others of the same type, and were also followed by a long
succession of others, quite as well authenticated, whose occurrence
only became less frequent in proportion as the diffusion of
knowledge dispelled popular credulity. Even at the present day
a stray miracle is from time to time reported in outlying districts,
where the ignorance and superstition which formerly produced so
abundant a growth of them are not yet entirely dispelled.

Papias of Hierapolis narrates a wonderful story, according to
Eusebius, which he had heard from the daughters of the Apostle
Philip, who lived at the same time in Hierapolis : “ For he relates
that a dead man was restored to life in his day.”3 Justin Martyr,

*Notes on Miracles, p. 54. 31b; PSS 3 Eusebius, H. E., iii. 39.
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speaking of his own time, frequently asserts that Christians still
receive the gift of healing, of foreknowledge, and of prophecy,1
and he points out to the Roman Senate, as a fact happening under
their own observation, that many demoniacs throughout all the
world and in their own city have been healed, and are healed,
many of the Christian men among us exorcising them in the name
of Jesus Christ, subduing and expelling the possessing demons
out of the man, although all the other exorcists, with incantations
and spells, had failed to do so.88 Theophilus of Antioch likewise
states that to his day demons are exorcised.5 Irenaeus, in the
clearest manner, claims for the Church of his time the continued
possession of the Divine xaP“TFiTas He contrasts the miracles
of the followers of Simon and Carpocrates, which he ascribes to
magical illusions, with those of Christians. “ For they can neither
give sight to the blind,” he continues, “ nor to the deaf hearing,
nor cast out all demons, but only those introduced by themselves
—if they can even do that—nor heal the sick, the lame, the
paralytic, nor those afflicted in other parts of the body, as has
been often done in regard to bodily infirmity....... But so far are
they from raising the dead, as the Lord raised them and the
Apostles by prayer, and as frequently in the brotherhood, when
the whole Church in a place made supplication with much fasting
and prayer, the spirit of the dead was constrained to return, and
the man was freely restored in answer to the prayers of the saints,
—that they do not believe this can possibly be done.”4 Dr.
Mozley, who desires, for the purpose of his argument, to weaken
the evidence of patristic belief in the continuance of miracles,
says, regarding this last passage on raising the dead : “ But the
reference is so vague that it possesses but little weight as testi-
mony.”5 The language of Irenaeus is vague only in so far as
specific detailed instances are not given of the miracles referred
to ; but no language could be more definite or explicit to express
his meaning—namely, the assertion that the prayers of Christian
communities had frequently restored the dead to life.  Eusebius,
who quotes the passage and who has preserved to us the original
Greek, clearly recognised this. He says, when making the
quotations : “In the second book of the same work he [lrenaeus]
testifies that up to his time tokens of Divine and miraculous
power remained in some Churches.”6 In the next chapter, Irenaeus
further says: “On which account also his true disciples, receiving.

1Cf. Dial. t. Tryph xxxix., Ixxxii., Ixxxviii., etc.

JApol., ii. 6, cf. Dial. e. Tryphonxxx., Ixxvi., Ixxxv., etc.

3 Ad Aiitolycum, ii. 8,

4 Iremeus, Adv. Her., ii. 31, § 2 ; Eusebius, H. E., v. 7.
5Bampton Lectures, Note i. on Lecture VIII. (p. 2i0), p. 371.
6H. £., v. 7.
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grace from him, work (miracles) in his name for the benefit of the
rest of mankind, according to the gift received from him by each
of them. For some do certainly and truly (/Jc/Sawus xal dAj;0<s)
cast out demons, so that frequently those very men who have thus
been cleansed from the evil spirits both believe and are now in the
Church. And some have foreknowledge of future occurrences
and visions and prophetic utterances. Others heal the sick by the
imposition of hands, and make them whole. Indeed, as we have
already stated, even the dead have been raised up, and have
remained with us for many years. And what more shall | say ?
It is not possible to state the number of the gifts which the
Church throughout the world has received from God in the name
of Jesus Christ, crucified under Pontius Pilate, and which she
each day employs for the benefit of the heathen,” etc.1
Tertullian speaks with the most perfect assurance of miracles
occurring in his day, and of the power of healing and of casting
out devils still possessed by Christians. In one place, for instance,
after asserting the power which they have generally over demons,
so that, if a person possessed by a devil be brought before one of
the Roman tribunals, a follower of Christ can at once compel the
wicked spirit within bini to confess that he is a demon, even if he
had before asserted himself to be a god, he proceeds to say: “ So,
at our touch and breathing, violently affected by the contempla-
tion and representation of those fires [of hell], they [demons] also
depart at our command out of bodies, reluctant and complaining,
and put to shame in your presence.”2 He declares that, although
dreams are chiefly inflicted upon us by demons, yet they are also
sent by God, and, indeed, “almost the greater part of mankind
derive their knowledge concerning God from visions.”3 He, else-
where, states that he himself knows that a brother was severely
castigated by a vision the same night on which his slaves had,
without his knowledge, done something reprehensible/ He
narrates, as an instance of the continued possession of spiritual
charismata by Christians: “ There is at this day amongst us a sister
who has the gift of revelations, which she receives in church
amidst the solemnities of the Lord’s Day by ecstasy in the spirit;
she converses with angels, and sometimes also with the Lord, and
she both hears and sees mysteries (sacramenta), and she reads the
hearts of some men, and prescribes medicines to those who are in
need.”5 Tertullian goes ori to say that, after the people were

1Eusebius, //. £., v. 7 ;Adv. I/wr., ii. 32, 84 ; cf. v. 6, 8i.; cf. Theophilus,
Ad Autol., i. 13.

2 Apologeticus, ji 23, cf. De Idol., § 11 ; De Spectac., 8 29 ; De Exhort.
Castit., § 10 ; Ad Scapulam, 8 4 ; De Anima, 8 57.

3 De Anima, 8 47 ; De Idol., 8 15. * De Idol., 8 15.

5 De Anima, 809.
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dismissed from the church, this sister was in the regular habit of
reporting what she had seen, and that most diligent inquiries were
made in order to test the truth of her communicationsand,
after narrating a vision of a disembodied soul vouchsafed to her,
he states : “ This is the vision, God being witness, and the Apostle2
having foretold that such spiritual gifts should be in the Church.”*
Further on Tertullian relates a story within his own knowledge:
“ | know the case of a woman, bom within the fold of the Church,
who was in the prime of life and beauty. After being but once,
and only a short time, married, having fallen asleep in peace, in
the interval before interment, when the presbyter began to pray, as
she was being made ready for burial, at the first breath of prayer she
removed her hands from her sides, folded them in the attitude of
supplication, and again, when the last rites were over, restored them
to their former position.” He then mentions another story known
amongst them—that a dead body in a cemetery moved itself in
order to make room beside it for another body ;5and then he
remarks : “ If similar cases are also reported amongst the heathen,
we conclude that God displays signs of his power for the consola-
tion of his own people, and as a testimony to others.”6 Again, he
mentions cases where Christians had cured persons of demoniacal
possession, and adds: “And how many men of position (for we
do not speak of the vulgar) have been delivered either from devils
or from diseases ?’r Tertullian, in the same place, refers to the
miracle of the “ Thundering Legion,”8and he exclaims : “ When,
indeed, have not droughts been removed by our prayers and
fastings 7» Minucius Felix speaks of the casting out of devils
from sick persons by Christians in his own day as a matter of
public notoriety even among Pagans.* St. Cyprian echoes the
same assertions.”  He likewise mentions cases of miraculous
punishment inflicted upon persons who had lapsed from the
Christian faith. One of these, who ascended the Capitol to make
denial of Christ, suddenly became dumb after he had spoken the
words.2 Another—a woman—was seized by an unclean spirit even
at the baths, and bit with her own teeth the impious tongue which
had eaten the idolatrous food, or spoken the words, and she
shortly expired in great agony.”* He likewise maintains that
Christians are admonished by God in dreams and by visions, of
which he mentions instances.* Origen. claims for Christians the

| De Amina, §9. 2 1 Cor. xii. 1ff. 3 De Amina, §9. 4 /A, §51.
51b. § 51. 6 Ib., §s1. 7 Ad Scapulum, s 4.
8 cf. Eusebius, //. E., v. 5. 9 Ad Scapulurn, § 4. 10 Octavius, $ 27.
Il Tract, ii., De Idol. Tanitate, § 7; Ad Demetriantint, $ 15.
12 De Lapsis, $ 24. 1B 1b., 24, cf. 8% 25, 26.
| W Ep.y liii., 88 1-5 ; Ixii., § 17; Ixviii., §§ 9, 10 (ed. Migne); De Mortolidi-
ate, § 19.
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power still to expel demons and to heal diseases in the name of
Jesus,1and he states that he had seen many persons so cured of
madness and countless other evils, which could not be otherwise
cured by men or devils.2 lactantius repeatedly asserts the power
of Christians over demons ; they make them flee from bodies
when they adjure them in the name of God.3

Passing over the numerous apocryphal writings of the early
centuries of our era, in which many miracles are recorded, we
find in the pages of Eusebius narratives of many miraculous
occurrences. Many miracles are ascribed to Narcissus, Bishop of
Jerusalem, of which Eusebius relates several. While the vigils of
the great watch of the Passover were being kept, the oil failed;
whereupon Narcissus commanded that water from the neigh-
bouring well should be poured into the lamps. Having prayed
over the water, it was changed into oil, of which a specimen had
been preserved until that time.”* On another occasion, three men
having spread some vile slanders against Narcissus, which they
confirmed by an oath, and with imprecations upon themselves of
death by a miserable disease, of death by fire, and of blindness,
respectively, if their statements were not true, omnipotent justice
in each case inflicted upon the wretches the curse which each had
invoked.3 The election of Fabianus to the episcopal chair of
Rome was marked by the descent of a dove from on high, which
rested upon his head, as the Holy Ghost had descended upon our
Saviour.6 At Caesarea Philippi there is a statue of Jesus Christ,
which Eusebius states that he himself had seen, said to have been
erected by the woman healed of the bloody issue, and on the
pedestal grows a strange plant as high as the hem of the brazen
garment, which is an antidote to all diseases.? Great miracles
are recorded as taking place during the persecutions in Caesarea.8

Gregory of Nyssa gives an account of many wonderful works
performed by his namesake Gregory of Neo-Caesarea, who was
called Thaumaturgus from the miraculous power which he
possessed and very freely exercised. The Virgin Mary and the
Apostle John appeared to him, on one occasion, when he was in
doubt as to the doctrine which he ought to preach, and, at the
request of Mary, the Apostle gave him all needful instructions.”
If his faith did not move mountains, it moved a huge rock to
convert a pagan priest.10 He drove a demon out of a heathen

1 Contra Cels., i. 67, 2, 6, 46 ; ii. 33 ; ii. 24, 28, 36.

2 It., iii. 24. 3 Instil. Div., ii. 16, iv. 27, v. 22.
4 Eusebius, H. E., vi. 9. 51t., vi. 9. 6 It., vi. 29.
7 1t., H. E., vii. 18; cf. Sozomen, H. E., v. 21.

8 Eusebius, De Martyr. Pallist., iv., ix.; cf. Theodoret, Il. E., iv. 22.
9 Greg. Nyss., De flit. Greg. Thaum., iii., p. 545 f.

< ft., p. 550.
H

bigitized by G 009 le



9» SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

temple in which he had taken refuge, and the evil spirit could not
re-enter until he gave permission.1 Nyssen relates how St. Gregory
averted an armed contest of two brothers who quarrelled about
the possession of a lake on their father’s property. The saint
passed the night in prayer beside the lake, and in the morning it
was found dried up.2 On another occasion he rescued the
country from the devastation of a mountain stream, which periodi-
cally burst the dykes by which it was restrained sand inundated
the plain. He went on foot to the place and, invoking the name
of Christ, fixed his staff in the earth at the place where the torrent
had broken through. The staff took root and became a tree, and
the stream never again burst its bounds. The inhabitants of the
district were converted to Christianity by this miracle. The tree
was still living in Nyssen’s time, and he had seen the bed of the
lake covered with trees, pastures, and cottages.3 Two vagabond
Jews once attempted to deceive him. One of them lay down and
pretended to be dead, while the other begged money from the
saint wherewith to buy him a shroud. St. Gregory quietly took
off his cloak and laid it on the man, and walked away. His
companion found that he was really dead.4 St. Gregory expelled
demons from persons possessed, healed the sick, and performed
many other miracles ;5 and his signs and wonders are not only
attested by Gregory of Nyssa, but by St. Basil,6 whose grand-
mother, St. Macrina, was brought up at Neo-Caesarea by the
immediate followers of the saint.

Athanasius, in his memoir of St. Anthony, who began to lead
the life of a recluse about a.d. 270, gives particulars of many
miracles performed by the saint. Although he possessed great
power over demons, and delivered many persons possessed
by them, Satan tormented him sadly, and he was constantly
beset by legions of devils. One night Satan with a troop of
evil spirits so belaboured the saint that he lay on the ground
speechless and almost dead from their blows.? We have already
referred to the case of Natalius, who was scourged by angels

1 Greg., Nyss., Ds Vil. Greg. Thaum., p. 548. Cf. Socrates, H. £., iv. 27.
He gave this permission in writing “ Gregory to Satan : Enter.”—rpr/yipios
rip iMTaPf, EtcreXfle.

21b., p. 55s f. 31b., p. 558 ff.

41b., tii., p. 561 f. The same story is related of St. Epiphanius of
Cyprus, and Sozomen sees no ground for doubting the veracity of either
account. He states that St. Epiphanius also performed many other miracles
(H. £., vii. 27).

*Ib; PP- 541, SSL 552, 553, 566, 567, 577.

6De Spir. Sancto, c¢. 29, tom. iii., pp. 62, 63, Bened.; cf. Ep. 204, p.
306.

7S. Athanasii, Vita et Corners. S. Antonii, 88 8, Opp. tom. i., pars, ii.,
p. 802 ff., Bened.
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during a whole night, till he was brought to repentance.l Upon
one occasion, when St. Anthony had retired to his cell resolved to
pass a time in perfect solitude, a certain soldier came to his door
and remained long there knocking and supplicating the saint to
come and deliver his daughter, who was tormented by a demon.
At length St. Anthony addressed the man and told him to go,
and if he believed in Jesus Christ and prayed to God his prayer
should be fulfilled. The man believed, invoked Jesus Christ, and
his daughter was delivered from the demon.3 As Anthony was
once travelling across the desert to visit another monastery, the
water of the caravan failed them, and his companions in despair
threw themselves on the ground. St. Anthony, however, retired
a little apart, and in answer to his prayer a spring of water issued
at the place where he was kneeling.® A man named Fronto, who
was afflicted with leprosy, begged his prayers, and was ordered by
the saint to go into Egypt, where he should be healed. Fronto at
first refused, but, being told that he could not be healed if he
remained, the sick man went believing, and as soon as he came in
sight of Egypt he was made whole.4 Another miracle was
performed by Anthony at Alexandria in the presence of St
Athanasius. As they were leaving the city a woman cried after
him, “ Man of God, stay; my daughter is cruelly troubled by a
demon and she entreated him to stop lest she herself should die
in running after him. At the request of Athanasius and the rest,
the saint paused, and, as the woman came up, her daughter fell on
the ground convulsed. St. Anthony prayed in the name of Jesus
Christ, and immediately the girl rose perfectly restored to health,
and delivered from the evil spirit.s He astonished a number of
pagan philosophers, who had come to dispute with him, by
delivering several demoniacs, making the sign of the cross over
them three times, and invoking the name of Jesus Christ.6 It is
unnecessary, however, to multiply instances of his miraculous
power to drive out demons and heal diseases,7 and to perform
other wonderful works. St. Athanasius, who was himself for a
long time a personal follower of St. Anthony, protests in his
preface to the biography his general accuracy, he having every-
where been mindful of the truth.8

Hilarion, again, a disciple of St. Anthony, performed many
miracles, an account of some of which is given by St. Jerome.
He restored sight to a woman who had been blind for no less than

1Eusebius, H. £., v. 28. 3Vila, § 48, p. 832.

31t., §54, p. 836 f. 4lb., §57, p. 839. .,
51t., § 71, P- 849. 60., 8§72, p. 849.

1Cf. it., 88 55, 58, 61, 62, 63, 64, 70, etc. cCJoOo/lo
o/*., p. 797.
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ten years; he cast out devils, and miraculously cured many
diseases. Rain fell in answer to his prayers, and he further
exhibited his power over the elements by calming a stormy sea.
When he was buried, ten months after his death, not only was his
body as perfect as though he had been alive, but it emitted a
delightful perfume. He was so favoured of God that, long after,
diseases were healed and demons expelled at his tomb.
St. Macarius, the Egyptian, is said to have restored a dead man
to life in order to convince an unbeliever of the truth of the
resurrection.® St. Martin, of Tours, restored to life a certain
catechumen who had died of a fever, and Sulpicius, his disciple,
states that the man, who lived for many years after, was known to
himself, although not until after the miracle. He also restored
to life a servant who had hung himself.3 He performed a multi-
tude of other miracles, to which we need not here more minutely
refer. The relics of the two martyrs Protavius and Gervasius,
whose bones, with much fresh blood, the miraculous evidence of
their martyrdom and identity, were discovered by St. Ambrose,
worked a number of miracles. A man suffering from demoniacal
possession indicated the proximity of the relics by his convulsions.
St. Augustine states that he himself was in Milan when a blind
man, who merely touched the cloth which covered the two bodies
as they were being moved to a neighbouring church, regained his
sight.4 Paulinus relates many miracles performed by his master,
St. Ambrose, himself. He not only cast out many demons and
healed the sick,5but he also raised the dead. Whilst the saint
was staying in the house of a distinguished Christian friend, his
child, who a fewdays before had been delivered from an unclean spirit,
suddenly expired. The mother, an exceedingly religious woman, full
of faith and the fear of God, carried the dead boy down and laid
him on the saint’s bed during his absence. When St. Ambrose
returned, filled with compassion for the mother and struck by her
faith, he stretched himself, like Elisha, on the body of the child,
praying, and restored him living to his mother. Paulinus relates
this miracle with minute particulars of name and address.6

St. Augustine asserts that miracles are still performed in his day
in the name of Jesus Christ, either by means of his sacraments or
by the prayers or relics of his saints, although they are not so well
known as those of old, and he gives an account of many miracles
which had recently taken place.? After referring to the miracle

mSozomen, H. E., iii. 14 31b., H. E., iii. 14

3 Sulpicius, Vita S. Mart.; cf. Sozomen, H. E., iii. 14.

4 Ambrose, Epist. Class., i. 22; August., De Civ. Dei, xxii. 8 ; Paulinus,
Vita S. Ambrosii, § 14 f.

5 Vita S. Amir., §8 21, 43, 44.

61b., § 28. 1 DeCiv. Dei, xxii. 8.
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performed by the relics of the two martyrs upon the blind man in
Milan, which occurred when he was there, he goes on to narrate
the miraculous cure of a friend of his own, named Innocent,
formerly advocate of the prefecture in Carthage, where Augustine
was, and beheld it with his own eyes (ubi nos interfuimus et ocul/is
aspeximus nosiris). A lady of rank in the same city was
miraculously healed of an incurable cancer, and St. Augustine is
indignant at the apathy of her friends which allowed so great
a miracle to be so little known.l An inhabitant of the
neighbouring town of Curubis was cured of paralysis and other
ills by being baptised. When Augustine heard of this, although
it was reported on very good authority, the man himself was
brought to Carthage by order of the holy bishop Aurelius in order
that the truth might be ascertained. Augustine states that on one
occasion, during his absence, a tribunitian man among them named
Hesperius, who had a farm close by called Zubedi, in the Fussalian
district, begged one of the Christian presbyters to go and drive
away some evil spirits whose malice sorely afflicted his servants
and cattle. One of the presbyters accordingly went and offered
the sacrifice of the body of Christ with earnest prayer, and by the
mercy of God the evil was removed. Now, Hesperius happened
to have received from one of his friends a piece of the sacred
earth of Jerusalem, where Jesus Christ was buried and rose again
the third day, and he had hung it up in his room to protect
himself from the evil spirits. When his house had been freed
from them, however, he begged St. Augustine and his colleague
Maximinus, who happened to be in that neighbourhood, to come
to him, and, after telling them all that had happened, he prayed
them to bury the piece of earth in some place where Christians
could assemble for the worship of God. They consented and did
as he desired. A young peasant of the neighbourhood who was
paralytic, hearing of this, begged that he might be carried without
delay to the holy spot, where he offered up prayer, and rose up
and went away on his feet perfectly cured. About thirty miles
from Hippo, at a farm called Victoriana, there was a memorial to
the two martyrs Protavius and Gervasius. To this, Augustine
relates, was brought a young man who, having gone one summer
day at noon to water his horse in the river, was possessed by a
demon. The lady to whom the place belonged came, according
to her custom, in the evening with her servants and some holy
women to sing hymns and pray. On hearing them, the demoniac
started up and seized the altar with a terrible shudder, without
daring to move and as if bound to it, and the demon, praying with
a loud voice for mercy, confessed where and when he had entered

1 De Civ. Dei, xxii. 8.
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into the young man. At last the demon named all the members
of his body, with threats to cut them off as he made his exit, and
saying these words came out of him. In doing so, however, the
eye of the youth fell from its socket on to his cheek, retained only
by a small vein, as by a root, whilst the pupil became altogether
white.  Well pleased, however, that the young man had been
freed from the evil spirit, they returned the eye to its place as well
as they could, and bound it up with a handkerchief, praying
fervently, and one of his relatives said : “ God, who drove out the
demon at the prayer of his saints, can also restore the sight.” On
removing the bandage seven days after, the eye was found perfectly
whole.  St. Augustine knew a girl of Hippo who was delivered
from a demon by the application of oil, with which had mingled
the tears of the presbyter who was praying for her. He also knew
a bishop who prayed for a youth possessed by a demon, although
he had not even seen him, and the young man was at once
cured.

Augustine further gives particulars of many miracles performed
by the relics of the most glorious martyr Stephen.l1 By their
virtue the blind receive their sight, the sick are healed, the
impenitent converted, and the dead are restored to life. “Andurus
is the name of an estate,” Augustine says, “ where there is a church,
and in it is a shrine dedicated to the martyr Stephen. A certain
little boy was playing in the court, when unruly bullocks drawing
a waggon crushed him with the wheel, and immediately he lay in
the agonies of death. Then his mother raised him up, and placed
him at the shrine, and he not only came to life again, but had
manifestly received no injury. A certain religious woman, who
lived in a neighbouring property called Caspalianus, being dan-
gerously ill and her life despaired of, her tunic was carried to the
same shrine; but before it was brought back she had expired.
Nevertheless, her relatives covered the body with this tunic, and
she received back the spirit and was made whole. At Hippo a
certain man named Bassus, a Syrian, was praying at the shrine of
the same martyr for his daughter, who was sick and in great peril,
and he had brought her dress with him; when lo! some of his
household came running to announce to him that she was dead.
But, as he was engaged in prayer, they were stopped by his friends,
who prevented their telling him, lest he should give way to his
grief in public. When he returned to his house, which already
resounded with, the wailing of his household, he cast over the
body of his daughter her mantle, which he had with him, and
immediately she was restored to life. Again, in the same city,
the son of a certain man among us named Irenaeus, a collector of

1 De Civ. Dei, xxii. 8.

Digitized byk jO O Q le



MIRACLES RECORDED BY ST. AUGUSTINE 103

taxes, became sick and died. As the dead body lay, and they
were preparing, with wailing and lamentation, to bury it, one
of his friends, consoling him, suggested that the body should
be anointed with oil from the same martyr. This was done, and
the child came to life again. In the same way a man among us
named Elusinus, formerly a tribune, laid the body of his child,
who had died from sickness, on a memorial of the martyr which
is in his villa in the suburbs, and after he had prayed, with many
tears, he took up the child living.”1 St. Augustine further relates
some remarkable cases : “ Eucharius, a presbyter from Spain,
resided at Calama, who had for a long time suffered from stone.
By the relics of the same martyr, which the Bishop Possidius
brought to him, he was made whole. The same presbyter, after-
wards succumbing to another disease, lay dead, so that they were
already binding his hands. Succour came from the relics of the
martyr, for the tunic of the presbyter being brought back from
the relics and placed upon his body, he revived.”2

Two objections have been raised to the importance of the
miracles reported by St. Augustine, to which we must briefly
refer.3 (i) That “his notices of the cases in which persons had
been raised to life again are so short, bare, and summary that they
evidently represent no more than mere report, and report of a
very vague kind.” (2) “ That, with the preface which Augustine
prefixes to his list, he cannot be said even to profess to guarantee
the truth or accuracy of the different instances contained in it.”

It is true that in several cases Augustine gives the account of
miraculous cures at greater length than those of restoration to
life. It seems to us that this is almost inevitable at all times, and
that the reason is obvious. Where the miracle consists merely of
the cure of disease, details are naturally given to show the nature
and intensity of the sickness, and they are necessary not only for
the comprehension of the cure, but to show its importance. In
the case of restoration to life, the mere statement of the death and
assertion of the subsequent resurrection exclude all need of
details. The pithy reddita est vita, or factum est et revixit, is
more striking than any more prolix narrative. In fact, the greater
the miracle the more natural is conciseness and simplicity; and,
practically, we find that Augustine gives a more lengthy and
verbose report of trifling cures, whilst he relates the more
important with greater brevity and force. He narrates many of
his cases of miraculous cure, however, as briefly as those in which
the dead are raised. We have quoted the latter, and the reader
must judge whether they are unduly curt. One thing may be

1 Dc Civ. Dei, xxii. 8. 2 Ib., xxii. 8.
3 Mozley, Bamplon Lectures, p. 372 f.
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affirmed, that nothing of importance is omitted, and in regard to
essential details they are explicit as the mass of other cases
reported. In every instance names and addresses are stated, and
it will have been observed that all these miracles occurred in, or
close to, Hippo, and in his own diocese. It is very certain that
in every case the fact of the miracle is asserted in the most direct
and positive terms. There can be no mistake either as to the
meaning or intention of the narrative, and there is no symptom
whatever of a thought on the part of Augustine to avoid the
responsibility of his statements, or to give them as mere vague
report. If we compare these accounts with those of the Gospels,
we do not find them deficient in any essential detail common to
the latter. There is in the Synoptic Gospels only one case in
which Jesus is said to have raised the dead. The raising of
Jairus’ daughter* has long been abandoned, as a case of restora-
tion to life, by all critics and theologians, except the few who still
persist in ignoring the distinct and positive declaration of Jesus,
“The damsel is not dead, but sleepeth.” The only case, there-
fore, in the Synoptics is the account in the third Gospel of the
raising of the widow’s son,3 of which, strange to say, the other
Gospels know nothing. Now, although, as might have been
expected, this narrative is much more highly coloured and
picturesque, the difference is chiefly literary, and, indeed, there are
really fewer important details given than in the account by
Augustine, for instance, of the restoration to life of the daughter
of Bassus the Syrian, which took place at Hippo, of which he was
bishop, and where he actually resided. Augustine’s object in
giving his list of miracles did not require him to write picturesque
narratives. He merely desired to state bare facts, whilst the
authors of the Gospels composed the Life of their Master, in
which interesting details were everything. For many reasons we
refrain here from alluding to the artistic narrative of the raising
of Lazarus, the greatest miracle ascribed to Jesus, which is never-
theless unknown to the other three Evangelists, who, so readily
repeating the accounts of trifling cures, would most certainly not
have omitted this wonderful event had they ever heard of it.

A complaint is made of the absence of verification and proof
of actual death in these cases, or that they were more than mere
suspension of the vital powers. We cordially agree in the desire
foT such evidence, not only in these, but in all miracles. We
would ask, however, what verification of the death have we in the
case of the widow’s son which we have not here? If we apply

mMatt. ix. 18, 19, 23-26; Mark v. 22, 24, 35-43 ; Luke viii. 41, 42,
49-56.
3 Luke vii. 11-16.
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such a test to the miracles of the Gospels, we must reject them as
certainly as those of St. Augustine. In neither case have we
more than a mere statement that the subjects of these miracles
were dead or diseased. So far are we from having any competent
medical eyidence of the reality of the death, or of the disease,
or of the permanence of the supposed cures in the Gospels, that
we have little more than the barest reports of these miracles by
writers who, even if their identity were established, were not, and
do not pretend to have been, eye-witnesses of the occurrences
which they relate. Take, for instance, this very raising of the
widow’s son in the third Gospel, which is unknown to the other
Evangelists, and the narrative of which is given only in a Gospel
which is not attributed to a personal follower of Jesus.

Now we turn to the second statement: “ That with the preface
which Augustine prefixes to' his list he cannot be said even to
profess to guarantee the truth or accuracy of the different instances
contained in it.” We shall as briefly as possible state what is
actually the “ preface ” of St. Augustine to his list of miracles,
and his avowed object for giving it. In the preceding chapter
Augustine has been arguing that the world believed in Christ by
virtue of divine influence, and not by human persuasion. He
contends that it is ridiculous to speak of the false divinity of
Romulus when Christians speak of Christ. If, in the time of
Romulus, some 600 years before Cicero, people were so enlightened
that they refused to believe anything of which they had not experi-
ence, how much more, in the still more enlightened days of
Cicero himself, and notably in the reigns of Augustus and
Tiberius, would they have rejected belief in the resurrection and
ascension of Christ, if divine truth and the testimony of miracles
had not proved not only that such things could take place, but
that they had actually done so. When the evidence of prophecy
joined with that of miracles, and showed that the new doctrines
were only contrary to experience and not contrary to reason, the
world embraced the faith.l “ Why, then, say they, do these
miracles, which you declare to have taken place formerly, not
occur nowadays?” Augustine, in replying, adopts a common
rhetorical device. “1 might, indeed, answer,” he says, “ that
miracles were necessary before the world believed, in order that
the world might believe. Anyone who now requires miracles
in order that he may believe is himself a great miracle in not
believing what all the world believes. But, really, they say this in
order that even those miracles should not be believed either.”
And he reduces what he considers to be the position of the world
in regard to miracles and to the supernatural dogmas of Christianity

' De Civ. Dei, xxii. 7.
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to the following dilemma : “ Either things incredible which never-
theless occurred and were seen, led to belief in something else
incredible which was not seen; or that thing was in itself so credible
that no miracles were required to establish it, and so much more
is the unbelief of those who deny confuted. This might I say to
these most frivolous objectors.” He then proceeds to affirm that
it cannot be denied that many miracles attest the great miracle of
the ascension in the flesh of the risen Christ, and he points out
that the actual occurrence of all these things is not only recorded
in the most truthful books, but the reasons also given why they
took place. These things have become known that they might
create belief; these things by the belief they have created have
become much more clearly known. They are read to the people,
indeed, that they may believe ; yet, nevertheless, they would not
be read to the people if they had not been believed.  After thus
stating the answer which he might give, Augustine now returns to
answer the question directly. “ But, furthermore,” he continues,
“miracles are performed now in his name, either by means of his
sacraments or by the prayers or relics of his saints, but they are
not brought under the same strong light as caused the former to
be noised abroad with so much glory ; inasmuch as the canon of
sacred scriptures, which must be definite, causes those miracles to
be everywhere publicly read, and become firmly fixed in the
memory of all peoples ; but these are scarcely known to the whole
of a city itself in which they are performed, or to its neighbour-
hood. Indeed, for the most part, even there very few know of
them, and the rest are ignorant, more especially if the city be
large; and when they are related elsewhere and to others, the
authority does not so commend them as to make them be believed
without difficulty or doubt, albeit they are reported by faithful
Christians to the faithful.” He illustrates this by pointing out
that the miracle in Milan by the bodies of the two martyrs,
which took place when he himself was there, might reach
the knowledge of many because the city is large, and the
Emperor and an immense crowd of people witnessed it; but
who knows of the miracle performed at Carthage upon his friend
Innocent, when he was there also, and saw it with his own eyes ?
Who knows of the miraculous cure of cancer, he continues, in a
lady of rank in the same city ? at the silence regarding which he is
so indignant. Who knows of the next case he mentions in his
list ? the cure of a medical man of the same town, to which he
adds : “ We, nevertheless, do know it, and a few brethren to whose
knowledge it may have come.”* Who, out of Curubus, besides
the very few who may have heard of it, knows of the miraculous

1 De Civ. Dei, xxii. 8,
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cure of the paralytic man, whose case Augustine personally
investigated? And so on. Observe that there is merely a
question of the comparative notoriety of the Gospel miracles
and those of his own time, not a doubt as to the reality
of the latter. Again, towards the end of his long list, immediately
after the narrative of the restoration to life of the child of
Eleusinus, which we have quoted, Augustine says : “ What can |
do? The promise of the completion of this work is pressing, so
that I cannot here recount all [the miracles] that | know; and
without doubt many of our brethren, when they read this work,
will be grieved that I have omitted so very much, which they
know as well as | do. This, even now, | beg that they will pardon,
and consider how long would be the task of doing that which, for
the completion of the work, it is thought necessary not to do.
For if | desired to record merely the miracles of healing, without
speaking of others, which have been performed by this martyr—
that is to say, the most glorious Stephen—in the district of
Calama and in ours of Hippo, many volumes must be composed ;
yet will it not be possible to make a complete collection of them,
but only of such as have been published for public reading. For
that was our object, since we saw repeated in our time signs of
divine power similar to those of old, deeming that they ought not
to be lost to the knowledge of the multitude. Now, this relic has
not yet been two years at Hippo-Regius, and accounts of many of
the miracles performed by it have not been written, as is most
certainly known to us; yet the number of those which have been
published up to the time this is written amounts to about seventy.
At Calama, however, where these relics have been longer, and
more of the miracles were recorded, they incomparably exceed
this number.”1 Augustine goes on to say that, to his knowledge,
many very remarkable miracles were performed by the relics of
the same martyr also at Uzali, a district near to Utica, and of one
of these, which had recently taken place when he himself was
there, he gives an account. Then, before closing his list with the
narrative of a miracle which took place at Hippo, in his own
church, in his own presence, and in the sight of the whole con-
gregation, he resumes his reply to the opening question. “ Many
miracles, therefore,” he says, “are also performed now; the same
God who worked those of which we read performing these by
whom he wills, and as he wills ; but these miracles neither become
similarly known, nor, that they may not slip out of mind, are they
stamped, as it were like gravel, into memory, by frequent reading.
For even in places where care is taken, as is now the case among
us, that accounts of those who receive benefit should be publicly

1 De Civ. Dei, xxii. 8.
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rdad, those who are present hear them only once, and many are
not present at all, so that those who were present do not, after a
few days, remember what they heard, and scarcely a single person
is met with who repeats what he has heard to one whom he may
have known to have been absent.”1

We shall not attempt any further detailed reference to the myriads
of miracles with which the annals of the Church teem up to very
recent times. The fact is too well known to require evidence.
The saints in the calendar are legion. It has been computed that
the number of those whose lives are given in the Bollandist
Collectionl amounts to upwards of 25,000, although, the saints
being arranged according to the Calendar, the unfinished work
only reaches the 24th of October. When it is considered that all
those upon whom the honour of canonisation is conferred have
worked miracles, many of them, indeed, almost daily performing
such wonders, some idea may be formed of the number of miracles
which have occurred in unbroken succession from Apostolic days,
and have been believed and recognised by the Church. Vast
numbers of these miracles are in all respects similar to those
narrated in the Gospels, and they comprise hundreds of cases of
restoration of the dead to life. If it be,necessary to point out
instances in comparatively recent times, we may mention the
miracles of this kind liberally ascribed to St. Francis of Assisi, in
the thirteenth century, and to his namesake St. Francis Xavier in
the sixteenth, although we might refer to much more recent
miracles authenticated by the Church. At the present day such
phenomena have almost disappeared, and, indeed, with the excep-
tion of an occasional winking picture, periodical liquefaction of
blood, or apparition of the Virgin, confined to the still ignorant
and benighted comers of the earth, miracles are extinct.

| Dc Civ. Dei, xxii. 8. ) )
3 Acta Sandorum guottjuol toto orbe coluntur; collegit, etc., Johannes
Bollandus, cum contin. Henschenii, 54 vol. fol. Venctiis, 1734-1861.
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CHAPTER VI
MIRACLES IN RELATION TO IGNORANCE AND SUPERSTITION

We have maintained that the miracles reported after apostolic
days are precisely of the same types in all material points
as the earlier miracles. Setting aside miracles of a trivial and
unworthy character, there remain a countless number cast in the
same mould as those of the Gospels—miraculous cure of diseases,
expulsion of demons, transformation of elements, supernatural
nourishment, resurrection of dead—of many of which we have
quoted instances. A natural objection is anticipated by Dr.
Mozley : “ It will be urged, perhaps, that a large portion even of
the Gospel miracles are of the class here mentioned as ambiguous—
cures, visions, expulsions of evil spirits; but this observation does
not affect the character of the Gospel miracles as a body, because
we judge of the body or whole from its highest specimen, not
from its lowest” He takes his stand upon, “eg., our Lord’s
Resurrection and Ascension.”l Now, without discussing the
principle laid down here, it is evident that the great distinction
between the Gospel and other miracles is thus narrowed to a very
small compass. It is admitted that the mass of the Gospel
miracles are of a class characterised as ambiguous, because “the
current miracles of human history ” are also chiefly of the same
type, and the distinctive character is derived avowedly only from a
few high specimens such as the Resurrection. We have already
referred to the fact that in the Synoptic Gospels there is only one
case, reported by the third Gospel alone, in which Jesus is said to
have raised the dead. St. Augustine alone, however, chronicles
several cases in which life was restored to the dead. Post-apostolic
miracles, therefore, are far from lacking this ennobling type.
Observe that there is not here so much a discussion of the reality of
the subsequent miracles of the Church as a contrast drawn between
them and other reputed miracles and those of the Gospel; but
from this point of view it is impossible to maintain that the
Gospels have a monopoly of the highest class of miracles. Such
miracles are met with long before the dawn of Christianity, and
continued to occur long after apostolic times.

Much stress is laid upon the form of the Gospel miracles ; but,

' Bampton Lectures, p. 214.
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as we have already shown, it is the actual resurrection of the
dead, for instance, which is the miracle, and this is not affected by
the more or less dramatic manner in which it is said to have been
effected, or in which the narrative of the event is composed.
Literary skill and the judicious management of details may make
or mar the form of any miracle. The narrative of the restoration
of the dead child to life by Elisha might have been more impressive
had the writer omitted the circumstance that the child sneezed seven
times before opening his eyes, and the miracle would probably have
been considered greater had the prophet merely said to the child,
“ Arise " instead of stretching himself on the body ; but, setting
aside human cravings for the picturesque and artistic, the essence
of the miracle would have remained the same. There is one point,
however, regarding which it may be well to make a few remarks.
Whilst a vast number of miracles are ascribed to direct personal
action of saints, many more are attributed to their relics.  Now,
this is no exclusive characteristic of later miracles, but Christianity
itself shares it with still earlier times. The case in which a dead
body which touched the bones of Elisha was restored to life will
occur to everyone. “ And it came to pass, as they were burying
a man, that, behold, they spied a band of Moabites; and they cast
the man into the sepulchre of Elisha : and when the man was let
down and touched the bones of Elisha, he revived, and stood up
on his feet.”1 The mantle of Elijah smiting asunder the waters
before Elisha may be cited as another instance.” The woman who
touches the hem of the garment of Jesus in the crowd is made
whole,3 and all the sick and “possessed” of the country are
represented as being healed by touching Jesus, or even the mere
hem of his garment.”" It was supposed that the shadow of Peter
falling on the sick as he passed had a curative effect,5and it is
very positively stated : “And God wrought miracles of no common
kind by the hands of Paul; so that from his body were brought
unto the sick handkerchiefs or aprons, and the diseases departed
from them, and the evil spirits went out of them.”®

The argument which assumes an enormous distinction between
Gospel and other miracles betrays the prevalent scepticism,
even in the Church, of all miracles except those which it is
considered an article of faith to maintain. If we inquire how
those think who are more logical and thorough in their belief
in the supernatural, we find the distinction denied. *“The

* 2 Kings xiii. 21.

2 2 Kings ii. 14, cf. 8. In raising the dead child, Elisha sends his staff to be
laid on the child.

3 Mark v. 27 ff. ; cf. Luke viii. 44 ff. ; Matt. ix. 20 ff.

4 Matt. xiv. 36 ; cf. Luke vi. 19; Mark iii. 10.

5 Acts v. 15. 6 /#., xix. 11, 12.
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question,” says Newman, “has hitherto been argued on the
admission that a distinct line can be drawn in point of character
and circumstances between the miracles of Scripture and those
of Church history ; but this is by no means the case. It is true,
indeed, that the miracles of Scripture, viewed as a whole, recom-
mend themselves to our reason, and claim our veneration beyond
all others, by a peculiar dignity and beauty; but still it is only as
a whole that they make this impression upon us. Some of them,
on the contrary, fall short of the attributes which attach to them
in general; nay, are inferior in these respects to certain ecclesias-
tical miracles, and are received only on the credit of the system of
which they form part. Again, specimens are not wanting in the
history of the Church, of miracles as awful in their character, and
as momentous in their effects, as those which are recorded in
Scripture.”l Now here is one able and thorough supporter of
miracles denying the enormous distinction between those of the
Gospel and those of human history, which another admits to be
essential to the former as evidence of a revelation.

Such a difficulty, however, is met by asserting that there would
be no disadvantage to the Gospel miracles, and no doubt
regarding them involved, if for some later miracles there was
evidence as strong as for those of the Gospel. “ All the result
would be, that we should admit these miracles over and above
the Gospel ones.”2 The equality of the evidence, however, is
denied, in any case. “ Between the evidence, then, upon which
the Gospel miracles stand, and that for later miracles, we see a
broad distinction arising, not to mention again the nature and
type of the Gospel miracles themselves—from the contemporaneous
date of the testimony to them, the character of the witnesses, the
probation of the testimony; especially when we contrast with
these points the false doctrine and audacious fraud which rose up
in later ages, and in connection with which so large a portion of
the later miracles of Christianity made their appearance.”3 We
consider the point touching the type of the Gospel miracles
disposed of, and we may, therefore, confine ourselves to the rest
of this argument. If we look for any external evidence of the
miracles of Jesus in some marked effect produced by them at the
time they are said to have occurred, we find anything but con-
firmation of the statements of the Gospels. It is a notorious fact
that, in spite of these miracles, very few of the Jews amongst
whom they were performed believed in Jesus, and that Christianity
made its chief converts not where the supposed miracles took
places but where an account of them was alone given by

"J. H. Newman, Two Essays on Miracles, p. 160 f.
* Mozley, Hampton Lectures, p. 231. 3lb., p. 220 f.
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enthusiastic missionaries. Such astounding exhibitions of power
as raising the dead, giving sight to the blind, walking on the sea,
changing water into wine, and indefinitely multiplying a few loaves
and fishes, not only did not make any impression on the Jews
themselves, but were never heard of out of Palestine until long
after the events are said to have occurred, when the narrative
of them was slowly disseminated by Christian teachers and
writers.

Dr. Mozley refers to the contemporary testimony “for certain
great and cardinal Gospel miracles which, if granted, clears away
all antecedent objection to the reception of the rest,” and he says :
“That the first promulgators of Christianity asserted as a feet
which had come under the cognizance of their senses the Resur-
rection of our Lord from the dead is as certain as anything in
history.”1 What they really did assert, so far from being certain,
must, as we shall hereafter see, be considered matter of the
greatest doubt. But if the general statement be taken that the
Resurrection, for instance, was promulgated as a fact which the
early preachers of Christianity themselves believed to have taken
place, the evidence does not in that case present the broad
distinction he asserts. The miracles recounted by St Athanasius
and St. Augustine, for example, were likewise proclaimed with
equal clearness, and even greater promptitude and publicity, at the
very spot where many of them were said to have been performed,
and the details were much more immediately reduced to writing.
The mere assertion in neither case goes for much as evidence, but
the fact is that we have absolutely no contemporaneous testimony
as to what the first promulgators of Christianity actually
asserted, or as to the real grounds upon which they made such
assertions. We shall presently enter upon a thorough examination
of the testimony for the Gospel narratives, their authorship and
authenticity; but we may here be permitted so far to anticipate
as to remark that, applied to documentary evidence, any reasoning
from the contemporaneous date of the testimony, and the character
of the witnesses, is contradicted by the whole history of New
Testament literature. Whilst the most uncritically zealous assertors
of the antiquity of the Gospels never venture to date the earliest
of them within a quarter of a century from the death of Jesus,
every tyro is aware that there is not a particle of evidence of the
existence of our Gospels until very long after that interval—
hereafter we shall show how long—that two of our Synoptic
Gospels, at least, were not composed in their present form
by the writers to whom they are attributed; that there is,
indeed, nothing worthy of the name of evidence that any one of

1 Bampton Lectures, p. 219.
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these Gospels was written by the person whose name it bears;
that the second Gospel is attributed to one who was not an eye-
witness, and of whose identity there is. the greatest doubt, even
amongst those who assert the authorship of Mark ; that the third
Gospel is an avowed later compilation,” and likewise ascribed to
one who was not a follower of Jesus himself; and that the author-
ship of the fourth Gospel and its historical character are amongst
the most unsettled questions of criticism, not to use here any more
definite terms. This being the state of the case, it is absurd to lay
such emphasis on the contemporaneous date of the testimony,
and on the character of the witnesses, since it has not even been
determined who those witnesses are, and two even of the supposed
evangelists were not personal eye-witnesses at all.3 Surely the
testimony of Athanasius regarding the miracles of St. Anthony,
and that of Augustine regarding his list of miracles occurring in,
orclose to, his own diocese within two years of the time at which
he writes, or, to refer to more recent times, the evidence of Pascal
forthe Port-Royal miracles, it must be admitted, not only does not
present the broad distinction of evidence asserted, but, on the
contrary, is even more unassailable than that of the Gospel
miracles. The Church, which is the authority for those miracles,
is also the authority for the long succession of such works wrought
by the saints. The identity of the writers we have instanced has
never been doubted; their trustworthiness in so far as stating
what they believe to be true is concerned has never been impugned;
the same could be affirmed of writers in every age who record
such miracles. The fact is that theologians demand evidence for
later miracles which they have not for those of the Gospels, and
which transmitted reverence forbids their requiring. They strain
out a gnat and swallow a camel.

The life of sacrifice and suffering of the Apostles is pointed out
as a remarkable and peculiar testimony to the truth of the Gospel
miracles, and notably of the Resurrection and Ascension. Without
examining, here, how much we really know of those lives and
sufferings, one thing is perfectly evident: that sacrifice, suffering,
and martyrdom itself are evidence of nothing except of the
personal belief of the person enduring them; they do not prove
the truth of the doctrines believed. No one doubts the high
religious enthusiasm of the early Christians, or the earnest and
fanatical zeal with which they courted martyrdom ; but this is no

1 Luke i. 1-4.

3 We need scarcely point out that Paul, to whom so many of the writings of
the New Testament are ascribed, and who practically is the author of eccle-
siastical Christianity, not only was not an eye-witness of the Gospel miracles,
but never even saw Jesus.

|
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exclusive characteristic of Christianity. Every religion has had
its martyrs, every error its devoted victims. Does the marvellous
endurance of the Hindoo, whose limbs wither after years of
painful persistence in vows to his Deity, prove the truth of
Brahmanism ? or do the fanatical believers who cast themselves
under the wheels of the car of Jagganath establish the soundness
of their creed ? Do the Jews, who for centuries bore the fiercest
contumely of the world, and were persecuted, hunted, and done
to death by every conceivable torture for persisting in their denial
of the truth of the Incarnation, Resurrection, and Ascension, and
in their rejection of Jesus Christ—do they thus furnish a convincing
argument for the truth of their belief and the falsity of Chris-
tianity ? Or have the thousands who have been consigned to the
stake by the Christian Church herself, for persisting in asserting
what she has denounced as damnable heresy, proved the correct-
ness of their views by their sufferings and death ? History is full
of the records of men who have honestly believed every kind of
error and heresy, and have been steadfast to the death, through
persecution and torture, in their mistaken belief. There is nothing
so inflexible as superstitious fanaticism, and persecution, instead of
extinguishing it, has invariably been the most certain means of its
propagation. The sufferings of the Apostles, therefore, cannot
prove anything beyond their own belief, and the question, what it.
was they really did believe and suffer for, is by no means so
simple as it appears.

Now the long succession of ecclesiastical and other miracles
has an important bearing upon those of the New Testament,
whether we believe or deny their reality. If we regard the
miracles of Church history to be in the main real, the whole force
of the Gospel miracles, as exceptional supernatural evidence of a
Divine Revelation, is annihilated. The *“ miraculous credentials
of Christianity” assume a very different aspect when they are
considered from such a point of view. Admitted to be scarcely
recognisable from miracles wrought by Satanic agency, they are
seen to be a continuation of wonders recorded in the Old Testa-
ment, to be preceded and accompanied by pretension to similar
power on the part of the Jews and other nations, and to be
succeeded by cycles of miracles, in all essential respects the same,
performed subsequently for upwards of fifteen hundred vyears.
Supernatural evidence of so common and prodigal a nature
certainly betrays a great want of force and divine speciality. How
could that be considered as express evidence for a new Divine
revelation which was already so well known to the world, and
which is scattered broadcast over so many centuries, as well as
successfully simulated by Satan ?

If, on the other hand, we dismiss the miracles of later ages as
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false, and as merely the creations of superstition or pious imagina-
tion, how can the miracles of the Gospel, which are precisely the
same in type, and not better established as facts, remain unshaken ?
The Apostles and Evangelists were men of like passions, and also
of like superstitions, with others of their time, and must be
measured by the same standard.

If we consider the particular part which miracles have played
in human history, we find precisely the phenomena which might
have been expected if, instead of being considered as real occur-
rences, they are recognised as the mistakes or creations of
ignorance and superstition during that period in which “ reality
melted into fable, and invention unconsciously trespassed on the
province of history.” Their occurrence is limited to ages which
were totally ignorant of physical laws, and they have been
numerous or rare precisely in proportion to the degree of imagina-
tion and love of the marvellous characterising the people amongst
whom they are said to have occurred. Instead of a few evidential
miracles taking place at one epoch of history, and filling the
world with surprise at such novel and exceptional phenomena, we
find miracles represented as occurring in all ages and in all
countries. The Gospel miracles are set in the midst of a series
of similar wonders, which commenced many centuries before the
dawn of Christianity and continued, without interruption, for
fifteen hundred years after it. They did not in the most remote
degree originate the belief in miracles, or give the first suggestion
of spurious imitation. It may, on the contrary, be much more
truly said that the already existing belief created these miracles.
No divine originality characterised the evidence selected to
accredit the Divine Revelation. The miracles with which the
history of the world is full occurred in ages of darkness and
superstition, and they gradually ceased when enlightenment became
more generally diffused. At the very tflne when knowledge of the
laws of nature began to render men capable ot judging of the reality
of miracles, these wonders entirely failed. This extraordinary
cessation of miracles, precisely at the time when their evidence
might have acquired value by an appeal to persons capable of
appreciating them, is perfectly unintelligible if they be viewed as
the supernatural credentials of a Divine revelation. If, on the
other hand, they be regarded as the mistakes of imaginative
excitement and ignorance, nothing is more natural than their
extinction at the time when the superstition which created them
gave place to knowledge.

As a historical fact, there is nothing more certain than that
miracles, and the belief in them, disappeared exactly when educa-
tion and knowledge of the operation of natural laws became
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diffused throughout Europe, and that the last traces of belief in
supernatural interference with the order of nature are only to be
found in localities where ignorance and superstition still prevail,
and render delusion or pious fraud of that description possible.
Miracles are now denied to places more enlightened than Naples
or La Salette. The inevitable inference from this fact is fatal to
the mass of miracles, and it is not possible to protect them from
it. Miracle cures by the relics of saints, upheld for fifteen
centuries by all the power of the Church, utterly failed when
medical science, increasing in spite of persecution, demonstrated
the natural action of physiological laws. The theory of the
demoniacal origin of disease has been entirely and for ever
dispelled, and the host of miracles in connection with it retro-
spectively exploded by the progress of science. Witchcraft and
sorcery, the belief in which reigned supreme for so many centuries,
are known to have been nothing but the delusions of ignorant
superstition.

Notwithstanding the facts which we have stated, it has been
argued : “ Christianity is the religion of the civilised world, and it
is believed upon its miraculous evidence. Now, for a set of
miracles to be accepted in a rude age, and to retain their authority
throughout-a succession of such ages, and over the ignorant and
superstitious part of mankind, may be no such great result for the
miracle to accomplish, because it is easy to satisfy those who do
not inquire. But this is not the state of the case which we have
to meet on the subject of the Christian miracles. The Christian
being the most intelligent, the civilised portion of the world, these
miracles are accepted by the Christian body as a whole, by the
thinking and educated, as well as the uneducated, part of it, and
the Gospel is believed upon that evidence.”l The picture of
Christendom here suggested is purely imaginary. We are asked to
believe that succeeding generations of thinking and educated, as
well as uneducated, men sfhce the commencement of the period
in which the adequate inquiry into the reality of miracles bixame
possible, have made that adequate inquiry, and have intelligently
and individually accepted miracles and believed the Gospel in
consequence of their attestation. The fact, however, is that
Christianity became the religion of Europe before men either
possessed the knowledge requisite to appreciate the difficulties
involved in the acceptance of miracles, or minds sufficiently freed
from ignorant superstition to question the reality of the supposed.
supernatural interference with the order of nature, and belief had
become so much a matter of habit that, in our time, the
great majority of men have professed belief for no better reason

1 Mozley, Bampton Lectures, p. 27.
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than that their fathers believed before themi Belief is now little
more than a transmitted quality or hereditary custom. Few men,
even now, have either the knowledge or the leisure requisite to
enable them to enter upon such an examination of miracles as can
entitle them to affirm that they intelligently accept miracles for
themselves. We have shown, moreover, that so loose are the ideas
even of the clergy upon the subject that dignitaries of the Church
fail to see either the evidential purpose of miracles or the
need for evidence at all, and the first intelligent step towards
inquiry—doubt—has generally been stigmatised almost as a
crime.

. So far from the statement which we are considering being
correct, it is notorious that the great mass of those who are
competent to examine, and who have done so, altogether reject
miracles.  Instead of the *“thinking and educated ” men of
science accepting miracles, they, as a body, distinctly deny them,
and hence the antagonism between science and ecclesiastical
Christianity; and it is surely not necessary to point out how many
of the profoundest critics and scholars'of Germany, and of all
other countries in Europe, who have turned their attention to
Biblical subjects, have long ago rejected the miraculous elements
of the Christian religion.

It is necessary that we should now refer to the circumstance
that all the arguments which we have hitherto considered in
support of miracles, whether to explain or account for them, have
proceeded upon an assumption of the reality of the alleged
phenomena. Had it been first requisite to establish the truth of
facts of such an astounding nature, the necessity of accounting
for them would never have arisen. It is clear, therefore, that an
assumption which permits the argument to attain any such position
begs almost the whole question. Facts, however astounding, the
actual occurrence of which had been proved, would claim a latitude
of explanation, which a mere narrative of those alleged facts, written
by an unknown person some eighteen centuries ago, could not
obtain. If, for instance, it be once established as an absolute
feet that a man actually dead, and some days buried, upon whose
body decomposition had already made some progress,1had been
restored to life, the fact of his death and of his subsequent
resuscitation being so absolutely proved that the possibility of
deception or of mistake on the part of the witnesses was totally
excluded, it is clear that an argument, as to whether such an
occurrence should be ascribed to known or unknown laws, would
assume a very different character from that which it would
have borne if the argument merely sought to account for so

1Cf. John xi. 39.
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astounding a phenomenon of whose actual occurrence there was
no sufficient evidence.

It must not be forgotten, therefore, that, as the late Professor
Baden Powell pointed out, “ At the present day it is not a miracle,
but the narrative of a miracle, to which any argument can refer,
or to which faith is accorded.”l The discussion of miracles, then,
is not one regarding miracles actually performed within our own
knowledge, but merely regarding miracles said to have been
performed eighteen hundred years ago, the reality of which was
not verified at the time by any scientific examination, and whose
occurrence is merely reported in the Gospels. Now, although
Paley and others rightly and logically maintain that Christianity
requires, and should be believed only upon, its miraculous
evidence, the fact is that popular Christianity is not believed
because of miracles, but miracles are accepted because they are
related in the Gospels which are supposed to contain the doctrines
of Christianity. The Gospels have for many generations been
given to the child as inspired records, and doubt of miracles has,
therefore, either never arisen or has been instantly suppressed,
simply because miracles are recorded in the sacred volume. It
could scarcely be otherwise, for in point of fact the Gospel
miracles stand upon no other testimony. We are therefore in
this position : We are asked to believe astounding announcements
beyond the limits of human reason, which we could only be
justified in believing upon miraculous evidence, upon the testimony
of miracles which are only reported by the records which also
alone convey the announcements which those miracles were
intended to accredit. There is no other contemporary evidence
whatever. The importance of the Gospels, therefore, as the
almost solitary testimony to the occurrence of miracles can
scarcely be exaggerated. We have already made an anticipatory
remark regarding the nature of these documents, to which we may
add that they are not the work of perfectly independent historians,
but of men who were engaged in disseminating the new doctrines,
and in saying this we have no intention of accusing the writers of
conscious deception; it is, however, necessary to state the fact
in order that the value of the testimony may be fairly estimated.
The narratives of miracles were written by ardent partisans, with
minds inflamed by religious zeal and enthusiasm, in an age of
ignorance and superstition, a considerable time after the supposed
miraculous occurrences had taken place. All history shows how
rapidly pious memory exaggerates and idealises the traditions of
the past, and simple actions might readily be transformed into
miracles, as the narratives circulated, in a period so prone to

1 Order of Nature, p. 285.

Digitized byk jO O Q le



THE EVIDENCE REQUIRED «19

superstition and so characterised by love of the marvellous.
Religious excitement could not, under such circumstances and in
such an age, have escaped this exaggeration. How few men in
more enlightened times have been able soberly to appreciate, and
accurately to record, exciting experiences, where feeling and
religious emotion have been concerned. Prosaic accuracy of
observation and of language, at all times rare, are the last qualities
we could expect to find in the early ages of Christianity. In the
certain fact that disputes arose among the Apostles themselves so
shortly after the death of their great Master, we have one proof
that even amongst them there was no accurate appreciation of the
teaching of Jesus,1and the frequent instances of their misunder-
standing of very simple matters, and of their want of enlighten-
ment, which occur throughout the Gospels are certainly not
calculated to inspire much confidence in their intelligence and
accuracy of observation.

Now it is apparent that the evidence for miracles requires to
embrace two distinct points: the reality of the alleged facts, and
the accuracy of the inference that the phenomena were produced
by supernatural agency. The task would even then remain of
demonstrating the particular supernatural Being by whom the
miracles were performed, which is admitted to be impossible.
We have hitherto chiefly confined ourselves to a consideration of
the antecedent credibility of such events, and of the fitness of
those who are supposed to have witnessed them to draw accurate
inferences from the alleged phenomena. Those who have formed
any adequate conception of the amount of testimony which
would be requisite in order to establish the reality of occurrences
inviolation of an order of nature, which is based upon universal
and invariable experience, must recognise that, even if the
earliest asserted origin of our four Gospels could be established
upon the most irrefragable grounds, the testimony of the writers—
menof like ignorance with their contemporaries, men of like passions
with ourselves—would be utterly incompetent to prove the reality
of miracles. We have already sufficiently discussed this point,
more especially in connection with Hume’s argument, and need
not here resume it. Every consideration, historical and philo-
sophical, has hitherto discredited the whole theory of miracles,
and further inquiry might be abandoned as unnecessary. In
order, however, to render our conclusion complete, it remains
for us to see whether, as affirmed, there be any special evidence
regarding the alleged facts entitling the Gospel miracles to
exceptional attention. If, instead of being clear and direct, the un-
doubted testimony of known eye-witnesses free from superstition,

1E.g., Gal.ii. 11 ff.

Digitized by G Oog Ie



120 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

and capable, through adequate knowledge, rightly to estimate the
alleged phenomena, we find that the actual accounts have none
of these qualifications, the final decision with regard to miracles
and the reality of Divine revelation will be easy and conclusive.
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PART Il

THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS
INTRODUCTION

Before commencing our examination of the evidence as to the
date, authorship, and character of the Gospels, it may be well to
make a few preliminary remarks, and clearly state certain canons
of criticism. We shall make no attempt to establish any theory
as to the date at which any of the Gospels was actually written,
but simply examine all the testimony which is extant, with the view
of ascertaining what is known of these works and their authors,
certainly and distinctly, as distinguished from what is merely con-
jectured or inferred. Modem opinion in an Inquiry like ours
must not be taken for ancient evidence. We propose, therefore,
as exhaustively as possible to search all the writings of the early
Church for information regarding the Gospels, and to examine
even the alleged indications of their use.

It is very important, however, that the silence of early writers
should receive as much attention as any supposed allusions to the
Gospels.  When such writers, quoting largely from the Old Testa-
ment and other sources, deal with subjects which would naturally
be assisted by reference to our Gospels, and still more so by
quoting such works as authoritative; and yet we find that not only
they do not show any knowledge of those Gospels, but actually
guote passages from unknown sources, or sayings of Jesus derived
from tradition ; the inference must be that our Gospels were either
unknown or not recognised as works of authority at the time.

It is still more important that we should constantly bear in mind
that a great number of Gospels existed in the early Church which
are no longer extant, and of most of which even the names are
lost. We need not here do more than refer, in corroboration of
this remark, to the preliminary statement of the author of the third
Gospel: “Forasmuch as many (iroX\ol) took in hand to set forth in
order a declaration of the things which have been accomplished

vl
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among us,” etc.l1 It is, therefore, evident that before our
third Synoptic was written many similar works were already in
circulation. Looking at the close similarity of large portions of
the three Synoptics, it is almost certain that many of the writings
here mentioned bore a close analogy to each other and to our
Gospels, and this is known to have been the case, for instance,
amongst the various forms of the “ Gospel according to the
Hebrews.” When, therefore, in early writings we meet with quota-
tions closely resembling, or, we may add, even identical with,
passages which are found in our Gospels, the source of which,
however, is not mentioned, nor is any author’s name indicated, the
similarity, or even identity, cannot by any means be admitted as
proof that the quotation is necessarily from our Gospels, and not
from some other similar work now no longer extant, and more
especially not when, in the same writings, there are other quota-
tions from sources different from our Gospels. Whether regarded
as historical records or as writings embodying the mere tradition
of the early Christians, our Gospels cannot be recognised as the
exclusive depositories of the genuine sayings and doings of Jesus.
So far from the common possession by many works in early times
of sayings of Jesus in closely similar form being either strange or
improbable, the really remarkable phenomenon is that such
material variation in the report of the more important historical
teaching should exist amongst them. But whilst similarity to our
Gospels in passages quoted by early writers from unknown sources
cannot prove the use of our Gospels, variation from them would
suggest or prove a different origin, and, at least, it is obvious that
anonymous quotations which do not agree with our Gospels
cannot, in any case, necessarily indicate their existence. It may
be well, before proceeding further, to illustrate and justify the
canons of criticism which we have laid down by examples in our
three Synoptics themselves.

Let us for a moment suppose the “ Gospel according to Luke
to have been lost like the “ Gospel according to the Hebrews,
and so many others. In the works of one of the Fathers we
discover the following quotation from an unnamed evangelical
work: “And he said unto them (eXeytv Si irpin avrovs):
The harvest truly is great, but the labourers are few: pray ye
therefore the Lord of the harvest that he would send forth labourers
into his harvest. Go your ways: (vrdyert) behold | send
you forth as lambs (apvas) in the midst of wolves.” Apologetic
critics would probably maintain that this was a compilation from
memory of passages quoted freely from our first Gospel, that is to
say Matt. ix. 37 : “ Then saith he unto his disciples (tot< Afyct

1Lukei. I.
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rots fia&jT<ui aiVov) the harvest,” etc., and Matt. x. 16 : “ Behold
1 (iyit) send you forth as sheep (irpo/Jara) in the midst of
wolves: be ye therefore,” etc., which, with the differences which
we have indicated, agree. It would probably be in vain to argue
that the quotation indicated a continuous order, and the variations
combined to confirm the probability of a different source; and still
nore so to point out that, although parts of the quotation separated
from their context might, to a certain extent, correspond with
scattered verses in the first Gospel, such a circumstance was no
proof that the quotation was taken from that and from no other
Gospel.  The passage, however, is a literal quotation from Luke x.
2 3, which, as we have assumed, had been lost.

Again, still supposing the third Gospel no longer extant, we
might find the following quotation in a work of the Fathers:
“Take heed to yourselves («avroes) of the leaven of the
Pharisees, which is hypocrisy (fjris «ttiv wro/cpt/ns).  For
there is nothing covered up (crvyKfKaX.fifiilvov) which shall
not be revealed, and hid which shall not be known.” It would, of
course, be affirmed that this was evidently a combination of two
verses of our first Gospel, quoted almost literally, with merely a
few very immaterial slips of memory in the parts we note, and the
explanatory words “ which is hypocrisy ” introduced by the Father,
and not a part of the quotation at all. The two verses are Matt,
xi. 6: “Beware and (opart /cal) take heed of the leaven of
the Pharisees and Sadducees” (/cal SaSSov/catW), and Matt.
X 26....“ For (yap) there is nothing covered («*aAvpptvov)
that shall not be revealed, and hid that shall not be known.” It
would probably be argued that the sentence should be divided, and
each part would then have its parallel in separate portions of the
Gospel.  That such a system is mistaken is clearly established by
the fact that the quotation, instead of being such a combination,
is simply taken as it stands from the Gospel according to
Luke xii. 1, 2.

To give another example, and such might easily be multiplied,
if our second Gospel had been lost and the following passage were
met with in one of the Fathers without its source being indicated,
what would be the argument of those who insist that quota-
tions, though differing from our Gospels, were yet taken from
them? “ If any one have (tl ns ix(l) ears to hear, let him
hear. And he said unto them : Take heed what (rt) ye hear;
with what measure ye mete it shall be measured to you : and more
shall be given unto you. For he (os) that hath to him shall be
given, and he (/cal os) that hath not from him shall be taken
even that which he hath.” Upon the principle on which patristic
quotations are treated, it would probably be positively affirmed
that this passage was a quotation from our first and third Gospels
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combined and made from memory. The exigencies of the occasion
might probably lead to the assertion that the words, “ And
he said to them,” really indicated a separation of the latter
part of the quotation from the preceding, and that the Father
thus showed that the passage was not consecutive; and as to the
phrase, “and more shall be given unto you,” that it was evidently
an addition of the Father. The passage would be dissected, and
its different members compared with scattered sentences, and
declared almost literal quotations from the Canonical Gospels.
Matt. xiii. 9 : “ He that hath (6 «x0ZI) ears to hear, let him hear.”1
Luke viii. 18 : “Take heed, therefore, how (ovv wtos) ye hear.”
Matt. vii. 2: “....... with what measure ye mete it shall be measured
to you.”2 Matt. xiii. 12 : “ For whosoever (Sons) hath, to him
shall be given (and he shall have abundance); but whosoever
(ocms Si) hath not from him shall betaken even that which he hath.”3
In spite of these ingenious assertions, however, the quotation in
reality is literally and consecutively taken'from Mark iv. 23-25.

These examples may suffice to show that any argument which
commences by the assumption that the order of a passage quoted
may be entirely disregarded, and that it is sufficient to find
parallels scattered irregularly up and down the Gospels to warrant
the conclusion that the passage is compiled from them, and is not
a consecutive quotation from some other source, is utterly
unfounded and untenable. The supposition of a lost Gospel
which has just been made to illustrate this argument is, however,
not a mere supposition, but a fact; for we no longer have the
Gospel according to Peter, nor that according to the Hebrews,
not to mention the numerous other works in use in the early
Church. The instances we have given show the importance of
the order, as well as the language, of quotations, and while they
prove the impossibility of demonstrating that a consecutive
passage which differs not only in language, but in order, from the
parallels in our Gospels must be derived from them, they likewise
attest the probability that such passages are actually quoted from
a different source.

If we examine further, however, in the same way, quotations
which differ merely in language, we arrive at the very same con-
clusion. Supposing the third Gospel to be lost, what would be
the source assigned to the following quotation from an unnamed
Gospel in the work of one of the Fathers? “ No servant (ovStU
oUtTTjs) can serve two lords, for either he will hate the one
and love the other, or else he will hold to the one and despise
the other. Ye cannot serve God and Mammon.” Of course the

1 Cf. Matt. xi. 15; Luke viii. 8.
2 Cf. Lukevi. 38. 3 Cf. Matt. xxv. 29 ; Luke viii. 18, xix. 26.
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passage would be claimed as a quotation from memory of Matt,
vi. 24, with which it perfectly corresponds, with the exception of
the addition of the second word oiKtrrp, which, it would no
doubt be argued, is an evident and very natural amplification of
the simple ov&tis of the first Gospel. Yet this passage, only
differing by the single word from Matthew, is a literal quotation
from the Gospel according to Luke xvi. 13. Or, to take another
instance, supposing the third Gosprel to be lost, and the following
passage quoted, from an unnamed source, by one of the Fathers :
“Beware (Ttpoo-tyert) of the Scribes which desire to walk in
long robes, and love (<EiAoiWAw) greetings in the markets, and
chief seats in the synagogues and uppermost places at feasts;
which devour widows’ houses, and for a pretence make long
prayers: these shall receive greater damnation.” This would,
without hesitation, be declared a quotation from memory of Mark
xii. 38-40: “....Beware (ftkcirtn) of the Scribes which desire
to walk in long robes and greetings in the markets, and chief seats
in the synagogues and uppermost places at feasts ; which devour
widows’ houses, and for a pretence make long prayers : these shall
receive," etc. It is, however, a literal quotation of Luke xx. 46,
47; yet, probably, it would be in vain to submit to apologetic
critics that the passage was not derived from Mark, but
from a lost Gosp>l. To quote one more instance, let us
supprose the “ Gospel according to Mark” no longer extant,
and that in some early work there existed the following
quotation : “It is easier for a camel to go through the eye
(rpii/iaAias) of a needle than for a rich man to enter into
the Kingdom of God.” This would, of course, be claimed as a
quotation from memory of Matt. xix. 24," with which it agrees,
with the exception of the substitution of Tpwnj/iaros for the
TpvfuiXias. It would not the less have been an exact quotation
from Mark x. 25’

The actual agreement of any saying of Jesus, quoted by one of
the early Fathers from an unnamed source, with a passage in our
Gosprels is by no means conclusive evidence that the quotation
was actually derived from that Gospel. It must be apparent that

1Cf. Luke xviii. 25.
1 For further instances compare—
Luke xiv. 11 with Matt, xxiii. 12 and Luke xviii. 14.
® Xvii. 37 9 @ XxXxiv. 28.
[os) Vi. 41 . @ vii. 3.
Mark Vi. 24 @ @  xiii. 57.
® Viii. 34 @ Luke ix. 23.
Matt. xviii. 11 @ ® xix. 10.
@ XXiv. 37 @ @ xiii. 34.
xxiv. 34-36 with Mark xiii. 30-32 and Luke xxi. 32-33.
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literal agreement in reporting short and important sayings is not
in itself so surprising as to constitute proof that, occurring in two
histories, the one must have copied from the other. The only
thing which is surprising is that such frequent inaccuracy should
exist  When we add, however, the fact that most of the larger
early evangelical works, including our Synoptic Gospels, must
have been compiled out of the same original sources, and have
been largely indebted to each other, the common possession of
such sayings becomes a matter of natural occurrence. Moreover,
it must be admitted even by apologetic critics that, in a case of
such vast importance as the report of sayings of Jesus, upon the
verbal accuracy of which the most essential doctrines of Chris-
tianity depend, it cannot be a wonder, to the extent of proving
plagiarism so to say, if various Gospels report the same saying of
Jesus in the same words. Practically the Synoptic Gospels differ
in their reports a great deal more than is right or desirable ; but
we may take them as an illustration of the fact that identity of
passages, where the source is unnamed, by no means proves that
such passages in a work of the early Fathers were derived from
one Gospel, and not from any other. Let us suppose our first
Gospel to have been lost, and the following quotation from an
unnamed source to be found in an early work : “ Every tree that
bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the
fire.” This, being in literal agreement with Luke iii. 9, would
certainly be declared by modern apologists conclusive proof that
the Father was acquainted with that Gospel; and although the
context in the work of the Father might, for instance, be : “ Ye
shall know them from their works, and every tree,” etc., and
yet, in the third Gospel, the context is : “ And now also, the axe
is laid unto the root of the trees : and every tree,” etc., that would
by no means give them pause. The explanation of combination
of texts, and quotation from memory, is sufficiently elastic for
every emergency. Now, the words in question might in reality
be a quotation from the lost Gospel according to Matthew, in
which they twice occur; so that here is a passage which is literally
repeated three times—Matt. iii. 10, vii. 19, and Luke iii. 9.
In Matt. iii. 10, and in the third Gospel, the words are part of
a saying of John the Baptist; whilst in Matt. vii. 19 they are
given as part of the Sermon on the Mount, with a different
context.

Another illustration of this may be given, by supposing the
Gospel of Luke to be no longer extant, and the following sentence
in one of the Fathers : “And ye shall be hated by all men, for
my name’s sake.” These very words occur both in Matt. x. 22
and Mark xiii. 13, in both of which places there follow the words:
“but he that endureth to the end, the same shall be saved.”
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There might here have been a doubt as to whether theFatherderived
the words from the first or second Gospel, but they would have
been ascribed either to the one or to the other, whilst in reality
they were taken from a different work altogether—Luke xxi. 17.
Here again we have the same words in three Gospels. In how
many more of them may not the same passage have been found ?
One more instance to conclude. The following passage might be
quoted from an unnamed source by one of the Fathers : “ Heaven
and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass away.” If
the Gospel according to Mark were no longer extant, this would
be claimed as a quotation either from Matt. xxiv. 35 or Luke
xxi. 33, in both of which it occurs; but, notwithstanding, the
Father might not have been acquainted with either of them, and
simply have quoted from Mark xiii. 31.1 And here again the
three Gospels contain the same passage without variation.

Now, in all these cases not only is the selection of the Gospel
from which the quotation was actually taken completely an open
question, since they all have it, but still more is the point
uncertain, when it is considered that iftany other works may also
have contained it, historical sayings being naturally common
property. Does the agreement of the quotation with a passage
which is equally found in the three Gospels prove the existence of
all of them ? and if not, how is the Gospel from which it was
actually taken to be distinguished ? If it be difficult to do so,
how much more when the possibility and probability, demonstrated
by the agreement of the three extant, that it might have formed
part of a dozen other works is taken into account.

It is unnecessary to add that, in proportion as we remove from
apostolic times without positive evidence of the existence and
authenticity of our Gospels, so does the value of their testimony
dwindle away. Indeed, requiring as we do clear, direct, and irre-
fragable evidence of the integrity, authenticity, and historical
character of these Gospels, doubt or obscurity on these points
must inevitably be fatal to them as sufficient testimony—if they
could, under any circumstances, be considered sufficient testimony
—for miracles and a direct Divine revelation like ecclesiastical
Christianity.

We propose to examine, first, the evidence for the three
Synoptics, and then, separately, the testimony regarding the fourth
Gospel.

1 Cf. Matt. vii. 7-8 with Luke xi. 9-10; Matt. xi. 25 with Luke x. 21.
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CHAPTER L

CLEMENT OF ROME—THE EPISTLE OF BARNABAS—
THE PASTOR OF HERVIAS

The first work which presents itself for examination is the so-
called first Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians, which, together
with a second Epistle to the same community, likewise attributed
to Clement, is preserved to us in the Codex Alexandrinus, a MS.
assigned by the most competent judges to the second half of the
fifth or beginning of the sixth century, in which these Epistles
follow the books of the New Testament. The second Epistle,
which is evidently not epistolary, but the fragment of a Homily,
although it thus shares with the first the honour of a canonical
position in one of the most ancient codices of the New Testa-
ment, is not mentioned at all by the earlier Fathers who refer to
the firstand Eusebius, who is the first writer who mentions it,
expresses doubt regarding it, while Jerome and Photius state that
it was rejected by the ancients. It is now universally regarded as
spurious, and dated about the end of the second century, or
later. We shall hereafter see that many other pseudographs
were circulated in the name of Clement, to which, however, we
need not further allude at present.

There has been much controversy as to the identity of the
Clement to whom the first Epistle is attributed. In early days he
was supposed to be the Clement mentioned in the Epistle to the
Philippians (iv. 3),2 but this is now generally doubted or
denied, and the authenticity of the Epistle has, indeed, been
called in question both by earlier and later critics. It is unneces-
sary to detail the various traditions regarding the supposed writer,
but we must point out that the Epistle itself makes no mention of
the author’s name. It merely purports to be addressed by “ The
Church of God which sojourns at Rome to the Church of God
sojourning at Corinth”; but in the Codex Alexandrinus the title
of “ The First Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians ” is added at

1Dionysius, Cor. in Euseb., H. E., iv. 23; Irenaeus, Adv. Heer., iii. 3;
Clemens AL, Stromata, iv. 17, 8 107, i. 7, § 38, v. 12, § 81, vi. 8, 8§65 ;
Origen, De Prituip., ii. 3, 6; in Ezech. 8; Epiphanius, Hter., xxvii. 6.
Cf. Cyril, Hieros., Cateeh., xviii. 8.

2 Eusebius, H.E., iii. IS, 16 ; Hieron., de Vir. Ill., 15; I'hotius, Bill. Cod.
113-
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the end. Clement of Alexandria calls the supposed writer the
“Aposde Clement Origen reports that many also ascribed to
him the authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews ;2 and Photius
mentions that he was likewise said to be the writer of the Acts of
the Apostles.3 We know that, until a comparatively late date, this
Epistle was quoted as Holy Scripture,* and was publicly read in
the churches at the Sunday meetings of Christians.5 It has, as
we have seen, a place amongst the canonical books of the New
Testament in the Codex Alexandrinus, but it did not long retain
that position in the canon, for, although in the Apostolic Canons6
of the sixth or seventh century both Epistles appear, yet in the
Stichometry of Nicephorus, a work of the ninth century, derived,
however, as Credner? has demonstrated, from a Syrian catalogue
of the fifth century, both Epistles are classed among the
Apocrypha.8

Great uncertainty prevails as to the date at which the Epistle
wes written.  Reference is supposed to be made to it by the so-
called Epistle of Polycarp, but, owing to the probable inauthenti-
city of that work itself, no weight can be attached to this circum-
stance. The first certain reference to it is by Hegesippus, in the
second half of the second century, mentioned by Eusebius.9
Dionysius of Corinth, in a letter ascribed to him, addressed to
Soter, Bishop of Rome, is the first who distinctly mentions the
name of Clement as the author of the Epistle.l0 There is some
difference of opinion as to the order of his succession to the
Bishopric of Rome. Irenaeusll and Eusebius12 say that he followed
Anacletus, and the latter adds the date of the twelfth year of the
reign of Domitian (a.d. 91-92), and that he died nine years after,
in the third year of Trajan’s reign (a.d. 100).13 Internal evidence'*
shows that the Epistle was written after some persecution of the
Roman Church, and the selection lies between the persecution
under Nero, which would suggest the date a.d. 64-70, or that
under Domitian, which would assign the letter to the end of the
first century, or to the beginning of the second. Those who
adhere to the view that the Clement mentioned in the Epistle to
the Philippians is the author maintain that the Epistle was
written under Nero. One of their principal arguments for this

‘ Strom, iv. 17, § 107. 2 Eusebius,H .E ., vi. 25.

3Quasi. Amphil., Gallandi, Bihl. Patr., 1765, xiii., p. 722-

41rereeus, Adv. Har.,iv. 3 ; Clemens Al., Strom., I.c.

5Dion., Cor. in Euseb. H. E., iv. 23, iii. 16; Epiphanius, Har., xxx. 15 ;
Hieron., de Vir. Il1., 15.

t Can. 76 (85). 7Zur Gesch. ties/Canons, 1847, p. 97 ff.
8Credner, ib., p. 122. 9H. £., iii. 16, iv. 22. DEuseb., H .E., iv. 23.
1 Adv. Har., iii. 3, 8 3; Euseb., H. E., v. 6.

"*H. E., iii. 15, cf. 4. BH. £., iii. 15, 34. UCh. i.
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conclusion is a remark occurring in chapter xli.: *“ Not everywhere,
brethren, are the daily sacrifices offered up, or the votive offerings,
or the sin-offerings and the trespass-offerings, but only in
Jerusalem. But even there they are not offered in every place,
but only at the altar before the Sanctuary, examination of the
sacrifice offered being first made by the High Priest and the
ministers already mentioned.” From this it is concluded that the
Epistle was written before the destruction of the Temple. It has,
however, been shown that Josephus,1the author of the “ Epistle to
Diognetus ” (c. 3), and others, long after the Jewish worship of the
Temple was at an end, continually speak in the present tense of
the Temple worship in Jerusalem; and it is evident, as Cotelier
long ago remarked, that this may be done with propriety even in
the present day. The argument is therefore recognised to be
without value. Tischendorf, who systematically adopts the earliest
possible or impossible dates for all the writings of the first two
centuries, decides, without stating his reasons, that the grounds for
the earlier date, about a.d. 69, as well as for the episcopate of
Clement froma.d. 68-77,“are conclusive ; but he betrays his more
correct impression by classing Clement, in his index, along with
Ignatius and Polycarp as representatives of the period, “ First and
second quarters of the second century ”;3 and in the Prolegomena
to his New Testament he dates the episcopate of Clement “ ab
anno 92 usque i02.”« The earlier episcopate assigned to him by
Hefele upon most insufficient grounds is contradicted by the
direct statements of lIraeneus, Eusebius, Jerome, and others who
give the earliest lists of Roman Bishops,5as well as by the internal
evidence of the.Epistle itself. In chapter xliv. the writer speaks
of those appointed by the apostles to the oversight of the Church,
“ or afterwards by other notable men, the whole Church consenting
....... who have for a long time been commended by all, etc.,”
which indicates successions of Bishops since apostolic days. In
another place (chap, xlvii.) he refers the Corinthians to the Epistle
addressed to them by Paul “in the beginning of the Gospel,” and
speaks of “the most stedfast and ancient Church of the
Corinthians,” which would be absurd in an Epistle written about
a.d. 69. Moreover, an advanced episcopal form of Church
government is indicated throughout the letter, which is quite

1 Antig., iii. 6, 12 ; Contra Apiou., i. 7, ii. 23.

*He refers in a note particularly to Hefele, Pair. Ap., 1855, p. 33 If.

3 “ Erstes und zweites Viertel des 2 Jahrh. Clemens v. Rom. lIgnatius und
Polycarp.” Wann wurden uns. Evangelien verfasst? 4th Aufl., 1866, p. 20,
cf. Uebersickt des Inhalts.

4Nov. Test. Graece, Lips. Sumpt. Ad. IVinter, Ed. septima Crit. min.
Proleg., p. cxxix.

5Cf. Lipsius, Chronologie der rom. Bischofe, 1869.
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inconsistent with such a date. The great mass of critics, therefore,
have decided against the earlier date of the episcopate of Clement,
and assign the composition of the Epistle to the end of the first
century (a.d. 95-100). Others, however, date it still later. There
is no doubt that the great number of Epistles and other writings
falsely circulated in the name of Clement may well excite
suspicion as to the authenticity of this Epistle also, which is far
from unsupported by internal proofs. Of these, however, we shall
only mention one. We have already incidentally remarked that
the writer mentions the Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians, the
only instance in which any New Testament writing is referred to
by name; but along with the Epistle of the “blessed Paul ” the
author also speaks of the “ blessed Judith,” and this leads to the
inquiry : When was the Book of Judith written ? Hitzig, Volkmar,
and others, contend that it must be dated a.d. 117-118," and if
this be admitted, it follows, of course, that an Epistle which
already shows acquaintance with the Book of Judith cannot have
been written before a.d. i20-125 at the earliest, which many, for
this and other reasons, affirm to be the case with the Epistle of
pseudo-Clement. Whatever date be assigned to it, however, it is
probable that the Epistle is interpolated, although it must be
added that this is not the view of the majority of critics.

It is important to ascertain whether or not this ancient Chris-
tian Epistle affords any evidence of the existence of our Synoptic
Gospels at the time when it was written. Tischendorf, who is
ever ready to claim the slightest resemblance in language as a
reference to New Testament writings, states that, although this
Epistle is rich in quotations from the Old Testament, and that
Cement here and there also makes use of passages from Pauline
Epistles, he nowhere refers to the Gospels.2 This is perfectly
true, but several passages occur in this Epistle which are either
quotations from Evangelical works different from ours, or derived
from tradition, and in either case they have a very important bear-
ing upon our inquiry.

The first of these passages occurs in ch. xiii., and for greater
facility of comparison we shall at once place it both in the Greek
and in translation, in juxta-position with the nearest parallel
readings in our Synoptic Gospels ; and, as far as may be, we shall
in the English version indicate differences existing in tlwP original
texts. The passage is introduced thus : “ Especially remembering

1 Hitzig, Zur Kritik d. apokr. Bucher d. A. T., Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol.,
i860, p. 240 ff. ; Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1856, p. 362 ff., 1857, p. 441 fft.
ITbuck. Einl. in d. Apokr., i860, i. p. 268; Baur, Lehrb. chr. Dogmen-
geschichte, 1858, p. 82 anm.; Groetz, Gesch. d. Juden vom Unterg. d. jiid.
Staates u. s. w., 1866, p. 132 If.

2 Aber nirgends aufdie Evangelien.” IVanrt wurden u. s. w., p. 20 f.
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the words of the Lord Jesus, which he spake teaching gentle-

ness and long-suffering.

E pistle, xiii.
(a) Be pitiful, that ye
may be pitied ;
(p) forgive, that it may
be forgiven to you ;

(7) as yc do, so shall
it he done to you ;

(3) as ye give, so shall
it he given to you ;

(«) as ye judge, so
shall it be judged to you;

(f) as ye show Kkind-

ness shall kindness be
shown to you
(v) with what mea-

sure ye mete, with the
same shall it be mea-
sured to you.

fro

(o) EXedre,

6rjre.

3) itplert, Xva dcptSy
Viwv.

(7) us routre, olhu
TronjOjiTfrai ifiiv.

[9) wr SLdorc, o0Orus
doOrjoerat vniv.

(«) US KplveTC, oDtvS
teptdfy TCffQe Lifjuv.

ft) ws  xpritrTtvtirdf,
00tus x/n)<rrew™ j<rer&®

(17 ip perpip ptrpelrc,
tv  a&Tlp fLESTH(TETA
M/ a

Matthew.

I v. 7. Blessed are the

pitiful, for they shall
obtain pity.

vi. 14. For if ye for-
give men their tres-
passes, &c.

vii. 12. Therefore all
things whatsoever ye
would that men should
do to you, do ye even so

vii. 2. For with what
judgment ye judge, ye
shall be judged,

and

with what measure ye
mete, it shall be mea-
sured to you.

v. 7 Mardptoi ol tXelj-
povts, Art avrol tXeij-
Olfcovrai.

vi. 14 Edr ydp dPnre
rocs dvdpivwoit ra wap-
awribpara avrwy, k.t.X.

vii. 12 lldvra oftv 8<ra
hv  dtXrjre Tva woiuxriv
vpuv ol Avdpcjwoi, ofrrws
rai vfi€is woietre atrrois.

vii. 2 tv pyap Kplpan
KpIPETE Kpisj)Cri<Te,

Kal iv ip fltrpip pt-
rpetre perpyjOtiacrai vp.iv.

For thus he said ”:

Luke.

vi. 36. Be ye there-
fore merciful, as your
Father also is merciful.

Vi. 37....... pardon’ and
ye shali be pardoned,

vi. 31. And as ye
would that men should
do to you, do ye also to
them likewise.

vi. 38....... give, and it
shall be given to you.

vi. 37. Judge not, and
ye shall not be judged.

vi. 38. For with the
same measure that ye
mete withal, it shall be
measured to you again.

vi. 36 ytvtaOc ow
obtrippLovcs, k.t.X.

vi. 37 dToXuere, rai
dwoXvB-fpreaCt.

vi. 31 rai ratu>* StXere
tva  roiuHTiv  vpiv  oi
Avffpanroi, rai vpets
wotfire avrois dpoiun.

vi. 38 6180t€E, rai
800/<TETA VAWV,

vi. 37 xal fir) Kpivert
rai o) p7 Kpidr/Tf

vi. 38 rip ydp airnp
ptrpip <p perpetre dvrt-

p.£TprfOt)<r€rai vp.iv.

1We use this word not as the best equivalent of dwoXvere, but merely to
indicate to readers unacquainted with Greek the use of a different word from
the &€ of the first Gospel, and from the diplere of the Epistle; and this
system we shall adopt as much as possible throughout.

a Cf. Mark iv. 24.

Cf. Horn. Clem, xviii. 16.

Digitized byk jO O Q le



CLEMENT OF ROME *3

Of course, it is understood that, although for convenience of
comparison we have broken up this quotation into these phrases,
it is quite continuous in the Epistle. It must be evident to
anyone who carefully examines the parallel passages that “the
words of the Lord Jesus” in the Epistle cannot have been
derived from our Gosp>els. Not only is there no similar con-
secutive discourse in them, but the scattered phrases which are
{minted out as presenting superficial similarity with the quotation
are markedly different both in thought and language. In it, as in
the “beatitudes” of the “Sermon on the Mount” in the first
Gospel, the construction is peculiar and continuous : “ Do this.......
in order that (fra)....... or, “As (ais) ye do............. so (ovrais)........
The theory of a combination of passages from memory, which
is usually advanced to explain such quotations, cannot serve here,
for thoughts and expressions occur in the passage in the Epistle
which have no parallel at all in our Gospels, and such dismem-
bered phrases as can be collected from our first and third Synoptics,
for comparison with it, follow the course of the quotation in the
ensuing order: Matt. v. 7, vi. 14, part of vii. 12, phrase without
parallel, first part of vii. 2, phrase without parallel, last port of
vii. 2; or Luke vi. 36, last phrase of vi. 37, vi. 31, first phrase of
vi. 38, first phrase of vi. 37, phrase without parallel, last phrase
of vi. 38.

The only question with regard to this passage, therefore, is
whether the writer quotes from an unknown written source or
from tradition. He certainly merely professes to repeat “words
of the Lord Jesus,” and does not definitely indicate a written
record; but it is much more probable, from the context, that he
quotes from a gospel now no longer extant than that he derives
this teaching from oral tradition. He introduces the quotation not
only with a remark implying a well-known record : “ Remembering
the words of the Lord Jesus which he spake, teaching,” etc.; but
he reiterates : “ For thus he said,” in a way suggesting careful and
precise quotation of the very words; and he adds at the end :
“ By this injunction and by these instructions let us establish our-
selves, that we may walk in obedience to his holy words, thinking
humbly of ourselves.”l It seems improbable that the writer
would so markedly have indicated a precise quotation of words of
Jesus, and would so emphatically have commended them as the
rule of life to the Corinthians, had these precepts been mere
floating tradition, until then unstamped with written permanence.
The phrase, “ As ye show kindness (xpTja-Tevartie),” etc., which is

1 T rfj trroXjj icd rois xapagr’\X/iwri rofrroi jpti-<d)fiev tavrobt eh rb
Topefoffdcu ir#'ijtmJJ 6rras Tais hyiOTcperiai )«wisyalm areti'o™poi'oOre.
c. Xiii.
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nowhere found in our Gospels, recalls an expression quoted by
Justin Martyr, apparently from a Gospel different from ours, and
frequently repeated by him in the same form : “Be ye kind and
merciful (xp'/o~roi Kal obcTipfiove}) as your Father also is kind
(xpijoros) and merciful.”1 In the very next chapter of the Epistle a
similar reference again occurs : “ Let us be kind to each other
(xprfrreva-iofuQa avrols), according to the mercy and benignity
of our Creator.”3 Without, however, going more minutely into
this question, it is certain, from its essential variations in language,
thought, and order, that the passage in the Epistle cannot be
claimed as a compilation from our Gospels; and we shall pre-
sently see that some of the expressions in it which are foreign to
our Gospels are elsewhere quoted by other Fathers, and there is
reason to believe that these “ words of the Lord Jesus ” were not
derived from tradition, but from a written source different from
our Gospels. When the great difference which exists between the
parallel passages in the first and third Synoptics, and still more
between these and the second, is considered, it is easy to under-
stand that other Gospels may have contained a version differing
as much from them as they do from each other.

We likewise subjoin the next passage to which we must refer
with the nearest parallels in our Synoptics. We may explain that
the writer of the Epistle is rebuking the Corinthians for strifes
and divisions amongst them, and for forgetting that they “are
members one of another,” and he continues (c. xlvi.): “ Remember
the words of our Lord Jesus; for he said —"

Epistle, x1vi. Matthew. Luke.

Woe to that man ; xxvi. 24. Woe to xvii. l...but woe...
that man by whom through ~whom they
Ithe Son of Man is (offences) come.
) ~_ldelivered up; (it were)
(it were) well for him if well for him if that
he had not been born man had not been
(rather) than that he bom.
should offend one of my
elect ; xviii. 6. But whoso
shall offend one of
) these little ones which
it were) better for believe in me, it were  xvii. 2. It were ad-
him éthat) a millstone profitable for him that vantageous far him
should be attached %o a great millstone were that a great millstone
him) and he should be suspended upon his were hanged about his
drowned in the sea, neck, and that he were neck, and he cast in
(rather) than that he drowned in the depth thesea, (rather) than that
should pervert one of my of the sea. he offend one of these
elect. little ones.

Mark xiv. 21......but woe to that man by whom the Son of Man is delivered

1 Apot., i. 15, and again twice in Dial. 96. 3¢ Xiv.
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op, (it were) well for him if that man had not been born......ix. 42.  And
whosoever shall offend one of these little ones which believe in me, it is well
for P]lm rather that a great millstone were hanged about his neck, and he thrown
in the sea.

E pistle, xlvi. Matthew. Luke.

Ovai Tip ardpump  xxvi. 24 o S rtf\ xvil. 1 oval 8l si (B
eKeirtpr drdponrtp ftceirip 8i 08 6 ‘fpXcrai. (rA OKdvBalay
vtos tov drOpunrov rapa-

SlSorais
KaXbr avnp el ovk KaXdr ffr aimp el ovk
H’@g'!f)ﬁ') fyerrffdrj 6  dvQpiaros

ixelros.  xvii. 68s 889
2 fra Ttar 4k\cktGJv pov ffKavBall<ro fra rtor
pixpwr Tourtar tGjv

Turrevdrrur  els  ipit 1 xvil. 2
Kpetrror fjr aintp rept- avp<f>fpei avnp Ira I \wriTc\ei aimp el

redijrai fié\or, KpepaaOjj pvlos 6vik6s pvXos iriKds3 vepUetTai
vepi t8 Tpdxy\or a&rov ITcepl Thr TpdxyXor avrov
Kal Kara-wowTurdijrai Kal KaTaworrurBjj | Kal tppnrrai
ir Tip xeXdyei
els rifr OdXauraar, Tys QaXdffays. els tt)v OdXaoaar, fj tra
fra rtor eVXejcrwy pov '<TKar8a\Urr) fra3 rwv
T Tpfypai. i pikpwv To&rtar.

This quotation is clearly not from ‘our Gospels, but must be
assigned to a different written source. The writer would scarcely
refer the Corinthians to such words of Jesus if they were merely
traditional. It is neither a combination of texts nor a quotation
from memory. The language throughout is markedly different
from any passage in the Synoptics, and to present even a super-
ficial parallel it is necessary to take a fragment of the discourse of
Jesus at the Last Supper regarding the traitor who should deliver
him up (Matt. xxvi. 24), and join it to a fragment of his remarks
in connection with the little child whom he set in the midst
(xviii. 6). The parallel passage in Luke has not the opening
words of the passage in the Epistle at all, and the portion which
it contains (xvii. 2) is separated from the context in which it
stands in the first Gospel, and which explains its meaning. If we
contrast the parallel passages in the three Synoptics, their differ-
ences of context are very suggestive; and, without referring to
their numerous and important variations in detail, the confusion
amongst them is evidence of very varying tradition.4 This alone
would make the existence of another form like that quoted in the
Epistle before us more than probable.

Tischendorf, in a note to his statement that Clement nowhere

1The Cod. Sin. and Cod. D. (Bezae), insert rXV before ovai.
’ Cod. Sin. and D. read \Wot /uiXiitis instead of /ti/Xo,.
3The Vatican (B.)and Sinaitic, as well as most of the other Codices, put
tra at the end of the phrase.
Cf. Matt, xviii. 1-8 ; Mark ix. 33-43 ; Luke ix. 46-48, 49-50, xvii. 1-3.
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refers to the Gospels, quotes the passage we are now considering,
the only one to which he alludes, and says : “These words are
expressly cited as ‘words of Jesus our Lord,” but they denote
much more oral apostolic tradition than a use of the parallel
passages in Matt. (xxvi. 24 ; xviii. 6) and Luke (xvii. 2).”" It is
now, of course, impossible to determine finally whether the passage
was actually derived from tradition or from a written source different
from our Gospels; but, in either case, the fact is that the Episde
not only does not afford the slightest evidence for the existence of
any of our Gospels, but, from only making use of tradition or an
apocryphal work as the source of information regarding words of
Jesus, it is decidedly opposed to the pretensions made on behalf
of the Synoptics.

Before passing on, we may, in the briefest way possible, refer to
one or two other passages, with the view of further illustrating the
character of the quotations in this Epistle. There are many
passages cited which are not found in the Old Testament, and
others which have no parallels in the New. At the beginning of
the very chapter in which the words which we have just been con-
sidering occur there is the. following quotation: “ It is written :
Cleave to the holy, for they who cleave to them shall be made
holy,”2 the source of which is unknown. In a previous chapter
the writer says: “And our Apostles knew, through our Lord
Jesus Christ, that there will be contention regarding the name
(ovoparos, office, dignity) of the episcopate.”3 What was the
writer’s authority for this statement? We find Justin Martyr
quoting, as an express prediction of Jesus: “There shall be
schisms and heresies,”3 which is not contained in our Gospels,
but evidently derived from an uncanonical source—a fact rendered
more apparent by the occurrence of a similar passage in the
Clementine Homilies, still more closely bearing upon our Epistle:
“ For there shall be, as the Lord said, false apostles, false prophets,
heresies, desires for supremacy.”5 Hegesippus also speaks in a
similar way: “ From these came the false Christs, false prophets,
false apostles who divided the unity of the Church.”6 As

1 iVann wurden, u. s. w., p. 21, mm. 2.  Cf. Lightfoot, Apost. Fathers,
ii. Clementof Rome, 1890, p. 141.

2 IVyaTrrai yipm“ KoXXaoBeroit ayloit, Sti oi eoWumevoi airrdis ayiaodifOovTai.
c. xlvi.,, cf. c. xxx. A similar expression occurs in Clement of Alexandria.
Strom, v. 8, 8§ 53.

3 Kal oi ArioroXoi TjpQlv typurrav Sii roB rvplov 7wy 'Irftsov Xpurrov, Sti (pit
(oral ITi too oviparos Trjt tTIOKOTT\s.  C. xliv., cf. xlv., xlvi.

4 "E<7ovto-l <S\iapa.TOi xal alpioeit. Dial. c. Tryph. 35, cf. 51.

5*Ecovrat yip, tot 6 xvpios el-rev, ilfevSar6<STo\oi, pevSeis rpotprjrai, alpioeit,
_ipiKgExlax' Clem, Horn., xvi. 21 ; cf. Constit. Apost., vi. 13 ; Clem. Recog.,
iv

Ar6 roieruv pevSixpnrroi if/evSorpoifnjTai, peV|ar|ar0X0| oXnvet tplpieav
r|]v (vuotv Tijt (KKXijaLat, k, t. X Eusebius, H. E .,
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Hegesippus, and in all probability Justin Martyr and the author
of the Clementines, made use of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, or to Peter, it is probable that these Gospels con-
tained passages to which the words of the Epistle may refer.
It may be well to point out that the author also cites a passage
from the fourth Book of Ezra, ii. 16 2 “ And 1| shall remember
the good day, and | shall raise you from your tombs.”3 Ezra
reads : “ Et resuscitate mortuos de locis suis et de monumentis
educam illos," etc. The first part of the quotation in the Epistle,
of which we have only given the latter clause above, is taken from
Isaiah xxvi. 20; but there can be no doubt that the above is from
this apocryphal book, which, as we shall see, was much used in
the early Church.

We now turn to the so-called “ Epistle of Barnabas,” another
interesting relic of the early Church, many points in whose history
have considerable analogy with that of the Epistle of pseudo-
Clement. The letter itself bears no author’s name, is not dated
from any place, and is not addressed to any special community.
Towards the end of the second century, however, tradition began
to ascribe it to Barnabas, the companion of Paul.3 The first
writer who mentions it is Clement of Alexandria, who calls its
author several times the “ Apostle Barnabas  and Eusebius says
that he gave an account of it in one of his works now no longer
extant.6 Origen also refers to it, calling it a “ Catholic Epistle,”
and quoting it as Scripture.? We have already seen in the case of
the Epistles ascribed to Clement of Rome—and, as we proceed,
we shall become only too familiar with the fact—the singular
facility with which, in the total absence of critical discrimination,
spurious writings were ascribed by the Fathers to Apostles and
their followers. In many cases such writings were deliberately
inscribed with names well known in the Church; but both in the
case of the two Epistles to the Corinthians and the letter we are
now considering no such pious fraud was attempted, nor was it
necessary. Credulous piety, which attributed writings to every
Apostle, and even to Jesus himself, soon found authors for each
anonymous work of an edifying character. To Barnabas, the

' See other instances in chapters xvii., xxiii., xxvi., xxvii., xxx., xlii.,
xlvii., etc.

22 Esdras of the English authorised Apocrypha.

3 kol fiunyrOtjao/iat TjfUpai dya6fis, ical draarijau it/xas 4k tujo thjkwv vfiQu. c. L.

*Acts iv. 36, xi. 22 f., 30, Xii. 25, etc.

5§Sé50mata ii., 6, 831, 7, 835, 20, § 116, v. 10, §64, cf. IS, §67, 18 § 84,
V. )

6H. E., vi. 14, cf. 13

7 ytyparrai H) 4r rjj Haprdfia eaffo\iky tTioToly, k. t. X Contra Cels., i. 63,
cf. De Princip., iii. 2, §4.
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friend of Paul, not only this Epistle was referred, but he was also
reported by Tertullian and others to be the author of the Epistle
to the Hebrews m and an apocryphal “Gospel according to
Barnabas,” said to have had close affinity with our first Synoptic, is
condemned, along with many others, in the decretal of Gelasius.2
Eusebius, however, classes the so-called “ Epistle of Barnabas”
amongst the spurious books (iv rots voOots),3 and elsewhere also
speaks of it as uncanonical.* Jerome mentions it as read amongst
apocryphal writings.s Had the Epistle been seriously regarded as
a work of the “ Apostle ” Barnabas, it could scarcely have failed
to attain canonical rank. That it was highly valued by the early
Church is shown by the fact that it stands, along with the Shepherd
of Hermas, after the canonical books of the New Testament in
the Codex Sinaiticus, which is probably the most ancient MS. of
them now known. In the earlier days of criticism some writers,
without much question, adopted the traditional view as to the
authorship of the Epistle; but the great mass of critics are now
agreed in asserting that the composition, which itself is perfectly
anonymous, cannot be attributed to Barnabas, the friend and
fellow-worker of Paul. Those who maintain the former opinion
date the Epistle about a.d. 70-73, or even earlier; but this is
scarcely the view of any living critic. There are many indications
in the Epistle which render such a date impossible; but we do
not propose to go into the argument minutely, for it is generally
admitted that, whilst there is a clear limit further back than which
the Epistle cannot be set, there is little or no certainty how far
into the second century its composition may not reasonably be
advanced. Critics are divided upon the point; a few are disposed
to date the Epistle about the end of the first or beginning of the
second century, while a still greater number assign it to the reign
of Hadrian (a.d. 117-138); and others, not without reason,
consider that it exhibits marks of a still later period. It is
probable that it is more or less interpolated. Until the discovery
of the Sinaitic MS. a portion of the *“ Epistle of Barnabas” was
only known through an ancient Latin version, the first four and a
half chapters of the Greek having been lost. The Greek text,

1 De Pudic.,, § 20; Hieron., De vir. ill. 5. Many modern writers have
supported the tradition. Cf. Credner, Gesck. N T. /Canon, p. 175 ff. ;
Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 199 ff. ; Ullmann, Theol. Stud. u.
A'rit.,, 1828, p. 377 fl. ; Wieseler, Unters. iib. d. Hebriierbrief, 1861, i., p.
32 ff.

’ Decretum de libris recipiendis et non recipiendis, in Credner, Zur Gesch.
des /Canons, 1847, p. 215. Cf. Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i., p. 341 ; Grnbe,
Spicil. Pair., i., p. 303.

3 H. £., iii. 25. «H. £., vi. 14, cf. 13.

5 Hieron, De vir. ill. 6, Comment, in Ezech., xliii. 19.
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however, is now complete, although often very corrupt. The author
quotes largely from the Old Testament, and also from apocryphal
works. He nowhere mentions any book or writer of the New
Testament, and, with one asserted exception, which we shall
presently examine, he quotes no passage agreeing with our
Gospels. We shall refer to these, commencing at once with
the most important.

In the ancient Latin translation of the Epistle the only form,
as we have just said, in which, until the discovery of the Codex
Sinaiticus, the first four and a half chapters were extant, the
following passage occurs: “Adtendamus ergo, ne forte, sicut
scripturn est, multi vocatipauci electi inveniamur.”1 * Let us, there-
fore beware lest, as it is written : Many are called, few are chosen.”
These words are found in our first Gospel (xxii. 14), and, as the
formula by which they are here introduced— “ it is written "—is
generally understood to indicate a quotation from Holy Scripture,
it was, and is, argued by some that here we have a passage from
one of our Gospels quoted in a manner which shows that, at the
time the Epistle of Barnabas was written, the “ Gospel according
to Matthew was already considered Holy Scripture.”2 Whilst
this portion of the text existed only in the Latin version, it was
argued that the “sicut scriptvm est,” at least, must be an interpola-
tion, and in any case that it could not be deliberately applied, at
that date, to a passage in any writings of the New Testament
On the discovery of the Sinaitic MS., however, the words were
found in the Greek text in that Codex : irpocrixiofstv, /zrprorc, ds
ytypamai,irokkoi Kkip-oL, oktyot St ckAcktoi evptdMfuv. The question,
therefore, is so far modified that, however much we may suspect the
Greek text of interpolation, it must be accepted as the basis of
discussion that this passage, whatever its value, exists in the
oldest, and indeed only (and this point must not be forgotten),
complete MS. of the Greek Epistle.

Now, with regard to the value of the expression “ it is written,”
it may be remarked that in no case could its use in the Epistle of
Barnabas indicate more than individual opinion, and it could not,
for reasons to be presently given, be considered to represent the
decision of the Church. In the very same chapter in which the
formula is used in connection with the passage we are considering,
it is also employed to introduce a quotation from the Book of
Enoch,3 ir/H ov ytypairrai, <s'BEm>x A« and elsewhere (c. xii.)
he quotes from another apocryphal book4 as one of the prophets.
“Again, he refers to the Cross of Christ in another prophet,

1Ch. iv. 2 Tischendorf, Warm wurden, u. s. w., p. 92 ff.
3 Enoch Ixxxix. 61 f., xc. 17. This book is again quoted in ch. xvi.
4 Cf. 4 Ezraiv. 33, v. 5.
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saying : ‘And when shall these things come to pass ? and the Lord
saith : When,’ etc......... tv akXjp irpo™njTfl XiyovTL.......... Xtyti Kvpios ¢
k.t.A” He also quotes (ch. vi.) the apocryphal “ Book of Wisdom
as Holy Scripture, and in like manner several other unknown
works.  When it is remembered that the Epistle of Clement to
the Corinthians, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Epistle of Barnabas
itself, and many other apocryphal works, have been quoted by the
Fathers as Holy Scripture, the distinctive value of such an expres-
sion may be understood.

With this passing remark, however, we proceed to say that this
supposed quotation from Matthew as Holy Scripture, by proving
too much, destroys its own value as evidence. The generality of
competent and impartial critics are agreed that it is impossible
to entertain the idea that one of our Gospels could have held the
rank of Holy Scripture at the date of this Epistle, seeing that, for
more than half a century after, the sharpest line was drawn between
the writings of the Old Testament and of the New, and the former
alone quoted as, or accorded the consideration of, Holy Scripture.
If this were actually a quotation from our first Gospel, already in
the position of Holy Scripture, it would, indeed, be astonishing
that the Epistle, putting out of the question other Christian
writings for half a century after it, teeming, as it does, with
extracts from the Old Testament, and from known and unknown
apocryphal works, should thus limit its use of the Gospel to a few
words, totally neglecting the rich store which it contains, and
quoting, on the other hand, sayings of Jesus not recorded at all
in any of our Synoptics. It is most improbable that, if the author
of the “ Epistle of Barnabas ” was acquainted with any one of our
Gospels, and considered it an inspired and canonical work, he
could have neglected it in such a manner. The peculiarity of the
quotation which he is supposed to make, which we shall presently
point out, renders such limitation to it doubly singular upon any
such hypothesis. The unreasonable nature of the assertion, how-
ever, will become more apparent as we proceed with our examina-
tion, and perceive that none of the early writers quote our Gospels,
if they knew them at all, but, on the other hand, make use of other
works, and that the inference that Matthew was considered Holy
Scripture, therefore, rests solely upon this quotation of half-a-dozen
words.

The application of such a formula to a supposed quotation from
one of our Gospels, in so isolated an instance, led to the belief
that, even if the passage were taken from our first Synoptic, the
author of the Epistle, in quoting it, laboured under the impres-
sion that it was derived from some prophetical book. We daily
see how difficult it is to trace the source even of the most familiar
quotations. Instances of such confusion of memory are frequent
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in the writings of the Fathers, and many can be pointed out in the
New Testament itself. For instance, in Matt, xxvii. 9 f. the
passage from Zechariah xi. 12, 13, is attributed to Jeremiah; in
Mark i. 2 a quotation from Malachi iii. 1 is ascribed to lsaiah.
In 1 Corinthians ii. 9 a passage is quoted as Holy Scripture
which is not found in the Old Testament at all, but which is
taken, as Origen and Jerome state, from an apocryphal work,
“The Revelation of Elias” and the passage is similarly quoted
by the so-called Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians (xxxiv.).
Then in what prophet did the author of the first Gospel find the
words (xiii. 35): “ That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by
the prophet,3saying, I will open my mouth in parables; | will utter
things which have been kept secret from the foundation of the
world ' ?

Orelli,3 afterwards followed by many others, suggested that the
guotation was probably intended for one in 4 Ezra viii. 3 : “ Nam
multi creati sunt, pauci autem salvabuntur.”4 *“ For many are
created, but few shall be saved.” Bretschneider proposed, as an
emendation of the passage in Ezra, the substitution of *vocati”
for “creati ” ; but, however plausible, his argument did not meet
with much favour. Along with this passage was also suggested a
similar expression in 4 Ezra ix. 15: “Plures sunt qui pereunt,
quam qui salvabuntur.” * There are more who perish than who
shall be saved.”> The Greek of the three passages may read as
follows :—

Mt. xxii. 14. lloXXoi ydp tloir, kXttol, dXlyoi 8t iKXeicrol.
Ep. Bar. iv. HloXXoi KXrjrol, 6XLyoi 81 IkX€ktoL
4 Ezra, viii. 3 lloXXol ydp iyevtt"&yjaav, dXlyoi 81 tTuO™aoprai.

There can be no doubt that the sense of the reading in 4 Ezra
is exactly that of the Epistle, but the language is somewhat
different. We must not forget, however, that the original Greek
of 4 Ezra is lost, and that we are wholly dependent on the
versions and MSS. extant, regarding whose numerous variations
and great corruption there are no differences of opinion. Orelli’s
theory, moreover, is supported by the fact that the Epistle, else-
where (c. xii.), quotes from 4 Ezra (iv. 33 mv. 5).

On examining the passage as it occurs in our first Synoptic, we
are, at the very outset, struck by the singular fact that this short

1  Origen, Tract.,, Xxxv., § 17 Matt. ; Hieroti. ad Isaia, IXiv., Epist. ci. ; cf.
Fabridas, Cod. Apocr., N. T., i., p. 342.

3 In the Cod. Sinaiticvs a later nand has here inserted “ Isaiah.”

5 Selecta Pair., p. 5. 4 Cf. Volkmar, Hbuch Eittl. Apocr. ii., p. 105.

5  We might also point to the verse x. 97, “ For thou art blessed above many,
and art called near to the Most High, and so are but few.”” “ 7k cnim bcatus
a prcc multis, et vocatus es apud Altissimum, sicut etpauci.”
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saying appears twice in that Gospel with a different context, and
in each case without any propriety of application to what precedes
it, whilst it is not found at all in either of the other two Synoptics.
The first time we meet with it is at the close of the parable of the
labourers in the vineyard.1 The householder engages the labourers
at different hours of the day, and pays those who had worked but
one hour the same wages as those who had borne the burden and
heat of the day, and the reflection at the close is (xx. 16): “ Thus
the last shall be first, and the first last; for many are called, but
few chosen.” It is perfectly evident that neither of these sayings,
but especially not that with which we are concerned, has any con-
nection with the parable at all. There is no question of many or
few, or of selection or rejection ; all the labourers are engaged and
paid alike. If there be a moral at all to the parable, it isthe justi-
fication of the master : “ Is it not lawful for me to do what 1 will
with mine own?” It is impossible to imagine a saying more
irrelevant to its context than “ many are called, but few chosen,”
in such a place. The passage occurs again (xxii. 14) in connection
with the parable of the king who made a marriage for his son.
The guests who are at first invited refuse to come, and are
destroyed by the king’s armies; but the wedding is, nevertheless,
“furnished with guests ” by gathering together as many as are
found in the highways. A new episode commences when the king
comes in to see the guests (v. 11). He observes a man there who
has not on a wedding garment, and he desires the servants to
(v. 13) “ Bind him hand and foot, and cast him into the darkness
without,” where “ there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth ”;a
and then comes our passage (v. 14), “ For many are called, but few
chosen.” Now, whether applied to the first or to the latter part
of the parable, the saying is irrelevant. The guests first called
were in fact chosen as much as the last, but themselves refused to
come, and of all those who, being “called” from the highways and
byways, ultimately furnished the wedding with guests in their
stead, only one was rejected. It is clear that the facts here dis-
tinctly contradict the moral that “ few are chosen.” In both
places the saying is, as it were, “dragged in bythe hair.” On
examination, however, -we find that the oldest MSS. of the New
Testament omit the sentence from Matthew xx. 16. It is neither
found in the Sinaitic nor Vatican codices, and whilst it has not the
support of the Codex Alexandrinus, which is defective at the2

1 Matt. xx. 1-16.

2This is not the place to criticise the expectation of finding a wedding
garment on a guest nurried in from highways and byways, or the punishment
inflicgfd for such an offence, as questions affecting the character of the
parable.
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part, nor of the Dublin rescript (z), which omits it, many other
MSS. are also without it. The total irrelevancy of the saying to
its context, its omission by the oldest authorities from Matt. xx.
16, where it appears in later MSS., and its total absence from
both of the other Gospels, must at once strike everyone as peculiar,
and as very unfortunate, to say the least of it, for those who make
extreme assertions with regard to its supposed quotation by the
Epistle of Barnabas. Weizsacker, with great probability, suggests
that in this passage we have merely a well-known proverb,1 which
the author of the first Gospel has introduced into his work from
some uncanonical or other source, and placed in the mouth of
Jesus.2  Certainly, under the circumstances, it can scarcely be
maintained in its present context as a historical saying of Jesus.
Ewald, who naturally omits it from Matthew xx. 16, ascribes the
parable: xx. 1-16, as well as that: xxii. 1-14, in which it stands,
originally to the SpruchsammlungJ or collection of discourses, out
of which, with intermediate works, he considers that our first
Gospel was composed.* However this may be, there is, it seems
to us, good reason for believing that it was not originally a part of
these parables, and that it is not in that sense historical; and there
is, therefore, no ground for asserting that it may not have been
derived by the author of the Gospel from some older work, from
which also it may have come into the “ Epistle of Barnabas.”s
There is, however, another passage which deserves to be men-
tioned. The Epistle has the following quotation : “ Again, | will
show thee how, in regard to us, the Lord saith, He made a new
creation in the last times. The Lord saith, Behold | make the
first as the last.”6 Even Tischendorf does not claim this as a

*An illustration of such proverbial sayings is found in the Phaedo of
Plato : tlal yip 4ij, t/xurln ol repl rir Tc\crbj, rapdpKO(pépOL p.b raWoi. fSduxoi
te rt TaCpoi, edSteph., i.,p. 69, “ For many, as they say in the Mysteries, are
the thyrsus-bearers, but few are the mystics.” Cf. Jowett, Plato, i., p. 441,
p. 381.

2Zur Kr. des Barnabasbr., p. 34 f. [In the fourth edition of his work
on the Canon, Dr. Westcott very (airly states in a note: “On the other
hand, it is just to add that the proverbial form of the saying (‘ Many are
called, but few chosen ’) is such as to admit of the supposition that it may
have been derived by Barnabas from some older book than St. Matthew,”
p. 51, note 2.]

3Die drciersten Ew., 1850. 4Jahrb. bibl. 1Viss., ii., 1849, p. 191 ff.

5 Professor A- D. Loman, who impartially and ably discusses this quotation,
is unable to admit that the passage is taken from our first Synoptic ; and he
conjectures that the common source from which both the Synoptist and the
author of the Epistle may have derived the saying may be a work which he
supposes to be referred to in Luke xi. 49, Theol. Tijdschri/t, 1872, p. 196 f. ;
cf. 1867, p. SS3, p. 559-

6 ndXtr <ot tn&elfya, rpin \4yti KOpior dti'ncpav wXdeaf 4t
rx&Tar &olrprev. \4ti xfpior M0, Xotw r& 4<xaTa vs rd tpurra. c. vi.
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quotation of Matt. xx. 16,1 “ Thus the last shall be first and the
first last” (outojs etrovrai oi (cr~aroi irptaroi Kal ot irpGnoi
icrraroi), the sense of which is quite different. The applica-
tion of the saying in this place in the first, and, indeed, in the
other, Synoptic Gospels is evidently quite false, and depends
merely on the ring of words and not of ideas. In xix. 30 it is
quoted a second time, quite irrelevantly, with some variation:
“But manj first shall be last, and last first” (irowWol &t
ftrovrai Trpwroi etryaToi (cat icryaroi TrpSrroi). Now, it will be
remembered that at xx. 16 it occurs in several MSS. in connection
with “ Many are called, but few are chosen,” although the oldest
codices omit the latter passage, and most critics consider it inter-
polated. The separate quotation of these two passages by the
author of the Epistle, with so marked a variation in the second,
renders it most probable that he found both in the source from
which he quotes. We have, however, more than sufficiently dis-
cussed this passage. The author of the Epistle does not indicate
any source from which he makes his quotation; and the mere
existence in the first Synoptic of a proverbial saying like this does
not in the least involve the conclusion that it is necessarily the
writing from which the quotation was derived, more especially as
apocryphal works are repeatedly cited in the Epistle. If it be
maintained that the saying is really historical, it is obvious that the
prescriptive right of our Synoptic is at once excluded, and it may
have been the common property of a score of evangelical works.
There can be no doubt that many Scriptural texts have crept
into early Christian writings which originally had no place there ;
and where attendant circumstances are suspicious, it is always well
to remember the fact. An instance of the interpolation of which
we speak is found in the “ Epistle of Barnabas.” In one place,
the phrase, “Give to everyone that asketh of thee” (iravrl r§>
atrowTi < 8t8ov),3 occurs, not as a quotation, but merely woven
into the Greek text as it existed before the discovery of the Sinaitic
MS. This phrase is the same as the precept in Luke vi. 30,
although it was argued by some that, as no other trace of the third
Gospel existed in the Epistle, it was more probably an alteration
of the text of Matt. v. 42. Omitting the phrase from the
passage in the Epistle, the text read as follows : “ Thou
shalt not hesitate to give, neither shalt thou murmur when thou
givest....... so shalt thou know who is the good Recompenser of the
reward.” The supposed quotation, inserted where we have left a

' Dr. Westcott does not make any reference to it either. [In the
4th ed. of his work on the Canon (p. 62) he expresses an opinion that it
is a reference “to some passage of the O. T.,” and suggests Ezek.
xxxvi. 11.]

3 Ch. xix.
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blank, really interrupted the sense, and repeated the previous
injunction. The oldest MS., the Codex Sinaiticvs, omits the
quotation, and so ends the question, but it is afterwards inserted
by another hand. Some pious scribe, in fact, seeing the relation
of the passage to the Gospel, had added the words in the margin
as a gloss, and they afterwards found their way into the text. In
this manner very many similar glosses have crept into texts which
they were originally intended to illustrate.1

Tischendorf, who does not allude to this, lays much stress upon
the following passage : “ But when he selected His own apostles,
who should preach His Gospel, who were sinners above all sin, in
order that he might show that He came not to call the righteous,
but sinners, then He manifested Himself to be the Son of God.”™
We may remark that in the common Greek text the words “to
repentance ” were inserted after “sinners,” but they are not found
in the Sinaitic MS. In like manner many Codices insert them in
Matt. ix. 13 and Mark ii. 17, but they are not found in some of
the oldest MSS., and are generally rejected. Tischendorf con-
siders them a later addition both to the text of the Gospel and of
the Epistle.3 But this very fact is suggestive. It is clear that a
supposed quotation has been deliberately adjusted to what was
considered to be the text of the Gospel. Why should the whole
phrase not be equally an interpolation? We shall presently see
that there is reason to think that it is so. Although there is no
quotation in the passage, who, asks Tischendorf/ could mistake
the words as they stand in Matt. ix. 13, “ For | came not to call
the righteous, but sinners”? This passage is referred to by
Origen in his work against Celsus, in a way which indicates that
the supposed quotation did not exist in his copy. Origen says:
“ And as Celsus has called the Apostles of Jesus infamous men,
saying that they were tax-gatherers and worthless sailors, we have
to remark on this, that, etc....... Now, in the Catholic Epistle of
Barnabas, from which, perhaps, Celsus derived the statement that
the Apostles were infamous and wicked men, it is written that
‘Jesus selected his own Apostles, who were sinners above all
sin,””s and then he goes on to quote the expression of Peter to
Jesus (Luke v. 8), and then 1 Timothy i. 15; but he nowhere

' The phrase, “ Give to everyone that asketh of thee,” occurs also in the
“ Teaching of the Twelve Apostles,” i., 8 5, with which little treatise, published
since the complete edition of this work was issued, several other passages in the
Epistle agree—cf. p. 149 ff.

2'0re Si tqvi ISloin irarrSKom robs fiiWorras KYjpvoffnv tA fuayycXtor
airrov i(t\i(aro, trrai inrip raffay ipaprior iropuTipovt, tro Sel®y, Sri 06k
ljXffer naKioai Sixalovi, d\Xd irpapruXou, fire itparipuxrtv iavriv elrai vibr ffeov.
C. V.

3 IVann ivurdcn, u. r. tv., p. 96, anm. 1

*1h., p. 96. 5 Contra Ct/s., i. 63. L
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refers to the supposed quotation in the Epistle. Now, if we read
the passage without the quotation, we have : “ But when he
selected his own Apostles who should preach his Gospel, who
were sinners above all sin....... then he manifested himself to be
the Son of God.” Here a pious scribe very probably added in
the margin the gloss, “in order that he might show that he came
not to call the righteous, but sinners,” to explain the passage; and,
as in the case of the phrase, “Give to every one that asketh of
thee,” the gloss became subsequently incorporated with the text.
The Epistle, however, goes on to give the only explanation which
the author intended, and which clashes with that of the scribe.
“ For, if he had not come in the flesh, how could men have been
saved by beholding him ? Seeing that looking on the sun that
shall cease to be, the work of his hands, they have not even power
to endure his rays. Accordingly, the Son of Man came in the
flesh for this, that he might bring to a head the number of their
sins who had persecuted to death his prophets.” The argument
of Origen bears out this view, for he does not at all take the
explanation of the gloss as to why Jesus chose his disciples from
such a class, but he reasons : “What is there strange, therefore,
that Jesus, being minded to manifest to the race of men his power
to heal souls, should have selected infamous and wicked men, and
should have elevated them so far that they became a pattern of
the purest virtue to those who were brought by their persuasion to
the Gospel of Christ 7?2 The argument, both of the author of the
Epistle and of Origen, is different from that suggested by the
phrase under examination, and we consider it a mere gloss intro-
duced into the text; which, as the «s fitravouiv shows, has, in
the estimation of Tischendorf himself, been deliberately altered.
Even if it originally formed part of the text, however, it would be
wrong to affirm that it affords proof of the use or existence of the
first Gospel. The words of Jesus in Matt. ix. 12-14 evidently
belong to the oldest tradition of the Gospel, and, in fact, Ewald
ascribes them, apart from the remainder of the chapter, originally
to the Spruchsammlung, from which, with two intermediate books,
he considers that our present Matthew was composed.3 Nothing
can be more certain than that such sayings, if they be admitted
to be historical at all, must have existed in many other works, and
the mere fact of their happening to be also in one of the Gospels
which has survived cannot prove its use, or even its existence at
the time the Epistle of Barnabas was written, more especially as
the phrase does not occur as a quotation, and there is no indica-
tion of the source from which it was derived.

Tischendorf, however, finds a further analogy between the

'Cov. 1 Contra Cels., i. 63.3Die drei ersten Em., p. 15, p. 1
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Epistle and the Gospel of Matthew, in ch. xii. “ Since, therefore,
in the future they were to say that Christ is the son of 1)avid,
fearing and perceiving clearly the error of the wicked, David him-
self prophesies : ‘The Lord said unto my Lord, sit at my right
hand until | make thine enemies thy footstool.”” Tischendorf,
upon this, inquires, “ Could Barnabas so write without the sup-
position that his readers had Matt. xxii. 41 ff. before them,
and does not such a supposition likewise infer the actual authority
of Matthew’s Gospel 7 Such rapid argument and extreme con-
clusions are startling indeed; but, in his haste, our critic has
forgotten to state the whole case. The author of the Epistle has
been elaborately showing that the Cross of Christ is repeatedly
typified in the Old Testament, and at the commencement of the
chapter, after quoting the passage from 4 Ezra iv. 33, v. 5, he
points to the case of Moses, to whose heart “ the spirit speaks that
he should make a form of the cross,” by stretching forth his arms
in supplication, and so long as he did so Israel prevailed over
their enemies; and again he typified the cross when he set up the
brazen serpent upon which the people might look and be healed.
Then, that which Moses as a prophet said to Joshua (Jesus), the
son of Nave, when he gave him that name, was solely for the
purpose that all the people might hear that the Father would
reveal all things regarding his Son to the son of Nave. This name
being given to him when he was sent to spy out the land, Moses
said: “Take a book in thy hands, and write what the Lord saith,
that the Son of God will in the last days cut off by the roots all
the house of Amelek.” This, of course, is a falsification of the
passage. Exodus xvii. 14, for the purpose of making it declare
Jesus to be the “ Son of God.” Then, proceeding in the same
strain, he says: “ Behold again, Jesus is not the son of Man, but
the Son of God, manifested in the type and in the flesh. Since,
therefore, in the future, they were to say that Christ is the son of
David ” (and here follows the passage we are discussing) “ fearing
and perceiving clearly the error of the wicked, David himself
prophesied : ‘ The Lord said unto my Lord, sit at my right hand
until I make thine enemies thy footstool” And again, thus speaks
Isaiah: ‘The Lord said to Christ my Lord, whose right hand |
have held, that the nations may obey Him, and | will break in
pieces the strength of kings.” Behold how David calleth Him
Lord, and the Son of God.” And here end the chapter and the
subject. Now it is quite clear that the passage occurs, not as a
reference to any such dilemma as that in Matt. xxii. 41 ff.,, but
simply as one of many passages which, at the commencement of
our era, were considered prophetic declarations of the divinity of

1 Wantt vmrden, u. s. w., p. 96.
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Christ, in opposition to the expectation of the Jews that the
Messiah was to be the son of David * and, as we have seen, in
order to prove his point, the author alters the text. To argue that
such a passage of a Psalm, quoted in such a manner in this Epistle,
proves the use of our first Synoptic is in the highest degree
arbitrary.

We have already pointed out that the author quotes apocryphal
works as Holy Scripture, and we may now add that he likewise
cites words of Jesus which are nowhere found in our Gospels.
For instance, in ch. vii. we meet with the following expressions
directly attributed to Jesus. “ Thus he says: ‘ Those who desire
to behold me and to attain my kingdom must through tribulation
and suffering receive me.”” Hilgenfeld' compares this with another
passage, similar in sense, in 4 Ezravii. 14 ; but in any case it is
not a quotation from our Gospels ; and, with so many passages in
them suitable to his purpose, it would be amazing if he knew and
held Matthew in the consideration which Tischendorf asserts, that
he should neglect their stores, and go elsewhere for such quotations.
There is nothing in this Epistle worthy of the name of evidence
even of the existence of our Gospels.

The “ Shepherd ” of Hermas is another work which very nearly
secured permanent canonical rank with the writings of the New
Testament. It was quoted as Holy Scripture by the Fathers, and
held to be divinely inspired, and it was publicly read in the
churches.3 It has a place with the “ Epistle of Barnabas,” in the
Sinaitic Codex after the canonical books. In early times it was
attributed to the Hermas who is mentioned in the Epistle to the
Romans xiv. 14, in consequence of a mere conjecture to that effect
by Origen;« but the Canon of Muratori3confidently ascribes it to
a brother of Pius, Bishop of Rome, and, at least, there does not
seem any ground for the statement of Origen. It may have
been written about the middle of the second century or a little
earlier.

Tischendorf dismisses this important memorial of the early
Christian Church with a note of two lines, for it has no quota-

¢ Cf. Gfrorer, DasJakrh. des Heils, ii., p. 219 ff., 258 ff., 292 ff.

2Die Proph. Ezra u. Daniel, p. 70.

3 Irenteus, Adv. Har., iv. 20, § 2; Clemens AJ., Strom., i. 29, § 181, ii.
I, § 3. vi. 15, § 131 ; Tertullian, De Oral., 12. He rejected it later. De
Pudic., 10 ; Origen, Comm, in Rom., lib. x. 31, Horn., viii. in Num., Horn. i.
in Psalm 37, De Princip., ii. I, § 3,iii. 2, § 4 ; cf. Eusebios, H. £., iii. 3, v. 8 ;
iii. 25 ; Cotelier, Pair. Ap., i. 68 f.

* Puto autem quod Hermas isle sit scriptor libelli il/ius qui Pastor appelatur,
qua scriptura valde mihi utilis videtur, et utputo divinitus inspirata. In Rom.
lib. x. 31.

5Routh, Re/iq. Sacra, i., p. 396; Tregelles, Canon Murat., p. 20.
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tions either from the Old or New Testament.1 He does not even
suggest that it contains any indications of acquaintance with our
Gospels. The only direct quotation in the “ Shepherd ” is from
an apocryphal work which is cited as Holy Scripture : “ The Lord
is nigh unto them who return to him, as it is written in Eldad and
Modat, who prophesied to the people in the wilderness.”2 This
work, which appears in the Stichometry of Nicephorus amongst
the apoarypha of the Old Testament, is no longer extant.

THE TEACHING OF THE TWELVE APCSTLES.

In 1873, Bryennius, then Metropolitan of Serrse,and now Patriarch
of Nicomedia, discovered an interesting MS. volume in the library
of the Jerusalem Monastery of the Most Holy Sepulchre at
Constantinople. It contained seven Greek documents, amongst
which may be mentioned the Epistle of Barnabas, the first Epistle
of Clement in the only complete form known, the spurious second
Epistle of Clement, Epistle of Mary of Cassoboli to Ignatius the
Martyr of Antioch, twelve Epistles of pseudo-Ignatius, and the
“Teaching of the Twelve Apostles,” with which we are now
concerned. At the end of the MS. volume is the signature of
the copyist, “ Leon, notary and sinner,” with a date which cor-
responds with a.d. 1056. In 1875, Bryennius published the two
Epistles of Clement; but it was not until the close of 1883 that
he was able to lay before the world the Greek text of the short
treatise in which we are now interested,3and, as an able writer
has truly remarked, it has ever since been “the spoiled child of
criticism.”™*  Bryennius himself assigns the “ Teaching ” to a date
between a.d. 120-160.

Several ancient writers mention a work with a similar, yet
different, title. The first of these is Eusebius. After speaking of
the “Shepherd” of Hermas, the Apocalypse of Peter, and the
Epistle of Barnabas, he adds: “the so-called 1Teachings of tne
Apostles *” (tGv arooToXiov ai Xcyofitvat St8a’at).s Somewhat
later Athanasiusé mentions “the so-called Teaching of the
Apostles ” (Ai&axv nakavpivT] w  dwooTokwi/), along with other
uncanonical works, such as the Wisdom of Solomon, the Wisdom
of Sirach, Esther, Judith, Tobit, and the * Shepherd.” Twenty
years after Athanasius, Rufinus? substantially repeats his state-

11Vann warden, u. s. w., p. 182 ; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 175: Reuss,
Hist, du Canon, p. 48 f.

1Vis. ii. 3; cf* Numbers xi. 26 f., Sept. Vers.

3 The complete edition of this work had been published some years earlier,
so that we now deal with the Didache for the first time.

*Charles Bigg, D.D., The Doctrine oj the Twelve Apostles, 1898, p. 21.

5Hist. Seel., iii. 23. 6 Ep. Fest., 39. 1 Comm, in Symb. Apost., § 38.
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ments; but, in regard to the apocrypha of the New Testament,
for the so-called “ Teaching of the Apostles ” he substitutes “ that
which is called ‘The Two Ways, or Judgment of Peter’” (gui
appellaiur Dua Via velJudicium Petri). We shall have more to
say presently regarding this work. Our tract bears the title of
“The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles” (AiSa\r] twv S<o8ckh
dTrbaroAan’), and this is confirmed and enlarged by a sub-title : “ The
Teaching of the Lord, by the Twelve Apostles, to the Gentiles”
(AiSax¥ Kvptov Sk tfv StoStica dirocrroXntv rots ZOvariv).  Dr.
Lightfoot and many other writers prefer to call it simply “ The
Teaching of the Apostles,” in spite of this double heading,
because that “is the designation in several ancient writers who
refer to it,”1thus calmly assuming the identity of the two works ;
but we must protest against so unwarrantable an alteration of the
title of a MS. to make it more closely agree with supposed
references in the Fathers, for which no other justification is
advanced.

In connection with this, we may point out that we have some
very instructive testimony concerning the “Teaching of the
Apostles ” to which probably Eusebius and Athanasius refer
in the Stichometry of Nicephorus. He gives a list of apocryphal
books, amongst which he mentions the “ Teaching of the Apostles”
as containing 200 lines (tm'xoi). Does this at all confirm the
supposed application of these references to our “ Teaching of the
Twelve Apostles” in its present form? Unfortunately it does
not, but quite the contrary, for Hamack has calculated that our
little work extends to 300 <rri\oip It could not, therefore, as we
now have it, have been the “Teaching of the Apostles” to which
reference has been made.

It may be well here to refer to the contents of our Didache.
It commences with a dissertation on the “ Two Ways.” “ There
are two ways—one of life and one of death, and there is a great
difference between the two ways.” This text is expounded
throughout the first six divisions of the work ; the sixth, however,
being very brief, and evidently added to lead up to the remainder
of the “Teaching,” which deals (vii.-x.) with Baptism, Fasting,
Prayer, and the Eucharist; whilst the third (xi.-xvi.) is devoted
to later orders in the Church—apostles, prophets, bishops, and
deacons—and lays down rules for their conduct and treatment.
The first theme of the “ Two Ways ” has evidently been suggested
by Jeremiah xxi. 8 : “ Behold, | set before you the way of life
and the way of death  which may also be connected with Deut.
xxx. 19: “1 have set before you life and death, blessing and

mLightfoot, The Apost. Fathers, 1898, p. 215.
aHamack, Die Apostellehre, 1886, p. 35, cd. of 1896, p. 41 f.
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cursing; therefore choose life.” The same texts are very probably
the basis of the saying in Matt. vii. 13, 14; which shows how
much the idea had influenced thought amongst the Jews. The
“Teaching” is written, or rather adapted, by the compiler him-
self, and no attempt is made to connect it with the Apostles;
whilst the section i. 3-6 is manifestly of a much later date than
the rest of the dissertation on the “Two Ways,” and consists of
reminiscences of the “Sermon on the Mount ” introduced by the
compiler. With that exception, probably the whole of the first
and second divisions (i.-vi., vii.-x.) are of Jewish origin.1 Dr. Light-
foot says of our little treatise : *“ The manual consists of two parts :
(1) a moral treatise founded on an ancient work called ‘The Two
Ways,’and setting forth the paths of righteousness and unrighteous-
ness, of life and death, respectively. This first part is not neces-
sarily altogether of Christian origin; indeed, there is reason to
believe that some portions of it were known to the Jews, and
perhaps also to the Greeks, though it has undoubtedly gathered
by accretions.”2 It is interesting to note, however, that, notwith-
standing the Hebraistic character of the ancient work embodied
in the “ Teaching,” the compiler represents a time when a complete
breach between Jew and Christian had been accomplished in the
Church. The Jews to him are simply “ the hypocrites 73 (viii. 1):
“Let not your fastings be with the hypocrites  “ Neither pray ye
as the hypocrites  and, still more strongly to point his meaning
and mark the difference between Jew and Christian, the fasts kept
by the former on the second and fifth days of the week are to be
abandoned, and kept by Christians on the fourth and sixth days.
But the substance of the treatise on the “ Two Ways” is far
from being confined to the “ Teaching of the Twelve Apostles.”
It is also found more or less fully set forth in the Epistle of
Barnabas, and the “ Shepherd ” of Hermas, and a large part of the
critical battle regarding the date of our Didache has been fought
round the connection of the three works to each other; one section
of critics asserting the priority of the “Teaching,” another the
dependence of the tract on the Epistle and the “Shepherd,” and a
third maintaining that all three drew their material from an earlier
work, whilst a fourth dates the “ Teaching ” very much later and

1Dr. Taylor gives interesting illustrations of this by comparison with the
Talmud and Talmudic writings (The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, 1886).
Mr. Rendel Harris even says: “ The teaching is Hebraistic from cover to
cover” (The Teachingof the Apostles, 1887, p. 78).

JApost. Fathers, p. 2x5. The ideaof the “ Two Ways” is found in classical
works as early as Hesiod (Op. et Dies, 285). Itis used in “ The Choice of
Hercules,” which is usually ascrit>ed to Prodicus the Sophist (Zenophont.
Mem., ii. 1-21).

3Hamack, Chron. altchristl. Lit., 1897, i., p. 428.
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considers that the author derived his matter from works of the
third or fourth century. But the subject of the “Two Ways ” is
not limited to these writings, but is found embodied in much later
works. In 1843, Bickelllpublished a Greek tract from a Vienna
MS. which is generally known as the “ Ecclesiastical Canons,” or
the Epitome of the Holy Apostles. Hilgenfeld conjectures this
tract to be the work referred to by Rufinus under the name of
“Dua Via vel Judicium Petri,”" and in this he is supported by
many able scholars. In this work, which contains a large part of
the “Two Ways” as it exists in our “Teaching” and in the “Epistle
of Barnabas,” the doctrine is divided into twelve parts, each of
which is put into the mouth of an apostle, the opening being
enunciated by John in identically the same words as our Didache.
This tract is generally dated at least in the third century. In the
same way the dissertation on the “Two Ways”is practicallyembodied
in the seventh book of the Apostolic Constitutions, which is
usually assigned to a still later date. In the Epistle of Barnabas,
the “Shepherd” of Hernias, the Epitome and the Apostolic
Constitutions, therefore, nearly the whole treatise of the “ Two
Ways ” is included, and the only question is as to the chronological
order of these various forms of the doctrine.  That our Didache
was not the original source, as we have already pointed out, is
certain, and it may, on the other hand, have been the last, col-
lecting from the foregoing what may have seemed to the compiler
the most striking passages.

This is not all, however, for in 1884, after the publication of our
Didache by Bryennius, von Gebhardt brought to light the short
fragment of a Latin translation of the “Two Ways,” with which
he had met some years before, and which approximates to the
form of our “Teaching,” with the important difference that it
omits all the references to the Sermon on the Mount, which, taken
in connection with the similar omission elsewhere,3are thus shown
to be the later amplification of the compiler.

Not only is it maintained by many that, in spite of its different
title, our Didache is the work referred to by Eusebius and
Athanasius, but it is asserted to be the work from which Clement
of Alexandria quoted as “Scripture.” Clement says : “ Such an

' Gesch. d. Kirchenrechts, 1843. It bears the title Ai Siarayai al Sii
K\t)fittrrof xal Karirtt tKKXrfcicumKol «> iylur ditootSKuw. Cardinal Pitra
found the same tract in a MS. in the Ottobonian library bearing the title
'Kitito/ti) Spur rur iylu* dwOCT6\iy KaSoXucrijt wapaSiaeui. It is also given
by Hilgenfeld in his JV. T. extra Can. Recept., 1884, Fasc. iv. Codices in
Syriac, Coptic, and Ethiopic have since been discovered.

3 Lactantius, Epit. div. Imtit., c. lix, for instance, and in writings of pseudo-
Athanasius, but still more markedly in the Epistle of Barnabas, the writer of
which could have no reason for omitting them if they had stood in the original
treatise of which he made use.
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one is called a thief by the Scripture; at least, it says, ‘Son (Y «),
become not a liar, for (yap) lying leads to (rrphs) theft.”” In the
“Teaching” these words occur (iii. 5): “ My child (H kvov fiox),
become not a liar, since (ejret&) lying leads to (ds) theft.”
Now, it is remarkable that the quotation in Clement begins with
“Son”; but if there be anything more characteristic of the
Didache than another, it is the use of the phrase “ My child ” as
the precursor of such admonitions. In the first six chapters,
devoted to the “Two Ways,” it is used six times, and “ Son” is
never introduced. No one reading this form of the “ Two Ways,”
and even quoting from memory, would be in the least likely to
couple with these admonitions any other style of address, and
when we bear in mind the numerous works in which the ancient
text of the “Two Ways” has been incorporated, of which we
have already mentioned five, it is evidently extremely hazardous to
affirm that the few works,used by Clement identify this particular
tract The phrase, in fact, is found in the Epitome (ii.), “ Child,
become not a liar, since lying leads unto (ort) theft,” which may,
with equal reason, be identified as the source of Clement’s
quotation.

No work has recently received more keen attention from critics
of all schools than the “ Teaching of the Twelve Apostles,” and
few have excited deeper interest or received more divergent judg-
ments.  Whilst many have pronounced it to be one of the earliest
Christian writings extant, emanating even from about the middle
of the first century, others have assigned it to the fourth century.1

1Middle of the first century—Sabatier La Didachb, 1885, p. 159.

Second half first century—Bestmann, Gesch. christl. Sitte, 1885, ii., p. 136
8-1 Jacquier, La Doctrine d. doute Ap., 1891, p. 97 ; Majocchi, La Dottrina
dei dod. Ap., 1886, p. 71; Petersen, Lehre d. xwolf Ap., 1884, p. 12;
H. de Romcstin, Teaching of Twelve Ape., 1884, p. 6, 1885 Pref. 2nd ed. ;
Spgnce, Teaching ofthe Ape., 1885, p. 98; Wotlinsche, Lehred. zw. Ap., 1884,

p

End first century or beginning of second—Binnie, Br. and Foreign Ev. Rev.,
Oct,, 1885, P- 640 ff. ; Farrar, Contemp. Rev., 1884, p. 698 ff. ; Expositor,
184, p. 380 ff.; Funk, Theol. Quartalschrift, 1884, p. 401 ; Doctrina
dnodecim Apost., 1887, p. xxxii. ; Heron, Church of Sub-ap. Age, 1888, p.
83; Hitchcock and Brown, Teaching of Twelve Aps., 1885, p. xc. f. Light-
foot, Apost. Fathers, 1898, p. 216; Expositor, 1885, p. 6; Lechler, Urkun-
denfunde Gesch. christl. Altertums, 1886, p. 75; Massebieau, L’Enseigne-
me*t des dome Ap., 1884, p. 35; E. von Renesse, Die Ixhre zwo/f Ap., 1897,
P,85; Schaff, Oldest Church Manual, 1885, p. H9 ff. ; Taylor, Teaching
TWA* Aps., 1886, p. 118 ; Venables, Brit. Quarterly Rev., 1885, p. 333 ff. ;
Warfield, Bib/. Sacra, 1886, p. too ff. ; Wordsworth, Guardian, Mar. 19th,
m834; Zahn, Theol. Literaturblatt, June 27th, July 11th, 1884; Forsch. Gesch.
&/ T. Kanons, 1884, iii., p. 318 f.

First half second century—Baltzer, Wiedergef. ZwolfapostcUchrc, 1886,
R 13- a.d. 110-130 Robinson, Encyclop. Bib/., 1899, i., p. 676. A.u. 120 too
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It only remains for us now briefly to examine the supposed
references to our Gospels in the “Teaching of the Twelve
Apostles.” The compiler does not in the least endeavour to
associate the Apostles directly with his dissertation, nor does he
even mention the name of any one of them. He does not, of
course, indicate the title of any work in the New Testament.
For him, apparently, the Old Testament books are the only holy
“ Scripture,” and to these he twice refers. Hamack has counted
some twenty-three Gospel expressions which are considered more
or less like some in our Synoptics; but of these seventeen are
said more nearly to approximate to passages in Matthew, and he
regards one of these at least as a mixture of the first and third of
our Gospels, though he is in doubt whether the compiler may not
have used Tatian’s Diatessaron, or even the Gospel of Peter.
All of these passages are more or less near coincidences with
expressions in the “ Sermon on the Mount,” and it is argued that
it is not possible they could be derived from oral tradition, and
that consequently they indicate a “ written Gospel.” As these
expressions have closer similarity to our first Synoptic than to any
of the others, it is at once claimed by eager critics that they prove
the use of that Gospel. A circumstance which, in most cases,
strengthens this view is the fact that in several instances these
expressions are said by the writer to come “in the Gospel.” This
form occurs in the following cases (viii. 2): “As the Lord com-
manded in his Gospel ” (< exekevcrev 6 Xxvptos ev rf> evayyeX.up
avrov)e xi. 3 : “But regarding the apostles and prophets, according
to the decree of the Gospel (xara rb Soy/ra rov evayyeXiov
Ourok), so do ye  xv. 3: “ But reprove one another, not in
anger, but in peace, as ye find in the Gospel ” (s <xert ** TV
tuayyexXUp); and in xv. 4 : “ But your prayers and alms and all
your deeds do as ye find in the Gospel of our Lord” (<bs<x«tf
ev > evayyeXlep rov xvpiov r/pMv). We may simply make the
remark that only in the first of these—which we shall presently

early, A.D. 160, too late for parts, Gordon, Modem Rev., 1884, p. 457. A.n.
133-135 Volkmar, Die Lehred. 2. Ap., 1885, p. 44.

Later than A.n. 130-140—Van Manen, Encydop. Bibl., iii., 1902, p. 3,484.
A.D. 131-160, Hamack, Chronol. altehristl. Lit., 1897, i.,, p. 438; Die
Aposte/lehre, 1896, p. 20 f. ; Bryennius, AiSayb vOr Stbbexa ‘ArotrriXur,
1883, p. 20. After middle of second century, Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. miss.
Theol., 1885, p. too. A.n. 140-165, Lipsius, Lit. Centratblatt, Jan., 1885, cf.
Deutsche Literaturzeit.,, 1884, p. 1,449 ff. Before A.n. 140—Addis, Dublin
Rev., Oct., 1884, p. 442 ff. A.n. 140-165, Meyboom, Theol. Tijdschr., 1885,
p. 628 ff. A.n. 160-190 Bonet-Maurv, l.a Doctrine des douce Ap., 1884,
p. 34 ff.  A.n. 200 Krawutzckv, Theol. Quartalschr., 1884, p. 585 ff.

Fourth century—Bigg, Doctrine of Twelve Ap., 1898, p. 23; Cotterill,
Scottish Church Rev. 1884, July and Sept. ; Hoole, The Didache, 1894, p.
45 f. ; Long, Baptist Quarterly, 1884, July and Septemlter.

' Hamack, Die Apostellehre, 1896, p. 8 ff.
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discuss—is there any direct reference to any passage resembling
our Gospels; though the last, with its admonition regarding
prayers, alms, and actions, may be taken as a general reference to
the teaching of Jesus. Now, though no one would maintain that,
at the time when this Didache was compiled, there was no written
“Gospel,” too much stress must not be laid upon these expres-
sions. It is certain that, to the majority of Christians in early
times, oral tradition must have been the means of rendering
familiar the more remarkable sayings of Jesus much more than
written documents, which could only be in limited circulation,
and to the mass of these converts his teaching must therefore
have been more a spoken than a written Gospel. If we
look in the New Testament itself, we find similar words used,
which no one will assert to refer to a written Gospel. For
instance (Matt. iv. 23): “And he went about in all Galilee,
teaching in their synagogues, and preaching the Gospel of the
kingdom” (rh evayyekiov rijs /8ocriA«as) ; cf. ix. 35, xxvi. 13.
In Mark viii. 35 there is a similar expression : “ Whosoever shall
lose his life for my sake and the Gospels (kcu tov tvayytklov)
will save it.” In 1 Cor. iv. 15, again, we read: “ For in Christ
Jesus | begot you through the Gospel ” (8la tov evayytkiov)—
cf. ix. 14; and in Gal. ii. 2: “And communicated to them the
Gospel [rb evayytAtovj which | preach among the Gentiles.”

We may now consider the first of the above passages, which
contains the principal of the supposed references. Matt. viii. 2 :
“Neither pray ye as the hypocrites, but as the Lord commanded
in his Gospel, thus pray ye and then follows what is known as
the Lord’s Prayer. The prayer is given as it appears in our first
Synoptic (vi. 9-13), but with some noteworthy alterations. “ Our
Father which art in heaven ” (tv 1> ovpavip) is used instead of
“in the heavens” (tv rots otipavols); and “ forgive us our debt”
(rv wixtkijv TjfiM) instead of “out debts” (ra orf>tikr)fw.Ta r/fjuov).
Astill more important divergence occurs in the doxology, which
inthe Didache is given : “ For thine is the power, and the glory
for ever,” omitting both “ the kingdom ” and the final “amen.”1
Of course, it may be noted that the oldest and best texts of
Mett. vi. 13 omit the doxology altogether, and it has now dis-
appeared even from the Revised Version; but the variation we
point out makes the Didache differ even from the Codices which
contain it. That the omission of *“ kingdom ” is not accidental is
proved by the fact that the very’ same peculiar doxology is again
used in the “ Teaching ” in connection with another prayer (x. 5).
Probably no part of the so-called Sermon on the Mount was more

1 We do not mention the substitution of for (\Oina and d<>Uie»
for ifr/imper, for this is supported by some of our oldest texts.
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spread abroad in oral tradition than this prayer, and to suppose
that this faulty agreement is evidence of the use specially of the
first Synoptic is not permissible.

The same remark applies to all the reminiscences of the
“Sermon ” in this tract, and we do not consider it necessary
further to examine them here. Nothing is more remarkable than
the habit, even of able critics when examining supposed quotations in
early writings, boldly to ascribe them to our Synoptics, however much
they differ from our texts, in total forgetfulness of the fact that
many records of doings and sayings of Jesus, which are no longer
extant, existed before our Gospels were composed, and circulated
with them. Many of these, subsequently absorbed by our Gospels,
or displaced by them, undoubtedly contained the best passages in
the teaching of Jesus in very similar shape, and were long very
widely read. More especially does this remark apply to reminis-
cences of the “Sermon on the Mount,” to which the expressions
in the Didache are confined. We have even in our first and third
Synoptics an illustration of this statement. In the first Gospel
we have the “Sermon on the Mount” with all these passages
joined together in one long discourse. In the third Synoptic we
find no “Sermon on the Mount” at all, but part of that long
discourse is given as a “Sermon on the Plain,” whilst other
portions are scattered throughout the Gospel. In the second
Synoptic we have neither a “ Sermon on the Mount” noron the
plain, but many fragments are separately introduced. In all three
the various passages are put in a context which is often contradictory
of each other. Who can doubt that the Logia and the documents
which lie behind the three Synoptics contained them in one shape
or another, and that it is impossible to claim the use in any ancient
work of such sayings from unnamed sources as proof of the exist-
ence of any particular Gospel ?

There is one further passage to which we may refer. In his first
chapter, § 6, the compiler of our Didache says: “ But regarding
this it is also said: ‘ Let thine alms sweat into thy hands until thou
knowest to whom to give.””* This saying, which is quoted in some
way as Scripture, “it is also said ” (uprfrai), is not found in our
Synoptics, and is referred to an apocryphal Gospel. It is in
immediate sequence to admonitions, in which are incorporated
reminiscences of the “Sermon on the Mount,” which wind up
with words like those in Matt. v. 26, “ He shall not come out
thence till he hath given back the last farthing.” Then at once
follow the words just discussed. If these words were “also
said” in the work in which the expression like Matt. v. 26 was

1 dXXA Kal Tcpi Totjrov W (ifTtfrai' ISpurr&Ttd rj iXetjaoavnj trov eis ras xelpas aov
fdxpi* rin
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found, why should all the reminiscences from the “ Sermon on
the Mount” not have been derived from the same apocryphal
source ?

We have, however, devoted more space to this little book than
may seem necessary, for in so far as our particular purpose is con-
cerned a decision is perfectly certain and easy. The “ Teaching
of the Twelve Apostles” is anonymous, and nothing is either
known or surmised as to its compiler. He does not mention any
of the Apostles, and gives no indication whatever of the writer of
anywork in our New Testament. He does not afford the slightest
evidence, therefore, even of the existence of any of our Gospels,
and in no way bears testimony to their credibility as witnesses for
miracles and the reality of Divine revelation.
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CHAPTER II.
THE EPISTLES OF IGNATIUS—THE EPLSTLE OF POLYCARP

Although in reality appertaining to a very much later period, we
shall here refer to the so-called “Epistles of Ignatius,”and examine
any testimony which they afford regarding the date and authenticity
of our Gospels. There are in all fifteen Epistles bearing the name
of Ignatius; three of these, addressed to the Virgin Mary and the
Apostle John (2), exist only in a Latin version, and these, together
with five others directed to Mary of Cassobola, to the Tarsians,
to the Antiochans, to Hero of Antioch, and to the Philippians,
of which there are versions both in Greek and Latin, are universally
admitted to be spurious, and may, so far as their contents are
concerned, be at once dismissed from all consideration. They are
not mentioned by Eusebius, nor does any early writer refer to
them. Of the remaining seven Epistles, addressed to the Ephesians,
Magnesians, Trallians, Romans, Philadelphians, Smymaeans, and
to Polycarp, there are two distinct versions extant: one long
version, of which there are both Greek and Latin texts; and
another much shorter, and presenting considerable variations, of
which there are also both Greek and Latin texts. After a couple
of centuries of discussion, critics, almost without exception, have
finally agreed that the longer version is nothing more than an
interpolated version of the shorter and more ancient form of the
Epistles. The question regarding the authenticity of the Ignatian
Epistles, however, was re-opened and complicated by the publica-
tion in 1845, by Dr. Cureton, of a Syriac version of three Epistles
only—to Polycarp, to the Ephesians, and to the Romans—in a
still shorter form, discovered amongst a large number of MSS.
purchased by Dr. Tattam from the monks of the Desert of Nitria.
These three Syriac Epistles have been subjected to the severest
scrutiny, and many of the ablest critics have pronounced them to
be the only authentic Epistles of Ignatius, whilst others, who do
not admit that even these are genuine letters emanating from
Ignatius, still prefer them to the version of seven Greek Epistles,
and consider them the most ancient form of the letters which we
possess. As early as the sixteenth century, however, the strongest
doubts were expressed regarding the authenticity of any of the
Epistles ascribed to Ignatius. The Magdeburg Centuriators first
attacked them, and Calvin declared them to be spurious, an
158
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opinion fully shared by Daille and others; Chemnitz regarded
them with suspicion; and similar doubts, more or less definite,
were expressed throughout the seventeenth century, and onward to
comparatively recent times, although the means of forming a
judgment were not then so complete as now. That the Epistles
were interpolated there was no doubt. Fuller examination and
more comprehensive knowledge of the subject have confirmed
earlier doubts, and a large mass of critics has either recognised
that the authenticity of none of these Epistles can be established,
or that they can only be considered later and spurious composi-
tions.

Omitting for the present the so-called Epistle of Polycarp to the
Philippians, the earliest reference to any of these Epistles, or to
Ignatius himself, is made by Irenaeus, who quotes a passage which
is found in the Epistle to the Romans (ch. iv.), without, however,
any mention of name, introduced by the following words: “ As a
certain man of ours said, being condemned to the wild beasts on
account of his testimony to God : ‘I am the wheat of God, and
by the teeth of beasts 1 am ground, that 1 may be found pure
bread.”” Origen likewise quotes two brief sentences which he
refersto Ignatius. The first is merely : “ But my love is crucified,”2
which is likewise found in the Epistle to the Romans (ch. vii.);
and the other quoted as “out of one of the Epistles” of the
martyr Ignatius : “ From the Prince of this world was concealed
the virginity of Mary,”3 which is found in the Epistle to the
Ephesians (ch. xix.). Eusebius mentions seven Epistles,* and
guotes one passage from the Epistle to the Romans (ch. v.), and
a few words from an apocryphal Gospel contained in the Epistle
to the Smymseans (ch. iii.), the source of which he says that he
does not know, and he cites from lIrenaeus the brief quotation
given above, and refers to the mention of the Epistles in the letter
of Polycarp, which we reserve. Elsewhere5 he further quotes a
short sentence found in the Epistle to the Ephesians (ch. xix.),
part of which had previously been cited by Origen. It will be
observed that all these quotations, with the exception of that from
Irenaeus, are taken from the three Epistles which exist in the
Syriac translation, and they are found in that version; and the
fust occasion on which any passage attributed to Ignatius is quoted
which is not in the Syriac version of the three Epistles occurs in
the second half of the fourth century, when Athanasius, in his

mlrenaeus, Adv. /her., v. 28, § 4 ; Eusebius, H. E., iii. 36. Lardner
expresses a doubt whether this is a quotation at all.

2 Prolog, in Cantic. Canticor.

5Horn. vi. in Lucam. *H. E., iii. 36.

5Quasi, ad Steph. ; cf. Cureton, Corf. Ign., p. 164.
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Epistle regarding the Synods of Ariminum and Selucia,1quotes a
few words from the Epistle to the Ephesians (ch. vii.); but,
although foreign to the Syriac text, it is to be noted that the words
are at least from a form of one of the three Epistles which exist in
that version. It is a fact, therefore, that up to the second half of
the fourth century no quotation ascribed to Ignatius, except one
by Eusebius, exists, which is not found in the three short Syriac
letters.

As we have already remarked, the Syriac version of the three
Epistles is very much shorter than the shorter Greek version; the
Epistle to the Ephesians, for instance, being only about one-third
of the length of the Greek text. Those who still maintain the
superior authenticity of the Greek shorter version argue that the
Syriac is an epitome of the Greek. This does not, however, seem
tenable when the matter is carefully examined. Although so
much is absent from the Syriac version, not only is there no
interruption of the sense, and no obscurity or undue curtness in
the style, but the Epistles read more consecutively, without faults
of construction or grammar; and passages which in the Greek
text were confused, and almost unintelligible, have become quite
clear in the Syriac. The interpolations of the text, in fact, had
been so clumsily made that they had obscured the meaning, and
their mere omission, without any other alteration of grammatical
construction, has restored the epistles to clear and simple order.
It is, moreover, a remarkable fact that the passages which, long
before the discovery of the Syriac epistles, were pointed out as
chiefly determining that the epistles were spurious, are not found
in the Syriac version at all. Archbishop Usher, who only
admitted the authenticity of six epistles, showed that much
interpolation of these letters took place in the sixth century ;2
but this very fact increases the probability of much earlier inter-
polation also, to which the various existing versions most clearly
point.  The interpolations can be explained upon the most
palpable dogmatic grounds, but not so the omissions upon the
hypothesis that the Syriac version is an abridgment made upon
any distinct dogmatic principle, for that which is allowed to remain
renders the omissions ineffectual for dogmatic reasons. There is
no ground of interest, therefore, upon which the portions omitted
and retained by the Syriac version can be intelligently explained.
Finally, here, we may mention that the MSS. of the three Syriac
epistles are more ancient by some centuries than those of any of
the Greek versions of the Seven epistles.3 The strongest internal
as well as other evidence, into which space forbids our going in

1 Opera, Betted, ed., i., p. 761.
2 Dissert., ch. vi., p. xxxiii. 3 Cureton, The Atic. Syr. Vers., p. xl.
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detail, has led the majority of critics to recognise the Syriac
version as the most ancient form of the letters of Ignatius extant,
and this is admitted by many of those who nevertheless deny the
authenticity of any of the epistles.1

Seven Epistles have been selected out of fifteen extant, all
equally purporting to be by Ignatius, simply because only that
number was mentioned by Eusebius, from whom, for the first time
in the fourth century, except the general reference in the so-
called Epistle of Polycarp, to which we shall presently refer, we
hear of them.  Now, neither the silence of Eusebius regarding
the eight Epistles, nor his mention of the seven, can have much
weight in deciding the question of their authenticity. The only
point which is settled by the reference of Eusebius is that, at the
date at which he wrote, seven Epistles were known to him which
were ascribed to Ignatius. He evidently knew little or nothing
regarding the man or the Epistles beyond what he had learnt from
themselves, and he mentions the martyr-journey to Rome as a
mere report: “It is said that he was conducted from Syriato Rome
to be cast to wild beasts on account of his testimony to Christ.”3
It would be unreasonable to argue that no other Epistles existed
simply because Eusebius did not mention them ; and, on the other
hand, it would be still more unreasonable to affirm that the seven
Epistles are authentic merely because Eusebius, in the fourth
century—that is to say, some two centuries after they are supposed
to have been written —had met with them. Does anyone believe
the letter of Jesus to Abgarus, Prince of Edessa, to be genuine
because Eusebius inserts it in his history™ as an authentic docu-
ment out of the public records of the city of Edessa? There is,
in fact, no evidence that the brief quotations of Irenaeus and
Origen are taken from either of the extant Greek versions of the
Epistles; for, as we have mentioned, they exist in the Syriac
Epistles, and there is nothing to show the original state of the
letters from which they were derived.  Nothing is more certain
than the fact that, if any writer wished to circulate letters in the
name of Ignatius, he would insert such passages as were said to have
been quoted from genuine Epistles of Ignatius, and, supposing those
quotations to be real, all that could be inferred on finding such pas-
sages would be that, at least, so much might be genuine. Itisa total
mistake to suppose that the seven Epistles mentioned by Eusebius
have been transmitted to us in any special way. These Epistles
are mixed up in the Medicean and corresponding ancient Latin

1 Regarding the Armenian version, see Preface to 6th ed., p. xliv. fif.
a'AByos d’ &€ tovtow ixb Sitplaz ix1 rijv "Pwxalcjv k.t.\., H. E.,
iii. 36.
3 H.E.ti. 13
M
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MSS. with the other eight Epistles, universally announced to be
spurious, without distinction of any kind, and all have equal
honour. The recognition of the number seven may, therefore, be
ascribed simply to the reference to them by Eusebius, and his
silence regarding the rest.

What, then, is the position of the so-called Ignatian Epistles ?
Towards the end of the second century, Irenaeus makes a very
short quotation from a source unnamed, which Eusebius, in the
fourth century, finds in an Epistle attributed to Ignatius. Origen,
in the third century, quotes a very few words, which he ascribes to
Ignatius, although without definite reference to any particular
Epistle; and in the fourth century Eusebius mentions seven
Epistles ascribed to Ignatius. There is no other evidence. There
are, however, fifteen Epistles extant attributed to Ignatius,
of all of which, with the exception of three which are only
known in a Latin version, we possess both Greek and Latin
versions. Of seven of these Epistles—and they are those men-
tioned by Eusebius—we have two Greek versions, one of which is
very much shorter than the other ; and, finally, we now possess a
Syriac version of three Epistles only, in a form still shorter than
the shorter Greek version, in which are found all the quotations of
the Fathers, without exception, up to the fourth century. Eight
of the fifteen Epistles are universally rejected as spurious. The
longer Greek version of the remaining seven Epistles is almost
unanimously condemned as grossly interpolated ; and the majority
of critics recognise that the shorter Greek version is also much
interpolated ; whilst the Syriac version, which so far as MSS. are
concerned is by far the most ancient text of any of the letters
which we possess, reduces their number to three, and their
contents to a very small compass. It is not surprising that the
majority of critics have expressed doubt more or less strong
regarding the authenticity of all of these Epistles, and that so
large a number have repudiated them altogether. One thing is
quite evident, that amidst such a mass of falsification, interpolation,
and fraud, the Ignatian Epistles cannot, in any forrr), be considered
evidence on any important point.

These doubts, however, have been intensified by consideration
of the circumstances under which the Ignatian Epistles are repre-
sented as having been composed. They profess to have been
written by Ignatius during his journey from Antioch to Rome, in
the custody of Roman soldiers, in order to be exposed to wild
beasts, the form of martyrdom to which he had been condemned.
The writer describes the circumstances of his journey as follows :
“From Syria even unto Rome 1 fight with wild beasts, by sea and
by land, by night and day; being bound amongst ten leopards,
which are the band of soldiers, who, even receiving benefits,
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become worse.”l Now, if this account be in the least degree
true, how is it possible to suppose that the martyr could have
found means to write so many long Epistles, entering minutely
into dogmatic teaching, and expressing the most deliberate and
advanced views regarding ecclesiastical government ? Indeed, it
may be asked why Ignatius should have considered it necessary in
such a journey, even if the possibility be for a moment conceded,
to address such Epistles to communities and individuals to whom,
by the showing of the letters themselves, he had just had oppor-
tunities of addressing his counsels in person. The Epistles them-
selves bear none of the marks of composition under such
circumstances, and it is impossible to suppose that soldiers, such
as the quotation above describes, would allow a prisoner, con-
demned to wild beasts for professing Christianity, deliberately to
write long Epistles at every stage of his journey, promulgating the
wery doctrines for which he was condemned.  And not only this,
but on his way to martyrdom, he has, according to the Epistles,2
perfect freedom to see his friends. He receives the bishops,
deacons, and members of various Christian communities, who come
with greetings to him, and devoted followers accompany him on
his journey.  All this without hindrance from the “ten leopards,”
of whose cruelty he complains, and without persecution or harm
to those who so openly declare themselves his friends and fellow-
believers. The whole story is absolutely incredible.

Against these objections Dr. Lightfoot advances arguments,
derived from Zahn, regarding the Roman procedure in cases that
are said to be “known.” These cases, however, are neither
analogous nor have they the force which is assumed. That
Christians imprisoned for their religious belief should receive their
nourishment, while in prison, from friends, is anything but extra-
ordinary, and that bribes should secure access to them in many
cases, and some mitigation of suffering, is possible. The case of
Ignatius, however, is very different. If the meaning of of xal
tvtpytrovfitvoi xtipovs ylvovra.l be that, although receiving bribes,
the “ten leopards ” only became more cruel, the very reverse of the
leniency and mild treatment ascribed to the Roman procedure is
described by the writer himself as actually taking place, and
certainly nothing approaching a parallel to the correspondence of
pseudo-Ignatius can be pointed out in any known instance. The
case of Saturus and Perpetua, even if true, is no confirmation, the

"*Ajrd Zvplas 'Ptbfiiji $T)ptoiiaxu JiA yrjl neat 6a\dtr<rrii, rvKrbt /toliifUepat,
ivitStfUrot 94*a \etnrdp9mt, t iarur orpariwrair rdy/ia' ot *al tvtpytTovTtrot
X<ipows ylrorrcu. Ep. Ad. Rom., v.

* Cf. ad Epkts., i. ii., ad Magtus. ii. xv., ad Trail, i.,, ad Rom. x., ad
Philadtlph. xi., ad Smym. x. xiil., etc.
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circumstances being very different;1 but, in fact, there is no
evidence whatever that the extant history was written by either of
them,2but, on the contrary, every reason to believe that it was not

Dr. Lightfoot advances the instance of Paul as a case in point
of a Christian prisoner treated with great consideration, and who
“writes letters freely, receives visits from his friends, communicates
with churches and individuals as he desires.”3 It is scarcely
possible to imagine two cases more dissimilar than those of
pseudo-Ignatius and Paul, as narrated in the “ Acts of the
Apostles,” although doubtless the story of the former has been
framed upon some of the lines of the latter. Whilst Ignatius is
condemned to be cast to the wild beasts as a Christian, Paul is
not condemned at all, but stands in the position of a Roman
citizen, rescued from infuriated Jews (xxiii. 27), repeatedly declared
by his judges to have done nothing worthy of death or of bonds
(xxv. 25, xxvi. 31), and who might have been set at liberty but
that he had appealed to Caesar (xxv. rlf., xxvi. 32). His posi-
tion was one which secured the sympathy of the Roman soldiers.
Ignatius “ fights with beasts from Syria even unto Rome,” and is
cruelly treated by his “ ten leopards”; but Paul is represented as
receiving very different treatment. Felix commands that his own
people should be allowed to come and minister to him (xxiv. 23),
and when the voyage is commenced it is said that Julius, who had
charge of Paul, treated him courteously, and gave him liberty to
go to see his friends at Sidon (xxvii. 3). At Rome he was allowed
to live by himself with a single soldier to guard him (xxviii. r6),
and he continued for two years in his own hired house (xxviii. 28).
These circumstances are totally different from those under which
the Epistles of Ignatius are said to have been written.

“ But the most powerful testimony,” Dr. Lightfoot goes on to
say, “is derived from the representations of a heathen writer.”™
The case of Peregrinus, to which he refers, seems to us even more
unfortunate than that of Paul. Of Peregrinus himself, historically,
we really know little or nothing, for the account of Lucian is
scarcely received by anyone as serious. Lucian narrates that this
Peregrinus Proteus, a cynic philosopher, having been guilty of
parricide and other crimes, found it convenient to leave his own
country. In the course of his travels he fell in with Christians
and learnt their doctrines, and, according to Lucian, the Christians
soon were mere children in his hands, so that he became in his
own person “prophet, high priest, and ruler of a synagogue”;

1Ruinart, Ada Mart., p. 137 ff. ; cf. Baronius, Mart. Korn., 1631, p. 152.
2 Cf. Lardner, Credibility, elc., Works, iii., p. 3.

* Contemporary Review, February, 1875, p. 349.

4 lb., p. 350.
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and, further, “they spoke of him as a god, used him as a law-
giver, and elected him as their chief man.” After a time he was
put in prison for his new faith, which, Lucian says, was a real
service to him afterwards in his impostures. During the time he
was in prison he is said to have received those services from
Christians which Dr. Lightfoot quotes. Peregrinus was subsequently
set at liberty by the Governor of Syria, who loved philosophy,2
and travelled about, living in great comfort at the expense of the
Christians, until at last they quarrelled, in consequence, Lucian
thinks, of his eating some forbidden food. Finally, Peregrinus
ended his career by throwing himself into the flames of a funeral
pile during the Olympian games. An earthquake is said to have
taken place at the time; a vulture flew out from the pile, crying
out with a human voice; and shortly after Peregrinus rose again,
and appeared clothed in white raiment, unhurt by the fire.

Now, this writing, of which we have given the barest sketch, is
adirect satire upon Christians, or even, as Baur affirms, “ a parody
of the history of Jesus.”3 There are no means of ascertaining
that any of the events of the Christian career of Peregrinus were
true; but it is obvious that Lucian’s policy was to exaggerate the
facility of access to prisoners, as well as the assiduity and attention
of the Christians to Peregrinus, the ease with which they were
duped being the chief point of the satire.

There is another circumstance which must be mentioned.
Lucian’s account of Peregrinus is claimed by supporters of the
Ignatian Epistles as evidence for them.* “The singular corres-
pondence in this narrative with the account of Ignatius, combined
with some striking coincidences of expression,” they argue, show
“that Lucian was acquainted with the Ignatian history, if not with
the Ignatian letters.” These are the words of Dr. Lightfoot,
although he guards himself, in referring to this argument, by the
words, “if it be true,” and does not express his own opinion; but
he goes on to say : “At all events it is conclusive for the matter
in hand, as showing that Christian prisoners were treated in the
wvery way described in these Epistles.”> On the contrary, it is in
no case conclusive of anything. If it were true that Lucian
employed, as the basis of his satire, the Ignatian Epistles and
Martyrology, it is clear that his narrative cannot be used as inde-
pendent testimony for the truth of the statements regarding the
treatment of Christian prisoners. On the other hand, as this
cannot be shown, his story remains a mere satire, with very little

10t Morte Peregr., 11. 21b., 14.

3 Gtsch. chr. Kirche, i., p. 410 f.

*See, for instance, Denzinger, Ueber die Aeehtheit d. bisk. Textes d. Ignat.
Briefe, 1849, P- 87 ff. ; Zahn, Ignatius v. Ant., 1873, p. 517 ff.

5 Contemporary Review, February, 1875, p. 350 f.
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historical value. Apart from all this, however, the case of
Peregrinus, a man confined in prison for a short time, under a
favourable governor, and not pursued with any severity, is no
parallel to that of Ignatius, condemned ad bestias, and, according
to his own express statement, cruelly treated by the “ ten leopards

and, further, the liberty of pseudo-lgnatius must greatly have
exceeded all that is said of Peregrinus, if he was able to write
such Epistles, and hold such free intercourse as they represent.

There seems to be good reason for believing that Ignatius was
not sent to Rome at all, but suffered martyrdom in Antioch itself
on the 20th December a.d. ii5, being condemned to be cast to
wild beasts in the amphitheatre, in consequence of the fanatical
excitement produced by the earthquake which occurred on the
13th of that month. There are no less than three martyrologies
of Ignatius giving an account of the martyr’s supposed journey
from Antioch to Rome, but these can have no weight, as they are
all recognised to be mere idle legends, of whose existence we do
not hear till a very late period.

We shall briefly state the case for holding that the martyrdom
took place in Antioch, and not in Rome. The Ignatian Epistles
and martyrologies set forth that, during a general persecution of
Christians, in Syria at least, Ignatius was condemned by Trajan,
when lie wintered in Antioch during the Parthian War, to be
taken to Rome and cast to wild beasts in the amphitheatre.
When we inquire whether these facts are supported by historical
data, the reply is emphatically adverse. All that is known of the
treatment of Christians during the reign of Trajan, as well as of
the character of the Emperor, is opposed to the supposition that
Ignatius could have been condemned by Trajan himself, or even
by a provincial governor, to be taken to Rome and there cast to
the beasts. It is well known that, under Trajan, there was no
general persecution of Christians, although there may have been
instances in which prominent members of the body were either
punished or fell victims to popular fury and superstition.1 An
instance of this kind was the martyrdom of Simeon, Bishop of
Jerusalem, reported by Hegesippus. He was not condemned
ad bestias, however, and much less deported to Rome for the
purpose. Why should Ignatius have been so exceptionally
treated? In fact, even during the persecutions under Marcus
Aurelius, although Christians in Syria were frequently enough
cast to the beasts, there is no instance recorded in which anyone
condemned to this fate was sent to Rome. Such a sentence is

*Milman says: “ Excepting of Ignatius, probably of Simeon of Jerusalem,
there is no authentic martyrdom in the reign of Trajan.”—Hist, of Chris-
tianity, 1867, ii., p. 103 note.
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quite at variance with the clement character of Trajan and his
principles of government Neander, in a passage quoted by
Baur, says: “ As he (Trajan), like Pliny, considered Christianity
mere fanaticism, he also probably thought that if severity were
combined with clemency, if too much noise were not made about
it, the open demonstration not left unpunished, but also minds not
stirred up by persecution, fanatical enthusiasm would more easily
cool down, and the matter by degrees come to an end.”l This
was certainly the policy which mainly characterised his reign.
Now, not only would such a severe sentence have been contrary to
such principles, but the agitation excited would have been
enormously increased by sending the martyr a long journey by
land through Asia, and allowing him to pass through some of
the principal cities, hold constant intercourse with the various
Christian communities, and address long epistles to them. With
the fervid desire for martyrdom then prevalent, such a journey
would have been a triumphal progress, spreading everywhere
excitement and enthusiasm. It may not be out of place, as an
indication of the results of impartial examination, to point out
that Neander’s inability to accept the Ignatian epistles largely
rests on his disbelief of the whole tradition of this sentence and
martyr-journey. “We do not recognise the Emperor Trajan in
this narrative ” (the martyrology), he says, “therefore cannot but
doubt everything which is related by this document, as well as
that, during this reign, Christians can have been cast to the wild
beasts.”1

If, for a moment, we suppose that, instead of being condemned
by Trajan himself, Ignatius received his sentence from a provincial
governor, the story does not gain greater probability. It is not
credible that such an official would have ventured to act so much
in opposition to the spirit of the Emperor’s government. Besides,
if such a governor did pronounce so severe a sentence, why did
he not execute it in Antioch ? Why send the prisoner to Rome ?
By doing so he made all the more conspicuous a severity which
was not likely to be pleasing to the clement Trajan. The cruelty
which dictated a condemnation ad bestias would have been more
gratified by execution on the spot. The transport to Rome is in
no case credible, and the utmost that can be admitted is that
Ignatius, like Simeon of Jerusalem, may have been condemned to
death during this reign, more especially if the event be associated
with some sudden outbreak of superstitious fury against the
Christians, to which the martyr may at once have fallen a victim.
We are not without indications of such a cause operating in the
case of Ignatius.

"ALC., 1842, i, p. 171 3/b., p. 172 anm.
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It is generally admitted that the date of Trajan’s visit to Antioch
is a.d. 115, when he wintered there during the Parthian war. An
earthquake occurred on the 13th of December of that year, which
was well calculated to excite popular superstition. It may not be
out of place to quote here the account of the earthquake given
by Dean Milman, who, although he mentions a different date, and
adheres to the martyrdom in Rome, still associates the condemna-
tion of Ignatius with the earthquake. He says: “ Nevertheless,
at that time there were circumstances which account with singular
likelihood for that sudden outburst of persecution in Antioch.........
At this very time an earthquake, more than usually terrible and
destructive, shook the cities of the East. Antioch suffered its
most appalling ravages—Antioch, crowded with the legionaries
prepared for the Emperor’s invasion of the East, with ambassadors
and tributary kings from all parts of the East. The city shook
through all its streets; houses, palaces, theatres, temples fell
crashing down. Many were Killed : the Consul Pedo died of his
hurts. The Emperor himself hardly escaped through a window,
and took refuge in the Circus, where he passed some days in the
open air. Whence this terrible blow but from the wrath of the
Gods, who must be appeased by unusual sacrifices? This was
towards the end of January; early in February the Christian
Bishop, Ignatius, was arrested. We know how, during this
century, at every period of public calamity, whatever that calamity
might be, the cry of the panic-stricken Heathens was, ‘The
Christians to the lions I It may be that, in Trajans humanity,
in order to prevent a general massacre by the infuriated populace,
or to give greater solemnity to the sacrifice, the execution was
ordered to take place, not in Antioch, but in Rome.”l These
reasons, on the contrary, render execution in Antioch infinitely
more probable. To continue, however : the earthquake occurred
on the 13th, and the martyrdom of Ignatius took place on the
20th of December, just a week after the earthquake. His remains,
as we know from Chrysostom and others, were interred at Antioch.
The natural inference is that the martyrdom, the only part of the
Ignatian story which is credible, occurred not in Rome, but in
Antioch itself, in consequence of the superstitious fury against the
(LOtot aroused by the earthquake.

We must now go more into the details of the brief statements
just made, and here we come to John Malalas. In the first place
he mentions the occurrence of the earthquake on the 13th of
December. We shall quote Dr. Lightfoot’s own rendering of his
further important narrative. He says —

“The words of John Malalas are :

' Hist, of Christianity, ii., p. 101 f.
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" The same king Trajan was residing in the same city (Antioch) when the
visitation of God (i.e., the earthquake) occurred. And at that time the holy
Ignatius, the bishop of the city of Antioch, was martyred (or bore testimony,
ipaprroppee) before him (t'xI dktoC) ; for he was exasperated against him
because he reviled him.””

Dr. Lightfoot endeavours in every way to discredit this state-
ment. He argues that Malalas tells foolish stories about other
matters, and, therefore, is not to be believed here ; but so simple
a piece of information may well be correctly conveyed by a writer
who elsewhere may record stupid traditions.1 If the narrative of
foolish stories and fabulous traditions is to exclude belief in
everything else stated by those who relate them, the whole of the
Fathers are disposed of at one fell swoop, for they all do so. Then
Dr. Lightfoot actually makes use of the following extraordinary
argument to explain away the statement of Malalas :—

“ But it may be worth while adding that the error of Malalas is capable
of easy explanation. He has probably misinterpreted some earlier authority,
whose language lent itself to misinterpretation. The words paprupeir, pap-
Tupla, which were afterwards used especially of martyrdom, had in the earlier
ages a wider sense, including other modes of witnessing to the faith : the
expression rxt TpaXdrou again is ambiguous and might denote either ‘during

the reign of Trajan’or “in the presence of Trajan.” A blundering writer like
Malalas might have stumbled over either expression.”3

It would be difficult, indeed, to show that the words paprvptly,
fiaprupLol, already used in that sense in the New Testament, were
not, at the date at which any record of the martyrdom of Ignatius
which Malalas could have had before him was written, employed
to express martyrdom when applied to such a case, as Dr. Light-
foot, indeed, has in the first instance rendered the phrase. Even
Zahn, whom Dr. Lightfoot so implicitly follows, emphatically
decides against him on both points. “The nri avrou together
with rort can only signify ‘coram Trajano’ (“in the presence of
Trajan’), and ipapruptyrt only the execution.”& Let anyone
simply read over Dr. Lightfoot’s own rendering, which we have
quoted above, and he will see that Malalas seems excellently
well, and directly, to have interpreted his earlier authority.

That the statement of Malalas does not agree with the reports
of the Fathers is no real objection, for we have good reason to
believe that none of them had information from any other source
than the Ignatian Epistles themselves, or tradition. Eusebius
evidently had not. Irenaeus, Origen, and some later Fathers
tell us nothing about him. Jerome and Chrysostom clearly take
their accounts from these sources. Malalas is the first who, by
his variation, proves that he had another and different authority

1P. 276 (ed. Bonn), Contemporary Review, February, 1875, p. 352.
9/#., p. 3S3 f. 3lb., p. 353 f. 4Ignatius v. Ant., p. 66, anm. 3.
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before him, and, in abandoning the martyr-journey to Rome, his
account has infinitely greater apparent probability. Malalas lived
at Antioch, which adds some weight to his statement. It is
objected that so, also, did Chrysostom, and at an earlier period,
and yet he repeats the Roman story. This, however, is no valid
argument against Malalas. Chrysostom was too good a Church-
man to doubt the story of Epistles so much tending to edification,
which were in wide circulation, and had been quoted by earlier
Fathers. It is in no way surprising that, some two centuries and
a half after the martyrdom, he should quietly have accepted the
representations of the Epistles purporting to have been written by
the martyr himself, and that their story should have shaped the
prevailing tradition.

The remains of Ignatius, as we are informed by Chrysostom
and Jerome, long remained interred in the cemetery of Antioch,
but finally—in the time of Theodosius, it is said—were translated
with great pomp and ceremony to a building which, such is the
irony of events, had previously been a Temple of Fortune. The
story told, of course, is that the relics of the martyr had been
carefully collected in the Colissum and carried from Rome
to Antioch. After reposing there for some centuries, the relics,
which are said to have been transported from Rome to Antioch,
were, about the seventh century, carried back from Antioch to
Rome.1 The natural and more simple conclusion is that, instead
of this double translation, the bones of Ignatius had always
remained in Antioch, where he had suffered martyrdom, and the
tradition that they had been brought back from Rome was merely
the explanation which reconciled the fact of their actually being in
Antioch with the legend of the Ignatian Epistles.

The 20th of December is the date assigned to the death of
Ignatius in the Martyrology,2and Zahn admits that this interpre-
tation is undeniable.3 Moreover, the anniversary of his death was
celebrated on that day in the Greek churches and throughout the
East. In the Latin Church it is kept on the ist of February.
There can be little doubt that this was the day of the translation
of the relics to Rome, and this was evidently the view of Ruinart,
who, although he could not positively contradict the views of his
own Church, says: “ Ignatii festum Graeei vigesima die mensis
Decembris celebrant, quo ipsum possum fuisse Acta testantur ; Latins
vero dieprima Februarii, an ob aliquam sacrarum ejus reliquiarum

11 need not refer to the statement of Nicephorus that these relics were
first brought from Rome to Constantinople and afterwards translated to
Antioch.

2 Ruinart, Acta Mart., pp. 59, 69.
3Ignatius v. Ant., p. 68.
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translationem 1 plures cnim fuisse constat.""1 Zahn2 states that the
Feast of the translation in later calendars was celebrated on the
29th of January, and he points out the evident ignorance which
prevailed in the West regarding Ignatius.?

On the one hand, therefore, all the historical data which we
possess regarding the reign and character of Trajan discredit the
story that Ignatius was sent to Rome to be exposed to beasts in the
Coliseum ; and all the positive evidence which exists, independent
of the Epistles themselves, tends to establish the fact that he
suffered martyrdom in Antioch itself. On the other hand, all the
evidence which is offered for the statement that Ignatius was sent
to Rome is more or less directly based upon the representations of
the letters, the authenticity of which is in discussion, and it is sur-
rounded with improbabilities of every kind.

We might well spare our readers the trouble of examining
further the contents of the Epistles themselves, for it is manifest
that they cannot afford testimony of any value on the subject of
our inquiry. We shall, however, briefly point out all the passages
contained in the seven Greek Epistles which have any bearing
upon our Synoptic Gospels, in order that their exact position may
be more fully appreciated. Tischendorf* refers to a passage in the
Epistle to the Romans, c. vi., as a verbal quotation of Matt. xvi.
26, but he neither gives the context nor states the facts of the case.
The passage reads as follows : “ The pleasures of the world shall
profit me nothing, nor the kingdoms of this time ; it is better for
me to die for Jesus Christ than to reign over the ends of the earth.
For what is a man profited if he gain the whole world but lose his
soul 2”5 Now, this quotation not only is not found in the Syriac
version of the Epistle, but it is also omitted from the ancient Latin
version, and is absent from the passage in the work of Timotheus
of Alexandria against the Council of Chalcedon, and from other
authorities. It is evidently a later addition, and is recognised as

‘ Ruinart, Acta Mart., p. 56. Baronius makes the anniversary of the
martyrdom 1st February, and that of the translation 17th December. Mart.
Rom., p. 87, p. 766 ff.

2 Ignatius v. Ant., p. 27, p. 68, anm. 2.

3There is no sufficient evidence for the statement that in Chrysostom’s
time the day dedicated to Ignatius was in June. The mere allusion, in a
Homily delivered in honour of Ignatius, that “ recently ” the feast of Sta.
Pelagia (in the Latin Calendar 9th June) had been celebrated, by no means
justifies such a conclusion and there is nothing else to establish it.

* Wann warden, u. s. w., p. 22.

3 Obit* su uitpcXifati ri rtpara toO xSofiov, 0iSi a! ftatnAaat rod al&vos
to&ov. Ka\6y /rot AroSarrir Sid XptorSr TijeoOv, 1) fkunXctnir rfir rtpAruv rijt
yin.* Ti ydp CxptXciTai SrO/wros, id* KtpStpTi t6f rdofior S\or, tV St \f/irx*r
atrrov {iifuuQjj ; c. vi.
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such by most critics.1 It was probably a gloss, which subsequently
was inserted in the text. Of these facts, however, Tischendorf
does not say a word.2

The next passage to which he refers is in the Epistle to the
Smymaeans, c. i., where the writer says of Jesus, “ He was baptised
by John in order that all righteousness might be fulfilled by
Him,”3 which Tischendorf considers a reminiscence of Matt. iii.
15, “ For thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness.”¢ The
phrase, besides being no quotation, has, again, all the appearance
of being an addition ; and when in ch. iii. of the same Epistle we
find a palpable quotation from an apocryphal Gospel, which
Jerome states to be the “ Gospel according to the Hebrews,” to
which we shall presently refer, a Gospel which we know to have
contained the baptism of Jesus by John, it is not possible, even if
the Epistle were genuine, which it is not, to base any such con-
clusion upon these words. There is not only the alternative of
tradition, but the use of the same apocryphal Gospel, elsewhere
quoted in the Epistle, as the source of the reminiscence.

Tischendorf does not point out any more supposed references
to our Synoptic Gospels, but we proceed to notice all the other
passages which have been indicated by others. In the Epistle to
Polycarp, c. ii., the following sentence occurs : “ Be thou wise as
the serpent in everything, and harmless as the dove.” This is, of
course, compared with Matt. x. 16, “ Be ye therefore, wise as
serpents, and innocent as doves.” The Greek of both is as
follows—

Epistle. Matt. x. i6.
Apbvipos ylvov lit A6dhs iv ratrtr xal TlvcoBc ow tppbripoi tit 02 kpcis3 rat
AldpaiOl lit 7) TreptOTfptl. dripaiM tit ol reparrepal,

In the Syriac version the passage reads, “ Be thou wise as the
serpent in everything, and harmless as to those things which are
requisite as the dove.”6 It is unnecessary to add that no source is
indicated for the reminiscence. Ewald assigns this part of our
first Gospel originally to the Spruchsammlung, and, even apart
from the variations presented in the Epistle, there is nothing to

* Anger, Synops. Ev., p. 119 f. ; Cureton, Ancient Syriac Version, elc.,

p. 42 ff.; Dressel, Pair. Ap., p. 170; Grabe, Spicil Patr., ii., p. 16;
Jacobson, Patr. Ap., ii., p. 402 ; Kirchhofer, Quellcnsamml., p. 48, anm.
6 ; etc.

« Dr. Lightfoot omits the supposed quotation from his text of the Epistle—
Apost. Fathers, p. 122. Dr. Westcott does not refer to the passage at all.

3 pefjaTTnrptvov {neb ’luivrov, Xra Tchgpwdrj iracra SlKcuoour-r} Inr’ ainov, k.t.\.
c. i

4 0Brm ybp rpisror tori* iipur ini)puoai Tcurar bucatoovmir.

5The Cod. Sin. alone reads iii ABtpis here.

6 Cf. Cureton, Ancient Syriac Version, etc., p. 5, p. 72.
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warrant exclusive selection of our first Gospel as the source of

the saying.
columns —
Ep. to thb Ephksians V.

For if the prayer of one or two
has such power, how much more
that of the bishop and of all the
Church.1

Ep. to Ephesians vi.

For every one whom the Master
of the house sends to be over his own
household we ought to receive as
\é\ge should him that sent (W/u™arra)

im

fldrrayip 6r rlpTci i oUottrrinit
t'a iilar oixarofilar, othan Sti v/iai
abrb Ux«rBal, wt aisrir rip

Ep. to Traliians Xl
For these are not a planting of
the Father.

QOiroc yip olk tlaiv tpvrtla -rarpfa.

Ep. to Smyrn/Eans vi.

He that receiveth it let
receive it.
0 \tapGnr xvptlrv.

him

The remaining passages we

subjoin in parallel

Matt, xviii. 19.

Again | say unto you that if two
of you shall agree on earth as touch-
ing anything that they shall ask it
shall be done for them by my
Father, v. 20. For where two or
three are gathered together, etc.

Matt. x. 40.

He that receiveth you receiveth
me, and he that receiveth me re-
ceiveth him that sent (aT«rrflXoj>To)
me.

‘0 JFX<S/«roj vp&i (put Six*™> *el A
tpi SexApd’oi Wxerar riv iTooTclXcwTi

pX.

Matt. xv. 13.

Every plant which my heavenly
Father did not plant shall be rooted
up.
llcura <fwrcla fir oin it/xinuatv 6
ra-H/p pov 0 oupdvLOi {npiiud”~afTai.

Matt. xix. 12.

He that is able to receive it let him
receive it.
'0 tvrdperoi

None of these passages are quotations, and they generally present
such marked linguistic variations from the parallel passages in our
first Gospel that there is not the slightest ground for specially
referring them to it. The last words cited are introduced without
anyappropriate context. In no case are the expressions indicated
as quotations from, or references to, any particular source. They
may either be traditional, or reminiscences of some of the numerous
Gospels current in the early Church, such as the Gospel according
to the Hebrews. That the writer made use of one of these cannot
be doubted. In the Epistle to the Smyrnaeans, c. iii., there occurs
aquotation from an apocryphal Gospel to which we have already,
in passing, referred : “ For | know that also after his resurrection
he was in the flesh, and | believe he is so now. And when he
came to those who were with Peter he said to them: Lay hold,
handle me, and see that 1 am not an incorporeal spirit (Saifioviov).

1E{y&p ivto koX dfirrtpov xpoaeux*} rocra&rjr Unx&* *X€t> f&AX0* If re

tov 4tutk&tov keU rd<njf rip tKKXrjalas ,

Digitized byk jO O Q le



174 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

And immediately they touched him and believed, being convinced
by his flesh and spirit.”1 Eusebius, who quotes this passage,
says that he does not know whence it is taken.2 Origen, however,
quotes it from awork well known in the early Church, called “ The
Teaching of Peter” (AiSa”V nirpov) ;3 and Jerome found it in
the “ Gospel according to the Hebrews,” in use among the
Nazarenes,* which he translated, as we shall hereafter see. It
was, no doubt, in both of those works. The narrative, Luke
xxiv. 39 f., being neglected, and an apocryphal Gospel used here,
the inevitable inference is clear, and very suggestive. As it is
certain that this quotation was taken from a source different from
our Gospels, there is reason to suppose that the other passages
which we have cited are reminiscences of the same work. The
passage on the three mysteries in the Epistle to the Ephesians,
c. Xix., is evidently another quotation from an uncanonical
source.*

We must, however, again point out that, with the single excep-
tion of the short passage in the Epistle to Polycarp, c. ii., which
is not a quotation, none of these supposed reminiscences of
our Synoptic Gospels are found in the Syriac version of the three
Epistles.

With regard to Scriptural quotations in all the seven Ignatian
letters, it may be well to quote the words of Dr. Lightfoot. “ The
Ignatian letters do, indeed, show a considerable knowledge of the
writings included in our Canon of the New Testament; but this
knowledge betrays itself in casual words and phrases, stray
metaphors, epigrammatic adaptations, and isolated coincidences
of thought. Where there is an obligation, the borrowed figure or
expression has passed through the mind of the writer, has been
assimilated, and has undergone some modification in the process.
Quotations from the New Testament, strictly speaking, there
are none.”6 Dr. Lightfoot is speaking here, not only of the
Gospels, but of the whole New Testament, and he adds, in
regard to such approaches: “ Even such examples can be
counted on the fingers.” W.ithout discussing how such know-
ledge can be limited to special writings, it is obvious that, whatever
view may be taken of the Ignatian letters, they afford no evidence

1 ’E-y,byhp Kal /xerh r+jr dpdoravip ip vapid avt6p otSa real Turrciho 6rra. Kal
6re vpbs robs repX IUrpor ?N\Oep, (g abroir * here, \fnf\a<ph<raTi /*€ kol
6n ovk elpU dcufxbvior dvioftarop.” K]IjOObi avrov T\f/aPTo, real iTUrrewmp,
rcpaOipTci rj) vapid avrov Kal rip aZfxari.

9 ovk otS' irrdOep fnjroU_<rinMi/njrat. H. E iii. 36.
3De Princip. Prdf. X
4De vir. ill., 16, c\‘ Comm, in Is. lib. xviii., preef.

5Cf. Ewald, Gesch. d. Volkes I s r vii., p. 318, anm. 1.
6 Apostolic Fathers, part ii., vol. i., 1885, p. 580.
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even of the existence of our Gospels, and throw no light whatever
on their authorship and trustworthiness as witnesses for miracles
and the reality of Divine revelation.

We have hitherto deferred all consideration of the so-called
Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians, from the fact that, instead
of proving the existence of the Epistles of Ignatius, with which
it is intimately associated, it is itself discredited in proportion as
they are shown to be inauthentic. We have just seen that the
martyr-journey of Ignatius to Rome is, for cogent reasons, declared
to be wholly fabulous, and the Epistles purporting to be written
during that journey must be held to be spurious. The Epistle of
Polycarp, however, not only refers to the martyr-journey (c. ix.),
but to the Ignatian Epistles which are inauthentic (c. xiii.), and
the manifest inference is that it also is spurious.

Polycarp, who is said by Irenaeus' to have been in his youth a
disciple of the Apostle John, became Bishop of Smyrna, and
suffered martyrdom at a very advanced age.3 On the authority of
Eusebius and Jerome it has hitherto been generally believed that
his death took place in a.d. 166-167. In the account of his
martyrdom, which we possess in the shape of a letter from the
Church of Smyrna, purporting to have been written by eye-
witnesses, which must be pronounced spurious, Polycarp is said
to have died under the Proconsul Statius Quadratus.3 If this
statement be correct, the date hitherto received can no longer be
maintained, for recent investigations have determined that Statius
Quadratus was proconsul in a.d. 155-5 or 155-6.4 Some critics,
who affirm the authenticity of the Epistle attributed to Polycarp,
date the Epistle before a.d. 120, but the preponderance of
opinion assigns it to a much later period. Doubts of its authen-
ticity, and of the integrity of the text, were very early expressed,
and the close scrutiny to which later and more competent
criticism has subjected it has led very many to the conclusion
that the Epistle is either largely interpolated or altogether spurious.
The principal argument in favour of its authenticity is the fact
that the Epistle is mentioned by Irenaeus,3who in his extreme

*Adv. Har., in., 3, §4 ; cf. Eusebius, H. E., v. 20.

3In the Mart. Polycarpi(c. 9) he is represented as declaring that he had
served Christ eighty-six years.

3Mart. Polycarpi, c. 21.

*Waddington, Mim. dc I’Inst. imp. de France, Acad, des Inscript, et Belles
Lettres, T. xxvi., 1 Part., 1867, p. 232 ff. ; cf. Pastes des Provinces Asiatiques,
1872, 1 Part., p. 219 ff. It should be mentioned, however, that in AD. 167
there was a Consul of the name of Ummidius Quadratus (Waddington, l.c.,
p. 238). Wieseler and Keim reject M. Waddington’s conclusions, and adhere to
the later date.

5Adv. Hcer., iii. 3, § 4.
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youth was acquainted with Polycarp.1 We have no very precise
information regarding the age of lrenaeus; but Jerome states that
he flourished under Commodus (180-192), and we may, as a
favourable conjecture, suppose that he was then about 35-37. In
that case his birth must be dated about a.d. 145. There is reason
to believe that he fell a victim to persecution under Septimius
Severus, and it is only doubtful whether he suffered during the
first outbreak in a.d. 202 or later. According to this calculation
the martyrdom of Polycarp, in a.d. 155-156, took place when he
was ten or eleven years of age. Even if a further concession be
made in regard to his age, it is evident that the intercourse of
Irenaeus with the Bishop of Smyrna must have been confined to
his very earliest years—a fact which is confirmed by the almost
total absence of any record in his writings of the communications
of Polycarp. This certainly does not entitle lIrenaeus to speak
more authoritatively of an Epistle ascribed to Polycarp than
anyone else of his day.

In the Epistle itself there are several anachronisms.  In ch. ix.
the “ blessed Ignatius ” is referred to as already dead, and he is
held up with Zosimus and Rufus, and also with Paul and the rest
of the Apostles, as examples of patience—men who have not run
in vain, but are with the Lord ; but in ch. xiii. he is spoken of as
living, and information is requested regarding him, “and those
who are with him.”3 Yet, although' thus spoken of as alive, the
writer already knows of his Epistles, and refers, in the plural, to
those written by him “to us, and all the rest which we have by
us.”3 The reference here, it will be observed, is not only to the
Epistles to the Smymseans, and to Polycarp himself, but to other
spurious Epistles which are not included in the Syriac version.
Daille* pointed out long ago that ch. xiii. abruptly interrupts the
conclusion of the Epistle, and most critics, including those who
assert the authenticity of the rest of the Epistle, reject it, at least,
although many of these likewise repudiate ch. ix. as interpolated.
Others, however, consider that the latter chapter is quite consistent
with the later date, which, according to internal evidence, must be
assigned to the Epistle. The writer vehemently denounces,3 as
already widely spread, the Gnostic heresy and other forms of false
doctrine which did not exist until the time of Marcion, to whom

1E* rg irpiirry ijfiwp ijXiKlq k.t.X.  Adv. Hot., iii. 3, § 4, Eusebius, H. £ .,
iv., 14, cf. v. 20.

2Et do ipso Ignatio, et do his qui cum eo suntyquod cerlius agnovtritisy
significate.  Cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., i., p. 184 f.

TAf iwurroXdf ‘lyvarlov rAs ictfxQdtloas iffjuw irw airrov, $a AMas 6¢c*t

etxofiep "wap iffur, k.t.X.

4De Scriptis, etc., 427 ff.

s Cf. chaps, vi., vii.
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and to whose followers he refers in unmistakeable terms. An
expression is used in ch. vii., in speaking of these heretics, which
Polycarp is reported by Irenaeus to have actually applied to
Marcion in person, during his visit to Rome. He is said to have
called Marcion the “ first-born of Satan ” (w/xutotokos to? Sarava),1
and the same term is employed in this Epistle with regard to
everyone who holds such false doctrines. The development of
these heresies, therefore, implies a date for the composition of the
Epistle, at earliest, after the middle of the second century, a date
which is further confirmed by other circumstances.2 The writer of
such a letter must have held a position in the Church, to which
Polycarp could only have attained in the latter part of his life,
when he was deputed to Rome for the Paschal discussion, and the
Epistle depicts the developed ecclesiastical organisation of a later
time.3 The earlier date which has now been adopted for the
martyrdom of Polycarp by limiting the period during which it is
possible that he himself could have written any portion of it, only
renders the inauthenticity of the Epistle more apparent. Hilgen-
feld has pointed out, as another indication of the same date, the
injunction, “ Pray for the kings” (Orate pro regibus), which, in i
Peter ii. 17, is *“ Honour the King” (rbv /3atrthia rtnan),
which, he argues, accords with the period after Antoninus Pius had
elevated Marcus Aurelius to joint sovereignty (a.d. 147), or, better
still, with that in which Marcus Aurelius appointed Lucius Verus
his colleague, a.d. 161; for to rulers outside the Roman Empire
there can be no reference. If authentic, however, the Epistle
must have been written, at latest, shortly after the martyrdom of
Ignatius in a.d. 115 ; but, as we have seen, there are strong internal
characteristics excluding such a supposition. The reference to the

*Adv. Heer., iii. 3, § 4 ; Eusebius, H. E., iv. 14.

2Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit, ii., p. 155 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viiier, p.
272 f. ; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1874, p. 208 f. ; Scholten, Die tilt.
Zeugnisse, p. 41 ff. ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 44 ff. Schwegler and
Hilgenfeld consider the insertion of this phrase, reported to have been
actually used in Rome against Marcion, as proof of the inauthenticity of
the Epistle. They argue that the well-known saying was employed to give
an appearance of reality to the forgery. In any case, it shows that the
Epistle cannot have been written earlier than the second half of the second
century.

3 Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii.,, p. 158; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Voter,
p. 273 ; Ritschl., East. altk. Kirche, p. 402 f. ; Scholten, Die. alt. Zeugnisse,
p. 42. It has been pointed out that, in the superscription, Polycarp is
clearly distinguished, as Bishop, from the Presbyters of Smyrna: [ToXi'icapxo*
<ai (1 true aimp -rptefluTcpM.  Domer, Lehre Pers. Christi, 1851, i., p. 172 f.
anm. ; Rothe, Anfdnge (hr. Kirche, 1837, i., p. 408 f. anm. 107, 108 ; Hil-
genfeld, 1. c. ; Ritschl., I. c. The writer, in admonishing the Philippians,
speaks of their “ being subject to the Presbyters and Deacons as to God and
Christ” inroTacraofstroui rols r/yeo”vrlpois cal JiamSeoif ills Tip Ofg sal Xpnrnp
ktX c. 5.

N
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martyr-journey of Ignatius and to the Epistles falsely ascribed to
him is alone sufficient to betray the spurious nature of the compo-
sition, and to class the Epistle with the rest of the pseudo-lgnatian
literature.

We shall now examine all the passages in this Epistle which are
pointed out as indicating any acquaintance with our Synoptic
Gospels.1 The first occurs in ch. ii., and we subjoin it in con-
trast with the nearest parallel passages of the Gospels; but, although
we break it up into paragraphs, it will, of course, be understood

that the quotation is continuous in the Epistle—

Epistle, C. ii.

Remembering what the Lord said,
teaching:
Judge not, that ye be not judged ;

forgive, and it shall be forgiven to
you ;

be pitiful, that ye may be pitied ;

with what measure ye mete it shall
be measured to you again; and that
blessed Are the poor and those
that are persecuted for righteousness

sake, for theirs is the kingdom of
God.
Epistle C. ii.
ilrriporeBorret Si im elrer i Kt'ptos
StSioKirr'

Mi) xptrere, Ira /ii) xpiBijre.
dtftlere, sal defteBipreTai itpir.

tXedre, fra iXeijBrfre'

~ VHTpV perpeire, arnperptiBhatrai
ipir.

xal Sri paxipioi ol rruyol *al ol
SitonSperoi Irexer SiK<uoavrr)i, Sri avrOr
iarlr f) liaoi\<la rov BeoB.

Matthew.

vii. i.

Judge not, that ye be not judged.

vi. 14. For ifye forgive men their
trespasses your heavenly Father
will also forgive you : (cf. Luke vi.
37 pardonand ye shall be
pardoned.)

v. 7. Blessed are the pitiful,
they shall obtain pity.

vii. 2. With what measure ye mete
it shall be measured to you.

v. 3. Blessed are the poor in
spiritv. 10.  Blessed are they
that are persecuted for righteous-
ness sake, for theirs is the kingdom
of heaven.

for

Matthew.

vii. .

Mi) Kplrere, tra /ii) KpiBrijre.

vi. 14. 'Kdr yip a<pdrt rots i.rBpurroie
k. r. X (cf. Luke vi. 37, 'kroXvere
*al dxoXoOtpjtode.)

v. 7. Mardptoi ol eXehporet, Sri airrol
eXerjOtpeorrai-

vii. 2. ir 1 pirptp perpeire per/nj-
Bt\aerai Spur.

v. 3. Mard/MOi ol irrloyal rip neo-
part—10 pax. ol SeSuoyptroi ffetter
Smaioovrijs, Sri aina>r etrrlr ii fkuriXela
Tuir ovparlor.

It will be remembered that an almost similar direct quotation of
words of Jesus occurs in the so-called Epistle of Clement to the
Corinthians, ch. xiii., which we have already examined.3 There the

1Tischendorf, IVattn warden, u. s. w., p. 23 f.; Westcott, On the Canon,
p. 48, note.
3P. 223 f.
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passage is introduced by the same words, and in the midst of
brief phrases which have parallels in our Gospel there occurs
in both Epistles the same expression, “Be pitiful, that ye
may be pitied,” which is not found in any of our Gospels.
In order to find parallels for the quotation, upon the
hypothesis of a combination of texts, we have to add
together portions of the following verses in the order
shown: Matt vii. 1, vi. 14 (although, with complete linguistic
variations, the sense of Luke vi. 37 is much closer), v. 7, vii. 2,
V.3, v. 10. Such fragmentary compilation is in itself scarcely con-
ceivable in an Epistle of this kind, but when in the midst we find
a passage foreign to our Gospels, which occurs in another
work in connection with so similar a quotation, it is reasonable to
conclude that the whole is derived from tradition or from a
Gospel different from ours. In no case can such a passage be
considered material evidence even of the existence of any one of
our Gospels.

Another expression which is pointed out occurs in ch. vii,
“beseeching in our prayers the all-searching God not to lead us
into temptation, as the Lord said : The spirit, indeed, is willing,
but the flesh is weak.”l This is compared with the phrase in
“the Lord’s Prayer” (Matt. vi. 13), or the passage (xxvi. 41):
“Watch and pray, that ye enter not into temptation: the spirit,
indeed, is willing, but the flesh is weak.”3 The second Gospel,
however, equally has the phrase (xiv. 38), and shows how unreason-
able it is to limit these historical sayings to a single Gospel. The
next passage is of a similar nature (ch. vi.): “ If, therefore, we pray
the Lord that he may forgive us, we ought also ourselves to
forgive.”3 The thought, but not the language, of this passage
corresponds with Matt. vi. 12-14, but equally so with Luke xi. 4.
Now, we must repeat that all such sayings of Jesus were the
common property of the early Christians—were, no doubt, orally
current amongst them, and still more certainly were recorded by
many of the numerous Gospels then in circulation, as they are by
several of our own. In no case is there any written source indi-
cated from which these passages are derived; they are simply
quoted as words of Jesus, and, being all connected either with
the “ Sermon on the Mount” or the “Lord’s Prayer,” the two
portions of the teaching of Jesus which were most popular,
widely known, and characteristic, there can be no doubt that they
were familiar throughout the whole of the early Church, and must

1 MfCtciP alrovfieroi rb* TarrcTr&rrqr Ofby, fit) e&rtrry/tetr ify/xar els iceipaa-
fibr, kclocm elrcev 6 xupios* rb fib irrevfia xpbOvfiov, if 6k <rbpt daOerifs. . Vii.

3 ypityof**™ Ka* *po<Telxe<rCet fro fiif eUrkXOrfre els sretpcurfib. rb fib icvevfia
wpMvfior, if 6k erbpt dffCertfS.  Matt. xxvi. 41.

* E/ o6r MfuOa too Kvplov, tra i)fu» cupjj, bfeCXofier kdJ iffieis d+Uwai. c. vi.
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have formed a part of most, or all, of the many collections of the
words of the Master. The anonymous quotation of historical
expressions of Jesus cannot prove even the existence of one special
document among many to which we may choose to trace it, much
less establish its authorship and character.
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CHAPTER III.
JUSTIN MARTYR

We shall now consider the evidence furnished by the works of
Justin Martyr regarding the existence of our Synoptic Gospels at
the middle of the second century, and we may remark, in anticipa-
tion, that, whatever differences of opinion may finally exist
regarding the solution of the problem which we have to examine,
at least it is clear that the testimony of Justin Martyr is not of a
nature to establish the date, authenticity, and character of Gospels
professing to communicate such momentous and astounding
doctrines. The determination of the source from which Justin
derived his facts of Christian history has for a century attracted
more attention, and excited more controversy, than almost any
other similar question in connection with patristic literature, and
upon none have more divergent opinions been expressed.

Justin, who suffered martyrdom about a.d. 166-167' under
Marcus Aurelius, probably at the instigation of the cynical philo-
sopher, Crescens, was bom in the Greek-Roman colony, Flavia
Neapolis,* established during the reign of Vespasian, near the
ancient Sichem in Samaria. By descent he was a Greek, and
during the earlier part of his life a heathen ; but, after long and
disappointed study of Greek philosophy, he became a convert to
Christianity” strongly tinged with Judaism. It is not necessary to
enter into any discussion as to the authenticity of the writings
which have come down to us bearing Justin’s name, many of
which are undoubtedly spurious, for the two Apologies and the
Dialogue with Trypho, with which we have almost exclusively to
do, are generally admitted to be genuine. It is true that there
has been a singular controversy regarding the precise relation to
each other of the two Apologies now extant, the following
contradictory views having been maintained : that they are the
two Apologies mentioned by Eusebius, and in their original
order; that they are Justin’s two Apologies, but that Eusebius was
wrong in affirming that the second was addressed to Marcus
Aurelius; that our second Apology was the preface or appendix
to the first, and that the original second is lost. The shorterl

1Eusebius, H. E., iv. 16, Chron. Pasch., A.D. 165. 3Apol., i. I.
3Dial. ¢. Tryph., ii. ff.
181
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Apology contains nothing of interest connected with our inquiry.

There has been much controversy as to the date of the two
Apologies, and much difference of opinion still exists on the
point. Many critics assign the larger to about a.d. 138-140, and
the shorter to a.d. i60-161. A passage, however, occurs in the
longer Apology, which indicates that it must have been written
about a century and a half after the commencement of the
Christian era, or, according to accurate reckoning, about a.d. 147.
Justin speaks, in one part of it, of perverted deductions being
drawn from his teaching “that Christ was bom 150 years ago
under Cyrenius.”l Those who contend for the earlier date have
no stronger argument against this statement than the unsupported
assertion, that in this passage Justin merely speaks “in round
numbers ”; but many important circumstances confirm the date
which Justin thus gives us. In the superscription of the Apology,
Antoninus is called “ Pius,” a title which was first bestowed upon
him in the year 139. Moreover, Justin directly refers to Marcion,
as a man “now living and teaching his disciples....... and who has,
by the aid of demons, caused many of all nations to utter
blasphemies,” etc.” Now the fact has been established that
Marcion did not come to Rome, where Justin himself was, until
a.d. 139-142, when his prominent public career commenced, and
it is apparent that the words of Justin indicate a period when his
doctrines had already become widely diffused. For these and
many other strong reasons, which need not here be detailed, the
majority of competent critics agree in more correctly assigning the
first Apology to about a.d. 147. The Dialogue with Trypho, as
internal evidence shows,3 was written after the longer Apology,
and it is therefore generally dated some time within the first
decade of the second half of the second century.

In these writings Justin quotes very copiously from the Old
Testament, and he also very frequently refers to facts of Christian
history and to sayings of Jesus. Of these references, for instance,
some fifty occur in the first Apology, and upwards of seventy in
the Dialogue with Trypho, a goodly number, it will be admitted,
by means of which to identify the source from which he quotes.
Justin himself frequently and distinctly says that his information
and quotations are derived from the Memoirs of the Apostles
(arofj.vrniovtvfiMTa tev diroarokinv), but except upon one occa-
sion, which we shall hereafter consider, when he indicates
Peter, he never mentions an author’s name. Upon examination
it is found that, with only one or two brief exceptions, the
numerous quotations from theseMemoirs differ more or less
widely from parallel passages in our Synoptic Gospels, and in

mApol., i. 46. 3Apol., i. 26. 3Dial. c. Tr., cxx.
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many cases differ in the same respects as similar quotations found
in other writings of the second century, the writers of which are
known to have made use of uncanonical Gospels; and, further,
that these passages are quoted several times, at intervals, by
Justin with the same variations. Moreover, sayings of Jesus are
quoted from these Memoirs which are not found in our Gospels
at all, and facts in the life of Jesus and circumstances of Christian
history derived from the same source, not only are not found in
our Gospels, but are in contradiction with them.

These peculiarities have, as might have been expected, created
much diversity of opinion regarding the nature of the Memoirs
of the Apostles. In the earlier days of New Testament
criticism more especially, many of course at once identified the
Memoirs with our Gospels exclusively, and the variations were
explained by conveniently elastic theories of free quotation from
memory, imperfect and varying MSS., combination, condensation,
and transposition of passages, with slight additions from tradition,
or even from some other written source, and so on. Others
endeavoured to explain away difficulties by the supposition that
they were a simple harmony of our Gospels, or a harmony of the
Gospels, with passages added from some apocryphal work. A
much greater number of critics, however, adopt the conclusion
that, along with our Gospels, Justin made use of one or more
apocryphal Gospels, and more especially of the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, or according to Peter, and also perhaps of
tradition. Others assert that he made use of a special unknown
Gospel, or of the Gospel according to the Hebrews or according
to Peter, with the subsidiary use of a version of one or two of our
Gospels, to which, however, he did not attach much importance,
preferring the apocryphal work; whilst others have concluded
that Justin did not make use of our Gospels at all, and that his
quotations are either from the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
or according to Peter, or from some other special apocryphal
Gospel now no longer extant

Evidence permitting of such wide diversity of results to serious
and laborious investigation of the identity of Justin’s Memoirs
of the Apostles cannot be of much value towards establishing the
authenticity of our Gospels, and, in the absence of any specific
mention of our Synoptics, any very elaborate examination of the
Memoirs might be considered unnecessary, more especially as it is
admitted almost universally by competent critics that Justin did
not himself consider the Memoirs of the Apostles inspired, or of
any dogmatic authority, and had no idea of attributing canonical
rank to them. In pursuance of the system which we desire
invariably to adopt of enabling every reader to form his own
opinion, we shall, as briefly as possible, state the facts of the
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case, and furnish materials for a full comprehension of the
subject.

Justin himself, as we have already mentioned, frequently and
distinctly states that his information regarding Christian history
and his quotations are derived from the Memoirs of the Apostles
(dirofj.inliiov(\iMTa twv dirorrrokiov), to adopt the wusual trans-
lation, although the word might more correctly be rendered
“ Recollections,” or “ Memorabilia.” It has frequently been sur-
mised that this name was suggested by the dirofivTjftovfvimTa
2 ftMepdrows of Xenophon, but, as Credner has pointed out, the
similarity is purely accidental, and, to constitute a parallel,
the title should have been Memoirs of Jesus." The word
diro/jLVTffiovtviuiTa is here evidently used merely in the sense
of records written from memory, and it is so employed by Papias
in the passage preserved by Eusebius regarding Mark, who,
although he had not himself followed the Lord, yet recorded his
words from what he heard from Peter, and who, having done so
without order, is still defended for “ thus writing some things as
he remembered them ” (ovrws tvia ypd\pas <ts dutisvijisjovroo-tv).2
In the same way Irenaeus refers to the “ Memoirs of a certain
Presbyter of apostolic times” (awo/"aovtiyiaTa aroorokueov
rivbs wp*<rfivT(pov),3 whose name he does not mention; and
Origen still more closely approximates to Justin’s use of the
word when, expressing his theory regarding the Epistle to the
Hebrews, he says that the thoughts are the Apostle’s, but the
phraseology and the composition are of one recording from
memory what the Apostle said (drofivTjisMvevaairros tivos ra
chrooToXiKa), and as of one writing at leisure the dictation of
his master.”* Justin himself speaks of the authors of the Memoirs
as oi dwofivrifiovtv<ravT{<i,s and the expression was then and
afterwards constantly in use amongst ecclesiastical and other
writers.6

This title, Memoirs of the Apostles, however, although the
most appropriate to mere recollections of the life and teaching of
Jesus, evidently could not be applied to works ranking as canonical
Gospels, but, in fact, excludes such an idea; and the whole of
Justin’s views regarding Holy Scripture prove that he saw in the
Memoirs merely records from memory to assist memory. He
does not call them ypsufsal, but adheres always to the familiar
name of dsrofiyijnovtvfiara, and whilst his constant appeals to a

mCredner, Beitrage, i., p. 105. * Eusebius, H .E ., iii. 39.

3 1b,v 8 *1b., vi. 25. 5 Apel., i.33.

6 Credner, Beitrage, i., p. 105 f., Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 12 ; Reuss, Hist,
du Canon, p. 53 f. ; Wcstcolt, On the Canon, p. 95, note I. The Clementine
Recognitions (ii. 1) make the Apostle Peter say : In consuetudine habiti verba
domini mei, qua ab ipso audieram revocare ad metnoriam.
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written source show very clearly his abandonment of oral tradition,
there is nothing in the name of his records which can identify
them with our Gospels.

Justin designates the source of his quotations ten times, the
Memoirs of the Apostlesand five times he calls it simply the
“Memoirs.”3 He says, upon one occasion, that these Memoirs were
composed “by his Apostles and their followers,”*but except in one
place to which we have already referred, and which we shall hereafter
fully examine, he never mentions the author’s name, nor does he
ever give any more precise information regarding their composition.
It has been argued that, in saying that these Memoirs were
recorded by the Apostles and their followers, Justin intentionally
and literally described the four canonical Gospels, the first and
fourth of which are ascribed to Apostles and the other two to
Mark and Luke, the followers of Apostles ; but such an inference
is equally forced and unfounded. The language itself forbids this
explanation, for Justin does not speak indefinitely of Memoirs of
Apostles and their followers, but of Memoirs of the Apostles,
invariably using the article which refers the Memoirs to the
collective body of the Apostles. Moreover, the incorrectness of
such an inference is manifest from the fact that circumstances are
stated by Justin as derived from these Memoirs, which do not
exist in our Gospels at all, and which, indeed, are contradictory to
them. Vast numbers of spurious writings, moreover, bearing the
names of Apostles and their followers, and claiming more or less
direct apostolic authority, were in circulation in the early Church—
Gospels according to Peter/ to Thomas,5to James,6 to Judas/
according to the Apostles, or according to the Twelve,8 to
Barnabas,9 to Matthias,10 to Nicodemus,1l etc., and ecclesiastical

*Apol., i. 66, 67, cf. i. 33; Dial. c. Tr., 88, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, and
twice in 106. 3 Dial., 103, 105, thrice 107.

3 *Er yap Toi~ hTrojjunjplorebfiaai a thmjpu inch tuv dxexrdXivp afrro0 Kai tCjv
ietiroit TapaKoXov&ifohmow ovrTtT&xQou, a.t. X Dial., 103.

*Eusebius, H. E., iii., 3, 25, vi. 12 ; Hieron., De Vtr. Ill., 1; Origen, in
Matth., x. 17.
5 Eusebius, H. E., iii., 25; Origen, Horn. i. in Lucam ; Ireraeas, Adv.

Har., i. 20; cf. Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr., 1853, proleg., p. xxxviii. ff. ;
IVann warden, a. s. w., p. 89 f. ; Hieron., Praf. in Matth.

*Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr. proleg., p. xii. ff. ; Epiphanius, Hcer., Ixxix.,
i 5. etc.

* Irena-us, Adv. Hcer., i. 31, § | ; Epiphanius, Hcer., xxxviii., § | ; Theo-
doret. Fab. Hcer., i. 15.

8 Origen, Horn. i. in Lucam ; Hieron., Praf. in Matth. ; Adv. Pelagianos,
iii. 1 ; rabridus, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i., p. 339 f.

9Decret. Gelasii, vi., jj 10.

n Origen, Horn. i. in Lucam ; Eusebius, H. E., iii., 25 ; Decret. Gelasii,
vi. 8; Hieron., Praf. in Matth.

" If this be not its most ancient title, the Gospel is in the Prologue
directly ascribed to Nicodemus. The superscription which this apocryphal
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writers bear abundant testimony to the early and rapid growth of
apocryphal literature.”” The very names of most of such apocry-
phal Gospels are lost, whilst of others we possess considerable
information; but nothing is more certain than the fact that there
existed many works bearing names which render the attempt to
interpret the title of Justin’s Gospel as a description of the four
in our canon quite unwarrantable. The words of Justin evidendy
imply simply that the source of his quotations is the collective
recollections of the Apostles, and those who followed them, regard-
ing the life and teaching of Jesus.

The title, Memoirs of the Apostles, by no means indicates a
plurality of Gospels. A single passage has been pointed out in
which the Memoirs are said to have been called eiayytXia in
the plural: “ For the Apostles in the Memoirs composed by them,
which are called Gospels,”3 etc. The last expression, a naXErai
tvayyikia, as many scholars have declared, is probably an
interpolation. It is, in all likelihood, a gloss on the margin of
some old MS. which some copyist afterwards inserted in the text3
If Justin really stated that the Memoirs were called Gospels, it
seems incomprehensible that he should never call them so himself.
In no other place in his writings does he apply the plural to them,
but, on the contrary, we find Trypho referring to the “ so-called
Gospel,” which he states that he has carefully read,3and which, of
course, can only be Justin’s “ Memoirs and, again, in another
part of the same dialogue, Justin quotes passages which are
written “in the Gospel ™* («v Tip evayytXup ycypamu). The
term “ Gospel ” is nowhere else used by Justin in reference to a
written record.6 In no case, however, considering the numerous
Gospels then in circulation, and the fact that many of these,
different from the canonical Gospels, are known to have been

Gospel bears in the form now extant, intoitrluum O icvplov "lijaev
XfHorov, recalls the titles of Justin’s Memoirs.  Tischendorf, Evang.
Apocr., p. 203 f., cf. Proleg., p. liv. ff. : Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i,
p 213f€; Thilo, Cod. Apocr. N. T., p. cxviii.-cxlii., p. 487 ff.

lLukei. |; Iremeus, Adv. Heer., L 20, § I; Origen, Homn. i. in Lucam.
Eusebius, H. £., iii. 3, 25, iv. 22, vi. 12; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T.;
Thilo, Cod. Apocr. N. T.; Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr.

*01 ydp drierroXoi b roll ycro/Uvoit Inr” avrur dTofirrjfioreti/iaeir, &xaXeirtu
euayyiXia. k.t.X. Apol., i. 66.

3'An instance of such a gloss getting into the text occurs in Dial. 107,
where in a reference to Jonah’s prophecy that Nineveh should perish in three
days, according to the version of the Ixx. which Justin always quotes, there is
a former marginal gloss “ in other versions forty, incorporated parenthetically
with the text.

45r|§L_|\I/Tip Xcyopobip eilayytXlip TapayylXfiara. «.t.x. Dial. c. Tr., IO.

ial., too.

6 There is one reference in the singular to the Gospel in the fragment De

Eesurr., 10, which is of doubtful authenticity.
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exclusively used by distinguished contemporaries of Justin, and by
various communities of Christians in that day, could such an
expression be taken as a special indication of the canonical
Gospels.1

Describing the religious practices amongst Christians in another
place, Justin states that, at their assemblies on Sundays, “ the
Memoirs of the Apostles or the writings of the prophets are read
as long as time permits.””  This, however, by no means identifies
the Memoirs with the canonical Gospels, for it is well known that
many writings which have been excluded from the canon were
publicly read in the churches until very long after Justin’s day.
We have already met with several instances of this. Eusebius
mentions that the Epistle of the Roman Clement was publicly
read in churches in his time,3 and he quotes an Epistle of
Dionysius of Corinth to Soter, the Bishop of Rome, which states
that fact for the purpose of “showing that it was the custom to
read it in the churches, even from the earliest times.”* Dionysius
likewise mentions the public reading of the Epistle of Soter to the
Corinthians.  Epiphanius refers to the reading in the churches of
the Epistle of Clement,s and it continued to be so read in Jerome’s
day6 In like manner the Shepherd of Hernias,? the “ Apocalypse
of Peter,”8 and other works excluded from the canon, were publicly
read in the church in early days.* It is certain that Gospels which
did not permanently secure a place in the canon, such as the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, the Gospel according to Peter, the
Gospel of the Ebionites, and many kindred Gospels, which in

* Credner argues that, had Justin intended such a limitation, he must have
mid t eaXtireu rd rtooapa tOayyilia. Geseh. d. N. T. Kan., p. 10.

'2rd aTOlintnortinaTa run drtxrriXur, 4 rd tsvyypd/ifuiTa Tier xpotfrtjrwr
enytoueecTtu fUxpes iyXupd- Zpol., i. 67.

1H. £., iii. 16.

4H. £., iv. 23.

Sliter., xxx. 15.

*De Vir. Il 15....... "qua in nonnullis ecclesiispublice legitur.™
’ Eusebius, H. E., iii. 3; Hieron., De Vir. HI., 10.

*Sozom., H. £., vii. 19; Canon Muraior., Tregelles, p, 56 f.

9The Shepherd of Hennas and the Apocalypse of Peter are enumerated
emongst the books of Holy Scripture in the Stichometry of the Codex
Claramontanus (ed. Tischendorf, p. 469 ; cf. Credner, Geseh. N. T. Kan., p.
175€.), and the latter is placed amongst the irTiXeyifitra in the Stichometry
of Nicephorus, together with the Apocalypse of John and the Gospel according
tothe Hebrews. (Credner, Zur Geseh. d. Kan., p. 117 ff.) In the Can.
Murat, the Apoc. of Peter is received along with that of John, although some
object to its being read in the Church. (Cgn. Murat., Tregelles, p. 65;
Credner, Geseh. N. T. Kan., p. 175 f.) Tischendorf conjectures that the
Apocalypse of Peter may have been inserted between the Ep. of Barnabas and
the Shepherd of Hennas, where six pages are missing in the Codex Sinaiticus.
(Nov. Test. Sinaii., Lipsise, 1863, Proleg., p. xxxii.)
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early times were exclusively used by various communities,1 must
‘have been read at their public assemblies. The public reading of
Justin’s  Memoirs, therefore, does not prove anything, for this
practice was by no means limited to the works now in our canon.

The idea of attributing inspiration to the Memoirs, or to any
other work of the Apostles, with the single exception, as we shall
presently see, of the Apocalypse of John,2which, as prophecy,
entered within his limits, was quite foreign to Justin, who recog-
nised the Old Testament alone as the inspired Word of God.
Indeed, as we have already said, the very name “ Memoirs” in
itself excludes the thought of inspiration, which Justin attributed
only to prophetic writings ; and he could not in any way regard
as inspired the written tradition of the Apostles and their followers,
or a mere record of the words of Jesus. On the contrary, he
held the accounts of the Apostles to be credible solely from then-
being authenticated by the Old Testament, and he clearly states
that he believes the facts recorded in the Memoirs because the
spirit of prophecy had already foretold them.3 According to
Justin, the Old Testament contained all that was necessary for
salvation, and its prophecies are the sole criterion of truth—the
Memoirs, and even Christ himself, being merely its interpreters.*
He says that Christ commanded us not to put faith in human
doctrines, but in those proclaimed by the holy prophets, and
taught by himself.5 Prophecy and the words of Christ himself
are alone of dogmatic value ; all else is human teaching. Indeed,
from a passage quoted with approval by Irenaeus, Justin, in his
lost work against Marcion, said : “ | would not have believed the
Lord himself if he had proclaimed any other God than the
Creator—that is to say, the God of the Old Testament.”6

That Justin does not mention the name of the author of the
Memoirs would, in any case, render any argument as to their
identity with our canonical Gospels inconclusive; but the total
omission to do so is the more remarkable from the circumstance
that the names of Old Testament writers constantly occur in his

1 Cf. Irenaeus, Adv. Har., i. 26, jj 2, iii., 11,87; Origen, Comm, in Each.,
xxiv. 7; Eusebius, H. £., iii. 25, 27, vi. 12; Epiphanius, Har., xxix. 9,
xxx. 3, 13 f. ; Theodoret, Harr. Fab., ii. 22 ; Hieron., Adv. Pe/ag., iii. 2,
Comm, in Matth., xii. 13.

2 Dial.c. Tr., 8I.

5Apol., i. 33 ; cf. Dial. c. Tr., 119, Apol., i. 32, Dial. ¢. Tr., 48, 53.

*Cf. Apol,, i. jo, 32, 52, 53, 6i, Dial. ¢. Tr., 32, 43, 48, 100.

5 out arffpirrcloir SiSiypuuri  KfKcXfirTpf& inr avrou to0 Xpurrm
reWtoffai, a\\d toU did Twr uarapiutr xpocpTjTwr KtjpvxOfitn real Si wStov
Si&axOcuri. Dial. c. Tr., 48.

6 Kal *a\u;s ¢ Towrrlror ir rip rpbt Mapulura ovrr6.yp.aTi (pTjoire 'O n avrtp Ttfj
KwUp ovk hr (XfLathjr, 6\\or 6fbr narayylWorTi xapd rbr 6-gpiaupybr..........
Adv. Har., iv. 6, 8§ 2. Eusebius, H. £., iv. 18.

DigitizedbyC x O O Q le



JUSTIN MARTYR 189

writings.  Semisch counts 197 quotations of the Old Testament,
in which Justin refers to the author by name, or to the book, and
only 117 in which he omits to do so,land the latter number might
be reduced by considering the nature of the passages cited, and
the inutility of repeating the reference.l When it is considered,
therefore, that notwithstanding the numerous quotations and refer-
ences to (acts of Christian history, all purporting to be derived
from the Memoirs, he absolutely never, except in the one
instance referred to, mentions an author’s name, or specifies more
clearly the nature of the source, the inference must not only be
that he attached small importance to the Memoirs, but also that
he was actually ignorant of the author’s name, and that his Gospel
had no more definite superscription. Upon the theory that the
Memoirs of the Apostles were simply our four canonical Gospels,
the singularity of the omission is increased by the diversity of con-
tents and of authors, and the consequently greater necessity and
probability that he should, upon certain occasions, distinguish
between them. The fact is that the only writing of the New
Testament to which Justin refers by name is, as we have already
mentioned, the Apocalypse, which he attributes to “a certain man
whose name was John, one of the Apostles of Christ, who
prophesied by a revelation made to him,” etc.3 The manner in
which John is here mentioned, after the Memoirs had been so
constantly indefinitely referred to, cleariy shows that Justin did not
possess any Gospel also attributed to John. That he does name
John, however, as author of the Apocalypse, and so frequently
refers to Old Testament writers by name, yet never identifies the
author of the Memoirs, is quite irreconcilable with the idea that they
were the canonical Gospels.

It is perfectly clear, however—and this is a point of very great
importance, upon which critics of otherwise widely diverging views
are agreed—that Justin quotes from a written source, and that oral
tradition is excluded from his system. He not only does not, like
Papias, attach value to tradition, but, on the contrary, he affirms
that in the Memoirs is recorded 'w'severything that concerns our

* Semisch, Dcnkvriird. Justinus, p. 84.

a It is not requisite that we should in detail refute the groundless argument
that the looseness of Justin’s quotations from the OIld Testament justifies the
assumption that his evangelical quotations, notwithstanding their disagreement
and almost universal inaccuracy, are taken from our Gospels. Those, however,
who desire to examine the theory further may be referred to Semisch, Die ap.
Denkw. d. Afarl. Justinus, pp. 239-273, and Bindemann, Th. Stud. u.
Kritiken, 1842, p. 412 ff, on the affirmative side, and to its refutation by
Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin’s, pp. 46-62, Theot. Jahrb., 1850, pp. 385-439,
567-578 ; and Credner, Beitrage. ii.

3 Kol irtiSbhi sal rafi i)fur detjp ns, ifi Sro/sa ludrvTjs, ets tut droarSKuT tov
XpurroO, ir dxoKa\Ai/m yfrofUrn aurcp, k.t.X. Dial. ¢. Tr., 81.
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190 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Saviour Jesus Christ.”’1 He constantly refers to them, directly, as
the source of his information regarding the history of Jesus, and
distinctly states that he has derived his quotations from them.
There is no reasonable ground for affirming that Justin supple-
mented or modified the contents of the Memoirs by oral
tradition. It must, therefore, be remembered, in considering the
nature of these Memoirs, that the facts of Christian history and
the sayings of Jesus are derived from a determinate written source,
and are quoted as Justin found them there. Those who attempt
to explain the divergences of Justin’s quotations from the canonical
Gospels, which they still maintain to have been his Memoirs, on
the plea of oral tradition, defend the identity at the expense of the
authority of the Gospels ; for nothing could more forcibly show
Justin’s disregard and disrespect for the Gospels than would the
fact that, possessing them, he not only never names their authors,
but considers himself at liberty continually to contradict, modify,
and revise their statements.

As we have already remarked, when we examine the contents
of the Memoirs of the Apostks through Justin’s numerous quota-
tions, we find that many parts of the Gospel narratives are
apparently quite unknown, whilst, on the other hand, we meet
with facts of evangelical history which are foreign to the canonical
Gospels, and others which are contradictory of Gospel statements.
Justin’s quotations, almost without exception, vary more or less
from the parallels in the canonical text, and often these variations
are consistently repeated by himself, and are found in other works
about his time. Moreover, Justin quotes expressions of Jesus
which are not found in our Gospels at all. The omissions,
though often very singular, supposing the canonical Gospels
before him, and almost inexplicable when it is considered
how important they would often have been to his argument,
need not, as merely negative evidence, be dwelt on here;
but we shall briefly illustrate the other peculiarities of Justin’
quotations.

The only genealogy of Jesus which is recognised by Justin is
traced through the Virgin Mary. She it is who is descended from
Abraham, lIsaac, and Jacob, and from the house of David, and
Joseph is completely set aside.” Jesus “was bom of a virgin of
the lineage of Abraham and tribe of Judah and of David, Christ,
the Son of God.”3 “Jesus Christ, the Son of God, has been

* ol arofjivrinoveiHTavTes rdvra ra repi tov ourrijpot if/kur ’ItproG Xpurrod
idlda®ar. ApolLti. 33.

3 Dial. c. Tr. 23, 43 twice, 45 thrice, 100 twice, 101, 120, ApoLyL 32 ; cf.
Matt. i. 1-16 ; Luke iii. 23-28.

3 els rév did t)s dr6 tov yfrovs tov 'Ardod/x, *ai <pWrjs ’lovba, kol Aa/fld
rapOtvov yewT\OivTo. vldr tov Qeov Xpurrdy. Dial. c. Tr.t 43.
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bom without sin, of a virgin sprung from the lineage of Abraham.
“For of the virgin of the seed of Jacob, who was the father of
Judah, who, as we have shown, was the father of the Jews, by the
power of God was he conceived; and Jesse was his forefather
according to the prophecy, and he (Jesus) was the son of Jacob
and Judah according to successive descent.”* The genealogy of
Jesus in the canonical Gospels, on the contrary, is traced solely
through Joseph, who alone is stated to be of the lineage of David.*
The genealogies of Matthew and Luke, though differing in
several important points, at least agree in excluding Mary. That
of the third Gospel commences with Joseph, and that of the first
ends with him : “And Jacob begat Joseph, the husband of Mary,
of whom was bom Jesus, who is called Christ.”* The angel who
warns Joseph not to put away his wife addresses him as “ Joseph,
thou son of David ”;*and the angel Gabriel, who, according to the
third Gospel, announces to Mary the supernatural conception, is
sent “ to a virgin espoused to a man whose name was Joseph, of
the house of David.”6 So persistent, however, is Justin in
ignoring this Davidic descent through Joseph that not only does
he at least eleven times trace it through Mary, but his Gospel
materially differs from the canonical, where the descent of Joseph
from David is mentioned by the latter. In the third Gospel
Joseph goes to Judaea, “ unto the city of David, which is called
Bethlehem, because he was of the house and lineage of David.”™
Justin, however, simply states that he went “ to Bethlehem....... for
his descent was from the tribe of Judah, which inhabited that
region.”8 There can be no doubt that Justin not only did not
derive his genealogies from the canonical Gospels, but that, on the
contrary, the Memoirs, from which he did leam the Davidic descent
through Mary only, differed persistently and materially from them.

Many traces still exist to show that the view of Justin’s
Memoirs of the Apostles of the Davidic descent of Jesus through
Mary instead of through Joseph, as the canonical Gospels
represent it, was anciently held in the Church. Apocryphal
Gospels of early date, based without doubt upon more ancient
evangelical works, are still extant, in which the genealogy of Jesus
is traced, as in Justin’s Memoirs, through Mary. One of these
is the Gospel of James, commonly called the Protevangelivm, a
work referred to by ecclesiastical writers of the third and fourth
centuries,” and which Tischendorf even ascribes to the first three

mDial. t. Tr., 33. * Apol., i. 32. 3 Matt. i. 1-16; cf. Lake iii. 23-28.

* Matt. i. 16 ; cf. Lake iii. 23. 3 Matt. i. 30. 6 Luke i. 27.

1L uke ii. 4. 8Dial. c. Tr., 78.

9 Clemens, Al., Strom., vii. 16, 8§ 93; Origen, Comm, in Matth. iii. ;
Epiphanios, H<rr., Ixxix., § 5; cf. Fabricius, Corf. Apoer. N. T., i., p. 39 ff. ;
Thiio, Corf. Apocr. N. T. proleg., xlv. ff.
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decades of the second century,' in which Mary is stated to be of
the lineage of David.2 She is also described as of the royal race
and family of David in the Gospel of the Nativity of Mary ;3and
in the Gospel of pseudo-Matthew her Davidic descent is promi-
nently mentioned.* There can be no doubt that all of these
works are based upon earlier originals,sand there is no reason
why they may not have been drawn from the same source from
which Justin derived his version of the genealogy in contradiction
to the Synoptics.6

In the narrative of the events which preceded the birth of
Jesus, the first Gospel describes the angel as appearing only to
Joseph and explaining the supernatural conception,? and the
author seems to know nothing of any announcement to Mary.8
The third Gospel, on the contrary, does not mention any such
angelic appearance to Joseph, but represents the angel as
announcing the conception to Mary herself alone.*  Justin’
Memoirs know of the appearances, both to Joseph and to Mary ;
but the words spoken by the angel on each occasion differ
materially from those of both Gospels.10 In this place only one
point, however, can be noticed. Justin describes the angel as

1 Wann warden u. s. w., p. 76 ff., cf. Evangelia Apocr. Proleg., p. xii. ff.

3 Kai ([1*0871 6 lepciis rtjs TaiSdt Mapid/s, 6t1  (k rf/s tpi'Xrjs Aalo/s, jr.r. X
Protevangelium Jacobi, x. Tischendorf, Evangtlia Apocr., p. 19 f.: Fabricius,
Cod. Apocr. N. T., i., p. 90.

3 .. Maria de stirpe regia et /amiHa David oriunda. Evang. de Nativ.
Maria, i. ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T.,i., p. 19; Tischendorf, Ev. Apocr.,
p. 106.

4Pseudo-Matth. Evang., i., xiii., etc. ; Tischendorf, Ev. Apocr., p. 54,
73 ; cf. Hist, de Nativ. Mar. et de Inf. Salv., xiii; Thilo, Cod. ap. N. T.,
p. 374. Regarding the antiquity of some of these works, cf. Tischendorf, Ev.
Apocr. Pro/eg., p. xxv. ff.

5Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 154 ff. Hilgenfeld conjectures that the
Protevangelium may have been based upon the Gnostic work, the Tlrra
Mopior mentioned by Epiphanius, or on the Gospel according to Peter, ib.,
p. 159 ff. ; cf. Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 84 ff. ; Tischendorf, IVann warden,
u.s. w., p. 78ff.

6 Several of the Fathers in like manner assert tlic Davidic descent through
Mary. Irenteus states that she was “ of the lineage of David ” (obrbs (any is
t91 Aafilb tcapOlvou ytyb/ievos. ~ Adv. Hctr., iii.,, 21, 8 5), and he argues
that the Davidic descent through the Virgin was clearly indicated by prophecy.
The same argument is taken up by Tertullian, who distinctly traces the descent
of Christ through Mary (ex stirpe autem Jesse deputatum per Mariam inde
censendum.  Adv. Marcionem, iii. 17. Eundem ex genere David secundum
Maria censum, Ib., iv. I, cf. v. 8). It ismost protiable that loth Irenams and
Tertullian, who were well acquainted with the writings of Justin, followed him in
this matter, for they very closely adopt his arguments. They may, however,
have known apocryphal works containing the Davidic descent through Mary.
They certainly did not derive it from the canonical Gospels.

7Malt. i. 20 f. 8Cf. Matt. i. 18. 9Lukei. 26 cf. ii. 3-6.

o Apot., i. 33, Dial. ¢. Tr., 78, 100.
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saying to Mary, “ ‘Behold, thou shalt conceive of the Holy Ghost,
and shalt bear a son, and he shall be called the Son of the Highest,
and thou shalt call his name Jesus, for he shall save his people
from their sins,’ as they taught who recorded everything that con-
cerns our Saviour Jesus Christ.”1 Now, this is a clear and direct
quotation, but, besides distinctly differing in form from our
Gospels, it presents the important peculiarity that the words, “ for
he shall save his people from their sins,” are not, in Luke,
addressed to Mary at all, but that they occur in the first Gospel
in the address of the angel to Joseph.”

These words, however, are not accidentally inserted in this
place, for we find that they are joined in the same manner to the
address of the angel to Mary in the Protevangelium of James:
“For the power of the Lord will overshadow thee ; wherefore also
that holy thing which is born of thee shall be called the Son of
the Highest, and thou shalt call his name Jesus, for he shall save
his people from their sins.”3 Tischendorf states his own opinion
that this passage is a recollection of the Protevangelium uncon-
sciously added by Justin to the account in Luke/ but the arbitrary
nature of the limitation “ unconsciously ” (ohne dass er sich dessert
bewusst war) here is evident. There is a point in connection with
this which merits a moment’s attention. In the text of the
Protevangelium, edited by Tischendorf, the angel commences his
address to Mary by saying, “ Fear not, Mary, for thou hast found
favour before the Lord, and thou shalt conceive of His Word ”
(*al trvwrjifrg 1k Abyov avrov).s Now, Justin, after quoting
the passage above, continues to argue that the Spirit and the
power of God must not be misunderstood to mean anything else
than the Word, who is also the first-born of God, as the prophet
Moses declared; and it was this which, when it came upon the
Virgin and overshadowed her, caused her to conceive.” The
occurrence of the singular expression in the Protevangelium

1*1606 trvW "y ep yaarpl 4k xpcvparo* aylov, teal rij-jj vibp, xal vibt vif/lffrov
ekydijaerai' xal Kokiotts rb 6vo/xa avrov ’lijoovp™ avrbs ybp ouxrct rbp \abv avrov
dxb tup apulLpriup avruv‘ to* ol axo/iPT/iiopeboapret xdrra rb xepl rov ourrijpo*

"Irprov Xpurrov editafar.  Apol., i. 33.

9 Matt. i. 21.

3 Atiwafjui yap Kvpiov exuxKidoet <ror bib xal rb yeppufiepop 4k <tw Ayior
KXrifrfrreTcu vibt vyJ/Urrov  xal xaXArets rb 6vop.a ai/rov ’Itjoovp. airrbs yap eilxrti
rbp Xabr avrov dxb tup bfiapriup avruv. Protev. Jacobi, xi.; Tischendorf,
Evang. Apocr., p. 22 ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i., p. 93.

4 IVann warden, u. s. w., p. 77.

s Protev. Joe., Xi.; Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr., p. 21 f. The peculiar
expression is wanting in most of the other known MSS.

®T6 xvevpuL o& ral ttt\p Mrapup t*p xapd rov Oeov 06S4p 4AAo potyrai 04pus ff
rbr \6yor, 6s kal xporrbroKoi rip Otip 4<rri, w* Mauri}* b xpo5ebrflu>n4ros xpo”pfn\%
ipL-fipvoe.  Kal rouro, 4\0br 4x1 r*p xapOdroy Koi txurKidaar, K.r.X. Apol., i. 33.

o
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194 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

and the similar explanation of Justin immediately accompanying a
variation from our Gospels, which is equally shared by the
apocryphal work, strengthens the suspicion of a similarity of
origin. Justin’s divergences from the Protevangelium prevent our
supposing that, in its present state, it could have been the actual
source of his quotations; but the wide differences which exist
between the extant MSS. of the Protevangelium show that even
the most ancient does not present it in its original form. It is
much more probable that Justin had before him a still older work,
to which both the Protevangelium and the third Gospel were
indebted.

Justin’s account of the removal of Joseph to Bethlehem is
peculiar, and evidently is derived from a distinct uncanonical

source. It may be well to present his account and that of Luke
side by side —
Justin. Dial. c. Tr. 78. Luke ii. 1-5.
Oil the occasion of the first census e there went out a decree

which was taken in Judcea (ir rjj from Caesar Augustus that alt the

’lov5a.lv) world {raoar rip" oUov/trrjr) should
be enrolled.

2. And this census was first

under Cyrenius (first Procurator made when Cyrenius was Governor

(irlrporot) of Judcea. Apot., i. 34), (iryenwr) of Syria. 4. And Joseph

Joseph had gone up from Nazareth,
where he dwelt,
to Bethlehem, from whence he was,
to enrol himself;
for his descent was from the tribe

went up from Galilee, out of the
city of Nazareth into Judaea, unto
the City of David, which is called
Bethlehem ;

because he was of the house and

of Judah, which inhabited that
region.

lineage of David; 5. to enrol him-
I self.

Attention has already beea drawn to the systematic manner in
which the Davidic descent of Jesus is traced by Justin through
Mary, and to the suppression in this passage of all that might
seem to indicate a claim of descent through Joseph. As the con-
tinuation of a peculiar representation of the history of the infancy
of Jesus, differing materially from that of the Synoptics, it is
impossible to regard this, with its remarkable variations, as an
arbitrary correction by Justin of the canonical text, and we must
hold it to be derived from a different source—perhaps, indeed, one
of those from which Luke’s Gospel itself first drew the elements
of the narrative; and this persuasion increases as further variations
in the earlier history, presently to be considered, are taken into
account. It is not necessary to enter into the question of the
correctness of the date of this census, butit is evident that Justin’s
Memoirs clearly and deliberately modify the canonical narrative.
The limitation of the census to Judea, instead of extending it to
the whole Roman Empire; the designation of Cyrenius as
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cBtTpoa-os of Judaea instead of ijy¢Mov of Syria; and the
careful suppression of the Davidic element in connection with
Joseph, indicate a peculiar written source different from the
Synoptics.

Had Justin departed from the account in Luke with the view of
correcting inaccurate statements, the matter might have seemed
more consistent with the use of the third Gospel, although, at the
same time, it might have evinced but little reverence for it as a
canonical work. On the contrary, however, the statements of
Justin are still more inconsistent with history than those in Luke,
inasmuch as, so far from being the first Procurator of Judea, as
Justin’s narrative states in opposition to the third Gospel, Cyrenius
never held that office, but was really, later, the imperial proconsul
over Syria, and, as such, when Judaea became a Roman province
after the banishment of Archelaus, had the power to enrol the
inhabitants, and instituted Caponius as first Procurator of Judaea.
Justin’s statement involves the position that at one and the same
time Herod was the King, and Cyrenius the Roman Procurator of
Judaea.1l In the same spirit, and departing from the usual narra-
tive of the Synoptics, which couples the birth of Jesus with “ the
days of Herod the King,” Justin, in another place, states that
Christ was bom “under Cyrenius.”2 Justin evidently adopts,
without criticism, a narrative which he found in his Memoirs, and
does not merely correct and remodel a passage of the third Gospel,
but, on the contrary, seems altogether ignorant of it.

The genealogies of Jesus in the first and third Gospels differ
irreconcileably from each other. Justin differs from both. In
this passage another discrepancy arises. While Luke seems to
represent Nazareth as the dwelling-place of Joseph and Mary, and
Bethlehem as the city to which they went solely on account of the
census,3 Matthew, who appears to know nothing of the census,
makes Bethlehem, on the contrary, the place of residence of
Joseph;« and, on coming back from Egypt, with the evident
intention of returning to Bethlehem, Joseph is warned by a dream
to turn aside into Galilee, and he goes and dwells—apparently for
the first time—* in a city called Nazareth, that it might be fulfilled
which was spoken by the prophets : He shall be called a Nazarene.”5
Justin, however, goes still further than the third Gospel in his

' Cf. Joseph., Antiqg., xviii. I, § 1; Tertullian, Adv. Marc., iv. 19.

2Apol., i. 46. 3 Luke ii. 4.

*Matt. ii. | ; cf. Alford, Greek Test., i., p. 14

5 Matt. ii. 22 f. It is scarcely necessary to point out that the author of
the first Gospel quotes some apocryphal work, and that the last word is a
total misconception of the phrase. The word Nafw/xuoj should have been

Naft/xuot, and the term has nothing whatever to do with the town of
Nazareth.
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departure from the data of Matthew, and where Luke merely
infers, Justin distinctly asserts Nazareth to have been the dwelling-
place of Joseph (lvda <pKti), and Bethlehem, in contradistinction,
the place from which he derived his origin (0Otv fjv).

The same view is to be found in several apocryphal Gospels
still extant. In the Protevangelium of James, again, we find
Joseph journeying to Bethlehem with Mary before the birth of
Jesus.1 The census here is ordered by Augustus, who commands:
“That all who were in Bethlehem ofJudaa should be enrolled,”2
a limitation worthy of notice in comparison with that of Justin.
In like manner the Gospel of the Nativity. This Gospel represents
the parents of Mary as living in Nazareth, in which place she was
bom,3 and it is here that the angel Gabriel announces to her
the supernatural conception.* Joseph goes to Bethlehem to set
his house in order and prepare what is necessary for the marriage,
but then returns to Nazareth, where he remains with Mary until
her time was nearly accomplished,* “ when Joseph, having taken
his wife, with whatever else was necessary, went to the city of
Bethlehem, whence he was.”6 The phrase “ unde ipse erat™ recalls
the oOtv  of Justin.?

As we continue the narrative of the birth and infancy of Jesus
we meet with further variations from the account in the canonical
Gospels for which the preceding have prepared us, and which
indicate that Justin’s Memoirs certainly differed from them.

Justin. Dial. 78. Luke ii. 7.

But the child having been born in And she brought forth her first-
Bethlehem—for Joseph, not being born son, and wrapped him in
able to find a lodging in the village, swaddling clothes and laid him in
lodged in a certain cave near the the manger; because there was no
village, and then while they were room in the inn.
there Mary had brought forth the
Christ and had placed him in a
manger, etc.

1Protev. Jae., xvii., cf. xxi. ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i, p. 103;
Tischendorfi Evang. Apocr., p. 30, p. 39.

2KAewm Si iyirtTO irb Auyovarou fiatsi\ius hroypd<pcoOou tdvrat rods ir

7 ’lovialar.  Protev. Jac., Xvii.

3Evang. de Nativ. Maria, i. and viii.; cf. Evang. Thoma Lot., iii. ;
Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr., p. 158.

*Ev. de Nat. Maria, ix. slt., viii., ix

6Joseph, uxore cum aliis qua necessaria erant assumta Bethlehem civilatem,
unde ipse erat, tetendit. Evang. de Nat. Mar., x. ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr.
N. T., i, p. 37; Tischendorf, Ev. Apocr., p. 114, cf. Evang. infantia Arab.,

ii. ; Fabricius, it., i., p. 169; Tischendorf, it., p. 171. Here Joseph goes
from Jerusalem to Bethlehem, his native city.
7 Cf. Hist, de Nat. Mar. et de Inf. Salv., xiii. “ Necesse autem fuerat, tit

etJoseph cum Maria proficiscerctur in Bethlehem, ouia exinde erat, et Maria
de tribu Juda et de domo ac patria David."” Thilo, Cod. Apocr. N. T.,

P-374-
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At least it is clear that these particulars of the birth of Jesus—
not taking place in Bethlehem itself, but in a cave (tv mrXaup)
near the village, because Joseph could not find a lodging there—
are not derived from our Gospels; and here even Semischl is
forced to abandon his theory that Justin’s variations arise merely
from imperfectly quoting from memory, and to conjecture that he
must have adopted tradition. It has, however, been shown that
Justin himself distinctly excludes tradition, and in this case, more-
ower, there are many special reasons for believing that he quotes
froma written source. Ewald rightly points out that here, and in
other passages where, in common with ancient ecclesiastical
writers, Justin departs from our Gospels, the variation can in no
wey be referred to oral tradition ;2 and, moreover, that when
Justin proves3 from lIsaiah xxxiii. 16 that Christ must be bom in
acave, he thereby shows how certainly he found the fact of the
cave in his written Gospel.3 The whole argument of Justin
excludes the idea that he could avail himself of mere tradition.
He maintains that everything which the prophets had foretold of
Christ had actually been fulfilled, and he perpetually refers to the
Memoirs and other written documents for the verification of his
assertions. He either refers to the prophets for the confirmation
of the Memoirs or shows in the Memoirs the narrative of facts
which are the accomplishment of prophecies; but in both cases
it is manifest that there must have been a record of the facts
which he mentions. There can be no doubt that the circum-
stances we have just quoted, and which are not found in the
canonical Gospels, must have been narrated in Justin’s Memoirs.

We find, again, the same variations as in Justin in several
extant apocryphal Gospels. The Protevangclium of James
represents the birth of Jesus as taking place in a cave ;5 so, also,
the Arabic Gospel of the Infancy,6 and several others.? This
uncanonical detail is also mentioned by several of the Fathers,
Origen and Eusebius both stating that the cave and the manger
were still shown in their day.8 Tischendorf does not hesitate to

1Dtnkwiirdigk. d. Afar/.Just., p. 390 f.
Dakrb. bibl. H'iss, 1853-54, p. 60.

3Died. 71, cf. 70. 41b., p. 60, anm. I.

5Protev. Jac., xviii. ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i., p. 105: Tischen-
dorf, Evang. Apocr., p. 32.

6Evang. Infantile Arab., ii., iii. j Fabricius, ib., i., p. 169 f. j Tischendorf,
ib,, p. 171 f.

1Pseudo-Matt. Ev., xiii., xiv. ; Tischendorf, ib., p. 74 f.; Historic
Josephi Fab. Lign., vii. ; Tischendorf, ib., p. 118 ; Hist, de Nat. Mar. et de
Inf. Sail’., xiv.; Thilo, Cod. Apocr. N. T., p. 381

”Origen, Contra Cels., i. 51 ; Eusebius, Vita Const., iii. 40 f. Their only
variation from Justin’s account is, that they speak of the cave as in Beth-
lehem, while Justin describes it as near the village.  Credner remarks that
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affirm that Justin derived this circumstance from the Protevan-
gelium." Justin, however, does not distinguish such a source;
and the mere fact that we have still extant a form of that Gospel
in which it occurs by no means justifies such a specific con-
clusion, when so many other works, now lost, may equally have
contained it. If the fact be derived from the Protevangclium,
that work, or whatever other apocryphal Gospel may have supplied
it, must be admitted to have at least formed part of the Memoirs
of the Apostles, and with that necessary admission ends all special
identification of the Memoirs with our canonical Gospels. Much
more probably, however, Justin quotes from the more ancient
source from which the Protevangclium and, perhaps, Luke drew
their narrative. There can be very little doubt that the Gospel
according to the Hebrews contained an account of the birth in
Bethlehem, and, as it is at least certain that Justin quotes other
particulars known to have been in it, there is fair reason to suppose
that he likewise found this fact in that work. In any case, it is
indisputable that he derived it from a source different from our
canonical Gospels.

Justin does not apparently know anything of the episode of the
shepherds of the plain, and the angelic appearance to them,
narrated in the third Gospel.3

To the cave in which the infant Jesus is bom came the Magi;
but, instead of employing the phrase used by the first Gospel,
“ Magi from the East~3 (pdyoi dwb dvaroXuiv), Justin always
describes them as “ Magi from Arabia” (/xdyoi airb ’ApafUas).
Justin is so punctilious that he never speaks of these Magi
without adding “from Arabia,” except twice, where, however, he
immediately mentions Arabia as the point of the argument for
which they are introduced; and in the same chapter in which this
occurs he four times calls them directly Magi from Arabia* He
uses this expression not less than nine times.5 That he had no
objection to the term “the East,” and that with a different context
it was common to his vocabulary, is proved by his use of it else-
where.6 It is impossible to resist the conviction that Justin’s
Memoirs contained the phrase, “ Magi from Arabia,” which is
foreign to our Gospels.

the sacrcdness of the spot might by that time have attracted people, and led
to the extension of the town in that direction, till the site might have become
really joined to Bethlehem. Credner, Beitrdge, i., p. 235, cf. Socrates,
H. £.,i. 17; Sozomen, H. £., ii. 2; Epiphanius, Har., xx. 1; Hieron.,
Ef., Iviii., ad Paul.

' Evang. Apocr. Proleg., p. xiii., Wattn wurden, u. s. m., p. 76 ff.

3Luke ii. 8, 20. 3 Matt. ii. 1. 4Dial. c. Tr., 78.

5Dial. 77, 78 four times, 88, 102, 103, 106.

blli)gial. 76, 120, 121, 126, 140, etc.; cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's,
p. .
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Again, according to Justin, the Magi see the star “in the heaven ”
(ir rip ovpaty)," and not “in the East” (ev tq dvaroAjj® as the
first Gospel has it a “When a star rose in heaven (ev ovpartp) at
the time of his birth, as is recorded in the Memoirs of the
Apostles.”r  He apparently knows nothing of the star guiding
them to the place where the young child was/ Herod, moreover,
questions the elders (irpt(TflvTtpoi)s as to the place where the
Christ should be bom, and not the “chief priests and scribes of
the people ” (ap\itpds *ol ypap.pard<; tov Aaov).6 These diver-
gences, taken in connection with those which are interwoven with
the whole narrative of the birth, can only proceed from the fact
that Justin quotes from a source different from ours.

Justin relates that when Jesus came to Jordan he was believed
to be the son of Joseph, the carpenter, and he appeared without
comeliness, as the Scriptures announced ; “and being considered
acarpenter—for, when he was amongst men, he made carpenter’s
works, ploughs, and yokes (aporpa, cal (vya) ; by these both
teaching the symbols of righteousness and an active life.”? These
details are foreign to the canonical Gospels. Mark has the expres-
sion, “Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary 7’8 but Luke
omits it altogether.* The idea that the Son of God should do
carpenter’s work on earth was very displeasing to many Christians,
and attempts to get rid of the obnoxious phrase are evident in
Mark  Apparently the copy which Origen used had omitted even
the modified phrase, for he declares that Jesus himself is nowhere
called a carpenter in the Gospels current in the Church.10 A few
MSS. are still extant without it, although it is found in all the
more ancient Codices.

Traces of these details are found in several apocryphal works;
especially in the Gospel of Thomas, where it is said : “ Now, his
father was a carpenter, and made at that time ploughs and yokes ”
(iporpa kbu (vyoxs)'—an account which, from the similarity of

1Dial. 106. 1 Matt. ii. a, cf. ii. 9. 3Dial. 106.

*Matt. ii. 9. 5Dial. 78. 6 Matt. ii. 4.

7. cal tlktoro» ropufoptroi» raura yip to TCKTortka tpya clpyd{tro ir
irSpvrois Sr, iporpa cal fvyA' asio ro&rar Kal to rfjr diKaiocvrrji <rvppo\a
ASdorur, cal ircpyrj plow. Dial. 88.

8oalrg olrrin ioTtr i rimer, i vlis Maplat; Mark vi. 3.

9Cf. Lake iii. 2J.

0. Sn ohtapMv t<sr ir tol* iKK\rprlais Qtpopirur thayyt\lvr rirrur ai'nhs 0
lww» irayiypa-rrai. Contra Cels., vi. 36; cf. Credner, Beitrdge, i., p. 239 ;
Hil~enfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 152.

* Oii rariip airrov Timor f/r, cal iwoUt ir Tip nuptp iretrip iporpa col {\Woi)r.
Evang. Theme Grace, A. xiii.; Tischendorf, Ev. Apocr., p. 144 cf. ; Evang.
Thome Lot., xi. ; Tischendorf, ii., p. 166; Pseudo-Matth. Ev., xxxvii. ;
Tischendorf, ii., p. 99; Evang. Infant. Arab., xxxviii. ; Tischendorf, it.,
p. 193; Fabridus, Cod. Apocr. N. T., p. 200.
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language, was in all probability derived from the same source as
that of Justin. The explanation which Justin adds, “ by which
he taught the symbols of righteousness and an active life,” seems
to indicate that he refers to a written narrative containing the
detail, already, perhaps, falling into sufficient disfavour to require
the aid of symbolical interpretation.

In the narrative of the baptism there are many peculiarities
which prove that Justin did not derive it from our Gospels.
Thrice he speaks of John sitting by the river Jordan: “He cried
as he sat by the river Jordan “While he still sat by the river
Jordan”;3 and “For when John sat by the Jordan.”3 This
peculiar expression, so frequently repeated, must have been derived
from a written Gospel. Then Justin, in proving that Jesus pre-
dicted his second coming, and the reappearance of Elijah, states :
“And therefore our Lord, in his teaching, announced that this
should take place, saying Elias also should come ” (tiro>v kol 'HAtai/
iXeva-ta-dai). A little lower down he again expressly quotes the
words of Jesus : “ For which reason our Christ declared on earth
to those who asserted that Elias must come before Christ: Elias,
indeed, shall come,” etc. ("HAfas fuv tAtvo-crcu, ktAN4  Matthew,
however, reads : “ Elias indeed cometh,” "HAtas fuv epxercu, k.t.A.s
Now, there is no version in which eAeiWrai is substituted for

as Justin does ; but, as Credner has pointed out,6 the
whole weight of Justin’s argument lies in the use of the future
tense. As there are so many other variations in Justin’s context,
this likewise appears to be derived from a source different from
our Gospels.

When Jesus goes to be baptised by John many striking
peculiarities occur in Justin’s narrative: “As Jesus went down
to the water a fire also was kindled in the Jordan ; and when he
came up from the water the Holy Spirit, like a dove, fell upon
him, as the apostles of this very Christ of ours wrote....... and at
the same time a voice came from the heavens....... Thou art my
son; this day have | begotten thee.”?

The incident of the fire in Jordan is, of course, quite foreign
to our Gospels; and, further, the words spoken by the heavenly
voice differ from those reported by them, for, instead of the passage

13mi trl t&w 'lopSivifr worapbv icaflefdpe»ot, ifila- k.t.X. Dial. 49.

3 Iti atrrov Kafftfoplrov irl tov ’lojrSdvov woraptov, k.t.X. Dial. 51.

3 ’Iwaruou yap KaOcfoplrov hrl tou 'lopSawov, k.t.X. Dial. 88.

*Dial. 49. 5xvii. 11. Many MSS. add tcpCnor. 6 Beitr&ge, i.,p. 219.

T o KdTfXOivTOI row Tijoou M rd SSup, *oi rvp drltfih) in Tip’[opSdrjr cot
4raSSrTos atjrou dri tov OJdaroj, (it TrptoTfpdy rd dytor mttvpa imrrTjm ir*
airrSv typatf/ctv ol iriaroXoi airrov tovtov tov Xpurrou rj/Xvjv.......... keu tpvjrTj 4* ri3r
(l))ipalruyég i/lia iXrjXvOet....... “TWt itou el <ii- IlyE> oriuepor yryirrrjKa re.”

ial. 88.
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from Psalm ii. 7, the Gospels have : “ Thou art my beloved son ;
in thee | am well pleased.”l Justin repeats his version a second
time in the same chapter, and again elsewhere he says, regarding
the temptation : “ For this devil also, at the time when he (Jesus)
went up from the river Jordan, when the voice declared to him :
1 Thou art my son; this day have | begotten thee,” it is written in
the Memoirs of the Apostles, came to him and tempted him,” etc.3
In both of these passages it will be perceived that Justin
directly refers to the Memoirs of the Apostles as the source of his
statements. Some have atgued that Justin only appeals to them
for the fact of the descent of the Holy Ghost, and not for the rest
of the narrative. It has of course been felt that, if it can be shown
thet Justin quotes from the Memoirs words and circumstances
which are not to be found in our canonical Gospels, the identity
of the two can no longer be maintained. It is, however, in the
highest degree arbitrary to affirm that Justin intends to limit his
appeal to the testimony of the apostles to one-half of his sentence.
To quote authority for one assertion, and to leave another in the
same sentence, closely connected with it and part indeed of the
ery same narrative, not only unsupported, but weakened by
direct exclusion, would indeed be singular, for Justin affirms
withequal directness and confidence the fact of the fire in Jordan,
the descent of the Holy Ghost, and the words spoken by the
heavenly voice.” If, in the strictest grammatical accuracy, there
be no absolute necessity to include in the quotation more than
the phrase immediately preceding, there is not, on the other hand,
anything which requires or warrants the exclusion of the former
part of the sentence. The matter must therefore be decided
according to fair inference and reasonable probability; and these,
aswell as all the evidence concerning Justin’s use of the Memoirs,
irresistibly point to the conclusion that the whole passage is derived
from one source. In the second extract given above it is per-
fectly clear that the words spoken by the heavenly voice, which
Justin again quotes, and which are not in our Gospels, were
recorded in the Memoirs, for Justin could not have referred to
them for an account of the temptation at the time when Jesus
went up from Jordan and the voice said to him, “ Thou art my
son; this day have | begotten thee,” if these facts and words were
not recorded in them at all.s It is impossible to doubt, after

124 el Avlbt nov Aiyairririt, ir ool fibOK-rjaa. Mark i. Il, Luke iii. 22.
The first Gospel has a slight variation : “ This is my son, etc., in whom, etc.,”
larir A vlbt pov ir.r.X......tr <eAAAmpra.  Matt. iii. 17 cf. 2 Peter i.
17, which agrees with Matt.
* Dial. 103.

3 Ib. 103. The quotations regarding the temptation do not agree with our
Gospels, but they will be referred to later.
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impartial consideration, that the incident of the fire in Jordan, the
words spoken by the voice from heaven, and the temptation were
taken from the same source : they must collectively be referred to
the Memoirs.

Of one thing we may be sure: had Justin known the form of
words used by the voice from heaven according to our Gospels, he
would certainly have made use of it in preference to that which he
actually found in his Memoirs. He is arguing that Christ is pre-
existing God, become incarnate by God’s will through the Virgin
Mary, and Trypho demands how he can be demonstrated to have
been pre-existent, who is said to be filled with the power of the
Holy Ghost, as though he had required this. Justin replies that
these powers of the Spirit have come upon him, not because he
had need of them, but because they would accomplish Scripture,
which declared that after him there should be no prophet.l The
proof of this, he continues, is that, as soon as the child was bom,
the Magi from Arabia came to worship him, because even at his
birth he was in possession of his power,1and after he had grown
up like other men by the use of suitable means, he came to the
river Jordan, where John was baptising, and as he went into the
water a fire was kindled in the Jordan, and the Holy Ghost
descended like a dove. He did not go to the river because he had
any need of baptism or of the descent of the Spirit, but because of
the human race which had fallen under the power of death. Now
if, instead of the passage actually cited, Justin could have quoted
the words addressed to Jesus by the voice from heaven according
to the Gospels: “Thou art my beloved son; in thee I am well
pleased,” his argument would have been greatly strengthened by
such direct recognition of an already existing, and, as he affirmed,
pre-existent, divinity in Jesus. Not having these words in his
Memoirs of the Apostles, however, he was obliged to be content
with those which he found there: “Thou art my son; this day
have | begotten thee "—words which, in fact, destroyed the
argument for pre-existence, and dated the divine begetting of
Jesus as the son of God that very day. The passage, indeed,
supported those who actually asserted that the Holy Ghost
first entered into Jesus at his baptism. These considerations, and
the repeated quotation of the same words in the same form, make
it clear that Justin quotes from a source different from our Gospel.

In the scanty fragments of the “ Gospel according to the
Hebrews ” which have been preserved, we find both the incident
of the fire kindled in Jordan and the words of the heavenly voice
as quoted by Justin. “And as he went up from the water the
heavens were opened, and he saw the Holy Spirit of God in the

1Dial. 87. 3Kol yap yerrTjffelt, Siva/ur airrov laxc- Dial. 88,
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form of a dove which came down and entered into him. And a
voice came from heaven saying: ‘Thou art my beloved son; in
thee 1 am well pleased and again : ‘This day have | begotten
thee” And immediately a great light shone round about the
place”l Epiphanius extracts this passage from the version in use
among the Ebionites, but it is well known that there were many
other varying forms of the same Gospel; and Hilgenfeld,2 with all
probability, conjectures that the version known to Epiphanius was
no longer in the same purity as that used by Justin, but represents
the transition stage to the canonical Gospels—adopting the
words of the voice which they give without yet discarding the
older form. Jerome gives another form of the words from the
version in use amongst the Nazarenes: “ Factum est autem cum
ascendisset Dominus de aqui, descendit fons omnis Spiritus Sancti
et requievit super eum, et dixit illi: Fili mi, in omnibus Prophetis
expectabam te ut venires et requiescerem in te, tu es enim requies
mea, tu es filius meus primogenitus qui regnas in sempitemum.”5
This supports Justin’s reading. Regarding the Gospel according
to the Hebrews more must be said hereafter, but when it is
remembered that Justin, a native of Samaria, probably first knew
Christianity through believers in Syria, to whose Jewish view of
Christianity he all his life adhered, and that these Christians
almost exclusively used this Gospel* under various forms and
names, it is reasonable to suppose that he also, like them, knew and
made use of it—a supposition increased almost to certainty when
it is found that Justin quotes words and facts foreign to the
canonical Gospels which are known to have been contained in it.
The argument of Justin, that Jesus did not need baptism, may also
be compared to another passage of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews preserved by Jerome, and which preceded the circum-
stances narrated above, in which the mother and brethren of Jesus
say to him that John the Baptist is baptising for the remission of
sins, and propose that they should go to be baptised by him.
Jesus replies : “ In what way have | sinned that | should go and
be baptised by him?”5 The most competent critics agree that

1Koi tits hrijXder itrb tov DSaros, ol ouparol, Kat etle rb rreupa tov
tnC rb dyiov tv Met repusTepaf KUTeXSovaift xal elaeXffovtsris elf airrbr. Koi
tyevero it tov oipavov, Xeyovoa, 26 pm) el b vibs 6 dyanjrbs, tv trol
rivbbmpra- tal rdXiv, Bz U aipxepov yeytwr/Kd tre. Kal ebdbf TrepteXapipe rbr
rbror tPOspeya. Epiphanius, Hter., xxx. 13.

3 Die Ew. Justins, p. i65f.,anm. t. 3 Hieron., Comm, in Esain, Xi. 2.
*Ongen, Comment, in Ezeeh., xxiv. 7; Epiphanius, Har., xxx. 3;
Eusebius, H. E., iii. 27 ; Hieron., Adv. Pelag., iii. 1f.

5Ecce mater Domini et fratres ejus dicebant ei: Johannes Baplista
baptizat in remissionem peccaiorum, eamus et baptizemur ab eo. Dixit autem
eis: Quidpeecavi ut vadam et baptizer ab eot Nisi forte hoc ipsum, quod
dixi, ignorantia est. Hieron., Adv. Pelag., iii. 2.
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Justin derived the incidents of the fire in Jordan and the words
spoken by the heavenly voice from the Gospel according to the
Hebrews or some kindred work, and there is every probability
that the numerous other quotations in his works differing from our
Gospels are taken from the same source.

The incident of the fire in Jordan likewise occurs in the ancient
work, Prcedicatio Pauli,' coupled with a context which forcibly
recalls the passage of the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
which has just been quoted, and apparent allusions to it are found
in the Sibylline Books and early Christian literature.” Credner
has pointed out that the marked use which was made of fire or
lights at Baptism by the Church, during early times, probably rose
out of this tradition regarding the fire which appeared in Jordan
at the baptism of Jesus.3 The peculiar form of words used by the
heavenly voice according to Justin and to the Gospel according
to the Hebrews was also known to several of the Fathers.*
Augustine mentions that some MSS. in his time contained that
reading in Luke iii. 22, although without the confirmation of more
ancient Greek codices.s It is still extant in the Codex Beta (D).
The Itala version adds to Matt. iii. 15: “and when he was
baptised a great light shone round from the water, so that all who
had come were afraid” (etcum baptizaretur, lumen ingenscireumfulsit
de aqua, ita ut timerent omnes qui advenerant) ; and again at Luke
iii. 22 it gives the words of the voice ina form agreeing, at least, in
sense with those which Justin found in his Memoirs of the Apostles.

These circumstances point with certainty to an earlier original
corresponding with Justin, in all probability the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, and to the subsequent gradual elimination of the
passage from the Gospels finally adopted by the Church for
dogmatic reasons, as various sects based on it doctrines which were
at variance with the ever-enlarging belief of the majority.

Then Justin states that the men of his time asserted that the
miracles of Jesus were performed by magical art (payucrj

*In quo libro contra omnes Scriptural et de peccato proprio conptentem
invenies Christum, qui solus omnino nihil deliquit, et ad accipiendum Joannis
baptisma pcene invitum a matre sua Maria esse compulsum; item, cum
baptizaretur, ignem super aquam esse visum. Quod in Evangelio nnl/o est
scriptum. Auctor tract, de Rebaptismate; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr., i., p. 800.

*Sibyl! Oracula, lib., vii., viii.

3 Credner, Beitrdge, i., p."237 ; cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 167 f. ;
Volkmar, Die EvangeUen, p. 43.

4 Clemens Al., Ptrdag., i. 6; Methodius, Conviv. Virg., ix. Lactantius,
Instil. Div., iv. 15; Augustine, Enchirid. ad Laurent., 49.

311lud vero, quod nonnulli codices hahent secundum Lucam, hoc ilia voce
sonuisse, quod in Psalmo scriptum est: Filius menses tu : ego hodiegenui te:
quamquam in antiquioribus codicibus grtccis non inveniri perhibeatur, etc.
De Consensu Evang., ii. 14.
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<aTaxrla), “for they ventured to call him a magician and
deceiver of the people.”l This cannot be accepted as a mere
version of the charge that Jesus cast out demons by Beelzebub,
but must have been found by Justin in his Memoirs. In the
Gospel of Nicodemus or Acta Pilati the Jews accuse Jesus before
Pilate of being a magician,3 coupled with the assertion that he
casts out demons through Beelzebub, the prince of the demons ;
and again they simply say: “Did we not tell thee that he is a
magician?”5 We shall presently see that Justin actually refers to
certain acts of Pontius Pilate in justification of other assertions
regarding the trial of Jesus.”™ In the Clementine Recognitions,
moreover, the same charge is made by one of the Scribes, who
says that Jesus did not perform his miracles as a prophet, but as a
magician.5 Celsus makes a similar charge,6 and Lactantius refers
tosuch an opinion as prevalent amongst the Jews at the time of
Jesus,? which we find confirmed by many passages in Talmudic
literature.3 There was, indeed, a book called AfagiaJesu Christi,
of which Jesus himself, it was pretended, was the author.*

In speaking of the trial of Jesus, Justin says: “ For also as
the prophet saith, reviling him (Swurupon-es avrov), they set him
(tkarurav) upon a judgment seat (tirl /3xarosJ, and said: “Judge
for us’ (Kpivov rjfuv).""0—a peculiarity which is not found in the
canonical Gospels. Justin had just quoted the words of lsaiah
(Ixv. 2, Iviii. 2): “..... They now ask of me judgment, and dare to
draw nigh to God”; and then he cites Psalm xxii. 16, 22 : “They
pierced my hands and my feet, and upon my vesture they cast
lots.” He says that this did not happen to David, but was fulfilled
in Christ, and the expression regarding the piercing the hands and
feet referred to the nails of the cross which were driven through
his hands and feet. And after he was crucified they cast lots
upon his vesture. “And that these things occurred,” he continues,
“you may learn from the Acts-drawn up under Pontius Pilate.”"

1 Kol yap n&yov flyQViabriy trb\puoy \(yeir Kal \aox\dror. Dial. 69.
* \iyovair atrip ybr)s tarty, k.t.X Evang. Nicod. sive Gesta Pilati, Pars.
I-A i.; Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr., p. 208; cf. Fabricius, Cod. Apocr.

N- T., i. ; Nicod. Evang. Lot., i., p. 239, xxvii., p. 296, cf. 417.
1 MY) aKelxap.tr ao< Sri ytrgs tarty-, kt.\. c. ll; Tischendorf, Ev. Ap.,
P 214; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i., p. 243. *Apol., i. 35, 48.

5 Etecce t/uidam dc Scribis do medio poputi exclamans ait: Jesus veste
ngna etprodigia qua fecit, ut magus non ut prophetafecit., i. 58 ; cf. 40.
4 Origen, Contra Cels., ii. 50, 51. 7 Instil. Div., v. 3, etpassim.
*Lightfoot, Hara Hcbraica, Works, xi., p. 195 ff.
* Cf. August, de Consensu Evang., i. 9; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i.,
P 35 ff.
' Kaiyip, ut fixer bxpoqdlms buurlporrcs atrrbr, iebBuray tx- pnnarot Kal
elxey- Kpiror ijpir.  Apol.,
Kal ravra bri ycyort bvraa&e/saBtly Ik rSsy irl ttoyrlov HiXflrou yeyo/iiyuy
beruy. Apol., i.
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He likewise upon another occasion refers to the same Ada for
confirmation of statements.1 The Gospel of Nicodemus or Gesta
Pilati, now extant, does not contain the circumstance to which
we are referring, but, in contradiction to the statement in the
fourth Gospel (xviii. 28, 29), the Jews in this apocryphal work
freely go in to the very judgment seat of Pilate.2 Tischendorf
maintains that the first part of the Gospel of Nicodemus, or Acta
Pilati, still extant, is the work, with more or less of interpolation,
which, existing in the second century, is referred to by Justin.*
A few reasons may here be -given against such a conclusion. The
fact of Jesus being set upon the judgment seat is not contained
in the extant Ada Pilati at all, and therefore this work does not
correspond with Justin’s statement. It seems most unreasonable
to suppose that Justin should seriously refer Roman Emperors to
a work of this description, so manifestly composed by a Christian,
and the Ada to which he directs them must have been a presumed
official document, to which they had access, as, of course, no other
evidence could be of any weight with them. The extant work
neither pretends to be, nor has in the slightest degree the form of,
an official report. Moreover, the prologue attached to it dis-
tinctly states that* Ananias, a provincial warden in the reign of
Flavius Theodosius (towards the middle of the fifth century),
found these Acts written in Hebrew by Nicodemus, and that he
translated them into Greek.* The work itself, therefore, only
pretends to be a private composition in Hebrew, and does not
claim any relation to Pontius Pilate. The Greek is very corrupt
and degraded, and considerations of style alone would assign it to
the fifth century, as would still more imperatively the anachronisms
with which it abounds. Tischendorf considers that Tertullian
refers to the same work as Justin; but it is evident that he implies
an official report, for he says distinctly, after narrating the circum-
stances of the crucifixion and resurrection: “All these facts
regarding Christ, Pilate....... reported to the reigning Emperor
Tiberius.”* It is extremely probable that in saying this Tertullian
merely extended the statement of Justin. He nowhere states that
he himself had seen this report, nor does Justin, and, as is the
case with the latter, some of the facts which Tertullian supposes
to be reported by Pilate are not contained in the apocryphal
work.  There are still extant some apocryphal writings in

1 Apol., i. 48. Cf. Tertullian, Apol. xxi.

2 Evang. Nicod. sive Gesta Pilati, Pars i. A., i. ii.; Tischendorf, Evang.
Apocr., p. 208 ff.

3Evang. Apocr. Proleg., p. Ixiv. ff. ; Wants warden, u. s. to., pp. 82-89.

* Evatfg. Nicod. Proleg.; Tischendorf, Ev. Apocr., p. 203 f.

5 Ea omnia super Christo Pilatus....Catsari turn Tiberio nuntiavit.
Apol. xxi.
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the form of official reports made by Pilate of the trial, cruci-
fixion, and resurrection of Jesus,1 but none are of very ancient
date. It is certain that, on the supposition that Pilate may have
made an official report of events so important in their estimation,
Christian writers, with greater zeal than conscience, composed
fictitious reports in his name, in the supposed interest of their
religion; and there was in that day little or no critical sense to
detect and discredit such forgeries. There is absolutely no
evidence to show that Justin was acquainted with any official
report of Pilate to the Roman Emperor, nor, indeed, is it easy to
understand how he could possibly have been, even if such a
document existed; and it is most probable, as Scholten con-
jectures, that Justin merely referred to documents which tradition
supposed to have been written, but of which he himself had no
personal knowledge.2 Be this as it may, as he considered the
incident of the judgment seat a fulfilment of prophecy, there can
ke little or no doubt that it was narrated in the Memoirs which
contained “everything relating to Jesus Christ,” and, finding it
there, he all the more naturally assumed that it must have been
mentioned in some official report.

In the Akhmim fragment of the Gospel of Peter, published in
1893, we have a similar passage to that quoted by Justin. The
fragment states : “ They said : ‘Let us drag along {iriptopAv) the
son of God "...... and they sat him (tKaOurav avrov) upon a seat of
judgment (tcaOtSpav Kpuraos), saying : ‘Judge justly (Atkatws Kpivt),
King of Israel.”” This is not in our Gospels, but it has singular
points of agreement with the passage in Justin. The Septuagint
version of Isaiah, which Justin had previously cited, reads : “ They
ask me for just judgment ” (alrova-iv pt vvv Kpla-tv SiKaiav), and
doubtless the narrative, like that of all the Gospels regarding the
trial and crucifixion of Jesus, was compiled to show the fulfilment
of supposed prophecies like this.

We may here go on to quote more fully Justin’s allusions to the
parting of the garments, which are also in close agreement with
the fragment of the Gospel of Peter. Justin says: “ And those
who were crucifying him parted his garments (ip”piaav ra IpArut
hdtov) amongst themselves, casting lots (Kaxjxbv jSAXAorrts), each
taking what pleased him, according to the cast of the lot ” (rov
<Ajb)3  This account, which differs materially from that of our
Gospels, may be compared with the words in the fragment.
“And they laid the clothes (ra ivSvpara) before him, and
distributed them (Sitpepuravro), and cast lots (Xa\pbv I/3a\ov) for

1Cf. Fabricius, Cod Apocr. N. T., i., p. 298 ff.; Thilo, Cod. Apocr. N. T.,
R 796 ff.; Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr., p. 411.
* Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 165 ff. 3 Dial, xcvii.
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them.” The use of the peculiar expression, “ Aa™wv fiakktiv,”
both in the fragment and by Justin, is most striking, for its
employment in this connection is limited, so far as we know, to
the Gospel of Peter, Justin, and Cyril.1 Justin, here, is not
making an exact quotation, but merely giving an account of what
he believes to have occurred, yet the peculiar words of his text
remained in his mind and confirm the idea that it was the Gospel
of Peter.

In narrating the agony in the Garden, there are further varia-
tions.  Justin says: “ And the passage, ‘All my bones are
poured out and dispersed like water; my heart has become like
wax melting in the midst of my belly,” was a prediction of that
which occurred to him that night when they came out against him
to the Mount of Olives to seize him. For in the Memoirs, com-
posed, | say, by his Apostles and their followers, it is recorded
that his sweat fell down like drops while he prayed, saying: *If
possible, let this cup pass.””2 It will be observed that this is a
direct quotation from the Memoirs, but there is a material differ-
ence from our Gospels. Luke is the only Gospel which mentions
the bloody sweat, and there the account reads (xxii. 44), “as it
were drops of blood falling down to the ground.”

Luke, ilxrrt dp6u.3o0i alfiaros KaTaffab>orret irl r)j» yrjw.
Justin, Wad dpifipol kutoxdto

In addition to the other linguistic differences Justin omits the
emphatic aHfiaros, which gives the whole point to Luke’s account,
and which evidently could not have been in the text of the
Memoirs.  Semisch argues that Opopftoi alone, especially in
medical phraseology, meant “ drops of blood,” without the addition
of ai/xaros ;3 but the author of the third Gospel did not think so, and
undeniably makes use of both, and Justin does not. Moreover,
Luke introduces the expression Opopfioi alparos to show the
intensity of the agony, whereas Justin evidently did not mean to
express “drops of blood ” at all, his intention in referring to the
sweat being to show that the prophecy, “All my bones are
poured out, etc., like water,” had been fulfilled, with which the
reading in his Memoirs more closely corresponded. The prayer
also so directly quoted decidedly varies from Luke xxii. 42, which
reads : “ Father, if thou be willing to remove this cup from me ™ :

Luke, llirep, (I T Ivtosori Torijfxor in” iftoir
JUSTIN. P flape\gﬂv\lap(?mriv, ri ironjpiojj' tovto.
In Matt. xxvi. 39 this part of the prayer is more like the reading

mThis is also pointed out by Dr. Swete, The Akhmtm Fragment, 1893,
p. xxxiv. Mr. Rendel Harris says: “ | regard it as certain that the reading
\axMos implies connection between Justin and Peter, either directly or through
a third source accessible to both” (Contemp. Rev., August, 1893, p. 231).

3 Dial. 103. 3 D. ap. Denkw. Just., p. 146.
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of Justin: “ Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from
me” (llaTtp, ft SwvaTov J<tie, iraptXdaTU) air t/wv rb irongpiov
Twror) 5 but that Gospel has nothing of the sweat of agony,
which excludes it from consideration. In another place Justin
also quotes the prayer in the Garden as follows: “ He prayed,
saying : *Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me’; and
besides this, praying, he said: ‘Not as | wish, but as thou
wiliest”” The first phrase,’ apart from some transposition of
words, agrees with Matthew; but even if this reading be preferred,
the absence of the incident of the sweat of agony from the first
Gospel renders it impossible to regard it as the source; and,
further, the second part of the prayer which is here given differs
materially both from the first and third Gospels.

Matt. Nevertheless not as I will but as thou.
Luke. Nevertheless not my will but thine be done.
Justin. Not as I wish but as thou wiliest.

MATT. r\*r obx wi (yi) $e\a> dXX <ij (TV.
LUuke. r\iir filsi rd Oe\y/ui pod dXXa r6 ab» yiolviu.
Justin. [%i) iij iyw fiouXopun, dXX till (rit 8(\cu.

The two parts of this prayer, moreover, seem to have been
separate in the Memoirs, for not only does Justin not quote the
latter portion at all in Dial. 103, but here he markedly divides it
from the former. Justin knows nothing of the episode of the
Angel who strengthens Jesus, which is related in Luke xxii. 43.
There is, however, a still more important point to mention—that
although verses 43, 44, with the incidents of the angel and the
bloody sweat, are certainly in a great number of MSS., they are
omitted by some of the oldest codices, as, for instance, by the
Alexandrian and Vatican MSS." It is evident that in this part
Justin’s Memoirs differed from our first and third Gospels much in
the same way that they do from each other.

In the same chapter Justin states that, when the Jews went out
to the Mount of Olives to take Jesus, “there was not even a
single man to run to his help as a guiltless person.”3 This is in
direct contradiction to all the Gospels,4and Justin not only com-
pletely ignores the episode of the ear of Malchus, but in this
passage excludes it, and his Gospel could not have contained it
Luke is specially marked in generalising the resistance of those

1Dial. 99.

> In the Sinaitic Codex they are marked for omission by a later hand.
Lochraann brackets, and Drs. Westcott and Hort double-bracket them.
The MS. evidence may be found in detail in Scrivener’s hit. to Crit. N. T., 2nd
ed., p. 521, stated in the way which is most_favourable for the authenticity.

3 OMeis Yap obs! /texfil* ioffpJrrov SOyBtir afmp uft drapepT”*Tip poyfot
"VPXt. Dial 103.

4 Matt. xxvi. 51 ff.; Mark xiv. 46 ff.; Luke xxii. 49 ff.; John xviii., 10 f.

P
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210 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

about Jesus to his capture : “ When they which were about him
saw what would follow, they said unto him : ‘ Lord, shall we smite
with the sword ? And a certain one of them smote the servant
of the high priest and cut off his right ear.” As this episode
follows immediately after the incident of the bloody sweat and prayer
in the Garden, and the statement of Justin occurs in the very same
chapter in which he refers to them, this contradiction further tends
to confirm the conclusion that Justin employed a different Gospel.

It is quite in harmony with the same peculiar account that
Justin states that, “after he (Jesus) was crucified, all his friends
(the Apostles) stood aloof from him, having denied him*.......
(who, after he rose from the dead, and after they were convinced
by himself that before his passion he had told them that he must
suffer these things, and that they were foretold by the prophets,
repented of their flight from him when he was crucified), and
while remaining among them he sang praises to God, as is made
evident in the Memoirs of the Apostles.”3 Justin, therefore,
repeatedly asserts that after the crucifixion all the Apostles forsook
him, and he extends the denial of Peter to the whole of the
twelve. It is impossible to consider this distinct and reiterated
affirmation a mere extension of the passage, “they all forsook
him and fled” (irdvres avrbv tyvyov),* when Jesus
was arrested, which proceeded mainly from momentary fear.
Justin seems to indicate that the disciples withdrew from and
denied Jesus when they saw him crucified, from doubts which
consequently arose as to his Messianic character. Now, on the
contrary, the canonical Gospels represent the disciples as being
together after the crucifixion.*  Justin does not exhibit any
knowledge of the explanation given by the angels at the sepulchre
as to Christ having foretold all that had happened,6but makes this
proceed from Jesus himself. Indeed, he makes no mention of
these angels at all.

There are some traces elsewhere of the view that the disciples
were offended after the Crucifixion.? Hilgenfeld points out the

1 Luke xxii. 49, 50.

3 Mera obv ri (STai/pudfijyai ai/tot, xal ot ynipipuH aflroO rdrrct ireanjaar,
dpvpaipfvoi abriv. Apot., i. 50.

3 (btriycs ptrd to dyaarijrai aflror tx rcxp&v, xal retodjjycu flip aflrofl, Art rat
rpo too ruddy (\eycv adroit, in rofiro afrroy Sd ruddy, xal iro tuff rpotprrrCjy
tn rpoexext)pvxro Toura, pxrty(n\aor trl Tip dpltrraadai abrov Sre irravpAdi)), «a
perlairrCjy Stiyuy, tp.yiprttot 8tiy, lit xal 1y roll drop.yrjpoyevpao'i rfir dr00
riXuv iijXoDrat yeyeniplroy, x.t. X Dial. 106 ; cf. Apol. i. 50; Dial. 53 ; de
Resurr., 9. * Matt. xxvi. 56; Mark xiv. 50.

5 Luke xxiv. 9-12, 33 ; Mark xvi. to ; John xx. 18, 19; cf. Luke xxiii. 49.

6 Luke xxiv. 4-8 ; Matt, xxviii. 5-7 ; Mark xvi. 5-7.

7 In the Ascensio lsaite, iii. 14, the following passage occurs : ‘‘ Et duodecim,
qui cum eo, offensionem accipient in eum, et custodes constituentur, qui
custodient sepulchrum.” Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin’s, p. 246, anm. 2.
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appearance of special Petrine tendency in this passage, in the
fact that it is not Peter alone, but all the Apostles, who are said
to deny their master; and he suggests that an indication of the
source from which Justin quoted may be obtained from the
kindred quotation in the Epistle to the Smymaeans (iii.) by pseudo-
Ignatius : “ For | know that also after his resurrection he was in
the flesh, and | believe that he is so now. And when he came to
those that were with Peter he said to them : Lay hold, handle me,
and see that 1 am not an incorporeal spirit. And immediately
they touched him and believed, being convinced by his flesh and
spirit” Jerome, it will be remembered, found this in the Gospel
according to the Hebrews used by the Nazarenes, which he trans-
lated,’ from which we have seen that Justin in all probability
derived other particulars differing from the canonical Gospels,
and with which we shall constantly meet, in a similar way, in
examining Justin’s quotations. Origen also found it in a work
called the “ Teaching of Peter” (AiSax’? nirpov),2 which must
have been akin to the “ Preaching of Peter” (Krjpvy/ia HtTpov).3
Hilgenfeld suggests that, in the absence of more certain informa-
tion, there is no more probable source from which Justin may have
derived his statement than the Gospel according to Peter, or the
Gospel according to the Hebrews, which is known to have con-
tained so much in the same spirit*

It may well be expected that, at least in touching such serious
matters as the Crucifixion and last words of Jesus, Justin must
adhere with care to authentic records, and not fall into the faults
of loose quotation from memory, free handling of texts, and care-
less omissions and additions, by which those who maintain the
identity of the Memoirs with the canonical Gospels seek to explain
the systematic variations of Justin’s quotations from the text of the
latter. It will, however, be found that here also marked discre-
pancies occur. Justin says, after referring to numerous prophecies
regarding the treatment of Christ: “ And again, when he says:
‘They spake with their lips, they wagged the head, saying: Let
him deliver himself.” That all these things happened to the Christ
from the Jews, you can ascertain. For when he was being crucified
they shot out the lips and wagged their heads, saying : ‘Let him
who raised the dead deliver himself.’”3 And in another place,
referring to the same Psalm (xxii.) as a prediction of what was to
happen to Jesus, Justin says: “ For they who saw him crucified

*Dt Vir. 111, 16. 3 De Print:ip.,proem.  3Grabe, Spicil. Patr., i., p. 56.

*Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 248 ff.

5Kol ird\tr Stud Xeyv ’EXdXjjiraj' if xe” tat3? iKInpror Kc(pa\ly, \iyw rtr
‘Pvaitrffu iavrir. "Anyarirra (ill yiyorey o*6 rfir ’lovialuy rtf Xpurrf, fiaStir
Hiyasstf. Ztaupufierrot yap aOrov, i(ttSTp€$or to X'IXi), xai iicUovy rds KtjaAas,
Xiyorrcr ’Orcipovl irtytlpai jivaissSuiaxrriy. Apoi., i. 38.
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212 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

also wagged their heads, each one of them, and distorted
(&ii<TTp*4>0v) their lips, and sneeringly and in scornful irony
repeated among themselves those words which are also written in
the Memoirs of his Apostles : He declared himself the Son of
God; (let him) come down, let him walk about; let God save
him.”1 In both of these passages Justin directly appeals to
written authority. The padtiv Swatrdt may leave the source
of the first uncertain,3but the second is distinctly stated to contain
the actual words “ written in the Memoirs of his Apostles,” and it
seems reasonable to suppose that the former passage is also derived
from them. It is scarcely necessary to add that both differ very
materially from the canonical Gospels.3 The taunt contained in
the first of these passages is altogether peculiar to Justin: “ Let
him who raised the dead deliver himself” ('O vikpovs dvtytipa<;
poadrOl)  tavrov) i« and even if Justin did not indicate
a written source, it would not be reasonable to suppose that
he should himself for the first time record words to which he
refers as the fulfilment of prophecy.5 It would be still more
ineffectual to endeavour to remove the difficulty presented by such
a variation by attributing the words to tradition, at the same time
that it is asserted that Justin’s Memoirs were actually identical with
the Gospels. No aberration of memory could account for such a
variation, and it is impossible that Justin should prefer tradition
regarding a form of words, so liable to error and alteration, with
written Gospels within his reach. Besides, to argue that Justin
affirmed that the truth of his statement could be ascertained
(/jaOav Swaa-Ot), whilst the words which he states to have been
spoken were not actually recorded, would be against all reason.

1 01 yap Ocwpouvrei aCov taravpoifitvov Kal KeipaXdt tKaaros tKlvow, kol tA
AE>0¥ Kal roit fiviurrrjp<riv tv AW”Xotr Atepivouvrei tXcyov clpvvtvofitvoi
ravra AKal tv roit dxopjnjfiovtvfjuuri tujv dxoarvXcov avrov yiypaxrai' *“ Tior
0€ou tavrov tXeyc *ara/aAsxepixarclrur auadroj aurov 6 0co*.” Dial. ioi.
3Some writers consider that this is a reference to the Acta Pilati as in
Apol., i. 35-

5 Dr. Westcott admits that in the latter passage Justin does profess to give
the exact words which were recorded in the Memoirs, and that they are not
to be found in our Gospels; “ but,-” he apologetically adds, “ we do find
these others so closely connected with them that few readers would feel the
difference”! This is a specimen of apologetic criticism. Dr. Westcott goes
on tosay that as no MS. or Father known to him has preserved any reading
more closely resembling Justin’s, “ if it appear not to be deducible from our
Gospels, due allowance being made for the object which he had in view,
its source must remain concealed” (On tht Canon, p. 114 f). Cf. Matt, xxvii.
39-43 ; Mark xv. 29-32 ; Luke xxiii. 34-37.

* The nearest parallel in our Gospels is in Luke xxiii. 35: “ He saved
others; let him save himself if this man be the Christ of God, his chosen ”
("AXXowvr toooev, owo&ru (avrir, k.t.X.).

5Hilgenfeld, DU Ew. Justin's, p. 244 f.
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The second of the mocking speeches' of the lookers-on is
referred distinctly to the Memoirs of the Apostles; but is also,
with the accompanying description, foreign to our Gospels. The
nearest approach to it occurs in our first Gospel, and we subjoin
both passages for comparison :—

Justin, Dial. ioi. Matt, xxvii. 40, and 42, 43.

40. Thou that destroyest the temple,
and buildest it in three days, save
thyself; if thou art the Son of God,
come down from the cross.

He declared himself the Son of 42. He saved others, himself he
God; (let him) come down, let him cannot save. He is the King of
walk about ; let God save him. Israel ; let him now come down from

the cross, and we will believe in him.

43. He trusted in God; let him
deliver him now, if he will have him,
for he said, 1 am the Son of God.

ylor Beov lavrov,  (Xeye- Karachi 42.........KarafSiru eSr herd roO
repirarelrw alxrﬁm) allor 0 Bedr. oravpoB ical Turreveo/iee tr airf.

43. reroiBer tvl roe Bear, jnxshsrBu rBr
atror2 el BiXet GIWir el-ret yip trt
Bern elpX vlos.

It is evident that Justin’s version is quite distinct from this, and
cannot have been taken from our Gospels, although professedly
derived from the Memoirs of the Apostles.

Justin likewise mentions the cry of Jesus on the cross, “ O God,
my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” (xo 0t6s, o Ge<k /iov, IMati
fyitartAwres fit ;),3 as a fulfilment of the words of the Psalm, which
he quotes here, and elsewhere/ with the peculiar addition of the
Septuagint version: “attend to me” (irpoo-x«s pot), which, how-
ever, he omits when giving the cry of Jesus, thereby showing that
he follows a written source which did not contain it, for the quota-
tion of the Psalm, and of the cry which is cited to show that it
refers to Christ, immediately follow each other. He apparently
knows nothing of the Chaldaic cry, “ Eli, Eli, lama sabac-
thani,” of the Gospels.5 The first and second Gospels give
the words of the cry from the Chaldaic differently from Justin,
from the version of the LXX., and from each other. Matt,
XXvii. 46, Oc* pw, deefiov, ivart fit eyKarekiires; Mark xv. 34, *0

’ Semisch argues that both forms are quotations of the same sentence, and
that there is consequently a contradiction in the very quotations themselves ;
hut there can be no doubt that the two phrases are distinct parts of the
mockery, and the very same separation ana variation occur in each of the
canonical Gospels. Die ap. Dcnkw. Mart, fust., p. 282 ; cf. Hilgenfeld,
Die Ew. Justin's, p. 244.

* The Cod. Sin. omits atror. 5Dial. 99.

4 Dial. 98. 5 Matt, xxvii. 46 ; Mark xv. 34.
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Oths, 6 Ow fiov, tli ri iyKariknrii fu ; the third Gospel makes no
mention at all of this cry, but, instead, has one altogether foreign
to the other Gospels: “And Jesus cried with a loud voice, and
said: Father, into thy hands | commend my spirit: and having
said this, he expired.”* Justin has this cry also, and in the same
form as the third Gospel. He says: “ For when he (Jesus) was
giving up his spirit on the cross, he said : *Father, into thy hands
I commend my spirit,” as | have also learned from the Memoirs.”2
Justin’s Gospel, therefore, contained both cries, and as even the
first two Synoptics mention a second cry of Jesus3 without, how-
ever, giving the words, it is not surprising that other Gospels
should have existed which included both. Even if we had no
trace of this cry in any other ancient work, there would be no
ground for asserting that Justin must have derived it from the
third Gospel, for, if there be any historical truth in the statement
that these words were actually spoken by Jesus, it follows, of
course, that they may have been, and probably were, reported in
a dozen Christian writings now no longer extant, and in all pro-
bability they existed in some of the many works referred to in the
prologue to the third Gospel. Both cries, however, are given in
the Gospel of Nicodemus, or Gesta Pilati, to which reference has
already so frequently been made. In the Greek versions edited
by Tischendorf we find only the form contained in Luke. In the
Codex A the passage reads : “And crying with a loud voice, Jesus
said : Father, Baddach ephkid rouchi—that is, interpreted : “into
thy hands I commend my spirit ’: and, having said this, he gave
up the ghost.”4 In the Codex B the text is : “ Then Jesus, having
called out with a loud voice, ‘Father, into thy hands will 1|
commend my spirit,” expired.”5 In the ancient Latin version,
however, both cries are given : “And about the ninth hour Jesus
cried with a loud voice, saying, Hely, Hely, lama zabacihani,
which, interpreted, is : ‘My God, my God, why hast thou for-
saken me?’ And after this Jesus said: ‘Father, into thy

* KoJ iparl/oas peydXv i ’lijooOt elver, Ildrtp, els Xfipdl oou vcipariStp”ii
to vrevpd fi-ov. tooto St thru)* i(esrrevorr.  Luke xxiii. 46.

3 Kol ydp dvoitSoiis to vrevpa ivl Tip oravptp, flirt, lldrep, (Is x(ipdt oov
vaparlBepsu to vrtupd poir ws xal Ix raw dvofirquorevudrior (rat tovto fptaBor.
Dial. 105.

3 Matt, xxvii. 50; Mark xv. 37.

4 Kai ipuripras 4>urf ptyd\ri 0 ‘lifeout elver llarijp, rtafidclx IcfirdS povt\, t
ippifreverai Eh xrlphl oov toparlOripu to tvevpd pov. Xal tovto elviir vaptSuxe
to rrevpa. Evaug. Nicod., Pars I. A. sive Gesta Pilati, xi.; Tischendorf,
Evang. Apocr., p. 233; cf. Thilo, Cod. Apoer. N. T., p. 590 f.

5"Etcito i ’liyooSr xpdfai #airjj peyd\y 11arep, els aov vapaBipsopai
to rrevpd p.ov, dvtwevoe. Ev. Nicod., Pars I. a sive Acta Pilati a, Xi. j
Tischendorf, Ev. Apocr., p. 287.
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hands | commend my spirit’; and, saying this, he gave up the
ghost.”1

One of the Codices of the same apocryphal work likewise gives
the taunting speeches of the Jews in a form more nearly approaching
that of Justin’s Memoirs than any found in our Gospels. *“ And
the Jews that stood and looked ridiculed him, and said : If thou
saidst truly that thou art the Son of God, come down from the
cross, and at once, that we may believe in thee. Others, ridicu-
ling, said : He saved others, he healed others, and restored the
sick, the paralytic, lepers, demoniacs, the blind, the lame, the
dead, and himself he cannot heal.”1 The fact that Justin actually
refers to certain Acta Pilati in connection with the Crucifixion
renders this coincidence all the more important. Other texts of
this Gospel read: “ And the Chief Priests, and the rulers with
them, derided him, saying: He saved others, let him save him-
self; if he is the Son of God, let him come down from the
Cross.”s

It is clear from the whole of Justin’s treatment of the narrative
that he followed a Gospel adhering more closely than the canonical
to Psalm xxii., but yet with peculiar variations from it. Our
Gospels differ very much from each other; Justin’s Memoirs of
the Apostles in like manner differed from them. It had its
characteristic features clearly and sharply defined. In this way
his systematic variations are natural and perfectly intelligible,
but they become quite inexplicable if it be supposed that,
having our Gospels for his source, he thus persistently and in
so arbitrary a way ignored, modified, or contradicted their
statements.

Upon two occasions Justin distinctly states that the Jews sent
persons throughout the world to spread calumnies against Christians.

*Et circa horani nonam cxclamavit Jesus voce magnd dicens: Hely, Hely,
lama zabacthani, quod est interpretatum: Deus incus, Deus mens, ut quid
dertliquisti mef Et post here dicit Jesus: Pater in rnanus tuas commendo

spiritum meum. Et hac dicens emisit spiritum.” Nicod. Ev., xi.;
Fabricius, Cod. Ap. N. T., i.,, p. 261 ; cf. Thilo, Cod. Apocr. N. T.,
Rso1 f

1 01 St'lovbaioi ol lordperM keu fiXirorTcs KarcycXur airror Kal (\cyor "EAr
AXyAnt IKeyes Sri uioi tl rou Oeov, inidprjth Airo rou oravpou, Kal irapeudds Iva
noTtvouptr clt <si. trtpoi fKcyov KaraycXurrct’KWous tauacu, dXXous iOcpd-
Ttwser, Kal ldaaro doffewtlt, rapaXeXupevous, Xtrpovt, Saipon”opirovt, rvtpXmu,

rcrcKpuiierovs, Kal lavrdv ob Svnarai bcpaKcvoai. Evany. Nicod., Pars
- sive Acta Pilati, B. X ; Tischendorf, Ev. Apocr., p. 286.

3Ev. Nicod., Pars I. A. x.; Tischendorf, Ev. Apocr., p. 232; cf. Thilo,,
Apocr. N. T., p. 584; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i, p. 259;
Tischendorf, ib., p. 340. There are differences between all these texts—
indeed, there are scarcely two MSS. which agree—clearly indicating that
we have now nothing but corrupt versions of a more ancient text.
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“When you knew that he had risen from the dead, and ascended
into heaven, as the prophets had foretold, not only' did you (the
Jews) not repent of the wickedness which you had committed,
but at that time you selected and sent forth from Jerusalem
throughout the land chosen men, saying that the atheistic heresy
of the Christians had arisen,” etc.1...... “from a certain Jesus, a
Galilaean impostor, whom we crucified, but his disciples stole him
by night from the tomb where he had been laid when he was
unloosed from the cross, and they now deceive men, saying that
he has risen from the dead and ascended into heaven.”2 This
circumstance is not mentioned by our Gospels, but, reiterated
twice by Justin in almost the same words, it was in all probability
contained in the Memoirs. Eusebius quotes the passage from
Justin without comment, evidently on account of the information
which it conveyed. The fragment of the Gospel of Peter describes
the elders as going to Pilate and asking for soldiers to watch the
grave for three days, “lest his disciples steal him, and the people
believe that he rose from the dead.”

These instances, which, although far from complete, have
already occupied too much of our space, show that Justin quotes
from the Memoirs of the Apostles many statements and facts of
Gospel history which are not only foreign to our Gospels, but in
some cases contradictory to them, whilst the narrative of the most
solemn events in the life of Jesus presents distinct and systematic
variations from parallel passages in the Synoptic records. It will
now be necessary to compare his general quotations from the
same Memoirs with the Canonical Gospels, and here a very wide
field opens before us. As we have already stated, Justin’s works
teem with these quotations, and to take them all in detail would
be impossible within the limits of this work. Such a course,
moreover, is unnecessary. It may be broadly stated that even
those who maintain the use of the Canonical Gospels can only
point out two or three passages out of this vast array which
verbally agree with them.3 This extraordinary anomaly—on the
supposition that Justin’s Memoirs were in fact our Gospels—is,
as we have mentioned, explained by the convenient hypothesis
that Justin quotes imperfectly from memory, interweaves and

1 Dial. 17.

2 to., 108. This passage commences with statements to the same effect as
the preceding.

3 Credner, Beitrdge, i., p. 329 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Em. Justin’s, p. 252 fif,
p. 255 ; Kirchhofer, Queltensammi., p. 34 f., p. 89; Reuss, Hist, du Canon,
p. 56; Schwegler, Das Nachap. Zest., i., p. 222 f.; Semisch, Die ap. DenJtm.
M. Just., p. 140 {.; De Wette, Lehrb. Einl. N. T., p. 104 Westcott, On
the Canon, p. 106 f.
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modifies texts, and, in short, freely manipulates these Gospels
according to his argument. Even strained to the uttermost,
however, could this be accepted as a reasonable explanation of
such systematic variation, that only twice or thrice out of the vast
number of his quotations does he literally agree with passages in
them? Inorder to illustrate the case with absolute impartiality
we shall first take the instances brought forward as showing
agreement with our Synoptic Gospels.

Tischendorf only cites two passages in support of his affirma-
tion that Justin makes use of our first Gospel.1 It might be
supposed that, in selecting these, at least two might have been
produced literally agreeing; but this is not the case, and this may
e taken as an illustration of the almost universal variation of
Justin’s quotations. The first of Tischendorfs examples is the
supposed use of Matt viii. n, 12: “ Many shall come from
the east and from the west, and shall sit down,”etc. (IloAAoi

ivaToXJov kal Sxxt/jmv fjfcowriv, k.t.X.) Now this passage
is repeated by Justin no less than three times in three very
distinct parts of his Dialogue with Trypho? with a uniform
variation from the text of Matthew—“ They shall come from the
west and from the east,” etc. (“HEfootiv dirb Svcrfuzv icat
utotoxwv, K .T.k.y That a historical saying of Jesus should be
reproduced in many Gospels, and that no particular work can have
any prescriptive right to it, must be admitted, so that even if the
passage in Justin agreed literally with our first Synoptic, it would
not afford any proof of the actual use of that Gospel; but when,
on the contrary, Justin upon three several occasions, and at
distinct intervals of time, repeats the passage with the same
persistent variation from the reading in Matthew, not only can it
not be ascribed to that Gospel, but there is reason to conclude
that Justin derived it from another source. It may be added that
roAXof is anything but a word uncommon in his vocabulary,
and that elsewhere, for instance, he twice quotes a passage
similar to one in Matthew, in which, amongst other variations, he
reads “Many shall come (jtoAAol fjfo\xriv)," instead of the phrase
found in that Gospel.™

The second example adduced by Tischendorf is the supposed
quotation of Matt. xii. 39; but in order fully to comprehend the
nature of the affirmation, we quote the context of the Gospel and
of Justin in parallel columns—

1Wann warden, u.s. w., p. 27, anm. 2.

1Dial. 76, 120, 140.

3In Dial. 76 the text reads “ from the east and from the west.”
*Apot., i. 16, Dial. 35 cf. Matt. vii. 15.
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Dial. 107.

And that he should rise again on
the third day after the crucifixion, it
is written in the Memoirs that some
of your neighbours questioning him
said : “ Show us a sign
answered them : “ An

Justin.

evil

a sign, and there shall no sign be
given to them (aeroTs) but the sign of
Jonah (’lon's).”

Kal s8ti r,7 TplrQ
dyatrr/preodat pxrd to araupuSijyai.
ytyparrai iy roll airopj'tjpoytvpaalLy,
Sti ol axo roO yevovt vpuv avpijToSy-

pa (ptWey

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Matthew xii. 38. 39.

38. Then certain of the scribes and
Pharisees answered him, saying:

and he ! Master, we would see a sign from
and | thee.
adulterous generation seeketh after j

39. But he answered and said unto
them : An evil and adulterous genera-
tion seeketh after a sign, ana there
shall no sign be given to it (aflrjj), but
the sign of the prophet Jonah (Tom
TOV TpOtpijTOV). A

Tore dTtKpUhprar almp Twit rwr
ypappartuy xal Qapuralwy \iyorrtt,

rts avrif fXeyoy, Sti, “Ae<for Vpiy
atiptioy.” Kal dTtKplyaroainoit, reveA
royrjpd, X.T.X.

“ AilJdoxaXe, 9t\opty dro aov tnjptToy
ISety." i Si droKpifftlt fTrey afrrtit,
| TroeA wortipd, x.r.X.

Now it is clear that Justin here directly professes to quote from
the Memoirs, and consequently that accuracy may be expected;
but passing over the preliminary substitution of “some of your
nation ” for “certain of the scribes and Pharisees,” although it
recalls the “ some of them,” and “ others,” by which the parallel
passage, otherwise so different, is introduced in Luke xi. 15, 16,
29 IT.1the question of the Jews, which should be literal, is quite
different from that of (he first Gospel, whilst there are variations
in the reply of Jesus, which, if not so important, are still un-
deniable. We cannot compare with the first Gospel the parallel
passages in the second and third Gospels without recognising that
other works may have narrated the same episode with similar
variations, and whilst the distinct differences which exist totally
exclude the affirmation that Justin quotes from Matthew, every-
thing points to the conclusion that he makes use of another source.
This is confirmed by another important circumstance. After
enlarging during the remainder of the chapter upon the example of
the people of Nineveh, Justin commences the next by returning to
the answer of Jesus, and making the following statement: “ And
though all of your nation were acquainted with these things which
occurred to Jonah, and Christ proclaimed among you that he
would give you the sign of Jonah, exhorting you, at least, after his
resurrection from the dead to repent of your evil deeds, and like
the Ninevites to supplicate God, that your nation and city might
not be captured and destroyed as it has been destroyed ; yet not
only have you not repented on learning his resurrection from the
dead, but, as | have already said,3you sent chosen3 and select

1Cf. Mark viii. II.
*Dial. 17. The passage quoted above, p. 215 f.
3 xfIPOToy/iirayTtt.  Literally, “ elected by a show of hands "—by vote.
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men throughout all the world, proclaiming that an atheistic and
impious heresy had arisen from a certain Jesus, a Galilacan
impostor,” etc.1 Now, not only do our Gospels not mention this
mission, as we have already pointed out, but they do not contain
the exhortation to repent, at least, after the resurrection of Jesus
here referred to, and which evidently must have formed part of the
episode in the Memoirs.

Tischendorf does not produce any other instances of supposed
quotations of Justin from Matthew, but rests his case upon these.
As they are the best examples, apparently, which he can point
out, we may judge of the weakness of his argument. De Wette
divides the quotations of Justin, which may be compared with our
first and third Gospels, into several categories." Regarding the
first class, he says : “Some agree quite literally, which, however,
is seldom ;2 and under this head he can only collect three
passages of Matthew, and refer to one of Luke. Of the three
from Matthew, the first is that, viii. it, 12,3 also brought forward
by Tischendorf, of which we have already disposed. The second
is Matt. v. 20 : “For | say unto you, that except your righteous-
ness shall exceed that of the scribes and Pharisees, ye shall not
enter into the kingdom of heaven.” A parallel passage to this
exists in Dial. 105, a chapter in which there are several quotations
not found in our Gospels at all, with the exception that the first
words, “ For | say unto you that,” are not in Justin. We shall
speak of this passage presently. De Wette’s third passage is
Matt. vii. 19: “ Every tree that bringeth not forth good fruit is
heawn down and cast into the fire,” which, with the exception of
one word, “ but,” at the commencement of the sentence in Justin,
also agrees with his quotation.* In these two short passages there
are no peculiarities specially pointing to the first Gospel as their
source, and it cannot be too often repeated that the mere
coincidence of short historical sayings in two works by no means
warrants the conclusion that the one is dependent on the other.
In order, however, to enable the reader to form a correct estimate
of the value of the similarity of the two passages above noted, and
also, at the same time, to examine a considerable body of evidence,
selected with evident impartiality, we propose to take all Justin’s
readings of the Sermon on the Mount, from which the above
passages are taken, and compare them with our Gospels. This
should furnish a fair test of the composition of the Memoirs of the
Apostles.

Taking first, for the sake of continuity, the first Apology, we
find that chapters xv., xvi., xvii., are composed almost entirely of

1 Dial. 108. * De Wette, Lehrb. Einl. N.T., p. 104.
5 Dial. 76, 120, 140; cf. p. 347. * Apol., i. 16.
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examples of what Jesus himself taught, introduced by the remark
with which chapter xiv. closes, that “ Brief and concise sentences
were uttered by him, for he was not a sophist, but his word was
the power of God.”1 It may broadly be affirmed that, with the
exception of the few words quoted above by De Wette, not a
single quotation of the words of Jesus in these three chapters
agrees with the canonical Gospels. We shall, however, confine
ourselves at present to the Sermon on the Mount. We must
mention that Justin’s text is quite continuous, except where we
have inserted asterisks. We subjoin Justin’s quotations, together
with the parallel passages in our Gospels, side by side, for greater
facility of comparison.2

Justin.

a. Apo/., i., 15. He (Jesus) spoke
thus of chastity : Whosoever may gaze

Gospri-

Matt. v. 28. But | say unto you,
that everyone that looketh on a

on a woman to lust after her hath
committed adultery already in the
heart before God.

JjS And, if thy right eye offend thee
cut it out,
for it is profitable for thee to enter
into the kingdom of heaven with one
eye (rather) than having two to be
thrust into the everlasting fire.

0. ITfpl piv off* aucppocvy-gi roooCrov
elrev  "Os iv ip™Xiifrp ywaml rpbt
to inBvpijoai airnjt Ijtij ipolxtvot Trj
KapSUf rapi Tip (jtp.

Kal-3 El i dpdaXpot aov S Sc(ios
OKavSaXlfei at, fuKOipov airrov'

ovpipipti  yip <o povutp8a\pov

tlotXStiv tit rrjr fiaoiXtlav rdv ovpa-

1 Bpax«» ti tal owTop.oi rap’ airrov Xoyoi ytyovaoiv.
xrrrjpxtv, iXXi Svvap.it QtoC6 Xayot airrov tjv.

woman to lust after her hath com-
mitted adultery with her already in
his heart.

29. But if thy right eye offend
thee, pluck it out and cast it from
thee : for it is profitable for thee that
one of thy members should perish,
and not that thy whole body should
be cast into hell.

Eyu Si Xiyu vpuv Sri rat 6 pXimtT.*
ywtuica rpot to i-riSvpyaai ai-Tpv tfiy
ipolxtvotv av-rgv tv ttj napSlp avrov.

El Si i iipdaXpdt oov 6 Seftht
onavSaXIfti at, ((tXtS airrov *01 fiiXt
dao oov- avptpifXL yip <Qw Ira
droXyrcu fv twv ptXuiv oov, k.t.X. ; cf.

Ov yip ootfuoriis
Apo/., i. 14. This description

completely contradicts the representation in the fourth Gospel of the discourses
of Jesus. Itseems clearly to indicate that Justin had no knowledge of that Gospel.

2 It need not be said that the variations between the quotations of Justin
and the text of our Gospels must be looked for only in the Greek. For the
sake of the reader unacquainted with Greek, however, we shall endeavour as
far as possible to indicate in translation where differences exist, although this
cannot of course be fully done, nor often without being more literal than is
desirable. Where it is not necessary to amend the authorised version of the
New Testament for the sake of more closely following the text, and marking
differences from Justin, we shall adopt it. We divide the quotations where
desirable by initial letters, in order to assist reference at the end of our quotations
from the Sermon on the Mount.

3 The “ sal ” here forms no part of the quotation, and seems to separate the
two passages, which were, therefore, probably distinct in Justin’s Memoirs,
although consecutive verses in Matthew.

* Origen repeatedly uses Stiiv ipfiXipri, and only once rat i fjXiroiv.
Griesbach, Symb. Critica, 1785, ii., p. 251.

5Clem. Al. reads ikkoifiov like Justin.  Griesbach, ib., ii., p. 252.
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Justin.

D 1) fieri, rue Sdo Ttpupdrpnu ell to
alwrtor Tup. s

y. And, Whoever marrieth a
woman divorced from another man
committeth adultery.

Kal, "Ot vyafiei djroA*Xvfilvifr dtp’
eripov drSpit, fioixdrat.

* * # #

J. And regarding our affection for
all, he taught thus :
If ye love them which love you, what
new thing do ye ? for even the forni-
cators do this; but | say unto you :
(hay for your enemies and love them
which hate you, and bless them which
corse you, and pray for them which
despitefully use you.

MARTYR

LXOSrEL,

Matt, xviii. 9."....... xaxXor aol brnr
fioro<p9alfiov fit rjly fwljr tlaeX9t~iv, f)
Svo 6tpla.Xfs.out Ixorra /SXTifljjrai eft rl)r
yltvvojr too rupot.

Matt. v. 32. And whosoever shall
marry a woman divorced
committeth adultery.

....... xal dr Hr dToXtXufilrrjy

yap-Nkj, MM Xarai.3

Matt. v. 46.

For if ye should love them which
love you, what reward have ye ? do
not even the publicans the same?
v. 443 But | say unto you : Love
your enemies4 (bless them which curse
you, do good to them which hate you),
and pray for them which (despitefully

use you and) persecute you.5

1 Matt v. 29, 30, it will be remembered, are repeated with some variation
and also reversed in order, and with a totally different context, Matt, xviii.
8,9. The latter verse, the Greek of the concluding part of which we give
above, approximates more nearly in form to Justin’s, but is still widely different.
“And if thine eye (‘ right’ omitted) offend thee pluck it out and cast it from
thee; it is good for thee to enter into life with one eye, rather than having
two eyes to be cast into hell fire.” The sequence of Matt. v. 28, 29, points
specially to it. The double occurrence of this passage, however, with a
different context, and with the order reversed in Matthew, renders it almost
certain that the two passages a. and f). were separate in the Memoirs. The
reading of Mark ix. 47 is equally distinct from Justin’s : And if thine eye
offend thee cast it out (dx/zaXc adrie); it is good for thee (taXir iarlv <®) to
enter into the kingdom of God (toO 9eou) with one eye, rather than having two
eyes to be cast into hell, (f) Ao itpOaXpoiH fxorra pXifffrinu tit yltvvor.)

1Cf. Matt. xix. 9, Luke xvi. 18. The words dtp' blpov dripbt are
peculiar to Justin.  The passage in Luke has drb drSpbt, but differs in the rest.

11t will be observed that nere again Justin’s Gospel reverses the order in
which the parallel passage is found in our Synoptics. It does so indeed
with a clearness of design which, even without the actual peculiarities of
diction and construction, would indicate a special and different source. The
passage varies throughout from our Gospels, but Justin repeats the same
phrases in the same order elsewhere. In Dial. 133 he says : 4While we all
pray for you, and for all men as our Christ and Lord taught us to do, enjoining
asto pray even for our enemies, and to love them that hate us, and to bless
Aem that curse us” (fox«rffu* xal Inrip rwr IxSpCdr, xal dyarfr rout fwroOrraf,
«a thXoytie ro(n Karapoifilrovt). And again in Apol., i. 14, he uses the expres-
sion that Christians pray for their enemies (iirip rum Ix9pdr t&xbfieroi)
according to the precepts of Christ.  The variation is therefore not accidental,
but from a different text.

4 The two passages within brackets are not found in any of the oldest MSS.,
and are only supported by Codices D, E, and a few obscure texts. All modern
critics reject them.  They are omitted from the revised version.

5The parallel passage in Luke vi. 32, 27, 28, presents similar variations
from Matt, though not so great as those of Justin from them both.

DigitizedbyC x O O Q le



222

Justin.

licpl Si tou ortpyeiv s to ttas, Tovrto
iSISa(ev EIl iyar&rc TOvs dyatuttos
i/niit, tl sail'd* TOtetre ; sal yip ol TOpros
tovto Toiovsrtv. 'Eyu St ipitv \tyw
ESx(ffol i*tp tut txtipu* Spur sal
dya.TO.Te tovs puoovTTas vptat, Kal e6-
xoyftTf rods Karapup”vovt Spur, sol
eOxeaBt irrip tu t irripea®OTTUT vptat.

e. And that we should communicate
to the needy and do nothing for praise,
he said thus :

Give ye to every one that asketh, and
from him that desireth to borrow turn
not ye away ; for if ye

lend to them from whom ye hope to
receive, what new thing do ye ? for
even the publicans do this.

But ye, lay not up for yourselves upon
the earth, where moth and rust doth
corrupt and robbers break through,

but lay up for yourselves
in the heavens, where neither moth
nor rust doth corrupt.

For what is a man profited if he
shall gain the whole world, but destroy
his soul ? or what shall he give in
exchange for it? Lay up, therefore,
in the heavens, where neither moth nor
rust doth corrupt.’

Si TO KOtTUTetT TOtt SeopeTOtj, sal
HVSIt Tpos S6(av rotetv, tovto Isfir),

llcu'tl rip oltovttl SISore, Kal tot Sov-
\opiftot SavclaaoBat, pT} dToaTpatpTjrc

el ydp JavrlftTe wap' & tXrlfcTe
Xa/Setr, tL keutov roceirc ; tovto sal ol
TeXuTOI TOtOVOLT.

"Tptels Si nil Bsiaavplfere iavroitirl
rrjt yijs, Stov <tl)i sol Spurns dspavlfri,
Kal Xjjoral Stopvotrovor

1 In the first Gospel the subject breaks of at the end of v. 42.

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Gospel.

v. 46.

’Ed* ydp dyar/prirre roil dyarurras
tiptdtf Tlra punSot txere ; 0<X sal ol
TeXurat offrut rotovoiv ;

v. 44. "Eyiii si Xiyu vpuTj dyaTOTe
roil ixBpoit vpuv (eiXoyeiTC rout
KaTapupivovs vpuv, KaXun ToteiTe Tots
ptoovotv vptat,) sal Tpoaeuxsods vrip
tut3(irnipeatoTTur sal) Siukottut vpitt.

Matt. v. 42.

Give thou to him that asketh thee,
and from him that would borrow of
thee turn not thou away.*

Cf. Luke vi. 34.

And if ye lend to them from whom
ye hope to receive, what thank have
ye ? for sinners lend, etc.

Matt. vi. 19.

Lay not up for yourselves treasures
upon the earth, where moth and rust
doth corrupt, and where thieves break
through and steal ;

I vi. 20. But lay up for yourselves
| treasuresin heaven,where neither moth
:nor rust doth corrupt, and where
thieves do not break through nor
steal.

Matt. xvi. 26. For what shall a
man be profited if he shall gain the
whole world, but lose his soul? or
what shall a man give in exchange
for his soul ?

Matt. v. 42.

Tv, oltoutt! tre Sot, sal tot BcXorra
dud <oC Saveloaadat, nh dTOOTpeufos.

Cf. Luke vi. 34.

Kal idT SavlfcTe Tap' St iXTlfere
Xafletv, Tola vpiv xdptriorlr ; sal dpap-
ruAol dpapTuXdtt Savlfovotr, k.t.X.

Matt. vi. 19.

MI) tpycovpl Tt vpuv Bpoavpovs irl
rrjt yrjs, Stov <}t sal fipuois atparifet,
sal Stov k\(ttcu Siopisroovatr sal
KXeTTOWIV

V. 46 may

be compared with Justin’s continuation, but it is fundamentally different.

The parallel passages in Luke vi. 30, 34, present still greater variations.
have given vi. 34 above, as nearer Justin than Matt. v. 46.

We
1t will be remarked

that to find a parallel forJustin’s continuation, without break, of the subject, we

must jump from Matt v. 42, 46, to vi.

19, 20. * See next page, note I.
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Justin.

th/mvplfere Si iavrois iy roll oupa-
Foil, Stov t( trip oOre ppdais dtpa-

Tl ydp uppeXfirai SvOpoiTos, Qv Toy
torpoy S\or repSji<rn, ri)r Si pvxvr,
airrov irroXerp ; f} rl Sdrrti avrpt dr
riXXaypa ;

(hpravplftrc oiy iy toU oupafoit, Stov
ain rip oSre flpuxrit ifarlfa.1

f. And : Be ye kind and merciful
is your Father also is kind and merci-
ful, and maketh his sun to rise on
sinners, and just and evil.3

Bat be not careful what ye shall
eat and what ye shall pul on.

Areye not better than the birds and
thebeasts ? And God feedeth them.

Therefore be not careful
»bat ye shall eat, or what
yeshall put on.

for your heavenly Father knoweth
that ye have need of these things,

MARTYR 223

Gospel.

vi. 20. Bpravplfere Si oply 8-rjaav-
poi1 iy ovpartp, Stov 0oOre ri)» oOrf
ppCxru dtpavlffi, ral Stov k\4ttoi ov
Siopirrovriy ovSi rXirrovaty.

Xvi. 26. yap  doprXpSipstrai
SvBporros, tdy top k6apop SXoy repSl/ap,
r)ly St ‘'lI'vxhv airrov jyipuwB-jj ; fj rl
Silxrti dy8purro1 dprdXXaypa rijr '/'vxv*
airrov ;

Luke vi. 36.1 Be ye merciful even
as your Father also is merciful.
Matt. v. 4S-4......for he maketh his
sun to rise on evil and good and
sendeth rain on just and unjust.

Matt. vi. 25.

Therefore | say unto you, Be not
careful for your life what ye shall eat
and what ye shall drink, nor yet for
your body what ye shall put on.......

vi. 26. Behold the birds of the air
that they sow not, &c., &c., yet your
heavenly Father feedeth them. Are
ye not much better than they ?

vi. 315 Therefore be not careful,
saying: what shall we eat? or what
shall we drink, or with what shall we
he clothed ?

vi. 32. For after all these things do
the Gentiles seek : for your heavenly
Father knoweth that ye need all these
things.

1 This phrase, it will he observed, is also introduced higher up in the
passage, and its repetition in such a manner, with the same variations,
emphatically demonstrates the unity of the whole quotation.

"This passage (f) is repeated with the peculiar xpipTTol ral olrr. twice
InDial. 96, and in connection with the same concluding words, which arc
quite separate in our Synoptics. In that place, however, in paraphrasing
aid not quoting, he adds, “ and sending rain on holy and evil." Critics
conjecture with much probability that the words *al fipixel Stl Orlovs have
been omitted above after Siralovs, by a mistake either of the transcriber or
of Justin.  In the Clementine Homilies (iii. 57) a similar combination to
that of Justin's occurs together with a duplication recalling that of Justin,
although dy0808 is substituted for x/nprroi.  TlyerBt dyaBol rai oUrlppovts
at 6 Tariip 6 iy rdis oipavois Ss ayariXXes rSv ifXtoy It dyaBols, k-t.X.
Epiphanius also twice makes use of a similar combination, although with
variations in language ; cf. User. Ixvi. 22, xxxiii. 10. Origen likewise com-
bines Matt v. 48 and 45; cf. de Princip., ii. 4, 8 I. These instances
confirmthe indication ofan ancient connection of the passage as quoted by Justin.

3 There is no parallel to this in the first Gospel. Matt. v. 48 is too remote
Insense as well as language.

* The first part of v. 45 is quite different from the context in Justin : “ That
ye may be sons of your Father which is in heaven : for he maketh,” etc.

5 There is a complete break here in the continuity of the parallel passage.
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Justin.

but seek ye the kingdom of the
heavens, and all these things shall
be added unto you,

for where the treasure is there is also
the mind of the man.

Kal, YiweoOe Si x/"otol xal ohcrlp-
ftorts, wf kcU 6 xarijp vjiQv Xwprr<Jt
iori Kal olKrlpjiup,

Kal t6p ifXiop airrov dpariXXei irl
djiapruXods kol SiKalovs Kal xopyjpods.

Mi\ fiepijivare Si, rl <f>dyrjre, if rl
ipSd<nj<rQOe*
oi>x vjieif raw xereipup Kal tup

Brjplup Siaipipere ; Kal 6 Scot rmi<f>ei
airrd.

M” oSp jiepijurfynjre rl <pdyrijre,
if rl ivSvarprOe.

otSc ydp 6 xarijp vjiuv 6 ovpdpios, 5n
rofrrojv xpclaw tx €T€'
Mijreire Sit"p paoiXelar tup ovpopup,

Kal ravra xdpra TcpocredipeTai vjjup.

"Orov ydp 6 Orj<ravpés torip, iKei Kal
6 pods tov dpOpuicov.

. And : Do not these things to be
seen of men, otherwise ye have no
reward of your Father which is in
heaven.

Kal, Mi) TotifTf ravra xpbs t6 BeaOrfpai
vxb tup dpffpilnrw el Si jtdfye, jJuaObp
ovk iX€TE xapd tov xarpbs vjiup rod ip
rots ovpapoh.

Apol. i., 16.
0. And regarding our being patient
under injuries, and ready to help all,

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Gospel.

vi. 33. But seek ye first the king-
dom of God and his righteousness,
and all these things shall be added
unto you.

vi. 21.* For where thy treasure is
there will thy heart be also.

Luke vi. 36. Tlpeode osp oixrlp-
jiopes, koous Kal 6 xarijp vjiup oUrip-
jiup torlv.

Matt. v. 45...... Stx top IfXiop airrov
dpariXXei ix| xoprj/tods kol dyaBoin m |
(3pixfl txI Sixalout ko1 dSUovs.

Matt. vi. 25.
rj yfivxi vjiup tl ipdyrjre Kal rl irfijne,3
prjSi Tip aujian vjiup rl ipSumjade........

Vi. 26. ’EjipXirflare els rd xereipd
tov ovpapov, k.t.x. icol & xarijp vjiup i
otiipdvios rpijtei afrrd’ ovx vjuis uaXXop
Siaipipere airrup ;

TI <pdyujiep if tl xlujiep
if rl xepifiaXibjieOa ;

vi. 32. rd”~ra ydp ravra rd f$prj
ixitifTOvaip- olSep ydp 6 xarrjp vjiup 6
ovpdpios, Sri xpjfere tovtup dxdpruv.

Vi. 33. tyreire si Xpuror ttlp
Xelap tov oeov Kal ttjp sikoioovptjp
airrov, kol ravra xdpra xpoareSJfoerxu
VIR,

vi. 21. 'Otov ydp t<ttip 6 Orjaavpds
(tov, iKei forai Kal ij KapSla <rov.

Matt. vi. 1

But take heed that ye do not your
righteousness before men to be seen of
them, otherwise ye have no reward
from your Father which is in heaven.

Vvi. 1. 1lpoolixeTC M Tv SiKeuoavprijp
vjiup /XT) XOlelp tpxpooffeP3 tup ardpu-
xutv xpbs rb OeaOifpax airrcis' el Si
pijye, jwrObp ook sxeTe **pd rip irarpl
vjiup rip ep rots odpapois.

pan-

Matt. v. 39.
But | say unto you that ye resist
not evil,4 but whosoever shall smite

1 Cf. Luke xii. 22-34, which, however, is equally distinct from Justin’s text.
The difference of order will not have escaped notice.

aThe Cod. Sinaiticus omits Kal rl xlrjrc.

Codices A, C, and D are

defective at the part. Cod. B and most other MSS. have the words.
3 A few MSS. read “ alms,” iXeyjjioayprjp, here; but the Cod. Sin. Vat., and
all the older Codices, have the reading of the text which is adopted by all

modem editors.

4 1t is apparent that if Justin could have quoted this phrase it would have

suited him perfectly.
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Justin.

and free from anger, this is what he
said: Unto him striking thy cheek
offer the other also ;

and him who carrieth off thy cloak or
thy coat do not thou prevent.

But whosoever shall be angry
isin danger of the fire.

But every one who compelleth thee
togo a mile, follow twain.

And let your good works shine
before men so that, perceiving, they
may adore your Father which is in
heaven.

Ty tutttovtL aov TTraiaySra, xdptxt
rai njp dxXrjy

sol rir alporrd aov rbr xirura, t) rb
ipdriop prj swXwrpr.

"Or S&p ifryurSy, froxbtim p tit to
np.

' tlai-Ti Si ayyaptboprl aoi plXiop,
ito\ovOijaop Svo.
dappdru Si vpup rA saXA tpryal

Ipwpoafftp tup ipBptinrup, frapXixoprtt,

javpA™uxn rSr waripa vpuv rbw iv

roti ovparott.

. . . .

i. And regarding our not swearing

at all, but ever speaking the truth, he
thus taught:—

225

Gospel.

thee on thy right cheek tum to him
the other also.

v. 40. And to him who would sue
thee at law and take away thy coat,
let him have thy cloak also.

v. 22.+ But | say unto you that
every one who is angry with his
brother shall be in danger of the
judgment, etc.

v. 41. And whosoever shall com-
pel thee to go a mile, go with him
twain.

v. 16. Even so let your light shine
before men that they may see your
good works and glorify your Father
which is in heaven.

Matt. v. 39.3

’Eyib Si Xiyu vpxp pij arrurrfjpai Tip
xoptipC' aXX Sant at papleel firl ngv
Se(idp aov aiaySra, arptif/op airnp pal
tiip XXyjp-

V. 40. sal Tip BcXoptl <r« KpiBrjpai
cal tSp X‘'vwvd aov Xapelr, 4ifxt aimp
sal rA Lpdaiov

V. 22. ’Kyi Si Xiyu vptr Sri xas
Abpyifbpcvot rip iStXipip airroC* (poxot
(mu Tjj tplatr  s.r.X.

v. 41. Kal Sent at ayyaptuan
plXiop fp, Dxaye ptP airrov Svo.

v. 16. o Brut XapibdTu rA ipQt vpup
fpxpoaOev tup apBpuwup, Sxut tSuaiv
vpup rA saXA tpya sat Sofcdauatv tSp
xaripa vpup tSp ip roil oiparoit.

Matt. V. 34.
But | say unto you, Swear not at

1 Clement of Alexandria has in one place Xapi//. aov ri fpya, and again rA
dyaSi vpup (pya Xapfdru. Cf. Griesbach, Symb. Crit., ii., p. 250.

1That part of Matt. v. 22 intrudes itself between parallels found in v. 40
and 41 will not have been overlooked.

3 The parallel passage, Luke vi. 29, is closer to Justin’s, but still presents
distinct variations : “ Unto him smiting thee on the cheek offer the other also,
and from him that carrieth off thy coat do not thou withhold (p-j KuXvoyt) thy
cloak also.” Tip tvxtopti at ixl njr atayira, rdpexe Kal njp dXXpp, sal Aro
tov atporrdi aov to Ipdnop sal tSp xiTtoKa pi) KuXvayt. The whole context,
however, excludes Luke ; cf. Mayerhoff, Eittl. petr. Schr., p. 272.

4 (Ikt) being omitted from Cod. Sin. Vat., and other important MSS., we do
not insert it.

Q
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Justin.

Ve may not swear at all, bat let
your yea lie yea, and, your nay nay,
for what is more than these (is) of the
evil one.

lepl Sitoo flij dururai S\m, rAXrijffrj
Si Xcynr iel, offrwt wapexeXevtraTo-
Mr) ifidtrjjTf SXotr

“gotu Si i/nur to ral rat' xal to o8
off.1 to Si wepusror toutuv iX
rrorypoul.

too

X. For not those who merely make
profession, but those who do the
works, as he said, shall be saved.
For he spake thus :

x . Not every one that saith unto
me, Lord, Lord, shall, etc.

< 2. For whosoever heareth me and
doeth what | say, heareth him that
sent me.

x 3. But many will say to me:
Lord, Lord, did we not eat and drink
in thy name, and do wonders ?

x 4. And then will 1
them :
Depart from me, workers of iniquity.

say unto

x 5. There shall he weeping and
gnashing of teeth, when indeed the
righteous shall shine as the sun, but

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Gospel.

all, neither by heaven, etc.

v. 37. But let your speech be yea
yea, nay nay, for what is more than
these is of the evil one.

Matt. v. 34.

‘Eyw Si Xeyot Vfiir fuf e/sbrau SXw
fii/rre ir rtf oupajnp, x.t.X.

v. 37. "Error Sii \Syor Vfiwr rod rai,
oB df* t6 Si Tfparcrdr robrorr ix too
rori/pov trrir.

Matt. vii. 21.
Not every one that saith unto me,
Lord, Lord, shall, etc.

Luke x. i6.a He hearing you
heareth me, and he despising you,
etc., and he that despiseth me, de-

spiseth him that sent me.

Matt. vii. 22.

Many will say to me in that day:
Lord, Lord, did we not prophesy in
thy name ? and in thy name cast out
devils ? and in thy name do many
wonders ?

Vii. 23. And then will I
unto them that: | never knew you :
Depart from me, ye that work iniquity.

Matt. Xiii. 42
and shall cast them into the furnace
of fire : there shall be the weeping and
the gnashing of teeth.

confess

1 This agrees with a passage which occurs twice in the Clementine Homilies.
The version in Ep. of James v. 12 is evidently a quotation from a source
different from Matthew, and supports Justin. Clement Al. twice uses a similar
expression, and Epiphanius does so once, though probably following the Ep.
of James. The Apostolic Constitutions also auotes in similar manner. The
context of the Clementine Homilies corresponds with that of Justin, but not so

the others. We contrast all these passages below :—

James v. 12 ip-or Si ufiorr to ral ral, xai to oB 0B.
Clem. Horn., iii. 55 teror lifiorr torad ral, to oB off.

Ib., XiX. 2 teror  Jpuor toral ral, xai to 0B off.
Justin, Apol., i. 16...ccceinenne error Siv/iur to ral ral, xal to oB of.
Clem. Al., Strom., v. 14, § 100 teror  v/iobr rb ral ral, xal to off off.
Epiph., Hter., xix. 6 I1fru vfiwr to ral ral, xal to oB off.
Constit. Ap., v. 12 elrou. St to ral ral, xal ro off off.

7 Luke ix. 48, which are stlII more remote.
In Matt. vii. 24 we find: “ Therefore whosoever heareth these sayings
of mine and doeth them (xal roiel affrofft), I will liken him unto,” etc.
This, however, as the continuation of v. 21-23 quoted above immediately
before this passage, is very abrupt, but it seems to indicate the existence of
such a passage as we find in Justin’s Memoirs.

“ Cf. Matt. x. 40, Mar
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Justin. Gospel.

the wicked are sent into everlasting xiii. 43. Then shall the righteous
shine forth as the sun in the kingdom
of their Father.

Matt. vii. 15.

« 6. For many shall arrive in my | But beware of false prophets which
name, outwardly, indeed, clothed in Icome to you in sheep’s clothing, but
sheep’s skins, but inwardly being [inwardly are ravening wolves.
ravening wolves.

* 7. Ye shall know them from their | vii. 16. Ye shall know them by
works. their fruit. Do men gather grapes

from thorns, or figs from thistles ?

18 And every tree that bringeth vii. 19. Every tree that bringeth
not forth good fruit is hewn down and not forth good fruit is hewn down and
cast into the fire. cast into the fire.

Matt. vii. 21.

* 1. Ovxl we» o\iyut poi, Kiiptc, Oil was 6 \iyur poi, Kvpie, tipie,
ebpn, KT. X" K.T.\.

Luke x. 16.

r2."Or yip ipcouei pov, tal rotei A 'O dnovuy vpwt ipou dnouei, cal i
Wyw, dxodei roS araSTelXarrit pe'2 dietwv upat ipidBerti- i Siipi dBtndr

dBerii tot Voa-TflXaird pe*
A Matt. vii. 22.

r 3. lloxXXoi Si i[ILlSI por 1loXXoi ipouolr poi it entity rfj i/pipp,

Ki/pir, tuple, ov Tip trip if Span etpi  Kupte, tuple, au Tip trip Stipart i-rpo-
yeper ad irloper, col Swipetr fxoilj- tfnfreieapev, nalry aipiripan Stupitia
XQer ; etfjiXoptt, nal Tip trip itipart Swiptit

xoXXAr irof/joaper ;

*4. Kai Tire ipth adroit. "Arroxupetre vii. 2J. Kai rire ipoAtryipjto adroit
dr’ ipou (pyircu. ttjt iropiat.3 on ouSerore eytut upat- droxcupeiTe

1This is one of the passages quoted by De Wette (Einl. N. T., p. 105) as
agreeing except in a single word.

2Justin repeats part of this passage, omitting “ and doeth what | say,”
in Afol., i. 63: “As our Lord himself also says: He that heareth me
heareth him that sent me.” Justin, however, merely quotes the portion relative
tohissubject. He is arguing that Jesus is the Word, and is called Angel and
Apostle, for he declares whatever we require to know, “ as our Lord himself
alsosays,” etc.; and therefore the phrase omitted is a mere suspension of the
sense, and unnecessary.

3 In Dial. 76, Justin makes use of a similar passage. “ And many will say

tome in that day: Lord, Lord, did we not eat and drink in thy name, and
prophesy and cast out devils. And | will say to them Depart from me.” sal-
1loXXoi ipouol poi ry ppepp. dairy- Kiipie, nvpie, ot rip tripiripan tipdyoper nal
(eloper nal Tpoeipcprevoapev Kai Satp itla i(tf}i\oper ; Kai ipQ adroit’ "Arax<opeire
ir ipou. Thisis followed by one which differs from our Gospels in agree-
ment with one in the ClemenEnt Homilies, and by others varying also from
our Gospels. Although Justin may quote these passages freely, he is per-
sistent in his departure from our Synoptics, and the freedom of quotation is
towards his own peculiar source, for it is certain that neither form agrees with
the Gospels.
t* Cod. D. (Bezae) reads for the last phrase 6 Si ipou drovert, anovei roS
dtocTeOuarrit pe- but all the older MSS. nave the above. A very few obscure
MSS. and some translations add : *“ He hearing me, heareth him thatsent me.”
rai aipou dtouior, dtouei toOdtroOTflXarrit pe.
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Justin.

k 5. TArt KXavOpdtforai Kal fipvypbt
twx AAMvtuv tray ol ptv  Mkecuoi
\&fi\fluHry wt A ljXior ol At AAikoi
xtpxunrrai dt rb alioviov xup.

K6. 10XX0Z 7Ap frokHTy <Vi Tip
AvAparl fiov, Al-uO(v pb ivAeAvptvoi
Atppara xpofidnov, (criodev, At Avret
\vkol Apxayerl

k 7. €K Tuiy cpyuv avrwy exiyvilxreode
avTOvt.

k 8. nfiv At AivApov p” xotovv KapxAv
KaxAv (KKAxrerai Kal els rvp fidXXerai.

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Gospbl.

or (pod oZipya“Apevot rijy awoplay.*

Matt. xiii. 42.

....... Kal paXoveiy avrout (It rip
xdpiyoy rov Tvp6r (K(iforai 6 xXavOpot
Kal 6 fipvypot tuv AMAvEtm.

43. T&r( ol SUaioi bXdpi~ovoiy3 tot
6 IXiotiv rtf ftaciXelgL rod x arpotavtuv. 4

Matt. vii. 15.

lpocrexcTf At axo rwv \f/(vAoxpo*pvf-
rior, olny(t (pxovrai xpot vpat tv
tvAvpatriv xpofidnov, tauSev At boiv
XOkoi Apxayes.

16. ’Axb rwy KopxHoy airrutv txi-
yvibotxOe airrobt, k.t.X.

19. liar AbApov pi} xotovv KapxAv
KaXAv ~kkAxtctox kol (It xup ftdXAercu.5

1Justin makes use of this passage with the same variations from our
Gospel in Dial. c. 7V, 35. loXXoi Aeuaovrcu txl np AvAparl pov, twdev
bAeAvptvoi Atppara xpopdratv, (owOev At dot Xvkoi Apxay(t. With only a
separating /taZ Justin proceeds to quote a saying of Jesus not found in our
Gospels at all.  “ Ana : There shall he schisms and heresies,” Kal* Eoovrat
DZIANT« xal alplout.  And then, with merely another separating ¥And,” he
quotes another passage similar to the above, hut differing from Matt. 4And :
Beware of false prophets who shall come to you outwardly clothed in sheep’s
skins, but inwardly are ravening wolves, —and with the usual separating
44And,” he ends with another saying not found in our Gospels: “ And:
Many false Christs and false Apostles shall arise, and shall deceive many of the
faithful, Kaz* ’kvaoripTovTai toXXoZ \f/(Mxpurroi Kal yflafAoaxAtTToXoi, ral
XoXXot>s ruy xuttGv xXavh<rovciv. Both passages must have been in his
Memoirs, and I>oth differ from our Gospels.

a The parallel passage, Luke xiii. 26, 27, is still more remote. Origen in
four places, in Joh. xxxii. 7, 8, Contra Cels., ii. 49, de Principiis, quotes a
passage nominally from Matt., more nearly resemblingJustin’s : xoXXol ipovol
pot tv (K(lvn Tjj i)ptp<y Kvpie, Kvptc, QI* rip 6v6parl oov €<f>dyop(v, Kal rip AvAparl
<ov ixlopev, Kal T AvAparl <ou AaipAvia efcpdXopev, k.t.X. Cf. Grieshach,
Synth. Crit., ii., p. 61 f.; Origen may have here confused the Gospel according
to the Hebrews with Matthew.

3 The Cod. D. (Bezse) has Xdp\fiwriv, and so also quotes Origen. Cf.
Griesbach, Symb. Crit., ii., p. 278

4 The corresponding passage in Luke (xiii. 26-28) much more closely
follows the order which we fina in Justin, but linguistically and otherwise it is
remote from his version, although in connection of ideas more similar than the
passage in the first Gospel. In Luke, the weeping and gnashing of teeth are
to be when the wicked see the righteous in heaven whilst they are excluded ;
whereas in Matt. xiii. 42, 43, the weeping, etc., are merely a characteristic of
the furnace of fire, and the shining forth of the righteous is mentioned as a
separate circumstance. Matt. xiii. 42, 43, has a different context, and is
entirely separated from the parallel passage in Justin, which precedes, and
naturally introduces this quotation.

5 This passage occurs in Matt. iii. 10 and Luke iii. 9, literally, as a
saying of John the Baptist, so that in Matt. vii. 19 it is a mere quota-
tion.
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Justin. ' Gospbu
Afiol., i. 17. Luke xii. 48 (not found in
X As Christ declared saying : To | Matthew).
whom God gave more, of him shall .. For unto whom much is given,
more also be demanded again. of him shall much be required : and

to whom men have committed much,
of him they will demand a greater

amount.
Luke xii. 48.

....... wt b XpiffTot dwiinr v llarrl St f o (SbBif ToXd, tcoXv
'tit x\iov fSuKcr b debt, x\(ov nai {yjTri&birfTtu rap‘airrou, sal f raptBerro
bxtuTTj&V/fffTcu rap avrou.l ro\b, wepurabrtpor ixMfffowriv2 airrbr.
Dial. c. 7r., 105. Matt. v. 20.

M Except your righteousness shall For | say unto you3 that except
exceed, etc. your righteousness shall exceed,

etc.4

We have taken the whole of Justin’s quotations from the
Sermon on the Mount not only because, adopting so large a test,
there can be no suspicion that we select passages for any special
purpose, but also because, on the contrary, amongst these quota-
tions are more of the passages claimed as showing the use of our
Gospels than any series which could have been selected. It will
have been observed that most of the passages follow each other
in unbroken sequence in Justin, for with the exception of a short
break between y and 8 the whole extract down to the end of 0
is continuous, as indeed, after another brief interruption at the end
of g it is again to the close of the very long and remarkable
passage k.  With two exceptions, therefore, the whole of these
quotations from the Sermon on the Mount occur consecutively in
two succeeding chapters of Justin’s first apology, and one passage
follows in the next chapter. Only a single passage comes from a
distant part of the dialogue with Trypho. These passages are
bound together by clear unity of idea and context, and as, where
there is a separation of sentences in his Gospel, Justin clearly
marks it by *ai, there is every reason to decide that those quota-
tions which are continuous in form and in argument were likewise
consecutive in the Memoirs.  Now, the hypothesis that these

1Clement of Alexandria (Stromata, ii. 23, § 146) has this passage as
follows: f xp\(iov tSbffr/, oStos xol 6xiuT-gOlia(Tai. Cf. Griesbach, Symb.
Crit., ii.,, p. 380. This version more nearly approximates to Justin’s, though
still distinct from it.

1The Codex D. (Bczse) reads w\tov ixaiT-fjcovav instead of Ttpiffodripov
alr/prouaiy.

3\iyu iipir Sti are wanting in Justin.

4 This passage, quoted by De Wette, was referred to p. 219, and led to
this examination.
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quotations are from the canonical Gospels requires the assump-
tion that Justin, with singular care, collected from distant and
scattered portions of those Gospels a series of passages in close
sequence to each other, forming a whole unknown to them, but
complete in itself; and vyet, although this is carefully performed,
he at the same time, with the most systematic carelessness, mis-
quoted and materially altered almost every precept he professes to
cite.  The order of the canonical Gospels is as entirely set at
naught as their language is disregarded. = As Hilgenfeld has
pointed out, throughout the whole of this portion of his quotations
the undeniable endeavour after accuracy, on the one hand, is in the
most glaring contradiction with the monstrous carelessness on the
other, if it be supposed that our Gospels are the source from which
Justin quotes.  Nothing is more improbable than the conjecture
that he made use of the canonical Gospels, and we must accept
the conclusion that Justin quotes with substantial correctness the
expressions in the order in which he found them in his peculiar
Gospel.1

It is a most arbitrary proceeding to dissect a passage, quoted by
Justin as a consecutive and harmonious whole, and finding
parallels more or less approximate to its various phrases scattered
up and down distant parts of our Gospels, scarcely one of which
is not materially different from the reading of Justin, to assert that
he is quoting these Gospels freely from memory, altering, excising,
combining, and interweaving texts, and introverting their order,
but nevertheless making use of them and not of others. It is per-
fectly obvious that such an assertion is nothing but the merest
assumption.  Our synoptic Gospels themselves condemn it utterly,
for precisely similar differences of order and language exist in them
and distinguish between them. Not only the language but the
order of a quotation must have its due Weight, and we have no
right to dismember a passage and, discovering fragmentary
parallels in various parts of the Gospels, to assert that it is com-
piled from them, and not derived, as it stands, from another
source.’

It must have been apparent to all that, throughout his quotations
from the Sermon on the Mount, Justin follows an order which is
quite different from that in our synoptic Gospels; and, as might

' Cf. Hilgenfeld, DU Evv. Justin's, p. 129 f.; Credner, Beitrage, i., p.

S9-

3 For the arguments of apologetic criticism the reader may be referred to
Dr. Westcott’s work On the Canon, pp. 112-139. Dr- Westcott does not, of
course, deny the fact that Justin’s quotations are different from the text of our
Gospels, but he accounts for his variations on grounds which seem to us purely
imaginary. It is evident that, so long as there are such variations to be
explained away, at least no proof of identity is possible.
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have been expected, the inference of a different source, which is
naturally suggested by this variation in order, is more than
confirmed by persistent and continuous variations in language.
If it be true that examples of confusion of quotation are to be
found in the works of Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and other
Fathers, it must at the same time be remembered that these
are quite exceptional, and we are scarcely in a position to judge
how far confusion of memory may not have arisen from
reminiscences of other forms of evangelical expressions occurring
in apocryphal works, with which we know the Fathers to have
been well acquainted. The most vehement asserter of the
identity of the Memoirs with our Gospels, however, must
absolutely admit as a fact, explain it as he may, that variation
from our Gospel readings is the general rule in Justin’s quotations,
and agreement with them the very rare exception. Now, such a
phenomenon is elsewhere unparalleled in those times, when
memory was more cultivated than with us in these days of cheap
printed books; and it is unreasonable to charge Justin with such
universal want of memory and carelessness about matters which
he held so sacred, merely to support a foregone conclusion, when
the recognition of a difference of source, indicated in every
direction, is so much more simple, natural, and justifiable. It is
argued that Justin’s quotations from the Old Testament likewise
present constant variation from the text. This is true to a
considerable extent, but they are not so persistently inaccurate as
the quotations we are examining, supposing them to be derived
from our Gospels. This plea, however, is of no avail, for it is
obvious that the employment of the Old Testament is not
established merely by inaccurate citations; and it is quite un-
deniable that the use of certain historical documents out of many
of closely similar, and in many parts probably identical, character
cannot be proved by anonymous quotations differing from any-
thing actually in these documents.

There are very many of the quotations of Justin which bear
unmistakable marks of exactness and verbal accuracy, but which
yet differ materially from our Gospels, and most of his quotations
from the Sermon on the Mount are of this kind. For instance,
Justin introduces the passages which we have marked a, /?, y, with
the words : “He (Jesus) spoke thus of Chastity” and, after
giving the quotations, o, p, and vy, the first two of which, although
finding a parallel in two consecutive verses (Matt v. 28, 29), are
divided by the separating xai, and therefore do not appear to have
been united in his Gospel, Justin continues: “ Just as even those
who, with the sanction of human law, contract a second marriage

1P. 220 f.

Digitized byk jO O Q le



232 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

are sinners in the eye of our Master, so also are those who look
upon a woman to lust after her. For not only he who actually
commits adultery is rejected by him, but also he who desires to
commit adultery, since not our acts alone are open before God,
but also our thoughts.”l Now, it is perfectly clear that Justin
here professes to give the actual words of Jesus, and then
moralises upon them; and both the quotation and his own
subsequent paraphrase of it lose all their significance if we sup-
pose that Justin did not correctly quote in the first instance, but
actually commences by altering the text. These passages a, fi, and
y, however, have all marked and characteristic variations from the
Gospel text; but, as we have already shown, there is no reason
for asserting that they are not accurate verbal quotations from
another Gospel.

The] passage 8 is likewise a professed quotation,2 but not only
does it differ in language, but it presents deliberate transpositions
in order, which clearly indicate that Justin’s source was not our
Gospels.  The nearest parallels in our Gospels are found in
Matt. v. 46, followed by 44. The same remarks apply to the
next passage t, which is introduced as a distinct quotation,3 but
which, like the rest, differs materially, linguistically and in order,
from the canonical Gospels. The whole of the passage is consecu-
tive, and excludes the explanation of a mere patchwork of passages
loosely put together, and very imperfectly quoted from memory.
Justin states that Jesus taught that we should communicate to
those who need, and do nothing for vain glory, and he then gives
the very words of Jesus in an unbroken and clearly continuous
discourse.  Christians are to give to all who ask, and not merely
to those from whom they hope to receive again, which would be
no new thing—even the publicans do that; but Christians must
do more. They are not to lay up riches on earth, but in heaven,
for it would not profit a man to gain the whole world, and lose his
soul; therefore, the teacher a second time repeats the injunction
that Christians should lay up treasures in heaven. If the unity of
thought which binds this passage so closely together were not suffi-
cient to prove that it stood in Justin’s Gospel in the form and
order in which he quotes it, the requisite evidence would be
supplied by the repetition at its close of the injunction : “ Lay up,
therefore, in the heavens,” etc. It isimpossible that Justin should,
through defect of memory, quote a second time in so short a
passage the same injunction if the passage were not thus appro-
priately terminated in his Gospel. The common sense of the

" Apol., i. 13. After the passages a, @, y, and before the above, there is
another quotation compared with Matt. xix. 12, but distinctly different from it.
“P. 221 3 p. 222.
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reader must at once perceive that it is impossible that Justin, pro-
fessedly quoting words of Jesus, should thus deliberately fabricate
a discourse rounded off by the repetition of one of its opening
admonitions, with the addition of an argumentative “ therefore.”
He must have found it so in the Gospel from which he quotes.
Nothing indeed but the difficulty of explaining the marked
variations presented by this passage, on the supposition that Justin
must quote from our Gospels, could lead apologists to insinuate
such a process of compilation, or question the consecutive
character of this passage. The nearest parallels to the dismembered
parts of the quotation, presenting everywhere serious variations,
however, can only be found in the following passages in*the order
in which we cite them—Matt. v. 42, Luke vi. 34, Matt. vi.
19, 20, xvi. 26, and a repetition of part of vi. 20, with variations.
Moreover, the expression, “ What new thing do ye ?” is quite
peculiar to Justin. We have already met with it in the preceding
section 6. “If ye love them which love you, what new thing do
ye? foreven,” etc. Here, in the same verse, we have : “ If ye lend
to them from whom ye hope to receive, what new thing do ye ? for
even,”etc. It is evident, both from its repetition and its distinct
dogmatic view of Christianity as a new teaching in contrast to the
old, that this variation cannot have been the result of defec-
tive memory, but must have been the reading of the
Memoirs, and, in all probability, it was the original form of the
teaching. Such antithetical treatment is clearly indicated in many
parts of the Sermon on the Mount: for instance, Matt. v. 21,
“Ye have heard that it hath been said by them of old....... but |
say unto you,” etc., cf. v. 33, 38, 43. It is certain that the whole
of the quotation t differs very materially from our Gospels, and
there is every reason to believe that not only was the passage not
derived from them, but that it was contained in the Memoirs of
the Apostles substantially in the form and order in which Justin
quotes it

The next passage (O' is separated from the preceding merely by
the usual icat, and it moves on to its close with the same continuity
of thought and the same peculiarities of construction which
characterise that which we have just considered. Christians are
to be kind and merciful (xpryrrdi xai olxTippovts) to all as their
Father is, who makes his sun to shine alike on the good and
evil, and they need not be anxious about their own temporal
necessities: what they shall eat and what put on; are they not
better than the birds and beasts whom God feedeth ? Therefore,
they are not to be careful about what they are to eat and what
put on, for their heavenly Father knows they have need of these

1P. 223.
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things; but they are to seek the kingdom of heaven, and all
these things shall be added : for where the treasure is—the thing
he seeks and is careful about—there will also be the mind of the
man. In fact, the passage is a suitable continuation of t, inculca-
ting, like it, abstraction from worldly cares and thoughts in reliance
on the heavenly Father; and the mere fact that a separation is
made where it is between the two passages «and ( shows further
that each of those passages was complete in itself. There is
absolutely no reason for the separating «ai if these passages were
a mere combination of scattered verses. This quotation, however,
which is so consecutive in Justin, can only find distant parallels
in passages widely divided throughout the synoptic Gospels, which
have to be arranged in the followingorderLuke vi. 36, Matt. v.
45, vi. 25, 26, 31, 32, 33, vi. 21, the whole of which present
striking differences from Justin’ quotation. The repetition of the
injunction “ be not careful ” again with the illative *“ therefore ” is
quite in the spirit of e This admonition, “Therefore, be not
careful,” etc., is reiterated no less than three times in the first
Gospel (vi. 25, 31, 34), and confirms the characteristic repetition
of Justin’s Gospel, which seems to have held a middle course
between Matthew and Luke, the latter of which does not repeat
the phrase, although the injunction is made a second time in more
direct terms. The repetition of the passage, “ Be ye kind and
merciful,” etc., in Dial. 96, with the same context and peculiarities,
is a remarkable confirmation of the natural conclusion that Justin
quotes the passage from a Gospel different from ours. The
expression  rrpnoi xal olurlpfwvfs, thrice repeated by Justin
himself, and supported by a similar duplication in the Clementine
Homilies (iii. 57),1cannot possibly be an accidental departure from
our Gospels.3 For the rest, it is undeniable that the whole passage
( differs materially, both in order and language, from our Gospels,
from which it cannot, without unwarrantable assumption, be main-
tained to have been taken either collectively or in detail, and
strong internal reasons lead us to conclude that it is quoted
substantially as it stands from Justin’s Gospel, which must have
been different from our Synoptics.

In 6, again, we have an express quotation introduced by the
words: “And regarding our being patient under injuries and
ready to help all, and free from anger, this is what he said "j and

* See p. *23, note 4.

9 Delitisch admits the very striking nature of this triple quotation, and of
another (in our passage 3 and 4), although he does not accept them as neces-
sarily from a different source. “Auffcillig, aber allerdings sehr auffallig sind
nur folgende 2 citate ylrtoBt xpv~tol k.t.X.” Apol., i. 15; Dial. 96, und
Kvpit, nvpic, k.t.X, Apol,i. 16 ; Dial 76; Uttfers, u- d, Entst, rf, Matth,
Evang., 1853, p. 34.
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then he proceeds to give the actual words.1 At the close of the
guotation he continues: “For we ought not to strive, neither
would he have us be imitators of the wicked, but he has exhorted
us by patience and gentleness to lead men from shame and the
love of evil,” etc.3 It is evident that these observations, which
are a mere paraphrase of the text, indicate that the quotation
itself is deliberate and precise. Justin professes first to quote the
actual teaching of Jesus, and then makes his own comments;
but if it be assumed that he began by concocting out of stray
texts, altered to suit his purpose, a continuous discourse, the
subsequent observations seem singularly useless and out of place.
Although the passage forms a consecutive and harmonious dis-
course, the nearest parallels in our Gospels can only be found by
uniting parts of the following scattered verses — Matt. v. 39, 40,
22, 41, 16. The Christian who is struck on one cheek is to tum
the other, and not to resist those who would take away his cloak
or coat; but if, on the contrary, he be angry, he is in danger of
fire ; if, then, he be compelled to go one mile, let him show his
gentleness by going two, and thus let his good works shine before
men that, seeing them, they may adore his Father which is in
heaven. It is evident that the last two sentences, which find
their parallels in Matt, by putting v. 16 after 41, the former verse
having quite a different context in the Gospel, must have so
followed each other in Justin’s text.  His purptose is to quote the
teaching of Jesus, “regarding our being patient under injuries,
and ready to help all and free from anger”; but his
quotation of “ Let your good works shine before men,” etc., has
no direct reference to his subject, and it cannot reasonably be
suppx»sed that Justin would have selected it from a separate part
of the Gosptel. Coming as it no doubt did in his Memoirs in the
order in which he quotes it, it is quite appropriate to his purptose.
It is difficult, for instance, to imagine why Justin further omitted
the injunction in the parallel passage, Matt. v. 39, “that ye
resist not evil,” when supposed to quote the rest of the verse, since
his express object is to show that “we ought not to strive,” etc.
The whole quotation presents the same characteristics as those
which we have already examined, and in its continuity of thought
and wide variation from the parallels in our Gospals, both in
order and language, we must recognise a different and peculiar
source.

The passage * again, is professedly a literal quotation, for
Justin prefaces it with the words: “ And regarding our not
swearing at all, but ever sp>eaking the truth, he taught thus”; and
having in these words actually stated what Jesus did teach, he

1P. 224 1. 3Apol, i. 16.
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proceeds to quote his very words." In the quotation there is a
clear departure from our Gospel, arising, not from accidental
failure of memory, but from difference of source. The parallel
passages in our Gospels, so far as they exist at all, can only be
found by taking part of Matt. v. 34 and joining it to v. 37,
omitting the intermediate verses. The quotation in the Epistle of
James v. 12, which is evidently derived from a source different
from Matthew, supports the reading of Justin. This, with the
passage twice repeated in the Clementine Homilies in agreement
with Justin, and, it may be added, the peculiar version found in
early ecclesiastical writings,” all tend to confirm the belief that
there existed a more ancient form of the injunction which Justin
no doubt found in his Memoirs. The precept, terse, simple, and
direct, as it is here, is much more in accordance with Justin’s own
description of the teaching of Jesus, as he evidently found it in
his Gospel, than the diffused version contained in the first Gospel,
V- 33-37-

Another remarkable and characteristic illustration of the
peculiarity of Justin’s Memoirs is presented by the long passage k,
which is also throughout consecutive and bound together by clear
unity of thought.* It is presented with the context: “For not those
who merely make professions, but those who do the works, as he
(Jesus) said, shall be saved. For he spake thus.”* It does not,
therefore, seem possible to indicate more clearly the deliberate
intention to quote the exact expressions of Jesus, and yet not only
do we find material difference from the language in the parallel
passages in our Gospels, but those parallels, such as they are, can
only be made by patching together the following verses in the
order in which we give them — Matt. vii. 21, Luke x. 16, Matt vii.
22, *3, xiii. 42, 43, vii. 15, part of 16, 19. It will be remarked
that the passage (k 2), Luke x. 16, is thrust in between two
consecutive verses in Matthew, and taken from a totally different
context as the nearest parallel to k 2 of Justin, although it is
widely different from it, omitting altogether the most important
words: “and doeth what | say.” The repetition of the same
phrase, “He that heareth me heareth him that sent me,” in
Apol., i. 63,5 makes it certain that Justin accurately quotes his

1P. 2251 2 P. 226, note .

3 Dr. Westcott considers that “ the coincidence between Justin and the
Clementine Gospel illustrates still more clearly the existence of a traditional as
well as of an evangelical form of Christ’s words ” {On the Canon, p. 132).
But why merely a “ traditional,” if by that he means oral tradition ? Luke i.
1shows how many written versions there may have been ; cf. Tischendorf,
IVann warden, u. s. tv., p. 28 f., and anm. 1, p. 29.

4 P. 226 ff. s See p. 227, note 2.
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Gospel, whilst the omission of the words in that place, “and
doeth what | say,” evidently proceeds from the fact that they are
an interruption of the phrase for which Justin makes the quotation
—namely, to prove that Jesus is sent forth to reveal the Father. It
may be well to compare Justin’s passage, k 1-4, with one occurring
in the so-called Second Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians, iv.
“ Let us not, therefore, only call him Lord, for that will not save
us. For he saith : “*Not every one that saith to me, Lord, Lord,
shall be saved, but he that worketh righteousness.’....... the Lord
said : “ If ye be with me gathered together in my bosom, and do
not my commandments, | will cast you off and say to you:
Depart from me ; | know you not whence you are, workers of
iniquity.”” The expression ipyarai avofilas here strongly recalls the
reading of Justin.  This passage, which is foreign to our Gospels,
at least shows the existence of others containing parallel discourses
with distinct variations. Some of the quotations in this spurious
Episde are stated to be taken from the “ Gospel according to the
Egyptians,which was in all probability a version of the Gospel
according to the Hebrews.3 The variations which occur in
Justin’s repetition, in Dial. 76, of his quotation k 3 are not
important, because the more weighty departure from the Gospel
in the words, “did we not eat and drink in thy name ™ (ov rip
<ia ovofjmTL i<f>ayofuv kol ortofitv), is deliberately repeated ;3 and
if, therefore, there be freedom of quotation, it is free quotation
not from the canonical, but from a different Gospel. Origen’s
guotation* does not affect this conclusion, for the repetition of the
phrase (ov) r§> ovofian crov has the form of the Gospel, and
besides, which is much more important, we know that Origen was
well acquainted with the Gospel according to the Hebrews and
other apocryphal works from which this may have been a reminis-
cence. We must add, moreover, that the passage in Dial. 76
appears in connection with others widely differing from our
Gospels. The passage k 5 not only materially varies from
the parallel in Matt. xiii. 42, 43, in language, but in con-
nection of ideas.5 Here also, upon examination, we must
conclude that Justin quotes from a source different from our
Gospels, and, moreover, that his Gospel gives with greater cor-
rectness the original form of the passage. The weeping and

* Cf. Clemens Al., Strom., iii. 9, 63; 13, 93.

3 Compare the quotation, Clem, rr ad Corinth., ii. 9, with the quota-
tions from the Gospel according to the Hebrews in Epiphanius, Hier.,
XXX, 14.

5  Delitzsch admits the very striking character of this repetition. Unters.
Entst. Matth. Ev., p. 34, see back, p. 373, note 2.

4 Cf. p. 228, note 1. 5 P. 228, cf. note 3.
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gnashing of teeth are distinctly represented as the consequence
when the wicked see the bliss of the righteous while they are sent
into everlasting fire, and not as the mere characteristics of hell. It
will be observed that the preceding passages, k 3 and 4, find
parallels to a certain extent in Matt vii. 22, 23, although Luke
xiii. 26, 27, is, in some respects, closer to the reading of
Justin. K 5 finds no continuation of parallel in Matt vii., from
which the context comes, but we have to seek it in xiii. 42, 43.
K s, however, does find its continuing parallel in the next verse,
in Luke xiii. 28, where we have “There shall be (the) weeping
and (the) gnashing of teeth when ye shall see Abraham,” etc.
There is here, it is evident, the connection of ideas which is
totally lacking in Matt. xiii. 42, 43, where the verses in question
occur as the conclusion to the exposition of the Parable of the
'Fares. Now, although it is manifest that Luke xiii. 28 cannot
possibly have been the source from which Justin quotes, still the
opening words and the sequence of ideas demonstrate the great
probability that other Gospels must have given, after k 4, a con-
tinuation which is wanting after Matt. vii. 23, but which is
indicated in the parallel Luke xiii. (26, 27) 28, and is somewhat
closely followed in Matt. xiii. 42, 43. When such a sequence is
found in an avowed quotation from Justin’s Gospel, it is certain
that he must have found it there substantially as he quotes it
The passage k 6, “For many shall arrive,” etc., is a very
important one, and it departs emphatically from the parallel in
our first Gospel. Instead of being, like the latter, a warning
against false prophets, it is merely the announcement that many
deceivers shall come. This passage is rendered more weighty by
the fact that Justin repeats it with little variation in Dial. 35, and
immediately after quotes a saying of Jesus of only five words
which is not found in our Gospels ; and then he repeats a quota-
tion to the same effect in the shape of a warning: “Beware of
false prophets,” etc., like that in Matt. vii. 15, but still distinctly
differing from it.a It is perfectly clear that Justin quotes two
separate passages. It is impossible that he could intend to repeat
the same quotation at an interval of only five words ; it is equally
impossible that, having quoted it in the one form, he could so
immediately quote it in the other through error of memory. The
simple, and very natural, conclusion is that he found both passages
in his Gospel. The object for which he quotes would more than
justify the quotation of both passages; the one referring to the
many false Christians, and the other to the false prophets of whom
he is speaking. That two passages so closely related should be
found in the same Gospel is not in the least singular. There are

' P. 228. a Cf. p. 228, note |I.
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numerous instances of the same in our Synoptics." The actual
facts of the case, then, are these : Justin quotes in the Dialogue,
with the same marked deviations from the parallel in the
Gospel, a passage quoted by him in the Apology, and after an
interval of only five words he quotes a second passage to the
sare effect, though with very palpable difference in its character,
which likewise differs from the Gospel, in company with other
texts which still less find any parallels in the canonical Gospels.
The two passages, by their differences, distinguish each other as
separate, whilst, by their agreement in common variations from
the parallel in Matthew, they declare their common origin from a
special Gospel, a result still further made manifest by the agree-
ment between the first passage in the Dialogue and the quotations
in the Apology. In k 72 Justin’s Gospel substitutes ipy<av
for Kaptruv, and is quite in the spirit of the passage 0. “Ye
shall know them from their works” is the natural reading. The
Gospel version clearly introduces “fruit” prematurely, and weakens
the force of the contrast which follows. It will be observed,
moreover, that, in order to find a parallel to Justin’s passage k 7, 8,
only the first part of Matt. vii. 16 is taken, and the thread is
only caught again at vii. 19, k 8 being one of the two passages
indicated by de Wette which we are considering, and it agrees
with Matt. vii. 19, with the exception of the single word Si. We
must again point out, however, that this passage in Matt. vii. 19 is
repeated no less than three times in our Gospels, a second time in
Mt iii. 10, and once in Luke iii. 19. Upon two occasions it is
placed in the mouth of John the Baptist, and forms the second
portion of a sentence, the whole of which is found in literal
agreement both in Matt. iii. 10 and Luke iii. 9, “ But now the axe
islaid unto the root of the trees, therefore every tree,” etc. The
passage pointed out by de Wette as the parallel to Justin’s anony-
mous quotation. Matt. vii. 19—a selection which is, of course,
obligatory from the context—is itself a mere quotation by Jesus of
part of the saying of the Baptist, presenting, therefore, double
probability of being well known ; and as we have three instances
of its literal reproduction in the Synoptics, it would, indeed, be
arbitrary to affirm that it was not likewise given literally in other
Gospels.

The passage A3is very emphatically given as a literal quotation

* Cf. Matt. v. 29, 30, with xviii. 8, 9.
xix. 30with xx. 16.
xiii. 12, xxv.29.

iii. 10 ,, vii. 19
xX. 16 ,, Xxii. 14 ; and viii. 12, xiii. 42, 50, xxii. 13, xxiv.51,
and xxv. 30, together ; Luke xiv. 11 with xviii. 14, etc.
JP. 228. a P. 229.

t
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of the words of Jesus, for Justin cites it directly to authenticate
his own statements of Christian belief. He says : “ But if you
disregard us both when we entreat, and when we set all things
openly before you, we shall not suffer loss, believing, or rather
being fully persuaded, that everyone .will be punished by eternal
fire, according to the desert of his deeds, and in proportion to
the faculties which he received from God will his account be
required, as Christ declared when he said: ‘To whom God gave
more, of him shall more also be demanded again.”” This quota-
tion has no parallel in the first Gospel, but we add it here as part
of the Sermon on the Mount. The passage in Luke xii. 48, it
will be perceived, presents distinct variation from it, and that
Gospel cannot for a moment be maintained as the source of
Justin’s quotation.

The last passage, /3" is one of those advanced by de Wette
which led to this examination.3 It is, likewise, clearly a quotation ;
but, as we have already shown, its agreement with Matt. v. 20 is
no evidence that it was actually derived from that Gospel. Occur-
ring, as it does, as one of numerous quotations from the Sermon
on the Mount, whose general variation, both in order and language,
from the parallels in our Gospel points to the inevitable conclusion
that Justin derived them from a different source, there is no reason
for supposing that this sentence also did not come from the same
Gospel.

No one who has attentively considered the whole of these
passages from the Sermon on the Mount, and still less those who
are aware of the general rule of variation in his mass of quota-
tions as compared with parallels in our Gospels, can fail to be
struck by the systematic departure from the order and language of
the Synoptics. The hypothesis that they are quotations from our
Gospels involves the accusation against Justin of an amount of
carelessness and negligence which is quite unparalleled in literature.
Justin’s character and training, however, by no means warrant any
such aspersion,” and there are no grounds for it. Indeed, but for
the attempt arbitrarily to establish the identity of the Memoirs 0j
the Apostles with our Gospels, such a charge would never have
been thought of. It is unreasonable to suppose that avowed and
deliberate quotations of sayings of Jesus, made for the express
purpose of furnishing authentic written proof of Justin’s state-
ments regarding Christianity, can, as an almost invariable rule, be
so singularly incorrect, more especially when it is considered that
these quotations occur in an elaborate apology for Christianity
addressed to the Roman emperors, and in a careful and studied

1P. 229. 3 Cf. p. 219.
3 Cf. Eusebius, H. £., iv. 11--18.
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controversy with a Jew in defence of the new faith. The simple
and natural conclusion, supported by many strong reasons, is that
Justin derived his quotations from a Gospel which was different
from ours, although naturally, by subject and design, it must have
been related to them. His Gospel, in fact, differs from our
Synoptics as they differ from each other.

We now return to Tischendorfs statements with regard to
Justin’s acquaintance with our Gospels. Having examined the
supposed references to the first Gospel, we find that Tischendorf
speaks much less positively with regard to his knowledge of the
other two Synoptics. He says: “There is the greatest proba-
bility that in several passages he also follows Mark and Luke.”
First taking Mark, we find that the only example which Tischendorf
gives is the following. He says: “ Twice {Dial. 76 and 100) he
quotes as an expression of the Lord: ‘The Son of Man must
suffer many things, and be rejected by the Scribes and Pharisees
(ch. 100, by the ‘Pharisees and Scribes’), and be crucified, and
the third day rise again.’2 This agrees better with Mark viii. 31
and Luke ix. 22 than with Matt. xvi. 21, only in Justin the
1Pharisees * are put instead of the ‘Elders and Chief Priests’ (so
Matthew, Mark, and Luke), likewise ‘ be crucified * instead of ‘ be
killed’ ”3 This is the only instance of similarity with Mark that
Tischendorf can produce, and we have given his own remarks to
show how weak his case is. The passage in Mark viii. 31
teads: “And he began to teach them that the Son of Man
must suffer many things, and be rejected by the Elders and
the Chief Priests (wrb iw irpttrfivTtputv ko! t<3v dp-"itptiav) and the
Scribes, and be killed (Kal diroKrav&flyai), and after three days
(xoi perd rptit rjpdpag) rise again.” And the following is the
reading of Luke ix. 22 : “ Saying that the Son of man must suffer
many things, and be rejected by the Elders and Chief Priests
(otw irpmfivTfputv Kal dp\upi>ov) and Scribes, and be Kkilled
(<u diroKTav&rjvai), and the third day rise again.” It will be
perceived that, different as it also is, the passage in Luke is nearer
than that of Mark, which cannot in any case have been the source
of Justin’s quotation. Tischendorf, however, does not point out
that Justin, elsewhere, a third time refers to this very passage in
the very same terms. He says: “And Christ....... having come
...... and himself also preached, saying.......that he must suffer
many things from the Scribes and Pharisees and be crucified, and

* IVann Wurden, u.s. w., p. 28.

aAct rb* viar rov drdpunrov toXXA TaOetp, *al airodoKip.aiTOrjyai vird twv
I'pa/tparlw xal Qapuraluw, Kal o-ravpwOr}vai, Kal rjj rplrji ijplpgi dva<rrrjvai.
Dial. 76 (c. 100, 4>apural(i)P Kal Fpap.partup).

3 Wann wurden, u. s. w.t p. 28, anm. 1. R
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the third day rise again.”1 Although this omits the words “and
be rejected,” it gives the whole of the passage literally as before.
And thus there is the very remarkable testimony of a quotation
three times repeated, with the same marked variations from our
Gospels, to show that Justin found those very words in his
Memoirs. The persistent variation clearly indicates a different
source from our Synoptics. We may, in reference to this reading,
compare Luke xxiv. 6 : “ He is not here, but is risen: remember
how he spake unto you when he was yet in Galilee (v. 7), saying
that the Son of Man must be delivered up into the hands of sinful
men, and be crucified, and the third day rise again.” This reference
to words of Jesus, in which the words ral <rrap<i>&rjwu occurred,
as in Justin, indicates that, although our Gospels do not contain
it, some others may well have done so. In one place Justin
introduces the saying with the following words : “ For he exclaimed
before the crucifixion, the Son of Man,” etc.,3both indicating a
time for the discourse and also quoting a distinct and definite
saying in contradistinction to this report of the matter of his
teaching, which is the form in which the parallel passage occurs
in the Gospels. In Justin’s Memoirs it no doubt existed as an
actual discourse of Jesus, which he verbally and accurately quoted.

With regard to the third Gospel, Tischendorf says: “ It is in
reference to Luke (xxii. 44) that Justin recalls in the Dialogue
(103) the falling drops of the sweat of agony on the Mount of
Olives, and certainly with an express appeal to the ‘Memoirs
composed by his Apostles and their followers.””3 Now we have
already seen?t that Justin, in the passage referred to, does not
make use of the peculiar expression which gives the whole of its
character to the account in Luke, and that there is no ground for
affirming that Justin derived his information from that Gospel.
The only other reference to passages proving the “ probability ” of
Justin’s use of Luke or Mark is that which we have just discussed
—*“The Son of Man must,” etc. From this the character of
Tischendorfs assumptions may be inferred. De Wette does not
advance any instances of verbal agreement either with Mark or
Luke.5 He says, moreover: “ The historical references are much
freer still (than quotations), and combine in part the accounts of
Matthew and Luke ; some of the kind, however, are not found at

1 Sti Set avr& ToWrt Iradeiy dirb ruy I'  uarlwv nol fyapiaalyy, Kal (rravpu-

Bijyai, yal rj rpl-rji iipefxf dyairrrjyai. Dial. 51. * Dial. 76.

5 IVaittt wurden, «. s. w., p. 2& anm. 1. 4 I* 208 f.

5 We may point out, however, that he says : “ Andere wiirtliche Ueber-
einstimmungcn kommen mitten unter Abwcichungen vor, wie Apol., ii., p. 75,

vgl. Matt. i. 21, wo Luc. i. 35, damit combinirt ist."" Einl.,, N. T.. p. 105;
but a single phrase combined with a passage very like one in a different Gospel
is a very poor argument.
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all in our canonical Gospels.”l This we have already sufficiently
demonstrated.

We might now well terminate the examination of Justin’s
quotations, which has already taken up too much of our space ;
but before doing so it may be very advisable briefly to refer to
another point In his work, On the Canon, Dr. Westcott adopts
asomewhat singular course. He evidently feels the very great
difficulty in which any one who asserts the identity of the source
of Justin’s quotations with our Gospels is placed by the fact that,
& a rule, these quotations differ from parallel passages in our
Gospels; and whilst on the one hand maintaining that the
quotations generally are from the canonical Gospels, he on the
other endeavours to reduce the number of those which profess
to be quotations at all. He says: “To examine in detail the
whole of Justin’s quotations would be tedious and unnecessary.
It will be enough to examine (1) those which are alleged by him
& quotations, and (2) those also which, though anonymous, are
yet found repeated with the same variations either in Justin’s
own writings or (3) in heretical works. It is evidently on these
quotations that the decision hangs.” Now under the first
category Dr. Westcott finds very few. He says: In seven
passages only, as far as | can discover, does Justin profess to
give the exact words recorded in the Memoirs; and in these, if
there be no reason to the contrary, it is natural to expect that
he will preserve the exact language of the Gospels which he used,
just as in anonymous quotations we may conclude that he is
trusting to memory.”* Before proceeding further, we may point
out the straits to which an apologist is reduced who starts with
a foregone conclusion. We have already seen a number of
Justin’s professed quotations; but here, after reducing the
number to seven only, our critic prepares a way of escape
even out of these. It is difficult to understand what “ reason
to the contrary” can possibly justify a man “who professes
to give the exact words recorded in the Memoirs” for not
doing what he professes ; and, further, it passes our compre-
hension to understand why, in anonymous quotations, “we
may conclude that he is trusting to memory.” The cautious
exception is as untenable as the gratuitous assumption. Dr.
Westcott continues, as follows, the passage which we have just
interrupted : “ The result of a first view of the passages is striking.
Of the seven, five agree verbally with the text of St. Matthew or
St. Luke, exhibiting indeed three slight various readings not
elsewhere found, but such as are easily explicable; the sixth is a
compound summary of words related by St. Matthew ; the seventh

"EM.,N. T., p.in. * On the Canon, p. 112 f, 3 1b., 114
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alone presents an importantvariation in the text of a verse, which is,
however, otherwise very uncertain.”l The italics of course are oursr
The “ first view” of the passages and of the above statement is
indeed striking. It is remarkable how easily difficulties are
overcome under such an apologetic system. The striking result,
to summarise Dr. Westcott’s own words, is this: out of seven
professed quotations from the Memoirs, in Which he admits we
may expect to find the exact language preserved, five present
three variations; one is a compressed summary, and does not agree
verbally at all; and the seventh presents an important variation.
Dr. Westcott, on the same easy system, continues: “ Our inquiry
is thus confined to the two last instances, and it must be seen
whether their disagreement from the synoptic Gospel is such as to
outweigh the agreement of the remaining five.”3 Before proceeding
to consider these seven passages admitted by Dr. Westcott, we
must point out that, in a note to the statement of the number, he
mentions that he excludes other two passages as “not merely
quotations of words, but concise narratives.”™ But surely this is
a most extraordinary reason for omitting them, and one the
validity of which cannot be admitted. As Justin introduces
them deliberately as quotations, why should they be excluded
simply because they are combined with a historical statement?
We shall produce them. The first is in Apol., i. 66 : “ For the
Apostles, in the Memoirs composed by them which are called
Gospels/ handed down that it was thus enjoined on them that
Jesus, having taken bread and given thanks, said: ‘This do in
remembrance of me. This is my body.” And similarly, having
taken the cup and given thanks, he said : 1This is my blood,” and
delivered it to them alone.”s This passage, it will be remembered,
occurs in an elaborate apology for Christianity addressed to the
Roman emperors, and Justin is giving an account of the most
solemn sacrament of his religion. Here, if ever, we might
reasonably expect accuracy and care; and Justin, in fact, carefully
indicates the source of the quotation he is going to make. It is
difficult to understand any ground upon which so direct a quota-
tion from the Memoirs of the Apostles could be set aside by Dr.
Westcott.  Justin distinctly states that the Apostles in these
Memoirs have “thus” (ovrm) transmitted what was enjoined
on us by Jesus, and then gives the precise quotation. Had the
quotation agreed with our Gospels, would it not have been claimed
as a professedly accurate quotation from them ? Surely no one
can reasonably pretend, for instance, that when Justin, after this
preamble, states that, having taken bread, etc., fesus said: “ This

1 On the Canon, p. 113 f. 31b., p. 114 31lb., p. 113, note t.
4 We have already discussed these words, p. 185 f. s Apol., i. 66.
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do in remembrance of me: this is my body or, having taken
the cup, etc., he said: “This is my blood”™—Justin does not
deliberately mean to quote what Jesus actually did say ? Now, the
account of the episode in Luke is as follows (xxii. 17): “ And he
took a cup, gave thanks, and said: “Take this and divide it
among yourselves. 18. For | say unto you, | will not drink of
the fruit of the vine until the Kingdom of God shall come. 19.
And he took bread, gave thanks, brake it, and gave it unto them,
saying : This is my body which is given for you: this do in
remembrance of me. 20. And in like manner the cup after
supper, saying: This is the new covenant in my blood, which is
shed for you.” Ur. Westcott, of course, only compares this
passage of Justin with Luke, to which, and the parallel in
1 Cor. xi. 24, wide as the difference is, it is closer than to the
accounts in the other two Gospels. That Justin professedly
quoted literally from the Memoirs is evident, and is rendered
still more clear by the serious context with which the quota-
tion is introduced, the intention being to authenticate his
explanations by actual written testimony. His dogmatic
views, moreover, are distinctly drawn from a Gospel, which,
in a more direct way than our Synoptics do, gave the
expressions : “This is my body,” and “ This is my blood,” and
it must have been observed that Luke, with which Justin’s
reading alone is compared, not only has not: TO1V «rrt rb all/ia
fun>, at all, but makes use of a totally different expression :
“This cup is the new covenant in my blood, which is shed for
you.”

The second quotation from the Memoirs which Dr. Westcott
passes over is that in Dial. 103, compared with Luke xxii. 42, 43,
on the Agony in the Garden, which we have already examined3
and found at variance with our Gospel, and without the peculiar
and distinctive expressions of the latter.

We now come to the seven passages which Dr. Westcott admits
to be professed quotations from the Memoirs, and in which “it
is natural to expect that he will preserve the exact words of the
Gospels which he used.” The first of these is a passage in the
Dialogue, part of which has already been discussed in connection
with the fire in Jordan and the voice at the Baptism, and found to
be from a source different from our Synoptics.* Justin says: “For
even he, the devil, at the time when he also (Jesus) went up from
the river Jordan when the voice said to Him : “Thou art my Son,
this day have | begotten thee,’is recorded in the Memoirs of the
Apostles to have come to him and tempted him even so far as

1 Lake xxii. 17-20; cf. Matt. xxvi. 26 ff. ; Mark xiv. 22 ff.
J On the Canon, p. 113, note 1. 3 p. 208 f. * p. 200 ff.
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saying to him: ‘“Worship me’; and Christ answered him (/cat
airoKptvaa-Oat avrip rciv  Xpurrbv), ‘Get thee behind me,
Satan’ (“Yirayt umaiu pov, Zarava-), ‘thou shalt worship
the Lord thy God, and Him only shalt thou serve.””1 This
passage is compared with the account of the temptation in
Matt. iv. 9, 10 : “ And he said unto him, All these things will |
give thee, if thou will fall down and worship me. 10. Then saith
Jesus unto him (tot* Xiyti axmp 6 ’l/jo-ofs), Get thee hence,
Satan ('Yiray* Sarava-): it is written, Thou shalt worship,”
etc. All the oldest Codices, it should be stated, omit the oirurt»
pov, as we have done, but Cod. D. (Bezae) and a few others of
infirm authority insert these two words. Dr. Westcott, however,
justly admits them to be “probably only a very early interpola-
tion.”” We have no reason for supposing that they existed
in Matthew during Justin’s time. The oldest Codices omit the
whole phrase from the parallel passage, Luke iv. 8, but Cod. A.
is an exception, and reads: "Yjray* oirurm pov, Parana. The
best modern editions, however, reject this as a mere recent
addition to Luke. A comparison of the first and third Gospels
with Justin clearly shows that the Gospel which he used followed
the former more closely than Luke. Matthew makes the climax of
the temptation the view of all the kingdoms of the world, and the
offer to give them to Jesus if he will fall down and worship Satan.
Luke, on the contrary, makes the final temptation the suggestion
to throw himself down from the pinnacle of the temple. Justin’s
Gospel, as the words, “so far as saying to him” (/t*xP* TO- « ’r*tv
awry), etc., clearly indicate, had the same climax as Matthew.
Now, the following points must be observed. Justin makes the
words of Satan, “Worship me ” (Il1poo-Kwrprov poi), a distinct
quotation; the Gospel makes Satan offer all that he had shown
“if thou wilt fall down and worship me ” (*av ireviov rrpoa-Kwrprgs
poi). Then Justin’s quotation proceeds : “ And Christ answered
him” (fecu airoKpivaurdat avrip rbv Xpurrbv) ; whilst Matthew
has : “ Then Jesus saith to him” (tot* A*y*t avry 6 ’lijo-ovs),
which is a marked variation.3 The nmriaoi pov of Justin,
as we have already said, is not found in any of the older
Codices of Matthew. Then the words, “ it is written,” which form
part of the reply of Jesus in our Gospels, are omitted in Justin’s;
but we must add that in Dial. 125, in again referring to the
temptation, he has, “it is written.” Still, in that passage he
also inserts the whole phrase, “ Get thee behind me, Satan,” and
commences : “ For he answered him : It is written, Thou shalt
worship,” etc.

1 Dial. 103. * On the Canon, p. 113, note 2, i.
3 Luke iv. 12 reads, /cal airoKpiOtU ai'nip clrer 6 Ti/aoOt.
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We must, however, again point out the most important fact that
this account of the temptation is directly connected with another
which is foreign to our Gospels. The Devil issaid to come at the
time Jesus went up out of the Jordan and the voice said to him :
“Thou art my son, this day have | begotten thee "—words which
do not occur at all in our Gospels, and which are again bound up
with the incident of the fire in Jordan. It is altogether unreason-
able to assert that Justin could have referred the fact which he
proceeds to quote from the Memoirs to the time those words
were uttered, if they were not to be found in the same Memoirs.
The one incident was most certainly not derived from our Gospels,
inasmuch as they do not contain it, and there are the very strongest
reasons for asserting that Justin derived the account of the temp-
tation from a source which contained the other. Under these
circumstances every variation is an indication, and those which
we have pointed out are not accidental, but clearly exclude the
assertion that the quotation is from our Gospels.

The second of the seven passages of Dr. Westcott is one of
those from the Sermon on the Mount, Dial. 105, compared with
Matt. v. 20, adduced by de Wette, which we have already con-
sidered.1 With the exception of the opening words, Ayo>yap
vpiv on, the two sentences agree, but this is no proof that Justin
derived the passage from Matthew; while, on the contrary, the
persistent variation of the rest of his quotations from the Sermon
on the Mount, both in order and language, forces upon us the
conviction that he derived the whole from a source different from
our Gospels.

The third passage of Dr. Westcott is that regarding the sign of
Jonas the prophet. Matt. xii. 39, compared with Dial. 107, which
wes the second instance adduced by Tischendorf. We have
already examined it,2 and found that it presents distinct variations
from our first Synoptic, both linguistically and otherwise, and that
many reasons lead to the conclusion that it was quoted from a
Gospel different from ours.

The fourth of Dr. Westcott’s quotations is the following, to part
of which we have already had occasion to refer ;3 “ For which
reason our Christ declared on earth to those who asserted that
Elias must come before Christ: Elias indeed shall come ("HA-ias
piv tAtwrtrai), and shall restore all things: but | say unto you
that Elias is come already, and they knew him not, but did unto
him (ovnji) whatsoever they listed. And it is written that then
the disciples understood that he spoke to them of John the
Baptist”™ The “express quotation” in this passage, which is
compared with Matt. xvii. 11-13, is limited by Dr. Westcott to

" Cf. pp. 219, 240 f. * . 217 f. 3 P. 200. 2 Dial. 49.
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the last short sentence’ corresponding with Matt. xvii. 13, and he
points out that Credner admits that it must have been taken from
Matthew. It is quite true that Credner considers that if any
passage of Justin’s quotations proves a necessary connection
between Justin’s Gospels and the Gospel according to Matthew, it
is this sentence : “ And it is written that then the disciples,” eta
He explains his reason for this opinion as follows : “ These words
can only be derived from our Matthew, with which they literally
agree ; for it is thoroughly improbable that a remark of so special
a description could have been made by two different and inde-
pendent individuals so completely in the same way.”2 We totally
differ from this argument, which is singularly opposed to Credner’s
usual clear and thoughtful mode of reasoning. No doubt, if such
Gospels could be considered to be absolutely distinct and inde-
pendent works, deriving all their matter from individual and
separate observation of the occurrences narrated by their authors
and personal report of the discourses given, there might be greater
force in the argument, although even in that case it would have
been far from conclusive here, inasmuch as the observation we
are considering is the mere simple statement of a fact necessary to
complete the episode, and it might well have been made in the
same terms by separate reporters. Now, such an expression as
Matt. xvii. 13 in some early record of the discourse might have
been transferred to a dozen of other Christian writings. Ewald
assigns the passage to the oldest Gospel, Matthew, in its present
form, being fifth in descents

Our three canonical Gospels are filled with instances in which
expressions still more individual are repeated, and these show that
such phrases cannot be limited to one Gospel; but, if confined in
the first instance to one original source, may have been transferred
to many subsequent evangelical works. Take, for instance, a
passage in Matt. vii. 28, 29: “...... the multitudes were astonished
at his teaching: for he taught them as having authority, and not
as their scribes.”4 Mark i. 22 has the very same passage,* with
the mere omission of *“the multitude” (oi 0°X01), which does
not in the least affect the argument; and Luke iv. 32: “And they
were astonished at his teaching: for his word was power."6

1 On the Canon, p. 114, note 4. 2 Credner, Beitrage, i., p. 237.

3 Die drei erstcn Evangelien, p. 34, cf. p. | ;Jahrb. bibl. 1Viss., 1849, p.
*94 f.f.-..i£ew\-ti<roovTO ol tx™oi irl Tjj SiSaxi abrov- fjv yip Siidanvv avrobt lit
{(ovalav (Xur, *al ovx “t ol ypap-partTi avruv. Matt. vii. 28, 29.

3 The final avtuv is omitted from the end of the passage in Matthew in
many MSS., and added by others in Mark.

6  «ai i(er\jir<rovTO irl rjj StSaxv ailrov, Sti iv i(oval<f Ijv 6 \byot avTou.
Luke iv. 32.
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Although the author of the third Gospel somewhat alters the
language, it is clear that he follows the same original, and retains
it in the same context as the second Gospel. Now the occurrence
of such a passage as this in one of the Fathers, if either the first
or second Gospels were lost, would, on Credner’s grounds, be
attributed undoubtedly to the survivor, although in reality derived
from the Gospel no longer extant, which likewise contained it.
Another example may be pointed out in Matt. xiii. 34 : “All these
things spake Jesus unto the multitudes in parables ; and without
aparable spake he not unto them,” compared with Mark iv. 33, 34,
“And with many such parables spake he the word unto them.......
and without a parable spake he not unto them.” The part of this
very individual remark which we have italicised is literally the
same in both Gospels, as a personal comment at the end of the
parable of the grain of mustard seed. Then, for instance, in the
account of the sleep of the three disciples during the Agony in
the Garden (Matt. xxvi. 43, Mark xiv. 40), the expression, “and he
found them asleep, for their eyes were heavy,” which is equally
individual, is literally the same in the first two Gospels. Another
special remark of a similar kind regarding the rich young man,
“He went away sorrowful, for he had great possessions,” is found
both in Matt. xix. 22 and Mark x. 22. Such examples' might be
multiplied, and they show that the occurrence of passages of the
most individual character cannot, in Justin’s time, be limited to
any single Gospel.

Now, the verse we are discussing, Matt. xvii. 13, in all proba-
bility, as Ewald supposes, occurred in one or more of the older
forms of the Gospel from which our Synoptics, and many other
similar works, derived their matter, and nothing is more likely
than that the Gospel according to the Hebrews, which in many
respects was nearly related to Matthew, may have contained it. At
any rate, we have shown that such sayings cannot, however appa-
rently individual, be considered evidence of the use of a particular
Gospel simply because it happens to be the only one now extant
which contains it. Credner, however, whilst expressing the opinion
which we have quoted, likewise adds his belief that by the expres-
sion, Kal ytypavra-L, Justin seems expressly to indicate that this
sentence is taken from a different work from what precedes it,
and he has proved that the preceding part of the quotation was
not derived from our Gospels.3 We cannot, however, coincide
with this opinion either. It seems to us that the expression, “and

1Cf. Matt. iii. 3, Mark i. 2, 3, Luke iii. 4; Matt. iii. 5, 6, Marki. 5 ;
Matt. xiv. 3, 4, Mark vi. 17, 18 ; Matt. xiv. 9, Mark vi. 26 ; Matt, xxviii.
14, Mark xv. 5; Matt, xxvii. 39, Mark xv. 29, etc.

* Credner, Beitrage, i., p. 237.
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it is written,” simply was made use of by Justin to show that the
identification of Elias with John the Baptist is not his, but was
the impression conveyed at the time by Jesus to his disciples.
Now, the whole narrative of the baptism of John in Justin bears
characteristic marks of being from a Gospel different from ours,’
and in the first part of this very quotation we find distinct variation.
Justin first affirms that Jesus in his teaching had proclaimed that
Elias should also come (kol ’HAiai’ <A«iV«roat), and then
further on he gives the actual words of Jesus: ’'HAuxs piv
tAtiVcrai, k.t.X., which we have before us, whilst in Matthew the
words are: 'HAfas piv tp~erat, and there is no MS. which
reads (Xcvoctou for ipxerai; and yet, as Credner remarks, the
whole force of the quotation rests upon the word, and Justin is
persistent in his variation from the text of our first Synoptic. It
is unreasonable to say that Justin quotes loosely the important
part of his passage, and then about a few words at the close
pretends to be so particularly careful. Considering all the facts of
the case, we must conclude that this quotation also is from a source
different from our Gospels.

Another point, however, must be noted. Dr. Westcott claims
this passage as an express quotation from the Memoirs, apparently
for no other reason than that the few words happen to agree with
Matt. xvii. 13, and that he wishes to identify the Memoirs with
our Gospels. Justin, however, does not once mention the Memoirs
in this chapter; it follows, therefore, that Dr. Westcott, who is so
exceedingly strict in his limitation of express quotations, assumes
that all quotations of Christian history and words of Jesus in
Justin are to be considered as derived from the Memoirs, whether
they be mentioned by name or not. We have already seen that
amongst these there are not only quotations differing from the
Gospels, and contradicting them, but others which have no
parallels at all in them.

The fifth of Dr. Westcott’s express quotations occurs in Dial
105, where Justin says : “ For when he (Jesus) was giving up his
spirit on the cross he said : ‘ Father, into thy hands | commend
my spirit,” as | have also learned from the Memoirs.” This short
sentence agrees with Luke xxiii. 46, it is true; but, as we have
already shown,1 Justin’s whole account of the Crucifixion differs
so materially from that in our Gospels that it cannot have been
derived from them.

We see this forcibly in examining the sixth of Dr. Westcott’s
quotations, which is likewise connected with the Crucifixion. “ For
they who saw him crucified also wagged their heads, each one of
them, and distorted their lips, and sneeringly, and in scornful

1 1\ 200 ff. 1P. 213 f.
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irony, repeated among themselves those words which are also
written in the Memoirs of his Apostles : He declared himself the
son of God : (let him) come down, let him walk about: let God
save him.” We have ourselves already quoted and discussed this
passage,2and need not further examine it here. Dr. Westcott has
nothing better to say regarding this quotation, in an examination
of the accuracy of parallel passages, than this: “These exact
words do not occur in our Gospels, but we do find there others so
closely connected with them that few readers would feel the differ-
ence 13 When criticism descends to language like this, the case
is, indeed, desperate. It is clear that, as Dr. Westcott admits,
the words are expressly declared to be a quotation from the
Memoirs of the Apostles, but they do not exist in our Gospels,
and consequently our Gospels are not identical with the Memoirs.
Dr. Westcott refers to the taunts in Matthew, and then, with com-
mendable candour, he concludes his examination of the quotation
with the following words : “ No manuscript or Father (so far as we.
Itnow) has preserved any reading of the passage more closely
resembling Justin’s quotation; and if it appear not to be deducible
from our Gospels, due allowance being made for the object which
he had in view, its source must remain concealed.”™ We need
only add that it is futile to talk of making “ due allowance ™ for
the object which Justin had in view. His immediate object was
accurate quotation, and no allowance can account for such variation
in language and thought as is presented in this passage. That this
passage, though a professed quotation from the Memoirs, is not
taken from our Gospels is certain, both from its own variations and
the differences in other parts of Justin’s account of the Crucifixion,
an event whose solemnity and importance might well be expected
to secure reverential accuracy. It is impossible to avoid the con-
clusion that Justin’s Memoirs of the Apostles were not identical
with our Gospels, and the systematic variation of his quotations
thus receives its natural and reasonable explanation.

The seventh and last of Dr. Westcott’s express quotations is,
as he states, “more remarkable.” We subjoin the passage in
contrast with the parallel texts of the first and third Gospels—

Justin, Dial. ioo. M att. xi. 27. Luke x. 22.

And in the Gospel
it is written that he
said :

All things have been All things were de-  All things were de-
delivered to me by the livered to me by the5livered to me by my

1 Dial. 101. 2 P. 211 f.
3 On the Canon, p. 114 f. 4 16., p. 115.
5 Most Codices read “ my,” hut the Cod. Sin. having “ the,” we give it as
more favourable.
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Justin, Dial. ioo. M att. xi. 27. Luke x. 22.

Father, and no one Father, and no one Father, and no one
knoweth (yiPuxTKei) the knoweth  (cwtytvibaKci) knoweth (yirAcKci)
Father but the Son, nor the Son but the Father, who the Son is but the
the Son but the Father nor knoweth (cwiyivu)- Father, and who the
and tkci) anyone the Father Father is but the Son,
but the Son, and he
those to whomsoever to whomsoever the Son and he to whomsoever
the Son shall reveal is minded to reveal the Son is minded to
him. him. reveal him.
Kal iv T$ cvayycXltp
ytypaxrat  clxunr
Ildrra /ux rapaS”Sorai Ildyra /tot xapcidOrj ndrra /tot TapcWhf
inrd tou Tarpfo Kal ovdcls uxotou xarpdi,1Kal oudcls inrb rov rarpbs /tov, rot
yivuxrKti  t6v rarcpa cl txiyinlhtkci tév >b* cl ou&clf yimoaKCi rls c<mv
fit) 6 vI6r ouSt tév vibv p/ 6 rrarifp, ovbi tév o tlds cl fij 6 xarr)p}
cl fir) 6 rarrijp Kal oU dv xarepa ns tmyiviixTKci Kal rls ctTTiv d tonjp,

6 vldt dxoKaXu\/g). cl /t4) 6 vibt Kal 4>1d? cl fiXi 6 vids xal $ cdf
fiouXrp-at 6 vidf dwoKa- pouXrrrai 6 uldt droKa-
Xvrf/ai. Xviffcu.

It is apparent that Justin’s quotation differs very materially
from our Gospels in language, in construction, and in meaning.
These variations, however, acquire very remarkable confirmation
and significance from the fact that Justin in two other places2
quotes the latter and larger part of the passage from ovStls in
precisely the same way, with the sole exception that, in both of
these quotations, he used the aorist tyvw instead of yivtixrKti.
This threefold repetition in the same peculiar form clearly stamps
the passage as being a literal quotation from his Gospel, and
the one exception to the verbal agreement of the three passages,
in the substitution of the present for the aorist in the Dialogue,
does not remove or lessen the fundamental variation of the
passage from our Gospel. As the (wo>is twice repeated, it
was probably the reading of his text. Now it is well known
that the peculiar form of the quotation in Justin occurred in
what came to be considered heretical Gospels, and constituted
the basis of important Gnostic doctrines.3 Dr. Westcott speaks
of the use of this passage by the Fathers in agreement with
Justin in a manner which, unintentionally we have no doubt,
absolutely misrepresents important facts. He says: “ The trans-
position of the words still remains; and how little weight can be
attached to that will appear upon an examination of the various
forms in which the text is quoted by Fathers like Origen, lrenaeus,
and Epiphanius, who admitted our Gospels exclusively. It occurs

1 See lasl note. 2 Apol., i. 63.

3 Dr. Westcott merely allndes to this in the briefest way in a note (On the
Cangn, p. 115, note 2).
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in them as will be seen from the table of readingslwith almost
every possible variation. Irenaeus in the course of one chapter
quotes the verse first as it stands in the canonical text; then in
the same order, but with the last clause like Justin’s; and once
again altogether as he has given it. Epiphanius likewise quotes
the text seven times in the same order as Justin, and four times
as it stands in the Gospels.”2 Now in the. chapter to which
reference is made in this sentence Irenaeus commences by stating
that the Lord had declared: “Nemo cognoscit Filium nisi Pater;
neque Patrem quis cognoscit nisi Filius, et cuivolueritFilius revelare,”a
& he says, “ Thus Matthew has set it down and Luke similarly,
and Mark the very same.”™ He goes on to state, however, that
those who would be wiser than the Apostles write this verse av
follows : “Nemo cognovit Patrem nisi Filius; nee Filium nisi Pater,
it cui voluerit Filius revelare." And he explains: “They interpret
itas though the true God was known to no man before the coming
ofour Lord ; and that God who was announced by the Prophets
they affirm not to be the Father of Christ.”s Now in this passage
we have the sya> of Justin in the “cognovitin contradistinction
to the “cognoscit ” of the Gospel, and his transposition of order ais
not by’any possibility an accidental thing, but as the distinct basis
of doctrines.  lrenaeus goes on to argue that no one cam know the
Father unless through the Word of God, that is through the Son,
and this is why he said : “ 1Nemo cognoscit Patrem nisi Filius;
reqe Filium nisi Pater, et quibuscunque Filius revelaverit.” Thus
teaching that he himself also is the Father, as indeed he is, in
order that we may hot receive any other Father except him who is
revealed by the Son.”6 In this third quotation Irenaeus alters the
tyvu into ytiw/cct, but retains the form, for the rest, of the
Gnostics and of Justin, and his aim apparently is to show that,
adopting his present tense instead of the aorist, the transposition
of words is of no importance. A fourth time, however, in the same
chapter, which in fact is wholly dedicated to this passage and to
the doctrines based upon it, Irenaeus quotes the saying : “ Nemo
cognoscit Filium nisi Pater; neque Patrem nisi Filius, et quibus-
cunque Filius revelaverit™!  Here the language and order of the

1 Inthe few readings given in this table, Dr. Westcott does not distinguish
the writers at all. Cf. On the Canon, p. 116, note 3.

1 On the Canon, p. 116. 3 Adv. Httr., iv. 6, § I.

* Sic et Mathceus posuit, et Lucas similiter, et Marcus idem ipsum. We
need not point out that this is a misstatement, for our Mark has not got the
passage at all.

5« Et interpretantur, quasi a nullo cognitus sit verus Deus ante Domini
nostri adventum : et eum Deum, qui a prophetis sit annuntiatus, dicunt non
esse Patrem Christi." Adv. Hcer., iv. 6, § I.

6 Docens semetipsum et Patrem, sicut est, ut alterum non recipiamus Patrem,
nisi eum qui a FUio rcvelatur. Ib., iv. 6, § 3. 7 Adv. H<zr., iv. 6, § 7.
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Gospel are followed with the exception that “cui vo/uerit reve/are"
is altered to the “ quibuscutique rtvelaverit ” of Justin; and that this
is intentional is made clear by the continuation: “For revelaverit
was said not with reference to the future alone,”letc.

Now, in this chapter we leam very clearly that, although the
canonical Gospels, by the express declaration of Irenaeus, had
their present reading of the passage before us, other Gospels of
considerable authority even in his time had the form of Justin, for
again, in a fifth passage, he quotes the opening words: “ He who
was known, therefore, was not different from him who declared:
‘No one knoweth the Father,” but one and the same.”3 With the
usual alteration of the verb to the present tense, Irenaeus, in this
and in one of the other quotations of this passage just cited, gives
some authority to the transposition of the words “ Father” and
“ Son,” although the reading was opposed to the Gospels ; but he
invariably adheres to yivtoo-Ku and condemns iyvm, the reading
maintained by those who, in the estimation of Irenaeus, ““would
be wiser than the Apostles.” Elsewhere, descanting on the pas-
sages of Scripture by which heretics attempt to prove that the
Father was unknown before the advent of Christ, Irenaeus, after
accusing them of garbling passages of Scripture,3goes on to say
of the Marcosians and others: “ Besides these, they adduce a
countless number of apocryphal and spurious works which they
themselves have forged to the bewilderment of the foolish, and
of those who are not versed in the Scriptures of truth.”* He
also points out passages occurring in our Gospels to which they
give a peculiar interpretation, and, among these, that quoted by
Justin.  He says : “ But they adduce as the highest testimony,
and, as it were, the crown of their system, the following passage.
....... “ All things were delivered to me by my Father, and no one
knew (iyvui) the Father but the Son, and the Son but the Father,
and he to whomsoever ($ av) the Son shall reveal (asroKaxv/rg).®

' Revelaverit enirn, non solum infuturism dictum est, etc. ; Ib., iv. 6, § 7.

3 Non ergo alius oral qui cogn oscebatur, ct alius qui dicebat: « Nemo
cognoscit Patrern :” scd unus etidem, etc. ; Ib., iv. 6, 8 7. In another place
Irenseus again quotes the passage in the same order, with the same careful
adherence to the present tense. Adv. Hcer., ii. 6, § 1

3 Adv. Hcer., i. 19, § I.

4 Upbs Si tovtois dfivdr/TOP rXijbos droKfdnpwv xai rbbur 7poufdar. A adrot
f'xAcu;or, Tapcujtpcftoixny els KaT&r\r}ftv tut drotjTuir xai tA TS dXrjOelas uy
eruTTafieour yp6.ii/j.a.Ta. Adv. Hcer., i. 20, 8I.

5 Adv. Hcer., i. 20, § 3. And again, referring to Valentinus and his
followers, and endeavouring to show the inconsistency of their views, he says :
1*Salvator ergo, secutulum eos, erit mentitus, dicens: ‘Nemo cognovit Patrem
nisi Pilius.” Si enim cognitus est vet a matre, vel a semine ejus; solutum
est illud, quod, ‘nemo ognovit Patrem nisi Pilius."” Adv. Hcer,, ii.

§ 7. Irenteus then endeavours out of their own form of the text to confute
their doctrines.
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In these words they assert that he clearly demonstrated that the
Father of truth whom they have invented was known to no one
before his coming; and they desire to interpret the words as
though the Maker and Creator had been known to all, and the
Lord spoke these words regarding the Father unknown to all,
whom they proclaim.”l Here we have the exact quotation twice
made by Justin, with the tyvuand the same order, set forth as the
reading of the Gospels of the Marcosians and other sects, and
the highest testimony to their system. It is almost impossible
that Justin could have altered the passage by an error of memory
to this precise form, and it must be regarded as the reading of his
Memoirs. The evidence of lrenaeus is clear : The Gospels had
the reading which we now find in them, but apocryphal Gospels,
on the other hand, had that which we find twice quoted by Justin,
and the passage was, as it were, the text upon which a large sect
of the early Church based its most fundamental doctrine. The
fym is invariably repudiated, but the transposition of the words
“Father” and “Son” was apparently admitted to a certain extent,
although the authority for this was not derived from the Gospels
recognised by the Church, which contained the contrary order.

We must briefly refer to the use of this passage by Clement of
Alexandria. He quotes portions of the text eight times, and,
although with some variation of terms, he invariably follows the
orcder of the Gospels. Six times he. makes use of the aorist iyv<o,2
once of yivuxTK€i,i and once of briyivwTmi* He only once
quotes the whole passage ;3 but on this occasion, as well as six
others in which he only quotes the latter part of the sentence,6 he
omits /}ov\rjTai,and reads “and he to whom the Son shall reveal,”
thus supporting the airoKakinjg) of Justin. Twice he has “God”
instead of ““ Father,”?and once he substitutes fir/Sti* for ovSti;s.8
Itis evident, from the loose and fragmentary way in which Clement
interweaves the passage with his text, that he is more concerned
with the sense than the verbal accuracy of the quotation; but
the result of his evidence is that he never departs from the Gospel
order of “ Father” and “ Son,” although he frequently makes use
of lyvta and also employs airoKakv\py in agreement with Justin,
and, therefore, he shows the prevalence of forms approximating to,
though always presenting material difference from, the reading
of Justin.

' Adv. Uar., i. 20, § 3.

’Pad., i.9, j 88; i. 5. $20 ; Strom., i. 28, § 178; v. 13, J 95 ; vii. 10,
58; Cohort., i. 10. 3 Strom., vii. 18, # 109.

* Quis Div. SaJv., 9. s Strom., i. 28, § 178.

‘ Coh.,i.,, 8§ 10; Pud., i. 5, § 20; Strom., v 13, 8§85 ; vii. 10, § 58 ; vi.
>8, jj 109; Quis Div'. Satv., 8.

’ Coh, i., 8 10; Pad., i. 5, $ 20. 8 Strom., v. 13, § 85.
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Epiphanius refers to this passage no less than ten times,1
but he only quotes it fully five times, and upon each of these
occasions with variations. Of the five times to which we refer, he
thrice follows the order of the Gospels,2as he does likewise in
another place where he does not complete the sentence.* On the
remaining two occasions he adopts the same order as Justin, with
variations from his readings, however, to which we shall presently
referi« and where he only partially quotes he follows the same
order on other three occasions,* and in one other place the
quotation is too fragmentary to allow us to distinguish the order.6
Now, in all of these ten quotations, with one exception, Epiphanius
substitutes oiSt for ciriyivuxrKci at the commencement of the
passage in Matthew, and only thrice does he repeat the verb in
the second clause as in that Gospel, and on these occasions he
twice makes use of ol&i and once of cya>& He once uses
tyvai with the same order as Justin, but does not complete the
sentence.?  Each time he completes the quotation he uses
$ lav with the Gospel, and airokaXv*p with Justin;* but only
once out of the five complete quotations does he insert 6 vifts
in the concluding phrase. ,,It is evident from this examination,
which we must not carry further, that Epiphanius never verbally
agrees with the Gospel in his quotation of this passage, and never
verbally with Justin, but mainly follows a version different from
both. It must be remembered, however, that he is writing against
various heresies, and it does not seem to us improbable that he
reproduces forms of the passage current amongst those sects.

In his work against Marcion, Tertullian says : “ With regard to
the Father, however, that he was never seen, the Gospel which is
common to us will testify, as it was said by Christ: Nemo cognovit
pattern nisi filius™1l but elsewhere he translates “Nemo seif,”*
evidently not fully appreciating the difference of tywv.* The
passage in Marcion’s Gospel reads like Justin’s: ovSds lyvto rbv
irarlpa, cl /itj 6 vtbs, ovSc rov Vvlov ns yivurricci, cl ferj o jran/p.14
The wuse of cyvio as applied to the Father and yivwtKu
as regards the Son in this passage is suggestive. Origen almost

* Hicr., liv. 4, ed. Petav., p. 466; Ixiv. 9, p. 532 ; xlv. 6, p. 613 Ixix. 43,
p. 766 i Ixxiv. 4, p. 891, 10, p. 898 ; Ixxvi. 7, p. 943, 29, p. 977, 32, p. 981.
3 Htzr., Ixxvi. 7, p. 943 ; liv. 4, p. 466 ; Ixv. 6, p. 613.

3 Hcer., Ixvi. 9, p. 532. 4 Hast., Ixxiv. 4, p. 891; Ixxvi. 29, p. 977.
s Hcer., Ixix. 43, p. 766; Ixxiv. 10, p. 898 ; Ixxvi. 32, p. 981.

6 H<er., Ixxvi. 32, p. 981. 7 Hcer., liv. 4, p. 466 ; Ixix. 43, p. 766.

8 Hcer., Ixv. 6, p. 613. 9 Hcer., Ixxiv. 10, p. 898.

10 Except once when he has airoxoXi>irrei. Hcer., Ixxiv. 4, p. 891.

1 Adv. Marc., ii. 27. 13 1b., iv. 25, cf. 6.

13 Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Em. Justin’s, p. 202 f.

14 Dial, dc recta in Deum fide, I ; Origen, Op., i., p. 817 Dj Thilo, Cod.

Apocr. N. T., p. 433 ; Hahn, Das Evang. Marcions, p. 160.
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invariably uses lyv<g sometimes adopting the order of the Gospels
and sometimes that of Justin, and always employing avoKakvfa.*
The Clementine Homilies always read cyvio, and always follow
the same order as Justin, presenting other and persistent variations
from the form in the Gospels. ovstu iywu> rbv irartpa. ti fig
onibs,  ovSi tov Viov rts tiStvil tl fit) 6 Tan)p, xal ofs av BATAT7/rai
1 vios aTOKakvtj/ai.i This reading occurs four times. The
Clementine Recognitions have the aorist with the order of the
Gospels.*

There only remain a few more lines to add to those already
quoted to complete the whole of Dr. Westcott’s argument
regarding this passage. He continues and concludes thus : “ If,
indeed, Justin’s quotations were made from memory, no transposi-
tion could be more natural; and if we suppose that he copied the
passage directly from a manuscript, there is no difficulty in
believing that he found it so written in a manuscript of the
canonical St. Matthew, since the variation is excluded by no
internal improbability, while it is found elsewhere, and its origin
iseasily explicable.”5 It will be observed that Dr. Westcott does
not attempt any argument, but simply confines himself to supposi-
tions. If such explanations were only valid, there could be no
difficulty in believing anything, and every embarrassing circumstance
would be easily explicable.

The facts of the case may be briefly summed up as follows:
Justin deliberately and expressly quotes from his Gospel, himself
calling it “ Gospel,” be it observed, a passage whose nearest
parallel in our Gospels is Matt. xi. 27. This quotation presents
material variations from our canonical Gospel, both in form and
language. The larger part of the passage he quotes twice in a
different work, written years before, in precisely the same words as
the third quotation, with the sole exception that he uses the aorist
instead of the present tense of the verb. No MS. of our Gospel
extant approximates to the reading in Justin, and we are expressly
told by Irenaeus that the present reading of our Matthew was that
exitting in his day. On the other hand, Irenaeus states with equal
distinctness that Gospels used by Gnostic sects had the reading of
Justin, and that the passage was “ the crown of their system,” and
one upon whose testimony they based their leading doctrines.
Here, then, is the clear statement that Justin’s quotation disagrees
with the form in the Gospels, and agrees with that of other
Gospels.  The variations occurring in the numerous quotations of

1 Cf. Griesbach, Symb. Crit., ii., pp. 271, 373.
2 Credner, Beitrdge, i., p. 250.
3 Clem. Rom., xvii. 4 ; xviii. 4, 13, 20 ; xviii. Il.
4 Clem." Recog., ii. 47. 5 On (he Canon, p. 117.
s
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the same passage by the Fathers, which we have analysed, show
that they handled it very loosely, but also indicate that there must
have been various readings of considerable authority then current.
It has been conjectured with much probability that the form in
which Justin quotes the passage twice in his Apology may have
been the reading of older Gospels, and that it was gradually
altered by the Church to the form in which we now have it for
dogmatic reasons, when Gnostic sects began to base doctrines
upon it inconsistent with the prevailing interpretation.” Be this as
it may, Justin’s Gospel clearly had a reading different from ours,
but in unison with that known to exist in other Gospels, and this
express quotation only adds additional proof to the mass of
evidence already adduced that the Memoirs of the Apostles were
not our canonical Gospels.

We have already occupied so much space even with this cursory'
examination of Justin’s quotations that we must pass over in
silence passages which he quotes from the Memoirs with variations
from the parallels in our Gospels, which are also found in the
Clementine Homilies and other works emanating from circles in
which other Gospels than ours were used. We shall now only
briefly refer to a few sayings of Jesus, expressly quoted by Justin,
which are altogether unknown to our Gospels. Justin says : “ For
the things which he foretold would take place in his name, these
we see actually coming to pass in our sight. For he said : ‘Many
shall come,” etc.,2and ‘ There shall be schisms and heresies,”*and
‘Beware of false prophets,4 etc., and ‘ Many false Christs and
false Apostles shall arise and shall deceive many of the faithful.” 5
Neither of the two prophecies here quoted is to be found any-
where in our Gospels, and to the second of them Justin repeatedly
refers. He says in one place that Jesus “ foretold that in the
interval of his coming, as | previously said,6 heresies and false
prophets would arise in his name.”" It is admitted that these
prophecies are foreign to our Gospels. It is very probable that
the Apostle Paul refers to the prophecy, “ There shall be schisms
and heresies ” in 1 Cor. xi. 18-19, where it is said, “ ....... | hear
that schisms exist amongst you; and | partly believe it. For there

1 Schwegler, Das naehap. Zeit., i., p. 254 ff. Cf. Credner, Beitrdge, i.,
p. 250 f. Delitzsch, N. (inters. Kan. Ew., p. 35 f. Scholten, Het Baulin.
Evangelic, 1870, p. 103 f. ,

2 Cf. p. 228, note 4, p. 238 f.

3tire yip....IEaorrtu ax"para kbi alplaeis. Dial. 35.

4 Cf 228, note 4, p. 238 f.

5 'Kva/rraovTox ToWol “eudd”ioroc, cat if/cuSaTioToXoi kol wo\lods rwr
tuttwk rXavfysoxxny. Dial. 35. ; cf Apol., i. 12. 6 Dial. 35.

7 Ko! iv Tip pera®O ttJj rapovalas aMoC xptieip, <3 rpoitpriy, yerlprcaOai
alfpiaeit kol \p(ilvxpo<pi}Tas erl tip dropari ovtov rpoep-Zievae, k.t.X. Dial. 51 ;
cf 82.
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must also be heresies amongst you,” etc. (aKoim a-xurpara
iv vpiv lirap\(iv, Kal pipos ti vurreuto. 8ti yap Kal alpicrtis iv
vpiv tlvat, KT.X) We find also, elsewhere, traces both of
this saying and that which accompanies it. In the Clementine
Homilies, Peter is represented as stating, “ For there shall be, as
the Lord said, false apostles, false prophets, heresies, desires for
supremacy,” etc. (ioovrai yap, us 6 Kvpios eTvev, “ev&urocrroAoi,
\peved<i  Trpotfnjrai, alpt<reis, <f>iXap\lai, k.t.X..1 We are likewise
reminded of the passage in the Epistle attributed to the
Roman Clement, xliv. : “ Our Apostles knew through our Lord
Jesus Christ that there would be contention regarding the dignity
of the episcopate.”2 In our Gospel there is no reference
anywhere to schisms and heresies, nor are false Apostles once
mentioned, the reference being solely to “false Christs” and
“false prophets.” The recurrence here and elsewhere of the peculiar
expression “ false apostles ” is very striking,3 and the evidence for
the passage as a saying of Jesus is important. Hegesippus, after
enumerating a vast number of heretical sects and teachers,
continues : “ From these sprang the false Christs, false prophets,
false apos/les, who divided the union of the Church by corrupting
doctrines concerning God and concerning his Christ.”* It will be
remembered that Hegesippus made use of the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, and the Clementine literature points to the same
source. In the Apostolic Constitutions we read : “ For these are
false Christs and false prophets, and false apostles, deceivers, and
corrupters,” etc.,.5and in the Cletnentine Recognitions the Apostle
Peter is represented as saying that the Devil, after the temptation,
terrified by the final answer of Jesus, “ hastened immediately to
send forth into this world false prophets, and false apostles, and
false teachers, who should speak in the name of Christ indeed,
but should perform the will of the demon.”6 Justin’s whole
system forbids our recognising in these two passages mere tradition,
and we must hold that we have here quotations from a Gospel
different from ours.

Elsewhere, Justin says: “Out of which (affliction and fiery trial of
the Devil) again Jesus, the Son of God, promised to deliver us,
and to put on us prepared garments, if we do his commandments,
and he is proclaimed as having provided an eternal kingdom for
us.”7 This promise is nowhere found in our Gospel.

Immediately following the passage (« 3 and 4) which we have
discussed8as repeated in the Dialogue : “ Many shall say to me,

* Horn., xvi. 21. 2 xliv. See Greek passage quoted, p. 136, note 3.
5 Semisch, Die Ap. Denkw. d. Mart. Just., p. 391, anm. 2

4 Eusebius, H. E., iv. 22. 5 Constit. Apost., vi. 13; cf. vi. 18.
6 Recog., iv. 34. t Dial. 116. 8 P. 227, note 4.
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etc., and | will say to them, ‘Depart from me,”” Justin continues :
“ And in other words by which he will condemn those who are
unworthy to be saved, he said that he will say: Begone into the
darkness without, which the Father hath prepared for Satan and
his angels.”1l The nearest parallel to this is in Matt. xxv. 41 :

Then shall he say also unto them on the left hand : Depart
from me, ye cursed, into the eternal fire which is prepared for the
devil and his angels.”

Justin, Dial. 76. Matt. xxv. 41.

Kat ev &\\ms \6yois oU naTaiiKa’ety
tovs araptors ui] ffwfrcodai /xfXXtc, e<pij Thre eped Kal rods dp evcjvvpuit 110pcv-
ipedy "'tiraytTf elsto ok6tos to ipdiTfpov, toffo ax’ efiov oi Kj.TTtpap.dyoL els rd rvp
8 Tjrolpuurey o Traryp rip Sarayp Kai rods ri aldiTLOv rd dfroip.a0ii.eror rip StafibXtp
dyyfXoii clvtov. eai rods dyyeXoii ouStov.

It is apparent that Justin’s quotation differs very widely from the
reading of our Gospel. The same reading, with the exception of
a single word, is found in the Clementine Homilies (xix. 2); that is
to say, that “ Devil ” is substituted for “ Satan,” and this variation
is not important. The agreement of the rest, on the other hand,
seems to establish the conclusion that the quotation is from a
written Gospel different from ours, and here we have further strong
indications of Justin’s use of the Ebionite Gospel.

Another of the sayings of Jesus which are foreign to our
Gospels is one in reference to the man who falls away from
righteousness into sin, of whom Justin says : “ Wherefore also our
Lord Jesus Christ said: In whatsoever things I may find you, in
these 1 shall also judge you.”3 (Ato *ui o Iperepos Kvpios
1invofs XHAT)S' eiwtv “’BEv @S dI' vixas (caraAd/Jduj, (V roiTrots
«al Kpnw.”) A similar expression is used by some of
the Fathers, and, in some cases, is ascribed to the prophets.5
Clement of Alexandria has quoted a phrase closely resembling
this without indicating the source. ’'E<£ ofs yap av tvpw vp.as,
gjrrjo-lv, brl tovtois Kai Kptvio* Grabe was of opinion that
Justin derived the passage from the Gospel according to the
Hebrews,5an opinion shared by the greater number of modem
critics, and which we are prepared to accept from many previous
instances of agreement. Even the warmest asserters of the theory
that the Memoirs are identical with our Gospels are obliged to
admit that this saying of Jesus is not contained in them, and that
it must have been derived from an extra-canonical source.

Other passages of a similar kind might have been pointed out,

1 Dial. 76. ) 21b. 47.

3 Grabe, Spicil. pair., i., p. 327 ; Fabricius, Cod. After. N. T., 1, p.
333 f; > P, SM+

4 Quis Div. Safv., 40. s Spicil. Pair., i., p. 14, p. 327.

Digitized byk jO O Q le



JUSTIN MARTYR 261

but we have already devoted too much space to Justin’s quotations,
and must hasten to a conclusion. There is one point, however,
to which we must refer. We have more than once alluded to the
fact that, unless in one place, Justin never mentions an author’s
name in connection with the Memoirs of the Apostles. The
exception to which we referred is the following —Justin says:
“The statement also that he (Jesus) changed the name of Peter,
one of the Apostles, and that this is also written in his Memoirs
as having been done, together with the fact that he also changed
the name of other two brothers, who were sons of Zebedee, to
Boanerges ; that is, sons of Thunder,” etc.1 According to the
usual language of Justin, and upon strictly critical grounds, the
avrov in this passage must be referred to Peter; and Justin,
therefore, seems to ascribe the Memoirs to that Apostle, and to
speak of a Gospel of Peter.* Some critics maintain that the
avrov does not refer to Peter, but to Jesus, or, more probable
still, that it should be amended to aiVivww, and apply to the
Apostles. The great majority, however, are forced to admit the
reference of the Memoirs to Peter, although they explain it, as we
shall see, in different ways. It is argued by some that this expres-
sion is used when Justin is alluding to the change of name, not
only of Peter, but of the sons of Zebedee, the narrative of which
isonly found in the Gospel according to Mark. Now, Mark was
held by many of the Fathers to have been the mere mouthpiece
of Peter, and to have written at his dictation ;} so that, in fact, in
calling the second Gospel by the name of the Apostle Peter, they
argue, Justin merely adopted the tradition current in the early
Church, and referred to the Gospel now known as the Gospel
according to Mark. It must be evident, however, that, after
admitting that Justin speaks of the Memoirs “ of Peter,” it is
hasty in the extreme to conclude from the fact that the

' Ktti TO (1tfix fMTwvofjuiKfrai outox llerpox era twx iirooThXuv, eai yeyp&fp-
9at (T roil d.TOfixTjfiovivfiao'LX avrov yeyenj/iexox kal tovto, fieri toI' «oi i\\ovt
600 d&c\$ous vlovs 7.e*eSalou fixras fieruxofiaice'xai dvifian tov Boavepyls, S otix
I'ioi tipoxTT}, k.t. X  Dial. 106.

*In the course of explorations in Egypt in 1886-87 the fragment of a
Gospel was discovered at AkhmlIm, the peculiarities of which leave little
doubt that it is part of a “ Gospel according to Peter,” and bears singular
analogies to Justin’s Memoirs, for it is written in the first person : “ I, Simon
Peter,” etc. The fragment is too short to permit any considerable comparison
with Justin’s quotations, but some remarkable coincidences exist, and many
critics, amongst whom may be mentioned Harnack, Hilgenfeld, J. Rendel
Harris, Lods, and Van Manen, consider that this Gospel was used by Justin.
For full particulars see The Gospel According to Peter, which we separately
published 1894 (Longmans, Green, & Co.).

3 Eusebius, H. E., ii. 15, iii. 39, v. 8, vi. 14, 25 ; Irennsus, Adv. Htrr.,
iii. 1. § I ; Tertullian, Adv. Marc., iv. 5; Hieron. De Vir. Ill., I. Cf.
Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i., p. 375.
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mention of the sons of Zebedee being sumamed Boanerges is only
recorded in Mark iii. 17, and not in the other canonical Gospels,
that, therefore, the Memoirs of Peter and our Gospel according to
Mark are one and the same. We shall, hereafter, in examining
the testimony of Papias, see that the Gospel according to Mark,
of which the Bishop of Hierapolis speaks, was not our canonical
Mark at all. It would be very singular indeed,-on this hypothesis,
that Justin should not have quoted a single passage from the only
Gospel whose author he names, and the number of times he seems
to quote from a Petrine Gospel, which was quite different from
Mark, confirms the inference that he cannot possibly here refer to
our second Gospel. It is maintained, therefore, by numerous
other critics that Justin refers to a Gospel according to Peter or
according to the Hebrews, and not to Mark.

We learn from Eusebius that Serapion, who became Bishop of
Antioch about at> 190, composed a book on the Gospel,
called *“according to Peter” {ittpl tov ktyo/jivov Kara Yltrpov
tmyytAtov), which he found in circulation in his diocese. At
first Serapion had permitted the use of this Gospel, as it evidently
was much prized, but he subsequently condemned it as a work
favouring Docetic views, and containing many things superadded
to the Doctrine of the Saviour.l Origen likewise makes mention
of the Gospel according to Peter (to? ortytypapptvov Kara.
Uerpov (vayyikiov) as agreeing with the tradition of the
Hebrews.” But its relationship to the Gospel according to the
Hebrews becomes more clear when Theodoret states that the
Nazarenes made use of the Gospel according to Peter,3 for we
know by the testimony of the Fathers generally that the Nazarene
Gospel was that commonly called the Gospel according to the
Hebrews (EmyyeAiov ku8 ‘E/Jxu'oi>s). The same Gospel was in
use amongst the Ebionites, and in fact, as almost all critics
are agreed, the Gospel according to the Hebrews, under various
names, such as the Gospel according to Peter, according to the
Apostles, the Nazarenes, Ebionites, Egyptians, &c., with modi-
fications certainly, but substantially the same work, was circulated
very widely throughout the early Church.4 A quotation occurs
in the so-called Epistle of Ignatius to the Smymaeans, to which

' Eusebius, H. E., vi. 12; cf. Hieron., De Vir. lll., 41.

2 Ad. Matt. xiii. 54-56. He couples it with the Book of James, or the
Protevangclium Jacobi.

3 Hitret. Fab., ii. 2 ; cf. Hieron. lib. vi. Comment, in Ezech. xviii., in Matt,
xii. 13 ; De Vir. Ill., 2. The Marcosians also used this Gospel, and we have
seen them in agreement with Justin’s quotation ; cf. p. 254 ff.

4 Eusebius, H. E., iii. 25; Epiphanius, Her., xxx. 13; Hieron., Adv.
Pelag., iii. 1, ad Matt. vi. it, xii. 13, xxiii. 35 ; Theodoret, Hard. Fab., ii. 2;
Ambrose, Proem. Ev. Luca.
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we have already referred, which is said by Origen to be in the
work called the Teaching of Peterl(Aisa”rj IUrpov), but Jerome
states that it is taken from the Hebrew Gospel of the Nazarenes.4
Delitzsch finds traces of the Gospel according to the Hebrews
before a.da. 130 in the Talmud.3 Eusebius4 informs us that
Papias narrated a story regarding a woman accused before the
Lord of many sins which was contained in the Gospel according
to the Hebrews.5 The same writer likewise states that Hegesippus,
who came to Rome and commenced his public career under
Anicetus, quoted from the same Gospel.6 The evidence of this
“ancient and apostolic ” man is very important, for, although he
evidently attaches great value to tradition, does not seem to
know of any canonical Scriptures of the New Testament, and, like
Justin, apparently rejected the Apostle Paul, he still regarded the
Gospel according to the Hebrews with respect, and probably
made exclusive use of it. The best critics consider that this
Gospel was the evangelical work used by the author of the
Clementine Homilies.  Cerinthus and Carpocrates made use of
a form of it,7and there is good reason to suppose that Tatian,
like his master Justin, used the same Gospel; indeed, his Diates-
saron, we are told, was by some called the Gospel according to
the Hebrews.8 Clement of Alexandria quotes it as an authority,
with quite the same respect as the other Gospels. He says: “So
also in the Gospel according to the Hebrews : ‘He who wonders
shall reign,” it is written, ‘and he who reigns shall rest.”® A form
of this Gospel, “according to the Egyptians,” is quoted in the
second Epistle of pseudo-Clement of Rome, as we are informed
by the Alexandrian Clement, who likewise quotes the same
passage.1l0 Origen frequently made use of the Gospel according
to the Hebrews,” and that it long enjoyed great consideration in

1De Princip. Prcef., § 8.

2 Hieron., Proem, in Esaia, xviii., De Vir. Ill., 16; cf. Fabricius, Cod.
Apocr. N. T. i, p. 359 f. A similar passage was in the Klipvyua IUrpov.
cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 249. Credner, Beitrcige, i., p. 407 f

3 Tract. Sabbath, f. 116; Delitzsch, N. Unters. Ensl. kan. Ew., p. 18.

4 Eusebius, H. E., iii. 39.

5 This is generally believed to be the episode inserted in the fourth Gospel,
viiL 1-11, but not originally belonging to it.

6 Eusebius, H. E., iv. 22.

7 Epiphanius, Hoer., xxvii. 5, ¢f. xxx. 26, xxx. 14. Cf. De Wette, Einl.
N. E., p. 1i6f., 119; Schwegler, Das muhap. Zeit., i., p. 204.

* Epiphanius, Herr., xlvi. 1.

* 5 ear rip raff ’Eftpalous (vayyfXlip “ 0 Sav/ibaat rfcKriXeiwt,” ybyparrau,

“red b faai\cv<rtu araTavtijoertu.” Clem. Al., Strom., ii. 9, § 45.

* 2 Ep. ad Corinth., xii. ; cf. Clem. Al., Strom., iii. 9, § 13.

" Evangelium quoque, quod appellatur secundum Hebrceos......quo et
Origenes scepe utitur. Hieron. De Vir. Ill., 2 ; Origen, in /oh., vol. iv., 63,
Matt. xix. 19, vol. iii.'p. 771, etc.
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the Church is proved by the fact that Theodoret found it in
circulation not only amongst heretics, but also amongst orthodox
Christian communities Jm and even in the fourth century Eusebius
records doubts as to the rank of this Gospel amongst Christian
books, speaking of it under the second class in which some
reckoned the Apocalypse of John.” Later still Jerome translated
it ;3 whilst Nicephorus inserts it, in his Stichometry, not amongst
the Apocrypha, but amongst the Antilegomena, or merely doubtful
books of the New Testament, along with the Apocalypse of John.
In such repute was this Gospel amongst the earliest Christian
communities that it was generally believed to be the original of
the Greek Gospel of Matthew. Irenaeus states that the Ebionites
used solely the Gospel according to Matthew and reject the
Apostle Paul, asserting that he was an apostate from the law™
We know from statements regarding the Ebionites5 that this
Gospel could not have been our Gospel according to Matthew,
and besides both Clement6 of Alexandria and Origen7 call it the
Gospel according to the Hebrews. Eusebius, however, still more
clearly identifies it, as we have seen above. Repeating the
statements of lrenaeus, he says: “These indeed [the Ebionites]
thought that all the Epistles of the Apostle [Paul] should be
rejected, calling him an apostate from the law; making use only
of the Gospel according to the Hebrews, they took little
account of the rest.”8 Epiphanius calls both the Gospel of the
Ebionites and of the Nazarenes the “ Gospel according to the
Hebrews,” and also the Gospel according to Matthew,9 as does
also Theodoret.10 Jerome translated the Gospel according to the
Hebrews both into Greek and Latin,” and it is clear that his
belief was that this Gospel, a copy of which he found in the
library collected at Caesarea by the Martyr Pamphilus (+309), was
the Hebrew original of Matthew; and in support of this view he
points out that it did not follow the version of the LXX. in its
quotations from the Old Testament, but quoted directly from the

1Fab. Hier., i. 20; cf. Epiphanius,/ftcr., xlvi. I.

3 Eusebius, H.E.,iii. 25. 1l is very doubtful indeed whether he doesnot say
that some class it amongst the o/iokoyov/iera, whilst himself placing it in the
second class. Cf. Guericke, Gcsammtgesch. N. T., p. 219; Schwegler, Fas
naxhap. 7eitalter, i., p. 211, anm. |

3 De Vir. Ill., 2. * Adv. Hter., i. 26, §2; cf. iii. 12, § 7.

5 Origen, Contra Cels., v. 61; Eusebius, H. E., iii. 27.

6 Strom., ii. 9, §45.

7 InJoh. t. ii. 6 (Op. iv., p. 63 f.), Horn, in Jerem., xv. 4; cf. Hieron., in
Mich. vii. 6 ; in Es. xI. 12, De Vir. Ill., 2. 8H. E.,iii. 27.

9 Hirr., xxx. 3; cf. H<er. xxix. 9, xxx. 14. [OHer. Fab., ii. 1

" Evange/ium quoque, quod appellatur secundum Hebrceos, eta me nuper in
(];ritcum lalinumque sermoncm translatum est, quo et Origcnes setpe utitur, etc.

licron., De Vir. lll. 2; cf. Adr. Pelag., 1
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Hebrew.1 An attempt has been made to argue that, later, Jerome
became doubtful of this view, but it seems to us that this is not
the case, and certainly Jerome in his subsequent writings states
that it was generally held to be the original of Matthew.3 That
this Gospel was not identical with the Greek Matthew is evident
both from the quotations of Jerome and others, and also from the
fact that Jerome considered it worth while to translate it twice.
If the Greek Gospel had been an accurate translation of it, of
course there could not have been inducement to make another.
As we shall hereafter see, the belief was universal in the early
Church that Matthew wrote his Gospel in Hebrew. Attempts
have been made to argue that the Gospel according to the
Hebrews was first written in Greek and then translated into
Hebrew, but the reasons advanced seem quite insufficient and
arbitrary, and it is contradicted by the whole tradition of the
Fathers.

It is not necessary for our purpose to enter fully here into the
question of the exact relation of our canonical Gospel according
to Matthew to the Gospel according to the Hebrews. It is
sufficient for us to point out that we meet with the latter before
Matthew’s Gospel, and that the general opinion of the early
Church was that it was the original of the canonical Gospel. This
opinion, as Schweglers remarks, is supported by the fact that
tradition assigns the origin of both Gospels to Palestine, and that
both were intended for Jewish Christians, and exclusively used by
them  That the two works, however originally related, had by
subsequent manipulation become distinct, although still amidst
much variation preserving some substantial affinity, cannot be
doubted; and, in addition to the evidence already cited, we may
point out that in the Stichometry of Nicephorus the Gospel
according to Matthew is said to have 2,500 oti'xoi, whilst that
according to the Hebrews has only 2,200.

Whether this Gospel formed one of the writings of the 1:0AA0L
of Luke it is not our purpose to inquire ; but enough has been

1 Porro ipsum hebraicum ( Matthcei) habetur usque hodie in Casariensi
bibliotheca, quatn Pampkilus martyr * studiosissime confecit, mihi quoque
a Nazarctis qui in Bercta, urbe Syria hoc volumine utuntur, cUscribctidi
facultas fusty in quo animadvertendumt quod tibicunquc Evangelista sive
txpersona Domini Sa/vatoris veteris Scriptura testimoniis utitury non
%e/quatur LXX translatorum auctoritatem sed hebraicam. etc. De Vir.

3 In Evangeliojuxta Hebrceos quod Chaldaico quidem Syroque sermone sed
hebraicis Uteris scriptum esl, quo utuntur usque hodie Nazareni secundum
Apostolosy sive ut plerique autumant juxta Matthceum quod et in Casariensi
habetur Bibliotheca, narrat historiay etc. Hieron., Adv. Pelagy iii. 2; cf.

, in Esaiayxi. 2, ad. Matt. xii. 13.

3 Das nachap. Zeitaltery i., p. 241
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said to prove that it was one of the most ancient and most valued
evangelical works, and to show the probability that Justin Martyr,
a Jewish Christian living amongst those who are known to have
made exclusive use of this Gospel, may well, like his contemporary
Hegesippus, have used the Gospel according to the Hebrews ;
and this probability is, as we have seen, greatly strengthened by
the fact that many of his quotations agree with passages which we
know to have been contained in it; whilst, on the other hand,
almost all differ from our Gospels, presenting generally, however, a
greater affinity to the (k>spel according to Matthew, as we might
expect, than to the other two. It is clear that the title “ Gospel
according to the Hebrews ” cannot have been its actual super-
scription, but merely was a name descriptive of the readers for
whom it was prepared, or amongst whom it chiefly circulated, and
it is most probable that it originally bore no other title than “ The
Gospel ” (to eivLyyckiov), to which were added the different
designations under which we find it known amongst different com-
munities.1 We have already seen that Justin speaks of “ The
Gospel,” and seems to refer to the Memoirs of Peter, both
distinguishing appellations of this Gospel; but there is another of
the names borne by the “ Gospel according to the Hebrews,”
which singularly recalls the Memoirs of the Apostles, by which
Justin prefers to call his evangelical work. It was called the Gospel
according to the Apostles (evuyyeA.ot' Kara roi>s dtroo-roAovs),
and, in short, comparing Justin’s Memoirs with this Gospel, we find
at once similarity of contents, and even of name.3

It is not necessary, however, for the purposes of this examina-
tion to dwell more fully upon the question as to what specific
Gospel, now no longer extant, Justin employed. We have shown
that there is no evidence that he made use of any of our Gospels,
and he cannot, therefore, be cited even to prove their existence,
and much less to attest the authenticity and character of records
whose authors he does not once name. On the other hand, it has
been made evident that there were other Gospels, now lost, but
which then enjoyed the highest consideration, from which his
guotations might have been, and probably were, taken. We have
seen that Justin’s Memoirs of the Apostles contained facts of Gospel
history unknown to our Gospels, which were contained in apocry-
phal works, and notably in the Gospel according to the Hebrews;

' Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeitalter, i., p. 202 ; Baur, Unters. tan. Ew .,
P- 573-

3 Schwegler rightly remarks that if it can be shown that Justin even once
made use of the Gospel according to the Hebrews, or any other uncanonical
source, there is no ground for asserting that he may not always have done so.
Das nachap. Zeit, i., p. 229 f. j Crqdner, Beitrage, i., p. 229; Hilgenfeld, DU
Ew. Justin's, p. 256 f.
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that they further contained matter contradictory to our Gospels,
and sayings of Jesus not contained in them ; and that his quota-
tions, although so numerous, systematically vary from similar
passages in our Gospels. No theory of quotation from memory
can satisfactorily account for these phenomena, and the reasonable
conclusion is that Justin did not make use of our Gospels, but
quoted from another source. In no case can the testimony of
Justin afford the requisite support to the Gospels as records of
miracles and of a Divine Revelation.
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CHAPTER IV.
HEGESIPPUS—PAPIAS OF HIERAPOL1S

We now turn to Hegesippus, one of the contemporaries of Justin,
and, like him, a Palestinian Jewish Christian. Most of our
information regarding him is derived from Eusebius, who fortu-
nately gives rather copious extracts from his writings. Hegesippus
was bom in Palestine, of Jewish parents,1 and in all probability
belonged to the primitive community of Jerusalem. In order to
make himself thoroughly acquainted with the state of the Church,
he travelled widely and came to Rome when Anicetus was Bishop.
Subsequently he wrote a work of historical Memoirs, virofiinjuaTa,
in five books, and thus became the first ecclesiastical historian of
Christianity. This work is lost, but portions have been preserved
to us by Eusebius, and one other fragment is also extant. It must
have been, in part at least, written after the succession of
Eleutherus to the Roman bishopric (a.d. 177-193), as that event
is mentioned in the book itself, and his testimony is allowed by all
critics to date from an advanced period of the second half of the
second century.

The testimony of Hegesippus is of great value, not only as that
of a man born near the primitive Christian tradition, but also as
that of an intelligent traveller amongst many Christian com-
munities.  Eusebius evidently held him in high estimation as
recording the unerring tradition of the Apostolic preaching in the
most simple style of composition,2and as a writer of authority who
was “ contemporary with the first successors of the Apostles 3
(ejrl rijs ipWTTjs tww otiotto\l w yevofitvos — SiaSonijs).  Any
indications, therefore, which we may derive from information
regarding him, and from the fragments of his writings which
survive, must be of peculiar importance for our inquiry.

As might have been expected from a convert from Judaism*
(irarurTcvKtos ‘E/SpatW), we find in Hegesippus manifest
evidences of general tendency to the Jewish side of Christianity.
For him, “ James, the brother of the Lord,” was the chief of the

1 Eusebius, H. E., iv. 22.

3 rrji* awXavij xapddoaiP rov cltootoXikou Kypvyp.arot dTXowrrdrfl <rvrrafet
ypa<f>r}| uTO/uvTjl/iarurajuevoy, k.t.X EUSEbiUS, H. E., iV.s.

3 Eusebius, H" E ., ii. 23 : cf. Hieron. De Vir. Ill., 22.

4 Eusebius, H. E .t iv. 22.

268
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Apostles, and he states that he had received the government of
the Church after the death of Jesus.1 The account which he gives
of him is remarkable. “ He was holy from his mother’s womb.
He drank neither wine nor strong drink, nor ate he any living
thing. A razor never went upon his head, he anointed not
himself with oil, and did not use a bath. He alone was allowed
to enter into the Holies. For he did not wear woollen garments,
but linen. And he alone entered into the Sanctuary, and was
wont to be found upon his knees seeking forgiveness on behalf of
the people ; so that his knees became hard like a camel’s, through
his constant kneeling in supplication to God, and asking for
forgiveness for the people. In consequence of his exceeding
great righteousness he was called Righteous and ‘Oblias,” that is,
Protector of the people and Righteousness, as the prophets
declare concerning him,”2and so on. Throughout the whole of
his account of James, Hegesippus describes him as a mere Jew,
and as frequenting the temple, and even entering the Holy of
Holies as a Jewish High Priest. Whether the account be
apocryphal or not is of little consequence here; it is clear that
Hegesippus sees no incongruity in it, and that the difference
between the Jew and the Christian was extremely small. The
head of the Christian community could assume all the duties of
the Jewish High Priest,3and his Christian doctrines did not offend
more than a small party amongst the Jews.

We are not, therefore, surprised to find that his rule (xaiw)
of orthodoxy in the Christian communities which he visited was
“the Law, the Prophets, and the Lord.” Speaking of the result
of his observations during his travels, and of the succession of
Bishops in Rome, he says: “The Corinthian Church has
continued in the true faith until Primus, now Bishop of Corinth.
I conversed with him on my voyage to Rome, and stayed many days
with the Corinthians, during which time we were refreshed together
with true doctrine. Arrived in Rome, | composed the succession
until Anicetus, whose deacon was Eleutherus. After Anicetus
succeeded Soter, and afterwards- Eleutherus. But with every
succession, and in every city, that prevails which the Law, and
the Prophets, and the Lord enjoin.”* The test of true doctrine
(opdos Aoyos) with Hegesippus, as with Justin, therefore, is no
New Testament Canon, which does not yet exist for him, but the
Old Testament, the only Holy Scriptures which he acknowledges,
and the words of the Lord himself, which, as in the case of

1 Eusebios, H. £., ii. 23. 2 Euseb., H. £., ii. 23.

3 Epiphanius also has the tradition that James alone, as High Priest, once a
year went into the Holy of Holies. Hter., Ixxviii. 13; cf. 14; xxix. 4.

4 Eusebius, H. £., iv. 22.
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Jewish Christians like Justin, were held to be established
by, and in direct conformity with, the Old Testament. He
carefully transmits the unerring tradition of apostolic preaching
(ti]v airXavij TrapaSowiv rod djroo-roAtKoi KjjpvypaTos), but he
apparently knows nothing of any canonical series even of apostolic
epistles.

The care with which Eusebius searches for information regard-
ing the books of the New Testament in early writers, and his
anxiety to produce any evidence concerning their composition
and authenticity, render his silence upon the subject almost as
important as his distinct utterance when speaking of such a man
as Hegesippus. Now, while Eusebius does not mention that
Hegesippus refers to any of our canonical Gospels or Epistles, he
very distinctly states that he made use in his writings of the
“ Gospel according to the Hebrews ™ (Ik re tov rati’ "Efipauns
€i<ayytkiov....... ru'd TiOrfriv). It may be well, however, to
give his remarks in a consecutive form. “ He sets forth some
matters from the Gospel according to the Hebrews and the Syriac,
and particularly from the Hebrew language, showing that he was a
convert from among the Hebrews, and other things he records
as from unwritten Jewish tradition. And not only he, but also
Irenaeus, and the whole body of the ancients, called the Proverbs
of Solomon : all-virtuous Wisdom. And regarding the so-called
Apocrypha, he states that some of them had been forged in his
own time by certain heretics.”1

It is clear that Eusebius, who quotes with so much care the
testimony of Papias, a man of whom he speaks disparagingly,
regarding the composition of the first two Gospels, would not have
neglected to have availed himself of the evidence of Hegesippus,
for whom he has so much respect, had that writer furnished him
with any opportunity, and there can be no doubt that he found no
facts concerning the origin and authorship of our Gospels in his
writings. It is, on the other hand, reasonable to infer that
Hegesippus exclusively made use of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, together with unwritten tradition. In the passage
regarding the Gospel according to the Hebrews, as even Lardner2
conjectures, the text of Eusebius is in all probability confused, and
he doubtless said what Jerome later found to be the fact, that
“the Gospel according to the Hebrews is written in the Chaldaic
and Syriac (or Syro-Chaldaic) language, but with Hebrew
characters.”3 It is in this sense that Rufinus translates it. It

1H. E., iv. 22.
2 Credibility, etc., Works, ii., p. 144.

3 In Evangeliojuxta Hebraos quod Chaldaico quidem Syroque sermone sed
hebraicis literis scriptum est, etc. Adv. Pelag., iii. I.

Digitized byk jO O Q le



HEGESIPPUS *7i

may not be inappropriate to point out that fragments of the
Gospel according to the Hebrews which have been preserved
show the same tendency to give some pre-eminence to James
amongst the Apostles which we observe in Hegesippus.l It has
been argued by a few that the words, *“ and regarding the so-called
Apocrypha, he states that some of them had been forged in his
own times by certain heretics,” are contradictory to his attributing
authority to the Gospel according to the Hebrews, or at least that
they indicate some distinction amongst Christians between recog-
nised and apocryphal works. The apocryphal works referred to,
however, are clearly Old Testament Apocrypha.2 The words are
introduced by the statemeut that Hegesippus records matters “ as
from unwritten Jewish tradition,” and then proceeds, “and not
only he, but also lIrenaeus and the whole body of the ancients,
called the Proverbs of Solomon: all-virtuous wisdom.” Then
follow the words, “ And with regard to the so-called Apocrypha,”
etc., evidently passing from the work just mentioned to the Old
Testament Apocrypha, several of which stand also in the name of
Solomon, and it is not improbable that amongst these were
included the Ascensio Esaiie and the Apocalypsis Elite, to which is
referred a passage which Hegesippus, in a fragment preserved by
Photius,” strongly repudiates. As Hegesippus does not, so far as
we know, mention any canonical work of the New Testament, but
takes as his rule of faith the Law, the Prophets, and the words of
the Lord, probably as he finds them in the Gospel according to
the Hebrews, quotes also Jewish tradition and discusses the
Proverbs of Solomon, the only possible conclusion at which we
can reasonably arrive is that he spoke of Old Testament Apocrypha.
There cannot be a doubt that Eusebius would have recorded
his repudiation of New Testament “ Apocrypha,” regarding which
he so carefully collects information, and his consequent recognition
of New Testament canonical works implied in such a distinction.
We must now see how far in the fragments of the works of
Hegesippus which have been preserved to us there are references
to assist our inquiry. In his account of certain surviving members
of the family of Jesus who were brought before Domitian,
Hegesippus says : “ For Domitian feared the appearing of the
Christ as much as Herod.”4 It has been argued that this may be
an allusion to the massacre of the children by Herod related in

1 Cf. Hieron. De Vir. Il/., 2.

* Even Dr. Westcott admits : “ There is indeed nothing to show distinctly
that he refers to the apocryphal books of the New Testament, but there is
nothing to limit his words to the Old” (On the Canon, p. 184).

3 Bib/., 232 ; cf. Routh, Reliq. Sacra, 1846, i., p. 281 f.

4 e(fiofteiro ydp rrjp rapovolav rov Xpurrov, ws kol Hpwdrjs. Euseb., H. £.,

iii. 2a
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Matt, ii., more especially as it is doubtful whether the parallel
account to that contained in the first two chapters of the first
Gospel existed in the oldest forms of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews.1 But the tradition which has been preserved in our
first Synoptic may have formed part of many other evangelical
works, in one shape or another, and certainly cannot be claimed
with reason exclusively for that Gospel. This argument, there-
fore, has no weight, and it obviously rests upon the vaguest
conjecture.

The principal passages which apologists2adduce as references
to our Gospels occur in the account which Hegesippus gives of
the martyrdom of James the Just. The first of these is the reply
which James is said to have made to the Scribes and Pharisees:
“Why do ye ask me concerning Jesus the Son of Man? He sits
in heaven on the right hand of great power, and is about to come
on the clouds of heaven.”* This is compared with Matt. xxvi. 64 :
“ From this time ye shall see the Son of Man sitting on the right
hand of power and coming on the clouds of heaven.”4 It is not
necessary to point out the variations between these two passages,
which are obvious. If we had not the direct intimation that
Hegesippus made use of the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
which no doubt contained this passage, it would be apparent
that a man who valued tradition so highly might well have
derived it from that source. This is precisely one of those
sayings which were most current in the early Church, whose
hope and courage were sustained amid persecution and suffer-
ing by such Chiliastic expectations, with which, according to
the apostolic injunction, they comforted each other.* In any case,
the words do not agree with the passage in the first Gospel; and
with such discrepancy, without any evidence that Hegesippus
knew anything of our Gospels, but, on the contrary, with
the knowledge that he made use of the Gospel according to
the Hebrews, we must decide that any such quotations must rather
be derived from it than from our Gospels.

It is scarcely necessary to say anything regarding the phrase,
“for we and all the people testify to thee that thou art just, and
that thou respectest not persons.”6 Dr. Westcott points out

1 Cf. Epiphanius, Herr., xxix. 9; Hieron., De Vir. ///.,8, Comm, ad Malt.
ii. 6, xii. 13, ad Es. xi. | ; ad Habac., iii. 3.

2 Westcott, On the Canon, p. 182, note 4.

3 Ti fie IreparraTC Tcpl 'lijffou roe LiG roe dvdpurrov ; icai auris tddprai b Tip
gvparip b Se(iuy rijs peyaX-qt Suvdpeut, Kod /UXXfi tpxrodai nrt rsr yeifxXwy rot’
oilpayov. Euseb., H. £., ii. 23.

4 dr’ Aprt 6dcede rby vidr too arOpilnrov Ka&qptvoy b 3efiwy ttjs ivraptut teal
ipX&ptvor irl rur reipcXwr too odparoll ~ Matt. xxvi. 64

3 | Thess. iv. 18. 6 Euseb., H. E., ii 23.
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that Kal ov kapfiavus jrpocronrov only occurs in Luke xx. 21,
and Galatians ii. 6 but the similarity of this single phrase, which
is not given as a quotation, but in a historical form put into the
mouth of those who are addressing James, cannot be accepted
as evidence of a knowledge of Luke. The episode of the
tribute money is generally ascribed to the oldest form of
the Gospel history, and, although the other two Synoptics3 read
fikeircis tl; for Aa/x/Bav<is, there is no ground for asserting
that some of the woXXoi who preceded Luke did not use the
latter form, and as little for asserting that it did not so stand, for
instance, in the Gospel according to the Hebrews. The employ-
ment of the same expression in the Epistle, moreover, at once
deprives the Gospel of any individuality in its use.

Hegesippus represents the dying James as kneeling down and
praying for those who were stoning him : “ | beseech (thee), Lord
God Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do”
(llapaKaXxo), Kvpit Gee jrorep, abes axrrdiv o> yap olSatri
tl TotoiVtv).3 This is compared with the prayer which Luke4
puts into the mouth of Jesus on the cross : “Father, forgive
them, for they know not what they do” (Ylartp, acjxq adrots-
@ yap oi&atriv ri TToioinriv), and it is assumed from this
partial coincidence that Hegesippus was acquainted with the third
of our canonical Gospels. We are surprised to see an able and
accomplished critic like Hilgenfeld adopting such a conclusion
without either examination or argument of any kind.5 Such a
deduction is totally unwarranted by the facts of the case, and if
the partial agreement of a passage in such a Father with a
historical expression in a Gospel which, alone out of many
previously existent, has come down to us can be considered evi-
dence of the acquaintance of the Father with that particular
Gospel, the function of criticism is at an end.

It may here be observed that the above passage of Luke xxiii.
34 is omitted altogether from the Vatican MS. and Codex D
(Bezte), and in the Codex Sinaiticus its position is of a very
doubtful character.5 The Codex Alexandrinus which contains it

' On the Canon, p. 182, note 4. 3 Matt. xxii.16 ; Mark xii. 14.

3 Euseb., H. E., ii. 23. 4 xxiii. 34.

5 Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1863, p. 354, p. 360, anm. | ; Die Ew. Justin's,
p 369 ; Der Kanon, p. 28. In each of these places the bare assertion is
made, and the reader is referred to the other passages. In fact, there is
merely a circle of references to mere unargued assumptions. Bunsen (Bibel-
wert, viii.,, p. 543) repeats the assertion of Hilgenfeld, and refers to the
passages above, where, however, as we have stated, no attempt whatever is
made to establish the truth of the assumption. Cf. Scholten, Die alt. Zeug-
msse, p. 19; Het Paulin. Evangelie, p. 3.

6 The passage is put within brackets by Lachmann, and within double
brackets by Westcott and Hort.

T
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omits the word vartp.1 Luke’s Gospel was avowedly composed
after many other similar works were already in existence, and we
know from our Synoptics how closely such writings often followed
each other, and drew from the same sources.2 If any historical
character is conceded to this prayer of Jesus, it is natural to
suppose that it must have been given in at least some of these
numerous Gospels which have unfortunately perished. No one
could reasonably assert that our third Gospel is the only one
which ever contained the passage. It would be unwarrantable to
affirm, for instance, that it did not exist in the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, which Hegesippus employed. On the supposition
that the passage is historical, which apologists at least will not
dispute, what could be more natural or probable than that such a
prayer, “emanating from the innermost soul of Jesus,”3 should
have been adopted under similar circumstances by James his
brother and successor, who certainly could not have derived it
from Luke. The tradition of such words, expressing so much of
the original spirit of Christianity, setting aside for the moment
written Gospels, could scarcely fail to have remained fresh in the
mind of the early Church, and more especially in the primitive
community among whom they were uttered, and of which Hege-
sippus was himself a later member; and they would certainly
have been treasured by one who was so careful a collector and
transmitter of “ the unerring tradition of the apostolic preaching.”
No saying is more likely to have been preserved by tradition, both
from its own character, brevity, and origin, and from the circum-
stances under which it was uttered, and there can be no reason
for limiting it amongst written records to Luke’s Gospel. The
omission of the prayer from very important codices of Luke
further weakens the claim of that Gospel to the passage. Beyond
these general considerations, however, there is the important and
undoubted fact that the prayer which Hegesippus represents
James as uttering does not actually agree with the prayer of Jesus in
the third Gospel. So far from proving the use of Luke, therefore, this
merely fragmentary and partial agreement, on the contrary, rather
proves that he did not know that Gospel, for on the supposition of
his making use of the third Synoptic at all for such a purpose, and not
simply giving the prayer which James may in reality have uttered,
why did he not quote the prayer as he actually found it in Luke?

* The Clementine Homilies give the prayer of Jesus : ndrep, Sjpes avroti
ris ApapWas avrwr, k.t.X. Horn,, xi. 20.

2 The passage we are considering was certainly not an original addition by
the author of our present third gospel, but was derived from earlier sources.
Cf. Ewald, Die drei ersten Ew ., p. J50.

3“ Gam aus dem innersten Geiste Jesus’ geschSpft." Ewald, Die drei erst.
Ew., p. 361
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We have still to consider a fragment of Hegesippus preserved to
us by Stephanus Gobarus, a learned monophysite of the sixth
century, which reads as follows : “That the good things prepared
for the righteous neither eye saw/, nor ear heard, nor entered they
into the heart of man. Hegesippus, however, an ancient and
apostolic man, how moved | know not, says in the fifth book of
his Memoirs that these words are vainly spoken, and that those
who say these things give the lie to the divine writings and to the
Lord, saying : ‘Blessed are your eyes that see, and your ears that
hear,”” etc. (Maxaptoi ol o<fc&akfiol ifiwv ol /3A«tovt, Kal rd sta
vkov ra aKovovra, Kal ra tfijs).1 We believe that we have here an
expression of the strong prejudice against the Apostle Paul and
his teaching, which continued for so long to prevail amongst
Jewish Christians, and which is apparent in many writings of that
period. The quotation of Paul, 1 Cor. ii. 9, differs materially
from the Septuagint version of the passage in Isaiah Ixiv. 4, and,
as we have seen, the same passage quoted by Clement of Rome,2
differs both from the version of the LXX. and from the epistle,
although closer to the former. Jerome, however, found the
passage in the apocryphal work called Ascensio Esaiap and
Origen, Jerome, and others, likewise ascribe it to the Apocafypsis
Elia.* This, however, does not concern us here, and we have
merely to examine the “saying of the Lord,” which Hegesippus
opposes to the passage : “ Blessed are your eyes that see and your
ears that hear.” This is compared with Matt. xiii. 16, “ But
blessed are your eyes, for they see, and your ears, for they hear”
(vfuov Si fuiKapiot ol of0aKpol on \ewoviriv, Kal ra wra vfuov oti
oKovovo-tv), and also with Luke x. 23, “ Blessed are the eyes which
see the things that ye see,” etc. We need not point out that the
saying referred to by Hegesippus, whilst conveying the same sense
as that in the two Gospels, differs from them both as they do from
each other, and as we might expect a quotation taken from a different
though kindred source, like the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
to do. The whole of the passages which we have examined,
indeed, exhibit the same natural variation.

We have already referred to the expressions of Hegesippus
regarding the heresies in the early Church : “ From these sprang
the false Christs, and false prophets, and false apostles, who divided
the unity of the Church by corrupting doctrines concerning God
and his Christ.”* We have shown how this recalls quotations in
Justin of sayings of Jesus foreign to our Gospels, in common
with similar expressions in the Clementine Homilies,b Apostolic

' Photius, Bibl. Cod., 232, col. 893.

3 Ep. ad Corinth, xxxiv. * Comm. Es., Ixiv. 4.
4 Cf. Cotelerius, Pair. Apost., inmtis ad. Constit. Apost., vi. 16.
5 Euseb., H. E., iv. 22. 6 xvi. 21.

Digitized byk jO O Q le



% SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Constitutions,1 and Clementine Recognitions* and we need not
discuss the matter further. This community of reference, in a
circle known to have made use of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, to matters foreign to our Synoptics, furnishes collateral
illustration of the influence of that Gospel.

Tischendorf, who so eagerly searches for every trace, real or
imaginary, of the use of our Gospels and of the existence of a New
Testament Canon, passes over in silence, with the exception of a
short note3 devoted to the denial that Hegesippus was opposed to
Paul, this first writer of Christian Church history, whose evidence,
could it have been adduced, would have been so valuable. He
does not pretend that Hegesippus made use of the canonical
Gospels, or knew of any other Holy Scriptures than those of the
Old Testament; but, on the other hand, he does not mention that
he possessed, and quoted from, the Gospel according to the
Hebrews. There is no reason for supposing that Hegesippus
found a New Testament Canon in any of the Christian commu-
nities which he visited, and such a rule of faith certainly did not
yet exist in Rome in a.d. 160-170. There is no evidence
to show that Hegesippus recognised any other evangelical
work than the Gospel according to the Hebrews, as the written
source of his knowledge of the words of the Lord.

The testimony of Papias is of great interest and importance in
connection with our inquiry, inasmuch as he is the first ecclesi-
astical writer who mentions the tradition that Matthew and Mark
composed written records of the life and teaching of Jesus; but
no question has been more continuously contested than that of
the identity of the works to which he refers with our actual
canonical Gospels. Papias was Bishop of Hierapolis, in Phrygia,4
in the first half of the second century, and is said to have suffered
martyrdom under Marcus Aurelius about a.d. 164-167.5 About
the middle of the second century he wrote a work in five books,
entitled ““ Exposition of the Lord’ Oracles 6 (Aoylwv icvpiaxiav
tEr}yrj<Tis), which, with the exception of a few fragments pre-
served to us chiefly by Eusebius and Irenteus, is, unfortunately,
no longer extant. In the preface to his book he stated : “ But |
shall not hesitate also to set beside my interpretations all that |
rightly learnt from the Presbyters, and rightly remembered,
earnestly testifying to their truth; for I was not, like the multitude,
taking pleasure in those who speak much, but in those who teach

1vi. 18 ; cf. 18. 3iv. 34.

3 Wann wurdcen, u. s. w., p. 19.

* Eusebius, H. E., iii. 36, 39; Hieron., De Vir. Ill., 18.

5 Chron. Pasch., i. 481. 6 Euseb., H. E., iii. 39.
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the truth; nor in those who relate alien commandments, but in
those who record those delivered by the Lord to the faith, and
which come from the truth itself. If it happened that anyone
came who had followed the Presbyters, | inquired minutely after
the words of the Presbyters, what Andrew or what Peter said, or
what Philip or what Thomas or James, or what John or Matthew,
or what any other of the disciples of the Lord, and what Aristion
and the Presbyter John, the disciples of the Lord, say ; for | held
that what was to be derived from books did not so profit me as
that from the living and abiding voice ”m (Oi ytip to. « tw
fiifikliDv T<xrovTov fit to<f>tXelv Inrtkapjiavov, cktov ra ja pa fwrrrjs

Kal ptvoi<cn)s). It is clear from this that Papias preferred
tradition to any written works with which he was acquainted,
that he attached little or no value to any Gospels with
which he had met,2 and that he knew nothing of canonical
Scriptures of the New Testament. His work was evidently
intended to furnish a collection of the discourses of Jesus
completed from oral tradition, with his own expositions; and
this Ls plainly indicated, both by his own words and by the state-
ments of Eusebius, who, amongst other things, mentions that
Papias sets forth strange parables of the Saviour, and teachings
of his from unwritten tradition (Ik trapasdcrewy uypa<f>ov)d It
is not, however, necessary to discuss more closely the nature of
the work, for there is no doubt that written collections of discourses
of Jesus existed before it was composed, of which it is probable
he made use.

The most interesting part of the work of Papias which is pre-
served to us is that relating to Matthew and Mark. After stating
that Papias had inserted in his book accounts of Jesus given by
Aristion, of whom nothing is known, and by the Presbyter John,
Eusebius proceeds to extract a tradition regarding Mark communi-
cated by the latter. There has been much controversy as to the
identity of the Presbyter John, some affirming him to have been

' Eusebius, H. £., iii. 39.

” With reference to the last sentence of Papias, Tischendorf asks: “ What
hooks does he refer to here, perhaps our Gospels? According to the
expression this is not impossible, but from the whole character of the I>o00k in
the highest degree improbable” {IVann warden, u. s. w., p. 109). We
know little or nothing of the “ whole character” of the book, and what we
do know is contradictory to our Gospels. The natural and only reasonable
course is to believe the express declaration of Papias, more especially as it is
made, in this instance, as a prefatory statement of his belief.

3 H. £., iii. 39. Bleek (Einl. N. T., 1866, p. 94), Credner (Reitrdgt,
p. 23 f.; Gesrh. N. T. Kan., p. 27 f.), and others, consider that Papias used
oral tradition solely or mainly in his work. Hilgenfeld (Zcitschr. w. Theol.,
1875, P- 238 f.; Einl. N. T., 1875, p. S3 fF) and others suppose that the
Hebrew \6yia of Matthew were the Irnsis of his Exposition, together with
tradition, but that he did not use any of our Gospels.
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the Apostle, but the great majority of critics deciding that he was
a totally different person. Irenseus, who, sharing the Chiliastic
opinions of Papias, held him in high respect, boldly calls him
“the hearer of John” (meaning the Apostle) “and a companion
of Polycarp” (o ’hoawov ptv aicoitrr’s, HoXvKapirov Si eTafpos
ytyovu*;)but this is expressly contradicted by Eusebius,
who points out that, in the preface to his book, Papias by no
means asserts that he was himself a hearer of the Apostles, but
merely that he received their doctrines from those who had
personally known them f and, after making the quotation from
Papias which we have given above, he goes on to point out that
the name of John is twice mentioned—once together with Peter,
James, and Matthew and the other Apostles, “evidently the Evan-
gelist,” and the other John he mentions separately, ranking him
amongst those who are not Apostles, and placing Aristion before
him, distinguishing him clearly by the name of Presbyter.* He
further refers to the statement of the great Bishop of Alexandria,
Dionysius,4 that at Ephesus there were two tombs, each bearing
the name of John, thereby leading to the inference that there were
two men of the name.* There can be no doubt that Papias
himself, in the passage quoted, mentions two persons of the name
of John, distinguishing the one from the other, and classing the
one amongst the Apostles and the other after Aristion, an unknown
“disciple of the Lord,” and, but for the phrase of Irenaeus, so
characteristically uncritical and assumptive, there probably never
would have been any doubt raised as to the meaning of the
passage. The question is not of importance to us, and we may
leave it with the remark that a writer who suffered martyrdom
under Marcus Aurelius, c. a.d. 165, can scarcely have been a hearer
of the Apostles.6

The account which the Presbyter John is said to have given of
Mark’s Gospel is as follows : ““This also the Presbyter said :
Mark, having become the interpreter of Peter, wrote accurately
whatever he remembered, though he did not arrange in order the

1 Adv. Hter., v. 33, §4. 3 Eusebius, H. E., iii. 39.

3 Euseb., H. E., iii. 39. Cf. Hieron. De Vir. Ill., 18.

*1b., H. E., vii. Proem.

51b., vii. 25. Cf. Hieron. De Vir. 111, 9.

6 Ewald, Gesch. Voiles hr., vii., p. 226, anm. | ; Tischendorf, IVattn
wurden, u. s. re., p. 105. Dr. Lightfoot argues that the Chronicon Paschale,
from which this date is derived, has inserted the name of Papias in mistake
for Papylus, which stands in the History of Eusebius (iv. 15), from which, he
contends, the author of the Chronicle derived his information. He, there-
fore, concludes that the above date may henceforth I>e dismissed, and at once
proceeds in a singularly arbitrary manner to fix dates for the career of Papias
which he considers more acceptable. The matter does not require elaborate
argument here. Cf. Lightfoot, Contemp. Rev., 1875, p. 381 ff
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things which were either said or done by Christ. For he neither
heard the Lord, nor followed him; but afterwards, as | said,’
accompanied Peter, who adapted his teaching to the occasion, and
not as making a consecutive record of the lord’ oracles. Mark,
therefore, committed no error in thus writing down some things as
he remembered them. For of one point he was careful, to omit
none of the things which he heard, and not to narrate any of
them falsely.” These facts Papias relates concerning Mark.”2
The question to decide is, whether the work here described is our
canonical Gospel or not.

The first point in this account is the statement that Mark was
the interpreter of Peter (ep/ij/iveimjs lltrpou). Was he merely
the secretary of the Apostle, writing in a manner from his dictation,
or does the passage mean that he translated the Aramaic narrative
of Peter into Greek ? The former is the more probable supposi-
tion, and that which is most generally adopted; but the question
isnot material here. The connection of Peter with the Gospel
according to Mark was generally affirmed in the early Church, as
wes also that of Paul with the third Gospel,3 with the evident
purpose of claiming apostolic origin for all the canonical Gospels.3
Irenaeus says: “After their (Peter and Paul) decease, Mark, the
disciple and interpreter of Peter, delivered to us in writing that
which had been preached by Peter.”3 Eusebius quotes a similar
tradition from Clement of Alexandria, embellished, however, with
further particulars. He says: “..... The cause for which the
Gospel according to Mark was written was this: When Peter had

' Dr. Lightfoot (CoHtemp. Rev., 1875, p. 842), in the course of a highly
fanciful argument, says, in reference to this “as | said ”: “ It is quite clear
that Papias had already said something of the relations existing between St.
Peter and St. Mark previously to the extract which gives an account of the
Second Gospel, for he there refers back to a preceding notice.” It is quite
clear that he refers back, but only to the preceding sentence, in which he * had
already said something of the relations” in stating the fact that “ Mark,
having become the interpreter of Peter, wrote, etc.”

a “ Kat touQ' 6 rpeapurepoi eXeye. Mdpxor pie epprjeevTjjs Iltrpov yeeopieo*
*ra iperipbeevcree, iepifSSi eypatpee, o6 pie rot rafei t4 inrb rou Xpierrou %
btyStera f) rpaxOiera. 0Ortyip Ifxovjc rou Kvplov, oOrt raptjKoXoilSipree avrip-
fartpoe Si, thr (Ipne, tIfTpp, is rpbtt4i xptfar e'xotelro r4s SiSarKCiXlat, aXX’ oux
Cetrep <nirrajiv rwe KuptaKtee xoiovptem XSyme, 0>jrc ovSie ljpapre Mapxot, oSron
fria ypai®ar lit drepvijpietuaee. Eebsyip (Toii)raTo rpieman, rou pr/Sie He
faouae rapaXirete, r) illov<r<urdod ri ee au'rolt” Taira pie oCv UrrSpriTtu rf

Unrip rtpl tov Map/cov. Euseb., H. E ., iii. 39.
3 Irenteus, Adv. Hcer., iii. 1; cf. Eusebius, H. E., v. 8 ; Tertullian, Adv.
Mare., iv. 5; Origen, ap. Euseb., H. £., vi. 25; Eusebius, H. £., iii. 4;

Hieron. De Vir. ///., 7.

4 Cf. Tertullian, Adv. Marc., iv. 5.

* McrA di rrjp tovtup MdpKOt 6 puffijrTjs k<« “p/njpevrtjs Iltrpov, Kal
<thrd vt6 U.£€Tpov mjpiMTtrdp’pa eyypaujxds ijp.iP to paSeSuKe. Adv. iii.
M i; Euseb, H. £., v. 8.
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publicly preached the word at Rome, and proclaimed the Gospel
by the Spirit, those who were present, being many, requested
Mark, as he had followed him from afar, and remembered what
he had said, to write down what he had spoken; and, when he
had composed the Gospel, he gave it to those who had asked it
of him ; which, when Peter knew, he neither absolutely hindered
nor encouraged it.”1 Tertullian rep>eats the same tradition. He
says : “And the Gosp>el which Mark published may be affirmed to
be Peter’s, whose interpreter Mark was....... for it may rightly appear
that works which disciples publish are of their masters.”2 We
have it again from Origen : “The second (Gosp>el) is according to
Mark, written as Peter directed him.”3 Eusebius gives a more
detailed and advanced version of the same tradition. “ So much,
however, did the effulgence of piety illuminate the minds of those
(Romans) who heard Peter that it did not content them to hear
but once, nor to receive only the unwritten doctrine of the divine
teaching; but, with reiterated entreaties, they besought Mark, to
whom the Gospel is ascribed, as the compwinion of Peter, that he
should leave them a written record of the doctrine thus orally
conveyed. Nor did they cease their entreaties until they had
persuaded the man, and thus became the cause of the writing of
the Gospel called according to Mark. They say, moreover, that
the Apostle (Peter), having become aware, through revelation to
him of the Spirit, of what had been done, was delighted with the
ardour of the men, and ratified the work, in order that it might
be read in the churches. This narrative is given by Clement in
the sixth book of his Institutions, whose testimony is supported
by that of Papias, the Bishop of Hierapolis.”* The account given
by Clement, however, by no means contained these details, as we
have seen. In his Demonstration of the Gospel,, Eusebius, referring
to the same tradition, affirms that it was the modesty of Peter
which prevented his writing a Gospel himself.5 Jerome almost
rep>eats the preceding account of Eusebius: “ Mark, the disciple
and interpreter of Peter, being entreated by the brethren
of Rome, wrote a short Gospel according to what he had

1Tb Si Kardi Mdpicor ravrrjp i<rxiiirercu ttjp oUorofilar.  Too IUrpov SypMslqg ew
'Ptfyifl KTfpv*aPTos rbr Xdyop, real llrevfian rb evayyeXior e?ixbrrot, roin rapbrrat
roXXoth Srrai xaparaXiacu rbr MapJtor, 1 Sp &KoXovfHitTarTa avnp xbppuOtr kol
pep-vriniror tujp XexSevrup, araypd'f/ai rb elpTj/xera' xoi-qcarra Si rb evayyiXior,
JjueraSourcu roif Seo/xerois outov. "Orep €xiyvbpra rbv Herpop, xporprmKut
PINt€ ku)\v<tcu firfre xporpiYourOou. Euseb., H. E., vi. 14.

2 Licet et Marcus quod edidit Petri affirmetur, cujus interpres Marcus
....... Capit majistrorum videri, qua discipuli promulgarint» Adv. Marc.,

ok
IV\?wge&repop Si rb tcard Map*or, wt Ylirpos viptyrjtraro ar<> xoafoarta. Com-

ment. in Matt. Euseb., H. E., vi. 25
4 Euseb., H. E., ii. 15. 5 Demonstr. Evattg., iii. 5.
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received from Peter, which, when Peter heard, he approved,
and gave his authority for its being read in the churches, as
Clement writes in the sixth book of his Institutionsetc.
Jerome, moreover, says that Peter had Mark for an interpreter,
“whose Gospel was composed: Peter narrating and he writing™
(cujus evangelium Petro narrante et illo scribente compositum est).x
Itis evident that all these writers merely repeat with variations
the tradition regarding the first two Gospels which Papias origi-
nated. Irenaeus dates the writing of Mark after the death of
Peter and Paul in Rome. Clement describes Mark as writing
during Peter’s life, the Apostle preserving absolute neutrality. By the
time of Eusebius, however, the tradition has acquired new and
miraculous elements, and a more decided character; Peter is
made aware of the undertaking of Mark through a revelation of
the Spirit, and, instead of being neutral, is delighted, and lends
the work the weight of his authority. Eusebius refers to Clement
and Papias as giving the same account, which they do not, how-
ever, and Jerome merely repeats the story of Eusebius without
naming him ; and the tradition which he had embellished thus
becomes endorsed and perpetuated. Such is the growth of
tradition ;5 it is impossible to overlook the mythical character of
the information we possess as to the origin of the second canonical
Gospel.

In a Gospel so completely inspired by Peter as the tradition of
Papias and of the early Church indicates we may reasonably
expect to find unmistakeable traces of Petrine influence ; but, on
examination, it will be seen that these are totally wanting. Some
of the early Church did not fail to remark this singular discrepancy
between the Gospel and the tradition of its dependence on Peter,
and, in reply, Eusebius adopts an apologetic tone.4 For instance,
in the brief account of the calling of Simon in Mark, the dis-
tinguishing addition, “called Peter,” of the first Gospel is omitted,5
and, still more notably, the whole narrative of the miraculous
draught of fishes which gives the event such prominence in the
third Gospel.6 In Matthew, Jesus goes into the house of “ Peter”
to cure his wife’s mother of a fever, whilst in Mark it is “into the

1Dt Vir. 111, 8. * AdHedib., c. 2

3 A similar discrepancy of tradition is to be observed as to the place in
which the Gospel was written, Irenieus and others dating it from Rome, and
others (as Chrysostom, in Matt. Homil., i.) assigning it to Egypt. Indeed,
some MSS. of the second Gospel have the words eypatprj fr Alyvxry in
accordance with this tradition as to its origin. Cf. Scholz, Eitil. N. 71, i,
p. 201. Various critics have argued for its composition at Rome, Alexandria,
and Antioch. We do not go into the discussion as to whether Peter ever was
in Rome.

4 Dent. Ev.fiii. 3.

5Cf. Mark i. 16, 17; Matt. iv. 18. 6 Luke v. 1-11.
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house of Simon and Andrew,” the less honourable name being
still continued.1 Matthew commences the catalogue of the twelve
by the pointed indication : “ The first, Simon, who is called Peter,”
thus giving him precedence, whilst Mark merely says, “And Simon
he surnamed Peter.”3 The important episode of Peter’s walking
on the sea, of the first Gospel/ is altogether ignored by Mark. The
enthusiastic declaration of Peter, “ Thou art the Christ,”s is only
followed by the chilling injunction to tell no one, in the second
Gospel,6 whilst Matthew not only gives greater prominence to the
declaration of Peter, but gives the reply of Jesus, “ Blessed art
thou, Simon Bar-jona,” &c.—of which Mark apparently knows
nothing—and then proceeds to the most important episode in the
history of the Apostle, the celebrated words by which the surname
of Peter was conferred upon him: “And | say unto thee, that
thou art Peter, and upon this rock will I build my Church,” etc.?
The Gospel supposed to have been inspired by Peter, however,
totally omits this most important passage, as it also does the
miracle of the finding the tribute money in the fish’s mouth,
narrated by the first Gospel.8 Luke states that “ Peter and John”
are sent to prepare the Passover, whilst Mark has only “two
disciples and in the account of the last Supper, Luke gives the
address of Jesus to Peter: “Simon, Simon, behold Satan hath
desired to have you (all) that he may sift you as wheat; but |
have prayed for thee that thy faith fail not; and when thou art
converted, strengthen thy brethren.”10 Of this Mark does not say
aword. Again, after the denial, Luke reads: “ And the Lord
turned and looked upon Peter, and Peter remembered the word
of the Lord, etc., and Peter went out and wept bitterly whereas
Mark omits the reproachful look of Jesus, and makes the penitence
of Peter depend merely on the second crowing of the cock, and
further modifies the penitence by the omission of “bitterly”™—
“ And when he thought thereon, he wept.”I There are other
instances to which we need not refer. Not only are some of the
most important episodes in which Peter is represented by the other
Gospels as a principal actor altogether omitted, but throughout the
Gospel there is a total absence of anything which is specially
characteristic of Petrine influence and teaching. The argument
that these omissions are due to the modesty of Peter is quite
untenable, for not only does Irenaeus, the most ancient authority

1 Mark i. 29. 1Matt. x. 2.

3 Mark iii. 16. *Matt. xiv. 22-33.
5 Matt, adds, “ the son of the living God,” xvi. 16.

6 Mark viii. 27-30; cf. Baur, Das Markus Ev., p. 133.

7 Matt. xvi. 16-19. 8Matt. xvii. 24-27.
9 Luke xxii. 8 ; Mark xiv. 13. IOLuke xxii. 31, 32.
" />, 61, 62 ; cf. Matt.xxvi. 75. PMark xiv. 27.
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on the point, state that this Gospel was only written after the death
of Peter,1 but also there is no modesty in omitting passages of
importance in the history of Jesus, simply because Peter himself
wes in some way concerned in them, or, for instance, in decreasing
his penitence for such a denial of his master, which could not
but have filled a sad place in the Apostle’s memory. On the other
hand, there is no adequate record of special matter, which the
intimate knowledge of the doings and sayings of Jesus possessed
by Peter might have supplied, to counterbalance the singular
omissions. There is much more of the spirit of Peter in the
first Gospel than there is in the second. The whole internal evi-
dence, therefore, shows that this part of the tradition of the
Presbyter John transmitted by Papias does not apply to our
Gospel.

The discrepancy is still more marked when we compare
with our actual second Gospel the account of the work of
Mark which Papias received from the Presbyter. Mark wrote
doan from memory some parts (evia) of the teaching of Peter
regarding the life of Jesus, but as Peter adapted his instructions
to the actual circumstances (irpds ras xP*ta®>and did not give
a consecutive report (<rvn-ofis) of the sayings or doings of
Jesus, Mark was only careful to be accurate, and did not trouble
himself to arrange in historical order (tafn) his narrative of the
things which were said and done by Jesus, but merely wrote down
facts as he remembered them. This description would lead us
toexpect a work composed of fragmentary reminiscences of the
teaching of Peter, without regular sequence or connection. The
absence of orderly arrangement is the most prominent feature in
the description, and forms the burden of the whole. Mark writes
“what he remembered ”; “ he did not arrange in order the things
that were either said or done by Christ.” And then follow the
apologetic expressions of explanation—he was not himself a hearer
or follower of the Lord, but derived his information from the
occasional preafching of Peter, who did not attempt to give a con-
secutive narrative. Now, it is impossible in the work of Mark,
here described, to recognise our present second Gospel, which
does not depart in any important degree from the order of the
other two Synoptics, and which throughout has the most evident
character of orderly arrangement. Each of the Synoptics com-
pared with the other two would present a similar degree of
variation, but none of them could justly be described as not
arranged in order, or as not being consecutive. The second
Gospel opens formally, and, after presenting John the Baptist as
the messenger sent to prepare the way of the Lord, proceeds to

1Adv. Har., iii. I, 81 ; Enseb., H. E., v. 8. See quot., p. 279, note 5.

Digitized by k jO O Q le



J84 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

the baptism of Jesus, his temptation, his entry upon public life,
and his calling of the disciples. Then, after a consecutive narra-
tive of his teaching and works, the history ends with a full
account of the last events in the life of Jesus, his trial,
crucifixion, and resurrection. There is in the Gospel every
characteristic of artistic and orderly arrangement, from the striking
introduction by the prophetic voice crying in the wilderness to the
solemn close of the marvellous history.l1 The great majority of
critics, therefore, are agreed in concluding that the account of the
Presbyter John recorded by Papias does not apply to our second
canonical Gospel at all. Many of those who affirm that the
description of Papias may apply to our second Gospel do so with
hesitation, and few maintain that we now possess the original
work without considerable subsequent alteration. Some of these
critics, however, feeling the difficulty of identifying our second
Gospel with the work here described, endeavour to reconcile the
discrepancy by a fanciful interpretation of the account of Papias.
They suggest that the first part, in which the want of chronological
order is pointed out, refers to the rough notes which Mark made
during the actual preaching and lifetime of Peter, and that the
latter part applies to our present Gospel, which he later remodelled
into its present shape. This most unreasonable and arbitrary
application of the words of Papias is denounced even by
apologists.

It has been well argued that the work here described as pro-
duced by Mark in the character of Ipprjvtvrr)s IUrpov is much
more one of the same family as the Clementine Homilies than of
our Gospels. The work was no systematic narrative of the history
of Jesus, nor report of his teaching, but the dogmatic preaching
of the Apostle, illustrated and interspersed with passages from the
discourses of Jesus, or facts from his life. Of this character
seems actually to have been that ancient work, The Preaching of
Peter (Kr/pvypa 1Jerpov), which was used by Heracleon* and
by Clement3 of Alexandria, as an authentic canonical work-*
denounced by Origen3on account of the consideration in which it
was held by many, but still quoted with respect by Gregory of
Nazianzum.6 There can be no doubt that the Kypvypa Ilcrpov,
although it failed to obtain a permanent place in the canon, was

1 Augustine calls Mark the follower and abbreviator of Matthew. "Tan-
quam pedisequus et breviator Matthai,n De Consensu Evanif., i. 2.

3 Origen, Comment, inJoan., Xiii. 17.

3 Strom., i. 29, § 182, vi. 5, § 39, 6, §48, 15, § 128.

4 The work is generally quoted by the latter with the introduction, * Peter
in the Preaching says :” llerpos ev rip Kijpwfiart \eyei,

5 De Princip. Prcef., 8.

Ep. xvi. (ad Ctesar., i.). Cf. l'abricius, Cod. Apocr. N. i., p. 812.
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one of the most ancient works of the Christian Church, dating
probably from the first century, and, like the work described
by Papias, it also was held to have been composed in Rome
in connection with the preaching there of Peter and Paul.
It must be noted, moreover, that Papias does not call the work
ascribed to Mark a Gospel, but merely a record of the preaching
of Peter.

It is not necessary for us to account for the manner in which
the work referred to by the Presbyter John disappeared, and the
present Gospel according to Mark became substituted for it. The
merely negative evidence that our actual Gospel is not the work
described by Papias is sufficient for our purpose. Any one
acquainted with the thoroughly uncritical character of the Fathers,
and with the literary history of the early Christian Church, will
readily conceive the facility with which this can have been
accomplished. The great mass of intelligent critics are agreed
that our Synoptic Gospels have assumed their present form only
after repeated modifications by various editors of earlier evangelical
works.  These changes have not been effected without traces
being left by which the various materials may be separated and
distinguished; but the more primitive Gospels have entirely
disappeared, naturally supplanted by the later and amplified
versions.  The critic, however, who distinguishes between the
earlier and later matter is not bound to perform the now im-
possible feat of producing the originals, or accounting in
any but a general way for the disappearance of the primitive
Gospel.

Tischendorf asks : “ How then has neither Eusebius nor any
other theologian of Christian antiquity thought that the expressions
of Papias were in contradiction with the two Gospels (Mt. and
Mk)?™"  The absolute credulity with which those theologians
accepted any fiction, however childish, which had a pious tendency,
and the frivolous character of the only criticism in which they
indulged, render their unquestioning application of the tradition
of Papias to our Gospels anything but singular, and it is only
surprising to find their silent acquiescence elevated into an
argument. We have already, in the course of these pages, seen
something of the singularly credulous and uncritical character of
the Fathers, and we cannot afford space to give instances of the
absurdities with which their writings abound. No fable could be
too gross, no invention too transparent, for their unsuspicious
acceptance, if it assumed a pious form or tended to edification.
No period in the history of the world ever produced so many
spurious works as the first two or three centuries of our era. The

» |Vann warden, u. s. W., p. 107.
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name of every Apostle, or Christian teacher, not excepting that of
the great Master himself, was freely attached to every description
of religious forgery. False gospels, epistles, acts, martyrologies,
were unscrupulously circulated, and such pious falsification was
not even intended, or regarded, as a crime, but perpetrated for the
sake of edification. It was only slowly and after some centuries
that many of these works, once, as we have seen, regarded with
pious veneration, were excluded from the canon; and that genuine
works shared this fate, while spurious ones usurped their places, is
one of the surest results of criticism. The Fathers omitted to
inquire critically when such investigation might have been of
value, and mere tradition credulously accepted and transmitted is
of no critical value.l In an age when the multiplication of copies
of any work was a slow process, and their dissemination a matter
of difficulty and even danger, it is easy to understand with what
facility the more complete and artistic Gospel could take the place
of the original notes as the work of Mark.

The account given by Papias of the work ascribed to Matthew
is as follows: “ Matthew composed the oracles in the Hebrew
dialect, and every one interpreted them as he was able.”1 Critics
are divided in opinion as to whether this tradition was, like that
regarding Mark, derived from the Presbyter John, or is given
merely on the authority of Papias himself. Eusebius joins the
account of Mark to that given by Matthew merely by the following
words: “These facts Papias relates concerning Mark: but
regarding Matthew he has said as follows :”3 Eusebius distinctly
states that the account regarding Mark is derived from the
Presbyter, and the only reason for ascribing to him also that
concerning Matthew is that it is not excluded by the phraseology of
Eusebius; and, the two passages being given by him consecutively
—however they may have stood in the work of Papias—it is
reasonable enough to suppose that the information was derived
from the same source. The point is not of much importance, but
it is clear that there is no absolute right to trace this statement
to the Presbyter John, as there is in the case of the tradition
about Mark.

This passage has excited even more controversy than that
regarding Mark, and its interpretation and application are still

1  Dr. Westcott himself admits that “ the proof of the Canon is rendered
more difficult by the uncritical character of the first two centuries.” He says:
“ Th;})spirit of the ancient world was essentially uncritical ” (On the Canon,
p. 7 f).

* Marflafos p.iv ow ‘E/3/tafii SiaXekTif tA \dyta auveypa'paTo. ‘Hp/x»ji>f«re
aWtA it fjir Svarts (kootos.  Euseb., H. E., iii. 39.

3 Taura piv oTv Urr6pT]Teu rtp 1l1aTi'a Tipi tou Mdpicou. llepi  tov M ardalov
ravr ctpijrai. Euseb., H. E., iii. 39
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keenly debated. The intricacy and difficulty of the questions
which it raises are freely admitted by some of the most earnest
defenders of the canonical Gospels, but the problem, so far as our
examination is concerned, can be solved without much trouble.
The dilemma in which apologists find themselves when they
attempt closely to apply the description of this work given by
Papias to our canonical Gospel is the great difficulty which
complicates the matter and prevents a clear and distinct solution
of the question. We shall avoid minute discussion of details,
contenting ourselves with the broader features of the argument,
and seeking only to arrive at a just conclusion as to the bearing of
the evidence of Papias upon the claim to authenticity of our
canonical Gospel.

The first point which we have to consider is the nature of the
work which is here described. Matthew is said to have composed
the Aoyia or Oracles, and there can be little doubt from the
title of his own book, Exposition of the Lords Oracles (Aoyuav
mpumCiv  IEr)yrjcris), that these oracles referred to by Papias
were the Discourses of Jesus. Does the word Aoyia, however,
mean strictly oracles or discourses alone, or does it include within
its fair signification also historical narrative ? Were the “ Aoyui ”
here referred to a simple collection of the discourses of Jesus, or
a complete Gospel like that in our canon bearing the name of
Matthew ? That the natural interpretation of the word is merely
“oracles” is indirectly admitted, even by the most thorough
apologists, when they confess the obscurity of the expression—
obscurity, however, which simply appears to exist from the diffi-
culty of straining the word to make it apply to the Gospel. “In
these sentences,” says Tischendorf, referring to the passage about
Metthew, “there is much obscurity; for instance, it is doubtful
whether we have rightly translated * Discourses of the Lord,’
and he can only extend the meaning to include historical narrative
by leaving the real meaning of the word, and interpreting it by
supposed analogy.

There can be no doubt that the direct meaning of the word
koyui anciently and at the time of Papias was simply—words
or oracles of a sacred character, and, however much the signification
became afterwards extended, that it was not then at all applied to
doings as well as sayings. There are many instances of this
original and limited signification in the New Testament ;3 and

1fVann warden, u. s. w., p. 106 f. .
3 “They were entrusted with the oracles of God,” I'l \syia tov Qeov,
kom. iii. 2.~ The first principles of the oracles of God,” twv ‘\oylur too
Heb. v. 12. “ Let him speak as the oracles of God,” uij \iyia 6eoC,
I Pet. iv. 11. Cf. Suicer, Ties. Eccles., ii., p. 247 f. Dr. Lightfoot (Con-
temp. Rev., 1875, p. 400 f.) argues that in the first of the above passages
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there is no linguistic precedent for straining the expression used
at that period to mean anything beyond a collection of sayings of
Jesus which were estimated as oracular or divine, nor is there any
reason for thinking that ra \6yia was here used in any other
sense. It is argued, on the other hand, that in the preceding
passage upon Mark a more extended meaning of the word is
indicated. The Presbyter John says that Mark, as the interpreter
of Peter, wrote, without order, “the things which were either said
or done by Christ ” (ra vwo rov X.purrov fj ktyQivra. rj irpa-"Oevra),
and then, apologising for him, he goes on to say that
Peter, whom he followed, adapted his teaching to the occasion,
“and not as making a consecutive record of the oracles
(Xoyiwv) of the Lord.” Here, it is said, the word XoyiW is
used in reference both to sayings and doings, and, therefore, in
the passage on Matthew ra \oyui must not be understood to
mean only Xrx&Ta, but also includes, as in the former case,
the irpaydivTa. For these and similar reasons—in very many
cases largely influenced by the desire to see in these Xo'yax our
actual Gospel according to Matthew—many critics have maintained
that ra Xoyia. in this place may be understood to include historical
narrative as well as discourses. The arguments by which they
arrive at this conclusion, however, seem to us to be based upon
thorough misconception of the direct meaning of the passage.
Few, or none, of these critics would deny that the simple inter-

Paul’s expression, “ the oracles of God,” can mean nothing else than the O. T.
Scriptures, and, therefore, includes the historical books of Genesis, Joshua,
Samuel, etc. We must maintain that Paul certainly does not refer to a col-
lection of writings, but to the communications or revelations of God, and, as
the context shows, probably more immediately to the Messianic prophecies.
The advantage of the Jews, in fact, according to Paul here, was that to them
were first communicated the divine oracles : that they were made the medium
of God’s utterances to mankind. There seems almost an echo of the
expression in Acts vii. 38, where Stephen is represented as saying to the Jews
of their fathers on Mount Sinai: “ who received living oracles (\syia fterra)
to give unto us.” Of this nature were “ the oracles of God” entrusted to
the Jews. Further, the phrase, “ the first principles of the oracles of God”
(Heb. v. 12), is no application of the term to narrative, as is argued, how-
ever much the author may illustrate his own teaching by O. T. history ; but the
writer of the Epistle clearly explains his own meaning in the first and second
verses of his letter, when hesays : “ God having spoken to the fathers in time past
in the prophets, at the end of these days spake unto us in his Son." Dr.
Lightfoot also urges that Philo applies the term “ oracle” (XAyiov) to the
narrative in Gen. iv. 15, etc. The fact is, however, that Philo considered
almost every part of the O. T. as allegorical, and held that narrative or
descriptive phrases frequently veiled divine oracles. When he applies the
term “ oracle” to any of these, it is not to the narrative, but to the divine
utterance which he believes to be mystically contained in it, and which
he extracts and expounds in the usual extravagant manner of Alexandi an
typologists.
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pretation of to Aoyia, at that period, was oracular sayings.1
Papias shows his preference for discourses in the very title of his
lost book. Exposition of the AoyiW of the Lord, and in the
account which he gives of the works attributed to Mark and
Matthew the discourses evidently attracted his chief interest.
Now, in the passage regarding Mark, instead of AoyiW being
mede the equivalent of \t\dtvra. and trpa\divTa, the very
reverse is the fact. The Presbyter says Mark wrote what he
remembered of the things which were said or done by Christ,
although not in order, and he apologises for his doing this on the
ground that he had not himself been a hearer of the Lord, but
merely reported what he had heard from Peter, who adapted his
teaching to the occasion, and did not attempt to give a consecutive
record of the pracles (AoyiW) of the Lord. Mark, therefore,
could not do so either. Matthew, on the contrary, he states, did
compose the oracles (to Adyta). There is an evident contrast
mede— Mark wrote 7 A”Oirra I7 irpa\Ofvra because he had not
the means of writing the oracles ; but Matthew composed the
teyia. Papias clearly distinguishes the work of Mark, who
hed written reminiscences of what Jesus had said and done
from that of Matthew, who had made a collection of hi
discourses.

It is impossible upon any but arbitrary grounds, and from a
foregone conclusion, to maintain that a work commencing with a
detailed history of the birth and infancy of Jesus, his genealogy,
and the preaching of John the Baptist, and concluding with an
equally minute history of his betrayal, trial, crucifixion, and
resurrection; which relates all the miracles, and has for its
evident aim throughout the demonstration that Messianic prophecy
wes fulfilled in Jesus, could be entitled to Aoyta: the oracles or
discourses of the Lord.

Partly for these, but also for other important reasons, some of
which shall presently be referred to, the great majority of critics
deny that the work described by Papias can be the same as the
Gospel in our canon bearing the name of Matthew. Whilst of
those who suppose that the (Aramaic) original of which Papias
speaks may have been substantially similar to it in construction,
wery few affirm that the work did not receive much subsequent

1 Tischendorf himself, in a note, says : “ Rufinus translates the word \6yia,
according to the old linguistic usage, by oracula. It is in the highest degree
probable that in fact the book of Papias, according to the Millenarian
standing-point of the man, was dedicated specially to prophecies of the Lord.
Christian linguistic usage, however, gave the word a wider signification, so
thatahe sayings of the Lord and of the Apostles, even when they had not the
pawicular character of prophecy, were so called, and Holy Scripture was
designated Oeta \6yia" (Wann wurdeti, u. t. w., p. 102, note 1)

U
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manipulation, addition, and alteration, necessarily including
translation, before it assumed the form in which the Gospel now
lies before us; and many of them altogether deny its actual
apostolic origin.

The next most important and obvious point is that the work
described in this passage was written by Matthew in the Hebrew
or Aramaic dialect, and each one who did not understand that
dialect was obliged to translate as best he could. Our Gospel
according to Matthew, however, is in Greek. Tischendorf, who is
obliged to acknowledge the Greek originality of our actual Gospel,
and that it is not a translation from another language, recognises
the inevitable dilemma in which this fact places apologists, and
has, with a few other critics, no better argument with which to
meet it than the simple suggestion that Papias pnust have been
mistaken in saying that Matthew wrote in Hebrew.1 Just as much
of the testimony as is convenient or favourable is eagerly claimed
by such apologists, and the rest, which destroys its applicability to
our Gospel, is set aside as a mistake. Tischendorf perceives the
difficulty, but, not having arguments to meet it, he takes refuge in
feeling. “ In this,” he says, “ there lies before us one of the most
complicated questions, whose detailed treatment would here not be
in place. For our part, we are fully at rest concerning it, in the
conviction that the assumption by Papias of a Hebrew original
text of Matthew, which already in his time cannot have been
limited to himself and was soon repeated by other men, arises
only from a misunderstanding.” It is difficult to comprehend
why it should be considered out of place, in a work specially
written to establish the authenticity of the Gospels, to discuss fully
sovital a point; and its deliberate evasion in such a manner alone
can be deemed out of placed

We may here briefly remark that Tischendorf and others4
repeat with approval the disparaging expressions against Papias
which Eusebius, for dogmatic reasons, did not scruple to use, and
in this way they seek somewhat to depreciate his testimony, or at
least indirectly to warrant their free handling of it. It is true that
Eusebius says that Papias was a man of very limited comprehen-
sion5 (<>63m yap rot crpiKphs Siv tov wow), but this is

' Tischendorf, IVann wurden, u. s. w., p. 107 f.

2 IVann wurden, u. s. w., p. 107 f.

3 Dr. Westcott scarcely refers to the subject at all, and indeed on other
points which are inconvenient in the evidence of Papias regarding Matthew’s
work he preserves almost complete silence, and assumes, with hardly a hint of
doubt or uncertainty, the orthodox conclusions (On the Canon, pp. 59-62:
4th ed., p. 68 fif.).

4 Tischendorf, IVann wurden, u. s. w., pp. 106-111.

5H. E., iii. 39. The passage (iii. 36) in which, on the contrary, Papias
is called “ a man in all respects most learned” (drrjp tArdrra in /xdXurra
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acknowledged to be on account of his Millenarian opinions, to
which Eusebius was vehemently opposed. It must be borne in
mind, however, that the Chiliastic passage from Papias quoted by
Irenaeus, and in which he certainly saw nothing foolish, is given on
the authority of the Presbyter John, to whom, and not to Papias,
any criticism upon it must be referred. If the passage be not of a
wery elevated character, it is quite in the spirit of that age. The
main point, however, is that in regard to the testimony of Papias
we have little to do with his general ability, for all that was
requisite was the power to see, hear, and accurately state very
simple facts. He repeats what is told him by the Presbyter, and,
in such matters, we presume that the Bishop of Hierapolis must
be admitted to have been competent.

There is no point, however, on which the testimony of the
fathers is more invariable and complete than that the work of
Matthew was written in Hebrew or Aramaic. The first mention
of any work ascribed to Matthew occurs in the account communi-
cated by Papias, in which, as we have seen, it is distinctly said
thet Matthew wrote “ in the Hebrew dialect.” Irenaeus, the next
writer who refers to the point, says : “ Matthew also produced a
written Gospel amongst the Hebrews in their own dialect,” and
that he did not derive his information solely from Papias may be
inferred from his going on to state the epoch of Matthew’
writings : “ when Peter and Paul were preaching and founding the
Church in Rome.” The evidence furnished by Pantaenus is
certainly independent of Papias. Eusebius states, with regard to
him: “ Of these Pantaenus is said to have been one, and to have
penetrated as far as India (Southern Arabia), where it is reported
that he found the Gospel according to Matthew, which had been
delivered before his arrival to some who had the knowledge of
Christ, to whom Bartholomew, one of the Apostles, as it is said,
hed preached, and left them that writing of Matthew in Hebrew
letters” (avrols rt "E/Spattov ypa/ifmci tt/v tov MarOaiov KaraXathat
yef>M3 Jerome gives a still more circumstantial account
of this: *“ Pantaenus found that Bartholomew, one of the twelve
Apostles, had there (in India) preached the advent of our Lord
Jesus Christ according to the Gospel of Matthew, which was
written in Hebrew letters (quod Hebraicis literis scriptum), and

XoYiwtdto») is doubtful, as it is not found in the St. Petersburg Syriac
edition, nor in several other old Greek M SS.; but, treated even as an ancient
note by some one acquainted with the writings of Papias, it may be mentioned
here.

10 nir $3 MirScuot fv rott 'Efipalou rjj ISUf ailrioy SidXeKTtp tai ypcupr}*
ffartyKer tvayyeXlov, tov Iferpov eai tov llaiXov fv 'Ptb/ifl ei'ayyfXifo[dru)v irai
SfluXioirriow rrly eVeXj~r/ar.  Adv. Har., iii. 1, § 1; Euscb.,, H. £., v. 8.

’ Euseb., H. E., v. 10.

DigitizedbyC jO O Q le



292 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

which, on returning to Alexandria, he brought with him.”1 It is
quite clear that this was no version specially made by Bartholomew,
for had he translated the Gospel according to Matthew from the
Greek, for the use of persons in Arabia, he certainly would not
have done so into Hebrew. Origen, according to Eusebius,
“ following the ecclesiastical canon,” states what he has under-
stood from tradition (tv trapa&nuti) of the Gospels, and says:
“ The first written was that according to Matthew, once a publican,
but afterwards an Apostle of Jesus Christ, who delivered it to the
Jewish believers, composed in the Hebrew language.”2 Eusebius,
in another place, makes a similar statement in his own name:
“ Matthew, having first preached to the Hebrews, when he was
about to go also to others delivered to them his Gospel written in
their native language, and thus compensated those from whom he
was departing for the want of his presence by the writing.”5 Cyril
of Jerusalem says: “ Matthew, who wrote the Gospel, wrote it in
the Hebrew language.” Epiphanius, referring to the fact that the
Nazarenes called the only Gospel which they recognised the
“ Gospel according to the Hebrews,” continues: “As in very
truth we can affirm that Matthew alone, in the New Testament,
set forth and proclaimed the Gospel in the Hebrew language and
in Hebrew characters ';s and elsewhere he states that “ Matthew
wrote the Gospel in Hebrew.”6 The same tradition is repeated
by Chrysostom/ Augustine,8and others.

Whilst the testimony of the Fathers was thus unanimous as to
the fact that the Gospel ascribed to Matthew was originally written
in Hebrew, no question ever seems to have arisen in their minds as
to the character of the Greek version ; much less was any examina-
tion made with the view of testing the accuracy of the translation.
“ Such inquiries were not in the spirit of Christian learned men
generally of that time,”®as Tischendorf remarks in connection
with the belief current in the early Church, and afterwards shared
by Jerome, that the Gospel according to the Hebrews was the
original of the Greek Gospel according to Matthew. The first
who directly refers to the point, frankly confessing the total
ignorance which generally prevailed, was Jerome. He states:
“ Matthew, who was also called Levi, who, from a publican,

1 De Vir. Ill., 36. 2 Euseb., H. E., vi. 25. 3 Euseb., H. E., iii. 24.

* Marffcuos 6 ypd~a; ri evayyeXtoy, 'EfipatSi yXiiffoy touto iypa<ficr. Cat. 14.

5 Ul ri, dXrjdi) iany elreiy 6n Mardalos fiiyor ‘E/epa‘iarl kdJ ‘E/s/xuVoit ypa/i-
paeiy éVrj Keurr; SiafrgkV fTOiTjaara r/jy tou euayycXlov eicOdrly re kcu yypvytia.
Herr., xxx. 3 : ed. Petav., p. 127.

6 ...0 Marffcuot 'E/Spai'coTs ypapnaai ypatpti to euayyeXioy, k.t.X. Herr.,
li. 5\ ed. Pet., p. 426.

7 Horn, in Matth., i. 8 De Consensu Evang., i. 2.

9 Tischendorf, IVann wurden, u. s. w., p. 108.
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became an Apostle, was the first who wrote a Gospel of Christ in
Judaea in Hebrew language and letters, on account of those from
amongst the circumcision who had believed; but who afterwards
translated it into Greek is not sufficiently certain.”1 It was only
at a much later period, when doubt began to arise, that the
translation was wildly ascribed to the Apostles John, James, and
others.1

The expression in Papias that “everyone interpreted them (the
Adyta) as he was able ” (yippr/iveuiTt Savra s Swards ixacrros)
has been variously understood by different critics, like the rest of
the account. Schleiermacher explained the r)pps)vevcs( as trans-
lation by enlargement—Matthew merely collected the Adyta,
and everyone added the explanatory circumstances of time and
occasion as best he could.3 This view, however, has not been
largely adopted. Others consider that the expression refers to the
interpretation which was given on reading it at the public meetings
of Christians for worship; but there can be no doubt that, coming
after the statement that the work was written in the Hebrew
dialect, ip/j. T)vtvtivcan only mean simple translation. Some main-
tain that the passage implies the existence of many written trans-
lations, amongst which very probably was ours; whilst others
affirmthat the phrase merely signifies that, as there was no recognised
translation, each one who had but an imperfect knowledge of the
language, yet wished to read the work, translated the Hebrew for
himself as best he could. Some consider that Papias or
the Presbyter uses the verb in the past tense, Jpp.rivfv<r€, as con-
trasting the time when it was necessary for each to interpret as
best he could with the period when, from the existence of a
recognised translation, it was no longer necessary for them to do
so, whilst others deny that any written translation of an authentic
character was known to Papias atall. Now, the words in Papias
are merely: “ Matthew composed the Adyta in the Hebrew
dialect,* and everyone interpreted them as he was able.” The
statement is perfectly simple and direct, and it is, at least, quite clear
that it conveys the fact that when the work was composed transla-

1 Matt/urus, quiet Levi, ex puhlirano apostolus, primus in Judaa, propter
us qui ex cireumcisione cratiderant, evange/ium Christi Hebraicis litteris
verbisque composuit: quod quis postea in Gnecum transtulerit, non satis
ceriumest. Hieron. De Vir. Ill., 3.

I Cf. Theophylact, Com. in Matth., Pram. ; Auctor Synops. Script. Sacr.;
Athanasius, Opp. Paris., ii., p. 155; Evang. sec. Matth. ed. Matthtri, p. 10.

3 Th. Studien u. Krit., 1832, p. 735 f.

*In connection with this it may be of interest to remember that, in the
account of his conversion and the vision which he saw on his way to
Damascus which Paul gives to King Agrippa in the Acts of the Apostles, he
states that Jesus spoke to him “ in the Hebrew dialect ” ('EppatSi SiaXcKTt?),
Acts xxvi. 14.
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tion was requisite, and, as each one translated “as he was able,”
that no recognised translation existed to which all might have
recourse. There is no contrast either necessarily or probably
implied in the use of the past tense. The composition of the
Xcyta being, of course, referred to in the past tense, the same
tense is simply continued in completing the sentence. The pur-
pose is obviously to convey the fact that the work was composed
in the Hebrew language. But even if it be taken that Papias
intentionally uses the past tense in reference to the time when
translations did not exist, nothing is gained. Papias may have
known of many translations, but there is absolutely not a syllable
which warrants the conclusion that he was acquainted with an
authentic Greek version, although it is possible that he may have
known of the existence of some Greek translations of no authority.
The words used, however, imply that, if he did, he had no respect
for any of them.

Thus the account of Papias, supported by the perfectly unani-
mous testimony of the Fathers, declares that the work composed
by Matthew was written in the Hebrew or Aramaic dialect. The
only evidence which asserts that Matthew wrote any work at all
distinctly asserts that he wrote it in Hebrew. It is quite impossible
to separate the statement of the authorship from that regarding the
language. The two points are so indissolubly united that they
stand or fall together. If it be denied that Matthew wrote in
Hebrew, it cannot be asserted that he wrote at alL It is therefore
perfectly certain from this testimony that Matthew cannot be
declared the direct author of the Greek canonical Gospel bearing
his name. At the very best it can only be a translation, by an
unknown hand, of a work the original of which was early lost
None of the earlier Fathers ever ventured a conjecture as to how,
when, or by whom the translation was effected. Jerome explicitly
states that the translator of the work was unknown. The deduction
is clear: our Greek Gospel, in so far as it is associated with
Matthew at all, cannot at the utmost be more than a translation,
but as the work of an unknown translator there cannot, in the
absence of the original, or of satisfactory testimony of its accuracy,
be any assurance that the translation faithfully renders the work of
Matthew, or accurately conveys the sense of the original. All its
Apostolical authority is gone. Even Michaelis long ago recog-'
nised this : “ If the original text of Matthew be lost, and we have
nothing but a Greek translation, then, frankly, we cannot ascribe
any divine inspiration to the words; yea, it is possible that in various
places the true meaning of the Apostle has been missed by the
translator.”l This was felt and argued by the Manicheans in the

1Einl. N. T., ii., p. 997, cf. p. 1,003.
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fourth century,” and by the Anabaptists at the time of the
Reformation.” A wide argument might be opened out as to the
dependence of the other two Gospels on this unauthenticated
work.

The dilemma, however, is not yet complete. It was early
remarked that our first canonical Gospel bears no real marks of
being a translation at all, but is evidently an original, independent
Greek work. Even men like Erasmus, Calvin, Cajetan, and
CEcolampadius began to deny the statement that our Gospels
showed any traces of Hebrew origin, and the researches of later
scholars have so fully confirmed their doubts that few now
maintain the primitive belief in a translation. We do not propose
here to enter fully into this argument. It is sufficient to say that
the great majority of competent critics declare that our first
canonical Gospel is no translation, but an original Greek text;
whilst of those who consider that they find in it traces of translation
and of Hebrew origin, some barely deny the independent originality
of the Greek Gospel, and few assert more than substantial agreement
with the original, with more or less variation and addition often of
a very decided character. The case, therefore, stands thus : The
whole of the evidence which warrants our believing that Matthew
wrote any work at all, distinctly, invariably, and emphatically
asserts that he wrote that work in Hebrew or Aramaic; a Greek
Gospel, therefore, as connected with Matthew, can only be a
translation by an unknown hand, whose accuracy we have not, and
never have had, the means of verifying. Our Greek Gospel,
however, being an independent original Greek text, there is no
ground whatever for ascribing it even indirectly to Matthew at all,
the whole evidence of antiquity being emphatically opposed, and
the Gospel itself laying no claim, to such authorship.

One or other of these alternatives must be adopted for our first
Gospel, and either is absolutely fatal to its direct Apostolic origin.
Neither as a translation from the Hebrew nor as an original Greek
text can it claim Apostolic authority. This has been so well
recognised, if not admitted, that some writers, with greater zeal
than discretion, have devised fanciful theories to obviate the
difficulty. These maintain that Matthew himself wrote both in
Hebrew and in Greek, or at least that the translation was made
during his own lifetime and under his own eye, and so on. There
is not, however, a particle of evidence for any of these assertions,
which are merely the arbitrary and groundless conjectures of
embarrassed apologists.

It is manifest that upon this evidence both those who assert the

1 Augustine, Contra Faust., 32, 2; 33, 3.
3 Sixtus Senensis, ftihl. Sancta, vii. 2, p. 924.
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Hebrew original of Matthew’s work and those who maintain that
our Gospel is not a translation, but an original Greek composition,
should logically deny its apostolicity. We need not say that this
is not done, and that for dogmatic and other foregone conclusions
many profess belief in the Apostolic authorship of the Gospel,
although in doing so they wilfully ignore the facts, and in many
cases merely claim a substantial, but not absolute. Apostolic origin
for the work. A much greater number of the most able and
learned critics, however, both from external and internal evidence,
deny the Apostolic origin of our first canonical Gospel.

There is another fact to which we may briefly refer, which, from
another side, shows that the work of Matthew, with which Papias
was acquainted, was different from our Gospel. In a fragment
from the fourth book of his lost work, which is preserved to us by
CEcumenius and Theophylact, Papias relates the circumstances of
the death of Judas Iscariot in a manner which is in contradiction
to the account in the first Gospel.  In Matthew xxvii. 5the death
of the traitor is thus related: “ And he cast down the pieces of
silver in the temple, and departed and went and hanged himself.””
The narrative in Papias is as follows: “Judas walked about in
this world a great example of impiety ; for his body having
swollen so that, on an occasion when a waggon was moving on
its way he could not pass it, he was crushed by the waggon, and
his bowels gushed out.”™ Theophylact, in connection with this
passage, adds other details, also apparently taken from the work
of Papias; as, for instance, that, from his excessive corpulency,
the eyes of Judas were so swollen that they could not see, and so
sunk in his head that they could not be perceived even by the
aid of the optical instruments of physicians; and that the
rest of his body was covered with running sores and maggots, and
so on in the manner of the early Christian ages, whose imagination
conjured up the wildest “special providences” to punish the
enemies of the faith. As Papias expressly states that he eagerly
inquired what the Apostles and, amongst them, what Matthew
said, we may conclude that he would not have deliberately contra-
dicted the account given by that Apostle had he been acquainted
with any work attributed to him which contained it.

It has been argued, from some very remote and imaginary
resemblance between the passage from the preface to the work erf
Papias quoted by Eusebius with the prologue to Luke, that
Papias was acquainted with that Gospel; but nothing could be
more groundless than such a conclusion based upon such

1 In Acts i. 18 f. an account is given which again contradicts both Matthew
and the version of Papias. %
’ CEcumenius, Comm, in Acta Apost., cap. ii.
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evidence, and there is not a word in our fragments of Papias
which warrants such an assertion. Eusebius does not mention
that Papias knew either the third or fourth Gospel. Is it
possible to suppose that if Papias had been acquainted with
those Gospels he would not have asked for information about
them from the Presbyters, or that Eusebius would not have
recorded it as he did that regarding the works ascribed to Matthew
and Mark ? Eusebius states, however, that Papias “ made use of
testimonies from the first Epistle of John and, likewise, from that
of Peter.”l As Eusebius, however, does not quote the passages
from Papias, we must remain in doubt whether he did not, as else-
where, assume from some similarity of wording that the passages
were quotations from these Epistles, whilst in reality they might
not be. Andrew, a Cappadocian bishop of the fifth century,
mentions that Papias, amongst others of the Fathers, con-
sidered the Apocalypse inspired.2 No reference is made to this
by Eusebius, but, although from his Millenarian tendencies it is
very probable that Papias regarded the Apocalypse with peculiar
veneration as a prophetic book, this evidence is too vague and
isolated to be of much value.

We find, however, that Papias, like Hegesippus and others of
the Fathers, was acquainted with the Gospel according to the
Hebrews.  Eusebius says: “He (Papias) has likewise related
another history of a woman accused of many sins before the Lord,
which is contained in the Gospel according to the Hebrews.”»
This is generally believed to be the episode inserted in the later
MSS. of the fourth Gospel, viii. 1-11.

Whatever books Papias knew, however, it is certain, from his
own express declaration, that he ascribed little importance to
them, and preferred tradition as a more beneficial source of
information regarding evangelical history. *“ For | held that what
was to be derived from books,” he says, “ did not so profit me as
that from the living and abiding voice.” If, therefore, it could even
have been shown that Papias was acquainted with any of our
canonical Gospels, it must, at the same time, have been admitted
that he did not recognise them as authoritative documents. It is
manifest from the evidence adduced, however, that Papias did not
know our Gospels. It is not possible that he could have found it
better to inquire “what John or Matthew, or what any other of
the disciples of the Lord....... say” if he had known of Gospels
such as ours, and believed them to have been actually written by
those Apostles, deliberately telling him what they had to say.

* Euseb., H. £., iii. 39.
2 Proleg. Comment, in Apocalypsin ; Routh, Relig. Sacra, 1846, i., p. 15.
3 H. E., iii. 39. * Euseb., H. E., iii. 39.
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The work of Matthew, which he mentions, being, however, a mere
collection of discourses of Jesus, he might naturally inquire what
the Apostlel himself said of the history and teaching of the
Master. The evidence of Papias is, in every respect, most im-
portant. He is the first writer who mentions that Matthew and
Mark were believed to have written any works at all; but, whilst
he shows that he does not accord any canonical authority even to
the works attributed to them, his description of those works and
his general testimony come with crushing force against the pre-
tensions made on behalf of our Gospels to Apostolic origin and
authenticity.

' We may merely remark that Papias does not call the Matthew who
wrote the \fryta an Apostle. In this sentence he speaks of the Apostle,
hut he does not distinctly identify him with the Matthew of the other
passage.
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CHAPTER V.
THE CLEMENTINES—THE EPISTLE TO DIOGNETUS

W e must now as briefly as possible examine the evidence furnished
by the apocryphal religious romance generally known by the name
of “ The Clementines,” and assuming, falsely of course, to be the
composition of the Roman Clement. The Clementines are
composed of three principal works, the Homilies, Recognitions,
and a so-called Epitome. The Homilies, again, are prefaced by a
pretended epistle addressed by the Apostle Peter to James, and
another from Clement. These Homilies were only known in an
imperfect form till 1853, when Dressel* published a complete
Greek text. Of the Recognitions we only possess a Latin trans-
lation by Rufinus (a.d. 402). Although there is much difference
of opinion regarding the claims to priority of the Homilies and
Recognitions, many critics assigning that place to the Homilies,
whilst others assert the earlier origin of the Recognitions, all are
agreed that the one is merely a version of the other, the former
being embodied almost word for word in the latter, whilst the
Epitome is a blending of the other two, probably intended to
purge them from heretical doctrine.  These works, which are
generally admitted to have emanated from the Ebionitic party of
the early Church, are supposed to be based upon older Petrine
writings, such as the “ Preaching of Peter ” (Krjpvy/M Utrpov), and
the “Travels of Peter” (llepioSoi llerpov). It is not necessary
for our purpose to go into any analysis of the character of
the Clementines. It will suffice to say that they mainly
consist of discussions between the Apostle Peter and Simon the
Magician regarding the identity of the true Mosaic and Christian
religions. Peter follows the Magician from city to city for the
purpose of exposing and refuting him, the one, in fact, representing
Apostolic doctrine and the other heresy; and in the course of
these discussions occur the very numerous quotations of sayings of
Jesus and of Christian history which we have to examine.

The Clementine Recognitions, as we have already remarked,
are only known to us through the Latin translation of Rufinus;
and, from a comparison of the evangelical quotations occurring inl

1 dementis R. qua feruntur Homitia xx. nunc primum integr,e. Ed.
A. R. M. Dressel.
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that work with the same in the Homilies, it is evident that Rufinus
has assimilated them, in the course of translation, to the parallel
passages of our Gospels. It is admitted, therefore, that no
argument regarding the source of the quotations can rightly be
based upon the Recognitions, and that work may, consequently,
be entirely set aside, and the Clementine Homilies alone occupy
our attention.

We need scarcely remark that, unless the date at which these
Homilies were composed can be ascertained, their value as
testimony for the existence of our Synoptic Gospels is seriously
affected.  The difficulty of arriving at a correct conclusion
regarding this point, great under almost any circumstances, is
increased by the fact that the work is altogether apocryphal, and
most certainly not held by any one to have been written by the person
whose name it bears. There is, in fact, nothing but internal
evidence by which to fix the date, and that evidence is of a
character which admits of very wide extension down the course
of time, although a sharp limit is set beyond which it cannot
mount upwards. Of external evidence there is almost none, and
what little exists does not warrant an early date.  Origen, it is true,
mentions HeptoSoi KA”MImvtos,1 which, it is conjectured, may
either be the same work as the ’AvayvtapurpMs, or Recognitions,
translated by Rufinus, or related to it, and Epiphanius and others
refer to lle/noSot llerpov ;* but our Clementine Homilies are not
mentioned by any writer before pseudo-Athanasius.3 The work,
therefore, can at the best afford no substantial testimony to the
antiquity and apostolic origin of our Gospels. Hilgenfeld, following
in the steps of Baur, arrives at the conclusion that the Homilies
are directed against the Gnosticism of Marcion (and also, as we
shall hereafter see, against the Apostle Paul), and he, therefore,
necessarily assigns to them a date subsequent to a.d. 160. As
Reuss, however, inquires: upon this ground, why should a still
later date not be named, since even Tertullian wrote vehemently
against the same Gnosis W There can be little doubt that the
author was a representative of Ebionitic Gnosticism, which had
once been the purest form of primitive Christianity; but later,
through its own development, though still more through the rapid
growth around it of Paulinian doctrine, had assumed a position
closely verging upon heresy. It is not necessary for us, however,
to enter upon any exhaustive discussion of the date at which the

1 Comment, in Genesin Philoc., 22.

8 Hilgenfeld considers Recog. iv.-vi., Horn, vii.-xi., a version of the
lIfpioioi IUrpov- Die ap. Pater, p. 291 ff. ; Ritschl does not consider that this
can be decidedly proved, Entst. Altk. Kirchc, p. 204 f.; so also Uhlhom,
Die Horn. u. Recog., p. 7r ff.

3 Synops. Sacr. Script., subfinem. * Gesch. N. T., p. 254.
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Clemenrines were written ; it is sufficient to show that there is no
certain ground upon which a decision can be based, and that even
an approximate conjecture can scarcely be reasonably advanced.
Critics variously date the composition of the original Recognitions
from about the middle of the second century to the end of the
third, though the majority are agreed in placing them at least in
the latter century. They assign to the Homilies an origin at
different dates within a period commencing about the middle of
the second century, and extending to one or two centuries later.
In the Homilies there are very numerous quotations of sayings
of Jesus and of Gospel history, which are generally placed in the
mouth of Peter, or introduced with such formulae as : “ The
teacher said,” “ Jesus said,” “ He said,” “ The prophet said ”; but
in no case does the author name the source from which these
sayings and quotations are derived. That he does, however,
qguote from a written source, and not from tradition, is clear from
the use of such expressions as “in another place (aAAj; a-on)l
he has said,” which refer not to other localities or circumstances,
but another part of a written history. There are in the Clementine
Homilies upwards of a hundred quotations of sayings of Jesus
or references to his history, too many for us to examine in
detail here; but, notwithstanding the number of these passages, so
systematically do they vary, more or less, from the parallels in our
canonical Gospels that, as in the case of Justin, apologists are
obliged to have recourse to the elastic explanation, already worn
so threadbare, of “ free quotation from memory” and “ blending
of passages ” to account for the remarkable phenomena presented.
It must be evident that the necessity for such an apology
shows the insufficiency of the evidence furnished by these
quotations. De Wette says: “The quotations of evangelical
works and histories in the pseudo-Clementine writings, from their
nature free and inaccurate, permit only an uncertain conclusion to
be drawn as to their written source.”2 Critics have maintained
very different and conflicting views regarding that source. Apolo-
gists, of course, assert that the quotations in the Homilies are taken
from our Gospels only. Others ascribe them to our Gospels, with
a supplementary apocryphal work : the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, or the Gospel according to Peter. Some, whilst
admitting a subsidiary use of some of our Gospels, assert
that the author of the Homilies employs, in preference,
the Gospel according to Peter ; whilst others, recognising
also the similarity of the features presented by these quota-
tions with those of Justin’s, conclude that the author does i
not quote our Gospels at all, but makes use of the Gospel v*

* Sec several instances, Horn. xix. 2. 2 Hint. N. T., p. 115.
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according to Peter, or the Gospel according to the Hebrews.'
Evidence permitting of such divergent conclusions manifestly
cannot be of a decided character. We may affirm that few
of those who are willing to admit the use of our Synoptics
by the author of the Homilies, along with other sources,
make that concession on the strength of the isolated evidence
of the Homilies themselves, but they are generally moved by
antecedent views on the point. In an inquiry like that which
we have undertaken, however, such easy and indifferent judgment
would obviously be out of place, and the point we have to
determine is not whether an author may have been acquainted
with our Gospels, but whether he furnishes testimony that he
actually was in possession of our present Gospels and regarded
them as authoritative.

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

As it is impossible here to examine in detail all of the quotations

1 Credner, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, Zeller, and others, consider that
the author uses the same Gospel as Justin.
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in the Clementine Homilies; we must content ourselves with
this distinct statement of their character, and merely illustrate
the different classes of quotations, exhausting, however, those
which literally agree with passages in the Gospels. The most
determined of recent apologists do not afford us an opportunity
of testing the passages upon which they base their assertion of the
use of our Synoptics, for they simply assume that the author used
them without producing instances.*

The first quotation agreeing with a passage in our Synoptics
occurs in Horn. iii. 52: “And he cried, saying: Come unto me
all ye that are weary,” which agrees with the opening words of
Matt xi. 28; but the phrase does not continue, and is followed
by the explanation, “that is, who are seeking the truth and not
finding it.”2 It is evident that so short and fragmentary a phrase
cannot prove anything.

The next passage occurs in Horn, xviii. 15: “ For Isaiah said :
I will open my mouth in parables, and | will utter things that
have been kept secret from the foundation of the world.”3
This passage, with a slightly different order of words, is found in
Matt. xiii. 35. After giving a series of parables, the author of the
Gospel says (v. 34): “ All these things spake Jesus unto the
multitudes in parables ; and without a parable spake he not unto
them; (v. 35) That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the
prophet (Isaiah), saying: | will open my mouth in parables, &c.”
There are two peculiarities which must be pointed out in this
passage. It is not found in lIsaiah, but in Psalm Ixxviii. 2/ and
it presents a variation from the version of the Ixx. Both the
variation and the erroneous reference to lIsaiah, therefore, occur
also in the Homily, and it is upon this similarity of mistake that
the apologetic argument mainly rests. The first part of the
sentence agrees with, but the latter part is quite different from,
the Greek of the Ixx., which reads: “1 will utter problems from
the beginning,” srpofikljjjjxTa air’ ap”rjs.s

The Psalm from which the quotation is really taken is, by its
superscription, ascribed to Asaph, who, in the Septuagint version

* Tischendorf only devotes a dozen lines, with a note, to the Clementines,
and only in connection with our fonrth Gospel, which shall hereafter have our
attention (IVann warden u. s. w., p. 90). In the same way Dr. Westcott
passes them over in a short paragraph, merely asserting the allusions to our
Gospe.ls to be “ generally admitted,” and only directly referring to one supposed
quotation from Mark which we shall presently examine, and one which he
affirms to be from the fourth Gospel (On the Canon, p. 251 f. In the 4th
edition he has enlarged his remarks, p. 282 ff.).

* Horn. iii. 52. 3 Horn, xviii. 15.

* The Vulgate reads: aperiam in parabolis os meant: loguar propositiones
ab initio. Ps. Ixxvii. 2.

3 Ps. Ixxvii. 2.
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of 2 Chronicles xxix. 30, is called a prophet. It was, therefore,
early asserted that the original reading of Matthew was “ Asaph,”
instead of “ Isaiah.” Porphyry, in the third century, twitted
Christians with this erroneous ascription by their inspired evange-
list to Isaiah of a passage from a Psalm, and reduced the Fathers
to great straits. Eusebius, in his commentary on this verse of the
Psalm, attributes the insertion of the words, “ by the prophet
Isaiah,” to unintelligent copyists, and asserts that in accurate
MSS. the name is not added to the word prophet. Jerome
likewise ascribes the insertion of the name Isaiah for that of
Asaph, which was originally written, to an ignorant scribe,1 and
in the commentary on the Psalms, generally, though probably
falsely, ascribed to him, the remark is made that many copies of
the Gospel to that day had the name “ Isaiah,” for which Porphyry-
had reproached Christians,2and the writer of the same commentary
actually allows himself to make the assertion that Asaph was found
in all the old codices, but ignorant men had removed it3 The
fact is, that the reading “Asaph” for “ Isaiah” is not found in
any extant MS., and, although “ Isaiah ” has disappeared from all
but a few obscure codices, it cannot be denied that the name
anciently stood in the text. In the Sinaitic Codex, which is
probably the earliest MS. extant, and which is assigned to the
fourth century, “the prophet Isaiah ” stands in the text by the
first hand, but is erased by the second (b).

The quotation in the Homily, however, is clearly not from our
Gospel. It is introduced by the words “ For lIsaiah says and
the context is so different from that in Matthew that it seems
most improbable that the author of the Homily could have had
the passage suggested to him by the Gospel. It occurs in a
discussion between Simon the Magician and Peter. The former
undertakes to prove that the Maker of the world is not the
highest God, and amongst other arguments he advances the
passage “No man knew the Father,” etc., to show that the
Father had remained concealed from the Patriarchs, etc., until
revealed by the Son; and in reply to Peter he retorts, that if the
supposition that the Patriarchs were not deemed worthy to know
the Father was unjust, the Christian teacher himself was to blame
who said, “ 1 thank thee. Lord of heaven and earth, that what
was concealed from the wise thou hast revealed to suckling babes.”

1 Comment. M att., xiii. 35.

a Multa evangelia usque hodie ita habent: (Jt impleretur, quod scriptum est
per lIsaiam prophetam, etc. Hieron., Opp., vii., p. 270 f.

3 Asaph invenitur in omnibus veteribus codicibus, sed homines ignorances
tuleruntillud. To this Credner pertinently remarks : “Die Noth, in welche
die guten Kirchenvdter durch Porphyrius gekommen waren, erlaubte auck cine
Luge. Siegeschahja : in majorem Deigloriam ” (Beitrage, i., p. 304).
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Peter argues that in the statement of Jesus, “No man knew the
Father,” etc., he cannot be considered to indicate another God
and Father from him who made the world, and he continues:
“For the concealed things of which he spoke may be those of
the Creator himself; for Isaiah says, ‘1 will open my mouth,” etc.
Do you admit, therefore, that the prophet was not ignorant of the
things concealed P’Land so on. There is absolutely nothing in
this argument to indicate that the passage was suggested by the
Gospel, but, on the contrary, it is used in a totally different way,
and is quoted not as an evangelical text, but as a saying from the
Old Testament, and treated in connection with the prophet him-
self, and not with its supposed fulfilment in Jesus. It may be
remarked that in the corresponding part of the Recognitions,
whether that work be of older or more recent date, the passage
does not occur at all. Now, although it is impossible to say how
and where this erroneous reference to a passage of the Old
Testament first occurred, there is no reason for affirming that it
originated in our first Synoptic, and as little for asserting that its
occurrence in the Clementine Homilies, with so different a context
and object, involves the conclusion that their author derived it
from the Gospel, and not from the Old Testament or some other
source. On the contrary, the peculiar argument based upon it in
the Homilies suggests a different origin, and it is very probable
that the passage, with its erroneous reference, was derived by both
from another and common source.

Another passage is a phrase from the “ Lord’s Prayer,” which
occurs in Horn. xix. 2 : “ But also in the prayer which he com-
mended to us we have it said : Deliver us from the evil one”
("Pwat avb tov irovripov). It need scarcely be said that
few Gospels can have been composed without including this
prayer, and the occurrence of this short phrase demonstrates
nothing more than the mere fact that the author of the Homilies
was acquainted with one of the most universally known lessons
of Jesus, or made use of a Gospel which contained it. There
would have been cause for wonder had he been ignorant of it.

The only other passage which agrees literally with our Gospels
is also a mere fragment from the parable of the Talents, and when
the other references to the same parable are added, it is evident
that the quotation is not from our Gospels. In Horn. iii. 65 the
address to the good servant is introduced, “ Well done, good and
faithful servant” (EJ, SovXt ayaoi «o1 irurtyy, Which agrees
with the words in Matt. xxv. 21. The allusion to the parable of
the talents in the context is perfectly clear, and the passage
occurs in an address of the Apostle Peter to overcome the

1 Horn, xviii. 1-15.
X
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3°6 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION
modest scruples of Zaccheus, the former publican, who has been
selected by Peter as his successor in the Church of Caesarea when
he is about to leave in pursuit of Simon the Magician. Anticipa-
ting the possibility of his hesitating to accept the office, Peter, in
an earlier part of his address, however, makes fuller allusions to
the same parable of the talents, which we must contrast with the
parallel in the first Synoptic. “ But if any of those present,
having the ability to instruct the ignorance of men, shrink back
from it, considering only his own ease, then let him expect to
hear
Hom. hi. 61.
Thou wicked and slothful servant;

Matt. xxv. 26-30.

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

thou oughtest to have put out my v. 27. Thou oughtest therefore to

money with the exchangers, and at
my coming | should have exacted
mine own.

Cast ye the unprofitable servant into

have put my money to the exchangers,
and at my coming | should have
received mine own with usury,

v. 28, 29. Take therefore, etc.

v. 30.

And cast ye the unprofit-

the darkness without. able servant into the darkness with-

out ; there shall be weeping and
gnashing of teeth.
Ad5X<« irovrjpl koX OKmapi, v. 26. llovrjpi oou\e nal burypi,

jjdets Sei ffeplfw, x.r.X.

V. 27. (Set re our fSaXetn ri ipyvptbr
pov rots TpareHrais, teal iX6om iyoi
1 KOpiodp.ru>' bjr rd Ipbr our rbxip.

v. 28, 29. ipare of>, x.r.X.

v. 30. xal roy axpeior dovXop le.dd-
Xere els rb okotos rb tgurrepor- end
fcrrai 6 nXau&pbs, k.t.X.

(Set ire rb apyuptiv pov icpo-
[iaXeir iTt Tuly rpare/irtbp, kol £yu> by
iXBim Irpa(a to i/iiv

iKfSdXere t'Ov bxpeiov tioviov els rb
<tk6tos t6 I~Unepov.

The Homily does not end here, however, but continues in
words not found in our Gospels at all: “ And reasonably : ‘For,’
he says, “it is thine, O man, to put my words as silver with
exchangers, and to prove them as money.””2 This passage is
very analogous to another saying of Jesus, frequently quoted from
an apocryphal Gospel, by the author of the Homilies, to which we
shall hereafter more particularly refer, but here merely point out:
“ Be ye approved money-changers ” (yivtcrdt Tpairei“Tai SoKifiot).*
The variations from the parallel passages in the first and third
Gospels, the peculiar application of the parable to the words of
Jesus, and the addition of a saying not found in our Gospels,
warrant us in denying that the quotations we are considering can

1 Luke xix. 23 substitutes £x/>afa for ixofuadfiriv.

2 Kai €u\6ycos. Sou 7dp, <fyrjoip} AvOponre, rot>s X™you* fiov wj dpytipiow ~xI
TpcLTeftruv fiaXeiv, icai ~ xptnaT« SoKi/xdcrai. Hom. iii. 61.

3 Horn. iii. 50; ii. 51, etc.
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be appropriated by our canonical Gospels, and, on the contrary,
give good reason for the conclusion that the author derived his
knowledge of the parable from another source.

There is no other quotation in the Clementine Homilies which
literally agrees with our Gospels, and it is difficult, without incur-
ring the charge of partial selection, to illustrate the systematic
variation in such very numerous passages as occur in these writings.
It would be tedious and unnecessary to repeat the test applied to
the quotations of Justin, and give in detail the passages from the
Sermon on the Mount which are found in the Homilies. Some of
these will come before us presently ; but with regard to the whole,
which are not less than fifty, we may broadly and positively state
that they all more or less differ from our Gospels. To take the
severest test, however, we shall compare those further passages
which are specially adduced as most closely following our Gospels,
and neglect the vast majority which widely differ from them.
In addition to the passages which we have already examined,
Crednerlpoints out the following. The first is from Horn. xix. 2a:
“ If Satan cast out Satan he is divided against himself: how then
can his kingdom stand ?* In the first part of this sentence the
Homily reads, Ik™oW 1) for the fKpaWu of the first Gospel, and the
last phrase in each is as follows —

Horn, tvs o&r aimoO if RuriXela ;
Matt. Twt otfr OTad~cercu i) 8curi\(la airrov ;

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

Horn. ’Ejc Tiptatrcu/xaros ~ /capital ~ UTQua XaXet

Matt. "Ex yip tov TepunrttfiaToi rris napSlat ri (TTofxa XaXu.
The form of the Homily is much more proverbial. The next
passage occurs in Horn. iii. 52 : “ Every plant which the heavenly
Father did not plant shall be rooted up.” This agrees with the
parallel in Matt. xv. 13, with the important exception, that
although in the mouth of Jesus, “the heavenly Father”is substi-
tuted for the “my heavenly Father” of the Gospel. The last
passage pointed out by Credner is from Horn. viii. 4 : “ But also
*many,’ he said, ‘called, but few chosen’ which may be com-
pared with Matt xx. 16, etc.

Horn. AXXA /ca2, xoXXoi, tfnjciv,  KkXijtol, 6\ly<n  4k\* ktol.

Matt xoXXoi ydp thnw k\ijtol, 6\ly<n fe £k\E€ktoL
We have already fully discussed this passage of the Gospel in

connection with the “ Epistle of Barnabas,”<and need not say
more here.

1 Credner, Beitriige, i., p. 285; cf. p. 302. 2 Cf. Matt. xii. 26.
3 Cf. Matt. xii. 34. 4 P. 139 ff.
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308 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

The variations in these passages, it may be argued, are not very
important.  Certainly, if they were the exceptional variations
amongst a mass of quotations perfectly agreeing with parallels in
our Gospels, it might be exaggeration to base upon such diver-
gences a conclusion that they were derived from a different source.
When it is considered, however, that the very reverse is the case,
and that these are passages selected for their closer agreement out
of a multitude of others, either more decidedly differing from our
Gospels or not found in them at all, the case entirely changes ;
and, variations being the rule instead of the exception, these,
however slight, become evidence of the use of a Gospel different
from ours.

As an illustration of the importance of slight variations in
connection with the question as to the source from which
quotations are derived, the following may, at random, be pointed
out: The passage, “ See thou say nothing to any man, but go thy
way, show thyself to the priest” ("Opa pg&evl etirgis, dAAa 'nraye
rtavrov 8etfov rip lepa), occurring in a work like the Homilies
would, supposing our second Gospel no longer extant, be referred to
Matt. viii. 4, with which it entirely agrees. It is, however, actually
taken from Mark i. 44, and not from the first Gospel. Then,
again, supposing that our first Gospel had shared the fate of so
many others of the voXXol of Luke, and in some early work the
following passage was found : “ A prophet is not without honour,
except in his own country and in his own house ” (Ova eemv -rpo-
efn/j-nji (Lrifios el fir/ iv rg irarpl&i avrov leal ev rg olkiij. avrov),
this passage would, undoubtedly, be claimed by apologists as a
quotation from Mark vi. 4, and as proving the existence and use
of that Gospel. The omission of the words “and among his own
kin ” (i<al ev rots crvyyeveeriv avrov) would at first be explained as
mere abbreviation, or defect of memory; but on the discovery
that part or all of these words are omitted from some MSS., that,
for instance, the phrase is erased from the oldest manuscript
known—the Cod. Sinaiticus—the derivation from the second
Gospel would be considered as established. The author, notwith-
standing, might never have seen that Gospel, for the quotation is
taken from Matt. xiii. 57."

We have already quoted the opinion of De Wette as to the incon-
clusive nature of the deductions to be drawn from the quotations
in the pseudo-Clementine writings regarding their source, but in
pursuance of the plan we have adopted we shall now examine the
passages which he cites as most nearly agreeing with our Gospels.2
The first of these occurs in Horn. iii. 18 : “ The Scribes and the

m Cf. Matt. viii. 19-22; Luke ix. 57-60, etc.
2 Einl. N. T., p. 115.
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Pharisees sit upon Moses’ seat; all things, therefore, whatsoever
they speak to you, hear them,” which is compared with Matt,
xxiii. 2, 3: “The Scribes and the Pharisees sit upon Moses
seats ; all things, therefore, whatsoever they say to you, do and
observe.” We subjoin the Greek of the latter half of these
passages —

Horn. T&ITCL ofrv Stra Xtyuxnv vl/juv, alcoitere avrCjv.
Matt, irdpra osp Sera tap etruxrtp vpup Tcoctiaart /cal rrjpeiTe. 1

That the variation in the Homily is deliberate and derived from
the Gospel used by the author is clear from the continuation:
“Hear them (avrwv), he said, as entrusted with the key of the
kingdom, which is knowledge, which alone is able to open
the gate of life, through which alone is the entrance to
eternal life. But verily, he says: They possess the key
indeed, but to those who wish to enter in they do not grant
it.”* The aur&v is here emphatically repeated, and the further
quotation and reference to the denunciation of the Scribes and
Pharisees continue to differ distinctly from the account both in
our first and third Gospels. The passage in Matt, xxiii. 13 reads:
“ But woe unto you, Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites ! for ye
shut the kingdom of heaven against men ; for ye go not in your-
selves, neither suffer ye them that are entering to go in.”3 The
parallel in Luke xi. 52 is not closer. There the passage regarding
Moses’ seat is altogether wanting, and in verse 52, where the
greater similarity exists, the “lawyers,” instead of the “ Scribes
and Pharisees,” are addressed. The verse reads : “Woe unto you,
Lawyers ! for ye have taken away the key of knowledge: ye
entered not in yourselves, and them that were entering in ye
hindered.”4 The first Gospel has not the direct image of the key
at all : the Scribes and Pharisees “shut the kingdom of heaven”;
the third has « the key of knowledge~ (xAefSa t>/s yiwtajs)
taken away by the lawyers, and not by the Scribes and Pharisees,
whilst the Gospel of the Homilies has the key of the kingdom
(icAaSa rrjs /f3<wilcia<i), and explains that this key is knowledge
(iins «tt1 yiwis). It is apparent that the first Gospel uses an

1 It is unnecessary to point out the various readings of the three last words
in various MSS. Whether shortened or inverted, the difference from the
Homily remains the same.

2 ASrup St, etxcp, IP* rtjp kXeiSa ttji fiacriXeias xexKrrevfitpup, Ifris tcrrl
ypCxrit, ff né\rr) t"p tvXtjp rip faijt dpolfai Svparat, Sil  fjcSpiji eh t))p aluplap
{WV eUreXdeiP tcrrur  "AXX& pal, cfrqvlv, Kparovert fxkv ttjp icXeip, rear St (iovXo-
fUpoit elcreXOgip oS Tcaptxovenv.  Horn. iii. 18 ; cf. Horn. iii. 70, xviii. 15, 16.

06ol, k.p.X........Sti kXelere t$p fiacriXelav tup ovpavuv tfiTpoadep tup
dpdpurrunr  vfieit ydp oSk elatpx"Oe, oOSt rods eurepxoiitvovs acplere ehreXdeiv.
Matt, xxiii. 13.

4 0SaX {/pup roTs vopu/coh, Sti 'Spare t” p KXeiSa tt)* ypuxreur airrol ovk elcr’XOaT€

pal rods clvepxop-bovj t/cuXfoare. Luke xi. 52.
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3«° SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

expression more direct than the others, whilst the third Gospel
explains it; but the Gospel of the Homilies has in all probability
the simpler original words, the “key of the kingdom,” which both
of the others have altered for the purpose of more immediate
clearness. In any case, it is certain that the passage does not
agree with our Gospel.

The next quotation referred to by De Wette is in Horn. iii. 51 :
“ And also that he said : ‘1 am not come to destroy the law.......
the heaven and the earth will pass away, but one jot or one tittle
shall in nowise pass from the law.”” This is compared with Matt,
v. 17, 18  “Think not that | am come to destroy the law or the
prophets: | am not come to destroy but to fulfil, (v. 18) For
verily | say unto you : Till heaven and earth pass away one jot or
one tittle shall in nowise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.”
The Greek of both passages reads as follows :—

Hom. m. 51. Matt. v. 17, 18.
Ti si Kai firtiw airrsw M7 polXitrrfTE 6ti fjXOov caraXiVai
rbv pdLOv fj rous irpoQrtp-ar ovk ffXdov
Ov* 1xQop Karaxverat rbp pbfiov. xaraXfweu dXXd TXrjpuxrai.

v. 1s8. d/xijp ydp Xtyw vpuv, tws 9lp
'0 ovpavbs Kai ij yf) TaptXeviroPTai iurra topiXOrj 6 ovpavbs Kai i) yij, lurratv H

b pda Kcpala ov fit) TaptXdrj dird fila K€pala ov p)) toptXSri drb rod

rod vefiov> vbfjiov, dv irdvra ytPTjrai.
That the omissions and variations in this passage are not acci-
dental is proved by the fact that the same quotation occurs again
literally in the Epistle from Peter2 which is prefixed to the
Homilies in which the jraptXeiVovrai is repleated, and the
sentence closes at the same pioint. The author in that place
adds : “ This he said that all might be fulfilled” (rovro St tipr/Kev,
tva ra vavra yivrjrai). Hilgenfeld considers the Epistle of much
more early date than the Homilies, and that this agreement
bespieaks a particular text.3 The quotation does not agree with
our Gospels, and must be assigned to another source.

The next passage pointed out by De Wette is the erroneous
quotation from Isaiah which we have already examined.”* That
which follows is found in Hom. viii. 7 : “ For on this account our
Jesus himself said to one who frequently called him Ixird, yet did
nothing which he commanded : Why dost thou say to me Lord,
Lord, and doest not the things which I say?” This is compiared
with Luke vi. 46s: “ But why call ye me Lord, Lord, and do not
the things which 1 say ?”

Hom. viii. 7. Luke vi. 46.
TL fit Xeyeti, Kupte, kvpif, Kai ov  TJei  Kax&iTe Kvpie, iofu xai ov
TOtft* A Xe7u»; roteire A Xeyuf;
1 Cf. Luke xvi. 17. 2 8ii. 3 Die Ew. Justin's, p.340.

4 P. 303 f. ; cf. Horn, xviii. 15, Matt. xiii. 35. 5 Cf. Matt. vii. 21.
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This passage differs from our Gospels in having the second
person singular instead of the plural, and in substituting

for xaXart in the first phrase. The Homily, moreover, in accor-
dance with the use of the second person singular, distinctly
states that the saying was addressed to a person who frequently
called Jesus ““ Lord,” whereas in the Gospels it forms part of the
Sermon on the Mount, with a totally impersonal application to the
multitude.

The next passage referred to by De Wette is in Horn. xix. 2:
“And he declared that he saw the evil one as lightning fall from
heaven.” This is compared with Luke x. 18, which has no
parallel in the other Gospels: “And he said to them, | beheld
Satan as lightning fall from heaven.”

llom. xix. 2. Luke x. 18
Kai Sn iibpaice rbr t orrjpir Eirer Si a/rroTi "Effeibpovp rbr aa.10.raP
ut drrparipi rurirra in roB ovparoo darparifr in TOV ovparoB rtairra.

iSiiSuotr.

The substitution of rbv vovrjpov for rov traravav, had he found the
latter in his Gospel, would be all the more remarkable from the
fact that the author of the Homilies has just before quoted the
saying, “ If Satan cast out Satan,”letc.;and he continues in the
above words to show that Satan had been cast out, so that the
evidence would have been strengthened by the retention of the
word in Luke, had he quoted that Gospel. The variations
indicate that he quoted from another source.

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

Hom. ix. 22. Luke x. 20.

AW ofion kA» rdrrct Sailorft fieri AC ir Tovrty fiT) \alpert, on rd
rdrrup tGp radon* boat (frcvywoir, out rpeufiara vijup irrordeacrai, xalpert Si
lotip ip rovTtfi flirtyl xalpeo’, AAA ip on rA irifiara vflair iyyiypaTrat ir

Si tvapeariar rd ivifiara ufidr ip rolt ovpaeoit.

Olparty Uu del fArrur draypatprjrai.

The differences between these two passages are too great, and the
peculiarities of the Homily too marked, to require any argument to
demonstrate that the quotation cannot be successfully claimed by
our third Gospel. On the contrary, as one of so many other
passages systematically varying from the canonical Gospels, it
must be assigned to another source.

' See p. 307.
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De Wette says: “A few others (quotations) presuppose
(voraussetzen) the Gospel of Mark,”land he gives them. The
first occurs in Horn. ii. 19 : “ There is a certain Justa3 amongst us,
a Syrophoenician, a Canaanite by race, whose daughter was affected
by a sore disease, and who came to our Lord crying out and
supplicating that he would heal her daughter. But he, being also
asked by us, said : ‘It is not meet to heal the Gentiles who are
like dogs from their using different meats and practices, whilst the
table in the kingdom has been granted to the sons of Israel.” But
she, hearing this and exchanging her former manner of life for that
of the sons of the kingdom, in order that she might, like a dog,
partake of the crumbs falling from the same table, obtained, as she
desired, healing for her daughter.”3 This is compared with
Mark vii. 24-30,3 as it is the only Gospel which calls the woman
a Syrophoenician. The Homily, however, not only calls her so,
but gives her name as “Justa.” If, therefore, it be argued
that the mention of her nationality supposes that the author
found the fact in his Gospel, and because we know no
other but Marks which gives that information, that he therefore
derived it from our second Gospel, the additional mention of the
name of “Justa” on the same grounds necessarily points to the
use of a Gospel which likewise contained it, which our Gospel
does not. Nothing can be more decided than the variation in
language throughout this whole passage from the account in Mark,
and the reply of Jesus is quite foreign to our Gospels. In Mark
(vii. 25) the daughter has “an unclean spirit ” (irvtxfia aKadaprov) ;
in Matthew (xv. 22) she is “ grievously possessed by a devil”
(xaKujf SaifiovtftTat), but in the Homily she is “affected by a
sore disease” (VX 7"aA«n}s voa-ov (rwti\€To). The second
Gospel knows nothing of any intercession on the part of the
disciples, but Matthew has: “ Andthe disciples came and
besought him (-gptlnw avrov), saying : *Send her away, for she
crieth after us,””6 whilst the Homily has merely “ being also asked
by us” (dEuadels), in the sense of intercession in her favour. The
second Gospel gives the reply of Jesus as follows: “ Let the
children first be filled ; for it is not meet to take the bread of the
children, and to cast it to the dogs. And she answered and said
unto him : “Yea, Lord, for the dogs also eat under the table of the
crumbs of the children.” And he said unto her : ‘For this saying

1 Einl. N. T., p. 115. «cf. Horn. iii. 73 ; xiii. 7.

3 Horn. ii. 19. 4Cf. Matt. xv. 21-28.

5 “ The woman was a Greek, a Syrophoenician by nation.” (v Si yvri) t/r
'EXXijvit, ZulxpotrlKUTtra rt? yirei).  Mark vii. 26. “ A woman of Canaan”

(yvrb Xaramla). Matt. xv. 22.
6 M att. xv. 23.
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go thy way; the devil is gone out of thy daughter.’ The
nature of the reply of the woman is, in the Gospels, the reason
given for granting her request; but in the Homily the woman’s
conversion to Judaism,2 that is to say Judeo-Christianity, is
prominently advanced as the cause of her successful pleading. It
is certain from the whole character of this passage, the variation
of the language, and the reply of Jesus which is not in our Gospels
at all, that the narrative cannot rightly be assigned to them ; but
the more reasonable inference is that it was derived from another
source.

The last of I>e Wette’s3 passages is from Horn. iii. 57: * Hear,
0 lIsrael ; the Lord thy* God is one Ix>rd.” « This is a quotation
from Deuteronomy vi. 4, which is likewise quoted in the second
Gospel, xii. 29, in reply to the question, “ Which is the first
Commandment of all? Jesus answered: The first is, Hear, O
Israel; the Lord our God is one Lord, and thou shalt love the
l-ord thy God,” etc. In the Homily, however, the quotation
ismade in a totally different connection, for there is no question
of commandments at all, but a clear statement of the circumstances
under which the passage was used, which excludes the idea that
this quotation was derived from Mark xii. 29. The context in the
Homily is as follows : “ But to those who were beguiled to imagine
many Gods as the Scriptures say, he said: Hear, O Israel,”
etc.s There is no hint of the assertion of many gods in the
Gospels: but, on the contrary, the question is put by one of the
scribes in Mark to whom Jesus says : “Thou art not far from the
Kingdom of God.”6 The quotation, therefore, cannot be legiti-
mately appropriated by the second Synoptic, but may with much
greater probability be assigned to a different Gospel.

WA£ may here refer to the passage, the only one pointed out by
him in connection with the Synoptics, the discovery of which, Dr.
"Vestcott affirms, “ has removed the doubts which had long been
raised about those (allusions) to St. Mark.”? The discovery
referred to is that of the Codex Ottobonianus by Dressel, which
contains the concluding part of the Homilies, and which was first
published by him in 1853. Dr. Westcott says: “ Though St.
Mark has few peculiar phrases, one of these is repeated verbally in
the concluding part of the 19th Homily.”8 The passage is as
follows: Horn. xix. 20 : “Wherefore also he explained to his
disciples privately the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens.”

1 Mark vii. 27-29. 2Cf.1lom.  xiii. 7. s Einl. N. T., p. 115.

* Although most MSS. havetrou in thisplace, some, as, for instance, that
edited by Colelerius, read iVuw.

s Horn. iii. 57. 6 Mark xii. 34.

7 On the Canon, p.251. 8 Cf. Ib., p. 252.
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This is compared with Mark iv. 34........ “and privately, to his own
disciples, he explained all things.”

Hom. xix. 20. Mark iv. 34

Aid keu rois aiiTov nadijrah kclt' iSLav wehote iSlap Sioroil 1SI011 pafij-
iri\vf TTjt two oifnwC>v jiaailcla.i t4 rail ire\i*r rdvra.l
flIKTTfipta. m

We have only a few words to add to complete the whole of Dr-
Westcott’s remarks upon the subject. He adds after the quotation:
“This is the only place where briXwo occurs in the Gospels.”2
We may, however, point out that it occurs also in Acts xix. 39
and 2 Peter i. 20. It is upon the coincidence of this word that
Dr. Westcott rests his argument that this passage is a reference to
Mark. Nothing, however, could be more untenable than such a
conclusion from such an indication. The phrase in the Homily
presents a very marked variation from the passage in Mark. The
“all things ” (iravra) of the Gospel reads: “ The mysteries of the
kingdom of the heavens ” (rrjs tm v ovpavuiv flacri-Was ra /jvtmjpia)
in the Homily. The passage in Mark iv. 11, to which Dr. YVest-
cott does not refer, reads rb /iwm/piov tts flouroXtlas tov dtoi.
There is one very important matter, however, which our apologist
has omitted to point out, and which, it seems to us, decides the
case—the context in the Homily. The chapter commences thus:
“ And Peter said : We remember that our Lord and Teacher, as
commanding, said to us : ‘Guard the mysteries for me, and the
sons of my house.” Wherefore, also he explained to his disciples
privately,” etc.3; and then comes our passage. Now, here is a
command of Jesus, in immediate connection with which the
phrase before us is quoted, which does not appear in our Gospels,
and which clearly establishes the use of a different source.
The phrase itself, which differs from Mark, as we have seen, may,
with all right, be referred to the same unknown Gospel.

It must be borne in mind that all the quotations which we have
hitherto examined are those which have been selected as most
closely approximating to passages in our Gospels. Space forbids
our giving illustrations of the vast number which so much more
widely differ from parallel texts in the Synoptics. YYeshall confine
ourselves to pointing out, in the briefest possible manner, some of
the passages which are persistent in their variations, or recall
similar passages in the Memoirs of Justin. The first of these is
the injunction in Hom. iii. 55 : “ Let your yea be yea, your nay

1 Dr. Westcott quotes this reading, which is supported by the Codices B, C,
Sinaiticus, and others. The Codex Alexandrintts and a majority of other
MSS. read for roir ISloit /latbjrais,—* rots uud-grax auroe,” which is closer to the
passage in the Homily. It is fair that this should be pointed out.

a On the Canons p. 252, note 1. 3 Hom. xix. 2a
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nay, for whatsoever is more than these cometh of the evil one.”
The same saying is repeated in Horn. xix. with the sole addition
of “and.” We subjoin the Greek of these, together with that of
the Gospel and Justin with which the Homilies agree :—

Horn. iii. 55.  *Ecrroj vfiwp rb val pal rb 0O off
Horn. Xxix. 2.  "BEw Viwp rb pal val teal rb off off.
Apoly i. 16. 'Eotw & ufiwp rb pal pal ko! rb dOoff.
Matt. v. 37.WBnw 6 \6yos ufiup pal pal off off.

As we have already discussed this passage,1we need not repeat our
remarks here. That it comes from a source different from
our Gospels is rendered still more probable by the quotation
in Horn. xix. 2 being preceded by another which has no parallel
in our Gospels. “And elsewhere he said : ‘He who sowed
the bad seed is the devil » ('() Sito Kaxbv (rtrepfia cnrtlpas icrr'iv 6
W/JoXosd) ; and again: ‘Give no pretext to the evil one’ (Vi)
Sort irpotjxuriv rip rrov>xp). But in exhorting he prescribes : “ et
your yea be yea,”” etc. The first of these phrases differs markedly
from our Gospels; the second is not in them at all ; the third,
which we are considering, differs likewise in an important degree
in common with Justin’s quotation, and there is every reason for
supprosing that the whole were derived from the same unknown
source.

In the same Homily (xix. 2) there occurs also a passage
which exhibits variations likewise found in Justin, which we have
already examined,3 and now merely point out: “ Begone into the
darkness without, which the Father hath prepared for the devil
and his angels.”4 The quotation in Justin {Dial. 76) agrees
exactly with this, with the exception that Justin has Sarai”™ instead
of dta/ioAy, which is not important, whilst the agreement in the
marked variation from the parallel in the first Gospel establishes
the probability of a common source different from ours.

We have also already5 referred to the p>assage in Horn. xvii. 4:
“No one knew (cyvw) the Father but the Son, even as no one
knoweth the son but the Father and those to whom the Son is
minded to reveal him.” This quotation differs from Matt. xi. 27
in form, in language, and in meaning; but agrees with Justin’s
reading of the same text, and, as we have shown, the use of the
aorist here, and the transposition of the order, were characteristics
of the Gospels used by Gnostics and other parties in the early
Church ; and the passage, with these variations, was regarded by
them as the basis of some of their leading doctrines.6 That the

mPp. 226, n r,p 235f 3 Cf. Matt. xiii. 39.

3 P.226,n. 4, p 2351 * Horn. xix. 2; cf. Matt. xxv. 41.
5 P. 252 ff.

6 lIrerueus, Adv. Har., iv. 6, 88 I, 3, 7; cf. p. 254 f.
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variation is not accidental, but a deliberate quotation from- a
written source, is proved by this, and by the circumstance that the
author of the Homilies repeatedly quotes it elsewhere in the same
form.1 It is unreasonable to suppose that the quotations in these
Homilies are so systematically and consistently erroneous, and not
only can they not, from their actual variations, be legitimately
referred to the Synoptics exclusively, but, considering all the
circumstances, the only natural conclusion is that they are derived
from a source different from our Gospels.

Another passage occurs in Horn. iii. 50 : “ Wherefore ye do err,
not knowing the true things of the Scriptures ; and on this account
ye are ignorant of the power of God.” This is compared with
Mark xii. 24 3 “ Do ye not therefore err, not knowing the
Scriptures nor the power of God ?”

Ilom. iii. 50. Mark xii. 24.
Aid tovto irlavao6tt /iT) cidarts ra @0 5td toito ir\ardoOf *&OTFs
aXiidfi tut ypaipUT, o’ tlvfKfv Ayroflrc rds ypatftas rrjr  SOralur tov
Tijt> ddra/ur tov GeoO. GeoO ;

The very same quotation is made both in Horn. ii. 51 and
xviii. 20, and in each case in which the passage is introduced it is
in connection with the assertion that there are true and false
Scriptures, and that, as there are in the Scriptures some true sayings
and some false, Jesus, by these words, showed to those who erred
by reason of the false the cause of their error. There can scarcely
be a doubt that the author of the Homilies quotes this passage from
a Gospel different from ours, and this is demonstrated by the
important variation from our text, by its consistent repetition,
and by the context in which it stands.

Upon each occasion, also, that the author of the Homilies
quotes the foregoing passage he likewise quotes another saying of
Jesus which is foreign to our Gospels : “ Be ye approved money-
changers,” yivvrdt Tpain™.Tai Sokl/xold  The sentence is thrice
quoted without variation, and each time, together with the pre-
ceding passage, it refers to the necessity of discrimination between
true and false sayings in the Scriptures, as, for instance: “ And
Peter said : If, therefore, of the Scriptures some are true and some
are false, our Teacher rightly said : ‘Be ye approved money-
changers,’as in the Scriptures there are some approved sayings and
some spurious.” This is one of the best known of the apocryphal
sayings of Jesus, and it is quoted by nearly all the Fathers,s by

1 Horn, xviii. 4, 6, 7, 8, 13, 20.

a Cf. Matt. xxii. 29, which is still more remote.

3 Horn. ii. 51, iii. 50, xviii. 20. *Horn. ii. 51.

5 Apost. Constit., ii. 36 ; cf. 37 ; Clem. Al., Strom., i. 28, § 177 ; cf. ii. 4,
§ 15, vi. 10, 8§ 81, vii. 15, § 90; Origen, inJoan. T. Xix., vol. iv.,p. 289;
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many as from Holy Scripture, and by some ascribed to the Gospel
of»the Nazarenes, or the Gospel according to the Hebrews. There
can be no question here that the author quotes an apocryphal
Gospel.

There is, in immediate connection with both the preceding
passages, another saying of Jesus quoted which is not found in
our Gospels: “Why do ye not discern the good reason of the
Scriptures?” “Ata tl ov vodre rb tvkoyov iw ypatfauiv."1 This
passage also comes from a Gospel different from ours, and the
connection and sequence of these quotations is very significant.

One further illustration and we have done. We find the
following in Horn. iii. 55 : “And to those who think that God
tempts, as the Scriptures say, he said: ‘The evil one is the
tempter,” who also tempted himself.”2 This short saying is not
found in our Gospels ; it probably occurred in the Gospel of the
Homilies in connection with the temptation of Jesus. It is not
improbable that the writer of the Epistle of James, who shows
acquaintance with a Gospel different from ours,” also knew this
saying.4 We are here again directed to the Ebionite Gospel.
Certainly the quotation is derived from a source different from
our Gospels.

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

Epiphanius, Hier., xliv. 2, p. 382 ; Hieron., Ep. ad Minin’, et Alex., 119 (al.
132); Comm, in Ep. ad Ephes., iv. ; Grabe, Spicil. Patr.,\., p. 13 f., 326;
Cotelerius, Pair. Ap., i., p. 249 f. ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., ii., p. 324.

* Horn. iii. 30.

2 Tots Sl olofUroii Sri 6 6(01 rtip&fei, wsat Vfa(pal \tyovciv tipv =0 ronjpSt
tarir 6 reipdfur, 6 koXaurbv reipdeai. Horn. iii. 33.

3 Cf. v. 12. 4 Cf. i. 13
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sayings of Jesus, have no parallels in our Gospels at all. Upon
the hypothesis that the author made use of our Gospels, such
systematic divergence would be perfectly unintelligible and
astounding. On the other hand, it must be remembered that the
agreement of a few passages with parallels in our Gospels cannot
prove anything. The only extraordinary circumstance is that,
even using a totally different source, there should not have been
a greater agreement with our Synoptics. But for the universal
inaccuracy of the human mind, every important historical saying,
having obviously only one distinct original form, would in all
truthful histories have been reported in that one unvarying form.
The nature of the quotations in the Clementine Homilies leads to
the inevitable conclusion that their author derived them from a
Gospel different from ours ; atleast, since the source of these quota-
tions is never named throughout the work, and there is not the
faintest direct indication of our Gospels, the Clementine Homilies
cannot be considered witnesses of any value as to the origin and
authenticity of the canonical Gospels. That this can be said of
a work written at least a century and a half after the establish-
ment of Christianity, and abounding with quotations of the
discourses of Jesus, is in itself singularly suggestive.

It is scarcely necessary to add that the author of the Homilies
has no idea of any canonical writings but those of the Old
Testament, though, even with regard to these, some of our
guotations have shown that he held peculiar views, and believed
that they contained spurious elements. There is no reference in
the Homilies to any of the Epistles of the New Testament.

One of the most striking points in this work, on the other
hand, is its determined animosity against the Apostle Paul. We
have seen that a strong anti-Pauline tendency was exhibited by
many of the Fathers, who, like the author of the Homilies, made
use of Judeo-Christian Gospels different from ours. In this work,
however, the antagonism against the “ Apostle of the Gentiles”
assumes a tone of peculiar virulence. There cannot be a doubt
that the Apostle Paul is attacked in it, as the great enemy of the
true faith, under the hated name of Simon the Magician, whom
Peter follows everywhere for the purpose of unmasking and con-
futing him. He is robbed of his title of “Apostle of the Gentiles,”
which, together with the honour of founding the Church of
Antioch, of Laodicaea, and of Rome, is ascribed to Peter. All
that opposition to Paul which is implied in the Epistle to the
Galatians and elsewherelis here realised and exaggerated, and the
personal difference with Peter to which Paul refers3 is widened

11 Cor. i. ii, 12; 2 Cor. xi. 13, 20 f.; Philip, i. 15, 16.
a Gal. ii. 11; cf. I Cor. i. 11, 12.
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into the most bitter animosity. In the Epistle of Peter to James,
which is prefixed to the Homilies, Peter says, in allusion to Paul:
“For some among the Gentiles have rejected my lawful preaching
and accepted certain lawless and foolish teaching of the hostile
man.”1 First expounding a doctrine of duality, as heaven and
earth, day and night, life and death,3 Peter asserts that in Nature
the greater things come first; but amongst men the opposite is
the case, and the first is worse, and the second better.3 He then
says to Clement that it is easy, according to this order, to discern
to what class Simon (Paul) belongs, “who came before me to the
Gentiles; and to which | belong who have come after him, and
have followed him as light upon darkness, as knowledge upon
ignorance, as health upon disease.”« He continues : “ If he had
been known he would not have been believed; but now, not
being known, he is wrongly believed ; and though by his acts
he is a hater, he has been loved; and, although an enemy, he
has been welcomed as a friend; and, though he is death,
he has been desired as a saviour; and, though fire, esteemed
as light; and, though a deceiver, he is listened to as speaking the
truth.”*  There is much more of this acrimonious abuse put into
the mouth of Peter.6 The indications that it is Paul who is really
attacked under the name of Simon are much too clear to admit
of doubt. In Horn. xi. 35, Peter, warning the Church against
false teachers, says: “He who hath sent us, our Lord and
Prophet, declared to us that the evil one....... announced that he
would send, from amongst his followers, apostles? to deceive.
Therefore, above all, remember to avoid every apostle, or
teacher, or prophet, who first does not accurately compare his
teaching with that of James, called the brother of my Lord, and
to whom was confided the ordering of the Church of the Hebrews
in Jerusalem,” etc., lest this evil*one should send a false preacher
to them, “as he has sent to us Simon preaching a counterfeit of
truth in the name of our Lord and disseminating error.”8 Further
on he speaks more plainly still. Simon maintains that he has a
truer appreciation of the doctrines and teaching of Jesus, because
he has recieved his inspiration by supernatural vision, and not
merely by the common experience of the senses,» and Peter
replies: “ If, therefore, our Jesus, indeed, was seen in a vision,
was known by thee, and conversed with thee, it was only as one

1Epist. Petri adJacobum, §2. Dr. Westcott quotes this passage with the
observation, “ There can be no doubt that St. Paul is referred to as *the
enem?i"" (On the Canon, p. 252, note 2).

3 Ho

. ii. 15. 3 Jb,tii. 16. 4 jb.tii.17.
51b., ii. 18. 6 Cf. Horn. iii. 59; vii. 2, 4, 10, 11.
7 We have already pointed out that this declaration is not in our Gospels.
8 Honl xi. 35 ; cf. GaJat. i. 7 ff. 9 Ib., xvii. 13 ff.
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angry with an adversary....... But can anyone, through a vision, be
made wise to teach ? And if thou sayest ‘It is possible,” then,
wherefore did the Teacher remain and discourse for a whole year
to us who were awake ? And how can we believe thy story that
he was seen by thee? And how could he have been seen by thee
when thy thoughts are contrary to his teaching? But if seen and
taught by him for a single hour, thou becamest an apostle*—preach
his words, interpret his sayings, love his apostles, oppose not me
who consorted with him. For thou hast directly withstood me
who am a firm rock, the foundation of the Church. If thou hadst
not been an adversary, thou wouldst not have calumniated me, thou
wouldst not have reviled my teaching, in order that, when declaring
what | have myself heard from the Lord, I might not be believed,
as though | were condemned....... But if thou callest me condemned,
thou speakest against God, who revealed Christto me,””2etc.  This
last phrase, “ If thou callest me condemned ” (""H el Kareryvioa-fievov
/it Aty«ts), is an evident allusion to Galat. ii. 11 : “ | withstood him
to the face, because he was condemned ” (ort Kartyvwr/uvos Jjv).

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

Among the writings which used formally to be ascribed to Justin
Martyr, and to be published along with his genuine works, is the
short composition commonly known as the “Epistle to Diognetus.”
The ascription of this composition to Justin arose solely from the
fact that in the only known MS. of the letter there is an inscription.
Too avrov srpos Aioyvtjrov, which, from its connection, was referred
to Justin.* The style and contents of the work, however, soon

1Cf. I Cor. ix. I ff. “ Am | not an Apostle? have | not seen Jesus our

Lord?” Cf. Galat. i. i ; i. 12, “ For neither did | myself receive it by man,
nor was | taught it but by revelation of Jesus Christ.”
* Horn. xvit. 19.

3 Otto, Ep. ad Diognetum, etc., 1852, p. 11 f.

Digitized byk jO O Q le



THE EPISTLE TO DIOGNETUS. 32i

convinced critics that it could not possibly have been written by
Justin, and although it has been ascribed by various isolated writers
to Apollos, Clement, Marcion, Quadratus, and others, none of these
guesses have been seriously supported, and critics are almost
universally agreed in confessing that the author of the Epistle is
entirely unknown.

Such being the case, the difficulty of assigning a date to the work
with any degree of certainty is extreme, if it be not absolutely impos-
sible to do so. This difficulty is increased by several circumstances.
The first and most important of these is the fact that the Epistle to
Diognetus is neither quoted nor mentioned by any ancient writer,
and consequently there is no external evidence to indicate the
period of its composition. Moreover, it is not only anonymous
but incomplete, or, at least, as we have it, not the work of a single
writer. At the end of chap. x. a break is indicated, and the two
concluding chapters are unmistakably by a different and later
hand. It is not singular, therefore, that there exists a wide
difference of opinion as to the date of the first ten chapters,
although all agree regarding the later composition of the
concluding portion. It is assigned by critics to various
periods ranging from about the end of the first quarter
of the second century to the end of the third century or later,
whilst many denounce it as a mere modern forgery. Nothing can
be more insecure in one direction than the date of a writing derived
alone from internal evidence. Allusions to actual occurrences
may with certainty prove that a work could only have been
written after they had taken place. The mere absence of later
indications in an anonymous Epistle only found in a single MS. of
the thirteenth or fourteenth century, however, and which may have
been, and probably was, written expressly in imitation of early
Christian feeling, cannot furnish any solid basis for an early date.
It must be evident that the determination of the date of this
Epistle cannot, therefore, be regarded as otherwise than doubtful
and arbitrary. It is certain that the purity of its Greek and the
elegance of its style distinguish it from all other Christian works
of the period to which so many assign it.

The Epistle to Diognetus does not furnish any evidence
even of the existence of our Synoptics, for it is admitted
that it does not contain a single direct quotation from any
evangelical work. We shall hereafter have to refer to this Epistle
in connection with the fourth Gospel, but in the meantime it may
be well to add that in chap, xii., one of those, it will be remem-
bered, which are admitted to be of later date, a brief quotation is
made from 1 Cor. viii. 1, introduced merely by the words,
0 twrooroAcs Atytt.

Y
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CHAPTER VI
BASILIDF.S—VALENTINUS.

YVe must now turn back to an earlier period, and consider any
evidence regarding the synoptic Gospels which may be furnished
by the so-called heretical writers of the second century. The first
of these who claims our attention is Basilides, the founder of a
system of Gnosticism, who lived in Alexandria about the year 125
of our era.1 W.ith the exception of a very few brief fragments,’
none of the writings of this Gnostic have been preserved, and all
our information regarding them is, therefore, derived at second-
hand from ecclesiastical writers opposed to him and his doctrines ;
and their statements, especially where acquaintance with, and the
use of, the New Testament Scriptures are assumed, must be
received with very great caution. The uncritical and inaccurate
character of the Fathers rendered them peculiarly liable to be
misled by foregone devout conclusions.

Eusebius states that Agrippa Castor, who had written a refutation
of the doctrines of Basilides, “says that he had composed twenty-
four books upon the Gospel.”3 This is interpreted by Tischendorf,
without argument, and in a most arbitrary and erroneous manner,
to imply that the work was a commentary upon our four canonical
Gospels; a conclusion the audacity of which can scarcely be
exceeded. This is, however, almost surpassed by the treatment
of Dr. YVestcott, who writes regarding Basilides: “ It appears,
moreover, that he himself published a Gospel—a ‘Life of Christ,’
as it would perhaps be called in our days, or ‘The Philosophy
of Christianity’s—but he admitted the historic truth of all the
facts contained in the canonical Gospels, and used them as
Scripture.  For, in spite of his peculiar opinions, the testimony of
Basilides to our ‘acknowledged ’ books is comprehensive and
clear. In the few pages of his writings which remain there are
certain references to the Gospels of St. Matthew, St. Luke, and
St. John,”6 etc. Now, such representations as these, made in

1 Eusebius, H. E., iv. 7, 8, 9.

* Grabe, Spirit. Pair., ii., p. 39 ff., 65 ff.

3H. £.,iv. 7. * IVann warden, u. s. w., p. si f.

5 These names are, of course, pure inventions of Dr. YVestcott’s fancy.

6 On the Canon, p. 255 f. [Since these remarks were first made. Dr.
Westcott has somewhat enlarged his account of Basilides, but we still consider
that his treatment of the subject is deceptive and incomplete.]
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the absence of any explanation of the facts, or any statement of
the reasons for such unqualified assertions, and totally ignoring
the whole of the discussion with regard to the supposed quota-
tions of Basilides in the work commonly ascribed to Hippolytus,
and the adverse results of learned criticism, must be condemned
as only calculated to mislead readers unacquainted with the
facts of the case.

We know from the evidence of antiquity that Basilides made
use of a Gospel, written by himself, it is said, but certainly called
after his own name.1 An attempt has been made to explain this
by suggesting that perhaps the work mentioned by Agrippa Castor
may have been mistaken for a Gospel; but the fragments of that
work which are still extant3are of a character which precludes the
possibility that any writing of which they formed a part could have
been considered a Gospel. Various opinions have been expressed
asto the exact nature of the Gospel of Basilides. Neander affirmed
itto be the Gospel according to the Hebrews which he brought
from Syria to Egypt ;3 whilst Schneckenburger held it to be the
Gospel according to the Egyptians.4 Others believe it to have at
least been based upon one or other of these Gospels. There
seems most reason for the hypothesis that it was a form of
the Gospel according to the Hebrews which was so generally
in use.

Returning to the passage already quoted, in which Eusebius
states, on the authority of Aggrippa Castor, whose works are no
longer extant, that Basilides had composed a work in twenty-four
books on the Gospel (to tvayye\.u>v), and to the unwarrantable
inference that this must have been a work on our four Gospels,
we must add that, so far from deriving his doctrines from our
Gospels or other New Testament writings, or acknowledging their
authority, Basilides professed that he received his knowledge of
the truth from Glaucias, “ the interpreter of Peter,” whose disciple
he claimed to be,5 and thus practically sets Gospels aside and
prefers tradition.  Basilides also claimed to have received from a
certain Matthias the report of private discourses which he had
heard from the Saviour for his special instruction.6 Agrippa
Castor further stated, according to Eusebius, that in his i”rpyriTina

* Ausus fuil et Basilides scribere Evangelium et sue illud nomine litulare.
Origen, Horn. i. in Lucam. Ausus est etiarn Basilides Evangelium scribere
quod dicitur secundum Basilidem. Ambros.,, Comment, in Luc. Proem.
Hieron., Praf. in Matt.

1 Grabe, Sfiicil. Pair., ii., p. 39 ff., 65 ff. ; Qemens Al., Strom., iv. 12.

3 Gnost. Syst., p. 84 ; cf. K. G., 1843, ii., p. 709, anm. 2.

4 Ueb. d. Ev. a. cEgypt., 1834.

5Clem. Al., Strom., vii. 17, s 106.
18<?‘:_}9Hippolytus, Reful. Omn. Herr., vii. 20; ed. Duncker et Schneidewin,
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Basilides named for himself, as prophets, Barcabbas and Barcoph
(Parchorl), as well as invented others who never existed, and
claimed their authority for his doctrines.* With regard to all
this Dr. Westcott writes: “ Since Basilides lived on the verge of
the apostolic times, it is not surprising that he made use of other
sources of Christian doctrine besides the canonical books. The
belief in Divine Inspiration was still fresh and real,”3etc. It is
apparent, however, that Basilides, in basing his doctrines upon
tradition and upon these apocryphal books as inspired, and in
having a special Gospel called after his own name, which, there-
fore, he clearly adopts as the exponent of his ideas of Christian
truth, completely ignores the canonical Gospels, and not only
does not offer any evidence for their existence, but proves, on the
contrary, that he did not recognise any such works as of authority.
There is no ground, therefore, for Tischendorfs assumption that
the commentary of Basilides “ on the Gospel ” was written upon
our Gospels, but that idea is negatived in the strongest way by all
the facts of the case. The perfectly simple interpretation of the
statement is that long ago suggested by Valesius,* that the Com-
mentary of Basilides was composed upon his own Gospel, whether
it was the Gospel according to the Hebrews or the Egyptians.
Moreover, it must be borne in mind that Basilides used the
word “ Gospel ” in a peculiar sense. Hippolytus, in the work
usually ascribed to him, writing of the Basilidians and describing
their doctrines, says : “ When therefore it was necessary, he (?)
says, that we, the children of God, should be revealed, in
expectation of whose revelation, he says, the creation groaned and
travailed, the Gospel came into the world, and passed through
every principality and power and dominion, and every name that is
named,” etc. “ The Gospel, therefore, came first from the Sonship,
he says, through the Son, sitting by the Archon, to the Archon,
and the Archon learnt that he was not the God of all things, but
begotten,”’s etc. “The Gospel, according to them, is the know-
ledge of supramundane matters,”6 etc. This may not be very
intelligible, but it is sufficient to show that “the Gospel” in a
technical sense? formed a very important part of the system of
Basilides.  Now, there is nothing whatever to show that the
twenty-four books which he composed “on the Gospel ” were not

1 Isidorus, his son and disciple, wrote a commentary on the prophecy of
Parchor (Clem. Al., Strom., vi. 6, § 53), in which he further refers to the
“ prophecy of Cham.”

3 Euseb., II. E., iv. 7. 3 On the Canon,- p. 255.
* Cf. Fabricius, Cod. Apoor. N. 7., i., p. 343, not. m.
s Ib., vii. 26; cf. 27, etc. 6 Ib., vii. 27.

1 Dr. Westcott admits this technical use of the word, of course (On the
Canon, p. 255  note 4).
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in elucidation of the Gospel as technically understood by him,
illustrated by extracts from his own special Gospel and from the
tradition handed down to him by Glaucias and Matthias.

The emphatic assertion of Dr. Westcott, that Basilides “ admitted
the historic truth of all the facts contained in the canonical
Gospels,” is based solely upon the following sentence of the work
attributed to Hippolytus: “Jesus, however, was generated
according to these (followers of Basilides), as we have already said.’
But when the generation which has already been declared had
taken place, all things regarding the Saviour, according to them,
occurred in like manner as they have been written in the
Gospel.”2 There are, however, several important points to be
borne in mind in reference to this passage. The statement in
question is not made in connection with Basilides himself, but
distinctly in reference to his followers, of whom there were many
in the time of Hippolytus and long after him. It is, moreover, a
general observation, the accuracy of which we have no means of
testing, and upon the correctness of which there is no special
reason to rely. The remark, made at the beginning of the
third century, that the followers of Basilides believed that the
actual events of the life of Jesus occurred in the way in which
they have been written in the Gospels, is no proof that
either they or Basilides used or admitted the authority of our
Gospels.  The exclusive use by any one of the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, for instance, would be perfectly consistent with
the statement. No one who considers what is known of that
Gospel, or who thinks of the use made of it in the first half of the
second century by perfectly orthodox Fathers, can doubt this.
The passage is, therefore, of no weight as evidence for the use of
our Gospels. Dr. Westcott himself admits that in the extant
fragments of Isidorus, the son and disciple of Basilides, who
“maintained the doctrines of his father,” he has “ noticed nothing
bearing on the books of the New Testament.”3 On the supposi-
tion that Basilides actually wrote a Commentary on our Gospels,
and used them as Scripture, it is indeed passing strange that we
have so little evidence on the point.

We must now examine in detail all of the quotations, and
they are few, alleged to show the use of our Gospels; and we
shall commence with those of Tischendorf. The first passage
which he points out is found in the Stromata of Clement of
Alexandria.  Tischendorf guards himself, in reference to these
quotations, by merely speaking of them as * Basilidian ” (Basili-

1 He refers to a mystical account of the incarnation.
3 Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. Heer., vii. 27.
3 On the Canon, p. 257.
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dianisch),1 but it might have been more frank to have stated
clearly that Clement distinctly assigns the quotation to the
followers of Basilides (ol Se airo BacriXetSou),2and not to Basilides
himself.3 The supposed quotation, therefore, even if traced
to our Gospels, could not prove anything in regard to Basilides.
The passage itself, compared with the parallel in Matt. xix.
ii, 12, is as follows —

Strom, hi. i, §i. Matt. xix. ii, 12.
They say the Lord answered : All ; v. 11. But he said unto them : All
men cannot receive this saying. men cannot receive this saying, but

only they to whom it is given.

For there are some who are eunuchs v. 12. For there are eunuchswhich

from birth, others by constraint. were so born fromtheir mother’s womb:
, and there are eunuchs which were made
eunuchs by men, etc.

QOir xdvres X JR\IL 7GV \6yov tovtov, \ Ou rdrret X“pousr* rir \Ayow toOtot,
clel ydp tufovxoi. ol fiiv itt yeverijs, ol jdXX olr SiSorac eUrlv ydp eOnvxoi
Sii( drdyKijs. olWet it swXiar prp-pdf iyemjfrftrar

oUnwr, sal elfflw evrouxot olnrei eSwov-
XUrboga> irrb T&r drdpwruw, s.r.X.

Now, this passage, in its affinity to, and material variation from, our
first Gospel, might be quoted as evidence for the use of another
Gospel, but it cannot reasonably be cited as evidence for the use
of Matthew. Apologists, in their anxiety to grasp at the faintest
analogies as testimony, seem altogether to ignore the history of the
creation of written Gospels, and to forget the existence of the
rroAAot of Luke.

The next passage referred to by Tischendorf* is one quoted by
Epiphanius,5which we subjoin in contrast with the parallel in
Matt. vii. 6

Hi«R., xxiv. 5. Matt. vii. 6.
And therefore he said :

Cast not ye pearls before swine, Give not that which is holy unto
neither give that which is holy unto dogs, neither cast ye your pearls before
dogs. swine, lest they trample them under
their feet, and turn again and rend

you.
P&Xtjtc rods napyaplras tfiirpoc- dune t6 Ayior roTt kihtlw, fiydt

dewtGv xolpw, Pyte rb &yior tois fi&Xijre rods fiapyaplras vp.Gn fpurpoc-
K\, dev run x°Lpuv, jc.t.X.

Here, again, the variation in order is just what one might have
expected from the use of the Gospel according to the Hebrews or
a similar work, and there is no indication that the passage did

1 IVann Warden, u. s. w., p. 51. 3 Strom, iii. I, § I
3 Dr. Westcott does not refer to this quotation at all.
4 Wann Warden, u. s. w., p. 51. s Hcer., xxiv. 5, p. 72.
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not end here, without the continuation of our first Synoptic. What
is still more important, although Tischendorf does not mention
the fact, nor otherwise hint a doubt than by introducing this
quotation also as “ Basilidianisch,” instead of directly ascribing it
to Basilides himself, this passage is not attributed by Epiphanius
to that heretic. It is introduced into the section of his work
directed against the Basilidians, but he uses, like Clement, the
indefinite ; and as, in dealing with all these heresies, there is
continual interchange of reference to the head and the later
followers, there is no certainty who is referred to in these quota-
tions, and, in this instance, nothing to indicate that this passage
is ascribed to Basilides himself. His name is mentioned in the
first line of the first chapter of this “ heresy,” but not again before
this <fja-i occurs in chapter v. Tischendorf does not claim any other
quotations.

Dr. Westcott states : “ In the few pages of his (Basilides’)
writings which remain there are certain references to the Gospels
of St. Matthew, St. Luke,” etc. One might suppose from this
that the * certain ” references occurred in actual extracts made
from his works, and that the quotations, therefore, appeared set in a
context of his own words. This impression is strengthened when
we read as an introduction to the instances: “ The following
examples will be sufficient to show his method of quotation.”3
The fact is, however, that these examples are found in the work of
Hippolytus, in an epitome of the views of the school by that
writer himself, with nothing more definite than a subjectless <101
to indicate who is referred to. The only examples Dr. Westcott
can give of these “ certain references” to our first and third
Synoptics do not show his “method of quotation” to much
advantage. The first is not a quotation at all, but a mere reference
to the Magi and the Star. “ But that everything, he says (<€£10J),
has its own seasons, the Saviour sufficiently teaches when he says :
....... and the Magi having seen the star,”3 etc. This, of course,
Dr. Westcott considers a reference to Matt. ii. i, 2, but we need
scarcely point out that this falls to the ground instantly if it be
admitted, as it must be, that the Star and the Magi may have
been mentioned in other Gospels than the first Synoptic. We
have already seen, when examining the evidence of Justin, that
this is the case. The only quotation asserted to be taken from
Luke is the phrase : “ The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and
the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee,”4 which agrees
with Luke i. 35. This again is introduced by Hippolytus with
another subjectless “ he says,” and, apart from the uncertainty as

1 On the Canon, p. 256. 3 //>., p. 256, note 3.
3 Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. Hier., vii. 27. 4 [>., vii. 26.
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to who “he” is, this is very unsatisfactory evidence as to the form
of the quotation in the original text, for it may easily have been
corrected by Hippolytus, consciously or unconsciously, in the
course of transfer to his pages. We have already met with this
passage as quoted by Justin from a Gospel different from ours.

As we have stated, however, none of the quotations which
we have considered are directly referred to Basilides himself,
but they are all introduced by the utterly vague expression, “ he
says ” (">ifert), without any subject accompanying the verb. Now,
it is admitted that writers of the time of Hippolytus, and notably
Hippolytus himself, made use of the name of the founder of a
sect to represent the whole of his school, and applied to him,
apparently, quotations taken from unknown and later followers.
The passages which he cites, therefore, and which appear to
indicate the use of Gospels, instead of being extracted from the
works of the founder himself, in all probability were taken
from writings of Gnostics of his own time. Dr. Westcott
admits the possibility of this, in writing of other early heretics.
He says: “The evidence that has been collected from the
documents of these primitive sects is necessarily somewhat vague.
It would be more satisfactory to know the exact position of their
authors, and the precise date of their being composed. It is just
possible that Hippolytus made use of writings which were current
in his own time without further examination, and transferred to
the apostolic age forms of thought and expression which had been
the growth of two, or even of three, generations.”l So much as
to the reliance to be placed on the work ascribed to Hippolytus.
It is certain, for instance, that, in writing of the sect of Naaseni
and Ophites, Hippolytus perpetually quotes passages from the
writings of the school, with the indefinite <fjjiri,2as he likewise
does in dealing with the Peratici,3 and Docetae/ no individual
auth