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PREFACE

— e ———

Tur following monograph is o confribution to the
eriticismu of the New Testament. The views put for-
ward in it are shortly these. That tho famous work,
Aoyilov cvpiaxdv EEynats, by Papias of Hierapolis,
about which so muelh has been written, was upon
the interpretation of Messtanic prophecies, and that
the worle referred fo iu it, and attributed to Mat-
thew, eonsisted of a collection of Messianic prophe-
cies in Hebrew, extracted from the Old Testament,
and perhaps from other books.

1 was led to eonclusions which differ so mueh from
those put forward by most critics, in the follow-
ing way. After reading the argument in the work
entitled ¢ Supernatural Religion,” upon the gospel
gquotutions in Justin Martyr, I was desirous of
testing the matter by cxamining the quofations
as they stood in the text of that father. After
examining a eonsiderable number of these quota-
tions, I eame to the conclusion that while thers wero
many short passages, which, constdered by thewm-
selves, might well be supposed to have been quoted
from tlie canonical gospels, it was not reasonable
to suppose that any of Justin’s long quotations camo
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from the canonteal gospels. Al of them 1 have
examined exhibit the following peculiarities. They
consist of phrases, resembling somelimes one and
sometimes another of the canonical gospels, and of
other phrases not found in any of (hem, woven
together, so as in each case to form a puerfeetly co-
Irerent whole. No quotation ever follows any one of the
canonieal gospels consecutively for more thnau o line ov
two. There is nothing about the quotations that in the
least suggests that they are paraphrased or quoted
merely from memory. Between them and the canoni-
eal gospels must be interposed the labour of some one
who has deliberately eut a text to pieces and ve-
arranged it. 1t is impossible to suppose that Justin,
by merely quoting from the canonical gospels, would
have made this mosaic.!  After examining a consider-

! Dr. Sanday has endeavoured to set against this argument the
mixed quotations found in the Fathers from the Old Testument.
1 am disposed, on the other hand, to draw from these mixed quota-
tions the inferencs that the Fathers quoted the Old Testament in
such cases from secondary sources, that is to say, that collections of
texis upon particular topics were made either by the persons making
the quotations or other authors, and that such collections were the
immediste source of ihe quotations. These mixed quotations are
not a probable result of loosc citation or of unconseious cerebration.
1t must be remembercd that evidence which is conelusive that the
citation, medintely or immedintely, is derived frow the Old Testn-
nent, is not in u parallel ensc in a writor as old as Justin at all
conclusive thal an ovangelieal quotution enme from ono of the
canonieal gospels. Lor, as regards the Old Yestument citations, we
know that, however devious may have been the road, the Old Testa-
nient is the ultimate source of them; bui a3 regards evangelical
quotations, on the other hiand, we know from internal evidence that
the canonical gospels arc not original beoks; in fact, that they are
hany removes {from original books. ) T )
~—The probability, therefore, of an evangelical citation in a writer
before Lhe time of Irenaeus coming, not from the canonical gospels,
but fromn some one of the works upon which they are fnunded, or
irom some parallel work derived from the same materinls, is very
great.
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able number of gospel quotations, I determined io
test Justin’s habits of quotation by comparing some
of his Old Testament quotations with the LXX. I
readily found long quotations whicli followed the
LXX verbatim, sometimes witht a various reading or
fwo, through whole chaptera. On the other hand,
there were short quotations which were very differont
from the LXN.  These lntber 1 noliced to consist of
passages explained as Messianic prophecies, some but
not all of which were also quoted to a great extent in
the saume words in Matthew. I henee drew the con-
clusion that Justin got the Old Testament quotations
which did not eome from the LXX out of his gospel,
and I accounted for those whicli are not found in any
of the eanonieal gospels, by supposing that his gospel
cited more Messianic prophecies than the present
eanonieal gospels do. It was not iill some years after-
wards that, on reading Davidson’s ¢ Introduction to
the New Testament,” I became acquainted with Bleek’s
analysis of the Old Testament quotations in the
synoptic gospels ; I was then struck by its agreement
with the plienomenon 1 had noticed in Justin Martyr.
Putting the two things together, the explanation
suggested itself to me of o work in Aramaie, upon
the interpretation of Messianic proplicey, which had
heen part of the materials oub of which the ennonieal
gospels were compiled. Now 1 had slready formed
the conclusion that the books atéributed by Papias to
Matthew and Mark were rather materials out of which
the canonieal gospels had been partly compiled, than
any of those gospels. The consideration, therefore, sug-
gested itself whether this boolt on Messianic prophecy
could be the Look written in Ilebrew which wis at-
tributed by Papias to Matthew.
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1t was after this that I carcfully studied Dr. Light-
foot’s essays in the ¢ Contemporary Review.” [ liere
saw that in all the instances given by him, that were
before or not long after the time of Vapias, the word
Noyra was applied to the Old Testament. This
suggested to me the interpretation 1 have maintained
in the following essay, and 1 accordingly set to work
to colleet all the instances I could of the use of the
word, with the result of confirming the suggestion.
Ae I have said, the conclusions I have eome to differ
from those of most eritics, orthodox and unortlhodox ;
but as they are bascd upon a considerable induction, I
have determined to publish them.

I ought to add that I am not under any direct
obligation to Credner in respect of the portion of this
monograph which deals with the Old Testament
quotationg from Justin Martyr. I did not heecome
acquainted with the nature of Credner’s work unntil
1 had well-nigh done, when I learned about it from
Dr. Sanday's ¢ Gospels in the Second Century.” If I
had obtained the knowledge earlier 1 should have en-
deavoured to avail myself of the assistance which no
doubt could have been derived from that source.

February 1894,
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CHADPTER 1
INTRODUCTORY

Pivias, who, according to Kusebius, was Bishop of
Hierapolis in the first decade of the second century,
wrote a work in five books, entitled Aoyiwv cvpiaxdy
eExqymots, which, to avoid begging the question I have
to consider, has been translated, An DExposition of

Dominical Oraeles. This work is lost, all but a few

] extracts.  Onc of these extracts, preserved hy Euscbius,
relales Lo n book written by Matthew, and another to
a book written by Mark. The question 1 propose to
cottsider i3 what relation (if any) the former work
bears to the canonical gospel nseribed to Matthew.

L The extract, which is very short, 1s as follows:
‘ Matthew wrote the Oracles (t¢ Aoyia ovveypdyraTo)
in the Ilelrew langunge, aud cach wan interpreted
them ns o was able

(1 .
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Thie extract reluting to Mark is longor +—

jmu‘l this is what the Klder said, Mark having becemio the
interpreter of Peter, wrote accurately, but without arrange-
ment (ob uév roe 7ife), as many things s he related
{umpévevaer) cither snid or done by Clirist,

*For he neither heard the Lord nor followed him, but
&fterwards, ag I said, he followed DPeter, who used to make
his teaching according to the occasion, and not as making
a systematic disquisition (cvirafiv) upon the Dominical
oracles (or discourses, according as the reading is Aoylwr or
Adywr), so that Mark did not act wrongly when he thus
wrote some things as he related them. For of one thing
he took care, not to pass by any of the things which he
lieard, or to falsify anything in them.”?

These extracts were long taken (by Paley, for
example ) as evidence that the canonical gospels of
Matthew and Mark were known to Papias, and as-
cribed by him to the authors whose names they now
bear. Of late years, however, another theory has
been put forward: that the canonical gospels were
first circulated anonymously ; that Christinns became
curious fo ascertain the names of their authors; and
that these passages of Papias were laid held of for
the purpose, and the anonymous books in use in
the Church"identified ‘with the books mentioncd by
Papias.

There is eomsideruble reason to think that the
gospels were, in faet, originally cireulated anony-
mously. o

For instanee, when Clement of Alexandria wishes
to describe the two gospels which in his opinion were
written first, he says, not Matthew and Luke, but

1 See Appendix i. * Evidences ix. 0.
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“those which contuin the genealogies,” mpoyeypupbac
TOY ebayyedwy T& TEpiéyorTa Tas ryeveahoylas '—an
inconvenient eireuntoention, which he would seareely
have used hud he not kunown that the manuseripts
i the hands of iy of his rendors had 1o names
ultached by which they eowdd be cibed.? ’

When we look eloscly at the words of Euscbius,
we see that hie does not say that the Looks referred to
were the canonieal gospels.  The one extract he says
was about Matthew, doubtless meaning the apostle,
and the other about Mark, who wrote the gospel, not
about the gospel written by Mark. This is only
material in eonsidering liow far the lost context of
the passages cited may have borne out the current
opinion, aid we sce that Kusebius docs not pledge
himself that it did.?

But to come to the passages themselves. The
statemment as to Matthew is on ail sides understood to
mean that e wrote, not in Hebrew properly so called,
but in the language called Arameean or Aramaic,
Taking this to be so, it 18 utterly inapplicable to the

! Easebias, 11 E. lib. vi. eap. 14, .

" According to Semisch, Clement of Alexandria in his very nume-
rous citations lrom the Gospels asmes John bat three times, Matthew
uwiee, Loke twiee, and Mark once.  Sce L'he Fourth Gospel : Kxternal
Fridences of Aulhorship, by Bzra Abbut, p. 72

S i another place, /7000 Nib, i, cap. 15, Fasebius tels, on the
wnthority of Clement of Mesandrin, o =loey of Mark writiigg his
gospel ut the request of hearers of Petec; wlieh reads very like o
version of the necounl contained in Lhe forcgoing estraet, referred
to the eanonicel gospel ol Mark, and amplified ; and then says that
Pupius eorroborates Clement.  This, however, by no means deprives
of its signiticance the Tnet that when Fasebius was aetoully quoting
Papias, and may therelore be suppesed to have had his book before
hitn, be refrained from saying explicitly that the extract related to
the gospel.  In another place, H. K. 1ib. iii. cap. 24, Kusebios says
that Matthew wrote his gospel in his native tongue.  Bat he mighy
have got this from Iremeus. See 1. K. ib, v, cap. 8.

n 32
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canonical gospel. For the possage implies that the
interpretation of the book was a task of which every-
body was in some measure capable, but only with dif-
ficulty. Now the word jpprivevas (=interpreted) may
be taken to mean either ‘explained’ or ‘translated.’
If the former, there is nothing about tlie gospel of
Matthew which could make it difficult to be under-
stood by a contemporary who understeod the language
in which it was written. If the latter, the statement
is equally unintelligible. Aramaic was not a learned
lnnguage. The Christians of Palestine, whose mother-
tongue it was, understood it perfectly. The Greek
Christians did not understand it at all. Where then
is the meaning of saying that everyone interpreted
it as he was able ?

When we come to the passage referring to Mark,
we see a book described of a character altogether
different from the canonical gospel : ¢ Things said and
done by Christ without arrangement '—such a book as
a man might have written who had listened to feach-
ing, not in itself containing a consecutive narrative.

In order, however, to ascertain exactly the wmean-
ing of Papias, it is necessary to ascertain the sense
in which he used the word Aéyia, or oracles. Now
the subject of his work being ¢An Exposition of
Dominical Adyea, or oracles,” the obvious motive lio
would have in making the remarks cited by Eusebius
would be to collect what other writers had done with
regard to the same topic. It is, therefore, probable
that the word Aéyia is used in the same sense through-
out the citations. It, therefore, becomes material to
determine whether it was cited twice or thrice, for in
the latter case we have three equations, so to say, for

INTRODUCTORY 5

determining its meaning, and in the former ouly two.
In order to do this it will be nceessury to consider
whether Aoylwy or Méywy is the preferable reading in
the passage relating to Mark; and finally, as the
intendment of the word Adyiov varied from time to
time, it is necessary to determine as accurately as
may be the date of Papins. I will consider these
questions in the opposite order to that in whieh I have
stated theni, that is to say: first, the date at which
Papias wrote ; secondly, the question concerning the
text; thirdly, the meaning of the word Aoyev.
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CHAPTER 1II
THE DATE OF PAPIAS

Tue first question to consider then with regard to
these extracts from Papias is at what time they were
written. The commonly received account, based on
the Paschal Chronicle, is that Papias suffered death
by martyrdom in the year 164 a.n.; in which case it
would be improbable that he could bave written a
book of the sort attributed to him hefore the third
decade of the second century. But I think Dr.
Lightfoot, the late Bishop of Durham,' has proved,
from remarkable coincidences of language, thaf this
story of the martyrdom of Papias arcse from the
writer of the Chronicle applying to him a statement
made by Eusebius as to one Papylus; and we may
therefore disregard it, and pass on to the other evi-
dence as to the date of Papias.

The direct evidence upon the subject is containerd
in the folowing notices in the Ecclesiastical History of
Eusebing:—

Book III. cap. 84.

* In the third year of the reign of the above-mentioned
emperor (that is, Trajan} Clemeni, Bishop of Rome,
departed this life. . . .

' Essays on Supernatural Religion, p. 147 ; originally published
in the Contemporary Heview.
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Cap. 85.
*Pat Symeon alzo having ended his days in the way 1
j a e N b .
hiave declared, 3 Jew of the name of Justus received in his
stead the throne of the bishopric at Jernsalem. . .

s

Cap. 36.

* Aboub their time Polycarp, a pupil of the Apostles,
was eminent in Asia, having had put info Lis hands the
biskopric of the Cliurch at Smyrus, from those wha were
eye-witnesses and assistants of the Lord. About whose
time Papias was becomiing known, being himself Bishop of
the see of Hierapolis.” (Kuf & &pvwplers Ilamins 7is
v ‘Tepamddee wapowias xal adris érivkoros. }

The next date given by Eusebius, that of the acces-
sion of Primus, Bishopof Alexandria, is the twelfth year
of Trajan. This is at the very beginning of Book IV.
of the Ecclesiastical History, and immediately follows
the notice of tlhic writings of Papins which concludes
Book III.

Eusebius, therefore, says that Paplas was not
merely Bishop of Hierapolis, but getting into note
about the year a.p. 101, or a few vears after. The
inference would be that the only work by which he
was known was written before that date.

In coming to this conclusion I hiave nob thought it
necessary to enter into an investigation of the date
of the martyrdom of Symeon. It iz a question too
obscure to throw light on anything clse. A Syriac
Chronicle, perhaps on the authority of this very
passage, places it 4.p. 104, and M. Waddington has
assigned the date when Herodes Atticus, by whose
order it is alloged to have taken place, was Consular
Legate of Palestine to ithe years a.p, 105-107, his
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reason for this being that these are the only years
about that time when he has not evidence that other
persons held that office.’ When one couples the diffi-
culty of assigning a date to Herodes Atticus with the
statement that Symeon was a hundred und twenty
years old at the time he was martyred, one is apt to
suspect that the whole storyis a fable. However this
may be, no inference can be drawn from it that will
serionsly affect the above conclusion as to the date of
Papias. ‘

Irenaeus describes Papias as the hearer of John,
meaning the apostle, the companion of Polycarp, and
& man of primitive times, dpyaios dvijp. Now I think
Eusebius is successful in showing that Irenaeus is
wrong in describing Papias as a hearer of the apostle
John; still the fact that he describes him in the way
above stated is not without weight in determining his
date. It is language a man would not use of his own
contemporary, even of a man who had flourished in
his youth. We may therefore safely, on the testimony
of Irenaeus, put the period of living memory, or sixty
years at the least, between the time at which lrenaeus
was writing and the date of the work of Papias he had
in view. This would make the latest date to which
the work of Papias could be assigned about a.p. 180 ;
but of course the testimony of Irenaeus would favour
a much earlier date.

Eusebius also speaks of ecclesiastical writers gene-
rally having been induced by tlie antiquity of Papius
to adopt his opinions concerning the millennium. This
would seem to show that he had evidence before him,
by rcason of the notices contained in different writers,

' Lightioot, dpostolic Fathers, vol. ii. part 2, sect. i. pp. 445, 450.

¥
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by which to fix the date of Papias, and that these
uotices favoured an carly date. Such a writer, for
instance, as Melito, who wrote about 4.p. 150, would
scarcely be induced by the antiquity of a writer who
wrote only five-and-twenty years earlier toadopt his
views.!

We will now turn to consider what internal evidence
the extracts afford as to the date at which they were
written; for which purpose I must cite another
extract from Papins, preserved by Enscbius, with his
comments on 1t :—

‘But I will not hesitate to arrange in order for you,
with the interpretations, whatever things at any time I
well learned from the elders and well remembered, having
thoroughly established the truth concerning them. For I
did not, as 1yost men, take pleasure in those who say
most, but in those whe teach wlhat is true, nor in those
who relate the connmandments of another man {ras
aMerp'as évtodds), but in those who relate the commmand-
ments given by the Lord to the faith and coming from the
truth itself. -DBut if anywherc anyone came who had been
a follewer of the elders, I used to enquire after the words of
the elders. VWhat Andrew or what Peter said ? (wev),
or what Philip ? or what Themas or James ? or what John
or Mptthew ? or any other of the disciples of the Lord?
and the things which Aristion and John the lilder (&
wpecBurepos 'ludryys), the disciples of the Lord, sny (Aéyov-
ow). For I did not apprehend that things out of books
profited me so much as what was said by the living and
ubiding voice.’

' This mnst be taken as an illustration nierely, ag | am not aware
that there is direct evidence that Melito held millenarian views.
Though as he wrote 8 trealise on the levelation of John (Eusebius,
M. K. lib.iv, cap. 26) and Huscbius does not say anything to the
contrary, it is probable that Melito sught to be included in the general
statenent of Busebius above notieed.
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On this extract Eusebius makes the following com-
went :-—

‘Where also it is worthy to be noticed that he iwice
mcntfons_ the name of John, and the man of that name first
mentioned he associates with Peter, James, and Matthow
and the rest of the A postles, clearly meaning the Evangelist :
but the other Jobn he puts in a separate clause, and classes

with others outside the number of the Apostles, placing:

Aristion before him. And he clearly names him * the
Elder.” 8o that througl these things also is shown to
bo tr.ue the account of those who have said that there were
two in Asia who bore the saimne name, and that there were
two sepulchres at Eplesus, and that each is still to this

It Las been argued that the interpretation put by
Eusebius upon the words of Papias is not correct :
that Papias wanted to distinguisl between disciples as
tq whom he could get secondhand information and
disciples from whom he could get direct information ;
?,nd that he names John twice because he counld get
in his case information of both sorts, and that he
app!ies the title Elder to him in the second place to
distinguish him from Aristion, in the sense of apostle,
?vhich it is contended that he has previously applied
in that sense to Andrew, Peter, &e.

_ On this last assumption, which is necessary for
this interpretation, I think it fails. IlpeaBirepos, or
Elder, may be used in two senses: one its ordinary
sense, as implying age; the other its technical sense,
as the name of an office in the Church. In the latter
sense I do not think it is ever applied specially to the
Apo_stles. In the passage under consideration, Papias
begins by using the word as importing age, that is,
not men advanced in years, but men of the former

THE DATE OF PAPIAS 11

generation. This is what he means when he speaks
of the things lie learned from the elders. He uses the
word in the same seuse wlen he speaks of questioning
those who liad been followers of the elders. He then
ag elders instances a number of apostles amd otlier
disciples of thie Lord, and tlen he goes on to instance
Aristion and John the Elder. 1 can see no meaning
to put upon this last phrase except that put upon it
by Eusebius, that he now uses the word in a special
sense, a8 a designation of a particular man, who for
gome reagon or other, probably by reuson of his oflice,
had come to be known as the Elder (e.g., Cato the
censor). Why else among a number of men, all named
as instances of *clders’ from whom he had ecollected
traditions, should ho single out one to call him the
Llder ? 'Hhis I think would be the proper interpreta-
tion of the language, even if no other John had been
mentioned ; but a person of the name John having
been previously mentioned, therc can be no doubt
that the designation is added for the purpose of dis-
tinguishing two men, and that the first named is the
apostle. John the Elder, therefore, is a different man
from John the Apostle. Eusebius continues :—

*To which things it is necessary to pay attention.
For it is likely that the second, if one would not admit the
first, belield the rovelation which is in cireulntion under
the name of John. Papias, also, of whom we are now
speaking, acknowledged that he took the words of the
Apostles from those who had followed them, but says that
he was himself a hearer of Aristion and John the Elder.
At least he frequently mentions them by name, and places
their traditions in hig writings.’

A little further on, Eusebius mentions a story
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which was told Papias by the daughters of Philip.
From this we gather that while Papias was able to
relate traditions which he had received personally
from Aristion and John the Elder, whe had been dis-
ciples of Jesus,! and alse from the daughters of Philip,
he was net able to report any traditions which he had
gathered from any of the apestles personally. There
can be no doubt en the latter peint. Had Papias,
who set 80 great store upon oral tradition, ever heard
anyof the apostles speak, he would certainly have men-
tioned it in such a way as to leave ne reom for doubt.

There is a mere precise indication of time in that
in speaking of the traditions gathered from the
Apostles, Papias speaks in the past what Andrew,
Peter, &c., said (elwev) ; but in speaking of Aristien
and John the Elder lie uses the present, the things
whieh Aristion and John the Elder say (Aéyovow).
The obvious inference from this change of tense is
that John the Elder and Aristion were alive at the
time, while the apostles he mentions were all dead.
This is the opinion of Dr. Westcott, the present
Bishop of Durham.? Dr. Lightfoot, indeed, suggested
that Aéyovaw should be taken as the historic present
used for the purpose of variety, but it is diffeult to
supposo that this can be the case with a present
pointedly opposed te an aorist, ag in this case.

I shall therefore assume that Papias wrete after

! As Papias in two consecutive clauses of the same sentence ap-
plies the word uayr#s to Andrew, Peter, &e., who had been disciples
of Jesus in tha proper sense of the word, and to Aristion and John
the Elder, I think the proper inference is that it is applied to the
latter also in the proper sense of the word, and that they had been
actual hearers of Jesus. This is further borne out by his object, to
get avidence of what Jesus had said.

2 Canon of the New Testament, 5th edit. p, 70, nofe I.

.w-.,_,,..“
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the deaths of the mpostles he mentions, and duiing
the lives of Aristion and John the Elder. The next
matter to determine will be when the deaths of the
two latter teok place.

As regards Aristion, we are without means-of in-
formation, exeept what may be inferred from the
statement of Papias that he was a disciple of the
Lord, which will plaece his death at some period
within the duratien ef human life after the death of
Jesus, and from the fact that it is stated in the
Apestolic Censtitutions (vil. 46) that one Aristen, pro-
bably the same mmn, wus a Bishep of Smyrnn before
Polyearp, from whicl we might probably infer that
he was dead before Polyearp became Bishop of
Smyrna—that is, before a.p. 101.

As regards John the Elder, we have, I think,
menns of more exaet determination. It will be
noticed that Irenaeus tells us that Papias was a hearer
of the apostle John. This, Eusebius points out, is a
mistake ; he.was a hearer merely of John the Elder,
and not ef the aposile. From this mistake of Irenaeus,
we mny assume that he confounded John the Elder
with John the Apostle, and generally applied to the
latter traditions whieh reached him about the former.
Now Irenaecus tells us, apparently on the authority of
certain clders of Asia, that John the diseiple of the
Lord lived to the time of Trajan.! The context, coupled
with his failing to make mention of John the Elder
as a distinet man from John the Apostle, shows that
he means John the Apostle. So interpreted, John
the Apostle inust have lived to the age of ninety, or,
more probably, ninety-five years. TFor Trajan began

v Ade. Haer. lib. ii. eap. 22, sceb. 5.
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his reign a.p. U8, or sixty-five years after the received
date of the death of Jesus. Now John the Apostle
can scarcely have been less than twenty-five years
old at the time of his Master’s death—that is to say,
we can hardly suppose a younger man chosen to bo
an apostle. This would give him a miniinum age of
ninety at the accession of Trajan.! Butitisevidently
rather straining the point to suppose John so young
a8 iwenty-five at the former epoch. e would be
therefore rather over than under ninety at the latter,

We must here note that Irenaeus, in the same pas-
sage in which he states that John lived to the time of
Trajan, states, on the authority of all the elders of
Asia, whom he describes as professing to speak on
the direct testimony of John and other apostles, that
Jesus lived to beyond the age of forty or fifty. If
this were so, it would inerease the probability that
the Apostles were men of mature age.

As I have said, Irenaeus appears to have meant
his statement to apply to John the Apostle, but he
says John the disciple of the Lord, probably using
the words of the elders on whose authority he made
the statement; and when we bear in mind the fact,
which is proved, that he confounded the two Johns,
there can be little doubt that the .stutement ought to
be applied to John the Elder. Such an application
will render it much more probable, for though John
the Elder was a disciple of Jesus, there is no reason
from that to suppose he was & grown man at the
time of his Master's death: he might, for instance,
bave been but a boy of fifteen; in that ease hie would
be eighty at the time of the accession of Trajan, and

1 See Appendix vi,
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hig surviving te that time would iuvolve no im-
probability.! If, however, we suppose that the state-
ment of Irenaeus iz properly referred to John the
Apostle, we are involved in this further difficulty. It
i8 a necessary inference from the statement of Papias
that John the Elder and Aristion must have survived
John the Apostle by all the time whichh must have
elapsed while Papias was collecting his traditions and
writing his book ; else, as both Johnslived at Ephesus,
he would have got traditions direct from the apostle.
Now this must have been some years—say, ten years
or thereabouts. If, therefore, John the Elder and
Aristion must have been eighty or thereabouts at the
accession of Trajan, and survived John the Apostle
by a time suflicient for this purpose, we should arrive
at the conclusion that they, too, lived to an age
approaching ninety. Now it would be not a liitle
remarkable that there should be three disciples of
Jesus in the same neighbourhood, two bearing the
same name and living in the same city, who attained
this great age. I think, therefore, that it may be
safely concluded that John the disciple of the Lord
who lived to the time of Trajan was John the Elder.
This, I rather gather, is the opinton of Dr. Abbott,
expressed in his article on the gospels in the ‘En-
cyclopmdia Britannica.’
I ought here to noticé an authority bearing upon
the age of Papias, cited both by Dr. Lightfoot and

! Dr. Salmon remarks that, on the assumption that John the Elder
was distinet from the apostle, * we can hardly help identifying him with
the John who is said to havelived to the reign of Trajan, and to have
been the teaclier of Polycarp and tlic early Asiatic bishops.,’ Intro-
duction to the New Testament, 6th edit. p. 290. Dr. Salmon, however,
doubts the distinetion between John the Elder and John the Apostle.
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by Dr. Westcott. It is an introduction prefixed to a
Latin MS. of the fourth gospel found in the Vatican
library, and assigned by Tischendorf to the ninth
century. It is as follows:—

* Evangelium Johannis manifestatum et duntum esb
ecclesiis ab Johanne adhuc in corpore constituto; sicut
Papias nomine Hierapolitanus, discipulus Johannis carus,
in exotericis, id est in extrémis (externis) quinque libris
retulit. Descripsit vero evangelium dictante J olianne recte.
Verum Martion haereticus, cum ab eo fuisset improbatus,
abjectus est ab Johanme. Is vero seripta vel epistolas
ad eum pertulerat a fratribus qui in Ponto fuerunt.’!

This passage is thus rendered by Dr. Lightfoot :—

‘ The Gospel of John was made known and given to
the churches by John, while he yet remained in the body,
as (one) Papias by name, of Hierapolis, a beloved disciple
of John, has related in his exoteric, that is, in his last five
books; but he wrote down the Gospel at the dictation of

John correctly.
¢But Marcion, the heretic, when he had been censured

by him because he held heretical opinions, was cast off by
John. Now he had brought writings or letters to Liim
from the brethren that were in Pontus.’?

From the passage interpreted in thig way it has
been supposed that there were five spurious books
annesed to the gennine books of Papias, which were
known as the exoteric books to which reference hns
been made. Thig theory was originated by Overbeck,
and has since been adopted by Hilgenfeld. If it be
accepted, of course the passage is of no account.
The theory adopted by Dr. Lightfoot is an earlier
theory of Hilgenfeld—that exotericis is a mistake for

! Westeott, Canon of the New Testament, 5th edit. p. 77,
t Essays on Supernatural Religion, p. 210
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exvgeticts, whichi would make the passage run *as
Papiag . . . has related in his expositions in five
books,” for of coursc the words id est in extremis
are merety a gloss of some editor or iranseriber to
explain the word ecotericis, which he did not under-
stund.

This passage is quoted both by Dr. Westeott wnd
Dr. Lightfoot to show that Papins wns aequainted
with the gospel of $t. Jolin ; but if i proves anything,
it proves that Dapius actually wrote that gospel at
the dictation of John, and stated this in his five
books. Papias therefore must have been, if the
passage can be relied on, a contemporary of John
who wrote the gospel, and this 18 why I wention the
passage here. Now these statements are directly
contradicted by LEusebius when he says, having
speciul reference to Johm, that Papias by no means
asserts that hie was a hearer or eye-witness of the
holy apostles. It is difticult to reject this statement
of Eusebius in favour of that of an anonymous Latin
writer of the ninth century who had probably never
seen the writings of Papias, and could probably not
read a word of them, and who shows his ignorance of
ceclesiastical history by relating a story which implics
that Marcion had published his heresy in the time of
the nposite Johmn. But 1 vonture to doubt whether
cither the German or English eritics 1 have mentioned
have found out the trne meaning of the passage.
The worde id est in ectremis may be rejected as a
mere gloss, but these words show that the word
exotericis puzzled one of the later editors. This
word was therefore not introduced at the last stage,
and may more probably have eome down from the
¢
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earliest form of the statement. Now the word ero-
tericus has a recognised meaning which appears
very apt for the interpretation of this passage. 1t
means that which is contained in writing as opposed
to mere oral instruction. The backbone of the agser-
tion, then, will appear to be this: that what Papias
received orally from John he reduced fo writing in
five books. Understanding by John, John the Elder,
this statement is accurate, agrecing cxactly wilh
Eusebius. The blunder which has been made is in
assuming that the traditions which were thus reduced
to writing by Papias constituted the fourth gospel.
There can be little doubt that the passage in question
is a mere amplification and embellishment of some
such statement about the traditions received orally
from Jolin, and reduced to writing by Papias in five
books, misapplied to the fourth gospel. The passage
therefore has no value whatever.

In connection with this passage from the Vatican
MS. should be considered the Greek passage contained
in the ¢ Catena’ published by B. Corder, which I will
quote from the translation of Dr. Liglitfoot or Mr.
Harmer, whichever 1t iy :—

« Ior last of these, John, surnamed the Son of Thundcr,
when ho was now & very old man, as lrenneus and Linsebius
and a succession of trustworthy historiuns have handed
down to us, about the time when terrible l‘xere§ies had
cropped up, dictated the Gospel to his own disciple, the
virtuous Papias, of Hicrapolis, to fill up what was lacking
in those who before him had proclaimed the word to the
nations throughout oll the earth.’

We have here the same story that t.he fourth
gospel was written by Papias at the dictation of the

s

Phr st LU Caa

B SRRSO RIRE W R

THE DATE OF PAPIAS 19

apostle John, but the writer, instead of citing as his
authority the lost books of Papias, cites the extant
works of Irenaeus and Eusebius. What could be
learnt from thosc works ig, that Papias committed to
writing traditions he had received from a disciple of
the Lord called John, whom the former writer sup-
posed to be the apostle of the same name and the later
writer didnot.  Some statement of this fuct, mnde by
some ono of the frustworthy historians wentioned in
the extract and distorted by some other of them, must
be the basis of the fable contained in the extract; it is
therofore of no vatuo nb all.

In considering whether the statements of Irenacus
ag to John the disciple of the Lord ought to be
applied to John the Apostle, we ought not to pass over
the statement of Polyerates, Bishop of 1ophesus, that
John the Apostle was a martyr, a fact unknown to
Ircnaeus, or at all events not mentioned by him, and
which ftherefore, if accepted, must raise considerable
doubt as fo the mecuracy of the information furnished
by Irenaeus with regard to the apostle.

There can be no doubt that the expression of Poly-
crates, * John who lay upon the Liosom of the Lord . . .
both martyr and teacher ’ (xai pdprus kai 818dararos),’
amounts to n statenient thut the apostle John sulfered
deatls by martyrdom. In the next sentenco the same
word is applied by Polycrates in exactly the same way
to Polycarp, and in the succeeding sentences to
Thraseas and Sagaris, in whose cases there can be no
doubt of the meaning. Moreover, in the time of
Polycrates the word appears to have been already
restricted to those who suffered death for their faith,

! Eusebius, 2. K. v. 24,
c2

f
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a8 we learn from tho letter of the churches of Lyons
and Vienna. When their fellow-Christians applied
the name ‘martyrs’ to the prisoners who had suffered
repeated tortures, but were still alive, the suffercrs
refused the title, saying, ‘ They are alrcady martyrs
whom Christ has thought worthy to be tuken up in
their confession, and has sealed their martyrdom by
the issue, but we are mean and poor confessors.’'
"Exeivoe 8y pdprupes, obs v 1i oporoyia XpioTos
HElwoey avalndlivai, émioppayiadusvos airov Sia
Tijs éEd8ov Ty paptuplay- rusis O ouohoyor pérpiot
XAl TATELVOL.

The next question then to consider is the weight
to be attached to the statement of Polyerates. It is
contained in a letter addressed to Victor, Bishep of
Rome, upon the Paschal controversy.  Vietor became
Bishop of Rome, us we learn from Euscbius, in the
tenth year of Commodus, that is, a.p. 184, and con-
tinued until about the ninth year of Scverns, that is,
a.p. 201, If, therefore, we tako a.n. 195 as the dale
of the lotter, we shall not be fur wrong., I it Poly-
crates says that he was then sixty-five years in the
Lord (éérjxovra wévre Ern Exwr év Kupiw), which I sup-
pose means that he was sixty-five years old. He was
therefore born nbout a.n. 180. ITe professos to speak
concerning the Paschal controversy according to the
tradition of his family, seven of whom were bishops.
He writes as having that ncquaintance with the senti-
ments of the people of Ephesus aud that part of Asia
that would be possessed by a man who had spent his
life there. Now the question is, What is the value of
his etatements concerning the apostle Jolm 2 Suppos-

! Busebius, H. E. v. 2.
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ing Polycrates conld understand and remmember his-
tarical statements made to him when he was ten years
old, and taking the duration of living memory to be
sixty years, he might have heard the testimony of
eye-witnesses to events as early us the year a.p. 80
about, bat not earlier. Now, on the supposition that
the statements of Irenacus as to John the disciple of
the Lord ought not to be applied to the apostle, we
have no information as to when the apostle died
beyond that he was alive in the year 68, the date of
the Boolk of Revelation, at which time he would be
sixty years of nge or upwards. If he lived to the year
A.D. 80, he would be seventy-two years old or upwards.
It would be rather more probable that he would die,
in the ordinapy course of nature, before that date than
after it; and if his life were cut short by martyrdom,
it would therefore be more likely to be before that
date than after it.

We have therefore no reason to think that Poly-
crates could gpeak from the testimony of eye-witnesses
s to the martyrdom of the upostle Jolin.  Thoe event,
liowever, 18 one of a elass likely, so far as the main
fuct was concerned, to be accurately transmitted by
the tradition of two gencrations. The statement of
Polyerates is thorefore one whiclt it would appear we
ought to aceept, und its ncceptance discredits the tes-
timony of Irenaeus. ‘

In eonsidering the weight to be attached to the two
men, it must be remembered that, though about the
same age and born in the same locality, Irenaeus left
Asia when a boy (mats), while Dolycrates resided there
all his life. Now children, though they remember
clearly things they witnessed themselves, do not usually
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pick up clear or accurate accounts of historical facts
from the statements of others.

I will now consider two passages which support
very strongly one of the conclusions for which I have
contended—viz., that the apostle John suffered mar-
tyrdom—but one of which offers an argument in favour
of a later date for Papias than I have assigned him.
The first passage is found in the ¢ Chronicon ’ of George
called Hamartolus, or the Sinner, a monk of the ninth
century. This writer, after remarking that John sua-
vived the rest of the twelve, and then suffered as
2 martyr (uapruplov karpFlwrai), continues as
follows : —

_ ‘For Papias, the Bishop of Hierapolis, who was an eye-
witness of him, says in the second book (Adyw) of the
* Dominical Oracles” (rdv xupiaxdy Aoyfwr) that he was
killed by the Jews.’!

The other is from an anonymous notse lately found
by De Boor in the Codex Baroccianus and conjectured
to have beenextracted from the ‘ Ecclesiastical History’
of Philip of Side, which was published about 4.p. 427.
It is as follows :—

‘ Papias in his second book says that John the Divine
and James his brother were killed Ly the Jews. The
aforesaid Papias has narrated as having received it from
the daughters of Philip that Barsabas, who is also called
Justus, being tested by the unbelievers, drinking the poison
of a viper in the name of the Christ, was preserved harm-
less. And he narrates also other wonders, and especially
that concerning the mother of (Manaimus?), who was
raised from the dead, about those raised from the dead by
the Chbrist, that they lived until Hadrian (ioropei 8¢ xai

' For the context of this passage see Appendix vii.
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It appears, thercfore, from these two authorities,
that the works of Papias contained a direct staterment
that John the Apostle was killed by the Jews. Thatisa
very strong confirmation of the eonelusion I have drawn
from other sources, that the apostle Jolin suffered death
by martyrdom, and was a different person from John
the disciple of the Lord, who continued to the timo
of Trajan. Some writers have nrgued from these
passages that the apostle John was put to death in
Palestine, and, therefore, was nover in Asia at all. I
does not at all follow, becanse John was killed by the
Jews, that lie was killed in Palestine.

He might have been killed in a riot, or have died
from the cffeets of corporal punishment inflicied upon
him by his eountrymen as onc of their own community ;
or even, if put to death by the Roman authorities at
the instigation of the Jews, he might, without any
very great inaceuracy, be said to liave been killed by
the Jews. Dr. Lightfoot refused fo believe on the
authority of the passage in George Hamartolus,! and
Dr. Salmon? has rcfnsed to believe on the authority of
both passages, that Pnpias mado any such statement ;
but there is no reason to be adduced to the contrary,
except the silence of Eusebius as to Papias having
made any such statement. Now had Lusebins desired
to prove that the apostle John suffered martyrdom,
this argument would have great weight, but it is very
doubtful whether Eusebius wonld desire to bring this

U Essays on Supernatural Religion, p. 211 ef seq.
2 Intrutuction to the New Lestament, 4th edit. p. 319,
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fact into prominence. The stand he takes is this.
In Book IIL chapter xxiii. of his ‘Ecclesiastical His.
tory " he cites from Irenaeus the statement that John
remained until the time of Trajan, and in chapter xxxi.
of the same book he cites from Polycrates the state-
ment that John, who was both a martyr and a teacher,
rested at Ephesus. Eusebius does not put together
tliese testimonies in his own words, but the natural
inference is that he accepted both statements, and
believed that John survived to the time of Trajan, and
afterwards suffered death by martyrdom. That Euse-
bius did not want to give prominence to the fact of
the martyrdom of John is shown by his leaving the
statement of Polycrates to speak for itself. It is there-
fore not surprising that he did not quote nnother testi-
mony to the same effect from Papias.

I will now pass on to the lLearing of the latter
quotation upon the date of Papias. It appears to state
that Papins made a statement about those who were
ratsed from the dead by Christ, that they lived till
Hadrian. If Papias made such a statement, he must,
of course, have written after the accession of Hadrian,
and after the death of John the Elder and Aristion.

But in this aspect the passage is open to the
following observations: (1) The passage appears to
be very awkwardly constructed. The sentence would
come to a natursl stop after the word dvasracay,
making it read : ¢ And he narrated also other wonders,
and especially that concerning the mother of Manui-
mus, who was raised from the dead.” If the sentence
is supposed to run on further, it must be construed
thus: ‘ And he narrated also other wonders concerning
those raised from the dead by the Christ, that they

Jep——
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lived till Hadrian, and ¢specially conceruing the
mother of Manainus, who was raised fromn the dead,’
the latter clause being in the original an awkward
parenthesis. (2) The statement about those raised
from the dead by Christ living till Hadrian excifcs
great suspicion that it is derived from a passage in an
apology addressed to Hadrian by Quadratus, in which,
speaking of the long lives of those healed or raised
from tlie dead Ly Christ, he says, ‘5o that some of
them reached even to our times.” It will be noticed
that the statement of (nmadratus (dore xai els Tovs
HuETépoUs XPCYOUS TES aUTHY agixovro),’ except 8o
far as it affirms that Christ healed persons and raised
them from the dead, has nothing miraculous or even
improbable abont it. He does not state that any such
persons were nlive at the time lie was writing, probubly
soon after the accession of Hadrian. Using the aorist
(4piravro) he implics the contrary, and by the phrase
“to our times’ he implics that such persons survived
to some period within the lifetime of himself as well
as Hadrian, but not that they survived until the
accession of Hadrian to the Empire. Hadrian was
born a.p. 71, and Quadratus probably about the same
time, that is, thirty-eight years after the death of
Jesus. There is no improbability in some persons
who were brought to Jesus when yonng living beyond
this period. In the quotation the statement is made
somewhat remarkable, though not at all miraculous,
by making these persons survive until the aocession of
Hadrian, for that is what it must be taken to mean.
The accession of Hadrian was eighty-three years after
the death of Jesus, and therefore it is just within the

' Fusebins, . E. lib. iv. ¢. 3.




26 TILE ORACLES OF PAPIAS

bounds of ordinary possibilities that some person who

was brought to Jesus in infancy might survive till

that period. This difference does not make it the less
likely that the statement is taken from Quadratus.
Stories have always a tendeney to assume a more
marvellous tone on being repeated, but the marvel is
not sufficient for it to be classed as such along with
the raising of persons from the dead. (3) There is
again the consideration that Eusebius does not notice
any such statement on the part of Papias. Now in
this case the silence of Eusebius is of weight, for he
desired to depreciate Papiag, and it would have tended
todosoasa retailer.of traditions, could he have shown
that he did not write until after theaecession of Hadrian.

Putting all these things together, I think the proper
conelusion is that the extract has broken off in the
middle of a sentence; that the slatement as to what
was said by Papias ends with the word dvasrdcav,
which ought to be followed by a full stop, and the
following words are the commencement of another
sentence, which, when complete, was a statement about
what was said by Quadratus. Such an error is not at
all improbable in a marginal note.

We may, therefore, disregard this passage as hav-
ing any bearing upon the date of Papias.

Before dismissing the subjeet of the end of the
apostle John, we ought to consider the curious remark
made by Tertullian, who apostrophises the church of
Rome in these words i—

¢ Happy Church, for which Apostles poured forth the
whole doctrine with their blood, where Peter equals the
passion of the Lord, where Paul is crowned with the death
of John (i.e. the Baptist), where the Apostle John, after

i s T
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that having been plunged into boiling oil he suffered
nothing, is banished unto an island.™!

This story of the miraculous deliverauce of the
apostle Johm must have been current at Romo at the
end of the second century. The most probable expla-
nation of it is, that there were current different tradi-
tions about two different men of the nane of John : of
John the Apostle, that he suffered martyrdom, and of
John the Elder, that he died a natural death at extreme
old age in the reign of Trajan. These two men being
confounded, thie uccounts were reconeiled, as nearly
as might be, by the story preserved by Tertullian.

Little reliance can be placed upon the scene of the
martyrdom being at Rome ; the passage in Tertullian
sufficiently exvlains the origin of this part of the
story. It was for the aggrandisement of the Roman
Church to be the place of martyrdom of as many
apostles as possible.

We thus get to the commeneement of the reign of
Trajan, or—as in the absenee of evidence it would be
rash to assume that Aristion lived to eighty as well
as John the Elder —some years earlier, as the latest
date to which the work of Papias can be assigned.

The next question is, what cvidenee there is for
determining an anterior limit to the date of its com-
position.

There are three considerations which may assist us
in this: First, the impression of lapse of time during
which Papias was collecting his traditions, which
could not begin to run till after the death of the last
of the apostles he named, or, at all events, of John.
As regards the apostles named by Papias, we have no

v De I'raeseript. Haeret, 36.
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evidence when or where they died, with the exception
of Peter, James, and John. James, supposing the
Lord’s brother to be meant, was put to death a.p. 63,
and Peter is commonly supposed to have perished in
the Neronian persecution, a.p. 64. As regards John
we have, as I have shown, eonsiderable reason to
suppose that he was alive in the latter part of the
year A.p. 68, the date of the eomposition of the Book
of Revelation. At that time hic would be sixty years
of age or upwards. Assuming the inference that the
John the disciple of the Lord who lived to the age of
Trajan was not John the Apostle, but John the
Elder, is correct, we have no further information
about him exeept the statements already noticed, thut
lie was a martyr and was killed by the Jews, and that
he died at Ephesuns.

We should get the earliest date for the work of
Papias by supposing John the Apostle to have died
soon after A.p. (8, which, supposing him to have
suffered martyrdom, would be by no means im-
probable, sueh an event being more likely to happen
during the eommotions preceding the establishment
of the authority of Vespasian, or the exeitement
against the Jews oceasioned by their insurrection,
which must gradually have subsided after the destrue-
tion of Jerusalem, than at a later period. Moreover,
it must be remembered that martyrdom was rarely
attained by one who did not ecourt it, and that the
frame of mind of the writer of the Revelation wns
that of a man likely to ecourt martyrdom. 1t 18 there-
fore not improbable that John did not very long
survive the publication of his book: in fact, he writes
a8 if he were already in the hands of the authorities.
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Taking tiis ewrly date for the death of John, snd
making some allowance for Papias to collect his tra-
ditiong or write his book, we should get about a.n. 80
as the earliest date at whieh that book could be
written. ~

However, without assigning an carly dute for the
death of the apoustle Johw, there ean be no reason to
suppose that he survived the year a.n. 80, which
would amnke him attain the nge of scventy-two yenrs
or upwnrds. 1f we allow fiftcen years for Papias to
colleet his traditions, this would bring us to the year
A.D. 95 as the date of the eomposition of his book.

Another way of fixing the date of Papias is by refer-
cnce to the time at whieh he eollected his materials.

This was.after the seven numed disciples of Jesus —
Andrew, DPeter, Philip, Thomas, James, John, and
Matthew—and the great bulk of the diseiples of Jesus
were dead; bub at a thue at which there was no
difliculty in finding people who could narrate, fromn
{heir own knowledge, what these seven named and
other disciples of Jesus had said.

Pupias, it must be notieed, does not speak as if he
had, by some particular good luek, eome upon sowe
persen who had been a hearer of the Apostles, but
implies that he had hived at o time when hearers of
the Apostics were commonly to Le met with, and he
had questioned them and noted what they said.

Now when_ any event has been known to & large
namber of people of different ages, it will commonly
be cagy to find witnesses of it for about forty years
after it happened.  After this period the number of
witnesses will rapidly fall off, till after sixty years
they will ordinanly be all gone. This follows from
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the consideration that after the lapse of forty yesrs
the witnesses must have been either under twenty at
the time of the event witnessed, or over sixty at the
time of giving their testimony, and that young persons
ordinarily do not sufficiently comprehend the import
of events which do not immediately concern them-
selves to tressure them up in their memories, whilst
the memories of old people frequently fail also,
especially as to events which did not immniediately
concern themselves.

‘We ought, therefore, to place the time for Papias
collecting his traditions within the period of forty
years after the events—that is, after a time at whieh
the seven disciples named, and many other disciples
of Jesus, were living. One of these disciples, James,
we know died a.n. 63; another, Peter, is gencrally
supposed to have died a.p. 64. Matthew must, from
the tradition in the Gospels, have been a man of
middle age in the lifetime of Jesus. He would, there-
fore, be a man of seventy or upwards A.p. 63. There
would, therefore, be no probability that he long sur-
vived that date. We do not know when Andrew,
Philip, or Thomas died ; it is, however, more probable
tban otherwise that some one of them would be dead
hefore, say, .. €8. After s.p. 70 we muy be certain
thnt persons who hnd been disciples of Josns would
be scarce. Now for persons to have been able to
narrate what they had heard from the apostles and
disciples of Jesus, we must allow the witnesses to
have been hecarers of these apostles and disciples for
some period of time. We cannot suppose that the
informants of Papias simply recorded dying con-
fessions. If, therefore, we suppose that they must
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have been able to remember events as early as a.p. 60,
we shall not be requiring too much. This would
make the period during which Papias was colleeting
his traditions coineide with some part of the last forty
years of the first century; but he might, so far asthis
branch of the argument is concerned, have written
his book early in the second century——that is, sup-
posing the date assumed for the traditions collected
(1.0. 60) iz sufficiently early. DBat it is not so. To
assume it is to assume that Papias only collected
{raditions of the last few years of the lives of the
disciples of the Lord. We ought, therefore, to put
that date a little carlier, and this will bring vs to the
last decade qf the first century as the date for the
work of Papias.

"The remaining considerations arise from the books
we know DPapias gquoted. Thesc comprise, as we are
told by Tusebius, the lirst epistle of Peter and the
first epistle of John, and, as we learn from Andrew and
Arethus,! who were both Dishops of Caesarea, the
Apocalypse. The latter fuct merely places the com-
position of Papias’s work later than a.p. 68.

So little is ascertainable about the date of the first
epistle of John and the first epistic of Peter, that they
are more likely to bo determined by, than to aid in,
determining the date of Paping. We wrrive, there-
fore, at the conclusion that the work of Papias must
have been written 10t earlier than abouf a.v. 80, or
tater than about A.p. 98; but that about o.p. 90 would
scem to be its most probable date.

This is an earlier date than that generally assigned

t See post, p. Y6 ; also Cramer, Catena, p. 350 et seq.; Lightfoot,
Issuys on Supernatural Religion, p. 201
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to the book; but so far as concerns the tenor of my
argument—that is, so far as bears upon the meaning
of the word Aoyov—I1 do not think it would make any
differenee if it were put fifteen or twenty years earlier
or later.
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CHAPTER Il
JOHN THE ELDEE

As the foregoing argument turns, to some extent, on
the distinction between John the Elder and John the
Apostle, it may be as well, before leaving it, to collect
the evidence dor and against that distinetion.

The eovidenes against that distinetion is, that
Ireuanecus deos not appear to be cognisant of it—that is
o say, any one ignorant of the distinction reading
Irenuens would not have the distinetion snggested to
him, but if any one reads Irenacus with the distinetion
in his mind, there is much in Irenaens which leads to
the inference that Irenaeus was aware of the distine-
tion, and purposely wrote in such a way as to enablo
lhim to ignore his acquaintanee with it without telling
any direct untruth. Thus Irenazus habitually de-
seribes doln as the diseiple of the Lord (o 706 Kuplov
pabnmis, palytisrol Kvplov nuav, ¢ discipulusdomini,’
e.q. book ii. cap. 22, ss. 8, 5; beok iii, cap. 1,8. 1;
eap. 8, 8. 4; cap. 2, 8. 1; cap. 16, 8. §; book v. eap.
33, 8. 8; Eusebiug, ‘H. T." book v. cap. 24) never
as an apostle, though he once refers to him by that
name, and, of course, he inclndes him with others
as apostles, and he does not speak of any other
apostle singly as a disciple of the Lord. When Ire-
D
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naeus has occasion to mention an apostle, he does so
most frequently simply by bis name, without any
title, and this is the case with John as well as the
others ; but he occasionally applies the title apostle
to other apostles singly, ¢.g. to Peter, book iii. cap.
12, 8. 1, or to Paul, book iii. cap. 6, s. 5, and book iv.
cap. 26, s. 4.

1t is evident, as regards John, that if Irenacus hnd
intended to confound two men, both of whom were
disciples of Jesus, and of whom only one was an
apostle, he could not have adopted o terminology
better fitted for the purpose. Now nothing is niore
probable than that Ireneus would desire to eonfound
the two men. He had Leen accustomed, all his life,
to plume himself upon having been in youth n hearer
of Polycarp, who in turn had been a hearer of one
John, a disciple of the Lord. Irenaeus had, no doubt,
grown up in the belief that this John was none other
than the apostle, and had derived consideration in
the Church from his reputed connection with him. It
would not be until Irenaeus came to study the works
of Papias and other ancient writers that he would see
anything to cast a doubt on this cherished belief.
When he did see anything to suggest this doubt, it is
not at all surprising that he resolutely determined to
cast any sueh doubt away from him, und to muke
John the disciple of tlie Lord, who lived to the time
of Trajan, one person with the apostle.

He could do this without to the letter falsifying
his authorities by applying, in all eritical passages, to
both men indifferently the title which they had in
common, and neglecting ever to use any mark of dis-
tinction Letween them.
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Justin spoke of John as one of the apostles (* Dial.’
cap. 81).

Writers subsequent to Irenaeus often spealk of the
apostle John as the disciple of the Lord, perhaps follow-
ing Irenzus, but by no meanshabituallyas hedid. Thus
Clement of Alexandria, in the passage preserved by Eu-
sobius, ¢ H. 137 1ib. 5il. cap. 28, speuks of John ug the
upostle; sodoes Tertulliun (‘DePraeser. Haer.’ cap. 80).

With the language of Irenaeus may be contrasted
that made use of by the writer of the Muratorian
frngment, generully thought his contemporary, who
secms to imply that he considered the John who wrote
the Fourth Gospel to have been a disciple of the Lord
but not an apostle. He says—I quote the translation
in the ¢ Ante-Nicene Christian Library’:—

¢ The Fourth Gospel is that of John, one of the disciples
{* ex decipolis,” no doubt correctly restored * ex diseipulis ).
When bis fellow disciples and bishops entreated him
{¢ eohortantibus eondiscipulis et éps suis ’) he said, IFast ye
now with me for the space of three days, and let us reconnt
to each other whabever may be revealed to each of us. On
the same night it was revealed to Andrew, one of the
apostles (¢ ex apostolis ’), that John should relate all things
in s own name,’ &e.

The story told in this pussage iy, of course, w fuble,
but the contrust so pointedly drawn between John, one
of the disciples, and Andrew, one of theapostles, implies
the belief in a John who was a diseiple, but not an
apostle of sufficient note for the Fourth Gospel to be
attributed to him, and supports the thecory of the
separate existence of the Lilder. Infact, the antithesis
between John the Apostle and John the Disciple which
is eoncealed by the language of Irenaeus is hero

» 2
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brought out by the juxtaposition of the words. This,
of course, is not necessarily the original language of
the author of the fragment, it may be the language
of some writer from whom he borrowed the fable.

From what Eusebiussaysin the twenty-fifth chapter
of his seventh book, he evidently refers, when he men-
tions ¢ the aecount of those who have said that there
were two in Asiz who Dbore the samic namo, and thnt
there were two sepulchres in Ephesus,and that cach was
still called John's,’ to Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria,
who flourished in the middle of the third century,
from whom he quotes the following words: ¢ They
say there are two monuments in Ephesus and each i3
called John'’s.” DBesides this, in chapter 46, of book
iii. of the ¢ Apostolic Constitutions,” in the enumeration
of bishops stated to have been ordained by apostles, is
the statement : ¢ Of Ephesus, Timotheus, ordained by
Paul, and John by me Jobn.” What is the exact his-
torical value of a statement contained in the last-
mentioned fiction it may be hard to say; it may pro-
bably be sufficient evidence of a generally accepted
tradition that there were two Johns at Ephesus in
apostolic times, one the apostle and another younger
man whom he ordained bishop. Moreover, the
statement in the ¢Apostolic Constitutions’ does not
appearto be derived from either Dionysius or Iuscbius,
neither of whom states that the second John was ever
a bishop, though, according to the ancient interpreta-
tion of the term, this may be implied by the fitle
¢ Elder * (wpeaBirepos) given him by Papias.

A piece of evidence as to the existence of John the
Llder, as distinet from Johu the Apostle, the weight
of which deserves to be considercd, is to be found in
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the two letters commonly knowu as the second and
third cpistles of John, and attributed to the apostle.
Wlhen the books of the New Testament eame to be
colleeted, or, perhaps rather I should say, when these
letters came to be inserted among the eolleeted books
of the New Testament, they were probably designated
seeond mud third, for eounvenienco of reference,’ and
the first letter boing attributed to the npostle, this de-
siguation produced the belief that they were all by
the same anthor, and this no doubt was the opinion of
many of the IMathers. For instance, Irenaeus (iii. 16,
8) quotes the second epistle as the work of John the
disciple of the Lord, meaning no doubt the apostle.
But Jerome tellseus, that the opinion handed down by
most writers was that the two later letters were written,
not by John the Apostle, but by John the Elder.

The earliest certain evidence we have of the exist-
ence of the second epistle is the quotation of it by
Irenaeus above mentioned, and the earliest certain
evidence we have of the existence of the third episile
is the mention of it by Origen, who does not appear
to have thought either it or the sccond epistle the
worlk of the apostle.?

We have cvidence, therefore, that the second

! Clement of Alexandrin distinguishies the first as the larger
{uelwv) epistle (Strom. ii. 38, eited Bleek's Introduction to the New
Lestament, p. 226).

* De viris illust. ec, 9, 18, ibid.

° * He (the npostle John) has also left an epistle of very few lines,
Let it be t!mt e left also n second and a third, since not all say these
to be gennine.  However, both of them du not muke a hundred lines’
(Kararérowre wal dmioroAdy mdvu drlywr orixwr. “Eatw 3% kal Sevrépay
wal Tpirqy ' dmel od wdvres dacl ywnolovs elvar Tabras. wAhy ofix eigt
oriywy dugdrepar ixardy). Origen, eited Eusebius FL. E. lib. vi. cap. 25,

1t will be noticed that while Cletent spenks of the *larger * epistle,

Origen speaks of the second and third. This peints to tho collection
in the interval of the thiee letiers into one volume.

i S
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epistle was in existence at the time of its quotation by
Irenaeus, say a.p. 185, and that the third epistle was
in existence a generation afterwards.

In addition to this, there iz the evidence of the
Muratorian fragment. It is difficult to estimate the
effect of this evidence, as well as the weight which
ought to be given to it, from the exceedingly corrupt
state of the document and from its author being un-
known, and from the doubt that exists as to its age.
The fragment, which iz mutilated at the beginning,
makes mention of the third book of the Gospel aceord-
ing to Luke, who, it says, began to speak from the
birth of John. It then apparently states that John,
one of the disciples, wrote the fourth Dbook of the
Gospels and tells the fable we have noticed above, and
proceeds :—

‘quid ergo mirum si Johannes tam constanter sincula etifl
in epistulis suis proferam dicens in semeipsu quae uidimus
oculis nostris et auribus audinimus e} manus nostrae pal-
pauerunt haec scripsimus uobis si¢ efiam non solum
uisurem sed auditorem sed et scriptoré omnium mirabilia
dni per ordinem profetetur.’

This passage is thus translated in the ¢ Ante-Nicenc
Christian Library " :—

¢ What marvel is it, then, that John brings forward
these several things so constantly in his epistles, also say-
ing in his own person : “ What we have seen with our eyes
aud heard with our ears, and our hands have handled, that
have we written”* ? For thus he professes himself to be
not only the eye-witness, but also the hearer, and besides
that the historian of ali the wondrous facts concerning the
Lord in their order.’

This translation depends upon a restoration of
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the text, by which *singula’ is put for * sincula,” and
< proferat * for ¢ proferam,” not to mention less 1m-
portant restorations. .

It is not easy to put any meaning at all upon the
text in its unrestored state, or to suggest any less
extensive restoration. But it is obvions that, though
epistles are mentioned in the plural, the writer is re-
ferring to the first epistle only. The fragment then
gocs on to mention the Acts ns the work of Luke, and
then the Bpistles of Paul, who is said to have followed
ihe example of his predecessor Johuy, in only writing
by name fo seven churches. The fragment then
mentions that there were in circulation an epistle to
the Laodiccans, anll another to the Alexandrians,
forged in the name of Paul, addressed to the heresy
of Marcion, and several others which could not be re-
ceived in the Catholie Churceh, and proceeds as follows :
‘ opistola sane iudc et superserictio iohannis duas in
catholica habentur et sapientia ab amicis salomonis
in honore ipsins scripta’ In this passage ¢ Judae’ is,
of course, restored for Jude, and I think all eritics
would read ¢ duac’ for ¢ duas.” ¢ Superscrictio’ may be
variously restored as  superscripti,” ¢ superscriptae,” or
< superseriptione,’ of which the last appears to me the
most probable. These restorations would make the
passage run : ‘ The epistlg, indeed, of Jude, and two
with John’s name superseribed, or superscribed as (the
work) of John, or with the superseription of J ohn, are
held in the Catliolic Chureh, and Wisdom written by
the friends of Solomon in his honour.” These render-
ings are all equivalent. Critics who adopt the restora-
tion ¢ superseripti ' have rendered the passage, though
not, as I think, accurately : ¢ The epistle, indeed, of
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Jude, and two of the above-named J oln, are held in
the Catholic Church,’ but this is improbable. The
phrase ‘ above-named’ is not used anywhere else in
the fragment, though there is occasion for it, if the
jﬁriter affected the sort of precision of language which
it implies, Luke as well as John being mentioned
more than once in the fragment, and as regards John
it is useless, as two persons at least of that name have
Leen preyiously mentioned.

The fragment continues: ‘ We receive the Apoca-
lypsesof John and Peter only which’ (in the singular)
* some of us are unwilling to read in the church.” The
fragment then comments on the degree of respect to
be paid to the ‘Pastor of Hermas,’ and after some
corrupt lines, in which the ouly thing intelligible is
the non-reception of some works of Valentinus and
Marcion, breaks off abruptly.

It is obvious that the writer is commenting on a
New Testament part of which, at all events, had got
a definite order, and that he mentions epistles of John
twice. The first notice, which occurs between the
notice of the Fourth Gospel and the Acts, is only ap-
plicable to the first epistle, and probably was in the
original form of the document explicitly confined to
it. The second notice, which follows thie epistles of
Paul, and is only introduced after the writer lins begun
to comment on doubtful books, speaks only of two
epistles, and is probably intended to refer to the
seecond and third. 1f this is so, we arrive at the con-
clusion, from the study of the fragment, that at the
time it was written the first epistle was placed next
after the Gospel and treated as undoubtedly genuine ;
but the sccond and third, though generally read in
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the churches, were considered of uncertain authorship,
and placed among doubtful books at the end of the
New Testament. The mention made of the Wisdom -
of Solomon shows that it was consistent with the
views of the writer to reckon in the Canon a book
which he thought undoubtedly spurious.

The date of the Muratorian fragment is generally
given as a little after 170 a.p. Dr. Salinon places it
not earlier than the heginning of the third century;
T am inclined to be of that opinion, for the following
reason. The language of the fragment appears to
show that the books of the New Testament, or at all
events the Gospels,.lmd Lieen eollected in a volume, 80
that the third and fourth books can be spoken of. I
am not aware of any writings so early as the second
century which would suggest this inference. The
language of Clement of Alexandria ai the end of it,
deseribing the Gospels of Matthew and Luke as those
which contain the genealogies, and the first epistle of
John as the ¢ larger,’ is in strong contrast.

The inference to draw from the fragment is that
the second and third epistles, as late as the beginning
of the third century, were placed in a different category
from the first, and this is very unfavourable to their
being by the same author as the first.

As uguinst the two epistles Deing by the author
of the first, another weighty fact is their non-inclu-
sion in the Peshito-Syriac version, which contains
the first epistle. This is not explicable like their non-
quotation by writers like Papias and Justin, who quote
the first epistle, on the ground that no need arose for
it. The objeet of the framers of the version would be
to include all books of similar authority. We may,

__._-L-..___N SR
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therefore, conclude that at the time of the makine of
the Peshito version, or rather of the old Syria,(;D o1
which it was founded, there was a well-marked differ-
ence between the authority accorded to the first epistle
and the two others, if, indeed, they were then in exist-
ence, and this, I think, is conclusive that they ought
not to be attributed to the auther of the first epistle. If
they had been his werkmanship, all three letters wonld
have been collected long before the making of that
version, would have circulated fogether, and would
have appeared equally authentic. The framers of the
version inserting one would, as of course, have inserted
the othersalse. But the resemblance in style between
tlie second and third epistles on the one hand, and
the first on the other, is so great, that if they are not
by the same author, it must be the result of inten-
tional imitation, which would be strong evidence of
forgery.

Assuming, however, the letters to be a forgery, it
may nevertheless be urged that they shiow a gene-
ral belief, at the time they were written, in a John
who was supposed to be understood by the title « The
Elder,’ of sufficient repute to have letters forged in
his name, and as this cannot well be later than a.p.
185 and may be much earlier, it affords a powerful
confirmation of the interpretation placed by Kuscbius
on the passage in Papias showing tlic existence of the
8ame person.

As against this, it may he remarlked that oncof the
peculiarities of the style of the first epistle is the
application of the phrase ¢Little children’ to the
persons addressed, and the effect of this is imitated

e
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not the less effectively because indirectly by the
application of the correlative term * The Llder” to the
supposed aunthor, in the second and third epistles.
The use of this term would therefére be explicable by
reason of the intention of the author to Imitate the first
epistle, and uny inference that might be drawn {rom
it as to the belief in any John known as the Elder
wonld fall fo the ground.

1t would appear, therefore, probable thut the sceond
and tbird epistles of John woere intended to be
attributed to the writer of the first epistle, assumed
to be John the Apostle, as the second epistle, at all
events, was in fact attributed by Irenaens.  No infer-
ence can, therefore, be drawn from the writing of these
epistles to the existence of John the Elder. From
the fact, however, narrated by Jerome, that the
epistles had been very generally attributed to John
thie Elder, such an inference may he drawn, and the
exclusion of the letters from the Peshito version is not
at all inconsistent with the prevalence of such a belief
as to their authorship. On.the contrary, the existence
of such a theery would be of itself a reason for not
attributing them to the -apostle, and therefore ex-
cluding them from the canon.

On the whole, thengh the evidence, apart from the
extracts of Pupins, miglht not of itself be sufliciont to
establish the separate existence of John the Elder, it
is sufficient to confirm to a considerable degree the
interpretution placed by Tuscbius upon these extracts
and altegether to rebut any positive objection that
might be raised to that interpretation—that guch a
person had not otherwise been heard of, but was a
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subtlety evolved from the brain of Dionysius for tlie
purpose of discrediting the Apocalypse, though that,
but for this purpose, we should have heard nothing
about such a person from Eusebius at all events, there
may be no manner of doubt.

CHAPTELR 1V
TUE VARIOUS READINGS AOywv AND Aoryitww

I winr now pass on to consider the question w_ith
regard to the text of Liusebius, or ratlier of Papins.
In the extract relating to Mark, it is said that Peter
did not speak as if he were ma:ki.ng a syntax-——rwhatever
thint may nioan—of the Dominienl oracles.  The word
translated oracles is hoyiwv. Instead of hoyiwr some
manuseripts read Adywy, which wou.}d make the pas-
sage run that Peter did not speal as if he were making
a syntax of the Dominical discourses, which thel:c
could be no doubt, I think, would mean the Lord’s
'ses.
dlﬂc;ﬁ; (i'eading Aéyowy is adopted by Burton and
Valesius, but Stephens, Stroth, Zimmermann, Routh,
and more recently Lacmmer, have adopted the read-
twv. !
mg'}\:}lturn from the names of the editors to the
grounds by which they have bLeen .iflﬁucnced. Thesc.
T can only gather from the eritical appamtx'xs 91
Burton, the only eritical edition I have seen, wh'lch is
not perhaps so perfect as it might hqve been, owing to
lis death before the Look was published, b’ut, as the
work of an editor who adopts the reading Aoywy, may
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be supposed o present the facts in the most favourable
aspect for that reading. It appears from this that
five manuscripts read Aoywr and five Aoylww, the latter
being supported by the paraphrase of the historinn
Nicephorus Callisti.

The manuscripts which read Aéywy all belong to
what is called the ¢ other ’ recension, or at all events all
cxcept one, about which the statements of Burton are
not sufficiently explicit to make the matter entirely
free from doubt. Of the manuscripts which read
Aoylwy, one designated by Burton by the letter ‘A’
belongs to what has been called the ¢former ’re-
cension ; as to the other four, he makes no statement
that I can distinctly follow. As regardsthe authority
of ¢ A’ he makes the following remarks :—

¢It exhibits a certain peculiar recensien of the text,
not indeed the best, as Stroth thinks, but sufficiently
ancient. It often agrees with Rufinus, often also with
Nicephorus, and then for the most part should be thought
to exhibit the true reading, as Stroth festifies.’!

Wa see that in favour of the reading Noylwy there
is this agreement of ‘A’ with Nicephorus, which
Burton follows Stroth in acknowledging to be a general
indication of the true reading, together with whatever
weight ought to be assigued to the ngreemont of the
other four codices, one of which is of the tenth century.
In support, therefore, of the reading Adywv there ap-
pears to be the authority of one receusion only, in sup-
port of Aoylwr of two recensions, or probably more.

! ] gather frem this remark that the reeensions used by Rufinus
and Nieepherus were different frem the recension eoniained in ‘A,

and that therefore the agreement of either of these writers with ‘A’
amounted to the agreement of two recensions.
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If one turns from the authorityxof different codices
to the context, the reading Aéywv has to contend
with this difficulty. It can only mean dxscgurses,
and it is not easy to sco why the fact that it was
not the object of Peter to make o syntax of the
discourses of the Lord should be a reason why Mark
shonld fuil to relate in order what the Lord Ind done,
as opposcd to whut he had said. 1 th’ink I s}mll l‘m
able to give a meaning to the word hoyiwy which will
obviate this difficulty.
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CHAPTER V

THE MEANING ©F THE WORD Advyia

Tue next question to censider is the meaning to
assign to the werd Advyia, which I have translated
oracles, when Papias says Matthew wrote the oracles
in the Hebrew language. There can be little doubt
that the oracles which Matthew wrete, or wrote on,
are the same as those of which it was the olject of
Papias to make an exposition, as shewn by the title
of his weork, ‘An Expesition of Deminical Oracles’
(Aoyiwy ruptaxdv éEqynots), and of which Peter did
not speak as if making a syntax (ody domep oclvrabww
T@V KUpLak®y ToLoUpEvos Aoylwy).

In other words, the word Adyiov may be faken to
be used in the same sense in all three places, the title
of Papias’s book, the reference to Peter, and the refer-
ence to Matthew.

As the meaning of the word Adywr as used by
Papias is disputed by the learned, there is little use in
citing names of modern autherifies for ene view or the
other ; the only satisfactory course is to collect the
passages in which the word is used by writers hefore
and about the time of Papias.

From them we may be able to infer the meaning
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of the werd at that fime, and consequently the mean-
ing we ought to give it in Papias.

The first autherity te refer to is nndoubtedly the
LXX, which did more than anything else to form the
ecclesiastical Greek.

By the aid of Kircher’s Concordance, I have been
able to find thie word Aoyewor in twenty-six passages in
the LXX,! of which fourteen oeceur in the 119th
Psalm. The meaning is always * word,” and except in
one passage it is clearly applicd te the word of God,
by whieli I do not wean that the word Aéycor stand-
ing alene is used to mean jhic word of God, but that
it 1s used in such phrases as Adyia Toi Ocod, Adyia
To0 Kuplov, &c., in which the context requires that it
should have that signification. The one place where
it might pessibly have anether npplication is in the
14th verse of the 19th Psalm :  Let the words (Adyia)
of my mouth &c. be acceptable in thy sight, O Lerd.

It is, therefore, impeossible in the English version o
distinguish the places in which the LXX uses * Adyiov’
from the places in whiech it nses ¢ Adyos.’

Thus in the 119th Psalm, verses 147 and 148 :—

“I prevented the dawning of the morning, and cried: I

hoped in thy words.
‘Mino eyes prevent the night wabches, that I might

meditate in thy word. '

As rendered in the LXX, ‘thy words’ is repre
sented by rovs Aéyous gov, aud * thy werd’ by ra Ndy.ws
gov. So in Isaiah xxviii. 13th and 14th verses :(—

¢ Therefore shall the word of the Lord be unto them
precept upon precept,” &e.

! For o list of these passages sce Appendix 11,
E
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¢ Wherefore bear the word of the Lord, ye scornful
men,’

The * word of the Lord,” where it first occurs, is
represented in the LXX hy 76 Néyiov 7od ®cod, and
when it occurs the second time by Aéyov Kuplov.!

The next authority to which I would refer is Philo
Judaeus.

Richter, in the preface to his edition of the works
of Philo Judaeus, promised his readers that he would
add an index of words to the sixth volume; that
promise, however, was not kept,? and I am not aware
that any one has ever made such an index. In order,
therefore, to ascertain the use made by Philo of the
word Adyeov, I can only cite such passages as I can
lay hands on.

He sometimes uses it in the same sense as the
LXZX, meaning generally, inspired words or revelations.
'Thus in his ¢ Life of Moses’ (lib. iii. cap. 21), speaking
of Moses, he says: “ He had chosen his brother high
priest, according to the oracles revealed to him* (xard
T8 ypnotdévra Noywa).

So again in his treatise ‘On Nobility,’ cap. 5,
speaking of the oldest of the nation of the Jews, by
whom, I suppose, is intended Abraham :—

¢ At the same time also oracles revealed to him (Adywa
1& xpyobévra) fanned up the more the desire he had to know
that which is (rd év), guided by which (the oracles) he went
with most fearless zeal in search of the one (rod évos).’

But more usually, where Philo uses the word, he

! Possibly these passages show that the LXX applies Adyia to the

written, Adyos to a spoken word. o
2 At least I cannot find any such index in my eopy (Lipsin

sumtibus E, B. Schwickerti, 1828).

e e e
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intends specially the Old Testament Scriptures, or
some part of them. Thus in the < Life of Moses ™ (lib.
ti. cap. 23), having described Moscs as the most ap-
proved of prophets (SexcudTartos), lie goes on to say i—

¢ 1 am not, indeed, ignorant that all things which have
been written in the sacred books are revelations {(xpyopoi)
revealed through lim., DBut first having said that, I
will speak with more particularity, for of his oracles (vév
Aoyiwy) some are spoken in the person of God, through the
divine prophet as an interpreter, others were delivered by
question and answer, others in the person of Moses inspired
and possessed.’

.
Here by his orucles Philo mecans tlic books of the QOld
Testament ascribed to Moses.

Again in his book Concorning Rewards and
Punishments,” cap. 1, Philo says:—

*It has happened, then, that there are three kinds of
tlie oracles (Aoylwv) through the prophet Moses, some abeut
the making of the world, others historical, and the third
class legislative.’

Here again the reference is to the Old Testament
Scriptures.

Again in his work ¢ Concerning Meeting for Seeking
Knowledge,’ cap. 24, we have: ¢An oracle (Adyeov), in
whtielt it i snid “ The Lord himself is his lot,” plodges
me the promise,” wlhere tlic word is applied to a text
from Deuteronomy.

Again in his book ‘On Fugitives,” eap. 11, we
find :—

‘ But there is also an oracle (Adyiwor) revealed upon him
{Cain) to this effect, Thoe Lord God sct a mark on Cain,
lest any one finding him should kill him,’

E2
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Here we find the word applicd fo a text from
Genesis.

Ajgain, in his book! ¢ On a Contemplative Life,” cap.
3, speaking of the Therapeutae, he says :—

‘But in each dwelling is & temple which is called a
holy place and a place for retirement {uovacripwoy), in
which, being alone, they fulfil the offices {(pvorijpa) of
the boly life, not taking in anything, either food or drink
or anything else necessary for the wants of the body, but
laws and oracles {(Adywa) uttered by prophets, and hymns
and the other things by which knowledge and piety are in-
ereased and fulfilled.’

There can be no doubt from the context that these
Therapeutae were Jews, though of a very Hellenising
turn. They mncet for religious exercises and rest from
work on the seventh day. They are deseribed as
the pupils of Moses (of Mwicéws yropipor). Taking
up the sacred Secriptures, they philosophise, making
an allegory of their national philosophy (v9v wdrpiov
pihogopiar axAnyopodvres). There can be no doubt,
therefore, that the Aévyia, or oracles, before referred
to, mean some part of the Old Testament Scrip-
tures.

Again, Philo calls the Ten Commandments the Ten
Oracles (1év 8éra Moylwr). This he docs at least three
times, once in the title of his book *De specialibus
legibus quae referuntur ad duo decalogi capita sextum
septimumgque &c.,” once in the second chapter of the
same hook, and again in the title of his book ‘De
Decalogo’ (Ilept Tav 8éka hoyiwv & xepdraia vopwy
glo!). Again, at the very commencement of the former

' Some authorities dispute the genuineness of this book, but as I
think without reason. See, further, Appendix iii.
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book, Philo speaks of himself as at one time ~nlways
moving among Divine oracles and ordinances’ (dei
felors Moylots guykivovuevos xal Soypaaiy), where, no
doubt, tlie Old Testament Seriptures are meant.

In othier places Philo uses the word Acyiov of things
contained in the Old Testament but not intended to
have been cited from it by the persons of whom he is
speaking. Thus in the ¢ Life of Moses,” book i. ehapter
15, in narrating the journey of Moses to Egypt after
the ineident of the burning bush, ho says: ¢ He per-
suades his brother to accompany him, having repeated
thie Divine oraeles’ (ta Bela Aoyia). Iere the Divine
oracles are to be found in Ixodus, but Philo does not
intend that Exoduswas then written or that Moses cited
them ouf of it.  So, again, in book iii. ehapter 85 of
the sae work, hic says: ¢ But the I'nthier thoroughly
established the oracle (Aéytov) of the prophet by two
very clear proofs.” The oracle bere is the command of
Moses taken from Exodus xvi. 19 : ¢ Let no man leave
of it till the morning.” But it isrcferred to asspoken
by Moses, not as cited from Exodus. A little further
on, chapter 86, lie says: ¢ Not long after, being inspired,
he (Moses) utters o second oracle (Aoyeov), the oneabout
the holy seventh day,” and again, after remarking that
men were then ignorant of the nntural pre-eminenco
of the seventh day, Yhilo proeeeds: * Whieli being
unknown hie (Moses), being inspired, showed by an
oracle (Aoyiw), which was borne witness to Ly a elear
sign.”  The oracle here referred to is the statement of
Moses contained in the same ehapter of Exodus that
the sabbath is a holy rest, and the clear sign the not
finding the manna in the field on the seventh day.
Again, in chapter 88 Philo proceeds :—
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* But I have a more significant oracle (Adyiov} to report

. which he himself uttered, being again inspired, and
which was asccomplished not o long time afterwards, but
immediately when it was being delivered.’

Philo proceeds to narrate the story of Korah,
Dathan, and Abiram; the words spoken by Moses
(Numbers xvi, 28-38) being much paraphrased, and in
particular Moses being made to say in verse 29:
‘then I have fabricated the oracles’ (ra Advyia) instead
of ¢ then the Lord hath not sent me.’

In all these passages Philo applies the word Adyrov
to what he himself derives from the Old Testament
Scriptures, though he does not intend to represent the
persons to whose utterances he applies it as having so
derived it.

We see, therefore, that, in fifteen out of the seven-
tcen passages contfaining the word Adytor I have
been able to find in the writings of Philo, the word is
applied to the Old Testament Scriptures or what is
contained in them. 1t will be noticed that in both
passages in which Philo does not intend the Old
Testament Scriptures he uses the adjective ypnofdévra,
revealed, showing that by the word Asyia standing
alone the Old Testament Scriptures or something
contained in thom would be intended.

1 will next consider the use of the word in the New
Testament.

The word Aéywy oceurs in the New Testament in
four places ; thus in Acts vii. 38 it is said of Moses:
‘This is he that was in the church in the wilder-
ness with the angel which spake to him in the
Mount Sinai, and with our fathers, who received
living oracles (\éyia tovra) to give unto us;’ and
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again, Romans iii. 2, it is said of the Jews : ‘ They
were entrusted with the oracles of God’ (ra Adyiwz
®eod) ; and ngain, Ilebrews v. 12:—

¢ For when by reason of the time ye ought to be teachers,

ye have need again that sowe one teacl yon the rudiments
of the first principles of the oracles of God * (ruv ‘Aoylwy T0D

Beod).

In all these places the word refers to the O
Testament Scriptures, or soms part of them.

The remaining passage is 1 Peter iv, 11:—

» According as each has received a gift, ministering it
amongst yourselves ag good stewards of the manifold grace
of God: if any man speaketh ag oracles of God (Os Adya
®eot); if any man ministereth as of the strength which
God supplieth; that in all things God may be glorified
throngh Jesus Christ.’

T huve ventured here to keep w little closer to the
original than either the old or revised version. [
understand the meaning to be that if any one has the
gift (xdpiopa) of speech, he is to attribute it to Divine
inspiration, and so give God the glory.

In this case, therefore, the word Adyia would not
be applied specially to the Old Testament, but to any
oracles inspired by God.

Phe next author I will cousidor is tho higlorian
Flavius Josephus.

His ¢ Jewish War’ is certainly later in date than the
Epistle to the Romans, but possibly earlier than any
of the other New Testament books I have cited. As,
however, the dates of these books are uncertain, 1 take
him in this place.

He nses the word Aéywov twice in the following
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passage in his ‘ Jewish War,” book vi. cap. 5. 4 whick
I cite from Whiston’s translation d e

‘Now, if any one consider these things, Le will find
that God tekes care of mankind, and by all ways possible
foreshows to our race what is for their preservation, but
that men perish by those ‘miseries which they madly’ and
voluniiarl}y bring upon themselves; for the Jews, by
demolishing the tower of Antonia, had made their tcx’nple
foursquare, while at the same time they had it written in
their sacred oracles (& 7ois Aoyiois €xovres) that then
should their city be taken, as well ag their holy house
when once their temple should become foursquare. Bué
now what did most elevate them in undertaking this war
was an azp])iguous oracle that was also found in their
sz‘lcred, writings (xppopds dpdiBolos Spolws év rois tepois
€Upnpuevos ypdppaow), how, about that time, one from thejy
country should become governor of the hLabitable earth.
The_Jews took this prediction to belong to themselves in
particular, and many of the wise men were thereby deecived
in their determination. Now this oracle certainly denoted the
government of Vespasian, who was appointed Emperor in
Judea (dpa wepl 108 Obeomaciavod T Adywoy Fyepoviay dro-
SeixBévros &xl "lovdaias abrokpdropos).’

Tl.xe ﬁr'st prophecy referred to I presume to bic that
contained in Ezekiel xlii.15 to xliii. 8, which, according
to the Revised Version, is as follows :—

_ ‘Now, when he had made an end of measuring tho
inner house, he brought me forth by the way of the gate,
whose prospect is towards the east, and measured it round
about. He measured on the east side with the measuring
reed, five hundred reeds with the measuring reed round
about. He measured on the north side five hundred reeds
with the measuring reed round about. He measured on
the south side five hundred reeds with the measuring reed.
He turned about to the west side, and measured five Liundred
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reeds with the measuring reed. Ile measured ii on the
four sides. 1t had a wall round about, the length five
hundred and the breadth five hundred, to make a separation
between that which was holy and that which was common.
Afterwards hie brought me to the gate, even the gate that
looketh toward the east, and behold, the glory of the God
of Israel came from the way of the east, and his voice was
like the sound of many waters, and the earth shined with
his glory, and it was according to the appearance of the
vision that I saw when I came to desiroy the city.'

Instead of the words * when I came to destroy the
city,” the Vulgate Iias ‘quando venit wt disperderct
ciritatem ' (* when he came tg destroy the city ). These
words must indicate either a possible rendering of
the Hebrew or else a different reading current in
ancient times.

If we substitute them for the words of the English
version, we get what reads very like a prophecy of the
destruction of Jerusalem consequent upon the ascertain-
ment that the temple was exactly square. Of course,
when the whole passage is looked at, this does not
appear to have been the meaning of Ezekiel. But as
prophecies were interpreted in the days of Josephus,
and for that matter are often still interpreted, such a
sense would very likely be put upon it.

The other proplicey is generally supposed to be
tite famous prophicey of the seventy weeks, contained
in Daniel ix. The same process by whicl: Christians
have applied this propheey to Jesus of Nazareth
would excite in the Jews the expectation of some other
Messiah a few years afterwards. Whatever opinions,
however, be entertained as to the particular passages
Joscphus had in view, there can be no doubt that by
the words év Tol's Aoyiots he meant “in the Old Testa-
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ment Scriptures,’ and by the words 7o hoyiov n par-
ticular prophecy contained in them.

This is the only passage I have been able to find
in Josephus which contains the word Adyeov.

It will be noticed that the word as used by him
has more the sense of prophecy than as used by
Philo, and, bearing in mind that he was & man of
affairs while Philo was a philosopher, this is probably
an indication of the more common use of the word
among Greek-speaking Jews.

Clement of Rome, whom I will now consider, uses
the word four, or, at all events, three, times.

The first place is in chapter 18, but as there the
word occurs in a quotation and there is, mnoreover, a
difference of reading, I will for the present pass it
over.

The second place is in chapter 19, in which, after
quoting largely from the fifty-first Psalm, concluding
with the words *a sacrifice unto God is a contrite
spirit, a contrite and humbled heart God will not
despise * (I quote from the franslation of Dr. Light-
foot), he continues : — ’

‘ The humility, therefore, and the submissiveness of so
many and so great men, who have thus obtained a good
report, hath through obedience made better not only us
but also the generations which were before us, even them
that received His oracles in fear and trutls (od pdvov jpis
dAAG kal Tds 7po Nudv yeveds Bedriovs émolnoav, ToUs Te
xatadefapévous & Aéyta adrot év ¢ofuw xal dAnfelq).

The oracles (7a Adyea) from which the generations
before Clement as well as his own generation had
received benefit are here evidently the Old Testament
Seriptures.
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The passage quoted above follows notices of
Elijuh, Llisha, Bzekicl, Abraliam, Job, Moses, and
David. .

The next passage where Clement uses the word is
in chapter 53, and runs thus, according to the same
translation :—

‘For ye know and know well the sacred Seriptures, dearly
beloved, and ye have searched into the oracles of God' {xal
dyexipare els 70 Adyta rob Oeot). We write these things,
therefore, to put you in remembrance. When Moses went

up into the mountain, and had spent forty days al_ld forty
nights in fasting and humiliation, God said unto him,” &e.

Herc again the word oracles (Adyea) evidently
refors to the Old Testament.

The portion of the Epistle of Clemeut following the
last quotation is full of quotations from the canouical
and apocryphal books of thie Old Testament; i par-
ticulnr mention is made of the preservation of Israel by
reason of the intercession and self-sacrifice of Moses,
Judith, and Esther. In chapter 62, Clement again
uses the word Adyia in the following passage :—

«We have written fully unto you, brethren, . . . put-
ting you in remembrance thet ye ought to please Almighty
God . . . cven as our fathers, of whom we spoke before,
pleased Him . . . and as we have put you in mind of
these things the more gladly since we knew well that we
were writing to men who axe faithful and highly aecounted,
and have diligently searched into the oracles of the teach-
ing of God (éykexvdéow eis Td Mywa 7ijs mwadelag Tob
Beat).’

Here, again, it is plain that the word oracles (Aoyia)
refers to tlie Old Testament.

1 will now return to the passage which I passed
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over and which presents more difficulty. It is there-
fore necessary to cite it at length :—

‘Let us, therefore, be lowly-minded, brethren, laying
aside all .arrogance and conceit and folly and anger, and
let us do that which is written (ro yeypapuévor), For the
Holy Ghost saith, Let not the wise man boast in his wis-
dom, nor the strong in his strength, neither the rich in his
riches; but he that boasteth let him boast in the Lord,
that he may seek Him out, and do judgment and right-
eousness ; most of all remembering the words (rdv
Adywv) of the Lord Jesus which He spake (ods AdAjoer),
teaching (8:8doxwv) forbearance and long-suffering : for
thus He spake (o¥rws yap elrev), Have mercy, that ye may
receive mercy ; forgive, that it may be forgiven to you. As
ye do, go shall it be done to you. As ye give, so shall it
be given unto you. As ye judge, so shall ye be judged.
As ye show kindness, so shall kindness be showed unto
you. With what measure ye mete, it shall be measured
withal to you. With this commandment and these pre-
cepts (radry 7 dvroAf xal rois mapayyéApaow) let us confirm
ourselves, that we may walk in obedience to His hallowed
words (rois dytomperéos Adyos adror) with lowliness of mind.
For the holy word saith, Upon whom shall T lock save upon
him that is gentle and quiet and feareth mine oracles (pov
7d Aoyea) ?’

The first remark to make upon this passage is
that the word Aéyia occurs in a quotation from Isainh
Ixvi. 2. This quotation is made nearly in the words
of the LXX, but instead of the words pov & Aéyia the
LXX has Tovs Aéyovs pov.

In making the quotation, therefore, the word Ajy:a
or ‘oracles,” with which we are at present concerned,
has been substituted for the word Aéyous, or ‘words,’
made use of in the LXX.

The next remark to make is that, though this
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is the reading of the Alexandrine MS., the Constanti-
nopolitan MS., which is the other Greck authority for
the text, agrees with the LXX. Dr. Lightfoot adopts
the readingof the Alexandrine MS. on, no doubt, good
grounds, for it appears that it is one of the peculiarities
of the Constantinopolitan MS. to assimilate the quo-
tations to-the LXX.

1t is, however, necessary to notice this variation of
reading, for if the reading of the Constantinopolitan
MS. were adopted the word Adyia would not occur in
the passage at all.

Assuming, then, that the reading of the Alexan-
drine MS5. is right, we have to consider what light
the passage throws upon the meaning of the word
Aoyea, and this must to a great extent twrn upon the
motive which induced Clement to depart from the
language of the LXX.

It is possible, but not very probable, ihat the
particular text which he used may have had the
reading. If that were the case, the passage would be
consistent either with the application of the word to
the quotations from the Old Testament or to the words
of Jesus, and would, therefore, not assist us much.
But supposing, what is more probable, that Clement
intentionnlly altered the word, we got a nore distinet
indicalion of its wenning. Yor if he hnd made the
citation in the words of the LXX, « Upon whom shall 1
look save upon him that is gentle and quiet and feareth
my words?’ (rods Aoyous wou), the application of the
quotation to the words of Jesus would have been
necessary. It would, therefore, appear probable that
it was in order to obviate this application that he
substituted theword oracles (Aéy:a) and in consequence



e

62 THE ORACLES OF PAPIAS

that the use of the word at that time, in the absence
of a controlling context, was not consistent with its
application to anything else than the Old Testament.
This would agree with the use made by Clement of the
word Adyea in the other three places in which he uses
it. It may be asked, Why should Clement desire to
avoid the application of the citation to the words of
Jesus ? One answer might be that in so doing, though
he altered the language, he preserved the sense of
the document he was citing. Having regard to the
wresting of the language of texts which was common
at that day (though I have not noticed that Clement
is chargeable with it), this reason may not be of great
weight.

Another reason that suggests itself is that in the
LXX the words cited are put into the mouth of the
Lord (Kdpews). Now,there was a school in the Church
which contended that the word Kdpeos, where it occurs
in the LXX, referred to the second person of the Trinity
as opposed to the first, and Clement, by making the
citation apply to the words of Jesus, would be adopting
the doctrine of this school. This Clement may not
have wished to do. His object in writing his epistle
was to inculcate, not any abstract doctrine, but the
practical duty of obedience to the constituted auntho-
rities in the Church. 1IIe had before him a great
object, no less than the building up of that vast
edifice of ecclesiastical dominion which has over-
shadowed the earth. To have put forward any doe-
trine which, without forwarding his main aim, might
have proved offensive to any class of his readers,
would have been foreign to his purpose. By confining
the application of the passage to the Old Testament,
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to which nobody would dispute it was applicable, he
avoided a possible cause of offence. Buf without any
such special object the use of the word * oracles’ may
sinply indicate a return to the sentiment with which
the chapter commences :—
+. . . let us dothat which is written. . . . For the holy
word saith, Upon whom shall T look save upon him that
. feareth mine oracles? Therefore it is right and
proper, brethren, that we should be obedient unto Geod,’

&e.

When, therefore, this passage is looked into, it
affords evidence of the special application of the word
Adyia tothe Old Testament Scriptures. We see, there-
fore, that Clement of Rome, in the four places in which
he uses the word Aéyia, intends by it the Old Testa-
ment. This is the more noticeable because in another
place, as well as in the passage above cited, he quotes
words of Jesus, calling them Aovyor, not Aoyea.

It must be noticed that, besides applying to them
the term oracles (Aoyia), Clement uses many formulas
of respect in citing the Old Testament, c.g. <1t 1s
written’ (yéypamrac), cc. 4, 18, 17, 29, 36, 39, 46,
48, 50; ¢ the writing (6 ypadeiov) saith,’ c. 28 ; *the
scripture (7 ypadr) saith,” ce. 34, 35; * the Holy
Ghost (16 wvedpa 7o dywov) saith,” ec. 18, 16, 22;
“the holy word suith’ (¢pnoiv ¢ dyios Adyos), ce. 18,
56; “the All-virtuous Wisdom saithi” (\éyec 7} mavdperos
copla), ¢. 57, while he uses no similar phraseology in
citing books of the New Testament. This indicates
clearly that the writer did not think fit fo accord
to the New Testament that position which was held

by the Old Testament ; and when we realise the official
nature of the letter written in the name of the Church
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of Rome to the Church of Corinth, and the practical
object it had in view, we may take this as an index
to the usage generally prevalent in the Church at
that day. '

The Epistle of Clement, therefors, affords a strong
argument against applying to any book in the New
Testament any of the phraseology which had been
customarily used tfo indicate the Old Testament
Canon, in any book written before the second century
was well advanced.

Justin Martyr, whom I will next consider, as I find
by the index of Otto, uses the word twice. In one
place he applies the word Adyiov to a passage in the
Old Testament, which, he contends, was a prophecy
fulfilled in Jesus. In the other place, he calls snyings
of Jesus Aéyea ; but though he often quotes evangclical
writings of some sort, he never refers to them as
Adyia. So in other places where he has to mention
sayings of Jesus, he calls them Aéyoe, not Aéyia, as
in the well-known passage, ¢ Short and concise were
his words (Aéyos), for he was no sophist.’” The first
passage in which Justin uses the word Aéyeov is in his
first Apology, chapter 82, and is as follows :—

‘And Isaiah also, another prophet, prophesying the
same things in other language, thus said: A stur shall
rige out of Jacob, and o flower shall go up from the root
of Jesse, and in his arm shall the Gentiles hope.” And a
bright star arose, and a flower went up from the root of
Jegse, this Christ. Tor by the virgin who was of the seed of
Jacob, who was the father of Judah, who has been shown
to be the father of the Jews, through the power of God he
was brought forth, and Jesse has become his forefather,
according to the oracle (xara & Adywr); and of Jacob and
Judah, by successive descent, he was a son,’
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Many remarks might be made upon this passage,
and may have to be made before we have done, but
one thing is certain, that Justin applies the word
‘oracle’ (Adywov) to a text, or rather texts, which he
supposes to come out of Isaiali, and which are, in
fact, contained in the Okl Testament.

The sccond place in which Justin nses the word is
in his ¢ Dialogue with Trypho,” chapter xviii. He has
wound up & series of citations from the Old Testa-
ment, and passes on to quote certain words of Jesus,
which, he says, he cried out on the oecasion of his
overthrowing the tables of the money-changers in the
Temnple, and which, with some differences, rescmble
a mixture of sayings stated in Muaithew to have been
uttered by Jesus in the Temple on n subsequent oc-
ewsion, with other sayings stuted in Luke to have been
uttered by Jesus when at dinner in o Pharisee’s house—
¢ Woe unto you, Scribes and Pharisees, hypoerites, &e.’
Justin then proceeds as follows :—-

‘ For since, Trypho, you have read, as you yourself
acknowledge, the things which were taught by that Saviour
of ours, I do not think that I have acted out of place in
adding short oracles {Aoywa) of his to those of the prophets,’

The application of the word in this place to the
sayings of Jesus is of course clear, but it does not
indiende n usual use of tho word.  On the coutinry,
its unusual application to the denunciations of Jesus
gives the passage its force, being in the nature of a
hit at Trypho.

This last citation from Justin, which is at least
fifty years subsequent to the date I have assigned to
Papias, is the earliest passage extant in which the
word Xoywov is applied in any way to the New Testa-

F
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ment Scriptures, and it is noteworthy that in this case
it is applied merely fo the sayings of Jesus, and not
{0 the books which contain them ; and that even so, the

‘context tends to show that the use of the word was at

the time unusual.

The word occurs again in the Epistle to the
Philippians, atfributed to Polycarp, c. vii. I quote
the passage from Dr. Lightfoot’s franslation :—

‘Liet us, therefore, so serve Him with fear and all
reverence, as He Himself gave commandment, and the
Apostles who preached the Gospel to ug, and the prophets
who proclaimed beforehand the eoming of our Lord, being
zealous as touching that which is good, abstaining from
offences, and from the false brethren, and from them that
bear the name of the Lord in hypoerisy, who lead foolish

men astray.

¢ For everyone who shall not confess that Jesus is come
in the flesh is antichrist, and whosoever shall pervert the
oracles of the Lord (ra Aéywa 700 Kvplov) to his own lusts,
and say that there is neither resurrection nor judgment,
that man is the firstborn of Satan.’

This version follows the extant Greek menusenpts,
but an extract contained in the work of an old Syriac
writer has preserved the reading ‘ oracles of God’
instead of ‘oracles of the Lord.” Now, to quote tho
words of Dr. Lightfoot, ‘the cxtent Greok manu-
geripts have all descended from one faulty snd, pro-
bably, not very early archetype.’! Their authority is,
therefore, not at all high, even when, asin the present
case, they agree with the Latin version, for the two
again—to quote Dr. Lightfoot—* are closely allied.”

vV Apostolic Fathers, part ii. vol. i. p. 631,
* Jbid, vol, ii. sect. ii. p. 90,
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It will, therefore, be donbtful whether the older
reading is nofb that preserved by the old Syriac writer.
Whichever reading be adopted, there will be seen

to be a parallelism: in the passage I have quoted,
which will point with sufficient clearness to what was
intended by the word Aéya.

Let us, therefore, serve
Him as He himself gave us
conmnandinent.

And the Apostles who
preached the Gospel to us.

And the prophets who pro-
claimed beforchand the com-
ing of our Lord.

Tor everyone who shall
not eonfess that Jesus Christ
i3 come in the flesh is anti-
christ.

And whosoever shall not
confess the testimony of the
Ctoss is of the devil.

And whosoever shall per-
vert the oracles of the Liord
(or God) to his own lusts,

and say there is meither
resurrection nor judgment,
that man is the firstborn of
Satan,

Observing this parallelism, it is plain that by ¢ the
oraeles of the Lord (or God)’ were intended the Old
Testament Seriptures.

If the reading ‘of (concerning) the Lord’ be
adopted, the intendiment will be the Messianic pro-
phieeies ; if the reading * of God,’ the Okl Tostnment
Seriptures geucrndly.

The same follows from the consideration of the
passage itself, for the doctrine econdemned, denying
the resurrection and the judgment, was that of the
Sadducees, and was not held, so far as I am aware,
by any seet of Christians.

I have pointed out that the context eompels the
same intendment to be given to Adyia, whether we

F2
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adopt the reading Kuplov or ®¢ob; but it must be
noticed that if we suppose the original reading to have
been Kupiov, the change to ®z0d points to a difficulty
in the sense, and that just such a difficulty would be
occasioned by a change in the usual intendment of
the phrase Adyia Tod Kvplov from Messianic prophecies
to New Testament Scriptures. If, therefore, Kvpiov
be the true reading, the existence of the various read-
ing is favoursble to the true reading requiring au
archaic interpretation of the passage.

Dr. Lightfoot, who holds the epistle of Polycarp to
be genuine, places the date of it A.0.110. Being inclined
myself to consider it spurious, I should place its date
shortly after the time when, the name of Polycarp
having acquired great weight by his martyrdom, it was
considered desirable to provide evidence of his adhesion
to the teaching of the apostle Paul. That is some time
in the reign of Marcus Aurelius, or not many years
before Irenaeus wrote his work on heresies.

The word Adyiov occurs again in the ancient
homily, commonly known as the second epistle of
Clement, chapter xiii., which I quote from Dr. Light-
foot’s translation :— '

¢ Therefore, brethren, let us repent forthwith. Let us
be sober unto that which is good; for we are full of mad
folly and wickedness. Let us wipe away from us our
former sins, and let us repent with our whole soul and be
saved, and let us not be found men-pleasers. Neither let
us desire to please one another only, but also those men
that are without, by our righteousitess, that the Name be
not blasphemed by reason of us. For the Lord saith (Aéye
yap 6 Kvpos), Every way My Nameis blasphemed among all
the Gentiles ; and again, Woe unto him by reason of whom
My Name is blasphemed, Wherein is it blagphemed ? In
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thiat ye do not the things which 1 desire. For the Gentiles,
when they hear from our moush the oracles of God (r&
Adyte 708 @cod), marvel at themn for their beauty and great-
ness ; then, when they discover our works are not worthy
of the words which we speak, forthwith they betake them-
selves to blasphemy, saying that it is an idle story and a
delusion. TFor when they hear from us that God (5 ®eds)
saith, It is no thank unto you if ye love them that love
you, but this is thank unto you, if ye love yonr enemies
and them that hate you (O3 xdpis duiv el dyerdre rois
dyamrdvras vuds, GARG ydipis Dulv e dyamdre Tobs Exfpods kal
tobs pugoirras duds); when they hear these things, I say,
they marvel at their exceeding goodness; but when they
see that we do not only not love them that hate us, but
not even them that love us, they laugh us to scorn, and
the Name is blagphemed.’

The passage, quoted as an oracle of God, may
possibly be an abridged and rather free rendering of
Luke vi. 32-35 :—

¢If ye love them that love you, what thank have ya? ...
But love your enemies . . . and your reward shall be
great, and ye shall be sons of the Most High (& dyawire
Tovs dyawbvras Vuds, wole Suiv yxdpis éoriv, . . . wA
dyardre Tovs éxfpovs Sumy . . . kal forar 6 mobfos Sudv woAds
xai Eoeafe viol "Yyiarov).

But, if not, it probably comes from some other gospel.

We have, therefore, the word Aéyiov applied to
words put into the moutl of Jesus in some gospel;
this, however, is a very different thing from so de-
seribing the gospel which contained those words.
The usage of the word is, therefore, similar to that
by Justin Martyr in the passage quoted above from
the Dialogue with Trypho, with the exception that
there i3 nothing in the context to suggest that it was

ancommon,
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. In considering the impertance to be attached to
this quotation it is necessary to consider the date of
the homily in which it occurs.

The first notice we have of it is in the “ Ecclesi-
astical History of Eusebius’ (iii. 88), who appears to
have doubted its genuineness, and says that le did not
know of any mention of it by ancient writers. Never-
t'he]ess, the archaic style of reference to evangelical
h'tera.f,ure, especially the quotation of sayings of Jesus,
contained only in apocryphal gospels, without any
note that they were of doubtful authority, shows the
homily to be of a date anterior fo the time at whiclh
the four canonical gospels came to be regarded as of
peculiar authority. This archaic style of reference is
one ground why Dr. Lightfoot fixes the date as early
as the second quarter of the second century.! This is
by comparing the style of its author in such matfers
with Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria, and as-
suming that the style of the fwo latter writers may
be taken as typical of what would be tolerated in
the church at their age. This, however, I venture to
contend, is a mistake. These writers were leaders of
opinion, and were forerunners of the age that followed
them, rather than representatives of their own. The
quotation from Dr. Lightfoot’s own writings in the
cage of the acts of the Scillitan martyrs cited below *
will show that the archaic way of referring fo New
Testament writings continued as late as the accession
of Commodus, A.p. 180.

There can be no reason, thereiore, on thig ground,
to refer the homily we are now considering to an
earlier date.

! Apostolic Fathers, part i, vol. ii. p. 202, 2 P. 79, post.
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The other ground alleged by Dr. Lightfoot is, that
the homily contains expressions which might be
thouglit to savour of Valentinianism, notably the re-
ference to the spiritual church begotten before the
sun and moon, and that an orthodox writer would
have avoided such expressions after the Valentinian
system had Leen promulgated and publicly branded
as heresy.! But Dr. Lightfoot has to admit that it is
not certain that the writer of the homily was reckoned
altogether orthiedox in his own day, and even if he
were, the system of Valentinus was not oune which
succumbed immediately it had been pronounced to be
heretical, On the contrary, it froubled the chureh for
several generations, and was in the end embraced by
a large sect. ‘The philosophical priuciples upon which
the systemn of Valentinus was based were prevalent
among & large number of the thinking men of the
second century, and it was not until those principles
were discredited by the revived Platonism of Plotinus,
that the systemn Dbased on them began to give way.
There is therefore no reason to think that principles
more or less approximating to those of Valentinus
were less rife in the church in the generation suc-
ceeding the promulgation of his doctrines than they
had been in the generation before. We must there-
fore look for some other grounds than those alleged
by Dr. Lightfoot if we would place the Lomily earlier
than the latter part of the second century. I am not
aware of any. The best indication of the date of the
homily which I am aware of, is to be found in the
following passage from cap. xvii.,, which I cite from
the translation of Dr. Lightfoot :—

' Apostolic Fathers, part i. vol. i. p. 203.




