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that of the Gospel. In the latter Jesus is said to be the door Into
the Sheepfold ;' whilst in the Epistle he_ls the door into the
Father, through which not only the patriarchs, prophets, and
apostles enter, but also the Church itself. Such distant analogy
cannot warrant the conclusion that the passage shows any acquain-
cance with the fourth Gospel. As for the other phrases, they are
not only without special bearing upon the fourth Gospel, but they
are everywhere found in the canonical Epistles, as well as else-
where. Regarding love and faith, for instance, compare Gal. v. 6,
t4, 22; Rom. xii. g, 10, Viii. 39, xiil. 9; 1 Cor. 1. 9, viL. 3;
Ephes. iii. 17, v. 1, 2, vi. 23 ; Philip. 1. 9, i@ 508 Khess: 486541
Tim. i. 14, vi. 11; 2 Tim. i. 13; Heb. x. 38 f, x1,, etc.

We might point out many equally close analogies in the works
of Philo,? but it is unnecessary to do so, although we may indicate
one or two which first present themselves. Philo equally has
“ the Eternal Logos " (6 didtos Aéyos), whom he represents as the
manifestation of God in every way. “The Word is the likeness of
God, by whom the universe was created” (Aoyos d¢ eoruv ELK WV
feov, B0 ob avpmas 6 kéopos émuovpyeto).t He is “the vice-
gerent ” (trapyos) of God,5 “the heavenly incorruptible food of
the soul,” “the bread (dpros) from heaven.” In one place he
says: “and they who inquired what is the food of the soul......
learnt at last that it is the word of God, and the Divine Logos......
This is the heavenly nourishment, and it is mentioned in the holy
Scriptures. .....saying, ‘Lo! I rain upon you bread (dpros) from
heaven’ (Exod. xvi. 4). ‘This is the bread (apros) which the
Lord has given them to eat’” (Exod. xvi. 15). And agamn: “ For
the one indeed raises his eyes towards the sky, contemplating the
manna, the divine Word, the heavenly incorruptible food of the long-
ing soul.”” Elsewhere : “...... but it i1s taught by the Hierophant
and Prophet Moses, who will say : ‘This is the bread (apros), the
nourishment which God gave to the soul —that he offered his
own Word and his own Logos ; for this is bread (dapros) which he

* Compare the whole rmage, John x. 1-16.
at |

* Philo’s birth is dat east twenty to thirty years before our era, and his
death about A.n. 40. His principal works were certainly written before his
embassy to Caius. Dihne, Gesch. Darstell. jiid. alex. Religions-Philos., 1834,
1 abth., p. 68, anm. 2; Delaunay, Philon d’ Alexandrie, 1867, p. 11 f. ; Ewald,
Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi., p. 239 ; Gfrorer, Gesch. des Urchristenthums, i., p. 5,
o A 1.5 T

* De plant. Noe, § 5, Mang., i. 332 ; De Mundo, § 2, .y 11. 604.

* De Monarchia, ii.s, §5 ;gManng:ii 1. 225, & ooy e e

? De Agricult., § 12, Mang., i. 308 ; De Somniis, i., § 41, Mang., i. 656 3
cf. Coloss. i. 15; Heb. i. 3; 2 Cor. iv. 4.

* De Profugis, § 25, Mang., i. 566

y - Div,. ; : . T2 Sy
531%;;;7{”21; Hﬂfﬁ'u 3 L5 Mang., L 434? Q#ﬂddt‘-’ﬁ poligri insid.
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has given us to eat, this is the Word (7o pqpa).”* He also says :
“ Therefore he exhorts him that can run swiftly to strive with
breathless eagerness towards the Divine Word, who is, above all
things, the fountain of Wisdom, in order that, by drinking of the
stream, instead of death he may for his reward obtain eternal
life.”: It is the Logos who guides us to the Father, God “by the
same Logos both creating all things and leading up (avdyor) the
perfect man from the things of earth to himself.”s These are very
imperfect examples, but it may be asserted that there is not a
representation of the Logos in the fourth Gospel which has not
close parallels in the works of Philo.

We have given these passages of the Pseudo-Ignatian Epistles
which are pointed out as indicating acquaintance with the fourth
Gospel, in order that the whole case might be stated and
appreciated. The analogies are too distant to prove anything, but
were they fifty times more close, they could do little or nothing to
establish an early origin for the fourth Gospel, and nothing at all
to elucidate the question as to its character and authorship.¢ The

ipistles in which the passages occur are spurious, and of no value
as evidence for the fourth Gospel. Only one of them is found in
the three Syriac Epistles. We have already stated the facts
connected with the so-called Zpistles of Ignatius,> and no
one who has attentively examined them can fail to see that the
testimony of such documents cannot be considered of any historic
weight, except for a period when evidence of the use of the fourth
Gospel ceases to be of any significance.

It is not pretended that the so-called Epistle of Folycarp to the
Philippians contains any references to the fourth Gospel. Tischen-
dorf, however, affirms that it is weighty testimony for that
Gospel, inasmuch as he discovers in it a certain trace of the first
“ Epistle of John ”; and, as he maintains that the Epistle and the
Gospel are the works of the same author, any evidence for the one
is at the same time evidence for the other. We shall hereafter
consider the point of the common authorship of the Epistles
and fourth Gospel, and here confine ourselves chiefly to
the alleged fact of the reference. The passage to which
Tischendorf alludes we subjoin, with the supposed parallel in the

Epistle.

 Leg. Alleg., iil., § 60, Mang., 1. 121 ; cl ., §§ 61, 62.

= De Profugis, § 18, Mang., 1. 560.

3 De Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, § 3 ; Mang., 1. 168,

4 In general the Epistles follow the Synoptic narratives, and not the account

of the fourth Gospel. See, for instance, the reference to the anointing of Jesus,
Ad Eph. xvii., cf. Matt. xxvi. 7 f. ; Mark xiv. 3 £, cf. John xii. 1 f,

5 P. 158 f.
S Wann wuracn, w. s. w., p. 24 L.
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EpISTLE OF POLYCARP, VIL | I EPISTLE'CEF JOHN, 1V. 3.

For whosoever doth not confess  And every spint that confesseth not
that Jesus Christ hath come in the | the Lord Jesus come in tht_a ﬂesh is not
flesh is Antichrist, and whosoever | of God, and this is the (sp#77¢) of Anti-
doth not confess the martyrdom of | christ of which ye have heard that it
the cross is of the devil, and whoso- | cometh, and now already it is in the
ever doth pervert the oracles of the | world,
Lord to his own lusts, and saith that
there is neither resurrection nor
adgment, he is a firstborn of Satan. i i st :

1las yap, 8s &r uy ouoloyy, Inooiv Kai mav mvevpa 0 u9 opoNoyet
Xprrow év capxl éphvbévar, dvrl- | ‘Igoovr kipov év capki éAphubira, ek
xmorés €orw xal s @&v pn ouoloyy | Tov Beov olk EoTiv, Kai T;ﬂUTé ETTW TO
70 uaprupov TOU oTavpol, €x ToD | Tou avTixploTov, 8 T akmKkbauer Or
dwafBéhov éorir xal 8s v pebodevy Ta | Epxeras, Kal vuv év e Kbouyw €ativ 107"
Adywa ol xvplov wpos ras dlas émbu-
plas, xal Neyer pire dvdgTacwy piTe
xplaw, olros wWpwréToKds €o0TL TOU |
Saravd,

This passage does not occur as a quotation, and the utmost
that can be said of the few words with which it opens is that a
phrase somewhat resembling, but at the same time materially
differing from, the Epistle of John is interwoven with the text of
the Epistle to the Philippians. 1f this were really a quotation from
the canonical Epistle, it would indeed be singular that, considering
the supposed relations of Polycarp and John, the name of the
apostle should not have been mentioned, and a quotation have
been distinctly and correctly made. On the other hand, there is
ho earlier trace of the canonical Epistle, and, as Volkmar argues,
it may be doubted whether it may not rather be dependent on the

fﬁu‘k to the Philippians, than the latter upon the Epistle of
John.? 1

We believe, with Scholten, that neither is dependent on the
other, but that both adopted a formula in use in the early Church

' We give the text of the Sinaitic Codex as the most favourable. A great
majority of the other MSS., and all the more important, present very marked
difference from this reading. [In reference to this, Dr. Westcott has the
following note in the 4th edition of his work, On the Canon, p. 50,n. 2 : “ The
author of Swupernatural Religion gives (ii., p. 268) a good example of the
facility with which similar phrases are mixed up, when, with the Greek text of
St. John before him, he quotes as * 1 John iv. 3,” xal war wretpa, k. 7. . (quot-
ing the passage in the text above). Is this also taken from an apocryphal
writing 7°  No, as was clearly stated in the note, it is taken from the Codex
Sinaiticus. Dr. Westcott ought to have observed this. At the end of his
v_plume, in a page of ““addenda,” he says: ““I should have added that the
singular combination of phrases which is quoted is taken from Cod. Siz. The
words, as they stand, are liable to be misunderstood.” 1In this he does himself
injustice. It would not be easy to misunderstand the sarcastic question, and
still less the curious addition made when his mistake was pointed out to him. |

* Nolkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 48 f.
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aganst various heresies,' the superficial coincidence of which is
without any weight as evidence for the use of either Epistle by
the writer of the other. Moreover, it is clear that the writers refer
to different classes of heretics. Polycarp attacks the Docete who
deny that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh, that is with a
human body of flesh and blood ; whilst the Epistle of John is
directed against those who deny that Jesus who has come in the
flesh 1s the Christ the Son of God.? Volkmar points out that in
Polycarp the word “ Antichrist ” is made a proper name, whilst in
the Epistle the expression used is the abstract “Spirit of Anti-
Christ.”  Polycarp, in fact, says that whoever denies the flesh of
Chrnist is no Chnstian but anti-Christ, and Volkmar finds this
direct assertion more original than the assertion of the Epistle :
““ Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh
1s of God,”s ete. In any case it seems to us clear that in both
writings we have only the independent enunciation, with decided
difference of language and sense, of a formula current in the
Church, and that neither writer can be held to have originated the
condemnation, in these words, of heresies which the Church had
begun vehemently to oppose, and which were merely an
application of ideas already well known, as we sec from the
expression of the Epistle in reference to the Spirit of Antichrist,
““of which ye have heard that it cometh.” Whether this phrase be
an allusion to the Apocalypse xiii,, or to 2 Thess. ii, or to
traditions current in the Church, we need not inquire; it is
sufficient that the Epistle of John avowedly applies a prophecy
regarding Antichrist already known amongst Christians, which was
cqually open to the other writer, and probably familiar in the
Church. This cannot under any circumstances be admitted as
evidence of weight for the use of the first Epistle of John.
There 1s no evidence of the existence of the Epistles ascribed
to John previous to this date, and their origin would have to be
established on sure grounds before the argument we are con-
sidering can have any value.,

On the other hand, we have already seent that there is strong
reason to doubt the authenticity of the Epistle attributed to Poly-
carp, and certainty that in any case it is, in its present form,
considerably interpolated. Even if genuine in any part, the use
of the first Epistle of John, if established, could not be of much
value as testimony for the fourth Gospel, of which the writing does -

' Scholten, Die dlt. Zeugnisse, p. 45 f.; cf. Volkmar, Der Ursprun P 48 1. ;
cl. Irenzeus, Adv. Her., i. 24, § 4 ; pseudo-Ignatius, ‘:!d .S'myrn}: mfr\f -

* Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 46 .3 Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 48 1.3
cf. 1 Jobn . 22 iv. 2, 3; v. 1, § f.

i }ulk;smfg, Der Ursprung, p. 49 £.; Scholten, Die ilt. deugnisse, p 46 £
o :
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not show a trace. So far from there being any f;videnc;e that
Polycarp knew the fourth Gospel, however, everything points to
the opposite conclusion. About A.D. 154-155 we find them
taking part in the Paschal controversy,’ cqntradlctmg th_e state-
ments of the fourth Gospel,? and supporting the Synoptic view,
contending that the Christian festival should be celebrated on the
14th Nisan, the day on which he affirmed that the Apostle John
himself had observed it.3 Irenzus, who represents Polycarp as
the disciple of John, says of him : * For neither was Anicetus able
to persuade Polycarp not to observe it (oq the 14th) because he
had always observed it with John the disciple of our Lord, and
with the rest of the apostles with whom he consorted.”t+ Not
only, therefore, does Polycarp not refer to the fourth Gospel, but
he 1s, on the contrary, an important witness against it as the work
of John, for he represents that apostle as practically contradicting
the Gospel of which he 1s said to be the author.

The fulness with which we have discussed the character of the
evangelical quotations of Justin Martyr renders the task of ascer-
taiming whether his works indicate any acquaintance with the
fourth Gospel comparatively easy. The detailed statements
already made enable us without preliminary explanation directly to
attack the problem, and we are freed from the necessity of making
extensive quotations to illustrate the facts of the case.

Whilst apologists assert with some boldness that Justin made
use of our Synoptics, they are evidently, and with good reason,
less confident in maintaining his acquaintance with the fourth
Gospel.  Dr. Westcott states : *“ His references to St. John are
uncertain ; but this, as has been already remarked, follows from
the character of the fourth Gospel. It was unlikely that he should
quote its peculiar teaching in apologetic writings addressed to
Jews and heathens; and at the same time he exhibits types of
language and doctrine which, if not immediately drawn from St.
John, yet mark the presence of his influence and the recognition
of his authority.”s This apology for the neglect of the fourth

: Tl_n: date has, hitherto, generally been fixed at A.n. 160, but the recent
investigations referred to, p. 175 f., have led to the adoption of this earlier
date, and the visit to Rome must, therefore, probably have taken place

just after the accession of Anicetus to the Roman bishopric (cf. Lipsius,
Leitschr. w. Lheol., 1874, p. 205 f.).

* John xiii. 1, xvii. 28, xix. 14, 31; cf. Matt. xxvi. 17 ; Mark xiv. 12:
Luke xxii. 8.

3 CL. Irenweus, Adv. Her., iii. 3, § 4 : Eusebi 1V *
£, Tre G oy I, 4 ; Eusebius, A. E., iv. 14, v. 24.

* Eusebius, . E., v. 24.\lb sk 3 ’ " '

* On the Canon, p. 145. In a note Dr. Westeolt refers to Credner,
Bﬂffﬂgl:: Ly, p. 253 f.  Credner, however, pronounces against the use of the
fourth Gospel by Justin. Dr. Westceott adds the singular argument : ** Justin's
acquaintance with the Valentinians proves that the Gospel could not have
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(Gospel illustrates the obvious scantiness of the evidence furnished
by Justin.

Tischendorf, however, with his usual temerity, claims Justin as
a powerful witness for the fourth Gospel. He says: * According
to our judgment there are convincing grounds of proof for the fact
that John also was known and used by Justin, provided that
unprejudiced consideration be not made to give way to
antagonistic predilection against the Johannine Gospel.” In order
fully and fairly to state the case which he puts forward, we shall
quote his own words, but to avoid repetition we shall permit our-
selves to interrupt him by remarks and by parallel passages from
other writings for comparison with Justin. Tischendorf says:
“ The representation of the person of Christ, altogether peculiar to
John, as it 1s given particularly in his prologue i. 1 (‘ In the begin-
ning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word
was God’), and verse 14 (‘and the word became flesh’), in the
designation of him as Logos, as the word of God, unmistakably
re-echoes In not a few passages in Justin ; for instance: ¢ And
Jesus Christ is alone the special Son begotten by God, being his
Word and first-begotten and power.”

With this we may compare another passage of Justin from the
second Apology. “ But his son, who alone is rightly called Son,
the Word before the works of creation, who was both with him and
begotten when in the beginning he created and ordered all things
by him,” etc.

Now the same words and ideas are to be found throughout the
Canonical Epistles and other writings, as well as in earlier works.
In the Apocalypse,’ the only book of the New Testament men-
tioned by Justin, and which is directly ascribed by him to John,*
the term Logos is applied to Jesus “the Lamb” (xix. 13); “and
his name is called the Word of God ” (kai kékAyrac 76 vopa airod
o0 Adyos tov feov). Elsewhere (1. 14) he 1s called “the Begin-
ning of the Creation of God” (3 apxn s kTioews Tov Oeov) ;
and again in the same book (i. 5) he is ““ the first-begotten of the

been unknown to him ™ (Dia/. 35). We have already proved that there is no
evidence that Valentinus and his earlier followers knew anything of our
Synoptics, and we shall presently show that this is likewise the case with the
fourth Gospel.

* Wann wurden, u. 5. w., p. 32. Kal Incovs Xpwrrds uévos (§lws vids TQ Oeg
yeyevrvnrar, Abyos alrov bwdpxwy kel wpwrérokos xal Svvaus. Apol., 1. 23.

* "0 8¢ vios éxelvov, 6 ubros Neybuevos kuplws vlds, 6 Adyos wpd TGr womudrwy,
f;.[ ;mﬁbr;al yevvwuevos, dre Thy dpxnv 8 adrov wdrra ExTice xal exdounce.
1pol., ii. 6.

3 Written ¢. A. D. 68-69 ; Credner, Einl. N, 7., 1., p. 704 f. ; Beitrdge, ii.,
p. 204 ; Liicke, Comm. Offend. Joh., 1852, ii., p- 840 g' s Ewald, Jakrb. bibl.

Wiss., 1852-53, p. 182 ; Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi.. p.
¢ Dial. 81. : L Ba, s,

206
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dead ” (6 wpwriToxos rov vekpov). In Heb. i. 6 he 1s the
% first-born ” (mpwrdroxos), as in Coloss. 1. 15 he 1s © the first-born
of every creature” (mpwToToKOs wdoys ktioews) ; and in 1 Cor.
i. 24 we have: “Christ the Power of God gnd the Wisdom of
God” (Xpwrov Beov Svwapwr kal Beor oodpiav), and it will be
remembered that “ Wisdom ” was the earlier term which became
an alternative with “ Word ” for the intermediate Being. In Heb.

i. 2 God is represented as speaking to us “in the Son...... by
whom he also made the worlds ” (év vig,...... 8t oD Kai €ToinoEV

robs atovas). In 2 Tim. i. ¢ he is “before all worlds” (wpo
xpévov alwviov), cf. Heb. i. 10, ii. 10, Rom. xi. 36, 1 Cor. vi.
6, Ephes. i o.

The works of Philo are filled with similar representations of the
Logos, but we must restrict ourselves to a very few. God as a
Shepherd and King governs the universe, ‘“having appointed his
true Logos, his first begotten Son, to have the care of this sacred
flock, as the Vicegerent of a great King.”* In another place Philo
exhorts men to strive to become like God’s “ first begotten Word ”
(v mwpwréyovor avrov Adyov),” and he adds, a few lines further
on: “for the most ancient Word is the image of God” (feov
yap eikov Abyos 6 wmpeorfiTaros). The high priest of God in
the world is “the divine Word, his first-begotten son” (o
wpwriyovos avrov bGeos Aoyos).? Speaking of the creation
of the world, Philo says : “ The instrument by which 1t was formed
is the Word of God” (épyavor 8 Adyov Geov, &/ o
xateorxevarty).+  Elsewhere: “ For the word is the image of God
by which the whole world was created” (Adyos 08¢ eéorw
eixwy Beov, 6/ ob oipmas o kéopos edyuovpyeito).s These
passages might be indefinitely multiphed.

Tischendorf's next passage is: “The first power (S0vapis)
after the Father of all and God the Lord, and Son, is the Word
(Logos); in what manner having been made flesh (capkomrouBeis)
he became man, we shall in what follows relate.”®

We find everywhere parallels for this passage without seeking
tlf?m in the fourth Gospel. In 1 Cor. 1. 24, “ Christ the Power
(ovvapus) of God and the Wisdom of God”; cf. Heb. i. 2, 3, 4,
6,8; u. 8 In Heb. ii. 14-18 there is a distinct account of his
becoming flesh; cf. verse 7. In Phil. ii. 6-8: “ Who (Jesus

iﬂﬂ;;--'ﬂﬁ;&fﬂﬂF ¥ {i;;ﬂbv In,l.'rrnﬁ Adbyov, mpwrdyovor vibv, Os Tnw
ar T lepas TavTys ayeAns old a\ b ,
' 2 ;:‘#f}, ok Mooy ;r 338 - Tis peyalov Bacihéws Umapyos otadeseTal.
De Confus. ling., § 28, Mang., i. 427, cf § 14, 7b., i i *
2 ) s } ] . 3 . 3 -3 . 414 ’ Cfl .D'E MI ﬂt.
Abrakami, 1, Mang., i. 437 ; cf. Heb. 3. 3 3 2 Cop. iv. 1. =

3 .&St-‘-‘mnﬁs,i.,ﬂgﬂ, Mang..i. 652. 4% D¢ Cheruhi :
el S ey e £ e e

* Wann wurden, w. 5.’ w., p. 32 (Apol.) i. 32).
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Christ) being in the form of God, deemed it not grasping to be
equal with God (7), But gave himself up, taking the form of a
servant, being made in the likeness of men,” etc. In Rom. viii. 3
we have : “God sending his own Son in the likeness of the flesh
of sin,” etc. (0 Heds Tov éavrol vidv wépas év Spordpar. Tapkds
apaprias). It must be borne in mind that the terminology of
Jobhn 1. 14, “and the word became flesh” (viapf éyévero) is
different from that of Justin, who uses the word capkoroumbeis.
The sense and language here is, therefore, quite as close as that
of the fourth Gospel. We have also another parallel in 1 Tim. iii.
16, “ Who (God) was manifested in the flesh” (3s épavepdfly év
oapki) ; cf. 1 Cor. xv. 4, 47.

In like manner we find many similar passages in the works of
Philo. He says, in one place, that man was not made in the
likeness of the most high God the Father of the universe, but in
that of the “Second God who is his Word” (aAda mpds 1OV
devrepov Bedv, Gs éoriv éxeivov Adyos). In another place the
Logos 1s said to be the interpreter of the highest God, and he
continues : “that must be God of us imperfect beings ” (Obros
yap npev TOV dreAdv dv ey Ueis).?  Elsewhere he says :
“ But the divine Word which is above these (the Winged
Cherubim)...... but being itself the image of God, at once the
most ancient of all conceivable things, and the one placed nearest
to the only true and absolute existence without any separation or
distance between them ”;3 and a few lines further on he explains
the cities of refuge to be: *“The word of the Governor (of all
things) and his creative and kingly power, for of these are the
heavens and the whole world.”* *“ The Logos of God is above all
things in the world, and is the most ancient and the most universal
of all things which are.”s The Word is also the “ Ambassador
sent by the Governor (of the universe) to his subject (man)”
(mperPevrys 8¢ Tov yeudvos wpds To vrgkoov).5  Such views of
the Logos are everywhere met with in the pages of Philo.

Tischendorf continues: “The Word (Logos) of God is his
Son.”7  We have already in the preceding paragraphs abundantly
llustrated this sentence, and may proceed to the next: * But
since they did not know all things concerning the Logos, which is

* Philo, Zragm., i., ex. Euseb., Prapar. Evang., vii. 1 3, Mang., ii. 625 ; cf.
De Somniis, i., § 41, Mang., i. 656 ; Leg. Alleg., ii., § 21, ib., i. 83.

* Leg. dlleg., i, § 73, Mang., i. 128.

3 De Profugis, § 19, Mang., i. 561. + 16, § 19.

5 Kai 6 Adyos 8¢ rov feob umepdvw mavrds éore roi k6o wov, Kal wperBiTaros

kal yevikwraros T&v boa yéyove. Leg. Alley., iii., § 61, Mang., i. 121 ; cf. De
Semniis, 1., § 41, Mang., i. 656.

° Quis rerum div. Heres., § 42, Mang., i. 501I.
7 '0 Abyos 3¢ Tou Geob éarwv & vlds adrob, (dpol., i. 63).
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Christ, they have frequently contradictqd each other.:’f These
words are used with reference 1O lawgivers and philosophers.
Justin, who frankly admits the delight he took 1n the writings of
Plato® and other Greek philosophers, held the view that Socrates
and Plato had, in an elementary form, enunciated the doctrine of
the Logos,3 although he contends that they borrowed it from the
writings of Moses ; and with a largeness of mind very uncommon
in the early Church, and, indeed, we might add, in any age, he
helieved Socrates and such philosophers to have been Christians,
even although they had been considered Atheists.t As they did
not, of course, know Christ to be the Logos, he makes the asser-
tion just quoted. Now, the only point in the passage which
requires notice 1s the identification of the Logos with Jesus, which
has already been dealt with, and, as this was asserted in the
Apocalypse xix. 13, before the fourth Gospel was written, no
evidence in its favour is deducible from the statement. We shall
have more to say regarding this presently.

Tischendorf continues: “But in what manner, through the
Word of God, Jesus Christ our Saviour has become flesh,”s etc.

It must be apparent that the doctrine here 1s not that of the
fourth Gospel which makes “the word become flesh” simply,
whilst Justin, representing a less advanced form, and more uncer-
tain stage, of its development, draws a distinction between the
Logos and Jesus, and describes Jesus Christ as being made flesh
by the power of the Logos. Thisis no accidental use of words,
for he repeatedly states the same fact, as for nstance : But why
through the power of the Word, according to the will of God the
Father and Lord of all, he was born a man of a Virgin,” etc.

Tischendorf continues: “ To these passages out of the short
second Apology we extract from the first (cap. 33).7” By the
Spirit, therefore, and power of God (in reference to Luke i
35 : ‘The Holy Spint shall come upon thee, and the power of the
Highest shall overshadow thee’) we have nothing else to under-
stand but the Logos, which is the first-born of God.”

Here again we have the same difference from the doctrine of the
fourth Gospel which we have just pointed out, which 1s, however,

" "EBwedn) 8¢ ob wdvra md Tov Abyov €yvdpoay, Bs éore Xpuwords, kal €vavria
éavrois wolhakes eiwor. Apol., 1. 10.

* Apol., 0. 12; cf. Dial. 2 f. 3 Ib.; 1 00, ete.; cf. 5. 4 Jb., 1. 46.
S Wann wurden, w. s. w., p. 32. dAN v Tpémwov § U ‘
b ten, u. 5. w., p. 32. pbmov dua Adryov Beov aapkomoinbeis
*Inoovs Xpuoros 6 Zwrqp nudv, k.7 \.  Apol., 1. 66. % 5 :
€ Apol., 1. 46.
7 This is an error. Several of the preceding passages are out of the first

Apology. No references, however, are gi to th
%;:fhavc B sty given to the source of any of them.

® Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 32 (Apol., i. 33).
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completely in agreement with the views of Philo, and charac-
teristic of a less developed form of the idea. We shall further
refer to the terminology hereafter, and meantime we proceed
to the last illustration given by Tischendorf.

“Out of the Dialogue (c. 105): ‘For that he was the only-
begotten of the Father of all, in peculiar wise begotten of him as
Word and Power (8éwapus), and afterwards became man through
the Virgin, as we have learnt from the Memoirs, I have already
stated.””

The allusion here is to the preceding chapters of the Dialogue,
wherein, with special reference (c. 100) to the passage which has a
parallel in Luke i. 35, quoted by Tischendorf in the preceding
illustration, Justin narrates the birth of Jesus.

This reference very appropriately leads us to a more general
discussion of the real source of the terminology and Logos
doctrine of Justin. We do not propose, in this work, to enter
fully into the history of the Logos doctrine, and we must confine
ourselves strictly to showing, in the most simple manner possible,
that not only is there no evidence whatever that Justin derived his
ideas regarding it from the fourth Gospel, but that, on the con-
trary, his terminology and doctrine may be traced to another
source. In the very chapter (100) from which this last
illustration is taken, Justin shows clearly whence he derives the
expression, ‘“only-begotten.  In chap. 97 he refers to the Ps.
xxii. (Sept. xxi.) as a prophecy applying to Jesus, quotes the whole
Psalm, and comments upon it in the following chapters ; refers to
Ps. ii. 7: “ Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee,”
uttered by the voice at the baptism, in ch. 103, in illustration of
it ; and in ch. 105 he arrives, in his exposition of it, at verse 2o:
“PDeliver my soul from the sword, and my? only-begotten
(povoyery) from the hand of the dog.” Then follows the
passage we are discussing, in which Justin affirms that he has
proved that he was the only-begotten (povoyerys) of the Father,
and at the close he again quotes the verse as indicative of his
sufferings. The Memoirs are referred to in regard to the fulfilment
of this prophecy, and his birth as man through the Virgm. The
phrase in Justin is quite different from that in the fourth Gospel,
1. 14 : “ And the Word became flesh (rapé eyévero) and tabernacled
among us, and we beheld his glory, glory as of the only-begotten
from the Father ” (os povoyevois mapa mwarpés), etc. In Justin, he
is “‘the only-begotten of the Father of all” (poveyerys ro Ilarpt
rov 6Awv), and he “ became man (avfpomos yevopevos) through the
Virgin,” and Justin never once employs the peculiar terminology
of the fourth Gospel, oapf éyévero, iIn any part of his writings.

' Wann wurden, w. s. w., p. 32 (Dial. c. Tryph., 105).
* This should pl’:)bably be ** lh}’.“ g 5)
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There can be no doubt that, however the Christian doctrine of
the Logos may at one period of its development have been
influenced by Greek philosophy, it was in its central idea mainly
of Jewish origin, and the mere application to an .mdlﬂdual of a
theory which had long occupied the Hebrew mmq. After the
original simplicity which represented God as holding personal
intercourse with the Patriarchs, and communing face to face with
the great leaders of Israel, had been outgrown, an Increasing
tendency set in to shroud the Divinity in impenetrable mystery,
and to regard him as unapproachable and undiscernible by man.
This led to the recognition of a Divine representative and sub-
stitute of the highest God and Father, who communicated with
his creatures, and through whom alone he revealed himself. A
new system of interpretation of the ancient traditions of the nation
was rendered necessary, and in the Septuagint translation of the
Bible we are fortunately able to trace the progress of the theory
which culminated in the Christian doctrine of the Logos.
Wherever in the sacred records God has been represented as
holding intercourse with man, the translators either symbolised the
appearance or interposed an angel, who was afterwards understood
to be the Divine Word. The first name under which the Divine
Mediator was known in the Old Testament was Wisdom (Zo¢ia),
although in its Apocrypha the term Logos was not unknown.
The personification of the idea was very rapidly effected, and in
the Book of Proverbs, as well as in the later Apocrypha based
upon it (the Wisdom of Solomon, and the Wisdom of Sirach,
“ Ecclesiasticus ) we find it in ever-increasing clearness and con-
cretion. In the School of Alexandria the active Jewish intellect
eagerly occupied itself with the speculation, and in the writings of
Philo especially we find the doctrine of the Logos—the term
which by that time had almost entirely supplanted that of
Wisdom-—elaborated to almost its final point, and wanting little
or nothing but its application in an incarnate form to an individual
man to represent the doctrine of the earlier Canonical writings of
the New Testament, and notably the Epistle to the Hebrews—
thg work of a Christian Philo'—the Pauline Epistles, and lastly
the fourth Gospel.

In me_:rbs viii. 22 f. we have a representation of Wisdom
corresponding closely with the prelude to the fourth Gospel, and
iﬂﬂdm;r; 5:(1“1:::51 tlrne doctrine enunciated by Justin: “22. The

¢ the Beginning of his ways for his works. 2%

" Ewald freely recognises that the author of thi ' '
ec _ this Epistle, written about A.D.
;;66' tran_sfdirreq Philo’s doctrine of the Logos to Christianity. Apollos, whom
e considers its J:mluhle author, impregnated the Apostle Paul with the

doctri A, des, '
Er;f;;'{gd;‘:), § V Isr., vi., p. 474 £., p- 638 f. ; Das Sendschr. an d.
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Before the ages he established me, in the beginning before he
made the earth. 24. And before he made the abysses, before the
springs of the waters issued forth. 25. Before the mountains
were settled, and before all the hills he begets me. 26. The Lord
made the lands, both those which are uninhabited and the
inhabited heights of the earth beneath the sky. 27. When he
prepared the heavens I was present with him, and when he
set his throne upon the winds, 28, and made strong the high
clouds, and the deeps under the heaven made secure, 29, and
made strong the foundations of the earth, 30, I was with him
adjusting, T was that in which he delighted ; daily I rejoiced in
his presence at all times.”” In the Wisdom of Solomon we
find the writer addressing God : 1x. 1...... “ Who madest all things
by thy Word ” (6 woujoas Ta wavra év Aoye oov) ; and further on
in the same chapter, v. 9 : “ And Wisdom was with thee “who
knoweth thy works, and was present when thou madest the world,
and knew what was acceptable i thy sight, and right m thy
commandments.” In verse 4 the writer prays: “Give me
Wisdom that sitteth by thy thrones ” (Ads poi v Tov oov Hpoverv
wapedpov copiav). In a similar way the son of Sirach makes
Wisdom say (Eccles. xxiv. 9): “ He (the Most High) created me
from the beginning before the world, and as long as the world I
 shall not fail.” We have already incidentally seen how these
~ thoughts grew into an elaborate doctrine of the Logos in the works
of Philo.

Now Justin, whilst he nowhere adopts the terminology of the
fourth Gospel, and nowhere refers to its introductory condensed
statement of the Logos doctrine, closely follows Philo and, like
him, traces it back to the Old Testament in the most direct way,
accounting for the interposition of the divine Mediator in
precisely the same manner as Philo, and expressing the views
which had led the Seventy to modify the statement of the
Hebrew original in their Greek translation. He is, in fact,
thoroughly acquainted with the history of the Logos doctrine and
its earlier enunciation under the symbol of Wisdom, and his
knowledge of it 1s clearly independent of, and antecedent to, the
statements of the fourth Gospel.

Referring to various episodes of the Old Testament in which
God 1s represented as appearing to Moses and the Patriarchs, and
in which 1t 1s said that “ God went up from Abraham,”? or “ The
Lord spake to Moses,”s or “ The Lord came down to behold the
town,”™ etc.,, or “God shut Noah into the ark,”s and so on,

Justin warns his antagonist that he is not to suppose that “the

* Prov. viil. 22 ; Sept. vers. ® Gen. xviil. 22,
3 Exod. vi. 29. ¢ Gen. xi. §. 5 Gen. vil. 16,
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begotten " (dyémmros Peds) did any of these things, for he
& neither tggjme( t}c:(a::;r place, nor_walks, but from his own place,
wherever it may be, knows everything, although he has neither
gyes nor ears. Therefore he could not talk with anyone, nor be
seen by anyone, and none of the Patriarchs saw _the Pather_ at all,
but they saw “ him who was according to his will both his Son
(being God) and the Angel, in that he mmlster_ed_ to his purpose,
whom also he willed to be born man by the Virgin, who became
fire when he spoke with Moses from the bush.”™ He refers
throughout his writings to the various appearances of God to the
Patriarchs, all of which he ascribes to the pre-existent Jesus, the
Word.? and in the very next chapter, after alluding to some of
these, he says : *“ He is called Angel because he came to men, since
by him the decrees of the Father are announced to men...... At
other times he is also called Man and human being, because he
appears clothed in these forms as the Father wills, and they call
him Logos because he bears the communications of the Father to
mankind.”3

Justin, moreover, repeatedly refers to the fact that he was called
Wisdom by Solomon, and quotes the passage we have indicated
in Proverbs. In one place he says, in proof of his assertion that
the God who appeared to Moses and the Patriarchs was distin-
guished from the Father, and was in fact the Word (ch. 66-70):
“ Another testimony I will give you, my friends, I said, from the
Scriptures, that God begat before all of the creatures (mpd wavrov
rov kTwrpdarewy) a Beginning (dpxnv),* a certain rational Power
(8dvapy Aoyucyv) out of himself, who 1s called by the Holy Spirit,
now the Glory of the Lord, then the Son, again Wisdom, again
Angel, again God, and again Lord and Logos,” etc., and a little
further on : “The Word of Wisdom will testify to me, who 1s him-
self this God begotten of the Father of the universe, being Word,
and Wisdom, and Power (étvaps), and the Glory of the Begetter,”
etc.,’ and he quotes, from the Septuagint version, Proverbs wviii.
22-36, part of which we have given above. Elsewhere, indeed,
(ch. 129), he cites the passage a second time as evidence, with a

* Thal. 127 cf. 128, 63; cf. Philo, De Somniis, i., §§ 11 f., Mang., i. 630 f. ;
§31,26.,1.648; §§33 £, 7b.,1. 649 f.; §§ 39 £, 7b., i. 655f. Nothing, in
fact, could show more clearly the indebtedness of Justin to Philo than this
argument {/7a/. 100) regarding the inapplicability of such descriptions to the
“unbegotten God.” Philo in one treatise, from which we are constantly
obliged to take passages as parallels for those of Justin (de Confusione linguarum),
atguesﬂfmm the very same text : “ The Lord went down to see that city and
tower, " almost in the very same words as Justin, § 27. The passage is un-
fortunately too long for quotation.

* Daial. _56. 57, 58, 59, 60, 126, 127, 128, etc.; Apol., i. 62, 63 ; cf. Philo,
I;’:fa Masis, §§ 12 L, Mang., i. 91 f.; Leg. Alleg., iii., §§ S5 L. 0 T0% X,
ete. '
 Dial. 1285 cf. Apol.,1.63; Dial. 60. 4 Cf. Apoc.,iii. 14. S5 Dial, 61.
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similar context. Justin refers to it again in the next chapter, and
the peculiarity of his terminology in all these passages, so markedly
different from, and indeed opposed to, that of the fourth Gospel,
will naturally strike the reader: “But this offspring (yevvmpa)
being truly brought forth by the Father was with the Father before
all created beings (wpd wdvrov tov wompdrov), and the Father
communes with him, as the Logos declared through Solomon, that
this same, who is called Wisdom by Solomon, had been begotten
of God before all created beings (wpd mdvrov Tov mompdrev), both
Beginning (dpxs) and Offspring (yévvmpa),” etc.” In another
place, after quoting the words, “ No man knoweth the Father but
the Son, nor the Son but the Father, and they to whom the Son
will reveal him,” Justin continues : “Therefore he revealed to us
all that we have by his grace understood out of the Scriptures,
recognising him to be indeed the first-begotten (wpwrorTokos) of
God, and before all creatures (mpd wdvrev TV KTWpdTOV)......
and calling him Son, we have understood that he proceeded from
the Father by his power and will before all created beings (mpo
ravraov Toamparev), for in one form or another he is spoken of
the writings of the prophets as Wisdom,” etc. ;* and again, 1n two
other places, he refers to the same fact.’

On further examination, we find on every side still stronger
confirmation of the conclusion that Justin derived his Logos
doctrine from the Old Testament and Philo, together with early
New Testament writings. We have quoted several passages in
which Justin details the various names of the Logos, and we may
add one more. Referring to Ps. Ixxii,, which the Jews apply to
Solomon, but which Justin maintains to be applicable to Christ,
he says : “ For Christ is King, and Priest, and God, and Lord,
and Angel, and Man, and Captain, and Stone, and a Son born
(rrxtﬁiﬂr yevlfuipevﬂv), etc., as | prove b)‘ all of the Scriptures."‘l
Now these representations, which are constantly repeated through-
out Justin’s writings, are quite opposed to the Spirit of the fourth
Gospel ; but are, on the other hand, equally common in the works
of Philo, and many of them also to be found in the Philonian
Epistle to the Hebrews. Taking the chief amongst them, we
may briefly illustrate them. The Logos as King, Justin avowedly
derives from Ps. Ixxii., in which he finds that reference 1s made to
the “ Everlasting King, that is to say Chnst.”s We find this
representation of the Logos throughout the writings of Philo. In
one place already referred to,” but which we shall now more fully
quote, he says: “ For God as Shepherd and King governs accord-
ing to Law and justice like a flock of sheep, the earth, and water,

' Dhal. 62. ¢ 1h., 100. 3 Jb., 126, 129.
‘¢ 1b., 34. 5 1., 34. P 4ROL



458 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

andm and fire, and all the plants and living things that are in
- ;hether they be mortal or divine, as well as the course of

heaven, and the periods of sun and moon, and the variations
and harmonious revolutions of the other stars ; having appointed
his true Word (rdv opbov airov Adyov) his first-begotten Son
(wpwriyovov viév) to have the care of this sacred flock as the
Vicegerent of a great King”;* and a little further on he says :
“ Very reasonably, therefore, he will assume the name of a King,
being addressed as a Shepherd.” In another place Philo speaks
of the “ Logos of the Governor, and his creative and kingly power,
for of these is the heaven and the whole world.”3

Then if we take the second epithet, the Logos as Priest (iepets),
which is quite foreign to the fourth Gospel, we find it repeated by
Justin, as, for instance : ““ Christ the eternal Priest ” (tepets) ;4 and it
is not only a favounte representation of Philo, but is almost the
leading idea of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in connection with the
episode of Melchisedec, in whom also both Philos and Justin®
recognise the Logos. In the Epistle to the Hebrews, vii. 3, speaking
of Melchisedec : “ but likened to the Son of God, abideth a Priest
for ever ”; again in 1v. 14: “Seeing then that we have a great
High Priest that is passed through the heavens, Jesus the Son of
God,” ete.; ix. 11: “Christ having appeared a High Priest of the
good things to come”; xii. 21: “Thou art a Priest for ever.”
The passages are far too numerous to quote.” They are
equally numerous in the writings of Philo. In one place already
quoted® he says: “For there are, as it seems, two temples of God,
one of which is this world, in which the High Priest is the Divine
Word, his first-begotten Son ” (Ade yap, ds €ower, iepa Beod, v pév
obe 0 Koopos, év @ Kai dpxsﬁpak,.ﬁ TPOTOYOVOS aUTOoD Oeios Adyos).o
Elsewhere, speaking of the period for the return of fugitives, the
death of the high priest, which taken literally would embarrass him
in his allegory, Philo says: “ For we maintain the High Priest not
to be a man, but the divine Word, who is without participation
not only in voluntary but also in involuntary sins ”;*° and he goes
on to speak of this priest as *“ the most sacred Word ” (0 tepaTaTos

' De Agricult., § 12, Mang., i. 308,

* Bixbrws rolvww 6 pév Baoi\éws Sropa vroduoerat, woiuny wposayopevbels, k. 7.\,
iﬁ 6I;| cf. De Profugis, § 20, Mang., i. 5§62 ; De Somuniis, ., § 37, Mang.,
3 De Profugis, § 19, Mang., i. 561; cf de Migrat Abrahami, § 1, Mang.,
. 437- 4 Dial. 42.

5 Legis Alleg., § 26, Mang., i. 104, etc. ° Dial. 34, 83. etc.

: Heb. vii. 11, 13, 17, 21 f., 26 f. ; viii. 11, ; ii. 6, 17 V. X. 6, 10

= P. 450. : ? Philo, De Somniis, i,, § 37, Mang., i. 653.

De Profugis, § 20, Mang., i. 562. Philo continues: that this priest, the
Logos, maust be ure, ““ God indeed being his Father, who is also the Father of
all things, and Wisdom his mother, by whom the universe came into being.”
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Aédyos).” Indeed, in many long passages he descants upon the
““high priest Word ” (o dpyepevs Aoyos).?

Proceeding to the next representations of the lLogos as “ God
and Lord,” we meet with the idea everywhere. In Hebrews 1. 8 :
‘““ But regarding the Son he saith : Thy throne, O God, 1s for ever
and ever 7 (wpos de Tov viov ‘O Bpovos aov, 6 Oeos, eis Tov atove Tov
atwvos), etc. ; and again in the Epistle to the Philippians, ii. 6:
“Who (Jesus Christ), being in the form of God, deemed it not
grasping to be equal with God” (6s év popdy Heov vrapywv ovy
apraypov pynoaro To elvar ica Bep), etc.3 Philo, in the fragment
preserved by Eusebius, to which we have already referred,* calls
the Logos the “Second God” (Sevrepos Uess).s In another
passage he has: “ But he calls the most ancient God his present
Logos,” etc. (kade ¢ Beov Tov mpeafiTarov avrov vevi NAaoyov)
and a hittle further on, speaking of the mability of men to look on
the Father himself: “Thus they regard the image of God, his
Angel Word, as himself” (oitws xai tyv Tov feov eikdva, ToVv
ayyedov avrov Noyov, ©s avrov karavoovow).?  Elsewhere dis-
cussing the possibility of God’s swearing by himself, which he
applies to the Logos, he says: “ For in regard to us imperfect
beings he will be a God, but in regard to wise and perfect beings
the first. And yet Moses, in awe of the superiority of the unbe-
gotten (ayevirov) God, says : * And thou shalt swear by his name,’
not by himself ; for it is sufficient for the creature to receive assu-
rance and testimony by the divine Word.”®

It must be remarked, however, that both Justin and Philo place
the Logos in a position more clearly secondary to God the Father
than the prelude to the fourth Gospel i. 1. Both Justin and Philo
apply the term Heos to the Logos without the article. Justin dis-
tinctly says that Christians worship Jesus Christ as the Son of the
true God, holding him in the second place (év devrépp ywpa
éxovres) 2 and this secondary position is systematically defined
through Justin’s writings in a very decided way, as it is in the
works of Philo by the contrast of the begotten Logos with the
unbegotten God. Justin speaks of the Word as ‘“the first-born of
the unbegotten God” (mpwrdrokes T ayevvire Hep),™ and the dis-
tinctive appellation of the *unbegotten God” applied to the
Father 1s most common throughout his writings.”* We may, in

* De Profugis, § 21. * De Migrat. Abrakami, § 18, Mang., i. 452.
3 Cf. verse 11. ¢ . 1. 481,

5 Fragm., i., Mang., 1. 625; cl. Leg. Alleg., 1., § 21, Mang., i. 83.

¢ Philo, De Somniis, i. 39, Mang., i. 655. :

7 7b., 1., § 41, Mang.,i. 656. 8 Leg. Alleg.,iii.,§ 73, Mang., i. 128.

9 Apol., 1. 13, cf. 60, where he shows that Plato gives the second place to

the Logos.
sy | O 5 * 1b., 1. 49 ; 6., 11. 6, 13; Dial. 126, 127.
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. of this remark, point out another phrase of Justin
mﬂmﬁnmlly repeated, but 1s thoroughly opposed both to
the spirit and to the terminology of the fourth Gospel, and which
likewise indicates the secondary consideration in which he held
the Logos. He calls the Word constantly “’the first-born fof all
created beings 7 (wpwriToxos TOV TAVTOV woanp?:rmv,‘ OF T PWTGTOKOS
TPO TAVTOV TOV KTWpATOV,? OF TPOTOTOKOS Bl i E'-”S‘);? “ the
first-born of all creation,” echoing the expression of Col. 1. 15—
(The Son) “who is the image of the invisible God? tl_le first-born
of all creation” (mpwrérokos wdows kricews). This is a totally
different view from that of the fourth Gospel, which m so
emphatic a manner enunciates the doctrine: “In the beginning
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God”—a statement which Justin, with Philo, only makes n a very
modified sense.

To return, however, the next representation of the Logos by
Justin is as “Angel.” This perpetually recurs in his writings.¢ In
one place, to which we have already referred, he says: “The Word of
God is his Son, as we have already stated, and he is also called Angel
("Ayyehos, or Messenger) and Apostle, for he brings the message
of all we need to know, and is sent an Apostle to declare all the
message contains.”s In the same chapter reference 1s again made to
passages quoted for the sake of proving “that Jesus Christ is the
Son of God and Apostle, being aforetime the Word, and having
appeared now in the form of fire and now in the likeness
of incorporeal beings ¥ and he gives many illustrations.’
The passages in which the Logos 1s called Angel are too
numerous to be more fully dealt with here. It 1s scarcely
necessary to point out that this representation of the Logos as
Angel is not only foreign to, but opposed to the spirit of, the
fourth Gospel, although it is thoroughly i harmony with
the writings of Philo. Before illustrating this we may inci-
dentally remark that the ascription to the Logos of the name
“Apostle ” which occurs in the two passages just quoted above,
as well as m other parts of the writings of Justin,® is likewise
opposed to the fourth Gospel, although it is found in earlier
writings, exhibiting a less developed form of the Logos doctrine ;
for the Eplstle_ to the Hebrews, 1ii. 1, has : “ Consider the Apostle
and High Prtesf of our confession, Jesus,” etc. (karavooare TOV
aroorolov Kai apxrepea Ti)s opoloyias qpov ‘Ineotv). We are,
in fact, constantly directed by the remarks of Justin to other

' Dial. 62, 84, 100, etc.  * Jb., 61, 100, 125, 120, etc. 3 Jb., 85, 138, etc.

¢ Apol., I 63 ; Dial. 34, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, IaY 5 of Al &6
S Aﬁf.,'l- 63. _ ., 106
7 Cf. Dial. 5660, 127, 128. ® Apol., i. 12, etc.
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sources of the Logos doctrine, and never to the fourth Gospel,
with which his tone and terminology do not agree. Everywhere
in the writings of Philo we meet with the Logos as Angel. He
speaks “of the Angel Word of God” in a sentence already
quoted,” and elsewhere in a passage, one of many others, upon
which the lines of Justin which we are now considering (as well
as several similar passages)’ are in all probability moulded.
Philo calls upon men to ‘“strive earnestly to be fashioned
according to God’s first-begotten Word, the eldest Angel, who is
the Archangel bearing many names, for he is called the Begn-
ning (dpx7), and Name of God, and Logos, and the Man
according to his image, and the Seer of Isracl.”s Elsewhere, in a
remarkable passage, he says: “To his Archangel and eldest
Word, the Father, who created the umverse, gave the supreme
gift that having stood on the confine he may separate the
creature from the Creator. The same is an intercessor on behalf
of the ever-wasting mortal to the immortal ; he is also the
~mbassador of the Ruler to his subjects. And he rejoices in the
gift, and the majesty of it he describes, saying : ‘And I stood n
the midst between the Lord and you’ (Numbers xvi. 48) ; being
neither unbegotten like God, nor begotten like you, but between
the two extremes,” etc.4 We have been tempted to give more of
this passage than is necessary for our immediate purpose, because
't affords the reader another glimpse of Philo’s doctrine of the
Logos, and generally illustrates its position in connection with the
Christian doctrine.

The last of Justin’s names which we shall here notice 1s the

¢ Philo. De Somniis, i., § 41, Mang., i. 656. See p. 456 L.

: For instance, in the quotations at p. 456 f. from Dzal. 61, and also that
from Dial. 62, in which the Logos is also called the Beginning (dpxn). Both
Philo and Justin, no doubt, had in mind Prov. viii. 22. In Dial. 100, for
example, there is a passage, part of which we have quoted, which reads as
follows : ** For in one form or another he is spoken of in the writings of the
prophets as Wisdom, and the Day, and the East, and a Sword, and a Stone,
and a Rod, and Jacob, and Israel,” etc. Now, in the writings of Philo these
passages in the Old Testament are discussed and applied to the Logos, and
to one in particular we may refer as an illustration. Philo says : ““I have also
heard of a certain associate of Moses having Pranﬂunced the following saying :
¢ Behold a man whose name is the East' (Zech. vi. 12). A most novel
designation if you consider it to be spoken regarding one composed of body
and soul ; but if regarding that incorporeal Being who does not differ from the
divine image, you will agree that the name of the East is perfectly appropriate
to him. For indeed the Father of the Universe caused this eldest son
(wpeaBiTaror vidv) to rise (dvéreihe), whom elsewhere he names his first-
begotten (mwpwréyoror),” etc. (De Confus. Ling., § 14). Can it be doubted
that Justin follows Philo in such exegesis ? |

3 De Confus. Ling., § 28 ; Mang., i. 427 ; cf. De Migrat. Abrakamsi, § 31,
Mang., 1. 463.

4 Quis rerum div. Heres., § 42, Mang., 1. 501 f.



462 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

Logos as “Man” as well as God. In another place ]u:stin
explains that he is sometimes called a Man and human being,
hecause he appears in these forms as the F:ather wills.? But_h:e:re
confining ourselves merely to the concrete 1dea, we find a striking
representation of it in 1 Tim. 1. 5: “For there 1s one God and
one mediator between God and man, the Man Christ Jesus”
?I‘g yap Beds, els kai peritys beov kar avBpomrov, avbpomros Xpuords
‘Iyoovs) ; and again in Rom. v. 15: “...... by the grace of the one
man Jesus Christ” (tov évos avbpomov ’Ineov Xpwrrov), as well as
elsewhere.? We have already seen in the passage quoted
above from De Confus. Ling., § 28, that Philo mentions, among
the many names of the Logos, that of “ the man according to (God’s)
image ” (0 xar’' exdéva avbpwmos3 or “the typical man”). If
we pass to the application of the Logos doctrine to Jesus, we
have the strongest reason for inferring Justin’s total independence
of the fourth Gospel. We have frequently pointed out that the title
of Logos 1s given to Jesus in New Testament writings earlier
than the fourth Gospel. We have remarked that, although the
passages are innumerable in which Justin speaks of the
Word having become man through the Virgin, he never
makes use of the peculiar expression of the fourth Gospel,
“the Word became flesh” (6 Adyos capf éyévero). On the
few occasions on which he speaks of the Word having
been made flesh, he uses the term capkorombfeis.t In one
instance he has odpka éyew,s and, speaking of the Eucharist,
Justin once explains that it is the memory of Christ’s having
made himself dody, cepatoroorarab Justin’s most common
phrase, however—and he repeats it in numberless instances—
1s that the Logos submitted to be born, and become man
(yerybpar avbporov yevdpevor UTEpLeLver), by a Virgin, or he uses
vari;ously the expressions : dvfporos yéyove, avBpwmros YEVoLEVos,
yeverbar dvbporov.? 1In several places he speaks of him as the
first production or offspring (yevvnua) of God before all created
beings, as, for instance : “"The Logos...... who is the first offspring of
God” (6 éore mpidrov yévimpa Toi beov) * and again, “ and that this
oﬂspn_ng was beguttt:n‘of the Father absolutely before all creatures
th{i‘ W urd,wa.s dec]am}g 7 (kai o1 yeyevvijobar Hwd Tod TaTpos
TOUTO TO yévinpua Tpd Tavrev GrAos T KTWrpaTwv 6 Aéyos €87 Aov).9

* Dial. 128. See the quotation a} 456 f. ? Phil., ii. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 47.

? Elsewhere Philo says that the Word was the archetypal model aft hich
man and the human mind were formed. D¢ E.rse:fra);’]f§13i Itfanag. fl;.w4;§;

De Mundi Opificio, § 6, Man v b B
6 (1 ;i

$ Apol., i. wice) ; Dial. 45, 100. 5 Dial. 48 6 74
? Apol., i §, 23, 63: A 0y 06y 1g 5 : . 495, .y 70.
Ioﬂs’ I3, 1251 127, E%C. Po : D?ﬂ[, 345 45, 48’ 57’ 63’ 75’ 84’ 85!
Apol., 1. 21,

¢ Dial. 129, cf. 62.
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We need not say more of the expressions: “first-born”
(wpwriroxos), * first-begotten ” (rpordyovos), so constantly apphed
to the Logos by Justin, in agreement with Philo ; nor to “only
begotten ” (povoyeris), directly derived from Ps. xxii. 2o (Ps. xxi.
20, Sept.).

It must be apparent to everyone who seriously examines the
subject that Justin’s terminology is markedly different from, and
in spirit sometimes opposed to, that of the fourth Gospel, and in
fact that the peculiarities of the Gospel are not found in Justin’s
writings at all.* On the other hand, his doctrine of the Logos is
precisely that of Philo,” and of writings long antecedent to the
fourth Gospel ; and there can be no doubt, we think, that it was
derived from them.

We may now proceed to consider other passages adduced by
Tischendorf to support his assertion that Justin made use of the
fourth Gospel. He says: “ There are not lacking some passages
of the Johannine Gospel to which passages in Justin can be
traced. In the Dialogue, ch. 88, he writes of John the Baptist:
‘The people believed that he was the Chnst, but he cried to them:
[ am not the Christ, but the voice of a preacher.” This 1s con-
nected with John i. 20 and 23; for no other Evangelist has
reported the first words in the Baptist’s reply.”> Now, the passage
in Justin, with its context, reads as follows: “ For John sat by
the Jordan (kalefopévov émi 7ov ’lopdavov) and preached the
Baptism of repentance, wearing only a leathern girdle and
raiment of camel’s hair, and eating nothing but locust and wild
honey; men supposed (iwedapfavor) him to be the Christ,
wherefore he himself cried to them: “ 1 am not the Chnst, but
the voice of one crying : For he shall come (5jfet) who 1s stronger
than I, whose shoes I am not meet (ikarvds) to bear.’” The

* A passage is sometimes quoted in which Justin reproaches the Jews for
spreading injurious and unjust reports ‘‘ concerning the only blameless and
righteous Light sent by God to man”™ (27a/. 17), and this 1s claimed as an
echo of the Gospel; cf. John i. g, viii. 12, xii. 46, etc. Now, here again we
have in Philo the elaborate representation of the Logos as the sun and Light
of the world ; as, for instance, in a long passage in the treatise De Somniis, i.,
§ 13 f., Mang., 1. 631 f., of which we can only give the slightest quotation.
Philo argues that Moses only speaks of the sun by symbols, and that it is easy
to prove this ; ‘‘since in the first place God is Light. ¢For the Lord is my
Light and my Saviour,’ it is said in hymns, and not only Light, but archetype
of every other light—nay, rather more ancient and more perfect than archetype,
having the Logos for an examplar. For indeed the examplar was his most
perfect Logos, Light,” etec. (De Semnizs, 1., § 13, Mang., i. 632). And again:
** But according to the third meaning he calls the divine Word the sun,” and
proceeds to show how by this sun all wickedness is brought to light, and the
sins done secretly and in darkness are made manifest (De Somniis, i., § 1 5,
Mang., 1. 634 ; cf. 74, § 19).

4 | ] lhe‘ Cohort. ad Grecos be assigned to Justin, it directly refers to Philo’s
works, c. 1x, S Wann wurden, u. 5. w., p. ?3. 4 Dial. 88.
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- n which this passage can be compared with
?h?el}foiﬁﬁﬂgosl;)i? is the reply : IImam not tlﬂle Cprist ¥ ’(ﬂﬁx :El:{.l.i 6
Xpwrrds), which in John i. 20 reads: ore &yw otk el O

5s; and it is perfectly clear that, if the direct negation
occurred in any other Gospel, the difference of the whole passage
in the Dialogue would prevent even an apologist from advancing
any claim to its dependence on that Gospel. In order to appre-
ciate the nature of the two passages, it may be well to collect the
nearest parallels in the Gospels, and compare them with ‘Justin’s

narrative :—

Justin, DiaL. 88. JouN 1. 19-27.
Men (ol dvfpwmor) supposed him to 19. And this is the testimony of
be the Christ ; John, when the Jews sent priests and

Levites from Jerusalem to ask him :
Who art thou ? |

24. *‘And they were sent by the
Pharisees.

20. And he confessed, and denied

wherefore he cried to them : [ am not | not: and confessed® that: I am not

the Christ (edx elul 6 Xporés), the Christ (67t éyw olk eiul 6 XpioTos).

21. And they asked again: Who

' then? Art thou, Ehas ? etc.

s | FRRNE Who art thou ? etc.

bat the voice of one crying : . 23. He said: T am the voice of
. one crying in the desert: Make straight
| the way of the Lord, as said the

1.I prophet Isaiah.

R i Why baptisest thou ? ete.

26. John answered them, saying : I

baptise with water, but in the midst

of you standeth one whom ye know

not.

For he shall come (#fe) who is| 27. Who cometh after me (4 émicw

stronger than 1 (& loxvpbrepés wov), | wov épxduevos), who is become before

- eSS EES— e —— —

whose shoes I am not meet (ikavds) to | me (3s Zumpoohév pov ~yéyover),3 the

bear.’ thong of whose shoes I am not worthy
(&fwos) to unloose.

The introductory description of John’s dress and habits is quite
contrary to the fourth Gospel, but corresponds to some extent with
Matt. m. 4. It is difficult to conceive two accounts more funda-
mentally different, and the discrepancy becomes more apparent
when we consider the scene and actors in the episode. In Justin,

* Matt. mi. 11 reads: “but he that cometh after me is stronger than I,
whﬁs"e shoes I am not worthy to bear” (6 8¢ émlow wov épxduevos loxvpbrepbs
pov arly, ob obx elpl ixavds T8 Gwodfuara Bacrdoar). The context is quite
different. Luke i. 16 more closely resembles the version of the fourth

| in this part with the context ofy the first Synoptic.

* The second xal wuohéynoer is omitted by the Cod. Sin.

1: The Cod. Sinaiticus, as well as most other important MSS., omits this
phrase.
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it is evident that the hearers of John had received the impression
that he was the Christ, and the Baptist, becoming aware of it,
voluntarily disabused their minds of this idea. In the fourth
Gospel the words of John are extracted from him (*he confessed
and denied not ”) by emissaries sent by the Pharisees of Jerusalem
specially to question him on the subject. The account of Justin
betrays no knowledge of any such interrogation. The utter differ-
ence is brought to a climax by the concluding statement of the
fourth Gospel :—

JusTIN. JouN 1. 28.

For John sat by the Jordan and These things were done in Bethany
preached the Baptism of repentance, | beyond the river Jordan, where john
wearing, etc. was baptising.

]

In fact, the scene in the two narratives is as little the same as their
. details. One can scarcely avoid the conclusion, in reading the
fourth Gospel, that it quotes some other account and does not pre-
tend to report the scene direct. For instance, 1. 15: “ John beareth
witness of him, and cried, saying, ‘ This was he of whom 7 said :
He that cometh after me 1s become before me, because he was
before me,’” etc. V. 19: “ And this is the testimony of John,
when the Jews sent priests and Levites from Jerusalem to ask him,
Who art thou ? and he confessed and denied not, and confessed
that I am not the Christ,” etc. Now, as usual, the Gospel which
Justin uses more nearly approximates to our first Synoptic than
the other Gospels, although it differs in very important points
from that also ; still, taken in connection with the third Synoptic
and Acts xiii. 25, this indicates the great probability of the exist-
ence of other writings combining the particulars as they occur m
Justin. Luke ni. 15 reads : ““ And as the people were in expecta-
tion, and all mused in their hearts concerning John whether he
were the Christ, 16. John answered, saying to them all: I indeed
baptise you with water, but he that is stronger than I cometh, the
latchet of whose shoes I am not worthy to unloose: he shall
baptise you with the Holy Spinit and with fire,” etc.

Whilst with the sole exception of the simple statement of
the Baptist that he was not the Christ, which in all the accounts
is clearly involved in the rest of the reply, there is no analogy
between the parallel in the fourth Gospel and the passage
in Justin, many important circumstances render it certain that
Justin did not derive his narrative from that source. We have
already* fully discussed the peculiarities of Justin’s account of the
Baptist, and in the context to the very passage before us there are
details quite foreign to our Gospels which show that Justin made
use of another and different work. When Jesus stepped into the

* P, 199 1.
2H
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to be baptised a fire was kindled in the Jordan, and the
voice from heaven makes use of words not found in our Gospels ;
but both the incident and the words are known to have been con-
tained in the Gospel according to the Hebrews and other works.
ustin likewise states, in immediate continuation of the passage
Lﬁ:m us, that Jesus was considered the son of Joseph the
carpenter, and himself was a carpenter and accustomed to make
ploughs and yokes.* The Evangelical work of which Justin made
use was obviously different from our Gospels, therefore, and the
evident conclusion to which any impartial mind must arrive
is, that there is not the slightest ground for affirming that
Justin quoted the passage before us from the fourth Gospel, from
which he so fundamentally differs, but every reason, on the con-
trary, to believe that he denved it from a Gospel different from
ours.

The next argument advanced by Tischendorf is, that on two
occasions he speaks of the restoration of sight to persons born
blind,* the only instance of which in our Gospels is that recorded,
John ix. 1. The references in Justin are very vague and general.
In the first place he is speaking of the analogies in the life of
Jesus with events believed in connection with mythological
deities, and he says that he would appear to relate acts very
similar to those attributed to Asculapius when he says that Jesus
“healed the lame and paralytic, and the maimed from birth
(¢ yeverijs wownpols), and raised the dead.”s In the Dialogue,
again referring to Asculapius, he says that Christ “healed
those who were from birth and according to the flesh blind (rovs
€X YEVETHS Kai KATA THV TApKa mypovs), and deaf, and lame.”+ In
the fourth Gospel the born-blind is described as (ix. 1) dvfpomos
TopAds éx yeveris. Thereisa variation, it will be observed, in the
term employed by Justin, and that such a remark should be
seized upon as an argument for the use of the fourth Gospel
serves to show the powerty of the evidence for the existence of
that work. Without seeking any further, we might at once reply
that such general references as those of Justin might well be referred
to the common tradition of the Church, which certainly ascribed
all kinds of marvellous cures and miracles to Jesus. It 1s, more-
over, unreasonable to suppose that the only Gospel in which the
cure of one born blind was narrated was that which is the fourth
n our Canﬁn: Such a miracle may have formed part of a dozen
similar collections extant at the time of Justin, and in no case
could such an allusion be recognised as evidence of the use of the

* Dual. 88.

i . . 3] the
from their birth ”.not only to the blind, but to the lzgme and de?f. i

* Apol., 1. 22. * Dral. 69,



EXTERNAL EVIDENCE FOR THE FOURTH GOSPEL 467

— i — — — e — — e — T e —

fourth Gospel. But in the Dialogue, along with this remark,
Justin couples the statement, that although the people saw such
cures “they asserted them to be magical illusion; for they
also ventured to call him a magician and deceiver of the people.”
This is not found in our Gospels, but traces of the same tradition
are met with elsewhere, as we have already mentioned :# and it is
probable that Justin either found all these particulars in the
Gospel of which he made use, or that he refers to traditions familiar
to the early Christians.

Tischendorf’s next point is that Justin quotes the words of
Zechanah xii. 1o, with the same variation from the text of the
Septuagint as John xix. 37— They shall look on him whom they
prerced ” (dovrar els ov efexévryoar’ instead of emifSAefovrac
wpds pe, avl bv karwpyijravro), arising out of an emendation
of the translation of the Hebrew original. Tischendorf says :
“ Nothing can be more opposed to probability than the suppo-
sition that John and Justin have here, independently of each other,
followed a translation of the Hebrew text which elsewhere has
remained unknown to us.”* The fact is, however, that the trans-
lation which has been followed is not elsewhere unknown. We
meet with the same variation, much earlier, in the only book of
the New Testament which Justin mentions, and with which,
therefore, he was beyond any doubt well acquainted—Rev. 1. 7 :
“Behold he cometh with clouds, and every eye shall see him
(0ferac avrév), and they which pierced (éfexévryorav) him, and
all the tribes of the earth shall bewail him. Yea, Amen.” This
15 a direct reference to the passage in Zech. xii. 10. It will be
remembered that the quotation in the Gospel, “ They shall look
upon him whom they pierced,” is made solely in reference to the
thrust of the lance in the side of Jesus, while that of the Apoca-
lypse 1s a connection of the prophecy with the second coming of
Christ, which, except in a spiritual sense, 15 opposed to the
fourth Gospel. Justin upon each occasion quotes the whole
passage also in reference to the second coming of Christ as the
Apocalypse does, and this alone settles the point so far as these two
sources are concerned. If Justin derived his variation from either
of the canonical works, therefore, we should be bound to conclude
that it must have been from the Apocalypse. The correction of

Lo parracior payiny yiveofa: E\eyor. Kai Yap pdyor elvac alrov ETOALLWY
Aéyew xai AaowNdvor. Dial, 69.

" P.a0mf

3 Justin has, dpol., i. 52, Syorrac els 8v ‘texévryoar.  Dial. 14, xal 8erar o
Aads vudv Kai yrwpiel €ls Gv‘s'&xf'w-qanr, and, Dial. 32, speaking of the two
comings of Christ ; the first, in which he was pierced (éfexerrhfy), *“ and the

second in which ye shall know whom ye have pierced ”; Sevrépar 8¢ ore
emvyvwoerte els By efexerrioare,

‘ Wann wurden, u. ;. w., p. 34.
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thc_ﬁ;eptmgmt version, which has thus been traced back as far as

A.D. 68, when the Apocalypse was composed, was poticed by
Jerome in his Commentary on the text and Aquila, a con-
temporary of Irenzus, and later Symmachus and Theodotion, as
well as others, similarly adopted efexévrnoav. Ten important
MSS., of the Septuagint, at least, have the reading of Justin and
of the Apocalypse, and these MSS. likewise frequently agree with
the other peculiarities of Justin’s text. In all probability, as
Credner, who long ago pointed out all these circumstances, con-
jectured, an emendation of the rendering of the LXX. had early

been made, partly in Christian interest and partly for the cntical
improvement of the text,® and this amended version was used by
Justin and earlier Christian writers. Ewald3 and some others sug-
gest that probably éxxerreiv originally stood in the Septuagint
text. Every consideration is opposed to the dependence of Justin

upon the fourth Gospel for the variation.
The next and last point advanced by Tischendorf is a passage

in Apol., 1. 61, which is compared with John i11. 3—5, and in order
to show the exact character of the two passages we shall place
them in parallel columns :—

JusTin, AroL., 1. 61. JOHN 1I1I. 3-5.

For the Christ also said : 3. Jesus answered and said unto
him : Verily, verily, I say unto thee:
Unless ye be borm again (avayervn- | Except a man be born from above
#qre) ye shall not enter into the king- | (yevrnfy dvwler) he cannot see the
dom of heaven. kingdom of God.

Now that it is impossible for those 4. Nicodemussaith unto him: How
who haveonce been born to go(éuB7vac) | can a man be born when he is old?
into the matrices of the parents? (eis ras | Can he enter (elceNfeiv) a second time
prpas Twy Texkovowr) is evident to all. | into his mother’'s womb (eis 7Hv xohlay
T7s unTpos avrov) and be born ?

5- Jesus answered : Verily, verily,
I say unto thee: Except a man be
born of water and of the Spirit, he
cannot enter into’ the kingdom of
God.® :

Kai yap 6 Xpwros elmer "Av un 3. 'Amexpifin "Inoois kal elmev airg:
Apnv dumy Néyw oo, éav uh TS

s e R .
Vil ledm t:: (1 ;’i’sg 1. 18) errore interpretationis accidit, etiam hic factum
rmﬁ.rwm 5. St enim legatur Dacaru,_ éffxélrrnu'u.fr, i.e., compunxerunl sive
oRpxerunt accipitur : sin aulem conlrario ordine, literis commutatis Racadu,
':;x:::::?; e, saltaverunt intelligitur et ob similitudinem literarum ervor

: P
o zsclrfdncr, Beitrdge, ii., p. 293 f. Cf. Sanday, Gospels in Sec. Cent.,

* Comm. in Apoc. Joh., 1829, p. anm. I ; : '
p- 112, anm. 1 ; Liicke, Offens. };I:?E;, pfn;]46’f.c£ P g
¢ Texobioa, a mother, instead of uhryp,
: The Cod. S:‘nm.h}*m reads : ““he cannot see,”
The Cod. .S'm:nm:cm has been altered here to : ¢ of heaven.”
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JusTIN, APOL., 1. OI.

dvayevynlire, ob un eloé\byre els Tiw
Bac\elav Tov olpavdwr. "Ore 0¢ Kal

ddivaror els Tas whTpas TV TEKOUTY

Tovs dwal yervwuévovs éuSival, pavepor
wacly éori.

SN

— i

Joun 111. 3-5.

vevvnly Gvwlev, ob Givarac ibeiv THY
Bao\elav Tov Peov.

4. Aéyee wpds abrdv 6 Nuxbdnuos
[1&s ddvara &vBpwmos yevvnbipas yépwy
Gv: wq duvwarad els T xo\lav Tijs
unrpds avrou Oevrepor eloeNdeiv Kal

yevenbipac ;

5. 'Awexplfn Inoous Aunw duny Neyw
gou, far un Tis yewwnl  €E Udaros xai
wvelparos, o Suvarar eloeNfewr els’
riv Baci\elay Tou Heov.”

This is the most important passage by which apologists endea-
vour to establish the use of the fourth Gospel by Justin, and it is
that upon which the whole claim may be said to rest. We shall
be able to appreciate the nature of the case by the weakness
of its strongest evidence. The first point which must have
struck any attentive reader is the singular difference of the

language of Justin, and the absence of the characteristic pecu-
liarities of the Johannine Gospel. The double “verily, verily,”
which occurs twice even in these three verses, and constantly
throughout the Gospel,? is absent in Justin; and apart from the
total difference of the form in which the whole passage is given
(the episode of Nicodemus being entirely ignored), and omitting
minor differences, the following linguistic variations occur :

Justin has :

dv un drayevvnbfire instead of ear un Tis yevvyly dvwler

ou un eloeNdnre els 5 ov duvarac ldetvt

Baci\ela Twr ovparwy % Bac\ela Tov Peov

advrvaror > un dvvarat

TdS uNTPAS i v xotAlay

TWY TEKOUTWY " TS UNTPOS QUTOU

t'#fiﬁrm - eloeNbely

rous dmwaf yevrwuevovs e dv@pwwos yevwnlivar yepwy Gv.

It is almost impossible to imagine a more complete differ-
ence, both in form and language, and it seems to us that there

does not exist a single linguistic trace by which the passage
in Justin can be connected with the fourth Gospel. The fact that

Justin knows nothing of the expression yervytly aveber (““born from
above ”), upon which the whole statement in the fourth Gospel

" The Cod. Sinaiticus reads iS¢ty for elce\deiv eis here-
* The Cod. Sin. has rdv olpariw, but 7ol feol is substituted by a later hand.
The former reading is only supported by a very few obscure and unimportant

codices. The Codices Alex. (A) and Vatic. (B 1l :
MSS., read 7ol feob. - (B), as well as all the most ancient

S Cf i g1; i, 11; v. 19, 24, 25; vi. 26, 32, 47, §3; viii
1 y WL TT 5 . 54 ; vi. 26, 32, 47, 53; vii. 34, 51, 8:x
l,“;'; Xil. 24 ; xi. 16, 20, 21, 38; xiv. 12; xXVi. 20, 23 ; xxi. lé, et?:. 3
It is very forced to jump to the end of the fifth verse to get eloeNdeir els, and
even in that case the Cod. Sinaiticus reads again, precisely as in the third, ideiv.



SUPERNATURAL RELIGION

- — R ——

470

L 4

]

turns, but uses a totally different word, avayevvnbire (born again),
is of great significance. Tischendorf wishes to translate avoley
“anew” (or again), as the version of Luther and the ’autho-
rised English translation read, and thus render the‘ Avayer-
swae of Justin a fair equivalent for it; but even this would
not alter the fact that so little does Justin quote the fourth Gospel
that he has not even the test word of the passage. The word
avebfer, however, certainly cannot here be taken to signify any-
thing but “from above "—from God, from heaven—and this 1s
not only its natural meaning, but the term is several times used 1n
other parts of the fourth Gospel, always with this same sense,?
and there is nothing which warrants a different interpretation
here. On the contrary, the same signification is manifestly indi-
cated by the context, and forms the point of the whole lesson.
“Except a man be born of water and of Spi7i73 he cannot enter
into the kingdom of God. 6. That which hath been born of the
flesh 1s flesh, and that which hath been born of the Spirit is Spirit.
7. Marvel not that I said unto thee: ye must be born from
above” (yevytyrar davefler). The explanation of aveofev is
given in verse 6. The birth ““of the Spirit” is the birth *“from
above,” which is essential to entrance into the kingdom of God.*
The sense of the passage in Justin is different and much more
simple. He is speaking of regeneration through baptism, and the
manner in which converts are consecrated to God when they are
made new (kaworombeérres) through Christ.  After they are taught
to fast and pray for the remission of their sins, he says: “They are
then taken by us where there is water, that they may be re-
generated (* born again,’ avayervovrad), by the same manner of
regeneration (‘being born again,” dvayeviijoens) by which we also
were regenerated (‘born again,’ avayervifyuer). For in the name
of the Father of the Universe the Lord God, and of our Saviour
Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit, they then make the washing
with the water. For the Christ also said, ‘ Unless ye be born again

(avayerrybire), ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven.’

* Credner, Beitrage, i., p. 253; Davidson, /ntrod. N. e 1 ; Hil-
enfeld, Die Evp. Justin's, p. 214 ; Lange, Ev. n. Jok., 1862, p. 54 %7,5 iight-
oot, Horwe fﬂt!:r: et Talm., a;t/a&n. k. 35 Works, xii., p. 254 f.; J. B. Lightfoot,
AAFrfs& Kevision of the New Test., 1871, p- 142; Liicke, Comment. Ev.

Jok., i, p. 516 f. ; Meyer, Ko S/mi., 1869, p. 154 f. ; Reuss, Hist. Théol.
Chrél., ., p. 521 £, §23, n. 2 ; Scholten, Die il Zeugnisse, p. 36 ; Het Ev.

n. Joh., 1865, pp. 21, 105, 237, 272, 387 ; Spith, Protestanten Bibel, 1874,
p- 276 1. ; Stemler, Het Ev. v. Joh., 1868, Pp- 250, 338, 344, 400 ; Suicer,
m:a#r:f.r 5. o avwber ; de Wette, £Fv. u. Br. Joh., 1863, pp. 61 ; Words-
worth, Gé. Zest., Lhe Four Gospels, p. 280 ; Zeller, Zheol. Jahrb., 1855,
p- :4& _ (;1; Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 193.

. 1. 31; xix. 11, 23. 3 Cf. Ezekiel 1. 25-27.
¢ Cf. Lightfoot, Hore Hebr. et Talm. ; Works, xii.,x;?‘:sﬁz.s i
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Now that it is impossible for those who have once been born to
go into the matrices of the parents is evident to all.” And then
he quotes Isaiah i. 16-20, “ Wash you, make you clean,” etc.,
and proceeds : “And regarding this (Baptism) we have been
taught this reason. Since at our first birth we were born without
our knowledge, and perforce, etc., and brought up in evil habits
and wicked ways, therefore in order that we should not continue
children of necessity and ignorance, but become children of
election and knowledge, and obtain in the water remission of SHE
which we had previously committed, the name of the Father of
the Universe and Lord God is pronounced over himn who desires
to be born again (dvayevwybijvar), and has repented of his
sins,” etc.' It is clear that, whereas Justin speaks simply of
regeneration by baptism, the fourth Gospel indicates a later
development of the doctrine by spiritualising the idea, and
requiring not only regeneration through the water (““ Except a man
be born of water”), but that a man should be born from above
(“and of the Spirit”), not merely dvayevvnbvar, but dveber
yevwnbijvar. The word used by Justin is that which was
commonly employed in the Church for regeneration, and other
instances of it occur in the New Testament.”

The idea of regeneration, or being born again, as essential to
conversion, was quite familiar to the Jews themselves, and Laght-
foot gives instances of this from Talmudic wrntings: “ If any one
become a proselyte he is like a child ‘new born.” The Gentile
that is made a proselyte and the servant that is made free he is
like a child new borm.”s This is, of course, based upon the
belief in special privileges granted to the Jews, and the Gentile
convert admitted to a share in the benefits of the Messiah became
a Jew by spiritual new birth. Justin, in giving the words of Jesus,
clearly professed to make an exact quotationt: ‘‘ For Christ also
said ; Unless ye be born again,” etc. It must be remembered,
however, that Justin -is addressing the Roman emperors, who
would not understand the expression that it was necessary to be
“born again” in order to enter the kingdom of heaven. He
therefore explains that he does not mean a physical new birth by
men already born; and this explanation may be regarded as
natural, under the circumstances, and independent of any written
source. In any case, the striking difference of his language
from that of the fourth Gospel at least forbids the inference
that it must necessarily have been derived from that Gospel.
To argue otherwise would be to assume that sayings of
Jesus which are maintained to be historical were not recorded 1n

Aol , i 61, 2 Cf. 1 Peter i. 3, 28.
3 Lightfoot, Works, xii., p. 255 L. 4 Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 193.
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more than four Gospels, and indeed in this instance were limited
to one. This is not only in itself inadmissible, but historically
untrue,” and a moment of consideration must convince every
impartial mind that it cannot lqg:tupately be asserted that an
express quotation of a supposed historical saying must hEl'.VE! !)een
taken from a parallel in one of our Gospels, from which 1t differs
so materially in language and circumstance, simply because that
Gospel happens to be the only one now surviving which contains

iculars somewhat similar. The express quotation funda-
mentally differs from the fourth Gospel, and the natural explanation
of Justin which follows is not a quotation at all, and hkewise
fundamentally differs from the Johannine parallel. Justin not
only ignores the peculiar episode in the fourth Gospel in which
the passage occurs, but neither here nor anywhere throughout his
writings makes any mention of Nicodemus. The accident of
survival is almost the only justification of the affirmation that the
fourth Gospel is the source of Justinls quotation. On the other
hand, we have many strong indications of another source. In
our first Synoptic (xvii. 3) we find traces of another version of
the saying of Jesus, much more nearly corresponding with the
quotation of Justin: “And he said, verily I say unto you: Except
ye be tumed and become as the little children ye shall not enter
mmto the kingdom of heaven.”? The last phrase of this saying
1s literally the same as the quotation of Justin, and gives his
expression, “ kingdom of heaven,” so characteristic of his Gospel,
and so foreign to the Johannine. We meet with a similar quota-
tion in connection with baptism, still more closely agreeing with
Justin, in the Clementine Homilies, xi. 26 : “ Verily 1 say unto
you : Except ye be born again (avayevvnblire) by living water in
ghe name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, ye shall not enter
mto the kingdom of heaven.”? Here, again, we have both the
avayernbiyre and the Lacileia ToV ovpavov, as well as the
reference only to water in the baptism, and this is strong confirma-
tion of theﬁ existence of a version of the passage, different from
the Johannine, from which Justin quotes. As both the author of.
the C{emntz’mx and Justin probably made use of the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, some most competent critics have, with
reason, adopted the conclusion that the passage we are discussing

* U, Lukei. 1.

* xai elmev, "Auny Nyw dulv, éav ur - : s ,

/ . pn oTpagpnre kai yévnole ws rd wadla, od
fio:;ékﬂqre els Ty Bag\elav TGv obpavir. Matt. xviii. 3 e
Hom., xi. 26; cf. ft'dfﬂg‘r{., Vi. 9: ““ Amen dico wobis, nisi quis denuo
remalus fuerit ex agua, non introibit in regna celorum.” Cf. Clem. Hom.
Epitome, § 18. In this much later compilation the passage, altered and

manipulated, is of no interest. Uhthorn, Die Homili
43 % Schliemapn, Die Cffmcﬂlfru'n! 1344, p. 33‘:‘?2 il o Rafﬂgn_, 18541 P-
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was probably derived from that Gospel ; at any rate, it cannot be
maintained as a quotation from our fourth Gospel, and it is, there-
fore, of no value as evidence even for its existence. Were 1t
successfully traced to that work, however, the passage would throw
no light on the authorship and character of the fourth (ospel.

If we turn for a moment from this last of the points of evidence
adduced by Tischendorf for the use of the fourth Gospel by
Justin, to consider how far the circumstances of the history of
Jesus narrated by Justin bear upon this quotation, we have a
striking confirmation of the results we have otherwise attained.
Not only is there a total absence from his writings of the peculiar
terminology and characteristic expressions of the fourth Gospel,
but there is no allusion made to any of the occurrences
exclusively narrated by that Gospel, although many of these, and
many parts of the Johannine discourses of Jesus, would have been
peculiarly suitable for his purpose. We have already pointed out
the remarkable absence of any use of the expressions by which
the Logos doctrine is stated in the prologue. We may now
add that Justin makes no reference to any of the special
miracles of the fourth Gospel. He is apparently quite ignorant
even of the raising of Lazarus. On the other hand, he gives repre-
sentations of the birth, life, and death of Jesus, which are ignored
by the Johannine Gospel, and are opposed to its whole con-
ception of Jesus as the Logos; and when he refers to circum-
stances which are also narrated in that Gospel, his account is
different from that which it gives. Justin perpetually speaks of
the birth of Jesus by the Virgin of the race of David and the
Patriarchs : his Logos thus becomes man* (not “ flesk ”—avbpormos,
not odpf); he is born in a cave in Bethlehem ;* he grows in
stature and intellect by the use of ordinary means like other men ;
he is accounted the son of Joseph the carpenter and Mary : he
himself works as a carpenter, and makes ploughs and yokes.3
When Jesus is baptised by John, a fire is kindled in Jordan; and
Justin evidently knows nothing of John's express declaration n
the fourth Gospel, that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God.4
Justin refers to the change of name of Simon in connection with
his recognition of the Master as *“ Christ the Son of God,”s which
is narrated quite differently in the fourth Gospel (i. 40-42),
where such a declaration 1s put into the mouth of Nathaniel
(i. 49), which Justin ignores. Justin does not mention Nicodemus
either in connection with the statement regarding the necessity of
being “born from above,” or with the entombment (xix. 39). He
has the prayer and agony in the garden,® which the fourth Gospel

* Dial. 100, etc. R A, 78 3 7b., 88.
$ 7b., 88. s 1b., 100. ° /b., 99, 103.
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excludes, as well as the cries on the cross which that Gospel does not
contain. Then, according to Justin, the last supper takes place
on the 14th Nisan,® whilst the fourth Gospel, ignoring the Pass-
over and last supper, represents the last meal as eaten on the 1 3th
Nisan (John xiii. 1 f, cf. xviii. 28). He likewise contradicts the
fourth Gospel in limiting the work of Jesus to one year. In fact,
it is impossible for writings, so full of quotations of the words of
Jesus and of allusions to the events of his life, more completely to
ignore or vary from the fourth Gospel throughout ; and if it could
be shown that Justin was acquainted with such a work, 1t would
follow certainly that he did not consider it an Apostolical or
authoritative composition.

We may add that, as Justin so distinctly and directly refers to
the Apostle John as the author of the Apocalypse,” there is con-
firmation of the conclusion, otherwise arrived at, that he did not,
and could not, know the Gospel and also ascribe it to him.
Finally, the description which Justin gives of the manner of teach-
ing of Jesus excludes the idea that he knew the fourth Gospel:
“ Brief and concise were the sentences uttered by him ; for he was
no Sophist, but his word was the power of God.”3 No one could
for a moment assert that this description applies to the long and
artificial discourses of the fourth Gospel, whilst, on the other hand,
it eminently describes the style of teaching in the Synoptics, with
which the numerous Gospels in circulation amongst early Christians
were, of course, more nearly allied.

The inevitable conclusion at which we must arrive 1s that,
far from indicating any acquaintance with the fourth Gospel, the
writings of Justin not only do not furnish the shghtest evidence of
its existence, but offer presumptive testimony against its Aposto-
lical ongin.

Tischendorf only devotes a short note to Hegesippus,* and does
not pretend to find in the fragments of his writings preserved to
us by Eusebius, or the details of his life which he has recorded,
any evidence for our Gospels. Apologists generally admit that
this source, at least, is barren of all testimony for the fourth
Gospel, but Dr. Westcott cannot renounce so important a witness
without an effort, and he therefore boldly says: “When he
(H&gESIPEUS) speaks of ‘the door of Jesus’ in his account of the
death of St. James, there can be little doubt that he alludes to the
language of our Lord recorded by St. John.”s The passage to

* ““ And it is written that on the dav of ' '
BT | y of the Passover you seized him, and
likewise during the Passover you ifi im ” (Di . gy
B, wesk & 175, 30, 500 you crucitied him” (Dial. 1113 of. Dial. 70;
* Dial. 81. 3 Apol., i. 14.
* Wann wurden, u. 5. w., p. 19, anm. I,
S On the Canon, p. 182 f.
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which Dr. Westcott refers, but which he does not quote, is as
follows :—* Certain, therefore, of the seven heretical parties
amongst the people, already described by me in the Memoirs,
inquired of him, what was the door of Jesus ; and he declared this
(rovrov—]Jesus) to be the Saviour. From which some believed
that Jesus is the Christ. But the aforementioned heretics did not
believe either a resurrection, or that he shall come to render to
every one according to his works. As many as believed, how-
ever, did so through James.” The rulers, fearing that the people
would cause a tumult from considering Jesus to be the Messiah
(Xpuwrrés), entreat James to persuade them concerning Jesus, and
prevent their being deceived by him ; and in order that he may
be heard by the multitude, they place James upon a wing of the
temple, and cry to him: “ O, just man, whom we all are bound to
believe, inasmuch as the people are led astray after Jesus, the
crucified, declare plainly to us what is the door of Jesus.™ To
find in this a reference to the fourth Gospel requires a good deal
of apologetic ingenuity. It is perfectly clear that, as an allusion
to John x. 7, 9, “1 am the door,” the question, “ What is the
door of Jesus?” is mere nonsense, and the reply of James totally
irrelevant.  Such a question in reference to the discourse in the
fourth Gospel, moreover, in the mouths of the antagonistic Scribes
and Pharisees, is quite inconceivable, and it is unreasonable to
suppose that it has any connection with it. Various emendations
of the text have been proposed to obviate the difficulty of the
question, but none of these have been adopted, and 1t has now
been generally accepted that fpa is used mn an idiomatic sense.
The word is very frequently employed in such a manner, Or
symbolically, in the New Testament,? and by the Fathers. The
Jews were well acquainted with a similar use of the word 1n the
Old Testament, in some of the Messianic Psalms, as for instance :
Ps. exviii. 19, 20 (cxvii. 19, 20, S¢pt.). 19, “Open to me the
gates (mbAas) of righteousness; entering into them, I will give
praise to the Lord ” ; 20, *“ This 1s the gate (1 w0Ay) of the Lord ;
the righteous shall enter into it.”s Quoting this passage, Clement
of Alexandria remarks: * But explaining the saying of the prophet,
Barnabas adds: Many gates (mvA@v) being open, that which 1s in
righteousness is in Christ, in which all those who enter are
blessed.” Grabe explains the passage of Hegesippus by a refer-

1 Eusebius, A. £., 1. 23.

2 Cf. Acts xiv. 27; 1 Cor. xvi. 9; 2 Cor. ii. 123 Col. iv. 3; James v. 9;
Rev. iii. 8, 20; 1v. I.

3 Cf. Ps. xxiv. 7-8 (xxiii. 7-8, Sept. ).

s Strom. vi. 8, § 64. This passage is not to be found in the Epistle of
Barnabas.
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ence to the frequent allusions in Scripture to the two ways: one
of light, the other of darkness ; the one leading to hfe, the other
to death ; as well as the simile of two gates which is coupled with
them, as in Matt. vii. 13 f. He, therefore, explains the question
of the rulers, *“ What is the door of Jesus?” as an inquiry into
the judgment of James concerning him : whether he was a Feacher
of truth or a deceiver of the people; whether belief in him was
the way and gate of life and salvation, or of death and perdition.
He refers as an illustration to the Epistle of Barnabas, xviii. :
“There are two ways of teaching and of power : one of light, the
other of darkness. But there i1s a great difference between the
two ways.” The Epistle, under the symbol of the two ways,
classifies the whole of the moral law.? In the Clementine
Homilies, xvil. 17, there 1s a version of the saying, Matt. vii. 13 f,,
derived from another source, in which “way ” is more decidedly
even than Iin our first Synoptic made the equivalent of “gate” :
“ Enter ye through the narrow and straitened way (6d6s) through
which we shall enter into life.” Eusebius himself, who has preserved
the fragment, evidently understood it distinctly in the same sense,
and he gives its true meaning in another of his works, where he
paraphrases the question into an inquiry, as to the opinion which
James held concerning Jesus (tiva wept Tov 'Incot éxor d6fav).3
This view is supported by many learned men, and Routh has
ponted out that Ernesti considered he would have been right in
making dwayxs, doctrine, teaching, the equivalent of Bipa,
although he admits that Eusebius never uses it in his history
in connection with Christian doctrine4+ He might, however,
have instanced this passage, in which it is clearly used in this
sense, and so explained by Eusebius. There is evidently
no tention on the part of the Scribes and Pharisees to
ridicule, in asking, “What is the door of Jesus?” but they
desire James to declare plainly to the people the teaching
of Jesus, and his personal pretension. To suppose that the
rulers of the Jews set James upon a wing of the temple, in order
that they might ask him a question, for the benefit of the

' Spicil. Patr., i., p. 254.

* In like manner the Clementine Homilies give a peculiar version of Deut.
XXX, 15: “ Behold I have set before thy face the way of life, and the way of
dcath (Hom., xviii. 17, cf. vii. 7). We have already shown (p. 150 f.) that
7 I::- Teaching of the T welve Apostles (i.—vi.) is based upon this text.

: .i)ff._nm:{mt. Lvang., iii. 7 ; Routh, Rel. Sacr., i., P- 235.

St ego in Glossis ponerem : tpa, Oudax), rectum esset. Sed respicerem ad loca
G.rj@rmm M:f:rlagmnf v. ¢. Eusebii in Hist. Eccl. ubi non semel Gvpa XpioTov
( sic ), de_darfn-n{t Christiano dicitur.” Dissert. De Usu Glossariorum. Routh
Relig. Sacre., i., p. 236. Donaldson gives as the most probable meaning;

“ To what is it that Jesus is to lcad us? A ’ '
_ that jesus 1 nd James' answer is therefore : *
salvation’” (Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr. , iii,, p..I 190, note). i
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multitude, based upon a discourse in the fourth Gospel, unknown
to the Synoptics, and even in relation to which such an inquiry
as, “What is the door of Jesus?” becomes mere ironical
nonsense, surpasses all that we could have imagined even of
apologetic zeal.

We have already said all that is necessary with regard to
Hegesippus, in connection with the Synoptics, and need not add
ore here. It is certain that had he written anything interesting
about our Gospels, and, we may say, particularly about the fourth,
the fact would have been recorded by Eusebius.’

Nor need we add much to our remarks regarding Papias of
Hierapolis.> It is perfectly clear that the works of Matthew and
Mark,3 regarding which he records such important particulars, are
not the Gospels in our Canon, which pass under their names ; he
does not seem to have known anything of the third Synoptic ;
and there is no reason to suppose that he referred to the fourth
Gospel or made use of it. He is, therefore, at least, a total blank
so far as the Johannine Gospel and our third Synoptic are
concerned, but he is more than this, and it may, we think, be
concluded that Papias was not acquainted with any such Gospels
which he regarded as Apostolic compositions, or authoritative
documents. Had he said anything regarding the composition or
authorship of the fourth Gospel, Eusebius would certainly have
mentioned the fact ; and this silence of Papias 1s strong presumptive
evidence against the Johannine Gospel. Tischendorf’s argument
in regard to the Phrygian Bishop 1s mainly directed to this point,
and he maintains that the silence of Eusebius does not make
Papias a witness against the fourth Gospel, and does not involve
the conclusion that he did not know it, inasmuch as it was not,
he affirms, the purpose of Eusebius to record the mention or use
of the books of the New Testament which were not disputed.+ It
might be contended that this reasoning is opposed to the practice
and express declaration of Eusebius himself, who says: “But 1n
the course of the history I shall, with the successions (from the
Apostles), carefully intimate what ecclesiastical writers of the
various periods made use of the Anfilegomena (or disputed
writings), and which of them, and what has been stated by these
as well regarding the collected (évdubhjkor) and Homologoumena

1 See remarks regarding the Silence of Eusebius ; Preface to Complete ed.,
p. xviii.

2 P, 276 f. ; Preface to Complete ed., p. xxi. f.

3 It is evident that Papias did not regard the works by * Matthew ” and
¢« Mark” which he mentions, as of any authority. Indeed, all that he
reports regarding the latter is merely apologetic, and in deprecation of
criticism, |

4 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 112 1.
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accepted writi as regarding those which are not of this
Srhd."‘ ;ﬁs no?:vg:l)';h whil%, however, to dwell upon this her_e.
The argument in the case of Papias stands upon a broader basis.
It is admitted that Eusebius engages carefully to record what
ceclesiastical writers state regarding the Homologoumena, and that
he actually does so. Now Papias has himself expressed the high
value he attached to tradition, and his eagerness in seeking
information from the Presbyters. The statements regarding the
Gospels composed by Matthew and Mark, quoted by Eusebius,
are 1illustrative at once both of the information collected by
Papias and of that cited by Eusebius. How comes it, then, that
nothing whatever is said about the fourth Gospel, a work so
pecubiar and of such exceptional importance, said to be composed
by the Apostle whom Jesus loved ? Is it possible to suppose that,
when Papias collected from the Presbyter the facts which he has
recorded concerning Matthew and Mark, he would not also have
mquired about a Gospel by John, had he known of it? Is it
possible that he could have had nothing interesting to tell about a
work presenting so many striking and distinctive features? Had
he collected any information on the subject, he would certainly
have recorded it, and as certainly Eusebius would have quoted
what he said,? as he did the account of the other two Gospels, for
he even mentions that Papias made use of the 1st Epistle of John
and 1st Epistle of Peter, two equally accepted writings. The
legitimate presumption, therefore, is that, as Eusebius did not
mention the fact, he did not find anything regarding the fourth
Gospel in the work of Papias, and that Papias was not acquainted
with it. This presumption is confirmed by the circumstance that
when Eusebius writes, elsewhere (/4. ., ul. 24), of the order of
the Gospels, and the composition of John’s Gospel, he has no
greater authonty to give for his account than vague tradition :
“they say” (paci).

Proceeding from this merely negative argument, Tischendorf
endeavours to show that not only is Papias not a witness against
the fourth Gospel, but that he presents evidence in its favour.
The first reason he advances is that Eusebius states : “The same
(Papias) made use of testimonies out of the first Epistle of John,
and likewise out of that of Peter.”s On the supposed 1dentity of
the authorship of the Epistle and Gospel, Tischendorf, as in the
case of Polycarp, claims this as evidence for the fourth Gospel.
Eusebius, however, does not quote the passages upon which he
bases this statement, and, knowing his inaccuracy and the hasty
and uncritical manner in which he and the Fathers generally jump

' Eusebius, /. E., iii. 3; cf. iii. 24,
? Cf. Preface to 6thed., p- xi f., xxi. f, 3 Eusebius, . E., iii. 39.
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at such conclusions, we must reject this as sufficient proof that
Papias really did use the Epistle, and that Eusebius did not
adopt his opinion from a mere superficial analogy of passages ;
but, if it were certain that Papias actually quoted from the Epistle,
it does not in the least follow that he ascribed it to the Apostle
John, and the use of the Epistle would scarcely affect the question
as to the character and authorship of the fourth Gospel.

The next testimony advanced by Tischendorf is, indeed, of an
extraordinary character. There is a Latin MS. (Vat. Alex. 14) In
the Vatican, which Tischendorf assigns to the ninth century, in
which there is a preface, by an unknown hand, to the Gospel
according to John, which commences as follows: © Foangelium
johannis manifestatum et datum est ecclesits ab iohanne adhuc in
corpore constituto, sicut papias nom ine hierapolitanus discipulus
ohannis carus in exotericis id est in extremis quingue libris retulit”
(““ The Gospel of John was published and given to the churches
by John whilst he was still in the flesh, as Papias, named of
Hierapolis, an esteemed disciple of John, related in his Exoterics,
that is his last five books?”). Tischendorf says: * There can,
therefore, be no more decided declaration made of the testimony
of Papias for the Johannine Gospel.”™ He wishes to end the
quotation here, and only refers to the continuation, which he 1s
obliged to admit to be untenable, ina note. The passage proceeds :
« Disscripsit vero evangelium dictante iohanne recte’” (““ He [Papias]
indeed wrote out the Gospel, John duly dictating ”); then follows
another passage regarding Marcion, representing him also as a
contemporary of John, which Tischendorf likewise confesses to be
untrue.? Now, Tischendorf admits that the writer desires it to be
understood that he derived the information that Papias wrote the
fourth Gospel at the dictation of John likewise from the work of
Papias, and, as it i1s perfectly impossible, by his own admissions,
that Papias, who was not a contemporary of the Apostle, could
have stated this, the whole passage is clearly fabulous and written
by a person who never saw the book at all. This extraordinary
piece of evidence is so obviously absurd that it is passed over in
silence by other critics, even of the strongest apologetic tendency,
and it stands here a pitiable instance of the arguments to which
destitute criticism can be reduced.

In order to do full justice to the last of the arguments of
Tischendorf, we shall give it in his own words : * Before we leave
Papias, we have still to consider one testimony for the Gospel of
John which Irenzeus, v. 36, § 2, quotes out of the very mouth of
the Presbyters, those high authorities of Papias: ‘And therefore,
say they, the Lord declared: In my Father's house are many

' Wann wurden, #. 5. @., p. 110. 2 /b., p. 119, anm. L.
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mansions’ (John xiv. 2). As the Presbyters set this declaration

in connection with the blessedness of the righteous in the City of

God. in Paradise, in Heaven, according as they bear fruit thirty,
sixty, or one hundred-fold, nothing 1s more probable than that
Irenzus takes this whole declaration of the Presbyters, which he
gives, §§ 1-2, like the preceding description of the thousand
years’ reign, from the work of Papias. But whether this be its
origin or not, the authority of the Presbyters is in any case higher
than that of Papias,” etc. Now in the quotation from Irenzus
given in this passage Tischendorf renders the oblique construction
of the text by inserting “ say they,” referring to the Presbyters of
Papias ; and, as he does not give the original, he should at least
have indicated that these words are supplementary. We shall
endeavour as briefly as possible to state the facts of the case.
Irenzeus, with many quotations from Scripture, 1s arguing that
our bodies are preserved, and that the Saints who bhave suffered
so much in the flesh shall in that flesh receive the fruits of their
labours. In v. 33, § 2, he refers to the saying given in Matt.
xix. 29 (Luke xvi. 29, 30), that whosoever has left lands, etc.,
because of Chnst shall receive a hundred-fold in this world, and
in the next, eternal life ; and then, enlarging on the abundance of
the blessings in the Millennial kingdom, he affirms that Creation
will be renovated, and the earth acquire wonderful fertility ; and
he adds, § 3, “ As the Presbyters who saw John, the disciple of
the Lord, remember that they heard from him, how the Lord
taught concerming those times and said,” etc. (“ Quemadmodum
presbyvtert meminerunt, qui Joannem discipulum Domini viderunt
audisse se ab eo, quemadmodum de temporibus illis docebat Dominus,
et dicebat,” etc.) ; and then he quotes the passage, “The days will
come n which vines will grow each having ten thousand Branches,”
etc.; and * In like manner that a grain of wheat would produce
ten thousand ears,” etc. With regard to these, he says, at the
begmning of the next paragraph, v. 33,§ 4: “ These things are
testified in wniting by Papias, a hearer of John and associate of
Polycarp, an ancient man in the fourth of his books: for there
were five books composed by him.? And he added, saying : ‘But
these things are credible to believers. And Judas the traitor not
beheving, and asking how shall such growths be effected by the
Lord, the' Lord said : They who shall come to them shall see.’
Prophesying of these times, therefore, Isaiah says: ‘The Wolf
also shall feed with the Lamb,” etc. (quoting Isaiah xi. 6-9); and

* Wann wurden, u. 5. w., p. 119 f.

* Eusebius has preserved the Greek of this pas e (H.E.. it p
on to contradict the statement of [ passage (/7. £., 1. 39), and goes
temporary of the Apostles. renaeus that Papias was a hearer and con-

Eusebius states that Papias, in hi
as. 1
means asserts that he was. p1as, in his preface, by no

—
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again he says, recapitulating : ‘ Wolves and lambs shall then feed

together,” ” etc. (quoting Isaiah Ixv. 25), and so on, continuing his
argument. It is clear that Irenzus introduces the quotation from
Papias, and, ending his reference at * They who shall come to
them shall see,” he continues, with a quotation from Isaiah, his
own train of reasoning. We give this passage to show the
manner in which Irenzus proceeds. He then continues with the
same subject, quoting (v. 34, 35) Isaiah, Ezekiel, Jeremiah,
Daniel, the Apocalypse, and sayings found in the New Testament
bearing upon the Millennium. In c. 35 he argues that the
prophecies he quotes of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the Apocalypse
must not be allegorised away, but that they literally describe the
blessings to be enjoyed after the coming of Antichrist and the
resurrection in the New Jerusalem on earth; and he quotes Isaiah
vi. 12, Ix. 5, 21, and a long passage from Baruch iv. 36, v. 9
(which he ascribes to Jeremiah), [saiah xlix. 16, Galatians 1v. 26,
Rev. xxi. 2, Xx. 2—15, xxi. 1-6, all descriptive, as he maintains, of
the Millennial kingdom prepared for the saints ; and then, in v. 36,
the last chapter of his work on heresies, as if resuming his
previous argument, he proceeds’ : “g 1. And that these things
shall ever remain without end Isaiah says: ¢ For like as the new
heaven and the new earth which I make remain before me, saith
the Lord, so shall your seed and your name continue, ® and, as the
Presbyters say, then those who have been deemed worthy of living
in heaven shall go thither, and others shall enjoy the delights of
Paradise, and others shall possess the glory of the City ; for every-
where the Saviour shall be seen as those who see him shall be
worthy. § 2. But that there is this distinction of dwelling (elvat d¢
v Saorolyy TavTyy Tis oikyrews) of those bearing fruit the
hundred-fold, and of the (bearers) of the sixty-fold, and of the
(bearers of) the thirty-fold : of whom some indeed shall be taken
up into the heavens, some shall hve in Paradise, and some shall
inhabit the City, and that for this reason (S rovro—propier hoc)
the Lord declared: In the...... (plural) of my Father are many
mansions (év Tois TOU TATPOS OV [LOVES elvar wolAds).3 For all

: We have the following passage only in the old Latin version, with frag-
ments of the Greek preserved by Andrew of Cazsarea in his Comment. in Apoc.,
xviii., Ixiv., and elsewhere. ' "

2 Isaiah Ixvi. 22, Sept.

3 With this may be compared John xiv. 2, év mp olkla Tov warpés pov poval
ro\\ai eicw. If the passage be maintained to be from the Presbyters, the
variations from the text of the Gospel are important. Doubtless the expres-
sion, 7d 70U warpés wov, may mean “‘my father’s house,” and this sense is
ancient, but a wider sense is far from excluded, and the plural is used. In
Luke ii. 49 the very phrase occurs, é» 7Tois Tov marpds mov, and in the author-
ised version is translated ‘‘ about my father’s business” (cf. 1 Tim. iv. 15). The
best commentators are divided in opinion regarding the passage in Luke. Itis

21
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' of God, who prepares for all the fitting habitation, as his
mﬁ ;ryes that dist:ribult)iﬂn is made to all by the Father a.ccord%ng
as each is or shall be worthy. And this 1s the couch upon which
they recline who are invited to banquet at the Wedding. The
Presbyters, the disciples of the Apostles, state that this i1s the order
and arrangement of those who are saved, and that by such steps
they advance,™ etc. _ }

It is impossible for any one who attentively considers the
whole of this passage, and who makes himself acquainted with the
manner in which Irenzus conducts his argument, and interweaves
it with quotations, to assert that the phrase we are considering
must have been taken from a book referred to three chapters
earlier, and was not introduced by Irenaus from some other
source. In the passage from the commencement of the second
paragraph Irenzus enlarges upon, and illustrates, what * the
Presbyters say ” regarding the blessedness of the saints, by quoting
the view held as to the distinction between those bearing fruit
thirty-fold, sixty-fold, and one hundred-fold,? and the interpretation
given of the saying regarding ‘““many mansions ”; but the source of
his quotation is quite indefinite, and may simply be the exegesis of
his own day. That this is probably the case is shown by the con-
tmuation : * And this is the Couch upon which they recline who
are mvited to banquet at the Wedding ”—an allusion to the
marnage supper upon which Irenzus had previously discoursed ;3
immediately after which phrase, introduced by Irenzeus himself, he
says: “ The Presbyters, the disciples of the Apostles, state that
this is the order and arrangement of those who are saved,” etc.
Now, if the preceding passages had been a mere quotation from
the Presbyters of Papias, such a remark would have been out of
place and useless; but, being the exposition of the prevailing views,
Irenzus confirms it and prepares to wind up the whole subject by
the general statement that the Presbyters, the disciples of the
Apostles, affirm that this is the order and arrangement of those
who are saved, and that by such steps they advance and ascend
through the Spirit to the Son, and through the Son to the Father,
etc.; and a few sentences after he closes his work.

In no case can it be legitimately affirmed that the citation
of “the Presbyters,” and the ¢ Presbyters, disciples of the
Apostles,” is a reference to the work of Papias. When quoting

» In a case like the present, to convey the distinct difference betwee
the wms as ‘they stand in Irenzus and the saying in the fourth Gospel. D:
Sanday has ““ In my Father's realm ” (Gospels in Sec. Cent., p. 297).

' Irenzus, Adv. Her., v, 36, 88 1, 2.

7’ :sht‘- xiii. 8 ; Mark iv. 20; cf. Matt. xxv. 14-29 ; Luke xix. 12-26 3 xXii.
47, 48.

3 Ady, H@f-, iv. _36: 55 5 6.
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“the Presbyters who saw John, the disciple of the Lord,” three
chapters before, Irenzus distinctly states that Papias testifies
what hes quotes in writing in the fourth of his books ; but
there is nothing to indicate that *the Presbyters” and “the
Presbyters, disciples of the Apostles,” subsequently referred to,
after a complete change of context, have anything to do with
Papias. The references to Presbyters in this work of Irenzus
are very numerous, and when we remember the importance which
the Bishop of Lyons attached to “that tradition which comes from
the Apostles, which is preserved in the Churches by a succession of
Presbyters,”’* the reference before us assumes a very different com-
plexion. In one place, Ireneus quotes *the divine Presbyter ”
(6 Beios mwperfirys), “the God-loving Presbyter” (0 Beodidns
rperBirys),” who wrote verses against the heretic Marcus.
Elsewhere he supports his extraordinary statement that the public
career of Jesus, instead of being limited to a single year, extended
over a period of twenty years, and that he was nearly fifty when
he suffered,? by the appeal : ““ As the gospel and all the Presbyters
testify, who in Asia met with John the disciple of the Lord
(stating) that these things were transmitted to them by John. For
he continued among them till the times of Trajan.” That these
Presbyters are not quoted from Papias may be inferred from
the fact that Eusebius, who had his work, cites the passage
from Irenzus without allusion to Papias; and as he adduces two
witnesses only, Irenzus and Clement of Alexandria, to prove the
assertion regarding John, he would certainly have referred to the
earlier authority, had the work of Papias contained the statement,
as he does for the stories regarding the daughters of the Apostle
Philip, the miracle in fayour of Justus, and other matters.s We
need not refer to Clement, nor to Polycarp, who had been * taught
by Apostles,” and the latter of whom Irenzus knew in his youth.®
Irenzeus in one place also gives a long account of the teaching of
some one upon the sins of David and other men of old, which he
introduces : “ As I have heard from a certain Presbyter, who had
heard it from -those who had seen the Apostles, and from those

t Jdv. Her., iii. 2, § 23 cf.i. 10, § 13 27, §§1,2; 1. 22,§ 53 . praef.
3, §4;21,§3;iv.27,§1; 32, §1; V.20, § 23 30 § 1. |

* J5.,1. 15, § 6. 3 /6., 1. 22, §§ 4, 6.

¢ Adv. Har., ii. 22, § 53 cf. Eusebius, /. £., iii. 23. ““‘In Asia” evidently
refers chiefly to Ephesus, as is shown by the passage quoted immediately after
by Eusebius from Adv. Her,, ili. 3, § 4, *‘ the ?grﬁurch in Ephesus also......
where John continued until the times of Trajan, is a witness to the truth of the
apostolic tradition.”

5 Eusebius, &. E., 1. 30.

6 Addv. Her., 1. 3, §§ 3, 4. Fragment from his Epistle to Florinus pre-
served by Eusebius, /. £., v. 20. . i
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who learnt from them,” etc. Further on, speaking evidently of a
different person, he says: “In this manner also a Presbyter
disciple of the Apostles reasoned regarding the two Testa.ments a2
and quotes fully. In another place Irenus, after quoting Gen.
i. 8, “And God planted a Paradise eastward in Eden,” etc.,
states : ““ Wherefore the Presbyters, who are disciples of the
Apostles (ot mpearfvrepor, Tov damooTélwv pablyral) say that
those who were translated had been translated thither,” there to
remain, till the consummation of all things, awaiting immortality ;
and Irenzus explains that it was into this Paradise that Paul was
caught up (2 Cor. xi1. 4).3 It seems highly probable that these
“ Presbyters, the disciples of the Apostles,” who are quoted on
Paradise, are the same * Presbyters, the disciples of the
Apostles,” referred to here on the same subject (v. 36, §§ 1,
2); but there is nothing to connect them with Papias.
He also speaks of the Septuagint translation of the Bible as
the version of the “ Presbyters,”+ and on several occasions he
calls Luke “the follower and disciple of the Apostles” (Sectator
el discipulus apostolorum),s and characterises Mark as “the inter-
preter and follower of Peter” (inferpres et sectator Letri),° and
refers to both as having learnt from the words of the Apostles.7
Here is, therefore, a wide choice of Presbyters, including even
Evangelists, to whom the reference of Irenzus may with equal
right be ascribed,® so that it is unreasonable to claim it as an
allusion to the work of Papias.? In fact, Dr. Tischendorf and Dr.
Westcott™ stand almost alone in advancing this passage as evidence

'\ Quemadmodum audivi a guodam presbytero, gqui audierat ab his gui
apostolos viderant, et ab his qui didicerant, etc. (Adv. Haer. . W 29 G« of
§2; 30, § 1). This has been variously conjectured to be a reference to Poly-
carp, Papias, and Pothinus, his predecessor at Lyons ; but it is admitted by all
to be impossible to decide upon the point.

* Hujusmodi guogque de duobus testamentis senior apostolorum discipulus
disputabat, etc. (Ady. Her., iv. 32, § 1).

3 .4dzr.‘ Her.,v. 5, § 1. S0 02T, 8834

3 Fbyi.23, 81 ;1 10,81 14, §'1. 2 0., 10,§6. 7 Z6., 1. 15, § 4.

* In the New Testament the term Presbyter is even used in reference to
Patriarchs and Prophets (Heb. xi. 2: cf. Matt. xv. 2, Mark vii. 3, 5).

? With regard to the Presbyters quoted by Irenzus generally. “Cf. Routh,
Relig. Sacre, i., p. 47 f.

aale 1 A Westmt:t afhrms : ““In addition to the Gospels of St. Matthew and
St. Mark}: Papias appears to have been acquainted with the Gospel of
_St. John.”(3) He Says no more, and offers no evidence for this assertion
in the text. There are two notes, however, on the same page, which
we shall now quote, the second being that to which (3) above refers. ‘2 No
conclusion can be drawn from Eusebjgs’ silence as to express testimonies of
Papias to the Gospel of St. John, as we are ignorant of his special plan, and
the title of l}ls book shows that it was not intended to include ¢ all the oracles
of the Lord (_seg_ p- 61, note 2).” The second note is : ¢ 3 There is also (! ?)
an allusion to it in the quotation from the ¢ Elders’ found in Irenseus (lib. v.

i
|
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that either Papias or his Presbyters were acquainted with the
fourth Gospel ; and this renders the statement which is made by
them without any discussion all the more indefensible. Scarcely
a single writer, however apologetic, seriously cites it amongst the
external testimonies for the early existence of the Gospel, and the
few who do refer to the passage merely mention, in order to
abandon, it. So far as the question as to whether the fourth
Gospel was mentioned in the work of Papias is concerned, the
passage has practically never entered into the controversy at all,
the great mass of critics having recognised that it is of no
evidential value, and, by common consent, tacitly excluded
Tt is admitted that the Bishop of Hierapolis cannot be
shown to have known the fourth Gospel, and the majority affirm
that he actually was not acquainted with it. Being, therefore, so
completely detached from Papias, it is obvious that the passage
does not in any way assist the fourth Gospel, but becomes assign-
able to vague tradition, and subject to the cumulative force of
objections, which prohibit an early date being ascribed to so in-
definite a reference.

Before passing on there is one other point to mention : Andrew
of Ceesarea, in the preface to his Commentary on the Apocalypse,
mentions that Papias maintained “ the credibility ” (0 afwmworrov)
of that book, or, in other words, its apostolic origin.” His
strong millenarian opinions would naturally make such a composi-
tion stand high in his esteem, if indeed it did not materially con-
tribute to the formation of his views, which is still more probable.
Apologists admit the genuineness of this statement ; nay, claim 1t

s undoubted evidence of the acquaintance of Papias with the

ad. f.) which probably was taken from Papias (fr. v. Routh et Notl.). The
Latin passage containing a reference (o the Gospel which is published as a
fragment of ‘ Papias’ by Grabe and Routh (fr. xi.)is taken from the ‘ Dictionary
of a medizeval Papias quoted by Grabe upon the passage, and not from the
present Papias. The ° Dictionary’ exists in MS. both al Oxford and Cambridge.
[ am indebted to the kindness of a friend for this explanation of what seemed
to be a strange forgery™ (On the Canon, p. 65). The note 2, p. 61, referred to
in note 2 quoted above, says on this subject : *“The passage quoted by Irenaeus
from * the Elders’ may probably be taken as a specimen of his style of inter-
pretation  (!), and then follows a quotation, ‘‘as the Presbyters say,” down
“to many mansions.” Dr. Westcott then continues: *‘ Indeed, from the
similar mode of introducing the story of the vine which is afterwards referred
to Papias, it 1s reasonable to conjecture that this interpretation is one from
Papias’ Exposition.” We have given the whole of the es to show how
little evidence there is for the statement which is made. ;Ehe isolated assertion
in the text, which is all that most readers would see, 1s supported by no better
testimony than that in the preceding note inserted at the foot of an earlier

page.
t Andreas, Proleg. in Apocalypsin ; Routh, Rel. Sacre, 1., p. 15.
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Apocalypse.* Dr. Westcott, for instance, says: “ He maintained,
moreover, ‘the divine inspiration” of the Apocalypse, and com-
mented, at least, upon part of it.”> He must, therefore, have
recognised the book as the work of the Apostle John, and we shall,
hereafter, show that it is impossible that the author of the Apoca-
lypse was the author of the Gospel ; therefore, in this way also,

Papias 1s a witness against the Apostolic origin of the fourth

We must now turn to the Clementine LHomilies, although, as we
have shown,3 the uncertainty as to the date of this spurious work,
and the late period which must undoubtedly be assigned to its
composition, render its evidence of very little value for the
canonical Gospels. The passages pointed out in the Homilies as
indicating acquaintance with the fourth Gospel were long advanced
with hesitation, and were generally felt to be inconclusive ; but on the
discovery of the concluding portion of the work, and its publica-
tion by Dressel in 1853, it was found to contain a passage which
apologists now claim as decisive evidence of the use of the Gospel,
and which even succeeded in converting some independent critics.4
Tischendorfs and Dr. Westcott,® in the few lines devoted to the
Clementines, do not refer to the earlier proof passages, but rely

entirely upon that last discovered. With a view, however, to
making the whole of the evidence clear, we shall give all of the

supposed allusions to the fourth Gospel, confronting them with the
text. The first is as follows :—

HowM. 111. g2, | Joun x. o,

Wherefore he, being the true pro- |
phet, said : |
I am the gate of life: he coming in | T am the door (of the sheepfold) ; if

through me cometh in unto life, as | anyone enter through me he shall be
there 1s no other teaching which is able | saved, and shall go in and shall oo out
to save. - and shall find pasture.,

Awa Tolro alrds a\ndis ov TpogiiTYS
EAeyer

By elwe 9 widy iy [wis 0 8 éuoi | Eyd el % 86pa- 5 EUOU édv Tis
fiﬂpxémtw fia'épxern: €s T {wip | €loéNdy, ocwhioerar, xal eloe\eloeras
ws o0k olans érépas ris cwulewr dura- | kal éfeNeloeTar kal vouny ebphoe.
pévys didaoxallas. _ :

' Liicke, Einl. Offend. Jok., 1852, n., p. 526 ; Ewald, Dic 7ok Schriften
L, p- 371 L ; Guericke, Gesammigesch. N. T, P- 536; Tiscﬂéndﬂrf, I%zm;
wurden, u. 5. w., p. 116, ete.

* On the Canon, p. 63. X300 f,
* Hilgenfeld, whp had maintained that the Clementines did not use the

_ assage to which we refer to admit its use.
CL. Die Evo. Justin's, P- 385 f. ; Die Evangelien, p. 346 f. ; Der Kanon, p. 29;

Theol. Jakrb., 1854, P- 534, anm. 1; Zeitschr. wiss. Zheol., 1865, p. 338.

to the same opinion, although t wit >t
Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 448 f. P toughi not with the same decision.

> Wann wurden, “. 5. w., p. gof.  On the Canon, p. 252.
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The first point which is apparent here is that there is a total
difference both in the language and real meaning of these two
passages. The Homily uses the word 7oAy instead of the 6ipa
of the Gospel, and speaks of the gate of life instead of the
door of the Sheepfold. We have already® discussed the passage
in the Shepherd of Hermas, in which similar reference is made to
the gate (m¥Ay) into the kingdom of God, and need not here
repeat our argument. In Matt. vii. 13, 14 we have the direct
description of the gate (wvA7) which leads to life (eis ™pv (wipv),
and we have elsewhere quoted the Messianic Psalm cxviil. 19, 20:
“ This is the gate of the Lord (airy 7 wvAy 7tov Kuvpiov) * the
righteous shall enter into it.” In another place the author of the
Homilies, referring to a passage parallel to, but differing from,
Matt. xxiii. 2, which we have elsewhere considered,? and which is
derived from a Gospel different from ours, says: “ Hear Zhem
(Scribes and Pharisees who sit upon Moses’s seat), he said, as
entrusted with the key of the kingdom which is knowledge, which
alone is able to open the gate of life (wdAy Tis (wis), through
which alone is the entrance to Eternal life.”+ Now, in the very
next chapter to that in which the saying which we are discussing
occurs, a very few lines after it, indeed, we have the following
passage : “ Indeed, he said further: ‘I am he concerning whom
Moses prophesied, saying: ‘a prophet shall the Lord our God
raise up to you from among your brethren as also (he raised) me ;
hear ye him regarding all things, but whesoever will not hear that
prophet he shall die.””’s  There is no such saying in the canonical
Gospels or other books of the New ‘Testament attributed to
Jesus, but a quotation from Deuteronomy xviii. 15 f., matenally
different from this, occurs twice in the Acts of the Apostles, once
being put into the mouth of Peter applied to Jesus,® and the
second time also applied to him, being quoted by Stephen.’ It 1s
quite clear that the writer is quoting from uncanonical sources,
and here is another express declaration regarding himself : “I am
he,” etc., which is quite in the spint of the preceding passage
which we are discussing, and probably derived from the same
source. In another place we find the following argument : “ But
the way is the manner of life, as also Moses says: ° Behold I have
set before thy face the way of life, and the way of death’;® and in
agreement the teacher said: ‘ Enter ye through the narrow and
straitened way through which ye shall enter into life’; and n
another place, a certain person inquiring, ‘ What shall T do to
inherit eternal life 27 he intimated the Commandments of the
Law.” It has to be observed that the Homilies teach the doctrine

' P. 438 1. * Ps. cxvil. 20, Sept. 3 P. 308 f.
¢ Hom., iii. 18. s Jb., iil. §3. ¢ Acts ii. 22.
7 1b., vii. 37. ® Deut. xxx. 1§, 9 Hom., xviii. 17.
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that the spirit in Jesus Christ had already appeared in Adam, and
by a species of transmigration passed through Moses and the
Patriarchs and prophets : “ who from the beginning of the world,
changing names and forms, passes through Time (Tov a.Em:fa. TPEXEL),
until, attaining his own seasons, being on account of his labours
anointed by the mercy of God, he shall have rest for ever.™
Just in the same way, therefore, as the Fomilies represent Jesus
as quoting a prophecy of Moses, and altering it to a personal
declaration, “1 am the prophet,” etc., so here again they make
him adopt this saying of Moses and, ‘ being the true prophet,”
declare : “I am the gate or the way of life "—inculcating the
same commandments of the law which the Gospel of the Homilies
represents Jesus as coming to confirm and not to abolish. The
whole system of doctrine of the Clementines, as we shall presently
see, indicated here even by the definition of “the true prophet,”
1s so fundamentally opposed to that of the fourth Gospel that
there 1s no reasonable ground for supposing that the author made
use of it ; and this brief saying, varying as it does in language and
sense from the parallel in the Gospel, cannot prove acquaintance
with it. There 1s good reason to believe that the author of the
fourth Gospel, who most undeniably derived materials from earlier
Evangehcal works, may have drawn from a source likewise used
by the Gospel according to the Hebrews, and thence many
analogies might well be presented with quotations from that or
kindred Gospels. We fime, further, this community of source in
the fact that in the fourth Gospel, without actual quotation, there
i1s a reference to Moses, and, no doubt, to the very passage (Deut.
xvill. 15) which the Gospel of the Clementines puts into the
mouth of Jesus, John v. 46: “For had ye believed Moses ye
would beleve me, for he wrote of me.” Whilst the Ebionite
Gospel gave prominence to this view of the case, the dogmatic
system of the Logos Gospel did not permit of more than mere
reference to 1it.

The next passage pointed out as derived from the Johannine
Gospel occurs in the same chapter: “ My sheep hear my voice.”

HoMm. 111, 52. JoHN X. 27.

Ta éua wpbBara dxoler 7iHs éufs Ta mpéBara ra épa Tis Ppmvis uov
Pwris. axovet.

There was no more common representation amongst the Jews
of the relation between God and his people than that of a Shepherd
and his sheep,? nor any more current expression than ‘“ hearing

his voice.” This brief anonymous saying was in all probability
derived from the same source as the preceding, which cannot be

* Hom., _iii. 20.
* Cf. Isaiah xI. 11 ; liii. 6 ; Ezek. xxxiv.; Zech. xi.; Hebrews xiii. 20.




-dentified with the fourth Gospel. Tradition, and the acknow-
ledged existence of other written records of the teaching of Jesus,
oppose any exclusive claim to this fragmentary saying.

We have already discussed the third passage regarding the new
birth in connection with Justin,* and may therefore pass on 10 the
last and most important passage, to which we have referred as
contained in the concluding portion of the Homilies first published
by Dressel in 1853. We subjoin it in contrast with the parallel in
the fourth Gospel :—

HoM. XIX. 22. Joun 1X. 1-3.

Wherefore also our Teacher when | And as he was passing by, he saw
we inquired regarding the man blind | a man blind from birth.
from birth and whose sight was 2. And his disciples asked him
restored by him if this man had | saying : Rabbi, who sinned, this man
sinned or his parents that he should _or his parents that he should be born
be born blind, answered in explana- | blind ?
tion : Neither this man sinned at all | 3. Jesus answered, Neither this man
nor his parents, but that through | sinned, nor his parents, but that the
him the power of God might be nade | works of God might be made manifest
manifest, healing the sins of ignorance. in him.

"Ofer kal diddoxalos mu@r mwepi TOU 1. Kal wapdywr eldey avbpwmor
¢k yeveTys wnpov Kal avapBAéyavros TNy €Kk yeveris. 2. Kal fporgoar
rap’ abrol éferd{wy EpwTHoaTy, el | avrdév of pabyral avrou NEyovTes
obros Huaprev 1) ol ~yovels atrot, Wa | "Papfei, Tis juapre, obros %) ol ~yovels
Tuphds yevenlby, amekpivaro olre obrds | avTov, va TUPNOS ~ewvnly ; 3. Amexplon
T fjpaprev, olTe oi YOVELs adrod, AN | Inoous: Olre olTos fjuaprer oliTe ol
va 0 abrob ¢avepwdy 7 dlvapus Tov vovels avtov, AAN Da pavepwly Ta

feov Ths dyvolas lwpévn Ta dpapTimaTa. pya Tov Beov év auTQ.

It is necessary that we should consider the context of this passage
in the Homily, the characteristics of which are markedly opposed
to the theory that it was denved from the fourth Gospel. We
must mention that, in the Clementines, the Apostle Peter 1s repre-
sented as maintaining that the Scriptures are not all true, but are
mixed up with what 1s false, and that on this account, and in order
to inculcate the necessity of distinguishing between the true and
the false, Jesus taught his disciples, “Be ye approved money-
changers ”>—an injunction not found in our Gospels. One of the
points which Peter denies is the fall of Adam-—a doctrine which,
as Neander remarked, “he must combat as blasphemy.”s At

* P. 472 1.

2 Hom., iii. §0, cf. 9, 42 f.; ii. 38. The author denies that Moses wrote the
Pentateuch (Hom., iii. 47 £.).

3 Hom., iii. 20f., 42 f., viii. 10. * Die Lehre von einem Siindenfalle des
erstem Menschen musste der Verfasser der Clementinen als Gotteslasterung
b_e.éf?mpfmf’ (Neander, A. G., ii., p. 612 f.). The Jews at that period held a
similar belief (Eisenmenger, Entd. Judenthum, i., p. 330). Adam, according
to the Homilies, not only did not sin, but, as a true prophet possessed of the

Spirit of God which afterwards was in Jesus, he was incapable of sin
(Schliemann, Die Clementinen, pp. 130, 176 f., 178 {.).
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the part we are considering he is discussing with Simon—under
whose detested personality, as we have elsewhere shown, the
Apostle Paul is really attacked—and refuting the charges he brings
forward regarding the origin and continuance of evil. The Apostle
Peter, in the course of the discussion, asserts that evil i1s the same
as pain and death, but that evil does not exist eternally, and,
indeed, does not really exist at all, for pain and death are only
accidents without permanent force—pain is merely the disturbance
of harmony, and death nothing but the separation of soul from
body.* The passions also must be classed amongst the things
which are accidental, and are not always to exist; but these,
although capable of abuse, are in reality beneficial to the soul
when properly restrained, and carry out the will of God. The
man who gives them unbndled course ensures his own punish-
ment.? Simon inquires why men die prematurely and diseases
peniodically come, and also visitations of demons and of madness
and other afflictions; in reply to which Peter explains that parents,
by following their own pleasure in all things and neglecting proper
sanitary considerations, produce a multitude of evils for their
children, and this either through carelessness or ignorance.3
Then follows the passage we are discussing : “ Wherefore also our
Teacher,” etc., and at the end of the quotation he continues :
“and truly such sufferings ensue in consequence of ignorance ”;
and, giving an instance,* he proceeds : “Now the sufferings which
you before mentioned are the consequence of ignorance, and
certainly not of an evil act, which has been committed,”s etc. It
IS quite apparent that the peculiar variation from the parallel in
the fourth Gospel in the latter part of the quotation is not
accidental, but is the point upon which the whole propriety of the
quotation depends. In the Gospel of the Clementines the man is
not blind from his birth, “ that the works of God might be made
manifest in him”—a doctrine which would be revolting to the
author of the Aomilies—but the calamity has befallen him in
consequence of some error of ignorance on the part of his parents
which brings its punishment ; and “ the power of God?” is made
manifest in healing the sins of ignorance. The reply of Jesus 1s a
professed quotation, and it varies very substantially from the parallel

v Hom., xix. 20,

* 71b., xix. 21.  According to the author of the Clementines, evil is the
consequence of sin, and is, on ome hand, necessary for the punishment of sin ;
but, on the other, beneficial as leading men to improvement and upward pro-
gress. Suffering 15 represented as wholesome, and intended for the elevation
of man (cf. Hom., ii. 135 vi.. 2; viil. 11). Death was originally designed
for man, and was not introduced by Adam’s ‘““fall,” but is really necessary

t ture, the Homilis ' schli : ;
p.:;j :163311{5; ¢ Homilist considers (cf. Schliemann, Die Clementinen, p. 177,

I & 1b., xix. 22, 3. 1b., ¥ix. 22
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in the Gospel, presenting evidently a distinctly different version of the
episode. The substitution of anpos for TupAos in the opening 1s also
significant, more especially as Justin likewise in his general remark,
which we have discussed, uses the same word. Assuming the passage
in the fourth Gospel to be the account of a historical episode, as
apologists, of course, maintain, the case stands thus :—The author
of the Homilies introduces a narrative of a historical incident 1n
the life of Jesus, which may have been, and probably was,
reported in many early Gospels in language which, though
analogous to, is at the same time decidedly different, in the part,
which ‘is a professed quotation, from that of the fourth Gospel,
and presents another and natural comment upon the central event.
The reference to the historical incident is, of course, no evidence
of dependence on the fourth Gospel, which, although it may
be the only accidentally surviving work which contains the
narrative, had no prescriptive and exclusive property in it; and so
far from the partial agreement in the narrative proving the use of
the fourth Gospel, the only remarkable point is, that all narratives
of the same event and reports of words actually spoken do not
more perfectly agree, while, on the other hand, the very decided
variation in the reply of Jesus, according to the Homily, from that
given in the fourth Gospel leads to the distinct presumption that
it is not the source of the quotation.

It is unreasonable to assert that such a reference, without
the slightest indication of the source from which the author
derived his information, must be dependent on one particular
work, more especially when the part which is given as distinct
quotation substantially differs from the record in that work. We
have already illustrated this on several occasions, and may once
more offer an instance. - If the first Synoptic had unfortunately
perished, hke so many other gospels of the early Church, and n
the Clementines we met with the quotation, * Blessed are the poor
in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven” (Mukdpeot ot
TTWYXOL T TVEURATL, s adrov oriv 1) Pacilela TOV oV PAVOY ),
apologists would certainly assert, according to the principle upon
which they act in the present case, that this quotation was clear
evidence of the use of Luke wi. 2o, “ Blessed are ye poor, for
yours is the kingdom of God” (Maxdpwoe oi wrwyei, o7t
DpeTépa €rTLV 1] ﬁaaru\efuﬂ rov HPeov), more especially as a few

r

codices actually insert @ wvelpary, the slight variations being
merely ascribed to free quotation from memory. In point of fact,
however, the third Synoptic might not at the time have been n
existence, and the quotation might have been derived, as it 1S,
from Matt. v. 3. Nothing is more certain and undeniable than
the fact that the author of the fourth Gospel made use of maternals

derived from oral tradition and earlier records for its composition.
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It is equally undeniable that other gospels had access to the same
materials, and made use of them ; and a comparison of our three
Synoptics renders very evident the community of materials, n}cludn
ing the use of the one by the other, as well as the diversity of
literary handling to which those maternials were subjected. It 1s
impossible with reason to deny that the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, for instance, as well as other earlier evangelical works
now lost, may have drawn from the same sources as the
fourth Gospel, and that narratives derived from the one may
present analogies with the other whilst still perfectly independent
of it. Whatever private opinion, therefore, any one may form as
to the source of the anonymous quotations which we have been
considering, it 1s evident that they are totally insufficient to prove
that the author of the Clementine Homilies must have made use of
the fourth Gospel, and consequently they do not establish even
the contemporary existence of that work. If such quotations,
moreover, could be traced with fifty times greater probability to
the fourth Gospel, it 1s obvious that they could do nothing towards
establishing its historical character and apostolic origin.

Leaving, however, the few and feeble analogies by which apolo-
gists vainly seek to establish the existence of the fourth Gospel
and 1ts use by the author of the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, and
considering the question for a moment from a wider point of view,
the results already attained are more than confirmed. The doc-
trines held and strongly enunciated in the Clementines seem to us
to exclude the supposition that the author can have made use of a
work so fundamentally at variance with all his views as the fourth
Gospel, and it is certain that, holding those opinions, he could
hardly have regarded such a Gospel as an apostolic. and authorita-
tive document. Space will not permit our entering adequately
nto this argument, and we must refer our readers to works more
immediately devoted to the examination of the Homilies for a close
analysis of their dogmatic teaching ; but we may 1n the briefest
manner point out some of their more prominent doctrines in
contrast with those of the Johannine Gospel.

One of the leading and most characteristic ideas of the
Clementine Lomilies is the essential identity of Judaisim and
Christianity.  Christ revealed nothing new with regard to God,
but promulgated the very same truth concerning him as
Adam, Moses, and the Patriarchs, and the right belief is that
Moses and Jesus were essentially one and the same.® Indeed,
it may be said that the teaching of the Homilies is more Jewish
than Chnstian. In the preliminary Epistle of the Apostle Peter
to the Apostle James, when sending the book, Peter entreats that

¥ Hom., xvii. 4; xviii. 143 viii. 6.
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James will not give it to any of the Gentiles,” and James says:
« Necessarily and rightly our Peter reminded us to take pre-
cautions for the security of the truth, that we should not com-
municate the books of his preachings, sent to us, indiscriminately
to all, but to him who is good and discreet and chosen to teach,
and who is creumcised,? being faithful,”s etc. Clement also 1s
represented as describing his conversion to Christianity in the
following terms: ‘ For this cause I fled for refuge to the Holy
God and Law of the Jews, with faith in the certain conclusion
that, by the righteous judgment of God, both the Law is pre-
scribed and the soul beyond doubt everywhere receives the
desert of its actions.”t Peter recommends the inhabitants of
Tyre to follow what are really Jewish rites, and to hear ‘“as the
God-fearing Jews have heard.”™ The Jew has the same truth as
the Christian : “ For as there 1s one teaching by both (Moses and
Jesus), God accepts him who believes either of these.™ ‘The
T.aw was in fact given by Adam as a true prophet knowing all
things, and it is called * Eternal,” and neither to be abrogated by
enemies nor falsified by the impious.7 1 he author, therefore,
protests against the ‘dea that Christianity is any new thing, and
insists that Jesus came to confirm, not abrogate, the Mosaic Law.®
On the other hand, the author of the fourth Gospel represents
Christianity in strong contrast and antagonism to Judaism. In
hic antithetical system, the religion of Jesus is opposed to
Tudaism as well as all other belief, as light to darkness and life to
death.o The Law which Moses gave 1s treated as merely national,
and neither of general application nor intended to be permanent,
being only addressed to the Jews. Itis perpetually referred to
as the “Law of the Jews,” ““your Law »_and the Jewish festivals
+s Feasts of the Jews; and Jesus neither held the one In any
consideration nor did he scruple to show his indifference to the
other.®® The very name of “the Jews,” indeed, is used as an
equivalent for the enemies of Christ.'* The religion of Jesus 1s
not only absolute, but 1t communicates knowledge of the Father
which the Jews did not previously possess.” ‘The inferiority of
Mosaism is everywhere represented : «« And out of his fulness all
we received, and grace for grace. Because the Zaw was given

1 Fp. Petri ad Jacob., § 1. = Cf. Galatians ii. 7.
3 Contestatio, § 1. A Hom., iv. 22.

< Jb., vii. 4; cf. i. 19, 203 xiil. 4. o J8.. wiil. b, ek 7.

7 IB., viii. 10. 800 e §Y.

s ]é:hn xii. 46 ; 1. 4, 5, 7 f.3 . 19-21; V. 24 vifi. ‘12% ix. 5§ xik 35 &;
X1v. O,

0 Jh.. ii. 133 iv. 2085 V. I, 16, 18; vi. 4 ; vii. 2, 19, 22; vill. I7; ix. 16,
28, 29 ; x. 34 ; xv. 25, etc.

n Jb., ?i. 42, 52, etc.

2 fp. 1. 183 viii. 19, 31 £, 54, 553 XV. 21 f.; xvil. 25, 26.
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through Moses ; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ.”
“Verily, verily I say unto you: Moses did not give you the bread
from Heaven, but my Father giveth you the true bread from
heaven.”> The fundamental difference of Christianity from
Judaism will further appear as we proceed. 4

The most essential principle of the Clementines, again,1s Mono-
theism — the absolute oneness of God — which the author
vehemently maintains as well against the ascription of divinity to
Christ as against heathen Polytheism and the Gnostic theory of
the Demiurge as distinguished from the Supreme God. Christ
not only is not God, but he never asserted himself to be so.3 He
wholly ignores the doctrine of the Logos, and his speculation is
confined to the Zo¢ia, the Wisdom of Proverbs viii., etc., and 1s,
as we shall see, at the same time a less developed and very
different doctrine from that of the fourth Gospel.# The idea of a
hypostatic Trinity seems to be quite unknown to him, and would
have been utterly abharrent to his mind as sheer Polytheism. On
the other hand, the fourth Gospel proclaims the doctrine of a
hypostatic Trinity in a more advanced form than any other writing
of the New Testament. It is, indeed, the fundamental principle
of the work, as the doctrine of the Logos is its most characteristic
feature. In the beginning the Word not only was with God, but
“the Word was God” (feds v 6 Aoyos).s He is the “only
begotten God” (povoyens feos),® and his absolutely divine nature
is asserted both by the Ewvangelist and in express terms in the
discourses of Jesus.? Nothing could be more opposed to the
principles of the Clementines.

According to the ZHomilies, the same Spirit, the Zodia,
appeared in Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses,
and finally in Jesus, who are the only “true prophets,” and are
called the seven Pillars (érra orvAot) of the world.® These
seven persons, therefore, are 1dentical, the same true Prophet and
Spirit “who from the beginning of the world, changing names and
forms, passes through time,” and these men were thus essentially
the same as Jesus. As Neander rightly observes, the author of
the Homilies “ saw in Jesus a new appearance of that Adam whom
he had ever venerated as the source of all the true and divine in
man.”* We need not point out how different these views are from

jom i X617 s ek x. 1, 8 2 15, vi.. 326 3 Hom., xvi. 15§ f.
; Cf. l?ﬂmer, Leﬁrq Pers. Christi, 1., p. 334 5 John 1. 1.
7b., 1. 18. This is the reading of the Cod. Sinaiticus, of the Cod. Vati-

canus, and Cod. C., as well as of other ancient MSS., and it must be accepted
as the best authenticated.

71b., 125 v. 1715 x. 301, 38; xiv. 7£, 23; xvii. 5, 21 f., etc.

® Hom., . 20f. ; ii. 15; vili. 10; xvii. 4; xviii. 14.

9 1b., 1. 20. o e s e, 032 of. &, 184
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the Logos doctrine of the fourth Gospel. In other points there is
an equally wide gulf between the Clementines and the fourth
Gospel. According to the author of the Homalies, the chief dogma
of true religion is Monotheism. Belief in Christ, in the specific
Johannine sense, is nowhere inculcated, and where belief i1s spoken
of it is merely belief in God. No dogmatic importance whatever
s attached to faith in Christ or to his sufferings, death, and resur-
rection, and of the doctrines of Atonement and Redemption there
is nothing in the Homilies—everyone must make his own recon-
ciliation with God, and bear the punishment of his own sins.* On
the other hand, the representation of Jesus as the Lamb of God
taking away the sins of the world? is the very basis of the fourth
Gospel. The passages are innumerable in which belief in Jesus 1s
insisted upon as essential. “ He that beheveth in the Son hath
eternal life, but he that believeth not the Son shall not see life,
but the wrath of God abideth on him ™3...... “for if ye believe not
that I am he, ye shall die in your sins.”* In fact, the whole of
Christianity, according to the author of the fourth Gospel, 1s con-
centrated in the possession of faith in Christ.s Belief in God
alone is never held to be sufficient ; belief in Christ 1s necessary
for salvation ; he died for the sins of the world, and 1s the object
of faith, by which alone forgiveness and justification before God
can be secured. The same discrepancy is apparent in smaller
details. In the Clementines the Apostle Peter is the principal
actor, and is represented as the chief amongst the Apostles. In
the Epistle of Clement to James, which precedes the Homilies,
Peter is described in the following terms: “Simon, who, on
account of his true faith and of the principles of his doctrine,
which were most sure, was appointed to be the foundation of the
Church; and for this reason his name was by the unerring voice of
Jesus himself changed to Peter ; the first-fruit of our Lord ; the first
of the Apostles; to whom first the Father revealed the son ; whom
the Christ deservedly pronounced blessed ; the called and chosen
and companion and fellow-traveller (of Jesus) ; the admirable and
approved disciple, who as fittest of all was commanded to
enlighten the West, the darker part of the world, and was enabled
to guide it aright,” etc.% He 1s here represented as the Apostle
to the Heathen, the hated Apostle Paul being robbed of that
honourable title ; and heis, in the spirit of this introduction, made
to play, throughout, the first part amongst the Apostles. In the

t Hom., iii. 6 L. * John i. 29 ; cf. iii. 14 f., 1v. 42, etc.

3 Jb., iii. 36 ; cf. 16 1. 4 7b., viil. 24.

575, ik 14f. 3 v. 241 ; vi. 29, 35 f., 40, 47, 65; vii. 38; vin. 24, 5I;
ix. 28 f.3 x. 9, 28; xl. 25 f,: xii. 475 xiv. 6; xv. 5§f; xvi. 9; xvil. 2f. ;
xx. 31,

6 Ep. Clem. ad. Jacobumy, § 1.
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ft;t;rth Gospel, however, he is assigned a place quite secondary to
John, who 1s the disciple whom Jesus loved, and who leans on his

bosom.* We shall only mention one other point. The Homilist,
when attacking the Apostle Paul, under the name of Simon the
Magician, for his boast that he had not been taught by man, but
by a revelation of Jesus Christ,> whom he had only seen mn a
vision, inquires: ‘ Why, then, did the Teacher remain and
discourse a whole year to us who were awake, if you became his
Apostle after a single hour of instruction?”s As Neander aptly
remarks : “If the author had known from the Johannine
Gospel that the teaching of Christ had continued for several years,
he would certainly have had particularly good reason instead of
one year to set seperal” It is obvious that an author with so
vehement an animosity against Paul would assuredly have
strengthened his argument by adopting the more favourable
statement of the fourth Gospel as to the duration of the ministry
of Jesus, had he been acquainted with that work.

Qur attention must now be turned to the anonymous com-
position known as the Zpistle to Diognetus, general particulars
regarding which we have elsewhere given.s This Epstle, 1t 1s
admitted, does not contain any quotation from any evangelical
work, but on the strength of some supposed references it is
claimed by apologists as evidence for the existence of the fourth
Gospel. Tischendorf, who only devotes a dozen lines to this
work, states his case as follows : “ Although this short apologetic
Epistle contains no precise quotation from any gospel, yet it
has repeated references to evangelical, and particularly to
Johannine, passages. For when the author writes, ch. 6:
¢ Christians dwell in the world, but they are not of the world’;
and in ch. 10: ‘ For God has loved men, for whose sakes he made
the world...... to whom he sent his only begotten Son,” the
reference to John xvii. 11 (“ But they are inthe world ’) ; 14 (‘ The
world hateth them, for they are not of the world’); 16 (‘ They
are not of the world as I am not of the world’) ; and to John 1iii.
16 (* God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son’),
is hardly to be mistaken.”®

Dr. Westcott still more emphatically claims the Epistle as
evidence for the fourth Gospel, and we shall, in order impartially
to consider the question, likewise quote his remarks in full upon

’ Cf. John xiii. 23-25; xix. 26 f.; xx. 2 f.; xxi. 3f., 7, 20f.
* Gal. i. 12 £ 3 Hom., xvii. 19.
¢ XK. G., u., p. 624, anm. 1. ¥ 320L

® Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 40. We ma ' ' '
: w., : y mention that neither Tischen-
dorf nor Dr. Westcott gives the Greek of any of the passages pointed out

in thel Epistle,_ nor do they give the original text of the parallels in the
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the point; but, as he introduces his own paraphrase of the
context in a manner which does not properly convey its true
nature to a reader who has not the Epistle before him, we shall
take the liberty of putting the actual quotations in italics, and the
rest must be taken as purely the language of Dr. Westcott. We
shall hereafter show also the exact separation which exists between
phrases which are here, with the mere indication of some
omission, brought together to form the supposed references to the
fourth Gospel. Dr. Westcott says: “In one respect the two
parts of the book are united,” inasmuch as they both exhibit a
combination of the teaching of St. Paul and St. John. The love
of God, it is said in the letter to Diognetus, is the source of love
in the Christian, who must needs ¢ love God who thus first loved him’
(wpoayamioavra), and find an expression for this love by loving
his neighbour, whereby he will be ‘an imitator of God. *For
God loved men, for whose sakes He made the world, to whom He
subjected all things that are in the earta...... unto whom (wpos) He
sent His only begotten Son, to whom He promised the kingdom in
heaven (v év olpavy Paoikeiav), and will give it to those
who love kim.! God’s will is mercy ; ¢ He sent His Son as wishing
to save (ws ocwlwy)...... and not to condemn, and as witnesses of
this ¢ Christians dwell in the world, though they are not of the
world.’ ™ At the close of the paragraph he proceeds: *The
presence of the teaching of St. John is here placed beyond all
doubt. There are, however, no direct references to the Gospels
throughout the letter, nor indeed any allusions to our Lord’s
discourses.”3

As we have already stated, the writer of the Zpistle to Diognelus
is unknown ; Diognetus, the friend to whom 1t 1s addressed, 1s
equally unknown ; the letter is neither mentioned nor quoted by
any of the Fathers, nor by any ancient writer, and there 1S NO
external evidence as to the date of the composition. It existed

I This is a reference to the admitted fact that the first ten chapters are by a
different author from the writer of the last two.

2 On the Canon, p. 77. Dr. Westcott continues, referring to the later and
more recent part of the Epistle: ““So in the conclusion we read that the
Word who was from the beginning...... at His appearance speaking boldly
manifested the mysteries of the Father to those who were judged faithful by
Him.” And these again to whom the Word speaks, from love of that which
is revealed to them,’ share their knowledge with others.” It is not necessary
to discuss this, both because of the late date of the two chapters and because
there is certainly no reference at all to the Gospel in the words. We must,
however, add that, as the quotation is given, it conveys quite a false impression
of the text. We may just mention that the phrase which Dr. Westcott quotes
as *the Word who was from the beginning ” is in the text, *“ This is he who
was from the beginning "’ (ofres 6 dm dpx7s), although *“the Word ™ is in the
context, and no doubt intended.

3 Ib., p. 78.
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only in one codex, destroyed at Strasburg during the Franco-
German war, the handwriting of which was referred to the
thirteenth or fourteenth century ; but it is far from certain that it
was so old. The last two chapters are a falsification by a later
writer than the author of the first ten. There is no internal
evidence in this brief didactic composition requiring or even
suggesting its assignment to the second or third centuries ; but,
on the contrary, we venture to assert that there is evidence, both
‘nternal and external, justifying the belief that it was written at a
comparatively recent date. Apart from the uncertainty of date,
however, there is no allusion in it to any Gospel. Even if there
were, the testimony of a letter by an unknown writer at an
unknown period could not have any weight; but, under the actual
circumstances, the Zpistle to Diognetus furnishes absolutely no
testimony at all for the apostolical origin and historical character
of the fourth Gospel.”

The fulness with which we have discussed the supposed testi-
mony of Basilides* renders 1t unnecessary for us to re-enter at any
length into the argument as to his knowledge of the fourth Gospel.
Tischendorf? and Dr. Westcott+ assert that two passages—namely :
“The true light which lighteth every man came nto the world,”
corresponding with John i. 9 ; and : “ mine hour 1s not yet come,”
agreeing with John ii. 4, which are introduced by Hippolytus in
his work against Heresiess with a subjectless ¢mo, *“ he says "—are
quotations made in some lost work by Basilides. We have shown
that Hippolytus and other writers of his time were in the habit of
quoting passages from works by the founders of sects and by their
later followers without any distinction, an utterly vague ¢moi doing
service equally for all.  This is the case in the present instance,
and there is no legitimate reason for assigning these passages 10
Basilides himself, but, on the contrary, many considerations which
forbid our doing so, which we have elsewhere detailed.

These remarks most fully apply to Valentinus, whose supposed
quotations we have exhaustively discussed,® as well as the one
passage given by Hippolytus containing a sentence found 1n John
x. 8,7 the only one which can be pointed out. We have distinctly
proved that the quotations in question are not assignable to
Valentinus himself—a fact which even apologists admit. There 1s

no just ground for asserting that his terminology was derived from

* Readers interested in more nunutely discussing the point whether the
Epistle even indicates the existence of the fourth Gospel are referred to the
cm_nplett_': edition, 1879, ii., pp. 355-368, in which the question was argued and
printed in smaller type.

i il -k 3 Wann wurde

4 On the Canon, p- 256, note 3. . vii. 22, 27-? n, #.5.W., p. §52.

SR T. - 7 Ady. Her., vi. 35.
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the fourth Gospel, the whole having been in current use long
before that Gospel was composed. There is no evidence whatever
that Valentinus was acquainted with such a work.

We must generally remark, however, with regard to Basilides,
Valentinus, and all such Heresiarchs and writers, that, even if it
could be shown, as actually it cannot, that they were acquainted
with the fourth Gospel, the fact would only prove the existence of
the work at a late period in the second century, but would furnish
no evidence of the slightest value regarding its apostolic origin, or
towards establishing its historical value. On the other hand, if,
as apologists assert, these heretics possessed the fourth Gospel,
their deliberate and total rejection of the work furnishes evidence
positively antagonistic to its claims. It is difficult to decide
whether their rejection of the Gospel or their ignorance of its
existence is the more unfavourable alternative.,

The dilemma is the very same in thé case of Marcion. We
have already fully discussed his knowledge of our Gospels, and
need not add anything here. It is not pretended that he made
any use of the fourth Gospel, and the only ground upon which it
1s argued that he supplies evidence even of its existence is the
vague general statement of Tertullian, that Marcion rejected the
Gospels ““ which are put forth as genuine, and under the name of
Apostles, or, at least, of contemporaries of the Apostles,” denying
their truth and integrity, and maintaining the sole authority of his
own Gospel.” We have shown how unwarrantable it is to affirm
from such data that Marcion knew, and deliberately repudiated,
the four canonical Gospels. The Fathers, with uncritical haste
and zeal, assumed that the Gospels adopted by the Church at the
close of the second and beginning of the third centuries must
equally have been invested with canonical authority from the first,
and Tertulhian took it for granted that Marcion, of whom he knew
very little, must have actually rejected the four Gospels of his own
Canon. Even Dr. Westcott admits that “it is uncertain whether
Tertullian in the passage quoted speaks from a knowledge of what
Marcion may have written on the subject, or simply from his own
point of sight.”? There is not the slightest evidence that Marcion
knew the fourth Gospel, and, if he did, it would be perfectly inexplic-
able that he did not adopt it as peculiarly favourable to his own views.
If he was acquainted with the work, and, nevertheless, rejected 1t
as false and adulterated, his testimony is obviously opposed to the
Apostolic origin and historical accuracy of the fourth Gospel, and
the critical acumen which he exhibited in his selection of the
Pauline Epistles renders his judgment of greater weight than that
of most of the Fathers.

* Adv. Mare,, iv. 3, 4. * On the Canon, p. 276, note 1.
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We have now reached an epoch when no evidence regarding the
fourth Gospel can have much weight, and the remaining witnesses
need not detain us long. _

We have already discussed at length the evidence of Tatian in
connection with the Synoptics, and shall presentlyreturn to the ques-
tion of the Dratessaron as 1t affects the fourth Gospel. We have now
briefly to refer to the address to the Greeks (Adyos wpos" EAAyvas),
and to ascertain what testimony it bears regarding that Gospel. It
was composed after the death of Justin, and scarcely dates earlier
than the beginning of the last quarter of the second century. No
Gospel and no work of the New Testament is mentioned in this
composition, but Tischendorf* and others point out one or two
supposed references to passages in the fourth Gospel. The first
of these in order is one indicated by Dr. Westcott,? but to which
Tischendorf does not call attention : “God was in the beginning;
but we have learned that the beginning is the power of Reason
(Oeds iy év apxy, myv 8¢ dpxyv Adyov Svapwr mapeijdpaper).
For the Lord of the Universe (Seomorys Tov 6Awv) being himself the
substance (vmdoracs) of all, in that creation had not been accom-
plished was alone, but inasmuch as he was all power, and himself
the subtance of things visible and invisible, all things were
with him (ovv avre ra wdvra). With him by means of rational power
the Reason (Adyos) itself also which was in him subsisted. But by
the will of his simplicity, Reason (Adyos) springs forth ; but the
Reason (Aoyos) not proceeding in vain, because the first-born work
(épyov mpwriTokov) of the Father. Him we know to be the Beginning
of the world (Tovrov iopev Tov kéapov v apxnv). But he came into
existence by division, not by cutting off, for that which is cut off is
separated from the first ; but that which is divided, receiving the
choice of administration, did not render him defective from whom
it was taken, etc. And as the Loogos (Reason), in the beginning
begotten, begat again our creation, himself for himself creating the
matter (Kat xabldmep 6 Adyos, év apxn yevvnbeis, AVTEYEVVIIOE TNV
kalf spas wolnorwv, airds éavre v vAny Snueovpyrjoas), so 1,” etc.4

* P. 366 1. * Wann wurden, u. 5. w., p. 17.
* On the Canon, p. 278, note 2. [In the 4th ed., however, Dr. Westcott

puts ]it within brackets, adding : ‘“ This reference is not certain D 3%},
n %

4 Orat. ad Grecos, § 5. As this (?assage 1s of some obscurity, we subjoin, for
en

the sake of impartiality, an independent translation taken from Dr. Donaldson’s
able History of Christ. Lit. and Doctrine, e

ning, but we have understood that the beginning was a power of reason. For
the Lord of all, Himself being the substance of :El, was al:l)gne in so far as the
creation had not yet taken place, but as far as He was all power and the
substance of things seen and unseen, all things were with Him : along with
Him also by means of rational power, the reason which was in Him supported
them. Bat by the will of his simplicity, the reason leaps forth; but the reason,

lil., p. 42: ““ God was in the begin-

# st e
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It 1s quite evident that this doctrine of the Logos is not that of
the fourth Gospel, from which it cannot have been derived.
Tatian himself* seems to assert that he derived it from the Old
Testament. We have quoted the passage at length that it might
be clearly understood ; and with the opening words, we presume,
for he does not quote at all, but merely indicates the chapter, Dr.
Westcott compares John i. 1: “In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God, and the Word was God ” (Ev apyy
v o Adyos, k.1.A.). The statement of Tatian is quite different—
“ God was in the beginning ” (Oeds v év apxy): and he certainly
did not identify the Word with God, so as to transform the
statement of the Gospel into this simple affirmation. In all
probability his formula was merely based upon Genesis i. 1: “In
the beginning God created the heavens and the earth ” (€v apyy
emoingev ¢ Beds k.1.).).* The expressions : “But we have
learned that the Beginning (dpx+) was the power of Reason,” etc.,
“ but the Reason (Adyos) not proceeding in vain became the first-
born work (épyov mpwrirokov) of the Father. Him we know to be
the Beginning (dpx7) of the world,” recall many early representa-
tions of the Logos, to which we have already referred : Prov. viii.
22: “The Lord created me the Beginning (apx1) of his ways for
his works (éypa), 23. Before the ages he established me, in the
beginning (év dpxy) before he made the earth,” etc. In the
Apocalypse also the Word is called  the Beginning (apxi) of the
creation of God,” and it will be remembered that Justin gives
testimony from Prov. viii. 21 f., “that God begat before all the
creatures a Beginning (apxiv), a certain rational Power (8vvapey
Aoywkyv), out of himself,”s etc., and elsewhere: “ As the Logos
declared through Solomon, that this same...... had been be-
gotten of God, before all created beings, both Beginning (apx),”
etc.4+ We need not, however, refer to the numerous passages 1in
Philo and in Justin, not derived from the fourth Gospel, which
point to a different source for Tatian’s doctrine. It is sufficient
that both his opinions and his terminology differ distinctly from

that Gospel.s

not having gone from one who became empty thereby, is the first-born work of
the Father. Him we know to be the beginning of the world. But He came
into existence by sharing (ueptouds), not by cutting off ; for that which is cut off is
separated from the first ; but that which ‘is shared, receiving a selection of the
work, did not render Him defective from whom it was taken, etc. And as the
Word begotten in the beginning begot in his turn our creation, He Himself
fashioning the material for Himself, so I, ete.” (cf. Dorner, ZLekre Pers.

Christi, i., p. 437 f.). * § 12, cf. § 20.
* Donaldson, #zst. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii., p. 43.
3 Dial. 61. * 2008

5 We have already mentioned that the Gospel according to Peter contained
the doctrine of the Logos.
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The next passage we subjoin in contrast with the parallel in the
fourth Gospel :—
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OrAT. AD GRECOS, § XIIIL | Joun L 5.
And this, therefore, is (the meaning | And the light shineth in the dark-
of ) the saying : ness ; :
The darkness comprehends not the | and the darkness comprehended it
light. ' not.
'ggui rovro Eorw dpa TO elpnuévor: | Kai 70 pws €v Ty okorlg ¢aivel, kal
H oxoria 70 pds ol kaTalapSdver. | 1) oxorlo alTd ob karéAafer.

The context to this passage in the Oration is as follows : Tatian
is arguing about the immortality of the soul, and he states that
the soul is not in itself immortal, but mortal ; but that, neverthe-
less, it is possible for it not to die. If it do not know the truth, it
dies, but rises again at the end of the world, receiving eternal
death as a punishment. * Again, however, 1t does not die, though
it be for a time dissolved if it has acquired knowledge of God ;
for, in itself, it is darkness, and there is nothing luminous in it ;
and this, therefore, is (the meaning of) the saying, The darkness
comprehends not the light. For the soul (Yvxn) did not itself
save the spirit (wvedpa), but was saved by it, and the light com-
prehended the darkness. The Logos (Reason) truly is the light
of God, but the ignorant soul is darkness ('O Adyos JLEV
drre ™ Tov Beod s, okoéros d¢ 1 avemwripov Yuxn). For
this reason, if it remain alone, it tends downwards to matter, dying
with the flesh,” etc.r The source of “the saying” 1s not men-
tioned, and it is evident that, even if it were taken to be a refer-
ence to the fourth Gospel, nothing would thereby be proved but
the mere existence of the Gospel. “The saying,” however, is
distinctly different in language from the parallel in the Gospel, and
it may be from a different Gospel. We have already remarked
that Philo calls the Logos “ the light,” and, quoting in a peculiar
form Ps. xxvi. 1, “For the Lord is my light (pos) and my
Saviour,” he goes on to say that, as the sun divides day and night,
so, Moses says, “ God divides light and darkness” (tov Bedv Ppos
kai okoros Owreryicar),? When we turn away to things of
sense we use “another light,” which is in no way different from
“darkness.”* The constant use of the same similitude of light
and darkness in the canonical Epistless shows how current it was
in the Church ; and nothing is more certain than the fact that it
was neither originated by, nor confined to, the fourth Gospel.

* Oral. ad Gracos, § 13.
~ * De Sommiis, 1., § 13, Mangey, i. 632; cf. § 14 ., De Mundi op., § 9, 1.,
i. 7 (see p. 463, nete 1).
3 De Sanfm'r':, ks 5 1S ‘¢« 15.,1., § 14.
vhe 2 Cor. iv. 6_5 Ephes. v. 8-14; Coloss. 1. 12, 13; I Thess. v. §; I Tim,
vi. 16; 1. Pet. it. 9 cf. Rev. xxi. 23, 24 ; xxii. §.

P el = el

}E.
?
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The third and last passage is as follows :—

ORAT. AD GRECOS, XIX. Joux 1. 3.

We being such as this, do not pursue
us with hatred, but, rejecting the
Demons, follow the one God.

All things were by (0mwé) him, and t All things were made by (ded) him,

without him was not anything made. | and without him was not anything
made that was made.
[ldvra Um abTol, Kkal Ywpis aiTol ‘ lldrra 8 alrob éyévero, kal xwpis

véyover olde Ev - adTol éyévero olidé Ev & yéyover.

Tatian here speaks of God, and not of the Logos, and in this
respect, as well as 1n language and context, the passage differs
from the fourth Gospel. The phrase is not introduced as a
quotation, and no reference is made to any Gospel. The purpose
for which the words are used, again, rather points to the first
chapters of Genesis than to the dogmatic prologue enunciating the
doctrine of the Logos.' Under all these circumstances, the
source from which the expression may have been derived cannot
with certainty be ascertained, and, as in the preceding nstance,
even if it be assumed that the words show acquaintance with the
fourth Gospel, nothing could be proved but the mere existence of
the work about a century and a half after the events which it
records. It is obvious that in no case does Tatian afford the
slightest evidence of the Apostolic origin or historical veracity of
the fourth Gospel.

Dr. Lightfoot points out another passage, § 4, rvevpa 6 Oeos,
which he compares with John iv. 24, where the same words
occur. It is right to add that he himself remarks: “If it had
stood alone I should certainly not have regarded it as decisive.
But the epigrammatic form is remarkable, and 1t is a characteristic
passage of the fourth Gospel.™ Neither Tischendorf nor Dr.
Westcott refers toit. The fact is, however, that the epigrammatic
form only exists when the phrase is quoted without its context.
“ God is a spirit, not pervading matter, but the creator of material
spirits, and of the forms that are in it. He is invisible and 1mpalp-
able,” etc. Further on, Tatian says (§ 15): “ For the perfect God
s without flesh, but man is flesh,” etc. A large part of the oration
i« devoted to discussing the nature of God, and the distinction
between spirit (wvevpa) and soul (Yvy7), and it is unreasonable
to assert that a man like Tatian could not make the declaration
that God is a spirit without quoting the fourth Gospel.

Returning to the Diatessaron, the position of which in regard
to Tatian we have already fully discussed, we must now briefly

x Cf, 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; Ephes. iii. 9; Heb. i. 2.
2 Contemp. Rev., 1877, p. 1135.
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consider how it affects the argument as to the date and authorship
of the fourth Gospel. It is needless to pomnt out that no ascrip-
tion of the work to the Apostle could be made n the Harmony.
Let us suppose it to be even demonstrated beyond doubt that the
Diatessaron of Tatian was compiled from our four canon:cal
Gospels, in what degree does this establish the authenticity of the
fourth Gospel as the work of the Apostle John? Even according
to apologetic critics, as we have seen, the composition of the
Diatessaron must be assigned to A.D. 170, and there are good
reasons for dating it some years later.” Of course, the fourth

| must have been in existence before that date if 1t formed
part of the Diafessaron. It must be remembered, however, that
the Harmony was not an official or ecclesiastical compilation
involving the idea of contents already recognised as canonical by
the Church. On the contrary, the Diafessaron was the work of a
heretic, and, so far from having ecclesiastical sanction on any
grounds, it was condemned by the Church in the person of
Theodoret, and the copies of it circulating in his diocese were
confiscated. The grounds for this suppression which are stated
are, it is true, the omission of genealogies ; but still the tendency
was considered mischievous. This judgment was pronounced
little short of 300 years after its composition; but still, as the
work of a heretic and an irresponsible writer, it is not possible to
maintain that the Gospels out of which it was compiled
must previously have long enjoyed the sanction of the
Church.

How long must the fourth Gospel have been in existence before
its supposed use by Tatian becomes reasonable? It has to be
borne in mind that, in those days of manuscript books, a Gospel
did not issue from the hands of the scribe like a volume from the
University Press, with its author’s name and a date on the title-
page. A work of the literary excellence of the fourth Gospel,
evidently pretending to have been written by the Apostle John,
calling himself—for no one else did so—the “ beloved disciple,”
would, in such an age, rapidly attain to acceptance, especially as it
would, for the mass of Christians, if not for all without exception,
have been impossible, even a year after such a manuscript work was
circulated, to say when it had actually been composed. 1f we
suppose it to have been in circulation twenty or twenty-five years,
which would have been more than ample for the purpose, that
would only carry back the date of the fourth Gospel to the middle
of the second century; or if we even allow thirty or thirty-five
years—an age at such a period—we do not get back beyond

* Zahn, for instance, as has already been pointed out, dates it ““ soon after
A.D. 1737 (Forsch., p. 290 {.).
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A.D. 140. More than this, if even so much need be conceded, is
not demanded by the hypothesis that it was used by Tatian, and
its presence in the Dialessaron, whilst giving us no imformation
whatever as to the authorship or authenticity, would thus in no
way warrant the ascription of the fourth Gospel to the Apostle
John. As evidence for miracles and the reality of Divine revela-
tion it has no real importance.

We have generally discussed the testtmony of Dionysius of
Corinth,' Melito of Sardis,> and Claudius Apollinaris,* and need
not say more here. The fragments attributed to them neither
mention nor quote the fourth Gospel, but in no case could they
furnish evidence to authenticate the work. The same remarks
apply to Athenagoras.4 Dr. Westcott only ventures to say that he
‘“appears to allude to passages in St. Mark and St. John, but they
are all anonymous.”s The passages in which he speaks of the
Logos, which are those referred to here, are certainly not taken
from the fourth Gospel, and his doctrine is expressed in termino-
logy which is different from that of the Gospel, and 1s deeply
tinged with Platonism. He appeals to Proverbs viii. 22, already
so frequently quoted by us, for confirmation by the Prophetic
Spirit of his exposition . of the Logos doctrine.® He nowhere
identifies the Logos with Jesus ; indeed, he does not once make
use of the name of Christ in his works. He does not show the
slightest knowledge of the doctrine of salvation so constantly
enunciated in the fourth Gospel. There can be no doubt, as we
have already shown,? that he considered the Old Testament to
be the only inspired Holy Scriptures. Not only does he not
mention or quote any of our Gospels, but the only instance in
which he makes any reference to sayings of Jesus otherwise than
by the indefinite $nori, ““ he says,” is one In which he introduces a
saying which is not found in our Gospels by the words : “ The
Logos again saying to us D (ralw 7LV )Léyovroq Tov Aoyov),
etc.  From the same source, which was obviously not our canoni-
cal Gospels, we have, therefore, reason to conclude that Athenagoras
derived his knowledge of Gospel history and doctrine. We
need not add that this writer affords no testimony as to the origin

or character of the fourth Gospel.
It is scarcely worth while to refer to the Epistle of Vienne and

Lyons, a composition dating at the earliest A.D. 177-178, in which
no direct reference is made to any writing of the New Testament.®

Acquaintance with the fourth Gospel is argued from the following
passage :—

. P, 381 1. * P. 387 & 3 P 395 f.
+ P, 398 1. 5 On the Canon, p. 103.
6 Leg. pro Christ., § 10. 7 P. 404. 8 P, 404 f
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EPISTLE, § IV. JoHN XVI. 2.

And thus was fulfilled the saying of

our Lord : ‘ :
The time shall come in which every |  But the hour cometh that every one

one that killeth you shall think that he | that killeth you may think that he
offereth a service unto God. offereth a service unto God.

"E)edoerar xaupds €v @ mwas 6 dwo- | dAN' Epxerar &pa Iva wds o dmo-
xrelvas buds, d6few Narpelav mwpoopépew | kTelvas buds 06&n Natpelay mwpogpépew

ro Oe@. TE feq.

Such a passage cannot prove the use of the fourth Gospel.
No source is indicated in the Epistle from which the saying of
Jesus, which, of course, apologists assert to be historical, was
derived. It presents decided variations from the parallel in the
fourth Gospel ; and in the Synoptics we find sufficient indications
of similar discourses® to render it very probable that other Gospels
may have contained the passage quoted in the Epistle. In no
case could an anonymous reference like this be of any weight as
evidence for the Apostolic origin of the fourth Gospel.

We need not further discuss Ptolemzus and Heracleon. We
have shown? that the date at which these heretics flourished
places them beyond the limits within which we propose to confine
ourselves. In regard to Ptolemaeus, all that is affirmed 1s that, in
the Epistle to Flora ascribed to him, expressions found i John 1.
3 are used. The passage as it is given by Epiphanius 1s as follows:
“ Besides, that the world was created by the same, the Apostle
states (saying all things have been made (yeyovevar) by him and
without him nothing was made)” ("Er: ye v 700 KOOpOUV
Sppuiovpyiay tdiav Aéyer elvar (dte wavrTa 0L avTol Yeyovéval, Kal
Xwpis avrTov yeyover ovoer) o amootolos)3 Now, the supposed
quotation 1s introduced here 1n a parenthesis interrupting the
sense, and there 1s every probability that it was added as an illus-
tration by Epiphanius, and was not in the Epistle to Flora at all.
Omitting the parenthesis, the sentence is a very palpable reference
to the Apostle Paul and Coloss. 1. 16. In regard to Heracleon, it
15 asserted, from the unsupported references of Origen,+ that he
wrote a commentary on the fourth Gospel. Even if this be a fact,
there 1s not a single word of it preserved by Origen which in the
least degree bears upon the apostolic origin and trustworthiness
of the Gospel. Neither of these heresiarchs, therefore, is of any
value as a witness for the authenticity of the fourth Gospel.

Th_e heathen Celsus, as we have shown,5 wrote at a period when
no evidence which he could well give of his own could have been

' Matt. x. 16-22, xxiv. 9 f. ; Mark xiii. 9-13; Luke xxi. 12-17.

2 P. 408 f. 3 Epiphanius, Her., xxxiii., § 3.
‘; g‘he mfsages are quoted by Grabe (Spicil. Patr., ii., p. 85 f.).
4228



