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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE.

THE object of the Committee of the Theological Transla-
tion Fund is to place within the reach of English readers
who are not conversant with the languages of the Conti-
nent, the best results of recent Continental theological inves-
tigations. In accordance with this objecf,, the Translator
of the present volume has endeavoured to give the meaning
of the Author clearly and concisely, and has avoided the
temptation of making smooth sentences and rounded periods.
The Translator is perfectly aware that the English is by no
means a model of diction or of style, but challenges criticism
as to the faithfulness of the translation—and as criticism, like
punishment, is useless unless remedial, hopes to profit 'in the
second volume by the criticism on the first. If the book can
be readily understood by those for whom it is intended, its

aim will be attained.

A.P.

September 27th, 1873.
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FIRST PART.

INTRODUCTION.

THE STANDPOINT OF THE INQUIRY—THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES
AS THE SOURCE OF THE APOSTLE PAUL’S HISTORY—DIVISION
OF THE WHOLE SUBJECT.

To investigate critically the primitive history of Christianity,
its origin and first deve),opz-nént as they lie before us in the list
of writings which form our New Testament Canon, is the great
problem of our time ; a problem which can only arise from the
deepest centre of a universal interest and feeling. It may be
justly said of the present age that its prevailing ten-
dency is critical, and that its desire is not so much to shape
a growing world, as to grasp one already grown and pre-
sent, in the more important epochs of its development. The
principal efforts of the age in the higher walks of science
are critical and historical ; of everything it is asked what
is its influence on the present in its historical claims ? All
data and facts are looked at on their.own basis, above all it
is sought to go back to the beginning, to the first elements in
which everything is included, in order to arrive at a clear in-
sight into the whole from the discovered relations of the indi-
vidual parts. This independence of thought, attained after such
great effort—after the painful toil of many centuries—naturally
turns its gaze back into the Past, the spirit reposing in the self-
certainty of its consciousness, now first placed on a standpoint
from which it can review the paths along which it has passed,
driven by the force of circumstances, and it reviews them in

« order to illumine the unconscious Past with the consciousness
of the inward necessities of the Present. If inso many walks of
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human knowledge this critical task is the necessary mental
process through which the consciousness of the Present becomes
mingled with that of the Past, where can it be of greater im-
portance than when the Present is linked with the Past by the
strictest and closest ties, and when this union has its roots in
the deepest interests of our spiritual being ? Christianity is on
one hand the great spiritual power which determines all the
belief and thought of the present age, the ultimate principle by
which the self-consciousness of the spirit is produced and
maintained, 8o that unless it were essentially Christian it would
have no stability or firmness in itself. On the other hand,
Christianity is in its very nature a purely historical problem,
whose solution lies only in that Past in which Christianity itself
had its origin ; a problem which can only be solved by that
critical attitude of thought which applies to the Past the know-
ledge acquired in the Present. The great importance which this
problem attained in our age as soon as the separate elements of
its solution prepared long before-hand were collected in one
point of view, and reduced to their definite expression, led to the
critical Life of Jesus by Strauss. The keenness of this criticism
which yet had the principal part of its force in the clearness
with which it drew necessary deductions from long granted pre-
misses, took the public by surprise, and made a painful impres-
sion by the negative character of its results, which it was
thought could not be too quickly guarded against by hastily
attempted refutations. What results followed, and what effects
were generally produced on the consciousness of the age by
this great critical agitation must not here be entered into, but
the scientific claim of such a criticism must not have any doubt
thrown on it by any thought of its possible result. It must be
recognized as a decided need in the education of the age, and
all that is said in 80 many quarters against the work of Strauss
can only be of any value as laying down a challenge to us to go
still deeper and more thoroughly into the critical process begun
by him.
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The criticism of the Gospel history, so far as it immediately
concerns the life of the Founder of Christianity, with which so
many weighty questions are allied, will long remain the most
important object of the critical labours of our time. In view of
the interests of the problem there next follows the historical
and critical inquiry into the question how Christianity, so closely
interwoven with Judaism, broke loose from it and entered on
its sphere of world-wide historical importance. In regard
to the life of Jesus, the conscious idea of Christianity and
its principles, originated by him, and by him carried out
through the devotion of his whole being, is what the Gospel
history presents to us as the essence of the historical meaning
of his life. But when we proceed from the Evangelical history
to that of the time of the Apostles the practical realization of that
idea becomes the proper object of historical research. This
practical realization of the idea of Christianity was first dealt
with when entering into the reality of its consciousness through
the death and resurrection of Jesus, and becoming of itself a
living power, the idea found in the bounds of the national
Judaism, the chief obstacle to its universal historical realization.

How these bounds were broken through, how Christianity,
instead of remaining a mere form of Judaism, although a pro-
gressive one, asserted itself as a separate, independent princi-
ple, broke loose from it, and took its stand as a new en-
franchised form of religious thought and life, egsentially differa
ing from all the national peculiarities of Judaism is the
ultimate, most important point of the primitive history of
Christianity. Here also as in the Gospel history the indi-
viduality of a single life is the peculiar object of the historical
and critical enquiry. That Christianity, in its universal historical
acceptation, was the work of the Apostle Paul is undeniably an
historical matter of fact, but in what manner he achieved this,
in what light his relations with the elder Apostles must be
viewed, whether it was in harmony with them or in contradic-

tion and opposition to them, that he. first authoritatively laid
1 *
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down principles and opinions, this it is that deserves a most
thorough and accurate inquiry. As in the Gospel history, his-
torical criticism has here two statements before it, differing
from each other, which must be weighed and compared, in
order to get from them their pure historical value. These are
the accounts contained in the Acts of the Apostles and the
historical data comprehended in the Apostle’s own Fjpistles. It
is true that ome would think that in all the cases where the
accounts in the Acts do not altogether agree with the statements
of the Apostle the latter would have such a decided claim to
suthentic truth that the contradictions in the Acts would
scarcely be worth attention, but this rule, which would seem to
spring from the nature of the case, has not up to this time been
so much followed as it deserves. Asfarasthe supposition of the
thorough identity of the statements in the Acts of the Apos-
tles and the personal declarations of the Apostle in his Epis-
tles is maintained the existing discrepancies, even when they
"cannot be' denied, are considered too slight and unimportant to
have any further weight attached to them, and in some cases
even opinions have ranged themselves on the side of the “Acts
of the Apostles, contrary to the clear assertions of the Apostle.
Thus not only is historical truth set in a false light, but the
justice and impartiality which are due to the Apostle in the in-
vestigation of his life and labours cannot be thoroughly em-
ployed. In order to show that in his relation to the other
Apostles no serious differences existed, there isno hesitation in
ascribing to him in many cases a course of action, which, if it
really took place as is stated, throws a very equivocal light on
his character. A statement of this part of the primitive history
of Christianity, undertaken on the strict foundation of historical
criticism, can therefore bo nothing but an apology for the
Apostle. Neander’s History of the Apostolic Age is so little
free from this one-sided manner of treatment, that it makes a
point of bringing the whole historical material into apparent
harmony, and in this way has aided in altering the point of view
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of the most important time of this period of the development of
Christianity. .

The Acts of the Apostles are presented then as the chief
source of the history of the apostolic life and labours of the
Apostle Paul. But the historian cannot take his stand on it
without first making himself acquainted with the position it
holds with regard to its historical object. Between the Acts of
the Apostles and the Pauline Epistles, as far as the historical
contents of the latter can be compared with the Acts of the
Apostles, there will be found in general the same relation as
between the Gospel of John and the Synoptical Gospels. The
comparison of both these sources must lead to the conclusion
that, considering the great difference between the two state-
ments, historical truth can only belong to one of them. To
which it does belong can only be decided by the undisputed
historical rule that the statement which has the greatest claim
to historical truth is that which appears most unprejudiced and
nowhere betrays a desire to subordinate its historical material
to any speeial subjective aim. Fer the history of the Apostolic
Age the Pauline Epistles take precedengce of all the other New
Testament writings, as an authentic source. On this account
the Acts must fill a secondary place; but there is also the
further critical point that the same rule which defines the rela-
tion of the Synoptical Gospels te the Gospel of John, finds its
'application in the Acts of the Apostles; whilst in this place,
and in order to indicate the standpoint of the fellowing inquiry,.
I must express this opinion on the Acts of the Apostles, that L
can find in it no purely objective statement, but only one which is:
arranged on subjective grounds; and I must also express a great.
wish to refer to a critical work. which I venture te follow all the
more, as it afforded me important results when I devoted myself
to a quite different line of work some-time ago* Schnecken-
burger designated the aim of the Acts of the Apostles as apolo~

* Schneckenburger “ iiber den Zweck der Apostlelgeschichte,” Berne, 1841. See

my review of this essay in the Jahrbiicher fiir wissenschaftliche Kritik, Marchs,
1841. No. 46.
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getic. According to the results of his inquiry, we have to
consider this work as a defence of the Apostle Paul in his
apostolic dignity and his personal and apostolic conduct, espe-
cially in Gentile matters in the face of all Jewish opposition and
censure. The idea that runs through the whole, that of a
parallel between the two Apostles Peter and Paul, lies at the
root of each of the principal parts into which the Acts of the
Apostles is divided* (Chapters i. to xii., and xiii. to the end).
The unity of the work consists in this idea; its chief tendency is
to represent the difference between Peter and Paul as unessen-
tial and trifling. To this end Paunl is made in the second part
to appear as much as possible like Peter, and Peter in the first
part as much as possible like Paul. It is sought also to make
both as nearly as possible of the same importance, so that one
may sometimes be taken for the other, which, according to the
undeniably Pauline author of the Acts of the Apostles, can only
result in favour of Paul. But, as Schneckenburger points. out,
there is wanting in the second part any proof of Paul’s righteous-
ness according to the law, (such as zealous keeping of feasts,
frequent journies to the Temple, personal asceticism, and circum-
cision ;) but on the other hand there is no trace of that side of
Paul’s piety which opposed itself to the law. The same Judaiz-
ing characteristics which meet us in the personal conduct of Paul,
are evident in the account of his official labours. Paul observed
the most fitting respect, not only towards the elder Apostles,
who so completely agreed with him (Chapter xv.), but also to-
wards - the Jewish people—especially in this, that he, as is here
brought intentionally to our notice, first proclaimed the Gospel
to the Jews, and then, when they rejected him and his Gospel,
turned to the Gentiles. Schneckenburger with much ingenuity
further endeavours to prove that all the important omissions in
the Pauline history are to be accounted for by this apologetic
tendency of the Acts. They refer to persons or facts whose

* This idea and its influence on the views or the aim of the Acts of the Apostleé
I first commented on in my treatise iiber den Ursprung des Episcopats, Tiibingen
Zeitschrift fiir Theologie, 1838, pt. 3, p. 142.
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mention or description would have given a completely different
picture of Paul to that which is exhibited by the text as it
stands, putting oat of sight altogether as this does the Jewish
prejudices and misrepresentations which we hear of in the
Pauline Epistles. The most remarkable instance of this kind
is the utter silence of the Acts of the Apostles with regard to
the scene related in the Epistle {o the Galatians between Peter
and Paul at Antioch; and with this may be connected the
omission of the name of Titus in the Acts. The first part of
the Acts is constructed in accordance with the same apologetic
aim. The Jewish opponents of the Apostle Paul, as we see
especially in the Second Epistle to the Corinthians, would not
allow that the visions which he claimed for himself were any
proof of his 'apostolic mission. In this view the vision ascribed
to Peter (Chapter x.) and its acknowledgment by the primitive
Church is of importance as an indirect legitimation of the’
Pauline visions. But this vision has reference to the conver-
sion of the first Gentile Cornelius. If therefore the Judaizers
complained that the Apostle Paul devoted himself to the con-
version of the Gentiles, whilst the Children of the Covenant
still were for the most part unbelieving, the first part states
that long before Paul, Gentiles had been baptized, and baptized
actually by Peter, the head of the Judaizers. Thus the whole
question of the admission of the Gentiles had been decided by
a divine vision, by the recognition of the primitive Church, and
by the most definite preaching and deeds of the Apostles.
Paul therefore had only to tread in the footsteps of the older
Apostle. Further, a comparison of the passages xv. 7, 14,
shows an unmistakeable design to vindicate the earlier aetivity
of Peter among the Gentiles, and through this precedent to
impress on the activity of Paul, 8o blamed by some, the seal of
legitimacy given by the assembled primitive Church. Above
all, it is obvious how desirous the author of the Acts of the
Apostles is to show how Peter began the conversion of the
Gentiles. He did this by divine command after the indifference
of the Jews in general had been proved.
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Schneckenburger rightly finds another great proof of this
apologetic tendency of the Acts of the Apostles in the fact that
whilst the second part makes Paul believe and speak as much
as possible in conformity with Judaizing claims, the same prin-
ciples of equal participation by Jews and Gentiles in the Messi-
anic salvation which Paul so circumstantially develops in the
Epistle to the Romans, are laid down and pronounced to be
real by the Jewish-Christian Apostle, in the first part. The
universality of Christianity and the lawfulness of preaching to
the Gentiles were so decidedly recognised by Peter that no
doubt can be entertained that in the opinion ot the narrator this
doctrine has been already indicated in the words of Jesus,
Acts i. 8.

Schneckenburger has incontestably proved that the Acts
of the Apostles was composed from this apologetic point
of view. If it is still further asked whether it was written
exclusively in this apologetic interest, whether it does not
.also contain passages which cannot well be even reconciled
with such a purpose, and in which the general aim seems
to be to furnish a historical statement, we can even in this
case find nothing of any importance which is in contra-
diction to the decidedly apologetic aim. The second part,
which is occupied exclusively with the Apostle Paul, offers no
difficulty in this respect, for we can perceive on reflection, that
although the accounts of the travels of the Apostle contain more
personal and special details than are required by the apologetic
.aim, still we can also undoubtedly see that the account itself
throughout presents features in which the same aim of the
author can be easily traced.

In the first part indeed the purely historical interest would
seem to predominate over the apologetic one, if we did not take
into consideration that the author in the parallel which he has
in view must first have been certain of the necessary historical
basis, and also that his apologetic aim must have been indirectly
forwarded to a considerable extent by the care and accuracy
which he brings to bear on his account of the circumstances
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and arrangements of the first Christian Church. He keeps back
with the greatest care the especial Judaizing side of the primi-
tive Church, hoping by this means to further all the more the
shief aim of his work, the apology for the Apostle Paul, which
thus takes the character of a simple historical narrative. In
reality we ought not to set the apologetic in such direct opposition
to the historical interest, that when the first is established the
second will not unite with it, for the apologetic aim will even
grow out of the established historical foundation. Another and
much more important question here introduces itself, namely,
how the supposition of the apologetic aim of the Acts of the
Apostles to which we have referred, stands with regard to the his-
torical trustworthiness of the work and the authorship of Luke ?
Schneckenburger seeks to avoid as much as possible the awk-
ward conclusion which might be deduced in this point of view
from the result of his investigations. He refutes very carefully
the opinions of those who differ from him, by saying they seem
to throw a doubt on the historical trustworthiness of the Acts,
and pronounces repeatedly and decidedly in favour of the theory
that Luke was the author. But it is not possible for him to
" carry out his view of the aim of the Acts without sometimes
granting more than seems to be compatible with the supposi-
tion of its being the work of an author standing in so close a
connexion with the Apostle. Looked at in this light, how sus-
picious are such admissions as the following: Luke evidently
did not intend to include in his plan a complete historical pic-
ture of Paul, but as pleasing an one as possible. He may not
bave incorporated in his work any unhistorical feature, yet
there are wanting, in the interests of strict impartiality, fhe chief
features of the Pauline character which meet us in his own
writings (p. 58). The picture it presents of Paul and his
labours s a partial one, not in conformity with the description
he gives of himself in the Epistles, either in generalities or in
special details, and is one that a Paulinist would not hav® repre-
sented without some subordinate apologetic aim (p. 92). There
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may be really some difficulty in reconciling the later historical
facts of the Judaizing of Peter with the Pauline teachings and
labours which are attributed to Peter in the first part, and un-
doubtedly in the second part Paul seems to have altered more
to accommodate himself to the Jewish wishes and prejudices than
in fact was the case. At any rate, the characteristic Pauline
decisiveness nowhere appears either in teaching or action
(p- 210). That the author could not entirely get over the
Apostle’s journey to Jerusalem and the facts so closely depen-
dent on it, but for that very reason may have attributed quite
different motives to the journey (p. 113); that the objective
succession of events are internally improb'able (p. 145) ; thathe
has permitted himself to use an unhistorical hyperbole (p. 182),
&c. &c. All this Schneckenburger cannot deny ; he accord-
ingly passes over such points very lightly, and above all is most
careful to prevent any suspicion of historical fiction from at-
taching to the author of the Acts of the Apostles. But after
these admissions it is not possible that his historical trustworthi-
ness should remain completely undisturbed.

Any writer who is purposely silent upon so many points, and
thereby places the facts of his narrative in a different light,
cannot certainly be considered as just and conscientious ;
especially when, as soon as he finds it his interest to do so, he
places himself in a wrong position with regard to true history.
If we go through the whole series of special instances, in which
the designed parallel between the two Apostles, made in the
Acts of the Apostles, is indicated by Schneckenburger, and
then carefully consider how analogous is the one to the other;
who can believe that the author has taken all this only from the
history lying before him, with the simple intention of choosing
what was best for his purpose. This remarkable fact leads us
to the assumption of a special aim ; but what is gained by that
assumption, if the fact remdins ? If matters really are as they are
here represented, we can only consider the author as useful for
mere reference, and it must be in the highest degree doubtful
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whether he held the apologetic view he adopts, which he never
once distinctly explains.

It is certainly apparent that a decided apologetic feeling lies
at the root of his statet.llent, and therefore it must be doubtful
whether we can have a purely historical relation from him : and
it can scarcely be denied that possibly, if not probably, he has
in many cases altered the true history, not only negatively, by
ignoring actions and circumstances which bear essentially on
his subject matter, but also positively.

The most weighty reason for this opinion is, that the Paul of
the Acts is manifestly quite a different person from the Paul of
the Epistles. ¢ Evidently,” says Schneckenburger himself
(p. 150), “ we do not here get a full and entire account of
Paul’s relation to the law, but a one-sided one, and there is
really nothing laid before us by which we can form an opinion
of the other side of this relation.”” When the author, who in
the historical narrative of Paul, describes him so exactly, and
who represents the accusation of his unfaithfulness to the law
as a slander, by making him perform an act of legal conformity
(Acts xxi. 20, &c.), in regard to which Paul can only clear him-
self by the exercise of the subtlest casuistry, (Romans iii. 31.
véuov oV karapyovpev da riic wloTewe, GANa véuov {orduev), the
conjecture is surely allowable that a special purpose is to be
served in presenting Paul to the readers of the Acts in this
particular light.

The two views which together make one Paul are, in fact, so
divergent and heterogeneous that, although the author may be
valuable as an historically faithful referee, the connection that
is necessary to harmonize them is by no means self-evident,
and must after all be sought for in the Apostle himself, that is
to say; the historical character of the author can only be main-
tained at the cost of the moral character of the Apostle. When
the whole bearing of the case, as set forth in accordance with
Schneckenburger’s investigation, is considered, it is impossible
for us to remain within the limits which hc sets to himself,
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where they appear to be only arbitrary ; the results of his in-
quiries draw us on from the mere supposition of an apologetic
aim to a much further point, which places the question as to
the aim of the Acts of the Apostles and its author in a different
position. If the idea of an undeniablyexisting apologetic interest
be maintained then follows the unanswerable question— What
can have decided the author to sacrifice historical truth to this
bias? That this can only have been done on very weighty grounds
is certainly a natural supposition, but these grounds do not eon-
cern the person of the Apostle, or any matters which touch him
very nearly. Why then, if the Apostle needed an apology,
could not the best apology have been found in an open historical
detail of his apostolic life and labours ? in the entire results of
his whole conduct in his apostolie calling? The reasons for
the mode of treatment really pursued can only be sought for in
circumstances which, in the interest of the community, made
such concession necessary on the part of a disciple of Paul.
These circumstances took place at a time when, in consequence
of all those efforts which we see from the Epistles of the Apostle
himself were made in the most strenuous manner by his Jewish-
Christian opponents, the Pauline doctrine was se severely
repressed that it could only maintain itself through a concession,
which modified the hardness and bluffness of its opposition to
the law and Judaism, and by this means put itself into a position
as far as possible harmonizing the antagonistic views of the
powerful Jewish-Christian party opposed to him. As far as we
ean follow the course of these circumstances we find it undeni-
able that they did exist, that they extended far into the second
century, and that they were powerful eneugh during that
period when a newly-established Church was rising out of the
eonflict of heterogeneous elements, to produce other literary
results of a similar tendency. If we keep clearly in view these
eircumstances in their connection and in the meaning they took
in their gradual development, we- shall be carried. on by them to
& point when we ¢an no longer maintain the authorship of Luke,
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as far as regards the Acts of the Apostles,in the form in which
we possess them. Still it may not be impossible that prepara-
tions, collections, narratives, chronicles, especially those con-
cerning the last journey of the Apostle, from the hand of Luke
may be the foundation of the Acts. That the name of Luke has
been prefixed to it presupposes only that as its whole purpose is
preeminently devoted to the life and labours of the Apostle Paul,
the work is evidently written in his interest, and can only have
proceeded from the immediate circle of the Apostle. Was not
this in the mind of the author, when in one place he allows him-
self, by the expression “ We,” to be brought forward as in
existing and intimate relations with the person under consider-
ation? Who is it that speaks of himself in this form ? He calls
himself by no name—the name of Luke nowhere occurs in the
Acts of the Apostles—but as Luke (Colossians iv. 14) is
represented as standing in such close relations with Paul, why
should not the author have put himself by the use of “We”’ in
the place of Luke, and identified himself with him ? Perhaps
an existing account of the journey from the hand of Luke was
the cause of this. In such passages the author is very willing
to be considered as one person with Luke ; but he does not
dare as the writer of the Acts of the Apostles, to come forward
openly in the character of Luke, for he was well aware of the
difference in dates, and could not so completely forego his own
identity. The apologetic interest of his statement does not
depend on its historical character, but limits and modifies it.
Unhistorical as it appears in many points, on which we can
bring to bear proofs from the Apostle’s own declarations, it is
on the other hand in agreement in many instances with other
passages in the received history of that time. The Acts of the
Apostles therefore, although it must be judged of in quite a
different manner from that generally employed, with regard to
its anthor, its aim, and the time of its production, remains a
highly-important source of the History of the Apostolic Age.
It is, however, a source which needs strict historical criticism
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before it can win a place as a trustworthy historical picture of
the persons and circumstances of which it treats. The foregoing
remarks may be useful as indicating a general standpoint from
which to conduct the historical examination of the life and
labours of the Apostle Paul.. The fixing of the historicsl value
and character of the Acts of the Apostles depends chiefly on
the answer to the question—How does it stand related to the
historical contents of the Pauline Epistles f and the sentence
pronounced must in the first place be founded on the strictest
inquiry into the most important moments in the history of the
life of the Apostle. This inquiry into the life and labours of the
Apostle, resting on the criticism of the Acts of the Apostles,
is the most important object of a statement comprehending the
whole historical meaning. The results of this inquiry can only
be judged of in the first place by the historical position of the
Pauline Epistles, and by the question—To what extent the
Epistles, ascribed to the Apostle, are to be held as genuine;
and from this it follows that a true explanation of the Pauline
teachings can’ only be given on the foundation of those Apos-
tolic teachings which are accepted as genuine. The whole sub-
ject then divides itself into three closely-connected parts. 1.
The life and work of the Apostle. 2. The historical position
and meaning of his Epistles. 8. The subjects and relations of
his teaching.
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THE LIFE AND WORK OF THE
APOSTLE PAUL.

CHAPTER 1.
THE CHURCH AT JERUSALEM BEFORE TEE APOSTLE’S CONVERSION.

THE conversion of the Apostle Paul to Christianity /% so im-
portant an event in the history of the recently established
Church, that it can only be properly conceived by taking into
consideration the position which the Church had occupied during
the short time of its existence. But the only thing of which we
have any certainty during this earliest period, is that which is
8o closely connected with the name of the Apostle Paul, and to
which he himself bears witness (Galatians i. 18, 23, 1 Corin-
thians iv. 9), namely, that he became a Christian and an Apostle
from being a persecutor of the Christian Church. Even in the
earliest times persecutions had fallen on the Church at Jerusa-
lem. Persecutions are spoken of in the Acts of the Apostles,
but in such a manner that historical criticism must bring its
right of doubt and denial to bear on the statement.

When in the well-known manner, into which we will not here
further inquire, the Christian Church, so weak in the beginning,
had organized itself, first inwardly by the power of the Spirit
imparted to it as the principle of a new animating conscious-
ness,* and then outwardly after the rapid increase of its num-
bers, by the first regulations of its social life, a series of measures
was taken against the Apostles by the Jewish rulers, induced
by a miracle of healing wrought on a man lame from his birth

* Compare, with respect to the occurrences at the Pentecost, my treatise in the
Theol. Studien und Kritiken 1838 p. 618, for the newest researches on the yAdooaic
AaAZv in the first Christian Church.


file:///a/Uv

16 THE LIFE AND WORK OF

by the Apostles Peter and John on their way to the Temple. The
description of this first persecution of the Apostles is charac-
terized by the same idealizing tendency which is especially seen
in the delineation of the primitive Church. In the statement
as a whole, as well as in its individual features, a design is
evident which it is impossible to consider as the natural histo-
rical result bf the facts. In short, the Apostles must appear in
their full glory. From the beginning, this glorification s the
aim of the narration of the chief occurrences as well as that of
the individual minor circumstances attending them. The great-
ness and superiority of the Apostles, whose glorification is the
object in view, are put in a still clearer light, and are brought
all the more prominently forward, as such a treatment tends
also to exhibit the shame and humiliation of the opposite party.
This is the more palpable as it is very evident that events are
related in the most exciting manner possible by all the means
at command, and with the greatest parade. Everything is cal-
culated to advance this end. As soon.as the Apostles were
seized in consequence of the miracle and of the discourse de-
livered after its performance, preparation was made to treat the
affair with all gravity and the greatest formality. Early on the
next morning (for there was no time left for such a proceeding
on the evening of the preceding day) chapter iv. 8, the mem-
bers of the Sanhedrim, the Elders and Scribes, Annas and
Caiaphas, the High Priests, of whom we hear at the condemna-
tion of Jesus, and all those who belonged to their party assem-
bled together. No one whose name was of any irdportance
must be wanting. Even all those members of the Sanhedrim
who from various circumstances were not present in Jerusalem
were obliged to return in all haste to the capital* in order to
take part in the proceedings. And what resulted from all this ?
Nothing more than that the whole assembled Sanhedrim allowed

* So must these words be taken, iv. 5: ovvay8ijvai—eic ‘Ispovealiju, where eig
does not mean so much as ¢v, and must not be taken as stating that the dwellers in
Jerusalem had assembled in Jerusalem.
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itself to be told by the two Apostles under examination that
the cause of this judicial inquiry against them was a good deed
wrought on a suffering man, and that the worker of this miracle
was Jesus Christ of Nazareth, by them crucified and slain, and
to whose saving name this healing wrought on a suffering man
gave undeniable testimony.*

In order to strengthen still further the impression which can-
not fail to have been made on the Sanhedrim, we are carefully
shown how much it had been mistaken in its estimate of the
Apostles. It had taken them for uneducated persons of low
rank, who at the condemnation of Jesus had’ given sa many
proofs of their weakness and timidity, but now it greatly won-
dered at them for the boldness and magnanimity with which
they behaved, iv. 18. This change in the Apostles is mentioned
as now perceived for the first time by the members of the San-
hedrim with much astonishment, although they must have seen
with what kind of men they had to deal by those occurrences in
the Temple, which had so roused their attention. This incom-
prehensible want of perception in the Sanhedrim is made use of
in the interests of the Apostles under examination. Even this
is not enough : the greatest difficulty brought forward, which
the Sanhedrim must have had to meet and struggle with, was
the presence of the lame man who had been healed, which testi-
fied in the highest degree to the truth of the claims of the
Apostles. If it is asked how it came to pass that the lame man
who had beer healed was present at this transaction, the account
says only, iv. 14: rov 82 dvlpwmov BAémovrec odv abroic éorira
Tov relepamevpuévov obdtv- elxov avramelv, and the interpreters
cannot say anything in explanation of this certainly remarkable
occurrence. Had he, as at first would appear, been himself
summoned to the assembly of the Sanhedrim, or had he (as has
been already remarked by the author, iii. 11) never left the
Apostles’ side since the time of the cure wrought on him, but
' * The words iv. 13: ¢meyivwoxdy re adrodg ¢ odv 1§ 'Inood *fjoay, take theﬁ

new meaning for the first time when used in this assembly.
2
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had followed them to prison and from prison to the judgment
hall? Whether we assume the one or the other to have been
the case, the members of the Sanhedrim evidently so lost self-
command at the presence of this man (which they could have
hardly admitted) that they could not meet the defendants in
the least thing touching the chief points of the inquiry, although
they must have known that they would have to do so; thus
showing a want of forethought unexampled in such &’ court.
In fact the members of the Sanhedrim did not know what they
wanted ; the points which they ought to have well considered
and settled beforehand, they first thought of when assembled—
what had been plainly seen by all Jerusalem then first flashed
on their blinded eyes. If this miracle was such a public one
(iv. 16), they could not have been in ignorance of it—they must
before that time have been in a situation to come to some con-
clusion in what manner best to meet the assertions of the
Apostles. That the matter had no further result before such
blind and weak-minded judges as these members of the Sanhe-
drim appear throughout the whole narrative to have been, is the
only thing about which no wonder can be felt, although a cer-
tain amount of surprise must be excited as to how the writer
could have thought that he had accounted for the failure of the
whole proceeding (really owing to the confusion of the Sanhe-
drim), by the remark that nothing could be done for fear of the
people, iv. 21. If the people had been so much to be feared, the
rulers would never have dared to seize and imprison the
Apostles (iv. 3) in the midst of their discourse to the assembled
crowd astonished by the miracle. All this can only be disre-
garded by taking a standpoint from which- the Apostles are
thought to be the more glorified the more the ill deeds of their
enemies are brought forward to their humiliation and con-
fusion.

This is however but the first part of this transaction, which,
if not altogether dramatic in its development, at least tends in
that direction. A second part follows, which is but a mere
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repetition of the first with this important difference, that every-
thing in it is on a larger scale. It now appears that not merely
one, but a great many miracles had been worked, not only on
one suffering man, but on sick and suffering of all kinds; and
the vigilance of their enemies was again directed to the Apostles,
not because a great crowd of people came to them from Jeru-
salem only, but also from all the neighbouring cities. As in
the first instance it was the two Apostles Peter and John who
were seized and thrown into prison, and then brought before
the Sanhedrim, now it is the whole number of the Apostles who
are so treated.* The first time their enemies had at least so
far got possession of the two Apostles that they kept them in
prison through the night and were able to produce them the
next morning before the Sanhedrim. But now the Apostles
who were in prison were freed in the night by an angel of the
Lord, who led them out of the prison and commanded them to
teach as before in the Temple, and when the next morning the
assembled Sanhedrim in full solemn conclave caused the
Apostles to be summoned before them by their servants, they
were astonished by the news that the gates of the prison had
been found most carefully closed and the guard standing before
the door, but on opening the prison no one was therein. In
the perplexity in which the members of the Sanhedrim were
now plunged, they accidentally received tidings that the men
who had been put in prison were in the Temple holding dis-
course before the people. The Apostles allowed themselves to
be entrested with gentle words to present themselves again
before the Sanhedrim. Force would not have availed, as the
people the day before the imprisonment of the Apostles would
have stoned the Temple keeper and his servants. But when
the Apostles repeated their former declaration that they ought

* They are now throughout spoken of simply as, oi dwéorodot, v. 18, 29, 49; as
also the signs and wonders which gave cause to the expression: did rdv xepdv rav
éwooré\wy dyévero, V. 12; when immediately before the question is of dmavreg,
i.6. dwéorolot,

9 %
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to obey God rather than man, and that God the Father had
raised the Crucified Jesus from the dead, the same scene was
renewed. Great was the exasperation, and the turn which the
affair seemed to be taking was so important at this point, that
the actual consequences afford a striking contrast to the in-
tentions and arrangements of the opposing party, and the slight
punishment which, in addition to the insignificant prohibition,
was laid on the Apostles only served to intensify their convic-
tion: &r. vwip -Tov Ovduaroc avrov karnEidOneav arwaclivar,
v. 41. .

In all this who can see anything else than an enhanced and
exaggerated repetition of the narrative of the scene already re-
lated, having for its foundation the idea of setting forth the
Apostles in their full greatness and worth, in the glorified light
of the higher power, under whose protection and guidance they
stood? If we can see mo natural connexion and result from
the circumstances as they were first related, how great does the
improbability become when the same occurrences are represented
as happening for the second time with exaggerated details ?
The simple putting together of the separate points through
which the whole of the events related move, cannot possibly
make any other impression on an unprejudiced mind. It is
self-evident that if a well-digested judgment on the probability
or improbability of the whole is to be pronounced, all the facts
of the narrative ought to be taken together and considered in
their relation to each other. The affair however appears in a
totally different light in the statement given by Neander, as
follows :  Meanwhile the great work which the Apostles had
performed before the eyes of the people (the healing of the lame
man), the power of the word of Peter, the fruitless trial of force,
resulted in increasing the number of the disciples to two thou-
sand.”*

When the Apostles, without troubling themselves about the
command of the Sanhedrim, had (as they declared openly they

* The conversion of .the two thousand is however reported before the trial of
miraculous power.



Caar. 1.] THE CHURCH AT JERUSALEX. 21

would do) worked more and more with word and deed to spread
the Gospel, it could not be otherwise than that they should
again be brought before the Sanhedrim as refractory. When
the President of the Sanhedrim reproved them for their dis-
obedience ; Peter renewed his first protestation (v. 29). The
words of Peter had already excited the rage of the Sadducees
and fanatics, and the voices of many were raised for the death
of the Apostles, but among the crowd of angry men one voice
of moderating wisdom made itself heard, we see clearly that
the words of Gamaliel protected the Apostles from suffering
the usual punishment of scourging in consequence of their dis-
obedience to the commands of the Sanhedrim, and subsequently
caused the former prohibition to be renewed.*
Represented in this light the whole affair takes a different
position, but is this representation a correct one? By what
right does it ignore the miraculous release of the Apostles from
prison, which is of such great momentin this part of the narra-
tive, when the release itself is told as a miracle, and not merely
as an incidental minor occurrence? If the silence about this
event had its foundation in the fact that the narrative without
it would seem to be simpler, more natural, and more probable,
it would also seem to give roomfor a doubt which would change
the whole aspect of the affair, and on this account it must not
be passed over in silence, but be very carefully considered. With
the same justice which throws a doubt on this part of the nar-
rative, we may also doubt about another portion, and thus
arises the inevitable question what especially in the whole
section is historical and unhistorical? But to omit everything
which does not suit the theory entertained, and to use the rest
of the materials with the modifications which such omissions
render necessary—to interpolate as auxiliary aids,} now this

* Geschichte der Pflanzung und Leitung der Christl. Kirche durch die Apostel.
Ed. 1841. vol. i. p. 62.

1 Neander allows himself to make use of such an aid, page 62, in reference to iv.
1-22, when he conjectures thus : * Perhaps also the secret (if not absolutely deolared)
friends which the cause of Christ possessed from the first among the members of the
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event and now that, in order to make the whole hang well to-
gether and appear probable, and then to present the results of
the omissions and additions in a narrative thug treated, as an
undoubtedly veracious historical relation,'is nothing else than
the acknowledged rationalistic method, which makesits own arbi-
trary history. And even if this method does not strictly carry out
its rationalistic principles, but takes miracle (which it here sets
on one side) under its protection, and considers it as a substan-
tial element of a continuous narrative of the objective side of
the events, then it is easy to see where such a method of treat-
ment must lead, and how necessary the alternative becomes
either to confine ourselves to a simple, literally correct narra-
tive of the facts, or to allow historical criticism (if we cannot
altogether ignore its existence) full scope to exercise its rights.

If in the narrative as a whole we recognize this tendency in
the development of the chief events, we see it no less in the
minor occurrences, but in some respects more clearly and un-
mistakeably. The Apostles are throughout represented as
exalted, superhuman beings, who affect all around them by
their indwelling, supernatural, miraculous power, who, with
imposing mien, exert an influence over assembled crowds, and
draw to themselves with irresistible power all who listen to
their preaching. How clearly is this expressed when we are
told that great fear fell mpon the whole Church, and upon all
who heard these things in consequence of the miracles which
were performed : v.11.} How vividly the impression that their
greatness made is delineated when we hear, that when they, 4.e.

Sanhedrim operated in favour of the accused.” Secret friends of the cause of
Christ among the members of the Sanhedrim ! How far this idea is removed from
anything that is related in the Acts! From what can such a completely arbitrary
and improbable hypothesis 4rise ? Apparently from the fact that all the relations
of the affair have not been understood. But this hypothesis granted —is the problem
even thensolved ? Solittle is this the case that another difficulty is even raised,
which is artistically concealed, and as much as possible ignored. There is nothing
more blameable than a method of treating history, which instead of looking freely
openly, and impartially at events from their own foundation, sets its own arbitrary
ideas in the place of historical truth.
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the Apostles, were all together in the Porch of Solomon, where
the largest assemblies usually gathered, they composed a single
isolated group, which no man dared to approach, and the univer-
sally high estimation in which they were held is expressed by the
fact that the people kept at a certain distance * from those whom
they held to be superior, superhuman, perhaps magic beings,
whom no man ought to approach. The idealized picture of the
Apostles, which is visible throughout the whole account, is here
clearly and decidedly expressed.

The bright light which is shed over the assembled Apostles
centres itself in its richest glory on the person of the Apostle
Peter, who stands at the head of the twelve. In the first divi-
sion of the account, iii. v. the Apostle John shares this pre-
eminence with the Apostle Peter—but in the rest of the narra-
tive it is only the Apostle Peter who is raised above his fellow
Apostles in the same proportion in which they are raised above
other men. Whilst the Apostles colleétiviely perform signs
and wonders in great numbers, the Apostle Peter’s very
shadow brings about these miraculous results, and when at the
first trial John is at least mentioned as being with Peter, iv. 19,
at the second Peter alone is spoken of, and represented as being
the spokesman of the rest. But the chief point of the apostolic
activity of Peter is the miracle which was worked on Ananias
and Sapphira. It may be taken as a fact that these two persons
were on historical grounds considered accursed in the history of
the first Christian Church. They may have exhibited a course
of thought and action directly opposed to the example of self-
sacrifice and unselfishness given by Barnabas, who is placed in
direct contrast with them ; this may have caused their names to
be so hated and despised that in their death, which immediately

* dmwavreg, v. 12, is commonly taken as referring not merely to the Apostles but
to Christians generally. Zeller also «“ Apostelgesch.” page 125, brings this forward
in favour of the theory that a community existed, ii. 42, 44, 48. But v. 12, has to
do with the psya)\é)\s‘v of the Apostles, on account of what proceeded from them,
and as through this a ¢é30¢ seized the mdoa écxAnoia, they reverentially avoided
setting entirely aside such beings (xoAAdo6ac).
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followed, men could only see divine punishment—but all this
is so intimately connected with the view here taken of the
wvebpa dywov which is represented as the divine actuating prin-
ciple of the Apostles, that it cannot be divided from it, and
indeed, can only be explained by it. As the wvevua dyov, ani-
mating all Christians, is a divine principle, imparting to them
an elevated and peculiar character, so it is bestowed in a special
manner on the Apostles. Their human individuality stands in
so secondary a place to this animating divine principle that
they seem to be only the instruments and organs of it, and all
‘that they do bears in itself an unmistakeably divine character.
In this sense must be taken the words of Peter, when as the
first Apostle in whom the wvebua Gyiov resided in its full
strength and importance, he said to Ananias, v. 4, ovx dfedow
avlpdwoic, aA\a T Oeg. But if a striking representation were
needed of the activity of this principle dwelling in the Apostles
and of the divine character imparted to them by it—how could
this be better made than by narrating a case in which a doubt
is cast on it, thereby putting the Holy Spirit itself to the proof.
This happened with regard to Ananias and his wife Sapphira,
inasmuch as they had agreed together on a course of conduct
the results of which could only take place on the supposition
that the divine principle animating the AYostles did not bestow
on them divine omniscience, which one would have thought the
most essential attribute of the wvevua dywov. What other result
could follow from such a course of conduct than the divinely
decreed punishment of both by sudden death ? For they had
sinned not against man, but against the organs of the Divine
Spirit, against God himself.

There would be no necessity to speak of the endeavours to
put a natural interpretation on this event, which have been made
by Heinrichs and other interpreters, if this mode of explanation
had not received fresh support and authority from Neander.
For it is nothing else but an endeavour of this kind which
Neander makes, when he says, page 38 : ““If we reflect what
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Peter was in the eyes of Ananias: how the hypocritical, super-
stitious man must have been dismayed and astonished at seeing
his lie brought to light—how the reproving holy earnestness of
a man, speaking with such divine insight into his conscience,
must have worked on his alarmed mind, and the fear of punish-
ment from a holy God must have seized hmn : then we do not
find it so inconceivably difficult to believe that the words of the
Apostle brought about this great event, and that the divine and
the natural are here brought together in the closest con-
nection.”

. According to this, we have to look at the death of Ananias as
a natural event, that it may be taken as such psychologically.
But, even if such an event as sudden death, as the direct
psychological consequence of a violent mental shock is not im-
possible, the case before us cannot be considered from this
standpoint. The rarer and more uncommon such a death is, the
more unlikely is it to have happened twice consecutively in the
space of three hours. For the death of Sapphira must be treated
in the same manner, and Neander does not hesitate to give
it the same psychological explanation: ‘“ When Sapphira,
without being at all aware of what had happened, after
a lapse of three hours entered the assembly, Peter first
.of all endeavoured by questioning her; to work on her con-
science. But when, without being induced to reflect, or
persuaded to repent, she persisted in her dissimulation, Peter
accused her Jf agreeing with her husband to try the Spirit
of God, whether or not it could be deceived by their hypocrisy.
He then proceeded to threaten her with the divine punishment
which had just overtaken her husband. The words of Peter
strengthened in their effect by the impression made on the
conscience of the deceiving woman by the dreadful occurrence,
operated in the same manner as in the case of her husband just
before.” If such an event (granting that it really occurred) is
in the highest degree uncommon, its immediate recurrence de-
prives it of all probability. But if we set it aside for this
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reason, the narrative of the author leaves us no other alternative
than the supposition of an evident miracle. The sentence of
Peter on Ananias is spoken in so threatening a tone, that the
death of Ananias immediately succeeding it can only appear
as the completion of the threatened punishment. This is seen
even more distinctly in the speech addressed to Sapphira :
“idod of wédec Tov Oafdvrwr Tov @vdpa oov, imi i Oipe kal
tkoloovai o¢,” v. 9. A death which follows immediately on
such a decided declaration cannot be looked on as accidental,
but as an intentional, miraculously-performed act. If it be con-
sidered as a merely accidental, natural event not happening
according to the expressed intention of the Apostle, a new doubt
arises, namely, whether it would not have been the duty of the
Apostle, when so shortly before he had seen so unexpected and
fatal a result of his words, rather to endeavour to moderate than
to enhance the impression which could not fail be made on
Sapphira? Without the adoption of the miraculous theory, no
satisfactory meaning can be attached to this narrative. But if
the natural explanation, as Neander gives it, is not meant to be
taken in its entirety, it may be looked on as a gentle way of
uniting the anti-miraculous and miraculous theories—a way by
which, when he had learnt to look at the supernaturalism of the
miracle as something natural, he was enabled again to merge
the natural into the supernatural.

There is nothing in this connection said by Neander about a
divine punishment, which here would be an important matter,
in order to secure the first operations of the Holy Spirit from
the admixture lof the most dangerous poison, and to secure
a proper respect for the apostolic authority ; but it must be ex-
pressly remarked that the Divine and the Natural appear here to
be in the closest connection. In what light we ought to view this
connection between the Divine and the Natural, Olshausen tells
us rather more clearly, by reminding us that “the absolute distinc-
tion between the natural and supernatural is not indispensable—
there is nothing to prevent us from giving a purely natural ex-
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planation of the death of :Ananias; but by the adoption of this
theory the miraculous character of the event is not set aside.
The natural itself becomes miraculous through its adaptation to
the circumstances and surroundings, and such is the case with
this death, which, taken in connection with the sentence of the
Apostle spoken in the power of the Spirit, and penstrating
Ananias like a sword, self-convicting him of sin, was in reality
a miracle ordered by a higher power.”” But what end do these
half measures in investigation serve ? The absolute distinction
between the natural and supernatural is indispensable, for the
idea of miracle demands such a distinction ; as a miracle, if it is
not something essentially or absolutely different from the
natural, is not a miracle at all. But the illogical blending of
two essentially different ideas—the neutralizing of the natural
and supernatural into an indifferent third, which on the one hand
shall be as much natural as supernatural, but on the other hand
neither supernatural nor natural, is exactly nothing at all. Two
views only can be taken of this event. The death of Ananias
and Sapphira was either natural—the natural result of terror
and the consequence of an apoplectic fit, and for that very
reason no miracle, and not the result of the will or words of the
Apostle—or it was a miracle, and then not the mere result of
fear and apoplexy, for even if fear and apoplexy were the im-
mediate cause of the death, they did not operate in a natural
manner, or the death would have been no miracle; but they
had this result,cowing to the will of the Apostle and the divine
miraculous power accompanying his words. It is therefore
clear, that if so great an importance is attached to the naturalistic
theory of Neander and Olshausen, which states that a strictly
natural construction may be put on the death of Ananias and
Sapphira, the true point of sight is totally displaced. Attendant
minor causes are made into principal ones in an illogical manner ;
and a third set of incidental causes brought into view, of which
the narrative says nothing, because the narrator is very far from
supposing that what he relates as miracle would ever be taken
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for an accidental natural event. If we decide on adopting the
strictly miraculous theory, the miracle remains in its severity,
and the less this severity is in unison with the rest of the New
Testament miracles, or vindicates itself on satisfactory grounds,
the more justly will this miracle be brought under criticism
which must throw a doubt on the historical character of the
whole passage to which it belongs.

We will here glance at the whole series of circumstances
which are related concerning this miracle. The glorification of
the Apostles is the aim to which everything tends, together
with the exhibition of them as high, super-human unapproach-
able beings, in direct contrast to their enemies. This is worked
out generally by completely ignoring any satisfactory connexion
of ideas, thus betraying that one dominant intention underlies
the whole account ; and a miracle, such as the one under notice,
can have no claim to be judged from any other point of view.
In its entirety it serves only as an introduction to, or as the
cause of the following events, and bears all the tokens of such
an aim. The desire of enhancing the glory of the Apostles
requires the enemies of the cause of Jesus to be represented as
taking fresh steps, necessarily involving their own shame and
humiliation. But, above all, the attention of their opponents
had to be directed anew to the Apostles. On this account some-
thing had to take place, to which indifference would be no
longer possible. The cause of Jesus must win the sympathy of
the people, the preaching of the Apostles must cause a very
considerable increase in the number of believers. But the
preaching of the Apostles had not of itself produced such great
results, therefore a great point must be made, the interest of
the people must be aroused by some event of a palpable and
striking nature. How could this be better effected, than by a
miracle worked by the Apostles? But it was not every miracle
that would have served this purpose. It could only be one
which would not have a merely transitory importance, but one
which, by its very nature, could excite and arrest public atten-



Caar. 1] THE CHURCH AT JERUSALEM. 29

tion. No miracle could better fulfil these conditions than the
healing of the man lame from his birth, who had never walked
before, but who immediately used the power given to him in
such a manner, that all eyes were instantly drawn towards the
miracle that had been wrought. The narrative itself represents
the miracle from this point of view. As soon as it is performed
the lame man springs up, walks about, accompanies the Apostles
to the Temple, walking and leaping and praising God, and
publishing what had happened to-him, so that all the people
saw him, and were filled with wonder and astonishment at the
change, iii. 8-10. He even remained an inseparable companion
of the two Apostles, in order that, by the side of the worker of
the miracle, he might bear witness to the miracle worked, iii. 11;
and appear with the Apostles at the judicial meeting of the
Sanhedrim, without anyone knowing how he obtained admit-
tance. Then again, the narrative relates carefully how publicly
known the miracle had become throughout Jerusalem, and how
it had been the more recognized as a highly-extraordinary event,
because the lame man was known as a beggar, of more than forty
years old, who sat daily at the gate of the Temple, iii. 2, 4, 14,
16, 21, 22. As soon as the dominant idea of the whole is
rightly understood, how clearly shown is the relation in which
each separate feature stands to the whole—how necessary one
seems to the other ! And if the historical character of the chief
occurrences must be doubted, how little can we hold as his-
torical facts, the individual minor circumstances, which farnish
us with the motive and are the groundwork of what follows.
Every individual trait shows plainly the internal intentional
connexion which binds the whole together, in order that the end
at which it aims may be advanced.

This peculiar idealizing tendency of the whole account does
not affect the Apostles exclusively, the glorifying ray of its
light shines also on the whole Church of the Believers. The
glory which falls to the share of the Apostles concerns especially
the Holy Spirit which dwelt in and animated them; but it is
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the same Spirit with which all the believers are filled. In them
also this Spirit is a divine principle, which raises them above
the general modes of action, and makes them shine in a higher
light. In this light they are represented in both the short
accounts, ii. 42-47; iv. 32-37; in which the peculiar aim of the
author is to give a universal characteristic to the first Christian
Church of that time. That which is reported of the Apostles,.
namely, that they shared the wonder, honour and love of the
whole population of Jerusalem, is also the distingunishing praise
won by the first Christian Church. ’Evyévero 8 wdon Yvxa
60, ii. 43 ; Exovrec xdpv wpdc BAov 1OV Aady, ii. 47 ; xdpic
Te ueydAn fv imi wdvrac abroig, iv. 33. It is self-evident how
little the persecution of the Christians, which broke out so soon
afterwards, confirms this account. Such a representation of
the relations of the first Christian Church to the whole people,
can only be the result of a desire to embellish—and every
feature in the narrative testifies to this. The favourable im-
pression, which arouses good-will and trust made by the Church
on the people, must in accordance with the rest of the
narrative, have been mainly owing to the spirit of unity and
harmony which animated all the members of this body, bound
them together, and showed itself especially in their social
arrangements with regard to the general community of goods
established among them by the division of property. We should
expect to have here a correct historical representation of the
gocial relations of the primitive Church; but that this is
by no means the case must be granted by those even
who have the highest opinion of the historical credibility
of the Acts of the Apostles. “In the narrative of the
Acts [itself,” remarks Neander, p. 84, “there is a great
deal which contradicts the assertion of such a community of
goods. Peter expressly says to Ananias that it lay with him-
self whether to keep the piece of ground or to sell it; and that
even after it was sold he was at liberty to do what he would
with the proceeds, v. 4. In the sixth chapter of the Acts of the
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Apostles there is an account of a proportionate division of alms
to widows, but no word is said of a common purse for the use
of the whole church. We find, xii. 12, that Mary possessed a
house of her own at Jerusalem, but not that she had bought it
at the expense of the common purse. These instances show
clearly that we must not think that we have arrived at a solution
of the question of the relations of pi:operty in the first Church.”
But nothing else is said on the subject in direct terms by the
writer. The contradiction which his picture presents to the
facts he relates, forces itself upon us—that, picture which, as
Neander says, ““must not be taken literally ”—so that we must
acknowledge as a fact, that other interests besides historical
ones underlie the description. It is also incontestable that there
is a desire manifested to represent this primitive Church in the
beautiful light of a complete unity, from which all that is disturb-
ing and dividing in the social relations of humanity has been
banished, by abolishing from its midst all distinction between
rich and poor. But this fact has no place in reality ; and from
the very nature of the case can have no such place—for how can
we imagine that in a Church, which at that time, according to
the declaration of the writer, iv. 4, consisted of 5000 members ;
all those who possessed houses and landed property ¢ sold
them,” iv. 34 ; and that not one individual in the whole Church
possessed a private dwelling. And if (as it must be concluded
from the text) it was an established rule that every member
should sell all that he possessed, and put the proceeds as a con-
tribution in money into the common purse—why is it told, as
a remarkable fact, that Joses Barnabas, iv. 36, should sell his
land, gnd bring the price and lay it at the Apostles’ feet? We
must again conclude that what the writer represents as a uni-
versal arrangement of the first Christian community cannot
have been true in its widest acceptation. May we not, however,
take as the historical truth, that “ a common purse was
established, out of which the needs of the greater part of the
poorer members of the Church were relieved ; out of which,
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perhaps, the special expenses which the Church as a whole in-
curred (such as the preparations of the feasts), were defrayed,
and that in order to do this the more easily, some of the
property was sold? There may also have been established a
similar state of things in the earlier union of men and women
¢ joined together in Christ,” and in the subsequently arranged
general collection for the poor in the Apostolic Church,”
(Neander, p. 36).

The representation of our author is in no way borne out by
all this—and if no other data were at our disposal, we should
not be at liberty to assign to it historical truth. A narrative
to which historical credibility must be denied as a whole, leaves
us in uncertaiuty as to how much truth may lie at its founda-
tion. We must deny to this narrative sauch historical founda-
tion, and consider it as an unhistorical representation, which,
for the most part at least, affects to proceed on an historical
basis. But in order to obtain the exact historical facts of which
neither of the extracts in question say anything, we must add
to the particulars we possess what, according to Epiphanius
(Haer. 30), the Ebionites said of themselves. This was, that the
epithet “ poor,” which they gave themselves, and considered as
an honourable distinction, they took on account of their having
sold their possessions in the time of the Apostles, and laid the
price at their feet. Thereby they underwent poverty and
shame, and therefore, as they say, they were everywhere called
“ poor.” Our researches have already shown that this is in very
near accordance with both the passages from the Acts of the
Apostles, which must not be taken in any other light, for the
Acts can have no authority whatever in anything relating to the
Ebionites, owing to the well known hatred of this sect to the
Apostle Paul. We have here also a historical datum which
tell us of a similar 70évat wapa Todc wddac Tév *’AmooTéAwy as a
characteristic feature of the apostolic time. But we must not
suppose the poverty of the Ebionites originated at that time,
or that they then sold all their possessions. The supposition
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is much more natural that they were poor from the beginning,
that they considered their poverty as something honourable
and distinctive, and that they wished it to be viewed as some-
thing self-chosen, as the result of their own free choice. To
this end they contributed by really at first selling whatever pro-
perty they possessed, and laying the money realized by such
sales at the Apostles’ feet. What we ought to look at as
the historical truth is not so much the action, as tho in-
tention and manner of treating worldly goods, lying at the root
of the action—and as the intention must be accepted as real,
the event must be taken as the natural outcome of the inten-
tion. What the Acts of the Apostles states respecting the
social relations and arrangements of the first Christian Church
is not to be understood as referring to its real, total, and general
social condition, but only to the universal, individual willingness
shown in many instances like that of Barnabas, where worldly
riches and possessions were given up for the sake of the cause
of Jesus, the proceeds brought as an offering to the common
fund, and in this sense laid at the Apostles’ feet. But the general
community of goods and actual renunciation of worldly posses-
sions mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles only shows us in a
remarkable manner the peculiar essence of mythic tradition.
This generally prefers the concrete, living, and perceptible, and
therefore mere intention seems too bald and empty. Intention
must be realized in action, if it has to have life and meaning,
and take its place as a fit subject for tradition. This may also
explain the following discrepancy—that while the Ebionites
affirmed that they became poor through the r0évar wapa rode
wdda¢ r@v’ ArosTéAwy, the. Acts of the Apostles declares that by
the same process all poverty and need were banished from the
Church. Even though this may be taken'relatively, it is yet
distinctly expressed in the words ovdt yap #vdefic Ti¢ Imipxev v
abroic, &c. If we look only at the intention which prompted
the renunciation of these worldly goods and possessions we
must hold fast the idea of poverty, but if we think that
3
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the property was actually realized for the good of the com-
munity, the idea of its needy condition must be entirely set
aside.

If it is asked how much special historical value can be found
in the whole section, Acts iii.—v. the actual results are very
small ; and the consideration of the circumstances related in it
gives us reason to suppose that this first period of the early
Christian Church was very bare of important events. The fact
that bears the most decided impress of historical reality, namely
the advice given by Gamaliel, seems to imply that the enemies
of Jesus troubled themselves very little about his disciples
during the time immediately following his death. And even
when, doubtless in consequence of the supposition that instead
of diminishing they were increasing and flourishing, they took
more-notice of them, it was not worth while to take any very
strict measures against them. Even the hostile attitude of the
two sects of the Pharisees and Sadducees, as it is represented
in the statement of Gamaliel and the members of the Sanhe-
drim, with reference to the disciples of Jesus, can scarcely be
taken as historical. It has been remarked with justice,*
¢ Although the Sadducees had allied themselves for the same
object with Caiaphas the High Priest, who had cendemned
Jesus, and afterwards endeavoured with special zeal to ruin the
Apostles, we find no historical trace that Caiaphas himself was
a Sadducee, the Sadducees first appeared with true party
spirit against the Apostles in the matter of the resurrection of
Jesus.” :

It is exactly this which must make us suspicious about the
part which the Sadducees first played in the matter ; for it is
very evident that because the doctrinal discourses of the dis-
ciples could contain nothing of more consequence than the tes-
timony to the resurrection of Jesus, they could have no more
decided, no bitterer opponents than the Sadducees—the declared
enemies of the doctrine of the resurrection. The repeated inten-

* Comp. Meyer Apg. v. 17.
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tional declarations that the Sadducees had given the greatest im-
pulse to the hostile measures against the disciples, iv.1,v.17, and
had especially shown great vexation that the resurrection of Jesus
from the dead was preached as a fact (3wd 76 xarayyéA\ew dv r¢
"Inocob Ty avasréstv Tiv i vekpay, iv. 2) have quite the appear-
ance of such an a priori combination. Butif the Sadducees had
the greatest interest in urging on the suppression of the disci-
ples. of Jesus although all the plans and measures taken were
fruitless, what could have caused this failure but the influence
of the opposite party, that of the Pharisces ?. It must have
been a very weighty authority which could exert so much influ-
ence over the Sadducees and still their rage, who else could
have done this but the most prominent Pharisaic leader of that
time, the renowned Gamaliel? And yet Gamaliel does not
seem quite fitted for the part assigned to him, or for the
moderate and peaceful nature of the advice ascribed to him,
when we call to mind that the most zealous persecutor of the
Christian Church of that time, Saul, had been educated in his
school and on his own principles. Therefore, we must also leb
alone the person of Gamaliel and reduce his celebrated advice
to the mere opinion prevailing among the Jewish rulers at that
time, that it might be the best way to leave the cause of
Jesus to its fate, in the full assurance that its little im-
portance would soon be made obvious.* During this period,

* That Gamaliel could not really have spoken the words as they are put into
his mouth by the author of the Acts, v. 35,i8 shown by the striking chronological
error in the appeal to the example of Theudas, who, according to Josephus (Antiq.
xx. 8) first appeared as a false prophet and agitator about ten years later, under the
Procurator Cuspius Fadus. As Cuspins Fadus became Procurator of Judea about
the year 44 of the Christian Era, the revolt of Thcudas could not have occurred be-
fore that time. How little does the view expressed in the words of Gamaliel, Acts
v. 38, agree with the statement of facts as related in the whole section comprising
Chapters iii.—v. If all these miracles were really performed, as is here eaid, and so
publicly that the Sanhedrim itself could not ignore them, nor bring forward any-
thing against them—if the man lame from his birth was healed by the word of the
Apostle, and if the Apostles themselves without any human intervention, were freed
from prison by an Angel from Heaven—how could Gamalicl as an unbiassed
thoughtful man, resting his judgment on experience, express himself so problemati-

3 *
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in which the disciples of Jesus were not disturbed by their
enemies, they had time to gain fresh confidence in their
belief in the resurrection, and to strengthen themselves by
winning new adherents to their cause ; and the best opportunity
for doing this offered itself in Jerusalem. It cannot but be
considered as a momentous period in the cause of Jesus when
the disciples resolved to remain in Jerusalem. Here only could
they assist one another by uniting all who believed in Him who
had risen ; here only did a ficld of action open before them, rich
in probable results. Not without reason does the Acts of the
Apostles date back this resolve of the disciples to the command
given by Jesus shortly before his departure, namely, that they

cally as he does here, and leave it to the Future to decide whether there was any-
thing divine in these things ? If the miracles here related were really performed,
80 much as this must have been quite evident—that they were publicly recognized,
.authentically witnessed matters of fact, on which no one could throw any doubt.
For what could Gamaliel be waiting in order to give a decided opinion on the
matter ?  For fresh miracles which would not prove anything mere than those
already performed ? Or for still greater additions to the number of adherents to
the disciples from among the people? But even®in this view everything had
already occurred which coanld be expected to occur. Every discourse of the Apos-
tles had been followed by the conversion of thousands—the whole people hung with
awe and wonder on the preaching of the new faith, so that even the rulers did not
dare to employ force for fear of being stoned. What mighty testimony to the
popularity of the new doctrines, and to the danger to which the Sanhedrim was ex-
posed, is given by the fact that the unmiversal inclination of the people could no
longer be withstood. If on the other hand we suppose that Gamaliel could not
deny the miracles that had been performed, but did not consider them as divine,
even then we cannot understand why he should express himself so weakly and un-
decidedly, and vote for the cessation of any measures of interference, If the mira-
cles were looked at as having been performed, but not as being divine, how could
there be any doubt that a still worse deceit was being carried on, the investigation
and punishment of which ought to have been a highly important duty of the Court ?
If we conclude that the events took place, as the narrative says they did, bat as we
can scarcely think they did—the wise advice of Gamaliel fails of effect, as too
much had already happened to allow such a matter to remain undisturbed. Either
the testimony of truth must have been recognized, or active steps taken against
such a palpable deceit. But the two statements which here lie before us—on one
side the nominal facts, on the other the wise measures counselled by Gamaliel do
not agree. Either that may really have occurred, which is said to have done so—and
Gamaliel did not give such advice, or if he did give it, it did not hold the same re-
lation to what is said to have taken place as is represented.
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should not leave Jerusalem, but remain there till the promise of
the Holy Spirit should be fulfilled, through whose power they
were to be his witnesses in J erusalem, in all Judea, in Samaria,
even unto the ends of the earth, Actsi. 4. We must understand
by this gift of the Spirit the confidence and boldness with which
the disciples proclaimed the Gospel and endeavoured to work in
its interest ;* and the actual results show us the internal con-
nexion, founded on the nature of the case, which these two
points bear to each other, the stay in Jerusalem, and the im-
parting of the Holy Spirit which was connected with it. The
same phenomenon which the history of the first development of
Christianity presents to us, namely, that the larger cities, such
as Antioch, Rome, Corinth, and Ephesus, became the first sites
of Christianity, and the starting points of its growing activity,
meets us also in the fact, that the first Christian Church was
established in Jerusalem. But here we¢ must work on a deci-
dedly lower scale than that employed in the Acts of the
Apostles, when it speaks of the conversion at one time of many
thousands—indeed, we can scarcely accept the same number of
hundreds. We have a remarkable instance of how little these
numbers are to be relied on in Acts i. 15. .We are therc told
that after the ascension of Jesus the disciples altogether num-
bered a hundred and twenty. But on the other hand, the
Apostle Paul, whose testimony has an earlier and a greater
claim to credibility, speaks of five hundred brethren to whom
Jesus appeared at once after his resurrection. If the small
number be manifestly incorrect, the subsequent statement of
much larger numbers (Acts ii. 41, iv. 4) is no more worthy of
credit, and we must come to the conclusion that the lesser
pumber precedes the greater, in order to give a more vivid im-
pression of the speedy and important growth of the Church.
Even if we consider the persecution of Stephen, we cannot
think of the Church at Jerusalem as so important and as con-

* Compare especially the passages, iv. 31: énrhijofnoay dmavreg wvedparog
ayiov, kai ENdNovy 7OV Néyow Tob Oeod pera mwappnoiag; also vi. 5, 10,
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sisting of such a number of believers, as we must suppose it to
have done if we accept all the increase to it mentioned in these
passages of the Acts of the Apostles, ii. 41, iv. 4, v. 14, vi. 1, 7.
From all this there is strongly impressed upon us the convic-
tion that if we wish to make a proper statement of the affairs
of this earliest period, we must not place much weight on
isolated events and on the conclusions dependent upon them.
This remark applies equally to the speeches contained in this
part of the Acts of the Apostles which were delivered on
various occasions by the Apostle Peter, and to the Christian
Hymn, iv. 24. They may be taken as fragmentary pictures of
the circle of action and ideas in which this first Christian
Church moved, and as spoken evidence how the first disciples
of Jesus sought to bring about, both in themselves and in
others, Faith in Him, the Risen and Ascended One, and to place
such faith in conformity with the Jewish stand-point on which
they stood, by associating with it those passages in the Old
Testament which might be taken as bearing reference to the
Messianic appearance of Jesus. But however suitably these
passages may fit in with the historical narrative, they cannot
make the historical agreement more apparent, and we must
consider the relation in which they are placed to the facts
narrated as a very accidental and capricions one. The inquiry
we have hitherto pursued givesrise to the question, whether the
author of the Acts of the Apostles has followed his own free
composition or a tradition independent of it, in writing the un-
historical contents of this portion of his work. Doubtless both
elements exist here in very close connexion.

Taking into consideration the theatre on which the events of
the narrative are carried on, which is the sacred circle of the
first Christian Church, we are disposed to assign no mean share
to tradition ; but a writer like the author of the Acts of the
Apostles, cannot deny himself the right to use even traditional
materials in a free and independent manner.

So little do we here stand on firm historical ground, that
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not being able to place any confidence in the statement with
regard to the persecution of the Apostles and of the first
Christian’ Church, we cannot attach any feeling of historical
reality to the ideally related scenes, which, according to the
Acts of the Apostles, necessarily followed—namely, the martyr
death of Stephen and the persecution of the Christians involved
in it. .

On the same day on which Stephen the first martyr fell as a
victim to his energetic activity in spreading the new doctrine,
there broke out a great persecution of the Church at Jerusalem.
The Christians all left Jerusalem and scattered themselves in
Judea and Samaria; only the Apostles, as is expressly stated,
remained behind in Jerusalem, viii. 1. This may justly surprise
us. We should suppose that they had been selected from the rest
for the very reason, that their dignity would not allow them to fly
before danger and leave the appointed scene of their labours;
although the Apostle Peter, when placed in a similar position,
does not seem to have been of this opinion, xii. 17. However,
it cannot be doubted that they remained behind in Jerusalem,
where we immediately afterwards find them, viii. 11. But if
they remained we cammot believe that they were the only ones
who did so, but rather that the persecution first directed against
the Hellenist Stephen was in fact carried on against the
Hellenistic part of the Church, which, with Stephen, had placed
itself in direct opposition to the existing Temple worship. But
the Hebraistic part, which, with the Apostles, more closely ad-
hered to it (Luke xxiv. 53, Acts iii. 1, 11, iv. 1, v. 25), were
not so much persecuted as enemies. Had all the Christians in
Jerusalem left the city with the sole exception of the Apostles,
something more would certainly have been said of the return of
the fugitives to the Church, which still continued to exist in
Jerusalem. But the only mention of the Church is that it still
spread wider, and founded new churches in other places. One
of the fugitives, Philip, remained in Cesarea (viil. 40, xxi. 8),
after he had proclaimed the Gospel in Samaria ; although, as he
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is named with Stephen as one of the seven deacons, we should
almost have expected that he would have returned to Jerusalem
as soon as circumstances permitted. We must therefore sup-
pose that this first persecution of the Christians brought on
important results to the Church in Jerusalem. The two elements
composing it, the Hellenistic and Hebraistic, closely allied, but
allied apparently through a certain difference, now became out-
wardly separated from each other. At that time the Church
at Jerusalem was purely Hebraistic ; as such it adhered closely
to its strictly Judaizing character, and a strenuous opposition to
the liberal Hellenistic Christianity was consequently developed.
It would seem that the Church at Jerusalem was desirous at that
time, in order to further its Jewish interests, to bring the Chris-
tian churches which were at a distance from Jerusalem into
closer relations of dependence on itself, that the free develop-
ment of Hellenistic principles might be hindered. Another aim
is indicated by the sending the Apostles Peter and John into
Samaria in order to impart the Holy Spirit, by laying on of
hands, to the Samaritans, already nominally converted and bap-
tized by Philip. This scarcely gives a clear representation of
the affair, as it involves the supposition that there was an out-
ward gift of the Spirit accompanied by miraculous signs, be-
stowed by the Apostle as the immediate organ of the Holy
Spirit. In the same manner as Peter and John were sent into
Samaria, Peter travelled into Judea, Samar}a, and Galilee, and
visited the churches established there (iv. 81, xi. 1, &c.), and
was received in the name of the Church at Jerusalem, and in
the interests of its Judaistic principles; but there is nothing
said of imparting the Holy Spirit to the newly-converted by the
hands of the Apostles. We might suppose that Barnabas also,
when it was known in Jerusalem that the Christian faith was
accepted in Antioch, made a similar journey of visitation to
that city. But this is very doubtful. Neander himself says
(p. 189.): ¢ Astonishment and mistrust seem to have
been awakened in Jerusalem by the news that in Antioch
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had arisen among the Gentile Christians a self-established
church, which did not hold - the ceremonial law in observance.”
But if this were the case Barnabas the Hellenist would scarcely
have been selected for the visit to Antioch, as his liberal prin-
ciples, so nearly allied to the Pauline standpoint (as was proved
by the sequel), could not have been unknown at that time to the
Christian Church. There is every indication that he did not
undertake the journey to Antioch as an errand from the Church,
for there is no trace of his being in any way dependent on the
Church at Jerusalem. It even seems doubtful if he had been
in Jerusalem before he went to Antioch, where his name (ix. 27),
is associated with events which we will show can scarcely have
happened in the manner related. Perhaps therefore, after
the persecution which followed the death of Stephen, he had
left Jerusalem, and at last found with Paul in Antioch the
sphere of action which promised greater freedom to his individu-
ality. The actual division between the two elements of the
Church formerly allied together, became wider and wider, but
did not now originate. The persecution itself shows that there
was a previous antagonistic relation between the Hebraistic
and Hellenistic Jews in Jerusalem ; but we must apparently
seek for the first germ of the continued dissension between the
two divisions of the Church in Jerusalem, in the facts related,
Acts vi. 14. We have here an account of the neglect of the
Hellenist widows in the apportioning of the daily gifts and the
openly declared dissatisfaction of the Hebrews. That yoyyvouoc
of the Hellenists against the Hebrews brings us down at once
from the ideal harmonious relations of the primitive Church to
the sphere of the common affairs of life, and must have had
deeper grounds in the dislike between the two parties, from
which such disputes as these derived importance. So much was
made of the grievance, as well as of the means that were taken
to soothe it, that we are apparently justified ip concluding that
the Church had strengthened itself in an overwhelming manner
from among the Hellenists, even without reckoning the sclec-
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tion of the first deacons from that party. This of course enabled
the liberal turn of thought which was exhibited by the Hellen-
ists in their separation from the Hebrews, to become more de-
veloped. If this selection was really made as is related, we may
take it as a token of the spirit in which it was made, and in
which the attendant circumstances had their foundation, that
one of the deacons chosen in consequence of this separation was
Stephen, with whom we are now to become more intimately
acquainted.



CHAPTER II.

STEPHEN THE PREDECESSOR OF THE APOSTLE PAUL.

According to the Acts of the Apostles the first disciples of
Jesus adhered as nearly as possible to the Jewish religion and to
the national worship. The only thing that divided them from the
rest of the Jews was the conviction at which they had arrived,
that the promised Messiah had appeared in Jesus of Nazareth.
They saw nothing antagonistic to their national consciousness
in this belief in Jesus as the Messiah. And yet this simple
undeveloped belief contained, on the Jewish side of its con-
sciousness, an element of discord which necessarily widened the
division between Judaism and Christianity. That this antago-
nism of Christianity to Judaism was first expressed by Stephen
in a manner which showed he had attained a clearer conscious-
ness, is perfectly evident by the fact of the persecution to which
he fell a sacrifice; but there is more doubt attendant on the
statement made in the Acts of the Apostles as to the form in
which he first gave his decided expression of this antagonism.
He must have had disputes with the different Hellenistic com-
munities in Jerusalem, to whom he had doubtless turned with
especial confidence that they, as Hellenists, would have un-
derstood the views and principles which he considered as the
essence of his Christian faith. The accusation against him was
made only by false witnesses, according to whom he had ex-
pressed himself in an irreligious manner against the Jewish
Temple worship and the Mosaic law, and had proclaimed the im-
pending destruction of the Mosaic religion through the teachings
of Jesus of Nazareth. What was true and what false in this accu-
sation the Acts of the Apostles does not say ; whether founded



44 STEPHEN THE PERDECESSOR OF [ParT I

or unfounded is left to be deduced from Stephen’s speech
in his own defence. If this speech be the work of Stephen-
himself, it is incontestably one of the most important docu-
ments of that period, and we.must accordingly refer to it as
such; but a strict inquiry is first necessary, and to this end the
contents of the speech itself must be examined, as the latest:
interpreters, instead of penetrating into its argument and in-
ternal arrangement, find in it a disconnected variety of mean-
ings. The greatest obstacle to our acceptance of this speech
arises from the fact that Stephen takes so little notice of the
special accusation against which he is defending himself; he
only takes up the affair as regards his own person from a general
point of view, and from this point he and his affairs are through-
out considered. The contents of the speech divide themselves
into two parts running parallel to one another ; on one side are
enumerated the favours which from the earliest times God be-
stowed on His people, whilst on the other the behaviour of the
people towards God is set forth. Hence arises the prevailing
idea of the speech.

As the favours which God from the beginning bestowed
on the people were great and extraordinary, so also from the
beginning the attitude of the people towards the Divine will
was unthankful and contradictory; so that where a tho-
roughly harmonious relation ought to have subsisted, the
greatest antagonism prevailed, and in the same proportion in
which God on the one "hand had done everything to draw the
people to Him and raise them to Himself, the people had
turned away from God. Whilst the speaker takes up the rela-
tion of the people to God from this general point of view, it
becomes clear how his own aflairs are involved in it ; but the
relation itself appears as the special and particular point of’
the speech. Stephen was accused of having spoken irreve-
rently, not only against the Mosaic law, but also against the
Temple. In evident reference to this accusation, the Temple
is a main subject of the course taken by the speech. The
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Temple is the ultimate goal to which the promises tend,
the most concrete point of their fulfilment. And in the
Temple also, on account of the contrast in which God and the
people are placed in this speech, the spirit which from the
beginning had been peculiar to the people, would necessarily
manifest itself. As the speaker takes refuge in the general
relation of the people to God, from the accusation brought
against him, or rather from the feeling which the people tes-
tified by this accusation against him and the Divine cause
which 'he advocated, the historical tone of the speech seems
necessary by the nature of the case. The speaker goes back
to the earliest times in order to enrol the position in which
he himself was placed among the great series of wonderful
occurrences which comprise the contents of the history of the
Jewish people. These epochs, which are.scattered through
the Jewish history, form the most important features of the
speech. ’

The first part of the speech treats of the period of Abraham,
up to the time when the people had formed themselves into a
nation in Egypt, and when Moses had led them out into free-
dom. During this first period, the goodness of God to the
people manifested itself in its highest form, inasmuch as the
promises given by God to his chosen Abraham were not con-
fined to him alone, but extended to his descendants, and the
people who should proceed from them. And for the people’s
sake he was obliged to leave his home and kindred, and wander
in the land where his people once dwelt, but where he himself
should not possess land enough on which to set his foot. The
land was promised to the people; and, although Abraham at
that time had no child, it was all assigned to his descendants,
vii. 5.

The destiny of the people was then foretold, and it was
announced as the highest point of the promises that they
should serve God in the place where now the Temple stood.
A token was given, that all the promises to Abraham should be
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fulfilled for his descendants. This token was Circumcision, and
by it all the descendants of Abraham, directly after their birth,
were to assert their full claim to the promises given to him.
Next, after all had been arranged with regard to posterity
(odrog, viii. 8), this was treated in detail, beginning with Isaac.
How little share the patriarchs themselves had in the land of
promise, according to the spirit of .the divine promises, can be
seen in the history of Joseph, who was sold into Egypt, and
then in that of the rest of the patriarchs who followed him
there, after suffering the most extreme want in the land of
promise. Little as they had enjoyed the promised land during
their lifetime, after their death it became evident how sparingly
the promise had been fulfilled towards them. After their death
in Egypt, their bones were indeed brought back to Palestine,
and buried in the burial place of Abraham ; but even then
Abraham had been obliged to get this burial place into his
possession by paying a certain sum of money ; and after all it
did not lie even in the actual promised land, but only in Sichem,
in the country of the Samaritans so hated by the Jews. Thus,
even in death, they were not allowed to rest in peace in the
land of promise.

The second part of the speech includes the period extending
from the residence of the people in Egypt and the Exodus of
Moses, to the times of David and Solomon. During the time
treated of in the first part of the speech, the people did not
exist as a nation ; therefore the subject-matter relates to what
God resolved to do for the nation about to be formed. Of
course there could be then no question of the relation of the
nation to God ; but so much the more is this relation insisted on
in the second part of the speech. For in the beginning of the
second period, which the second part of the speech omits, the
descendants of the patriarchs had formed themselves into a great
nation; and as soon as this was done, God let nothing be wanting
to bring about the fulfilment of the long promised blessing.
But now how did the people behave? First of all, they
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showed themselves incapable of understanding the great deed
performed by Moses—who had been so wonderfully preserved
for his great work, and so carefully educated for it, vii. 25.
Next in one special instance they broke out into open oppo-
sition against him, vii. 27. For these reasons Moses was
obliged to flee from his brethren in Egypt. Notwithstanding
this, God, through him, afterwards carried out the appointed
work of leading the people out of Egypt, by sending Moses,
who had been rejected by his brethren, as their leader and
deliverer to Egypt, from whence he led them out with signs
and wonders. But against this Moses, from whom the people
received the promise of a prophet like unto himself—this
Moses who, in the solemn assembly at Sinai, was the mediator
between the people and God (or the angel who spoke with him
in the place of God), and who received there the law as “lively
oracles,”’—against this man the people committed an act of dis-
obedience by which they turned again to Egypt in an idolatrous
sense, and even forced Aaron to make for them a golden calf,
as a symbol of the ancient, honoured gods of Egypt; and not
content even with this one worship, they fell into all kinds of
idolatry. Yet God did not on this account delay the fulfilment
of what he had once promised. The ancient words of promise :
Aarpedooval pot év ¢ Téme TolTe, 7, had not been fulfilled.
The oxnvy Tov paprvpfov (whose idolatrous antitype was the
oxnvy of Moloch, vii. 43, the typical idea being carried out by
the speaker in the commencement of vii. 44), which accompanied
the Israelites in a tabernacle through the wilderness, and was
brought by them into the promised land —remained in the same
form until the time of David. To realize the word of promise
in this respect was reserved for the third period.

This third period, to which the third part of the speech
refers, comprehends the age of David and Solomon. Instead
of the moveable tabernacle carried from place to place, David
and Solomon established the Temple at Jerusalem, as an estab-
lished site With which the worship of God should be permanently
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connected. But now the godless and carnal temper of the
people manifested itself more openly, for they changed the
general aspect of their religion with the change of the place
where they worshipped. Now that they possessed a regular
Temple, their religion took the form of a Levitical worship con-
nected with the Temple, and consisting of a formalism composed
of outward rites and ceremonies. What did the Prophets who
appeared after this time contend for, if not for a spiritual wor-
ship of God? What else was the cause of the suffering and
persecutions which they underwent—of the martyr deaths which
so many of them died, as forerunners of the coming Messiah,
except this constant struggle against the merely external worship
of the people, which was altogether opposed to the adoratlon of
God in spirit and in truth ?

This last portion of the speech is undoubtedly conceived
according to this view, and in it the speaker depicts the images
that pass before his mind in a few striking words, and it is
clearly evident how this conclusion of the speech is in agreement
with its design as a whole, as well as with the apologetic aim
of the speaker. This point appears to me to need a more exact
inquiry.

If we look at the conclusion of the speech in the usual manner,
the question may arise whether the speaker meant that the ex-
clusive tendency of the people towards the outward and cere-
monial, developed in the existing Temple worship, was to be con-
sidered as a fresh token of their perversity, or whether he did
not intend to point out that the building of the Temple itself was
to be looked at from this point of view. The question is by no
means answered by the fact that it is said of David, after he
had craved permission from God to build a * dwelling for the
God of Jacob ”—that ““he found favour before God.” These
words only mean that David laid this entreaty before God in
the full confidence of possessing the grace of God which had
been vouchsafed to him; but that the entreaty itself was the
subject of divine favour there is no record whatever: Neither
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must we omit to mention that it said of David, his wish was
evpetv oxivopa ¢ Oep 'lake3, but the building of a special
oikoc is ascribed to Solomon of whom nothing is predicated.
Is not a disapproving sentence passed on the building of the
Temple itself—in so far as it confined to a settled, narrow spot
the worship of that God, whose sphere is the great free Uni-
verse—the natural Temple of God? This sentence being
implied by the direct contrast presented to the statement
Solopav 8t wkoddunaev adry olkov, immediately after the words,
“ Albeit the Most High dwelleth not in temples made with
hands—as saith the Prophet, Heaven is my throne, and earth is’
my footstool, what house will ye build me? saith the Lord, or
where is the place of myrest? Hath not my hand made all
these things ?”’ The external, sensuous, ceremonial worship
of the Jews may not have been the necessary consequence of
the building of the Temple, yet the speaker considers it from
this point of view—and that he really does so consider it is
clear from the contrast which he draws, not only in the two
passages, vii. 46 and 47—but also in what he says of the “ taber-
nacle of witness,” vii. 44. For why should it have been
here said that the * tabernacle of witness” was possessed
by the fathers in the wilderness in the form in which Moses
had been ordered to make it, ¢ after the fashion he had
seen,”” by the Being who spoke with him—God, or tho
angel standing in the place of God, if it had not been
mentioned with the view of calling attention to the great
difference between the Ideal and the Real, and at the same timo
to the difference between a spiritual and sensuous worship of
God? According to the opinion of the speaker as here indi~
cated, the ‘ tabernacle of witness,” free, moveable, wandering
from place to place, bound to no particular spot, and thercfore
keeping the worship connected with it in constant motion,
fulfilled much better the aim of a spiritual service of God, than
the massive, stationary Temple, with its stern fixed worship—in
which the real, external, material phenomena were so much _the
' 4
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more predominant, because thej were no longer kept down and
penetrated by the invisible Ideal—the Heavenly “Form® which
Moses had seen. David also keeps nearer and more faithfully
to this Ideal in the eknuy Tov paprupiov, inasmuch as with him
the question is of a oxfivwpa that he wishes to put in the place
of the oxnvi, and it was Solomon, whose relgn was marked
by so different a tendency, who really ¢ built a house” for God.
If this (as cannot be doubted) is the real and exact sense,
which the speaker intended to express in the last part of his
speech, we must not understand the former words of promise
Aarpebaoval pot v T¢f Tomy Tobry as referring immediately and
exclusively to the Temple. The meaning which the speaker
intended to give these words in the conclusion of his speech
can only be this, ““ If we are by this place, to understand the
Temple only, it must be in accordance with that external and
sensuous turn of thought which lying at the root of the Temple
worship, gives rise to the perversity of the prevailing form
of worship, and maintains that God can be worshipped in
no other place than in a temple raised to Him by the hands
of men.” In this way the speech answers sufficiently the
apologetic aim of the speaker—although it partakes so little
of the outward form of a defence. If, as had been alleged,
the speaker had reviled the holy place, he had of course pro-
tested against the outward ceremonial worship to- which at that
time the true essence of religion was perverted ; and his protesta-
tion proceeded from the same interest in the true spiritual
worship of God which had animated the prophets. This, then,
was what the speaker had to urge in his own defence ; but he
cannot have concealed from himself that it was such a defence
as must force him to resign all expectations of inducing his
judges to acknowledge the justice of his cause. The futility
of such a defence is manifest from the beginning. Whilst the
speaker addresses himself to the task of contrasting the good-
ness and grace of God towards the people, with the behaviour of
the people towards God, he shows by the same means through
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which he places the greatness of the Divine goodness and grace
in the fairest light, that the perversity of the people is through-
out exhibited in its depth, considering the promises which even
before the actual establishment of the nation, could belong to
no other people. He shows how ingratitude and disobe-
dience, with that overwhelming bias towards materialism
which the people had always manifested, must really have been
their truest and most characteristic nature, because from the
beginning—from the first moment in which they began to be
a nation—they showed no other inclination. But what is so
deeply rooted in the inmost being of an individual or of a
nation, must be looked on as an innate and natural passion, and
must at some time or other, and in some manner, show itself
outwardly; is an invincible tendency against which it is use-
less trouble to struggle. This recurring idea of the speaker
is the reason, that from the beginning of his sketch, a parallel is
visible between the earlier and later times, and Moses is repre-
sented as a type of what afterwards was fulfilled by Christ.
Moses appears as a deliverer (Avrpwrijg, vii. 35), the people also
receive from him the words of life (Adyia Zovra, vii. 38) out of
his mouth comes the promise ; (wpopnrnv Vuiv avacrioe xbpioc
6 Ocd¢ ix oV adedpow Sudv, @ tué, vii. 37). How then can we
wonder that this prophet like unto Moses, had to endure what
Moses endured, only in a greater degree, owing to the more con-
firmed perversity and opposition to the Divine Will that charac-
terized his time? How can we wonder that if the prophets—
the foretellers of the Coming One—were persecuted and slain,
that the Righteous One when He came, also found betrayers and
murderers ! How wonder that the same fate overtook all those
who sought to labour in the same spirit? With such accusers
and judges the speaker could not expect any better result from
his defence. The people must have been false to their inmost
nature if they had not sacrificed him to their own want of com-
prehension of a spiritual worship of God, and the hatred of it pro-
ceeding from the want. Thercfore the suppressed feeling of the
4 *
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speaker, hitherto restrained by the facts of history to an in-
direct statement of the chief idea of the speech, breaks out at
at its close without further moderation or forbearance in the
words ; oxAgporpaxadot kal dweplrunrot rj) kapdlg kal roic welv
Vpelc agl T@ wvebuart rg aywy avrurlarere, O¢ of warépes VUG
kal Vuete. Tlva r@v wpodyrdv, &c. Olrwee EAdf3ere Tov viuov elc
Sarayde dyyéAwv kal ovk épuldEare, vii. 51. This it was, there-
fore, that the speaker had at heart from the beginning, and
now first uttered freely and openly. The accusation brought
against him of irreligion in regard to the réroc aytoc and vduog,
and the sentence of condemnation pronounced thereby on the
Christian faith, fell back on his accusers and judges, but his
own fate was at the same time decided. The question which
some interpreters have raised as to the conclusion of the
speech, and which is commonly answered in the affirmative,
bears with it its own answer. The question is, whether
Stephen was interrupted by his hearers or not; whether,
therefore, his speech was or was mnot really finished? Of
course it was interrupted, inasmuch as his passionate words
must have provoked his hearers to a point, at which there
could be no further question of giving any longer hearing to a
continuation of the speech, but it was not interrupted in one
sense—as he had in reality said all that he had to say. What
could he have added that would have furthered the whole plan
and development of his speech ? He had laid bare to their
deepest root the impure motives that lay at the foundation of
the accusation raised against him—he had kept back nothing
that could have been said directly or indirectly about the charac-
teristies of his enemies—he had carried on his speech to a
point from which the chief reproach which had been made
against him about the rdmo¢ dytoc had received an exhaustive
examination, and of what use could any further continuation
of his speech have been ?

That he did not intend to say anything more about the time
of the prophets, is shown by the comprehensive summary in
which (vii. 49 and 52,) he includes this period in a grand whole ;
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he had already gone over this period, and could not well refer
to it again. It may be thought that he had something further
to say with regard to the reproach made against him with
reference to the Mosaic law. But thatis scarcely likely. The
high respect with which he spoke of Moses would defend him
from this part of the accusation, as would also the manner in
which he treats of the giving of the Law from Mount Sinai—
of the law itself, as ““lively oracles ’—as well as his recognition
of the Divine origin and spiritual contents of the Mosaic law,
and the manner in which with regard to the reproach of the
Témoc ayioc he gives a turn to the matter which throws the
accusation back on his enemies. This he does also with the
other reproach concerning the wduoc, as is shown in the con-
cluding words : #I\&Bere 7ov véuow cic duaraydc dyyiAwy, kal ovk
¢pvra€are. But could he not have pursued this od ¢dAarrey
still further? But this od ¢pdAarreww 7ov vépov is sufficiently
explained by what he had already said in the former part of
the speech regarding the disobedience of the people towards
Moses, and their constant tendency towards idolatry. From
whatever side we look at this matter, we find that the aim of
the speaker was attained, and the carrying out of the main
-idea of the speech fulfilled. And even if the natural end of
the speech had not been reached at the point where we find
it ended, we must remember how flat and superfluous any-
thing that the speaker might have had to urge in his own
defence would necessarily have appeared, after so emphatic and
energetic an apostrophe.

The more remarkable in contents and form this speech un-
deniably appears according to the foregoing analysis, the more it
seems to be the work of a man posseésing such a mind as that
of Stephen, whose superiority in mind and wisdom had already
been expressly stated by the author, vi. 10. If, on the con-
trary, we conclude that a speech so thorough-going, so com-
pactly arranged in design and execution, cannot be supposed
to have been unpremeditated, as this necessarily must have
been, we may still say that by a speaker who had long had
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these ideas in his mind, and had brought them into this close
connection by close familiarity with them, no great difficulty
in delivering the speech would be felt, and less still because
the historical form which the speech takes would make an
unpremeditated one very easy. We must also remember how
exactly the speech replies to the charge brought against
Stephen. How telling and striking is all that is said in
answer to the charge, how deeply the speaker goes into the
matter he handles, in order to reach the deepest root of those
motives of his enemies which prompted the accusation.

On the other hand there is g0 very much to be said for the
contrary view, that it is impossible to suppose that we have
here the speech of Stephen himself in its original form. This
speech, which so well answered its purpose.of refuting the
charge of the opposite party in the most complete and humi-
liating manner, and tracing it back to the furthest point of its
futility, is, for this very reason so constructed, that the speaker
could hope to effect nothing in the interests of his own per-
sonal defence. It may never have entered into his mind for
a moment that his sentence could not fail to be in accordance
with such a decided provocation on his part; for Stephen did
not belong to that class of men who think more of their own
personal interests than of the universal cause of truth. Further
reflection will show us the. improbability, that his enemies,
angry and irritated as they were, still manifested so much for-
bearance and patience as to listen to a defence of such length,
and deferred the outbreak of their passion urtil the speaker
had completely attained the aim which he had proposed to
himself. Does it not seem probable that it was the interest
of the author to find what he thought a fitting place for a
speech containing such matters as this, when we'see it repre-
sented that in the outbreak which followed directly the speaker
had concluded the idea of his speech, the hearers first appear
to exhibit an angry suspicion, that they had been listening so
long in deceived expectation of something else, and listening
also to views exactly contradictory to their own? This was
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also the case with the Apostle Paul’s speech at Athens. But
the circumstances under which Stephen delivered this speech
must be taken into consideration on this head. His affair must
have been placed under the notice of the Sanhedrim, and if the
stoning immediately followed the speech, it must be looked
upon as a sentence of death carried out at the command of
the Sanhedrim, or at least with its connivance. Now, it is
well known that the Sanhedrim could not pass a capital sen-
tence without the sanction of the Roman Governor. But there
is nothing said of the concurrence of the Roman Governor in
this capital sentence, and there is no fact stated which neces-
sarily would lead us to suppose that the carrying out of the
sentence followed so immediately on the occurrences that took
place before the Sanhedrim that nothing could have happened
in the interval. It is generally maintained in view of this
deviation from the legally established rule, that the stoning
of Stephen could not have taken place before the year 36, as
in that year Pilate, under whom it is thought that the Sanhe-
drim would not have been permitted to carry out such an
independent proceeding, was recalled from the Procuratorship of
Judea. It is therefore supposed by some that the most correct
date for the sentence on Stephen is in the interval before the
successor of Pilate, the new Procurator Marcellus, arrived, and
when L. Vitellius the Proconsul of Syria, who came to Jeru-
salem in the year 37, was very favourable to the heads of the
Jewish nation.* Others, as Neander, Olshausen, and Meyer,
think that they can settle the difficulty which exists with
reference to the relation of the Sanhedrim to the Roman
Governor by the remark, that the whole of the proceedings
against Stephen were of a very  tumultuous’ character.
¢ Perhaps,” says Olshausen, ““ the Sanhedrim, obliged to avoid
a collision with the Roman magistrates, passed no formal sen-
tence of condemnation; but connived at its execution, which
was carried out by some fanatics.” But in this case also the
whole blame of the responsibility must be laid on the Sanhe-
* Jos, “ Antiq.” xviii. 6, 7.
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drim. And what idea can we form of this supreme spiritual
tribunal, when, notwithstanding that it had not much to fear
from the Romans with regard to the legal form, it allowed such
an outburst of fury to take place under the eyes of the Sanhe-
drim itself, even through the actual co-operation of some of its
members (vi. 15. vii. 54, 57 ;) before it was possible that a legal
sentence could have been passed ; and that such a sentence was
never passed we must assume as certain. What natural con-
nexion is there between the following facts: that Stephen was
dragged before the Sanhedrim from a street riot, then dragged
away again in a riotous manner to be stoned to death outside
the city—and that these enraged enemies of his showed so much
gentleness and forbearance that they could listen to a speech of
such length and of such purport between these two outbursts of
fury? That Stephen was seized and stoned in a tumultuous
insurrection is indisputably the best-established fact with which
we have to deal. Does it not seem, taking into consideration
the difficulties that we have above stated, that the more riotous
the whole proceeding against Stephen must have been, the
more improbable is it that in this case there was any transac-
tion at all before the Sanhedrim? If we dismiss all idea of
the scene before the Sanhedrim, how natural and simple do all
the occurrences appear! Stephen,then fell a sacrifice to a sud-
denly aroused popular tumult caused by his energetic public
teachings; and although the speech which he is said to have
delivered may have so well suited his individual character, and
have been so correctly stamped with his declared religious
views; although it so well fulfilled the conditions needed by
the author of the Acts of the Apostles in order to complete -
his statement ; still what is there to prevent the supposition
that it is nevertheless the work of the historian himself? That
he does not consider himself as overstepping the bounds of his
-license as o historian by putting speeches into the mouths of
persons treated of in his history is shown by many other similar
instances in the Acts of the Apostles. If he considered this as
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part of his historical task, why should be not in this place have
represented & man who appeared so prominently in the history
of that period, who drew so much attention to himself by
the religious opinions which he defended, and by the fate
which he underwent, as allowed to speak for himself? How
could this aim have been better advanced, than by a speech
publicly delivered before a court, in which the affair ought pro-
perly to have been arranged ?- How such a proceeding would
have been received by the Sanhedrim, considering the circum-
stances immediately preceding it, is very little taken into
consideration by an author who looked at relations and occur-
rences from a distance. This opinion forces itself on us if we
endeavour to form a purely historical idea of the progress of
the affair and we are not then surprised to find that the author
brings the matter before the Sanhedrim. But, as it seems to
me, this leads us on to another point of view. *It‘is clear that
in the dying Stephen is reflected the image of the dying
Saviour. As Jesus died with the prayer, that the sins of his
. enemies might be forgiven, so the last words of the dying
Stephen are : kbpte uij orijonc avroic Tiv apapriay Tabrny. And
as Jesus yielded up his spirit to the Father, so did Stephen
to the Lord Jesus.*

To this constantly recurring paral]el drawn by the author be-
tween the first martyr and the dying Saviour must be ascribed
the fact that the scene in reference to Stephen is laid before the
Sanhedrim. As the Saviour raised himself to the glory of the
Father through a similar death, so the radiant, divine light
streaming on him from the throne of God, must also shine on
the first of the martyrs who followed him. Therefore, not only
in that solemn moment which glorified him in his imitation of

* It is worthy of remark that both these expressions of Jesus adopted by Stephen,

are only found in the Gospel of Luke, xxiii. 24, 36. The three other Evangelists
" certainly do not give them. It is natural that the author of the Acts of the Apostles
should adhere closely to the Gospel of Luke, but is it as natural that Stephen should
have so exactly confined himself to thesc expressions of Jesus, whieh are found in
Luke’s Gospel ?
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Jesus, when he saw the * heavens opened and the Son of Man
standing at the right hand of God,” ready to receive him,* but
evep before the scene in the Court of the Sanhedrim, his judges
saw “ his face shine as though it had been the face of an angel.”
What can be more reasonable than to think that this parallel
with Jesus, which is here so evidently intentional, was intended
also to be visible in the statement of what occurred previous to
the stoning. This is rendered gtill more clearly evident by
another fact implied by it, namely, that the charge against
Stephen was only a repetition of that already made against
Jesus, that he had said: dévapai karadvoar 7ov vadv rov Oeod,
Matthew xxvi. 61, Mark xiv. 58, with the addition rovrov Tov
xepomolnrov.: That Stephen’s attack on the existing temple
worship was the cause of the outbreak of fury against him to
which he fell a victim cannot be doubted. And as false wit-
nesses were brought against Jesus with the same charge (Mat-
thew xxvi. 60, &c.) false witnesses must not be wanting in this
case (although there .is very little said with reference to the
falsity of their testimony), and as the condemnation of Jesus
took place before the Sanhedrim, so the same conditions must

* A modern critic only could here add the question, *“ How Stephen could have
seen the Heavens opened in the room in which doubtless the sitting of the Sanhe-
drim was held ?”” Meyer answers the question as follows : “ The Heavens may
have been visible to him through the windows of the session chamber.” Neander
and Olshausen in regard to this difficulty, adopt without hesitation the theory (which
is also advanced by Meyer) of an ecstasy, a prophetic spiritual gift of seeing,
possessed by Stephen, and taking the form of a symbolical vision, so that by only
looking at the Heavens they seemed to open before his eyes. How paltry and arbi-
trary do interpretations become when they try to account for things which (in them-
selves really unimportant) ought to be carefully sifted if a purely historical state-
ment i8 in question! We may dismiss Meyer’s looking from the window, and also
the mere hypothesis of the ecstasy, and take for granted that what the author re-
presents as having been seen, really had existence only in his own eyes at the mo-
ment of writing. We may take the perfectly analogous example, vi. 15, drevicavreg
tlc adTov wdvreg oi xabeldpevor iv T ovvedpiy €ldov 10 wpéowmov avrTod woel
wpbowmoy dyyélov. It is said that Stephen was so glorified that men thought they
saw an angel in him. This view of Stephen can certainly only have been taken by
his friends and adherents—it is perfectly clear that there is here only related the
subjective Christian side of an objective phenomenon, which involuntarily attracted
the notice of the opposite party.
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be fulfilled in this case. In short, everything in the whole mat-
ter must be exactly similar. People, priests, scribes, elders,
and the whole Sanhedrim must be set in motion. Acts vi. 12,
vii. 1, and Matthew xxvi. 57—59.

Notwithstanding all this it cannot be doubted that the at-
tack of Stephen on the Jewish national worship, was the cause
of the outbreak of violent anger to which he fell a victim.
Even if the author of the Acts of the Apostles means to indicate
that the accusation brought against Stephen was the result of
false testimony, the parallel charge brought against Jesus can-
not be held as completely false. What was false in the testi-
mony of the false witnesses may only have referred to the form
in which they brought forward the real accusation—perhaps in
the special mention of the Temple, whose destined destruction
(particularly as it really followed) was the pregnant and concrete
expression of all that opposed the existing national worship, and
could only be supposed to proceed from an inimical Gentile
feeling. Judging by the accusation, which was the same
already made against Jesus, the Jews had undoubtedly con-
ceived a real dread of the great change which their religion
would undergo through Christianity. That the essence of true
religion did not consist in outward ceremonials, connected with
a temple service confined to an appointed spot, was the one
great idea, through which, at that time, Judaism saw itself
superseded by Christianity. This inevitable rending asunder
of Christianity from Judaism, whereby Judaism would be ren-
dered negative as an absolute religion, and by which its final
extinction was threatened, had been realized by Stephen; the
high, liberal standpoint which he assumed, fostered in him the
energetic zeal with which he laboured in the cause of Jesus—and
in proportion to this was the opposition more earnest, which he
drew down on himself.

This spirit of Christianity, asserting itself all at once in its
full power and importance in Stephen, is an astonishing
phenomeénon, as wo are accustomed to sec him take a very
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subordinate standpoint with regard to the Apostles. But in this
affair there is no mention made of the Apostles—it is Stephen
alone who wages this fresh battle against the enemy—and whilst
he considers the temple worship with all its outward forms as
something already antiquated and dying out of itself—the
Apostles always remain immoveably true to their old adherence
to the Temple. Although this relation of Stephen to his im-
mediate surroundings places him in so high a position, we
must consider also the more extended spiritual connection in
which he stands. The establishment of a Hellenistic Church in
Judea, and the bordering countries, viii. 1—4, ix. 31, xv. 3, is
due to that persecution whose cause and victim he was; but
Hellenists scattered in many other distant places, becoming
more and more independent of the cramping connection with
the Mother Church at Jerusalem, took the important step of
preaching the Gospel not exclusively to the Jews, but to the
Gentiles also. Even in these places, the first impulse may have
been’ received from the same Hellenistic circle of ideas in
which Stephen worked ; for as soon as men felt, what had been
so clear to Stephen, that they were no- longer bound to the old
cramping forms of Judaism, they also saw that the dividing
boundaries between Jew and Gentile could no longer be con-
sidered as absolutely necessary. Stephen and Paul, whom we
are accustomed to place in the most complete opposition to each
other on account of the martyr death of the former, here
stand forth in close resemblance. The most violent persecutor
of Stephen, and of the Hellenists who shared his opinions, soon
after entered on the uew path of Christianity, first trodden by
Stophen, and certainly the powerful impression which the idea
of Christian consciousness first excited by Stephen made on
Saul, who so suddenly became Paul, must explain the fact that
from the first moment of the change that took place in him,
both these things appear in such close connection—his conver-
sion to Christianity, and his appointment to the apostolic office
among the heathen, Gal. i. 15, 16. Because in Stephen, whom he
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had persecuted, he had seen what was meant by that change so
unbearable to a Jew, a change which set aside the Jewish
monopoly of religion, and substituted for it a universal system, in
which Jew and Gentile stood equal side by side, he could now
in this transition state of his consciousness without any further
mediation, adopt the exact opposite of all that he had hitherto
clung to in the true Jewish interests. If we take the ideas
contained in the speech of Stephen as indisputably his own, we
may easily perceive a still closer connection between Paul and
Stephen. If we are not quite entitled to do this, we cannot
but think that in the direction taken by the speech the histori-
cal basis was laid, from which the original ideas of Pauline
Christianity began to be developed by Stephen, who, in this
case, was the forerunner of the Apostle Paul. The Jews, who
had become believers, could have had nothing more bitter to ex-
perience than the knowledge that the Messiah had been rejected
by the nation for whom he had been especially destined. This
~could be explained only by the analogous fate of the prophets,
and by the feeling and character of the people, which was
shown to be the same now as it had been in all the past ages of
their history. If we infer that the motive of the Messianic sal-
vation for the Gentiles is to be sought in the rejectiou of the
Messiah by the Jewish people, after such repeated instances of
their disobedience, xiii. 17; such a result of the religious his-
tory of the Jews, affording so striking a contrast to the lofty ideas
of the Jews as to the distinctive favour of God towards their
nation, induces a deeper reflection as to the cause of this not
lying werely in the character of the people, but also in the pecu-
liar nature of the aspect of the Old Testament religion, in the
essence of the law, in the subjective if not in the objective im-
possibility of attaining salvation by the law. If, as we may
after all assume, there had already taken place in Stephen a
breach between his religious consciousness and the Mosaic Law,
there was undoubtedly also awakened in hini a desire to bring
about a relation between the Law and tho Gospel—at least in so
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far that he made the progress of the history. of the Old Testa-
ment religion the subject of the intention that lies at the root
of the speech ascribed to him. We are accordingly justified, as
far as regards the historical position he fills, and in view of the
inner process by which the development of his Christian con-
sciousness was carried on, in recognizing him as the most direct
forerunner of the Apostle Paul.*

* Schneckenbur‘ger, “Ueber den Zweck der Apg.,” p. 184, says that this speech of
Stephen’s has for its main idea a preparation for the one with which Luke makes
Paul conclude the Acts of the Apostles, xxviii. 25. The state of the case could not
have been put more emphatically than was done by Stephen, that the Jews in general,
and in their entire peculiar individuality, were not capable of receiving the Messianic¢
salvation. This concluding thought of the speech is the real point aimed at, to which
all the other ideas lead up. There is patent in the speech of Stephen a general
sentence on the Jews on account of their acknowledged bearing towards the Gospel
a8 it is described in the Acts of the Apostles ; and we may say that in this general
sense the sentence can only have been so decidedly pronounced as the result of the
facts of a later time. 'We may here also see a further proof of the unhistorical
character of the speech. The historical importance which Stephen must have
possessed cannot on the other hand be understood except by placing this thought
at the foundation of the collision between him and the Jews. Stephen’s historical
importance lies in his being the predecessor of Paul. How is it then explained, that
in the writings of Paul himself there is not the slightest mention of such a prede-
cessor ? The answer can only be found in the breach with Judaism, which was his
conversion, in the originality of his religious ideas—the directness of his manifestation
of his belief, Galatians i. 16. These of themselves exclude the idea of any
preparatory means for his adoption of Christianity.



CHAPTER IIL
THE CONVERSION OF THE APOSTLE PAUL.

On the road to Damascus, whither Saul, breathing out
threatenings and slaughter, was pursuing the Hellenists who
had been scattered abroad by the fierce persecution ragiig
in Jerusalem, occurred that great cliange which so completely
transformed him. We possess three accounts of this occur-
rence which made such an important epoch in the life of the
Apostle ; the principal one in Acts ix. 1—25, and two others,
Acts xxii. 1—12, and xxvi. 9—20. It is a disputed point
whether we are to believe the account given by the author
in the first of these passages, or the narrative of the Apostle
himself in the two others. We are not justified in ascribing
a strictly authentic character to the statement in the Acts
of the Apostles; it is only from the author that we get this
account, and an author too, who, as we have seen by his
report of the speech of Stephen, knows well how to use his
literary license. But if we grant, as Neander does, that the
difference in the three accounts may be founded on a want of
accuracy and detail in the speeches of Paul, we may reject the
Pauline authenticity of these speeches on the same ground for
we cannot tell how far this want of accuracy goes, nor whether
this or that detail is to be omitted. The comparison of the
three accounts shows several discrepancies. The most worthy
of remark is that in ix. 7. The companions of Paul are made
to hear the voice that spoke to him, but in xxii. 9, they do
not hear it. It is generally thought that this difference is very
easily accounted for by the supposition that the companions
really did hear a sound—that of the thunder which accom-
panied the phenomenon, but not the articulate words which
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were spoken to Paul. But'how unsatisfactory this is, when
there is nothing said of any other ¢wvy except the ¢wvy Tov
Aalovvrog, whilst it is expressly stated on the one hand that
the voice that spoke to Paul was hoard likewise by his com-
panions, and on the other hand that it was not.*

That in the first account, ix. 7, the companions ‘saw no
man,” but in the two others, xxii. 9, xxvi. 16, they saw as Paul
did a “shining light” is of course (as the appearance of the
light is mentioned in the first passage as an objective matter of
fact) just as slight a contradiction, as the statement which is
made in the last passage that the voice spoke in the Hebrew
tongue. More striking than these instances is it, that ac-
cording to the first account the companions of Paul remained
standing, but according to the third they fell down with Paul,
whilst the second has only the vague expression Fu¢pof3oc
tyévovro. It'is also remarkable that the information given by
Christ in both the two first accounts to Ananias about the
calling of the Apostle, in the third is given by Christ to Paul
himself, and this is a difference not to be easily passed over, at
least by those who wish to believe in the authenticity of the
Apostle’s own relation of .this event. If we resolve with

/Olshausen, to set all these differences aside once for all, we
must accept the account simply as it is given us, and if we find
variations in the narrative, consider that we often find such in the
Gospels, but that they only concern unimportant minor points
which alter the credibility of the event as a whole so little that
they in reality tend to establish it. But certainly the account
given by Paul himself ought to have the precedence over that
of Luke, who relates the occurrence very shortly, and may easily
have overlooked some minor occurrences of which he was not an
eye-witness. But all this is in the highest degree arbitrary,
and we must not impute such a want of precision to an author

* rjv pwvny odk fjxovoay Tot Aaloivric pot, is said xxii. 9, and on the contrary
ix. 7, has dxodovres rijc pwrijc. And this ¢ws) is certainly the gwvy Aeyodvoa
avrg.
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whose aunthority in general stands so high, that we give unques-
tioning belief to his accounts of miracles, for little as con-
tradictions aud want of precision are looked on as tokens of
the trustworthiness of an author, they cannot, in this instance,
be taken as attaching a character of credibility to the narrative
but rather as tending to cast a doubt on other circumstances
related in it. In reality these differences which are appealed
to as examples of varying narration easily reconcileable would
be considerable enough to indicate a difference in the tradition,
if it were not that they are found in the accounts of the same
author, and if this author had not already given many proofs of
the free manner in which he handles historical materials.
Instead therefore of taking refuge in the usual manner in a
forced and arbitrary reconciliation between what has been
shown to be contradictory, such as the hearing and the not
hearing, the standing upright and the falling down, we must
confine ourselves to the question, What does the author
intend by relating the evenf now in one way and now in
another ? As far as concerns the question with regard to the
discrepancy between the expressions axode and ovk akodew Ty
¢wviv Tob Aadoivrog, it can easily be seen that the author in
the passage, ix. 7, decides on the plan of ascribing the axotew
Tiic pwviic to the companions of the Apostle also, because by
so doing, he can prove in the best possible manner the objec-
tivity of the occurrence, which must be more credible if the
same voice which the Apostle describes as having addressed
itself specially to him was also heard by others. But in both
the other passages, especially in the second in which it is ex-
pressly said that the companions did not hear the voice, the
contradiction may arise from its having occurred to the author
that as the Apostle himself is speaking, it might be favourable
to the interests of the Apostle to represent this voice as one
addressed to him alone, belonging especially to him, and not
heard by his companions. In furtherance of the aim which is
apparent in these two specches, it is essential that no doubt be

5
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felt as to the Apostle being the sole and especial object of this
strange phenomenon. But its objectivity, on which no less
stress must be laid, can only be sufficiently proved by the
special statement that the companions of the Apostle sud-
denly saw a light streaming down from Heaven in the clear
noon day, which is stated here, as in xxvi. 13, as a confirma-
tion of the fact. That the discrepancies of which we are
treating are to be explained chicfly by such a bias on the part
of the author, seems also to be confirmed by a particular re-
mark made in the third passage, that the voice which talked
with Paul spoke in the Hebrew tongue. If we look back to
the first speech delivered before the Jewish people (xxii.) we
shall find that it contains no special reason to justify the par-
ticular remark (xxi. 40) that it was spoken in tho Hebrew
language; but as we must suppose that the third speech
which was dclivered before the Roman Procurator Festus and
the Jewish King Agrippa, was spoken in Greck, the remark
as applied to this speech would not have seemed superfluous,
for the attempt to make the hearers suppose the unlikely fact
that Jesus spoke to Paul in the very Greek words he repeated
to them might have cast an improbable light upon the whole
affair. .

It is also easily seen why in one of these two speeches of
the Apostle the addition is made to the words addressed to
him by Jesus, oxAnpdv oot mpoc kévrpa Aaxrilew, xxvi. 14, as
this kind of proverbial speaking is peculiarly adapted to
heighten the effect of the principal idea on the hearers, which
throughout it is the great desire of the speaker to do, and
this idea is that he was unavoidably constrained to take the
step so distasteful to the Jews, by the power of an objective
impression made upon him. The narrative of the author
himself does not however need such a strengthening of the
chief idea of the matter; the discrepancy between the stand-
ing and falling of the companions is, like their hearing and
not hearing, a contradiction which can only be reconciled
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from the standpoint of the author. The most striking proof
of the powerful impression made by the phenomenon was of
course the throwing down of the Apostle and those who ac-
companied him, but if the author described the impression
in the first place by the strong expression Z#vveol, this is a
sufficient compensation for the falling down ; that they should
have remained standing suits better the word #vveot than that
they should have fallen, and they must be represented as
standing because it is necessary to show that they saw no one
from whom the voice could have proceeded. In short, as far
as concerns the difference in the words spoken by Jesus in
calling the Apostle, it is perfectly evident that separate events
in the first passage are summarized and placed together in the
third ; and this is of no importance, as the words addressed
to Ananias by Jesus are evidently only a continuation of his
conversation with Paul, but the free treatment of the author
is especially shown in these details of the minor circum-
stances attending the chief event. .

If, however, we succeed in reconciling the three above-named
passages in the Acts of the Apostles, we see by the very means
cmployed to reconcile them that every detail of the narrative
must not be taken as of the same value, those that are essential
must be carefully separated from those of less importance.
The chief point is stated by the Apostle Paul in his Epistles. ‘
It was the most decided conviction of the Apostle, that as Jesus
had appeared to the Apostles and the other believers, so at last
he had visibly manifested himself to him, 1 Cor. xv. 8, iv. 1.
But the Apostle does not give any explanation as to the way
and manner in which this manifestation took place, as in his
Epistles he is very reticent about these facts, and scarcely
mentions or hints at them. That they were facts, we must con-
clude from the two speeches which we find in the Acts of tho
Apostles, and if the parallel between the appearance manifested
to him, and the former appcarances of the risen Jesus is satis-

factory to us, and makes us willing to accept the idea of an
5 *x -
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outward objective fact, the expression of the Apostle, Gal.
i. 15, evddknoev 6 Oede amoxalifar Tov vidv abrov év Zuol,
shows us the deeper meaning of the matter in such a way as to
prevent our laying too much stress on the outward appearance.
We are on this account more justified in trying to find out
what is to be accepted in the narrative of the Acts of the
Apostles, and what is not. The chief point lies unquestionably
in the inquiry, whether the appearance of Jesus is to be con-
sidered as an external or internal fact? The whole statement
in the Acts of the Apostles leans to the supposition of a material
appearance ; the most important point against this supposition
is the express assertion of the author that the companions of the
Apostle who saw a bright flash of light, saw no person. The
decided expression, ix. 7, sorikeigay undéva Gewpovvree, is here
of the more importance, as, in matter of fact, there is nothing in
the three narratives in the Acts of the Apostles to lead to the
idea of a material, visible, objective appearance of the person of
Jesus. Neander also (p. 119) assumes this to have been a
spiritual fact in the mind of Paul, a spiritual manifestation of
Christ to his deeper self-consciousness, and by assuming this we
lose nothing of the real, divine part of the matter, as the ex-
ternal manifestation is only an adjunct, and the material per-
ception can have no greater certainty and reality than a fact
present to a higher self-consciousness. But Neander (p. 122)
feels obliged to return again to the idea of a real visible appear-
ance, since the Apostle, 1 Cor. xv. 8, places the appearance of
Christ vouchsafed to himself, on an equal footing with all the
other appearances of the risen Christ, and this opinion must
have all the greater weight, because (2 Cor. xii. 1) it is shown
that the Apostle knew perfectly well how to distinguish be-
tween a state of ecstasy and a state of ordinary consciousness.
As to what concerns the latter point, it follows from the very
reasonable grounds adduced by Neander himself (p. 121), that
the appearance of Jesus which is here spoken of cannot have
been’ intended to be taken as an ecstatic vision, like that re-
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ferred to in 2 Cor. xii. 1, but does it therefore follow that asa
spiritual fact it had nothing in common with an ecstatic vision,
if not in his normal Yet in his higher self-consciousness? This
caunot be maintained, and although the Apostle makes a parallel
between this appearance of Jesus and the other appearances of
the risen Christ, it does not follow in the first place that this
appearance must have been an external one (for even with an
internal appearance, the fact of the éwpaxéve: and é¢0iva: would
seem certain); and secondly, if the parallel were actually to imply
an external appearance, the rule which Neander himself lays
down (p.97) in reference to Cornelius would apply here ; and
Paul, being the only witness for the objective reality of the
appearance, can only be accepted as a sure witness of what he
believed he really saw. ‘We cannot, however, here avail ourselves
of this subjectivity, as,according to the express declaration of the
author, not one of the companions of the Apostle saw the form
of Jesus, so there is no room for the supposition of an objective
material appearance. However much the Apostle may have
certainly believed that he actually saw the form of Jesus, he
only really bears testimony to what he believed he saw. Here
we have arrived at a point from which, without any difficulty,
the connexion of the rest of the narrative may be perceived. To
the question whether the appearance of Jesus was really an out-
ward and visible one, there is allied the further inquiry whether
the words which Paul believed he heard from the Jesus who
appeared to him, were really audible. Had we only the testimony
of the first passage on this point, the question would be answered
immediately in the affirmative; but as the author is directly
in contradiction to himself on the subject, we can only answer
by what we can gather from the analogy of the whole, and
not from isolated statements. "As far as concerns the
analogy it can be shown certainly, that just as little as the
appearance of Jesus was a real and outward one, so little could
the words which Paul thought he heard, have been outwardly
audible. Just as easily as he might have believed that he saw
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Jesus without an outward visible objective form of Jesus, so he
might have believed that he heard words, which to him only,
not to others, and not in general were outwardly and object-
ively audible. This connection between seeing and hearing
can be explained also psychologically. If the Apostle was
once convinced that Jesus appeared to him, he must also have
supposed that there was some decided reason for this appear-
ance, and for what reason should Jesus appear to him ; except
to present himself to him, the persecutor, as the object of the
persecution? And even if the belief in such an appearance of
Jesus had not already existed in the Apostle, even if he were
not already filled with belief in the supreme worth of Jesus,
instead of with his former unbelief, when the faith in the
appearance came to him, there must have come also in the
closest and most direct connexion with it, the resolve to become
a preacher instead of a persecutor of the Christian cause.

So considered, what are the words which the Apostle thought
that he heard from the form of Jesus, and, which, if the Appear-
anco itself was only a spiritual fact, he may have heard from
some spiritual voice, what are they but the necessary expla-
nation of the fact itself, and of the idea immediately connected
with it? Just as little as it is possible to divide words and ideas,
just as necessarily as the idea expresses and clothes itself in
words, just so close and immediate is here the connexion of
one with the other, of the Seen and the Imagined, with the
Spoken and the Heard. Hitherto we have remained entirely
within the sphere of the Apostle’s consciousness, but now we
must step over the boundary which divides the inner from the
outer, the subjective from the objective, in reference to what the
companions of the Apostle may at least have seen, even if they
heard nothing. If they did not see the person of the being who
manifested himself, they may have seen the stream of heavenly
light by which they and the Apostle were surrounded. The well-
known modern hypothesis, so often repeated, that this light
was a flash of lightning which suddenly struck the Apostle and
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laid him and his companions senseless on the ground, is really
mere hypothesis, and as it not only has no foundation in the text,
but is rather opposed to the acknowledged tone of the author,
weo shall make here no further mention of it, but to say that the
question is the more forced upon us, whether or not this stream
of light must not be taken, after all, as an objective reality. The
narrative clearly means it to be so taken, but it is another
question whether or not so cclebrated a fact as tho conversion
of the Apostle Paul is a point on which mythic tradition may
be made available. It must be borne in mind in order that the
supposition of the mythical may not be held as completely
arbitrary, that the essence of a myth consists in the outward
objective expression of an inner subjective idea. The more
indispensable and direct this passage from the subjective to the
objective, from the inner to the outward, the less practical seems
here the idea of the.mythical, although this is the point atwhich
the natural province of the myth begins. In this sense the
necessary transformation already discussed of a direct, inex-
plicable sudden impression into a decided idea, and of the idea
into words, belongs to the province of the myth, it is also here
an inward process which becomes an outward one, a transition
from the subjective to the objective, the idea becomes ex-
pressed, it clothes itself in words and outward signs, and takes
material shape and form. But in this case it is a necessary
mental process, that the mythical, whilst appearing in its
direct, inner connexion with the logical, shall become especially
mythical as soon as its passage from the subjective to the
objective, from the inner to the outward has no longer any
inner logical necessity, but relies more on a subjective need, and
appears only as the accidental and more or less unbiassed state-
ment of an abstract thought, or as a matter lying beyond the
province of the senses, although in a palpable and material
form. From this point of view the phenomenon, as far as
regards the companions of the Apostle, must be considered.
* Although the fact b.e firmly established that the ascended,
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glorified Jesus appeared to the Apostle Paul on the way to
Damascus, tradition cannot be contented with the abstract
thought of a fact presenting itself only to the inner, deep self-
consciousness of the Apostle. The inner phenomenon mustin
some way become an outward one, if it is to have its full tradi-
tional importance and concrete truth. But that the inner per-
ception present only in the mind of the Apostle did not become
an outward perception to those who accompanied him, in the
visible form of Jesus appearing in the heavenly light, is to be
explained by the fact, that even original tradition in its strictest
form has its fixed boundaries which it does not arbitrarily over-
step. The original maintains its veracity as a spiritual matter
of fact, by asserting that Jesus appeared in a visible manner to
the Apostle only, and this tradition must also acknowledge.
But if he had been actually visible, and only to the Apostle,
how can tradition have assumed that the heavenly light without
which no Divine appearance.can be imagined, spread over all
the surroundings of the Apostle. Jesus could not really have
appeared without some outward token of his nearness and pre-
sence. The strange brightness surpassing that of the sun at
mid-day, that suddenly shone round the Apostle and his com-
panions, is accordingly nothing but the symbolic and mythical
expression of the certainty of the real and immediate presence
of the glorified Jesus, elevated to heavenly dignity. ~As soon
as the appearance of Jesus is thought of in this manuer, we see
that it must have brought about in all who witnessed it, the
effects which always result from heavenly phenomena of this
kind; its overpowering influence threw them all on the ground,
or at least riveted them to the earth in rigid astonishment.

The occurrences in Damascus form the second part of the
miraculous narrative in the Acts of the Apostles. The ad-
herents of the so-called natural mode of explanation have ex-
perienced as much difficulty about these as about the principal
event itself.* Although the latter is thought to have been very

* Neander gives no further explanation of the occurrences at Damascus.
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easily met by the lucky hypothesis of a flash of heaven-sent
lightning, the complicated events in Damascus cannot be ac-
counted for in so simple and easy a manner. This is especially
the weak place in the natural mode of explanation, and the
cold hands of the aged Ananias, the vivid delight of Paul at
his appearance, the sudden stepping forth from the dark
chamber to the light, and the three days’ fasting, are only
weak unskilful means of releasing the Apostle from the dark-
ness of the cataract produced on him by the lightning flash.
But how difficult it is to bring Ananias and Paul in a natural
manner into such mutual relations as must have existed, ac-
cording to the narrative in the Acts of the Apostles. It may
on the other hand be justly asked, Who can believe that these
two visions, so exactly fitting into each other, Paul learning
through one, that Ananias was coming to him to restore his
sight, and Ananias receiving through the other the command
to go to Paul and help him, can have been received by some
lucky chance? Just as little can these visions be taken as
miracles in the ordinary sense. With our author, visions
are precisely the means employed to bring persons widely
separated and unknown to each other into correspondence.
As in the history of the conversion of Cornelius, he and Peter
are drawn together by two visions, so here this also is the case
with Ananias and Paul, only the visions of the two latter are
more strictly and unmistakeably connected. As Paul in his
vision saw Ananias coming to him, so Ananias in the vision
which he had, is apprized of the nature of Paul’s vision. As
we may readily suppose, it must have been very difficult for
Paul, after his arrival at Damascus, to find an introduction to,
or to win confidence from the Christians residing there, so we
must suppose that he could not have succeeded in doing this
without some great extraordinary preparation, and such a
preparation must appear the more necessary as Paul in the
state of blindness in which he had been ever since the appear-
ance of the light from Heaven on the way to Damascus, had
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been so dependent on help from strangers. Who would dare
to venture near a man, whom until now they had known as the
bitterest enemy and persecutor of the Christian name ? and
how could he-himself, a man so blinded and prostrate, place
any confidence in his nelghbours who might be willing to take
care of him?

Here then the Deity must hlmself step in and complete the
work already begun. Ananias accordingly receives, in a divine
vision, the command to go to Paul, and to afford him the help he
needed, and to Paul himself Ananias is shown in a vision as the
man destined to assist him. The charge which Ananias received
lies in so close a connection with the miracle he wrought on
Paul, that from the miracle itself we first come to a right
understanding of the chief subject matter of the vision. Ac-
cording to the narrative in the Acts of the Apostles, Paul had

-been blinded by the mighty light of the appearance of the Lord.
He came blind to Damascus, and was there alone for some
days in that condition until he was released from it by Ananias.
But was this blindness an actual one? And was his release
from it by Ananias an actual miracle? This question is sug-
gested to us by the narrative itself, in which the close connec-
tion between the cure of the blindness and the laying on of
hands, and the aim of the latter operation, namely, the gift of
the Holy Ghost, deserves the most special attention. Ananias
indeed received in his vigion the command to go to Paul and lay
his hands on him that he might receive his sight, and as soon
as he had come to Paul and had laid his hands on him, Paul
received his sight and was filled with the Holy Ghost, and
there fell from his eyes as it had been scales, and he “ forthwith
saw.” Isnot then the mAnolivar wvedparoc aylov that ought to
be the immediate consequence of the laying on of hands, in it-
self, a healing of blindness, an avaf3Aémewv in a spiritual sense—
and does not the expression, ix. 18—ebléwe anémwesov amd rav
o¢plaApuov adrov doel Aewidec indicate that they were no real
scales, that there was no real blindness and no real cure?
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If we remember the condition to which the Apostle must have
been reduced by the appearance of the Lord, how can we think
of him in any other manner than with a downcast, introspective
look, absorbed in his own situation, in deep earnest meditation
on the sins that weighed so heavily upon him and which weight he
had incurred during his recent course of action ? Christian bap-
tiem first shone upon this dark night of his spiritual life with the
bright light of the consciousness of sin forgiven, and caused him
again to see clearly! The narrative itself points to such a state
of mind, brooding on itself, closed to all outward impressions,
entirely occupied with itself and struggling from darkness into
light, by showing us Paul after some days residence in Damas-
cus, as not only seeing nothing, but eating and drinking
nothing, and only after receiving baptism as taking food and
resuming his full powers of life, ix. 9-18. ButPeven if we look
at the condition of the Apostle, not only immediately after the
phenomenon, but before its occurrence, whilst he was still the
strenuous Pharisaic zealot, jealous for the law, and the perse-
cutor of all who turned away from it, what is the great con-
trast which this first state presents to the second in which we
find him ? Is he not also in the first place a blind man, who
has to be cured of his blindness? Grotius has remarked on
the words, ix. 8, avepyuévwv 8 rov o¢pladudv alrov, ovdéva
{BAeme, ““ ea fuit imago Pauli, qualis antehac fuerat, speciem
habens hominis eruditi in lege, quum plane animo coecus
esset.”” And on ix. 18, &oel Aemidec, “ adumbrantes velum illud,
de quo agit Paulus,” 2 Cor. iii. 14. Grotius maintains further,
that this expression, although figurative, is of fitting and
marked significance, as showing the spiritual condition of the
Apostle. The author himself represents the Apostle as acting
in accordance with this figurative expression, when he makes
him repeat in his speech the words of the Lord, which called
him to his appointed office, xxvi. 18, he is to be sent to the Gen-
tiles. avoiEat é¢plaruodc avrdv kal imoTpédar awd okbrove eic
p@g, kal tiic tEovaluc Tob garava inl Tov Ocov, Tov Aaf3eiv alrovg
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dpeoww auapriov, kal xhijpov v Toic fytacuévorg, wlore ) elc ui.
May not the conversion of the Apostle itself be described in
the same manner, a8 a passage from a state of darkness and
blindness to a state of light, and vision with clear and open
eyes. Taking all these points into consideration, does it not
‘seem reasonable to consider as tradition all that is related in
the Acts of the Apostles of the blinding of the Apostle, and the
wonderful cure of his blindness by Ananias. The Apostle himself
does not in any single instance mention these occurrences in his
life in any of his Epistles. The tradition doubtless arose from the
expressions which, in their figurative and material shape, indi-
cate the great change in the inner, spiritual life of the Apostle,
having been taken as literal and not figurative. This result may
have been brought about by the great contrast afforded by the
Apostle’s earlier and later mental tendencies and religious modes
of thought; and this result always follows the progress of mythical
tradition. Spiritual blindness thus becomes bodily blindness :
the looking up in a spiritual sense becomes the falling off of
scales which had covered the eyes. There must also be a certain
fixed time, in which one thing shall result from another. No
better opportunity for the blinding could be found, than the
moment when the Apostle had seen the dazzling appearance of
light in which the Lord appeared. If, in order to substantiate
the outward appearance, tradition represents an extraordinary
heavenly light as spreading around, at the moment when the
Apostle saw the Lord, this could not happen according to the
unsual conditions of such heavenly phenomena, without leaving
behind on the person chiefly interested a token in thé shape of
blindness. And if also, the condition in which the Apostle was
after that appearance, and the consequent change in himself
must be taken really as a condition of perfect unconsciousness
of the outward world, then everything concurs to place that
blindness which‘affected the’Apostle before he had attained to
the clear light of the Christian life, in the period between the
appearance of the Lord to him, and the act of his reception into
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the Christian community. What had begun miraculously was
obliged to be miraculously carried on, and was brought to its
culminating point when, after the crisis of the struggle into light
was fully past, the Apostle became a new man by his actual re-
ception into the Christian community. But the greater the
change in the outward condition of the Apostle, the more
fitting it seems that this should have been effected by special
divine preparation, and (as is the case also with the conversion
of Cornelius) two corresponding visions are represented, as the
means most likely to advance the end. A special divine com-
munication, such as the Apostle could only have received in a
vision, must in this case appear to be all the more necessary,
as without it the special outward act of imparting the Holy
Spirit to the Apostle, by the laying on of hands by Ananias,
could not have been considered as valid, as Ananias was not
an Apostle. All these details in the tradition agree so well to-
gether, so close is the connection throughout between all the
subsequent details, that we feel we have arrived at a point
from which we can discover the genesis of this tradition. We
cannot but assume that the blindness of the Apostle was no real
physical blindness; then the miracle of healing is no longer
needed ; and if Ananias was not sent to Paul for this purpose
(for it was to this end he was chiefly desired to go, according
to Acts ix. 17, 6 xipto¢ améoralké pe, dwwe avafBAélnc), the
statement also falls to the ground that Ananias received this
charge in a divinely sent vision ; and the whole tenor of the
matter takes a completely different complexion from that given
to it in the Acts of the Apostles. It therefore remains doubtful
whether Ananias really came into such close relations with the
Apostle Paul during this critical period of his life—whether his
name did not get mixed up in the account of the conversion in an
accidental manner. In the speech of the Apostle delivered be-
fore the Jewish people, the following is predicated of Ananias :
avip evoeic kara TOV véuov, paprvpobuevoc vwd wavrwy, Tov
karowotvrwy 'lovdalwy, xxii. 12. How easy it is to imagine
that there was a particular intercst at work in thus representing
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the Apostle Paul as from the beginning in close connection
with a man who stood in such good repute with the Judaising
party which was always so suspicious of the Apostle.

Although the historical and critical treatment of the narra-
tive of the conversion of Paul, as given in the Acts of the
Apostles, does not allow us to consider it as simply miraculous,
yet if we look at it from a psychological point of view, the sup-
position of a miracle, if not neccssary, may yet be allowable. -
Who can venture to say that such a change in the religious and
spiritual life of the Apostle may not have been developed in
his inmost being in a simply natural manner ? or who can dare
to make the assertion that even the most sudden transition
from one extreme to another lies outside the pale of psycho-
logical possibility ? or that such a phenomenon must be held as
contrary to nature? as if being contrary to nature made a
miracle possible ! If the adoption of a miracle is so objection-
able in itself, it is so certainly on psychological grounds, and
especially in cases in which the miracle is to be considered
only as an important disturbance of the natural development
of-the inward spiritual life of an individual. Neander, although
in his statement and examination of this important question he
for this rcason adheres to the miraculous theory, still in no way
allows a magic influence to have been in operation on Paul,
whereby he was carried away and changed against his will. It
is rather set forth as a point of his inmost being, without which
the most cssential, the inner revclation of Christ, to his highest
self-consciousness would not have been possible, without which,
no outward impression would have had any availing power,
without which any outward impression, however strong, would
have been mercly transitory. But if once the theory of an
inward connccting point is advanced, is it anything else but a
setting forth of the principle, by which the whole change is
referred to natural causes? It becomes therefore the task of
historical criticism to investigate, if what in itself is possible, did
actually occur in accordance with the statements before us,
without the interposition of a special miracle. So clear and
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simple does that seem that we can only wonder how the
modern interpreters of the Acts of the Apostles embrace these
highly exaggerated miraculous theories. In a manner not
quite suited to the case Olshausen indicates as a reason for the
words, xxvi. 14, okAnpdv oot mpdc kévrpa Aaxriew* (to which a
wrong meaning is given,) the Augustinian doctrine of “gratia
irresistibilis,” only with this difference, that, by the assertion
that in ¢Ais appearance of our Lord, Grace was manifested in an
overpowering strength, it is by no means sought to deny that
there may have been moments in the subsequent life of Paul
when by unfaithfulness he may have forfeited the grace vouch-
safed to him. This is exactly the worst modification of this
doctrine of irresistible grace, as by it two completely different
standpoints become confused -with each other, the ordinary
theory of free-will, and its opposite, that of absolute depend-
ence. The consequence, or rather the cause, of this illogical
blending of heterogencous theories is a theory of miracle which
thoroughly destroys the continuity of the spiritual life, the arbi-
trary assertion that there are circumstances in the life of man in
which (as Neander well puts it) * the individusl is carried away
and transformed by magic influence against his own will.” In
this view of the conversion of the Apostle Paul miracle is of
course assigned its full right, but this is the only advantage, and
what is believed to be gained by it on one hand, in favour of

* According to Olshausen, the meaning of these words can be only as follows:—
“Thy striving against thc overpowering strength of grace helps thee not. Thou
must therefore submit.” This meaning can only be forced from the words by an
interpreter biassed in favour of the Augustinian dogmatism. It appears certain
that these words ought to be taken as referring not to the subjective, but to the
objective, useleesness of striving. Their meaning therefore would be: ¢ Thou
persecutest me in the belief that I am not the true Messiah, but as thon must be
now convinced that I am the true Messiah, how can thy undertaking be anything
but vain, and redounding to thy own destruction ? > This reading receives a
completely favorable corroboration from the parallel in the speech of Gamaliel, v.
89. ot dUvacls kara\voar adrd, pnmwore kai Geopdyor edpebijre. “ You will not
effect anything by your reaction; the end will show on the contrary that you will
draw on yourselves the worst consequences, for only the worst is to be expected
when a direet opposition to God is in question.”
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the glorification of divine grace, is lost on the other by the
sacrifice of the moral dignity of the Apostle.

The facts of the conversion and calling of the Apostle must
have been of the greatest importance to the author of the Acts
of the Apostles in furthering his apologetic aim. They are there-
fore not only related at length in chapter ix. but are also stated
with the same detail and accuracy in the two speeches which
are put into the mouth of the Apostle Paul himself, chapters
xxii. and xxvi. We see from the epistles of the Apostle how his
enemies always reproached him with not having been, as the
other Apostles, a disciple of Jesus, and for not having been
called to be an Apostle by Jesus himself during his earthly life.
Against such a reproof and such an attack on the apostolic au-
thority of Paul,-a fact must have weighed strongly, by which
he was connected with Jesus by a relation not less direct than
that which bound the rest of the Apostles to him. The Apostle
himself maintains with the most decided emphasis that he also
had seen Christ the Lord, 1 Cor. ix. 1, that Jesus had mani-,
fested himself to him as well as to the other Apostles—even if
after the others—still really and truly. 1 Cor.xv.8. And
not only once did this happen, but by repeated éwrasiac kai
dmrokaietc Tob kvplov, he claims for himself direct communion
with the Lord : 2 Cor. xii. 1. But there still remains the great
and essential difference between his calling and that of the
other Apostles, namely, that the reality of the former depended
on & momentary appearance which he maintains to have taken
place—on & vision—an §paua, whose truth only existed in the
sphere of his own subjective consciousness, and therefore lies
open to the possibility of being the result of self-deception.
And as together with his calling to the office of an Apostle he
received also a peculiar, decided commission to proclaim the
Gospel to the Gentiles, so the whole question as to the par-
ticipation of the Gentiles in the Messianic Salvation, which was
so bitter a cause of dispute between the Apostle and the
Jewish Christians, rests also on the truth and reality of the
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visionary appearance by which the Apostle believed himself to
have been called. The more problematical the apostolic au-
thority so delivered must be, the more earnestly must a writer
who has so decided an apostolic tendency as the author of
the Acts of the Apostles, endeavour to procure every possible
guarantee for his Apostle. The authority of Paul, according
to the nature of the circumstances under which the Acts of the
Apostles was composed, can be legitimatized in no better
manner than by the authority of Peter. If we can look
to a precedent that Peter also saw a really divine vision
in which he received an important charge, a charge which
concerned a no less weighty matter than the adoption of
the Gentiles into the Messianic kingdom, what objection
can be taken to the vision which was the cause of Paul’s
being called to the office of an Apostle among the Gentiles?
According to the whole plan and economy of the Acts of
the Apostles it can not surprise us that we really do find
in it such a legitimation of the Apostle. It is contained
in the account of the conversion of Cornelius, which the
author of the Acts of the Apostles, chapters x. and xi.
apparently places purposely between the conversion of the
Apostle, chapter ix. and the actual commencement of his
apostolic office among the Gentiles, xi. 25. The detailed and
circumstantial manner in which this is related, shows us in the
clearest way how much importance the author attaches to it. If
everything had taken place as it is here related, and as it is com-
monly believed to have done, there would be no need of saying
anything about an especial apologetic aim of the author. But
how is it possible to take such a series of miraculous occurrences
all depending on one another as having actually happened ? If
we remember that this is not a question of miraculous events,
merely occurring in the external world, but of operations from
the higher world in an individual circle of religious thought
and feeling, operations depending on one another and re-acting

on ‘one another, and having as consequences, resolutions and
6
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opinions which were not likely to have been the result of
religious and spiritual development ordinarily produced, we
cannot then accept such a direct influence of a higher causality
on the spiritual nature. The persons concerned must have
been passive organs for the proclamation of ideas which, ac-
cording to the divine plan, were to be introduced to the world
as a purely supernatural revelation. We must notice how little
the persons here treated of betray any clear consciousness, or
even any suspicion of the consequences depending on their
actions. Cornelius indeed received instructions to summon
Peter to come to him, but he did not know what end was
to be answered by his comfng, x. 33. Peter involuntarily
followed the summons sent him, x. 20. The opinions which
he had hitherto held regarding the relation of the Jews
to the Gentiles would rather have held him back from the
command contained in the vision he had rececived, (28) but he
understood so little of its real meaning and aim, that the light
flashed upon him for the first time through the surprising dis-
covery of the exact correspondence of the two visions with each
other. It was not of his own free conviction and decision that
he determined on his course of action, but through the over-
powering impression of new miraculous events, which had imme-
diate effect, and by which the destined result was completely
carried out. Obviously Peter serves here as a mere organ, and
we see, without doubt, in what outward relation the religious
ideas and convictions here introduced stand to his religious
consciousness and the steps of his religious development.

The entire series of these events is wanting in historic con-
nexion, neither has it a natural point of contact. It has no
result at all commensurate with the extraordinary preparation
made for it. The Church at Jerusalem indeed allowed its
doubts to be hushed by the assurances of Peter ; but how little
influence these really had, the narrative in chapter xv: shows,
and Peter himself always recurs to the cause of these events as
to something of the highest antiquity, xv. 7, (d¢’ nuep@v apxafwy,
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&c.), about which nothing had been thought in the interval, and
which now for the first time had attention drawn to it. With
what aim did all this happen, if at that time it suited so little
the stage of development then attained by Peter? could it have
been in order to furnish him later on with a resting point for
his religious consciousness, at & time in which he could not any
longer need one ? Or must we think it all took place for the
sake of Cornelius? How passive he himself is, however, in all
the events that befall him ! and how little his personality seems
concerned in reference to them ! No satisfactory aim seems to
be furthered by such a miracle, and how does so studied and
complicated a series of miraculous occurrences agree with the
character of the Gospel history ? Such a narrative of such an’
important character, cannot be held as a mythical tradition.
All through it we see that the details are connected with
each other, that they are bound together by a single, exhaustive
and studied combination of deliberate meaning into a complete
whole, one vision corresponding to the other, and the conse-
quences of each only happening at a certain moment and in
a certain manner, and thus only are they enabled to fit into
the whole. For this reason also the remark with which
Neander prefaces his statement, ‘that we are not justified
in assuming that Cornelius was able to separate clearly the ob-
jective and actual from the subjective side of his own compre-
hension of that which was placed before him as a subject for
his investigation and examination,” is completely aimless and
useless ; as it must not be supposed that anything else was in-
cluded in the series of details than what is related, as that would
betray somewhat of a subjective deceit.

If one of these details is put out of its place, or considered in
a different relation, the whole becomes disarranged and confused
and loses coherence and connexion. Such combination and cohe-
rence as are here presented are foreign to a myth. Such a nar-
rative cannot be looked upon as the casual product of mythical
tradition, but as a free composition, originating in a certain

6 *
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design. From this point of view, the two visions which are so
| essential in the matter must be held to be the spontaneous,
: visible form in which the ideas presented are clothed, as in the
| accounts of the earliest Christian times visions are not uncom-
monly presented, merely as visible and poetical media. The
i chief idea with which they have to do appears so decidedly as
the preponderating one, that we can scarcely avoid seeing that
the persons and events which are placed before us are only
destined to carry out the idea of the whole, and bring it into
notice. As soon, therefore, as the means of furthering this
end are so far advanced that the aim of the statement is
attained, the idea is abruptly withdrawn from the material husk
which enveloped it ; and now the full consciousness has dawned
upon Peter of what the author makes him utter as the ruling
idea of the whole, x. 84, that “there is no respect of persons
with God ; but in every nation he that feareth him and worketh
righteousness is accepted with him.” These words, as modern
interpreters rightly remark, can only be so taken in the whole
connexion in which they stand in opposition to the Jewish ex-
clusiveness : God receives into the Messianic kingdom those
who believe in Jesus, not with any regard to whether or not
they are descended from a special theocratic nation ; but look-
ing only to the moral worth and sensibility of each separate in-
dividual. The speech of Peter immediately following seeks to
remove any idea of exclusiveness from the labours of Jesus.
The idea here brought forward could not be more directly and
empbhatically confirmed than by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit
which anticipated baptism, x. 44. How evidently was it thus
shownthat the Gentiles were not to be excluded from the reception
of the Holy Spirit as the principle of Christian consciousness, how
clearly is the conclusion drawn that the outward form of adop-
tion is not to be refused, when the inward desire of and inclina-
tion for the Holy Spirit is present, this being the chief condition,
and all else merely superfluous. Peter accordingly repeatedly
takes as the chief idea, resulting from the whole (x. 47, xi. 16, 17),

-~
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this especial thought, that as the Gentiles aswell as the born Jews,
had at one time received the gift of the Holy Spirit, and attested
its reception and operation by the same outward manifestations
as those at the feast of Pentecost, and the AaAety yAdosaic and
the peyakdAew 7ov Bedy, there could be no distinction between
Jew and Gentile with regard to the Messianic kingdom. From
this it must necessarily follow that with respect to the adop-
tion of the Gentiles into the community of the followers of
Jesus as the Messiah, nothing was demanded (as would bave
been the case with enforced circumcision) which involved as a
condition that they must become Jews in order to become
Christians. As the whole matter is embodied in visions—for
the figurative and symbolical always favour visions—this
thought is also presented in a symbolic form. The distinction
between clean and unclean in the relation between Jews and
Gentiles, is founded specially on the Mosaic laws with respect
to eating, by which the Jews were forbidden to taste the flesh
of certain animals which were held to be unclean. The Gentiles,
to whom this eating of flesh was not forbidden, became for that
very reason unclean to the Jews, who had to be on their guard
against defilement in their intercourse with the Gentiles when
this involved eating and drinking together. The idea that
the difference hitherto subsisting between Jews and Gentiles
with regard to clean and unclean things, was no longer of
any importance, is very strikingly exhibited by the figure of
a vessel in which clean and unclean things were contained, antl
commanded to be used as food without any distinction. The
extreme hunger which Peter had experienced just before the
vision, is also connected very closely with the aim and purpose
of the vision; as he must have felt the prohibition against
eating certain beasts which were destined for the food of and
use of man, as an unnatural restriction. The removal of the
distinction between the idea clean and unclean was expressed
also by the symbolical vessel, as in it there was no difference
made between elean and unclean beasts, and also by its imme-
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diate descent with all its contents from heaven. As the differ-
ence between clean and unclean with regard to the animal world,
rested on a certain dualistic view, on the idea of a clean and
unclean creation, so also with regard to the relations of Jew
and Gentile, the existing wall of partition between the old
customs and the prevailing views could be removed in no better
way than by the introduction of the thought that God was the
God of the Gentiles as well as of the Jews. As from the
Divine standpoint there can be no unclean creation—no man
is to be considered “ common or unclean,” (compare x. 28, and
15), so Jesus, as the Messiah, is the common Lord of all in the
peace of his Gospel, rdvrwv kiptoc, (36), and ordained of God to
be the Judge of quick and dead. (x.42.) All this combines
to set forth concisely and distinctly a certain decided idea, but,
although after what has been said no further remark is needed
to show that this idea was intended to be brought home espe-
cially to the recognition and consciousness of Peter, yet it is
necessary for us to notice that the circumstances attending its
presentation betray a great desire on the part of the author to
show that the Church at Jerusalem also acknowledged the idea
brought forward by Peter. He expressly mentions the oppo-
sition which Peter’s act of imparting the Gospel to the uncir-
cumcised and unclean, received from the Church at Jerusalem,
and makes Peter relate circumstantially the whole course of the
affair in his- own vindication. The author would not have
sllowed himself this repetition if he had not attached great
weight at this period of his narrative to the impression which
the affair made on the Church at Jerusalem. Accordingly
after hearing this vindication, the Church at Jerusalem held its
peace and glorified God in that he had extended his salvation
to the Gentiles, (xi. 1-18). The behaviour that the members
of the Church exhibited in the sequence of this affair shows
undoubtedly how strange all this must have appeared to them
at that time. Can we not understand how Peter so easily
succeeded in ‘his vindication of a step calculated to excite such
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great ‘opposition, when we see that he appeals to the fact that
before he had ended his introductory speech : imémese 7o mvevua
70 Gyiov in’ abrode Homwep kai ip’ nuac v apxp. xi. 15, This
fact is thus included with the feast of Pentecost and the mira-
culous yAdooacg Aakeiv, So actual and public a miracle could of
course further no better end than silencing the doubts of the
Church. But if the miracle of the Aa)e¢tv yAdooaic was taken
by Cornelius and those baptized with him as having been per-
formed for no other reason than that they (as Neander states,
page 105) should feel themselves impelled to express their
feelings in inspired praises of God who in so miraculous a
manner had led them to salvation, would the Church at Jeru-
salem have been content with such a vindication ? Must we also
in favour of this vindication retract what we have already
allowed to be a well-founded result of the enquiry into the AaAetv
yAwooac ? Certainly not, but it therefore follows that this vin-
dication before the Church at Jerusalem, (especially as regards
the consequences it seems to have had), cannot be held to have
occurred as the letter of the narrative would have us believe.
However little such a narrative can lay claim to historic
credibility, it suits the apologetic tendency with which the Acts
of the Apostles is written. However we may decide on the
traditional element which lies at the root of the history of
the conversion of Cornelius, its adoption into the narrative,
and the place assigned to it can can only be accounted for
by the apologetic interest of the author of the Acts of the
Apostles. Paul must be represented as entering on his apos-
tolic work among the Gentiles under the shield of the Apostle
Peter, who himself converted the first Gentile, and the heavenly
appearance on which alone Paul grounds the proof of his
apostolic calling, becomes legitimized in the most authentic
manner, by a similar vision to that sent to the Apostle Peter.
We can well imagine what great weight this must have had
in the apologetic interest of the author of the Acts of the
Apostles, if we consider to what attacks the Apostle Paul was
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exposed, both at the commencement of his career and long
afterwards from the Jewish-Christian party, on aoccount of the
peculiar nature of his call. In the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies
the principle is enunciated, with peculiar- reference to the
Apostle Paul, that those revelations only should be considered
true and trustworthy which are attested by outward communi-
cations and testimony, and not merely by appearances and
visions. This is one of the chief subjects of controversy
between the persons who are represented as conversing in
these Homilies ; and the arguments adduced on each side are
only of use in making us see clearly the importance this matter
must have had to the Apostle and his party. “Thou hast
boasted, objected Simon Magus to the Apostle Peter, (Homily
xvii. 13.) that thou hast entirely understood thy Teacher, (the
true prophet Christ) because thou hast personally seen him
present, and hast listened to him, and that it would be im-
possible for any other man to have the like certainty by
means of any appearance or vision. (épduart % émraciq.)—
Now, that this is untrue, I will show thee. He who clearly
hears what another says is not fully convinced by what is said.
For he must think in his mind, ¢ Does not a man who is merely
an appearance, lie ?’ But a vision certifies the truth, for when
it is seen, the conviction comes to him who sees it, that it is
something divine.” To this Peter replies,  Thou maintainest
that more canl be learnt through a vision than through a real
operating presence (% mapa riic #vepyelac.) On this account
thou thinkest that thou art better informed about Jesus than
I am. The prophet alone ‘deserves all belief, as we know
before hand that he surely is, and he gives, as the learner
wishes, an answer to questions asked him. But he who be-
lieves a vision, a form, or a dream, bas no security and
knows not whom he believes ; for he may indeed be deceived
by an evil demon, or a deceitful spirit, which really is nothing,
and if he asks who it is that appears*—it can answer what it
* As Paul asks, Acts ix. 5, ri¢ ¢l kvpee.
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will. It stays as long as it pleases, and vanishes like a sudden
flash of light, without giving the desired information to-the
inquirer. In a dream no one can ask what he desires to know,
since the mind of the sleeper is not in his own power. For
this very reason we ask, out of curiosity, many thingg in a
dream, and learn without asking what is of no interest to us,
and when we awake we are discontented because we have
neither asked nor heard what we wanted to know.” The
Magus rejoins that even if belief is not to be conceded to all
visions, still those visions and dreams sent by God cannot be
false ; that only the righteous can see a true vision, not the
wicked ; and Peter answers that he cannot agree to this, and
pursuing his argument he says, “I know that many Idola-
ters, carnal-minded men given over to all sorts of sins, see
visions and true dreams, and some also have seen demoniacal
appearances. I maintain that mortal eye cannot see the incor-
poreal form of the Father or of the Son, because they shine in
purest light. It is therefore not out of jealousy, that God
does not allow himself to be seen by men who are fettered
by their fleshly nature. For who can see the incorporeal form
even of an angel, much more of the Son? But if any one
sees a vision (éwracfa) he must remember that it may proceed
from an evil demon : and that ungodly persons see visions and
true dreams is certain, and I can prove this from the Scrip-
tures.” Then are adduced the instances of Abimelech, Genesis
xx.—of Pharaoh, xli.—of Nebuchadnezzar, Daniel iii. 5. < All
these were ungodly persons and yet saw sights and visions and
true dreams. It results from this that a man who sees visions,
dreams and appearances, need not be concluded to be neces-
sarily a pious man. For the truth springs out of an indwelling
pure feeling in the pious man, which does not seek the truth
in dreams, but is bestowed on good mien with consciousness
and judgment. Thus the Son was revealed to me from the
Father—TI therefore know how important the revelation is (ric
Sbvaute amoxalifewe, 1. c. ‘how essential it is) from my own
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experience. For as soon as the Lord questioned me, (Matthew
xvi. 14.) something rose in my heart and I myself knew not
what had happened to me. Then I said, ¢ Thou art the Son
of the living God.” He who on this occasion called me blessed
first told me that it was the Father who had revealed this to
me. Therefore I perceived that this which was revealed to me
without outward manifestation, without visions and dreams,
was something spiritual. And thus it is that in the truth
which God implanteth in us is contained the seed of all truth.
This is either concealed from, or revealed to us by the hand
of God, for God ‘acts towards every man according to his
deserts. To manifest itself by dreams and visions is not a
characteristic of revelation, but a token of divine wrath—
for it is written in the Law that God being wroth with Moses
and Aaron said (Numbers xii. 6.) ‘If there be a prophet
among you, I, the Lord, will make myself known unto him in a
vision and will speak unto him in a dream. My servant Moses
is not so, for with him will I speak apparently (directly, év
€l0et) as a man speaketh to a friend.’” Thou seest how laws
and dreams are tokens of anger. But what a man wishes to
impart to a friend goes from mouth jo mouth direct, and not
through figures and dreams and sights, which he uses in com-
municating with an enemy: So although our Jesus may also
have appeared to thee, manifested himseff to thee, and spoken
to thee, he had done so in wrath, as to an adversary, and for
that reason he has employed appearances, and dreams, and other
outward revelations. But can a man be instructed and ordained
for the office of Teacher by means of a vision ? If thou sayest
this is quite possible, then I say, Why did the Teacher avoid com-
munication for a whele year with those who watched continually
for him, and how can these believe that he revealed himself to
thee? How can he have appeared to thee, who art not even in
agreement with his doctrine ? If thou really didst become an
Apostle by communion and instruction, if only for a time,
then expound his sayings, explain what he said and did, love
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his Apostles, and dispute not with me who was with him;
for thou hast striven against me as an adversary, against me,
the strong rock, the corner pillar of the Church. If thou
hadst not been an adversary, thou wouldest not have so vilified
and abused me and my preaching, that men would not believe
what I myself heard from the Lord when I was with him, as
though I were worthy of condemnation when I was really
worthy of praise. Yea, verily, when thou callest me accursed,
Gal. ii. 11, thou accusest God who revealed Christ to me, thou
attackest Him who has blessed me through this revelation. If
thou wishest in deed and truth to become a fellow-worker
in the cause of truth, then learn from us as we have learnt from
Him, and when thou hast become a disciple of truth, then become
a fellow-worker with us.” ]
Such was the opinion prevailing on the Jewish-Christian side
at the time the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies were composed,
with regard to the apostolic calling of Paul : and that we are not
here exhibiting a mere extreme heretical opinion of a later date
is testified by the Epistles of the Apostle himself, in which it is
represented in exactly the same light. This opinion then was
the general one of the opposing Jewish-Christian party. Even
if this opinion had been held at the time of the authors of these
Homilies, in .a modified form by a part only of the Jewish-
Christians ; if Paul had even been considered in his apostolic
relation to Peter, as filling a position in which he by no means
held any advantage over Peter, and in which he must share
with him the glory of being the Apostle to the Gentiles—we
should still see here the result of the efforts by which the
Pauline party generally, and the author of the Acts of the
Apostles especially, had so far provided for the Apostle Paul the
acknowledgment of his apostolic dignity. This could not have
been brought about without concessions and modifications of
various kinds on the side of the Pauline party. The Petrine
party, above all, must have conceded it in view of the superiority
which it implicd on the part of its Apostle, and tho principles
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on which this rested. The author of the Acts of the Apostles
must have consented to include in his statement this criterion
of the apostolic calling, which the Homilies present as the only
one. Onthe election of the Apostle Matthias in the place of the
traitor, Peter enunciates the principle, i. 21, 22, 3¢t obv 7dv
ovve@dvrwy Huiv W wavri xpdvw, iv & doiillev kal Eillev e’
npac, 6 kbpioc *Insove, apEapevoc ard Tov Bamrioparoc ’lwavvov
fwe Tiic nuépac fic avedipln ag’ Hudv, udprupa Tiic avasracewe
avrob yevéalar odv nuiv fva Tobrwv. In the same sense Peter
says in his speech, with regard to the conversion of Cornelius,
x. 41, that they, the Apostles, are the udprvpec TPOKEXELPOTOV=
euévor ¥ Tob Beob olrwee ovvegdyouey kal ovvenlouev abry (the
following words, fiera 76 avaorijvar avrov ik vekpav, are, as De
Wette also says, obviously not in agreement with the words
directly preceding, but should be taken with Zugarvi yevéoOar,
40). It cannot be denied that a certain design which bespeaks
a special reason is evident in the express enunciation and en-
forcement of the principle, that the witnesses of the risen Jesus
should be those only who through living communion with him,
through the constant coming and going with him, the eating
and drinking with him, were specially destined by him for this
purpose. This indeed seems to be recognized by the author of
the Acts of the Apostles himself as a criterion of the apostolic
calling, which might be made use of against his Apostle. But
the more that he places this to the credit of the Jewish-Christian
party, the more does he expect from that side a willingness to
make its Apostle yield to his; and, provided only that the ex-
clusive primacy were assured to the Apostle Peter, he desires to
win from the Jewish-Christians the concession that there might
exist another mode of receiving the apostolic mission, namely,
through apparitions and visions, especially as these also by
extraordinary divine ordination fell to the share of the Apostle
Peter himself, in furtherance of the important aim of the con-
version of the Gentiles.



CHAPTER 1V.
THE FIRST MISSIONARY JOURNEY OF THE APOSTLE.—ACTS XIII. XIV.

BerwEeeN the conversion of the Apostle and his actual entrance
into the sphere of his apostolic work, there intervenes a time of
which we will speak later, as the account of it in the Acts of
the Apostles varies considerably from the Apostle’s own state-
ment. In general thisinterval has been considered as the period
in his life in which he matured the powerful impression which
he had received from his sudden conversion, into a thorough
religious conviction, which served as the strong groundwork of
his apostolic labours. As there is nothing known of his outward
actions during this interval, which he himself says (Gal. i. 18)
lasted several years, it is more likely that he lived an inner life
in his own introspective, deep thoughts, in his newly-won
Christian consciousness. When we consider his individuality
generally, as well as the kind and manner of his conversion,
which was so sudden and thorough a transformation of his in-
ward man, we cannot but think that he did not first go through
any various preliminary steps ; but as soon as he was once settled
and fixed in his own mind, he became at once what we see him
to have been afterwards. .

So soon, as he himself says (Gal. i. 16),as God had been pleased
to reveal his Son to him, that he might preach his Gospel among
the heathen, a new world entered on his consciousness, and his
own independence preserved him in the purity of his individu-
ality from troublesome dependence on others. This much is
certain, that as he grounded his whole apostolic works and
actions entirely on the directness of his apostolic call, and as
all that he was, he only wished to be through Christ who had
appeared to him, he would not have neglected to institute
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inquiries into the history of the life of Christ. He who could
speak so_decidedly and in such detail about matters of fact in
the Gospel history as the Apostle does, 1 Cor. xi. 23, &c., xv.
8, could not have been unacquainted with the rest of its chief
incidents. .

The Apostle of the Gentiles first entered on his widely-ex-
tended and momentous life, in Antioch, where before his coming
a new metropolis of the Christian world had begun to arise, in
consequence of the important events already mentioned in the
history of the development of Christianity.* From thence,
with his greatest friend Barnabas, he undertook his- first
missionary journey, which was first directed to Cyprus, and the
countries of Asia Minor, Pamphylia, Pisidia, Lycaonia and their
cities, Perga, Antioch,Iconium, Lystra and Derbe. Thediscourses
of the two Apostles which were accompanied by miracles secured
areadyacceptance of the Gospel among the Gentiles,but for that
very reason called down on them the hostile opposition of the
Jewish: party. In the whole account the apologetic tendency
and the literary freedom of the author of the Agts of the

* As an indication of the important position which Antioch had assumed in the
affairs of Christendom, we may take the remark in xi. 26, that the disciples were
called Christians first in Antioch. This name must have been commonly current
among the people at the time when the Acts was written ; which is the only
meaning of xpnparilev. The name xpioriavoi only occurs in two passages in
the New Testament, Acts xxvi. 28, 1 Peter iv. 16, and was used by opponents as
a distinctive appellation, as it was afterwards also used by the writers of the second
century; but the opponents who gave the name must have been Gentiles, as Jews
would not have so used the name xptordg, which was sacred among them. The
Gentile origin of the name causes the author to connect it with the city of Antioch,
which was the first Gentile site of Christianity. But whether it originated in Antioch
is very doubtful, on account of the Latin form of the name. The name Christiani is
first mentioned by Roman writers, and as one in use among the people; itis used by
Tacitus and Suetonius on the occasion of the incendiarism of Nero and the cruelties
then practised against the Christians. *“ Nero,” says Tacitus, Ann. 15, 44, * subdidit
reos, et queesitissimis peends affecit, quos per flagitia invisos vulgus Christianos
appellabat. Auctor nominis ejus Christus.”” Compare Suetonius, Nero, 16. Al-
ready, in Nero’s time, the people had called the hated sect, ¢ Christians.” The author
may have assigned the origin of this name to Antioch because he thought that as a
Gentile name, it must have originated in the first Gentile city in which Christians
existed.
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Apostles are shown in a manner which places its historical
contents in a very questionable aspect.

The miracles which the Apostle may have performed in this
first missionary journey in the company of Barnabas bear most
undoubted tokens of the apologetic parallel with Peter. One
of Peter’s most celebrated apostolic actions was his victory over
Simon Magus. According to the Acts of the Apostles, Peter met
the sorcerer in Samaria, when the Apostle himself for the first
time visited the region beyond Judea on his apostolic errand.

_Parallel with this is the meeting of the Apostle Paul with
Elymas the sorcerer in Cyprus, on his first missionary journey.
The first important act of Paul’s apostolic life in foreign lands
is the conviction and punishment of the sorcerer. In both cases
the apostolic acuteness shows itself in the instantaneous unveil-
ing of the deep obstinacy which usually lay at the root of
sorcery when it came into contact with Christianity. Although
the sorcerer Elymas is placed in a different relation to Chris-
tianity to that occupied by Simon Magus, the main idea of the
speech against the former is the same as in the speech of Peter,
viii. The speech, xiii. 10, &c., evidently refers to viii. 21, &c.
The main idea in viii. 21, 7 yap kapdla cov ovk Eorwv ebleia tve-
mov Ocob, is again pursued in xiii. 8, &c., wherein the sorcerer is
described as Inrdv dwaarpbfar amd tijc wlaTewe, wATpne Tavroc
3dAov kal mwdenc pedrovpylac daarpépwy Tac 6dovc kuplov Tdg
e00efac. This is an example of how imitation generally supplies
a want of originality by exaggeration. It seems by this that
the sorcerer Elymas did not endeavour to introduce himself into
the Christian community by secret means like Simon Magus,
but set himself in direct opposition to Christianity, for which
reason the speech against him contains still stronger expressions
than that against Simon (especially in xiii. 10, vi¢ dwaBéAov).
But the exaggerated copy is most evidently apparent in the
fact, that whilst there is no punishment pronounced against
Simon, although he is commanded to pray to God for forgive-
ness of his sins, a miracle of punishment takes place with regard
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to Elymas. This punishment itself is nothing else than a
figurative representation of the main idea by which the sorcerer,
or rather sorcery itself, is characterized. As sorcery in contrast
to the true religion is untrue, perverted, erroneous; and there-
fore gropes about in the dim light, shelters in the darkness,
blind, seeing nothing, so this is symbolized in the punishment
destined for the sorcerer, mapaypijna Ot émémesev i’ avrov axAve
kal oklrog, kal wepaywv Ter xewaywyode, ii. How clearly
the hand of the copyist has been at work here! for all these
traits are only the carrying out of the ovk ebO¢ia kapdia, viii. 21.
This first important apostolic act of Paul is also remarkable,
because from this time the Acts of the Apostles gives him his
own especial apostolic name, Paul, instead of Saul, the name he
had hitherto borne. Henceforth, he is named not after but be-
fore Barnabas. It cannot be doubted that this change of name
here has some reference to the Roman Pro-Consul Sergius
Paulus, converted by the Apostle Paul. This is not contradicted
by the explanation of Jerome: “ Apostolus a primo ecclesi®
spolio, Proconsule Sergio Paulo, victoriee sus tropheea retulit
erexitque vexillum ut Paulus ex Saulo vocaretur,”—only the
erection of these trophies is not ascribed to the Apostle himself,
but merely to the report which joined the change of name-
already adopted by the Apostle to an important act of his apos-
tolic life. How could the arrival of the Apostle of the Gentiles
at his full glory be better shown than by the conversion of a
Roman Pro-Consul ? The Roman form of the name hints also
at the conversion of a Roman.

The conversion of a Roman Pro-Consul must also have been
the important fact by which the Apostle verified the meaning
of the name which he bore as the Apostle to the Gentiles in a
manner worthy of notice. The Gentile name Paul is the proper
name by which to denote an Apostle to the Gentiles. In con-
sidering the account of this bestowal of a name from this point
of view, we have a parallel to the genuinely apostolic act of the
Apostle Peter, Matt. xvi. 16. As Peter then, through his per-
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suasion, steadfast as a rock, that Jesus was the Christ and the Son
of God, bore witness to the true meaning of his name, and was
no longer to be called Simon, but Peter, so Paul adopted, as a
memorial, the name of the Roman Paul, whom he had conv.erted,
thus giving public evidence that, as an Apostle to the Gentiles,
he had a right to bear that name.

Even the conversion of so distinguished a Roman was not
a sufficiently prominent fact to fix special attention to this
period in the life of the Apostle; it had to be rendered more
important and rich in results, by the victorious opposition to
and struggle of the true divine faith with false, magical and
demoniacal beliefs. For this reason, the moment at which the
name of Paul receives its meaning, is the moment of the address
which overpowers the sorcerer, xiii. 9. ZavAo¢ 82 6 kal [lavoc,
mAnaleic mvebparoc aylov, kal arevicag eic avrdv elmev, &c. So
two different moments in the life of Peter are joined in one act,
that Paul may enter on the scene as an Apostle to the Gentiles
in his first important apostolic action.

Such narratives as those of the two sorcerers in Acts viii.
and xiii. are no doubt commonly considered worthy of historic
credence, because sorcerers and enchanters were very general
phenomena of that time, and received ready acceptance from
men of the first standing. Of course this cannot be denied,
and we see an example of the kind in dosephus (Antiq. xx. 7),
where he mentions the sorcerer, Simon of Cyprus, who was
much thought of by Felix, the Roman Procurator of Judea;
and the more common certain phenomena of the age are, the
more natural it is that tradition and poetry should borrow their
materials from them. It is for this reason, that if we wish to
prove the truth of the narratives in the Acts of the Apostles,
we must not appeal to Alexander of Abonoteichos, described by
Lucian, whose prophecies were eagerly sought after by the
most important men in Rome, and whose most zealous adherent
was the Roman statesman Rutilianus.* It is clear that in this

* ’Neandcr. Gesch. der Pfl. p. 148.
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impostor, Lucian does not intend to sketch any historical per-
sonage, but only to give a picture of the customs of his time.
That the Acts of the Apostles gives to the sorcerer the name of
Bar-Jesus, and says of him that he was a Jewish false prophet,
also testifies nothing to the truth of the narrative, as a Jew he
would be all the more fit to be brought forward in this manner
as an adversary of the Apostle Paul. But the conversion of the
Roman Pro-Consul has a very slight degree of probability.
The Acts of the Apostles does not give us any further particulars
on the subject, it merely says without mentioning baptism that
he “believed,” and that, in consequence of the miracle wrought
on the sorcerer, he was further impressed with the reality of the
doctrine. And how can we think that a conversion took place
in that class to which a Roman Pro-Consul belonged, and in the
manner which is here related, when all internal evidence is want-
ing as well as any outward testimony, to prove that the impres-
sion received was anything else than a momentary effect. If such
minor circumstances do not in any way strengthen the truth of
the narrative generally, they must be looked upon from the
general point of view from which such narratives must be con-
sidered, with reference to the entire nature of the historic state-
mwent of which they form the ingredients.

The Apostle Paul is said to have wrought a secoqd miracle
during the same missionary journey at Lystra in Lycaonia, on a
man lame from his birth, xiv. 8, &e. This mjracle also presents
a duplicate to the one wrought by Peter, and described iii. 1,4,
Here, as there, it is a xwAdc ik kotA\lag unrpog avrob, iii. 2, xiv. 8.
The relation in which the worker of the miracle is placed to
the lame man, is indicated in both places by the word areviZew
(arevicac avrg—elme [Iladdoc] xiv. 9 areviocac & Ilérpoc el
avrov—elme, iil. 4—and the miracle following is in both cases
described by the same words, %#AAero kal wepieware, xiv. 10,
tEad\duevoc Eorn kal wepiemwdret, iii. 8. Only the first narrative
where the lame man is described as a beggar presents several
additional corroborative features ; and the second merely says
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of the lame man, Mioric Tov cwBijvac. As the two miracles are
exactly alike we might indeed hold the similarity of the two
narratives, as very natural, if there were not visible in both
cases a special design, rendering necessary such a miracle, so
exactly fitted to awaken great attention, and to point out the
Apostle unmistakeably as a worker of miracles. This end could
be best carried out by a miracle wrought on a lame man who
had never been seen to walk, but who now sprang at once to
his feet, and went about in the sight of all the people, walking
and leaping and praising God for what had happened to him.
As this incident (iii. 8.) is related with a purpose, so in xiv. 10,
the healed man in the same way mixes with the crowd of peo-
ple, (M Aero kal wepemrdret of 3t SxAot 1d6vrec, &c.)* Theleading

* Neander thinks himself obliged to add to his merely referential and translated
text the following remark : “ To believe this (that the lame man rose and walked
at the mere word of the Apostle) is really incumbent only on him who recognizes
the new divine power which was bestowed on mankind through Christ. But even
to him who is fettered by no mechanical views of nature, who recognizes the might
of spirit over nature, and a hidden dynamic agreement between soul and body,
there is at least nothing 8o incredible in the direct influence of divine strength
working on the whole inner being of man, btinging about effects of quite a different
kind from those attainable by the general remedies in the power of nature.” In a
historical critical investigation of the narratives in the Acts of the Apostles, I hold
it quite superfluous to go into the general dogmatic question as to whether miracles
are possible, for in such an investigation it is not needed to eniquire into the possibility
of miracle, but only into their credibility, and in this idea are comprised all the
questions with which criticism has to do. But when others, in evasion of the
critical questions which as historians they should have investigated, give unquali-
fied assent to every miracle which is related in any ene of the New Testament
writings, and think themselves obliged to call to their assistance a theory of
miracles, without being able to adduce in its vindication any better argument than
the accusation that those who do not embrace this view of miracle are wanting in
trae insight into Christianity and nature,—such persons must put up with this
accusation being thrown back on themselves. As positive grounds are taken it is
easy to see how weak they are. The accusation that he who does not believe a
miracle in the Acts of the Apostles like the one in question, does not acknowledge
the divine strength of life bestowed on man through Christ, gives a very dishonouring
idea of Christianity, as it must necessarily follow that miracle belongs so essentially
to Christianity, that everywhere, where Christianity is not accompanied by miracle it
does not manifest its divine life-giving power. As it is acknowledged that no miracle
now takes place, at least none of the same kind as those now in question, if we do
not take the legends of the middle ages and of the modern missionary accounts as

7 *
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thought of the writer of the history, is, that Paul had wrought
as great and astonishing a miracle as Peter had done, and by
the whole affair had made such an impression on the Gentiles
that none more powerful or more striking could be made. In
this thought also the narrative is in strict accordance with the
preceding one. In consequence of the miracle, Paul and Bar-

miracles, and if those who do not share this belief must refuse to recognize the divine
life principle of Christianity, Christianity must long have been extinct. It is
therefore only just to make it understood, that a man may fully acknowledge the
divine life-principle of Christianity, even if he does not consider every one of the
miracles related in the New Testament as a real actual miracle, because the letter
of the narrative 8o describes it. As far as concerns the reproof of taking a mecha-
nical view of nature, we may say that a mechanical view of nature is one which,
instead of accepting a living natural organism, supposes a purely external relation
between cause and effect, and considers nature as a machine, set in motion from
time to time by a force applied from without. This is however the precise view of
nature which lies at the root of the theory of miracles, for every miracle may be
considered as an interruption of the natural order, not to be explained by any
natural cause, and dependent on a connection between cause and effect, regulated
by an inherent law, the result of an external causality working irregularly, provided
we do not in this theory of miracles admit the arbitrary idea, which is necessitated
by the mechanical natural theory. It is not evident what the power of spirit over
nature has to do with the connection of soul and body as a vindication of the theory
of miracle. What Schleiermacher, in the well-known proposition in his doctrine of
faith, has said in regard to the divine omnipotence, ¢ that we cannot be decided as
to whether the divine omnipotence shows itself most in the interruption of the
order of nature, or in the sustaining it in the usual course,” refers in the same way
to the power of spirit over nature. Spirit shows its power over nature, not in
interruption and disturbance of the arrangements of nature, but, as its essence is
legality, through the fact that it is the law itself. However, judging by the argument
in the above extract, the power of the spirit over nature and the hidden dynamic
connection between soul and body seems to be remembered with a view to the
partial naturalizing of miracle. A miracle such as the one in question, viz., the
healing of a man lame from his birth by a mere word, is supposed to become more
credible, if we think of it, first, as the action of divine power on the whole inner
being of the man, and then of the healing itself as the result of the direct influence
of this action, 8o that the healing is the consequence of the hidden but natural
connection between soul and body. Miracle must also be explained psychologically,
it follows certainly from the dynamic connection between soul and body, that the
active healing power works through the mediation of the soul operating on the
body according to its own laws. But how does the divine power itself affect the
soul ? In a natural or spiritual manner ? If in a natural manner, then there is
no further question of miracle. And it must then be explained how the healing
which resulted from it is nevertheless represented as a miracle. If it affects the
body in a supernatural manner, the miracle remains, and it is not evident what
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nabas were held%y the astonished people to be gods, who had
come down from heaven to earth in the likeness of men. They
called Paul Hermes, and Barnabas Zeus, and in this delusion
preparations were made by the priests of Zeus in Lystra, for
a solemn sacrifice to the two above-mentioned gods, when the
two Apostles, who from ignorance of the-language did not
mark what was going on, interfered just in time to prevent,
with great difficulty, the completion of the hateful act which was
already so far advanced. The whole affair considered in all its
bearings has certainly a very strange and romantic aspect, and
we cannot avoid asking why, among all the miracles which the
Apostle wrought, this should have had so remarkable a result ?
why this idolatrous scene at Lystra should have taken place?
why the people should so suddenly have gone from one extreme
to the other, that on account of Yhe insinuations of some Jews
from Antioch, they chased with stones out of the city and left
for dead, the same Apostles to whom just before they had
been willing to offer sacrifice as gods? All that we can say
on this subject is comprised in what Olshausen remarks, * The
Gentiles took Paul and Barnabas for Hermes and Zeus,

is gained by the argument, which goes to prove that it can be explained naturally,
Where a miracle is accepted, (unless we are playing with idle words,) there must
also be accepted an interruption and disturbance of the order of nature; but in
accepting miracle, it is perfectly the same whether it is accepted from one point of
view or another, and perfectly useless to try to conceal this interruption of the
order of nature by speaking of the hidden dynamic connection between soul
and body, thereby awakening suspicion that the interruption of the order of
nature is not so easily disposed of, as is really the case. If we do not hesitate
to heap miracle upon miracle, then we must not hesitate to confess without affec-
tation or equivocation that we are always ready to tear away every thread of
the order of nature on any available occasion. Perhaps we may convince ourselves
that the belief in miracles at least might be grounded on better reasons than are
here used, and that it may not be so superfluous in some isolated cases to inquire
whether, in consequence of the entire nature of a narrative of a miracle, we are, I
will not say obliged, but entitled, to accept the real actual miracle theory. But as
such things are generally treated, it can be no great task to defend any sach legend-
ary miracle with such striking words as “ New divine life power,” « Mechanical view
of nature,” “ Power of spirit over nature,” “ Hidden dynamic agreement between
soul and body,” &c.
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because these gods did once visit Philemon and Baucis the
ancient inhabitants of thig place. These occurrences are spe-
cially interesting in so far as they show that the belief in the
ancient doctrines of the gods still had deep root in the life of
the people, for we must remember that this event took place
in a small remote town where the philosophical enlightenment
of the Augustan age had not yet penetrated.”” But if we
appeal to the tradition of Philemon and Baucis, what right
have we to assume, that not only had the Greek and Roman
poets who relate the tradition, transplanted its scene into
Phrygia and the neighbouring countries, (this locality being
a favourite theatre for primitive mythical occurrences of this
kind), but that the inhabitants of these places themselves
entertained it as a native tradition and really preserved it as a
foundation of their religious belief. There is also unquestion-
ably a very great difference between a fact such as is described
here, and what is spoken of by Homer, and pathetically de-
scribed by Neander as “a belief spread widely among the
heathen from the most ancient times, springing from the
depth of the human breast, from the undeniable feeling of the
connection of the human race with God, a belief that the
Gods descend in human form in order to dispense benefits
among men.” Still less can we understand, how, according
to Neander’s assertion, this beliof was furthered by the reli-
gious ferment at that time existing. Religious ferment rather
promotes doubt and unbelief, and although that age with its
unbelief was still at the same time much addicted to a faith
in a direct union with the higher supernatural world, still it
was by no means the child-like faith of the Homeric world,
which was still at that time cherished, or to which men had
recurred ; but it was rather a belief in Sorcery, uniting the
natural and supernatural worlds, supported on a belief in the
power of Demons. For this reason we should have thought
it much more natural if the people in their -astonishment at
the workers of the miracle had taken them for sorcerers and
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magicians, instead of seeing in them an Homer, 1. ¢. Homeric in-
carnation of the Gods. This may be elucidated by an example
lying near at hand. The same locality which is assigned to the
tradition of the pious couple Philemon and Baucis, also be-
longs to the well known soothsayer and miracle worker,
Apollonius of Tyana.* According to his biographer, Philo-
stratus, he was supposed by the inhabitants of the country
in which he was born to be a son of Zeus, but even this
must be taken on the authority of the exaggerated statement
of Philostratus, and the truth is that originally he held no
higher place in the estimation of the people than that of a
sorcerer.

The historic trustworthiness of this narrative is not such as
to confirm the opinion that this belief in the appearance of
the Gods of the Homeric and Pre-Homeric age, was existing
at the time we were speaking of. .We are undoubtedly re-
minded by it of the old traditions of the appearance of the
gods, especially of the tradition of Philemon and Baucis, but
criticism, instead of taking such tradition as a confirmation of
the historic truth of the facts here related, has to turn back
and ask, whether the pretended fact itself is. to be looked at as
anything but an imitation of the ancient mythical occurrence.
The apologetic parallelism between the two Apostles, gives
here also the simple key to the explanation of the pretended
fact, which fact is all the more incredible, that the miracle on
whose reality it relies, is no less incredible. It is especially
stated in the narrative in the Acts of the Apostles, with re-
spect to the elder Apostles and to Poter, that they were
honoured by the people with a true religious veneration as
superhuman beings. The Apostles collectively are thus de-
picted, v. 11, &e.

* Qvid says, Metamorphoses, 8, 719, after he had described the transformation of
the aged couple into two trees entwining together,
“ Ostendit adhuc Tyaneius illic
Incola de gemina vicinos arbore truncos.”
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The author of the Acts of the Apostles describes Peter in a
very especial manner as being looked upon in the light of a lofty
superhuman being, by a Gentile, when Cornelius at the en-
trance of Peter into his house fell with religious reverence at
the Apostle’s feet (reoav it rode wédag wposexbvnasy, x. 25,) and
Peter taking him up said: avaornli, xayw airdc avlpwmde eip.
Just in the same sense the two Apostles say to the Gentiles at
Lystra, who were worshipping them as gods, &vdpec, 7i Tavra
mousite, kal nusic duotomaleic topev Vpiv avbpwroy, (xiv. 15.) If
the author of the Acts of the Apostles wished to make his
Apostle Paul participate in this reverence and glorification,
resulting from a deep impression of his superhuman dignity,
what better opportunity could be afforded, than among the
inhabitants of a country in which the traditions of the faith of
bygone ages still subsisted, meaning that the gods appeared
in the likeness of men, and until they were recognized and
worshipped as gods by those who were awe-struck at the mi-
racles wrought by them.*

But will the speeches and doctrinal discourses which the
Apostle delivered during his first missionary journey give us a
truer pictare of his apostolic activity? We might justly ex-
pect this to be the case. The more independently the Apostle
entered on his path the more ought we to gather his very self
from his works, the fresher he came to the work laid upon him,
the more clearly he ought to display the Pauline spirit in his
speeches. But with regard to this also we are deceived in our
expectations. How little does the lengthy address with which

* That just the same two gods who are said to have appeared to Philemon and
Baucis, viz., Hermes and Zcus, (Jupiter huc specie mortali cumque parente venit
Atlantiades positis caducifer alis,)—Ov. Met. 8, 626, here enter on the scene—seems
to indicate that the anthor was thinking of this very tradition, or at least of one
very similar. The appearance of these gods was also at that time accompanied by
miracles exciting astonishment, The author of the Acts of the Apostles
shows here how he usually fills the part of a literary, descriptive, and learned
writer, and knows how to utilize this peculiarity in his statement, as a connoissenr
in mythology. Compare what he says, xix. 24, about the Ephesian Artemis, and,
xvii, about the description of Athens. ‘
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the Apostle makes his first appearance in the synagogue at
Antioch, bear a Pauline character ! How striking on the con-
trary is the dependent relation in which it stands to the speeches
delivered in the preceding part of the Acts of the Apostles.
The speech takes in its first part-a purely historical character.
It begins with a narrative of the favours which God had shown
from the earliest times to the Israelites, in that he chose their
fathers, exalted their descendants in Egypt to be a peculiar
people, led them out of Egypt by His miraculous power,
accompanied them through the wilderness, and bestowed on
them the Land of Canaan as their own possession, and espe-
cially in that He had given them David, the man after His own
heart, for a King. Such a review of the favours and guidance
of God, since the days of the patriarchs, is given in the speech
of Stephen, (vii.) only this speech starts from a different point
of view, and is carried on into further details which are here
abridged. Both speeches take for their leading idea the time of
the patriarchs, the period in which the people were in Egypt
and that of King David. (Compare especially xiii. 17. rov Aadv
Wwaev with vil. 17. nd&noev 6 Aade kal inAn0ivly v Alyinry.)
The next chief division ef the speech, v. 23-31, harmonizes most
with the two speeches of the Apostle Peter, v. 37-41. (John the
Baptist is nét here in any way brought forward) and iii. 13-17.
Compare especially oi dpyovrec alrov rovrov ayvoilsavres, &c.
&c. xiii. 27. and xara dyvoay émpakare Gomep kal ol dpxovree
vuoy, 1. 17. ‘O & Oeoc fyepev abrov i vekpov. olrwee
elot papripec avrov wpoc Tov Aadw, xili. 30, and v & Oeog
fyepe dv vexp@v, ob Npuelc paprvpec Eopev, iil. 15. The succeeding
clause, v. 82-87, is in connection with Peter’s speech, where the
same .argument is drawn from the same passage of the Psalms
which is here also the principal passage. For the conclusion
which follows: dwa robrov duiv dgeoic auapriov karayyéNerar,
kal amo wavr@v, Ov ovk nowibnre v r¢ véuy Mwolwe
dwawwBivar, iv robry mac 6 morebwy dikarovrar, xiil. 38, 39 ;
there can bo of course no parallel with the preceding, but
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must not these concluding words give us the impression that
the author may himself have felt, after he had made the Apostle
Paul speak long enough in the manner of Peter that he ought
now to make him say something specially Pauline. If the
most general thought in the Pauline doctrine of justification
as it is represented in the epistles of the Apostle were to be
abstracted and set forth separately, it could not be done in a
more complete manner than this. But consequently, how
foreign is the relation in which this doctrine stands to the text
of the speech, how purposeless it is to introduce it here for
the first time at the end of the discourse! °This part of the
speech seems to have made a like impression on Olshausen, for
he remarks on xiii. 37, ““It is a striking thing in the Christian
consciousness of the later Church that the Apostle Paul here
lays all the stress on the resurrection, and not on the death of
the Lord, as does Peter also in the speeches in the first part of
the Acts. Yes: Paul here joins as it seems the d¢esic auapriav
to the resurrection, as in his epistles he presents the death
of Christ as the source of the forgiveness of sins. In this
view the Apostle’s manner of teaching may be thoroughly
understood, if we reflect that in the missionary speeches by
which men were to be convinced that Christ was the Messiah,
he could not develop more closely the contents of the Gospel,
but felt it of the most importance to lay the foundation of the
belief in the Messiahship of Jesus. But the death of Christ
was an occasion of offence and had therefore to be kept in the
back ground, on the other hand, the resurrection contained
a special strength of argument, and therefore it is made a pre-
dominant subject of the speech.” If the striking feature of
this speech be explained by the occasion of offence which the
death of Jesus was to the Jews, we -must remember that this
offence could never be avoided, that no speech of this kind
could have been delivered without speaking of the death of
Jesus, neither was the death of Jesus left in the back ground
(in this speech it is by no means so left, xiii. 27-29.) but on
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the contrary, it is placed in such a relation to the Gospel doc-
trine of salvation, that it appears as an essential portion of it.
Two ways of treating the subject are open, either that the
death of Jesus should be so spoken of, as to add greater weight
to the resurrection, or so treated as to be considered the cause
of the forgiveness of sins of course still taking the resurrec-
tion for granted. The first manner is the tendency of the
speech of Peter, the other, the peculiar Pauline way of treat-
ment. But if, in considering the peculiarities of this speech,
it is asserted that there is not so much said about the death as
about the resurrection, still nothing is explained, as we cannot
perceive why there is nothing said about the forgiveness of
sins through the death of Jesus, nor why the latter does not
gerve as a ground for the belief in the Messiahship of Jesus,
the explanation seems to be evaded by saying that the speech
does not so much bear the stamp of Paul as that of Peter. It
does not, however, bear this stamp in the above extract from
Olshausen, but in the preceding one, and if the peculiar
Pauline idea of the insufficiency of the law for justification is
again enunciated, xiii. 38-39, it by no means follows as Olshau-
sen thinks, that the authenticity of the speech is thus confirmed
in the strongest manner, for the way in which this is done
serves as we have already seen only to make it more doubtful.

It results from all this, that we cannot place ourselves on the
standpoint of the author, and only from that standpoint could
it be possible to give a recapitulation of the earlier speeches of
the Acts of the Apostles, as is here done; and to maké the
Apostle Paul deliver a speech so thoroughly characteristic of
Peter that its Pauline conclusion seems to be purposely ar-
ranged in order to remind the reader, of what he might have
otherwise forgotten, namely, that it really was not Peter but
Paul who was speaking. The threat contained in the con-
cluding words is evidently connected with what is afterwards
related with regard to the consequences of the speech, namely
that the Gospel was rejected in the most decided manner and

.



108 LIFE AND WORK OF PAUL. [Part I.

with the greatest hatred against the Apostle, by the Jews at
Antioch, xiii. 45. That which really afterwards happened is
foreseen by the speaker, little as such a change in affairs
could be expected after xiii. 42. A speech which indicates so
clearly the links by which its individual elements are joined
can have no great claim to Pauline originality. What then
remains certain to us concerning this first missionary journey
of the Apostle, during which Christian churches in so many
places were founded and organized? The history gives no
further information about the churches in the places it names,
and it will be shown in the sequel, how much uncertainty pre-
vails as to which of the Apostles the Acts of the Apostles
intends to set forth as having been the first to preach the
Gospel to the Gentiles, after it had been rejected by the Jews,
according to what had been predicted of them.



CHAPTER V.

THE TRANSACTIONS BETWEEN THE APOSTLE PAUL AND THE ELDER
APOSTLES AT JERUSALEM.—ACTS XV., GALATIANS II.

WE now for the first time arrive at a point from which we
may gain some positive result, as we can take the historical
testimony of the Apostle himself, together with the statement
in the Acts of the Apostles, which latter is for the most part of
negative value in historical criticism. But this result can only
be attained by a criticism which works on dlﬂ'erent principles
from the usual ones.

The two first chapters of the Epistle to the Galatians form a
historical document of the greatest importance in our investi-
gations into the true standpoint of the Apostle and his rela-
tions to the elder Apostles. But if these chapters are to be
of any value in the interest of the truth of the history, we
must first of all free ourselves from the common arbitrary sup-
positions which generally attend this enquiry, by which the
most complete harmony is established between the author of
the Acts of the Apostles and the Apostle Paul, and one narra-
tive is used as a confirmation of the other. It is self-evident
that as the Apostle appears as an eye-witness and individual
actor in his own affairs, his statement alone ought to be held as
authentic. Then again an unfavourable light is thus shed on
the Acts of the Apostles, the statements in which can only be
looked at as intentional deviations from historical truth in the
interest of the special tendency which they possess. But if we
entirely ignore the fact that such a position of the Acts of the
Apostles with regard to history cannot be surprising consider-
ing the results of the foregoing enquiry, we then have to deal
simply with the discrepancies that really lie before us. All
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attempts at the reconciliation of the two accounts as they are
generally presented by interpreters and critics are but useless
trouble, and they not only result in a heterogeneous mixture of
the meaning of the Apostle’s words, but also in the conceal-
ment of the truth of the historical facts, or at least in placing
them in a false light, and in ascribing to the character of the
Apostle what can only redound to his disadvantage.

In order to make as much use as possible in the interest of
historical truth of so authentic an account as that which the
Apostle himself gives to the elder Apostles of the course of his
Christian development, and his whole apostolic position, we
must not overlook what he testifies as to the events most closely
depending on his conversion. Here we meet at once with
discrepancies between this account and that of the Acts of the
Apostles, which show very seriously the want of historical
truth in the latter. According ‘to Acts ix. 22, the Apostle re-
mained for some time in Damascus after he had been baptized
by Ananias and received into the Christian community, and
during this time was zealously occupied in accordance with his
newly-gained convictions in seeking to persuade the Jews in
Damascus of the truth that Jesus was the Messiah. But as he was
waylaid by the Jews and his life endangered, his leaving the city
of Damascus became necessary, and he went to Jerusalem, ix. 26.
Now in the Epistle to the Galatians, i. 16, the Apostle himself
says that immediately after his conversion he went not to
Damascus but into Arabia, and from there again back to
Damascus, and then three years afterwards travelled to Jeru-
salem. The cause of his leaving Damascus was undoubtedly
the danger with which he was threatened by the Ethnarch of
King Aretas in Damascus, and although this cause is not spoken
of in the Epistle to the Galatians, it is mentioned by the
Apostle himself (2 Corinthians, xi. 82), and it cannot be placed
in any other period than is there assigned to it. In this part of
the circumstance indeed the two accounts agree; in the rest
the difference is great cnough : not only does the Acts of the
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Apostles pass over in complete silence the journey of the
Apostle into Arabia, but speaks of his sojourn in Damascus as
merely of some days’ duration, whilst the Apostle himself says
that years elapsed between his conversion and his journey to
Jerusalem. Even if we put a wide construction on rnuépac ikavag,
ix. 23, and justly place the journey to Arabia in this time, as is
done in Galatians, i. 17, we do not get the length of the sojourn
in Arabia. We must then certainly confess that the expression
npuépar ixaval has no fitting reference to a time extending over
full three years. But if we are inclined to set aside the expres-
sion, this would be only possible in the case of the connexion of
this passage, making it probable that #uépat ixaval really is to,
be understood as a space of time comprising several years. This
is not the case : indeed, the facts are exactly contrary ; what is
said (ix. 26), about, the return of the Apostle to Jerusalem,
that he wapayzrtm/wog elc ‘Iepovaaliju ireparo koAaclar roic
pabyraic xal sravrec ipofBovvro alrov, i morebovreg, Sri dori
pabnric, places us manifestly in a time which could not have
been very distant from the conversion of the Apostle, still
preserving the fresh impression of so unexpected an occurrence
and one”so incredible, and which is therefore described by
the author of the Acts of the Apostles as having been reckoned
not by years but by days. The Apostle endeavoured when he
came to Jerusalem to ally himself with the disciples as one who
belonged to them and was as one of them (we may compare on
this idea, koAAaeOar, v. 13); but they all timidly avoided him,
they would not come near their old enemy and persecutor, be-
cause they did not believe that he was a disciple. How could
this have been possible, if at that time a period of more than
three years had elapsed since the conversion of the Apostle ?
and if, during that time, he had not merely laboured in the cause
of the Gospel in distant Arabia, where his sojourn perhaps did
not last long ; but in Damascus, which was not far distant from
Jerusalem ? Could he not have arranged that a more accurate
knowledge should have been imparted of that remarkable oc-
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currence, especially as the aim of the Apostle’s journey to
Damascus corroborates the supposition- of intercourse between
the two cities, and 'this same aim must also be taken as the
subject of the Apostle’s labours at this time Acts ix. 20.
Besides, had not many real proofs been for a long time given
of the change that had taken place in him ? '

In both the speeches in which the author of the Acts of the
Apostles makes the Apostle himself tell the story of his con-
version, his journey to Jerusalem is mentioned in direct con-
nexion with it, and without any indication of a long interval
having elapsed between the two occurrences (xxii. 16, 17,
xxvi. 20). It is true that in both these passages the narrative
is so condensed that the second really proves nothing, but
simply serves to confirm the first. But between these and the
narrative in the Epistle to the Galatians there is a contradiction
which cannot be got over, and which shows how completely
untenable is the supposition that the author was placed in a
position which allows him to be quoted as an authority. But
as this conspicuous discrepancy is not only most importarit in
itself, but enhances deeply and fatally the difference between
the two narratives, how futile it is to contend about minor
points. The Apostle,in the Epistle to the Galatians, assertsin
the most decided and solemn manner that he had not received
his Gospel from man, but immediately through the fact that
God had revealed His Son in him. Immediately after he had
received from God the charge to declare the Gospel to the
Gentiles, he “ conferred not with flesh and blood,” neither with
men in general, nor especially with the Apostles who were con-
nected with him by common national ties. (expressed also by
oap€ «al ‘aipa), neither did he go to Jerusalem to the elder
Apostles, but into Arabia, and from thence to Damaécus, and
then at the expiration of three years first went to Jerusalem.

It is clear that here the Apostle does all in his power (& &
vpapw Vuiv, idov ivdmiov Tov Osob 87 ob Yebdopar, i. 20), to
meet the assertion that now for the first time since his conver-
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sion he was in such a relation to the elder Apostles that his
apostolic mission could be looked upon as an emanation from
their apostolic authority. He wishes to enter on his apostolic
mission under the influence of a revelation vouchsafed to him
alone, in a perfectly free and independent manner, unbiassed
by any human interposition. In this view it certainly appears
most probable that he spent the first period after his conversion
in Arabia and Damascus, not in Jerusalem nor in any place
where he could enter into any nearer relations with the elder
Apostles. Even when he returned to Jerusalem at the ex-
piration of three years, after a time had elapsed in which he
must have decided on what his apostolic character should be,
his aim seems in no way to have been to get his call authorized
by the elder Apostles, but only to make the acquaintance of Peter,
who during their fifteen days intercourse sufficiently showed that
he had nothing to allege against Paul’s apostolic call. If the
Apostle had been in companionship with the rest of the assem-
bled Apostles, or even with some of them, this intercourse
would have appeared in his being legitimately received by them
as an Apostle. For this reason he lays peculiar stress on the
circumstance that during that time he saw no Apostle but
Peter, for Peter could not have authorized him to assume the
apostolic office without the express consent of the rest of the
Apostles, although by his own behaviour towards Paul he gave
the most valuable testimony to his entire acquicscence in the
apostolic mission of the latter. Every idea of the authorization
of the apostolic office of Paul by the other Apostles during the
period immediately succeeding, is done away with by the fact
that Paul was in Syria and Cilicia, and did not come into con-
tact with the Church in Judea. The chief point towards which
these remarks tend, is undoubtedly that which is expressed by
the Apostle in a tone of the deepest and most assured confi-
dence, namely, that during the whole period treated of in chap.
1. nothing took place between him and the other Apostles
which could be taken as a sign of subordination or dependence
8
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on his part. He would not be disposed to give up any of his
indepen'denc'e, because the more dependent on the rest of the
Apostles he appeared the more the independence of his call
might be called in question. But if we take into consideration
that the opponents of the Apostle, as we see in his Epistles,
made use of the authority of the other Apostles to his disad-
vantage in the churches, and placed his doctrine in opposition
to that of the other Apostles, what necessity was there for his so
insisting on the independence of his position ? If he had ever
acknowledged the relation of dependence on the rest of the
Apostles ; if he had not emphatically persisted in declaring that
not only by their permission, but because he was as much an
Apostle as they were, he had thrown off their authority with
regard to any difference in doctrine existing,betweén himself
and them, he would have failed in establishing and maintaining
a principle which it was his office to uphold against the other
Apostles as the most essential one of Christianity. The whole
significance of his apostolic labours depended on the fact that
he was a specially called Apostle, and independent of all the
other Apostles. In this way only could he, with regard to the
mode of his adoption into Christianity, claim the right which
each of the other Apostles asserted he possessed ; and it is per-
fectly clear of what great moment -this was to Paul, of what
great importance it must have been for his interest to insist on
his well-grounded right with every sign of determination, by the
simple statement of the actual historical truth. But how does
the statement in the Acts of the Apostles agree with this ?
What does the author say, when we compare his ac¢ount with
the direct assertion of the Apostle himself? Exactly the oppo-
site of what the Apostle has asserted in the most decided and
most solemn manner. In Acts ix. 27, the Apostle is repre-
sented as actually having passed some time with the Apostles
assembled in Jerusalem, and this soon after his conversion.
Should we wish to pass over this discrepancy on which we
have before remarked, and assume that Acts ix. 27, speaks of
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‘the same residence of the Apostle in Jerusalem, which he him-
self mentions, Gal. i. 17, it is very clear that the impression,
which the Apostle was most careful in endeavouring to guard
against, namely that of any appearance of his having received
an authorization of his apostolic office from the rest of the
Apostles, here obtains the highest confirmation. We cannot
avoid seeing this, if (as is stated, ix. 27) he really were intro-
duced by Barnabas into the circle of the Apostles (for so must
_these words be taken in any case, fiyaye mpdc Tov¢ amosrédovg,
even if one or other of the Apostles may have been absent) and
then laid before them an account of the occurrences on the road
to Damascus for their decision and recognition. If this account
be held as authentic it would really make the Apostle a liar, and it
is simply incredible that he should have given the assurance a &t
vypdpw Vuiv, idod dvdmiov Tov Beov rt ob Yebdopar. On the other
hand his statement cannot but appear strange beside that of the
author of the Acts of the Apostles, as the difference between him
and the Apostle seems greater the more closely we consider it.
What a striking contradiction lies in this, that the Acts of the
Apostles represents the Gospel as being preached by the Apos-
tle at that time in Jerusalem, as well as in Judea, whilst he
himself, Galatians i. 22, says he was not personally known to
the Christian churches in Judea, that they had only heard that
their former persecutor was now preaching the faith which he
formerly sought to destroy, and praised God on that account.
How does this agree with the wapgnotaZeofar iv r¢p dvdpare
rob kuplov "Inoov (2 ‘Iepovealiu) and with the assertion put
into the mouth of the Apostle himself, xxvi. 20 : roi¢ v Aauacxeg
wparov kai ‘Ieposoddporc elc masav e Tiv xwpav tiig *lovdalac kai
roi¢. t0vestv arayyeAAwy peravoeiv. At what period then can this
‘have taken place, if not during that in which, according to the
Apostle’s own assurance it did not ocour ? for he never went
afterwards with such an object to Jerusalem. If he had for
a long while laboured with all boldness in proclaiming the
Gospel in Jerusalem he could not have been so anknown in the
8 *
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churches of Judea. The Acts of the Apostles gives a character
of publicity to the residence of the Apostle in Jerusalem at that
time, to which it could never pretend according to the descrip-
tion given of it by the Apostle himself. How can we think that
in the short space of time in which he was occupied by his self-
imposed errand, that of conferring with the Apostle Peter, he
could have acted in such & manner as is described in the Acts
of the Apostles. In connection with the whole of this anoma-
Jous statement, the Acts of the Apostles gives another cause

* for his departure from Jerusalem. In his zeal for the Gospel
he came into collision with the Hellenists, and, because they
sought to put him to death, the brethren brought him for
safety to Ceesarea. Not mere Jews, but Hellenists are here
named, apparently under the supposition that they must have
been in antagonism with him as a converted Hellenist, because
this had been already the case with Stephen, Acts vi. 8, and
because afterwards the Hellenists showed themselves especially
hostile to Paul. The Apostle himself says nothing at all of
this. 'We see at once that in his journey to Jerusalem he did
not intend to remain long there, and to open there for himself
a field of labour for the preaching of the Gospel. As he was
destined from the beginning to be an Apostle to the Gentiles,
he wished to enter on his appointed field of labour in Syria
and Cilicia; but he took Jerusalem on his way thither, in order,
as was very natural, to inaugurate his relations with the elder
Apostles, now that so much was developed in him, and he was
decided as to the standpoint he should maintain.

Fourteen years after, it may have been after that journey
which is spoken of Galatians i. 18, after his conversion, or
at any rate after a greater number of years had elapsed, the
Apostle again went to Jerusalem. If we had not the Acts of
the Apostles to refer to, which describes the apostolic activity
which had been in operation during this time, we should be
obliged to assume that’he had fulfilled the purpose with which
he had left Jerusalem and gone into Gentile countries. The
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Apostle was now labouring as an apostle to the Gentiles ; he
had converted many Gentiles and founded many Christian
churches ; but the greater the strides were which the Gospel
made among the Gentiles, the greater was the importance which
the Gentile Christians assumed over the Jewish Christians, and
the more doubtful men were in Jerusalem, as to whether the
Gentiles could directly participate in the Messianic salvation
without the intervention of Judaism. That question which had
made but little apparent difference on the occasion of the
Apostle’s first journey to Jerusalem, because the matter to
which it referred then lay in the far distance, now was of the
greatest practical importance. This question was whether such
a Gentile Christianity as the Pauline Christianity had now be-
come, ought to be recognized and tolerated from a Jewish
standpoint. It could not be denied that in Jerusalem and
Judea a very important part, if not indeed the whole of the
Jewish Christians, was against this recognition. According
to Acts xv. 1, as soon as the zeal of the Apostle began to
bring forth greatly increasing fruits in Gentile countries, steps
began to be taken in Jerusalem in order to put hindrances
in his way. Therefore from the very nature of the case,
it might be expected that the Apostle after a long interval,
should resolve on a fresh journey to Jerusalem in the
interest of his apostolic office among the Gentiles, That
this resolution to go to Jerusalem was inspired by an dwo-
kéAvic, & special divine command summoning him thither
(Galatians ii. 2), does not in any way set aside the cause
above assigned to the journey, but rather shows all the more
certainly that this matter was then occupying his mind in a
very vivid and important manner, and the reason of this must
be sought in the posture of affairs at that time. He accord-
ingly resolved to journey to Jerusalem and to take counsel
with the members of the Church there, and with all the
Apostles who might be in the city, upon the principles which he
followed in the promulgation of the Gospel, and in virtue of
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which he considered himself the Apostle of the Gentiles. He
also resolved to lay his Gospel before them in order to see how
it stood with regard to them, and that by a public statement of
his views and principles it might be put to the proof whether
or not he could maintain them, although he himself was not in
the slightest degree doubtful or uncertain on the point. There-
fore he made a fresh journey to Jerusalem, but how this
journey (Galatians ii. 1), stands related to the journeys to
Jerusalem narrated in the Acts of the Apostles has been end-
lessly treated of in modern times, as if it were an absolute im-
possibility to come to a certain result on the subject. The Acts
of the Apostles makes the Apostle, after the jourzey, ix. 26
(which must apparently at least be assumed to be the journey in
Galatians i. 18,) travel twice from Antioch to Jerusalem in
company with Barnabas, xi. 30, xv. 2. As the Apostle, Gal.
ii. 1, seems to speak of a second journey after the first, i. 18,
(although wdAw is mnot so strong as delrepov), 80 also does it
seem that we may assume it to be the journey in Acts w. 30.
But in Acts xi. 30, not the slightest hint is given of such an
aim of the journey, whilst that spoken of in xv. 2, at least
touches in a general manner on the matter in question. If we
should be inclined to take the journey in Acts xv. 2, as being
referred to in Gal. ii. 1, rather than the journey in xi. 80, on the
other hand the possibility of going beyond Acts xi. 30, becomes
cut off by the following argument : the Apostle could not cer-
tainly have given up his object between the journeys spoken of
in Acts xi. and xv. His object required that no communication
with the Apostles should be mentioned as occurring between
Gal. i. 18, and ii. 1 ; else the proof of his teachings being inde-
pendent of the tuition of the rest of the Apostles would be
wanting ; he would have been concealing something which
would have worked disadvantageously in the cause of the inde-
pendence he was asserting, and he would not have given a
faithful account of the circumstances of his life as far as they
regarded this independence. If the object of the Apostle (Gal.
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i. and ii.) was confined to a mere intention of showing that he
had learnt his doctrine from no man, not even from the
Apostles, we might justly rejoin that it therefore much more
depended on the Apostle to assert the independence and free-
dom of his apostolic authority by spoken arguments. For this
reason it could not have been his intention to give a complete
narrative of his journeys to Jerusalem; he only wished to render
those events conspicuous which would be of the most value as
decided proofs of the independence of his apostolic authority.
The first period of his apostolic labours was the only one that
could have been affected by the assurance that he stood towards
the elder Apostles in no such relation as would have any influ-
ence on his doctrine. If he had once taught and worked as an
Apostle, independently of the other Apostles, it would not have
mattered whether he had been with them in Jerusalem or not,
he might have received his doctrine even directly from them,
but the way and manner in which the rest of the Apostles ac-
knowledged his principles would be of the greatest importance.
It seems then clear that he does not call attention to his
journey to Jerusalem (Gal. ii. 1), as following another journey
before spoken of, but only on account of the particular transac-
tions which took place in consequence of it. But there still
remains something behind all this which is not so easily disposed
of. If we fairly consider the words we must conclude (espe-
cially if we think of the meaning of the preposition & used in
Gal. 1i. 1), the most probable view to be, that the Apostle never
went at all to Jerusalem during that interval. In.Galatians
i. 19, he makes a certain exception which he would not have
been able to do if in the interval he had been to Jerusalem.
The question then presents itself, whether it is of any special
consequence to bring the journeys of which-the Apostle here
speaks so entirely into harmony with those mentioned in the
Acts of the Apostles? What specially would be gained by
taking as identical the journey, Gal. ii. 1, and that in Acts xi.
30, or xv. 2? If we take it as identical with xi. 30, we then
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indeed have this advantage, that the journey, Gal. ii. 1, follows
chronologically on the first, i. 18, just as the journey, Acts xi.
30, follows the first, ix. 26 ; but thisis all, and it does not in
any way result from this external resemblance that the journey,
Acts xi. 80, is really and truly identical with that in Gal. ii. 1.
Not only is there no further point of resemblance in regard to
the cause and object of the journey, to which a completely
different aim is assigned in Acts xi. 30 ; but the question may
be raised whether the journey, Acts xi. 80, is not an erroneous
statement, a mere fiction, which is not so very unlikely a
supposition in such a narrative as the Acts of the Apostles. If
we suppose that the Apostle (Gal. ii. 1), only mentioned his
second journey, we do not really know whether that is the one,
Acts xi. 30. But granting this, we find that in regard to Acts
xi. 80, everything is so uncertain and undefined, that the iden-
tity with this journey fails, and is more likely to exist with that
in Acts xv. 2. But if we grant this, thinking it more probable
from the external chronological facts, and the internal relations
of the affair, what do we then gain? It is clear that the same
reason which militates against the identity of Gal. ii. 1 and Acts
xi. 30, may also be alleged against that of Gal. ii. 1 and Acts
xv. 2, for it may justly be argued in defence of the identity of
Gal. ii. 1 and Acts xi. 30, that the whole circumstances of the
affair in Gal. ii. 1 are not so completely in harmony with the
transactions in Acts xv. 2, that we are really justified in up-
holding the identity of the two journeys. And if the advantage
of maintaining the authenticity of these two journeys can only
be maintained by giving up Acts xi. 80, of what use is the sup-
position that what the Apostle says (Gal. ii. 1), regarding his
journey to Jerusalem should exactly coincide with the account
in Acts xv. 2, &c. ?

Reasoning from what we have hitherto observed, we have
every cause to be distrustful of a statement like that of the
Acts of the Apostles, which agrees so little with the Apostle’s
own account, and the only result possible for us, is to ignore the
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idea of an identity which does not exist, and—without any
further regard to whether the discrepancies are greater or
lesser—entirely to separate the two statements. Only if we
endeavour from this point of view to get at the true historical
facts by a comparison of the two statements, the following
important items of difference show that no doubt can exist
as to which side we.ought to take.

We find, according to the Acts of the Apostles, an account of
a formal public meeting of such a description that the consul-
tations and resolutions resulting from it have from the earliest
times caused it to be taken, not without reason, as forining
the first Christian Council; not only were the Apostles and
Elders of the Church at Jerusalem gathered together at it,
xv. 6, but the members of the Church generally took part in
the meeting, xv. 12, 22. There was a dispute about the ques-
tion before the assembly; speakers rose, who introduced and
explained the different points of view, the whole was under
the guidance of the Elders of the Church at Jerusalem, who as
we may well suppose did not in this capacity forego their pre-
cedence in the assembly, and who gave the last and finishing
stroke to the discussion by passing a formal resolution, the
contents of which, together with some points more intimately
concerning themselves, were sent in a letter from their own
hands, as a command from the Holy Spirit, by especially chosen
men to the Churches in Antioch, Syria and Cilicia. Of all this
the Apostle knows nothing at all : he only says, as if he wished
to contradict such a statement of the affair, dveGéunv adroic 7o
evayyéhov, 8 knploocw v Toic Efveot, kar’ 18fuv &2 Toic Soxovat.
Neander has not left quite unnoticed an important circumstance
on this affair which is often overlooked. He remarks, ¢ As
Paul in the Epistle to the Galatians speaks only of his private
transactions (kar’ id{av) with the three chiefest Apostles, this
would at first sight seem to contradict completely the narrative
in the Acts of the Apostles ; and this contradiction would seem
to indicate that tho same facts are not spoken of in both the
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narratives.”” Neander indeed is also of opinion that “if we
assume that before there was any public council in Jerusalem,
there may have been many private consultations, we may aid
in establishing a perfect harmony between the two accounts ;
as it is self-evident that before the affair was spoken of in a
large assembly, Paul had come to an understanding with the
Apostles with regard to the principles established by it.”
Still we should of course have expected that there would have
been some mention in the Epistle to the Galatians of such
a large assembly. But nothing is said of it, and this is only
a new proof of the arbitrary and uncritical nature of such an
attempt to harmonize the two accounts. How can we sappose
that the Apostle would speak of minor circumstances, and
leave quite without mention the chief matter, the special trans-
action which alone could decide the whole affair. It is quite
impossible to take up this position. If we understand the
words, ave@éuny adroic 10 ebayyéliov, as referring to the chief
transaction, it would be a thoroughly vague and inappropriate
reference, in which it would be impossible to find what, ac-
cording to the Acts of the Apostles we ought to find, and the
chief difficulty would still remain, that in this manner the
principal occurrences by which the Apostles must have been
influenced, are removed to an earlier date, and these private
transactions become at once the most important. But looking
at the matter in the right light we can not find any such
meaning in these words. They do not describe any especial
transaction, but they are only a vague expression followed im-
mediately by the more decided xar’ idfav 8t roic Sokovor. We
must take the passage to mean as follows: I travelled to
Jerusalem in order to present my Gospel to the members of
the churches there, and truly I specially applied myself not (as
Neander says) to introduce the matter by means of private trans-
actions, but to set it at once in its true light, and to present it
to those most worthy of preference in the most exact and di-
rect manner.” For this very reason the Apostles are here
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throughout called of Soxovsrec, because they were of the highest
authority in the eyes of the Church at Jerusalem, (the Apostle
gives us purposely to understand that they took this high posi-
tion only in a subjective, not in an objective manner, so that he
was at full liberty to reject their authority) and must therefore
be considered here as chief personages, whose attention to any
matter rendered further interference superfluous. In the whole
passage there is no question of any other transactions than with
the dokovvrec, 1. e. with James the president of the Church at
Jerusalem, and the two Apostles, Peter and John. De Wette,
who assumes that Galatians ii. 2, contains two different com-
munications, can show no ground for his supposition. Had
there been two different assemblies, we might say that the Acts
of the Apostles is silent on the secret conference, in accordance
with the peculiar characteristics of its manner of narration,
which would make it wish to deal with the affair as a public
one. But as the Apostle himself, if the public assembly had
really taken place as the Acts of the Apostles relates, would
not have been silent on it as an important event, it follows from
his silence that the Acts of the Apostles first gave a publicity to
the affair which it never would have received from the authentic
report of the Apostle. It is only in the narrative in the Acts
of the Apostles, and in the interest to which it is devoted, that
these transactions take the character of a Synod which reminds
us of a form of later times.

But the most important point is, that the Acts of the Apos-
tles represents the elder Apostles as agreeing with the Apostle
Paul with regard to his views and principles in such a manner
as never could have taken place according to the Epistle to the
Galatians. We learn from the Acts of the Apostles, that it was
specially some members of the Church of Jerusalem, who had
been converted to the Christian faith from the sect of the
Pharisees, who were not willing to receive Gentiles into the
Christian community, except under the condition of their sub-
mitting to tho Mosaic circumcision, xv. 5. But the Apostles
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themselves were very far from sharing in this view, and sup-
ported the proposal made by the Apostle Paul in the most
obliging and appreciative manner. The Apostle Peter referred
to the conversion of Cornelius, and declared that it was
tempting God to lay a yoke on the necks of the disciples, (not
only on those of the Gentiles, but of the Christians generally,)
which neither they nor their fathers were able to bear, because
they believed that the grace of Christ was sufficient for salva-
tion. This then is the conviction expressed, that the Mosaic
law was no longer binding on Christians, whether Jew or Gen-
tile. The author of the Acts of the Apostles seems purposely
to represent the views of the Apostle Peter as the freest
and most advanced in order to make those of James, the chief
leader in these transactions, more clear to those who saw the
matter in a more modified form. For James immediately
agrees with the opinion of the Apostle Peter in all essential
points, and with this aim recals the utterances of the Prophets,
according to which the entrance of the Gentiles into the service
of the true God depended on the building again of the fallen
theocracy of David, he consequently withdrew his proposal, as
far as regarded the Gentiles who might be converted, and
recommended that the observance of the Mosaic law should be
the only obligatory yoke laid upon them. Xor the rest, the
Law is considered in the true Pauline spirit as a.yoke, (comp.
Gal. v. 1,) and, if in reference to the Gentiles, it were once
recognized as too great a burden, no further step would be
necessary to make it appear in itself an unbearable yoke.
From this point of view it is considered by the Apostle Peter.*

* We may take as genuine or not, according as we look at the argument in favour
of the prophetic passage from which they are extracted, the last words éori—adrov
in the quotation, xv. 10, yvwora dn’ didvog éo71 T¢5 B¢ wavra ra Epya adrov. In
any case these words contain a clear explanation. James affirms what Amos pro-
phesied, namely, that the worship of the true God, which is to be one day universal
among mankind, can never really be general unless the Gentiles are freed under the
Mosaic law. As the divine prophecy is infallible, so it must be the will of God
that the Gentile should be free under the law. About the sense of these words
there cannot well be any doubt, but we are not quite so sure about the meaning
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If we compare with this statement the narrative which the
Apostle himself gives of the whole bearing of the case, every-
thing appears altered. The question was by no means first
agitated by mere individual, pharisaic-minded members of the
Church at Jerusalem, we here see a conflict between the Paul-
ine and Jewish Christianity. The elder Apostles stood so little
in connection with this conflict that they are rather placed on
a standpoint from which they had never before looked on
Judaism. There is nothing clearer than that there was no
question of anything but circumcision, with regard to which
the Jewish-Christian party maintained that the Gentiles could
not take part in the Messianic salvation, except on the condi-
tion that they would submit to circumcision. But circumcision
included all Judaism in itself—it was the hardest condition
which could be laid on the Gentiles ; by it they would be forced
to -abjure their heathenism and become Jews, and lay them-
selves under an obligation to observe all Jewish rites. The

of 21. Neander takes the passage as do many interpreters with Schneckenburger,
« Uber den Zweck der Apostgesch.’”’ p. 28. As far as regarded the Jewish
believers, as Jews, no special precept was needed ; of these there was now no
question ; they knew what as Jews they ought to observe, for in every city
where Jews dwelt, the Mosaic law was read every Sabbath in the synagogue.
¢ These words,”’ remarks Neander, “ cannot possibly be understood as being in-
tended to apply tp the laws given to the Gentiles. In this assembly there needed
no motive to lay so much on the Gentile Christians, much less to impose any more
on them, and these words supply in no way whatever any further motive.” These
motives do not lie so far from the sense of the words as Neander thinks: if we take
them in this way, Moses, 1.6. the Mosaic law has already been long preached in the
cities—has been read in the synagogue every Sabbath, but nevertheless there are
very few who trouble themselves about accepting the law. But now, as the
worship of the true God without the fetters of any law is preached, many turn to
him, and it i8 incontestable that the ceremonial law is the only hindrance to the
universal spread of the true religion. This explanation is given by Giesler. But
it is doubtless the most simple plan to understand 21 as supplying a motive for
sending a letter to the Gentile Christians, and requiring such an dwexéoOac from
them. For such a claim James says so ancient a worship as the Mosaic is specially
fitted. The more generally and regularly the Mosaic law became known, the more
clearly would its incontestable authority be manifested.
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question was also whether the Gentiles could become Christians
directly as Gentiles, or only through the mediation of Judaism
by first becoming Jews. The Apostle, in order to show the
energy with which he opposed this question, says that “even
Titus had not been compelled to submit to circumcision,” <.e.
that he was not really obliged to be circumcised, but that this
compulsibn was sought to be put upon him when the Apostle
took him to Jerusalem, and that this compulsion was met and
combated with all earnestness. This is easily seen by the whole
context, and we cannot say with De Wette (inasmuch as it
would assume that the Apostle had so desired it) that this
would amount to contradicting the apologetic aim of this
account: and the spirit of the transactions and resolutions
(Acts xv, Gal. ii.) is clearly not to be explained by Acts xv.;
and as far as regards the apologetic aim of the account, we
see by the great earnestness with which the Apostle here de-
fends the cause of his Gospel, that he had not to do merely
with the wapeloakrot Yevdadedgor but with the Apostles them-
selves. Why did he wish to go to Jerusalem himself? why
did he so especially wish to treat of the matter with the
Apostles, if he had not had good grounds for supposing that
the Apostles in Jerusalem were by no means strange to the
impression created by the wapeloakror YevdddeAgor ? The
course of the transactions shows how the Apogtles behaved
with regard to the principles of these false brethren. They
are the opponents against whose principles the Apostle con-
tends, That in regard to the circumcision of Titus having
been enforced, the Apostle does not once speak with certainty,
but assumes that it may really have been sought to impose
such a compulsion on him, and the reason for this can only
have been that he, an uncircumcised Gentile, was the compa-
nion of the Apostle himself. It must have seemed at first to
the Apostle, and to him who was the immediate object of the
demand, and who was placed in the midst of those who advo-
cated circumcision, that any resistance against such influence
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could scarcely be carried out. But just for this reason
the Apostle seems to have taken Titus with him to Jeru-
salem, that he might take up the affair at its strongest point,
and give an immediately practical direction to the strife 8f
principles, or else that he might impart to the Gentile Titus
some portion of his own zealous opposition to the Jewish-
Christians. There is no trace in the Epistle to the Galatians
of any compliance on the part of the Apostle with what,
according to the Acts of the Apostles, was achieved with the
most willing agreement of the elder Apostles; but, according
to the assurances of the Apostle himself, was the result of the
most powerful opposition, the most energetic repulsion of the
most decided pressure. Not for a moment even, says the
Apostle, did I give place to them by the subjection required of
‘me, in order that the truth of the Gospel, the principles of true
Christianity freed from Judaism, might be upheld and carried on
in the churches founded by me.* The Apostles themselves have

¢ Nothing can be more absurd than the explanation given, not merely by a
Tertullian, c. Marc. 5, 3, but even by interpreters of the most modern times, of the
passage Galatians ii. t; according to which wepterp76n must be added to ded di—
Yevdadixgovg—and Titus therefore must have been circumcised, if not by compul-
sion, still out of tender regard to the false brethren. If Titus were circumcised for
the sake of the false brethren, how can the Apostle say without the greatest contra-
diction that he “ did not give place by subjection, no, not for an hour’’ The
affairs of the Gentile-Christians could not be divided from those of the Jewish-
Christians—it wonld have surrendered its principles by the circumcision of Titus.
That it would have been directly against its principles is testified by the emphatic
obdi, ii. 5. How can such passages as these be misunderstood ? and how can
the historical enquiry into Primitive Christianity be founded on such misappre-
hension? Highly inconvenient truly is the interrupted mode of speech employed by
the Apostle, verse 4; but as far a8 we can gather the sense, it is this:—the matter
about circumcision would have been a cause of dispute with the false brethren if
1 bad not felt myself -obliged to take this decisive step towards the maintenance
ot my Gospel principles. The wapeiocaxror Yievdddehpoe are those rivec careN@dv-
reg amd T "Tovdatdg, of whom the Acts speaks, xvi. They were thus called by
the Apostle because they came to Antioch as members of the Church at Jeru-
salem, Gal. ii. 4, in order that they might be able to investigate on the spot the
report which had recached Jerusalem, that in Antioch the Mosaic law was completely
shaken off—and then that they might immediately bring to bear their own stringent
Jewish principles. The Apostle is evidently aware of thc persevering nature of
these people, as he designates them as wapiemaxrot Yeviad. and mwapetoijAfov,
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not wrought any change in my views and principles, at least
they have only influenced me as the Soxovvrec elval 7¢,as such
they appeared to me worthy of all submission. ¢ Therefore,”
says the Apostle, with a truly rational consciousness of his
evangelical freedom, “ whatever a man’s outward position or
personal authority may be, even if he were an Apostle and
chief of the Church at Jerusalem, it maketh no matter to me!
A merely outward condition of this kind can be of no import-
ance to me. God looketh not at the outward and personal.
Only from this it may chance that the reason may be shown
of the charge against me, yet even in this yiew I cannot see
that I am obliged to abjure the principles on which I have
hitherto aeted. For they have brought nothing against me
concerning which I have given them any right, or which I can
appropriate as an ameliorating addition to my views. So little
is this the case, that they were obliged on the conmtrary to
acknowledge how well grounded and well arranged my views
and modes of action were. Instead therefore of the Jewish-
Christian party thinking that my Gospel of Gentile Christian-

because they came as Jewish Christians into & Gentile Christian Church like
that of Antioch, in order to introduce into that Church certain principles, which
until then were unknown in it, and which seemed to be in opposition to Gospel
truth. The whole point of view would be altered if, as is generally done by
interpreters, we take the Apostle as having considered these wapeic, Yevddd.—
as enemies of Christian freedom, not merely in reference to the Church at
Antioch, but to the Christian Church generally. The Christian freedom which
they opposed only existed in Antioch ; nothing was known of it in Jerusalem,
where, on the contrary, the Mosaic law was enforced with peculiar severity on
the Christians, Therefore it is not to be overlooked that these were interfering
and false brethren only ‘in their relation to the Church at Antioch, but not
to that at Jerusalem, to this latter they belonged, and in it their zeal for the law
would only be reckoned as honourable to them. Here first in the history a decided
contest presents itself between Jewish and Gentile Christignity: what was looked
upon in Antioch as a servitude in direct opposition to the idea of Christian freedom,
was considered in Jerusalem as true and genuine Christianity. We also see
undoubtedly that this question was first touched upon in Jerusalem at this time.
Therefore it is an unnecessary remark of De Wette's, that ¢ the Jewish-Christians
who came to Antioch went later on to Jerusalem itself.”—Whence could they have
come to Antioch if not from Jerusalem ? and where else could the principles which
they maintained have been the ruling ones but at Jerusalem ?
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ity, as opposed to Jewish Christianity, appeared ungrounded
and untenable, its independence was fully acknowledged.” But
this acknowledgment by no mea_né appeared in the beginning:
the Apostle obtained it by means of argument : the chief results
of which he shortly points out, Gal. ii. 7, &. His enemies
must be convinced that the Gospel of uncircumecision was con-
fided to him, as that of circumcision had been to Peter, or in
other words that there existed not only a Jewish Christianity
but also a Gentile Christianity independent of Judaism.
They must also acknowledge that the Gentiles might have a
direct share in the Messianic salvation, without first becoming
Jews. In the complete self-consciousness of his standpoint, the
Apostle places himself in opposition to Peter, so that we have
before us man against man, teacher against teacher, one
Gospel against another, one apostolic office against another,
and the argument on which the Apostle relies is the decided
matter of fact success to which he is enabled to refer. The
Apostle says, (ii. 8, in the words & yap évepyijoac Ilérpy sic
amooToliy Tiic mepiropiic dvhpynae kal iuol eic Ta ¥0vy), that as
an Apostle he could not have accomplished so great a success
among the Gentiles, if God to whom this success must be
referred, had not willed to establish it as a fact that there
might truly be an ebayyéAwov riic akpofBuorfac. The reality of
the animating principle may be generally concluded from the
reality of the consequences. This is the meaning of the
Apostle’s words : “I am in fact the Apostle of the Gentiles, and
as the Gentiles would never have been converted to the Gospel
if T had not grounded my Gospel on the foundation of freedom
from the law, who will maintain against me that this form of
the Gospel has not an equal right of existence ? indeed it could
not have had a.;ly existence at all if it had not been the will of God
that it should exist.” In this manner the Apostle also appeals
to the results of his efforts in the cause of Christianity as a
proof that he was a true and genuine Apostle of Christ. In
the same sense he speaks in direct terms of the grace given
9
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him, understanding by it the Divine principle lying at the
root of his apostolic activity, without. which supposition the
existence of such consequences could not be thought of. The
Jewish Apostles could not but acknowledge this, they could
not deny the facts, and neither could they see in them the
operation of an ungodly, unchristian principle. They gave to
him and Barnabas the right-hand of fellowship, recognized
them as accredited companions in the work of the Gospel, and
promised at the same time to put no hindrance in their way,
even if they continued as hitherto to spread the Gospel to the
Gentiles, without imposing the law on them. So far all is in
agreement, but we cannot believe that a full reconciliation took
place at this time between these widely sundered views and
principles. The kowdvia was always a division, it could only
be brought into agreement by one party going ei¢ ra #fvn, the
other eic v mwepirounv, v.e. as the Jewish Apostles could really
allege nothing against the principles on which Paul founded
his evangelical labours, they were obliged to recognize them
in a certain manner, but this recognition was a mere outward
one, they left it to him to work on these principles still further
in the cause of the Glospel among the Gentiles; but for them-
selves, they did not desire to know anything more about them.
The apostolic sphere of operation therefore became divided into
two parts ; there was an edayyéAiov rijc wepiropiic, and an edayyé-
Awov 7iic akpof3variac ; and an woorolij eic ariv weptrounv, and an
amoorol\i) el¢ 7a £fvn: in one the Mosaic law prevailed, in the
other it did not, but each depended inextricably on the other.*

* If we place before us the veal issue of the affair, how striking is the conversion
of Cornelius, with which Peter opens his discourse at Jerusalem ! (Acts xv. 7.)
Peter is made to say, “ Men and brethren, ye know how that a good while ago God
made choice among us that the Gentiles by my mouth should hear the word of the
Gospel and believe. And God who knoweth the hearts bare them witness, giving
them the Holy Ghost, even as he did unto us, and put no difference between us
and them, purifying their hearts by faith.” Who can help detecting here a
consistent adherence to a plan or the part of the author—but who can help finding
it necessary to use that same consistent adherence as an argument against the state-
ments in the- Acts of the Apostles. Just as little as Peter could have spoken at
Jerusalem in 8o Pauline a manner as the author of the Acts of the Apostles
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The standpoint from which the elder Apostles looked at Paul
cannot be sufficiently kept before us. It is as clear as possible
that at this time at least, fourteen years after the conversion
of the Apostle Paul, their circle of vision did not extend be-
yond Judaism. They knew nothing at all of a direct Gentile
Christianity, existing without any co-operation from their
side ; they were therefore first brought to recognize it by Paul,
and their recognition appeared entirely as a concession which
they were forced to make. They could do no otherwise, for
they were not in a condition to resist the strength of circum-
stances and the overpowering personal influence of the Apostle.
But they only consented not to oppose the Pauline Christianity,
which with regard to their principles they were bound to oppose,
and stipulated that they should be allowed to bold themselves
passive towards it, or in one word to ignore it. So that as the

represents him to have done, could he have appealed to the transactions with Cor-
nelius. The one cannot be separated from the other. But if he cannot have
appealed to what took place with Cornelins, what security have we that he was so
intimately connected with the conversion of Cornelius as the Acts of the Apostles
relates. It is not clear that the author of the Acts of the Apostles would have
made the Apostle Peter appeal to such an event in the same interest which influenced
him when he gave a place to the narrative of Cornelius in his history. He who
represents Peter as saying what he could not under the circumstances have said,
prejudices himself, and gives rise to the suspicion that the statement is not very
strictly historical. Peter would not have acknowledged that liberal view of the Mosaic
law and the principles dependent on it for the first time when the pressure of circum-
stances and the imposing presence of the Apostle Paul left him but little choice.
He would have done this long before, and in a manner which would have showed
that he did so, not under the authority of any other man, but through the immediate
impulse of the divine Spirit. The apostolic independence of Peter was not strength-
ened by this representation, but it tended to establish more firmly those more liberal
views on which the Pauline preaching of the Gospel was based, even before the
Apostle Paul himself entered with the divine sanction on the sphere of his labours.
How much it is the intention of the author of the Acts of the Apostles to refer to the
conversion of Cornelius, and then to make the chief idea of the Pauline Christianity
appear in it, is shown also in the thought contained in Acts xv. 9, * And put no
difference between us and them, purifying our hearts by faith.” That things held
to be unclean might not be unclean, is set forth in the conversion of Cornelius and
the vision accompanying it, and as already, x. 43, the participation in the forgive-
ness of sins is made to depend upon faith in Jesus; so, xv. 9, the Pauline wiorcg is
brought forward as the true principle of a state which is well pleasing to God.

9 *
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matter stood only two alternatives presented themselves. Either
the Jewish Apostles agreed with the Apostle Paul in the princi-
ples of his ebayyé\wov riic akpof3veriac, or not. If they agreed
with him, they ought to consider it a duty to work with him
for the conversjon of the Gentiles, else they would not be carry-
ing out their apostolic office to its full extent, as they knew it
ought to be carried out ; they would have recognized theoreti-
cally as true and right what by their practical behaviour they de-
clared objectionable. If they did not agree with him they ought
not to have yielded as much as they really did ; they could not
consider it as an indifferent matter, that with regard to the Gen-
tiles the principle was adduced that salvation could be obtained
without Judaism, without the observance of the Mosaic law.
They could not recognize this principle without also recognizing
the obligation to work not merely for the sbayyéAiov riic wepirouiic,
but also for the ebayyéAwov mic drpofSvoriac. Although they
did not do this, still it must be concluded from the sincerity
of the confession made to the Apostle Paul, that they were in
an unsettled state regarding these views and opinions, which
necessarily involved them in contradictions and inconsequences.
They could bring nothing forward in refutation of the principles
and facts which the Apostle Paul made use of against them,
and still they could not free themselves from the limited stand-
point of Judaism on which they had hitherto stood. As they
had now made a concession by giving the right hand of fellow-
ship, nothing else remained than to assume as indifferent a
.position as possible towards Pauline Christianity. We have
here presented to us the exact origin of those two sections of
Jewish Christianity with which we become more nearly ac-
quainted in the history of the succeeding period. There grew
up within Jewish Christianity itself a strict and a liberal party.
The stricter one wished to impose the . general principles
of all Jewish Christians on Gentile Christians also, and
this in’ their full significance, so that without Judaism no man
could obtain salvation. This class of Jewish Christians could
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not be indifferent to the Pauline Christianity, it was forced to
fight against it—and thus when the Gentiles would have claimed
a participation in the salvation of the Messianic kingdom,
(against which claim when once it had been allowed nothing
could be alleged) this could only be granted on the condition
that they should not be pronounced free from the observance
of the law. They saw perfectly well that if the necessity of the
law was not recognized in the case of the Gentile Christians,
its absolute importance to Judaism was at an end. They were
therefore the declared opponents of the Apostle Paul, and in-
troduced themselves into all the churches founded by him, that
after he had accomplished their conversion to the Gospel they
might follow with the condition without which it never should
have taken place, and without which it would be a perfectly
fruitless work, namely, the imposition of the law. The more
liberal party was in principle in harmony with the stricter one,
only after the concessions made by the Jewish Apostles to the
Apostle Paul, they could not practically act against him in the
same manner ; they renounced the consequent carrying out of
their principles, and limited their operations to Judaism. We
cannot but think that the Jewish Apostles were at the head of
this party ; but the other, which owing to its strictness felt it-
self in no way hampered as to its practical activity by any
vagueness of opinion, must from the very nature of the case have
been of the most historical importance. .In the period imme-
diately succeeding these transactions at Jerusalem, it is shown
how the two parties behaved with regard to each other, and how
each sought to get the upper.hand.

In the closest connection with these circumstances stands
that scene between Paul and Peter at Antioch, which from the
earliest times bore such evil notoriety, and was so important
with regard to the standpoint of both parties. If the elder
Apostles had been really and truly convinced of the merely
relative value of the law and its worthlessness in regard to the
grace of the Gospel, would Peter have begn guilty of such
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double dealing towards the Gentile Christians in Antioch out
of timid regard to the Jerusalem Jewish Christians, whose visit
to Antioch had already shown that this resolution at Jerusalem
could not be taken as the Acts of the Apostles represents it to
have been, with the general consent of the whole community
of Jewish Christians ? Would that same Peter have so acted
whom the Acts of the Apostles shortly before had shown as
speaking in 8o decidedly Pauline a manner, and this indeed
in Jerusalem itself before the whole Church, a few members
of which would have been sufficient to excite anxious timidity
in the mind of the Apostle? How striking and abrupt is here
the contrast between Paul and Peter! How open and un-
sparing is Paul’s censure! How harsh and vehement his
speech!| How keenly he exposes the contradiction in which
Peter found himself involved through his irresolution! The
Acts of the Apostles indeed says nothing of all this. In arepre-
sentation deviating so much from the truth as this account of
the transaction® at Jerusalem, there could indeed be no place
for a scene like this; and for this reason not only does this
discrepancy between the Acts of the Apostles and the Epistle
to the Galatians become more apparent, but it also becomes
indubitable that the silence of the Acts of the Apostles with
regard to so public an occurrence, is an intentional one. Where
we expect to find the dispute between Peter and Paul men-
tioned, the Acts of the Apostles only speaks’of a mapoEvouoe
between Paul and Barnabas, and even this quarrel is assigned
to another cause to that given to it Gal. ii. 13. Why is it
silent as to the chief cause of the quarrel from which certainly
even this wapoZvoudc arose, if it were not from the advisability
of keeping silence as to all disputes at that period? On the
same grounds it did not dare to mention the name of Titus,
who was obnoxious on account of these very events, in the list
of the friends and companions of the Apostle.* We see clearly

* Instead of the uncircumcised Titus, the name of the circumcised Timothy is
everywhere brought forward. That the same Paul who in Jerusalem refused with
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that it wishes to throw a concealing veil over all these occur-
rences in Jerusalem and Antioch, and by the mention of the less
important quarrel between Paul and Barnabas, to divert atten-
tion from the chief fact and chief subject of the dispute. No-
thing could be more abhorrent to its apologetic and conciliatory
tendency than the renewal of a subject which made the Apostle
Paul appearin so unfavourable a light in the eyes of the Jewish
Christians ; an event of which the offensive impression (as we
gather from many things) operated for so long a period after
its occurrence, that even at that time every effort was made to
soften it as much as possible, and to cause the whole affair to
be forgotten.* We may at least learn enough from this, to

all his might that Titus should be circumcised, and this out of regard to the Jews
and Jewish-Christians, should soon after himself have caused Timothy to be circum-
cised out of the same regard to prejudice, Acts xvi. 3, belongs undoubtedly to the
simply incredible side of the Acts of the Apostles. This act would have been a com-
plete denial of principle on the part of Paul. That Timothy had up to this time never
been circumcised, although his mother was a Jewess, would seem to indicate that he
was reckoned as a Gentile, like his father. If he were now circumcised-as a Gentile,
and by the wish and connivance of the Apostle, in order that he might not be any
longer looked on as a Gentile, as his father was, Acts xvi. 3, what could either
Jews or Gentiles think on the subject, but that it was a proof that circumcision was
not so indifferent a thing as the Apostle once considered it? This deed performed
on Timothy stands in the most evident contradiction, not only to Gal. ii. 3, but to
Gal. iii. 28 und v. 11. Even if the submission to circumcision on the part of
Timothy was a completely voluntary act, as Olshausen especially maintains, the
Apostle would never have allowed Timothy to become his companion, as by so
doing he would have exposed himself to the merited reproach of want of principle,
and inconsequence of reasoning. As we are forced to consider the circumcision
of Timothy in this light, the AaBwv wepiérepery adrév, Acts xvi. 3, cannot be
ascribed to the Apostle.

* How Paul is reproached in the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, 17, 18, for having
said of Peter, Gal. ii. 11, that he was kareyvwouévoc! Eixareyvwouévov pe Néyig,
Ocod Toi amoxalfavréc por Tov Xpiordy Karnyopei¢ kai Tov imi dwoxakvdes
paxapicavréc pe karapiperg. Peter says this to the Magus Simon,—but that the
Apostle Paul is meant, there is no doubt. In the preceding part of the Homily, it
is said by Peter to James: Tuwic dwo rav d0vav 10 8 duob véuwywov dmedok-
ipacav sfpvypa, To¥ ix0pod dyOpdmov dvopdv Tiva kail gpAvapidn wpoankdpuevo,
didaokariav. KaiTaira ére pov wepiévrog imexeipnoav rivee mwowiliag Tioly
dppnveiaig Todg dpodg Néyove peraoxnuarilew el Ty Tob vépov kardvow, dg
xai dpod obrw piv ¢povoivrog piy ik mappnoiag 8¢ knpiocovrog, bmep dmein.
This is also referred to Gal. ii. 12, only the affair is reversed. Against the asser-
tion of Paul, that Peter really agreed with his (Paul's) view of the Mosaic law, and
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justify us in excusing the harsh attitude of the Apostle towards
Judaism, but this fails in the first period after his conversion,
in regard to which Tertullian says, c. Marc. I. 20, ¢ Paulus adhuc
in gratia rudis—ferventer, ut neophytus, adversus judaismum
aliquid in conversatione reprehendum existimavit.”” On the
same grounds the modern interpreters, in their chronological
discussions on the journey of the Apostle, Gal. ii. 1, place this
at an earlier date, and take Acts xi. 30 as the second journey.
They also appeal to the fact that the behaviour of the Apostle
towards Judaism, was afterwards much milder and more
yielding. But what proof have we of this, if we do not get it
from the Acts of the Apostles, whose contradiction of the
Epistle to the Galatians is sufficiently evident? What the
Apostle, 1 Corinthians iv. 12, says, “that unto the Jews he
became a Jew that he might gain the Jews,” can certainly not
be taken in a sense which would involve his denying essential
principles. He can only have been a Jew unto the Jews in the
same manner in which he was a Gentile to the Gentiles. The
most certain proof that the Apostle afterwards thought so him-
self, and considered his relation to the elder Apostles from the
same point of view, is given by the Epistle to the Galatians itself,
for how else could he express what he thought of the conse-
quences of the occurrences at Antioch in such a manner, in a
letter written so short a time afterwards? Is then anything
omitted which could be alleged in mitigation of the impression
which must have been made by such a long existing dispute
between the two Apostles ?

‘What the Acts of the Apostles represents as the result of the
apostolic transactions in Jerusalem is also at complete variance
with the Apostle’s own accounts. According to the proposal
of James it was resolved, as is related in the Acts .of the

that it had been a mere ¥wéxproic in Peter to deny his true opinions out of fear of
the Jewish Christians, Peter here protests, and says that the assertion that in the
matter of the abolition of the law, he surrendered his real opinion for want of
mappnoia, is an arbitrary interpretation of his speech.
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Apostles, that the Gentiles should ¢ abstain from eating
flesh offered to idols, from blood, from things strangled, and
from fornication.”” James, as has already been remarked, stood
in a certain sense between the two chief parties, between the
Pharisaic-minded zealots of the law on one side, and Barnabas,
Paul and Peter on the other, in order that the Gentile Chris-
tians might neither be entirely freed from any respect to the
Mosaic law, nor yet be subject to that which to those among
them who were willing to accept Judaism, always appeared as
the heaviest burden of the law, and therefore must have been
the chief obstacle, the greatest hindrance to the Gospel among
the Gentiles, namely, circumcision. This resolution formally
entered into by the whole assembly, was sent to the churches in
Antioch, Syria and Cilicia in the shape of letters, by delegates
chosen from the midst of the Church at Jerusalem, accompanied
to Antioch by Paul and Barnabas, in the name of the Apos-
tles, Presbyters, and brethren of the Church at Jerusalem. The
author of the Acts of the Apostles intentionally renders the
importance of this resolution very prominent. It was passed,
say the letters, with a view of quieting minds, and chasing
away the anxious fears which were spread abroad by some who
clung to circumcision and the strict observance of the Mosaic
law. On this account it will be expressly remarked what lively
joy was awakened in Antioch by the resolutions conveyed
thither, and the agreement between the Church at Jerusalem
and this at Antioch, as it was testified by the delegates from
Jerusalem. The author of the Acts of the Apostles remarks
again with evident intention on the momentous character of
this decree. When not long afterwards Paul and Silas entered
on a second missionary journey and visited the churches founded
during the first—they “ delivered unto them,” Acts xvi. 4, the
decrees ordained by the Apostles and Elders at Jerusalem,” that
they might thereby rule themselves (rapediSovv adroic purdoaery
ra ddyuara ra kekptpéva Uwd Tov &), and the consequence of
this was that the ‘churches were established in the faith,
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and increased in number daily.”” Beneficially as this decree
operated in the cause of the Gospel, so also on it essen-
tially depended its further spread among the Gentiles. As the
affair is here represented, the transactions at Jernsalem and the
decree made there at that time, betoken a very important
epoch in the most arcient history of Christianity: the critical
question, at that time most prominent, whether Christianity
should be subordinate to Judaism or not, was decided in favour
of Christianity. Should we not expect that the Apostle Paul
would not have left so weighty a decree wholly unmentioned in
an Epistle to the Galatians, whilst he speaks of the very same
transactions, and with reference to the question how far this
decision had been arrived at? The condition of the xowwvia
was, Tva nueie udv cicra t0vn, avroi Ot ei¢ Tyv wepropy—would
not this have been an opportunity of paying regard to the com-
mon and reconciling relations that existed between the arosrodn
wepiropiic and the t’ur([o*rok* elc 7a €0vn, instead of placing them
in such harsh opposition as is done by the words above quoted ?
But we find in the Apostle’s writings not the slightest indica-
tion that at that time any such important a decree had been
made, but rather the most decided assurances to the contrary.
The Apostle says expressly, ii. 10, Mérov rav wrwxev a
uvnuovebwuev. The only condition which was attached to the
independence of the Apostle in the sphere of his apostolic
labours, was then the pvnuovebew rov wrwyov, which it is im-
possible to understand otherwise than as a conciliatory promise
which the Apostle gave from love of peace, that he would
engage to support, the poor church at Jerusalem by contribu-
tions which he would collect in the churches of the Gentile
Christians, and this, says the Apostle, he was “ also forward to
do,” as we indeed find he was from his epistles. But does not
this udvov include something besides this stipulation ? And how
comes the Apostle to place this promise of contributing to the
poor, which after all was a minor part only of the transaction, as
its sole aim, when far more important ends were involved in the
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object of the transaction itself, namely the sufficiency of the
Mosaic Law ? It is not here said that there is any question of a
xowwvia concluded between Paul and Barnabas on one side, and
James, Peter and John on the other, as between all these,
according to the Acts of the Apostles, no difference existed,
and there is no cause for mentioning this result, but notwith-
standing this it is implied by the Apostle : it has been already
shown that one of the chief differences in the two accounts is
that the parties who are described as engaged in the dispute
are ot the same. There can be no longer any idea of a recon-
ciliation between the two accounts, but the difference already
shown rather grows wider. We find a private transaction in-
stead of a public assembly, and a dispute between the Apostles
themselves, instead of between the Apostles and the Pharisaic
minded members of the Church at Jerusalem ; and we cannot
find any definition of the decree which, according to the Acts of
the Apopstles, was ordained, and this for the natural reason that
according to the Epistle of the Galatians such a decree never
existed. That it is not accidentally omitted, with all that
depends on it, is incontestably shown in the Epistle to the
Galatians, as also in the rest of the Apostle’s Epistles. In the
Epistle to the Galatians the Apostle contends with the Judaising
opponents, who were desirous of imposing circumcision on the
Galatian Church as a necessary condition of salvation, Gal. v. 1.
In order to do this the Apostle explains his entire relation to
the amoaroli rij¢c wepirouiic. What would forward this more
than an appeal to the decree? How could these opponents
be better repulsed than by a decree made in Jerusalem itself,
through which circumcision had been declared to be a burden
as unbearable as it was unnecessary? We may even go so far
as to say that if he referred to this transaction at all it was in-
cumbent on the Apostle, not to leave such a decree entirely
unnoticed in a case on which it so especially bore. He
could not have been silent on it without prejudicing the truth of
the affair, as his statement would be chargeable with keeping
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back one of the chief events which would have been useful
against his opponents. What importance then could such a
decree, which must have had such great weight with the Gentile

Christians, have had in its results, if no use at all were made
of it in a case like this, in which it was so eminently fitted to
maintain the ground already won ? Just the same reasoning may
be applied to the other arrangements of this pretended decree.

The Apostle is also silent in a perfectly inexplicable manner,

in many instances where we might expect not only a mention,
but an express application. It is known how often in his Epis-
tles he speaks of many reasons for eating flesh offered to idols.
He is indifferent to the matter in itself, but lays particular
stress on the obligation of paying regard to the weaker Chris-
tian brethren. So the Apostle declares especially in 1 Cor. viii.
concerning the ¢idwAdfvra, about which we can perceive he has
been questioned by that part of the Corinthian Church to which
his epistle is addressed. This inquiry would not have been put,
if, as the Acts of the Apostles sets forth, this decree had been
ordained to be laid before almost every church of the Gentile
Christians, and its observance had been made a necessary
condition of the existing Christian communion between the
Gentile and Jewish Christians. But the Apostle himself, al-
though he might be indifferent to the question as to the eating,
of meat offered to idols on its own merits, and as regarded
himself, could not have declared his indifference to the rela-
tions the question held at that time, because the observance of
a positive command given for such a purpose could never have
been looked on with indifference. It cannot be doubted that
the Acts of the Apostles intends to convey the idea that all
these commands were to be observed in all the Gentile Chris-
tian churches for the future. According to xv. 20. (compared
with 22 and with 28, 29,) émereidat adroic (¢Qveor) Tob améyealu
&wd rov &\ior., it was resolved that it was indispensable that
these arrangements should be submitted to. Neither can we
say that they were made merely in reference to the churches
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in Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia, because they were troubled by
these Judaising zealots, for it is evident by the express remark
of the author, xvi. 4, that they were delivered for observance
to the churches in Derbe and Lystra by Paul himself on his
arrival at those places; and also that they were observed in all
the new churches in the same manner—Paul going to Corinth
immediately afterwards and founding the church there.
Neander also finds it worthy of remark that the Apostle in
regard to the disputes in the Christian church at Corinth,
about the eating of meat offered to idols, did not appeal
to the decree of the ‘apostolic assembly at Jerusalem, in
order to establish the rules for the Gentile Christians with re-
gard to this sacrificial meat, But with reference to this subject
as well as to the question of why the Jewish Christians, who
wished to enforce circumcision on the Gentiles, did not oppose
the observance of this decree, Neander explains, that it be-
longs to the characteristic manner of Paul not to appeal to a
positive outward command, to a véuoc, but to the inner law in
the conscience of the believer, defining what the spirit of the
Gospel demanded. Neander must himself have felt how un-
satisfactory this explanation is, for he remarks further, It
seems, although the observance of this decree was firmly es-
tablished by the Apostle in Palestine, that beyond Palestine it
had but very little influence. As this decree depended on a
mutual agreement, it must follow that as one of the parties, the
Jewish Christians, did not fulfil the conditions whilst they re-
fused to acknowledge the uncircumcised as brethren, the obliga-
tory force of the agreement failed on the other side also, that is
on that of the Gentile Christians, who, through the observance
of this decree, would have been brought into nearer com-
munion with the Jewish Christians.” Neander here grants so
much that from what he concedes we may get an idea of the
opinion he has arrived at. How did it happen then that these
" decrees were of so little value out of Palestine, where alone it
was of importance that the Jewish Christians did not fulfil the
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conditions, and indeed never had fulfilled them from the begin-
ning ? For if those rwic and 'lakdBov could so openly and
decidedly appear in opposition to the decrees so soon after
the council at Jerusalem, and that too at Antioch, in the
very church for which the decrees were ordained, we can only
conclude that up to that time the decrees had had very little
heed paid to them. And if these depended on a mutual agree-
ment, how comes it that there was never any remonstrance
raised by the Gentile Christians against this violation of the
agreement on the part of the stricter and more prejudiced
party ? If we conclude it to have been in favour of the Gentile
Christians that the obligation to observe these decrees - was:
removed, we cannot see what interest could have been served by
concluding such an agreement. The original state of the case
was that each side looked at the law as it liked. But if the
Jewish Christians wished to enforce circumcision on the Gentile
Christians this mediating agreement must have been concluded
for the greater tranquillity of the Gentile Christians, because
they could only be freed from the observance of this burdensome
part of the law with the consent of the Jewish Christians. 1f
however the Jewish Christians did not hold to their agreement,
if they insisted afresh on circumcision,. the tranquillity which
the agreement had bestowed on the Gentile Christians would
be disturbed, and they would find themselves plunged again
into the restless state of uncertainty as to whether they could
be saved without circumcision. But if now, so shortly after
the agreement had begn made, they could so entirely disregard
it, it might be fairly argued that they might have been tran-
quillized before and without any such agreement, and we cannot
avoid coming to the conclusion that laws which not only were
never kept, but whose existence was not called for by any spe-
cial need, really could never have been made. It is true
that Neander appeals to Acts xxi. 25 as a proof that the
Apostles always held fast to the observance of these decrees.
in Palestine, but this passage only bears testimony to the in-
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terest which the author of the Acts of the Apostles had in
calling to remembrance the decrees mentioned by him in a
former place. There is wanting throughout the Acts of the
Apostles an independent proof of the observance of these de-
crees, and this is the only proof to which any value could be
attached. It is not by any means likely that the Apostles even
held fast to the authority of these decrees in Palestine. - For
why should they have done so? Only to compel the Jewish
Christians to recognize the decrees as far as they regarded the
Gentile Christians. But if so little resulted from this compulsion
as the history shows, how powerless must the authority of the
Apostles have been with the Jewish Christians !—is it not more
likely that the recognition of these decrees was not enforced,
or that the decrees never existed at all !

However small the probability that these decrees were ob-
served or even that they existed at that time, later on this
improbability becomes certainty. Even Neander remarks, ¢ It
was later that these decrees received a stronger legal authority
through the predominance of another tendency in the Church.”
This word ““ later’” shows us from what point of view, accord-
ing to the Acts of the Apostles, we are expected to consider
the stipulation-under consideration, as existing at that time, but
the history says nothing of the validity which these arrange-
ments subsequently took, being a consequence of the earlier
legal ordinance. From the earliest date the Gentile and
Jewish Christians had stood in opposition to each other with
regard to circumcision ; whilst the latter firmly adhered to it,
the former in no way recognized any obligation as to its
adoption, but considered baptism as an outward and per-
fectly sufficient substitute. The sitnation of affairs at that
time is precisely indicated by what the Apostle Paul says
in opposition to those zealots for the law who, as members
of the Church of Palestine, or at least under its influence,
maintained the necessity of circumcision in the churches
founded by the Apostle out of Palestine. Galatians v. 2,
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compared with iii. 27: "I8¢ é¢yo Iabloc Aéyw vuiv, ére éav
wepiréuvnalle, Xpioroc vuac ovdtv dpediioe—iaot yap eic Xptoron
¢Banriclnre, Xpiorov évediaasle, ovk Evt *lovdaioc ovdt “EAAnv.
The next step that was taken was the leaving off of circum-
cision by the Jewish Christians, not indeed in Palestine, where
the Ebionites and Nazarenes still continued strong adherents
to the Mosaic law, but amongst the foreign Jewish Christians,
the Hellenists, who accordingly show the great importance
which they bore in the most ancient history of the Christian
'Church, as a reconciling medium between Jews and Gentiles,
and through this mediation paving their own way to Christ-
ianity. How this took place is not distinctly evident as there
exists a lack of information, still some hints are afforded which
are worthy of consideration. It is striking to find with what
contempt circumcision is treated in the Epistle of Barnabas,
which if we do not take as having been written by the Bar-
nabas known to us, still must be taken as a Hellenistic work,
as having the name Barnabas attached to it.  Now first,”
says the author, chap. ix. in a series of allegorical inter-
pretations by which he endeavours to elucidate the meaning of
the Old Testament, ‘“are our ears circumcised for the right
understanding of the Divine words? The circumecision on
which they place their trust is now recognised as null and void.
For God intended no carnal circumcision, they were wrongly
advised, being deceived by an evil angel.”

Here we have circumcision as it was observed by the Jews as
a Mosaic law, even ascribed to demoniacal influence. In the
Epistles of Ignatius there is a difference made in the same way
between an outer and an inmer circumcision, and a true and
false Judaism.* Another remarkable sign of the change in the
views and customs of the Hellenists with regard to circumcision
is given us by the Clementine Homilies. There is no other

* Epistle to the Philadelphians, ¢. 6. He who proclaims the one God of the
Law and the Prophets, and denies that Christ is the Son of God, is a liar, kai o7ty
6 rowiirog rij¢ kdTw weptropijc Yevdotovdaiog. )
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memorial which so clearly testifies as does this document to the
influence which Judaism extended over Christianity down to the
second half of the second century. Although Judaism is so very
prominent in it, there is not the least question of circumcision,
but so much the more the importance of baptism and the new
birth is held up as a means for the abolition of heathenism,
(the apeAAnvioBijivar, Hom. iii. 9,) and the command of James
to the elders of the Church at Jerusalem not to yield up the
discourses of Peter sent. by him, to any one but a circumcised
believer is the only trace of a reference to the ancient value.
attached to circumecision. Without doubt this rejection of
circumcision had its ground in the conviction that the Gentiles

could never be won over by any other means. How much the

supplanting of Judaism and the spread of the only true religion

signified to the Hellenistic Jewish Christians, is seen also in

these Homilies by their making their Apostle Reter entirely an

Apostle to the Gentiles. The Acts of the Apostles also con-

siders the subject from this point of view, when it makes the

increase that the Christian Church received from the Gentiles

entirely owing to it. But the more that Judaism yielded to

heathenism with regard to circumcision, with the greater

justice could the observance and consideration of the Mosaic

law be urged to the full extent on the Gontiles, This point,

which the Acts of the Apostles joins to the release from the

obligation of circumcision we find, as far as we can learn, to be

the existing normal state of Christian opinion in the apostolic

time.

When the Apostle Paul wrote his first Epistle to the Corin-
thians there was still a weakness in regard to the ¢idwAdfvra.
The Apostle still advises their rejection, not only on account of
the regard which ought to be paid to weaker Christians, but
also because the enjoyment of them would be peréyew rpawélne
datpoviwy, 1 Corinthians x. 21. This became afterwards the
prevailing view. In this sense the Clementine Homilies, viii. 4,
enjoin the awéxeslar rpawéine daudvwr, and it was especially

10
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urged against the Gnostics, as they were generally looked upon
as Gentiles, that they declared eidwAdfvra is0iewv, as something
indifferent and not defiling. In the period in which the Church
was first established as a whole out of heterogeneous elements,
it held fast to the améyeafar rov wvikTov Kkai Tov aiparoc (from
the flesh of beasts which were killed by strangling, which were
strangled in their blood, and from blood generally*). All this
agrees with the views which prevailed in the first Christian
Churches about heathenism, founded on the Jewish repre-
.sentations of demons as being the idols of the heathen world,
and indeed the originators of all that was heathen.t The
most remarkable in the series of the apostolic ordinances is
nevertheless the dmexeslar riic wopvelac. Interpreters rightly
find it very striking, that, as Neander expresses it (page 166,)
the disciplinary ordinances, which although appointed for a
certain time amd certain conditions were valid for all time,
arose from a somewhat objective moral prohibition of immo-
rality. Meanwhile Neander is of opinion that the connection
in which this prohibition stands, gives the best explanation of
the cause and relations of this special statement. The wopveia
is here only mentioned in the same relation as the foregoing
points, on account of the close connection in which they seemed
to the Jews to stand with the worship of idols; men -were
already accustomed from the writings of the Old Testament to
associate idolatry with immorality ; excesses of this sort are
really bound up with many branches of idolatey, and in general a

* In the writings of the Gallic Churches of Paris and Vienna, in Eusebius, H. E.
vi, it is said, in reference to the well-known reproof made against the Christians,
wig dv wadia payoiey oi rooiitos, olg undd dAéywy Lewy alpa gpaysiv iy,

t In this connexion we find in Origen contra Celsum, vii, 30, 70 piv ydp
eldwh6Ouroy Buirar Saipoviow xai ob xp1) TOV Tob Ol EvBpwmov. kowwwyiy
rpawiing Sawpovivy yiveoOas, rd 8¢ wyikrd, rob aiparog p1) xxpibivroc Smwep
gaciv elvar tpopny Sawudvwy, Tpepopéivwy raly dn’ abrov dvabvmidocsowy
dmwayopeder & Noyog iva pi) Tpapduey rpodii dawpévwy, raxd Ty rowdrwy
xvevpdroy svvrpagnoopivey Nuiv iav perakapfivopsy rav wvikray i Ot
TOV epnuevay mepi T@Y TYVIKTGY oagic eivar Sbvarar To mepi rijg dmoxiic Tob
aiparog,
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strict idea of chastity is very far removed from the standpoint
of natural religions. There is no question here of any special
moral precept of Christianity ; had there been, the command
would have been given not so much as a secondary, but as a
positive one, and would be much more enforced from the whole
connection of the Christian Faith and Life than is done in the
Epistles of the Apostle. All that comes before us here is the
ancient Jewish opposition to anything which might appear to
have any connection with idolatry, and this opposition became
transferred to the new Christian Churches.” This explanation
I cannot consider satisfactory. For how could a speeial prohi-
bition against participation in the immorality bound up with
the Gentile idolatry have seemed necessary to Christians if they
did not in general need the inculcation of the prohibition.
Only he who generally manifested indifference to immorality,
could hold it as something allowed by Gentile idolatry. But a
self-accusing prohibition against the immorality of the Gentile
idolatry must have been the less necessary for Christians, as with
the prohibition of participation in the eldwAd0vra there fell away
every inducement to the immorality bound up with it. If we
take the mwopvela in the sense Neander does, we do not perceive
why here the awéyesfac wmopvelac should find a special place
close to the dméxesfar eidwlofirwv—as it is included in it—
and such a useless addition is not to be expected in legal defi-
nitions of this kind, we therefore see ourselves again reduced
to the necessity of taking the wopveia in a general sense, and
the dwéyealar wopvéac as a general moral precept: and this, as
has been acknowledged, is highly unlikely, What Olshausen
gives as the only true explanation is equally untenable, namely,
¢ that we must bear in mind the much greater freedom in sexual
relations among the Greeks and Romans, which was an abomi-
nation to the more serious Jews, and seemed to them even as
refined fornication.” By means of this expression, comprising
not merely gross, but refined errors of this kind, greater
care and circumspection in their intercourse with the female
10 *
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sex were recommended to the Gentile Christians, in order
that no cause of offence might be given to the Jewish Chris.
tians.” But who can believe that all this is expressed in
the word mopvela? How vague and arbitrary would be the
whole idea of this wopvefa, for such legal definitions ought
to have had a precise meaning and be applied to a pre-
cise object. As the rest of the ordinances related to
especial individual cases, go this also must be assumed to hold
good with the mopvefa. In this view the explanation of Von
Gieseler (in the Abhandlung iber die Naz. n. Eb. in Staiidl. u.
Tzsch. Arch. f. K. G. p. 812) deserves precedence, and we can-
not but wonder how Neander and Olshausen have left it
entirely disregarded. Von Gieseler supposes that wopvefa here
may mean incest, which deserved special mention, as among
Gentile nations unions among blood relations were held admis-
sible. This meaning the word wopvela has also, 1 Corinthians
v. 1.

If we assume that in this period of the Christian Church,
of which we have the most ancient post-apostolic memorials, the
institution of second marriages was looked on as fornication
and adultery, and so designated by the oldest Christian
authors, we can the less have any doubt that through the
word, mwopvela those marriage unions were indicated, which
according to the views prevailing at that time among Chris-
tians, were considered unlawful, and as tokens of an unchaste
and carnal mind. This explanation suits very well with the
context. For as partaking in the Gentile sacrifices and the
eating of things strangled, and of blood, were looked on as
a Gentile corruption, because through them men were brought
into communion with demons, the gods of the Gentiles, so
also those marriage unions, and especially the contracting of
second marriages, appeared inadmissible, as leading away
from the true God, and as an opposition to Monotheism. He
who contracted so unchaste a union gave, by his deed, a
token that he, as the Clementine Homilies express it, had no
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monarchical soul, i.e. no soul capable of appreciating the highest
unity. He must here remember the Old Testament repre-
sentation of the chosen people, owing, as it were, marriage
fidelity to God, and the New Testament idea of the union of
Christ with the Church as his Bride, then, just as Christian
marriage is spoken of in the Epistle to the Ephesians, vi. 22,
and as there is seen in this union between man and wife an
image of that holy indissoluble relation, therefore, in the
demands specially made on the chiefs of a Christian Church,
1 Tim. iii. 2, one of the peculiarities required of the éwioxomwoc
was that he should be juac yvvawdc avip. From this point of
view, everything which was not suitable in regard to the mar-
ried life in the Christian sense could be designated as an
idolatrous, Gentile wopvefa.

All these definitions, which must have been given in Jeru-
salem, bear unmistakeably the impress of a time in which
there was no sympathy bestowed by the Gentile-Christians on
the Jewish-Christians of Palestine, who would neither abate
anything of the strictness of thé Mosaic law, nor allow of any
milder definition of it. Their sympathy was rather given to the
liberal-minded foreign Hellenists. Whilst there is not the least
hint in the Pauline Epistles as to the agreement which, accord-
ing to the Acts of the Apostles, was formally arranged in Jeru-
salem, (for in 1 Corinthians vi. we find no such hint, even
granting the matter treated of relates to this subject,) in all
the post-apostolic writers on the other hand all these points
are represented as the existing normal conditions of the Chris-
tian life. How is it likely therefore that the author of the Acts
of the Apostles himself belonged to this later time, that in the |
apostolic council in Jerusalem, he referred to the earlier apos-
tolic period, and to a decree of the Apostle himself, that which
had of itself become a praxis, characterizing the Christian life
in the relations which Jewish and Gentile-Christians held to
each other? The Pseudo-Clementine Homilies place us in just
the same sphere of tho relations of life. When the Apostle
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Peter, in the charaater of the Apostle to the Gentiles, organized
the Gentile Churches founded by him in Tyre and Sidon, he
gave them the following precepts, Hom. vii. 4, 8:—'Eort & 7a
éptokovra 7¢ Oeg —rpamélne Sawdvoy améxeolar, vexpac i
yebealar oaxpde, pn Yabev alparog, ik wavroe amolbesfar (or
according to Cotelier’s emendation, awoAodesfar), Aduaroc, ra
St Aoura #vi Adyy, 8oa Ocov aeBdvrec fixovoav "Tovdatot, kai Vueic
dxoloare dwavrec, &v woAloig aduacty ulav yvouny dvaléBovrec.
The Apoestle left this precept behind him at Tyre, and when he
went from thence to Sidon, he there gave a similar one. ‘H 3t
v’ avrov (God) dpioleioa Bpnoxetd ioriv' 16 udvov avrov oéBew,
kal 7@ 7iic dAnfelac pdvw moTebew mwpogiTn, xal eic agpeawy
dpapriov PBarriebivay, kai obry dd ayvorarne Bapiic dvaysvvn-
Oivar O Sid Tov owlovrog éarog’ Tpamélnge Saudvev
peradapBavew, Myw 8 eldwlobirwy, vekpov, mrikrdy Onprald-
Twv, aluaroc, uj dxaBiprwc Brovw, ard kolrne yvvalkoe Aoteabar,
avrag ptv kal dpedpov puldrrey, mavrac 02 cwPPoOVELy, evToLElY,
pn adwetv, &c. If we deduct from this what belongs especially
to the Clementine view of Christianity, and if we take into
consideration that baptism is here put in the place of the
circumcision which had been abandoned, we have the four
points presented to us in the Acts of the Apostles. For there
can be no doubt that the uj dkabdprwe Biovw, or the ravroc
amolotsalar Abuaroc, corresponds to the awéxeofar wopvelac,
and includes in itself what is apparently to be understood by
the mopvela. Any express prohibition of second marriages is
not indeed to be found in the Clementine Homilies ; but as the-
wopvela, or potyefa, is considered next to idolatry to be the
greatest sin, and as the greatest stress is laid on the fact that
everything in human life has a strict monarchical form and
direction, it is rightly assumed that second marriages would
therefore scarcely need an express prohibition, for it would be
thought self-evident that they were included under wopveia, or
porxeia. )

In the passage first quoted it is clearly stated that the Jewish
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Christians considered the observance of the decrees in ques-
tion as the essential condition by which alone they could enter
into perfect communion with the Gentile Christians. In
this modified form the two heterogeneous elements first ap-
proached to a unity. But how far both sides still stand apart in
that time in which we first become really aware of the existing
difference !



CHAPTER VI
THE SECOND MISSIONARY JOUENEY OF THE APOSTLE.—ACTS XVI.

It was one of the grandest: moments in the life of the Apostle
when, after these transactions at Jerusalem, he defended the
great cause of his Gospel and apostolic mission before the
assembly of the elder Apostles and the whole Church of Jeru-
salem, penetrated as he was with a deep consciousness of its
truth, as he expresses it in his Epistles. One of fhe ideas
developed by his first journey to Jerusglem was now a matter-
of-fact reality, evident to all eyes. The Apostle had given
utterance to a real, undeniable truth when he characterized the
cause of his Gospel as the cause of God. If this, on the part
of the Apostle, was the most powerful evidence of its truth, on
the other hand the great practical importance which the matter
now took made the opposition of its enemies more ‘decided and
energetic. As Barnabas soon after the transactions at Jeru-
salem showed signs of lukewarmness, it was in fact the Apostle
alone who had to wage the whole battle with the power of
Judaism, which up to that time had been so closely interwoven
with Christianity. After he had spent some time in Antioch,
he undertook a new missionary journey, prompted by the deep
self-consciousness evolved by the events at Jerusalem and
Antioch, and by the conviction which these had freshly esta-
blished, that the cause of his Gospel could never be crushed by
merely human power, but that it contained in itself the whole
fature of the history of the development of Christianity. In
this journey he not only revisited the countries in Asia Minor
where he had before been, but took the more important step
of carrying over the doctrine of the Gospel from Troas to
Macedonia, and from thence spreading it further in the
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eountries of Europe. ‘It is quite according to the usual
method of classic antiquity (a method which is by no means
strange to the author of the Acts of the Apostles) that so im-
portant an era, including so much of the future history of the
cause of the Gaspel, should be inaungurated by a vision of the
night. In this vision a man from Macedonia appeared to the
Apostle with a prayer that he would go over to Macedonia and
help them (xvi. 9). As the author of the Acts of the Apostles
is desirous to show the inherent desire of the Gentile world for
the salvation of the Gospel by every sign and token in his
power, so here, by this man of Macedonia, he symbolizes the
desire for salvation with which not only the people of Mace-
donia, but those of Europe humanity generally, appealed to the
Apostle as the ambassador of the newly revealed salvation.
Although by such an embellishment of history the literary in-
dividuality of the author of the Acts of the Apostles may be
gratified, its acceptance would only involve us in a series of
narratives in which we should again see the rest of the events
in the life of the Apostle by the magic light of mn-acle, and
their historical truth covered by a thick veil.

The occurrences which are assumed to have taken place during
the Apostle’s visit to Philippi, in Macedonia, belong to the most
miraculous order of those which the Acts of the Apostles relates
of him. Interpreters and critics (not excepting Neander) indeed
pass over these suspicious passages with their accustomedfacility,
but it cannot be denied that there is very much in them to which
we may make. valid objection. The chief difficulty is in the nar-
rative beginning chap. xvi. 20, but the one preceding it where
its immediate cause is presented, is strange enough. Whilst
Paul and Silas, as is related, lingered some days in Philippi
they were followed, as soon as they were outside the city on
the way to the Jewish Proseuche, by a damsel possessed with
a spirit of divination, with the loud cry, “ These meén are the
servants of the Most High God, who show us the way of salva-
tion.” After the damsel bad done this for many days, Paul at
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last turned angrily to her, and in the name of Jesus: Christ
commanded the spirit to come out of her. But as those persons
whose slave she was, lost the important gains which they were
wont to obtain from her prophetic powers, they excited a
popular tumult against Paul and Silas, on the charge of political
intrigue, and accomplished the arrest of the Apostle and his
companion. The attempts of modern interpreters to explain
this matter more clearly only place its improbability in a
stronger light. The wvetpua wiOwvoc is treated in a very
peculiar manner. Modern interpreters reject the theory of
ventriloquism, which the expression wpevpa wé0wvoc would
imply, and of which we get a hint in certain earlier occur-
rerces ; but Olshausen and Neander are positive that they find
the solution they desire of this phenomenon in the phenomena
of somnambulism. ¢In the recognition of the spiritual cha-
racteristics of the Apostle 'by the damsel,” says Olshausen,
““there may be perceived the same clairvoyance, of which such
numerous examples are found in those Gospel histories which
relate the healing of those possessed by demons.” In the
same sense Neander (page 242) speaks of the “phenomena of
the somnambulistic state taking the form of convulsions,* in
which the impression of what, the damsel had before heard of
Paul reacted on, and became mingled with, her own heathen
ideas.” According to this explanation there is impressed on
us, to say the least, a doubt as to how the Apostle could have
treated the damsel as one possessed by an evil spirit, if she
had merely been in a state of somnambulism. Olshausen
gives no explanation of this, but Neander says (page 244),
“There is no ground for assuming that an error could not
possibly exist in the light of the Apostle’s Christian conscious«

* We may observe by the way that there is not the least hint in the text of con-
vulsions, or of a condition of ecstasy. I must likewise declare, as wholly foreign to
the question, the assertion that persons who imparted oracles in an ecstatic condition,
under the influence of powerful convulsions, could never return to that condition
after their conversion to Christianity, as there is not a single word said in the text
on the chief point on which the assertion is based, the conversion of the slave.
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ness on such a subject as this, which does not affect belief in
truth, but belongs to a perfectly different and lower province,
namely, the question whether this must be taken as.a pheno-
menon explicable from the nature of the human soul, from its
natural powers, its connection with the corporeal organism,
or as the consequence of possession by & personal evil spirit.”
It is very evident what dangerous consequences lie in this
explanation for a standpoint like that of Neander. As
Neander expressly says, that in a case like the foregoing, the
possibility of error on the part of the Apostle may be assumed.
‘Why may not this assumption be permitted in other like cases ?
Olshausen has already brought the demoniacs of the Gospel
under tlie point of view of somnambulistic phenomena. May
we, following the lead of Neander’s assertion, suppose the pos-
sibility of error in the religious consciousness of Jesus himself ?
‘For the demoniacs of the Gospel are never described as being
in a condition of somnambulism, but as being possessed by evil
spirits.

With what right can it be further maintained, that a question
of this sort does not properly belong to the sphere of belief in
truth? As long as the doctrine of demons holds its peculiar
place in the series of truths of the Christian faith, the question
of the influence of demons, and its extent, must undoubtedly
have a real religious importance, and it cannot be concluded
without inconsequence that an Apostle enlightened by the
divine Spirit may have been in error on the question whether
in a certain case a demoniac influence existed or a natural
phenomenon. If, however, we let such questions rest as they
are, the supposition of a condition similar to the phenomena
of somnambulism is in any case refuted in these passages. If
the damsel was not really possessed by an evil spirit, how could
the Apostle command the spirit with which she was afflicted to
come out of her ? What must we think of the preceding
change in the damsel, if the Apostle was so much at fault
respecting the cause of the malady with which she was visited ?
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Must we accept it as an operation of his miraculous power, in a
case in which he did not even know on what object to direct
it? And how must we explain the displeasure which the
outeries of the damsel excited in the Apostle, and the reprov-
ing earnestness which he brought to bear on them, if no evil
spirit here asserted its existence ! Neander seems to have
this question seriously before him, as he remarks (page 243),
““The Apostle commanded the spirit which held her heart and
reason imprisoned to come out of her. If this was not a
personal evil spirit, it was yet under the control of an ungodly
spirit. That which is free in man—which rules over all natural
impulses and powers—was made subservient to such a spirit as
this. And through the divine might of him who restored peace
and harmony to the distracted soul of the demoniacally-afflicted
damsel, she found herself in a changed condition, freed from
the power of the ungodly spirit, and never again liable to
become subject to such a condition.” According to this, we
are to suppose, an ungodly spirit, which is no personal evil
spirit, ‘a state of bondage to natural impulses and powers
from which no one can free himself, and yet, at the same time,
a state into which one can enter by choice and free-will. But
what is gained by such half measures in reasoning? To what
purpose is such a rationalizing of miracles, when in other places
there is no hesitation in heaping miracle on miracle? We
openly confess therefore, as the letter of the text requires, that
an evil spirit is here spoken of, and that from our present
standpoint we can distinguish the actual fact from the Apostle’s
conception of it, as little as from the account of the author.
The displeasure of the Apostle and the miraculous act per-
formed by him can therefore have no other reason than that,
although the evil spirit unwillingly bore witness to the truth,
the Apostle did not wish to see the acknowledgment of the
truth promoted by demoniacal help. But the demon who
here asserted his existence is called wvevpa w0Owvoc. If we
grant that the expression does not exactly necessitate the idea
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of such a spirit as the Pyt]iia.n Apollo, yet it must be looked
on in any case as something characteristic that it is here stated
that the demon was ““a spirit of divination.” There existed
also a special class of spirits of divination, who whilst they
possessed, in common with the demons of the general Jewish-
Christian idea, the superior knowledge that pertained to their
race, had also the power of prophesying. But does not this
lead us still faorther back into the heathen statement, which
Plutarch (De def. Orac. 9.) indicates as something highly fool-
ish and childish. “7ov Ocov adrov Howep Todc iyyaorpyubtfove
EdpuvkAéac malay, vuul [I60wvac wposayopevouévoue, dvdvduevov
elc 7d adpara Tov Tpopnrev Vmodpléyyealar, roic ikelvwy orduaat
kal ¢wvaic xpwuevov dpyavowc.” But if it is insisted that
the demon as such was a spirit of divination, how can we
think, how reconcile it with sound psychological ideas, that a
demon as a superior being taking possession of men, was at
the same time so completely in the service of the men it
possessed, that the latter could make what use they pleased of
the divining power of the demon, and could drive what bargain
they pleased ? This in fact surpasses even all that is said in
the Gospels concerning the relations of demons with those
possessed by them, and shows clearly that those interpreters
who throw no doubt on the reality of demoniac possession feel
that in this case they must take another course; affording a
fresh proof that a coherent narrative cannot be made out of the
occurrences related.

The chief difficulties, however, as we have said, concentrate
in some of the facts, to which those already spoken of form
only the introduction. The contents of the narrative are
shortly these : The masters of the slave, deprived.of the gains
which they made by her, owing to the expulsion of the spirit
of divination, excited the people to an uproar by a charge of
political innovation brought against Paul and Silas; the resulb
of which was that the Duumviri of the city of Philippi caused
the two Apostles to be scourged with rods, thrown into the
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deepest prison, and held in the strictest confinement. But at
midnight Paul and Silas raised a loud hymn, heard by all the
prisoners, which was followed immediately by a severe earth-
quake, causing the doors of the prison to be thrown open
and the fetters of the prisoners to be loosed. At the sight of
the open doors the keeper of the prison, thinking that the
prisoners had escaped, was about to throw himself on his
sword, when Paul called out to him with a loud voice that they
were all there, and he, falling at the feet of Paul and Silas,
asked, ‘“ What must I do to be saved ?”” The answer was,
“ Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ.”” The word of God was
then declared to, him and to all his hougehold, and they received
Christian baptism, whereupon this keeper of the prison, as an
expression of his joy, that same night arranged a festive meal.

Scarcely had the day broke when the Duumviri sent the
command to release Paul and Silas. But Paul declared that
they had suffered the indignity as Roman citizens, and it was
not fitting that they should be put out privily; that the
Duumviri should come in person and take them out of prison.
These magistrates, learning for the first time that they had
allowed these proceedings to be taken against Roman citizens,
actually came in person, led the Apostles out of prison, and
prayed them with friendly words to leave the city.

This simple summary of the chief points in the narrative
shows clearly enough how signally the whole course of the
matter fails in natural connexion. This objection by no means
applies merely to the miracle included in the account, the
reality of which is insisted on. The interpretation which
takes the earthquake, as a merely natural circumstance,
is in direct contradiction to the words and meaning of the
author. Neander gives this turn to the passage (page
245): “ At midnight Paul and Silas joined in praising God in
prayer becanse an earthquake shook the foundations of the
prison.” I can only see in this interpretation a transposition
which the text does not justify, as the author certainly does
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not intend to represent the earthquake as the cause of the
prayer, but as the consequence and operation of it. How can
we believe that not only were the doors of the prison opened
by the earthquake, but that it even loosened the fetters of the
prisoners ? Let us leave the miracle as we find it, as it is the
only one in this part of the narrative which contains a certain.
kind of connexion; and let us take the circumstances which
followed into consideration.

‘Whilst the two Apostles were singing and praying so loudly
that all their fellow-prisoners heard them, the keeper of the
prison alone lay in a deep sleep. When at last (as we must
suppose, as soon as he was alarmed by the earthquake) he
awoke and saw the doors of the piison opened, the first thing
he did was to draw his sword in order to kill himself, without
seeing whether the prisoners were really fled as he feared or
not, before he resolved on this desperate deed. He also
apparently never thought that the earthquake which awakened
him might possibly have been the cause of the doors standing
open, in which case no blame would have fallen on him;
and when Paul called to him with a loud voice -that they
were all there, he threw himself at the feet of Paul and Silas
without any visible cause. How did he know that the convul-
sion of the earth which he also took as miraculous had hap-
pened expressly for the sake of the Apostles? and assuming
(although the author does not say so) that Paul and Silas had
informed him of this, what could have decided him to place
such implicit confidence in them on so short an acquaintance,
and how could the Apostles themselves have given the assur-
ance they did so confidently (28) in the darkness (29), which
any of their fellow-prisoners might easily have made available
for the purpose of flight ? Is it likely further, that the keeper
of the prison who just before would have killed himself on the
spur of the moment, because he feared he had bétrayed his
trust without knowing how, now so completely forgot this fear
and its cause—the Duumviri—that he carried off the two
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prisoners with him to his house and entertained them at a
festival, as if he now at once were freed from all responsibility,
although he could have no ground for the assumption that the
Duumviri had changed their views with regard to the
prisoners, and would leave him unpunished, with the trust of
his office violated, and the express commands he had received
contravened ! With the dawn of day the Duumviri, they who
had the day before taken such harsh measures, and seemed
about to take some still harsher, did indeed send the further
command to let the two prisoners go; but there is no connec-
tion to be seen here.* If we say they may have acted so
strictly on the preceding day, merely on account of the people,
this  does not seem a very probable course of proceeding
for Roman magistrates, and (xvi. 35) would rather give us
to understand that although they were not over well pleased
with the affair, yet the narrative undoubtedly tacitly implies
that they had received a warning to act thus from the earth-
quake of which they must have been aware.

The improbabilities are not even yet sufficient. The Duum-
viri now first perceive that they have made a mistake in thus
treating Roman citizens, and in order to spare themselves
further disagreeable consequences, they go in person to the
prison to ask forgiveness of the prisoners, and to promise they
would not carry the affair any further. Can we imagine that
Roman magistrates would conduct themselves in such a manner,
and in a case where their official dignity was at stake, commit
so striking an error which they could not retrieve? Either it
was & common practice to ask those who were liable to punish-
ment first of all whether or not they were Roman citizens, or else
it was concluded that those who were to be punished would pro-

* That this warrant of discharge was received by them in consequence of the im-
pression they made on the gaoler, as Neander supposes, is the less likely, as so
important a circumstance would not possibly have been overlooked by a faithful
author. The narrative evidently will net warrant any outward motive of that
kind.
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claim their citizenship, and avail themselves of its privileges,
as we find in a like case, Acts xxii. 25. If the first had been
the case here, the enquiry would not have been omitted, but if
the latter, if Paul and Silas had claimed the benefit of their
Roman citizenship, the Duumviri would have been without
justification. But in any case, we cannot conceive how it was
they did not resolve in the first place to ward off the injustice
about to be committed, as it was their duty to do, and as Paul did
Acts xxii. 25, before he was beaten with rods, when he said to
the centurion (& @vfpwmov *Pwudiov kal akardkpirov Eearvoutv
puoriZew;) In this case the Apostles first said they were Roman
citizens after they had received their punishment. Were they
not themselves to blame for this? or could they reckon before-
hand, that in a matter where the means by which they could
have sufficiently secured themselves lay in their own hands,
God had resolved to effect their complete release, and this
by so striking a vindication? This is really the idea that
lies at the foundation of this miraculous narrative. From the
first the most illegal measures were taken against the two
Apostles, and in the harshest manner. They were not merely
beaten with rods, but thrust into the darkest dungeon, and
watched with the greatest care, without any one seeming to
know exactly what great crime they had committed. No enquiry
was instituted, no legal forms were observed, nothing was done
which was customary in Roman tribunals, and all this evidently
with a view that God should have the more opportunity to give
a complete vindication. It is a kind of triumphal ery to which Paul
gives utterance, when he says to the despairing keeper of the
prison (xvi. 28), “ Do thyself no harm, for we are all here !” as
though he would say, It is by no means the case that we have
made use of this miracle which has taken place on our account
in order to set ourselves free. Ye must however now perceive
whom ye have seized, and of how much ye are guilty against our
honour.” It isnot enough that the keeper of the prison be con-
verted in one moment, he must also directly prepare a festive
11
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meal, in order to show all honour to his distinguished prisoners.
And all this—the conversion of the keeper of the prison and
his whole household, their first instruction in Christianity,
the baptism of the converted, the entertainment—happened
in the same night, in the course of the few hours between mid-
night and morning. So powerful and enthralling was the
impression made by the miracle, and in so august a light do
the two Apostles appear! The Roman magistrates are now
obliged to condescend so far as to repair to the prison in
person in order to offer the fullest compensation to the two Apos-
tles for the injustice they had endured. The question here may
well be >raised, whether such a trenchant claim for satisfaction,
gratified by such a trifling outward formality, was thoroughly
suitable to the character of the Apostles and worthy of them.
Wetstein is the only one of the older interpreters who takes into
consideration this question which so naturally presents itself.
“Hoc Paulus debebat sibi ipsi, si enim clam abiisset, paullo
post rumor fuisset sparsus, effracto carcere ipsum aufugisse, quee
res fame et auctoritati apostolicee apud Philippenses et alios
multum nocuisset.” But there is in fact no question of a secret
dismissal comprised in the command sent by the Duumviri,
and although the Duumviri may have set the Apostles free by
an official command, and did not exactly lead them out of
prison personally, we do not see how in any reasonable manner
it can be inferred that Paul and Silas fled secretly. Everything
was publicly conducted, and if the Apostles found it necessary
to demand a special public recognition of their innocence, why
did they ask for a vindication of their honour, which so easily
gives rise to the idea that they were exhibiting egotistical
feeling and carrying it to excess ?

Wetstein says still further,  Porro etiam jure civili et natu-
rali tenebatur immunitem suam et civitatem Romanum asse-
rare; quid enim sunt immunitatem et jura, si quis ea negligat,
et sibi eripi patiatur ? si alii omnes idem facerent, et qui nunc
vivunt, et posteri ipsorum perpetuse addicentur servituti et
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mancipiorum loco habebuntur. Boni autem civis est, facere
ne sua negligentia alii, quibuscum vivit, cives, et preecipue
liberi nepotesque deterioris fiant conditiones quam fuissent
absque eo.”” All this is quite true ; but we must all the more
wonder why the Apostles, as it was their clear duty to do, did
not at first make use of their Roman citizenship, and protest
against so unjust and insulting a transaction. Even if they
had wished not to claim the privilege till afterwards, we cannot
see any reason why it must have been done exactly in this
form.* In one word, the result of the judicial enquiry institnted
against the Apostles is that they come out of it with increased

glory, that they appear as lofty, unapproachable beings pro-
tected by Divine power.

This entire series of improbabilities brought together with
such evident design, must cast the gravest suspicion on the his-
torical character of the narrative. Even if it does not bear a
mythical stamp, there is a shadow of the mythical over it. This
is also a decided copy of what had before occurred at Philippi.

* Neander, p. 246, takes another direction, in order to vindicate the conduct
of the Apostle. * If anything fanatical had been mixed up with the holy enthu-
siasm with which Paul bore all shame and suffering in the cause of the Lord, he
certainly would have done nothing to escape from the shame which he might have
avoided without prejudice, and with advantage to his office, and this in order to
receive as an apology to his dignity what he might have received on account of
his citizenship. This is not far from what in later times the morality of the
monkish spirit called humility.”” Of such humility we indeed see no trace, but
the question is not now of this, but rather of the contrary, he who stands not far
from one extreme, is for that very reason not free from the suspicion of standing too
near the other. Olshausen thinks that he can remove all difficulty by the remark
that the Apostle may have acted towards mankind, generally, according to the
jus talionis, whose legality they alone were in a condition to estimate. But is this the
morality of Christian principle ? Whither must such a moral evasion lead in the
judgment of others, and in what direct contradiction does this jus talionis stand to
the command of Jesus, Matthew v. 38, 39. Again, it must be taken into considera-
tion, with regard to Silas, that all token of Roman citizenship in his case is wanting
—nothing at all is said of it—but on the other hand we cannot blame Grotius when
he says that Paul here speaks *communicative "—he ascribes only “per synec-
dochen,” the Roman citizenship to his companion Silas, but then it must be granted
that the Romans would scarcely have been willing to allow such a synecdoche, since
the nature of their legal relations would scarcely allow such an application.

11 *
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The whole tenor of the narrative tends to exhibit the disgrace
of the opponents who are themselves made to aid in this design,
whilst they are interfering in so remarkable a manner with the
two preachers of the Gospel. Nothing less is done to them
than to beat them with rods, to put them in chains, and to
‘thrust them into the darkest dungeons. Bat if a fitting satis-
faction for this were demanded, something would be necessary
on their side to enable them to act in the best and most legal
manner. To this end nothing could more naturally offer itself
than the well-known fact that the Apostle Paul was in posses-
sion of Roman citizenship. But if he were to make use of
this right with any result, nothing must be alleged against it
by Roman magistrates. Romans must acknowledge Roman
citizenship. Roman magistrates would therefore be obliged to
relinquish all proceedings of any kind whatever against the two
Apostles, as illegal. But Roman magistrates could only be
supposed to be in a Roman municipal city, and such a city was
Philippi as a Roman colony. Also at the first mention of the
city of Philippi it was remarked that it was a Roman colony,
and everything that is related of the residence of the two
Apostles in Philippi seems only to be told, as an introduction to
what afterwards took place between them and the Roman
magistrates. They were obliged to pass many days at the
house of Lydia, because the affair with the possessed damsel is
represented as extending over many days,* and this occurrence
was the cause of the more important events which followed.
Everything is here introduced with this ulterior motive, to
enhance the effect of the chief scene, the glorification of the
Apostle and his companion. And what is the foundation of
all this? The apologetic parallel between the Apostle Peter

* Not without reason does it seem specially indicated (xvi. 18) that the damsel
acted in this manner during several days (17.). This is evidently the cause of
the Apostle’s « grief ”’ (the diawoveiofay, iv. 2). This « grief” is given as the most
immediate cause of the expulsion of the demon. The more cause the Apostle had
for «“ grief" in the behaviour of the damsel, the more unjust appears what afterwards
occurred.
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and the Apostle Paul. Twice was Peter in a miraculous manner
released from prison. The first time when he had been thrown
into a dungeon with the rest of the Apostles at the command
of the Sanhedrim, v. 19; the second time when, after the
execution of the elder James, king Herod destined the same fate
for him, xii. 3. The Apostle Paul must therefore not be back-
ward in giving a similar token of the divine miraculous power
which animated him. If according to the analogy of the charac-
ters in the Acts of the Apostles the Pauline miracle is only to be
looked at as a reflex of the Petrine, then the question as to the
actual reality of such miraculous narratives must be raised upon
the first event, of which the latter is but a copy. The copy
can only be understood from the original. It will therefore
not be out of place in the interest of the enquiry before us
if we look a little closer into the nature of this Petrine miracle
which is here reflected in Paul.

The narrative of the hostile measures which king Herod
Agrippa took against the Christian Church at Jerusalem, (Acts
xii.) stands altogether alone. There is nothing said about the
cause which led the king to act in so extremely harsh a manner all
at once towards the Apostles who had remained unmolested in
Jerusalem during the first persecution, nor why the elder James;
who is otherwise not specially mentioned, had drawn particular
attention upon himself. Neither is there any question of what
took place in the sequel in Jerusalem against the Apostles there,
aud the whole proceeding is 80 much the more astonishing, as
Josephus is not only completely silent on these events, but espe-
cially praises the mild, beneficent mind of the king, who was in no
way inclined to cruelty.* There is only one indication of & point
of contact between the Acts of the Apostles and the narrative
of Josephus., According to Acts xii. 3, the king seems to have

* Antig. 19, 7, 8: 'Ewepdres 8¢ & Baciéve obroc—idduevoe v xapilicbar rai
T Biody v edpnpia xawdv, kar’ obdty ‘Hpddn ¢ wpd tavrov Badi\ei rov rpémov
ouppepdpevog txelvy yap wovnpdy v §0og dri Tipwpiav améropov—mpadg 82 &
Tpémwog 'Aypimrma rai wpdg wavrag ro sbepyeTikdy Sposov.
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been actuated when he took these persecuting measures by his
desire to render himself pleasing to the people. Josephus
especially brings forward this desire for popularity and indeed
connects it with a strong adherence to the national worship.*
In this respect, what is stated in the Acts of the Apostles
seems to be confirmed. The zeal of the king for the estab-
lished national worship would have made him hate a sect which
however closely it might adhere to Judaism, still because it
acknowledged the name of Jesus who had been condemned by
the Jewish authorities, had excited against itself a suspicion of
religious innovation. On the other hand we find no trace of the
harsh measures against the Christian Church at Jerusalem
being calculated to gain popularity ; —indeed Josephus relates
a case in which judging by analogy the contrary seems to be
indicated. I mean the well known narrative in which he re-
lates the death of James the Just in accordance with the text
of the tradition. He says, Antiq. xx. 9: ‘O &t vedrepoc
*Avavog 8v Ty apyiepwabvny Epapey mapedngévar, Bpasde fv Tov
Tpdmov kal ToAuntic Sagepdvrwe’ alpeoww 8t uerpge Ty Zaddov-
kalwv, 8urep elol mepl Tac kploeic duol Tapa wavrac Tovc "lovdalove
kaboc 390 dednAdkauev® dre O odv Towovrog v 6 "Avavog, vouicag
Exew kapdv Emrndeov, dta 76 relvdvar v Piorov, "ANBivov &
e kara Ty 630V Vmdpxew, xaBiler ovvidpiov kpirdV* kal wapa-
yayov ec abrd (rov adedpov ’Incob tob Aeyopévov Xpiotod
"lakwfBoc Svopa adrg, kai) Twdc (érépove) wc wapavounsdvrwy
karnyoplay mwomsduevoc mapeddke AevolOnoouévove. “"Ocor St
1ddkovy imiekésraror TOV xara Ty wéAw elval kal Ta wepl Tovg
vépove axpifBeic, Papéwe Hvéykav inl Tobry, xal Téumwovet wpde
rov aoci\éa (the King Agrippa of Acts xxv. 13, the son of
Herod Agrippa, Acts xii. 1), kpi¢a wapakalovvreg adrov imio-
réilat 7@ "Avavy pnkétt Towabra mpdsoe' undt ydp T wpeTov
oplic adrov memomkévar. Twic & adrov kai Tov *ANSBivov

* Antiq. 10, 7, 8: 'Houa yoiv adry diara xai ovvexijg v roig "lepogoliporc

W, cai ré marpia kabapdg irnper Sid wdang yoiv adrov iyev dyveiag, obdé
npipa tig mapilevey abdr, Tijs vopiung xnpebovoa Quoiag.
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vmwavriadovow amd tiic *AXeEavdpelac 6Sotmopoivra kai Siddskou-
ow ¢ ovk Eov Wy 'Avivy xwple Tic ikelvov yvdune kabloar
ouvédpiov. ’ANfivoc 8t muoslec roic Aeyopivoie yphper per’
opvyiic 7@ "Avdvy, Mideslar wap’ avrob Sikag amet v, kal 6 Bast-
Aede *Aypinmac did Tobro v apxupwoivny ddeAducvoc avToy
&'pEavra uivag Tpeic "Incovwv rév Tot Aauvalov karésrnasy.

It is confessedly very doubtful whether Josephus really
speaks especially of James in this place; tho passage is in all
probability to be read without the concluding words, which
soem to be only a Christian gloss. But at the same time
scarcely anything else except Christians can be understood by
that wapavouficavrec. And indeed, if the apocryphal sounding
narrative of Hegesippus (Euseb. H. E. ii. 23) contains any
truth regarding the death of James the Just he must at that
time have perished by some violent means or other. According
to Hegesippus James the Just was stoned, and not at the
instigation of the populace, but at that of the chiefs of the
sect (rwic rov émrd alpéoewv Tov v t¢ Aag (Eus. ib.) by
which we understand the Pharisees to be mcant, because at
the same time mention is made of their doctrine of the denial
of the resurrection, (ai 8¢ alpsocic ai wpoepnuévar olk émarebov
ovre avdoraocw, dure pxduevov amodovvar ikdoTy kara Ta Epya
avrov). .

If we now compare the case related by Josephus with that -
mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles we casily perceive that,
as at that timo of which Josephus speaks, a deed of violence
had been committed against a member of the Church at
Jerusalem, and perhaps even against its chief, such an one
may have already happened earlier under King Herod Agrippa.
Apparently at that time a high priest belonging to the sect of
the Sadducees aided in the matter. At any rate, according to
Josephus, Antiq. xix. 6, 4, the King stood in a very close con-
nection with the then High Priest. That in any case an act of
cruclty was committed against the Church by Herod Agrippa,
and as thc Acts of the Apostles relates, tho clder James
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died a violent death, receives still further confirmation from the
original Christian legends concerning the death of this king,
which—according to the kind of death described by Jose-
phus—would not have been represented in the manner related,
(Acts vii. 19)* if there had not existed a reason for such a nar-
rative being given with immediate reference to the Christian
Church. But the above quotation from Josephus shows quite
clearly how unpopular such persecuting measures were, and
the conclusion is very obvious, that the act of violence subse-
quently committed by the High Priest Ananus excited general
displeasure among all the right~thinking orderly inhabitants
of Jerusalem, and occasioned the measures spoken of by

* If we compare the narrative of the death of the king (Acts xii. 19), with that
in Josephus, Antiq. xix. 8, 2, we sce a remarkable similarity running through all
the differences which exist in the accounts. Josephus also places the sickness and
death of the king in direct connection with the festivities of the day, and with the
indecorous honour which was shown to the king by the sycophantic people. The
historical fact which lies at the root of both narratives, namely the sudden death of
the king, occurring shortly after the festival days, allows of no doubt; and Josephus
also seems to have considered it as a divinely sent punishment, or else he would not
have placed it in such direct relation to the superhuman honours of which he speaks.
Josephus indeed does not say anything of an angel of death, but speaks of an owl
as the ominous prophet of death. Still less does Josephus say anything of the
king’s living body being devoured by worms; according to his narrative, the sick-
ness was only a very severe pain in the bowels; but even this account of the sick-
ness shows evidently a point of connection with the Christian legend. The piercing,
gnawing, inwardly devouring pains—what are they when mythically presented but
worms devouring the living body? But what inducement could there be to paint
the disease from which the king died in such glaring colours as to attribute it to the
gnawing worms which torment the damned in hell? (Mark ix. 44, compare Jos.
66, 44). We may answer this question if we call to mind that King Antiochus
Epiphanes is reported to have died in the same manner, that king so hated by the
Jews, the cruel persecutor of all true worshippers of God, the ememy of true
religion, who with presumptuous audacity assumed & hostile attitude towards the
Most High. Compare Macc. iv. 5. This deadly enemy of the Jewish name, the
tyrannical Antiochus Epiphanes, seems to exist again in the person of King Herod
Agrippa, who persecuted the believing disciples, put to death the Apostle James,
and intended the same fate for the Apostle Peter; the overbearing, ungodly adver-
sary, who at last even usurped divine honours. How clearly we see here a legend
expressed in the Christian interest; and when we compare a Christian legend so.
purposely prepared with the narrative of Josephus, what light is thrown on the
historical events out of which it arose !
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Josephus, so that the Roman Procurator Albinus thought
himself obliged to interfere, and King Agrippa, on just the
same ground, deprived the High Priest Ananus of his office.
These steps were not received with greater favour by the
people than ‘similar ones had been when taken by Herod
Agrippa ; and those individuals who exercised most influence
over the King, were of a different opinion in the matter. On
this account we need not hesitate in laying to the credit of his
acknowledged bias, what the author of the Acts of the Apostles
says regarding the satisfaction of the people at the proceedings
of the King. This bias is the more evident as the remark, xvi.
38, that it * pleased the people,” stands in the closest connection
with the preceding narrative of the miracle and the chief
occurrence in it, namely the saving of Peter, & waonc riic
wpoodoxfac Tov Aaov 7ov 'lovdalwv. xii. 11, From this well-
grounded historical statement we get a certainly not impro-
bable connexion with that which the Acts of the Apostles relates
in the same manner concerning the Apostle Peter. The same
fate threatened the Apostle Peter, and he would have been
publicly executed, had it not been that the celebration of the
feast of the Passover, which occurred at the time, caused a delay.
The intentions of the King however would not thus have been
delayed, but the Apostle Peter would have been released in a
perfectly unexpected manner. According to the narrative in the
Acts of the Apostles, this occurred by a miracle, but in pursu-
ance of the views above stated, how natural it is to suppose
that the King himself desisted from his purpose, and of course
unexpectedly released the Apostle Peter, because in the interval
he had ascertained how unpopular his proceedings were, and how
little the execution of the Apostle James had found that favour
with the people which he had anticipated. If we look at the
release of the Apostle from prison with as little doubt as we do
on his imprisonment, how can we explain it otherwise than by
some such sudden a turn in affairs as seems to be indicated by
the circumstances spoken of by the author of the Acts of the
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Apostles and in part by Josephus? According to Acts xii. 19,
King Herod left Jerusalem directly after the release of the
Apostle Peter and went to Casarea. Josephus agrees with
this, and says at the same time the third year of his reign was
over.* As the beginning of his reign was coincident with the
reign of the Emperor Claudius, i.e. the end of January of the
year 41 A.p., we are justified, according to Josephus, in
placing the departure of the King to Ceesarea at the time
in which it is placed by the Acts of the Apostles, directly
after Easter, o.p. 44. This departure of the King, who, as
Josephus says, would not else have left Jerusalem for some
time, must have been caused by some special reason which
determined him to take this step. We must now take into
consideration that Josephus directly after says in explanation
of this, that the King had deprived the High Priest Matthias
of his office, Antiq. xiv. 4. This dismissal must have taken
place on some special grounds, as Matthias had been elected
High Priest by King Herod himself, under conditions which
certainly implied friendly relations. (Antiq. xix. 64.) After
the execution of which Josephus speaks in the former place,
and which perhaps is that of James tho Less, the High Priest
Ananus, as the instigator of the proceedings which had been
so much disliked, was deprived of his office. In the case of
which we are now speaking, may not the dismissal of the High
Priest Matthias have been owing to the same cause ?

The Apostle Peter also is truly released from prison in a man-
ner perfectly unexpected, after what had occurred to James the
elder; but the miraculous way in which this was brought about by
an angel of the Lord is only a Christian legend or poem, which
explains in its own manner the darkness which at that time
enveloped the whole matter, and ascribes the happy issue of
the whole affair to the direct operation of a higher causality.
If the Apostle were unexpectedly set free, as soon as the release

* Antiq. xix. 82: rpirov 0t Zrog Basikedovrt rijc OAng 'lovdaiac wemAijpwrar
xai wapijy eig wohww Kawodpeay.
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becomes represented as a miracle, we are forced, as the most
immediate consequence, to perceive that the intentions of the
enemy are frustrated in the most surprising manner, On this
account not only is the wondering expectation with which all
the people waited for the promised show of a public execution
brought prominently forward, v. 11 ; but it is also remarked as -
a remarkable circumstance that the Apostle was released in the
night which preceded his destined execution. Can we wonder
that on the next morning when the affair was discovered the
greatest commotion ensued, and that the deceived King vented
his anger on the soldiers to whose charge the prisoner had
been consigned, and that he caused the death destined for
the Apostle to be inflicted on his keepers. In such a case
as this, if once the legend takes this direction, everything is
turned to account which can heighten the dramatic effect.
And we have accordingly here a circumstantial relation of
measures taken in the most careful manner for watching the
prisoner. Four quaternions of soldiers had been detached to
keep watch at night alternately, so that two soldiers to whom
the prisoner in the middle was bound by two chains were inside’
the prison, and two others stood outside the door, xii, 4, 6. It
must be seen also that this truly Roman proceeding was nothing
extraordinary on the part of a King accustomed to Roman
manners and customs, but at the same time heedful of national
customs ; but then why are all these details of this strict watch
given here, and not in chapter xvi.,, where one should expect
to find them, as being customary in a Roman colony? Evidently
because they would not have accorded with the scene with the
keeper of the prison in chapter xvi., whereas in chapter xii, they
are quite in the right place, in order to show incontestably how
important this matter was considered, and how much we
must confess was done in order to make the release of the
Apostle from prison impossible. But was there any reason
for such great fear and apprehension ? No one could have ex-
pected a miracle—the Christians themselves did not think of
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one,* and if such an expectation had existed, the measures taken
would have been thought perfectly useless. But again we find
something in this very peculiar; as though the enemy had a pre-
sentiment of what did really afterwards happen, and took every
precaution which seemed to them possible against it ; and yet
in order to make sure could only presuppose the affair as certain,
in order to provide the better against its not taking place.
This is evidently a mode of proceeding which bears with it an
irony in the conmtrast of the intention with the result—but an
irony which can only be appreciated from a Christian stand-
point. But if the affair really took place as is here represented,
how unlikely it appears. How badly the four soldiers placed
with such care on guard must have fulfilled their duty, if so
shortly before daybreak they allowed themselves to be so com-
pletely overcome with sleep, that the Apostle could have escaped
unhindered from the midst of his keepers lying around in
slumber. This must have been shortly before daybreak,
because if it had been earlier, the escape would not have been
first discovered in the morning (xii. 15) ; but at least when the
third rerpadiov was released, between the third and fourth night
watches, This profound sleep of the keepers must therefore
have been brought about in a miraculous manner, and in reality
the miracle is here evidently brought to view in a series of
events which have every resemblance to magical operations.
The Apostle likewise lying in a deep sleep was awakened by a
blow on the side, suddenly freed from the chains which fell
from his hands, stood up, dressed himself and went out without
any hindrance through gates and guards., And even after he
had successfully passed through the gates and guards of the
prison, the iron gates leading into the city are made to spring
open before him, as though not to neglect a theatrical idea,

* The Acts cannot picture strongly enough the great astonishment of the disciples
at the Apostle’s miraculous release from prison, xii. 23-16. And yet we cannot
avoid asking, Why were they so much astonished? would they not rather have ex-

pected such a miracle, as one had already happened in a perfectly similar case,
Acts v. 19. ’
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which is here made of special effect. The effect which a series
of miracles so completely out of the sphere of reality must
have is indeed indicated by the author himself, when he
remarks that the Apostle thought he had seen a vision, and
that only after he had again come to his full consciousness was
he able to decide exactly between reality and vision—truth and
fancy. But we cannot ignore the question how the Apostle,
who alone is of any worth here as a witness, could have been so
certain that all this had been performed by an angel, if he had
not been more clearly conscious of what had happened. The
miraculous narrative thus bears with it its own refutation.

If the historic fact to which the two miraculous narratives,
Acts xii. and xvi, (as well as the earlier one Actsv. 19, &c.) have
been made to refer, possesses any probability, a further con-
clusion may be drawn as to the relations existing at that time
in' the Christian Church at Jerusalem. As the members of
this Church still strictly adhered to the Jewish religion, observed
its laws and customs, and only separated themselves from the
rest of the Jews because they believed in Jesus as the Messiah
which had appeared, it cannot be supposed that the Jews in
Jerusalem placed any great obstacle in their way. They were
willingly tolerated as long as they did not come to any such
openly pronounced breach with the Jewish laws, as had been
the case with Stephen and the Hellenists allied with him. But
it was far otherwise with the chiefs of the Jewish nation. The
establishment of a sect whose Founder they had removed out
of the way by a public sentence of condemnation, must have
been peculiarly disliked by them. It is therefore not impro-
bable that the persecution of the Christians had really been of
an earlier date, and as, according to Josephus, those who were
appointed to the highest offices of state were chiefly Sad-
ducees, we may believe the author of the Acts of the Apostles,
when he says that such oppressive measures were generally
taken by the Sadducees. This party would undoubtedly have
taken further steps of this kind if they had had full liberty of
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action, and had not been restrained partly by regard to the
Roman Procurator, and partly by the disposition of the people.
But anything besides which is represented as proceeding from
the general position of the affair is very uncertain. All the
rest may be concluded to be a miraculous narrative, which
can be placed to the account of tradition, or to the peculiar
mode of statement employed by the author of the Acts of the
Apostles ; in any case we must look upon it as a peculiar fea-
ture in the Acts of the Apostles, that such important miracles
as those we have been considering, are always represented in
it as twofold. Nothing extraordinary can happen to Peter
which is not repeated with regard to Paul : and again, nothing
can ‘be shown about Paul, at all affecting him in a peculiar
manner, without the exact counterpart being shadowed forth as
affecting Peter. This original peculiarity of the mode of state-
ment adopted by the author of the Acts of the Apostles is clearly
presented to us in the miracle related in Acts xvi.



CHAPTER VII.

THE APOSTLE PAUL IN ATHENS, CORINTH, EPHESUS.—HIS JOURNEY
TO JERUSALEM BY MILETUS.—ACTS XVII.-XX.

From Philippi the Apostle took his way with his two com-
panions, Timotheus and Silas, to Thessalonica, and from thence
to Athens. After a short stay there, he went on further to
Corinth, in order to remain a longer time in a place better
adapted for his work. During the year and a half of his stay
there, he founded, under great difficulties, the first important
Church in Greece. After he had made from thence a journey
to Jerusalem and Antioch, the city of Ephesus became the
chief seat of his labours; the results of which, according to
the Acts of the Apostles, were of such importance in resisting
the demoniacal and magic power of the old religion and its
idolatrous worship as to give rise to a public contest between
the old and the new faiths. He travelled once more.from
Macedonia into Greece, and then after a residence of three
months took that important journey to Jerusalem, which had
already filled him with the most gloomy forebodings when he
summoned the Ephesian elders to him at Miletus, and ex-
pressed to them his presentiments. According to the state-
ment of the Acts of the Apostles, the most determined hatred
was shown towards the Apostle by the Jews in every place
where he dwelt, either for a long or a short space of time.
With regard to the persons named as Aquila, Priscilla and
Apollos, there are several special points of agreement with the
Epistles of the Apostle. He met Aquila, a Jew of Pontus, and
his wife Priscilla in Corinth, when he went there for the first
time. Apollos, a Jew of "Alexandria, with whom Aquila and
Priscilla became acquainted at Ephesus, was there at the time
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when the Apostle took his way through Galatia and Phrygia to
Ephesus, and from thence to Corinth, where his activity was
exerted in rather a peculiar manner in the development of the
relations at that time existing in the Corinthian Church. In
this part of the Acts of the Apostles, the chief part of the life
and work of the Apostle is presented to us, partly- by his
speeches, partly by miracles, in both of which critical survey
can only recognize, through the veil of much foreign matter, a
very obscure reflection of historical truth.

The celebrated speech which the Apostle delivered at Athens
is introduced by a narrative to which historical criticism must
take as much exception as it does to the speech itself. The
chief reason for this critical doubt is the evident design which
pervades the whole. Everything belonging to the acknow-
ledged characteristic traits of the Athenian character is pur-
posely sought for, and arranged in order, so that the contrast
which in this brilliant seat of Grecian culture, must have been
presented between Chbristianity and polytheistic heathenism,
and between the Christian and the popular character, may be
brought forward as prominently as possible. How completely the
historian carries on his narrative from this point of view is shown
from its very commencement. This reigning idea to which
all that follows bears reference, namely the striking contrast
between Christianity and heathenism, as the latter appeared
in its most brilliant aspect in Athens, is ascribed to the Apostle
himself, when the author represents him as moved by the most
intense emotion at the first view of the city so ““ wholly given
to idolatry.” The Apostle is described here as acting differ-
ently from his usual custom. Instead of waiting for the way
to be opened for the preaching of the Gospel to the Gentiles
through the Jews and proselytes in the synagogue, and seeking
an opportunity for religious conversation among those whom
he met in the public places, the Apostle is shown as disputing
with the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers, adherents of the
same philosophic sects which afterwards raised the greatest
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opposition against Christianity, and in all his conneclion with
_the Athenians, they are represented as repeating the behaviour
they had already shown on other similar occasions. How clear
it is that there was present in the mind of the author, when he
put these words into the mouths of the Athenians, Evwy Sai-
poviwy Sokel karayyehede elva, that which had been charged
against Socrates when he was accused. Xenophon. Memor. 1.
1, ob¢ utv % wéAic voulle Oeode, oV voutiwv, Erepa 8 kawa dat-
uévia elopépwv, and what does the mocking speech of the Athe-
nians mean, r{ v 0f\ot 6 omeppoddyoc alrac Aéyev: except the
same light, trivial,sophistical banter, that serves Aristophanes in
the “ Clouds ™ as a veil beneath which he can make the serious-
ness of the Socratic philosophy, whose founder was also in the
eyes of the people only a omwepuoddyoc, the subject of his wit
and mockery. How strikingly the author paints the well-
known ironical popular wit, in the characteristics which he
ascribes to the Athenians, when he represents them, according
to the polytheistic mythological manner, as including in a
divine pair Jesus and the avdsrasic.*

If the historian had wished, according to his evident
intention, to give a general view of the characteristics of the
Athenians, he ought just as little to have omitted their very
characteristic irony, as their equally peculiar curiosity, which he
goes on to describe in almost the same words in which it is
painted by the old authors themselves. It therefore could
only have been curiosity which awakened in the Athenians a
certain interest in the Gospel preached by Paul,and which caused
them to grant a hearing to a discourse of the Apostle delivered
in the Areopagus. But even this appearance of the Apostle

* So must the words, xvii. 18: rdv 'Inapiv kai Ty dvdoraswy, undoubtedly be
taken. Among the modern interpreters of the Acts, Meyer in especial finds it very
strange that the philosophers thought the 'Avdoraocic to be a goddess revealed by
Paul. If Luke had aimed at this in his explanatory note, he would have indicated
it more decidedly; and would the Athenian philosophers have been so ignorant?
Of course it could not have been ignorance on the part of the author, but irony :
and then does not the author sufficiently show this sense of the expression when he
twice puts the article before the word.

12
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in the Areopagus throws a new and very doubtful light on.the
whole affair, and is exactly the point from which we can most
clearly see the connexion of this narrative. We must ask
accordingly, why was it precisely in the Areopagus that the
Apostle delivered his discourse? The most likely answer
undoubtedly is that to the Areopagetic court of justice was
committed the care of matters of religion. The Apostle would
be brought for his legal defence to the Areopagus, on account
of the Eéva Saiudvia which he was accused of introducing, as
Chrysostom among the elder commentators supposes, fyov abrov
elc Tov dpetov wayov ovy Gore paleiv GAN Hore kodalew Evla
ai povikal dlkar. But there is not the least hint of this; the
whole affair as treated by the Apostle and shown by the sequel,
makes it perfectly clear that curiosity was the only motive
which prompted the Athenians to lead the Apostle to the
Areopagus, for they saw in him only a harmless enthusiast,
but not a dangerous heretic ; here it is not unimportant to re-
member that we must not think of the locality of the court of
justice strictly so called, but of the open space which was on
the hill. In this case also we may suppose that the same
irony is shown in the choice of a loca,lity; which is displayed in
the whole treatment of the Apostle. The narrative very de-
cidedly represents the Athenians as taking up the affair with
an ironical temper, (Svvauela yvovai, ric % kaws abrn % Owd
oov Aalovuévy didaxh; Eevilovra ydp Twa eloplpec elg rac
dxoac nu@v. [BovAdueba odv yvovar vt dv 0élot Tavra elvar
19-20.) and so little is there any thing serious mixed with it that
the scene is laid in the Areopagus, for the express purpose of
contrasting the importance of the place with the confessed in-
significance of the affair.  But just as little as there seems to
be any doubt as to why the Apostle was led to Areopagus, so
much the more striking is it that the Dionysius converted by
the Apostle should be called the Areopagite. This surname
would seem to indicate that Dionysius, as a member of the
Court of Justice, had become acquainted with Christianity, and
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had been converted to the Christian faith at the time when the
Apostle delivered his speech before the assembled court. Why
should the name be here expressly brought forward, if not to
indicate the occasion of his conversion? Or can it be held as
an accidental circumstance that when the Apostle was led to
the Areopagus, one, among the few converted by him, was an
Areopagite? But if he had been converted as an Areopagite,
we must assume that the Apostle appeared before the whole
assembled Court of Justice. How shall we explain this am-
biguity with regard to the cause of the speech of the Apostle in
the Areopagus ? The explanation as I believe is as follows :—
Ecclesiastical tradition speaks of a Dionysius with the surname
of Areopagite who was the first Bishop of Athens. According
to Eusebius (H. E. iv. 23.) Bishop Dionysius of Corinth wrote
an epistle to Athens, as he had done to other churches, in
which he admonished the members of the Athenian Church to
faith and to a Gospel manner of living, as since their Bishop
Biblius had died as a martyr in the persecutions of these times,
they had become indifferent, and had almost fallen away from
the Christian faith, until Quadratus the successor of the martyr
Publius re-animated their faith by his zeal. Eusebius remarks
that in the same epistle Dionysius mentions Dionysius the
Areopagite as the first Bishop of Athens, who was converted
by the Apostle Paul. The interpreter of this passage in Euse-
bius rightly observes that if Publius who died as a martyr
under Marcus Aurelius had been the immediate successor of
Dionysius the Areopagite, the latter must have been Bishop of
Athens for more than 70 years. There must have been other
Bishops between Dionysius and Publius, but the tradition says
nothing of them, it speaks only of the first Bishop, Dionysius
the Areopagite. Must we look upon our passage in the Acts
of the Apostles as the source of this tradition ? We should of
course be obliged to assume this, if we had no other reason
for doubting the historical trustworthiness of the narrative
contained in it. But as we have already seen, other reasons
12 *
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do exist, and thus we are justified in reversing the matter and
assuming that Dionysius the Areopagite was imported into our
passage in the Acts of the Apostles from ecclesiastical tradi-
tion, and only on this supposition can the whole scene in the
Areopagus be satisfactorily explained. An old ecclesiastical
legend mentions one Dionysius an Areopagite, as among the
first who accepted the Christian faith in Athens; but does
not say whether he was really an Areopagite, or had only
received that surname because it was thought to show the
goodwill towards Christianity of a member of that honourable
senate. But in order still further to show the reason of his
conversion, the legend says, in mentioniug the surname, that he
was converted in the Areopagus itself, and on what occasion
can we imagine this conversion to have been more likely to
occur than at the time when the Apostle came to Athens on
his journey from Macedonia to Corinth. There cannot there-
fore be any doubt that the. Apostle entered the Areopagus
itself. Doubtless the legend gave no further account of the
occasion on which this happened, as the anthor of the Acts of
the Apostles found. So much the more was he therefore at
liberty to carry out the idea which he had proposed to himself,
by means of the Areopagite Dionysius mentioned in the legend.
The whole nature of the passage leads to no other supposition
than that the author intended to describe, by the reception
which the Apostle received in Athens, how Christianity was con-
sidered and judged in the time when the author lived, as well by
the educated people generally, to whom' the Athenians were the
highest ideal of the finest spiritual culture, as by the principal
philosophic sects, the Epicureans and the Stoics, whose chief
seat was also at Athens. Judging from what he says, there
was floating before his mind a time in which Christianity had
indeed drawn on itself the observation of the educated and the
philosophers, but a time also when it was considered by them
with marked contempt as a fanciful folly. The irony, which at
a later date took so cutting and bitter a tone in Lucian and
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Celsus, spoke also at that time, only in & milder and more

gentle form. It is a fact worthy of special remark, that the

author makes the doctrine of the resurrection the chief point

on which the whole transaction between the Apostle and the

Athenians turns. From the very beginning this doctrine is

maintained against the Gentile opponents as the most charac-

teristic of Christianity, Against it was especially directed the

mocking scorn with which the Apostle was met, and as soon as
it was introduced into his speech, it was enough to cause the
audience to declare that they would no longer listen to him, or
to anything he had to say further. In this is shown the same
offence which the Gentiles took with regard to accepting this
-doctrine as soon as they became more familiar with Christianity,
and the first persecutions gave occasion for & more decided ex-
pression of the Christian hope of a resurrection, as a compen-.
sation for the suffering martyrs. To such a time as this we

must take this passage as referring. The author of the Acts of
the Apostles wished to depict the marked supercilious scorn

on the part of the Gentiles towards the Christianity with

which they were scarcely yet acquainted. Such a scene as this

in Athens was especially suited to such an aim. The iron-

ical inquisitive Athenians; treating all things, even the holiest,

in a light and frivolous manner, were the worthiest represent-

atives of this side of the Gentile character. The occurrence in
the Areopagus, which seems to pre-suppose the traditionally

given name of the Areopagite Dionysius, may therefore not

have been intended to be taken seriously, as the author’s prin-
cipal point of view was a completely different one. Many
things which are not taken literally in poetry and legend, must
be looked upon quite differently when the affair is considered
as a reality, so the author had no scruple on this occasion in

representing this solemn venerated spot as having been thrown

open to the public, who had gathered together to satisfy their

curiosity and indulge their love of ridicule.
Themost striking point in the speech, after its carefully designed
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introduction, is the sudden change with which it passes to the
doctrine of the resurrection as soon as its principal object is at-
tained, namely, the exhortation to the acceptance of Christianity.
We see that as soon as it isin any way possible, this doctrine is
designedly introduced, and brought forward as the chief doctrine
of Christianity, although the Apostle must have known from
experience that it was precisely the point adapted to give the
most offence to the Athenians. To what purpose then did the
speech so studiously include the resurrection, when the subject
might so easily have been avoided, or at least longer postponed?
This speech is commonly brought forward as an example of
apologetic teaching, and as greatly redounding to the praise of
the Apostle’s wisdom in instruction. But has it been also con-
sidered that it contributes above all to the advantage of the
chief idea in which the speaker was interested ? Is it then so
remarkable a token of a discourse being to the purpose, that
the hearers, before the speaker had arrived at the explanation
of his principal thought, should take so great offence at the
contents of his speech as to go away ¢ It rather would seem
to follow that the Apostle, if he were not acting in opposition
to the wisdom in teaching, which characterized bhim in so high
a degree, could not have delivered this speech as we possess
it. It is only the author who wishes to bring plainly before us
the obstacle which this doctrine of the resurrection presented
to educated Gentiles like the Athenians, in conformity with the
main idea which he is carrying out in this passage. Even that
part of the speech in which interpreters think they perceive
most clearly the Apostle’s renowned wisdom in teaching, pre-
sents a totally different aspect if we consider the doctrine of the
resurrection, mentioned at the conclusion, as the chief topic of
the speech itself. It cannot be disputed that the speaker,
much to the credit of his speech, conformed as nearly as pos-
sible to the religious opinions of his audience, placed himself
as much as possible on the same standpoint with them, in
order by these means more easily to win them over to his own
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views. Although the contents of this speech are so strictly
monotheistic, it contains many propositions whose chief ideas
are found in almost the same words in Greek and Roman
authors. The speaker, in one of the principal ideas of the
speech, quotes the exact words of a Greek poet, thus giving
undoubted evidence that by such a quotation he wished to
place himself on a common footing of agreement and sympathy
with his hearers. It was in conformity with his chief aim to
represent the age of polytheism as a time of ignorance, which
God had been willing to overlook, provided that the Gentiles
would now change their opinions, and turn to Him. The
necessity of such a conversion is shown by an idea which lay
within the religious consideration of the Gentiles, the idea of
future retribution. But when, notwithstanding that the speech
had been so cleverly carried on up to this point, the result
aimed at, and almost attained, was suddenly frustrated by" words
involuntarily uttered by the speaker, and it setmed as if ho
would never be permitted to complete the argument he had
begun. We can only accept this failure as the natural histori-
cal issue of the matter, as we must also do if we accept as a
fact that the Apostle was guilty of so striking an offence
against apostolic wisdom in teaching, as to broach designedly
the characteristic Christian doctrine of the resurrection, which
at that time was the most prominent obstacle to the acceptance
of Christianity by the Gentiles. But as both these suppositions
are equally improbable, we can only see in this speech an arbi-
trarily introduced effect of the author. In proportion as the
points of resemblance which the author makes the Apostlo
point out between the religious consciousness of the Gentiles
and his own monotheistic standpoint were true and manifold,
so the impression which the Christian doctrine of the resur-
rection made on the educated Gentiles was harshly offensive.
The resurrection of Jesus, the fact which to Christians was
the greatest confirmation of their Christian faith, made the
whole of Christianity the most incredible affair to the Gentiles,
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and a folly most worthy of ridicule. To give a graphic picture
of this side of the Gentile conception of Christianity is the chief
design of the author of the Acts of the Apostles in this passage.
Everything else is thronghout made subservient to it, and the
speech put into the mouth of the Apostle is especially intended
to further the design.

Among the individual features which show us the unhistori-
cal character of this speech, as well as that of the whole pas-
sage, I think we must specify in particular “the Unknown
God” of the Athenians. The fruitless trouble which inter-
preters have given themselves with regard to the historical
authentication of this “ Unknown God”’ are well known. All
that can be historically proved is that in Athens, as well as in
other places in Greece, there were altars which were dedicated
to unknown Gods—that is, to Gods whom men did not know
how to name. As it admits of no denial that unknown Gods,
in the plural, would not havée fulfilled the aimn of the Apostle’s
argument, some of the modern interpreters have made the
existence of an “ Unknown God” in Athens a direct historic
postulate. It is maintained that the ayvdarey Oeg must
be literally correct, or it would compromise Paul as a
omepuoréyoc. We cannot imagine that the Apostle would,
at the climax of his noble speech, have brought an absolutely
false statement before the Athenians.* Neander also has
argued on this side : ‘ Although we investigate exactly all the
records of antiquity, and compare the whole religious scope of
the polytheistic religion of Nature, we find throughout no real
foundation for any denial of the existence of altars actually
bearing the inscription to which Paul refers. Altars may
indeed have been raised on many occasions dedicated to an
¢ unknown God,” when it was not known which God had
been provoked, and therefore was to be appeased >’ (page 262).
Of course this is in itself not impossible, but criticism must

* Compare Meyer on this passage.
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not be content.with mere possibility, but must endeavour to
find out the probable. But as far as regards the historical
credibility of our passage, what right have we to assume
as indubitable the very point which is in question?
What right have we to pay so little heed to the testimony
of the ancients who only speak of the dyvwerot Oeol, and
not of a ayvworoc Bedc, as to bring forward as a historical fact
the worship of an dyvweroc Ocdc, in spite of their silence on
the subject ? Is not this supposition the more arbitrary, as it
may well be imagined that the dyvworoc Ocde of the Acts of
the Apostles may have originated in the dyvworot Ocol of the
ancients ? In reality no other theory can be accepted if
we consider the matter carefully. Neander endeavours to
prove that the Apostle gives a faithful quotation, by asserting
that the altar he refers to may have been dedicated not to the
unknown God, but to an unknown God, but the theory rather
goes to prove the contrary. Granting the unhistorical character
of the whole passage, we must of course grant that the altar with
the inscription ayvdory e was not simply dedicated to ¢ the
unknown God,” but to one whose name was accidentally not
known : and how can we overlook the fact that the Apostle must
have been guilty of open violation of the truth if he explained
this very God to have been the One whom he preached, as being
the true God, the Creator of heaven and earth. If this were
only “an unknown God,” he would not be distinguished
from the rest of the known Gods by any peculiar idea, but only
by the accidental circumstance that his name was not known,
or that no decided name had been given him; he would be
exactly in the same class with the rest of the deities of the
polytheistic faith, from whom the true God of monotheism is
different in every essential point, and it is evident that there
may quite as well be several unknown Gods of this sort, as one.
If we look at the matter in this light we can see why, in the
passages quoted from the ancients, the question is always of
altars to “ unknown Gods,” and never of an altar to an “un.
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known God.” The polytheistic faith in itself . implies so
completely that there is no question of one God only, but on
the same grounds that it allows there may be one unknown God,
it also allows that there may be several. In this worship of
the nameless and unknown there is betrayed in a very remark-
able manner, the unsatisfying nature of polytheism, that innate
misgiving that there does exist something of which the con-
scious knowledge and name are still wanting ; in other words,
that negative nature of its principles which makes polytheism
a necessary step in the transition to monotheism. This thought,
which is the true one for the Apostle’s line of argument, and
leaves it indifferent whether he starts from dyvworot feot in the
plural, or from one dyvwsroc Oedc only, cannot however be
deduced from the account in the Acts of the Apostles, where
undoubtedly we see that the chief point in the Apostle’s argu-
ment lies in the unity of the dyvworoc Oedc.* Such a confu-
sion between the historically proved dyvworot O:oi and the
dyvwarog Bedc, which is 8o unhistorical and foreign to the nature
of polytheism, could only have been adopted by an author
standing at a distance from the events related, so that he has
nothing to fear from contradiction as to place and circumstance,
which would have been the case with the Apostle Paul. It is
easy to see that there stands in very close connection with this
the tendency in the speech to represent the Apostle as bringing
forward as much as possible those points on which the religious
consciousness of the Athenians most nearly approached to
Christianity. To this end the author made use of the fact of

* When Neander (p. 263) says, “ Paul used this inscription, which included a
deeper meaning, as an additional point in order to indicate the higher unknown
longing which lies at the root of polytheism,” it must be remarked on the other
hand that in any case—even assuming the theory of a deeper meaning which the
Athenians were scarcely in a condition to originate, there remains a striking incor-
rectness in identifying this ¢ unknown God,” with the God of the New Testament
—and that such an identification could haye any probability only if it were in exact
accordance with the inscription. As soon as we are obliged to draw conclusions

about the unknown from the unknown, we see traces of design rather than of
depth of reasoning.
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which he was aware, that in Athens, unknown gods were
worshipped. But at the same time he imagined he could fix
and express the true thought that was floating in his mind by
substituting dyvwerog for dyvwerol, and as soon as the plural
had given place to the singular, it was easy enough to make
this dyvweroc Oeo¢ into the true God of the Jewish-Christian
faith, although it was a mere play upon the words.

The second speech which we have now to consider, that
farewell speech which the Apostle delivered to the Elders of
the Ephesian Church whom he had summoned to Miletus before
his last journey to Jerusalem, undoubtedly bears the impress
of a later time. How could the idea have originated with the
Apostle to deliver such a farewell speech and to summon the
Ephesian Elders to Miletus for the express purpose? Could he
already then have foreseen with the decided certainty expressed
in the speech, that he stood at the summit of his apostolic
course, that his work was ended, and that by all those amongst
whom he had hitherto preached the kingdom of God his face
should be no more seen? Is this same feeling, this same view
of his course as being already closed, exhibited later on by the
Apostle ? When he sees himself at Jerusalem in danger of
falling into the hands of the Jews and of being offered up as a
sacrifice to their hatred, would he have appealed unto Cesar
for any other reason, except with a view of escaping the danger
threatening him in Jerusalem, and of securing the continuation
of his apostolic work with the preservation of his life by a just
decision of his cause in Rome ? Does not the Acts of the
Apostles itself (xxiii. 11) represent the Apostle, although in
prison, as nourishing the joyful confidence that he should yet
bear witness in Rome as well as in Jerusalem to the cause of
the Gospel ? What could authorize this confidence if, accord-
ing to the express assertion in this speech, he had seen
the end of his apostolic work in the imprisonment he was
enduring at Jerusalem ? And what completely different views
as to his position and to the future the Apostle must have
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entertained not long before, when in writing the Epistle to the
Romans he speaks in the most cheerful manner of the journey
which he intended making to Jerusalem, and at the same time
passes lightly over the probable dangers without however seek-
ing to ignore them: (rapaxa)® &2 Vuac, adeApol—ovvaywvicasal
pou #v Taic wposevyaic vmip iuov wpoc Tov Oedv tva pvabo amd
rov ametfobvrwy v v ’Iovdalg). Romans xv, 80, 31. He also
connects the fortunate completion of this journey, which he con-
fidently hopes for, with the plan of a further journey into Spain
and the West. Romans xv. 22, 32. There is no trace whatever
here of that utterly sorrowful picture of the future which floated
before the mind of the Apostle in the farewell speech at Mile-
tus: it is rather a clear, joyful, hopeful view, which he takes of
the future; he hopes to return from Jerusalem, and visit the
Roman Christians, év wAnpduart eddoylac rov Xpiorov (29) év
xapg, evidently with quite a different yapa with which (Acts xx.
24) he is ready to reAeiwoar Tov Spduov—ral Tijv Sakoviav Sapap-
ripaclar 70 ebayyéhov* Can we imagine that the Apostle’s
position and frame of mind could have so completely changed
in so short a space of time? It cannot be said that the words
uttered by the Apostle in this farewell speech, with regard to
the future that lay before him, were merely vague forebodings,
the results of the temporarily depressed state of his feelings,
and on that account that they need not be required to be in
exact accordance with what actually followed. This cannot be
‘maintained ; for the speech, as a leave-taking, which it certainly
was, did not only fulfil the purpose of a final farewell, but
everything it indicates regarding the impending fate of the
Apostle agrees so exactly with what actually occurred that it is
impossible to look on the words as the expression of a vague,
accidental presentiment. The Apostle already in spirit sees
himself bound and on his way to Jerusalem. Every city

* I abstain here from uttering my doubts as to the authenticity of this part of
the Epistle to Romans, as in any case kar’ dvfpwroy must be used in this manner
in the argument.
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through which his way led him brought Jerusalem before him,
and awakened in him the thoughts of bonds and imprisonment.
Although the several circumstances which led to his imprison-
ment at Jerusalem were of course in the far distance, yet the
chief fact itself stood clearly before his mind exactly as it
really afterwards occurred—the fact, that with his arrival at
Jerusalem a time of captivity would begin, which would ever
after set a limit to his free apostolic work. How could he at that
time have foreseen this so decidedly, or have been able so exactly
to predict what was first resolved on four years afterwards, and
then in a manner apparently totally unexpected by the Apostle ?
Must not this incline us to the theory that the speech was not
really so delivered by the Apostle, but only put into his mouth
by the author post eventum ? This theory is supported also by
some very trustworthy criticisms of a later literary period.
The wpeafBirepor tiic ixxAnolac (17), the émisxomor, who 7o'
wvebpa 70 ayov Edero wowalvew Tiv ikkAnolav Tov xvplov, Ny
wepiemotnaaro Owa rov aluaroc rov idlov (28), are here brought for-
ward with an emphasis of which there is no trace in the genuine
Epistles of the Apostle Paul. The more weight must be laid
on this as it is connected with another subject, which as it in
reality was closely allied with it, is here mentioned at the same
time. The exhortations to watchfulness, and true care for the
church, which the departing Apostle here gives, were addressed
especially to the wpeo30repo, or imloxomot, because as the author
represents him as saying to them, xx. 29, \edoovrar uera riv
agiEly pov Aot Bapeic elc dpac, un pedduevor Tov woruvivy, kal
& Judv alrdv avasriocovrar avdpec Aalovvrec Siearpappéva, Tod
amosmav tove pabnrac dmiow avriv. That by these dangerous
wolves so destructive to the flock, are meant False Teachers there
can be no doubt—but we cannot overlook the fact that these
are the false teachers who arose in the midst of the Christian
Church itself, and drew disciples after them by dissent from
the true doctrines. How distinctly the existence of seets of
Heretics is here indicated, as they existed possibly at the close
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of the first century, but which probably had their origin at the
beginning of the second, and this is also spoken of as a
spreading evil of that time in the Christian Church. But of
all this we find no trace in the genuine Epistles of the Apostle,
which only speak of other kinds of false teachers and opponents
of the Apostle. In the so-called pastoral letter of the Apostle
only is there somewhat of a parallel to this passage, but the
less doubt that there is of its being spurious, and of its date as
being far removed from the apostolic period, the more decidedly
does it show by its agreement with the Acts of the Apostles
on this point, that the speech bears the stamp of a later period,
and we must naturally conclude that the author himself could
not entirely ignore the fact of the difference of date, as he
makes these dangerous heretics first appear just after the de-
parture of the Apostle, (uera v dpEiv pov (29.) The con-
clusion is obvious, that throughout this speech, that which is
represented as a prophetic seeing of the Future on the part of
the Apostle, was really placed in his mouth as a vaticinium post
evenlum,

It is therefore clear that the author of the Acts of the
Apostles made use of the time in which the Apostle Paul, on
his last journey to Jerusalem, came into the neighbourhood of
the church in whose midst he had so long laboured, in order to
make him deliver a formal and solemn farewell speech, and in
it, before these witnesses, to give an account of his apostolic
mission up to that time. This was a moment full of importance,
a critical turning point in the life of the Apostle: he was
leaving the chief theatre of his apostolic activity to which he
was bound by so many solemn ties of the Past and thoughts
of the Future. His departure from this sphere of labour was
at the same time his departure from his apostolic path; he was
now for the last time the free uncontrolled working Apostle, and
immediately afterwards there would begin for him a period of
imprisonment from which, last as long as it might, he would
never again be free. In this solemn sense the author of the
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Acts of the Apostles spoke, when from his own standpoint he
considered the course of events which had developed itself in
such close connection from one important point; and he be-
lieved that it was his duty as a thoughtful author, following the
development of events with all attention, to give this particular
one its full weight. But the affair could only be thus con-
sidered from the standpoint of a later time. However much
the principles enunciated may be worthy of the Apostle—how-
ever much the feelings and thoughts he is made to express,
and the whole scene presented to us may be beautiful, elevat-
ing, tender, and moving, it is to the author, not to the Apostle
that all must be referred, and we must even hold as extremely
doubtful whether in reality anything corresponding to this
scene ever occurred. The fact that only the Elders and
Bishops of the Church they represented, were summoned by the
Apostle, shows the spirit of a later time. If the speech was not
really so delivered, the occurrences which followed at its con-
clusion, (36-38,) cannot be divided from it, and we here see
truly how well the author of the Acts of the Apostles under-
stood how to paint in living colours a situation so full of
emotion, and at the same time to what extent he thought him-
self justified in availing himself of his literary freedom.

The parallel with the Apostle Peter, up to this point kept in
view, is not directly brought forward in the two speeches now
under consideration ; still they must be reckoned as apologetic.
Such a picture, comprehending so wide a circle of activity
more or less rich in results, such a fidelity to his office, so
unreservedly and self-sacrificingly proved,* can only tend to
the renown of the Apostle, and to the dispersion of the preju-
dices nourished against him. But we again decidedly meet

* A special passing reference to Peter may, however, be contained in the words,
xX. 20. 0bdev VmeaTENduny TOV CURPEPOVTWY, TO ) dvayyeilar Vuiv kai diddEar
dpdc dnpocig xai xar' oicovg, Compare 27. It seems that the rectitude in the
office of teacher, free from all taint of hypoerisy, which the Jewish Christians

claimed for their Peter in order to protect him from the reproach of the vrooréXAewv,
Gal. ii. 12, is here also employed in vindication of the Apostle Paul.
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the apologetic parallel between the two Apostles, when in the
same section of the Acts of the Apostles we turn from the
speech to the miracles, and to other tokens of the apostolic
activity.

The first narrative relating to these, Acts xix. 1, is one of
the most obscure and difficult parts of the Acts of the Apostles,
and can only be rightly understood from the point of view of
this parallel. The question is about the disciples of John,
who had only been baptized with the baptism of John, but
received the baptism of the Lord Jesus from the Apostle Paul.
To this class belongs also the Alexandrine Apollos, mentioned
xviii. 25, for it is alse said of him that he had only known the
baptism of John. On one side these men were described as
Christians, they were even called disciples, uafnrat (which
expression cannot possibly be taken in any other sense than
the general one, and must be understood as referring only to
the disciples of Jesus (xx. 1) and also believers misredoavrec
(xx. 2); and it is said of Apollos, xviii. 25, that not only was
he instructed in the doctrine of the Lord, but he taught the
things of the Lord, and pursued them with all the fervour of
his spirit. On the other hand, these men are again described
as not being precisely Christians. They were therefore bap-
tized in the name of the Lord Jesus, because John, whose
baptism alone they knew, had only baptized them into the
faith of one who was to come after him. That this One who
was to follow John had really now come seems still to have
been unknown to these disciples of John. Although Apollos
appears to have been acquainted not only with the doctrine,
but with the person of the Lord (ra wepl 0¥ kuplov, xviii. 15),
yet his knowledge must have been very incomplete and im-
perfect, as Aquila and Priscilla undertook to instruct him
more exactly in the divine doctrine. How can we believe
both these statements and unite them in a coherent account ?
We might, indeed, say with Olshausen that these disciples of
John formed a third party, occupying a place between those of
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his school, who, like the Apostles, had decidedly joined the
Church, and those who openly opposed Christianity, making
the Baptist the Messiah, and who were the Zabians of a later
time. This third party, who indeed had been led by the
Baptist to Jesus as the Messiah, and who were illumined by
his light, knew nothing further of him. This was probably
owing to their connection with Palestine having been early
interrupted, partly through the journies which these disciples
of John made to pour out the Holy Spirit into Gentile lands.
But this is neither very probable in itself, nor very applicable
to Apollos, of whom it is expressly stated that he éAdAet kai
#didaoxev dxpy3ic ra meptl Tov kvplov. How can this be said of
him, if he knew nothing further of Jesus than what John
the Baptist had taught about him, and when once the oppor-
tunity was afforded him of learning to know =jv 6dov Tov
xvpfov, how could he have left the most important thing of all
unlearnt ? Just as vague is the relation of these disciples of
John to the Holy Spirit. According to Olshausen the meaning
of their words is that they considered God to be an inflexible,
self-contained, incommunicable Unity, without recognizing the
qualities of I'ather, Son, and Spirit, dependant on the exist-
ence of the Spirit, without which God could not be thought of
as living, and as communicating and revealing himself. But
already, as Jews, they must have known the Holy Spirit as the
Principle of Divine Revelation, notwithstanding they say,
xix. 2, simply aAN’ ovd¢, el wvebua Gywdv Eorw dkovoauev.
Undoubtedly these words can only be understood as referring
to the imparting of the Holy Spirit as the peculiar Christian
principle ; but there is no clear connected idea in this expla.
nation, unless by the imparting of the Holy Ghost we mean
those outward signs which the Acts of the Apostles considers
as the most essential and characteristic, namely, the Aa)eiv
yAdooatc and the wpognrederw. Of these the disciples of
John knew nothing, and these were the points that distin.
guished them from the Christian pafnral in the strictest sense
13
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of the word. The best explanation is given in the passage
xi. 25, where Peter says that as soon as he began to speak in
the house of Cornelius, the Holy Ghost fell on Cornelius and
those Gentiles who were with him, in the same manner as it
had done in the beginning ; and he remembered the saying of
the Lord, ’Iwdvvne uiv iBanricer Hdurt, dpcic & Bamriclicole iv
wvebpart ayly. Here also we undoubtedly see what we ought
to understand in the Acts of the Apostles, by the Bamrrioua
Iwavvov, and the Bdwrioua ¢ 76 dvoua kvplov 'Incov. As the
Holy Spirit, as soon as it descended on Cornelius and those
baptized with him, immediately gave outward signs by the
Aaéiv yAdooac and the wpognredew, so also with regard to
the disciples of John ; he who has experienced in himself these
operations of the Spirit, even if he knew the doctrines of the Lord
and believed in him, was yet on the level of the Baptism of
John, and could only become a’Christian in the fullest sense
when he was baptized with the Holy Spirit. We cannot how-
ever remain at this point; but must endeavour to come still
closer on the traces of these disciples of John. As the Aa)eiv
YAdooarg and wpogyredety, in the sense in which the author of
the Acts of the Apostles chap. ii. undeniably uses them, can
only be held as a mythical picture of the operation of the Holy
Spirit, we fail in finding in them a characteristic mark of
distinction with regard to the disciples of John, as soon as we
substitute fact for the veil of myth. In what light must we
consider these disciples, if they really were Christians, and yet
stood on so humble a level that the Christian inspiration did
not assert itself in them in so lively a manner as in the rest of
the Christians ? This disadvantage may have had its root in
the imperfection of their Christian knowledge, and of their
Christian life generally, but how could it have formed a decided
token whereby they were distinguished from other Christians;
because at that time, as always, Christians were divided into the
perfect and the imperfect ; into those who were actuated in a
deeper and more living sense by the Christian principle, and
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into those who felt this in a lesser degree. All this subject is
connected with the Aaleiv yAdogaic and mpognrebeww in the
sense in which these are taken in the Acts of the Apostles, and
only so far as we hold these mythical features as exact realities,
can the disciples of John be granted to have been a peculiar
class of Christians. This is shown undeniably by Apollos being
associated with the disciples of John. In the description of
him, xviii. 26, the definition ¢misrduevoc udvov 6 Béwrioua
’Iwdvvov (which is evidently intended to make the transition
easy from Apollos to the disciples of John, who are immediately
after mentioned, and to assign him a place in the same class
with them) may be altogether omitted, and then does not what
is related of Apollos for the first time stand in a clear light ?
We must, from the very nature of the case, look upon this
Apollos as one who as an Alexandrian did not adhere to the strict
Judaism of the Jerusalem party, but who yet had not become
familiar with the Pauline Christianity, nearly as he approached
it, and easily as he could have accommodated himself to it. This
form of Christianity he first learnt more thoroughly from Aquila
and Priscilla, the trusted friends of the Apostle, and thus he
came forth from the isolated position which he had hitherto
occupied between the Jewish apostles and the Gentile apostle
as a colleague of a peculiar kind, in order that he might ally
himself with the Apostle Paul, as we find he did in the Epistle
to the Corinthians. If anything stands in the way of this clear
and satisfactory explanation, does not the Bamwrisua 'lwdvvov
present a still greater obstacle to such an explanation ? Must
we not rather think that the peculiar phenomenon which is pre-
sented in Apollos as a historical fact, may have been the cause
which called these disciples of John into being, these disciples
who cannot have existed in the form in which they are presented.
In opposition to the Bdwrioua lwdvvov, which is the only one
spoken of in connection with Apollos, is the Bdwrioua sic 1o
8voua rov kuplov 'Inaov, now first manifesting itself in a peculiar

class of persons by the Aa\éiv yAdooare and the mpognredey.
13 *
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There is a special design, as may easily be seen, in these repeated
“gift of tongues,” and the disciples of John are brought
forward in the interest of this design. Why should the author
of the Acts of the Apostles make such a point of once more
mentioning this AaAefv yAdooawc, except for the evident pur-
pose of adding to the glory of the Apostle Paul, whose laying
on of hands was immediately followed by this miraculous result.
It is only for this reason that in the case of Apollos, whose
Béarrioua "Iwdvvov needed the completion of the Bamwrioua el¢
0 Svopa Tob kuplov 'Inaob, there is no mention made either of
baptism and laying on of hands, or of a Aa\eiv yAdooaic and
mwpognrebey, as Aquila and Priscilla could not in these matters
represent the Apostle. As long as it is the laying on of hands by
the Apostle only which operatesin such a manner, he can appeal
to it as a testimony of his genuine apostolic character. Thisit
certainly is the desire of the author of the Acts of the Apostles
to represent, and for no other reason than that the Apostle
Paul shall not be found wanting in any advantage which
characterized the Apostle Peter. As, according to the state-
ment in the Acts of the Apostles, Peter, by the conversion of
the first Gentile Cornelius, took precedence of Paul the special
Apostle to the Gentiles, and as the Acts of the Apostles repre-
sents the Aaleiv yAdo¥aic as being only bestowed where the
Holy Spirit revealed its operations in a new class of converts to
Christianity, so at the time of the conversion of Cornelius by
Peter a AaXeéiv yAdooaic must be represented as occurring
among the events on that occasion.

The conversion of Cornelius, as represented in the Acts of
the Apostles, forms one of the most brilliant moments in the
apostolic life of Peter, and so evident a manifestation of the
Holy Spirit on the occasion must contribute to his glorification.
But although Paul is placed after Peter as an Apostle to
the Gentiles, he is as much as possible put on the same
footing with him ; the Aa)etv yAdooaic is made to accompany
him as a direct effect of his apostolic mission, and to give
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proofs of the presence of the Holy Spirit. But to what class
of men must this fresh AaA¢tv yYAdaoaic be represented as being
imparted ? The first time it had been bestowed was at the
first Pentecost, to those converted from Judaism, as the organ
of the Holy Spirit given by the risen Jesus, and the second
time it had fallen on the first-fruits of the Gentiles at the
conversion of Cornelius. Now, if the AaAeétv yAdooaic was to
be considered in the same light as heretofore, it should be
imparted to a class of men, composed of neither Jews nor Gen-
tiles. For this purpose the disciples of John are brought
forward, as they formed a peculiar class of half-believers,
standing between the unbelieving Jews and unbelieving Gen-
tiles. They were neither Gentiles (for they were born Jews),
nor Jews like other Jews (for they believed in Jesus) ; and yet
they were not Christians, for the Holy Spirit had not yet been
manifested to them as to the rest of the Christians : they were
a third class—half Christians, who now were for the first time
made Christians in the full sense by the Aaleiv yAwaaarc. So
simple is the solution of the enigma of the strange appearance
of these disciples of John, if we refer the matter to the desire
entertained by the author of the Acts of the Apostles to make
good the parallel between the Apostles Peter and Paul, through
this new and striking proof of the apostolic authority and
activity of the latter!

The Acts of the Apostles represents Corinth and Ephesus as
the chief seats of the apostolic labours next to Antioch, which
was the starting-point of the Apostle, and where he returned
from time to time, as he also did to Jerusalem. (xviii, 32.) In
both these cities the Apostle spent a long period, unbroken by
any interval of travel. But according to the Acts of the
Apostles the city of Ephesus especially was the theatre of the
Apostle’s most brilliant and most successful labours. Here,
after he had left Corinth, the Apostle fixed his residence—here
he spent two whole years—here (as his farewell speech at
Miletus testifies) he found his most appropriate sphere of
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action. Here, however, the author does not speak of any
Aa)etv yAdooaic as accompanying the Apostle’s preaching—he
only mentions a series of miracles and signs as setting forth its
results in the most beautiful light, and contributing as much
to the glorification of Paul, as the miraculous deeds related v.
14, did to that of Peter. During the two years’ residence of
the Apostle Paul at Ephesus, says the Acts of the Apostles, xix.
10, all the dwellers in Asia, Jews and Gentiles, heard the word
of the Lord, and by the hand of Paul, God worked miracles of
80 uncommon a nature that even handkerchiefs and other linen
that had come into direct contact with the body of Paul were
carried to sick persons, and their sickness departed from them,
and the evil spirits went out of them. This brilliant sketch
of the apostolic labours has a striking antitype in that pas-
sage respecting the Apostle Peter, v. 14, and even the purely
mythical trait is analogous; that whereas in one case it was
the shadow of Peter falling on the sick which cured them, in
the other, handkerchiefs and aprons which had touched the
Apostle manifested an inherent miraculous power, just as
relics did in after times. Such copying as this shows also
a peculiar desire to. enhance the importance of the whole
matter, and this is done in so truly apocryphal a manner, that
it is extremely difficult to get hold of anything historical.
Among the miraculous deeds of the Apostle Peter is the driv-
ing out of unclean spirits, v. 16. But the demons themselves.
are here represented as working in the promotion of the faith
of Christ, whilst they punish the misuse of the name of
Jesus which the Jewish exorcists allowed themselves.* The

* Although already in the Gospels demons were cast out in the name of Jesus
(compare for example, Mark xvi. 17) so here, Acts xix. 3, a conquering power of

_ some kind over demons is ascribed to the vopa Tod xvpiov’Inoot, which we first find
in the post-apostolic time. Compare here Justin’s dialogne with the Jew Tryphon.
Ch. 85. Christ, it is here said, is the xdpiog r@v Suvdpewv. d¢ xai viv ix
rov vn' SYw yevopivwy pgov dpdg mewodijvar, iav Bilgre. Kard ydp rod,
bvéparog abrod TovTov, TOD viod Tob Oeod, kai mpwrordrov wheNg KTiCEwe Kai
dui wapBivov yevwnbivrog kai madnrod yevopivov dvBpémov, kai oravpwbivrog
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demoniac, whose evil spirits seven Jewish exorcists had endea-
voured to cast out in the name of Jesus, filled with wrath at
the impure motives from which they acted (for demons possess
a higher intelligence), fell upon the exorcists, treating them
with such violence that they fled naked and wounded, and as
this was known to all the Jews and Gentiles dwelling in Ephe-
sus, general fear prevailed, and the name of the Lord Jesus
became ‘‘ greatly magnified.” Many indeed who already be-
lieved, but who at the same time practised sorcery, now burnt
all the books that contained their magic formulas in one enor-
mous pile. OUrw kara kpdroc, says the Acts of the Apostles at
the conclusion of this narrative, 6 Adyoc Tov xupfov nbEave xal
lokvev. This is accordingly the point of view from which the
whole narrative is to be considered. It gives us a truly strik-
ing picture of the all-conquering power with which Paul
worked in the spreading of the faith in Jesus; but it betrays
too distinctly the stamp of a later post-apostolic period. Let
it be granted that the circumstance which caused these
operations really occurred, as related (and this can only be
granted on the unhistorical supposition of the reality of these
demoniacal possessions), and even then we cannot sappose
that the Apostle, who should be judged by the result of his

é¢ni Hovriov i\drov ¥md Tod Aaod Vpdw, kai dwobavévrog kai dvasrdvrog ix
vekpav, kai dvafavrog eig Tov odpavdy wav Saipdviov tEoprildpevoy vikdras xal
Vmordooerar. Origen, c. Cels., 1. 25, whilst he speaks of the secret importance
of the name, adds : rijc dpoiag Exerar uepl bvopdrwy ¢iocogiac xai & npérepoc
’Inooig ob 70 Gvopa pupiovg 70 dvapydc ddparat Saipovag tehdoay Yuxv xai
cwpdrwy, tvepyijoay elg dxeivovg. a9’ dv danhdOnoav. Is not this statement in
agreement with the passage in the Acts now under consideration? By the vioi
Sxevd *Tovdaiov dpxepiwg érra is generally understood, seven real sons of a Jewish
High-Priest (Olshausen makes the dpxepetc, a chief Rabbi, who, perhaps, was the
head of the Ephesian Jewish community), but without doubt the expression viog
ought to be taken in the sense in which, according to the Jewish mode of writing,
the scholars of a master were called his ““ sons.”” The High Priest Sceva may there-
fore have been held by these and other Jewish exorcists as a celebrated master in
the art of sorcery. That they were seven, has merely reference to the idea that
demons sometimes took seven-fold possession of a man. Such a union of spirits
mus require a similar union of strength to operate against it.
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power, in the inner working of the spirit, would have set any
value on a propagation of the faith of Christ carried on by such
means a8 the demoniac, or rather the demon itself, repudiated.

If the believers in Ephesus had given up the sorcery which
was still mixed with Christianity, only because they deduced
from such practices the doctrine that they might come to an
evil end if they trifled with demons in so equivocal and in-
sincere a manner, what would such a Christiahity have been
but the exchange of one form of superstition for another?
And yet the author of the Acts of the Apostles gives utterance
here to this verdict on the whole affair, obrw kara kpdroc 6 Adyoc
Tov kvplov nvEave kal loxvev. Such a view i_s in itself so un-
worthy of the characteristics of an Apostle, and is so completely
in conformity with those of a later period that we cannot but be
doubtful about its origin. At the same time we cannot ignore
the fact that the narrative, 13-20, as well as that which follows,
21-40, seem to have originated only in an a priori abstrac-
tion. The intention of the author, as we have already said,
‘was to give as brilliant a picture as possible of the labours of
the Apostle at Ephesus. To this end the Paganism opposed
to Christianity, and requiring to be overcome by it, must be
clearly presented.

Now Ephesus was doubly celebrated for its magic and its
worship of Artemis. Accordingly with respect to both these
facts, the mighty progress which the cause of the Gospel
made through the labours of the Apostle is brought promi-
nently before us. That Ephesus was a celebrated seat of magic
is testified by the universally known ’E¢éoia ypduuara. By the
very nature of the case the worship of demons was bound up
with magic. If a man denied magic he must also deny demon
worship. The demons themselves co-operated to this end, for
as intelligent spirits penetrating into inward things they hated
a syncretism in which Christianity was so unlawfully allied
partly with Judaism and partly with Heathenism. From such
data is the narrative in xiii. 20 computed. But as it was the
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author’s design to represent here the victory which through’
Paul, the Gospel had won over Heathenism in the form in
which it at that time existed in Ephesus, the- celebrated
temple worship of the Ephesian Artemis could not be passed
over in silence. Could there have been given a greater proof of
how the Gospel was spreading in an ever-widening circle, than
that the great Artemis of the Ephesians was losing her wor-
shippers? that the world-renowned silver shrines no longer could
find purchasers? and that the whole guild of silversmiths em-
ployed in making them lost their occupation, and very naturally
broke out into open violence against the man who was the
original instigator of this great change in the aspect of affairs?
The connexion in which the narrative of the tumult of Deme-
trius appears in the Acts of the Apostles is taken from a point
of view from which the successful labours of the disciples can
only be considered as an ideal picture, without at the same time
offering any real security as to the truth of the individual
statements, for of these in many instances no clear account is
preserved. We must therefore conclude that the historical re-
sult of the whole passage, xix. 10-40—of the simple report
of the Apostle himself, 1 Cor. xvi. 9, of his residence in
Ephesus, 0ipa ydp uot avégye peyddn kai évepyne kal avrikeluevor
moAlol (compare xv, 31.) is not carried out. And it is even
mere evident as the comparison of the two passages, v. 14, &c.
and xix. 11, &c. shows, that the more the author here kept
Peter before him as a model, the more must the picture of the
Apostle Paul’s operations testify to the parallel between the two
men.

I might consider from the same point of view the narra-
tive of the youth who at the evening discourse of the Apostle
at Troas, fell down from an open window on the third floor,
and was brought to life again by the Apostle, Acts xx. 7, &c.
There is of course every probability that the young man was
not really dead, and the whole occurrence can very naturally be
oxplained without the intervention of any miracle. On the
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other hand the account of the historian supposes a miracle to
have been worked. That the Apostle hastened to the youth
and “laid himself on him,” proves nothing against the miracle
theory, as sometimes accessory means of this kind were
employed in miraculous acts, although they were not indispen-
sable to the miracle. The words ydp vy adrob iv adrg éorw
may indeed signify ‘ his life is still in him ;> but how does
this prove that Calvin’s commentary, “non negat fuisse
mortuum quia miraculi gloriam hoc modo extingueret—sed
sensus est, vitam illi redditam esse Dei gratid,” as Meyer among
the modern interpreters expresses it, is only a strange evasion ?
How, as is here specially pressed on our attention, could the
author say distinctly, xx. 9, f1p0n vexpoc, if he did not really
mean the reader to understand that the youth was dead?
Although the whole occurrence may have happened in a per-
fectly natural manner, the writer must have considered it to
have been a miracle, and must have designed to represent it as
such. What could have decided him to take this course, if it
were not that he thought that as a raising from the dead had
been among the miracles wrought by the other Apostles, and
especially by the Apostle Peter, the Apostle Paul ought to be
represented as not behind them in this respect.* This accidental

® In the narrative of the miracles which the Apostle Peter performed in Lydda
and Joppa, Acts ix. 23, &c. the accounts in the Evangelists of the different mira-
cles of Jesus are collected together succinctly, and ascribed to the Apostle Peter.
In this way is treated the cure of the paralytic, ix. 33-55 (compare especially Mark
ii. 1, f.)) and a raising from the dead, ix. 36-43. As the raising of the young man
at Nain, Luke vii. 12, has for an especial motive that the youth was the only son
of his mother, and that she was a widow—so here there is a similar motive, only it
is in a connection which it would very naturally take,as there is 80 much said about
almsgiving and good works, A life that had been spent in so many good works is
most pathetically brought into notice by the widows who stood around weeping, dis-
playing the clothesand garments which the dead woman had made for them, such a
life should not be snatched from the world or should again be given back to it. On
this account, this restoration to life is brought forward as a sapreme event in the
Gospel of Luke as here in the Acts. - As it is expressed in Luke, rai {Swrev adrov
i} pn7pi adrov. So here 41, pwrijcac d¢ Todg &}jouc xai Td¢ xnpag wapioTgoey
adrijv {@oav. TFor the rest the narrative rests on the three Evangelists, Matthew
ix. 18, &c. xxiii. 26 ; Mark v. 22, &c ; Luke viii. 41, especially on the account in
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and natural occurrence could be easily utilised for the purpose
of this parallel. In the same manner may also be treated the
narrative, xxviii. 8-10, in which the Apostle appears as a miracle-
worker, but which in reality contains no miracle at all.

Mark. We may compare Mark v. 40, ixBakay &wavrag rai kparioag rijc X:tpdg Tov
wawdiov Niyee adri) rakifa xobpi—rai eb0éiwg dviorsn 7o kopdaioy—with Acts ix. 40.
iBakiv 8t Ew wavrag 6 Wérpog. elwe TaBiOddvdarnOi: 5 Si—dvexdfioe. (Com-
pare Luke vii. 14.) elxe ‘veavioxe, ol Néyw dyéipOnry xai dvexdbioey 6 veaviag dodg
8t abrj xeipa aviornoey adriv. The supposition, however, is very patent that
the name of the woman TaQ:8d is only borrowed from the TaA¢fd kodpuc of Marke
The name Taf:0d, Roe-deer or Gazelle in Hebrew and Syriac, means the same as
TaXifd, with which it is interchangeable, by Paranomasia, and signifies maiden
generally, and as Mark v. 41, adds, 8 ori psBepunvevépevov 1o Kopdaiov, the
author of the Acts follows with i dteppnvevopévn Aiyerai Soprdc.



CHAPTER VIIIL
THE APOSTLE’S ARREST AT JERUSALEM.—ACTS XXI., ETC.

TaE sad and gloomy forebodings with which, according to the
Acts of the Apostles, the Apostle Panl set out on his journey
fo J erusalem, and which he expressed in his farewell speech at
Miletus, were too well grounded, although their complete fulfil-
ment did not immediately take place. Scarcely had the Apostle
arrived in Jerusalem when there happened a series of events,
whose result was to place him in the hands of the Roman
tribunal at Jerusalem, and then after a two years’ arrest ab
Cesarea he was led to Rome as a Roman prisoner, in order to
receive the ultimate decision of his fate from the Emperor, to
whose sentence he had appealed as a Roman citizen. Here, if
anywhere, in the most public part of the Apostle’s life, we
might be entitled to expect from the Acts of the Apostles a
statement which would admit of no doubt as to its historical
truth. But we are deceived in this expectation. The false
position with regard to Judaism which as we have seen is given
to the Apostle by the Acts of the Apostles very naturally
brought on the catastrophe which followed in Jerusalem. It
cannot be doubted that it was caused by the hatred which the
Jews had long cherished against the Apostle, as being an

.apostate from and an enemy to their religion. All through the
Acts of the Apostles we find this brought forward as the reason
for representing the Jews as being the most bitter enemies of
the- Apostle, not only as opposing his preaching of the Gospel
with all their power, but also as trying every means to sacrifice
him to their hatred. But if we ask what was the special cause
of this deadly hatred on the part of the Jews towards the
Apostle, we find no satisfactory answer to the question in the
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Acts of the Apostles: as it is in accordance with the apologetic
interest to conceal as much as possible the true relation of the
Apostle Paul to the Jews as well as that to the Jewish Chris-
tians. The only explanation which can be given is as follows:
That the Acts of the Apostles represent the occurrences at
Jerusalem and Antioch in quite a different light from that in
which we see them placed in the Epistles of the Apostle him-
self—that it makes him accommodate himself to Judaism in a
manner to which he could not possibly have committed himself
without falsifying all the logical consequences of his principles.
In this view we have already said how little belief ought to be
given to the assertion of the Acts of the Apostles that Timothy
allowed himself to be circumcised on the persuasion of the
Apostle. In the same light we ought to consider those actions
ascribed by the Acts of the Apostles to the Apostle, which
testify at the same time to a clinging to the customs and insti-
tutions of Judaism on his part, which, if it does not itself
stand in direct contradiction to his well-known principles, at
least places his mode of action in an highly equivocal light.
Twice does the Acts of the Apostles purposely state that the
Apostle did not neglect the usual visits to Jerusalem at the
times of the festivals. The Acts represents him as saying,
xxviil. 21, Al pe wavrwe mv dopriv v ipxouévny moticar sig
‘TepéaoAvua. Even this journey he made under the influence
a vow which was connected with the undoubtedly Jewish
custom of shaving the head.* He did not wish to be detained
on his last journey, because, as we are told Acts xx. 16, he
hasted i dvvarov fv avrd, Tiv fHuépav Tic wevrykoartiic yevéolau
¢ic 'IspoaéAvua. The Apostle himself says very simply, Romans
xxiii: 85, in speaking of this journey, that he now goes to Jerusa-
lem, diakovww rotg ayloig, in order to convey thither the contri-
butions collected in Macedonia and Achaia. In any case this

* Most eommentators take the cetpdpevog, Acts viii. 18, as relating to the Apostle.
Perhaps also his inclination 'to the acceptance of the Nazarite sacrifice, xvi. 26,
may be thought remarkable.
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must have been the chief aim of the journey, as in 2 Corinth.
viii. 9, where the same contributions are spoken of as being a
very important part of the Apostle’s affairs. But whilst the
Acts of the Apostles says nothing directly on this subject, on
the other hand it brings into great prominence the visit to the
feast, about which the Apostle is perfectly silent, and this is
evidently done with a view of making the Apostle appear as a
faithful adherent of the Jewish national worship. But if the
Apostle had throughout shown such an adherence to the
ancient religion of his fathers, would he so far have depreciated
it as to deny the necessity of circumcision? And how shall
we explain the great collision into which the Apostle came
with his brethren in the faith, and the irreconcilable hate with
which he was persecuted by them ? The faith in Jesus as the
Messiah cannot have been the origin of this hatred, or it would
have been shown in the same manner against the Jewish Chris-
tians who lived together with the Jews in Jerusalem, It can only
be explained by his teaching of the law, and naturally it could not
be otherwise than that the Jews should consider him a deadly
enemy to their religion, if, on the one hand, he was desirous of
making the Gentiles Jews, in order that he might make the Gen-
tiles partakers of the Messianic salvation exclusively ordained
for the Jews, and on the other hand of relieving them from
the necessity of circumcision, by which alone the Gentiles could
partake of the blessings of Judaism. Assoon as circumcision was
no longer of value as the specific .characteristic of Judaism, the
essential difference between Jew and Gentile was removed, and
with it the absolute importance of Judaism. Therefore in the
doctrine which the Apostle held as essential, namely that circum-
cision was no longer necessary, there was seen only the most
direct contradiction of the principle of Judaism. But explicable
as is the enmity of the Jews to the Apostle, the statement in the
Acts of the Apostles is just as inexplicable—for why should
the hatred of the Jews be directed exclusively towards him,
and not equally towards -the elder Apostles, who were com-
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pletely in accord with him on the subject of circumcision? But
if, as we may assume from the epistle to the Galatians, the elder
Apostles did not agree with him on this point, if they, like the
Jewish Christians generally, rather adhered more closely to the
necessity of circumcision, then we must naturally suppose that
the Apostle was held as an enemy on account of his doctrine
of freedom from the law,not only by the Jews, but by the
Jewish Christians also. How can it be otherwise than that a
narrative which presents the whole position of the matter in
quite a different light to that which really existed, should also
make the events springing from it appear in another form ?
And if at thesame time it cannot pass over in complete silence
the real state of the matter, it can only by mentioning it,
involve a self-contradiction. From this point of view the
account in the Acts of the Apostles of the arrdst of the Apostle
in Jerusalem is constructed, and from this point of view we must
consider it with its accompanying events. In it we meet with
difficulties and contradictions, in which we see nothing but the
natural collision which must ensue in the wider sphere which
affairs take in their actual operation, between a historian who
from the beginning had taken up such a false position with re-
gard to historical truth, and the real matters of fact.

This view likewise is very striking in regard to the first
point with which the Acts of the Apostles begins the relation
of these last occurrences in Jerusalem. The Apostle went,
on his arrival in Jerusalem, to James the head of the Church
at Jerusalem. In an assembly of the collected Elders, he gave
utterance to a detailed account of the results of his apostolic
labours among the Gentiles up to that time ; all that he had to
say on this subject was received with. the most sympathetic
recognition. But at the same time he was made aware that in
Jerusalem it had been said that his teaching had been opposed
to circumcision. Then in order to meet the opposition which
his appearance in Jerusalem would excite, he was advised to
join himself to four men, doubtless members of the Jerusalem
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Christian Church, who were already under a Nazarite vow and
as a necessary obligation to sharé the charges of carrying out
their vow. For thus he would testify to all that those things
whereof they were informed concerning him were nothing, and
that he also exactly kept the law. This advice the Apostle
followed. But even if it is not self-evident that he could not
have resolved on such a course of action, which, unless he were
unfaithful to his principles, could only serve to refute a report
circulated against him, and thus mitigate the hatred of his
enemies, we cannot overlook the design of the narration of this
act, and what end it is destined to serve.” The Apostle was
accused of having incited all the Jews present to forsake Moses,
by maintaining that they ought not to circumcise their children
nor observe the law. Acts xxi. 21. This accusation was not
untrue—it was matter of fact that the Apostle preached a
doctrine among Jews and Gentiles which as a necessary con-
sequence removed the obligation of circumcision, because the
reason for this custom, which had hitherto been considered of
all importance, now appeared utterly aimless. But if the Apos-
tle now entered on a course of action apparently designed to
impress his opponents with the idea that he still adhered
strictly to the law (arouxeic kal abrde TOv véuov Pvldoswy as
well as others) what was said of him would have been false (&v
karfxnvrat wepl oov ovdiv ¢ori)—false also that he was an oppo-
nent of circumcision. How could James the brother of the
Lord commend such an act, from the point of view of the
motive which the Apostle had when he resolved on it? What
opinion can we have of the character of these men if we can
conceive them capable of such a mode of action? - The author
of the Acts of the Apostles himself felt this—for he limits the
- dibdokewv awosrasiav awd Mwyotwe very decidedly to the Jews
which were among the Gentiles, xxi. 21, (compare 25) and the
accusation itself implies in the strongest sense a direct opposi-
tion to circumcision and to the Mosaic law. (Aéywv i wepiréuvew
adrodg Ta tékva undt Toic ¥eov wepumarelv, xxi. 21) verse 25,
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also bears reference to this. It means that nothing must inter-
fere with the freedom of the Gentile Christians, but it is far
from being asserted that for them alone the gvldoaesOar 76 e
eidwAdlvrov &c. is of value and not circumcision. How could
the Apostle maintain the necessity of circumcision for the Jews,
if he ignored it for the Gentiles? The reference of these
transactions in Acts xv. to an occurrence which cannot have
taken place as related, shows the interest the author has in
representing the affair in a light of which there is not the least
hint throughout the whole preaching of the Apostle concerning
the law of Judaism. Commentators on the Acts of the Apostles
therefore hold it as unlikely that the Apostle Paul should have
inculcated direct opposition to the observance of the law, and
think that he only decidedly attacks as un-Christian the depen-
dence of salvation on such observance.* But nevertheless he
worked in the most decided manner against the opinions held
by the Jewish Christians concerning the observance of the law,
and could in no way turn away from himself the reproach that
his whole doctrine tended to the up-rooting of the law.
Can these interpreters then find it very intelligible that the
example of the Apostle, and the entire spirit of his teachings
caused many Jewish Christians to renounce conscientiously
the observance of the Mosaic law altogether ! How weak and
unworthy of an Apostle is the evasion to which he must have
had recourse in order to have any foundation for the assertion,
v karhxnvrat wepl oov ovdév iaTiv aAAd oTolyeic kal abToc TOV
véuov ¢pvldoowv ! It was certainly very far from the Apostle’s

* Thus Olshausen, on Acts xxi. 17-26—and also Neander, p. 425, say, * Paul
always attacks the outward observance of Judaism only in so far as the justification
and salvation of man were made dependent on it.” What Neander says against me
does not in the least alter the case. The Apostle himself,1 Cor. vii. 18-20, expresses
the principle that the Jews should remain Jews after their conversion—that Chris-
tianity does not pretend to change any of those outward things — which may remain
as ever merely outward; but even in this way the whole former view of them is
changed, and any one may see that if circumcision is no longer made necessary to
salvation, its merely outward retention can have no value, and sooner or later must
end, even for the Jews themselves.

14
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intention to give a colour to such an observance of the law. In
his own Epistles he states in the frankest manner that he is an
opponent of circumcision, and says that adherence to it is in
opposition to the principles of his teaching. Here again we
find that it is the Epistle to the Galatians which throughout
consistently maintains its irreconcileable contradiction to the
Acts of the Apostles. See—I, Paul say unto you,” declares
the Apostle unreservedly, Gal. v. 2, 3, 6, 11, 13, “ that if ye
be circumcised Christ shall profit you nothing. For I testify
again to every man that is circumcised that he is a debtor to
do the whole law.” ¢ For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision
availeth anything nor uncircumcision, but faith which worketh
by love.” ¢ And I, brethren, if I yet preach circumcision, why
do I yet suffer persecution ? then is the offence of the cross
ceased.” ‘“Ye have been called unto liberty.”” It is not said
that the Apostle speaks in this manner only against the Gala-
tian Gentile Christians. When he declares in the same Epistle,
“Ye are all sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus, for so
many of you as are baptized in Christ have put on Christ, and
are therefore neither Jew nor Greek.” He expressly establishes
the principle that no difference can be acknowledged between
Jew and Gentile. With what appearance of truth could he
come before the Jews with the statement, “ All that you have
heard of me is not in the least true. I am, as much as you, an
adherent to and an observer of the law!” Would this bave
been a less objectionable vwdrpisie than. that with which the
Apostle himself so unreservedly charged Peter. It is impos-
sible that the Apostle should have resolved on such a course of
action on the grounds given by the author of the Acts of the
Apostles ; and if the grounds be wanting on which a certain
course of action depends, how doubtful the action itself be-
comes! How can we imagine any reasonable grounds for
recommending such a course of action to the Apostle? The
immediate result showed unmistakably how vain and purpose-
less were the advice and its consequences. It is therefore only
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the author of the Acts of the Apostles who wishes to represent
the Apostle as a faithful adherent to and observer of the Mosaic
law, and also here and everywhere (especially in xxviii. 17) to
place completely in the background, or rather entirely to
ignore, the real difference between him and the Jewish Chris-
tian party, and, in one word, who is desirous to represent the
Apostle to the Gentiles at any cost as an Apostle to the Jews,
which he certainly neither was, nor, according to his own
express declaration, ever would be.

The advice thus given to the Apostle must have had for its
motive the fact that there were so many thousands of believing
Jews in Jerusalem who were all strict zealots for the law (xxi. 20).
But here also springs up an insoluble difficulty. We must ask,
how did all these thousands of believing Jews come into a church,
which, according to all accounts, could not have been very im-
portant ? The Jewish inhabitants of Jerusalem in general might
perhaps be correctly spoken of as consisting of ‘ many thou-
sands,” and the supposition seems very clear that the words
TV memorevkSrwy, added on to 'lovdalwv, are spurious. It
cannot be alleged against this supposition, which I have before
brought forward, that if Paul had been tald that there were
in Jerusalem many thousand Jews who were all zealous ob-
servers of the law, it would have been a self-evident proposi-
tion. This would not have been told to Paul as something
with which he was before unacquainted, but merely in order to
recommend to him the course which it would be best for him to
pursue. A statement, to which the grounds of critical objec-
tion lie so deep, cannot be established by such patching up of
weak places. If, according to Neander’s idea,* that this
number need not be taken as an exact one,” we pass over
the ‘“many thousands,” there still remain the ¢believing
Jews”’ about whom the Apostle was warned, and also the

* A writer who at first makes thousands upon thousands converted at every
preaching of the Apostles may truly not make much difficnlty at last in speaking
about myriads!

14 *
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Jewish Christians of that Church, in which the Apostle, as had
been immediately before said, had found so friendly a recep-
tion from the brethren. Even these were now described
to him as zealots for the law, from whom he had to fear
the most extreme measures, on account of the accusation
brought against him of preaching apostacy from the Mosaic
law. How can we entertain both these ideas? Supposing
that we assnme that all the members of the Church at
Jerusalem might not have been equally suspicious of the
Apostle, and adverse towards him, yet how the few brethren
who formed the exception would have sunk into insignificance
in comparison with the great mass of the Jewish Christians in
that Church which saw in the Apostle nothing but the worst
enemy of the law.* For it is not likely that we have here
described in the disposition of these zealots for the law, that
same hatred against the Apostle which soon after broke out in
so threatening a manner in spite of advice, which although well
meant, was not to all appearance likely to end favourably.t

® Kuinol remarks quite unreservedly in his just appreciation of this difficulty on
&dehgol (17). * Apostoli et presbyteri nam coetus non favebat Paulo,” but is
harshly treated by Meyer, who finds this remark ¢ very strange,” as it (20) speaks
of an increased enmity of the zealots, carried on even to a refusal of a friendly
reception. But ig not this really the undeniable meaning of what follows? The
suspicion against the Apostle was so great that men saw in him no brother in
the faith, but only an apostate. We can by this explain how it was that such an
opposition existed between these ’'Iovdaios memiorevxdre and the adehgoi, in a
church which had been established under the immediate direction of the Apostle.
Neander is completely silent on this point. If also, as by Zeller Apostgesch.
(page 280) the words (21) must be taken as meaning to express suspicion, the
affair is not much altered. Simple suspicion may have sufficiently excited such
fanatic jealousy.

1 The author however himself indicates that this opinion of the Jewish Christians
was connected with the appearance subsequently mentioned, v. 22. But if the
words: wdvrwg 86t whij8og cuveNOeiv are not to be directly understood to refer to
a tumult, but only of a collection of the curious, what is thereby gained? The most
favourable views are not to be imputed to a multitude which has flocked together
out of curiosity, becanse an apostate and a preacher of apostacy, has ventured
to let himself be seen in Jerusalem, and indeed in such a case only a chance
incident would be needed to give a practical bearing to such hatred. But this
ouveNOeiv is nothing less than a svvdpopr) Tob Aaod, as in v. 30. It is also
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And why should we not suppose such a disposition against the
Apostle among the Jewish Christian inhabitants of Jerusalem,
as well as among the Jewish inhabitants, as all those who are
referred to by James, are described by him as declared foes and
opponents? Does not everything which is here said about the
great apprehension for the Apostle awakened at that time by
the zeal for the law among the inhabitants of Jerusalem, coin-
cide completely with the feeling which was afterwards enter-
tained against the Apostle Paul by the Ebionites, who were so
nearly allied to the Jewish Christians. We can only wonder
how a writer who hitherto has taken the greatest pains to
conceal, as much as possible, the true relation in which the
Apostle stood to the Jewish Christians, should have here come
forward for once with the bare naked truth, and this top in a
connection in which the matter in hand had a practical import-
ance, and must have caused, by its results, the Jewish Chris-
tians to appear in a very equivocal light. But the clear literal
meaning of his words can leave us in no doubt on the matter,
and even if, as the wdoat pvpiddec seems to indicate, the Jewish
Christians of Jerusalem had unwillingly perhaps joined with the
Jewish inhabitants of the city (for really there cannot have been
80 great a division between the Jews and Jewish Christians
of Jerusalem),* what he has once said cannot be unsaid,
and his testimony is of all the more value, as it must be
looked on as wrung from him against his will by the might of
historical truth. We must then conclude, according to the
statement of the author of the Acts of the Apostles himself,
that the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem saw in the Apostle
Paul an apostate from the law, and a preacher of this apostacy
among both Jews and Gentiles. As they held this opinion of

evident that v. 28, oJrég doriv—wdvrag wavraxod dildsxwy, refers to v. 21,
dmooraciay didaokeg, &c.

* Iovdaiot ot wemiorevydrec are therefore in general true adherents of the law-~
orthodox Jews, whether or not they are believing or unbelieving Jews in reference
to Christianity. The expression is evidently used by the author in this sense as
concerning Judaism merely.
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him, no one can be astonished at the supposition that they
could not be so indifferent and uninterested as is generally
supposed, in the events with which the scenes immediately suc-
ceeding were the undeniable results of these views and opinions.

Without doubt the actual course of the subsequent narrative,
and in fact the only one which can with any certainty be
deduced from it, is, that the appearance of the Apostle in
Jerusalem caunsed a tumultuous scene, in which he was saved
from the hands of the Jews by the Roman military power, but
on the other hand suffered imprisonment at the hands of the
Romans. The motives of these circumstances are mixed up in
the closest manner with the apologetic tendency which reigns
over the whole, and in accordance with which the Acts of the
Apostles represents the pretended advice to the Apostle as
being followed. The more free, accordingly, that he became
from the charge brought against him, the more apparent
become the groundlessness and unreasonableness of the hatred
which burst out against him as an apostate. This thread runs
through the whole series of transactions following the imprison-
ment of the Apostle. It is an artistically constructed compli-
cation which is by no means calculated to present a clear
natural statement of the matter. If we turn to the chief scene
of this narrative, to the trial of the Apostle before the San-
hedrim, xxiii. 1-10, which is developed with a certain dramatic
interest, how unlikely and unintelligible, even how ‘unworthy
of the Apostle, does everything appear. At best the artifice is
astonishing which the Apostle must have employed in order to
bring the two parties composing the Sanhedrim, namely the
Sadducees and the Pharisees, into a quarrel, and by this quarrel
not only to avert the attention and passion of the Sanhedrim
from himself, but to gain for himself the goodwill of one
of the parties. After the violent outburst of passion from
both - sides, which interrupted the discourse of the Apostle, as
soon as it was begun, he commenced with the bold declaré.tion,
whilst thinking of the opposition between the two parties
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of the Sadducees and Pharisees, “I am a Pharisee, the son
of a Pharisee; of the hope and resurrection of the dead
I am called in question.” This one question is represented as
having had the immediate result not only of placing the Saddu-
cees and Pharisees in the most violent opposition, but of
bringing over the Pharisees to the side of the Apostle, and
making them declare openly that they found no fault in him,
Here especially arises the question whether it was exactly in
accordance with the truth, that the Apostle should take up the
subject of the quarrel with his enemies in this manner? If
the Apostle ‘agreed with the Pharisees about the faith in a
resurrection, of course he could hardly have said with truth
that he stood there for judgment because he had preached
Jesus as the One through whom the hope of the people of
Israel of resurrection from the dead must be fulfilled. For as
soon as the sense of the words of the Apostle, wept éAwidoc kai
avastdcewe vekpov Eyw kplvouay, is taken as Neander takes it, it
is then clear that between him and his opponents, the question
of a faith in a resurrection from the dead was not raised, but
only the inquiry, whether or not Jesus had risen from the
dead. But this fact could be denied without prejudice to the
doctrine of a resurrection. Although the Apostle indeed agreed
in this last instance with the Pharisees, he at once sepurated
from them with regard to a fact without which the doctrine of
a resurrection could have no meaning nor value for him. It
was here at least completely useless for him to cling to this
point of agreement, which only included the mere possibility
of the resurrection of Jesus, but proclaimed aloud the great
chasm between possibility and reality, and accordingly it was
most evident that, as a Pharisee, he stood for judgment on
account of the common belief of the Pharisees. The Apostle
claimed expressly to be judged as a Pharisee. Even if there
does not here appear an incoherent and equivocal evasion of the
truth of the peculiar matter in dispute, we must express an
opinion that the statement which traces the whole difference
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between the Apostle and his opponents to the doctrine of the
resurrection must be considered in this light. The Apostle
‘must have known perfectly well that there was no question
here of the doctrine of the resurrection, in regard to which he
was in accordance with those who believed in the resurrection
of Jesus, and with those Jewish-Christians of Jerusalem who
no longer contested this belief, but that the real cause of
offence was that which.distingunished him from all these, namely,
his preaching of the law. There is in this view also an
evasion of the real cause of dispute, which does not seem to be
in accordance with the Apostle’s frank love of truth; and the
remark of Grotius on v. 6: “non deerat Paulo humana etiam
prudentia, qua in bonum evangelii utens columbz serpentem
utiliter miscebat et inimicorum dissidiis fruebatur,” still less
suffices for the vindication of the Apostle, as it sets in a yet
more striking light the very point in question. But, setting aside
all these moral considerations, we can scarcely imagine that a
-single expression undesignedly let fall by the Apostle regarding
the resurrection could have kindled so fierce a fire. Parties,
which differed from each other on such essential points, and yet
in 80 many ways were in practical agreement, and who were also
united in one and the same school in the Sanhedrim, must long
before have so far relaxed their points of difference, that it
would have been impossible for these to have again been the
objects of so violent a dispute on this occasion, unless now, as
in a former case, there was a question of a mere stratagem
for the defence of the accused. But we have both parties
disputing with a fury and a passion which blinded them to
their own interests, as it had done in the first instance,
when they quarrelled about these opposing doctrines. The
intention of the author of the Acts of the Apostles in this
narrative appears all the more clearly from the absence in it of
any historical probability. The Acts of the Apostles through-
out makes the Apostle Paul stand in as close a relation as
possible to Judaism ; his real, essential opposition to it is
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passed over in silence and placed completely out of sight. In
furtherance of this view, a common point of agreement is
established between Judaism and the teachings of the Apostle.
It is evidently the intention of the author, partly to adopt the
prejudices which may have existed on the part of the Jewish-
Christians against the Apostle as an opponent of the law, and
partly to represent the hatred of the Jews towards the Apostle
in a still more disadvantageous light. As the Apostle here
stood before the Sanhedrim in opposition to both Sadducees
and Pharisees, and was yet partly allied to the Pharisees by the
belief in a resurrection, an opportunity was afforded to the
author of so representing the matter, as to show that the
Pharisees were not so much the peculiar enemies of the Apostle
as the Sadducees were. The Apostle was a victim only to the
partial hatred of a single sect. In the connection of ideas in
which the author introduces the matter, he allows us also to
penetrate into the difference of doctrine between the Pharisees
and Sadducees by the remark made xxiii. 8. After there had
been so much question up to this time of the Pharisees and
Sadducees, and even of their disagreements, what makes the
author now state so precisely the differences in their doc-
trine ? If he were only treating of a matter of fact in a simple
and historically true manner, he would certainly not have
specially brought forward an idea which is represented as
an established fact throughout the Gospels, unless with the
intention of setting the opposition of the Apostle to the
Sadducees and Pharisees in such a light as to present a
decided picture of the difference of doctrine existing be-
tween these two parties. From his knowledge of this
difference in doctrine he seems to have constructed his account
of the behaviour of the Apostle befere the Sanhedrim. He
allows himself to be so far misled by the efforts he makes
to unite as far as possible the party of the Apostle with
the Pharisaic party, as almost to make the Pharisees into
Christians. It is not enough that he finds a common ground
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of resemblance in the doctrine of the resurrection—the other
points of difference, the belief in angels and spirits, must be
utilized to the same end, whilst the Pharisees, acknowledging
the Apostle’s side as their own, declare openly that they can
find no fault with this man, and even say in addition (v.9)
&l 3¢ mvevua INdAnosv adry, i dyyedoc. This bears out what
the Apostle, in his speech to the people, xxii. 6-18, said of the
appearance of the risen Jesus, and the Pharisees seem prepared
accordingly to yield to the Apostle, as far as regards the reality
of this appearance; but, in the very moment in which they
are about to acknowledge this openly, the author makes them
suddenly interrupt their declaration, as though they themselves
were astonished at such a concession. We may say with
Neander (page 432) that “the concluding words of the inter-
rupted speech, uy Ocopax@uev, are certainly a gloss, and a gloss
disturbing the sense, because this was assuredly more than the
Pharisees from their standpoint could have meant.” The
matter in hand in no way depends on- the question whether the
interrupted words which must have been completed in some
way, were in fact completed in this manner or otherwise ; and
it is clear that the preceding words contain much more than
could have come into the minds of the Pharisees from their
standpoint. Those who were inclined to grant so much could
never again object to the Christian faith.° Besides, how can
we think that the Pharisees, while they were in the Sanhedrim
as judges of the Apostle, and as champions. of their own
doctrines would, on account of the mere appearance of the
identity of his faith with their own, consider as not worth any
further attention all those points which, as Pharisees, they
must have felt as most obnoxious in the Apostle, and points
too which comprised the special charge against him, namely,
indifference to the profanation of the Temple, and uprooting of
the authority of the Law? All this is in the highest degree
unlikely, and shows very clearly that the whole of this transac-
tion before the Sanhedrim, in the form in which we have it, is
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purposely introduced by the author of the Acts of the Apostles,
and that he does not pay due regard to maintaining the
dignity of the Apostle’s character. It must, therefore, be here
said openly that this public statement of a tumultuous scene
between the Apostle and the High Priest is something so
unworthy of the Apostle that thanks are owing to any criti-
cism which, on sufficient reasons, would free the Apostle from
this blot on his character. The author of the Acts of the
Apostles has here in his mind something that tells against
rather than in favour of the historical character of his statement
—the trial of Jesus before the Sanhedrim ; but how unlike the
Apostle seems to the image of him who “lived in him.” ¢ Uhbi
est illa patientia Salvatoris qui quasi agnus ductus ad victimam
non aperuit os suum, sed clementer loquitur verberanti ; si male
locutus, argue de malo, si autem bene, quid me caedis ?” Thus
does Jerome decide on this passage (contra Pelag. iii. init.),
and the impression left by these words is not effaced when he
adds: ““ Non Apostolo detrahimus, sed gloriam Domini pree-
dicamus, qui in carne passus carnis injuriam superat et fragili-
tatem.” Olshausen also decidedly states that it appears unlikely
that the Apostle should have used an abusive word, he would
by such a behaviour have violated the decorum due to so high
a court of justice, and confounding the person with the office
would have given vent to his feelings with regard to the man
where only the office was concerned.* Neander indeed is of
opinion that these passionate words contain the truth, and that
the Apostle, when made aware that it was the High Priest
whom he had thus vilified, retracted his words at ouce, by
saying that he had not thought that it was the High Priest to

* It is really incomprehensible how Olshausen from his standpoint could have
committed himself to such an opinion on the behaviour of the Apostle. If the
literal reading is worth so much, it cannot be doubted that the Apostle really
behaved as is represented, and farther it is certain that the Apostle as the most direct
organ of the Holy Spirit, must here be an infallible anthority, and we must therefore
not judge the behaviour of the Apostle according to our human standard of

morality, but rather arrange our standard of morality according to the behaviour
of the Apostle!
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whom he was speaking, and to whom, of course, according to
the law, reverence was due. But how little is it remembered
in this theory that the simple words olx %8«v cannot mean
“non reputabam.”” They can only mean “I did not know;”
but the Apostle could not in earnest say that he had not recog-
nized him, and therefore could only have said, “I did not
know that he was High Priest” in an ironical sense. But if
those words are to be taken in an ironical sense the irony
shows that he ranged himself on the side of the Pharisees, and
with them made common cause against the Sadducees. This was
also shown by the stratagem by which he immediately after-
wards placed his special enemies the Sadducees, at whose head
was the High Priest Ananias, in the greatest embarrassment,
and it is thus clear that he had little intention of retracting.

The same tone and character reign from beginning to end in
the behaviour of the Apostle. I disagree with the opinion
pronounced by Neander on this passage, as follows (page 421) :
““The art which the Apostle has here employed makes us acknow-
ledge in him the man who, with Christian circumspection knew
how to command the violence of his feelings, and with Christian
prudence to turn circumstances to account without any preju-
dice to truth.” I can neither see here any ¢ Christian repres-
sion of passion’ or any Christian “turning circumstances to
account without prejudice to truth;”’ and I consider it unjust
that the picture of the Apostle’s character which we gain from
his Epistles should be distorted by the warped delineation of
an author who lived at some distance of time from the apostolic
period, and who wrote in the interests of a party.

If the two extracts, xxi. 17-26, xxiii. 1-10, are related in
the manner above shown, it must be granted how little we are
justified in considering the rest of the passage with the narra-
tive connected with it from an historical point of view, even if
it is not possible for historical criticism with the evidence at its
disposal to attach the general suspicion which it must cherish,
to every individual statement. According to the result of our
inquiry on the passage xxiii. 1, &c., it must be held as extremely



Caar. VIIL] HIS ARREST AT JERUSALEM. 221

doubtful whether or not any such transaction as this before the
Sanhedrim took place. If this is doubtful, what security have
we that the two speeches said to be delivered by the Apostle
—one in chap. xxii. before the Jewish people, the other
chap. xxvi. before King Agrippa—really were so delivered as
stated by the author. The first at any rate must have been
delivered under circumstances which were scarcely calculated
for such a discourse. Is it likely that the Roman tribune, who
had arrested the Apostle in a highly tumultuous scene, should
have given permission to a prisoner, whom he held to be a
rebel of a most dangerous kind, to deliver a public speech, and
about whom he knew nothing except what he heard from himself,
—that he was a Jew of Tarsus in Cilicia, and this too directly
after he was brought into the castle—especially when it could
not be foreteld how this speech would operate on people
already in & state of suspicious excitement? Is it likely that
the people in this state of passionate excitement would have
listened so long and so patiently to the hated speaker, whom
they had just condemned as worthy of death? At any rate
we must again pronounce the fact as very remarkable, that this
speech like that of Stephen, and the one delivered by the
Apostle in the Areopagus, is so systematically arranged that
the speaker is interrupted at a certain point, and in this case
at a point when he begins to speak of his mission to the Gen-
tiles, xxii. 21, reminding the people. of the most peculiar and
immediate reason for their hatred against him. This point
occurs too just at that moment when he had completed all he
could under such circumstances say in furtherance of his main
idea. Both speeches have a thoroughly apologetic tendency.
The chief idea which the Apostle carries out is as follows : the
duty to which he had hitherto devoted himself among the
Gentiles was by no means either arbitrarily chosen, or the
accidental result of a free subjective resolution, but it was’
rather the consequence of a higher call vouchsafed to him,
brought to a resolve by an objective fact, the operation of whose
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overpowering influence he had been unable to withstand. Of
course such an apology seems not inappropriate to the aim
which the Apostle had in view in delivering both speeches, but
it also suits in a remarkable manner the apologetic tendency to
which the author of the Acts of the Apostles generally sets
himself to further. And the question rather arises from it
whether the Apostle, if he thought himself obliged to speak
apologetically against his opponents, was obliged also to refer
in the manner he did to the matter of fact on which his whole
apology is founded. But this is not the case, and in none of
the epistles of the Apostle,in which he has to vindicate himself
against opponents of different kinds, is there any decided indi-
cation of this kind respecting the outward matter of fact which
the Apostle here, twice in succession, makes the chief subject of
hig detailed discourses. But such an apology strictly considered
is not at all suited to the situation in which the Apestle found
himself in chap. xxii. We must not here forget that the pecu-
liar cause of the hatred of the Jews against the Apostle was
not so much his faith in Christ, as his attack upon the law. As
long as he did not vindicate himself on this last subject, any
apologetic attempt must have been in vain; but in the whole
of the speech there is no vindication, and we cannot suppose
the reason to have been that he was interrupted, and would
have spoken on the subject if he had continued the speech. In
the second speech also in which the Apostle was at full liberty to
express himself fully and in detail, nothing is said on this point,
although it is in general designedly brought forward in the
Acts of the Apostles, as if in this case it did not affect the
Apostle Paul more than the other Apostles. In the position of
the Apostle at that time such an apology would have been of
no great value, but the affair must take a different aspect from
the standpoint of an author who has to vindicate the Apostle,
not merely in his relation to the Mosaic law, but generally
with reference to his apostolic authority. What could be
better adapted for this aim than the repeated circumstantial
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mention of the extraordinary fact by which, against his own
will and intention, he had been placed in the path of action in
which he had hitherto worked as an Apostle.

If these two speeches, especially the first, can scarcely be con-
sidered as having been really delivered, the point of view is
strongly urged upon us, that the arrest of the Apostle in this
narrative portion of the Acts of the Apostles, seems to have
been intended as a testimony to his innocence, and this arrest
is separated from the undoubtedly more simple issue of the
affair by a series of transactions in which the same scene,
always resting on the same views, is constantly repeated, partly
by the Apostle himself, partly by others, whose opinion seems
to have been of importance. The Apostle’s speech before the
people has this aim, but it was not possible for the Apostle to
bear witness of his innocence before the people, therefore the
objective point of view was necessarily presented, on which the
cause of the Apostle was to be generally decided. The trans-
actions before the Sanhedrim were brought about by the Roman
tribune, to whom the true cause of the tumultuous popular
riot against the Apostle was unknown, with the intention
yv&var 1o dopalic, o i karnyopeirar wapd Tov Tovdalwy (xxii.
30.) As the Apostle succeeded in drawing the party of the
Pharisees over to his interest, and received from them the de-
claration : o0y kaxov evploxouev iv g avlpdmy robry (xxiii. 9)
a public recognition of his innocence and the justness of his
cause was achieved. The mild, benevolent, careful behaviour
which the Roman tribune manifested towards the Apostle,
must be chiefly explained, according to the Acts of the Apos-
tles, by the favourable result of the transactions before the
Sanhedrim. The fresh steps which were taken by the Roman
Procurator Felix, in the form of a Roman prosecution of the
Apostle, gave the latter a fresh opportunity of proving not only
the injustice of the accusation brought against him, but also
of exhibiting his Jewish orthodoxy in a way which makes the
various religious points which divide him from his opponents
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appear as a highly indifferent matter. But here also we cannot
imagine how the Apostle could say with a clear conscience,
opuodoy® Ot Tourd goi, &Ti kara Ty 6d0v v Xéyovaw alpeow,
odtw Aarpsiw T4 warpyy Oeg woTebwy wast Toic kara Tov véuov
kal Tolc &v Tolc wpopfiraic yeypauuivorc—(also. according to
the first commandment, Genesis xvii. 14) é\wida Exwv &g TOV
Ocdv, Ny kal abrol ovrot wpoadéxovrat avioracw uélew ioeolar
vexp@v dikalwy Te kal adikwv—1i) adrol olrol elwdrwoav i ebpov
tv tuol adlknua, oravrog uov imt Tov ovvedplov, 1) wepl mae radrne
pwviic fic ixpata éorwc dv abrolc 8ri wepl avacrdciwe vekpov
iyw xplvopar afjucpov v¢’ vuwv (xxiv. 41, &c.). The cause of
the Apostle is here again placed in a very equivocal light, but
he reaps the advantage by the Procurator Felix not deciding
against him, but treating him with attention and forbearance.
A new and very solemn transaction occurred in the presence of
the Jewish King Agrippa and his sister Berenice under the
successor of Felix—the new Procurator Porcius Festus—who,
although convinced of the innocence of the Apostle, xxv. 18, by
his compliant attitude towards the Jews necessitated an appeal
on the part of the Apostle to the Emperor. This appearance
of Paul before the King first happened at the special request
of the latter (xxv. 22), and then again (verse 26) owing
to the desire of the Procurator to have the opinion of the
King as a Jew, in order that he might be in a situation to
have something to report to Rome on the affair, although
this opinion of the King could only be founded on the one-
sided representation of the Apostle himself. The Apostle
accordingly relates afresh before this solemn assembly the
history of his conversion, together with the repeated assur-
ance of his Jewish orthodoxy, evading at the same time the
special points of the accusation against him. The result of this
scene is the unanimous decision of the whole assembly: &t
ovdtv Oavirov éElov 1) Seoudv mpdooe & dvlpwmoe olroc, toge-
gether with the especial declaration of Agrippa against Festus,
amoledbobar ¢divaro 6 avlpwmoc olroc, & un imexékAnro Kal-
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capa (xxxvi. 31, 32). The author of the Acts of the Apostles
has to treat of this result, he does not however desist from
making it very evident of how much value such a decision was
in the mouth of a man who had to exert a knowledge of all
Jewish customs and religious questions, and who also knew
something of the history of Jesus, (xxvi. 3). The question
especially put to the King by the Apostle (verse 27) miorebec
Basi\ed *Aypirma, Toic mpopihrare, with the answer purposely
given by the Apostle himself, 6ida, 67t migreberg, to what do they
lead, except to a strengthening of the importance which the
decision of the King received by this assurance of his ortho-
doxy ? But it can scarcely be imagined that the decision of
a King who was not very worthy of respect in a moral point
of view could have been so pleasing to the Apostle; nor that
he would have prized so much the opportunity of pleading his
cause before the King, as the author of the Acts of the Apostles
represents him to have done in the outset of his speech,
xxvi. 2.



CHAPTER IX.

THE APOSTLE PAUL IN ROME.—HIS IMPRISONMENT AND
MARTYRDOM.

IN consequence of the appeal made to the Emperor, the
Apostle with some other prisoners was brought from Ceesarea
to Rome at the command of the Roman Procurator Festus, by a
Roman centurion whose humane conduct is much lauded in
the Acts of the Apostles. The detailed relation of this journey,
apparently taken from an account of it by Luke, although here
and there betraying another hand, is for the most part authentic;
and what the Acts of the Apostles gives with regard to the
life of the Apostle is of very little importance in the history of
his apostolic labours. As soon as the Apostle arrives in Rome
we see him again placed-in antagonistic relations to the Jews,
and these in their results require a more lengthy discussion.
The thing most worthy of remark contained in the Acts of
the Apostles regarding the life of the Apostle is the notice
given at the conclusion, that the Apostle remained two whole
years in Rome, and held free intercourse with all that came to
him, working unhindered for the kingdom of God by the
preaching of the Gospel of Christ. What makes this con-
cluding remark which has been so much’discussed, so enigma-
tical, is that it assigns a period of two years, at the expiration of
which a change may be supposed as taking place in the circum-
stances of the Apostle, and something definite as succeeding.
But what could this have been? If after so long a delay the
appeal of the Apostle to the Emperor was then decided and the
Apostle consequently set at liberty, it does not seem conceivable
that the author of the Acts of the Apostles should pass over
in utter silence an event which would have been the result of
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all that had gone before, and which would so exactly have been
in accordance with the apostolic tendency of the work.*

The general idea is, that the Apostle at the expiration of
these two years, being free either through the decision of the
Emperor or for some other reasons, immediately took another
journey and went into Spain, but afterwards suffered a second
imprisonment at Rome, and at last died as a martyr in Rome
at the same time as the Apostle Peter. A second Roman im-
prisonment is first spoken-of by Eusebius, but the reasons for
this supposition which it seems was traditional, even in the
time of Eusebius, are only the so-called Epistles of the Apostle,
which without it were thought not to be intelligible.+ The de-
cision to which we come on this pretended fact, as well as on the
others which overstep the boundary line set by the Acts of the
Apostles, must depend chiefly on the question, what trust can be
given to the historical connection with which the history of the
further destiny of the Apostle is entwined. We cannot even
here separate Paul from Peter, both must even at the end share
the same fate. This is full of significance. We cannot fail to
gee in it the mythical traditional continuation of the parallel
which the author of the Acts of the Apostles has all along
instituted between the two Apostles. The legend arising from
a definite idea attains its resting point in a belief spreading
over the universal consciousness of the period, that Peter and
Paul, as the two most glorious Apostles, together founded the
Roman Church, and after this common work died the same

* In order to explain this conclusion of the Acts of the Apostles, Schneckenburger
remarks, page 126—*He came to Rome and there preached unmolested. ¢puera
waong wappnoiac dewhitwg.” Is not this a fitting conclusion? Is it not quite in
harmony with the bias running through the whole history of Paul?” Cer-
tainly, but if the author of the Acts of the Apostles had had no more positive end
to carry out, Paul would not really have becn found innocent and released.

t H. E. ii. 22. Tére piv odv dwoloynaducvov adfiy émi Tijv Tob knpbyparoc
Swaxoviav Aéyoc Ixer oreiacBar Tov dmwéarohoy' Sedrepoy & imiBdvra T abry
méhee T kar' avrdv (Nipwva) rehewlijvar paprvpip v ¢ Seopoic éxipevog
6y wpdg TupdBeov devrépav suvrdrre imarohiy bpod snuaivwy Tiv Te Tpotépay
abrg yevopivnyy droloyiay kui Ty wapamwddag Tekelwoty.
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death as martyrs in the same city. Here the legend attains its
aim, but its real poi'nt of action only consists in what belongs to
the life history of the Apostle Paul. Paul did actually come to
Rome—the office in which he had hitherto laboured among the
people, as the Apostle to the Gentiles, had led him thither—and
it can also be looked on as an historical fact that he died there
as a martyr. But all that we find in reference to Peter is from
the first very doubtful and legendary. It cannot be disputed
that he laboured for the Gospel beyond the bounds of Judea.
At least the Acts of the Apostles represents him as not only
going into Samaria, but also as travelling into the Phcenician
cities, and according to Gal. ii. 11, he also went to Antioch.
But on this point further information is wanting, and the pas-
sage, 1 Cor. ix. b, establishes no correct conclusion. The Apostle
Paul indeed here says of himself, usj odk Exouev tEovaiav, adeApiy
~yvvaika weptdyew, d¢ kal of Aotrol amrdorolot, kal ol adehgpol Tob
-kuplov kai Kngac, but this wepidyew can only be meant of the
Apostle himself, and the sense of the words can only be thus—
whether he had not the right to take with him on his missionary
journeys an adeh¢ij yvv as the rest of the Apostles had an adeA¢n
yvwj. Inany case it may well be assumed that the foreign mis-
sionary activity of the Apostle Peter, was directed exclusively to
the Jews, according to the arrangements made Gal. ii. 9. Of
course there is some mention of the martyrdom of the Apostle
Peter in the New Testament, but it is only in the apocryphal
sounding addition to the Gospel of John, xxi. 18,19, and here
as well as in the fourth epistle of Clement of Rome, chap. 5, no
place is ever specified. The legend of his residence in Rome is
without doubt to be referred to the passage, 1 Peter v. 13, as the
interpretation of Babylon by Rome agrees best with the whole
nature of the Epistle. Perhaps we may see a slight allusion to
this legend in the two passages, Acts xix. 21, and xxiii. 11.
At the time, when the Apostle Paul first took the resolve to
travel from Ephesus, by Macedonia and Achaia to Jerusalem, he
very emphatically declared &rt pera 1o yevéoOar pe ixei, Oet pe
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kal Pounv 13¢iv, and when he had successfully undergone the
trial before the Sanhedrim, and the stormy scene with which
it ended, the Lord must be represented as appearing to him
on the following night, and encouraging him with the words,
Odpoet d¢ yap dieuapripw ra wepl duov elc Tepovoadijy, olrw oe
et kai el¢ Pouny pacrupiicar. In both these passages the idea
is so expressly conveyed that the highest aim of his efforts, the
fairest point of view of his completed apostolic course is the
élc Pounv paprvpijoar, that it cannot have taken place without
some special intention. It may not be too bold to suppose
that the idea of the Apostle Peter (who is represented by the
legend as being already at Rome) may have floated in the mind
of an author who throughout shows so decidedly apologetic a
tendency. Whether this is so or not, the Apostle Paul had the
actual truth on his side, but in order as clearly as possible to vin-
dicate his claims, the author of the Acts of the Apostles makes
him express beforehand his knowledge of his destination.

In proceeding ‘from the commencement of this legend to its
further development, we find it divided into two different
branches, one of which takes an Anti-Pauline, the other a
Petrino-Pauline direction. The first of these forms is con-
nected with Simon Magus, on whose account Peter came to
Rome. The Acts of the Apostles represents them as meeting
in Samaria. When the Apostle perceived the perverse con-
dition of the Magus by his endeavour to partake of the
Holy Spirit by unlawful means, he recognized the danger of
corruption which threatened Christianity through the Magus.
Although this may really have been connected with the his-
torical person of the Magus, it is easy to see in the Acts of the
Apostles that he is the mythical representation of a Samaritan
popular deity. As the Samaritan religion was considered as hea-
then, 8o he was the representative as well of the heretical Chris-
tianity mixed with heathen elements as of heathenism itself p*

* Die Chr. Gmosis, p. 306. Christenthum der drei ersten Jahrh. p 1, 8, elc.
treats exhaustively and accurately of Simon Magus.
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and the Apostle Peter travelled from place to place, from
land to land, from east to west, only to follow the Magus
going before him, to combat him in every form, and to refute
the godless doctrines promulgated by him. In this form the
legend plays the chief part in the pseudo-Clementine Homilies,
and in the writings connected with it. In the same form Euse-
bius recognizes it. As soon as the Magus had fled before the
Apostle from the east to the west, and had so far carried his
magic arts in Rome itself that he was there honoured as a God
and had a statue erected to him—Peter also appeared there.
Iapamddac yovv iml rijc abriic KAavdiov Basirelac 1 wavayaloc
xal pthavlpwmorary rov GAwy wpdvowa TOV kaprepov kal péyav TwV
’AmoaréAwy, TOV aperiic Eveka TOY Aomr@y amdvrwy mPoiyopov,
Ilérpov, dml Ty ‘Pduny d¢ imt Tahikotrov Avuedva Biov xetpa-
ywyel 8¢ btaric yevvaioc Tov Ocov orparyyde toic Oefoc Gmhoie
ppakdpevoe, Tiv molvriunrov iumopelav Tob vonrov ¢wroc €&
avaroAav Toic xara dVaw iduilev ¢ avrd kal Adyov Yuxov
cwrilplov, T4 Kjpvypa Tiic TOV ovpave [Basidelag svayyeGduevac.
‘What is said here as well as by Justin Martyr in the “apology,”
regarding a statue erected to this Simon in Rome, in an island
on the Tiber with this inscription, ¢ Simoni deo Sancta,” is an
evident mistake, a confusion of Simon Magus with the Sabine
Roman god Semo Sancus, (which also may have been originally
allied with the ancicnt Eastern Sem-Semo), but the important
legend of the Magus and the Apostle Peter cannot have been
derived from this. For this cause then the Apostle came at so
early a period to Rome. KEusebius at the close of his narra-
tive (ii. 15) appeals for the truth of this tradition to Clement
of Alexandria, who has related the history in the sixth book
of his Institutes, and to the corresponding testimony of
Bishop Papias of Hieropolis. It is here truly doubtful whether
Clement and Papias are of any value as witnesses for the whole
of the foregoing striking narrative of Simon Magus and
Peter, or only for that part of it which refers to the Gospel
of Mark,
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About the reason which Mark may have had for composing
his Gospel in Rome, Busebins says: “the great impression
which Peter had made on the Romish Christians by his brilliant
victory over Simon Magus, had produced the lively wish in
them to possess a written memorial of the Christian doctrine
he had delivered to them. So on their pressing entreaty, Mark
the companion of Peter, became the aunthor of the Gospel
handed down under his name.” As we see in Eusebius
vi. 14, Clement really speaks of Peter’s activity in teaching
in Rome, but whether this is also to be gathered from
the elder Papias is doubtful, as Eusebius can scarcely have
meant this by the passage (iii. 89) quoted by him from the
works of Papias, in which it is only said that the Gospel of
Mark arose from the doctrinal teachings of the Apostle
Peter. In the meanwhile the Romish origin of the Gospel
of Mark seems to have been an ancient tradition, which
nevertheless may have been well known to.Papias, and if
it were well known to him why should, he not have been ac-
quainted with all the rest which stood in close connection with
it? Mark indeed came to Rome only as the companion of
Peter, but for what cause could Peter at so early a period have
come to Rome, if the presence of Simon Magus there had not
afforded one? It is very possible that the legend in this
form had a certain antithetical relation to the Apostle Paul.
If Simon Magus be heathenism personified, then the Apostle
Peter, who travelled everywhere after him, combating him and
converting the people from his false doctrines, would with
justice be specially described as the Gentile Apostle, which he
really was not, but ought to have been, in order not to leave
Paul alone to enjoy this renown. The pseudo-Clementine
Homilies expressly ascribe this title to the Apostle Peter, as
he himself says, iii. 89. “ épugv cic 7a 0vn 7d& moAhode Oeode
Aéyovra, knpbEar kai &8aEu, 7 el dorw & Oede Oc odpavov
icrioe kal yijv kal Ta v abroic wavra OTwe ayanijcavrec avrov
owlivac SvvnBoow.” This sphere, which we are accustomed to
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see occupied exclusively by Paul, as the Apostle to the Gentiles,
is here described as being equally filled by Peter, and in this
same homily the matter takes a truly surprising aspect—it
exhibits in Simon Magus, conquered by the Apostle Peter, no
less a person than the Apostle Paul himself. It has been
already shown what unequivocal attacks upon the Apostle Paul
these Homilies contain, how especially they seek to represent
him, according to their theory of revelation, as an Apostle forced
on a wrong track, and as one who dispensed with all true
authority. This attack runs through all the contents of these
Homilies. What is so strongly advanced by Peter against Simon
Magus, namely that he had called him a kareyvwouévoc (Hom.
xvii. 19) is stated with reference to the Apostle Paul (Gal.
ii. 11). There is the same reference when Peter, in the letter
to James which precedes the Homilies, chap. ii., speaks of a
difference of doctrine which he not only knew of as a prophet,
but because he could already see the beginning of evils. “ For
some among the Gentiles,” he says, “have rejected the lawful
doctrine which they received from me, and have adopted the
lawless and unworthy doctrines of a man opposed to me. And
already in my lifetime some have undertaken through artful
interpretation of my teachings to transform them into exhorta-
tions to the abolition of the law, as if I myself did not think
and teach freely and candidly the very opposite. This conduct
of theirs is nothing but opposition to the laws of God, which
were given by Moses, and testified to our Lord when he said
with regard to his own everlasting duration, ¢Heaven and
earth shall pass away before one jot or one tittle of the law shall
fail’ Thus spoke He of whom are all things. But those
persons who, I know not how, seem to know my meaning, and
to understand that of the teachings which I deliver, better than
I do myself, say of those teachings, that their doctrine and
intention are such as I never intended them to be. If such
persons in my lifetime dare to utter such lies, how much more
will they dare to lia aftér my death !
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It cannot well admit of doubt that by this dvlpwrwe éxOpoc,
whose dvopoc kal gAvapddne Sidackalia the Gentiles accepted,
was understood the Apostle Paul. He is also that wAdvoc
of whom Peter, Homil. ii. 17., says, that before him Simon
Magus had gone to the Gentiles—he after him. ireAfov
d¢ okdry puic, we ayvola yvooic, d¢ viow lasig. olrwe 01 we
aXnbhic nuov mpogiTne elpnkev, mpwrov Yevdic Set INDeiv ebayyi-
Aoy ¥wd mAdvov Twoc kal €0 obrwe uera xabalpestv Tob aylov
Témov evayyéAov aAnbic kpbpa Suameugpbijvar, ec iravépOuwowv
T6v isopfvwy aipéocwy.. The false Gospel of this heretical teacher
following on the true one, is- Pauline as to the abolition of
the law, and the words perd kalaipeoiv Tov aylov rémov are not
merely a chronological definition, but also an allusion to Acts
xxi. 28, according to which passage the Jews fell upon Paul
with the cry, évrdc iorw 6 dvlpwmoc, & kard Tob Aaob, kal Tud
vépov kal Tov Témov rolrov wavrac wavrayov diddckwv, Ere St kal
"EN\nvac elofryayev elc 10 {epdv kal kekolvwks TOV dytov Témov
rovrov. With regard to the occurrence here related, the attitude
of the Apostle Paul, so inimical to any forced abolition of
the Mosaic law, and the other institutions of Judaism, are desig-
nated as a kalufpeoig Tob aylov rémwov, in order to represent this
wild, characteristically heathen disturbance about the law, asat
the same time a prelude to the destruction by the Romans of
Jerusalem and the Temple—the rémoc aytoc.

All these accusations bespeak the genuine Ebionifish spirit
and character of these Homilies. The Ebionites saw in the
Apostle Paul only an apostate from the law, a false teacher,
whose collected Epistles they cast away* And Epiphanius
could have mentioned, if he had chosen, many other things
concerning their abuse of the Apostle Paul. As men
would rather consider those who have become hated heretics,
and innovators in religious matters, as never having been
members of the religion against which they so sorely offended,

* Irenmus contra hacr. 1, 26. Euscbius, . E. 3, 27.
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8o the Ebionites naintained that Paul was no Jew by birth,
but a Greek or Gentile, springing from Gentile ancestors, and
who only at a later time had become a proselyte to Judaism.
To account for his inimical attitude towards Judaism there is
a tale which reminds us of many other charges originating
in the same spirit. The Ebionites asserted that when Paul
camo at a later period to Jerusalem and remained there for
some time, he courted a daughter of the high-priest. With this
view he became a proselyte, and allowed himself to be circum-
cised. But as he did not succeed in obtaining the fulfilment
of his wishes, he wrote in wrath and vexation against circum-
cision and the Sabbath, and the law generally.* If on the other
hand we assert that the Ebionites took so inimical a position
against the Apostle Paul on account of their extreme heretical
tendencies, still we must not forget that Ebionitism from the
beginning comprised the same elements which at last constituted
it a heresy, and the Jewish-Christian opponents already com-
bated by the Apostle Paul in his Epistles, give the most un-
doubted testimony as to what feeling prevailed against the
Apostle Paul, in that most ancient period of the first existing
opposition between Ebionitism and Paulinism. These views
and feelings against the Apostle Paul are brought forward
throughout, in a greater or less degree, as the decided Ebionite
element is of a more or less defined character. As Papias and
Hegesippus belonged to the Jewish-Christian or Ebionite party,
it cannot be surprising to find even in the few fragments of
their writings which have been handed down, traces which make
us-certain of their anti-Pauline tendency. Papias is very desirous
(as he testifies of himself in Eusebius (H. E. iii. 39) to collect
together and keep in remembrance all which he thought worth
mention, of the actual and enduring sayings of the immediate
disciples of the Lord, which he held to be of more importance
than their writings. To this end he made enquiries specially

* TMepi Tob dyiov Uadlov wg PAacgnuoivreg abrov Néyover, mwéoa ixw
Aéyeww; Haer. 30, 25. 1 Epiphanius, Ch. 16.
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of those who had stood in the most immediate connection with
the original disciples of Jesus. “Ob ydp,” he says, “roic
ra moAa Ayovaw Exaipov &Homep of mwoldol, aAla roig TéAnbi
diddakovoy, ovdt Toic Tac dAlorplac dvrolac mvnuovebovow,
ala roic Tac mapa Tov kuplov Ti wioret dedouévac kal am’ avriic
wapaywouévag tiic aAnfelac” Therefore he carefully asked for
what Andrew, Peter, Philip, Thomas, Matthew, or any other of
the disciples of the Lord had said. There is no mention made
here of the Apostle Paul, but it is not improbable that a man
who laid so much weight on tradition which went back directly
to the doctrine and person of Christ, should have had in view
the Apostle Paul and his adherents, in speaking of those who
Ta¢ aAdorplag tvroldac pvnuovebovst, in opposition to those who
had been the recipients of the utterances of truth from the
Lord himself.* Photius has preserved a remarkable fragment
on Hegesippus, in his epitome of a work of the Monophysite
Stephen Gobarus. The writings of Stephen Gobarus consist
of a series of articles in which he has collected together the
contradictory declarations of the teachers of the Church. On
this point he says, 7t ra troipacpéva roic Swaloic ayaba odre
dpOalude €idev Svre ode fkoveev, obre imi kapdiav avlplmov
avéf3n, and continues in contrast to this: ‘Hyihomrmoc pévror,

dpxaide e dvijp kal dmooTONKOC v TG TéUTTY TOY VTOopVIUATWY,
otk oI &t kal waBdy pdry piv epiclac Tavra Aéye kal kara-
Yetdealar Tode Tavra ¢auévove tov Te Oewv ypapwv kai Tod
kuplov Aéyovroc® pakdpiot of 6¢pfaduol Yuav oi BAérovree kal Ta
&ra vudv ra axobovra. The first extract is taken from 1 Cor.
ii. 9, and the charge of false doctrine seems therefore to point
to the Apostle Paul. The charge of falseness is based on these
words and in opposition to them the declaration of the Lord,
Matthew xiii. 16, is stated. In this passage Jecsus estcems his
disciples blesscd because they see and hear what many prophets
‘and rightcous men desired to see, and to hear, and had not

* Bibl. Cod. 232.
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seen and heard. The reason of their blessedness is the direct
presence of the person of Jesus which was granted to the
Apostles in their special relation to him. This utterance of
the Lord seems to Hegesippus to be completely in contradiction
to what the Apostle Paul says: 1 Cor. ii. 9. “aAAa, kafoc
véyparrar & dpBaduoc ovk €lde, kal od¢ ovk fkovat, kal i kapdiav
advfpdmrov otk avéf3n G nroluacev 6 Bedg Toic dyawdaty abrov nuiv
ot dmexdAviev 6 Oedg dia Tob wvebparog avrod,” and as Hegesippus
undoubtedly understands these words to refer to the way and
manner in which Paul was asserted to have been called to the
apostolic office by a special revelation, we have here the same
opposition as is set up in the pseudo-Clementine Homilies,
when these deny the true characteristics of apostleship to the
Apostle Paul, because he had become an Apostle only by a
visionary revelation, and not, as the other Apostles, by im-
mediate intercourse with Jesus. Because this sanction of the
apostolic office was wanting to him, Hegesippus declares him to
be according to the Ebionite view a liar, and his assertion that a
man may become an Apostle without any outward hearing or
seeing, to be a groundless one (uarnv elpiiofar ravra). There
is no reason whatever why we should take the words of
Hegesippus in any other sense than that which they themselves
precisely express, as all that we know of Hegesippus leaves us
in no doubt of his Ebionitism. It is highly unsatisfactory to
suppose with Neander that he may have said this, not out of op-
position to Paul, but in eager zeal against the opponents of the
material millenium which the Pauline passages already quoted
and many others tend to oppose, in order to do away with the
sensuous ideas of future happiness.* Such zeal for the material
millenium would indeed point him out as a genuine Ebionite
from whom we must therefore expect the usual Ebionite views of
the Apostle Paul.+ It is only the strongest expression of these

* Gesch. der. Chr. Kal. u. Kirche, 2’ A., p. 1160.
1 It can only be alleged against this reading of the quotation from Hegesippus
referring to the Apostle Paul, that according to another fragment of the same
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views when it was said directly of the Apostle Paul that he was
no Jew but a Gentile—a Samaritan—that Simon Magus who
was conquered by the Apostle Peter, and it may be that this
form of the legend, according to which Peter in the dispute
with the Magus followed him to Rome, eriginated in the anti-
Pauline tendency of Ebonitism.

The other form of the legend represents the two Apostles as
in fraternal agreement instead of being at enmity. They work
together in their vocation, share the same martyr-death, and the
scene of their common and glorious martyrdom is Rome, the
Eternal City of the world. The comparison of the different
witnesses on this legend shows clearly how it keeps decidedly
in view this common object in Rome. Clement of Rome, the
oldest witness on this point, merely speaks of the martyrdom
with which the two Apostles ended the great work of their life.
In his first Epistle to the Corinthians (chap. iii.), he reminds
this church, which was again divided into parties, of the great
mischief which is excited by envy and malevolence, and exhorts
it to order and unity. After quoting some Old Testament ex-
amples as proofs of this truth, he continues (chap. v.) : AAX’tva
Tov apxalwy vmoderypdrwv ravowusla, ENQwpey i rode Fyyiora
yevopbvove aOhnrac® Adfwpev tiie yeveac Mudv Tad yevvaia
vmodelypara. Awr Zidov kal ¢p0dvov oi uéyioror kal dikatdraror

work of Hegesippus (Eusebius, H. E. iii. 32) the church up to the time of the first
Gnostics had remained a pure untainted virgin, and only after the holy company of
the Apostles was broken up, the d0eoc wAavn had their beginning. But it must
not be forgotten that the Church at that time remained only {v &SnAe wov oxéres
pwhevévrwy eioite ToTe TEOY, € kai Tveg Vxijpxov wapadBeipelv imixepodvrwy
To¥ Uy} kavéva Tob cwrnpiov xnpdyparog. At that time also dmijpxdy Tuveg.
As Peter speaks of such ruweg in the Homilies, and also in the epistle to James,
chapter ii;, &rt pov wepibyroc dmexeipnoav rweg, &c. Although Hegesippus
attaches no further importance to this ruweg, because the immediate presence of the
Apostle seemed to him so overpowering thata heretical element, even did it exist,
could not flourish. The expressions airy 1) d\7j0eta, 9 #v0eoc copia, in reference
to the Person of Christ, which point out the truth to the Prophet in the Homilies,
are very convincing as to the Ebionite character of Papias and Hegesippus. The
living voice of this truth Papias thought he perccived in the traditions which he
collected.
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orbdot ubxOnoav kal twe Bavirov FNOov. AdPwpey wpd
d¢pladudv nudv tode ayaboie ’Amostédove. ‘O Ilérpoc Sa
Ziov ddiov oby Eva, ovdt S0, aAAa mAelovac Vmhveykev wévove
kal dvrw papruvpiicac tropebln elc Tdv dpel\duevov Témov TiiC
OdEnc. Aua Zidov 6 Iavdoc Vropoviic Bpafeiov vmréoxev énraxic
deopa popésac paf3Oevlele Aibacbeic, kipvE yevduevoc Fv e T
avaroly kal &v 1§ Oboe, 10 vyevvaiov Tii¢ wioTewe adTov kAéog
\afev, dwkatoatimy Sidd€ac SAov TOV Kéopov, kal iml TO Tépua
riic Stoewe IOV, kal paprvpiicag irl T@V yovpévwy, olrwe
arpA\Adyn tov xdopov, kal ei¢ TOv dywov Témov iwopelln
vmouoviic yevduevoe uéytsroe vmdypapuog. It may be reason-
ably doubted here whether the paprvpetv of Peter is to
bo understood as referring specially to his martyrdom, or
merely in a wider sense to his witness to the truth through
his apostolic labours. But in this case there is so little advan-
tage conceded to Peter over Paul that the former is really
shown to hold a secondary place. Not only are the long en-
during labours of Paul described with precise details, but it is
expressly shown that he was a herald of the faith in the west as
well as in the east, and arrived at the end of his career as the
Teacher of the whole world. But there is not a word said
tending to show that the two Apostles suffered martyrdom to-
gether; we must therefore rather conclude on the contrary, that
it was said only of Paul and not also of Peter that he worked in
the west as well as in the east. Both Apostles truly became
martyrs in the wider sense, but even here the difference must
be pointed out, that Paul as é\Oov irt r6 répua riic dbotwe kal
paprvpicac it Twy nyovuévwy is called the great example of
steadfast endurance. At a later period when the martyrdom
of Peter was an established fact, there was at any rate some
contradiction on the point whether both the Apostles suffered
martyrdom at the same time. We find in the transactions of
a Roman Synod, held under Bishop Gelasius I., the following
sentence in reference to Peter, ¢ Cui data est etiam societas
S. Pauli, qui non diverso sicut heretici garriunt, sed uno
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tempore eodemque die, gloriosa morte cum Petro in urbe
Roma cum Nerone agonizans coronatus est.”* It is true that
here the question is only of a difference in the point of time,
but as soon as we find it said that they did not share the same
martyrdom in the same place, at the same time, the whole
aspect of the affair is changed, and from the garrire charged to
the heretics, we may conclude that there was a further differ-
ence, resting on an older tradition. But the same interest,
in which the Apostles are placed in relation to each other and
in which we really see them in the passage quoted from Cle-
ment of Rome, although they are here again more separated,
shows more and more in the further development of the legend
that they as much as possiblp had everything in common.
They not only suffered a common martyrdom at the same time,
and in the same place, that is to say in Rome, but it is no acci-
dental connection that unites them, they had entered on the
journey to Rome from the same point of their common labours,
in view of the same martyrdom. This fact is especially
brought forward in the testimony of the Corinthian Bishop
Dionysius, who lived soon after the middle of the second
century. Eusebius quotes him as a witness of the common
Roman martyrdom of both the Apostles in the words (ii. 25),
wg & xard 1OV avrov dupw kapdv Euapripnoav, Kopwliwv
trlokomoc Awovicioc yypdpwe ‘Pwualoe duAov &€ mwe mapla-
6" Tavra kal vueic did Ti¢ Togadrne vovleoide Tiv ard Iérpov
kal [labAov gurelav yeveleisav ‘Pwpalwy r¢ kal Kopwbiwy ovvekep-
doare. Kal ydp dupw xal €ic mijv nuerépav Képwlov pureboavree
nuac dpolwe Ot kal eic v "Irallav dudoe diddaavree inapripnoav
kard T0v avrov katpdv. The two Apostles not merely suffered
the same martyrdom in Rome—they were also the common
founders of the Corinthian as well as of the Romish Church—
as Irensus says in the well-known passage: ‘“maxima et
antiquissima et omnibus cognita, a gloriossimus duobus Apos-

* Contra her, iii. 3.
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tolis Petro et Paulo—Roma fundata et constituta ecclesia.”
The two Apostles stand side by side like brothers united to-
gether in death as in life, both share the same renown. But
this equilibrium is soon lost in the preponderance of one over
the other. It is not only the simple historical truth which
places them so fraternally together, the legend represents arival
interest springing up between them ; and Paunl who in the first
form of the legend took such an adverse part, is now every-
where made to give place to Peter who has gained the upper
hand of him. If both Apostles, as Tertullian says,* * Felix
ecclesia totam doctrinam cum sanguine suo profuderunt,” it is
then only Peter who ¢ passioni dominicee adequatur,” whilst
Paul “ Johannis” (the Baptist) ‘“exitu coronatur,” which is
further strengthened by the statement of Origen,t that Peter
after the preaching of the Gospel in Pontus, Galatia, Bithynia,
Cappadocia, and Asia, had at last come to Rome also. & ‘Paup
yevduevoe aveakolomioln xard xepalic, Svrwe avrde alidoac
wabetv, whereon Ruffinus in his translation of the Ecclesiastical
History of Eusebius gives the following commentary : ¢ Cruci-
fixus est deorsum, capite demerso, quod ipse ita fieri deprecatus
est ne exeequari Domino videretur,” although Tertullian takes
no objection to the adequari passioni dominicee. Their graves
even are not in the same place. The Presbyter Caius, living
under the Roman Bishop Zephyrinus, first speaks as Eusebius
maintains of the martyr graves of the two Apostles. In his
work against the Montanist Proclus he may have mentioned
the place, “#vfa rav elpnuévwy aroorddwy rd iepad sknvduara
kararéfarar,” in the words “’Eyw &t rd rpdmaia rév ’Amoo-
16Awv Exw SetEar "Edv ydp Oefionc areXbeiv inl rov PBarikavidv,
#i &wl ™y 63ov Ty *Qarlav, ebpioeic Ta Tpdmaia TGV Tabray
iSpvaaptvwv rijv ikxAnolav,” and Eusebius maintains, in proof of
the trustworthiness of the traditions concerning Peter and

t De praeser. haer. ¢, 36. Compareadv. Mark iv.5. Petrus passioni dominice
adequatur.

1 In the passage in Eusebius, H. E. ifi. 1. Compare Dem. Ev, 37. H. E, 2,25.
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Paul that the places where the two Apostles were buried were
generally known up to this time and were called by this name.*
Caius does not indeed particularly describe the rpdwaia of the
Apostle, but there can be no doubt that already at this time
the legend had assigned to the Apostle Peter the more dis-
tinguished place in the Vatican, and to Paul on the contrary
that outside the city on the way leading to Ostia. Still more
striking is the subordination of Paul to Peter in the narrative
of Lactantius: “quumque jam Nero imperaret, Petrus Ro-
mam advenit, et editis quibusdam miraculis, quee virtute ipsius
Dei, data sibi ab eo potestate faciebat, convertit multos ad
justitiam, Deoque templum fidele ac stabile collocavit. Qua
re ad Neronem delata, quum animadverteret, non modo Romz,
sed ubique quotidie magnam multitudinem deficere a cultu
idolorum et ad religionem novam, damnata vetustate, transire,
ut erat execrabilis ac nocens tyrannus—Petrum cruci affixit et
Paulum interfecit.””’+ Here Paul is ouly casually mentioned,
the legend confines itself to Peter only, he alone is the first
and special founder of the Roman Church. As without doubt
Simon Magus again plays a part in so general a review of his
miraculous deeds, this narrative presents that form of legend
which receives its thoroughly complete legendary shape in the
apocryphal Acta SS. Apostolorum Pauli et Petri. According
to these Acta, when Paul came to Rome Peter was already
there with Simon Magus. The greatest part of the people
were converted by the preaching of the two Apostles.

Peter indeed converted Nero’s wife Livia, and Agrippina the
wife of the Prefect Agrippa; Paul converted many soldiers
and dependants of the Court ; but the Magus working against
them out of envy still obtained followers by his magic arts,
although Peter strove against his sorcery by the miracles which
he worked, by healing the sick, expelling demons, and raising

® Mworobrar rjv taropiav 1) Mérpov rai Madhov iy Sedpo kparijoaca ini rov
aoréfkoipnrnpivy wpiopnow. H. E. 2-25,
t De Mort. persecut. C. 2.
16
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the dead. The contest of the two Apostles with the Magus
carried on before the Emperor Nero ended indeed by the
Magus being struck dead to the earth by the prayer of the
Apostles, as he was about to ascend flying to heaven, and after
his death, being divided into four parts and changed into a
stone consisting of four flints ; while the two Apostles were put
to death as martyrs by Nero’s command. Paul was beheaded
outside the city, Peter was crucified, and by his own desire, on
a reversed cross ; for as the Lord who had come down to earth
from heaven had been raised on a cross standing upright, so
he who was summoned from earth to heaven, ought to turn his
head to the earth and his feet to heaven. It may be seen by the
explanation which Peter himself gives on this subject to Nero,*
that the relation of Paul to Peter is worthy of being remarked.
¢ Everything that Paul has said is true; for a long time I have
received many letters from our Bishops all over the world,
about what Paul said and did. When he was a persecutor of
the lawt the voice of Christ called to him from heaven and
taught him the truth, because he was not an enemy of our faith
through malevolence but through ignorance. For there were
before us false Christs such as Simon, and false Apostles and Pro-
phets, who attacked the sacred writings and sought to abolish
the truth. Against these there could only be opposed a man
who from childhood had devoted himself to nothing else than the
investigation of the secrets of the Divine Law, and the defence
of truth and the persecution of falsehood. But as his per-
secution did not arise from malevolence but only from a defence
of the law, the truth appeared to him out of Heaven, and said

* Philo, part ii. p. 11.

T Awkrov ydp adrot dvrog Tov vépov, pwyi) avrdv Xpiorob ik ol odpavoy
icdecs. If Paul was converted as a persecutor of the law, then his conversion to
Christianity is represented as a conversion from his enmity to the law. Law and
truth, or Christianity, are here identical. From this standpoint, the original
Ebionitish one—the Apostle’s persecution of Christianity was confounded with his
Christian Antinomianism. He was to be converted from his Antinomianism if he
were to be of any value as an Apostle.
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‘I am Jesus whom thou persecutest, cease from persecuting
me, for thou shalt be seen to fight against the foes of truth.’”
In this form has mythical tradition as completely as possible
perpetuated its conciliatory tendency. Not only are all the
elements of the legend adopted, but the two Apostles are
brought as closely together as is possible whilst granting the
superiority of Peter. Peter is in Rome with the Magus, but
the scene is now laid in the reign of Nero, in order that the
Apostle Paul may take part in it. There is now still a slight
trace to be found of his Ebionite identification with the Magus,
for his conversion by Christ is necessary for the purpose of
the contest with the Magus. In proportion as he is recognized
by Peter, as an Apostle and a brother, must he be subordinate
to him. Only through him is he legitimatized. When the two
Apostles prepare for the last and crowning act, the conquering
of the Magus, the Acta make Paul himself say to Peter: It
becomes me to pray to God on my knees—but it becomes thee
to bring to nothing what thou seest the Magus do, because thon
wert first chosen by the Lord.” Peter was the special miracle-
worker and conqueror of the Magus.*

If we look through the legend in its various forms and modifi-
cations we cannot ignore the interest which it takes throughout
in the cause of Peter. Considering the actual facts which lie at
the root of the matter, Paul has indisputably the nearest and most
unequivocal claim to having founded the Roman Church, and
yet it is Peter who eventually gathers all the conclusions drawn
from these facts to himself, and leaves Paul scarcely any share

* The form in which these Acta have come down to us cannot be very ancient;
but the traditional elements which they contain are much older. Origen scarcely
says anything of the crucifixion, xard xepalijc, neither of the appearance of Christ
related also in these Acta, as having been vouchsafed to Peter before his martyrdom,
when Christ told him he should be crucified again. Wherefore Origen refers to
#xpdEeac Maddov.  In Joh. 1, xx. ¢. 12. Compare De princ. 1, 2. Fortasse
hec Acta, remarks Thilo, Part ii. p. 24, fuerunt Petri et Pauli sicut probabile est,
Praedicationes Petri et Pauli fuisse unum idemque sclj&)tum quod modo sub alteru-
trius modo sub utrius que nomine allegatur.

16 *
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in the matter. This evident bias not only necessarily casts
suspicion on the legend, but it opposes the real historical
facts in a manner which can only be explained by the same
bias. The Acts of the Apostles which bears a documentary
character, most particularly, in their account of the travels
of the Apostle to Rome, says nothing of a meeting between
Peter and Paul in Rome, and thus so far confirms the sup-
position which is generally advanced, that the companion-
ship of the two Apostles began after the time when the Acts of
the Apostles concludes. If the two Apostles really (as the
Corinthian Bishop Dionysius seems to assert) travelled from
Corinth to Italy and Rome in company, this must have been
a different journey from that described in the last chapter of
the Acts of the Apostles, since not the least trace is found
either in the Acts of the Apostles, or in the Epistles reputed
to have been written during Paul’s imprisonment at Rome, that
he had been in company with the Apostle Peter during his
journey (which besides did not touch at Corinth) or during his
stay at that time in Rome. If this were the case he must have
been liberated from his imprisonment, and then Immediately
afterwards have undergone a second with Peter. On what can
we found the probability of such a supposition? As the testi-
mony of Eusebius (as has been already remarked) rests only
on references drawn from the second Epistle to Timothy, so
this Epistle can alone afford a proof of this supposition. The
genuineness of the pastoral Epistle however has for so long a
time been called in question, and the right of doubt so fully
acknowledged that nothing certain can be established on such
insecure data. We may therefore lay so much greater weight
on the passages from the Clement of Rome above quoted.
Neander decidedly maintains that the répua rijc Sloewc, the
borders of the West to which Paul went, do not mean Rome,
but must naturally refer to Spain. We must conclude by this
account of Clement that Paul carried out his resolve to travel
into Spain, or that at least he left Italy, and we are therefore
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obliged to assume that he had been liberated from his Roman
imprisonment.* This is however a very ungrounded cons
clusion, and in spite of all Neander’s protestations I must
maintain that the well-known expression répua rii¢c Sboewe must
be taken differently. The question, as Schenkel also rightly
acknowledges, is whether Clement speaks of a répua rijc Shoewe
in an objective sense, which was the répua for all the world, or
in a subjective sense, which would make it a répua for Paul
only. For all the world it would indeed have been the répua
riic ddoewe of the extreme west ; for Paul it must have been the
place that set the last western limit to his further progress.
If this limit to his apostolic labours were set in Rome, why
should Rome not have been called répua in reference to the
Apostle, as it lay in the western land in a place most nearly
answering to the description répua rii¢c dboewg?+ He came
élc 70 téopa riic dloewe must, as I have before stated, mean
simply, he came to his appointed goal in the west, which as it
lay in the Occident, was the natural goal of his Occidiri, and
this meaning can very naturally be extracted from the words.
If any further objections are advanced to this explanation I
refer to my former remarks.}

If these two points of support are withdrawn from the
supposition of a second imprisonment, it falls to pieces, and
positive grounds may be taken against it, that is, the impro-
bability that the Apostle under the circumstances as they then
existed, should have been released from one imprisonment only
to undergo another. If in accordance with the most probable
reckoning we place the arrival of the Apostle Paul in Rome in
the spring of the year 62, and take the two years’ duration of
his imprisonment, of which the Acts of the Apostles speaks,

* Gesch. der Pflanzg. 3rd Ed. p. 455.

t Schenkel. Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1841, page 71. Die zweite Gefangenschaft
des Apostel Paulus.

t Compare Tiib. Zeitschrift fir Theol. 1831, p. 4. Die Christus-Partei, &c., p.
149, and the so-called Pastoral Bricfe, p. 63. Tub. Zcitschrift f. Theol. 1838, 3.
Ueber den Ursprung des Episc. page 46. :
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what can be more natural than to suppose that the Apostle
became a victim in the year 64, of the Christian persecution
under Nero, which is described by Tacitus (Annal. 15. 44)?
How unlikely is the assumption that he was freed at so fatal a
period for the Christians after an imprisonment of two years’
duration! and how can we imagine that the scene was repeated
80 short a time afterwards under circumstances so nearly simi-
lar! We may all the more take a stand on this reading of the
catastrophe in the life of the Apostle,* as the combinations
are so arbitrary in which we see it involved, as soon as it is
attempted to bring it into the necessary agreement with the
data involving & second imprisonment.t

For the same reason, the more improbable that a second im-
prisonment of the Apostle Paul appears, the more problematical
becomes the martyrdom at Rome of the Apostle Peter. It
is rendered impossible by its connection with the history. The
two Apostles may have been together in Rome, and died there
—but they could not have done so unless we submit their
common residence in Rome to the limits assigned in the Acts
of the Apostles. The accounts of the Apostle Paul do not
authorize us in overstepping these limits ; but what probabi-
lity has the martyrdom of the Apostle Peter at Rome, if we
consider it according to the historical value of the testimony
in its favour. The oldest and most authentic testimony
which we possess in the Epistles written by Clement of
Rome in Rome itself, says nothing of a martyrdom of the
Apostle, and Dionysius of Corinth only, speaks decidedly
on the point. But what a mean idea we must form of the
historical trustworthiness of these testimonies if we only
hold to the one, which, in direct opposition to the Apostle’s
Epistles to the Corinthians, represents not Paul alone as the

* We may compare for example the combinations (which else are not the worst of
their kind) made by the author of the treatise in the Theol. Quartalschr. Ueber
den Auferthalt des Apostels Petrus in Rom. 1820. Page 628. 1830. P. 636.

1 Neander, page 454, does not himself understand the expression of Paul,
paprvpeiy imi rév yyovpévwy, to mean a martyr death,
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founder of that church, but associates Peter with him. We
must conclude that Peter went to Corinth as little as that he
was the founder of the Corinthian Church. It must have been
the Petrine party in Corinth who, desirous of usurping the
merit of having founded the Corinthian Church, caused the
assertion to be made that Peter had been in Corinth. We may
lay especial weight on the testimony of Dionysius of
Corinth, in opposition to that of Caius of Rome, not only
because he lived half a century earlier, but also because without
the interest which  Caius may perhaps have had in enhapcing
the glory of the Roman Church by such a fact. Dionysius
openly testifies that the two great Apostles died in Rome, and
not in Corinth. Dionysius, indeed, lived half a century before
Caius, but the former even was separated by an interval of
more than a century from the circumstance to which he bears
witness. He therefore can only testify to the legend handed
down to his timne of the common journey of the two Apostles
from Corinth to Rome, and their martyrdom, which ensued.
And we have no means of knowing whether this legend is
merely a legend or the account of a real historical fact. The
bias which Caius of Rome had to his own Church, is of course
not to be found in Dionysius ; but the question is not whether
the one or the other is the originator and author of the legend
in a special interest, but only whether an unhistorical legend
even in their day traditionally handed down, was believed and
related by them as historically true. This possibility certainly
cannot be disputed, and if the readiness with which such legends
are believed, would seem to presuppose a certain interest in
them, how easily can we imagine such an interest as existing
in the case of Dionysius of Corinth! Legends tending to the
glorification of the Apostles were in general readily believed.
And indeed most willingly in cases where at the same time
the glorification of the church to which the believers belonged
was enhanced. - Was not this also the case here? Was it not
then highly honourable to tho Corinthian Church that the twa



248 LIFE AND WORK OF PAUL. [ParT 1.

great Apostles should be represented as having been at Corinth
together, at the most glorious moment of their lives, that they
had been directed thither either by common agreement or by a
higher call, in order to set out thence on the journey to their
martyrdom in the capital of the world—to that death which
was to glorify their whole lives ? And does not this interest
in placing the city of Corinth on the same footing as the city
of Rome, and in making the light shed by the two Apostles
glorify both cities, show itself in the writings of the Corinthian
Bishop? “Thus have ye also,” (he writes to the Roman
Christians) “ by your adwmonitions (the epistle of the Roman
Bishop Soter to the Corinthians, which Dionysius was answer-
ing) brought into union what Peter and Paul founded.” (rijv
ard Ilérpov xal IMaddov ¢urelav yevnOeioay ‘Pwpalwv re xai
Kdpwbiov ovvekepdcare, 1.e. ye have renewed the union in which
both the Churches founded by the same Apostles—the Corin-
thian and the Roman, are joined together.) ¢ For after both
Apostles had planted our Corinth for us” (elc mjv nuerépav
Képwlov ¢ureboavree nuag, founded our Corinthian Church)
“ they went together teaching in the same manner into Italy,
and died the same martyr death at the same time.” Does not
a special interest betray itself in these transformed facts of
history, where, contrary to all historical facts, Peter is repre-
sented as the founder of the Corinthian Church as well as
Paul ?

In the case of the third in our list of witnesses, Caius of
Rome, we may well grant the possibility of a special interest ;
but the more that it is considered that he wrote in Rome itself,
that he gives the precise localities of the Vatican and of the
road to Ostia, the more unlikely it is that there should be
any error in this statement, because thousands would directly
have contradicted his mistakes. Caius indeed speaks of the
rpémata of the two Apostles in Rome with exact reference to
the locality, but of what value can the testimony of an author
be who is separated by the interval of nearly half a century
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from the fact of the death to which the graves bear witness ?
His testimony is only of value as showing that what he states
about the two Apostles was told and believed in Rome at the
time when he wrote. Of course it is incredible that there is
any error in this statement, and thousands would have imme-
diately contradicted him, if he had stated as the current Roman
tradition, that of which no one in Rome knew anything. People
do not confound fact with legend. There can be as little doubt
that it was really a legend, as that it had no historical founda-
tion.

But the contents of a legend do not enhance its historical
trustworthiness. Neander himself acknowledges that the later
tradition of the crucifixion of Peter, which in his humility he
thought it too much honour to endure in the same manner as
the Holy One had done, and therefore prayed to be crucified
with his head downwards, bears the stamp of a later and more
sickly piety, than that of simple apostolic humility.* How
dearly bought is the theory of the Apostle Peter’s presence
in Rome, which is a purely historical question for Protestants
and not of the slightest consequence to him, if it is only to be
gained at the price of sacrificing the genuine apostolic cha-
racter to a mere empty show of humility! But if we only take
our stand on Tertullian’s ““adeequari passioni dominicee,” what
probability can even this have had in the circumstances under
which the Apostles must have died.t If the two Apostles had
formed one sacrifice to a Roman persecution of the Christians,
there would have been no difference made between them in
respect to the way and manner of their execution, least of all
such a difference as would so exactly have carried out the
legend of the remarkable rival interests between them. The
localities of the two graves even betray the existence of the

* Page 473.

t If we believe with Tertullian in his *“ Petrus passioni dominics adwequator,” we
must for the same reason belicve with him in the truth of the martyrdom at
Rome by oil of the Apostle John, which is attested in the same passage.
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same rival interest, since Paul, the more foreign preacher of
Christ, was allotted a grave on the road to Ostia, whilst Peter
was glorified by obtaining the highest honour of a martyr’s
grave in the widely renowned theatre of the persecution in the
garden of Nero. That which in the Epistle of Clement of Rome
is vaguely represented as a martyrdom, grows with the growth
of the legend into a firmly established and widely localized
tradition.*

It has been so far necessary to enter into the connexion of
the legend affecting the two Apostles in order to be able more
exactly to determine what facts lie at their foundation. It
appears from our foregoing investigation, that the life history
of Paul is the historical foundation and point of connection
from which the web of tradition has spun itself in different
directions. Everything which is represented as having actually
occurred is true of Paul and not of Peter. What is related of
Peter is only the traditional reflex of the historical reality
belonging to the life of Paul. But the legend resulting from
this implies that Paul must first have renounced all that was
of importance in the results of his life, in order that it might
be transferred to that of Peter, and only retained any peculiar
worth to which his right was incontestable in a manner which
showed that any honour he possessed was but the reflected
splendour of the higher glory streaming from Peter. Thus the
legend has freely handled in its own interest the three historical
facts which have been .under our consideration—namely the

* Nero's amphitheatre was at the foot of the Vatican. Tacitus, annal. xiv. 14;
in the same place were the gardens of Nero. Peter is represented as having been
buried there, where a Church was afterwards built to him. Compare Roma antica
di F. Nardini, Ed. iv. di A. Nibby, T. iv. Rom. 1819, page 358, where the Italian
antiquarian asks, forse Nerone immanissimo in far strage di Christiani usé poi
pietd in distruggere il suo circo per concedervi loro la sepoltura? In the descrip-
tion of the City of Rome V. E. Plattner. C. Bunsen, &c. ii. 1, 1832, page 52, it
is remarked on the words of Caius quoted above, ’Eyw 8¢ rd rpémaia, precisely
considered this can only be a testimony that the Apostle here suffered in this per-
secution, the city of the martyr death may be the token of the victory of the
Christiang, even if it were not his burial place. But Eusebius evidently under-
stands the words of Caius as referring to the graves of the Apostles.
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apostolic mission to the Gentiles, the residence in Rome, and
the martyrdom there. There are accordingly three special
explanations of the different forms of the legend. In order to
displace Paul from the sphere in which he first moved in his
apostolic work among the Gentiles, Peter is represented in
opposition to him as the true Gentile Apostle, and he himself
as having adopted the part of a false Apostle preaching Gentile
doctrines, Scarcely had historical truth been in so far brought
to bear on the subject as to allow Paul to maintain his historical
existence, and to place the two Apostles on an equal footing in
dignity, than Paul is made to yield the first place to Peter in
everything which men either could or would not recognize as
his peculiar right, such as the establishment of the more im-
portant churches, the Roman and the Corinthian, the honour
of martyrdom suffered in Rome, and the burial there. It is
impossible not to see in all this the reflex of the different forms
of the relations in which the chief parties in the apostolic and
post-apostolic ages, stood with regard to each other. It.cannot
be doubted that the Jewish Christians saw in the Apostle Paul
only the opponent and enemy of the law, and of the continuance
of the Jewish Christianity which rested upon the law, and that
they ought to oppose him by all the means at their disposal, in
all the Gentile Christian Churches. But the greater the pro-
gress was which Christianity made among the Gentiles through
the efforts of the Apostle Paul and his followers, the less could
it fail in establishing what, in spite of the influence of the
Jewish Christians, must have been taken as the principles of
Pauline Christianity. Thus there arose a contradiction which
could not continue to exist in its rude aspect if the Christian
Church was to preserve its unity. That it did so preserve it,
is a historical fact ; but it is a false statement to say that it was
Pauline Christianity alone which won the victory over the
Jewish Christianity which opposed it. The two parties, by
concessions on each side, became so mingled that in many in-
stances we find Judaism still bearing the upper hand, and
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writings such as the Acts of the Apostles, and many of the post-
apostolic Epistles of the Canon testify to what concessions the
Pauline party submitted, either voluntarily or forced by the
power of circumstances. Thus in the legend concerning the
fate of the two Apostles, we have not placed before us a picture
describing the end of their life and of their characteristics, but
only of that of the parties depending on their persons and
histories. So considered, and treated in their true character,
these legends, notwithstanding their unhistorical contents
possess a true historical value, as living pictures of the age,
with its actuating motives and its efforts, displaying also how
essentially different history becomes if we not only accept as
history what is mere legend, but also if we continue to add to
an already unhistorical series of facts, in order to complete the
connection of legends which do not exactly fit into each other.
An example of this we have in the theory of the second im-
prisonment of the Apostle Paul, and we must once for all free
ourselves from this groundless view, in order that we may not
render still more aimless and incorrect our free enquiry into the
relations of the first Church in that most ancient time.
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SECOND PART.
THE EPISTLES OF THE APOSTLE PAUL.

INTRODUCTION.

TaE foregoing inquiry shows what a false picture of the in-
dividual character of the Apostle Paul we should obtain if we
had no other source than the Acts of the Apostles from which
to derive our knowledge of it. The Epistles of the Apostle
are then the only authentic documents for the history of his
apostolic labours, and of the whole the relation in which he
stood to his age, and in proportion as the spirit that breathes
through them is great and original, so do they present the
truest and most faithful mirror of the time. The more we
study the Epistles the more we perceive that a rich and
peculiar life is summed up in them, as the most direct testi-
mony to it. Only in the Epistles is that shadow, whose false
image the Acts of the Apostles brings forward in the place of
the real Apostle, placed in direct contrast with him. That all
these thirteen Pauline Epistles, which Christian antiquity una-
nimously recognized, and handed down as the Epistles of the
Apostles, can not make equal claim to authenticity, and that
many of them have against them an overwhelming suspicion
of unauthenticity, is a result of later criticism, which is still
gaining more general acceptance. If we consider the pre-
sent state of the criticism of the Pauline Epistles it may now
be the place to form our judgment in accordance with the
foregoing inquiry, on the same classification, on which Eusebius,
in his classic passage on the canon, procecded, when he
dclivered his judgment on the writings composing the canon
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of the New Testament, drawn from the historical testimony
lying before him. The Pauline Epistles divide themselves
into Homologoumensa, and Antilegomena.

In the Homologoumena there can only be reckoned the four
Epistles which must on all accounts be considered the chief
Epistles of the Apostle, namely the Epistle to the Galatians,
the two Epistles to the Corinthians, and the Epistle to the
‘Romans. There has never been the slightest suspicion of
unauthenticity cast on these four Epistles, on the contrary,
they bear in themselves so incontestably the character of
Pauline originality, that it is not possible for critical doubt to
be exercised upon them with any show of reason. All the rest
of the Epistles, which are commonly ascribed to the Apostle,
belong to the class of Antilegomena; but even according to the
idea attached by Eusebius to the word, this does not by any
means imply a positive assertion of actual unauthenticity, but
only indicates the opposition to which their authenticity has
been partly already exposed, and that to which it may still
further be exposed, since among all these lesser Pauline
Epistles, there is not a single one against which, from the
standpoint of the four chief Epistles, some objection or other
cannot be raised. In their entire nature they are so essentially
different from the four first Epistles, that even if they are con-
sidered as Pauline, they must form a second class of Epistles
of the Apostle, as they must have been composed for the most
part at a later period of his apostolic course. But as Eusebius
himself makes another division of his Antilegomena, and estab-
lishes another class which he designates as spurious, in refer-
ence to which opposition no longer remains a mere inward
doubt, but brings to light the overwhelming probability of
real unauthenticity, so in these deutero-Pauline Epistles there
is nothing wanting to make the critical sentence incline more
and more to this view as regards them. According to my
views, and those of other critics, the so-called Pastoral Epistles
must be placed in this subdivision of the Pauline Antilegomena.
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It follows then that there are three classes of Pauline Epistles,
a classification which rests also on an ancient authority. The
Marcionite canon, whose ’Awdaroloc is the most ancient collec-
tion of Pauline Epistles known to us, does not contain the
generally received thirteen Epistles of the Apostle; but only
ten, excluding the three Pastoral Epistles. In any case the
Pastoral Epistles in their relation to the Canon of Marcion
make a separate class, and on that account perhaps are not
comprehended in it. If they are wanting because they were
not in existence at the time, they of course would not be after-
wards included as spurious in a collection which only professed
to contain genuine Pauline Epistles. If they were in exist-
enee at the time, but unknown to Marcion (and this is scarcely
credible if they had been long existing as genuine Pauline
Epistles), their relation to this Canon remains the same, they
were not included because they were not Pauline writings.
Thus if, being already recognized writings, they were excluded
from the Marcionite Canon, they were excluded as being
writings which were held by the compiler of this Canon not to
be Pauline: and by this exclusion they must be condemned
as not Pauline, and must be also considered as writings
which, if not dating from a notoriously later period, still at
least are wanting in the genuine Pauline character. From
the standpoint of the Marcionite Canon, these Epistles must
be in any case considered as composing the last class of
the Epistles generally ascribed to the Apostle Paul. If we
proceed from the Epistles which are wanting in the Canon
to those which it really contains, we find two classes which
agree with the above classification, namely a series of
Pauline Epistles of the first class, and another of the second
class. According to Epiphanius, (Her. 42. 9.) the Pauline
Epistles in the Canon of Marcion wero arranged as follows :
—Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Romans, 1 and 2 Thessa-
lonians, Ephesians (but to which Marcion has affixed the in-
scription, “To the Laodiceans”) Colossians, Philemon, and
17
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Philippians. In this arrangement of the Pauline Epistles
we must bear in mind the prominence given to the Epistle
to the Galatians, and the reason of this may be found in the
importance which this Epistle must have held in the teach-
ings of so decided an anti-judaistic follower of Paul as Marcion.
The rest of the Epistles must also have been arranged from the
point of view of their greater or less importance with regard
to the teachings of Marcion, but we cannot understand why
the two Epistles to the Corinthians should precede that to the
Romans, and still less why the rest should follow precisely in
the order they do. If we assume that this arrangement
is in accordance with the order of time in which they were
written, the two Epistles to the Thessalonians stand in the
way, as in this case they ought not to come just after the
Epistle to the Romans, but ought to precede the whole, as
they were the first written. And yet we must recognize a
certain reference to the order of time in the fact that the
Epistles to the Thessalonians follow immediately the four prin-
cipal Epistles. If we consider all these facts, we can only
explain the Marcionite Canon by the supposition that it con-
sists of two separate collections. The first collection is com-
posed of four Epistles. Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, and
Romans, which could only be so placed by following a chrono-
logical order. The second collection must also have been
arranged chronologically—although we cannot rightly under-
stand why it was commenced with 1 and 2 Thessalonians, and
why the Epistle to the Philippians follows immediately that to
Philemon. However we may decide on the question of there
being two collections, a very remarkable phenomenon of this
Canon reimains certain, namely, that we find in it, in a
second series, all those lesser Pauline Epistles which in many
respects are so different from the chief Epistles that they
afford more or less occasion for critical doubt, and the sup-
position very naturally presents itself, that unless weighty
reasons are brought forward against their unauthenticity, the
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secondary position of these collected Epistles can only be
owing to their having been first brought forward as deutero-
Pauline, after the collection of genuine Pauline Epistles had
been concluded. As they professed to be Pauline Epistles
they would in that case have been united with the original
genuine Epistles of the Apostles, but the way and manner in
which they are connected with them betrays their later origin,
and it is just as natural that they should be separated from the
others, being later Epistles although held as Pauline, as it is
natural that the Pastoral Epistles opposed to the Marcionite
teaching, should be entirely excluded from that Canon. In this
way this Canon has become allied to the name of a man who
made an epoch in the history of Pauline Christianity, which to
him seemed the only pure, real Christianity,and in this respect
is of the greater importance, as there is generally ascribed to
the heretic a critical datum, which is not without importance
in the interests of modern criticism on the Pauline Epistles.*

* As the importance of the reasons which are added against the origin and
character of the lesser Epistles cannot, according to all probability, be diminished
by further unrestrained critical inquiry, but, on the contrary, rather strengthened,
it is really the simplest and most natural way of proceeding to divide the Epistles
standing in the Canon under the name of the Apostle, into authentic and unauthentic,

Pauline and pseudo-Pauline, and to arrange the later ones according to their
probable chronological order.

17 *



THE FIRST CLASS OF THE PAULINE EPISTLES.

Tae GenviNE EpPISTLEs OF THE APOSTLE.

CHAPTER I.
THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS.

AccorpiNg to general opinion, the Galatian churches (ai
ixxdnalar rii¢c Falarfag, Gal. i. 2) were founded by Paul him-
self. The passagesi. 8, iv. 13, 19, in which the Apostle speaks
of his preaching the Gospel among the Galatians, would seem
to leave little doubt on this point, but the Acts of the Apostles
gives us no certain information about the time and occasion
when it took place. It is tiue that the founding of these
churches, according to the account in the Acts of the Apostles,
can only be placed during the time of the second journey of
the Apostle (xvi. 6,&c.) as he went at that time into Galatia,
and on the third journey when he again went into Galatia,
he only “ strengthened” the disciples who were already in
existence there, Acts xviii. 23. Yet it is remarkable that
the author of the Acts of the Apostles, xvi. 6, without saying
anything of the founding of a Christian church, represents
the Apostle as travelling through Phrygia and Galatia, and, as
we must see, represents also this journey as being so hurried
that we can hardly suppose that his residence in those coun-
tries was a lengthy one. And to this conclusion we are neces-
sarily led by the Acts of the Apostles. With regard to the
members of this church, the general opinion is that 'they
consisted partly of Jewish and partly of Gentile Christians.
That there were Jewish Christians among them is all the more
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probable as many Jews lived in Asia Minor generally, and
therefore also in Galatia (compare 1 Peter i. 1.); and we may
also suppose that the Apostle would not have spoken of the Law
and of the Old Testament as he does in Galatians iii. 2, 13, iv.
3, 31, if there had not been Jews among the readers of his
Epistle. This last observation however does not carry much
weight, as a knowledge of the Old Testament is supposed to
have been possessed also by those Gentiles who were inclined
either to Judaism or Christianity. It may therefore remain
doubtful whether there were any dJewish Christians in the
Galatian Church, and although this is not in itself entirely
improbable, yet it cannot be taken as certain, for the Epistle
itself in many places (compare iv. 8, v. 2, vi. 12) undeniably
bears witness that the Apostle was speaking to Gentile
Christians.

‘What the Apostle designed in writing this Epistle to the Gala-
tian Church is seen very decidedly in the Epistle itself. The Gala-
tian Christians were very near falling away from the Gospel as it
had been preached to them by the Apostle, i. 6, iii. 1, 8, iv. 9, &c.,
21, v. 2, &c., 7. This was the result of the influence of strange
teachers, who had entered into these churches after the Apostle,
and made the Galatian Christians go astray in Christianity
through the fear that they could not be saved by a doctrine
like that of the Apostle Paul. These teachers represented to
them that before all things they must submit to circumcision,
v.2,11. Here we first meet with those Judaising opponents
with whom the Apostle had to maintain so severe a struggle in
the churches which he founded, and they indeed here com-
pletely show that rugged Judaistic stamp which marks them
as opponents of the Pauline Christianity. Their opposition
to the apostolic work of the Apostle Paul did not indeed go
so far as to deny to the Gentiles participation in the Messianic
salvation ; in this respect they allowed the limits of Judaism
to be broken through, but they were on this account all the
more zealously desirous to hold fast the principle that even in
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this wider sphere, salvation could only be obtained in the form
of Judaism. To Judaism there must always belong an absolute
right over the Gentiles. It was therefore simply impossible
that & man should be saved by Christianity unless he acknow-
ledged Judaism, and submitted to everything which Judaism
prescribed as the necessary conditions of salvation. Whilst
they placed this principle in the highest place of all, they set
before them the especial task of repairing the injury which the
Apostle Paul had done in preaching his Gospel of freedom
from the law, by using all energy m enforcing the necessity of
observance of the law, that the Gentiles migh$ not be so much
converted to Christianity as to Judaism. Where, according to
their views, the Apostle Paul stood forth as an innovator and as
revolutionary, they were desirous of interposing with their
conservative principles to repair the evil, and to make the
new ideas and doctrines, in which the salvation of mankind was
comprised, depend entirely on the positive foundation of
Judaism. It lies in the very nature of the case that they
should exhibit themselves as the opponents of the Apostle
Paul, and that wherever they come in contact with him, they
should manifest the most decided and obstinate opposition to
him; but this oppesition dves not justify us in seeing in them
nothing but hereties, impostors, and corrupters,—nothing but
persons who from bad motives made it their business to inter-
fere with the beneficent work of the Apostle, hindering and
disturbing it. Of course the Apostle Paul himself thus repre-
sents them, but we must not forget that party is here opposed to
party, and each side takes up the affair in question and judges
of it from its own partioular standpoint. We have no reason
for assuming that these opponents of the Apostle were not
thoroughly in earnest in the views and principles which they
defended, or that they did not act up to them in perfect good
faith as far as we can see; and indeed the whole impression
which they make on us is that of men so entirely rooted in the
opinions and principles for which they contended, that they
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could not separate themselves from them or raise themselves
abovethem. In oneword, they were Jews or Jewish Christians
of the genuine old stamp, who could so little find a place in the
more liberal atmosphere of Pauline Christianity that they
thought the very ground of their existence would be cut from
under them, if Judaism was no longer to have its absolute power
and importance. Butit is by no means here sought to deny that
they permitted themselves to employ the most unjust accusations
and most malicious calumnies against the Apostle Paul, since
these are never wanting in every strife of parties, but we must
not displace the point of view of the whole matter in question ;
and therefore it behoves us to place to the credit of the Apostle’s
opponents, the narrowing influence of their Jewish standpoint,
which naturally increased their inability to raise themselves
from their low state of religious consciousness to a higher and
a freer one.

These considerations tend to establish the point of view
from which this Epistle of the Apostle is as a whole to be
considered. It places us in the midst of the great excitement
of the critical struggle which had begun between Judaism
and Christianity, in the decision of the momentous question
whether there should be a Christianity free from Judaism and
essentially different from it, or whether Christianity should only
exist as a form of Judaism, that is to say, as nothing else than a
modified and extended Judaism. But as everything which
Christianity possessed or was likely to attain in respect to its
essential distinction from Judaism had been first brought to an
historical reality by the Apostle Paul, and still entirely depended
on his personal influence, the peculiar theme of the Epistle is
the vindication of Pauline Christianity, which at the same time
must necessarily be also the personal vindication of the Apostle.
In this conflict with Judaism and its champions he assigned to
himself the task of explaining more clearly the grounds of his
apostolic standpoint, which he only could do from his own
immediate Apostolic consciousness. Therefore, the first thing



264 LIFE AND WORK OF PAUL. [Parr 1I.

with which he begins is a reference to the directness of his
apostolic calling, or his peculiar standpoint, showing that he
had not arrived at this standpoint by means of any human
influence, but entirely through the direct action of his own
self-consciousness, by which he became aware of his inward
divine call, i. 6—16. This independence of the principle on
which his apostolic call rested he maintained in opposition to
the elder Apostles—first, negatively, inasmuch as he became
an Apostle of Christ in a manner perfectly independent of
them, and what he was as an Apostle he already was in the
fullest sense before he came into any outward communication
whatever with them, i. 17, 18; and secondly, positively, inas-
much as in this communication with them he not onmly sur-
rendered nothing of this principle in order to hold his own
against them, but was enabled to win for it the most unequi-
vocal and triumphant recognition. This took place at three
different times, which stand in regular order in their relation
to each other, a gradation by which he makes good his own
claim in a convincing, practical and authentic manner. For
in the first place, at the time of his journey to Jerusalem, no
one could in any way lay claim to his peculiar standpoint,
i. 18,19; in the second place, when matters came to an open
quarrel, he severed himself so completely from the elder
Apostles, that they were obliged to recognise the equal claim
of his apostolic mission, ii. 1, 10 ; and in the third place, when
Peter in Antioch disputed the principles which had before
been acknowledged, the error was so manifestly on his side
that he was forced to consider himself as thoroughly in the
wrong, ii. 11, &c. The personal vindication here passes over
naturally to the dogmatic, to the root of the main subject, that
the principle of justification, which alone secures salvation to
man, lies only in faith in Christ and not in the works of the
law. This proposition is brought forward in the first place,
iii. 1, 5, as the direct result of the Christian consciousness ;
secondly, as a fact proved to be true from the Old Testament,
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inasmuch as the real contents of the Old Testament arc the
promises given to Abraham, in which the law was but
accidentally included, iii. 6, 18. Thereupon follows wider
discussion on the nature of the law, in which the inferior rela-
tion of the law to the promise is further insisted on, together
with the merely relative importance which the law possesses in
its position between the promise and faith in a mediating sense,
although this is in no way an unimportant one. The explanation
of the Apostle is still further continued, and treats of the differ-
ence between the preparation and the fulfilment, between the
carnal and spiritual minds—the servitude of the * heir as long
as he is a child,”” and his freedom when he becomes of age. Chris-
tianity is the absolute religion, the religion of the spirit and
of freedom, with regard to which Judaism must be looked at
from an inferior standpoint, from which it must be classed with
Heathenism, as aof:vij kal wrwxa oreysia Tov kéouov. The
reason for this, is first objectively given in the inner nature of
Christianity in its comparison with the nature of Judaism, then
subjectively, in the life of spirit and freedom experienced by
Christians themselves, iv. 1, 11 (what next follows, iv. 12, 30, is
an expression of the Apostle’s sorrow and pain at the falling
away of the Galatians).—Secondly, the reason is deduced from
the Old Testament, through an allegorical interpretation of the
two sons of Abraham, Isaac and Ishmael, who hold to each
other the relation of bondage and freedom. The hortatory and
practical part of the Epistle contains, first, an exhortation to per-
severance in the freedom of the spirit, by means of real faith,
and a warning against a relapse into Judaism, v. 1—12;
secondly, a challenge to that moral activity by which true
freedom and the spiritual life is proved, and a warning against
the misuse of freedom. This moral activity is considered
generally, v. 18—15, and in particular with reference to the
circumstances of the Galatians, v. 26, vi. 10. TFinally, in vi.
11—18, we have. the conclusion of the Epistle, consisting of a
brief emphatic summary of what had been said before, together
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with a blessing. The Epistle may accordingly be divided into
three chief parts, one personal and apologetic, one dogmatic,

“and one practical. All three are intimately connected with each
other. The dogmatic part of the Epistle consists partly of the
evidence of the apostolic authority of the Apostle, and partly
it naturally passes over to the practical side, inasmuch as the
vduoc is one of the chief ideas of the dogmatic part. It was
necessary to show that freedom from the law does not by any
means necessitate the abolition of moral obligation.

The composition of this Epistle is placed by many at & very
early, and by others at a much later date. The general opinion
is that it was written soon after the Apostle’s second journey,
Acts xviii. 2, 8, and Riickert, Credner, and others have sought
to establish this opinion more decidedly by combinations of a
very subjective kind. If to this Epistle be assigned a decided
place in the series of Pauline Epistles chronologically arranged,
its relation to the two Epistles to the Corinthians and to the
Epistle to the Romans comes under consideration. In this
respect we have in it a highly important statement with refer-
ence to the opponents with whom the Apostle had to contend
among the Galatians as well as among the Corinthians. There
can scarcely be any doubt with regard to these Judaising
opponents, that from the way in which the Apostle opposed
them, the conflict was now for the first time being carried on.
We see that this is the first time this subject has been handled ;
the Apostle perceives that he is absolutely obliged to give an
account of how he was summoned to his apostolic office, and he
speaks of it in such a manner as he could not have done, if he
had ever before come in contact with these opponents in the
same way. He puts himself thoroughly in opposition to them ;
as thoroughly as can only be done when for the first time the full
importance of a principle dawns upon a man, and when the
maintenance of this principle against a vexatious opposition
constitutes the task of his whole life. This same idea of a per-
fectly new party contest, in which an individual aim is set forth
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is shown also in the opposition of the opponents. Circumcision
is treated of as the most necessary recognition of the value of
the Mosaic law. It is certainly remarkable thatin the Epistles
to the Corinthians there is no longer any mention of this sub-
ject. Although indisputably the same Judaising opponents
are in question, the party feeling which in the Epistle to the
Galatians we see in its most direct, and so to speak in its
rudest form, is in these Epistles modified, and the contest is
removed to another arena. On all these accounts the Epistle
to the Galatians can only have the first place assigned to it, in
comparison with the three other Epistles, and this place it also
holds in the Marcionite Canon. 1In the same way as the mention
of the opponents with whom the Apostle had to contend, places
it in a near relation with the two Epistles to the Corinthians,
80 its dogmatic contents bring it into close connection with the
Epistle to the Romans. But here also the relation is a perfectly
analogous one. What in the Epistle to the Romans is the
complete, and in every sense thoroughly developed Pauline
doctrine, we see drawn in outline, and yet quite distinctly in
the Epistle to the Galatians. We may therefore, beginning with
this Epistle, pursue the development of the idea of the Pauline
doctrine through various critical stages throughout the four
chief Epistles of the Apostle. It has already been shown in our
former inquiry, of which the chief foundation was the Epistle
to the Galatians, what weight as an historical document this
Epistle possesses. It enables us to arrive at a more correct idea
of the original and true position of the Apostle Paul towards the
other Apostles ; and at the same time it shows the process of
development by which the essential principle of Christianity first
attained u decided place in its struggle with Judaism.



CHAPTER IL

THE TWO EPISTLES TO THE CORINTHIANS.

These two Epistles stand in chronological order between the
Epistles to the Galatians on the one hand, and the Epistle to
the Romans on the other, and they form the centre of the im-
portant sphere of action in which the Apostle moved as the
founder of Gentile Christian churches. That which is presented
in its simplest elements in the Epistle to the Galatians, and
which in the Epistle to the Romans passes over to the abstract
sphere of dogmatic antithesis, widens out in the Epistles to the
Corinthians into the full reality of concrete life, with all the com-
plicated relations which must have existed in a Christian church
of the earliest period. The Corinthian Church was the peculiar
creation of the Apostle, it had been, as he himself says (1 Cor.
iv. 15), a child begotten by him and nourished in all love ; but
such a child also as needed his fatherly correction and in-
structing care in every way. With no other church did he
stand in so close and confidential a relation, to none did he
address so many and such important Epistles, in none had he
undergone so many experiences of different kinds, above all in
none had he such a difficult and important problem to solve.
All this was in consequence of the Corinthian Church being
the first Christian one which existed in the classic ground of
ancient Greece. How could the Greek spirit disown its original
nature, when it underwent its new birth into Christianity ?
There is nothing more natural than that Christianity should at
first break out into phenomena of a peculiar kind, among a
people like the Greeks, whose spiritual activity and versatility,
whoso political party spirit had a new theatre opened before
them, in the newly acquired spherc of action, and this especially
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in a city like Corinth, where Greek culture and Greek sensua-
lity stood in such close connection. But hence also arose a
fact which was of peculiar importance in the personal relation
of the Apostle to the Corinthian Church, and which gave him
such manifold opportunities of placing before us the underlying,
purely human phase of his many-sided individuality, and this
fact was that the same Judaising opponents, with whom we
are already acquainted, introduced a new and deeply penetra-
ting element into the life of this Greek Christian Church, yet
in the first stage of its development. But it must have been
evident to their opponents themselves, if they had any tact at
all, that they must take quite a different atlitude in this
thoroughly Greek Church, than in the one in Asia Minor, and
that it was incumbent on them to appear in a more polished,
more refined, and less strictly Jewish form, especially as they.
must meanwhile have given up much in their religious con-
sciousness to which they had at first jealously adhered. Their
opposition to the Pauline Christianity no longer proceeded from
the purely Jewish standpoint, which laid the greatest stress on
circumecision alone, it now took peculiarly Christian ground, and
above all other subjects concerned itself with the true Christian
idea of the apostolic authority, but in proportion as it was in-
tense and thorough, it was all the more personally dangerous
to the Apostle himself. ‘

In the first Epistle the Apostle treats of a series of circum-
stances which at that early period had a special interest for a
church still in its infancy. The chief matter with which he
concerned himself was-the party spirit which existed in the
Corinthian Church through the influence of the Judaising
opponents. It had split into several parties, which were called
by names denoting their several opinions,i. 12. The names
Paul, Apollos, Cephas and Christ betoken as it seems so many
different parties. Very naturally the party of Paul is first
placed before us. The Corinthians had not deserted the
Apostle, they had only divided themsclves into parties, and
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those members of the Church who had remained most faithful
to the Apostle, as we see from the contents of both the Epistles,
still continued to form an overwhelming majority. When
different parties were formed in Corinth it cannot be wondered
at that one of these should be called by the name of Apollos.
Apollos was, according to the Apostle, undoubtedly his fellow-
worker in the cause of the Gospel at Corinth, and if, as is
related of him, Acts of the Apostles xviii. 24, he had attained
such eminence through Alexandrine education and literary
acquirements, it may easily be understood how there might
be many persons in Corinth, who owing to the peculiarly Greek
spirit of his discourses became so prepossessed in his favour
that they gave him a certain precedence over the Apostle Paul.
But why did not the favourable reception which other like-
minded teachers met with from a portion of the Church, appear
to the Apostle as indicating such a dangerous party spirit, and
one so earnestly to be opposed ? Some other circumstances
must have occurred therefore before the expressed predilection
for Apollos could have been considered by the Apostle as a
token of a doubtful tendency in the Church. We must seek
for the peculiar cause of division and schism in the names of
the two other parties. With the name of Peter, an opposition
to Paul is naturally connected. As far as we know, Peter him-
self was never at Corinth, but under the authority of his name
a Jewish Christian element had, without doubt, been introduced
into & Church consisting almost entirely of Gentile Christians.
In this sense only can the Apostle mean to affix the name of
Cephas or Peter to one of these parties. 'We should have
expected that the Apostle would have taken as the subject of
his objection, the principles propagated by the Judaising oppo-
nents, but the contents of his Epistle do not carry out this
expectation. The Jewish doctrines of the absolute value of the
Mosaic law, and the necessity of its observance for salvation,
are no where combated as they are in the Epistles to the
Galatians and the Romans, and there is no mention made of
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the law, and all that depends upon it. It is vain throughout
the whole of both the Epistles to the Corinthians, to look for
any trace which may help to bring us into a closer knowledge
of the real existence of these parties, only the last chapter of
the second Epistle leaves us in no doubt whatever that this
opposition had by no means ceased. At the conclusion of the
Epistle (xi. 22), the Apostle so openly unveils the Judaism of
his opponents, and describes them as false with such sharp
words, with all the authority of a born Jew who had become
a teacher of Christianity, that we are easily enabled to under-
stand the reason of his polemic against them; but we are no
nearer to the desired explanation of their principles. The
Judaism of his opponents appears here in a new form, and we
may ask whether by means of these party relations we cannot
see deeper into the fourth of these parties described by the
Apostle—the so-called party of Christ. Here we come also to
a most difficult question, which we must endeavour as far as
possible to answer if we wish to arrive at a clear understanding
of the circumstances of the Corinthian Church, and the position
of the Apostle in it.

Who were these oi rov Xptorov P* Amongst the interpreters
and critics who in modern times have directed their attention
to this question, Storr and Eichhorn have advanced theories
which exhibit a natural opposition to each other, inasmuch as
whilst the one adheres too closely to something special, the
other on the contrary loses himself in generalities, but both
have a common ground of agreement in neither relying on a
decided point of support in the contents of the Epistle, nor in
even giving a clear idea of the subject. According to Storrt

* ] first investigated thesc questions in a treatise in the Tiibinger Zeitschr. far
Theologie, 1831, pt. 4, p. 6: Die Christus-partei in der korinthischen Gemeinde, der
Gegensatz des petrinischen und paulinischen Christenthums, der Apostel Petrus in
Rom.

t Notitiee historice epistolarum Pauli ad Corinthios, interpretationi servicentes.
Tub. 1758, p. 14. Opuse. acad. Vol. ii. p. 246. The same opinion supported by
Flatt. Vorlesungen tber die beiden Briefe Pauli an die Cor. by Bertholdt, Hist.
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oi 7ov Xptorov were those members of the Corinthian Church
who had made the Apostle James the chief of their party as
being the adeApoc kuplov, in order that through this material
relationship of the head of their sect to Jesus, they might
claim for it a precedence which would exalt it over the Petrine
party. The Apostle indeed might have had good reasons for
hinting at this carnal idea of relationship to Christ, 2 Cor.v. 18,
in the expression Xptorov kara cdpka ywdoekew; but if Storr
cannot bring forward anything else in support of his theory
than that the Apostle 1 Cor. ix. 5, speaks of the * brethren of
the Lord,” and xv. 7, speaks of James especially with Peter,
of what value is such an hypothesis? According to Eichhorn,*
oi Tov Xpiorov may have been the neutrals who stood apart from
the strife of parties ; they did not depend on Paul, nor Apollos,
nor Peter ; but only on Christ. In order to give some sort of
colouring to the idea of these neutrals, Pott endeavours to esta-
blish Eichhorn’s theory, by a comparison of the passage 1 Cor.
iii. 22, where Paul, after enumerating the schisms in the Corin-
thian Church which he had before denounced, brings forward
as the main point of his argument the words wdvra dudvr iorw,
elmre Tlavdog, eire "Amoda, eire Kngpac, mavra dpdv orw, dusic
3¢ Xpiorov, and does this in such a manner that we must look
upon the views and doctrines of the Xptsrov dvrec as those ap-
proved of by the Apostle himself. These same oi rov Xpiorov
are meant in i. 12, whilst in iii. 22 the Apostle asserts that the
Corinthians themselves rov Xptorob elvar, and he wishes to point
out to the followers of the sccts, the doctrines of the true
Teacher, to which oi Xpisrov already had given their adherence.
The sources from which they derived their Christian doctrine
were equally the teachings of Paul, Apollos, and Peter; but in
order to avoid any appearance of sectarianism they did not dis-

Krit. Einl,, p. 339, by Hug. Eioleitung in die Schriften des N. T. 3rd Ed., p. 360;
and by Heidenreich, Comment. in 1 Coriathians, Vol. i., 1825, p. 31.

* Einleitung in das N. T. Vol. fii. p. 107.

t Epist. Pauli ad Cor. Partic. 1, 1826. Proleg. p. 31.
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tinguish themselves by the name of the teacher who first in-
structed them in the principles rob elvar Xptorov, but simply
called themselves rov Xpwrov. In both the passages quoted
above, there a Xptorov eivar is indeed spoken of, but, as a
more correct comparison will easily show us, in a very different
sense. In the passage,i. 12, the words #yw &2 Xptarov are merely
the indications of a sect, just as the three sentences immediately
preceding them point out as many other sects. These words can-
not however be taken as referring to the adherents of a so-called
Party of Christ, were the Apostle to be understood as wishing
to indicate it, as alone possessing a divine unity bestowed by
Christ, in opposition to those sects and the other sectarian
divisions and distinctions lying outside them. Therefore if oi
Xptorov wore the neutrals, the neutrals themselves were nothing
else than a sect, as Neander also supposes them to have been.
“ They may indeed have maintained that they were Christians
in a false sense; very probably the conceit of the Corinthians
caused some to come forward, in these disputes as to whether the
teachings of Paul or Peter or Apollos were the only true and
perfect ones, who thought and asserted that they were better
acquainted with Christianity than Paul, Peter or Apollos—some
who out of verbal or written tradition, interpreted to suit their
own foregone theories and opinions, made a Christ and a Chris-
tianity for themselves, and who now in their arrogant zeal for
freedom wished to make themselves independent of the au-
thority of the selected and enlightened witnesses of the Gospel,
professing to have as perfect a system of doctrine as they
had, and who in their presumption called themselves disciples
of Christ as a distinction from all others.” This view again
can ouly be received as a modification of that of Eichhorn.
‘What, after all this, are we to think of the peculiar characteristics
of this so-called Party of Christ? If they wished to set up a
Christ and a Christianity of their own in opposition to the chiefs
of the other sects, to whose authority the adherents of those
sects submitted, their relation to Christ must kave been brought
18



274 LIFE AND WORK OF PAUL. [Parr II.

about in some way similar to that which had been the case with
the other sects, and we cannot see if they claimed to have a
more perfect doctrine than others and to know Christianity
better than Paul, Apollos and Peter, how they could have made
good their claim to this precedence with any better success
than any other of the sects. Therefore either of XptoTov Were
no sect to be classed with the other sects mentioned with them,
or they indeed formed a sect, but & sect of which we must at
the same time perceive we have at this day no data by which
to form a clear conception of its tendencies and peculiarities.
In order to arrive at a clearer understanding as to the pro-
bability of the last mentioned point, it seems to me that the
theory which J. E. Chr. Schmidt has given, in a treatise on
1 Cor. i. 12, is not without importance; namely, that there
were really but two parties, one that of Paul and Apollos, and
the other, as Schmidt expresses it, that of Peter and of Christ.
Taking into consideration the acknowledged relation in which
Paul and Peter, one as the Apostle to the Gentiles, the other to
the Jews, really stood towards each other, or at least the rela-
tion in which they were thought to stand towards each other
by the chief parties of the oldest Christian Church, there can
be no doubt that the chief difference lay between the two sects
which called themselves after Paul and Cephas. It follows
that the two other parties, that of Apollos and that of Christ,
differed lens from each other, than from the former, of Paul and
Apollos, and the relation also of the parties of Paul and Apollos
must be viewed in the same light. We see from many passages
that Paul placed Apollos completely on his own side and con-
sidered him as an authorized fellow-worker with himself in the
preaching of the Gospel, and we find nothing in the contents of
either of these Epistles of the Apostle, which would lead us to
suppose that there was any important difference between them.
Still I will not deny, what is generally believed, that the
Apostle, in the passage in which he speaks of the distinction
between the sopla kdouov and the copia Oeov, had the party of
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Apollos especially in view, but on the other hand it must be
granted, that the mental tendency here pointed out must have
been more or less the ruling one in the Corinthian Church as a
whole. The Apostle represents it as still fettered in this cogia
rov kdopov, and the yet deeper and more thorough sense of the
real Christian life in the inward man, he represents as a feeling
which in the present state of their spiritual life, the Corinthians
had yet to attain. Although therefore the predominance of this
mental tendency, especially in so far as it consisted in an over-
estimate of the outward forms of teaching, as opposed to its
quality and the nature of the doctrine itself, divided the party of
Apollos from that of Paul, and although the adherents of these
parties set the teachers who were at their head, in a relation to
each other which the teachers themselves in no way recognized,
the difference cannot have been so essentially and dogmatically
fixed that the two parties of the adherents of Peter, could
not be reckoned as one sect ; and if we look at the matter from
this side, we can very well imagine that the relation between
the party of Cephas and that of Christ may have been a similar
‘one. Even if both sects must be considered as one and the same
in the chief point, this does not at all affect the relation which
must have subsisted between the parties of Paul and Apollos.
The Apostle, 1 Cor. i. 12, may also have intended to multiply the
names, in order to depict the overbearing party-spirit in the
Corinthian Church, which expressed itselfin the multiplication
of sectarian names, which indeed indicated different colours
and shades of party opinion, althoughnotexactlydifferent parties.
Let us, therefore, first investigate the question wherein the chief
opposition consisted between the parties of Peter and Paul.

In- the above named treatise, Schmidt finds the chief
cause of ‘the difference between the two parties in the pre-
sumption, which led the Jewish Christians to consider
themselves true Christians, and which would scarcely allow them
to reckon the Gentile Christians as real Christians. Among the
first Christians there was a party which arrogated Christ to

18 *
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itself in a special manner—this was the Jewish Christian
party. Christ, the Messiah, came in the first place for the sake
of the Jews, to whom alone he had been promised ; the Gentiles
might thank the Jews that Christ had come into the world.
Among such proud men as these Jewish Christians, would not
the presumption arise that Christ, the Messiah, belonged to them
alone ? Exactly in this manner the presumption did arise, as we
see from 2 Cor. x. 7. They called themselves rod¢ rov Xpiorov
—disciples of Christ—disciples of the Messiah,—or, changing
slightly the name, ypioriavoie. If these Christians were Jewish
Christians no doubt can arise that they formed one party with
the sect of Peter. But if we agree with this, something else
must have lain at the root of such a presumption on the part
of the Jewish Christians, because it is quite incredible that they
as Jewish Christians with such a presumption, which excluded
the Gentile Christians from a participation in the Messianic
salvation, should have gained an entrance into a Church con-
sisting for the greater part of Gentile Christians. Therefore,
however rightly Schmidt may see the ground of this opposition
between the parties of Peter and of Paul, in the claim that
the Petrine party made to be oi rov Xpiorott, we may still
enquire how this may be more exactly and certainly determined
than has hitherto been done.

In order to answer this question, we shall certainly not be
proceeding on an arbitrary assumption, in supposing that the
chief accusation which the opposite party brought to bear
against Paul, would have been recognised in some way in these
Epistles of the Apostle. But the vindication of the apostolic
authority constitutes a chief portion of the contents of these
Epistles—this authority not being willingly yielded in its
full sense to the Apostle Paul by his opponents. They would
not recognize him as a real and genunine Apostle, on the
ground of his not being in the same sense as Peter and the
rest of the Apostles, rov Xpiworov, and not like these having
been in the same direct connection with Jesus during his life
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on earth? Peter himself had no share in the party which went
by his name in Corinth, as it must be concluded, from what
we have already seen, that Peter was never in Corinth at all ;
but it may well be supposed that the false Apostles who went
about calling themselves by the name of Peter, eventually ex-
tended their travels to Corinth.

In the second Epistle, in which especially Paul speaks openly
against these opponents, and directly contends with them, he
calls them plainly, xi. 18, Yevdamwdorodot, YevdideApor, dpydrar
360y, pérasynuarifducvol eic amosrédove Xpiorov. They also
wished to be the true aroarolot Xpiaron, or to be in the closest
connection with them, and in this sense to be Xptsrob dvrec.
The special zeal of the Jewish Christians for the Mosaic law,
may also in this last respect be essentially the actuating
motive, but sincein a Church of Gentile Christians, such as was
the Corinthian, they could not expect a favourable reception,
if they had immediately brought forward their principles, they
fell back on the special ground of their Judaistic opposition,
they attacked the apostolic authority of the Apostle, and en-
deavoured in this way to work against him. According to this
supposition, the relation of the party of Peter to that of Christ
seems very simple and natural. Just as those of Paul and of
Apollos did not esentially differ ; so these two were not differ-
ent parties, but only one and the same party under two different
names, so that each name only denoted the claim which that
party made for itself. They called themselves rod¢c Knga,
because Peter held the primacy among the Jewish Apostles,
but rod¢ Xpiorov, because they relied on the direct connection
with Christ as the chief token of genuine apostolic authority ;
and on this very account would not recognize Paul, who had
been called to be an Apostle in a perfectly unusual and peculiar
manner, as a genuine Apostle, enjoying the same privileges as
the others, and thought they ought to place him at least far
down in the ranks of Apostles.

On this account also their designation, evidently intentionally



278 LIFE AND WORK OF PAUL. [Part I

chosen, was rov Xptorov not rov 'Inoov or rov xupfov. The
idea of the Messiah must be brought forward as the complete
actuating organ of the Messianic happiness and blessing of the
higher life, whose principle is Christ, in order to indicate all that
those who belonged to this name had received from the most
direct tradition, from an outward and actually experienced con-
nection with the person of Jesus as the Messiah.

We must now endeavour as much as possible to establish
the view here brought forward, by extracts from some prin-
cipal passages of the two Epistles. Perhaps indeed the first
apologetic section, in which the Apostle gives a vindica-
tion of his apostolic authority and work, (chap. i. 4), contains
some indications that he may have had in his mind those
adherents of the party of Peter who claimed to be considered
as rov¢ rov Xpwrov. When the Apostle, ii. 26, maintains
with all his energy, nueic 8¢ vovv Xpworov Exouev (so far as
the divine wvevua is the principle of his Christian conscious-
ness)—when, iv. 1, he desires his readers to remember that
they have to look on him as vmnpérne Xpiorov—when, iv. 10,
he asserts that he as the least of the Apostles is willing to
consider himself as a pwpdc dia Xpisrob, in so far as on good
grounds they hold themselves as ¢pdvipot év Xpiory ; when,
verse 15, he reminds them that although they might have
pvplove Tardaywyode ixev v Xpwory, they could not have
woAdod¢ warépac ; in all passages such as these it is tolerably
clear that he referred to the sects which he had just beforé men-
tioned ; those parties who in the Apostle’s opinion wished to
make themselves known in an obnoxious manner, and in a per-
fectly "peculiar sense as oi rov Xpiagrod dvrec, and these special
references lie behind the general apologetic tendency of all this
section of the Epistle. In any case, an important passage of
this section is to be found ix. 1, &c. The Apostle with a sudden
transition here speaks in his own person, while still very
closely connecting the portion of his Epistle, beginning ix. 1,
with the contents of the chapter immediately preceding, and



Caar. I1.] THE EPISTLES TO THE CORINTHIANS. 273

he skilfully avails himself of the opportunity thus offered for
an apologetic discourse. In the foregoing eighth chapter then,
the Apostle had discussed the cause of the question which had
been laid before him, about the use of meat offered to idols at
the participation in the Gentile sacrificial feasts, and had given
his opinion that cases might arise when it would be necessary
to give up, out of consideration for others, what according to
a man’s own views he would be perfectly justified in maintaining.
He puts this idea in such a manner as to give himself an op-
portunity of considering many things alleged to his disadvan-
tage by his opponents in a light which with regard to his apos-
tolic call can only appear as a voluntary renunciation. As an
Apostle he had also certain rights of which he as well as the
other Apostles might avail himself of; but that he had never
done so because & higher consideration had bidden him make
no use of them, Ok elul éNetlepoc; oix elul amdarodoc ; ovxl
*Inaovv Xpiardv Tov kbptov nudv édpaka ; am I not free ? am I
not an Apostle ? and truly an Apostle as well as any other
Apostle? have I not seen the Lord Jesus Christ? Wherefore
the appeal to the éwpaxévar "Incovw Xpiardv, Tov xiptov nuov,
a8 a vindication of the awdsroloc elvay, if his opponents did
not deny him the real apostolic character, because he had not
seen the Lord as they, or rather the Apostle at the head of
their party had done, and had not lived in direct communion
with him ? This also must be the genuine token of the Xptsrot
elva.. But that these opponents of the Apostle belonged also
to one class with the adherents of the party of Peter is clear
from the following words, verse 5, un odk Exouev Eovoiav
adedgijy yvvaika weptdyetr, we kal of Aourol éamdorolot kai of
adelpot Tov kupiov, kai Kngpac. The Xpiorov elvar held good
in all these cases in the sense already discussed ; it held good
for the Apostles in general who had enjoyed communion with
Jesus, it availed in a narrower sense for the ad:\gol Kvpiov,
inasmuch as they stood in a still nearer connection to the
Lord as his relatives ; and it held good in the narrowest sense
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for Peter, inasmuch as Jesus himself had assigned him a certain
precedence over the other Apostles, and he represented the
whole relation between Jesus and the others in the most com-
plete manner in his own person. But Paul thought that he
himself, .in the full consciousness of his apostolic dignity, and
the rights and claims connected with it, ought not to take a
secondary place, even to Peter. In token that he possessed-
the same rights as the other Apostles, and especially the right
to live at the expense of the churches to whom ho preached
the Gospel, the Apostle appeals first, to what bolds good in
law and custom in common life, (verses 7, 8.) ; secondly, to a
precept of the Mosaic Law, which indeed primarily referred to
animals needed for the use of man, but which might equally be
applied to the greatest things as to the least, (9-12) ; and thirdly,
to the customs prevailing in the Mosaic sacrificial worship, (13.)
But however well grounded his claim to be an Apostle might
be on these accounts, still he had never made any use of them,
because such a practice did not seem to him to be consistent
with the plan of the Gospel, and would place himself in a
mercenary light. Accordingly, living constantly in the con-
sciousness of the chief aim to which he had devoted himself, he
subjugated his whole personality to the interests of others and
the regard to be paid to them, and his carnal nature he held in
such subjection that it was forced to yield to the power of his
spirit, (15-17). This whole section contains indeed a most
ample refutation of the supposition that the opponents of the
Apostle had ascribed the humility and unselfishness with which
he preached the Gospel in the churches, to the self-evident
consciousness of the Apostle, which did not allow him to dare
to place himself in a situation to assume the same rights as
the other Apostles. On account of this demeanour indicating
only weakness and want of self-confidence, they thought they
themselves had the less cause to be obliged to keep back the
selfish and self-seeking wAeoveEia (2 Cor. xii. 14.) of which the
Apostle elsewhere accuses them.  But the more these charges
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were connected with the chief attack on his apostolic dignity
the more it must have seemed to the Apostle to be for
his interest to vindicate himself from them, and to place his
behaviour in its true light. As here the Apostle’s apelogy
refers in its main point to the éwpaxévar 'Incovv Xpiarov, Tov
kbplov nudv ; without explaining more clearly the peculiar nature
of this éwpakévar he expresses his desire of holding fast in
general to all that placed him on alevel with the other Apostles.
And he says also that as in any case a peculiar material revelation
of the Lord could be predjcated of himself, he accordingly (xv. 8.)
declares in the same connection, that the Lord had appeared to
him also as to the other Apostles. Just as the important
exposition of the doctrine of the resurrection which follows
seems to demand an equally authentic attestation of the chief
points on which it relies, namely, that Jesus rose from the
dead, and was really seen as so risen, so the theory cannot be
excluded, that with regard to the chief points in which his
opponents wished to involve the question of his apos-
tolic authority, the Apostle evidently made use of the
opportunity which here naturally offered itself, of placing
himself in the same position with the disciples who were
associated with Jesus during his life, and of vindicating his
apostolic call by the criterion of a direct material appearance of
the Lord.

The polemical references which the Apostle so freely uses in
both Epistles are as openly and directly prominent in the second
as in the first ; still it is at the end of the Epistle that the Apostle
confronts his opponents boldly without seeking any further
compromise, and regards them steadfastly and keenly.

In the earlier part of the Epistle it is especially the passage
v. 1-16, which contains a fresh interest full of meaning by its re-
ference to his opponents. The Apostle assures the Corinthians
at the outset in different terms of the love which should arouse
their confidence, and seeks to convince them of the purity
of his views and endeavours. In answer to the rcproaches
of his opponents he scts forth the results which had attended
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his teachings through the strength given him by God, by
means of the duakovia riic xawic Swabiiknc. The greater the
superiority of the kaws diafixn, the greater also is the supe-
riority of the Swakovfa. But in striking contrast to this the
Apostle, iv. 7, continues “ are the sufferings of all kinds with
which I as a weak fallible man have to struggle—sufferings
which threaten every moment to overwhelm my strength—still
I am preserved through them all by the might which conquers
death through life, by which Jesus was raised from the dead.
Therefore I do not allow my sufferings to hinder me in the
duties of my office.”” Sufferings only serve to educate the in-
ward man, the true real man, for future glory ; this idea makes
the Apostle in chapter v., speak of the moment at which the
earthly body in whose bonds we now groan, will be changed
into a glorified heavenly body, v. 1-4. This confident expec-
tation of a condition essentially belonging to our Christian
consciousness, in which when we are absent from the body we
are present with the Lord, or at least are in the most intimate
connection with him, now requires in all our acts and efforts
the most conscientious reference to Christ, by whom the judg-
ment exactly correspoﬁding to our moral conduct will be pro-
nounced (5—14.) < This consciousness accompanies me in
my apostolic labours, and you yourselves must bear me this
witness; you ought to be comforted by that which in this
respect testifies to my utmost consciousness, and holds good
against my opponents, and maintains my honour against them,
namely, that throughout I have not consulted my own person,
my own interests. I labour in the spirit of the love by
which Christ so offered himself up for us that we can only live
in him ; and all our former ties and relationships have ceased
to exercise any decided influence on us, wherefore we see our-
gelves placed in a perfectly new sphere of consciousness and
life. The principal actuating cause by which we are raised to
this completely new order of things, is the reconciliation which
God has effected through the death of Christ between himself
and man. Whilst this reconciliation is precisely the peculiar
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burden of my apostolic preaching, the object of my labour;
it i8 really only Christ in whose name I work—only God, whose
voice is allowed to be heard through me. What then is there
about my person which can justify my opponents in accusing
me of a vain self-praise and of self-seeking views ?”’ In this con-
nexion the expression used by the Apostle, Xpworov xara cdoxa
Ywdokew, is especially worthy of remark. The Xpiaroe kara
adpka can only be the Christ or Messiah of Judaism, and ac-
cordingly the Apostle says in a sense which is as grammatically
natural as satisfactory : ¢ if it were the case that formerly I knew
no other Messiah than the Messiah of Judaism—such an one
as all the peculiar prejudices and material inclinations of my
nation presented to me; and if I were not prepared to raise
myself to the new stage of spiritual life on which I now stand
—where I live in Christ who died for me, as for all, yct now I
do not any longer acknowledge this conception of the Messiah
as the true one. I have freed myself from all prejudices, from
all the material ideas and expectations which had naturally
taken hold of me from my nationality—which had devolved
upon me as a born Jew.”” If this is the sense of the passage,
it can scarcely be thought otherwise than that the Apostlein
the expression Xpiordv wxara odpka ywdokey wished to glance
at his opponents who prided themselves especially as being
Tovg 10 Xpiorov Svrac. Was it not exactly a& kara cdpka
Xpiordv ywdokew, on which they took their ground when from
the standpoint of Judaism and the conception of the Jewish
Messiah they thought themselves obliged to deny to the
Apostle the genuine apostolic character, and this because he
had not been in that direct outward material communion with
Jesus during his life on earth, of which those Apostles could
boast who were originally called to the apostolic office by
Jesus himself. The peculiar circumstance from which the
eélvar tv Xpiorw must have been derived the Apostle says, on the
contrary, was not so much the earthly and national appearance
of Jesus, in which however the adp& in the above sense still
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had its share, but rather the death of Jesus,in so far as the
old life died with his death, and the new life which was to be
awakened in us took its beginning. That which essentially
distinguishes the national Jewish Messiah from the Christ of
the true Christian consciousness, is the sufferings and death of
Christ—the great significance of the death on the cross which
the Apostle represents as aboveall the culminating point of the
Christian doctrine, and which he not without reason brings for-
ward with all his energy against his opponents in these two
Epistles. Therefore if the earthly life of Jesus as the Messiah
and the visible communion with him during his life on earth be
taken to a certain extent as something existing for itself, and
his whole appearance on earth be not rather looked at by
the light of his death on the cross, thus stripping it of the
earthly, this is still a Xpiorov kara cdpka ywdoxav, we still fall
back on that which is directly presented to us, conditioned
by its natural relations, to which we must first die: but, on
the contrary, if we look at his death as the great turning
point, in which the «awy «xricie is brought to light,—in
which the old things vanish away and all things become new
—then everything falls to the ground, which seemed to give
the opponents, or rather the Apostles, on whose authority the
opponents relied, their peculiar lofty precedence, owing to their
direct communion with Jesus during his earthly life ; but which
really had its foundation in relations in which the Apostles, as
born Jews, were involved. Therefore also he, the Apostle called
80 late, is enabled to place himself in the same rank with the
witnesses of the resurrection of the Lord. He also has recog-
nized in Jesus the One who, as the One who had died and was
raised again to life, caused the full meaning of the Christian
consciousness and life to appear to us, and established in us the
true Xpiarob &ivat.

Another passage, x. 7, is very nearly allied to those we have
above examined. In chap. x. the Apostle enters on the con-
sideration of the reproach made against him by his opponents
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that he was wanting in personal energy. He declares that he
will show, on the contrary, that he knows how to act with all
energy and earnestness, with the greatest confidence as to
results whenever a matter of importance is involved. At the
same time he refutes the reproach made against him, that in
him the genuine token is wanting of a Xpiorov dv. Unless we
look arbitrarily on the outward appearance only, in what is the
Xpiarov elva better than the Eovola ic olkodousj—the strength
and energy with which a man labours at the furtherance of the
cause of Christianity? He does not say ra «arda wpdowmov
BAémere, so much of the opponents themselves as of certain
members of the Corinthian Church who had already given heed
to them, and were in danger of allowing themselves to be still
further led astray. “If in respect to my person you maintain
what I must be kard wpdowmov—this is a proof that you chiefly
look at the outward appearance, and judge according to the
outward appearance only,” (rpdowndv, as v. 12). These words
are generally considered as referring to the so-called party of
Christ, and Storr and Flatt understand them according to their
view, with regard to their external relations to each other. As
the Apostle is speaking of the Xptorov élvas, the reference is to
those who'considered themselves in a special manner as rode
Tov Xpiorov—certainly very naturally—only 1 can find nothing
at all in this passage, which would justify the conclusion
that of 7ov Xptarov were a party at all! The Apostle is rather
concerned with his opponents, inasmuch as in contradistinction
to him they boasted of a closer outward communion with Jesus
or with the immediate disciples of Jesus—and especially with
Peter the first of the Apostles—and in this wished to place the
real criterion of the Xpiworov elvar.

But that these Xpwsrod dvrec belonged to one and the same
class as the party of Peter, and the whole Judaising party of
opposition, is clearly shown by the connection with what follows,
where the Apostle speaks of the imepAiav amwdorolot. What
he advances against his opponents in reference to the Xpiosrod
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elvay, 7, appears to me to have been this: “If anyone main-
tains so confidently of himself that he is a genuine disciple of
Christ, and stands in real relations with him, according to
his subjective opinion, because he believes that he once did so
perceive the matter, (this secondary idea lies as much in the
word éavry as in wpdowmov, which contains in itself the idea
of the subjective dependence on personal motives), he considers
also the outward connection with Christ as the peculiar token
of the true union with Christ, then such a man must on the
other hand concede to me the right of deciding on the true
union with Christ and this according to another token which I
hold to be true. In this view I can, in any case, assert of my-
self, with the same right as do my opponents on their part, that
Xptarov elvar. What tokens of Xpiorov eivar the Apostle means
to indicate in reference to himself is seen by what follows.
¢ This right, that of considering myself as Xptorov 8vra, from
my own standpoint can so little be denied me, that in fact it
ought rather to be acknowledged even if I were to advance
still further pretensions. Even were I to claim a still greater
authority than I really do, my claims would still be. true and
well-founded ; I should have no feur of being brought to shame
because I employ my privilege of working as an Apostle, only
ei¢ oixodounv, and not el¢ kalaipeoty Yuwv, because I only en-
deavour to work in furtherance of the true welfare of the
Church. With such good right do I believe that I am justified
in maintaining that I am Xpworov.”” What the Apostle wishes to
make available as a peculiar token of the Xptsrov elvat in opposi-
tion to the xard mpdowmov BAémew, is the aim of the oixodou,
the genuine Christian, beneficent, edifying form of his apostolic
activity, as he further says in verse 18: “Of course I am very
far from placing myself in the same class with those who ascribe
to themselves, with conceited selfishness, an arbitrary self-made
measure of praise, and seek to enhance their own glory at the
cost of the advantage of others. My glory lies in those things
which I have been actually enabled to effect in my apostolic
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calling, within the bounds which God has appointed to my circle
of action, in favour of the cause of Christianity; insomuch as I was
the first who brought Christianity to Corinth, and hope to have
so planted it there, that its operations may open for me a yet
wider circle of action. So little is it necessary for me to seek
my glory in a foreign sphere, and so little can anything else
than real worth be of any value in the cause of Christianity.”
The contrast of which the Apostle here speaks, allows us with
reason to suppose that the opponents not only worked against
his authority, but also called in question his merit of being the
special founder of the Corinthian Church. They indeed came
to Corinth after the Apostle, but as they did not acknowledge
Paul as a true Apostle, as Xptsrov 8vra, they assumed to them-
selves the glory properly belonging to him, at least in so
far as they pretended to have been the first to plant true
Christianity. ‘

With chapter x. 7, begins the section in which the Apostle
turns completely against his opponents, and exhibits himself
clearly in the freest outpouring of feeling with regard to his
whole relation with them. The tone in which he expresses
himself against them becomes, in chap. xi., stronger and more
vivid—there is a cutting irony mingled with his words, and the
picture which he holds up to us of his opponents stands forth
in more decided and ever more repulsive features. ‘Yo hear
indeed,” he says, xi. 1. to his readers, ‘ patiently enough the
sayings of the fools (my opponents who would exalt themselves
with vain presumption), ye should give me a moment’s hearing
when I as a fool speak to you in the same language. (For my
vindication and my praise can only appear as folly from the
high standpoint from which my opponents look down upon
me). I am jealous over you with a godly jealousy (I am seized
as by a holy jealousy) when I think that the love, to which
I as the founder of the Christian Church in Corinth have the
justest right, may be handed over to others who have only
opposed all my aims. I have espoused you to one husband, to
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present you as a chaste virgin to Christ. DBut I fear, as the
serpent beguiled Eve through deceit, that your thoughts also
may be turned away from the unfettered truth, against Christ.
Indeed if one were to come who would preach another Christ
whom I have not preached, or if ye were to receive another spirit
from the One ye have received, or another gospel than the one ye
have accepted (i.e. were it possible that there might be another
Christianity, which must be taken as the real and true one now’
first preached to you by such another teacher, if I then had
either not imparted the truth to you, or had done so only very
incompletely and improperly) then indeed  ye might well bear
with him.””) (It is this then which brings the Apostle into the
most decided antagonism with his opponents—the question
between the two parties consisted of nothing less than that of
a true or a false Christianity. The opponents of the Apostle
truly preached another Jesus and another Christianity, whilst
they accused the Apostle of not preaching the true ones.)
“ But even this'is a perfectly unlikely supposition. That Chris-
tianity which I have preached to you is the only true one, and
deserves all belief. For I suppose that I stand in nothing
behind the ¢ very chiefest Apostles.””” The vmepAlav ardorolot
may have been the opponents of the Apostle themselves, those
who are afterwards called Yevdamrdorolot. But as these yevda-
wdéarodot, who in Corinth relied especially on the authority of
the Apostle Peter, came to Corinth from Palestine—and without
doubt stood in some connexion with the Jewish Apostles of
Palestine—the vmepAlav amdarodor may well have been the
Apostles themselves whose disciples and delegates the Yevdawdo-
Tolot claimed to be. The expression VmwepAiav ardorodor may
therefore signify the over-estimation which was sought to be
ascribed to the authority of the Apostles in prejudice to that of
Paul. This is also indicated by the expression oi Soxovwree
arddot elvac used Gal. ii. 9, in reference to James, Peter, and
John, which is only a way of saying why they were considered
as forming a certain party desirous of commanding public
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opinion. ‘“However great,” says the Apostle accordingly,
““may be the success of the pretensions advanced by the other
Apostles in my disfavour, nothing can assail the truth of the
Christianity which I teach.” In what follows, the Apostle de-
clares that he thinks he has every right to claim recognition
for his apostolic calling, inasmuch as by his whole behaviour
towards the Corinthian Church he had publicly afforded an in-
sight into the essence of the Christian doctrines as well as
borne testimony by his whole life to the purity of his zeal for
the cause of Christianity. * For,” he declares firstly, “I have
in the most disinterested manner never once made any claim
upon you for my support, while my opponents in whom
you trust (oi rotovror Yevdamdarodot épyarar 6Xiot, peraayn-
pariduevor el amosrdlove yxptorov, as he calls these false
teachers yho gave themselves out by name as the Apostles
of Christ, verse 13), only endeavour with every art of guile
and deceit to make some gain out of you, and use you as
the instruments of their interested designs.—Verses 7-20.”
Secondly, he says, “ My whole life has been a series of hard-
ships, sacrifices, and dangers, which I have undertaken for the
cause of Christianity,” 20-28. This passago alone sets it
beyond doubt that these opponents were born Jews, of genuine
Israelite descent. They therefore must have undoubtedly
belonged to the party of Peter, and upheld the authority of the
Apostle Peter. The ‘Apostle, continuing in a tone of irony,
allows the opprobrious insinuation ag¢posdvn of his opponents,
in order that under this mask he may place himself on the same
footing with his presumptuous, vain, self-asserting opponents,
and in order to be enabled in his own vindication to speak in a
manner which indeed appears to be only foolish, vain self-
praise, but which would be rather preferred by the Corinthians,
accustomed as they were to the speeches of his overbearing
opponents (compare 19, 20, 21). He then asks the question
(22), ‘E3paiol ciot ; kdyw* "TopanXirai eioe ; kgyw* omépua’ABpadp
gior; xgyw. He also says, if there is any idea of such a
19
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kavxaolat kara iy eapka (18) of a kavyasfaw depending only
on natural accidental advantages, it can apply to me equally
with my opponents. But they do not only claim to be genuine
Israelites, but also as such, diakovo: Xpiorov. If it appears to
them merely folly on my part that I venture to claim equality
with them with respect to the above-mentioned advantages,
they will in all probability consider it as complete madness
(rapappoveiv here plainly means much more than the expres-
sion before used agpoaivy), when they find that I shall even
have to claim the advantage over them, inasmuch as I can
appeal to somcthing more real than to these advantages of
theirs, as the actual proof of my apostolic ministry. These
same persons who have so high an opinion of themselves as
born Jews, also maintain that they are the true &faxovo:
Xpisrov. In the following chapters, also, thg Apostle
carries on the vindication of his apostolic authority, and
indeed adds a third reason in proof of the right he has to
make known his Apostolic office to the two he has already
mentioned in chap. xi. This third reason consists in the
extraordinary revelations which had fallen to his lot, especially
an extacy into which he had been thrown during the first
period of his apostolic career. Still he did not appeal to these
revelations as a cause of boasting. Rather he bore about in
his body a certain suffering which ever kept alive in him the
fecling of his human weakness as a corrective of any exalted
opinion of himself, and which caused him to put his whole
trust in divine help. Above all, he had only been induced to
say all that he had done in his own praise, because the
Corinthians had said nothing in his vindication against his
opponents, which they should properly have said. How far
he was from being behind the other Apostles they themselves
had the best right of judging, as he had borne witness among
them in every way of his genuine apostolic manner of action
and ministry ; and nothing had been wanting in their Church
of all that had fallen to the share of any other Church in Chris-
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tendom. There cannot be any reasonable doubt that the men-
tion of the émrasiar and awokaAibec to which the Apostle here
appeals, has a very close connection with his apologetic aim and
the character of his opponents with which he occupies him-
self. If, as Judaising teachers of Christianity, they took their
stand on the views which must have been those peculiarly of
the parties of Peter or of Christ, namely, the material relation
to Jesus and intercourse with him, which had been shared by
Peter and by disciples who had been called by Christ and
educated by him for their office; if they appealed to these
things as the true criterion of the Xptorov efvar and the
apostolic call, then the Apostle Paul, when he referred to the
last and highest point of his appeal in favour of his apostolic
office, could only set an inward spiritual experience against the
outward material experiences of the rest of the Apostles. This
inward experience then consisted in those extraordinary
phenomena which, as the inward proofs and revelations of the
Divine, as matters of fact present to his direct consciousness,
had awakened in him belief in Christ—that fwpaxévar’lnsovv
Xpiordv Tov kbpov Nudv, to which he had already appealed
(1 Cor. ix. 1), and which at the same time belonged to one
class with the éwraciac and dmoxadineig kvplov which he here
speaks of, even if it is altogether probable that the extacy
described in verse 2, &c., is precisely the same with the
phenomenon related in the Acts of the Apostles (chap. ix.), and
which brought about the conversion of the Apostle. Such
dnraciat kal amoxaliyerg might appear to the opponents of the
Apostle as imaginary visions which could make no claim to
objective truth, in comparison with the outward matter of fact
relations in which the other Apostles had lived with Jesus, and
according to the principles which Peter (Acts of the Apostles
i. 21) had laid down on the occasion of the clection of the
Apostle Matthias. But for the Apostle himself the phenomena
which had been interwoven with his inner life wore nothing

less than firm incontestable facts; and just as he had volun-
19 *
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tarily cvaded speaking of them in order to avoid any appear-
ance of vain sclf-exaltation, so in this place where it behoves
him to be silent on nothing which might serve in the vindica-
tion and establishment of his apostolic authority, he cannot omit
appealing to them. But the more that he cannot conceal from
himself, that this testimony to his apostolic call belongs
to the sphere of his own immediate consciousness, the more
solicitously in the whole contents of these two Epistles does he
seek to make good those active proofs to which the character
of objective reality could be least denied—namely, the great
trials through which he had borne testimony to his apostolic
ministry and the great success with which he had been attended
in his efforts to further the cause of Christianity. Compare
1 Cor. iii. 8-15; ix. 15, &c.; xv. 10 (weptoadrepov adrov
wévrwy ikomiaca) 2 Cor. x. 12, &c.

The passage (2 Cor. iii. 1, &c.) gives, in a manner well
worthy of attention, an explanation of the entire matter in dis-
pute between the Apostle and his opponents, when it treats of
a question of principle which from the beginning essentially
divided the Apostle from the elder Apostles. Its subject
matter is of ¢miorolal ovararikal, of letters of ¢ commendation
which certain persons (rwi¢ as the rwic dmo "TaxwBov—Gal.
ii. 12, opponents of the Apostle) had brought with them to
Corinth. 1t can only have been sought to testify by these
letters that the hearers were to be considered as real credible
preachers of the Christian doctrine certificated by recognized
authority. Under what other names then, can these letters
have been brought forward, except those of the elder Apostles,
and in what else can the causé of the facts that such commen-
datory and certificated letters were thought necessary, consist,
except in the opposition of parties which were so widely
severed from each other that any one who wished to appear as
a teacher was obliged, in order not to be taken for a false
teacher, to give open proof to which party he adhered, and to
whose principles and teachings he gave credence. The more
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important the authority on which such messengers relied,
and the more universally acknowledged it was, the more
undoubtedly could they reckon on their reception and
influence, and from what other place could they bring with
them so satisfactory a legitimation as from Jerusalem.* The
émorodal ovorarikal, indicates besides that there is a higher
authority standing in the back-ground, behind the opponents
with whom he is contending, and which the Apostle perceived
as being antagonistic to his own—he therefore in these Epistles
takes occasion to explain fully the principle of his apostolic
authority. This he does in chapter iii. If no one were admitted
to be a real, authenticated teacher of Christianity except he
were recommended from Jerusalem and brought with him a
“letter of commendation,” this could only be because no others
were to be recognized as Apostles except the elder ones. This
the Apostle could not concede, and yet with regard to his
apostolic office and apostolic authority he only appealed to that
«ddknoer 6 Oede amokalifar rov vidy abrodb iv iuol, Gal. i. 15,
and consequently to a mere fact of his own consciousness. And
starting from these imiorolai guorarical he maintains, in order
to produce some objective fact, that he also like his opponents
has an Epistle of commendation, but indeed a very different
one! His letters of commendation are the Corinthians them-
selves, and written indeed in his own heart. What they are as
Christians, concerns him so nearly, that it becomes an essential

* That such a legitimation belonged to the principles of the Judaizers, and was
customary among them, is clear from passages from the pseudo-Clementine writings,
which serve also as an explanation of the ¢wiorolai cvoraricai. In the 4th Bock
of the Recognitions, C. 34, the Apostle Peter says the devil sends abroad into the
world, false Prophets, and false Apostles, and false Teachers who indced speak in
the name of Christ, but do the will of the devil; he exhorts them therefore to use
caution, “et nulli doctorum credatis nisi qui Jacobi fratris Domini ex Hierusalem,
detulerit testimonium vel ejus quicunque post ipsum fuerit. Nisi enim quis illuc
ascenderit, et ibi fuerit probatus quod sit doctor idoneus et fidelis ad praedicandum
Christi verbum, nisi inquam inde detulerit testimonium, reccpendus non est sed
neque propheta, neque apostolus in hoc tempore sperctur a vobis aliquis alius
practer nos.” Compare Homily, 11. 35.
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part of his own seclf-consciousness. And because it shall not
only be said what they are to him, but also what they are objec-
tively with regard to his acceptation by others—he adds that
these letters written in his inmost heart are also lying open
before the eyes of the world, manifest to every man, laid before
the general consciousness of the world, composed under the
commission of Christ, written not with ink but with the Spirit
of the living God, not in tables of stone, but on the fleshly
tables of the heart; 7.e. the legitimation of his apostolic
authority, is the fact of the success of his preaching of the
Gospel, the fact that through him the Corinthians had been
constituted into a Christian Church. He who founds Christian
Churches may with justice be considered ag an Apostle of
Christ, because there can be no question but that Christ is
working in and through him. It is the result of the operation
of the cause, of the principle, which must be pre-supposed
before the idea of a decided operation can be formed, in the same
manner a8 in 1 Cor. ix. 2, the Apostle says to the Corinthians
in arguing against those who were not willing to allow his
claim to be an Apostle: & @\oig obxk elpt amdorodog, aAda ye
Vv €ul, 0 yap oppayic tiic duic awosToliic Vuelc iore iv kuply,
1 ¢un awoloyla rotg iud avaxpfvovow avry éorl. In the same
way in Gal. ii. 7, he grounds his ebayyéAwov rij¢c akpoBvariag on
the fact that the same things which led Peter to ci¢ arosrolny
tiic weptropiic, operated powerfully in himself to bring forward
el¢ Ta EQvn—i.e. so that the operation of this évepywev is the
existence of the Gentile Christian Church. But the greater
and more evident the success of his ministry, the more certain
it is that he only derived its express apostolic authentication
from God and Christ, whose servant he is—and he derives it
from Christ as the founder of a new 8ia@iikn whose principle is
the wvevua. The more perfectly this principle is realized in
him, the more able he is to bring forward a result corres-
ponding to this principle. The question therefore can only be
as to what it comprises and how he can prove its possession.
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The whole stage of the development on which the religious
consciousness of the Old Testament relies is the subject in op-
position to which the Apostle develops the idea of the mvevua
as the Christian principle, 1ii. 11-18.  He fixes as the essential
difference. between the two Siwafiika, in their two chief ideas
vypaupa and wvevua, the amoxrefvew on one side, and the Zworn-
ouiv on the other, and accordingly makes this objective differ-
ence appear in its subjective character from the point of view
of the question how the religious consciousness, which lies at the
foundation of the Old Testament narrative of the shining light
on the face of Moses, stands in relation to each of the two
dwabikar. This shining light is a symbol of the character of the
old 3iwabikn, as well with regard to its advantages as to its de-
fects. Its advantages consisted in having a shining light in
which the majesty of God reflected itself in such a manner,
and from which it might be concluded that if the old had such
a glory, the new would have one still more radiant and supreme.
But the defects of the old Siafijkn consisted in the transitory
nature of that shining light in the face of Moses; and even
still more in the fact that the Israelites on account of the veil
which covered the face of Moses in order to shade their eyes
from the shining light, did not perceive its actual extinction,
and therefore believed that it still continued after it had
already bocome extinct. This veil, the symbol of Mosaism,
still continues to lie on the consciousness of the Jews, this is
the barrier in their religious conscionsness which prevents their
realizing the finite nature of the old dwafikn. In contrast to
this concealment and narrowness which belongs to the
character of Judaism is the wvevua as the Christian principle,
unfolding the complete knowledge of the truth, exalted above
all merely outward considerations, into the oneness with
Christ, into the identical, absolute, self-certainty of Christian
consciousness. If where the Spirit is, the Lord is also, then
the Lord himself is the Spirit, iii. 16—so0 also he who has the
Spirit in the senso meant by the Apostle is in the Siakovia
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rob mvedparog iil. 8—and is also a Sidkovoc Xpiorow (xi.
23.) The opponents with whom the Apostle was engaged at
Corinth, considered themselves as didkovor Xptorov. As they
were not Apostles themselves, but were forced to support
themselves on some apostolic anthority, they must bave con-
sidered those to whose authority they appealed as especially
«moardlovg Xptarov, but only in the same sense in which they
themselves claimed to be diudkovor Xpiorot. They were not
Apostles, but if, as the Apostle says,they were ueracynuariduevor
tic amroarédove Xpiarov, then by amderolot Xpiarov we must
understand that they called the Apostles on whose authority they
relied and whose representatives they desired to be, Apostles
of Christ in the same emphatic sense in which they themselves
wished to be diudxovot Xpiarov, and the Apostle himself, x. 7.
speaks of the Xpiorov elvar. In what else could the distinguish-
ing criterion of their Xpisrov elvar consist, as distinguishing
them from the Apostle Paul, except that the elder Apostles
on account of the direct companionship in which they stood
with Jesus during his earthly life might claim to be the only
authenticated preachers and ministers of the Messianic salva-
tion ? And on what other standpoint could the Apostle himself
rest in maintaining the apostolic authority than the very one
which we see him assume in these two Epistles, obliged as he
was to set the inward and spiritual in opposition to that which
his opponents made so much of in a material sense, and to
recognize the principle of true companionship and the genuine
apostolic ministry only in the Spirit which is the Lord himself?
Therefore it is self-evident how he could not justify himself to
his nearest opponents in Corinth without referring to the
Apostles whose representatives they claimed to be. That he
was in no whit behind them, that he could claim for himself
the same rights as they did, and bore in himself the same
apostolic consciousness, is the view from which he proceeds to
the highest point of his conflict with them, xi. 5 ; and to which
he adheres throughout his whole discourse, as is shown by the
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repetition of this chief idea, xii. 11. Whilst far removed from
approaching them in regard to the acknowledgment of their
apostolic dignity, yet he cannot put up with its exclusive
assertion on the part of his oponents. That he did not wish
to dispute with them as to what they were in themselves, but
only as to what they assumed to be in their own too high
estimation, he gives us to understand by the strikingly
selected expression oi vwepAlav awdorolo. The Apostles were
placed in opposition to him, as if he were nothing in com-
parison with them (oddév el he says, xii. 11, in a true sense
for him, but still in allusion to this) and as if he were of no
value as an Apostle of Christ. If in maintaining his apos-
tolic authority, he had only said that he was in no respect
behind such opponents as he characterizes in chap. xi. as
those Yeddamdorodot, Epydrar O6Awor perasynuaridducsvor elg
dmosrédove Xpiarov, what a mean opinion he must have
entertained of himself and of his apostolic dignity? He
could only have intended to measure himself with the
veritable Apostles themselves, and onuela rov amosrélov of
which he-speaks, xii. 12, can be understood as on no other
comparison.

If, according to the meaning of the chief passage which we
have already granted, all the matters in dispute between the
Apostle and his opponents must be referred to the idea of the
Xpiorov elvay, as far as this can be taken as the chief criterion
of the apostolic authority (although in a very different sense),
it was very probable that those who especially wished to be
considered as ol Tov Xpiorod, assumed also to be that Xpiorob
elvac against whom the Apostle Paul was obliged to set up and
hold fast with all possible determination his principle of apos-
tolic authority.

We may then assume that the question respecting the party
of Christ is here answered in as nearly correct a manner
as is possible from the available data, but against the view
here taken certain objections were raised, as soon as it was
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brought forward, and these objections must here be shortly
considered.*

It is granted that what is predicated of oi 7ov Xpusrov is
corroborated by many antithetical references in both Epistles,
and may even appear as the only correct solution of the diffi-
culty; but it is thought that by this theory the difficulty is
not overcome, that the party of Christ is distinguished only
by name from the party of Peter, whilst the relation of the
parties stands in direct contradiction to the foregoing party
names; or which is the same thing, that the identity of the
party of Peter with that of Christ is nowhere indicated. If
this is not indicated, we fail to find in 1 Cor. x. 7, any dispute
with the party of Christ, but only the statement which the
Apostle brings against his opponents of Peter’s party, namely,
that he was of Christ as well as they. Could we indeed find
a passage in which it was said clearly and decidedly that the
party of Peter was one and the same with that of Christ, the
matter would be very easily decided. But as such a one is not
to be found, we are led to a process of combination by which
on comparing together what seem to be data having a certain
connection, and by paying strict attention to the peculiar ten-

* Compare Neander, Gesch. der Pflanzung u. Leitung der christlichen kirche
durch die Apostol. 1832, 1, Thl. p. 298. Billroth. Commentar. zu den Briefen
des Paulus an die Korinthier. Leipzig. Einl. p. xix. Riickert, Der erste Brief
Pauli an die Korinthier. Leipzig, 1836. Schenkel. De Ecclesia Corinthia primaeva
factionibus turbata. Disquisitio critico-historia ad antiquissimum ecclesizz Chris-
tianse statum illustrandum pertinens, Basil. 1838. Goldhorn Die Christuspartei
zu Korinth. im Zeitalter der Apostel. im Illgen’s Zeitschr. fiir hist. Theol. 1810,
Dihne Die Christuspartei in d. Apost. kirche zu Korinth. Halle, 1841. There
may also be compared with these what I have on the other hand remarked in the
Tiibinger Zeitschr. fiir Theol. 1836, und in den Jahrb. fiir wissensch. Kritik. 1839,
In the commentaries of Olshausen, Meyer, De Wette, Osiander, &c., the views
of their predecessors are repeated, and combined now in one way, now in
another, which only tends to convince one more of the necessity of bringing
to a clear and firm point these strangely confased representations, which are so
often contradictory, and this can only be done by a general historical view of the
matter.
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dencies of the author, we are enabled to arrive at a greater or
less probable result. In what other light can the passage
quoted be placed, when seen from this standpoint, if we re-
member that it is indisputable that in the passages which refer
to the personal relations of the Apostle to his opponents, the
criterion of apostolic authority (to maintain which against his
opponents is the Apostle’s task) is not treated of in a general
Christian sense, but in an apostolic one. If accordingly we
approach the reality of the matter. by a process of combina-
tion, it is self-evident that the theory here adduced can only
be considered from the points of view of relative proba-
bility, and then we must ask, what other theory than the one
here adduced can be put forward with as great a claim to pro-
bability ? o ‘
According to Neander, the adherents of the party of Christ
must have been those who kept to Christ only, to the exclusion
of the Apostle ; those who recognised Christ only as Teacher,
and who were desirous of receiving what he taught, as truth
direct from himself without any mediation. This was such an
arbitrary and subjective tendency, such an assumption of ap-
propriation of the revelation vouchsafed by God, and at the same
time such a breaking loose from the divinely arranged plan of
development, that it could only resultin an arbitrary proceeding
manifesting itself in the forms in which the Christian doctrines
themselves were received. It may easily have happened, that
where one party desired to attach itself especially to Paul,
another to Apollos, and a third to Peter, another might finally
start up, which would not be called by any of these party
names, but which constituted for itself in its own manner a
different Christianity independent of apostolic preaching.
The subjective form of thought which thig party assumed may
have been either more mystical or more rationalistic. Neander
himself thinks that the rationalistic was the most prevailing
tone, as according to his account the party of Christ must have
been a philosophical sect, which made of Christ only a second,
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perhaps a more exalted Socrates.* This is the principal view
in opposition to my own, and it is divided from it, inasmuch
as it endeavours, instead of identifying the parties of Christ
and of Peter, to find as far as possible a specific difference
between them. But what led to this idea, and how much it is
wanting in even probable grounds, is shown by the modification
which it has received from Riickert. He maintains that the
party of Christ was not, as Neander says, composed of persons
of philosophical culture who had made for themselves their own
philosophical view of Christ; but he places us in this dilemma,
that either the party of Christ took its stand as a party among
the other parties, or set itself up as the only true Church over
the rest of the sects. The first idea cannot be entertained,
as Christ could not have been looked upon as a mere teacher
sach as Paul, Apollos, or Cephas, therefore the second must
be accepted. The party of Christ placed itself at-the head
of the others, would neither be considered as of Paul nor of
Apollos nor of Cephas, but acknowledged Christ alone as its
Lord and Master; but it did not do this in the sense in which
Paul desired once that all men should be ypiorov. In what
sense then did it do this? The party of Christ must naturally
have been a separate party, or it would not have been reckoned
by the Apostle amongst the rest; further, it must have recog-
nized Christ as Lord and Master, or it would not have designated
itself by his name, but it could not have acknowledged him in
a fitting manner, or else Paul would not have described it as
merely a party. But what is all this but a series of purely
abstract definitions, out of which we can get no concrete idea

* Neander thus indicates in the first edition, the opinion that the party of Christ
must have held of him. In the following edition this very striking indication of
Neander’s views is suppressed, on what ground is not stated. But of course this
parallel shows in the most decided manner that these disciples of Christ who placed
him on the same footing as Socrates would not have been allowed to continue
within the pale of Christendom. The name itself ot ro¥ Xptorod, contradicts the
theory of Neander. Whilst the name betokened them to be a sect, and bespoke
real Christianity for this sect in a special sense, this opinion held by it of Christ
would make of it a completely unchristian sect.
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of what specially constituted this party. If we cannot even say
what it was negatively, nor even what made it positively a
party, we cannot think of it as a party at all. It cannot have
been a philosophic sect, as Riickert expressly calls it; but can
it have been, according to Neander’s distinction, a mystical
one? Schenkel, Goldhorn, and Ddhne at least consider the
adherents of the party of Christ to have been visionaries, in a
sense which involves a yet further antagonism between their
theories and my own. Whilst I see the chief importance of
the Christ to the party of Christ, consists in his bodily con-
nection with his disciples through the intercourse of outward
material life, according to the opinion of these critics he must
have been a spiritual Christ revealing himself in visions from
heaven. The disciples of Christ boasted of a special inward
nnion with Christ, by means of which they declared themselves
independent of all the unlimited distinctive authority of the
Apostles, but this their glory they did not rest on a special
outward relation with Christ, but only on an inward one, re-
vealed from heaven in visions, to which they appealed instead
of to the apostolic doctrinal traditions. To this Schenkel
refers what is said by the Apostle, 2 Cor. xii. 1, of his énracia
and dmoxaAinpetg, as the Apostle in this place only and nowhere
else (and, as he himself says here, only forced to do so by his
opponents) speaks of his éwracid: and dmwokadiferc. His oppo-
nents must have been boasting of their special visions and
revelations of Christ, and because they gloried in such, they
had thrown off all apostolic authority. This therefore clearly
shows that the party of Christ had called themselves by the
name of Christ and not by that of an Apostle, because they
held all Apostles as of no value. The reason of this must have
lain in the occurrences at the feast of Pentecost. From the
thoroughly direct manner in which the Divine Spirit descended
from heaven upon them, it must have been concluded that
nothing was to be obtained from apostolic instruction, and this
conviction must have been strengthened by the sudden con-
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version of the Apostle Paul in consequence of a heavenly vision,
We cannot accordingly wonder that since that time there arose
men who were only willing to rely on the Spiritual Christ.
But what are we to think of this Spiritual Christ? With the
precarious suppositions on which the hypothesis rests, he floats
before us so completely in the air that in neither Epistle does
he stand on the firm ground of a real existence. How can we
assume that the Apostle shared those visions and revelations of
which he speaks with those very opponents with whom he was
contending ? We may indeed see, in this party of Christ, now
indicated in one way, now in another, those neutrals indepen-
dent of all apostolic authority, those adherents of a philo-
sophical or Spiritual Christ (a wider modification of one and
the same idea) and we may also see the specific division between
the party of Christ and that of Peter which the words of the
Apostle seem to require. But we cannot get at any clear and
definite idea of the party in question ; neither is it likely, that if
it was 8o characteristically different from all others, this differ-
ence must have been palpable in the way and manner in which
the Apostle spoke of these parties. Where then does he speak
of a party so peculiarly and so essentially different from all
others? or how can it be supposed that he indeed did battle
with all the others, but passed over in complete silence that
very one which stood in the rudest antagonism not only to
Pauline but to apostolic Christianity, and which threatened to
destroy its foundations. If we agree with Neander, that what
the Apostle in the first chapter of the first Epistle says of the
disagreements between the Corinthian parties applies equally
to the party of Christ, we can indeed appeal in confirmation of
this to the declaration of the Apostle himself, iv. 6, where he
speaks of a ueraoynuar{Zew in reference to himself and Apollos,
and this can only be understood as implying that what was
before said in immediate reference to the parties of Paul and
Apollos may now be applied also to both the others. But the
same difficulty presents itself here also. If what is said of one
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applies also to the others, it must be possible to bring them
altogether under the same idea. But how can this be possible
if the party of Christ was so far divided from the three other
parties in refusing to recognize an apostolic authority ? This
distinction is not made by the Apostle, and the recognition of
an apostolic authority is very naturally not treated of generally
in the chief passages of the two Epistles, but only in those
special ones in which the Apostle feels himself compelled to
make good his claim in opposition to that of the other Apostles.

But if all these modifications of the chief opposition to the
views taken by me will not suffice to give a clear and distinct
definition of the party of Christ, and cannot be founded on
data contained in the two Epistles, we find ourselves again face
to face with the question, whether it is so impossible, on the
supposition of the identity of the parties of Christ and of
Cephas, that the Apostle should have been justified in speaking
of them as of two separate parties? This is in truth the only
argument which can be advanced against my theory, and I can
see no difficulty in it which does not vanish as soon as we go
closer into the relations of the parties in the Corinthian Church.
The chief opposition undoubtedly concerned the Apostle Paul.
The authority of the Apostle Peter was set up against his.
But this relation of opposition may have had a double aspect.
The party called itself after Paul, the other after Peter; there
was here nothing so far disparaging to or excluding the Apostle
Paul: party stood opposed to party; each one held to its own
Apostle as its head ; but as soon as we penetrate a little
further, and wish to arrive at the reason why Peter was fol-
lowed and not Paul ? why the preference must be given to one
rather than to the other ? and when thig reason can only be
found on looking at the matter from the Jewish standpoint on
which the chief opponents of the Apostle in Corinth stood, and
found only in the fact that Peter, not Paul, had been a personal
disciple of Christ, then this state of opposition becomes an
exclusive one; a principle is established involving as a neces-
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sary consequence that Paul was not to be considered as a true
Apostle, because the most essential requirements of true apos-
tolic authority were wanting in him. In the extreme ranks of
the opposition against the Apostle stood those persons who
were designated under the name of the party of Christ, and the
nature of the matter requires that the party of Christ in this
sense must be represented as those from whom proceeded this
opposition against the Apostle Paul, founded on distinct grounds,
those Judaising false teachers who had come to Corinth with
their letters of recommendation (2 Cor. ii. 1). For the whole
party the name was brought forward of the Apostle Peter, to
be used in direct opposition to the name of the Apostle Paul,
and concealing the ground of the opposition. This view of the
relation between the parties of Peter and of Christ is not only
very easily put in agreement with the passage 1 Cor. i. 12, but
is even confirmed by it. For as the Apostle here first speaks
of himself, then of Apollos, then of Cephas, and last of Christ,
it is clear that here a relation is intended to be understood in
which Apollos stood nearer to him than Cephas, and the party
of Christ was still further from him than that of Cephas.
Therefore, also, the Apostle immediately and characteristically
grasps the whole question in its most extreme point which is
here treated of, the name of the party of Christ ; beginning his
reply boldly with the words ueuépiarar 6 Xpiorde : is this name
(Xptarov, as a party name) not the most undoubted proof that
Christ is torn in pieces by your party spirit? Each party must
as a Christian party have desired to claim a share in Christ;
then, if there was a peculiar “ party of Christ,” how was the
one Christ divided in whom all things were to be united and
all differences were to vanish? This the Apostle says just as
if the party of Christ were the peculiar seat of the opposition
against him, and the centre of the prevailing party spirit in
Corinth.

If one is thoroughly satisfied on this point I do not in fact
see what can further be alleged against the view in question.
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The whole contents of both Epistles stand in the most fitting
relation to it. Let it be granted that no further reference to
the name of the party of Christ can be perceived, the matter
itself on which it alone depends agrees in the most complete
manner with all that this view implies. Both names indicate
the same party, so that what is said against the party of Peter,
holds good with regard to the party of Christ. Indeed if both
parties had together formed the opposition to the Apostle Paul
in the Corinthian Church we can fully comprehend and enter
into the earnest and trenchant polemics against an anti-Pauline
Judaising Christianity which runs through both Epistles. But
the name does not so completely vanish from the Epistles that
this theory does not also receive the necessary confirmatioy
from this point also. As Billroth remarks, not without reason,
* Although among the passages treating of the party of Christ,
the passage 2 Cor. x. 7 only serves decidedly as a proof of my
theory, yet this passage renders any doubt superfluous, and
the want of more passages containing special mention of the
party of Christ is very simply explained by the name of the
party itself.” It is true, if once the matter is firmly established,
that in many passages we cannot mistake the allusions to the
name of the party of Christ, but such passages cannot be nsed
as direct proofs, because the name Xpwsrdc has a peculiar
meaning in every case. But the name of the party of Christ
appears all the more remarkable in the passage above quoted.
We see plainly that in the Xpiorov elvar there is here a question
of something which the opponents and false teachers, whom the
Apostle fought against, employed in order to make good their
own side against the Apostle (& 7i¢c wémolfev favrg Xpiarov,
elvat, Tovro Aoyléslw méAw a¢’ éuvrov b7t kalwg abroe Xpiorov
olrw kal nuele Xpiorov). How fitting is the allusion which the
Apostle, in pursuance of his former plan, here makes to the
name of those who maintained that they were especially and
exclusively of rob Xpiorov. In this namo was concentered in

its most extreme form all the opposition against the Apostle,
20
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and in this name also was there founded a reason for all that
was brought against him, against which, from this standpoint,
any vindication would seem to be in vain. With great reason
therefore the Apostle calls this name to his own mind and
that of his readers, whilst he proposes to himself, partly to
establish that fact which he considers as the most direct and
undeniable token of his apostolic authority, and partly to
stand forth against his enemies without any further considera-
tion or evasion, in the most open and decided manner, and to
represent them in their complete nakedness, as Yevdandarodo,
¢pyarai SoAioy, perasxnuarigduevot sic aroorélove Xpiorov. This
polemic of the Apostle contained in the foregoing passages, as
well against the party of Peter as the party of Christ, attains
its natural conclusion in the assertion that the opponents were
what they claimed to be only in appearance, in a false deceitful
sense, and that they were not true but only false améorolo:
Xptarov.

But we must now direct our attention to the point how ac-
cording to this theory of the relations of the Corinthian parties,
the whole polemic of the Apostle, and the whole arrangement of
composition of both these Epistles conditional on it, agree to-
gether in the most harmonious unity. Each of the parties
named in 1 Cor. i. 12, has its just right given it in the polemic
of the Apostle, each has its appointed place assigned it in the
list given m this passage, and each has exactly the fitting
thing said for it in its turn. The first important section of this
polemic, 1 Cor. i. 12, iv. 21, is first of all directed against the
party of Paul and that of Apollos, and on this account does not
even hint at the peculiar antagonism between Paunline and anti-
Pauline Christianity. The Apostle combats both these parties
as is his usual manner and custom, and especially places him-
self throughout this discussion in as wide and general a sphere
of vision as possible, although this attitude prompted by a deep
impression of the true spirit of Christianity is so often wanting
in the fundamental conception of partizanship. That he here
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also had already in view both the other parties, he himself indi-
cates iv. 6, ravra pereoxnpudrioa, &c. This is commonly taken
as referring to iii. 4, &c. But the Apostle, in iii. 22, speaks of
Cephas and Apollos with himself, and why could "he not have
mentioned Cephas also in iii. 4, 57 I would rather refer this
peracynuarilev to the whole section, i. 12. All that the
Apostle says in this section, the relation of the gsogpia rov Ocob
to the cogla Tov kéomov, testifies in the most natural way to
the existing difference between the parties of Paul and Apollos.
Whilst the Apostle ascribes the love of the Corinthians for the
aopla kdouov, to their sensuality, or that they were aapkiwcot and
not wvevuarwol, iii. 1, and points out as the source of their
divisions and party strife, the carnal mind that still dwelt in
them, and kept them on so low a level of Christian life, in
whose consciousness they then ought to examine themselves,
and see how little they were fitted to set themselves up as
judges of their teachers; all these exhortations naturally applied
also to the party of Peter. The sectarian spirit showed itself
also in that party in the same carnal tendency devoted to
egotistical interests; and the over self appreciation taking
pleasure in haughty empty speeches with which the Apostle
reproachfully credits party spirit in general, must apply espe-
cially to the party of Peter. But besides it must not be over-
looked how the Apostle in 1 Cor. iii. 5, as well as in 2 Cor. xi.
13, speaks of dfaxovor Xpiorov. Without doubt the party of
Peter arrogated to itself the name &lakovot Xpiorow, and with
regard to this it must not be considered as accidental that the
Apostle, 1 Cor. iii. 5, had already spoken of the disputes of the
Corinthian parties about the idea of the d&iaxove:, the true
ministers of the Lord. We may see also from the section
1 Cor. i. 12, iv. 24, how from the beginning the Apostle
never lost sight of this opposition, but at first evades it
with a certain forbearance and reticence, and then gradually
proceeds from the indirect to the direct combat with his

opponents.
20 *
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This transition he makes 1 Cor. ix. 1, for here his polemic,
after treating hitherto of the parties of Paul and Apollos, turns
to that of Cephas. Accordingly he neither avoids indicating
this party by its name, nor coming forward with the assertion
that he had the same rights with the rest of the Apostles, with
the brethren of the Lord and with Cephas, whom he mentions
by name, ix. 5.

The indirect polemic passes into the direct, 1 Cor. ix. 1, &c.
but attains its extreme height only in the second part of the
second Epistle, x. 13. Still here the Apostle speaks of various
different matters before finally approaching his opponents: we
see that it costs him a certain inward struggle to take this last
but absolutely necessary step. He first says everything else
that he has to bring against the Corinthians, but still always
has his eye on his opponents. Then when everything else is
said and everything is ready, he comes forward against his op-
ponents in the way we have already seen—in a discourse in
which the more the subject is pursued to its climax, the more
the peculiarities of the party of Christ are treated of and jus-
tice done to it, a8 far as it can be divided from the party of
Peter, according to the passage already pointed out, 1 Cor.
i 12, C

Besides the existence of parties, which is the chief point of
which the Apostle never loses sight throughout the two Epistles,
there were in the Corinthian Church many more special cir-
cumstances, more or less disturbing to the regulation of the
Christian life. 'With respect to these phenomena the Apostle
explains himself for the most part in a very explicit manner,
partly on account of the questions. which had arisen about them
in a letter from the Corinthians to him, before his Epistle. The
chief circumstances of this kind were the following—an un-
chaste relation causing great scandal, in which some one in the
Corinthian Church had lived with his step-mother (chap. v.),
to which category also belong the other immoralities pre-
vailing among the Corinthian Christians, which are repeatedly
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and earnestly reproved by the Apostle, v. 9, &c. xvi. 12, &c.
2 Cor. xii. 21: the custom of bringing law disputes before
Gentile judges, and even of judging Christians by their law,
vi. 2; the question as to the advantage of married or celibate
life, chap. vii. as well as that of participation in Gentile sacrifi-
cial feasts and the use of meat offered to idols, chap. viii.—the
liberty which the Corinthian Christians permitted themselves
of covering the head in the Christian assemblies, chap. xi. 1,
&c. An abuse of the solemn institution of the Lord’s supper,
xi. 17; the difference of opinion as to the value of the so-called
Aa)ety yAdooawg, especially in its relation to the mwpognredew,
chap. xii. 14 ; and finally the question as to the resurrection
from the dead, which was denied by some of the members of
the Corinthian Church. Al these occurrences, and the ques-
tions agitated in consequence of them, give us a very clear
and vivid picture of the condition of the Corinthian Church ;
yet it would be most interesting, to know more decidedly how
the various parties were concerned in these various occurrences,
and what share the Corinthian' party spirit had in them. We
can however be sure only of this, that the Gentile Christian
element was throughout overwhelmingly preponderant. And
yet that the Judaising opponents of the Apostle, who had
even here thrust themselves on him and established themselves
firmly, were enabled to forin this energetic opposition against
him which he so earnestly resisted.

The relation of the second Epistle to the first deserves to be
somewhat more closely examined. It has been already re-
marked that the polemic of the Apostle against those oppo-
nents, whom he attacks in the first Epistle, is pursued in the
second, and that precisely the strongest declarations with
which the Apostle most directly meets his opponents with all
decision and energy, are found in the last chapter of the
second Epistle. But all the more strong is the contrast be-
tween the sharp and vehement tonc of this last chapter, and
the temper shown in the first part of the Epistle, in which the
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Apostle betrays the greatest uneasiness and apprehension both
with regard to the reception of his former letter, and his entire
relation to the Corinthians, and takes great pains in the most
pressing manner and with the most anxious care to secure for
himself, by repeated assurances of his love and sympathy, the
confidence of the Corinthians, which he feared was cooling
towards him. Different theories have been advanced in the
endeavour to explain this striking change of tone in the second
Epistle—however the chief question is, what reason the Apostle
could have had to have been in such great uneasiness and
anxiety as to the impression made by his first letter. The
contents of our first Epistle do not seem to furnish a sufficient
motive for this anxiety. On this account, as well as because in
both Epistles not only a mission of Timothy is mentioned, but
also of Titus, (and in this the two Epistles do not seem to be
in harmony) we are irresistibly drawn to the conclusion that
our second Epistle does not stand in that close connection with
the first which is commonly supposed. Our second Epistle,
it is maintained,* does not refer to the occurrences which
are brought before us in the first, but to the reception of a
letter carried by Titus which we no longer possess. In fact
there do occur in our second Epistle several passages, such
as ii. "8, 4. vii. 12, which although they generally refer
directly to the circumstances treated of, 1 Cor., still on
closer inspection present great difficulties with regard to this
theory, and their evidence is calculated to give us occasion to
suppose that something intervened between our two Epistles
with regard to the relation of the Apostle to the Corinthians,
besides the news brought to the Apostle by Titus about the
operation of the first Epistle. The whole tone and character
of the reproof in 1 Cor. is not conceived and carried out in
the manner we should expect from Paul according to his usual
custom, It is therefore highly probable that in the Epistles
mentioned in 2 Cor. ii. 3, those things espeoially which are there

* Compare Bleek, Erorterungen iiber die Cor. Briefe Theol. Stud. u. Krit, 1830.
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spoken of, had been made far more prominent and of far higher
importance, in accord with the whole subject of the Epistles,
than those passages in 1 Cor. respecting the person accused of
incest. If therefore the rovro aiird, 2 Cor. ii. 3, really referred to
something which the Apostle had written with respect to this
relation, which of course is highly probable, we are led to con-
clude that it was not intended to apply to the first Epistle, but
to a subsequent one, wherein Paul had written about this sub-
ject in a yet more vehement manner. Meanwhile it is indeed
also possible that this did not refer at all to that incestuous
person and the Apostle’s remarks on him, but to some other
special person of whom Paul had heard through Timothy, and
whom he had accordingly spoken of in his Epistle sharply and
sternly. The verse next following, 2 Cor. iii. 5, does not neces-
sarily oblige us to think of this incestuous man, but if we give
up the idea of this reference we must also resign the possibility
of ascertaining exactly what the special matter was, and can
only surmise in general that some one of the immediate pre-
cepts of the Apostle had been disregarded in a peculiarly
striking manner. I cannot consider this opinion to be well
grounded, and it seems to me to be much more probable, con-
sidering the characteristics of the Apostle, that the generally
accepted relation between the two Epistles that we possess,
should not be disturbed. We need only remember with what
vehemence and indignation he speaks of the occurrence men-
tioned in 1 Cor. v. 5, and how this occurrence, as soon as the
Apostle has said what he had to say on the chief subject of
his letter, is the first special circumstance to which he addresses
himself. The Apostle takes up this matter seriously enough,
and at the same time treats it so notoriously as a decidedly
exceptional thing, that it is against all probability that the
peculiar occurrence which is spoken of in the same decided
manner 2 Cor. ii. 5,* should have been any other than the one
referred to 1 Cor. v. If we take farther into consideration,

* As 0 rowodrog, he is designated, 2 Cor. ii,, as wellas in 1 Cor. v. 5.
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what the Apostle writes to the Corinthians with regard to this
individual, in the most solemn manner, with all the emphasis of
his apostolic authority, and which he also sets forth as his
absolute command, we can well understand what anxiety and
care this affair must soon after have occasioned him. To speak
plainly he had written a letter which he himself must have
regarded as a rash and overhasty one, and in which, by neglect-
ing its evident consequences, he had laid himself open to his
opponents. Indeed, he afterwards retracted the grounds on
which he had proceeded, for he expresses himself pleased
with something which was the exact opposite of that which
according to his first decided declaration had taken place.
The most natural sense of the passage in question, 1 Cor. v. 8,
I find to be that given by the most modern commentators,
namely, that the Apostle, by virtue of the strength of Christ
that dwelt in him, credited himself with the authority to give
over the criminal to the power of Satan, and this indeed
through some disease which should fall upon him at that
moment in which he should be cast out from Christian fellow-
ship in the most solemn manner by the assembled Church,
where the Apostle himself was only present in his miraculously
operating spirit. How the expression wapadovvat r¢ garavg is
to be taken, is here indicated by the Apostle in asentence twice
repeated in this case, of a miraculous punishment of bodily
sickness (for nothing else than this ¢an be understood by
BXelpoc Tiic oapxog), and the excommunication recorded in
verses 2 and 13, to arrange which the Church was to be
assembled, But neither of these, as we see from the second
Fpistle, had happened,

The miraculous punishment did not proceed from the Apostle,
nor the exclusion of the criminal from the Church, from the
Corinthians.¥ I agree also with Riickert’s explanation of the

* The passage, 1 Cor. v. 4, contains no unimportant eriterion by which to judge
of the nominal miracles of the Apostles. The consciousness of miraculous power,
the dvvapeg Tob kupiov, was of course felt by the Apostles, and in this consciousness
they may have looked upon the special results of their ministry as operations of a
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meaning of the second passage belonging to this matter, 2 Cor.
ii. 6; the Apostle certainly says openly, v. 6, he is willing to
be contented with the punishment decreed by the Corinthians,
and does not require any of a more severe kind, which he could
not have said if he had really demanded any such. From v. 10,
it is clearly enough to be seen that the xapfZeofar did not now
first proceed from him, but had been originated before without
any question of him, so that he now could only acquiesce in
what had taken place in order not to put himself in open dis-
agreement with them by persistence in his former commands.
The Corinthians accordingly had confined themselves to a mere
reproof, and even what had been done in reproving this man
had not been the work of the Church as a whole but only of a
part of the community. But if the matter stood thus, as
Riickert very justly remarks, Paul must have found himself in
no inconsiderable dilemma. His commands had not been fol-
lowed ; omnly a part of the community, although it might have
been the largest part, had taken the matter to heart, the re-
mainder, as might have been expected by the feeling of the
Church towards him, had not even done this—his authority
was greatly set at nought. What was he to do now? Insist
on his former orders? He might be sure that he should find
no truer obedience, and the scandal would be all the greater.
He could not enforce obedience, and the affair would only make a
bad impression on all sides. There was here nothing else to be
done but what in similar cases had been dictated by prudence—
to give another turn to the matter—by which an open breach
might be avoided, and the evil not indeed cured, but concealed
until in better times the proper attitude might be again assumed.
This turn was to approve of what had been done, even although
it had been done without his consent, to represent it as his
wish, and to bring the whole matter under a Christian point of

powerful energy, as onpucia, répara, and Swvdperc. Compare 1 Cor. x. 21. 10-28,
2 Cor. xii. 12. But in & case like that in 1 Cor. v. 4, this is so decidedly ex-
pressed, and there is 50 little question of a real miracle, that elscwhere the same state
of things may also be suspected.
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view. This was now publicly done, partly through the concession
that the punishment which the man had undergonemay have been
sufficient, partly through the admonition to forgive him. The
whole tone in which the Apostle wrote our Epistles to the Corin-
thians, the restlessness and anxiety, are very naturally ex-
plained by this position which he with great justice assumed.
He had taken a step whose consequences now first were clearly
evident to him.* It must now especially have appeared very
doubtful to him with regard to his opponents, for as we see
from the Apostle’s Epistles themselves his opponents did not
forbear from making use of this overthrow of his authority.
When he is absent, said they, he can indeed make severe
speeches and is full enough of boastful vain-glory, but when
it comes to real action, he does not trust himself to be per-
sonally present, (x. 10-11. Compare iii. 1, v.12.) Without
doubt this was the reason which caused the Apostle to vin-
dicate himself so solicitously as he does in the beginning of
his Epistle, with regard to his long contemplated journey to
Corinth, which had not yet been carried out. An Epistle
written under such circumstances must of course contain a
predominant apologetic tendency, but the apology is by no
means a merely personal one, it passes immediately into a
general one, into an apologetic examination of his apostolic
office, which he represents in both its phases, bringing sal-
vation to some, and working ruin to others; representing it
also in its difference from the ministry of the Old Cove-
nant, and in its ennobling consciousness experienced by
himself; and as soon as he has satisfactorily fulfilled this
apologetic aim, and inspired the Corinthians with new con-
fidence, he encounters his opponents with fresh courage, and a

* Riickert has no hesitation in saying with regard to 1 Cor. v. 5, “ This is a
matter which we cannot divest of the stamp of passion which never can turn to be
of any use. And that he dictatorially issued commands to a Church by which his
authority was much lowered, and which he had no means of enforcing, does not
redound to his credit’”” Who will blame the unprejudiced critic that he says this
openly ? ’
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still severer polemic, in order to put himself completely in op-
position to them. In no other of the Apostle’s Epistles are
we allowed to look deeper into the pure humanity of his indi-
viduality, and into the special proofs of his relation to the
Churches than in this second Epistle to the Corinthians, no other
shows his characteristics more clearly, as soon as we do not seek
out of a false interest to conceal that which is truly human in
him. If it be granted that the second Epistle stands in this
relation to the first, there can be no reason, except those
assigned in considering 1 Cor. v. 9, for supposing the ex-
istence of a lost Epistle to the Corinthians. The Apostle
had written to the Corinthians before the two Epistles which
we possess, as he himself says 1 Cor. v. 9, but we do not
know anything further of this lost Epistle, than what we
may gather from the above-named passage. This Epistle
cannot have had equal weight with our two Epistles—as the
way and manner in which the Apostle speaks of the circum-
stances which make up the chief subject of our first Epistle-
does not allow of the supposition that there had been much
previous communication between him and the Corinthians.
The composition of our two Epistles is commonly placed in the
years 57-59, in the period in which the Apostle after leaving
Corinth, Acts xviii. 18, took up his residence for some time at
Ephesus, Acts xix. 1,xx. 1. There seems no doubt that in his
journey to Greece, Acts xx. 2, he came again to Corinth, and
during his residence there wrote the Epistle to the Romans ;
but whether this visit was the second or third is not so easily
decided, as in the passages in the Epistles where the Apostle
speaks of a journey to Corinth, the special difficulty is that we
do not know whether the third time of which he speaks is to
be understood as meaning the actual journey, or the mere in-
tention of performing it.

According to my idea the latter is the more probable, if we
consider the connection in which the passages involving this
question stand to one another. When he says, 2 Cor. xii. 14,
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130d Tplrov Tovro iroluwe Exw ENOeiv mpde vuac—rpirov Tovra,
can quite as well apply to iéA@eiv as to iroluwc ¥xw, and therefore
we do not know whether the Apostle now resolved for the third
time to go to Corinth—or whether he had already taken the
third journey. In order to get at the real state of the case we
must go back to the beginning of the Epistle, where he also
speaks of a visit to the Corinthians. ’EovAdunv, says he,
1. 15, mpoc vuac INOetv mpdrepov Tva Sevrépav xapuwv Exnre, &c.
Hpdrepov, he could only have been desirous of going if he
had already formed a decided plan of travel, and consequently
wished to carry out such a plan before this one,and if the
Corinthians were to have a Jevrépa ydpic—there must have
been one already—with reference to which this first one would
be the second, and on which in this case they would be justified
in relying as designed for a Jdevrépa xdptc. Asthe Apostle
could only speak of a devrépa xdpic if he journeyed direct from
Ephesus to Corinth, and from thence to Macedonia ; but not if
ho first went to Macedonia, and from Macedonia to Corinth ; in-
asmuch ag his plan of travel at that time only included the three
points—Ephesus, Corinth, and Macedonia ; we must therefore
grant that the wpdrepov é\Oeiv could only have been the 3¢ vuav
SteNOeiv eic Makedoviag. It was a devrépa ydpic, only in the
same way a8 was the after-mentioned IABeiv drd Maxedoviag (if
not as wé\w dwo Maxedovlag, still as éNOeiv amd Makedoviac),
according to the intention of the Apostle, and in entire agree-
ment with 1 Cor. xvi. 5. He still adheres to the original plan
of a journey from Macedonia to Corinth, only he intends, with-
out giving it up, to travel rather in the direct way, from Ephesus
to Corinth and from thence to Macedonia. He had already
twico resolved to go to Corinth, and had indeed formed the
plan of two visits (a Sevrépa xdpic) without either of these
plans and intentions having been carried out at the time of
his writing to the Corinthians, and this is the very reason which
induces him to speak of it, that he may refute the supposition
that it was owing to his fickleness and want of purpose that he
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had not performed what he had undertaken, and his opponents
on this account may have been justified in accusing him, (as
they doubtless did) of a want of sincerity and of interested
motives, which must have weakened in a great degree, all con-
fidence in his apostolic authority. He protests against all the
obviously unfavourable views which might be taken of his non-
appearance ; but as we do not here learn from him how often he
had been in Corinth, and of which time he is here speaking,
we must conclude that there is no mention made of an actual
journey, but only of an intended one, and of plans of travel.
All the more may we expect to find precise information about
the number of his journies when he gives the positive reasons
for his not going to Corinth. *Exptva 8t éuavre rovro, says the
Apostle, 2 Cor. ii. 1. 70 un waAw év Abwy mpdc vuag é\Osiv, and
nothing seems more simple than to conclude that as the Apostle
had already once been to Corinth, év Aimry, and that this was not
on the occasion of his first visit, it must have been that when he
wrote our second Epistle he had already been twice at Corinth.
But where can we find an appropriate time to which we may
assign this second journey? If it were before our first Epistle
that the occasion arose for his having gone to Corinth for the
second tims, and that he could only have gone v Avmp, we
mpst have in our first Epistle an indication of one kind or
other to this effect, as the despatch of an Epistle earlier than
our first could not have been passed over in it. It is especi-
ally worth consideration that the general question whether the
Apostle went two or three times in all to Corinth is scarcely at
all treated of, but attention is directed to the special character
of the second journey which represents him as having been
in Corinth between his first journey and the writing of our
first Epistle, but only év Admwy, that is under circumstances
which laid him under a strong obligation, indeed which left
nothing else possible, than to depart with the threat of taking
still harsher measures against the Corinthians if they did
not improve. But this theory makes the whole contents of

»
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our first Epistle to the Corinthians, and the tone in which the
Apostle speaks of the whole condition of the Church and of its
various failings, simply impossible. Of what nature can those
irregularities have been, which already had existed and had
disturbed the good understanding between the Apostle and
the Church? We have no alternative but to suppose that they
were irregularities of the same kind as those which he re-
proved in so many ways in our first Epistle. The more specially,
and urgently that he here speaks of the different failings and
crimes of the Church, the less is it to be supposed that at a still
earlier period he has had any other reason for displeasure. He
speaks of everything which is treated of in our first Epistle as
of something with which he had become acquainted, and of
which he had been obliged to speak only shortly before, as he
himself expresses it. It is a question of fresh circumstances
and relations now first entered into, about which, as we see
clearly, he for the first time speaks to the Corinthians. Of
the parties into which the Church was divided, he had
first heard through the household of Chloe, (1 Cor. i. 11.)
He had also only heard generally of the prevailing immorality,
and the particular case which seemed to require a special step
on his part, v. 1. The misunderstanding which he has to
correct, v. 9, in regard to the uy cvvavaulyvvelar wépveuc,
which he had mentioned to the Corinthians in a letter previous
to our first Epistle, could scarcely have existed, if the affair had
been before verbally treated of. The questions relating to mar-
ried life, which he explains in detail in chap. vii. had been first
raised in a letter to the Corinthians, vii. 7. And as we may
clearly see from the whole explanation of the Apostle that there
has been no question of all these things between him and the Co-
rinthians, so this is likewise obvious with regard to all the other
subjects on which, in the rest of his Epistle, he partly expresses
his anger and disapprobation, and partly gives advice and pre-
cepts. Nowhere do we meet with the slightest indication that
the Apostle had had previous cause to find fault with the Cor-
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inthians on these or similar subjects; that any differences had
arisen between him and them ; that he had given any advice
which had not been followed, or uttered any threats which had
not been heeded. Still less can we take as probable a journey
of this kind as occurring between our two Epistles. If our
first Epistle will not leave us room to suppose any such im-
portant break in time, which must be accounted for by the
theory of a further journey taken by the Apostle, it may be
concluded from the second Epistle as expressly as from the
first, that nothing could have previously taken place which it
would be necessary for us to possess as an explanation, without
our being able to perceive that such was the case. But it must
be asked, is it so essential to make the words, 2 Cor. ii. 1,
¢v Mdmn and wdAw refer so directly to each other, that a second
tv Aoy must follow at once on a journey év Avrn ? How would
it then be if the Apostle had changed the place of the participle
iAoy, which he would correctly have connected with wdAw,
and if he had taken it with the following #Af¢iv, as would be
generally done in an epistolary style, especially when we must
suppose the affair to have been already known.

According to the foregoing remarks what forcible reason can
remain for taking the rpfrov rovro, 2 Cor. xii. 14, in any other
sense than the following—‘‘ twice already I have proposed to
myself to come to you without it being possible to me to fulfil
my intention, but now that my thrice repeated design is about to
be realized, I will declare to you what attitude I shall assume to-
wards you.”. On a casual glance the passage xiii. 1, which begins
with the words rplrov rouro ¥pxouar Tpo¢ vuac, would seem to
silence all doubts on the subject of a third journey, but on a
stricter examination it gives a still more complete solution of
the question respecting this journey. What then is there to
prevent these words being taken grammatically and made to
express the idea that the Apostle only says he has now for
the third time formed an intention of visiting them? And if,
instead of here finding an indication of a second journey alrcady
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previously taken,—as when he speaks of a journey he may
really mean only an intended one, and the Epistle as a whole
may be designed as a vindication of a journey intended indeed,
but not yet carried out,—is it not self-evident in this con-
nection what ‘the word of two or three witnesses” must
signify ? Can we not easily comprehend what he intends to say,
when the passage quoted is taken in its peculiar sense? there
is nothing more natural than to suppose that he means to say
in an emphatic manner, ““if according to the principles of the
Mosaic Law what is attested by two or three witnesses is to be
considered as true and legal, then this thrice intended journey
of mine is to be taken in its full meaning; it is certain that it
will receive immediate fulfilment.” If we are convinced not
only of the possibility but the probability of the above expla-
nation, we shall be prepared to assume as the authentic result
of our investigation that this passage sets forth as the last,
special declaration of the Apostle, that he had only been
once in Corinth and was now going there for the second time.
Considered grammatically the words ¢¢ mwapov rd debrepov do
not refer so much to an actual as to a proposed occurrence.
(Compare 1 Cor. v. 8.) In the vivid desire of the Apostle to
give now at least no more room for doubt with regard to his
immediate visit to Corinth, and to hold up his plighted word as
about to be certainly realized, absence becomes presence to-
him, he considers himself already for the second time in Co-
rinth, and thus being present,although absent, he tells them what
must infallibly happen.

Let us give up the fiction of a journey for which we can find
no reasonable grounds; and without which everything con-
nected with the subject becomes far clearer, simpler, more
natural and historically probable.



CHAPTER III.

THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS.

The Epistle to the Romans is not only chronologically con-
nected with the two Epistles to the Corinthians; there is an
inward link between them, and it is from the standpoint of the
Epistle to the Romans that we first get an insight into the rich
result of the Spiritual Life which the Apostle exhibited in his
own person, as well as into the strict logical sequence with
which he developed and carried out his Christian principles,
and into the grandeur of the circumstances in which he moved.
We have already remarked the relation in which the Epistle to
the Galatians and that to the Romans stand to each other, in
the interest of a bold and deep-laid system founded on essential
principles, and how their whole contents are to be explained
by this system which is pursued and developed throughout.
This systematic character of the Epistle to the Romans, com-
prehending a grand harmony of ideas, distinguishes it com-
pletely from the two Epistles to the Corinthians, which are
rather characterized by the variety of their contents, and the
abundance of profound spiritual ideas allied to and explained
by the different relations of life. This aspect of the Epistle
is also manifest in the attitude assumed by the Apostle with
regard to the opposition, which it was the continued aim of his
apostolic efforts to combat and overcome. He had not fulfilled
his mission as the Apostle to the Gentiles, whilst the absolute
importance which Judaism, and the Jewish Christianity
identified with it, claimed for themselves as well in their prin-
ciples as in their ultimate consequences, was not separated
from them, and reckoned according to its merely relative value.

21
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Just as in the Epistle to the Galatians he had emancipated
Christianity from Judaism, by freeing it from circumcision, the
outward sign of subjection which Judaism wished to impose
on it as the necessary condition of salvation, so in the. two
Epistles to the Corinthians, he had established the principle
that the call to, and participation in the Messianic salvation
ought by no means to depend exclusively on the authority of
the Apostles directly appointed by Jesus, but that he, the
Apostle to the Gentiles, was an Apostle possessing equal rights
with them. Now in the Epistle to the Romans he proceeds to
do away with the last remaining portion of the Jewish exclusive-
ness, by taking up and representing it as the mere introduction
to the Christian Universalism which extended to all nations.
Although hitherto Jewish Christianity, in maintaining the
absolute importance of Judaism, had not hindered him from
establishing a special independent sphere of action in Gentile
Christianity, free and independent of Judaism, yet the thought
seemed to prevail, prompted by the religious consciousness of
the Jewish Christians, that Jewish and Gentile Christianity
could not merely exist side by side, but that the latter would
gain a complete over-mastering power over the former; and
that this was to be looked for as the final result of the apostolic
ministry among the Gentiles. And as Messianic salvation
seemed to fall to the share of the Gentiles in proportion as the
" Christian Universalism, embracing all nations without any dis-
tinction, became a reality, then the opposition between the Jews
persisting in their unbelief, and the Gentiles continually more
and more converted to the Faith, could enly result in the rejec-
tion of the Jews and the acceptance of the Gentiles. This is
the standpoint taken by the Apostle in the Epistle to the
Romans and its theme, which can only be maintained by a
statement of aims and intentions differing completely from the
views hitherto presented.
In general, the origin and aim of the Epistle is considered
from a purely dogmatic point of view, without inquiring exactly
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into the historical cause of the Epistle and the relations it bore
to the Roman Church, and therefore attention is especially
directed to it, as though the Apostle only intended to
give a comprehensive and connected representation of the
whole of his doctrinal ideas, so to speak, a compendium of
Pauline dogma in the form of an apostolic letter. Since more
earnest efforts have been made to get at the explanation of the
Epistle, it has been thought, indeed, that there is no sufficient
reason for adopting this idea, for even if the Apostle en-
deavoured in his Epistle to reconcile the local disputes which,
according to the theories of Eichhorn* and Hug,t must have
existed between the Gentile and Jewish Christians in the
Roman Church, the whole design of the dogmatic writing
indicates decidedly a general aim, instead of one grounded
on special circumstances occurring in the Roman Church,
and this general aim has for its purpose to set forth the
importance of the Christian doctrine, and to show how it alone
is adapted to the requirements of Human Nature, for whose
needs neither Heathenism nor Judaism are adequate.f In
agreement with Tholuck, both De Wette and Olshausen explain
the Epistle in this sense. De Wette thinks that the Apostle
wished, at least by letter, to influence a Church which was so
important to him, and in connection with the chief doctrines of
his Gospel to show that salvation was to be attained through
faith; and not through the works of the law : he wished at the
same time, in sight of the capital of the world, to represent the
Christian Faith as the only means of salvation for all the world
—Jew and Gentile, and the Christian revelation as the re-
velation for the whole world. The Epistle to the Romans

* Einleitung ins. N. Testament. 3. page 214.

1 Einl ins. N. Testament, 2. vol. 2, page 361.

1 Compare Tholuck in the first four editions of his Exposition of Paul’s Epistle
to the Romans. This exposition, which first appeared in 1824, together with
lengthy extracts from the exegetical writings of the Fathers of the Church and the
Reformation, is of value as marking an epoch in the history of the explanation
ol this Epistle.

21 *
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is the only one of the Epistles of the Apostle, wherein he
designedly sets forth his doctrine in detailed connection, for
in the other Epistles he only treats of special needs, doubts,
errors, and questions, and thus continually pre-supposes the
whole of his doctrine. The Apostle does not, as in the Epistle
to the Galatians, set up this doctrine of salvation by faith
alone, in opposition to Jewish Christian errors, but merely
in opposition to Judaism. He had little opposition to
expect from the Gentiles, but he took much to heart the
pretensions of Judaism, which, in accordance with the prevailing
tendency at that time, was even disposed to unite with Gentiles
in opposing Christianity.* Olshausen finds still more decidedly
in the Epistle to the Romans, a purely objective representation
of that aspect of the Gospel which was grounded ouly on the
general opposition between Jews and Gentiles—but not on the
special distinction between Jewish and Gentile Christians which
was only found in the Church itself. The whole statement
presents a purely objective aspect, and every subject except
the truth of the Gospel is treated of in a secondary manner.
But naturally it is part of the truth itself that it takes its
stand against error of all kinds, and in this way it appears
also in the Epistle to the Romans. The doctrinal wisdom
of the Apostle prompted him to represent the doctrine of
the Gospel in such & manner that the warning against the
errors which the Christians were necessarily obliged to.con-
front lay in the very statement of them.t But there is no-
where to be discovered in the Epistle to the Romans any
decided aim, except the effort to lay the Gospel before the
Roman Christians in its natural relation to the law, and in its
results on life, and this without any contest with the Jewish
Christians, and without having any regard to quarrels with

* Kurze Erklirung des Briefs an die Romer, 3rd Edition, Einl. page 2.

1 This is the most extreme point of the purely dogmatic view. De Wette at
least concedes the opposition to Judaism, but every direct antithetical reference is
Lere excluded.
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them, unlike the mode pursued in the Epistle to the Galatians,
where such contests and disputes are undoubtedly discussed.*
Large as is the number of Commentaries on the Epistle to
the Romans in modern times, they all contain the same exclu-
sive idea of its aim as having regard to special relations, and
they express this idea in studied variety, now in this way, now
in that ; as for example, when the chief purport of the Epistle
is made to consist in strengthening the Roman Christians in
their new faith, by representations of the necessity and grandeur
of the salvation proclaimed by the Gospel, of its divine value
and harmony with the former revelation, as well as of the sad
results of Gentile superstition, and of the law of sin as dis-
tinguished from the ideal spiritual life of the true Christian, and
also in inciting and encouraging the Roman Christians to the
proper realization of the Christian ideal. Even when persons
are obliged to make certain concessions on my account, or at
least to notice the anomalous views advanced by me, so little
do they relinquish the purely dogmatic point of view, that they
show a more decided antagonistic interest by levelling and
straightening all the rough places and difficulties which they
think must attend the concrete circumstances of the origin
of an Epistle, thereby providing that the dogmatic aspect shall
in no way be diminished by the historical, and that in an
Epistle like that of the Romans, the attempt shall not be made
to deviate from the strictest normal bounds of Luther’s theory
of justification by faith.t Now whether this view is probable

* Der Bricf des Ap. Paulus an die Romer, Konigsberg, 1855, pages 50-54.

1 In this sense Philippi, the chief representative of the strict, orthodox, dogmatic
view of the Epistle, says in his Commentary, 2nd Edition, page 14 : “ There is
scarcely any other opposition to be imagined against the Pauline universalism than
that which was received by all Jewish Christian false teachers and sects. The
Apostle, accordingly, in the Epistle to the Romans is only contending as one of
these—he only combats the Judaistic justification by works, but not the intended
exclusion of the Gentile world generally, and indeed he combats the justification
by works of Judaism, but not that of the Jewish Christian part of the Roman
Church. Had the Roman Jewish Christians taken this direction, he would have
seized upon the fact, and would have met them as well as the Galatian false teachers
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in itself, whether the Epistle to the Romans itself, little as it
seems to give a decided reason for its historical origin, does
not still contain data sufficient to place the latter among its
other subjects, is the question which we must in the next place
endeavour to answer.

The analogy with those Epistles which alone can be com-
pared with the Epistle to the Romans does not in general
serve favourably for the view commonly taken. The Epistle
to the Galatians and the two Epistles to the Corinthians, which
can alone be properly considered as belonging to the genuine
type of Pauline Epistles, give a completely different represen-
tation of the origin of the Epistles of the Apostle. There were
special circumstances and requirements which caused the
Apostle to compose these Epistles, but here we are not only
brought face to face with these circumstances (chiefly employed
by him in elucidating the developments of the doctrine already
advanced) but we see also the operation of the overwhelming
pressure of the circamstances which claimed and necessitated
his writing, it he did not wish to see his work frustrated. In
the Epistle to the Romans alone analogous circumstances aro
set forth, and in this view we can only wonder at the prejudice,
with which the interpreters of the Epistle to the Romans have
hitherto taken up the relations of the two chief elements in the
Epistle, chapter 1-8, chapter 9-11. If we act on the supposi-
tion that the main tendency of the Epistle, and the special aim
of the Apostle are contained in the dogmatic portion with which
the Apostle opens the Epistle, and that the train of thought
which he.takes in the spiritual conception of his Epistle must
have been the same as he lays down in its outward form, then
of course we must from the beginning place before us a purely
dogmatic standpoint from which to consider the Epistle

and the Galatian Church, and no consideration of any kind whatever would have
induced the Apostle to the Gentiles to treat in & mild manner this tendency,
which uproots the very foundation of the Gospel. The same position must besides
be maintained, if the Roman Church had not exhibited the accustomed Galatian
exclusiveness, but the Jewish exclusiveness by which I characterize it.”
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to the Romans. The dogmatic contents of the Epistle, as the
Apostle presents them in the first eight chapters, form the
chief grounds on which he proceeds, the original foundation on
which he places the whole fabric of his Epistle; but all else
that it contains—and especially that which is found in the fol-
lowing chapters, ix.-xi.—stands in a subordinate secondary rela-
tion to that chief portion of the Epistle, to which (after the

Apostle has set forth its special theme) it is joined as a neces-

sary result and practical application; so that without it, the

Epistle following its main idea would still have been a complete

whole, and the aim for which the Apostle destined it would

still have been attained. This part therefore of the Epistle,

by some interpreters (for instance, by Tholuck, p. 341, and De

Wette, p. 4) is especially designated as a historical corollary, or

supplement, in which the Apostle is desirous of declaring him-

self on the results which must necessarily follow the doctrine

he had hitherto preached—namely, the exclusion of the unbe-

lieving Jews from the Christian salvation ; as if the necessity of
doing this had now first forced itself upon him, when, at the

end of his undertaking, he reconsidered it as a whole. If this

is the common view taken of the two chief sections of the

Epistle, it may with justice be met with the question, whether

the matter may not be looked on from the reverse direction;

and whether, if we take this standpoint, a more favourable view

may not present itself of the aim and tendency of the Epistle,

as well as of the historical circumstances in which it originated ?

The centre and pith of the whole, to which everything else is
only an addition, would then be comprised in that part of the
Epistle which is contained in the three above-named chapters :
here we must take our stand, place ourselves in harmony with
the original conception of the Apostle, from which is developed
the whole organism of the Epistle as it is presented to us,
especially in the first eight chapters. In furtherance of this
view, we must first of all consider more closely the contents of
the three chapters (ix. x. xi.) themselves.
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In these chapters the Apostle answers the question, how it is
to be explained, that so great a portion of the Jewish people,
who for ages had been the chosen people of God and the reci-
pients of all kinds of Divine promises, had really no participa-
tion in the salvation bestowed by Christ ; whilst, on the con-
trary, the Gentiles adopted the position left vacant by the
people of God? The answer which the Apostle gives to this
question consists chiefly in the following points :—F'irst, it does
not depend on natural descent, but only on spiritual son-ship
to God, and election by His free grace. As therefore all born
Jows do not belong to the true people of God—God chose his
people from among the Heathen also (ix. 24), because the im-
parting of salvation is only a free gift of divine grace; and,
accordingly, the way to attain salvation in Christ is not the
véuog dicatoabvne, pursued by the Jews, but the dixatostvy ix
mlorewe, which stands open to Gentiles as well as to Jews,
chapter ix.; secondly, although, according to the wduoc
dikatootune appointed by God, which is the Swatosdvny ix
wlorewc, the born Jews have no legal claim to Divine salvation,
it is only their own fault if they have no share in it. For sal-
vation can only spring from belief in the preaching of the
Gospel, with regard to which there is no difference between
Jew and Gentile (x. 12), but all Jews have not given ear and
belief to the Gospel, chapter x.; thirdly, notwithstanding
this, the promises given by God to the Jewish people, are not
absolutely unfulfilled towards them, and God has not absolutely
rejected his people. For not only at this present time also
there is a remnant according to the election of grace (Aciuua
kar’ ikAoynv xdptrog, xi. §) among those who truly believe, but
also the obduracy and the blindness which still characterize
so many Israelites with regard to the Gospel may be looked
at as something merely temporary; so that as God never
repents of his promise, Israel may one day be saved. The
rejection of a part of the Israelites, or their present unbelief of
the Gospel, only serves as a glorification of Divine grace.
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Meanwhile the believing Gentiles have stepped into the place
of the unbelieving Jews, their wapdmropa is # owrnpla rolc
#0veow, their mapdmrwpa is whovroc kdouov, their fjrraua wAovroc
t0vov (xi. 11-12). Divine grace is glorified in its relation to
the whole matter, for itis evident that it belongs to the plan of
God to permit the Gentiles to participate in His grace (ropwatc
ard pépove Tq 'lopanh 'ys'yde dxpic ob 76 TAHpwua Tov vov
¥\0n, 25). What is loss on one side is gain on the other; but
this also gives occasion for hope that those who have for a time
turned away from God may one day be saved. For if the
Jews are jealous of the grace of God, in which the Gentiles par-
ticipate, they ought through this jealousy to stir themselves
up that they also may come into possession of this grace
(xi. 11-14).

If we consider more closely this whole section, and the chief
subjects involved in it, we see that it treats throughout of the
relations of Judaism and Heathenism, as well as of the relation
of both to Christianity ; and if, at the same time, we consider
with what earnestness and interest the Apostle handles this
subject, how especially he brings jt forward in the words ex-
pressing such deep and vivid feelings with which he makes the
transition to it (ix.-1) (— Admn ot ieri peyddn, kal adidAemrroe
686w i xapdla pov nbxSuny yap adroc iye avdbepa civar amd
Tov XptoTob Vmip TOV AOEAPAY MOV TWY GUYYEVOY MoV Kard
adpra)—it does not certainly appear probable that he would
have devoted so important a part of his letter to answering
this question, if he had not had close at hand some special
material reason for doing so, and this was afforded him by
the circumstances of the Roman Church. And such a reason
can only be found in the direct opposition to the idea
pursued by the Apostle throughout this section, and in the
objection also which might still have been raised against
the participation of the Gentiles in the grace of the Gospel,
or against the Pauline universalism, namely the religious
opinion so deeply rooted in the consciousness of Jews and
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Jewish Christians, that as long as Israel did not participate in

. this grace as a nation, as a people chosen by God, the participa-
tion in it by the Gentiles appeared as an encroachment on the
Jews, as an injustice against them, as a contradiction of the
promises given by God to the Jews as the people of God. The
main idea which lies at the root of the whole discourse, the
object which is treated of from both sides, is the theocratic
supremacy of the Jewish nation, the absolute precedence which
it claimed to possess over all other nations, and of which it
now saw itself about to be irretrievably deprived, by the Pauline
universalism. In order to comprehend the crisis at which this
subject of dispute had arrived in its full importance, we must
obtain a clear idea of the point to which Paulinism had at that
time attained in its anti-Judaistic development, and also of the
completely different standpoint which was taken by the Apostle
in the composition of the Epistle to the Romans, from the one
he occupied at the time of his Epistles to the Galatians and
Corinthians. There is no longer any question of that rude
conflict, when Judaism brought forward the most material side
of its opposition by absolutely commanding circumcision in
that most repulsive manner, which we find recorded in the
Epistle to the Galatians, and just as little is a personal interest
treated of, such as we see 1n the Epistles to the Corinthians, in
which the Apostle had to ward off the attacks on his apostolic
authority.

The Epistle to the Romans leaves all these subjects
behind it, as of vanished importance: the whole conception
of the question is a different one, just as the whole tone of
the Apostle is different ; for in this Epistle he has no longer to
deal with opponents whos¢ antagonistic attitude excited him
to such vehement, bitter retorts; he turns with confidence to
his readers ; expresses with all sympathy his lively interest in
their salvation, which he also sets before them as the subject
of the most earnest anxiety ; he is persuaded that in them he
sces a church with which he can more easily come into harmony
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than with any other. If everything subordinate, special, per-
sonal, were abstracted, the question which even then would
remain would be the most important which could possibly
exist for Judaism, namely, whether the difference between
Gentiles and Jews, was completely abolished by the univer-
salism of Pauline Christianity. The complexion taken by the
circumstances of the period must have been the subjeet of the
most earnest consideration among the most thoughtfal section
of the Judaizers. The Epistle to the Romans is the last of the
apostolic letters, written at a time when the Apostle was con-
templating a step so full of importance in regard to the matter
in hand, as a journey to Jerusalem. Time pressed for a decision.
As he had resolved to bring to a erisis the great cause of dis-
pute between Judaism and Paulinism, and to venture on the
bold attempt of uniting and reconciling them by his personal
presence at Jerusalem, the chief seat of Judaism, he felt com-
pelled at the same time and aeting on the same interest, to
come to an understanding with that Church, which besides
being the most important ore in the West, was the one on
whose receptive inclination and kind feeling he thought he
could most depend in issuing an address which the exigences
of the then state of things seemed to require. Whilst, through
the labours of the Apostle pursued for many years, so many
Gentiles had already accepted the Christian faith, and whilst
the number of converted Jews was still a very small one in
comparison to the number of the whole nation, the fact seemed
still unfulfilled, on which the Jewish Christians rested their
Messianic faith, namely that in Jesus, He had appeared who
was the subject of the old national promises. How could He
be the Messiah of the nation when the nation steadfastly re-
fused to believe on him, and seemed to persist more and more
in its unbelief ? when looking at the mutual relations of the
Jewish and Gentile Christians it would seem that everything
which was expected of the Messiah was more applicable to the
Gentiles than to the Jews ? It was not forgotten that although
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the Jewish Christians might not wish to exclude the Gentiles
from the Messianic community, still as Jewish Christians they
would not renounce the precedence which as Jews they claimed
over Gentiles. Besides, they must either represent the apparent
contradictory incongruity between the existent state of things,
and the ancient promises, as being the fault of their Messianic
belief itself, or there must have existed among them most
earnest religious scruples with regard to the way and manner
in which the Gentiles had been called to the Christian faith ; for
what else would have augmented to such a degree the number
of the converted Gentiles, that the superiority in the Messianic
Churches seemed to be passing from the Jewish to the Gentile
ones, and the former to be more and more taking a secondary
place ; and what else would have brought about the facility with
which the Gentiles had entered into the Messianic community
since the Apostle’s programme of the abolition of the law ? If
they had been even released from the obligation of circumecision
they would not have been permitted so complete a dispensation
from all the requirements of the law, as the tedching of the
Apostle with regard to faith necessarily involved. In this manner
would such Jewish Christians decide who thought more fairly,
and who did not adhere with the same tenacity as others to all the
prejudices of Judaism ; but who still could not quite relinquish
those deep-seated religious scruples produced by the dispropor-
tion that existed between the aspect of the Christian world at
that time, and that which it would have presented if it had been
regulated according to the ancient national promises. And
the less this class of Jewish Christians assumed a harsh
and repelling attitude towards the Apostle, as was indeed the
case, there must naturally have arisen a more weighty solicitude
in his own mind to overcome these scruples, and in proportion
as they entered more deeply into the whole of the relations
between Judaism and Christianity, and became more closely in-
terwoven into their nature, to endeavour to establish a more
thorough system of overcoming them.
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There is in the Acts of the Apostles a remarkable confirma-
tion of the theory, that the chief point of the antagonism between
Judaism and Paulinism lay essentially in the claim for prece-
dence, with which the Jewish Christians as born Jews set them-
selves up against the Gentiles and Gentile Christians, and that
this was the unpardonable offence to which even the best inten-
tioned among the Jews could not reconcile themselves, even when
they desire to favour Paulinism, and this confirmation stands in
the closest connection with the peculiar tendency of the Acts of
the Apostles to favour the Apostle Paul. How is it, that the
portion which especially relates to the apostolic labours of the
Apostle Paul, always designedly states that the Apostle every-
where preached the Gospel first of all to the Jews, and only when
the Jews, as cverywhere happened, rejected him and his Gospel,
turned to the Gentiles ? It is in reality highly remarkable how
consistently the A cts of the Apostles repudiates this priority of the
Jews, and makes the Apostle act according to the words which
it puts into his mouth. (Acts of the Apostles, xiii. 46.) Juiv,
says he to the Jews, fjv avaykaiov wparov AaAnbivar rov Adyov
rov Oeob imed 8t dmrwlsiole avrov kal ovk akiovg kplvere favrode
rii¢ alwviov wiic 180V orpepducla eic ra ¥6vn.) Immediately
after his conversion the Apostle had risen up in the synagogue in
Damascus, and had sought with all his might to persuade the
Jews dwelling in Damascus, that Jesus was the Messiah; but
the consequence was that he was obliged to flee from Damascus,
because the Jews were lying in wait for him. (Acts of the
Apostles, ix. 20, &c.) However this passage may be recon-
ciled with the account of the Apostle himself (2 Cor. xi. 32,)
that he was obliged to flee on account of the persecution
of the Ethnarch of King Aretas, it can scarcely be held
as accidental on the part of the author of the Acts of the
Apostles that he should name the Jews as the instigators of the
danger that threatened the Apostle. That the Apostle should
have made his first visit to Jerusalem after his conversion serve
the purpose of an attempt at conversion, is not only contrary
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to the expressed declaration of the Apostle himself that a com-
pletely different reason drew him to Jerusalem, but is also not
reconcilable with the fact of the short duration of his residence
there (Gal. i. 18). But the Acts of the Apostles represents
him as preaching the Gospel there with all boldness, and espe-
cially as carrying om controversies with the Hellenists. The
lying-in-wait with which he was threatened by the Jews was
the cause why he went to Tarsus (Acts of the Apostles, ix.
28). According to another passage in the Acts of the Apostles
(xxil. 18) after the speech which the Apostle delivered to the
Jews in Jerusalem, immediately before his capture, he received
from Jesus himself in an extatic vision seen in the Temple
the command to leave Jerusalesm speedily, because the Jews
there would not accept from him, the former persecutor of the
disciples of Jesus, any testimony in favour of Jesus. For this
reason Jesus tells him he is to be sent far away to the Gentiles.
But still, the Acts of the Apostles continues, the Apostle did
not consider himself as exclusively an Apostle to the Gentiles.
When, some time after, he undertook the first Missionary
journey, they were especially Jewish synagogues which he first
sought out (xiii. 5-14, xiv. 1) ; and even if he at the same time
brought Gentile proselytes into them, still his discourses were
always directed to the Jews alone (xiii. 15-41); and there
must have been a special motive to determine the Apostle on
addressing himself to the Gentiles. This restricting motive
is shown with regard to the Jews in the most striking
manner by the Apostles (xiii. 42-52). Paul and Barnabas
had preached the Gospel with successful results among the
Jews and proselytes in the synagogue at Antioch in Pisidia.
When the Jews saw the universal inclination of the people
towards the Apostles they opposed them, but the Apostles with
all boldness declared that it was indeed necessary that the
Word of God should be first preached to the Jews, but as they
rejected it, and judged that they were not worthy of eternal
life, they (the Apostles) now turned to the Gentiles. It is then
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remarked that when the Gentiles heard this they rejoiced, and
glorified the Word of the Lord, and those who were “ ordained
to eternal life believed.”” 'We must conclude, therefore, that if
the Jews had not assumed this hostile attitude, the Gentiles,
desirons as they might have been to receive the Gospel (48),
would really have received scarcely anything of it, and Paul
would have remained an Apostle of the Jews ; for the fact that
Gentile proselytes existed in the Jewish synagogue would not
have constituted him an Apostle to the Gentiles, as is shown
by the opposition of #€8vn to wpoofhAdvror. Compare 46, 47, with
43. But who can believe that the Apostle’s amroarodsj eic ra é0vy
depended on so accidental a circumstance, which here appears
still more accidental, as this fact of many Gentiles being
desirous of accepting the Gospel? And yet this scene is re-
peated again and again, and even in quick succession. In
Lystra, in Lycaonia, the Gospel was preached to the Gentiles,
but only after it had been expelled from Iconium by the
unbelieving Jews (chapter xiv). This is still more brought
under our notice (chapter xviii. 1), where the founding of the
Corinthian Church is related. The Apostle first allies himself
with the Jew Aquila, who just at that time had come to Corinth
from Italy with his wife Priscilla, and he discoursed every
Sabbath in the synagogue, thereby converting Jews and
Greeks. But when the companions of the Apostle, Silas and
Timotheus, who had remained in Macedonia, arrived, he first
urged on the Jews with great emphasis the testimony that
Jesus was the Messiah. And when the Jews withstood and
reviled him, he shook off the dust from his garments (compare
xiil. 51) and said to them, ‘ Your blood be upon your own
heads ; I am clear: from henceforth I will go unto the Gen-
tiles.” And with these words he departed into another quarter,
and went to the house of a certain man named Justus, who
worshipped God, and lived near the synagogue. Here it is
manifestly the opposition of the Jews which gives the signal
for the decided resolve to preach the Gospel to the Gentiles,



336 LIFE AND WORK OF PAUL. [Parr IL

For if up to that time Gentiles as well as Jews had been con-
verted (4), this had taken place in the synagogue, and the
Jewish synagogue still remained as the means of gaining Gen-
tiles to go on the way to the Gospel. But as if an outward
legitimation was needed in order to remove this restriction,
the vehement energy with which Paul devoted himself to the
preaching of the Gospel after the arrival of Silasand Timotheus
at Corinth, would seem to have been absolutely intended to
call forth an opposition which would authorize him to lay the
Gospel immediately before the Gentiles, without any further
regard to the Jews.

But what fitting reason can we think of for this mode of
action ? Besides, it would not be of any effect on the unhe-
lieving Jews, but among the believing Jews it might very
easily have had the result of making them fall off from the
Gospel, as they might have taken offence at the Gospel being
preached to the Gentiles also. But if this was not to be feared,
to what purpose was it to wait for a cause to be first given by the
unbelieving Jews f  'We must even say that here an unworthy
reason is given by the Apostle for his awrosro) eic ra Z0vy.
Either he was convinced, that it was decidedly the will of God
that the Gospel should be preached to the Gentiles, or not. If he
really had this conviction, he could not have possibly allowed the
actual success of his Gentile apostleship to depend upon whether
certain Jews bore themselves in a hostile and inimical manner
towards him : even if these feelings had not caused any public
manifestation of this kind, a great disinclination towards the
Gospel must have been presupposed to exist on the part of the
greatest portion of the Jews; if he did not possess this con-
viction he could not have gained it by so accidental an occur-
rence as the one under consideration. And what can we think
of the stability of the Apostle’s principles, and the searching
decision of his mode of action, if he had been able to content
himself with such incompleteness in the most important matter
of his apostolic office? But the author of the Acts of the
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Apostles must have considered such an occurrence as this as
not unimportant with regard to his special design, for he again
has recourse to it. In Ephesus also, whither the Apostle went
from Corinth in order to take up his residence there for a
longer period, the occurrence is again repeated which had
taken place at Corinth, xix. 8, &¢. He went into the syna-
gogue, and discoursed boldly in order to make converts to the
kingdom of God. But when some (or as rwi¢ perhaps ought
more properly to be taken, certain, special Jews—according to
the custom now generally recognized of not giving the exact
names) hardened themselves, and would not allow themselves
to be instructed, but openly reviled the doctrine—he departed
from them, separated the disciples, and held his daily discourses
in the school of a certain Tyrannos, for the space of two years,
with such success that all the dwellers in Asia, Jew and Gen-
tile, heard the word of the Lord. Here also a oxAnpivesfa
kai aneleiv, a kakoloyeiv Ty 6d0v, and indeed ivdmiov Tob
aAfove, must be brought before the notice of the people, as a
public testimony, and at the same time in order to establish an
undeniable case against the Jews, before the Apostle could
enter on his full apostolic career, and begin his labours as an
Apostle to the Gentiles. At the close of the Acts of the
Apostles this scene is again referred to by the Apostle, who
ascribes great importance to it, and this indeed in Rome which
is especially worthy of remark from our point of view. As
soon as the Apostle arrived in Rome (xxviii. 17), his first pro-
ceeding was to call together the chief of the Jews, in order to
lay before them the reason of his imprisonment, and to state
that it was not on account of having transgressed against his
nation and the customs of his fathers that he had been de-
livered prisoner from Jerusalem into the hands of the Romans.
The cause of his imprisonment was the Hope of Isracl (the
belief in the Messiah, which he shared in common with
all his countrymen.) The Jews declared that they had not
heard anything disadvantageous to him from Judwa, and
22
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spoke of their desire to hear from him, what he held concern-
ing that sect (Christianity), which as they knew, was every-
where so specially spoken against. On an appointed day they
repaired to the Apostle, and in a discourse, which lasted from
the morning to the evening, he endeavoured to persuade them
concerning Jesus, ““out of the law of Moses and out of the
prophets :”’ and some believed his words, and others not. But
when they did not agree among themselves and departed, the
Apostle gave them a parting word to this effect : ““ Well spake
the Holy Ghost by Esaias the prophet unto our fathers, saying,
Go nnto this people and say, hearing, ye shall hear, and not
understand, and seeing, ye shall see, and not perceive; for the
heart of this people is waxed gross, and their ears are dull of
hearing, and their eyes have they closed, lest they should see
with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and understand with
their hearts, and should be converted, and I should heal them.
Be it known therefore unto you,” says the Apostle in conclusion,
¢ that the salvation of God is sent unto the Gentiles, and that
they will hear it.” We see immediately that the concluding
declaration is the practical result of the entire transactions
with the Roman Jews. The step which the Apostle now in-
tended to take, of preaching the gospel to the Gentiles must
be justified by the antagonism of the Jews. But whata want
of sufficient motive is here! how evidently the opposition of
the Jews, not amounting to obstinate unbelief, but only to a
rejection of the arguments advanced, is seized upon as giving
a reasonable colour to the determination, which without
such a pretext, would seem to be almost without justification !
And how does such a representation of the matter agree with
the circumstances of the Roman Church, as we are made
acquainted with them in the Epistle to the Romans itself ?

The most admirable of Olshausen’s Commentaries on the
Epistle to the Romans draws attention to the great difficulty
which exists in this passage of the Acts of the Apostles with
regard to its relation to the Epistle to the Romans, which rela-
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tion he justly says, is not sufficiently considered in the investiga-
tions into the object of the Epistle to the Romans.  “1If,” writes
Olshausen,* ““ we think of the circumstances of the church of
Rome at the time when the Epistle to the Romans was com-
posed, in the light in which they are generally considered, the
history of Paul in this capital is perfectly inconceivable. The
Roman Church was divided into two parties, the Gentile and
the Jewish Christians. The strict Jewish Christians observed
all the outward law of Moses, with circumcision, Sabbath
worship, &c. On the other hand, the Gentile Christians were
free from all this. Must we not necessarily assume from this
state of things that the Roman Jewish Christians adhered
to the synagogue in Rome? As in Jerusalem the Jewish
Christians remained in the temple, and were not released from
the Jewish observances, so also the Roman Jewish Christians
would not separate themselves from the synagogue. But now
let us read the narrative in the Acts of the Apostles, xxviii. 17,
according to which the Christians were utterly unknown to the
heads of the Roman synagogue, and ask whether, on its own
showing, this idea has any claim whatever to probability ?
There is no ground for assuming that there was a designed
concealment ; but if this supposition is inadmissible, there
remains no choice but to say that the heads of the synagogue
knew really nothing of the Christians in Rome. The speech
of Paul (xxviii. 17-20) is undoubtedly in an abbreviated form,
he would have spoken in it of his faith in Christ, as is indicated
by the mention of the éAxi¢ Tov 'Ispad. Thereupon the Jews
said : wepl riic aipéoewe TabTye Yvwerdy dotv Nuiy, 87t Tavrayod
avriéyerae.  Would any persons have spoken in this manner
of a sect which was present before them.and whose disputes
and struggles were well known ? This would be very difficult
to show as at all probable! And following on this we have
the transaction with Paul (xxviii. 23) who, in order to prove

* In the work already cited.—Introduction, p. 45, &c
22 *
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the Messiahship of Jesus, expounded the Scriptures to them
during the whole of one day. This excited disputes among
the Jews themselves, which, according to the common view,
must have been a mere juggling trick, as the Jews must have
long known about Jesus and decided against him. Only in
cities where no churches existed do we find Jews so un-
prejudiced as these in Rome appear to have been, but where
through the establishment of a church they had acquired some
knowledge of the Gospel, they allowed no Christian to preach
doctrinal discourses. But as there must have been a church
in Rome, the question arises how this anomalous attitude on
the part of the Jews can be explained ?’

The more pressing is the question here treated of, the more
desirous we -are to get at its solution. The only possible
explanation of the phenomenon in question is this. “ We must
suppose that owing to the Jewish persecution under Claudius,
the Christians in Rome were induced to make their differences
with the Jews appear in the strongest and clearest light,
probably in consequence of the influence which the Pauline
disciples of that time had exercised on the Roman community.
Four or five years after this persecution of the Jews at the
beginning of the reign of Nero, Paul wrote the Epistle to the
Romans. That many Jews at that time may have ventured to
return to Rome, may have some probability, but those who
went back must have kept themselves in concealment there,
and it would have been very natural for the Roman Christian
Church in its own interest to keep them as much as possible at
a distance. Even three years later, when Paul went in person
‘to Rome, Judaism there cannot have been very important,
perhaps none of the old members of the Jewish community
who had lived there before the persecution under Claudius
had again returned, and the new members may have been
unaware of the former existence of a Christian Church. Thus
it may have happened, that in a period comprising eight or
ten years the Christian Church in Rome may have become
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completely separated from the Jews there, and in such a
state of separation do we find it according to this concluding
account in the Acts of the Apostles.” But if this is the
only solution possible of the enigma, how is it possible to
overlook so striking a contradiction as that which it meets
in the Epistle to the Romans itself? A Church, which for
such a length of time had attracted to itself in so great a
degree tho notice of the Apostle Paul (i. 13, xv. 22,) that
he himself wished to go to Rome, a Church whose circum-
stances appeared important enough to him to require so detailed
and comprehensive an Epistle, a Church of which he himself
says, that its faith was known throughout the whole world,
(ebxaptord T¢ Oep pov—-~Bre 1) wioTic Ypwv karayyéNierar iv SAg
1@ k6ougw, Romansi. 8. Compare xvi. 19, 5§ yap vuav vmwaxon
eic wavrac agpikero.) Could such a Church have been so un-
known to the Roman Jews, who must have had the greatest
interest in becoming acquainted with a Christian Church con-
sisting for the most part of their own countrymen, and which
they found established in one and the same city as themselves,
that they, as is represented in the Acts of the Apostles, could
speak of Christianity as a matter strange to-them, with which
until now they had ncver come into contact, and which was
only known to them by hearsay? May we not also meet this
assertion with the same question which Olshausen asks with
regard to the commonly accepted view: “ Would any person
have spoken in this manner of a sect which was present before
them, whose disputes and struggles were well known ? This
would be very difficult to show as being probable!” Just as
difficult would it be to make it appear possible that only the
Jews in Rome had not scen or perceived what every man in his
sound senses must have seen and perceived, for it lay open
to all the world, and must have been thoroughly known to all in
the city. Only two years later, (according to the most generally
received theory,) occurred the conflagration under Nero, and
the well known Christian persccu.tion consequent on it. That
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the Christians were at that time generally known in Rome is
not shown by this fact only, but by the express declaration of
the historian:  Nero subdidit reos et quasitissimi peenis
affecit, quos, per flagitia invisos, vulgus Christianos appellabat.”
(Tacitus, Annals, xv. 44.) How then is it possible that two
years earlier, Christianity could be so unknown in Rome as we
must assume it to have been according to the narrative in the
Acts of the Apostles, or how is it possible to suppose that the
Jews alone were ignorant of what everyone else in Rome was
acquainted with ? But, as far as regards the Jewish persecu-
tions under the Emperor Claudius, on which Olshausen relies
for his statement, the importance so often attached to it is mnot
entirely warranted. That it included not only Jews, but
Christians also, is of course to be supposed, as at that time no
distinction could be made between Jews and Christians, and the
nearer the existing Christian Church in Rome was then to
the time of its origin, so much the greater would be the num-
ber also of its Jewish Christian members. There is no doubt
that by the ““ impulsor Chrestus,’” which according to Suetonius
in the Life of Claudius (chapter xxv.) was the cause of the
existing tumults on the part of the Jews, we must understand
nothing else than the Christianity which was then becoming
known in Rome, and which was received with acceptance by a
part of the Jews residing there, giving occasion to restlessness
and disputes, which existed even in the midst of Roman
Judaism. It would then be all the more natural, that the two
contending parties, the Jews and the Chnstmns, would be
expelled from the city, and we see that Aqmla. and Priscilla,
who in consequence of this banishment met with the Apostle
Paul in Corinth, appeared to be by no means entirely unac-
quainted with the Christian faith. (Acts of the Apostles,
xviii. 2, &c.) But however we may decide on this, the pro-
hibition of the Emperor Claudius can only have been of short
duration, and was attended with no important results. Such
prohibitions were never very strictly observed in Rome,
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especially when a change in the government was expected soon
after their issue. What Tacitus says of the mathematicians
who were so often expelled not merely from Rome, but from
Italy, that this ¢ genus hominem in civitate nostra et retabitur
semper et retinebitur,”* makes us all the more perceive the
indulgence shown {o the Jews; the mild treatment they re-
ceived being also observable in the fact, that both Suetonius
and the author of the Acts of the Apostles, agree in stating
that they were only banished from the city of Rome, and not
from Italy. How easy it must therefore have been for them-to
have returned from the near neighbourhood into the city itself,
where they always had high patrons and protectors, and at that
special time had such in Nero and Poppaa.t Some individuals,
like Aquila and Priscilla, withdrew to a greater distance than
the prohibition required, and went not only out of Rome but
out of Italy, and although we find them at a later period still
absent from Rome, we need not therefore conclude that this
prohibition still maintained its full power and value. It may
well be imagined that the more intimately Aquila and Priscilla
became connected with the Apostle Paul, the less desirous

* History,i. 22. Under the reign of the Emperor Claudius, Tacitus speaks of a
¢ de Mathematicis Italia pellendis factum Senatus Consultum,” which is often
identified with this prohibition against the Jews, as being “ a trop et irritam.”

1 Compare on this the Programme of Professor C. Cless. Queritur de Coloniis
Judeorum in ZAgyptum terrasque cum Agypto conjunctas post Mosem deductis.
Part1. Stuttgart, 1832, page 32, where it is shown that many Jews lived as slaves
and freedmen, and in high offices at the courts of princes. Ita in Czsarum sedibus
Acmen quandam, genere Judzam, Liriee, servisse, Thallum, Samaritanum,
Tiberii libertum fuisse scimus ; Poppeam, Neronis, qui et ipse Judeum, quendam
mimum in deliciis habent uxornm Judw®is sacris deditam, gentisque Judz® fau-
tricem hujus mimi vel famule Juds® impulsu mentem hunc in modum flexisse,
veri non est dissimili.,” According to Josephus, Antiq. of the Jews, xvii. 5, 7,
xviii. 6, 4, xx. 8-11, where Poppa is mentioned as a proselyte to Judaism by the
expression fcooc(3rj¢. Josephus relates in his life, chapter iii. that he had become
acquainted with the Empress Poppsa through a Jewish pipoNéyog, who was in
great favonr with the Emperor Nero, and that through her, a Jewish priest who
had been sent to Rome by the Procurator Felix, had obtained his release, and that
she had even made him rich presents to enable him to return to his native land.
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they were to return again to a Church in which without doubt
an anti-Pauline tendency had early begun to.develope itself.
And finally how decidedly the undeniable existence of a Roman
Church, not only at the time of the composition of the Epistle
to the Romans, but (as we cannot avoid supposing,) for a
series of preceding - years, is shown by the fact that the
residence of the Jews in the city of Rome at that time was
no longer attended with any difficulty. It is therefore opposed
to all historic probability, that in consequence of a past
interdict of Claudius (which does not in any way justify us
in speaking of a Jewish persecution under Claudius, as
Olshausen maintains) and even in the time when Paul came
to Rome, the number of Jews in Rome was only very small,
and that the existing relations of the Christian Church in
Rome, in consequence of this interdict, were in such opposition
to the Judaism existing there, that Jews and Christians were
in reality utterly unknown to each other in Rome. If the
enigmatical phenomenon presented in the account in the Acts
of the Apostles cannot be explained in this way, another way
must be discovered. It is simply impossible that in Rome at
that time such relations should have existed, and such a repre-
sentation of the matter can only be explained by a special design
on the part of the author. After our former investigations we
can have no doubt with regard to this design. The author of
the Acts of the Apostles represents the Apostle Paul as work-
ing with great success in the cause of Christianity, even during
his Roman imprisonment (xxviii. 30, 31). He must have
preached Christianity to the Gentiles in Rome as an Apostle to
the Gentiles.

But it would seem necessary for him to be aunthorized
for this work by a circumstance which would publicly exhibit
in a striking manner the unbelief of the Jews who were op-
posed to the Gospel. Accordingly we find that the affair is
represented in such a manner as to imply that the Jews in
Rome now first acquired 'a knowledge of Christianity, and
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resolved on their disbelief of it. As we have here also a clear
proof that the author of the Acts of the Apostles, actuated by
a special interest, gives a wholly inconsistent account of the
real state of the matter, we must, keeping this interest in view,
use our judgment in deciding the analogous cases, in which the
Apostle observed the same course of action with regard to the
Jews ; as these cases are according to our previous investiga-
tions highly improbable in themselves, and cannot be brought
into agreement with the strict limitations which the Apostle
lays down in his Epistle to the Galatians (chapter ii.) between
his awooroly sic Ta vy, and the aroorolsj wepirousic. But the
more earnestly the author of the Acts of the Apostles repeats
that the Gospel is to be preached to the Gentiles, wholly owing
to the Jews’ own fault, and in consequence of their unbelief—
and the more evidently he subordinates this statement to his
special design—the less is it to be mistaken that he unites with
this statement an apologetic aim in respect to the Apostle Paul
as an Apostle to the Gentiles, and the more unavoidable is the
supposition that the author was induced to take this course by
regard to certain outward circumstances. This is accordingly
the point in which the Acts of the Apostle coincides with the
Epistle to the Romans. Both pre-suppose the same circum-
stances, and this indeed in that Church which had been in all
probability, according to the Acts of the Apostles, established
in Rome. 'The Pauline author of the Acts of the Apostles, like
the Apostle himself in the Epistle to the Romans, states in the
same apologetic manner, that the Gospel is given to the
Gentiles owing to the fault of the Jews themselves, and in
consequence of their unbelief. But in order to place this
fault in a clearer light, and completely to clear the Apostle
Paul from the reproof which had been made against him in
this respect, the anthor of the Acts of the Apostles represents
tho case as though the Apostle had only so far respected
the Jewish national claim to priority that he transferred his
attention to the Gentiles when he considered himself justi--
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fied in doing so by having been repulsed by the unbelief
of the Jews. That which, according to the statement of the
Acts of the Apostle, is of the last and highest importance,
which the Jewish Christians would never consent to relinquish,
that which could not fail to awaken, as soon as the question
was raised, the greatest anxiety and conscientious scruples in
the Apostle, is the primacy of his nation above all other nations
—the national and theocratic prerogative, which he himself as
a Christian would not allow to be endangered or abridged.
Before we investigate any further into how the Apdstle treated
this last stronghold of Judaism, we must first have a decided
idea as to the question who the readers of this Epistle were ?
After what has been said above, how can we doubt that they
must principally have been Jewish Christians ? And yet there
is a general assumption that the Roman Christians must have
been Gentile Christians. Neander says, in his accustomed
manner,* ¢ It is very possible that the seed of the Gospel may
have been brought much earlier to the Jews in Rome by the
Jewish Christians, as we may conclude from the greeting at
the conclusion of the Epistle that there were persons in Rome
who belonged to the oldest Christians, but these certainly did
not constitute the chief support of the Church, for the greatest
part undoabtedly consisted of Christians descended from Gen-
tiles, to whom the Gospel had to be preached by men of the
Pauline school, independently of the Mosaic Law, to whom
Paul, as the Apostle to the Gentiles, felt himself called on to
write, and to whom, in considerat