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PREFACE.

THE present volume is issued in compliance with suggestions
coming from both sides of the Atlantic. Several of the essays it
contains appeared originally in publications not easily accessible,
yet embody results of the highest value to students of the New
Testament, whether in its textual or its historical aspects. Some
of them will be found to have received from the author, since their
first appearance, not a few minute perfecting touches, character-
istic of his punctilious and vigilant scholarship. In reading them,
it is important to note the date of composition (given at the
beginning of each), since it has not been found practicable always
to mention such supplementary or qualifying facts as the progress
of time has brought. Indeed, by far the larger portion of the
present volume was printed nearly two years ago ; and its publica-
tion has been delayed by causes over which the editor has had
little control. ‘The chief infelicitous result of the delay, however,
appears in the fact that one or two additions — made somewhat
inconsistently, it must be confessed — have come in their turn
to need supplementing (see, for example, p. 166, note). All the
editor’s annotations have been carefully distinguished from the
work of the author by being enclosed in square brackets; but it
should be observed that matter thus enclosed in the midst of
quotations or translations is from the pen of Dr. Abbot himself.

Besides the elaborate discussions of debatable textual questions,
which render the volume indispensable to the professional student,
room has been found for a few of those papers in which Dr. Abbot
addresses general readers in a style alike lucid, attractive, and
authoritative. But, after all, to those privileged to know the
variety and extent of his learning, the retentiveness and accuracy
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of his memory, the penetration and fairness of his judgment, this
volume will seem but an inadequate and fragmentary memorial.

The compass and special character of the essay upon the Fourth
Gospel have made the editor glad to avail himself of the separate
index to that part of the book courteously placed at his disposal by
Professor Huidekoper, of Meadville. This index, accordingly, is
not incorporated with that at the end of the volume.

In conclusion, special thanks are due, and are here publicly
given, to the several editors or proprietors of the publications in
which the essays were first printed, for the kind permission to

reproduce them in their present form.
J. H. THAYER,

CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS,
July, 1888.
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PREFATORY NOTE TO THE FIRST ESSAY.

THE following essay was read, in part, before the ¢ Ministers’ Insti-
tute,” at its public meeting last October, in Providence, R.I. In con-
sidering the external evidences of the genuineness of the Gospel as-
cribed to John, it was out of the question, under the circumstances, to
undertake anything more than the discussion of a few important points;
and even these could not be properly treated within the time allowed.

In revising the paper for the Unitarian Review (February, March,
June, 1880), and, with additions and corrections, for the volume of “ In
stitute Essays,” I have greatly enlarged some parts of it, particularly
that relating to the evidence that the Fourth Gospel was used by Justin
Martyr. The consideration of his quotations and of the hypotheses con-
nected with them has given occasion to the long Notes appended to the
essay, in which will be found the results of some original investigation.
But the circumstances under which the essay is printed have compelled
me to treat other parts of the evidence for the genuineness of this
Gospel less thoroughly than I wished, and on certain points to content
myself with mere references. It has also been necessary to give in a
translation many quotations which scholars would have preferred to see
in the original ; but the translation has been made as literal as the Eng-
lish idiom would permit, and precise references to the passages cited are

always given for the benefit of the critical student.
E. A.

CAMBRIDGE, Mass., May 21, 1880.






I.

THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL:
EXTERNAL EVIDENCES.

THE problem of the Fourth Gospel —that is, the question of
its authorship and historical value —requires for its complete
solution a consideration of many collateral questions which
are still in debate. Until these are gradually disposed of by
thorough investigation and discussion, we can hardly hope
for a general agreement on the main question at issue.
Such an agreement among scholars certainly does not at
present exist. Since the ‘“epoch-making” essay (to borrow
a favorite phrase of the Germans) of Ferdinand Christian
Baur, in the ZTkeologische Jakrbiicher for 1844, there has
indeed been much shifting of ground on the part of the
opponents of the genuineness of the Gospel ; but among schol-
ars of equal learning and ability, as Hilgenfeld, Keim, Schol-
ten, Hausrath, Renan, on the one hand, and Godet, Beyschlag,
Luthardt, Weiss, Lightfoot, on the other, opinions are yet
divided, with a tendency, at least in Germany, toward the
denial of its genuineness. Still, some of these collateral
questions of which I have spoken seem to be approaching a
settlement. I may notice first one of the most important,
the question whether the relation of the Apostle John to
Jewish Christianity was not such that it is impossible to
suppose the Fourth Gospel to have proceeded from him,
even at a late period of his life. This is a fundamental
postulate of the theory of the Tiibingen School, in regard to
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the opposition of Paul to the three great Apostles, Peter,
James, and John. The Apostle John, they say, wrote the
Apocalypse, the most Jewish of all the books of the New
Testament; but he could not have written the anti-Judaic
Gospel. Recognizing most fully the great service which
Baur and his followers have rendered to the history of primi-
tive Christianity by their bold and searching investigations,
I think it may be said that there is a wide-spread and deep-
ening conviction among fair-minded scholars that the theory
of the Tiibingen School, in the form in which it has been
presented by the coryphai of the party, as Baur, Schwegler,
Zeller, is an extreme view, resting largely on a false interpre-
tation of many passages of the New Testament, and a false
view of many early Christian writings. Matthew Arnold’s
protest against the excessive “vigour and rigour” of the
Tiibingen theories brings a good deal of plain English com-
mon.sense to bear on the subject, and exposes well some of
the extravagances of Baur and others.* Still more weight is
to be attached to the emphatic dissent of such an able and
thoroughly independent scholar as Dr. James Donaldson, the
author of the Critical History of Christian Literature and
Doctrine, a work unhappily unfinished. But very significant
is the remarkable article of Keim on the Apostolic Council
at Jerusalem, in his latest work, Aus dem Urchristenthum
(“ Studies in the History of Early Christianity "), published
in 1878, a short time before his lamented death. In this
able essay, he demolishes the foundation of the Tiibingen
theory, vindicating in the main the historical character of
the account in the Acts, and exposing the misinterpretation
of the passage in the Epistle to the Galatians, on which Baur
and his followers found their view of the absolute contradic-
tion between the Acts and the Epistle. Holtzmann, Lipsius,
Pfleiderer, and especially Weizsdcker had already gone far in
modifying the extreme view of Baur; but this essay of Keim's
is a re-examination of the whole question with reference to
all the recent discussions. The still later work of Schenkel,

® See his God and the Bible, Preface, and chaps. v.. vi.
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published during the present year (1879), Das Christusbild
der Apostel und der nackapostolischen Zeit (“The Picture of
Christ presented by the Apostles and by the Post-Apostolic
Time”), is another conspicuous example of the same reac-
tion. Schenkel remarks in the Preface to this volume:—

Having never been able to convince myself of the sheer opposition
between Petrinism and Paulinism, it has also never been possible for me
to get a credible conception of a reconciliation effected by means of a
literature sailing between the contending parties under false colors.
In respect to the Acts of the Apostles, in particular, I have been led in
part to different results from those represented by the modern critical
school. I have been forced to the conviction that it is a far more trust-
worthy source of information than is commonly allowed on the part of
the modern criticism; that older documents worthy of credit, besides
the well-known Wesource, are contained in it; and that the Paulinist
who composed it has not intentionally distorted (emssze//z) the facts, but
only placed them in the light in which they appeared to him and must
have appeared to him from the time and circumstances under which he
wrote. He has not, in my opinion, artificially brought upon the stage
either a Paulinized Peter, or a Petrinized Paul, in order to mislead his
readers, but has portrayed the two apostles just as he actually conceived
of them on the basis of his incomplete information. (Preface, pp. x., xi.)

It would be hflrd to find two writers more thoroughly inde-
pendent, whatever else may be said of them, than Keim and
Schenkel. Considering their well-known position, they will
hardly be stigmatized as “apologists’’ in the contemptuous
sense in which that term is used by some recent writers, who
seem to imagine that they display their freedom from par-
tisan bias by giving their opponents bad names. On this
subject of the one-sidedness of the Tiibingen School, I might
also refer to the very valuable remarks of Professor Fisher
in his recent work on 7/%e Beginnings of Christianity, and
in his earlier volume on 7%e Supernatural Origin of Chris-
tianity. One of 'the ablest discussions of the question will
also be found in the Essay on “St. Paul and the Three,”
appended to the commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians,
by Professor Lightfoot, now Bishop of Durham, a scholar who
has no superior among the Germans in breadth of learning
and thoroughness of research. The dissertation of Professor
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Jowett on “St. Paul and the Twelve,” though not very defi-
nite in its conclusions, likewise deserves perusal.*

In regard to this collateral question, then, I conceive that
decided progress has been made in a direction favorable to
the possibility (to put it mildly) of the Johannean authorship
of the Fourth Gospel. We do not know anything concern-
ing the theological position of the Apostle John, which justi-
fies us in assuming that twenty years after the destruction of
Jerusalem he could not have written such a work.

Another of these collateral questions, on which a vast
amount has been written, and on which very confident and
very untenable assertions have been made, may now, I
believe, be regarded as set at rest, so far as concerns our
present subject, the authorship of the Fourth Gospel. I
refer to the history of the Paschal controversies of the
second century. The thorough discussion of this subject by
Schiirer, formerly Professor Extraordinarius at Leipzig, and
now Professor at Giessen, the editor of the Zheologische
Literaturzeitung, and author of the excellent Neutcstament.
liche Zeitgeschichte, has clearly shown, I believe, that no
argument against the Johannean authorship of the Fourth
Gospel can be drawn from the entangled history of these
controversies. His essay, in which the whole previous litera-
ture of the subject is carefully reviewed, and all the original
sources critically examined, was published in Latin at
Leipzig in 1869 under the title De Controversiis Paschalibus
secundo post Christum natum Sacculo exortis, and afterwards
in a German translation in Kahnis's Zeszschrift fiir die
historische Theologie for 1870, pp. 182-284. There is, accord-
ing to him, absolutely z#o0 evidence that the Apostle John
celebrated Easter with the Quartodecimans on the 14th of
Nisan in commemoration, as is so often assumed, of the day
of the Lord’s Supper. The choicc of the day had no reference

®In hls work on 7. &c E/ulla &f St. Pasul to the Thessalonians, Galatians, Romans, 2d cd.
(London, 1859), i. 417-477; reprinted in a less complete form from the first edition in Noyes’s
Theol. Essays (1856), p. 357 ff. The very judicious remarks of Mr. Norton in the Christian
Examiner for May, 1829, vol. vi. p. 200ff.,are still worth reading. See the valuable article of
Dr. Wil .bald Grimm, ‘ Der Apostelconvent,” in the Stxd. w. Krit., 1380, pp. 405-432 ; a!so, Dr.
H. H. Wendt’s Nexbearbestung of Meyer's Kommentar on the Acts, s¢ Aufl., Gottingen, 1880.
See also Reuss, /ist. apostoligue (1876), and Les Epitres panliniennes (18;8), in his La Bible,
¢rad. nowvelie, etc. Contra, Hilgenfeld, Zeitsckr., 1879, p. 100 ff; 1880, p. 1 ff.
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to that event, nor on the other hand, as Weitzel and Steitz
maintain, to the supposed day of Christ’s death, but was
determined by the fact that the 14th was the day of the -
Jewish Passover, for which the Christian festival was substi-
tuted. The celebration was Christian, but the day adopted
by John and the Christians of Asia Minor generally was the
day of the Jewish Passover, the 14th of Nisan, on whatever
day of the week it might fall, while the Western Christians
generally, without regard to the day of the month, celebrated
Easter on Sunday, in commemoration of the day of the
resurrection. This is the view essentially of Liicke, Gieseler,
Bleek, De Wette, Hase, and Riggenbach, with differences on
subordinate points; but Schiirer has made the case clearer
than any other writer. Schitrer is remarkable among Ger-
man scholars for a calm, judicial spirit, and for thoroughness
of investigation; and his judgment in this matter is the
more worthy of regard, as he does not receive the Gospel of
John as genuine. A good exposition of the subject, founded
on Schiirer’s discussion, may be found in Luthardt’s work on
the Authorskip of the Fourth Gospel, of which an English
translation has becen published, with an Appendix by Dr.
Gregory of Leipzig, giving the literature of the whole con-
troversy on the authorship of the Gospel far more completely
than it has ever before been presented.

Another point may be mentioned, as to which there has
come to be a general agreement; namely, that the very late
date assigned to the Gospel by Baur and Schwegler,
namely, somewhere between the ycars 160 and 170 A.D,,
cannot be maintained. Zeller and Scholten retreat to 150;
Hilgenfeld, who is at last constrained to admit its use by
Justin Martyr, goes back to bctween 130 and 140; Renan
now says 12§ or 130; Keim in the first volume of his Hzstory
of Fesus of Nazara placcd it with great confidence between
the years 110 and 115, or more loosely, A.D. 100-117.* The
fatal consequences of such an admission as that were, how-
ever, soon perceived; and in the last volume of his History

® Geschickte Fesu von Nazara, i. 155, comp. 146 (Eng. trans, 1. 211, comp. 199).
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of Fesus, and in the last edition of his abridgment of that
work, he goes back to the year 130.* Schenkel assigns it
to A.D. 115-120. %

This enforced shifting of the date of the Gospel to the
earlier part of the second century (which I may remark inci-
dentally is fatal to the theory that its author borrowed from
Justin Martyr instead of Justin from John) at once pre-
sents very serious difficulties on the supposition of the
spuriousness of the Gospel. It is the uniform tradition,
supported by great weight of testimony, that the Evangelist
John lived to a very advanced age, spending the latter por-
tion of his life in Asia Minor, and dying there in the reign of
Trajan, not far from A.n. 100. How could a spurious Gos-
pel of a character so peculiar, so different from the earlier
Synoptic Gospels, so utterly unhistorical as it is affirmed to -
be, gain currency as the work of the Apostle both among
Christians and the Gnostic heretics, if it originated only
" twenty-five or thirty years after his death, when so many
who must have known whether he wrote such a work or not
were still living ?

The feeling of this difficulty seems to have revived the
theory, put forward, to be sure, as long ago as 1840 by a
very wild German writer, Liitzelberger, but which Baur and
Strauss deemed unworthy of notice, that the Apostle John
was never in Asia Minor at all. This view has recently
found strenuous advocates in Keim, Scholten, and others,
though it is rejected and, I believe, fully refuted by critics
of the same school, as Hilgenfeld. The historical evidence
against it seems to me decisive; and to attempt to support
it, as Scholten does, by purely arbitrary conjectures, such as
the denial of the genuineness of the letter of Irenzus to
Florinus, can only give one the impression that the writer
has a desperate cause.}

® Geschickte Fesu . . . fUyr weitere Kreise, 3¢ Bearbeitung, 2¢ Aufl, (1875), p. 4o0.
t Das Charakterbild Fesu, 4 Aufl. (1873), p. 370.

1 See Hilgenfeld, Hist. Krit. Eilleitung in d. N. T. (1875), p. 394 ff.; Bleek, Esnl. in d.
N. T., 3¢ Aufl. (1875), p. 167 ff., with Mangold’s note; Fisher, The Brginnings of Christianily
(1877), p. 327 ff. Compare Renan, L’ A4 nteckrist, p. 557 ff.
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Thus far we have noticed a few points connected with the
controversy about the authorship of the Fourth Gospel in
respect to which some progress may seem to have been made
since the time of Baur. Others will be remarked upon inci-
dentally, as we proceed. But to survey the whole field of
discussion in an hour’s discourse is impossible. To treat the
question of the historical evidence with any thoroughness
would require a volume; to discuss the internal character of
the Gospel in its bearings on the question of its genuineness
and historical value would require a much larger one. All
therefore which I shall now attempt will be to consider some
points of the historical evidence for the genuineness of the
Fourth Gospel, as follows:—

1. The general reception of the Four Gospels as genuine
among Christians in the last quarter of the second century.

2. The inclusion of the Fourth Gospel in the Apostolical
Memoirs of Christ appealed to by Justin Martyr.

3. Its use by the various Gnostic sects.

4. The attestation appended to the book itself.

I. I BEGIN with the statement, which cannot be questioned,
that our present four Gospels, and no others, were received
by the great body of Christians as genuine and sacred books
during the last quarter of the second century. This appears
most clearly from the writings of Irenaeus, born not far from
A.D. 125-130,* whose youth was spent in Asia Minor, and
who became Bishop of Lyons in Gaul, A.p. 178; of Clement,
the head of the Catechetical School at Alexandria about the
year 190, who had travelled in Greece, Italy, Syria, and Pal-
estine, seeking religious instruction; and of Tertullian, in
North Africa, who flourished toward the close of the century.
The four Gospels are found in the ancient Syriac version of
the New Testament, the Peshito, made in the second century,
the authority of which has the more weight as it omits the
Second and Third Epistles of John, Second Peter, Jude, and
the Apocalypse, books whose authorship was disputed in the
early Church. Their existence in the Old Latin version also

® About A p. 115, according to Zahn in Herzog, 2d ed., vii. 135 8q.; see Smith and Wace's
Dict. of Christ. Biogr. iii. 253,
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attests their currency in North Africa, where that version
originated some time in the second century. They appear,
moreover, in the Muratorian Canon, written probably about
A.D. 170, the oldest list of canonical books which has come
down to us.

Mr. Norton in his work on the Genuineness of the Gospels
argues with great force that, when we take into considera-
tion the peculiar character of the Gospels, and the character
and circumstances of the community by which thcy were
received, the fact of their universal reception at this period
admits of no reasonable explanation except on the supposi-
tion that they are genuine. I do not here contend for so
broad an inference: I only maintain that this fact proves
that our four Gospels could not have originated at this
period, but must have becn in existence long before; and
that some very powerful influence must have been at work to
cffect their universal reception. I shall not recapitulate
Mr. Norton’s arguments; but I would call attention to one
point on which he justly lays great stress, though it is often
overlooked ; namely, that the main evidence for the genuine-
ness of the Gospels is of an altogether different kind from
that which can be adduced for the genuinencss of any classi-
cal work. It is not the testimony of a few eminent Christian
writers to their private opinion, but it is the evidence which
they afford of the belief of the whole body of Christians; and
this, not in respect to ordinary books, whose titles they
might easily take on trust, but respecting books in which
they were most deeply interested; books which werc the
very foundation of that faith which separated them from the
world around them, exposed them to hatred, scorn, and per-
secution, and often demanded the sacrifice of life itself.

I would add that the greater the differcnces between the
Gospels, real or apparent, the more difficult it must have
been for them to gain this universal reccption, except on the
supposition that they had been handed down from the begin-
ning as genuine. This remark applies particularly to the
Fourth Gospel when compared with the first three.

The remains of Christian literature in the first three quar-



AUTHORSHIP OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL 17

ters of the second century are scanty, and are of such a char-
acter that, assuming the genuineness of the Gospels, we have
really no reason to expect more definite references to their
writers, and more numerous quotations from or allusions to
them than we actually do find or seem to find. A few letters,
as the Epistle of Clement of Rome to the Corinthians, now
made complete by the discovery of a new MS. and of a Syriac
version of it; the Epistle ascribed to Barnabas, now complete
in the original; the short Epistle of Polycarp to the Philip-
pians, and the Epistles (of very doubtful genuineness) attrib-
uted to Ignatius; an allegorical work, zke Siepherd of Her-
mas, which nowhere quotes either the Old Testament or the
New; a curious romance, the Clementine Homilies ; and the
writings of the Christian Apologists, Justin Martyr, Tatian,
Theophilus, Athenagoras, Hermias, who, in addressing
heathens, could not be expected to talk about Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and John, which would be to them names
without significance,—these few documents constitute
nearly all the literature of the period. As we should not
expect the Gospels to be quoted by name in the writings of
the Apologists, though we do find John expressly mentioned
by Theophilus, so in such a discussion as that of Justin °
Martyr with Trypho the Jew, Justin could not cite in direct
proof of his doctrines works the authority of which the Jew
would not recognize, though he might use them, as he does,
in attestation of historic facts which he regarded as fulfilling
prophecies of the Old Testament.

The author of Supernatural Religion, in discussing the
evidence of the use of our present Gospels in the first three
quarters of the second century, proceeds on two assumptions:
one, that in the first half of this century vast numbers of
spurious Gospels and other writings bearing thc names of
Apostles and their followers were in circulation in the early
Church; and the other, that we have a right to expect
great accuracy of quotation from the Christian Fathers,
especially when they introduce the words of Christ with
such a formula as “he said” or “he taught.” Now this
last assumption admits of being thoroughly tested, and it
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contradicts the most unquestionable facts. Instead of such
accuracy of quotation as is assumed as the basis of his
argument, it is beyond all dispute that the Fathers often
quote very loosely, from memory, abridging, transposing,
paraphrasing, amplifying, substituting synonymous words or
equivalent expressions, combining different passages together,
and occasionally mingling their own inferences with their
citations. In regard to the first assumption, a careful sifting
of the evidence will show, I believe, that there is really no
proof that in the time of Justin Martyr (with the possible
exception of the Gospel according to the Hebrews, which in
its primitive form may have been the Hebrew original from
which our present Greek Gospel ascribed to Matthew was
mainly derived) there was a single work, bearing the title of
a Gospel, which as a /Aistory of Christ's ministry came into
competition with our present four Gospels, or which took
the place among Christians which our Gospels certainly held
in the last quarter of the second century. Much confusion
has arisen from the fact that the term ‘ Gospel” was in
ancient times applied to speculative works which gave the
writer's view of the Gospel, 7.c., of the doctrine of Christ, or
among the Gnostics, which sct forth their gmosis; e.g., among
the followers of Basilides, Hippolytus tells us, “ the Gospel”
is 1 1oy dmeproopivv oo, ““‘the knowledge of supermundane
things” (Ref. Her. vii. 27). Again, the apocryphal Gos-
pels of the Nativity and the Infancy, or such works as the
so-called Gospel of Nicodemus, describing the descent of
Christ into Hades, have given popular currency to the idea
that there were floating about in the middle of the second
century a great number of Gospels, rival histories of Christ’s
ministry; which these apocryphal Gospels, however, are not
and do not pretend to be. Other sources of confusion, as
the blunders of writers like Epiphanius, I pass over. To
enter into a discussion and elucidation of this subject here
is of course impossible: I will only rccommend the read-
ing of Mr. Norton’s full examination of it in the third vol-
ume of his Genuinencss of the Gospels, which needs, to be
sure, a little supplementing, but the main positions of
which I believe to be impregnable.
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Resting on these untenable assumptions, the author of
Supernatural Religion subjects this early fragmentary litera-
ture to a minute examination, and explains away what seem
to be quotations from or references to our present Gospels
in these different works as borrowed from some of the multi-
tudinous Gospels which he assumes to have been current
among the early Christians, especially if these quotations
and references do not present a perfect verbal correspond-
ence with our present Gospels, as is the case with the great
majority of them. Even if the correspondence is verbally
exact, this proves nothing, in his view; for the quotations of
the words of Jesus might be borrowed from other current
Gospels which resembled ours as much as Matthew, Mark,
and Luke resemble each other. But, if the verbal agreement
is not exact, we have in his judgment a strong proof that the
quotations are derived from some apocryphal book. So he
comes to the conclusion that there is no certain trace of the
existence of our present Gospels for about one hundred and
fifty years after the death of Christ; z.e, we will say, till about
A.D. 180.

But here a question naturally arises: How is it, if no trace
of their existence is previously discoverable, that our four
Gospels are suddenly found toward the end of the second
century to be received as sacred books throughout the whole
Christian world? His reply is, “It is totally unnecessary for
me to account for this.””* He stops his investigation of the
subject just at the point where we have solid facts, not con-
jectures, to build upon. When he comes out of the twilight
into the full blaze of day, he shuts his eyes, and refuses to
see anything. Such a procedure cannot be satisfactory to a
sincere inquirer after the truth. The fallacy of this mode of
reasoning is so well illustrated by Mr. Norton, that I must
quote a few sentences. He says:—

About the end of the second century the Gospels were reverenced as
sacred books by a community dispersed over the world, composed of

men of different nations and languages. There were, to say the least,
sixty thousand copies of them in existence;tthey were read in the

® Supernatural Religion, 6th edition (1875), and 7th edition (1879), vol. i. p. ix. (Preface.)
1 See Norton’s Genuineness of the Gospels, 2d ed., i. 45-54.
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churches of Christians ; they were continually quoted, and appealed to,
as of the highest authority; their reputation was as well established
among believers from one end of the Christian community to the other,
as it is at the present day among Christians in any country. But it is
asserted that before that period we find no trace of their existence; and
it is, therefore, inferred that they were not in common use, and but little
known, even if extant in their present form. This reasoning is of the
same kind as if one were to say that the first mention of Egyptian
Thebes is in the time of Homer. He, indeed, describes it as a city
which poured a hundred armies from its hundred gates; but his is the
first mention of it, and therefore we have no reason to suppose that,
before his time, it was a place of any considerable note.*

As regards the general reception of the four Gospels in
the last quarter of the second century, however, a slight
qualification is to be made. Some time in the latter half of
the second century, the genuineness of the Gospel of John
was denied by a few eccentric individuals (we have no
ground for supposing that they formed a sect), whom Epiph-
anius (Her. li., comp. liv.) calls Alogi (‘Aroyo), a nickname
which has the double meaning of ‘deniers of the doctrine of
the Logos,” and “men without reason.” They are probably
the same persons as those of whom Irenzus speaks in one
passage (Her. iii. 11. § g), but to whom he gives no name.
But the fact that their difficulty with the Gospel was a
doctrinal one, and that they appealed to no tradition in favor
of their view; that they denied the Johannean authorship of
the Apocalypse likewise, and absurdly ascribed both books
to Cerinthus, who, unless all our information about him is
false, could not possibly have written the Fourth Gospel,
shows that they were persons of no critical judgment. Zeller
admits (7/eol. Fakrb. 1845, p. 645) that their opposition does
not prove that the Gospel was not generally regarded in
their time as of Apostolic origin. The fact that they
ascribed the Fourth Gospel to Cerinthus, a heretic of the
first century, contemporary with the Apostle John, shows
that they could not pretend that this Gospel was a recent
work.

Further, while the Gnostics generally agreed with the

—

® Evidences of the Genuineness ¢f the Gospels, second edition, vol. i. pp. 19§, 196.
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Catholic Christians in receiving the four Gospels, and espe-
cially the Gospel of John, which the Valentinians, as Irenaus
tells us, used plemnissime (Her. iii. 11. § 7), the Marcionites
are an exception. They did not, however, question the
genuineness of the Gospels, but regarded their authors as
under the influence of Jewish prejudices. Marcion therefore
rejected all but Luke, the Pauline Gospel, and cut out from
this whatever he deemed objectionable. We may note here,
incidentally, that the author of Supernatural Religion, in the
first six editions of his work, contended, in opposition to the
strongest evidence, that Marcion’s Gospel, instead of being,
as all ancient testimony represents it, a mutilated Luke, was
the earlier, original Gospel, of which Luke’s was a later
amplification. This theory was started by Semler, that
varium, mutabile et mirabile capitulum, as he is called by a
German writer (Matthaei, V. 7. G7., i. 687); and after having
been adopted by Eichhorn and many German critics was so
thoroughly refuted by Hilgenfeld in 1850, and especially by
Volkmar in 1852, that it was abandoned by the most eminent
of its former supporters, as Ritschl, Zeller, and partially by
Baur. But individuals differ widely in their power of resist-
ing evidence opposed to their prejudices, and the author of
Supernatural Religion has few equals in this capacity. We
may therefore feel that something in these interminable
discussions is settled, when we note the fact that /e has at
last surrendered. His conversion is due to Dr. Sanday, who
in an article in the Fortnightly Review (June, 1875, p. 855, ff.),
reproduced in substance in his work on 7/Ze Gospels in the
Second Century, introduced the linguistic argument, showing
that the very numerous and remarkable peculiarities of lan-
guage and style which characterize the parts of Luke which
Marcion retained are found so fully and completely in those
which he rejected as to render diversity of authorship utterly
incredible.

But to return to our first point,— the unquestioned recep-
tion of our present Gospels throughout the Christian world
in the last quarter of the second century, and that, I add,
without the least trace of any previous controversy on the
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subject, with the insignificant exception of the Alogi whom I
have mentioned. This fact has a most important bearing on
the next question in order; namely, whether the Apostolical
Memoirs to which Justin Martyr appeals about the middle of
the second century were or were not our four Gospels. To
discuss this question fully would require a volume. All that
I propose now is to place the subject in the light of acknowl-
edged facts, and to illustrate the falsity of the premises from
which the author of Supernatural Religion reasons.

II. Tue writings of Justin consist of two Apologies or
Defences of Christians and Christianity addressed to the
Roman Emperor and Senate, the first written most probably
about the year 146 or 147 (though many place it in the
year 138),* and a Dialogue in defence of Christianity with
Trypho the Jew, written somewhat later (D:al. c. 120, comp.
Apol. i. c. 26).1

In these writings, addressed, it is to be observed, to unbe-
lievers, he quotes, not in proof of doctrines, but as authority
for his account of the teaching of Christ and the facts in his
life, certain works of which he commonly speaks as the
“Memoirs’’ or “Memorabilia” of Christ, using the Greek
word, 'Arouvnuoveipara, with which we are familiar as the desig-
nation of the Memorabilia of Socrates by Xenophon. Of
these books he commonly speaks as the ‘“Memoirs by the
Apostles,” using this expression eight times ; } four times he
calls them “the Memoirs’' simply; || once, ‘“ Memoirs made by
the Apostles which are called Gospels™ (Apol. i. 66) ; once,
when he cites a passage apparently from the Gospel of Luke,
‘““Memoirs composed by the Apostles of Christ and their
companions,”’ — literally, “ those who followed with them”
(Dial. c. 103); once again (D:al. c. 106), when he speaks of our
Saviour as changing the name of Peter, and of his giving to
James and John the name Boanerges, a fact only mentioned

®So Waddington, Mém. de PAcad. des inscr. et belles-lettres, t. xxvi., pt. i., p. 264 1. ;
Harnack in TAcol. Literaturzeitung, 1876, col. 14, and Caspari, as there referred 10; [Light-
foot, Apostolic Fathers, pt. ii., vol. i. p. 462].

t See Engeihardt, Das Christenthum Fustins des Martyrers (1878), p. 71 ff.; Renan,
L'Eglise chrétienne (1879), p. 367, 0. 4.

tAgol. . 67; D.al cc. 109, 101, 102, 103, 104, 106 bis: Ta &no/wr”w‘ye{;’m;ra TQV aro-
oréAwy (Tov aToat. av To v, ¢ XpuoTob, § times),

| Dial. cc. 108 Ler, 107.
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so far as we know in the Gospel of Mark, he designates as
his authority “ Peter’'s Memoirs,”” which, supposing him to
have used our Gospels, is readily explained by the fact that
Peter was regarded by the ancients as furnishing the mate-
rials for the Gospel of Mark, his travelling companion and
interpreter.* Once more, Justin speaks in the plural of
“those who have written Memoirs (ol érouyuovetoavres) of all
things concerning our Saviour Jesus Christ, whom (sic) we
believe ” (Apol. i. 33); and, again, “the Apostles wrote”
so and so, referring to an incident mentioned in all four of
the Gospels (D:al. c. 88).

But the most important fact mentioned in Justin’s writings
respecting these Memoirs, which he describes as “ composed
by Apostles of Christ and their companions,” appears in his
account of Christian worship, in the sixty-seventh chapter of
his First Apology. “ On the day called Sunday,” he says,
‘““all who live in cities or in the country gather together to
one place, and the Memoirs by the Apostles or the writings
of the Prophets are read, as long as time permits. When the
reader has finished, the president admonishes and exhorts to
the imitation of these good things.” It appears, then, that,
at the time when he wrote, these books, whatever they were,
on which he relied for his knowledge of Christ's teaching
and life, were held in at least as high reverence as the writ-
ings of the Prophets, were read in the churches just as our
Gospels were in the last quarter of the second century, and
formed the basis of the hortatory discourse that followed.
The writings of the Prophets might alternate with them in
this use; but Justin mentions the Memoirs first.

These “ Memoirs,” then, were well-known books, distin-

® I adopt with most scholars (versus Semisch and Grimm) the construction which refers the
avrov in this passage not to Christ, but to Peter, in accordance with the use of the genitive after
aTouvnuovebuara everywhere else in Justin. (See a note on the question in the Christian
Ezaminer for July, 1854, Ivi. 128 £.) For the statement in the text, see Tertullian, Adv. Marc.
iv. 5.: Licet et Marcus quod edidit [evangelium] Petri affirmetur, cujus interpres Marcus. Jerome,
De Vir. il. c. 1.: Sed et Evangelium juxta Marcum, qui auditor ejus [sc. Petri] et interpres fuit,
hojus dicitur. Comp. #5id. c. 8, and Ep. 120 (al. 150) ad Hedib. c. 11. See also Papias, ap.
Euseb. Hist. Eccl. iii. 39; Irenzus, Har. iii. 1, §1 (ap. Euseb. v. 8); 10, §6; Clement of Alex-
andria ap. Euseb. ii. 15; vi 14; Origen ap. Euseb. vi. 25; and the striking passage of Eusebius,
Dem. Evang. iii. 3, pp. 130d-1238, quoted by Lardner, #orks iv. g1 ff. (Loud. 18a9).
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guished from others as the authoritative source of instruc-
tion concerning the doctrine and life of Christ.

There is one other coincidence between the language
which Justin uses in describing these books and that which
we find in the generation following. The four Gospels as a
collection might indifferently be called, and were indifferently
cited as, “ the Gospels” or ““ the Gospel.” We find this use of
the expression ‘“the Gospel” in Theophilus of Antioch,
Irenzeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Hippolytus, the
Apostolical Constitutions, Tertullian, and later writers gen-
erally.* Now Justin represents Trypho as saying, ‘I know
that your precepts in what is called the Gospel (¢v g Aeyopéve
ebayyedip) are so wonderful and great as to cause a suspicion
that no one may be able to observe them.” (Dial.c.10) In
another place, he quotes, apparently, Matt. xi. 27 (comp.
Luke x. 22) as being “ written in the Gospel.”{ No plausi-
ble explanation can be given of this language except that
which recognizes in it the same usage that we constantly
find in later Christian writers. The books which in one
place Justin calls ¢ Gospels,” books composed by Apostles
and their companions, were in reference to what gave them
their distinctive value one. They were the record of the
Gospel of Christ in different forms. No one of our present
Gospels, if these were in circulation in the time of Justin,
and certainly no one of that great number of Gospels which

®See Justin or Pseudo-Justin, De Res. c. 10.— Ignat. or Pseudo-Ignat. Ad PAilad. cc. s,
8; Smyrm. cc. 5(7), 7.— Pseudo-Clem. 2 Ep. ad Cor. c. 8.— Theophil. iii. 14.—Iren. Her.
i. 7. §4; 8. §4; 20. §2; 27. §a2. fi. 22. §5; 26. §2. iii. 5. §1; 9. §2; 10. §§2, 6; 11. §§8
(Tt‘fpd/mp¢0v 70 evayyérwon),9; 16. §s. iv.20. §§6,9; 32. §1; 34. §1.—Clem. Al. Pad. i. c.
S, PpP. 104, 108, bis ed. Potter; c. 9, pp. 143, 145 845, 148. 1ii. 1, p. 169; C. 10, p. 235} C. 13, p.
246. Strom. ii. 16, p. 467. iii. 6, p. §37} C. 11, P. §44. 1V. 1, P. §64; C. 4, P. 5%0. V. §, p. 664.
vi 6,p. 764} C. 11, p. 784 845 . 14, p. 797. vii.3, p. 836. KEcl. proph. cc. so, 57.— Origen, Cont.
Cels. i. 51. 1i. 13, 24, 27, 34, 36, 37, 61, 63 (Opp. 1. 367, 398, 409, 411, 415, 416 &is, 433, 434 ed.
Delarue). 7n Foan. tom. 1. §§4, 5. v. §4. (Opp. IV. 4, 98.) Pseudo-Orig. Dial. de recta
in Deum fide, sect. 1 (Opp. 1. 807).— Hippol. No#é?. c. 6.—Const. Ap. i. 1, 2 &is, 5, 6. ii. 1 dss,
5 8is, 6 bis, 8, 13, 16, 17, 35,39. iii. 7. v. 14. vi. 23 8/s, 28. vii. 24. ~Tertull. Cast. c. 4. Pudic. c.
3. Adv.Marc. iv. 7. Hermog.c. 20. Resurr. c. 27. Prax. cc. 20,21.— PLURAL, Muratorian
Canon (also the sing.).— Theophilus, Ad Awfol. iii. 12, Ta v TPOQNTDY KAl TV t‘i'a)'ye?.t'wv.
— Clem. Al Strom. iv. 6. p. §82. Hippol Ref. Her. vii. 38, p. 259, T7Qv dé evayyeliwy 7} Tov
awooréAov, and later writers everywhere.— P/ural used where the passage quoted is found in only
one of the Gospels, Basilides ap. Hippol. Refe Her. vii. 22, 27.— Const. Ap. ii. §3.— Cyril of
Jerusalem, Procat. c. 3; Cat. ii. 4; x. 1; xvi. 16.— Theodoret, Quast. in Num. c. xix. q. 35,
Migne Ixxx. 385; 7n Ps. xlv. 16, M. Ixxx. 1197; /n 1 Thess. v. 15, M. Ixxxii. 649, and so often.

t On this important passage see Note A at the end of this essay.
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the writer of Supernatural Religion imagines to have been
current at that period, could have been so distinguished from
the rest as to be called “ #4¢ Gospel.” |

It has been maintained by the author of Swupernatural Re-
ligion and others that Justin’s description of the Gospels as
“ Memoirs composed by z4e Apostles and those who followed
with them” (to render the Greek verbally) cannot apply to
works composed by fwo Apostles and two companions of
Apostles: “the Apostles” must mean a// the Apostles, “ the
collective body of the Apostles.” (S. R. i. 291.) Well, if it
must, then the connected expression, ‘“those that followed
with them’ (rov éxeivoc mapaxorovbpodvrav), where the definite
article is used in just the same way in Greek, must mean “all
those that followed with them.” We have, then, a truly mar-
vellous book, if we take the view of Supermatural Religion
that the “ Memoirs” of Justin was a single work ; a Gospel,
namely, composed by *the collective body of the Apostles”
and the collective body of those who accompanied them. If
the “ Memoirs "’ consist of several different books #z/xs com-
posed, the marvel is not lessened. Now Justin is not respon-
sible for this absurdity. The simple fact is that the definite
article in Greek in this case distinguishes the two classes to
which the writers of the Gospels belonged.*

To state in full detail and with precision all the features of
the problem presented by Justin’s quotations, and his refer-
ences to facts in the life of Christ, is here, of course, impos-
sible. But what is the obvious aspect of the case?

It will not be disputed that there is a very close cor-
respondence between the history of Christ sketched by
Justin, embracing numerous details, and that found in our
Gospels: the few statements not authorized by them, such
as that Christ was born in a cave, that the Magi came from
Arabia, that Christ as a carpenter made ploughs and yokes,

® For illustrations of this use of the article, see Norton's Evidences of the Genuineness of
the Gesgels, 13t ed. (1837), vol. i. p. 190, note. Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 14 and Jude 17, where it would
be idie to suppose that the writer means that aX/ the Apostles had given the particular warning
referred to. See also Origen, Cont. Céls. i. §1,p. 367, uera TV avayeypauubvy év Toic
ebayyediog vmd 1o v "Inovd uabyréov ioropiayv; andii. 13, mapamifoa Toic UXd TOY
padnrov tov "Ingov ypageiow. Add Cont. Cels. ii. 16 init. See, further Note B at the end
of this eseay.
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present little or no objection to the supposition that they
were his main authority. These details may be easily ex-
plained as founded on oral tradition, or as examples of that
substitution of #nferences from facts for the facts themselves,
which we find in so many ancient and modern writers, and
observe in every-day life.* Again, there is a substantial cor-
respondence between the teaching of Christ as reported by
Justin and that found in the Gospels. Only one or two
sayings are ascribed to Christ by Justin which are not con-
tained in the Gospels, and these may naturally be referred,
like others which we find in writers who received our four
Gospels as alone authoritative, to oral tradition, or may have
been taken from some writing or writings now lost which
contained such traditions.f That Justin actually used all
our present Gospels is admitted by Hilgenfeld and Keim.
But that they were not his main authority is argued chiefly
from the want of exact verbal correspondence between his
citations of the words of Christ and the language of our
Gospels, where the meaning is essentially the same. The
untenableness of this argument has been demonstrated, I
conceive, by Norton, Semisch, Westcott, and Sanday, versus
Hilgenfeld and Supernatural Religion. Its weakness is illus-
trated in a Note at the end of this essay, and will be further
illustrated presently by the full discussion of a passage of
special interest and importance. Justin nowhere expressly

®Several of Justin’s additions in the way of detail seem to have proceeded from his assumg-
tion of the fulfilment of Old Testament prophecies, or what he regarded as such. See Semisch,
Die apost. Denkwilyrdigheiten des Martyrers Fustinus (1848), p. 377 fl.; Volkmar, Der
Ursprung unsercr Evangelien (1866), p. 124 £.; Westcott, Canon of the N. T., p. 162, 4th ed.
(1875), and Dr. E. A. Abbott, art. Gosgels in the ninth ed. of the Encyclopadia Britannica (p. 817),
who remarks: ‘‘ Justin never quotes any rival Gospel, nor alleges any words or facts which make
it probable he used a rival Gospel; such non-canonical sayings and facts as he mentions are
readily explicable as the results of lapse of memory, general looseness and inaccuracy, extending
to the use of the Old as well as the New Testament, and the desire to adapt the facts of the New
Scriptures to the prophecies of the Old.” (p. 8:8).

t See Westcott, ‘ On the Apocryphal Traditions of the Lord's Words and Works,’' appended
to his /utrod. to the Study of the Gospels, sth ed. (1875), pp. 453—461, and the little volume of
J. T. Dodd, Sayinys ascribed to our Lord by the Fathers,eic., Oxford, 1874. Compare Norton,
Genuineness of the Gospels,2ded.,i. 220 ff. The stress which the author of Suger natural Religion
lays on the word wdvTa inthe passage (Apol. i 33) where Justin apeaks of ‘*those who have
written memoirs of all things concerning our Saviour Jesus Christ” shows an extraordinary
disregard of the common use of such exopressions. Itis enough to compare, as Westcott does,
Actsi. 1. For illustrations from Justin (Apol. i1. 6; i. 45; Dial. cc. 44, 121) see Semisch, Die
apost. Denkwilyrdigheiten u. 8. w., p. 404 {.
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quotes the “Memoirs” for anything which is not substan-
tially found in our Gospels; and there is nothing in his
deviations from exact correspondence with them, as regards
matters of fact, or the report of the words of Christ, which
may not be abundantly paralleled in the writings of the
Christian Fathers who used our four Gospels as alone
authoritative.

With this view of the state of the case, and of the char-
acter of the books used and described by Justin though
without naming their authors, let us now consider the
bearing of the indisputable fact (with which the author of
Supernatural Religion thinks he has no concern) of the gen-
eral reception of our four Gospels as genuine in the last
quarter of the second century. As I cannot state the argu-
ment more clearly or more forcibly than it has been done by
Mr. Norton, I borrow his language. Mr. Norton says : —

The maoner in which Justin speaks of the character and authority
of the books to which he appeals, of their reception among Christians,
and of the use which was made of them, proves these books to have
been the Gospels. They carried with them the authority of the Apostles.
They were those writings from which he and other Christians derived
their knowledge of the history and doctrines of Christ. They were relied
upon by him as primary and decisive evidence in his explanations of the
character of Christianity. They were regarded as sacred books. They
were read in the assemblies of Christians on the Lord’s day, in connection
with the Prophets of the Old Testament. Let us now consider the
manner in which the Gospels were regarded by the contemporaries of
Justin. Irenzus was in the vigor of life before Justin’s death; and the
same was true of very many thousands of Christians living when Irenzus
wrote. But he tells us that the four Gospels are the four p llars of the
Church, the foundation of Christian faith, written Ly those who had first
orally preached the Gospel, by two Apostles and two companions of
Apostles. It is incredible that Irenzus and Justin should have spoken
of different books. We cannot suppose that writings, such as the
Memoirs of which Justin speaks, believed to be the works of Apostles
and companions of Apostles, read in Christian Churches, and received
a+ sacred books, of the highest authority, should, immediately after he
wrote, have fallen into neglect and oblivion, and been superseded by
another set of books. The strong sentiment of their value could not so
silently, and so unaccountably, have changed into entire disregard, and
have been transferred to other writings. The copies of them spread
over the world could not so suddenly and mystericusly have disappeared,
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that no subsequent trace of their existence should be clearly discoverable.
When, there¢fore, we find Irenzus, the contemporary of Justin, ascribing
to the four Gospels the same character, the same authority, and the same
authors, as are ascribed by Justin to the Memoirs quoted by him, which
were called Gospels, there can be no reasonable doubt that the Memoirs
of Justin were the Gospels of Irenzus. *

It may be objected to Mr. Norton’s argument, that *‘many
writings which have been excluded from the canon were
publicly read in the churches, until very long aftcr Justin’s
day.” (S.R.i. 294.) The author of Supernatural Religion
mentions particularly the Epistle of the Roman Clement to
the Corinthians, the Epistle of Soter, the Bishop of Rome,
to the Corinthians, the “Pastor” or “ Shepherd” of Hermas,
and the Apocalypse of Peter. To these may be added the
Epistle ascribed to Barnabas.

To give the objection any force, the argument must run
thus: The writings above named were at one time gener-
ally regarded by Christians as sacred books, of the highest
authority and importance, and placed at least on a level with
the writings of the prophets of the Old Testament. They
were afterwards excluded from the canon: therefore a similar
change might take place among Christians in their estimate
of the writings which Justin has described under the name
of “Memoirs by the Apostles.” In the course of thirty
years, a different set of books might silently supersede them
in the whole Christian world.

The premises are false. Therc is no proof that any one
of these writings was ever regarded as possessing the same
authority and value as Justin's “ Memoirs,” or anything like
it. From the very nature of the case, books received as au-
thentic records of the life and teaching of CHRrIST must have
had an importance which could belong to no others. On
the character of the teaching and the facts of the life of
Christ as recorded in the “ Memoirs,” Justin’s whole argu-
ment rests. Whether he regarded the Apostolic writings
as “inspired” or not, he unquestionably regarded CHRIST as
inspired, or rather as the divine, inspiring Logos (Apol. i.

¢ Evidences of the Genuineness of the Gospels, 2d ed., vol. i. pp. 237-239.
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33, 36; ii. 10); and his teaching as ‘“the new law,” universal,
everlasting, which superseded “the old covenant.” (See
Dial. cc. 11, 12, etc.) The books that contained this were to
the Christians of Justin's time the very foundation of their
faith. -

As to the works mentioned by Supernatural Religion, not
only is there no evidence that any one of them evcr held a
place in the Christian Church to be compared for a moment
with that of tae Gospels, but there is abundant evidence to
tac contrary. They were read in some churches for a time
as edifying books,—the Epistle of Clement of Rome “in
very many churches” according to Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. iii.
16),*—and a part of them were regarded by a few Chris-
tian writers as having apostolic or semi-apostolic authority,
or as divinely inspired. One of the most definite statements
about them is that of Dionysius of Corinth (cir. A.D. 175-180),
who, in a letter to the church at Rome (Euseb. Hist. Lccl.
iv. 23), tells us that the Epistle of Soter (d. 176?) to the
Christians at Corinth was read in their church for edification
or “admonition’ (vowereiofa: is the word used) on a certain
Sunday, and would continue to be so read from time to time,
as the Epistle of Clement had been. This shows how far the
occasional public reading of such a writing in the church
was from implying its canonical authority.—Clement of
Alexandria repeatedly quotes the Epistle ascribed to Barna-
bas as the work of ‘“ Barnabas the Apostle,” but criticises
and condemns one of his interpretations (Strom. ii. 15,
p. 464), and in another place, as Mr. Norton remarks, rejects
a fiction found in the work (Ped. ii. 10, p. 220, ff.).— “ The
Shepherd” of Hermas 'in its form claims to be a divine
vision ; its allegorical character suited the taste of many;
and the Muratorian Canon (ci7. A.D. 170) says that it ought
to be read in the churches, but not as belonging to the writ-
ings of the prophets or apostles. (Sce Credncr, Gescl. d.
neutest. Kanon, p. 165.) This was the gcncral view of those
who did not reject it as altogether apocryphal. It appears in
the Sinaitic MS. as an appendix to the New Testament.—The
Apocalypse cf Peter appears to have imposed upon some

® Comp. esp. Lightfoot, Clement of Rome, p. 273 {f.
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as the work of the Apostle The Muratorian Canon says,
““ Some among us are unwilling that it should be read in the
church.” It seems to have been received as genuine by
Clement of Alexandria (Ec/. proph. cc. 41, 48, 49) and Meth-
odius (Conv. ii. 6). Besides these, the principal writers who
speak of it are Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. iii. 3. §2; 25. §4; vi
14. § 1), who rejects it as uncanonical or spurious, Jerome
(De Vir. 1/l. c. 1), who puts it among apocryphal writings,
and Sozomen (Hist. Eccl. vii. 19), who mentions that, though
rejected by the ancients as spurious, it was read once a year
in some churches of Palestine.®

It appears sufficiently from what has been said that there
is nothing in the limited ecclesiastical use of these books, or
in the over-estimate of their authority and value by some
individuals, to detract from the force of Mr. Norton’s argu-
ment. Supernatural Religion here confounds things that
differ very widely.t

At this stage of the argument, we are entitled, I think, to
come to the examination of the apparent use of the Gospel
of John by Justin Martyr with a strong presumption in favor
of the view that this apparent use is real. In other words,
there is a very strong prcsumption that the “ Memoirs” used
by Justin and called by him “ Gospels”’ and collectively “ the
Gospel,” and described as “composed by Apostles of Christ
and their companions,” were actually our present Gospels,
composed by two Apostles and two companions of Apostles.
This presumption is, I believe, greatly strengthened by the
evidence of the use of the Fourth Gospel by writers between
the time of Justin Martyr and Irenzus, and also by the
evidences of its use before the time of Justin by the Gnostic
sects. But, leaving those topics for the present, we will con-
sider the direct evidence of its use by Justin.

The first passage noticed will be examined pretty thor-
oughly : both because the discussion of it will serve to illus-
trate the false reasoning of the author of Swupernatural Relig-

® See, on this book, Hilgenfeld, Vov. Test. extra canonem receptum (1868), iv. 74, fI.

t On this whole subject, see Semisch, Die apostol, Denkewilydigheiten des MUrt. Fustinus,
p. 61, fI.
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fon and other writers respecting the quotations of Justin
Martyr which agree in substance with passages in our
Gospels while differing in the form of expression; and
because it is of special importance in its bearing on the
question whether Justin made use of the Fourth Gospel, and
seems to me, when carefully examined, to be in itself almost
decisive.

The passage is that in which Justin gives an account of
Christian baptism, in the sixty-first chapter of his First
Apology. Those who are ready to make a Christian pro-
fession, he says, “are brought by us to a place where there
is water, and in the manner of being born again [0 regen-
erated] in which we ourselves also were born again, they are
born again; for in the name of the Father of the universe
and sovereign God, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and
of the Holy Spirit, they then receive the bath in the water.
For Christ also said, Except ye be born again, ye shall in
no wise enter into the kingdom of heaven (‘Av uj avayervrbire,
ov uz eicéAOnre eic Ty Baciitiav Tov oi;pavdw). But that 1t is impossible
for those who have once been born to enter into the wombs
of those who brought them forth is manifest to all.”

The passage in the Gospel of John of which this reminds
us is found in chap. iii. 3-5: “ Jesus answered and said to him
[Nicodemus], Verily, verily I say unto thee, Except a man
be born anew, he cannot see the kingdom of God (‘Edv ui =«
yennli dvubev, ov divarae ideiv iy BaociAciav Tob ﬂeoi'). Nicodemus saith
to him, How can a man be born when he is old? Can he
enter a second time into his mother's womb and be born?
Jesus answered, Verily, verily I say unto thee, Except a man
be born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the
kingdom of God” ('Eav ps g yevvnbi é€ idarog xai mvebuarog, ob divarar
eioeAfeiv eic ™y Baoddeiav Tob beod). Compare verse 7, ‘ Marvel not
that I said unto thee, Ye must be born anew” (dei {uac yevvnthijva
dwsev) ; and Matt. xviii. 3, “Verily I say unto you, Except ye
be changed, and become as little children, ye shall in no wise
enter into the kingaom of heaven’ (ob up eicéAyre cic v Basilciav
TSV ovpavin).

I have rendered the Greek as literally as possible; but it
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should be observed that the word translated “anew,” dwbey,
might also be rendered “from above.” This point will be
considered hereafter. .

Notwithstanding the want of verbal correspondence, I
believe that we have here in Justin a free quotation from
the Gospel of John, modified a little by a reminiscence of
Matt. xviii. 3.

The first thing that strikes us in Justin’s quotation is the
fact that the remark with which it concludes, introduced by
Justin as if it were a grave observation of his own, is simply
silly in the -onnection in which it stands. In John, on the
other hand, where it is not to be understood as a serious
question, it admits, as we shall see, of a natural explanation
as the language of Nicodemus. This shows, as everything
else shows, the weakness (to use no stronger term) of Volk-
mar’s hypothesis, that John has here borrowed from Justin,
not Justin from John. The observation affords also, by its
very remarkable peculiarity, strong evidence that Justin
derived it, together with the declaration which accompanies
it, from the Fourth Gospel.

It will be well, before proceeding to our immediate task,
to consider the meaning of the passage in John, and what
the real difficulty of Nicodemus was. He could not have
been perplexed by the figurative use of the expression “to
be born anew”: that phraseology was familiar to the Jews
to denote the change which took place in a Gentile when he
became a proselyte to Judaism.* But the unqualified lan-
guage of our Saviour, expressing a universal necessity,
implied that even the Jewish Pharisee, with all his pride of
sanctity and superior knowledge, must experience a radical
change, like that which a Gentile proselyte to Judaism under-
went, beforec he could enjoy the blessings of the Messiah's
kingdom. This was what amazed Nicodemus. Pretending
therefore to take the words in their literal meaning, he asks,
“How can a man be born when he is old? Can he enter,”
etc. He imposes an absurd and ridiculous scnse on the

~ —

® See Lightfoot and Wetstein, or T. Robinson or Wlinsche, on John iii. 3 or s.
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words, to lead Jesus to explain himself further.* Thus
viewed, the question is to some purpose in John; while
the language in Justin, as a serious proposition, is idle, and
betrays its non-originality. |

The great difference in the form of expression between
Justin’s citation and the Gospel of John is urged as decisive
against the supposition that he has here used this Gospel.
It is observed further that all the deviations of Justin from
the language of the Fourth Gospel are also found in a
quotation of the words of Christ in the Clementine Homilies;
and hence it has been argued that Justin and the writer of
the Clementines quoted from the same apocryphal Gospel,
perhaps the Gospel according to the Hebrews or the Gospel
according to Peter. In the Clementine Homilies (xi. 26),
the quotation runs as follows: “For thus the prophet
swore unto us, saying, Verily I say unto you, except ye be
born again by living water into the name of Father, Son,
Holy Spirit, ye shall in no wise enter into the kingdom of
heaven.” But it will be seen at once that the author of the
Clementines differs as widely from Justin as Justin from the
Fourth Gospel, and that there is no plausibility in the suppo-
sition that he and Justin quoted from the same apocryphal
book. The quotation in the Clementines is probably only
a free combination of the language in John iii. 3—-5 with
Matt. xxviii. 19, modified somewhat in form by the influence
of Matt. xviii. 3.+ Such combinations of different passages,
and such quotations of the words of Christ according to the
sense rather than the letter, are not uncommon in the
Fathers. Or, the Clementines may have used Justin.}

I now propose to show in detail that the differences in form
between Justin’s quotation and the phraseology of the Fourth
Gospel, marked as they are, all admit of an easy and natural
explanation on the supposition that he really borrowed from
it, and that they are paralleled by similar variations in the

®See Norton, A New Trans. of the Gospels, with Notes, vol. ii. p. 507.

1On the quotations from the Gospel of John as well as from the other Gospels in the
Clementine Homiilies, see Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Century, pp. 283-295 ; comp. pp.
165-187. See also Westcott, Canon of the N. T., pp. 282-288 ; and comp. pp. 15e~156.

$So Bleek, Beitrdge, p. 221; Anger, Symopsis, p. 273; De Wette, Eiml. § 67¢, note g.
Comp. Keim, UrcArist., p. 225, note, who asserts, in general, that Justin Martyr is ‘‘ besonders
benutzt ”’ by the author of the Clementine Homilies.
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quotations of the same passage by Christian writers who
used our four Gospels as their exclusive authority. If this
is made clear, the fallacy of the assumption on which the
author of Swupernatural Religion reasons in his remarks on
this passage, and throughout his discussion of Justin's quota-
tions, will be apparent. He has argued on an assumption of
verbal accuracy in the quotations of the Christian Fathers
which is baseless, and which there were peculiar reasons for
not expecting from Justin in such works as his Apologies.*

Let us take up the differences point by point : —

1. The solemn introduction, ‘“Verily, verily I say unto
thee,” is omitted. But this would be very naturally omitted :
(1) because it is of no importance for the sense; and (2)
because the Hebrew words used, 'Auiv auiv, would be unintel-
ligible to the Roman Emperor, without a particular explana-
tion (compare Apol i. 65). (3) It is usually omitted by
Christian writers in quoting the passage: so, for example, by
the DocetisT in HippoLYTUS (Ref. Her. viii. 10, p. 267), IRE.
N&EUs (Frag. 35, ed. Stieren, 33 Harvey), ORIGEN, in a Latin
version (/n Ex. Hom. v. 1, Opp. ii. 144, ed. Delarue ; /n Ep. ad
Rom. lib. v. c. 8, Opp. iv. §60), the AprosToLicAL CONSTITU-
TIONS (vi. 1§), EUSEBIUS twice (/1 /sa. i. 16, 17, and iii. 1, 2;
Migne xxiv. g6, 109), ATHANASIUS (De Incarn. c. 14, Opp.
i. 50, ed. Montf.), CYRIL OF JERUSALEM twice (Cat. iii. 4;
xvii. 11), BasiL THE GREAT (Adv. Eunom. lib. v. Opp. i. 308
(437), ed. Benedict.), Pseupo-BasiL three times (De Bap:.
i. 2.§§ 2, 6; ii. 1. § 1; Opp. ii. 630 (896), 633 (899), 653
(925) ), GREGORY NysseN (De Christ: Bapt. Opp. iii. 369),
EPHRAEM SYRUS (De Penit. Opp. iil. 183), MAcARIUs AGYP-

¢On the whole subject of Justin Martyr's quotations, I would refer to the admirably clear,
forcible, and accurate statement of the case in Norton's Evidences of the Genuineness of the
Gospels, ad ed., vol. i. pp. 200-239, and Addit. Note E, pp. ccxiv.—ccxxxviii. His account is
loss detailed than that of Semisch, Hilgenfeld, and Suger matural Religion, but is thoroughly
trustworthy. On one point there may be a doubt: Mr. Norton says that ¢ Justin twice gives the
words, Thou art my son; this day have I begotten thee, as those uttered at our Saviour’s
baptism; and in one place says expressly that the words were found in the Memoirs by the
Apostles.”” This last statement seems to me incorrect. The quotations referred to will be found
in Dial. ¢. Trypk. cc. 88, 103; but in neither case does Justin say, according to the grammatical
construction of his language, that the words in question were found in the Memoirs, though it is
probable that they were. (See below, p. 101 f.) The discussion of Justin’s quotations by
Prof. Westcott and Dr. Sanday in the works referred to in notet on the preceding page is also
valuable, especially in reference to the early variations in the text of the Gospels.
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TIus (Hom. xxx. 3), CHRYSOSTOM (De consubst. vii. 3, Opp.
i. 505 (618), ed. Montf.; /n Gen. Serm. vii. 5, Opp. iv. 681
(789), and elsewhere repeatedly), THEODORET (Quest. in
Num. 35, Migne lxxx. 385), BasiL oF SEeLEuciA (Orat.
xxviii. 3, Migne Ixxxv. 321), and a host of other writers, both
Greek and Latin,— I could name for?y, if necessary.

2. The change of the indefinite =, in the singular, to the
second person plural: ‘“Except a man be born anew” to
“Except ye be born anew.” This also is unimportant.
This is shown, and the origin of the change is partially
explained (1) by the fact, not usually noticed, that it is made
by the speaker kimself in the Gospel, in professedly repeating
in the seventh verse the words used in the third; the indefi-
nite singular involving, and being equivalent to, the plural.
Verse 7 reads: “Marvel not that I seaid unto thee, ¥Ye must
be born anew.” (2) The second person plural would also
be suggested by the similar passage in Matt. xviii. 3, ¢ Except
ye be changed and become as little children, ye shall in no
wise enter into the kingdom of heaven.” Nothing was more
natural than that in a quotation from memory the language
of these two kindred passages should be somewhat mixed;
and such a confusion of similar passages is frequent in the
writings of the Fathers. This affords an easy explanation
also of Justin’s substituting, in agreement with Matthew,
“shall in no wise enter” for “cannot enter,” and “kingdom
of heaven” for “kingdom of God.” The two passages of
John and Matthew are actually mixed together in a some-
what similar way in a free quotation by CLEMENT oF ALEX-
ANDRIA, a writer who unquestionably used our Gospels alone
as authoritative,—‘“the four Gospels, which,” as he says,
“have been handed down to us” (Strom. iii. 13, p. §553).*
(3) This declaration of Christ would often be quoted in the
early Christian preaching, in reference to the importance of
baptism ; and the second person plural would thus be natu-

® Clement (Cokort. ad Gentes, c. g, p. 69) blends Matt. xviii. 3 and John iii. 3 as follows:
“ Except ye again become as little children, and 3¢ 807 % agasn (avayevvnBijre), as the Scripture
saith, ye will in no wise receive him who is truly your Father, ar}d will in no wise ever enter into

the kingdom of heaven.”
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rally substituted for the indefinite singular, to give greater
directness to the exhortation. So in the CLEMENTINE HoMi-
LIES (xi. 26), and in both forms of the CLEMENTINE EPITOME
(c. 18, pp. 16, 134, ed. Dressel, Lips. 1859). (4) That this
change of number and person does not imply the use of an
apocryphal Gospel is further shown by the fact that it is
made twice in quoting the passage by Jeremy Taylor, who
in a third quotation also substitutes the plural for the singu-
lar in a somewhat different way.* (See below, p. 42.)

3. The change of v i ric yevwndi avwfev, verse 3 (or yewnbi
merely, verse 5), “ Except a man be born anew,” or “over
again,” into &v uj avayerwndire, “ Except ye be born again,” or
“regenerated” ; in other words, the substitution of évayervisda:
for yewioda: éwwdev, or for the simple verb in verse §, presents
no real difficulty, though much has been made of it. (1) It
is said that yewasda: wdev cannot mean “to be born anew,”’
but must mean “to be born from above.”” But we have the
clearest philological evidence that awder has the meaning of
“anew,” “over again,” as well as ‘“from above.” In the
only passage in a classical author where the precise phrase,
yevvaoda: dvwdev, has been pointed out, namely, Artemidorus on
Dreams, i. 13, ed. Reiff (al. 14), it cannot possibly have any
other meaning. Meyer, who rejects this sense, has fallen
into a strange mistake about the passage in Artemidorus,
showing that he cannot have looked at it. Meaning “from
above” or “from the top’’ (Matt. xxvii. 51), then “from the
beginning ” (Luke i. 3), avwdev is used, with =i to strengthen

® Professor James Drummond well remarks: ‘“ How easily such a change might be made, when
verbal accuracy was not studied, is instructively shewn in Theophylact's paraphrase [I translate
the Greek ]: ¢ But I say unto thee, that both thou and every other man whatsoever, unless having
been born from above [or anew] and of God, ye receive the true faith [/¢. the worthy opinion]
concerning me, are outside of the kingdom.’” Chrysostom (also cited by Prof. Drummond)
observes that Christ’s words are equivalent to fav o uj) yevwndiy x.7.2., * Except fhou be
born,” etc., but are put in the indefinite form in order to make the discourse less offensive.
Photius, in quoting John iii. 5, substitutes iy for goi. (See below, p. 36.) I gladly take this
opportunity to call attention to the valuable article by Prof. Drummond in the Zheological
Review for October, 1875, vol. vii. pp. 471-488, ‘ On the alleged Quotation from the Fourth
Gospel relating to the New Birth, in Justin Martyr, Ago/. 1. c. 61.” He has treated the ques-
tion with the ability, candor, and cautious accuracy of statement which distinguish his writings
generally. For the quotation given above, see p. 476 of the Review. I am indebted to him for
several valuable suggestions; but, to prevent misapprehension as to the extent of this indebt-
edness, I may be permitted to refer to my note on the subject in the American edition of Smith’s
Dictionary of the Bible, vol. ii. p. 1433, published in 1869, six years before the appearance of
Prof. Drummond’s article.

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































