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PREFACE

THE scope of the present volume is sufficiently indi-
cated by its title. It has been my endeavor in writing a
history of Christianity in the Apostolic Age to treat the
theme as a unit, and to trace the development so far as
possible in its totality. The volume necessarily contains
much. that falls properly within the province of special
works upon New Testament literature, exegesis, or the-
ology; for the Apostolic Age is the age of the New Tes-
tament, and in the pages of the latter are found the
thoughts and deeds of the leading actors in the history.
But it has been my constant aim to subordinate all such
special subjects to the common end, and to deal with
them only in so far as they constitute a vital part of the
larger whole. This aim, I hope, will serve to explain the
arrangement and to some extent the selection of material.
At the same time, there are some matters, not vitally
connected with the development as a whole, a discussion
of which is looked for in a work on the Apostolic Age,
and which I have not felt at liberty, in view of the gen-
eral purpose of the series of which this book forms a part,
to neglect altogether; and so in the selection of material
I have departed occasionally from my own ideal. But
even in such cases the attempt has been made to keep the
main subject well to the fore, and to let it control the
entire treatment.

Many of the questions discussed in this volume have
been the subject of controversy for generations, and the
most various positions have of course had their champions.
To state and endeavor to refute all such divergent views

vii



viii PREFACE

would have been neither practicable nor desirable, and
the temptation to enter into extended controversy which
presented itself at many points has been strenuously
resisted. My aim throughout has been positive and not
negative, constructive and not destructive.

Where the literature is so voluminous, and where so
many of the results of modern scholarship have long been
common property, it is impossible to indicate or even esti-
mate my indebtedness to others. But it is hardly neces-
sary to say that among all the admirable books dealing
with the Apostolic Age as a whole, or with one or another
phase of it, I have found the great work of Weizsicker
(Das apostolische Zeitalter der christlichen Kirche), in
spite of many radical and far-reaching differences between
his conelusions and my own, most helpful and suggestive.
The two well-known books of my friend, Professor Ram-
say (The Church in the Roman Empire and St. Paul, the
Traveller and the Boman Citizen), have been found espe-
cially valuable for the light they throw upon the travels
of Paul. The recent monumental work on the chronology
of early Christian literature (Die Chronologie der alt-
christlichen Litteratur bis Busebius, Erster Band) by my
honored teacher, Professor Harnack, in which he discusses,
with his characteristic thoroughness and candor, some of
the literary questions that have received attention in this
volume, came into my hands after my own book was in
press and too late to be utilized in any way. This is the
less to be regretted, as I find myself, I am happy to say,
in general agreement with Harnack in most of the mat-
ters upon which he touches; as for instance in the chro-
nology of Paul’s life, in the interpretation of the purpose
of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in the general estimate of
the pastoral Epistles, in the conviction that Second Peter
is the only really pseudonymous work in the New Testa-
ment, in the treatment of the Book of Acts as based in
the main upon trustworthy sources. On the other hand,
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where Harnack’s views differ from those presented in this
volume, —as for instance, his acceptance of the North
Galatian theory, and of the second imprisonment of Paul,
and his rejection of the Ephesian residence of the Apos-
tle John, —1I find no reason, after a careful study of his
arguments, to modify the conclusion which I have already
expressed.

To my colleagues in the Faculty of Union Theological
Seminary, especially to Professor Francis Brown, D.D.,
and to the librarian of the Seminary, the Rev. Charles R.
Gillett, I desire finally to express my hearty and affec-
tionate thanks for the generous assistance they have
rendered e in many ways.

ARTHUR CUSHMAN McGIFFERT.

UNI1oN THROLOGICAL SEMINARY,
April 15, 1897.
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A HISTORY OF CHRISTIANITY IN THE
APOSTOLIC AGE

CHAPTER I
THE ORIGIN OF CHRISTIANITY!

In attempting to explain historically the origin of
Christianity, it is necessary to take account of two factors:
on the one hand, Judaism, in the midst of which Jesus of
Nazareth was born and bred, and whose influence he felt
throughout his life; on the other hand, his own unique
religious personality.

1. Jupaism?

All-controlling in the religious thought and life of the
Jews was their consciousness of standing in a peculiar
relation to the Covenant God of Israel. Though he was
the Creator and Lord of all the world, he was believed,
not by the prophets alone, but by the people in general,

11t is impossible in a volume on the apostolic age to discuss in any ade-
quate and thoroughgoing way the subject of the present chapter. The chap-
ter is intended solely as an introduction to the history which follows, and
it has been my endeavor to confine myself exclusively to those features in
Judaism and in the life and work of Christ which seem to me essential to
an understanding of the rise and early development of Christianity, and to
treat them in as summary a manner as possible. A complete picture would
of course contain much, both in the first and third sections, at whick I have
not even hinted.

2 See Schiirer: Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi
(Eng. Trans., A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ);
Wellhausen : Israelitische und jiidische Geschichte ; Toy: Judaism and Chris-
tianity ; Bruce: Apologetics, Bk. 11.; O. Holtzmann: Das Ende des jiidischen
Staatswesens und die Entstehung des Christenthums (in Stade’s Geschichie
des Volkes Israel, Bd. I1) ; also Neutestamentliche Zeitgeschichte.

B 1



2 THE APOSTOLIC AGE

graciously to have chosen from among the nations of the
earth the children of Abraham to be his own peculiar pos-
session, and to be the recipients of his choicest blessings.
This consciousness of national election, emphasized even by
the earlier prophets, and growing ever more vivid since
their day, made it impossible for a true Israelite to believe
that God would ever forget and desert his people. And
yet nothing could be plainer in the later days of the He-
brew monarchy, than that the actual condition of Israel
was far from what might be expected of a people enjoying
the divine care and protection. Few evidences remained
of the presence and favor of the Almighty. He seemed
utterly to have forsaken those whom he had once so sig-
nally blessed. But the true Israelite could not believe
that he had forsaken them forever. It must be that in
the future, if not now, he would again turn his face in
favor upon his people and bestow upon them in abundant
measure the blessings so long withheld. Thus was born
in Israel the Messianic hope, the hope of a better, brighter,
happier, and more glorious future for the Jewish nation,
a hope that sustained them in the darkest days of exile,
growing year by year more vivid and controlling.

But it was not enough that God would one day bless
again his chosen people. Why had he ever neglected
them? The answer was not far to seek. In that they
found it and gave it vigorous utterance, lay the great
ethical and religious service of the Hebrew prophets to
their own people and to all peoples. The God of Israel
is a righteous God, and he cannot bless an unrighteous
nation. He has chosen Israel and entered into covenant
with his elect people, but he has covenanted to show them
favor and give them prosperity only on condition that they
faithfully serve and worship him. Thus is explained
abundantly God’s desertion of his people, and thus, at
the same time, is declared the condition upon which alone
God’s favor can be regained. It is a remarkable evidence
of the strength and vitality of the national consciousness
of God’s election that the great prophets, even in the
darkest days of Israel’s history, even when they recognize
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most clearly and denounce most vigorously the national
sins, never lose faith in Israel nor falter in their convie-
tion that the nation will yet repent and work righteous-
ness and enjoy the promised blessing.

Qut of the experiences of the exile the returning Israel-
ites brought the unalterable conviction of the truth of the
preaching of the great prophets: national apostasy result-
ing in national disaster; national righteousness securing
divine blessing and bringing prosperity, peace, and plenty.
Apostasy had borne its legitimate fiuit; the people were
now one in their desire to promote and maintain national
righteousness.  But righteousness had come to mean
something else than it had meant to the prophets. In
post-exilic Judaism, it was God’s holiness or sanctity that
received especial emphasis. It was his separateness from
all that is low and base, and his transcendent elevation
above things of sense, that seemed particularly to charac-
terize him in contrast with the gods of the heathen. It
was under the influence of this conception of God that
there was developed the Levitical law in all its cere-
monial and ritual completeness, —a law which gave
clearest utterance to the national belief in God’s sanctity,
and which aimed to raise the national life above all that
could corrupt and degrade, and thus to make the people
fit for God. The purity aimed at by a large proportion of
the Levitical rites was not so much ethical as physical.
Many natural objects and processes were regarded as
essentially impure and as defiling in their influence, quite
independently of any fault or sin on the part of the persen
affected. The result was a tendency to lose sight of the
great moral principles of human life under the pressure of
the constant and anxious care required to maintain cere-
monial cleanness and to restore it when violated.

The law accomplished its purpose in so far as it rendered
apostasy and idolatry practically impossible to an Israelite,
and created a nation bent above all else on showing honor
to God and on preserving his name inviolate. But it
secured this at a heavy expense, for the observance of the
law led not unnaturally to the substitution of hard and
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cold formalism for the heart service of the prophets. To
the Pharisees, who after the Maccabean wars were the
strictest and most consistent representatives of the reli-
gious spirit of the age, righteousness meant the complete
and minute performance of all the duties prescribed in the
law, whether in the written Torah or in the great body
of traditional precepts which had grown up about it. In
that law, as commonly conceived, the moral and ceremo-
nial elements stood on one plane. The distinction
between them was lost sight of. The universal moral
law as such did not enter into consideration. Its most
sacred obligations were binding only because they consti-
tuted a part of the national code; and that code embraced
a far larger body of ritual than of ethical requirements.
The obligation to be helpful, merciful, and charitable
was, to be sure, always recognized, but if the exercise of
charity and merey, or the performance of acts prompted
by filial and fraternal devotion, involved the violation of
any of the innumerable prescriptions touching Sabbath
observance, purification, fasting, or tithing, it must be
dispensed with. The letter of the law, even in its small-
est and most trivial enactments, must be obeyed at all
hazards. And this minute and literal observance of the
entire law was not left to the scribes and Pharisees alone;
it was demanded of all the people, and the demand was
very generally met. As has been well said, “All zeal for
education in the family, the school, and the synagogue
aimed at making the whole people a people of the law.
The common man was to know what the law commanded,
and not only to know, but to do it. His whole life was
to be ruled according to the norm of law ; obedience thereto
was to become a fixed custom, and departure therefrom an
inward impossibility. On the whole, this object was to a
great degree attained. So faithfully did most of the Jews
adhere to their law, that they willingly incurred even tort-
ure and death itself in consequence.”?!

Along with this change in the conception of righteous-
ness went also a change in the idea of the covenant which

1 Schiirer, l.c. II. 8. 387 (Eng. Trans., Div. IL Vol. 1L p. 90).
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God had entered into with his chosen people. If was
now more and more widely conceived in a commercial
sense, as a mutual agreement by which both the contract-
ing parties were legally bound: the nation to observe the
law given by God; God to pay the promised recompense
in proportion to its performances.

But not only had the religious and ethical ideals of the
Jews undergone a modification, the hopes which they had
inherited from the days of the prophets, and which consti-
tuted an ever more prominent element in their thinking,
likewise experienced a manifold development. These
bopes found expression, from the days of Antiochus Epiph-
anes on, in numerous apocalyptic works, in which the
era of future blessedness is pictured in all sorts of forms
and colors. The appearance of these works is an index
of the tendency of the times. The thinking of the Jews
was centring more and more in the future, and was tak-
ing on an increasingly eschatological character.?

But of still greater significance is the fact that their
thought was concerning itself to a degree not true before
with the future of the individual and with his relation
to the Messianic age. In earlier centuries the prophetic
hope of a better time to come had reference only to the
nation as a whole. The pious Israelite looked to the
present for his personal reward, finding it in health, in
happiness, and in long life. In the future he saw Israel
glorious, but he did not think of himself as personally
participating in that glory. But in the period succeed-
ing the exile, under the pressure of present misfortune,
the desire arose of sharing in the promised blessings which
were ere long to be poured out upon God’s people. The
result was the development of a belief in the resurrection
of pious Israelifes, in order that they might enjoy the
felicity of the Messianic age. And with the belief in a
resurrection went naturally, hand in hand, the expecta-

1 Upon the Messianic ideas of the Jews in the centuries immediately pre-
ceding the coming of Christ see, in addition to the works already referred
to, Baldensperger: Das Selbstbewusstsein Jesu im Lichte der Messianischen

Hofnungen seiner Zeit, Erster Theil, Die Messianischen Hoffnungen des
Judenthums; and Briggs: Messiah of the Gospels, Chap. L.
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tion of a judgment, by which should be determined the
future of each individual; by which it should be deter-
mined whether he was to bave a part in the coming pros-
perity. TFor wicked Israelites there was no hope. The
people at large had become so impressed with the impor-
tance of righteousness, that the unrighteous Jew was
generally regarded as no better than a Gentile, and as
without hope for the future. The thought of some did
not go beyond this. It was enough that the unworthy
should be excluded from the felicity of the faithful. But
the belief became increasingly common that there would
be a resurrection of the wicked as well as of the good, and
that the former would suffer the penalty for their sins in
the fires of Gehenna.

But this growing emphasis upon the individual’s rela-
tion to the future meant, of course, a growing emphasis
upon the connection between reward and performance.
If his participation in the coming blessings depended upon
his own conduct, then there was additional reason for
keeping the law in all its strictness; not in order to show
his gratitude and devotion to God; not because he hun-
gered and thirsted after righteousness; not even, as in
earlier days, with the patriotic and, in part at least, un-
selfish desire to promote the welfare of the nation as a
whole and to hasten the consummation of its hopes, —
but in order to win for himself the promised reward.
Righteousness in order to future happiness now became
more and more generally the watchword of believing
Israelites, and the commercial idea of the covenant
between God and his people had full scope to work out
to the uttermost its baleful effects. It is clear that the
observance of the law must become increasingly a matter
of pure calculation; not how much can I do for the God
that loves me and has so signally blessed me, but how
little may I do and yet secure the reward I seek. The
controlling conception is that of creditor and debtor, and
the inevitable tendency is for the debtor to regard his
creditor not with love and devotion, but with fear, and
almost repulsion; to push him as far away as possible,
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and fo pay him only so much as may be exacted.! This
spirit was of course not absolutely universal in the Juda-
ism of the period with which we are dealing. There
were undoubtedly many who were thoroughly in earnest
in their effort to serve God, not merely for the sake of
reward, but because of their love for him and their innate
desire to do his will. But they were certainly the excep-
tion, not the rule; and even such faithful souls found
commonly in the observance of the law the only expres-
sion for their devotion.?

Concerning the nature of the future happiness and bless-
edness for which all pious Israelites were looking, opinions
differed more or less widely; but all agreed that the bless-
ings were to be national blessings, that God was to estab-
lish his kingdom, and that in that kingdom, and in it
alone, the promised felicity was to be realized.® That
felicity was pictured in the most glowing colors by the
apocalyptic writers of the period with which we are deal-
ing. Not only were the Jews to be freed from all foreign
domination and to be raised to a position of supremacy
over all the earth, the Messianic age, the age of the king-
dom, was to be a period of unexampled fruitfulness, of
unmeasured health and prosperity, of unbroken peace and
joy. But more than that, it was to be a time of perfect
holiness and righteousness, when law and temple service
should be observed with scrupulous and unvarying exact-
ness, and all should be pure and upright in God’s sight.
Upon this feature of the coming kingdom the greatest
stress was naturally laid, and it was widely believed that

1 This tendency is clearly revealed in the efforts of the scribes to make the
observance of the law easier, without neglecting or violating its letter.

2 Not a few passages in Jewish literature show that it was possible for the
law, in spite of the formalism to which its observance led on the part of the
people in general, to meet and satisfy the religious needs of many devout souls
and to nourish a profound type of piety. Compare, e.g., Psa. i., xix., cxix.
For an admirable though somewhat one-sided presentation of the religious
value of the law, see Montefiore’s Hibbert Lectures (1892) on The Origin and
Growth of Religions, as illustrated by the Religion of the Ancient Hebrews,
especially Lect. IX.

3 Other peoples might sometimes be thought of as sharing in the national
felicity, but only as they recognized the God of Israel and observed his law and
became incorporated into the elect race.
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such perfect and permanent holiness would be secured
through the influence of the divine Spirit, who would then
be poured out upon the faithful and would guide and con-
trol all their activities. The presence of the Spirit is
represented in many Jewish writings as a characteristic
mark of the Messianic age, which was thus to be distin-
guished from the present zon with its merely human
powers and energies.

The anticipation of the coming era of blessedness fre-
quently included the expectation of a Messiah, who should
lead God’s chosen people to victory and bear rule in the
consummated kingdom. At the same time, that expecta-
tion wag not universal and did not constitute a part of the
original Messianic hope. Some of those that dwell most
upon the approaching period of felicity are entirely silent
respecting a Messiah. All agreed that the kingdom was
to be God’s kingdom, and that his authority would be
supreme; and consequently it was possible to think of it
without any other head than Jehovah himself, and of its
establishment by his own hand without the agency of
another. And yet during the century, or century and a
half, preceding the birth of Christ, there can be no doubt
that the conception of a Messiah, and the anticipation of
his coming, were growing more and more common. The
earlier Sibylline Oracles, the Psalter of Solomon, the
Book of Enoch, all refer to the advent of a Messianic
king, and many passages in the Gospels and ir Josephus
indicate the general prevalence of the idea.l

1By those who thus looked for the coming of a personal Messiah, it was
commonly supposed that he would be, not a divine, but a human being; in
constitution a man, but a man endowed by God (or by the Holy Ghost accord-
ing to the Psalter of Solomon) with extraordinary gifts and powers which
should fit him to lead God’s chosen people to victory, and to rule his kingdom
in wisdom, holiness, and righteousness.

The idea of the Messiah’s pre-existence was not wholly unknown; and
though by most he was regarded as a mere man, born like other men, and
passing through the same stages of development with them, he was by some
invested with superuatural features which raised him above the level of ordi-
nary humanity. Still it is to be noticed that there was a tendency among the
Jews to attribute pre-existence to all things that had religious worth, as for
instance to the Torah, to the temple, and to Jerusalem, and, therefore, the

ascription of pre-existence to the Messiah does not necessarily involve the
agcription to bim of divinity in any sense, The basis of the idea of the Mes-
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At the opening of the Christian era the belief was wide-
spread that the time was ripe for the establishment of the
Messianic kingdom, and that the long-expected consum-
mation was near at hand. The troublous times in which
the Jews had been living since the beginning of the second
century before Christ seemed to indicate the approach of
the great crisis when judgment should be passed upon all
the enemies of Israel, and the oppressed children of God
be released from their long bondage. Though there were
still some unrighteous Jews that did not fear God and
obey his commands, yet on the whole his law was observed
with remarkable punctiliousness by the great body of the
people, and it was felt that God could not long leave the
national virtue unrewarded, could not long withhold
the promised peace and blessedness. The Assumption
of Moses, a work written about this time, represents the
kingdom as just on the eve of establishment, and calls
attention to the numerous signs which were heralding
its coming. We learn also from Josephus, that many
pretended Messiahs appeared during this period, and
succeeded in leading multitudes away after them. Evi-
dently the hope of the speedy establishment of the
kingdom was very widespread, and the people at large
were all expectancy.

2. Joun THE BaApTIST

Just at this juncture, John the Baptist began his preach-
ing. Of the early life of John we know practically noth-
ing.! He appeared suddenly from the wilderness, in the
garb of an ascetic, announcing the immediate coming of
the kingdom of God, and summoning his countrymen to

siah’s pre-existence may be found in Micah v. 2, which can easily bear that
interpretation, and in Daniel vii. 13-14, where it is necessary only to inter-
pret ¢ Son of Man” as referring to the Messiah, in order to get his pre-
existence, and thus the Book of Enoch actually does interpret the phrase.
On the idea of pre-existence, see especially Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, Ste
Auflage. 1. 8. 755 sq.

! Luke, after speaking of John’s birth, says only that * the child grew and
waxed strong in spirit, and was in the deserts till the day of his shewing unto
Israel”” (Luke i. 80), -
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repentance. The burden of his preaching was judgment.
If the kingdom of God is at hand, the expected judgment
must be impending, and hence the necessity of repentance
unto the remission of sins. It is fully in accord with his
character, as revealed in his ascetic mode of life, that his
thought dwells rather upon the obligation entailed by the
approach of the kingdom than upon the blessings involved
in it, that he feels himself called to warn rather than to
cheer and comfort.

But John did not content himself with the announce-
ment of the coming of the kingdom and with the preach-
ing of repentance. According to the testimony of all our
Gospels, he also foretold the advent of the Messiah; for
none other than the Messiah can be referred to in the
words: “There cometh one that is mightier than I, the
latchet of whose shoes I am not worthy to unloose. He
shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with fire;
whose fan is in his hand, thoroughly to cleanse his thresh-
ing-floor, and to gather the wheat into his garner; but the
chaff he will burn up with unquenchable fire.”! The
imagery is suggested by Isaiah and Malachi, the only
advance upon them lying in the fact that John represents
the judgment as conducted by the Messiah instead of by
God himself; but in this he only reproduced an opinion
that was doubtless common in his day.? In fact, his
thought respecting the Messiah and his work moved
wholly along traditional lines. His conceptions were
based apparently not upon a special revelation of his
own, received directly from God, nor upon any personal
knowledge that he had of Jesus. How different indeed
his idea of the Messiah’s work was from Christ’s idea,
is shown by the message that Jesus sent him in reply to
his question as to whether he was the Messiah: “ Go your
way and tell John what things ye have seen and heard;
the blind receive their sight, the lame walk, the lepers
are cleansed and the deaf hear, the dead are raised up,
the poor have good tidings preached to them. And blessed

! Luke iii. 16, 17 ; cf. Mark i. 7, 8; Matt. iii. 11, 12; John i. 26, 27,
2 Cf. The Book of Enoch, 45, 53, 61, 69.
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is he whosoever shall find none occasion of stumbling in
me.”’ ! ~

It is a significant fact that John represenfed himself
neither as the Messiah nor as his expected forerunner.
When the rulers of the Jews sent a delegation to inquire
about his person and his purposes, he distinctly denied
not only that he was the Christ, but also that he was
either Elijah or “ The Prophet.” 2 Evidently he conceived
his connection with the coming kingdom not in any sense
as official or peculiar, and his work as a work belonging
to himself alone. He was convinced of the nearness of
the great crisis, and he simply felt himself called to
summon the people to prepare for it. He was in his own
esteem a preacher merely, not a prophet, and he did not
claim, as did the Old Testament prophets, to be giving
utterance to a divine revelation. He was doing what any
one else might have done; he was, in fact, doing what,
for aught he knew, many more might do, and do as well,
or even better, than himself.3

1 Luke vii. 22, 23; Matt. xi. 5, 6. This inquiry addressed to Jesus by John,
according to Matthew, after John had been cast into prison, seems to show
that up to this time Jesus was not known by John to be the Messiah; and
that even now when the fame of his teaching had reached him he was in
doubt whether Jesus was really the expected one or only a preacher of right-
eousness like himself. This episode makes it difficult to regard John’s
earlier recognition of Jesus’ Messiahship, to which reference is made in the
first chapter of the fourth Gospel, and perhaps in Matt. iii. 14-15, as histori-
cal. There is no hint in our original sources that John knew, while he was
still preaching, that the Messiah was already come, or that he had any idea
where and when he would appear. It is very significant that though, perhaps,
some of John's disciples later became followers of Jesus {cf. John i. 37), not
all of them did. Indeed, they continued to maintain their separate and inde-
pendent existence as a sort of Johannine sect, for many years (Matt. ix. 14;
Acts xviii. 25 and xix. 1 8q.); and almost a2 generation after their leader’s
death, some of them at least were still expecting the Messiah of whom he had
spoken. It can hardly be supposed in the face of these facts, that John had
told them that Jesus was the one to whose coming both he and they had been
looking forward.

2 John i.21. 'The words must be authentic, for ne Christian would have
thought of inventing them and putting them into Christ’s mouth when he had
5o distinetly declared John to be the expected Elijah (Matt. xi. 14, xvii. 12;
Mark ix. 13).

3 The rite of baptism which John performed is not to be regarded asan
official thing. He apparently employed it quite informally and simply as a
symbol, with the purpose of impressing vividly upon his hearers the need of
that purification of life which he was preaching,.
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In his belief that the kingdom of God was at hand, John
was not alone, as we have seen. He only voiced what
was at the time a widespread conviction, and for that very
reason his announcement found ready credence. And yet
his influence seems to have been confined largely to the
common people. They flocked to him in great numbers,
but the leaders of the nation, the “chief priests and the
scribes and the elders,” appear to have held aloof. There
is nothing surprising in this. If the kingdom was ap-
proaching, it was well emough for the publicans and
sinners to repent of their sins and endeavor to prepare
themselves for it, but no duty of the kind devolved upon
the religious aristocracy among the chosen people. Hav-
ing satisfied themselves that John was not the Messiah,
and that he had no definite information to impart respect-
ing him, there was no reason why they should concern
themselves further with him, any more than with any one
else who might declare the kingdom to be approaching and
emphasize the need of purity and righteousness on the
part of the people at large. And so we are not surprised
to find that our sources contain no indication that they
ever took any steps against him. They seem to have
treated him in the main, as was to have been expected,
with utter indifference. But this goes to confirm the
impression made by our sources, that John did not con-
cern himself with political affairs. There is no trace of
a political purpose in any of his recorded utterances, and
his advice to the soldiers, who asked him what they
should do, apparently thinking that there might be some
special work for them to perform in connection with the
approaching kingdom: “Do violence to no man, neither
exact anything wrongfully, and be content with your
wages,” ! certainly does not indicate that he was looking
for a political and social revolution; nor do his words
addressed to the people in general: “Begin not to say
within yourselves, We have Abraham to our father; for I
say unto you that God is able of these stones to raise up
children unto Abraham,”’ 2 sound as if his mind were occu-

1 Luke iii. 14. 2 Luke iii. 8.
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pied with the national aspects of the kingdom which he
preached. It is significant, in fact, that John has nothing
whatever to say about the nature of the future kingdom,
that he draws no pictures of it, and refers to it only as a
reason for his exhortation to repentance. He was con-
cerned not with future conditions and developments, but
only with present reformation, which he felt to be the
immediate and pressing need of the hour in view of the
nearness of the judgment.

That reformafion, as John preached it, concerned not
mere extermal observance, but the heart as well. It in-
volved the exercise of mercy, justice, honesty, fidelity,
and humility.! And yet there is no clear assertion in his
recorded utterances of a general religious and ethicgl ideal
of such a character as to effect a thorough reconstruction
of the prevailing notions of the age. Evidently he felt
very keenly the artificiality and externality of the reli-
gious and ethical ideals of his countrymen, and yet he
seems not to have been prepared to enunciate a clean-cut
and thoroughgoing principle which should effectually
modify them. It is also notieable, and the fact may
throw light upon his failure to enunciate such a principle,
that in his recorded utterances he mever eriticises nor
questions in any respect the validity of the Jewish law,
written or unwritten, nor is he ever accused of doing so.
It would seem, indeed, that he resembled the Pharisees
in his emphasis upon the strictest observance of that law,
if we may judge from the habits of his disciples, who, in
distinction from the disciples of Jesus, fasted often.?

The preaching of John was not of such a character as
to leave any lasting impression upon the Jews. It was
neither far-reaching enough nor sufficiently radical to
effect a genuine and permanent reformation. He had
nothing to offer the people which could arouse their
enthusiasm and enlist their devotion. His announce-
ment of the coming of the kingdom attracted their atten-
tion, and they went out to him, hoping doubtless that
they might actually witness its establishment, or at least

1 Cf. Luke iii. 10-14. 2 Mark ii, 18; Matt. ix. 14; Luke v. 33.
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learn all about it. But John could not show them the
kingdom, nor could he give them any very explicit infor-
mation respecting it; and time passed, and still the king-
dom whose approach he had proclaimed, and in which the
interest of his hearers chiefly centred, did not reveal
itself, and all remained as it had been. Save for a quick-
ened sense of moral responsibility, and possibly a height-
ened conception of ethical values, which he can hardly
have failed to impart to some at least of those to whom he
spoke, the condition of the people at large, their life, their
hopes, their ideas and ideals, were apparently about the
same after he had passed off the scene as before he began
his work. That some were prepared by his preaching for
the preaching of Jesus, there can be no doubt. Though
his work was not of a character to abide, some must have
found it easier to understand Jesus because of the moral
sentiments that John had succeeded in arousing. And
this Jesus recognized, and because of it he was led to pay
John the tribute and to show him the honor which alone -
have made him immortal.

But one thing the experience of John abundantly proves,
if in the presence of the numerous apocalyptic writings of
the age any proof be needed, and light is thrown by it
upon the carecer of Jesus. No religious teacher could
hope to attract the attention and to hold the interest of the
Jewish people in general at the time of which we are
speaking, unless his teaching related itself to the expected
kingdom of God; unless he had something of importance
to communicate respecting it, or something of importance
to do in connection with its establishment. No religious
reformation could have any hope of success, except as it
rooted itself in the people’s thought and hope of that
kingdom. It was as a preacher of the kingdom that John
first attracted notice, and it was as a preacher of the king-
dom that Jesus first riveted attention npon himself.
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3. JEsus?

The Gospel of Mark opens its account of Jesus’ minis-
try with the words: “Now after that John was delivered
up, Jesus came into Galilee, preaching the gospel of God,
and saying, The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God
is at hand: repent ye and believe in the gospel.”2 It
was thus as a preacher of the kingdom that Jesus began
his public career; and it is only as we recognize this fact
that we can understand him atall. But in order to realize
what it meant to him to be a preacher of the kingdom, we
must go back a little. Our knowledge of Jesus’ early
life and training is very meagre. It is not altogether
without significance that his youth was passed in Galilee,
where the influence of the scribes and doctors of the law
was less controlling than in Jerusalem, and where, though
the law itself and the traditions of the elders were observed
on the whole with reasonable punctiliousness, such observ-
ance did not to the same extent as in Judea dominate the
thought and life of the people. Galilee was regarded by
the doctors of Jerusalem as much less genuinely and thor-
oughly Jewish than the southern portion of the Holy
Land, and it received from them the contemptuous appel-
lation of the “Court of the Gentiles.” It was looked
upon, moreover, as inferior to Judea not simply in reli-
gious devotion, but also in general culture. The schools
were fewer and poorer, and rabbinic learning much rarer,
than in the south. Educated in Galilee, therefore, it was
hardly to be expected that Jesus would feel the influence

1See in addition to the Lives of Christ and the general works on New
Testament theology, Wendt: Lehre Jesu (Eng. Trans. of Vol IL in two vol-
umes, The Teacking of Jesus); Baldensperger: Das Selbstbewusstsein Jesu
im Lichte der Messianischen Hoffnungen seiner Zeit, Zweiter Theil, Das
Selbstbewusstsein Jesu; Toy: Judaism and Christianity ; Cone: The Gospel
and its Earliest Interpretations; Briggs: The Messiah of the Gospels; and the
numerous works on the kingdom of God which have appeared in recent
years, among them, Bruce: The Kingdom of God; Schmoller: Die Lehre
vom Reiche (Fottes in den Schriften des Neuen Testaments; Issel: Die Lehre
wom Reiche Gottes im Neuen Testament; J. Weiss: Die Predigt Jesu vom
Reiche Gottes; Schnedermann: Jesu Verkindigung und Lehre vom Reiche
Gottes.

2 Mark i. 14, 15.
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of rabbinic methods and of the traditions of the schools to
the same extent that he must have done had he lived in
Jerusalem. There is no trace of anything of the kind in
his recorded utterances, and he was never accused, so far
as we can learn, of being a renegade scribe or Pharisee.

An interesting and very instructive incident of his boy-
hood has been preserved, which throws welcome light
upon his religious development, and does much to explain
his subsequent career. The incident is recorded in Luke
ii. 44 sq. From that passage we learn that already, at the
age of twelve years, Jesus had the conviction that God was
his father, and that that convietion controlled him to such
an extent that it seemed quite natural and right to him,
upon the occasion in question, to allow what he regarded
as his filial duty to his divine father to take precedence of
his ordinary duty to his human parents. How and when
this epoch-making conviction came to him, it would be
idle to conjecture. Under the influence of the Hebrew
Scriptures, with which he was very familiar, he might
have been led to conceive of God as the father of the
Jewish nation, for that idea finds at least occasional ex-
pression in those writings which he most loved to quote;
but the far more remarkable fact that God’s fatherhood
was interpreted by him as of individual and not simply
national significance, that it meant to him not merely
Israel’s divine sonship, but his own, can find its ultimate
explanation only in his own unique religious personality.

But in whatever way and at whatever time Jesus gained
the consciousness of his divine sonship, once gained, it
must have dominated his thought and life, and he must
have found in it more and more life’s chief blessedness.
And as he grew older, and learned more of the religious
condition of his people, as he saw how small a place the
idea of God’s fatherhood occupied in contemporary thought,
and to what superficiality, selfishness, formality, and hy-
pocrisy the lack of it had led, he must have felt increas-
ingly the importance of it, and his countrymen’s supreme
need of its uplifting and ennobling power. .

At the same time that he was finding unfailing joy in
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his sense of God’s fatherly love and favor, his study of
the Old Testament and the surroundings in which he
lived must have conspired to fill his mind with the thought
of the better and brighter future in store for God’s chosen
people. He could not help sharing in the Messianic
hopes that were cherished by all about him. Those hopes
were most vivid not among the scribes and doctors of the
law, but among the more devout and humble of the common
people, who found their religious nourishment chiefly in
the prophets and in the numerous apocalyptic writings of
the age. 'There can be little doubt, then, that Jesus, like
so many of his compatriots, including John himself, was
looking for the speedy establishment of the Messianic
kingdom; and John’s proclamation of that kingdom must
have found quick response in his heart. The profound
impression which the great preacher made upon him is
shown in his own utterances concerning him at a later
time, and the emphasis which John laid upon the neces-
sity of repentance and righteousness as the true prepara-
tion for the approaching crisis, could not fail to meet with
his hearty approval. That he should enroll himself among
John’s disciples, and receive baptism at his hands, was
the most natural thing in the world. The act was simply
an expression of his own expectation of the speedy com-
ing of the kingdom to which John was giving such vigor-
ous utterance, and of his own preparedness therefor.

It was in connection with his baptism that Jesus seems
to have received for the first time the revelation of his own
Messiahship, of his own intimate and peculiar relation to
the kingdom for whose coming he was looking. The
words that he is reported to have heard spoken from heaven
on that occasion: *“Thou art my beloved son, in thee I am
well pleased,”! imply nothing less than his conviction
of his Messiahship, for they combine two familiar pro-
phetic utterances, which were at that time commonly
regarded as referring to the Messiah;? and that he had not
Previously reached that conviction is rendered probable

1 Mark i. 11; Luke lii. 22; cf. Matt. 1ii, 17.
3 Psa. ii. 7; Isa. xlii, 1.



18 THE APOSTOLIC AGE

by the fact that the temptation immediately followed.!
That experience can be understood only in its relation to
Jesus’ Messianic consciousness; and if that consciousness
had come to him at an earlier time, the remarkable scene
described in such poetic form by Matthew and Luke must
have taken place then. What that temptation meant, if’
it was, as it must have been, a real temptation, we can
hardly doubt. Our knowledge of Jesus’ character forbids
the supposition that he was tempted to use his Messianic
calling and power for merely selfish purposes. And yet
through the whole scene runs the conilict of a lower ideal
with a higher, the conflict apparently of the commeon
Messianic ideal of his countrymen, who were looking for
the bestowal upon Israel of earthly plenty, earthly glory,
earthly power, with the higher ideal of man’s supreme
blessedness which his own religious experience had given
him. That Jesus had shared the common Messianic ideals
of his people, the temptation itself seems to show, though
we cannot believe that he had seen in improved earthly
conditions the only, or even the chief, blessing of the com-
ing kingdom. But the Messianic call brought him face
to face with the question, not whether earthly prosperity
and a life of conscious divine sonship are theoretically
compatible, but whether he could, consistently with his
own character and experience, devote himself to the fulfil-
ment of the common earthly hopes of his countrymen;
whether he could be true to himself and yet be the kind
of Messiah they expected. When he had reached the
conviction that he could not be, that there was nothing in
him to respond to their demands, that loyalty to God,
whose fatherhood had been so clearly revealed to him
through the experience of years, forbade the use of his
powers for any but a single end, and that the very high-
est, there may perhaps have pressed upon him the tempta-
tion to doubt the reality of his Messianic call. Of sucha
temptation, most natural under the circumstances, the
repeated taunt of the Devil, “If thou be the Son of God,”

1 On the baptism and temptation of Jesus, see especially Wendt, l.c., II. 8.
63, 8q, (Eng. Trans., Vol. L, p. 96, sq.).



THE ORIGIN OF CHRISTIANITY 19

geems to contain at least a suggestion. But Jesus pre-
vailed over the tempter, and his victory meant the assured
and permanent conviction not only of his own Messiah-
ship, but also of his call to be not an earthly prince and
conqueror, but the revealer to all his brethren of the
fatherhood of God; the mediator to them of the blessed-
ness of divine sonship which he had himself for so long
enjoyed, and which he knew to be man’s highest posses-
gion. But, of course, in this convietion was involved a
changed conception of the nature of the expected Mes-
sianic kingdom. If Jesus, being the Messiah, was called
not to secure for Israel earthly plenty and earthly power,
but to be the medium for the impartation of purely spirit-
ual gifts, the Messianic kingdom was to be a kingdom
marked by the possession of spiritual blessings, and in it
were to be fully realized God’s fatherhood and man’s
divine sonship. It is such a kingdom that Jesus pro-
claimed, according to all our sources; and it must have
been such a kingdom that he had in mind at the very
beginning, when “after John was delivered up, he came
into Galilee, preaching the gospel of God, and saying the
kingdom of God is at hand.”!

But we must not suppose that in preaching thus Jesus
was proclaiming any other than the promised Messianic
kingdom to which the Jews had so long been looking for-
ward. Our sources make it very clear that he believed
himself to be not an unannounced and unheralded mes-
senger of God, but the Messiah of the prophets, and the
kingdom of God which he proclaimed, the kingdom fore-
told by them. This being the case, Jesus was not con-
terned, as he must otherwise have been, to turn the
thoughts of his contemporaries from the kingdom of their
hopes to another kingdom, and to deny the coming of the
former in order to clear the way for the latter. He began
with the announcement of the approach of that for which
they were all looking, and throughout his ministry it was
this kingdom, and none other, of which he spoke. It is
very significant that Jesus nowhere sets over against the

1 Mark i. 14, 15,
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pictures of the kingdom drawn by the apocalyptic wrifers
and current among the people, a new picture, or descrip-
tion, or definition of it. He dwells with constant insis-
tence upon the spirit and the life which characterize the
kingdom, and which must characterize all within it, upon
the state of heart without which a man cannot enter it;
but beyond that he rarely goes. And so when we seek
to determine his conception of it, we are left to formulate
it for ourselves as best we can, upon the basis chiefly of
parables which were employed by him for another purpose,
the practical purpose of bringing those who heard him
into the right attitude toward God their father. It has
been supposed by many that Jesus adopted the phrase
“kingdom of God” simply as a convenience, and that he
employed it in his preaching only because he could thus
best secure the attention of his countrymen and convey
to them his divine message. But the supposition is un-
warranted. There can be no doubt that he believed pro-
foundly in the kingdom, and that his career was moulded
to no small degree by that belief. Much of his teaching
can be understood on no other supposition. It was not
simply a Gospel that he had to preach, it was the Gospel
of the kingdom. And so the conditions of realizing one’s
divine sonship were conceived by him as conditions of
entering the kingdom, and the actual realization of that
sonship as life within the kingdom. All the way through
the thought of the kingdom dominates.

But the combination of the idea of God’s fatherhood,
the fruit of Jesus’ own religious experience, with the
conception of the kingdom of God, which he owed to his
Jewish birth and training, led him gradually, perhaps,
but inevitably, to regard that kingdom as a present and
not simply a future thing.? If the realization on man’s

1 See the parables of the wheat and the tares, of the leaven and of the
mustard .seed, of the hid treasure, of the pearl, and of the net, recorded in
Matt. xili. Compare also Matt. xi. 11, 12, xii. 28; Mark xii. 34; 2and Luke xvii.
20, 21. It is noticeable that these utterances do not belong to any particular
period of Jesus’ life. So far as we are able to judge, he spoke thus at various
times, both early and late. He must have realized from the beginning to the

end of his ministry that the kingdom which he preached was a present reality,
for conseious fellowship with God was already possible.
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part of his filial relation to his father God, with all that
it implies, is the chief blessing of the Messianic kingdom,
if it is indeed the only blessing which the Messiah feels
himself called to mediate, it cannot be that the kingdom
is wholly future and will come into existence only after
the close of the present son; for even here and now its
supreme privilege may be realized by others, as it has
been already realized by the Messiah himself. Thus
bringing to his brethren the Gospel of God’s fatherly love,
and awakening in their hearts an answering love and
devotion, Jesus felt that the kingdom was really come;
and he saw in those who accepted his message, and asso-
ciated themselves with him as his disciples, not simply
heirs of a future inheritance, but citizens of a kingdom
already set up on earth. In thus regarding the kingdom
as a present reality, Jesus departed in a most decisive way
from the conceptions entertained by his countrymen. In
fact, nowhere is the vital difference between his view and
theirs revealed more clearly than here. Others might
regard righteousness, and even fellowship with God, as
the supreme blessing of the kingdom, but no one else, so
far as we know, took the step taken by Jesus and declared
that kingdom already here.

But Jesus thought of the kingdom of God at the same
time as a future reality, existing in the midst of a new
and changed environment, after the end of the present
world. This appears not simply in the apocalyptic dis-
courses gathered together in the later chapters of our Sy-
noptic Gospels, but also in various utterances belonging
apparently to different periods of his ministry. Such, for
instance, are the following:

“ Many will say to me in that day, Lord, Lord, did we
not prophesy by thy name, and by thy name cast out devils,
and by thy name do many mighty works? And then will
I profess unto them, I never knew you: depart from me,
ye that work iniquity.”! ¢ AndIsay unto you, that many
shall come from the east and the west, and shall sit down
with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of

1 Matt. vii. 21, 22,
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heaven: but the sons of the kingdom shall be cast forth
into the outer darkness: there shall be the weeping and
gnashing of teeth.”! «For whosoever shall be ashamed
of me and of my words, of him shall the Son of man be
ashamed, when he cometh in his own glory, and the glory
of the Father, and of the holy angels.” 2

Indeed, in the light of such passages as these, it is
clear that his proclamation of the coming of the kingdom,
with which Jesus began his ministry, had reference not
chiefly to the formation of a company of disciples, by
which the kingdom was made a present reality, but to
the final consummation, for which it behooved every one
to prepare himself by repentance.

Jesus’ conception of the future kingdom was doubtless
due in part to Jewish influence, but in still larger part to
his own experience. His all-controlling consciousness of
the fatherly love of God, not simply for Israel as a nation,
but for himself and his brethren as individuals, and his
conviction of man’s divine sonship, must have invested
with a new and profound significance the common belief
in personal immortality. He must have found the chief
value of the future life in the fact that it was to open to
the individual the perfect knowledge of his divine father’s
will and the privilege of intimate and unbroken commu-
nion with him. But when at the time of his baptism and
temptation Jesus reached the conviction that in the realiza-
tion of man’s divine sonship consists the essence of the
Messianic kingdom, he must have reached the farther
conviction that in the complete and perfect and eternal
realization of that sonship, which was to be the character-
istic mark of the future life with God, the Messianic king-
dom would also find its complete and perfect and eternal
realization. Thus he was led to look forward to a time
of consummation, and thus he was able to do it without
involving himself in the material and sensuous ideas of
his countrymen.?

1 Matt. viii. 13, 32, Cf. Luke xiii. 28, 29.

2 Luke ix. 26. Cf. Matt. xvi. 27. See also the parables of the kingdom

which close with a reference to the future.
3 How widely Jesus’ idea of the future kingdom differed from that of most
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But it is conceivable that Jesus might have looked for-
ward to the complete and perfect realization of the king-
dom in the future life with God without picturing a crisis
separating the future irom the present, such as was ex-
pected by the Jews in general. It is possible, indeed,
that in the earlier days of his ministry that crisis was not
in his mind. But however that may be, he cannot have
preached long without discovering that there were many
of his countrymen who would not repent in response to
his appeals and live the life of God’s sons, and who there-
fore could not share in the eternal blessedness of the king-
dom which he proclaimed. When he was convinced of
this, the necess1ty of a judgment, by which should be
determined man’s fitness for the Messianic kingdom, was
of course apparent. Jesus cannot have preached long,
moreover, without realizing that the hostility of the
authorities, so early manifested, would result in his
speedy execution.! But when he saw that he was to die
before the nation was won, and consequently before the
time was ripe for the consummation, it was inevitable,
unless he were to give up his belief in his own Messiah-
ship, as of course he could not do, that he should think of
himself as coming again to announce the consummated
kingdom and to fulfil in preparation therefor the office of
Messianic judge. The imagery of a return upon the
clouds of heaven is taken from the Book of Daniel; but
though that book may have colored Jesus’ thought upon
the subject, and though his belief in his own return and
in his exercise of  judgment may have found confirmation

of his countrymen appears in the significant answer which he gave the Sad-
ducees: ‘“In the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage,
but are as the angels in heaven” (Matt. xxii. 30). In the light of such an
utterance as this, and also of the general tendency of Jesus’ teaching, it seems
necessary to interpret the passages in which eating and drinking in the king-
dom of the future mon are spoken of (Luke xiii. 29, xxii. 30; Mark xiv. 25)
in a figurative sense. See Wendt, Lehre Jesu, IL 8. 169 sq. (Eng. Trans., I
p- 219 5q.).

1 Whether Jesus foresaw his execution from the beginning, or whether
the realization of it grew upon him gradually, we cannot certainly tell. See
on the one side Haupt, Die eschatologischen Aussagen Jesu in den synop-
tischen Fvangelien, 8. 107 sq., and on the other side, Wendt, Lehre Jesu, IL
8. 504 (Eng. Trans., IL p. 218).



24 THE APOSTOLIC AGE

in Seripture and tradition,! that belief had its ultimate
basis in his own Messianic consciousness.

Jesus distinctly disavows, in reply to his disciples’
questions, a knowledge of the date of his return, inform-
ing them that God alone is cognizant of it.2 And yet it
is evident that he expected it to take place at an early
day.? There are some passages, indeed, which, taken as
they stand, represent him as prophesying that the consum-
mation would come even before the death of those to whom
he spoke. But it is difficult from such passages to deter-
mine with assurance exactly what he thought and said;
for the extended apocalyptic discourses, which contain
most of his declarations upon the subject, are made up of
numerous detached sayings, very likely uttered on differ-
ent occasions and referring perhaps to various events.
They are brought together by the Evangelists in such a
way that they seem to have been spoken at one time, and
to refer to the same event. We cannot be certain, there-
fore, that Jesus declared that the Son of Man would
return within the lifetime of some of those whom he
addressed. But the Kvangelists, and with them the early
Christians in general, believed that he did;* and though
they may have misunderstood him, they could hardly
have done so unless he had given expression to his expec-
tation at least of an early consummation, an expectation
which was entirely in line with all we know of his con-
ception of the kingdom.

The conditions of entrance into the kingdom of God

1 The Messiah is represented as judge in Enoch, ¢. 45, 55, 61, 69; and John
the Baptist also thought of him as such, so that there can be no doubt that
the idea was common. At the same time the belief that God was himself to
act as judge was also widespread. Cf. IV. Esdras vi. 1 sq., vii. 33; Enoch xc.
20, and the Assumptio Mosis, Chap. X,

2 Mark xiii. 32.

31t is true that there are some utterances which apparently imply the
lapse of a considerable interval before the consummation; as, for instance,
the parables concerning the growth of the kingdom, and especially Mark xiii.
10, where it i said, ** the gospel must first be preached unto all the nations.”
But such ntterances are not absolutely irreconcilable with Jesus’ expectation
of a speedy return, and our sources contain so many indications of that expec-
tation that it is difficult to question it.

4 Cf., e.g., Luke ix. 27; Matt. xxiv, 3-34.
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were phrased by Christ in various forms, but a careful
analysis of all his utterances upon the subject makes it
plain that he regarded as the essential and all-embracing
condition the frue spirit of sonship toward the father God.
The emphasis was always laid by him upon the heart
rather than upon the external act. The act might be
proper and right enough, but it had value in his eyes only
as the disposition which prompted it was what it ought to
be, only as it was the disposition of a son of God. And
so when he summoned men to repentance, as we are told
that he did at the very beginning of his career, it was not
primarily to a repentance for unrighteous words and
deeds, but for the lack at any time and in any degree of
the spirit and purpose of the true son.

It is in the light of this fact that Jesus’ attitude toward
the Jewish law must be interpreted. That law was a
divine law to him as truly as to any of his countrymen,
and the obedience which he insisted upon as an essential
part of the conduct of a true son of God included its
observance. As he inculcated the most absolute and
thoroughgoing conformity to God’s will,® se he incul-
cated the most absolute and thoroughgoing conformity to
the law, a conformity which should far surpass that of
the Pharisees.? The trouble with them was that they
observed the law not too much, but too little. Their
boasted righteousness was immeasurably below the stand-
ard which he set. Not only in their practices, but also in
their precepts, they were far from what they ought to be.
They were hypocrites, for they did not practise what they
preached;? and they were at the same time blind leaders
of the blind, for they taught a false observance of the law,
which defeated the very purpose for which it had been
given.* A large part of Jesus’ energy was devoted to the
undoing of the mischief which they had done. It was his
great endeavor to interpret the law properly and to show
the people what true obedience of it meant. The principle
of interpretation he found in love for God and man. In

10¢. Matt. vii. 21; Mark iii. 35. 8 Matt, xxiii.
2 Matt. v. 17 sq. 4 Matt. xv, 14, xxiii. 16, 24.
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the word “love ” the spirit and conduct of the true son are
fully expressed, and in that word the law, which is noth-
ing else than God’s revealed will for the government of
his children’s lives, may be comprehensively summed up.?
But the application of that principle meant an entire
change of emphasis and a new estimate of values. It
meant that the external rites and ceremonies, which con-
stituted so large a part of the Jewish law, were not an
end in themselves, but only a means to a higher end, and
that they had value only because they expressed and pro-
moted the true attitude of a man toward God and his
fellows. Thus the offerings and the sacrifices, the tithes,
the fasts, and the Sabbath observances were significant
only because of the spirit of true worship that voiced itself
in them and was nourished by them. Jesus did not mean
that the external rites and ceremonies were to be neglected,
but that they were to be used as aids and instruments only,
and that they were therefore to be subordinated, whenever
they came in conflict with them, to the weightier matters
of the law, to judgment and mercy and faith.2 This
principle made it possible for Jesus to exercise a large
measure of liberty in connection with the law, while at
the same time maintaining its divine character and in-
culcating its faithful observance.? That he anticipated
that the law would ever be done away there is no sign.
He saw no inconsistency between it and the exercise of
love toward God and man, and it seems never to have
occurred to him that the time would yet come for its abro-
gation. He certainly observed it faithfully himself, and
he spoke and acted in such a way that his disciples did
not think of any other course as legitimate or possible.
The fact that Jesus thus maintained a conservative
attitude toward the law does not indicate that he meant
to exclude Gentiles from the kingdom of God. It is true

1 Matt. xxii. 37.

2 Matt. xxiii. 23: *“Ye tithe mint and anise and cummin, and have left
undone the weightier matters of the law, judgment and mercy and faith: but
these ye ought to have done, and not to have left the other undone.”” Cf.
Luke xi, 42; Matt. v. 23; Mark vii. 10 sq,

8 See Matt. xvii. 26; Mark il 27 sq. and parallels.
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that -during the earlier part of his ministry he seems to
have had only his own countrymen in mind,! but before
his death, when he realized that his Gospel would be re-
jected by the nation at large, he distinctly contemplated
the entrance of foreign peoples into the kingdom.2 And
yet even then he said nothing of an abrogation or negleet
of the Mosaic law, for had he done so, we should certainly
find some trace of his words, either in the records of his
life or in the conduct of his followers. He perhaps thought
of the Gentiles as worshipping and serving God in the
same way that the Jews did, and as taking their place
with the latter, or instead of the latter,®in the existing
household of faith. DBut though Jesus thus remained
throughout his life a genuine Jew, both in precept and
practice, he nevertheless gave utterance to a principle
which must revolutionize the prevailing conception
of the law, and which must make possible an attitude
toward it very different from that of the Jews in general.
If the law was a means only, and not an end in itself, the
time might come when its usefulness would be outlived
and when it would need to be done away in order that
the higher end which it was meant to serve might be
promoted and not hindered. That time did not come
during Jesus’ life, and he gave no clear indication that
he expected it ever to come; but the subsequent history
of Christianity would not have been what it was had not
his principles made its coming possible.

It has been seen that the supreme condition of entrance
into the kingdom of God, according to the teaching of
Jesus, is the true spirit of sonship. To this one condition
he adds no other. Even the passages in which he empha-
sizes the importance of a man’s belief in, or attachment
to himself, when rightly interpreted, are seen to involve
nothing more or different. It is significant that during
the early part of his ministry, according to the account
of Mark, who reproduces most accurately the true order

1 Matt. x. 5; Mark vii. 27.

2 Matt. viii. 11 sq., xxi. 43, Compare also Matt. xxviii. 19, and John x. 16,
whose authenticity is less certain.

3 Cf, Matt, viii. 12, xxi. 43, xxiil. 37.
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of events, Jesus said nothing of the necessity of coming
into fellowship with himself. Only after the clear
declaration of his Messiahship at Cewesarea Philippi! did
he begin to bring his own personality forward and speak
of a man’s relation to him as determining in any way
his character or destiny. This reticence, however, re-
markable as it may seem at first sight, was entirely in line
with his policy respecting the announcement of his Mes-
siahship. Though he already believed himself to be the
Christ, he began his ministry not with any reference to
his own character or commission, but with the preaching
of the kingdom of God, and he systematically refrained
for a congiderable period from declaring himself to be the
Messiah, and even forbade others to proclaim him as such.
The incident at Casarea Philippi marked an epoch in his
ministry, for it was then that he first distinctly acknowl-
edged his Messianic calling to his diseiples, and even then
he charged them that they should tell no one else.? His
first public admission that he was the Messiah seems to
have been made only at the very close of his life,upon the
occasion of his final visit to Jerusalem. Evidently Jesus
had a purpose in thus concealing his Messiahship for so
long a time. Conscious, as he was, of the difference
between his own mission and work, and the ideal cher-
ished by the majority of his countrymen, he doubtless
feared that a premature declaration would arouse false
hopes respecting his mission, would precipitate an im-
mediate crisis, and would make it impossible for him
to prepare his countrymen as he wished to prepare them
for the coming of a spiritual kingdom. Only when he
realized that he was not to succeed in influencing any
great number of the people, and that, on the contrary, his
speedy death was inevitable, does he seem to have deemed
it necessary to declare himself clearly, in the first place to
his disciples, in order to prepare them for the impending
crisis, and finally to the people at large. And so when
he was executed, it was as a distinet claimant to the Mes-
sianic dignity.
1 Mark viii, 27 sq. and parallels. 2 Mark viii. 30.
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In view of the policy pursued by Jesus in this matter, it
is not at all surprising that he should have refrained
during the earlier months of his ministry from emphasiz-
ing the importance of a man’s attachment to himself, and
from making recognition of himself a condition of entrance
into the kingdom of God. DBut there are in our Synoptic
Gospels some utterances, belonging, according to Mark,
to the latter part of Jesus’ life, in which, though nothing
is said about faith in him, a man’s ultimate salvation is
brought into some kind of connection with his attitude
toward Christ. These passages are not numerous, but
some of them are very striking. Among the strongest of
them are such as the following: “ Whosoever shall lose
his life for my sake and the gospel’s shall save it.””!
“Whosoever shall be ashamed of me and of my words in
this adulterous and sinful generation, of him also shall
the Son of man be ashamed when he cometh in the glory
of his Father with the holy angels.”? “Whosoever
shall confess me before men, him will I confess also before
my Father which is in heaven. DBut whosoever shall deny
me before men, him will T also deny before my Father
which is in heaven.”? “Every one that hath left houses,
or brethren, or sisters, or father, or mother, or children,
or lands for my name’s sake, shall receive an hundredfold
and shall inherit eternal life.”* To these are to be added
those Johannine passages in which Jesus connects eternal
life with belief in himself. In regard to all these utter-
ances it is to be observed that it is not the failure to
believe in Christ, or the failure to take a certain attitude
toward him, that is condemned by Jesus, and is said to
involve the loss of future salvation, but only the cowardly
denial of him by his followers, or the wilful refusal to
receive his message by those to whom he utters that mes-
sage. While in many other passages in which a man’s
relation to Jesus is spoken of, it is his relation to God
which is made the important thing, and belief in Christ,
or the acceptance of him, is emphasized because it means

1 Mark viii. 35. 2 Mark viil. 38. 3 Matt. x. 32, 33.
4 Matt. xix. 28, 20. Compare also Matt, viii. 22, xix. 21.
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belief in or acceptance of the God who sent him and whom
he reveals. It would seem in the light of these facts that
when Jesus speaks of a man’s relation to himself as deter-
mining his future destiny, he is not enunciating a new
condition of salvation in addition to the general condition
already described; is not requiring something more than
the life of a true son of God, but is thinking of a man’s
connection with himself, because through him he may
acquire a knowledge of his father God and come into inti-
mate fellowship with him. In assuming as unquestioned
the presence of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the king-
dom of heaven,! Jesus intimates the possibility of man’s
coming into fellowship with God without coming into
relation to the Messiah. At the same time, he evidently
believes, and indeed in a number of cases, according to
John, he distinetly and unequivocally asserts, that no
true son of God can deny him or refuse to receive his
message, for every true son of God that comes into contact
with him will inevitably recognize him as God’s mes-
senger and revealer. 'We may conclude, then, that Jesus’
emphasis of faith in or acceptance of himself, is through-
out an emphasis not of his personality but of his message,
and thus simply a reassertion of filial trust in, devotion
to, and service of God, as the essential and sufficient con-
dition of an cternal life of blessedness with God in heaven.

Thus did Jesus in all his teaching endeavor to prepare
the minds and hearts of his countrymen for the kingdom
of God, whose approach he announced. Nor were his
efforts entirely without effect. Many were attracted by
him, and he speedily gathered about him quite a company
of diseiples, who did not, however, regard him as the
Messiah, at least for some time, perhaps the majority of
them not until almost the close of his life. Those that fol-
lowed him, so far as they were not actuated by mere curi-
osity,or by the desire to enjoy the benefit of his miraculous
power, did it very much for the same reason that so many
had followed John the Baptist, because he announced the
coming of the kingdom of God, and because they believed

1 Matt. viii, 11.
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that from him they could learn the time and the conditions
of its establishment, and in his company could best prepare
themselves for it. But before he died Jesus distinctly
and publicly avowed himself to be the Messiah, and thus
his work took on an aspect very different from that of
John the Baptist. Even after his death John was regarded
as a prophet by the great mass of the people; but when
Jesus died, he left behind him only those, on the one
hand, who believed him to be nothing but the worst of
impostors, and those, on the other hand, who believed him
to be the Messiah in spite of his death. The bond that
thenceforth bound his disciples together was therefore
very different from that which united John’s followers.
The latter were no better off than any pious Israelites who
might be looking for the coming of the kingdom. But
the disciples of Jesus were awaiting the return of a king
whom they already knew and loved, and who had with-
drawn himself only for a brief season from the public gaze.
And so, though Jesus failed to secure for his Gospel of
the kingdom the acceptance of the people as a whole, as
he had once hoped to do; though he left behind him only
a small company of disciples, whose numbers were doubt-
less sadly reduced by his execution, his life was not a
failure, and he knew that it was not; for he had succeeded
in convincing them at least, if not others, that he was
actually the promised Messiah, and that the Messianic
kingdom was to find in him its founder and its head. He
had thus given them a bond of union which he knew
would serve to keep them his until the consummation,
and would nerve and inspire them to carry on till then
the work of preparation which he could not live to com-
plete. The secret of his historic significance lies just in
this fact.

Jesus Christ bas been thought of almost from the
beginning as the incarnation of deity and as the per-
fect and ideal man. DBut it was not upon his deity, nor
yet upon the perfection of his humanity, that his dis-
ciples founded the Christian Church. The men whom
he gathered about him regarded him in neither of these
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aspects. They thought of him only as the Messiah,
and the fact that he left a church behind him, instead
of a mere name, and that he is known to history as
the founder of a religion, and not as a mere sage or
prophet, is historically due not so much to any unique-
ness either in his character or in his nature, as to the con-
viction which he succeeded in imparting to his followers
that he was the one who had been promised by the prophets
and long awaited by the fathers. The power of his won-
derful personality is revealed in his success in impressing
that belief upon them in spite of the difficulties with
which it was beset. But he might have been 21l that he
was as a teacher, and as a wonder-worker, and yet have
accomplished little more than John the Baptist did, had
he not stepped into the place which had for so long been
waiting to be filled, and become the centre of the accumu-
lated hopes and expectations of centuries. The Gospel
of the fatherhood of God which he preached is eminently
fitted to reform and beautify and save the lives of men,
but the preaching of that Gospel would not itself have
resulted in the Christian Church. Only the belief in
Jesus’ Messiahship could effect the great historic move-
ment which bears, not his personal, but his official name.

It was doubtless because of Jesus’ conviction that he
would be put to death before the full accomplishment of
the work to which he had been devoting himself, that he
turned his especial attention, during the latter part of his
ministry, to his disciples, endeavoring to equip them for
the important duty that was to devolve upon them after
his departure. It was during this period that he warned
them repeatedly of the difficulties and dangers which they
would have to face; that he cautioned them to be firm
and steadfast, and encouraged them with the promise of
a speedy consummation, when their faith and patience
should have their full reward. It was then, also, that he
promised that the Holy Spirit should be sent to instruct
and assist them, and that he himself would return and
abide with them. Itis to be doubted whether Jesus meant
to separate sharply his own coming and the coming of the
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Spirit. Itis more probable that he thought of the Spirit
of God as mediating his fellowship with his diseciples, as
the power enabling them to see him with their spiritual
vision, to be conscious of his abiding presence, and to
live in constant communion with him. His promise, then,
began to find fulfilment, not when the Spirit came at Pen-
tecost, but long before Pentecost, when, after his death
and the season of despair that followed, his disciples
became convinced that he still lived and again entered
into joyful fellowship with him, a fellowship permanent
and unbroken.!

And so Jesus did not regard his death as putting a stop
to his work, or as involving the destruction of the cause
for which he had lived and labored. Indeed, before the
end came, he had learned to look upon his death as a
positive advantage to the cause so dear to his heart and
as a means of advancing the interests of the kingdom
of God. He told his disciples distinctly, according to
John’s Gospel, that it was better for him to die, because
then the Spirit could come, and his coming would prove
a greater blessing than their master’s continued bodily
presence. He saw that only when he was gone from
them, could their earthly ideas and ideals be finally done
away, and they understand fully the spiritual conceptions

1 There is no indication in our sources that Jesus thought of the coming of
the Spirit as instituting a new stage in the Kingdom of God, or as constituting
the establishment of the Kingdom in any sense. He thought, so far as our
sources enable us to judge, of only two stages of the Kingdom; the one al-
ready begun with the gathering of disciples about himself on earth, the other
to be ushered in by his return in glory at the end of the present seon. Through
the Spirit his continued fellowship with his disciples was to be made possible,
and he was thus to be in his Kingdom on earth as truly after his death as before.
The dispensation of the Spirit therefore is not to be distinguished from the
dispensation of Christ. He himself was in the Spirit when on earth; his
possession by the Spirit was in fact one of the most notable features of his life
and work {cf. Matt. iii. 16, iv. 1, xii. 18; Mark i. 10, 12; Luke iv. 1, 14, 18;
Johm i. 32, 33; also Matt. xii. 28, where Jesus says, ‘“ If I by the Spirit of God
cast out devils,”” while in the parallel passage, in Luke xi. 20, the phrase
‘finger of God’ is used. Compare also the impression produced by Jesus
upon his enemies, who deelared that he was possessed of a devil; Mark iii.
22, 30; Matt. ix, 34; John viii. 48, x. 20; see Gunkel: Wirkungen des heiligen
Geistes, S. 37). And so after his death Jesus simply continued to abide with
his disciples in the Spirit. This at any rate is the impression produced by the
words of Jesus recorded in John, who reproduces his utterances upon the sub-
Ject most fully, and doubtless with substantial accuracy.

D
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and appreciate the spiritual values of which he had been
endeavoring to tell them. Thus he believed that bodily
separation would bring about a closeness of communion
such as he and his disciples had not hitherto enjoyed, and
would enable them to testify of him with a power and
wisdom not hitherto possible.

But Jesus was not only convinced that his death would
thus lead to good results, he also believed that it possessed
a real value and significance of its own. When he saw that
death was inevitable, he seems also to have realized at the
same time that it was the consistent carrying out of that
principle of the kingdom to which he gave such frequent
utterance, — the principle of self-denying, self-renouncing
service, — and to have helieved that the sacrifice of his
life, as the supreme act of service, would inevitably
redound to the good of all his disciples, of all these for
whose sake that sacrifice was made. It is significant that
in connection with the first announcement of his death,
Jesus emphasized self-denizal as a condition of discipleship,
and even went so far as to say, “ Whosoever shall lose his
life for my sake and the gospel’s, shall save it.””1 Both
then and later, when he spoke of the cup which he had
to drink and of his life given for the ransom of many, he
made his own ministry, even unto death, an example for
his followers, and pointed to it as the strongest kind of an
expression of the principle of service which he preached.
But Jesus represented his death not simply as an act, and
the supreme act, of service, but also, at the time of the
last supper, as a sacrifice offered for the sealing of the
covenant which God made with his disciples, just as
the earlier covenant had been sealed by a sacrifice at
Horeb.2 This idea of the significance of his death can
hardly have been in Jesus’ mind from the beginning, for
he makes no other reference to such a covenant, and his
earlier allusions to his death indicate that he found the
reason for it in the principle of service, and not in the

1 Mark viil. 35.
2 Ex, xxiv. 1-12. Cf. Briggs: Messiah of the Gospels, p. 120 sq. See also

P- 69, below.
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need of a covenant sacrifice. The fact of his impending
death, however, once accepted and accounted for, he
might easily see in it another significance which would
give it an increased value; might interpret it in the light
of Jewish history, and thus make it of added worth in
its bearing upon the future. As the call of the Jewish
nation to be God’s peculiar people, and to enjoy peculiar
favors from his hand, had been sealed by a covenant
sacrifice, $o it seemed most natural that the call of a new
people to be heirs of the eternal blessings of the future
should likewise be sealed by a sacrifice. Thus Jesus
believed that his death meant, in more than one way, not
evil but good to the kingdom of God. Thus he could go
to his death not only with calm resignation, but with
exultation, for he knew that ultimate and eternal victory
lay that way, not for him alone, but for the great cause of
his father God.



CHAPTER 1II
PRIMITIVE JEWISH CHRISTIANITY

1. Tue NEw BEGINNING

THE immediate effect of Jesus’ crucifixion, according to
our earliest sources, was the dispersion of his disciples.!
In spite of the fact that he had endeavored so to prepare
them for his approaching death that they should not be
thrown into confusion by it, but should immediately take
up the work which he had begun and carry it on without
interruption, when his death came it found them unpre-
pared, and it left them apparently demoralized. Our
sources do not warrant us in asserting positively that his
disciples had no idea that he would die,? but they make
it clear that they were distressed and bewildered by his
death. If it be assumed, then, that they did expect it,
we must conclude that they had supposed it would be
immediately followed by such a manifestation of God’s
power as should vindicate their faith in Jesus, and intro-
duce the consummation of the kingdom for which they
were looking, and upon which all their hopes were
centred. We must conclude, in other words, that they
believed his death would be but his translation into the
heavenly sphere, in order that he might at once appear in
glory as the conquering Messiah. For a death unaccom-
panied by any such manifestation they were certainly not
prepared. Nor were they prepared for his bodily resurrec-
tion after three days and for his reappearance in the same
form which he had worn before his execution. There are,
it is true, a number of passages in our sources in which

1 Matt. xxvi. 31, 56; Mark xiv. 27, 50.
2 But Luke xxiv, 21 certainly points in that direction.
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Jesus is represented as explicitly telling his disciples that
he would rise from the dead after three days.! But it is
clear, in the light of their subsequent attitude, that they
must have interpreted his words, if they attached any
meaning to them, not as a promise of his reappearance to
them in his old form, but as an assurance of his immediate
entrance after death upon the glorious career of the con-
quering and reigning Messiah.2

But though the disciples seem not to have been pre-
pared for either the death or the resurrection of Jesus,
nothing is more certain than that within a few days, or
at most within a few weeks, after his execution, they
reached the assured conviction that he still lived. More-
over, there can be no question that the basis of this confi-
dence was found in appearances of the risen Lord, which
were of such a character as to convince his followers of
their absolute reality. A number of manifestations are
mentioned in our sources, but the accounts differ so
widely, that it is impossible to construct a consistent nar-
rative which shall include all the details.? But we shall

1In Mark we have uniformly perd 7pels Hudpas (vili. 31, ix. 21, x. 34); in
Matthew and Luke év 77 7pity hudpe (Matt. xvi. 21, xvii, 23, xx. 19; Luke
ix, 22, xviii. 23). The former is evidently the original form, the phrase of
Matthew and Luke being an effort to make the statement more precise.
Compare also Mark ix. 9 and Matt. xvii. 9, where the resurrection is referred
to without a reference to the ‘‘ three days.”

2Tt is significant that Jesus in none of the passages in guestion makes his
resurrection a bodily resurrection, or speaks of his bodily reappearance to his
disciples. He simply refers to a resurrection without more nearly defining its
nature, and it was therefore quite possible for his disciples to interpret his words
as a promise of his immedijate entrance after death upon his Messianic career.
Mark and Luke, who, of course, when they wrote their Gospels, interpreted the
words in question as referring to Jesus’ bodily resurrection and reappearance
to his disciples, distinctly say that the latter did not understand what his words
meant (Mark ix. 10, 32; Luke xviii. 34).

It is not necessary to suppose that the words ‘‘ after three days *’ were used
by Jesus or nnderstood by his disciples as referring to a fixcd and definite
interval, for the phrase was a proverbial one to denote a very brief period of
time, and might therefore have been employed in the present case simply to
emphasize the immediateness of his restoration to life. Compare Hos. vi. 2}
Mark xv. 29 ; Luke xiii. 32; John ii. 19; and see Weiss, Biblische Theologtes,
6te Auflage, S. 67 (Eng. Trans., Vol. I. p. 90), and Wendt, Lehre Jesu, 11 S.
545 (Eng. Trans., Vol. IL. p. 269).

2 An appearance to Mary Magdalene is recorded by the Gospel of John and
the appendix of Mark’s Gespel; to Mary Magdalene and another Mary by the
Gospel of Matthew. But Paul in 1 Cor. xv., where he enumerates various
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doubtless be nearest the actual facts if we assume that the
great majority of Jesus’ disciples, dismayed by his awiul
death, fled in fear and discouragement to Galilee, where
most of them had their homes, and that they there became
convinced that their Master still lived, and, with this con-
viction already established, made their way back speedily
to Jerusalem. It is here that we find them in the opening
chapter of the Acts, which represents Jesus as appearing
and conversing with them during a period of forty days,
after which “he was taken up, and a cloud received him
out of their sight.”?

This is the most explicit account of the ascension to
be found in the New Testament. The Gospels, with the
exception of the appendix of Mark, contain no record of it.2

manifestations of the risen Jesus, does not mention such an appearance, nor
do the Gospel of Mark and the recently discovered Gospel of Peter. The
Gospel of Luke, though it refers to the presence of the women at the sepulchre
and the angels’ announcement of Jesus’ resurrection, evidently knows nothing
of his manifestation to them (cf. Luke xxiv. 5, 22), Paul, in the epistle
already referred to, which constitutes & source of the first rank and whose
account of the resurrection is of indisputable trustworthiness, mentions first
of all an appearance of the risen Lord to Peter, as if he knew of no earlier
ones or considered them of no importance. Of such an especial manifestation
to Peter we have no record in our Gospels except in Luke xxiv. 34, where the
disciples of Jerusalem are represented as saying, * The Lord is risen indeed and
has appeared unto Simon.” But there is some confusion in our sources not
only as to the persons to whom the risen Jesus appeared, but also as to the
Place where his appearances took place. Matthew and Mark agree in sending
the disciples to Galilee for a meeting with the Master there (Matt. xxviii. 7,
10; Mark xvi. 7; cf. also Matt. xxvi. 32; Mark xiv. 28}, and that meeting is
described by Matthew in xxviil, 16 (cf. also the Gospel of Peter). On the
other haund, while Matthew records appearances both in Galilee and Jerusalem,
the appendix of Mark, Luke, and John (if John xxi., which is a later addition
to the Gospel, be left out of sight) report such appearances only in Jerusalem
and its vicinity. There is no reason to suppose that John was ignorant of the
Galilean meeting; the closing verses of chap. xx. may include Galilee as well
as Jerusalem, and the episode related in chap. xxi., though not recorded in the
original Gospel, implies an acquaintance in John’s immediate circle with an
independent tradition of days spent in Galilee. Of Luke, however, less can
be said. His silence both in the Gospel and in the Acts can be explained only
on the supposition that he knew nothing of a post-resurrection visit to Galilee.
Indeed, the account given in the Gospel is so constructed as to seem to exclude
such a visit (cf. especially xxiv. 36, 44, and 49). :

1 Actsi. 9.

2 The textus receptus of Luke xxiv. 51, 52 is untrustworthy, for the words
kal dvedépero els Tdv ovparby and TposKurfearres abrby are wanting in the best
manuseripts, and are bracketed by Westeott and Hort. The Gospel of John,
though it does not record the ascension, refers to it indirectly by anticipation
in vi. 62 and xx, 17,
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But the exaltation of Jesus to the right hand of God,
from whence he is to come again, forms an integral
part of the earliest Christian tradition, and is referred
to in many passages.! Of course, such exaltation pre-
supposes an ascension, but the stress is commonly laid
upon the former rather than upon the latter. Indeed, it
may fairly be assumed from the silence of Matthew and
Mark, that in the earliest form of the Gospel tradition,
the ascension was not reported at all, and that Luke, in
his account, follows, as in so many cases, an independent
source. It may well be that in the beginning the act of
ascension was looked upon as of minor importance; given
the resurrection and the exaltation, the ascension followed
as a matter of course, and testimony to the event was quite
superfluious. We may perhaps go still further, and say
that originally the disciples did not draw a sharp line of
distinction between the numerous sudden departures of
Christ, when he “vanished from their sight,” and such a
final departure as is recorded in the first chapter of Acts.
The latter may have been marked off from the others as
unique and of especial significance only after reflection
upon the exaltation of Christand upon his second coming,
both of which were so prominent in the minds of the early
believers.?

We should hardly expect, after what has been said, to
find any very exact data as to the length of time during
which the risen Jesus appeared to his disciples. Mat-
thew’s account implies a period of at least some days;?
John’s involves a week, and with the appendix some time
longer; while the Book of Acts, which represents at this
point the latest stage of development, fixes the time at
forty days. The accounts given in the appendix of Mark
and in Luke’s Gospel necessitate but a single day, and

! Acts ii. 33, v. 31, vii. 86, ix. 5; Eph. i. 20; 1 Tim. iii. 16; Heb. i. 3, x. 12,
ete.  Also in Jesus’ apocalyptic discourses recorded in the Synoptic Gospels.

2 Compare the words *° This Jesus which was received up from you into
heaven shall so come in like manner as ye beheld him going into heaven”
(Acts i. 11), where the manner of the ascension is emphasized. One might
almost think that these words were the result of reflection upon the second
coming.

% This is true also of the Gospel of Peter.
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all the events recorded by the latter seem on their face to
have taken place within that time. This, however, can-
not be pressed, and we are not justified in asserting that
in the Acts Luke contradicts, either intentionally or un-
intentionally, his account in the Gospel. He may have
come into possession of new information since writing his
earlier work, but had he regarded it as contravening the
statements of that work, he could hardly have let those
statements go uncorrected.! There is thus no adequate
ground for denying that the manifestations of the risen
Jesus continued for at least some weeks, as recorded in the
first chapter of Acts, and as a matter of fact the appear-
ances referred to by Paul in the fifteenth chapter of First
Corinthians can hardly be crowded into a shorter period.

The effect upon Jesus’ disciples of his death and of the
remarkable events that followed was very great. It could
not be otherwise than that a change in their thinking and
living should be wrought by such occurrences. That
change was most momentous in its consequences. There
are many indications in our Gospels that during his life-
time the followers of Jesus were looking forward to his
speedy establishment of an earthly kingdom. Even his
announcement of his death does not seem to have changed
their expectations in this regard. If they believed he would
die, they evidently believed, as has already been remarked,
that his death would only usher in the consummation,
and that he would immediately appear upon the clouds
as the conquering Messiah, to set up his kingdom on earth

1 Luke’s words in Acts i. 2 seem really to indicate that he regarded the
account given in his Gospel as covering the entire post-resurrection period.
‘Whether the ‘‘ forty days’ mentioned in the Acts represent 2 common and
widespread tradition among the early disciples we do not know. Theabsence
of all reference to the number of days in other early documents argues against
the general prevalence of such a tradition, and it is interesting to notice that
the author of the Epistle of Barnabas was not acquainted with it, or at least
did not aceept it, for he says in cbap. xv., ‘“ wherefore also we keep the eighth
day with joyfulness, the day also on which Jesus roge from the dead and was
manifested, and ascended into heaven” (the English translation of this pas-
sage in the Edinburgh and American editions is incorrect). Here the ascen-
sion ig distinguished from the resurrection and yet put on a Sunday, either the
Sunday of the resurrection, as seems probable, or on some subsequent Sunday.

Tn either case Barnabas disagrees with the first chapter of Acts, unless the
““forty days’’ mentioned here are to be taken simply as a round number.
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and to assert his dominion over all peoples. Even after
his resurrection, they seem still to have held for a time
substantially the same idea.! His death, unaccompanied
as it was with convincing evidence of his Messiahship,
had bewildered and distressed them, but his reappearance
had revived all their old hopes in an unchanged form, and
they expected now the immediate accomplishment of that
for which they had so long been looking. His resurrec-
tion they thought must be for this and for no other pur-
pose. But it was not for this purpose, and they speedily
discovered the fact. He reappeared, indeed, only to leave
them again and ascend to heaven. His departure, then,
must mean one of two things: either their hopes were
vain and the kingdom upon earth for which they had been
looking was never to have an existence, or the time for
its establishment was not yet come. It is of the greatest
historic moment, that the disciples adopted not the for-
mer but the latter altermative. Our sources show that
they, and almost the entire early church after them, con-
tinued to believe that an earthly kingdom was yet to be
founded by Christ. But if the time for its establishment
was postponed by Jesus’ departure from the earth, it was
evident that the work of preparation must still go on, and
thus there was thrust upon the disciples a new and unex-
pected duty. Upon them rested the responsibility of
carrying on, until the consummation, the work which
Jesus had begun. They felt themselves now called to
take up the task which he had laid down; called to enter
upon a new mission, which was not to cease until he
returned in glory upon the clouds of heaven. Up to the
time of Jesus’ death they had been simply followers; now
they were to be leaders. While he was with them, they
had simply to learn of him, to attend him, to be his faith-
ful adherents, that they might be ready to share with him
in the glory of the coming kingdom. Now there fell to
them another task: they must seek to prepare others for

1Cf. Acts i 6: *“Lord, dost thou at this time restore the kingdom to
Isragl?"" where not only the earthly but the national character of their

hopes is clearly revealed. The question is of too primitive a character to
8uppose it the invention of a later generation.
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the consummation, as he had prepared them; they must
gather disciples into the kingdom, as he had done; they
must, if they could, secure for him the adherence of the
Jewish nation, which had rejected him, that the nation
as a whole might become the kingdom of God.

It was this sense of a new duty and responsibility that
led them back from Galilee to Jerusalem. In Jerusalem,
the political and religious centre of Judaism, where were
gathered the leaders and teachers of the people, and where
every movement that claimed to be of national significance
must finally be vindicated or condemned; in Jerusalem
itgelf, where their Master had met his fate, they must
bear their testimony and proclaim him openly as the
Messiah. The disciples’ return to the city with this
determination constitutes an epoch in the history of
Christianity. It marks a new beginning, a resumption
of the great work which had been begun by Jesus, but
had been interrupted by his crucifixion. The cause for
which he had given his life was hanging in the balance
during the dark days succeeding his death. Was his work
to be all for naught? Was his memory to perish from the
earth? That Christianity has had a history is due to the
fact that these disciples did not go back disheartened to
their old pursuits and live on as if they had never known
him, but that, on the contrary, filled with the belief that
their Master still lived, and conscious of holding a com-
mission from him, they banded themselves together with
the resclve of completing his work and preparing their
countrymen for his return. Their resolve, put into exe-
cution when they left Galilee and returned to Jerusalem,
marks the real starting-point in the history of the church.

But this was not all. The resurrection and exaltation
of Jesus had yet another important effect upon his dis-
ciples. Originally they seem to have thought of him
as only a prophet; as a preacher of the kingdom of
God, but not its founder. But gradually they became
convinced that he was himself the Messiah, and that
he would yet assume his Messianic dignity. His resur-
rection and exaltation then could hardly mean anything
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else to them than his assumption of that dignity. When
they had found their way back to Jerusalem, they testified
not merely to what they believed or hoped, but to what
they had seen. It was not that Jesus was to become the
Messiah when he returned upon the clouds of heaven, but
that he had become the Messiah when he entered into
heaven.! He would return not with a new glory that was
not yet his, but with a glory which he already possessed
and which they had witnessed. That he had not already
ushered in his kingdom and begun his reign, was not
because he lacked Messianic authority and power, but
because his people were not yet prepared. The heavens
must receive him for a little while until they repented
and were ready to welcome his return.?

There is no reason to suppose that in the thought of Jesus
his resurrection and ascension marked such a crisis as it
did in the thought of his disciples. Our Gospels indi-
cate that he regarded himself as already fulfilling Messi-
anic functions even during his earthly life. His assump-
tion of the power to forgive sins, where it is evidently a
Messianic forgiveness that he dispenses; his constant
exercise of authority over demons, which he cites as a
proof that the kingdom is already established, and his
delegation of that authority to his disciples; his avowed
Lordship over the Sabbath; his tacit acceptance of the
title of king, with which his followers hail him upon his
entrance into Jerusalem, and his express adoption of that
title in the presence of Pilate, —all go to show that he
looked upon himself as already the reigning and not
simply the teaching Messiah. Moreover, it should not
be overlooked that his conception of service was such that
he found in his ministering life and death on earth the
most genuine exercise of his Messianic sovereignty, and
we should make him untrue to himself, if we assumed
that he saw in his heavenly existence, or in his continued
presence with his disciples after death, or in his guidance

1In Acts ii. 36 Peter says: ‘ God hath made (¢molnoer) this Jesus both
Lord and Christ.” Thus according to Peter’s view Jesus assumed his Messiah-

ship when he ascended to heaven. Cf. also Acts v. 31.
2 Acts iii. 21.
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of them through the Holy Spirit, or even in his exercise
of judgment at his final advent upon the clouds of glory,
an enthronement higher or more truly Messianic than he
already enjoyed. To say, then, that the disciples of Jesus
regarded his departure from earth as his induction into
the office of Messiah does not mean that Jesus himself
looked upon it thus. But historically the important fact
is, that whatever Jesus may have thought, his followers
distinguished sharply between his earthly and heavenly
existence, and saw in his entrance upon the latter the
assumption of Messianic anthority, and thus the pledge
and guarantee of his return to exercise that authority on
earth.

It was therefore as witnesses, prepared by what they
had themselves seen, to testify to the Messiahship of
Jesus, that these diseiples returned to Jerusalem with
the purpose of convincing others of the truth which meant
so much to them. That some days should be spent before
their public work began, in gathering together their scat-
tered forces, and in fitting themselves by prayer and
mutual converse for the task that lay before them, was but
natural, and there is no reason to doubt the general accu-
racy of the account of those days contained in Aects i.
18-26. The idea that the apostolate should be kept at
twelve, and that consequently it was necessary to fill the
place made vacant by the treachery and death of Judas, is
thoroughly characteristic of the early Jewish disciples.l
In his original appointment of the Twelve Jesus un-
doubtedly had a symbolic reference to the twelve tribes
of Israel, and it is not surprising, therefore, that his
disciples should have thought it necessary to preserve
the symbolism by keeping the number intact. They
certainly anticipated at tlis time ueither an apostolate
to the Gentiles which should deprive the symbolism of its

1Peter of course did not utter all the words that are contained in vss.
16-22, Bat if vss. 18 and 19 be regarded as an insertion of the anthor, as they
commonly are, there remains nothing that may not have been said by Peter;
and if vs. 17 also be ascribed to Luke, the speech forms a consistent whole.
But whether the speech be accurately reported or not, it is certain that vs.

22, which describes the mission of the apostles, cannot have originated with
Luke, for he bad an entirely different conception of an apostle’'s work.
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significance, nor such a postponement of the return of
Jesus as should make it impossible to preserve the num-
ber unbroken until the consummation.

It is not easy to discover just what significance attached
to the apostles in these early days. They apparently held
no official pogition in the church of Jerusalem, and were not
regarded as in any way entrusted with its government or
empowered to exercise authority within it. It was not as
an office-bearer that Matthias was appointed, but as a wit-
ness to the resurrection.! And it was not the Twelve that
were actually at the head of the church of Jerusalem and
the leaders in its affairs, but certain individuals, Peter
alone, or Peter and John in the earlier years, and at a
later date James, the brother of the Lord.

It is significant that the name “apostles,” by which the
Twelve are known in the Book of Acts, was early given
to many others, who devoted themselves to the work of
travelling missionaries, and who, so far as we are able to
learn, held no official position in any church or churches.
The work which they did seems to have been carried on
after the pattern given by Jesus in his original commis-
sion to the Twelve.? This fact throws light upon the tra-
ditional conception of an apostle’s vocation, and thus argues
against the absorption of the Twelve in work of a differ-
ent character. Indeed, the author of the Aects himself,
though he holds another idea of their mission, gives hints
that they were primarily missionaries, when he records
that Jesus, after his resurrection, commanded them to
wait in Jerusalem, not permanently, but only until they
should be endued with power from on high (that is, accord-
ing to Luke’s own view of the matter, only until the day of
Pentecost), in order that they might become witnesses “in
Jerusalem, and in all Judea and in Samaria and unto the
uttermost parts of the earth.”$

But not simply did the apostles hold no official position
in the church of Jerusalem; there exists no proof that they

L Acts i, 22.
2 See for instance The Teaching of the Apostles, chap. xi.
8 Acts 1.4, 8.
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held any official position in the church at large, or that
they were supposed in these early days to have been en-
trusted with any kind of authority over it. They seem, as
missionaries, to have done the same work that was done by
many of their brethren. Matthias was not the only one that
could testify of the resurrection, and his appointment did
not imply that the others, who were more than five hun-
dred in number according to Paul, were relieved from
the duty or deprived of the privilege of bearing their tes-
timony. The significance of the Twelve lay not in the
peculiarity of the work that they did, nor in the authority
with which they were entrusted,! but in the fact that they
had been chosen by Christ to be his constant companions,
had enjoyed the privilege of intimate fellowship with
him, had received his especial instruction, had been sent
out even during his lifetime to do the work of missionaries,
and had been individually and collectively commanded to
carry on that work after his death. Thus they were felt
to have been particularly honored by Jesus, and to have
been charged by him with a heavier responsibility than
the mass of the disciples. But this is far from involving
the claim or the recognition of official position and author-
ity. It was, therefore, not as a member of an official
board of government or control that Matthias was chosen,
but simply as one of the little band of missionaries, whose
significance over and above other missionaries, whatever
it may have been while there were among them only
those directly called by Jesus himself, after the appoint-
ment of Matthias could hardly be more than symbolic or
prophetic.

But the author of the Book of Acts had another concep-
tion of the significance of the Twelve Apostles. He
apparently thought of them as constituting an apostolic
college, which had in its hands from the beginning the
government of the church, and the members of which
remained in Jerusalem, and at the head not simply of
the congregation there, but also of the church at large,

11t cannot be shown even that they were in control of the missionary work
of others.
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for a number of years.! But such a conception is out of
accord with the facts as they appear even in the Book of
Acts itself,? and cannot be made to square with what we
know of the church of Jerusalem from the epistles of
Paul. The notion is evidently purely dogmatic, resting
upon the author’s assumption of what the apostles must
have been to the church in its early days.® Already
at the beginning of the second century, the idea was
prevalent of an apostolic college to which was com-
mitted the control of the church by Christ. It was
natural therefore for the author of the Book of Acts,
in the absence of specific information upon the subject,
to conceive of the position and work of the Twelve Apos-
tles during the early years in Jerusalem in the way that
he did.

Historically, the most important fact connected with
the appointment of Matthias was the position of leader-
ship assumed by Simon Peter. That a man who but a
few weeks before had repeatedly and flagrantly denied his
Master, should so soon recover the confidence of his asso-
ciates, and even appear as their leader and spokesman, is,
to say the least, surprising, and might well be doubted,
were it not confirmed by the undisputed pre-eminence
accorded him on many other occasions throughout these
early days. Nothing, in fact, is more certain than that
he was for some years the leading figure in the church of
Jerusalem. But his pre-eminence, following so close upon
his cowardly denial, demands an explanation. It is not
enough to point to the fact that even during Jesus’ life-
time he was the leading spirit among the disciples, and
was recognized as such by Christ himself, for whatever
repute he enjoyed then must have been forfeited by his
recent conduct. We can explain the restored confidence
i 1Ci. Aets vi. 1, viii. 1, 14, xi. 1.

2 Though referring so frequently in a vague and general way to “The
Apostles,” the author makes it evident in many passages that it was some

individual or individuals that were held in highest honor, and not the apostles
as a body.

¢ This idea was due in part to Panl himself, who in his controversy with
the Judaizers enhanced, by his emphasis upon his eguality with the Twelve,
not only his own dignity and authority, but theirs as well. See below, p. 647.
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of his brethren only on the supposition that he had had,
since his denial, an opportunity to redeem his character
and to vindicate conclusively his loyalty to the Master
and his cause. What that opportunity was, we cannot
certainly say, but we may find a suggestion of it in the
fact that in speaking of the appearances of the risen Jesus,
Paul mentions his appearance to Peter first of all. It
would seem from Paul’s words that that manifestation
was of especial significance, and it is possible that it was
primarily to Peter that the church owed its belief in the
resurrection of its crucified Master. It may have been he
who was first convinced of the great fact, and when doubt
as to the reality of the resurrection threatened to triumph,
or when the diseiples’ despair had not yet been broken by
any ray of hope, he may have come to the rescue with a
sturdy declaration of faith such as was characteristic of
him, and such as had won for him at an earlier time the
blessing of Christ.! If this supposition be correct, Peter
became in a sense the second founder of the Christian
church, and the prophecy of Christ, that upon him he
would build his church,? found literal fulfilment; for
without his faith, and his bold avowal of it at this critical
time, the disciples would have gone back to their old life
in despair, and the church would have had no existence.
Under his leadership, it would seem, with the confidence
inspired, in the first instance, by his sturdy faith, and
confirmed by their own visions of the risen Lord, the dis-
ciples returned to Jerusalem. Under his leadership they
met together there, and it was he that proposed the ap-
pointment of Judas’ successor.

2, PENTECOST AND THE EARLIEST EVANGELISM

The day of Pentecost, immediately succeeding the death
and resurrection of Jesus, has always been regarded as of
epochal significance for the history of the Christian
church. Luke himself evidently so considered it; for
even in his Gospel the event casts its shadow hefore, and

3 Matt, xvi. 16. 2 Matt. xvi, 18
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the first chapter of the Book of Acts is clearly intended
to lead up to it. That it was an important day in the
history of the church there can be no doubt, but its impor-
tance is not that which is ordinarily ascribed to it. It
was not the birthday of the Christian church, as it is so
commonly called, for the Christian church was in exis-
tence before Pentecost; nor was it the day upon which
began the dispensation of the Holy Spirit, for his prom-
ised coming preceded, or at least was closely connected
with, Jesus’ own return to his disciples after his resur-
rection, so that it was through the Spirit’s enlightening
influence that they became convinced that he still lived
and was still with them. Certainly, if the revealing
agency of the Spirit was ever needed by the disciples
of Jesus, it was needed in the days succeeding his death;
and if the Spirit ever did act as the revealer of truth
to those disciples, and as the interpreter of the Master’s
promises to them, it was at the time when they became
assured of his resurrection from the dead. As Jesus
declared on an earlier occasion that it was not flesh and
blood, but his Father in heaven that had revealed his
Messiahship to Peter, it could not have been mere flesh
and blood that had convinced Peter of the resurrection of
the Lord. That conviction must have been the work of
God. But in the thought of Jesus there was no distine-
tion in such a case between God’s work and the Spirit’s.
It must be assumed, in the light of this and other facts,
that the Holy Spirit promised by Jesus before his death,
had already been received by his disciples; that they were
under the influence of that Spirit when they recognized
the risen Lord, when they returned to Jerusalem to take
up his work, when they met together there for prayer and
conference, and when they filled Judas’ vacant place, just
as truly as they ever were.

What, then, is the historie significance of Pentecost, if
it was neither the birthday of the Christian church nor the
beginning of the dispensation of the Spirit? Its signifi-
cance is indicated at the close of Luke’s Gospel, and in
the eighth verse of the first chapter of Acts, where a bap-

E
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tism of power is foretold. Pentecost was a day of power,
a day on which the Spirit of God manifested himself
through the disciples as a power for the conversion of
others. It was the inauguration of the evangelistic
activity of the Christian church, when the disciples began
the work to which they believed themselves called by the
risen Lord, the work of witness-bearing. Under the influ-
ence of the Holy Spirit they bore testimony on the day
of Pentecost to their Master, and they bore it with power;
and it was not the coming of the Spirit, but the testimony
of the disciples, that constituted the great central fact of
the day, the fact that makes the day historiec.

But in accordance with his general conception, the
author of the Book of Acts finds the chief significance of
Pentecost in the descent of the Holy Spirit, whom he
regards as not given until then; and that descent he
represents as accompanied by certain marvellous phe-
nomena, —a sound as of the rushing of a mighty wind,
tongues parting asunder like as of fire, and sitting upon
each one of the disciples, and the speaking by all of them
with other tongues as the Spirit gave them utterance.
These phenomena are conceived by the author, not as
geparate and disconnected events, but as manifestations
of the one Spirit. Their significance lies in the fact that
they reveal that Spirit’s presence. With the sound as of
wind, and with the tongues as of fire, we need not par-
ticularly concern ourselves, but the “speaking with other
tongues”’ demands brief attention. From various pas-
sages in the New Testament we learn that a peculiar
gift, known as the “gift of tongues,” was very widely
exercised in the apostolic church, and the fourteenth
chapter of Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians makes
the general nature of the gift sufficiently plain. It was
evidently the frenzied or ecstatic utterance of sounds
ordinarily unintelligible both to speakers and to hearers,
except such as might be endowed by the Holy Spirit with
a special gift of interpretation.! The speaker was sup-
posed to be completely under the control of the Spirit, to

11 Cor. xii. 10.
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be a mere passive instrument in his hands, and to be
moved and played upon by him. His utterances were
not his own, but the utterances of the Spirit, and he was
commonly entirely unconscious of what he was saying.
He was not endowed with the power to speak in foreign
tongues; his words wore divine, not human, words, and
had no relation whatever to any intelligible human lan-
guage. It was not unnatural, therefore, that the speaker
should appear demented to an unbelieving auditor, as
Paul implies was not infrequently the case.! But his
ecstatic utterances, inspired as it was believed by the
Holy Ghost, were regarded by his fellow-Christians as
spiritual utterances in an eminent sense. The “speaking
with tongues” constituted, in the opinion of a large part
of the church, the supreme act of worship, the act which
gave the clearest evidence of the presence of the Spirit
and of the speaker’s peculiar nearness to his God.2 No
other gift enjoyed by the early church so vividly reveals
the inspired and enthusiastic character of primitive Chris-
tianity. It was apparently this “gift of tongues” with
which the disciples were endowed at Pentecost, and they
spoke, therefore, not in foreign languages, but in the
ecstatic, frenzied, unintelligible, spiritual speech of which
Paul tells us in his First Epistle to the Corinthians.

That the Pentecostal phenomenon is thus to be regarded
not as something unique, but as the earliest known exer-
cise of the common gift of tongues, is rendered very prob-
able by the lack of all reference to it in other early sources;
by the absence of any hint that the disciples ever made use
in their missionary labors, or indeed on any other occasion
than Pentecost itself, of the miraculous power to speak in
foreign languages; by the effect produced by the phenome-
non upon some of those present, who accused the speakers
of intoxication, and by the fact that it is treated as a ful-
filment of the prophecy of Joel, who says nothing of “other
tongues,” but characterizes the Messianic Age as an age of
revelation and of prophecy. But the most decisive argu-

11 Cor. xiv. 23,
2 Paul himself had the gift pre-eminently, as he says in 1 Cor, xiv. 18.
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ment is to be found in Peter’s discourse, which constitutes
our most trustworthy source for a knowledge of what act-
ually occurred. Nowhere in that discourse does he refer
to the use of foreign languages by his fellow-disciples, not
even when he undertakes to defend them against the charge
of drunkenness, though it would certainly have constituted
a most convincing refutation of such a charge.!

The disciples then, it would seem, were endowed on the
day of Pentecost with the gift of tongues, just as on many

11t is clear that the author of the Book of Acts had another conception of
the phenomenon in question than that presented in the text. He evidently
supposed that the disciples used foreign tongues, for he took pains to empha-
size the fact that those present heard them speaking in the languages severally
native to the auditors. It has been claimed that the author’s representation
is due to a misunderstanding on his part of the common phenomenon of the
glossolalia, arising from the fact that he had himself never witnessed it, and
an argument is drawn therefrom for the late date of the Book of Acts. But
it is to be noticed that in two other passages (Acts x. 46, xix. 6) the author
mentions the glossolalia in the correct Pauline way, without any hint of 2
misunderstanding of it, and some other reason must therefore be given for
his misinterpretation of the Pentecostal phenomenon. That reason is perhaps
to be found in the glamour which surrounded the infant church in the eyes of
its historian, who was himself far removed from the svents which he records.
Under the circumstances he could hardly avoid investing even familiar occur-
rences with marvel and mystery. It may well be that the attendant wonders
which he doubtless found recorded in the sources upon which he based his
account, —the sound as of wind and the tongues like as of fire, —led him to
think of the speaking with tongues, which was associated with them in his
sources, as only another and similar supernatural manifestation of the inau-
guration of the dispensation of the Spirit; and hence to picture it also as
entirely uniqne in its nature, and to separate it from the common everyday
phenomenon with which the church of his time was familiar. At any rate
whatever the cause of his misunderstanding, it is certain that his conception
of the phenomenon is horne out neither by Peter’s speech nor by his own
account of the farther events of the day. It was the opinion of Dr. Schaff
(History of the Christian Church, Vol. 1. p. 231) that while the Pentecostal
‘‘speaking with tongues '’ was in reality the ordinary glossolalia, and there-
fore did not involve the use of foreign languages, the Holy Spirit interpreted
the ecstatic ntterances to some of those present, so that each supposed that he
heard the disciples speaking in his own tongue. Compare also Overbeck in
De Wette’s Kurzgefasstes Handbuch zum Neuwer Testament, 4te Auflage,
8. 23 sq.; and Wendt in Meyer’s Apostelgeschichte, Tte Auflage, S. 59 sg. This
makes the whole scene clearer than the ordinary view, and better explains
the accusation of drunkenness brought against the speaker by some of the
onlookers; but it fails entjrely to account for the silence of Peter in his dis-
course, and i85 no more nearly in accord with the conception of the author
Limself than is the view presented in the text, for the author evidently under-
stood that the disciples actually spoke in foreign languages and were not
merely supposed to have done so by certain of the hearers. For an elaborate
discussion of the whele subject and a statement of the various views upon it,
see Wendt, l.c.
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other occasions when the Holy Spirit made his presence
felt, and under the influence of that Spirit they gave
utterance in ecstatic phrase to the profoundest spiritual
joy and gratitude to God. Their speaking with tongues
thus constituted the earliest testimony borne by Christ’s
disciples after his resurrection in the presence of unbe-
lievers. It did not consist in the explicit and intelligible
announcement of Jesus’ Messiahship, but it was testimony
nevertheless. For the impressive thing about the phe-
nomenon was that men whose leader had been crucified
but a few weeks before, and who had fled and scattered
in fear and despair, were now gathered together again in
the very city where he had been condemned, and under
the very eyes of the authorities that had condemned him,
and were giving evident and most demonstrative expres-
sion to the liveliest joy and gratitude. The amazing fact
demanded an explanation, and that explanation Peter gave
_ in his discourse. He interpreted the unintelligible utter-
ances of those who had spoken with tongues, and in the
light of his words the strange phenomenon took on new
meaning and became the most powerful kind of testimony
to the resurrection and exaltation of Jesus, for it was the
testimony of the common conviction of a multitude of men.
It was not Peter alone, then, that bore witness on the day
of Pentecost; witness was borne also by all the assembled
disciples, and Peter acted simply as the interpreter of
that testimony to those who did not understand it.!

The Pentecostal address of Peter is peculiarly interest-
ing because it constitutes the earliest extant Christian
apology. It is, moreover, a thoroughly representative
discourse. It reproduces not the thought of Peter alone,
but the thought of his fellow-Christians as well. The
spirit of primitive Jewish Christianity in general speaks
in it. The first and most imperative duty of these early
disciples must be to prove to their countrymen that Jesus
was the promised Messiah. His crucifixion had seemingly

10n the views of the early disciples of Jerusalem see, in addition to the
general works on New Testament theology and on the history of the apos-
tolic age, Briggs: Messiak of the Aposties, p. 21 5q.
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given the lie to his claim and proved him an impostor.
To go on preaching his Gospel was therefore absurd,
unless the impression left by his death could be effaced.
Unless he could be shown to be what he had claimed to
be, unless it could be shown that his death did not mean
what it seemed to mean, the attempt to carry on the work
that he had begun might as well be given up at once.
Apologetics was the. imperative need of the hour; not
simply the proclamation of the Gospel, but the defence of
it, and the defence of Jesus himself, the preacher of it.
Thus the emphasis was changed from the Gospel itself to
the evidence for its truth; from the message to the mes-
senger. Not the fatherhood of God, but the Messiahship
of Jesus formed the burden of the preaching of the apostles,
and so the Master’s estimate of values was reversed.

But it is significant that the disciples contented them-
selves with the demonstration of the proposition that
Jesus is the Messiah, and that it apparently did not
occeur to them to ask what his Messiahship involved for
Jesus himself. It was enough to know that he was the
Christ. So long as that fact was true his character and
nature were a matter of comparative indifference. There
is no reason to suppose that the disciples in the beginning
had any other idea of the Messiah than that which pre-
vailed among their countrymen in general,! and there is
no sign that they thought of asking whether that idea
was correct or incorrect. Only after some time had passed
did Christian thinkers begin to fill in the conception of
Messiahship with this and that content; only when the
original Messianic interest had somewhat waned, and it
was believed that Jesus must have had something else to
do besides founding the Messianic kingdom. It was, in
other words, the conception that his work was more than
merely Messianic that first opened the question as to the
constitution of his person.2

1 The Messiah was commonly thought of among the Jews as a man called
and chosen by God. See above, p. 8.

2 The common designation given to Jesus both by Peter and by his fellow-
Christians is 6 wais ol feol, *“ the servant of God ”’ (Acts iil. 13, 26, iv. 27, 30).
& %ids To0 Oeol does not oceur in these early documents (another sign of their
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The supreme argument urged by the disciples in sup-
port of the Messiahship of Jesus was his resurrection.
No event was better calculated to convince unbelievers
that he was what he claimed to be; to efface the impres-
sion made by his death and to show that it had not meant,
as it seemed to mean, that he was a blasphemous impostor,
suffering the just vengeance of God. But it was hardly
to be expected that those who had not themselves seen the
risen Jesus should believe the testimony of his followers
to such a startling and unheard-of event, for which even
those followers themselves, in spite of their intimate fel-
lowship with him and their belief in his Messiahship, were
entirely unprepared. It was natural, therefore, that the
effort should be made first of all to render the event cred-
ible by showing that, though it formed no part of the
common Messianic expectation, it had yet been distinctly
foretold in the Scriptures. To a Jew no other explanation
was necessary. His teleological conceptions were such
that the fact that anything had been prophesied con-
stituted a sufficient reason for it. And so Peter in
his Pentecostal address appealed to a passage from the
sixteenth Psalm, which he claimed foretold the resurree-
tion of the Messiah, and thus at once rendered Jesus’
resurrection credible, and made it a convincing proof
that he was actually the Christ. But Peter did not con-
tent himself with finding the resurrection in the Seript-
ures; he employed prophecy also to prove that it was
necessary for the Messiah to ascend into the heavens and
to sit down at the right hand of God, and this he claimed
that Jesus had done, as was evidenced by the outpouring
of the Holy Spirit, which was due to him. Thus his exal-
tation became a farther proof of his Messiahship. In the

primitive character). The loftier titles that are ascribed to Jesus,~— Lord,
Saviour, Prince, Cornerstone, — attach to him in his exalted post-resurrection
existence only, and characterize simply his calling and mission as Messiah.
They say nothing as to his natural constitution. He is not represented as
a pre-existent, heavenly being, but simply as a man approved of God and
chosen by him to be the Messiah and then raised by him to the position of
Lord. Of the Pauline conception that he had returned to the glory which was
originally his, we have no hint in these early records.
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same way a prediction of Joel was used to esfablish the dis-
ciples’ contention, involved in their proclamation of Jesus
as the Messiah, and in turn supporting his Messiahship,
that the last days, the days immediately preceding the con-
summation, were already come. It was thus claimed by
Peter, and in making the claim he simply represented the
common sentiment of the church, that the occurrences to
which the disciples and the Pentecostal phenomena bore
testimony were not unheralded and mysterious events, but
a distinct fulfilment of Messianic prophecy, and as such
demanded from all true Jews devout recognition and belief.?
In the light of all he had to urge, Peter might well think
himself justified in exclaiming triumphantly at the close
of his speech: “Let all the house of Israel, therefore,
know assuredly that God hath made this Jesus, whom ye
crucified, both Lord and Christ.” 2

But in spite of all the evidence that could be adduced
* for the Messiahship of Jesus from his resurrection and
exaltation and from the Scriptures which foretold those
events, his death must remain a stumbling-block, and
must seem to many a fatal objection to the identification
of the man Jesus with God’s chosen Messiah. Not that
the conception of a suffering Messiah was absolutely un-
known, but such a conception was certainly not common
and nowhere included his official rejection and disgraceful

1 It is entirely gratunitous to find in the use of Old Testament prophecy in
Peter’s pentecostal discourse evidence of a later hand. It is inconceivable
that he could have made any address at all upon the occasion in question
without appealing to Scripture; and the fact that he attempts to prove no
more than he does is an argument for the genuineness of the discourse or for
the primitive character of the document from which Luke got it. Paul’s
words in 1 Cor. xv. 3-4 are very significant in this connection: ‘‘ For I deliv-
ered unto you,” he says, *“ first of all that which I also received, how that Christ
died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that he was buried; and
that he hath been raised on the third day according to the Scriptures.”” The
Seriptures are here made to prove much more than they are by Peter. Indeed,
as time passed, the practice of appealing to them grew increasingly common,
and the area of observed coincidence between the life and work of Jesus and
Scripture prophecy grew constantly larger. Qur gospels, especially the Gos-
pel of Matthew, written as they were more than a generation after the events
which they describe, are witnesses to the extent to which the practice had
been carried by that time.

2 Aets ii. 36.
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execution by a mode of death pronounced accursed in the
law.l It was in view of this difficulty that the disciples
were led again to look for light in the Scriptures. TIf it
could be shown that it was there foretold that the Christ
should suffer and be rejected by God’s chosen people,
and undergo a disgraceful death, the difficulty would
be at once removed, and at the same time added proof
would be secured for the Messiahship of Jesus, who had
in this particular also fulfilled Messianic prophecy. In
Peter’s Pentecostal discourse nothing is said upon this
subject, though the guotation from the sixteenth Psalm,
which is used as a prophecy of Jesus’ resurrection, of course
involves also his death. But in the address recorded in
Acts iii. 12 sq., we read: “But the things which God
foreshewed by the mouth of all the prophets, that his
Christ should suffer, he thus fulfilled;” and the same
idea’ appears in other passages in the early chapters of
Acts.2 With this explanation of the death of Jesus, the
disciples seem for some time to have contented them-
selves. At least we find no other reason for it referred to
in any of the recorded speeches or prayers of Peter or of
his associates. There is no sign that they thought of it
as Christ did, as possessing an independent value of its
own, or as contributing in any way to the well-being of
his followers, or to the advancement of the kingdom.3

1 Cf. Justin Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho,c. 89 and 90; and see Schiirer,
l.e., I1. p. 464 5q. (Eng. Trans., Div, Il Vol. 1L p. 104).

% Acts viii. 32 sq. Compare also iv. 11, 28.

8 The words of Paul in 1 Cor. xv. 3: “ 1 delivered unto you first of all that
which also I received *’ (rapéhaBor) seem to imply that the idea that Christ’s
death had some relation to men’s release from sin, was not original with him-
self, but was gained from those who were Christians before him. It iscertain
that the idea was widespread long before the end of the first century evenin non-
Pauline circles (ef. e.g. Matt, xxvi. 28, where the words els dpeaev dpapridy
are added), and there is no reason to doubt that it arose very early. Indeed,
it cannot have been long before the disciples were led to make a connection
at once so obvious and so clearly suggested by such a passage as Isa. liii.
But that the connection was thought of in the early days with which we are
dealing, there is no sign in our sources, and it may be regarded as certain, at
any rate, that it was not emphasized. It is worthy of remark that even when
it was generally recognized that some connection existed, it was long before
the nature of it was determined. There was, in fact, for centuries much
vagueness of conception and wide lack of agreement at this point.
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According to the author of the Acts, Peter’s Pentecostal
discourse produced a profound impression upon his audi-
tors, and drew from them the anxious query: “ Brethren,
what shall we do?” Peter’s reply, taken in connection
with other utterances recorded in the following chapters,
reveals with sufficient clearness the conception of the
Gospel prevalent among the disciples in these early
days. That conception was of the most simple and primi-
tive character. Christianity, as they understood it, was
Judaism, and nothing more. It was not a substitute for
Judaism, nor even an addition or supplement to Judaism;
it was not, indeed, in any way distinct from the national
faith. It was simply the belief on the part of good and
faithful Jews that Jesus was the Messiah, and it involved
no disloyalty to Judaism, and no abandonment of existing
principles. For a Jew to believe in the Messiah whom
they preached, was not necessarily to revise his concep-
tions of the nature of the Messianic kingdom, and of the
blessings to be enjoyed within it, nor indeed of the con-
ditions of sharing in those blessings. Peter says only,
“Repent and be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ.”?
Both here and in iii. 19, where he again exhorts his hear-
ers to repent, the sin that is uppermost in his mind is
their crucifixion of Jesus. But in v. 81 the word “re-
pentance ” is employed in a more general sense, and even
in the two passages just mentioned, it is clear from Peter’s
reference to the forgiveness or remission of sins, that he
did not intend to confine the needed repentance to the
single crime which they had committed against the Mes-
siah. It is clear, in other words, that though he was
stating primarily not the conditions of salvation in gen-
eral, for which, indeed, his hearers did not ask, but simply
the particular duty devolving upon them under existing
circumstances, he was voicing at the same time the gen-
eral truth, that if one is conscious of sin committed, he
must repent before he can expect to enjoy God’s promised
blessings. In laying down such a condition, Peter was
simply reiterating a principle universally prevalent among

1 Acts i1, 38.
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the Jews of his time, that righteousness is an indispen-
sable condition of enjoying God’s favor, whether now or
hereafter. It would be a mistake to suppose that he in-
tended, during those early days, to enunciate a new way
of securing God’s favor, or a new method of salvation.
He did dot put repentance in the place of righteousness,
nor did he suggest any revision of the prevailing theory
of righteousness, making it consist in something else than
the observance of the Jewish law. Moreover, we are not
justified in assuming that his words involved in any sense
a rebuke of the self-righteousness of his countrymen; that
he intended to assert that every man is a sinner, and that
repentance is a universal precondition of enjoying God’s
favor. Whatever his own opinion on the subject, the
words which he is reported to have uttered during these
early days leave room for the theory, which was wide-
spread, at least in Pharisaic cireles, that it is possible for
a man to keep the law of God and thereby to secure
through his own efforts the favor and blessing of the
Almighty. Peter therefore preached no new and un-
familiar Gospel, when he summoned his hearers to repen-
tance. He was simply enforcing the application, in the
case of men whom he believed to have committed a grave
crime, of a long-established, widely recognized, and genu-
inely Jewish principle, which they aceepted as truly as he.

The baptism which Peter connects with repentance, in
ii. 38, was not essentially novel. Baptism in the name
of Jesus Christ was, of course, a new thing to the Jews
whom he addressed; but baptism as such was entirely in
line with the common Jewish rites of purification, and as
a symbolical representation of cleansing from the sins or
crimes of which they repented, it must seem the most
natural thing in the world to them, just as John’s bap-
tism seemed quite natural, and was never thought of as
involving any disloyalty to Judaism, or any departure
from its traditional principles. The connection of the
rite with the name of Jesus Christ did not alter its essen-
tial character, nor make it an un-Jewish thing. It meant
only that the repentance to which it gave expression was
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based upon and due to the recognition of Jesus as the
Messiah; and it may well be that baptism in his name
was demanded by Peter of the Jews whom he addressed
at Pentecost, just because the great crime which they had
committed was the crucifixion of that Messiah, and because
they could thus best give voice to their repentance for
that crime. Administered on this cccasion in the name of
Jesus Christ, the rite would naturally take that form on
other occasions, even when administered to those that had
had no part in the crucifixion. It might thus in time
come to be everywhere regarded not merely as an expres-
sion of repentance, but also as an assertion of the Mes-
siahship of the crucified Jesus.

We have no record in our Synoptic Gospels that Jesus
himself ever baptized any one, or that baptism was prac-
tised by his disciples during his lifetime. But it is dis-
tinctly stated in John iv. 2, that though Jesus himself did
not baptize, his disciples did, and the entire naturalness
of the rite, in the light of John’s baptism, and its general
prevalence in the apostolic church, confirm the report, and
make it practically certain that the rite was not introduced
as an innovation after Jesus’ death. But if practised
during his lifetime, by his disciples, it is altogether prob-
able, in view of his uniform policy touching the announce-
ment of his Messiahship, that baptism had the simple
Johannine form, and that it was not a baptism into or in
his own name. The name of Jesus is mentioned by Peter
in connection with the rite only in ii. 38, in his reply to
the questioners at Pentecost.! This might suggest a
doubt as to whether the formula was really used even on
that occasion. And the doubt might seem to be confirmed
by the fact that only in two other passages in the Book of
Acts, and then only in the narrative portions, is baptism
connected with the name of Jesus.?2 It is not impossible
that, even after Pentecost, the rite was sometimes admin-
istered in the Johannine form, but the common use of

1 Peter refers to baptism only in one other passage (x.47), and then does
not connect it with the name of Jesus; though Luke tells us in the following
verses that he * commanded them to be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ.”

2 Actg viil. 16, x. 48. But compare also the address of Paul, Acts xxii. 16,



PRIMITIVE JEWISH CHRISTIANITY 61

the Christian formula in the time of Paul makes it alto-
gether probable that that formula was introduced at a very
early day; and the conditions at Pentecost were such as
to make its infroduction at that time most natural.

Of the trinitarian formula, into the name of the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, which later became univer-
sal in the church, we have no trace in the New Testament,
except in the single passage, Matt. xxviii. 19.1 Tt is diffi-
cult to suppose-that it was employed in the early days with
which we are here concerned; for it involves a conception
of the nature of the rite which was entirely foreign to the
thought of these primitive Christians, and indeed no less
foreign to the thought of Panl. When and how the formula
arose, we do not know. We find it expressly enjoined in
the Teaching of the Apostles,® and that it was in common
use in the middle of the second century is clear from the
old Roman symbol which was based upon it, and also from
Justin Martyr’s Apology.? It may have had its origin in
the prophecy of the Baptist recorded in all the Gospels,
that the Messiah would baptize with the Holy Ghost, and
in Jesus’ own promise, that he would send the Holy Spirit
as another advocate in his place, and that he and the

11t is difficult in the light of all we know of Jesus’ principles and practice,
aud in the light also of the fact that the early diseiples, and Paunl as well,
baptized into the name of Christ alone, to suppose that Jesus himsel{ uttered
the words: ‘‘ Baptizing them into the name of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Ghost,”” which are quoted in Matt. xxviii. 19. But it may be that
he directed his apostles not simply to make disciples of all the nations but
also to baptize them, as they had, perhaps, been in the habit already of bap-
tizing those that joined their company. If, then, he simply gave the general
direction to baptize (cf. the appendix of Mark xvi. 16), it wonld be very natu-
ral for a scribe to add the formula, * Into the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost,”” which was in common use in his day. On the
other hand, the fact must be recognized that Paul's indifference about per-
forming the rite of baptism (sce 1 Cor. i. 14 sq.) is hardly what we should
expect if the eleven apostles received from Christ a direct command to bap-
tize; and it is not impossible that the entire passage (Matt. xxviii. 19b) is a
later addition, as maintained by some scholars (cf. Teichmann's article, Die
Tayfe bet Pawlus, in the Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche, 1896, Heft 4,
pp. 357 8q.). On Paul’s conception of baptism, see below, p. 541.

2 Didache, vii. But baptism into the name of the Lord is also spoken of
in a later chapter as if it were synonymous. Hermas (¥is. iii. 7, 3) speaks
only of bhaptism into the name of the Lord. Other apostolic fathers give us
no light.

3 Justin Martyr, Apol. i. 6.
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Father and the Spirit would abide with his disciples.
The formula of benediction employed by Paul in 2 Cor.
xiii. 14 may also have contributed to its use.

In stating to his hearers at Pentecost, and on other
occasions as well, the means by which they might make
amends for the crime they had committed, and prepare
themselves for the approaching kingdom, Peter laid down
no strange and un-Jewish conditions. In the same way,
when describing the blessings that they might expect to
enjoy if they repented and were baptized, he preached no
new and unfamiliar Gospel. “Repent and be baptized,”
he says, “in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission
of your sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy
Ghost.”! It was a common belief among the Jews that
the presence of the Holy Spirit would be a characteristic
feature of the Messianic kingdom; that the spiritual gifts,
which in earlier days were enjoyed only by favored indi-
viduals here and there, would in that kingdom be bestowed
upon all. Peter was therefore on familiar ground, when
he connected the outpouring of the Spirit at Pentecost
with the advent of the Messianic age. If his hearers
agreed with him that the Pentecostal phenomena indicated
the Spirit’s presence, they could not help agreeing with
him in the conclusion drawn therefrom. But in the
prophecy of Joel, which he quotes, the outpouring of the
Spirit is made to precede and not to follow the “Day
of the Lord,” and it is clear, in the light of iii. 19 &q.,
that Peter thus understood the prophecy, and that he re-
garded the Spirit’s advent as a sign not that the promised
kingdom was already established upon earth, but that its
establishment was at hand. The days that were intro-
duced by Pentecost were only preparatory; the consum-
mation was still in the future. The Messianic realm
belonged, in Peter’s thought, just as in the thought of
his contemporaries, not to this son, but to another, and
before its inauguration must come the day of judgment
and the “end of the world,” that is, the end of the pres-
ent age. That Jesus was already Lord and Prince and

1 Acts ii, 38.
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Saviour did not mean that his kingdom was already a
reality, and that he was exercising dominion therein, but
only that he was preparing the way for its realization.
By the outpouring of the Spirit he was fitting his follow-
ers for it, and making its speedy establishment possible.
That outpouring was a sign of its approach, but not of
its actual presence. The disciples therefore lived in the
future as truly as their unconverted brethren. The Christ
was yet to come to accomplish his true work.!

That work there is 1o reason to suppose that Peter and
his fellows conceived in any other way than their Jewish
brethren. They evidently thought of the expected king-
dom as a national kingdom, for Peter distinctly makes
the advent of the Messiah dependent upon the repentance
and conversion of those whom lie addresses.? Only when
the Jewish nation has listened to the preaching of the
apostles and has recognized Jesus as the Christ, can the
times of refreshing come, and the Messiah return to set
up the kingdom. Into the details of that kingdom Peter
does not enter, but he implies that the expected Messianic
judgment will take place,® and he conceives the punish-
ment of the wicked in genuine Jewish form as a “destruc-
tion from among the people.”* He speaks also of the
restoration of all things, a common phrase in Jewish apoca-
lyptic literature, and of the fulfilment of the entire range
of Messianic prediction.? All the blessings promised by
the prophets, and longingly anticipated by the fathers,
he assures his hearers they will yet enjoy, if they repent
and thus secure forgiveness and the gift of the Holy
Ghost. In the present is offered the opportunity not of
realizing a present salvation, but of making certain the
enjoyment of a future salvation. It is to make the most

1 Looking to the future as the disciples were for the consummation of the
Kingdom, and for the complete fultilment of Messianic prophecy, they must
inevitably feel less interest in the life of Jesus on earth than in his future
advent. The life which they had witnessed was only preparatory, not final,
and had value chiefly in its relation to days to come. Thus is explained the
remarkable fact that for a long time the significance of Jesus’ earthly lifc was
almost entirely overlooked.

2 Acts iii. 19. 4 Acts iii. 23.

8 Acts ii. 20, 21, iii. 23. 5 Acts iii. 21,
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of that opportunity that Peter exhorts his hearers on all
possible occasions.!

3. Tue LireE oF THE PriMiTive DiscIPLES

The life of the early Christians of Jerusalem was in
strictest accord with the conceptions that have been de-
scribed. Their recognition of Jesus as the Messiah did
not result in their neglect of the rites and ceremonies of
Judaism, nor make them any less zealous than before for
the religion of their fathers. They continued to discharge
the various religious duties that devolved upon them as
Jews, including participation in the temple worship and
in the offering of the regular daily sacrifices.? W-e know
also from Paul’s experience with the Judaizers, that for
many years after the death of Christ, there were multi-
tudes of Christians zealously devoted to the laws and
traditions of the fathers. Indeed, it may fairly be sup-

1 A very noticeable feature of the discourses of Peter, which he is reported
to have given during these early years, is the uniform absence of a reference
to faith as a condition of enjoying God’s favors, and sharing in the blessings
of the Messianicage. Onlyonce during the period with which we are concerned
does he refer to faith, and then he makes faith in the name of Jesus the ground
of the healing of the lame man. Of course, baptism in the name of Jesus
involves a certain kind of faith, or more accurately the conviction that he is
the Messiah, but faith in him is nowhere expressly made a condition of bap-
tism or of discipleship. In this respect the utterances of Peter very closely
resemble the Synoptic Gospels, and clearly represent an early type of Christian
teaching. Doubtless the later emphasis upon the necessity of faith, which was
universal even in circles where most was made of the observance of law, was
largely due to Paul. That emphasis did not invelve a new conception of the
Gospel, but only a clearer apprehension of that which had been from the
beginning implicitly wrapped up in it. Peter in his address at the council of
Jerusalem (Acts xv.9) refers to faith as a means by which the heart is cleansed,
and Gal. il. 16 implies that he was one with Paul in his recognition of its
necessity. Indeed, he could not do otherwise than agree that the observance
of the law was insufficient unless it were supplemented by the belief in Jesus’
Messiahship. The fact, therefore, that in the early discourses recorded in Acts,
faith is not made a condition of salvation, argues strongly for the primitive
character of the documents containing them, of which the author of the Acts
made use. To him and his contemporaries Christianity was the proclamation
to all the world of eternal salvation through faith in Jesus Christ and obedi-
ence to bis commands, and it is inconceivable that he, or any one else in his
day, can have invented and put into the mouth of Peter a number of dis-
coursesd in which no trace of such a Christianity oceurs, and in which there is
no reference whatever to the importance and saving character of faith.

2 They went up to the temple regularly at the hour of prayer as their
neighbors did (Acts iii. 1). Cf. also Acts x. 14, xv. b, xx1. 21 8q.
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posed that the effect of their Christian faith was to make
all of the early disciples more devout and earnest Jews
than they had ever been; for, as the consummation was
at hand, it behooved them to prepare for it by the strictest
and most scrupulous discharge of all their religious duties.
It was fitting that they, who were the representatives of
the Messiah, should reveal in their lives the mighty in-
fluence of the principles which they preached, and that
their righteousness and piety should commend themselves
to all beholders. The idea that they constituted the elect
portion of the people, called by God to be heirs of the
coming kingdom, would naturally lead them to feel the
necessity of observing God’s law with especial scrupu-
lousness; would make them sensible of a peculiar obliga-
tion, such as they cannot have felt while they were simple
Galileans, on the same footing with all their fellows.
Such utterances of Christ as that recorded in Matt. v. 19,
“ Except your righteousness exceed the righteousness of
the scribes and Pharisees, ye shall in nowise enter into
the kingdom of heaven,” doubtless influenced them greatly
at this time, and it must have been their conviction that,
simple Galileans though they were, they ought to exceed
all other Jews, even the proudest Pharisees of Jerusalem,
in their devotion to the national faith. That Jesus had
intended to abrogate the Jewish law, or release his fol-
lowers from its control, occurred to none of them.!

These early Christians, then, were thoroughgoing Jews
and never thought of departing from the customs of
their fathers. But their Judaism had a new element in
it, which modified their lives and marked them off from
their unconverted countrymen. They were bound to each
other, and distinguished from all without their circle, as
disciples of one whom they, and they alone, believed to
be the Messiah, and as heirs of the Messianic kingdom
which they expected him soon to establish. Their expec-
tation of Christ’s speedy return dominated all their lives.
They felt themselves to be citizens not of this zeon, but
of another, and all their interests centred in the future.

1 On Christ’s own view of the law, see above, p. 25 sq.
F
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Doubtless this expectation had much to do with the com-
parative indifference toward the things of this world
which many of them exhibited. It could not fail to foster
an unworldly or other-worldly disposition, and it may
have had something to do with the poverty which so long
prevailed in the mother church. Interested, as they all
were, more in the future than in the present, and expect-
ing shortly to receive blessings greater than any that
could be acquired by human effort, it is not unlikely that
many of them neglected their common occupations, and
gpent their time largely in prayer and praise, and converse
respecting the future. This at least is the impression
made by the early chapters of Acts, and it is exactly what
we might expect. Poverty under such circumstances
was neither a disgrace nor a hardship. To be indifferent
to the comforts and luxuries of life was not 2 duty merely,
but a privilege as well.2

But the absorption of the minds and hearts of the dis-
ciples in the kingdom which was so soon to be established,
and the subordination of all other interests thereto, had
the effect of binding them most closely to each other.
They were not simply fellow-disciples of a common Mas-
ter, fellow-believers in a common faith, they were brethren
in the fullest sense, and the tie that united them was far
stronger than their ordinary family and social ties. Doubt-
Iess the fact that many of them were comparative strangers
in Jerusalem contributed to their sense of isolation from
the outside world, and tended to enhance their feeling of
brotherhood, but the impulse had a deeper basis than any
such accidental circumstance. Whether at home or away
from home, they constituted one household, and into this
household they received all the converts to their faith.
They did not conceive their mission to be simply the pro-
mulgation of a truth, or the impartation, to those outside,

1 Very likely Jesus’ words to the rich young man in Matt. xix. 21, and his
declaration concerning the rich man’s difficulty in entering the kingdom (vs.
23 8q.) tended to promote their contempt for worldly possessions. And doubt-
Jess their evident disregard for the things of the present, and their expectation
of enjoying the richest blessings in the near future, proved very attractive to

the poor, and helps to explain the fact that they won converts especially from
that class.
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of benefits that they had themselves received. Their
mission was to bring others within the family cirele, thag
they might there enjoy the blessings promised to the elect
children of God.

It is in the light of this sense of brotherhood that we
are to explain the kind of communism which the author
of the Acts represents as practised in the church of Jeru-
salem.! It was not, to be sure, an absolute communism,
Various indications show that Luke’s general statements
are to be taken with some qualification.? But even
though not complete, the principle on which it was based
was communistic. It was not mere charity that was prac-
tised; it was the recognition of the claims of the Christian
family as superior to the claims of the individual, and
it was the relief of the necessities of the brethren, not
simply because they were needy and suffering, but because
they were brethren.? The expectation of the speedy re-
turn of Christ, and the consequent undervaluation of
earthly possessions, of course made such communism
easier, but does not account for it. It was the fruit of
the conception of the church as a family, which prevailed
universally at this time.

It is clear, in the light of all that has been said, that
the early Christians of Jerusalem must have found their
life very largely in their association with one another, and
that they must have been much together. We should
expect also that the religious impulse would make itself
felt in all parts of their life. They could not confine their

1 Acts ii. 44, 45, iv. 32, 34 sq.

2 Acts vi. 1 5q. shows that it was not an equal division of all the property
belonging to all the disciples that was thought of, but only a distribution to
such as were in need. So Ananias and Sapphira were not condemned for fail.
ing to turn over all that they had to the church, but for pretending to be more
generous than they were (Acts v. 4); and their case clearly shows that the
whole thing was voluntary and not required, while in communism in the strict
sense, no room is left for individual generosity. The fact that Barnabas is
especially commended for selling his field also suggests that such generosity
was nncommon, and there is no implication in the account that he turned over
to the apostles everything he had.

3 The love for one’s neighbor upon which Christ Iaid such stress and which
he expressly made to embrace all men, was commonly interpreted by the early

Christians, both Jewish and Gentile, to mean simply love for the brethren,
fellow-membhers of the one household of faith. Sce below, p. 508 sq.
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spiritual exercises and employments to certain fixed hours
and days; their entire life must be a life of expectation
and of preparation, and thus religious in the fullest sense.
It would be a mistake to picture them as holding regular
and formal religious services such as are held to-day.
They did not constitute a separate synagogue, and they
never thought of substituting their own meetings for
the regular services of the synagogue. The latter they
doubtless attended faithfully, in company with their
neighbors, just as they had before their conversion. They
may have been in the habit of gathering together in a body
from time to time for common worship and for mutual
edification and inspiration, as we find them doing in the
days immediately preceding Pentecost; but as their num-
bers grew larger, such general gatherings must have become
increasingly difficult, and it was at any rate not in them,
but in their daily intercourse with one another and in the
little family gatherings from house to house, that their
Christian life found fullest expression and the sense of
Christian brotherhood, which was all-controlling, had
freest play.

The feeling of brotherhood voiced itself perhaps most
clearly in the breaking of bread, which the author of the
Acts refers to in ii. 42 and 46. He undoubtedly employs
the expression to denote the Lord’s Supper,! for the phrase
was a technical one in his day. The accuracy of his re-
port, that the Lord’s Supper was eaten by the primitive
disciples of Jerusalem, can hardly be questioned. The
general prevalence of the rite from Paul’s time on, and
not in Pauline churches alone, but in all parts of
Christendom, makes it almost necessary to assume that the
custom was already observed in the very earliest period.?

1 The kypiaxdy delrrop, as Paul calls it.

2 Professor Percy Gardner, in a very suggestive pamphlet eutitled The Ori-
gin of the Lord’s Supper (1893), maintains that the Supper was introduced by
Paul. But it is inconceivable that the Jewish wing of the church would have
taken it up had it originated with him. Its general prevalence at an early
day in all parts of the church can be accounted for only on the assumption
that it was pre-Pauline. At the same time, the fact must be recognized that
it is not absolutely certain that Jesus himself actually instituted such a
supper and directed his disciples to eat and drink in remembrance of him
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That the disciples held a special service and partock of
a special communion meal there is no sign. It is far

(eis THv éuny dvduvnaw, as Paul says in 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25). Expecting as he
did to return at an early day (cf. Mark xiv. 25), he ean bardly have been
golicitous to provide for the preservation of his memory; and it is a notable
fact that neither Matthew nor Mark records such a command, while the pas-
sage in which it occurs in Luke is omitted in many of the oldest MSS., and is
regarded as an interpolation by Westcott and Hort. Even if the words belong
in the Gospel of Luke (as some maintzin), they are evidently dependent upon
Paul, and supply no independent testimony as to the original utterance of
Christ. It is difficult to understand how Matthew and Mark can have abridged
the more elaborate formula of Paul and Luke, and especially how they can
have omitted the words in question. On the other hand, the enlargement of
the briefer and simpler formula is easier to explain. There can be little doubt
that Mark and Matthew, so far as they agree, represent the primitive tradi-
tion as to Christ’s words. But Matthew has also enlargeq the original formula
by adding the words els E¢peoir dpapri®r (xxvi. 28), which occur in none of
the parallel accounts. We must go back to Mark, therefore, for the primitive
form. Compare Jiilicher: Zur Geschichie der Abendmanisfeier in der dltesten
Kirche, in the Theologische Abhandlungen C. von Weizsdcker gewidmet, 1892,
S.235 8g. ; and the note in Briggs’ Messiah of the Gospels, p. 123.

There can be no doubt that Jesns ate the last supper with his disciples, as
recorded in all three of the Synoptic Gospels, and that he said of the bread
which he broke and gave to his comparions, “ This is my body,” and of the
wine which he gave them to drink, ** This is my blood of the covenant which
is shed for many,” and that he did it with a reference to his approaching
death. (Weizsicker maintains, l.c. 8. 568, that in speaking of his body
Jesus was thinking of his continued presence with his disciples, and that only
his reference to his shed blood is to be connected with his death; but see
Jiilicher, l.c. S. 241 sq.) But more than this our sources hardly warrant
us in asserting positively. It was apparently not the institntion of a memorial
feast that he had in mind so much as the announcement of his impending
death and the assurance that it would result not in evil but in gooed to his dis-
ciples. He had already told them that he must die, and that his death would
be in reality a means of blessing to them. He now repeated that prophecy
and promise in vivid and impressive symbol. As the bread was broken and
the wine poured out, so must his body be broken and his bleod shed, but not
in vain; it was for their sake, and not for theirs alone, but for the sake of
many. To read into this simple and touching act—unpremeditated and yet
summing up in itself the whole story of his life of service and of sacrifice —
gubtle and abstruse doctrines is to do Jesus a great injustice; for it takes from
the scene all its beautiful naturalness, which is so characteristic of him and
so perfectly in keeping with his direct and unaffected thought and speech.
He was not teaching theology, nor was he giving veiled utterance to any mys-
terious truth concerning his person and work. He was simply foretelling his
death and endeavoring to impart to his disciples something of that divine
trust and calmness with which he approached it. But after his death, when
his followers ate bread and drank wine together, they could not fail to recall
the solemn moment in which Jesus had broken bread in their presence, and
with a reference to his impending death had pronounced the bread his body
and the wine his blood ; and remembering that scene, their eating and dﬁgk-
ing together must inevitably, whether with or without a command from him,
take on the character of a memorial feast, in which they looked back to
his death, as he had looked forward to it. They knew that they were
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more likely that whenever they ate together they ate the
Lord’s Supper. Not that it preceded or followed the
ordinary meal, but that the whole meal was the Lord’s
Supper; that they partook of no ordinary, secular, unholy
meals, of none that was not a cvptaxov Seimrvov.

The xowwwia, to which reference is made in Acts ii. 42,
thus found its chief expression in their common meals,
but it voiced itself also in all the gatherings of the dis-
ciples. It is said in the same passage that they continued
steadfastly in the apostles’ teaching and in the prayers.
It goes without saying that their gratitude to God for
the peculiar blessings which they enjoyed as his elect
people must have found utterance whenever possible in
prayer and hymn, and the example which Luke has given
ug in Acts iv. 23 sq. may be taken as fairly representative
of all the occasions on which any number of them met
together. At all such times they doubtless felt the Spirit
of God working mightily among them, and prophecy and
speaking with tongues were very likely of daily occur-
rence. But they must also have dwelt much upon the
utterances of their Master, as Luke indicates when he
says that they continued steadfastly in the apostles’ teach-

fulfilling his wish in thus gathering in brotherly fellowship, and they must
have felt from the beginning, whether they had his explicit command for it or
not, that they were doing only what he would have them do, when they re-
peated his reassuring words for their own comfort and in fond remembrance
of their Master.

Even if one were to question, as Jiilicher does, whether Christ actually did
institute a memorial feast, which his disciples were to continue celebrating
until his return, it can hardly be doubted that Paul was reproducing what he
had received from the earlier disciples when he represented Jesus as saying,
““This do in remembrance of me.” It can hardly be doubted, in other words,
that it was believed, at any rate at an early day, if not from the beginning, in
the church of Jerusalem, that Jesus had commanded them to do as they actu-
ally were doing when they ate and drank together.

On the Lord’s Supper in the primitive church see, in addition to the notable
essay of Jiillicher already referred to, Spitta: Die wrchristlichen Traditionen
ither Ursprung und Sinn des Abendmahls in bis Zur Geschichte und Litteratur
des Urchristenthums, 1. 205 sq. ; Harnack: Brot und Wasser : die eucharist-
ischen Elemente bei Justin, in Texte und Untersuchungen, VII. 143sq. Theim-
portant works by Lobstein (La doctrine de la saint céne) and Schultzen (Das
Abendmahl im Neuen Testament), 1 know only through the reviews by Schiirer
and Lobstein in the Theol. Literaturzeitung, 1891, Sp. 21 sq., 1896, Sp. 234 sq.

There is no indication in our sources that in these early days the Lord’s
Supper was thought of as a continuation of or substitute for the Jewish Pass-
over, or that any paschal significance whatever attached to it.
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ing. To the personal disciples of Jesus, and above all to
the Twelve, they of course looked for their knowledge of
his sayings and for such explanation and interpretation
of them as might be needed. His prophecies of the future
must have interested them especially and invited careful
thought, and his words dealing with their duties as chil-
dren of the kingdom could seem scarcely less important.
It cannot have been long, then, before a comparatively
fixed body of teaching took shape, embracing the most
striking and characteristic, and therefore the most easily
remembered, of his utterances, and the tradition thus
gradually formed ultimately recorded itself in the Logia,
and perhaps in other similar documents.!

The Scriptures the early Christians would of course
hear read in the synagogue, but they must have made
large use of them also when they came together by them-
selves, pointing out the new sense in which this and that
passage was to be read in the light of the Gospel, and
thus gaining increased instruction and inspiration. The
tradition early tended to become fixed along this line as
well, and it is not surprising that we find in the literature
of the first and second centuries many Old Testament pas-
sages occurring and recurring, and nearly always with
the same application and interpretation.

A remarkable feature in the life of the early Christians
of Jerusalem was their vivid realization of the presence
of the Holy Spirit. Though they mingled so freely with
their unconverted countrymen, and had so much in com-
mon with them, they really lived in another world, under
the direct influence and guidance, as they believed, of
the Spirit of God. It is true that Paul’s idea that the
Spirit is the active, moving power in the ordinary Chris-
tian life, and that the life of every believer is spiritual in
the fullest sense, seems not to have been prevalent among
them; but they had, nevertheless, a most vivid sense of
the Spirit’s presence and activity.? Instead of finding

1 On the Logia see below, p. 569 sq.

2 This conception of the Spirit’s presence comes out very clearly in con-

nection with the case of Ananias and Sapphira, whose effort to deceive.tl?e
church is represented by Peter as deception practised upon the Holy Spirit.
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him, however, in the every-day faith and piety of the
common disciple, they found him commonly only where
there was something striking, or remarkable, or unusual,
whether in character, in word, or in work.! To see vi-
sions, to prophesy, to speak with tongues, to proclaim the
word of God with more than merely human power and
boldness, all this was proof of a divine influence and con-
trol of which the ordinary Christian life was supposed to
show no evidence. Such spiritual elevation was possible
to most disciples only on occasion. They might be filled
with the Spirit at the time of their conversion; and, lifted
far above the common limitations of life, they might
speak with tongues, or prophesy, or give some other strik-
ing manifestation of spiritual possession fitted to amaze
and impress all beholders. Or, again, when they were
gathered together for prayer and mutual converse, the
Spirit might descend upon all of them and make his pres-
ence known in similar strange and mysterious ways.
Such phenomena seem to have been frequently witnessed;
and yet they were isolated occurrences, which were dis-
tinguished sharply from the every-day experience of the
disciples. The way in which they are referred to in our
sources shows that plainly enough.

But to some Christians the spiritual elevation possible
to most of them only now and then seems to have been
habitual; and they were known among their brethren as
men “filled with the Spirit.” It was disciples of this
stamp that the apostles suggested should be chosen to
manage the distribution of the alms of the church of Jeru-

The significance of the case is not affected by the doubts that may be cast
upon the accuracy of the account in its present form. Even if we were to
suppose, with Wendt, that the report whieh we have in Acts was simply
due to the sudden death of the guilty pair, which was looked upon as a
direct visitation of the Spirit, or that Ananias’ death was interpreted in that
way, and Sapphira’s name was afterward linked with his by tradition; in
any case there can be little doubt that Lnke took the account from his
sources, and that it represents consequently the conceptions of the primitive
Christians of Jerusalem.

11n this they were entirely in accord with the common Jewish idea of the
activity of the Spirit. Neither in the Old Testament nor in the later Jewish
literature is the piety and morality of the ordinary individual traced back to
the Spirit. See Guonkel: Die Wirkungen des heiligen Geistes, S. 9.
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salem; and so Stephen is expressly said to have been full
of faith and of the Holy Ghost.! The same is said also
of Barnabas in another connection.? It is not to be sup-
posed that there was any sharp or official line of demarca-
tion drawn between such men and their brethren, but it
is evident that they were pre-eminent for their faith and
boldness and spiritual power, — so pre-eminent that only
the permanent indwelling of the Spirit of God seemed
sufficient to account for them.

The purpose and effect of the Spirit’s presence are not
always specified in our sources, but in so many cases the
enlightenment of the disciples, and the quickened power
of utterance that resulted, are traced directly to the Spirit,
that it is evident that his influence upon their thoughts
and words was looked upon as his most characteristic
activity. The prophecy of Joel, which Peter quoted at
Pentecost, foretells an era of visions and of prophecy, and
the same conception of the Spirit’s influence runs through
all the early records. Christ himself gave commandment
to his apostles through the Holy Spirit;? filled with the
Spirit, the disciples at Pentecost spoke with tongues, as
they did on many subsequent occasions; filled with the
Spirit, they bore testimony with power, they spoke the
word of God with boldness, they were endowed with wis-
dom, they received revelations and foretold the future.t
And so, on various occasions, they received directions from
the Spirit as to the particular course of action which they
were to pursue. Philip was instructed by the Spirit to
accost the Ethiopian eunuch, and after his interview
with him was ended, he was led away by the Spirit to
another place.® Peter was directed by the Spirit to accept
the invitation of Cornelius, and to go back to Cwsarea
with the messengets he had sent.® Paul also frequently
received instructions from the Spirit,? and the apostles
and elders in Jerusalem feollowed the Spirit’s guidance
in composing their decree for the Gentile church.® It

1 Acts vi. 15. 5 Acts viii. 29, 39.
2 Acts xi. 24. 6 Acts x. 19, xi. 12.
2 Acts i. 2. 7 Acts xvi. 6, T, xx. 23.

4CL Actsiv. 8, 31, v. 32, vi. 10, vii. 55, x. 46, xi. 28.  ® Acts xv. 28,
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is in such enlightenment and inspiration that the activ-
ity of the Spirit seems commonly to have exhausted
itself according to the understanding of the earliest
disciples.

And yet there were other supernatural manifestations
in the life of the primitive Christians of Jerusalem of a
very striking character. The early chapters of the Book
of Acts contain many references to signs and wonders
wrought by the disciples. In addition to the apostles in
generall and Peter in particular, Stephen? and Philip*
are also reported to have performed many miracles, and
even Ananias, an otherwise unknown disciple, is repre-
sented as the agent in restoring Paul’s sight.® On two
occasions a miracle is accomplished by an angel of the
Lord, who in one case releases the apostles in general
from prison,®in the other case Peter alone.” It is true
that most of Luke’s statements are of a very general char-
acter, and sound like additions of his own,® but some
specific cases are reported where it can hardly be doubted
that he made use of earlier sources, either written or oral,?
and though signs and wonders may not have been as
common as his account would seem to indicate, the fact
that the early Christians believed that the miraculous
powers which Jesus had exercised were still exhibited
among them, is confirmed by Mark xvi. 17, 18, where a
prophecy of Christ’s is recorded,® by the Epistle to the
Hebrews, M and above all by Paul, who not merely claims
to have wrought “signs and wonders and mighty works ”’
himself,’% but also implies that the other apostles or mis-

1 Acts ii. 43, v. 12. Cf. also iv. 30, where the disciples pray that signs and
wonders may be done through the name of Jesus, without specifying by whom,

2 Acts iii. 6, v. 16 sq., ix. 34, 40. Cf. also v. 5, 10, where Peter is repre-
sented as the mouthpiece of the Spirit in passing condemnation upon Ananias
and Sapphira. -

3 Acts vi. 8. 5 Acts ix. 17. 7 Aets xii. 7.

* Acts viii. 7, 13. 6 Acts v. 19, 8 Acts ii. 43, v. 12, 15 sq., vi. 8, viii. 7, 13.
9 Acts §il. 6 8q., v. 5, 10, ix. 18, 34, 40, xii. 7; possibly also v. 19.

10 Whether the words were actnally spoken by Christ or not they are signifi-
cant, for they show that the belief was held at the time the passage was writ-
ten that miraculous powers existed among the followers of Jesus.

11 Heh. ii. 4; cf. also Jas. v, 15.

12 Rom. xv. 18; 2 Cor. xii, 12; cf. also Acts xxviii. 8 5q.
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sionaries, of whom there were so many in the early church,
possessed a like power.! There is no reason to suppose
that in this respect the primitive Christians of Jerusalem
differed from other Christians in the world outside.
Doubtless there was as vivid a sense of the presence and
miraculous activity of the divine among them as among
their brethren anywhere.

And yet it is a remarkable fact that, so far as our sources
enable us to judge, the early disciples did not commonly
connect such wonderful works with the Spirit of God. 1In
the Gospels the agency or power by which Christ did his
great works is not ordinarily specified, and only once is
such a work brought into any connection with the Spirit,
and then the reference to the Spirit is probably an addi-
tion to the original source.? In the Book of Acts Christ’s
wonders are ascribed to the Spirit on one occasion by
Peter,® but nowhere else in the book is the Spirit brought
into connection with any such works, and the signs
wrought by the disciples are commonly represented as
wrought in Jesus’ name or by his power.* Paul distinctly
recognizes the Spirit as the giver of the power to perform
miracles,® and the failure of the author of Aects to ascribe
such wonders to him, when he mentions the wonders
themselves so frequently, seems inexplicable, except on
the assumption that he was following his sources, and
that in them the marvellous works were not connected
with the Spirit. But such reticence on the part of the
sources of which Luke made use, can hardly have been
accidental. We may fairly see in it, in fact, the influence
of the traditional conception of the Jews, who always
thought of the Spirit primarily as the power which worked
through the prophets, revealing to them the will and truth
of God, and impelling them to declare that will and truth

12 Cor. xii. 12.

2 In Matt. xii. 28, Christ says: “If I by the Spirit of God cast out devils”’;
but in the parallel passage in Luke (xi. 20), the phrase * finger of God *’ oceurs
in the place of * Spirit of God,”” and is probably the original reading.

3 Acts x. 38.

4 Acts iil. 6, iv. 30, ix. 17, 34, xvi. 18; cl. also Mark xvi. 17, 18.

51 Cor. xii. 9 5q.; cf. Gal iii. 5.
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to others.! But we may perhaps go further and conclude
that the wonderful works which are recorded in the early
chapters of Acts were so exceptional and infrequent, that
they were entirely overshadowed by the common but no
less striking manifestations of the Spirit’s activity in
other lines, and that they were consequently not thought
of, like the latter, as characteristic signs of the Spirit’s
presence in the disciples, but only as special deeds
wrought through them under special circumstances by
Jesus himself. Paul’s advance upon the earlier concep-
tion at this point is of a piece with his general advance,
in ascribing the entire Christian life in all its activities,
the most common as well as the most uncommon, to the
indwelling Spirit, whose abiding presence alone makes
the Christian life possible.

In the beginning the disciples were very likely largely
Galileans, but they soon won over to their faith many of
the residents of Jerusalem, and as their circle widened,
there entered not only Palestinian, but also Hellenistic
Jews, who were largely represented in Jerusalem at this
time, and even proselytes, who were also numerous in the
city., We first hear of such Hellenists and proselytes
within the church in the sixth chapter of Acts. It is
reported there that the Hellenists, or Grecian Jews, com-
plained that in the daily distribution of alms their widows
were neglected.2 That this should have been the case
is not surprising. Even when they were loyal or orthodox
in their Judaism, the Hellenists were not always treated
by their Palestinian brethren with the same measure of
respect that was shown the Jew who had never made his
home among the Gentiles. It may well be that their tra-

11t is true that physical wonders are occasionally ascribed to the Spirit's
influence in the Old Testament. But such a connection is exceptional. See
Wendt: Die Begriffe Fleisch und Geist im Riblischen Sprachgebrauch,S.32sq.

2 Wendt is doubtless correct in maintaining that up to this time the distri-
bution of alms had heen not in the hands of the apostles, or at any rate not
exclusively, but of private individuals, and that the change instituted by the
appointment of the Seven consisted not in trapsferring to the latter duties
hitherto performed by the apostles, but in bringing under official over51ght
and control a function which had been hitherto the business of no one in par-
ticular. See Meyer’s Handbuch iiber die Apostelgeschichte, Tte Auflage, 8. 151,
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ditional prejudice made itself felt even within the Chris-
tian circle, and had something to do with the cavalier
treatment accorded the Hellenistic widows. It cannot be
supposed that the difficulty was due to the fact that these
Hellenists were less orthodox and less careful in their
observance of the law than their brethren; for had that
been the case, the division between the two classes in the
church would have been more far-reaching and lasting
than it was. There is no reason, indeed, to suppose that
the foreign Jews resident in Jerusalem were any less zeal-
ous for the traditions of the fathers and elders than the
natives of the Holy Land. Their situation in Jerusalem
was very different from the situation of those Hellenists
who lived in Greek and Roman communiiies, and the in-
fluences which led the latter to allegorize and spiritualize
the law were largely wanting in their case. It may safely
be assumed that many of them would be particularly eager
to atone for the blot upon their ancestry, or upon theirown
past, by uncommon zeal for the traditions of the fathers.
It is worthy of notice in this connection that the attack
upon Stephen, which came a little later, and which was
due to his supposed hostility to the Jewish law and temple,
was instigated not by Palestinian but by foreign Jews.
It is probable, then, that the reason for the neglect of the
Hellenistic poor lay not in any differences of opinion or of
practice, but solely in the traditional agtitude of native
Hebrews toward their foreign brethren.

It is to the credit of the apostles and the church in
general that the neglect was no sooner discovered than
steps were taken to correct it. The remedy proposed was
simple but effective. If was the appointment of a board
or committes, which should be responsible for the fair
distribution of all the alms of the church. The seven
men thus appointed have been commonly called deacons
since the second century, and it has been the custom to
regard them as the first incumbents of that historic office.
But they are not called deacons by Luke, or by any other
New Testament writer, and there is no sign that there
were ever deacons in the church of Jetrusalem. Accord-
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ing to Epiphanius, the Ebionitic churches of Palestine in
his time had only presbyters and archisynagogi.! These
Ebionites were the Jewish Christian reactionaries, who
refused to advance with the Catholic church in its normal
development. It is therefore significant that there were
no deacons among them in the fourth century. But it is
to be noticed, also, that the duties assigned to the Seven
were not identical with the functions discharged by the
regular deacons of whom we hear in the latter part of the
first century. The former were put in charge of the alms-
giving of the Jerusalem church, while the latter acted
simply as bishops’ assistants.

If we cannot, then, regard these seven men as deacons,
are we to suppose that they constituted only a temporary
committee,? or are we to identify them with permanent
officials in the church of Jerusalem bearing some other
name? In the Book of Acts, apostles and elders are
frequently mentioned as the leading personages in the
mother church,® and it is said in chap. xi. 30 that the
Antiochian Christians sent their gifts, intended for the
brethren of Jerusalem, to the “elders.” The latter
evidently had in charge at that time the work origi-
nally entrusted to the Seven. The appointment of these
elders is nowhere recorded by Luke, and it is natural
therefore to identify them with the Seven and to suppose
that the latter were in reality the first presbyters of the
church of Jerusalem.* But in the absence of any specific
information upon the subject, and in view of the fact that
Luke does not call the Seven “elders,” and nowhere hints
that they were the same, it is probably safer to conclude
that the men whose appointment he records in Acts vi.
served only a temporary purpose, and that the duties

1 Epiphaniuns, Har. I11. 18.

2 This opinion was held by Chrysostom, and among modern scholars by
Vitringa, Dean Stanley, and others.

3 Elders are mentioned alone in xi, 30, xxi. 18; ** Apostles and Elders” in
xv. 2, 4, 6, 22, xvi. 4; ** Apostles and elder btethren” (rpeafirepar diedgol),
in xv. 23.

4 It is clear that there cannot have been official elders in the Church of
Jerusalem at the time the Seven were appointed, for otherwise the appoint-
ment of the latter would have been unnecessary.
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originally entrusted to them were ultimately assumed by
the elders or elder brethren, who seem gradually to have
become the leaders of the church in its various activities.
But the identity of the Seven with the so-called elders is
to be questioned, not simply because of Luke’s silence in
the matter, but also because it is exceedingly unlikely
that the elders mentioned in the Book of Acts were offi-
cers of the church in any sense; or in other words, it is
exceedingly unlikely that they had been appointed to take
charge of the alms of the church, or to perform any other
duties, religious or ecclesiastical. That the older and
more experienced disciples should gradually assume the
leadership of the church was entirely natural, especially
after the subsidence of the storm that broke at the time of
Stephen’s execution; for the occupation of the Seven was
very likely interrupted by that persecution, and after it
ceased there were probably few either of the apostles or of
the Seven left on the ground. And so it is not surprising
that in later chapters of the Book of Acts the elders com-
monly appear, either alone or in company with the apostles
or with James, as the leading figures in the church, even
though they were not the incumbents of any ecclesiastical
office.!

From which party in the church the seven men were
chosen we are not told, but it is altogether probable that
both parties were represented. At least one of the Seven,
Nicolas of Antioch, was a proselyte;? and it is very likely
that Stephen was a Hellenist, for the attack upon him

1 In my edition of Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History (Bk. IL chap. i. note),
1 took the position that the ‘“ Seven'' were the first elders of the Church of
Jerusalem, but I am now convinced that the elders mentioned in various pas-
sages in the Book of Acts were not officers in any sense, and consequently are
net to be connected with the Seven in any way. Luke himself possibly
thought of the men whom he calls elders, as he did of the apostles, as regular
officials of the church of Jerusalem, but the facts hardly bear out the opinion,
for in Acts xv. 23, although he speaks in the previcus verse of the ‘ apostles and
elders”’ in snch a way as to leave the impression that he regards them as offi-
cers, the decree itself which he gquotes, and the early date of which cannot be
denied (see p. 212, below), has only ““apostles and elder brethren,” showing
clearly their unofficial character, and throwing light back upon all those pas-
sages in which the word “ elder ”’ occurs, See alse p. 554, below,

2 Aets vi. 5.
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was made by foreign Jews, who had apparently become
acquainted with his views through association with him
in one of their synagogues. That all were of the same
party, as assumed by some scholars on the ground of their
Greek names,! is very unlikely, for they were entrusted
with the dispensation of charity for the entire church, not
for one section of it only, and the effort would naturally be
made to avoid all cause of complaint in the future by giving
both classes a fair representation on the committee.2

The spread of Christianity during these early days
which we have been considering, must have been very
rapid. The interval between Christ’s death and the
death of Stephen can hardly have been more than a couple
of years,® and yet the persecution which followed upon
the latter event shows that there were already many
Christians in Jerusalem. The statement concerning
the number of the disciples in the early chapters of
Acts are for the most part very indefinite, but a few
specific figures are given. Thus, in Acts i. 15, it is
said that there were “about a hundred and twenty ” gath-
ered together; and that they did not comprise all the dis-
ciples is shown by 1 Cor. xv. 6, where Paul says that
Jesus appeared to “above five hundred brethren at once.”
In Aects ii. 41 it is said that about three thousand per-
sons were added to them, and in iv. 4, their numbers
are reported to have reached five thousand. Though, as
a rule, comparatively little reliance can be placed upon
such general figures, the contrast between them and the
vague statements in other passages seems to indicate that
they were taken by Luke from his sources, and that they
are not merely the result of his own idealization of the
early history.* These are the only definite statements

1 Palestinian Jews frequently bore Greek names, and two of the Twelve
Apostles, Philip and Andrew, are known to us only thus.

2 Gieseler {Church History, Eng. Trans., Vol. 1. p. T4) suggests that three
Hebrews, three Hellenists, and one proselyte were appointed. That such care
was taken is possible, but hardly probable. A committee made up in such a
way would have a decidedly modern laok.

8 See below, p. 172,

4 Though the figures were probally taken from the sources, it is not at all
impossible that they are something of an exaggeration, as held by many
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upon the subject which we have; and whether the larger
number was intended to represent the strength of the
Christian brotherhood in the early or in the later part of
the period with which we are dealing, we have no means
of knowing; for there is for the most part no indication
as to the chronological order of ‘the various detached events
which Luke records. In Aects ii. 47, it is said that “the
Lord added to them day by day those that were being
saved’; in v. 14, that “believers were the more added
to the Lord, multitudes both of men and women”;
in vi. 1, that the “number of the disciples was multiply-
ing”; and in ix. 31, that “the church throughout all
Judea and Galilee and Samaria was multiplied.” Such
general statements of course add little to our knowledge;
but though they probably originated with Luke himself,
and not with his sources, they are certainly true to the
facts; for there can be no doubt that the growth of the
little circle of disciples was steady and rapid, until the
storm broke which resulted in driving so many of them
- from the city.

4. Tur CoXFLICT WITH JUDAISM

There is much in the account of these days contained
in the early chapters of the Book of Acts that is calcu-
lated to convey the impression that the disciples passed a
large part of their life in the blaze of publicity, that they
were constantly before the eyes of all the people, and that
their fame was upon everybody’s lips. But such an idea
is hardly in accord with the actual facts. That they
spoke boldly in the name of Jesus there is no reason to
doubt, and that they produced a profound impression upon
those that heard them, and won many converts to their
faith in the Messiah, cannot be questioned. They doubt-
less improved the frequent opportunities afforded by the
presence of Jewish worshippers in the temple to speak to
scholars (cf. Wendt in Meyer's Commentary, seventh edition, S. 92 8q.). In-
deed, though the growth of the church in Jerusalem must have been rapid,
there is a diffienity, in the light of the account which we have of their numer-
ous meetings together, in supposing that the tumber of those who resided in

derusalem reached into the thousands, at any rate during the earliest days,
G



82 THE APOSTOLIC AGE

them of the Messiah Jesus, and it is altogether likely
that they proclaimed him openly in the public streets and
squares, or wherever they could get a crowd together.
Conscious that their great duty was witness-bearing, they
must have seized every available occasion to bear testi-
mony to him, whether in public or in private.! But
Jerusalem was a large and busy city, and the presence of
the disciples can hardly have made any wide impression,
at any rate for some time. That they should be preaching
a faith which had been completely discredited by the death
of their leader, and should still be proclaiming that leader
as the Messiah, must have seemed so foolish to most of
those that happened to know of it, that they could hardly
regard them as anything else than witless and harmless
fanatics. The fact that they never thought of attacking
or questioning the validity of the Jewish law, that they
were not revolutionists in any sense, but, on the contrary,
the most devout observers of ancestral law and custom,
removed them from the category of dangerous characters
who needed to be kept under strict and constant surveil-
lance. Of course it was not a crime for them to declare
their continued devotion to Jesus, and that there could
be any danger in allowing them to do so can hardly have
suggested itself to any one, at least for some time. Only
when their number had grown large, and their influence
had come to be somewhat widely felt among the common
people, did the authorities think it worth while to take
cognizance of them. And then it is significant that it
was not the Pharisees who brought accusations against
them, as in the case of Jesus, but the captain of the
temple and the priests and the Sadducees,? or, in other
words, the political rather than the religious leaders of the
Jews.

1The utterances of Peter and others recorded in Acts iil. sq. are not to be
regarded as formal discourses delivered on particular occasions, but rather as
mere examples of the kind of testimony borne by him and by his fellows on
all occasions. That they represent so accurately the views of the early dis-
ciples is due, not to the fact that they are stenographic reports of particular
speeches, but that they are taken from primitive Jewish Christian documents,

dating, doubtless, from a very early period.
2 Actsiv. 1, v 17,
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It has been asserted by many scholars that it is incon-
ceivable that the Christians should have been attacked by
the Sadducees, and that the Pharisees, the enemies of
Christ, should not have been the ringleaders. But the
assertion is based upon a misconception of the prineiples
of the early disciples. There was no reason why the
Pharisees should proceed against such striet and consis-
tent Jews as they were. They might well think that
the death of Jesus had taken from the movement all
Messianic significance, and might well be content to leave
such pious Israelites alone, as entirely harmless from a
religious point of view. When they were arrested, it was
apparently not as teachers of another religion, or as ene-
mies of the law, but simply as disturbers of the public
peace, who were gathering crowds about them without
license and were threatening a tumult of serious propor-
tions. But though Luke is thus undoubtedly correct in
stating that the Sadducees and not the Pharisees were
responsible for the attack upon the Christians that took
place at this time, the reason which he gives for their
hostility betrays a misapprehension of their true character.
The Sadducees were not bigoted theologians, who desired
to persecute and stop the mouths of all that differed with
them. It was not because the disciples preached the resur-
rection from the dead that they proceeded against them,
but because they were creating too much of an excitement
in the city, and needed to have their freedom of speech
somewhat curtailed.! 'The nature of the punishment in-
flicted by the authorities upon Peter and John? goes to
confirm the general conclusion that has been drawn. Sur-
prise has been expressed that when they had been arrested,
they should have been released again so soon. But if the
object was simply to put some restraint upon their free-

1 There can be little doubt that the agency of,the Sadducees in the arrest
of the early Christians was recorded in the sources which the author of the
Aects nsed, and that he added the motive which seemed to him alone to explain
their course. There is no diseoverable reason otherwise why he should have
departed from the tradition as to the hostility of the Pharisees against Jesus,
which he follows in his Gospel, and should have made the Sadducees rather

than the Pharisees the instigators of the attack.
% Acts iv. 3 5q., v. 18 5q.
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dom of speech and action, and thus avoid the tumults and
disturbances which their public preaching was causing,
the course which the authorities are represented to have
taken was entirely natural.?

The time at which the first arrests were made we do not
know, but they must not be brought into any connection
with the outbreak that oceurred in connection with Stephen,
for that had grounds of an entirely different character.
‘We shall probably not go far astray, if we assume thaf
the interference of the authorities, referred to in Acts iv.
and v., began in the earlier rather than in the latter part
of the period that elapsed between Pentecost and the
execution of Stephen, and that that interference actually
accomplished the end sought, and that the disciples thence-
forth refrained from creating public disturbances, and

1The part played by Gamaliel in this connection, 23 reported in Acts v.
34 sq., has given rise to much discussion. The whole account has been
declared by many scholars, for instance by Baur, Zeller, and Overbeck,
entirely unhistorical, both because of the attitude which Gamaliel is repre-
sented as taking and of the anachronism in his reported speech. But there is
no reason, in the nature of things, why the great Rabbi Gamaliel may not have
counselled moderation in dealing with the disciples. His attitude, asitappears
in the passage in question, does not necessarily imply any secret leaning
toward Christianity or any friendliness for the Christians. It is simply the
attitude of a wise and cool-headed man who believes that control will accom-
plish the desired purpose better than repression. That there is nothing ineredi-
ble in the report that Gamaliel, or any other member of the Sanhedrim, held
such an attitude, is shown by the fact that the disciples were actually treated
with just such moderation for a long time.

But the fact must be recognized that though the general statement as to
Gamaliel’s position may be quite correct, the report of his speech cannot be
regarded as entirely accurate. Josephus (Ant. xx. 5, 1) gives an account of an
insurgent leader named Theudas, who, in the reign of Claundius, a dozen years
or more after the time to which Luke is referring, announced himself asa
prophet and secured a great many followers, and was finally conquered and
slain by the procurator Cuspius Fadus. The identity of this man with the
Theudas mentioned in Acts has been denied by many scholars in the interest
of Luke’s account {for instance by Wieseler: Chronologie des Apost. Zeitalters,
S. 138; Schaff: History of the Chrigstian Church, Vol. L. p. 732; and many
commentators on Acts), but the deseriptions in the two cases agree so closely
that it is very difficult to belicve that they refer to different men, especially
{n view of the fact that the name Theudas was far from common. The accu-
racy of Josephus’ chronology at this point cannot be doubted, and it would
gseem therefore that the author of the Acts, unconscious of the anachronism
involved, must have put inte Gamaliel’s mouth words which he did not actu-
ally utter. See Neander: Pflanzung und Leitung der chrisilichen Kirche
durch die Apostel, 5te Auflage, 8, 57; Wendt: lc. 8. 146; and Schiirer:
Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes, L 8. 473, where the literature is given with
considerable fulness.
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carried on their evangelistic work more quietly than they
had been inclined to do at first.!

The arrest of Stephen at the instigation of certain for-
eign Jews, who were exceedingly zealous for ancestral law
and custom,? i3 a fact of great significance and demands
careful examination, all the more careful because it has
been widely misinterpreted. The accusations brought
against Stephen doubtless had some basis in fact, but he
is certainly misrepresented by the “false witnesses” whom
Luke quotes in vs. 13, for had he “ceased not to speak
blasphemous words against this holy place and the law,”
he would have incurred the disapprobation not of the
unconverted Jews alone, but of his Christian brethren
as well. The rigor with which they observed the law not
only in the beginning, but for years afterward, and the
bitterness and persistency with which many of them later
opposed the tendency to regard it as abrogated, or to
neglect its observance, make it certain that, had Stephen
done as he was said to have done by his accusers, even
though he had not preached, as Paul later did, a Gentile
Christianity, a serious and bitter conflict wust have been
precipitated in the church of Jerusalem. But so far as our
sources enable us to judge, Stephen continued to stand
in unquestioned repute and to enjoy the universal esteem
of his brethren. Itis not impossible that a freer tendency
than that originally represented by Peter and his associates
existed within the church of Jerusalem at this time, and
that it ade itself felt especially among the converts from
the Hellenists. But the tendency can have been neither
very marked nor very extreme, or it would certainly have
split the infant church. It is more probable, under the
circumstances, that opposition to Christianity on the part
of the sfricter spirits among the Hellenists of Jerusalem
was aroused not by attacks made by the Christians upon
the Jewish law, or by a manifest tendency among them

1 In confirmation of this supposition it may be observed that the arrest of
Stephen was not caused by the Sadducees, but by the religious zealots, and
herce it would seem that the action of the disciples had ceased to incur the

hostility of the civic authorities,
2 Acts vi. 9 sq.
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to neglect its observance, but by such an emphasis upon
the spiritual character of the future Messianic kingdom
as led to a seeming neglect of its physical and political
aspects, and appeared to many to threaten the permanent
stability of Jewish law and custom. It may well be that
in his proclamation of the impending judgment and of
the return of Jesus to establish the Messianic kingdom,
Stephen, as well as others, repeated the prophecies of
Christ in which the destruction of the temple and of the
city was foretold, prophecies which might easily be inter-
preted as implying that the Jewish law had only relative
and temporary validity. DBut there is no sign that Stephen
thus interpreted them, and there is no sign that he drew
from them conclusions affecting in any way the binding
character of the law, or thought of suggesting, or even
countenancing, its negleect. To say that Jesus the Mes-
siah, as a judgment upon an unbelieving people, will
destroy their temple and city, does not necessarily mean
that he will change the customs that God has delivered
unto them through Moses, and we may be sure that Stephen
cannot have taught thus and retained the confidence of
the church.

The address which Stephen is reported to have made
goes to confirm the conclusion that has been drawn. Tt
is a mistake to interpret that address as implying a belief
on the part of the speaker in either the immediate or
ultimate abrogation of law and temple worship; or a
tendency on his part to regard them as of only relative
and temporary worth. The address was not directed, as is
frequently said, against the Jews’ valuation of the Holy
Land, of the temple, and of the law. It was not the
speaker’s purpose to assert over against such valunafion that
God may be worshipped everywhere and in all ways, for
the sacredness of the promised land is repeatedly empha-
sized, and the sojourn of Israel in Egypt and in Babylon
is regarded as a calamity because it means separation from
it. Nor is there any sign of an inclination to treat the
law slightingly. On the contrary, the law is called “liv-
ing oracles” in vs. 38, and its divine character is empha-
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sized by its connection with angels in vss. 38 and 53,1 and
Moses himself is accorded the greatest possible honor. In
fact, one of the marked characteristics of the address is the
emphasis which is put upon the sacreduness both of the
promised land and of the Mosaic law. The speech might
more easily be interpreted as an evidence of Stephen’s
profound respect for and rigid adherence to those things
which his countrymen regarded as holy, than as evidence
of his undervaluation of them.

‘The theme of the address is to be found not in vss.
48-50, but in vss. 51-53. Stephen’s design is to show
that not he and his fellow-Christians, but his accusers
and the unconverted Jews in general are the real crimi-
nals and violators of God’s law. To bring the matter
out in the clearest light, he begins with the call of
Abraham and the divine promise that Abraham’s de-
scendants should serve God in the land to which God
had called him. In the light of that promise the residence
of the children of Israel in Egypt, which he recounts at
considerable length, appears simply as a temporary sojourn.
They are only strangers in Egypt, and their true fatherland
is Canaan. Stephen is careful to refer in passing to the
burial of Jacob and of the patriarchs in Shechem, thus
emphasizing the fact that Canaan and not Egypt is their
home and the home of their descendants. But in spite of
the fact that, according to God’s announced purpose, the
Israelites were only strangers and sojourners in Egypt,
when Moses, who had enjoyed the most eminent favors
from the Egyptian court, and whe had consequently the
best of reasons to remain in the land of his adoption, vol-
untarily relinquished all his honors in order to deliver his
brethren from their bondage, they refused to go, prefer-
ring to remain where they were rather than to seek the
land which God had appointed them as the place in which

11t is true that in the Epistle to the Hebrews (ii. 2), the agency of the
angels in the giving of the law is regarded as a mark of its inferiority as com-
pared with the Gospel which was given through Christ. But in Stephen’s
address no such idea appears. It was a common belief among the Jews that
the law had been promulgated by the mediation of angels, and Stephen refers
to the fact for the purpose of magnifying not minimizing the dignity of the law.
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to serve him. This is the first instance of the Israelites’
unbelief and opposition to the will of God to which
Stephen refers, but the instances multiply as the address
proceeds. He mentions them evidently with a double
purpose: on the one hand, to show that at all stages of
their history the Israelites had withstood and opposed the
purposes of God, even refusing to receive and obey the
“living oracles ” which he gave them through the agency
of Moses; and, on the other hand, because their conduet
furnishes a parallel to the treatment accorded Jesus by
those whom he is addressing. He calls particular atten-
tion to the fact that the very Moses who had been rejected
by his brethren, was afterward commissioned and sent by
God to be their ruler and deliverer, and that this same
Moses predicted that God would raise up another prophet
like unto himself, a prediction which was fulfilled in the
person of Jesus the righteous one, whose coming the
prophets announced beforehand and were slain for an-
nouncing.

Moreover, the Israelites’ idolatry and disregard of
God’s will continued, in spite of the fact that they had
the tabernacle of the festimony, which was erected at
God’s express command. The presence of that tabernacle
in their midst did not prevent them from worshipping
false gods. Indeed, that worship was carried so far that
God could declare that they had in reality offered him no
sacrifices during the forty years in the wilderness. And
so the building of the temple, which followed the taber-
nacle, did not insure the true worship of God on the part
of his people. For God’s dwelling-place is not mere
hand-made houses. Tabernacle and temple may be built,
but the hearts of the people may be far from God, and if
they are, he whose throne is heaven and whose footstool
is the earth must withdraw his presence and his favor from
them. Taken by themselves, vss. 48-50 might be regarded
as a general statement that God is to be worshipped
only in spirit and not in hand-made temples, and that
consequently the Jewish temple worship is unnecessary,
or even harmful, and may or should be done away. But
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read in the light of the context in which the words occur,
they cannot mean that such worship is unnecessary, but
only that mere external temple worship is not enough;
that the temple may stand and worshippers gather therein,
and yet God himself be absent, because the hearts of the
worshippers are turned toward other gods, and the sacri-
fices which they offer him are no sacrifices. In giving
utterance to such a truth, Stephen was simply reiterating
a principle repeatedly emphasized by the prophets, and
not entirely forgotten among the Jews in his own day;
a principle, moreover, with which all of his Christian
brethren must have been in heartiest accord. To read
more than this into vss. 48-50 is to overlook the fact,
which cannot have escaped Stephen himself and his hearers,
that Solomon at the very time of the erection of the temple
gave distinet expression to the same thought,! and is to
introduce an idea entirely foreign both to the body of the
address and to its conclusion.

Stephen’s speech was thus not a direct defence of him-
self against the accusations brought by his opponents,
but a warning, addressed to his accusers and judges,
that the possession of the temple and the law, as it
had not in the past, so would not now insure the pres-
ence of God and the acceptance of the people by him.
Only they who cease resisting his Spirit, and receive
the righteous one whom he has sent, are truly wor-
shipping and serving God. It is clear, in the light of
all that has been said, that to call Stephen a forerunner
of Paul, and to think of him as anticipating in any way
Paul’s treatment of the Jewish law and his assertion of
a free Gentile Christianity, is to misunderstand him.
He neither questioned the continued validity of the
Jewish law nor suggested in any way the call of the
Gentiles.?

11 Kings vili. 27; 2 Chron. ii. 6, and vi. 18.

2 It has been maintained by many that the author of the Book of Acts him-
self composed the speech with which we have been dealing, and put it into the
mouth of Stephen. But if our interpretation of the address be correct, such
an assumption is impossible. The author of the Acts cannot have invented
and ascribed to Stephen, who was accused of blaspheming the law and the
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The closing sentences of Stephen’s speech were not cal-
culated to conciliate his hearers. His bold characterization
of his accusers and judges as stiff-necked and uncircum-
cised in heart and ears, his bitter denunciation of them for
resisting the Spirit of God, and for breaking his laws, and
hig stinging arraignment of them as betrayers and murder-
ers of the righteous one whom God had sent, and whom the
prophets had foretold, must have enraged them beyond
measure, and we are not surprised to learn that they
“gnashed on him with their teeth.” But there was noth-
ing in his address to substantiate the charge of blasphemy
brought against him, and to justify his condemnation.
That justification, however, he supplied in the words
which he is reported to have uttered in vs. 56 (* Behold
I see the heavens opened, and the Son of Man standing
on the right hand of God”), and the result was, as might
have been expected, his conviction and execution. Blas-
phemy, according to Jewish law, whether against Jehovah
or against his law, was punishable by death,! and as
Stephen was formally accused and brought to trial before
the Sanhedrim, it is probable that he was formally con-
demned by that body, and that his death was not the
result of a mere tumult, as the account of Luke might
seem to imply. This probability is strengthened by the
fact that his death was by the legal mode prescribed for
the crime of blasphemy, and that the stoning was done
not by the crowd in general, but by Stephen’s accusers in
the orderly Jewish way.2. The Jews, it is true, did not
possess, under the Roman procurators, the right to inflict
capifal punishment,? but whether in the present instance
the condemnation was confirmed by the Roman authorities,
or whether the execution took place illegally without

temple, a speech in which there is no hint of the abrogation of the eeremonial
law or of the calling of the Gentiles. Luke undoubtedly got the substance of
the discourse from an early source, and reproduced it with approximate
accuracy.

1 Lev. xxiv, 6; Deut. xiii. 6-10.

2 Acts vii. 58; cf. Deut. xvii. 7.

3 Upon the powers of the Sanhedrim during the period when Judea was
governed by Roman procurators, see Schiirer, IL 8. 160 sq. (Eng. Trans., Div. IL
Vol. I. p. 187).
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Roman sanction, as happened later in the case of James,?
we are not informed. Either supposition is credible; for
during the closing years of his official career in Judea,
Pilate was in such bad odor with the Jews, and had so
much to do to retain his position, that he may well have
refrained from calling them to account for their illegal
action in this particular case. But it is more probable
that the Sanhedrim secured at least some kind of sanction
from the authorities before proceeding to the execution,
for it is difficult otherwise to explain the persecution
which they immediately instituted against the Christians,
and the failure of the latter to defend themselves against
their persecutors by complaining of their violation of
Roman law.

The execution of Stephen, according to the author of
the Acts, was the signal for the outbreak of a general
attack upon the disciples. Such an attack was entirely
natural under the circumstances. There is no reason to
suppose that the teachings and practices of Stephen dif-
fered in any way from those of his fellow-Christians and
that his arrest was due to the fact that he was more radical
than they. It is probable that the hostility of the stricter
Hellenistic Jews fell first upon him simply because he
had first drawn their attention to the new faith. The
Hellenists in general very likely knew little about Chris-
tianity, — an obscure movement which had arisen in Gali-
lee, and had excited little public attention in Jerusalem, —
until it began to spread widely among their own number,
and to secure the adherence of men of influence and repute,
such as Stephen undoubtedly was. In the discussions
which naturally ensued, and which were perhaps carried
on in the synagogues, they may have learned for the first
time of the startling’ and ominous prophecies of Jesus.
That many of them should take alarm at the consequences
which seemed to be involved in such teachings was inevi-
table. Their hostility, once aroused, would fall not upon
Svephen alone, but upon all that professed the new faith.
The attack upon him would be but the beginning of a

i See helow, p. 559 sq.
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general attack upon the whole sect. He was arrested at
the instance of his fellow-Hellenists and brought before
the Sanhedrim, not as a disturber of the public peace, as
Peter and John had been, but as an enemy of God and
of his law, and though his address did not substanti-
ate the charge, it was not calculated to quiet the suspicions
aroused against him and his fellows; and when he gave
public utterance finally to a distinctly blasphemous state-
ment, it must have become clear to all that heard him,
that belief in the Messiahship of the revolutionary teacher
Jesus, who had himself been condemned for blasphemy,
even though it might not yet have led his followers in
general into any overt breaches of the law, was unsettling
and anarchical in its effects, That the religious leaders,
who were concerned, above all, in the strict maintenance
of ancestral law and custom, should take alarm and deter-
mine to crush out this growing heresy, which had at first
appeared so harmless and insignificant, was inevitable.

The trouble begun by the attack upon Stephen brought
Christianity for the first time into distinct and open con-
flict with Judaism. Hitherto the disciples had been Jews,
and nothing more; now they were denounced by their
brethren as heretics, and thus their independent exis-
tence was clearly recognized. Though they were still as
strict and conscientious as ever in their observance of the
law, they now began to be looked upon in Jerusalem as
an heretical sect, and the first step was thus taken toward
their ultimate separation from the national body corporate.
For some time they seem to have been the objects of bitter
and unrelenting hostility on the part of the religious leaders
of the people, and their position in Jerusalem was exceed-
ingly uncomfortable and dangerous, so that they found it
necessary either to go into retirement or to leave the city
altogether.!

How long the persecution continued we do not know.
Three years after the death of Stephen, Peter and James,

1 The notion that the apostles stood by Jernsalem after the flight of all
their brethren, rests upon a misapprehension as to their position and func-

tions, which is characteristic of the author of the Acts as well as of the age in
which he lived. See p. 46, above.
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the brother of the Lord, were in the city, as we learn
from Gal. i. 18 sq., and their presence implies the pres-
ence of other Christians as well; though whether they
were obliged still to conceal themselves from the eyes
of the authorities, we cannot say.! But whatever the
position of the disciples of Jerusalem at that time, they
were sufficiently numerous and well known a few years
later to afford Herod Agrippa I. an opportunity, which he
thought it worth his while to improve, of vindicating
his devotion to the Jewish law, and of currying favor
with the Pharisaic party, by exccuting one of the leaders
of the Christians and by imprisoning another.? The fact
that this attack was made the subject of special record in
Luke’s sources goes to show that it was exceptional, and
that it formed a contrast to the general situation during
this period. In fact, it is altogether probable that in the
years immediately preceding Herod’s accession, and dur-
ing the greater part of his reign, the Christians were left
unmolested by the authorities, and that after his death
they enjoyed peace under the government of the Roman
procurators, and were permitted to grow without serious
interference until the troublous days that ushered in the
Jewish war.
5. Tne WineNinGg Fierp

The persecution which began with the execution of
Stephen became the occasion of a vigorous missionary
campaign, and thus resulted in the rapid and wide spread
of Christianity. They that were scattered abroad, Luke
tells us, went about preaching the Word in Judea and
Samaria, and even as far away as Pheenicia, Cyprus, and
Antioch. It was perhaps at this time, also, that the Gos-
pel reached Lydia and Joppa, where Peter found disciples
some time later.®> This was not the beginning of mission-
ary work outside of Jerusalem. The Gospel had been
already carried at least to Damascus, and there can be
little doubt that the fugitive disciples found believers to

1 Upon the aceount in Acts ix. 26 sq., see p. 165, below.

2 James the son of Zebedes was executed, and Peter imprisoned (Acts xil.).
8 Aats ix. 32, 36 8q.
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welcome them in many quarters. But Luke is neverthe-
less undoubtedly correct in representing the persecution
as constituting an epoch in the history of missionary
effort. For these Christians of Jerusalem, who had for so
long enjoyed such intimate fellowship and communion
with one another, who had together witnessed so many
manifestations of the presence and power of the Holy
Spirit, and who had so fully realized in their common life
the ideal of the life within the kingdom to which they
were constantly looking forward, could not fail to make
their influence felt wherever they went, and to give a
mighty impulse to the spread of the Gospel. We are not
to think of them as becoming travelling evangelists, and
spending all their time in going from place to place
preaching the Gospel. They had their daily bread to
earn, and they doubtless settled down quietly among
their own countrymen in this and that place, and lived
the life of faithful, scrupulous Jews, just as they had done
in Jerusalem, and just as their neighbors were doing.
But at the same time they must have retained the ideal of
the Christian life which they had seen realized in Jerusa-
lem, and the little circles in which they gathered with
others of like mind, and with those whom they succeeded
in winning to their faith, could not fail to take on the
character of the circle to which they had there belonged;
and thus at an early day among the Jewish population of
many cities, towns, and villages within and without Pal-
estine, the same kind of Christian brotherhood was realized
that had existed from the beginning in Jerusalem. The
flight of the disciples therefore did not mean merely
the spread of a knowledge of the Gospel, it meant also
the formation of little companies of Christian brethren,
éxxhfoiat, wherever they made their homes.

Of the missionary work of the disciples of Jerusalem,
Luke gives us some examples in the eighth and following
chapters, arranging them in such a way as to lead up
gradually to the work of Paul, to which he devotes more
than half his book, and in which his interest evidently
chiefly centres. With the seventh chapter he concludes
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the record of what he regards as the first of the three
stages of the programme mapped out in i, 8: “Ye shall
be my witnesses, both in Jerusalem and in all Judea
and Samaria, and unto the uttermost part of the earth.”
The history of evangelistic work in Jerusalem, of the
spread of Christianity and the growth of the church there,
he does not refer to again. The significance of Jerusalem
in his narrative, from this point on, lies in its relation to
other churches. It is henceforth not the whole Christian
church, but only the mother church. 'The field of opera-
tion becomes an ever-widening territory, which acknowl-
edges Jerusalem, to be sure, as its capital and centre, but
which increasingly absorbs the interest and attention of
the narrator, until Jerusalem itself and the fortunes of the
church there are finally forgotten. Thus the execution
of Stephen, with the persecution and the scattering of the
disciples that ensued, marks a distinet division in the
narrative of Luke and brings the first section of his history
to a close.

The second section, which contains the record of the
second stage of witness-bearing, opens with an account of
the preaching of Philip, one of the Seven, in Samaria.l
The Samaritans were a heterogeneous people of mixed
Jewish and heathen blood, but their religion was genu-
inely Israelitish, though representing a more primitive
stage of development than the religion of the Jews proper.
They worshipped Jehovah, practised circumeision, ob-
served the Sabbath and all the Jewish feast days, but their
holy city was Gerizim instead of Jerusalem, and they
rejected all the Scripture canon except the Pentateuch.
They were commonly hated and despised by their Jewish
neighbers, but they were not put on a level with the
heathen. Their membership in the family of Israel,
though not certain in each individual case, was distinctly
recognized as possible, and the rabbinic regulations re-
specting the treatment to be accorded them by orthodox

1 Onthe Samaritans see Schiirer: Geschichle d. jiidischen Volkes, I1. 8. 5 5q.
(Eng, Traps., Div. IL Vol L. p. 5 sg.); also Kautzsch's article in Herzog’s
Real-Encyclopaedie, X1, 8. 310 sq.
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Jews were framed accordingly. Their observance of the
Jewish law was regarded as very defective by the Phari-
sees, but they were not treated as complete aliens, and
social intercourse, even to the extent of eating with
them, was pronounced entirely legitimate by the rabbinic
authorities. Philip’s work among them, therefore, did
not involve any breach of Jewish law, or even an approach
thereto; but at the same time it revealed an interest in
the people of Samaria which the ordinary Jew could hardly
be expected to possess, and to that degree marked a dis-
tinct advance upon the spirit of Judaism in general, an
advance toward the broader sympathy of Jesus. It is for
this reason, no doubt, that Luke records the incident. It
may not be altogether without significance that the step
was taken by one who was very likely a Hellenist, and
who, though he might be as strict an observer of the Jew-
ish law as any one else, would naturally feel more of an
interest in the outside world than most of his Palestinian
brethren, and would be more inclined than they to carry
the Gospel to the Samaritans.

The Samaritans, like the rest of the Jews, seem to
have been expecting a Messiah,! and Philip’s proclama-
tion of Jesus as the Christ was therefore understood by
them, though he cannot have made use of Old Testa-
ment prophecy in the same way that Peter did in his
preaching at Jerusalem. Whether he found the way
prepared for him by the brief sojourn of Jesus himself
in Sychar some years before, we cannot tell. There
is no hint of it in Luke’s account, but it may well
be that there were still some with whom Jesus came in
contact that remembered him, possibly some that had
recognized him as the Messiah, and if so we can easily
believe that they were glad to hear more about him, and
to give expression to their faith in him by receiving
baptism. However that may be, Philip’s work in Samaria
was very successful, according to Luke, and many con-
verts were baptized.

1(Cf. e.g. John iv. 25; and the note of Weiss in Meyer’s Commentary, 8th
edition. Cf. also Kautzsch’s article in Herzog, S, 348,
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It is in accordance with his general custom that the
author of the Acts brings the missionary work among the
Samaritans under the official oversight and control of the
church of Jerusalem, or rather of the apostolic college, by
recording that the assembled apostles, when they heard of
what had been done, sent Peter and John to Samaria; and
that the latter prayed and laid their hands upon the new
converts in order that they might receive the Holy Spirit,
who had not as yet come upon any of them. That Peter
and John actually visited Samaria, there is no occasion to
doubt; buf the idea that they were sent from Jerusalem
by the apostles as an official delegation to organize the
Samaritans into a church, or to give their Christianity the
sanction of their approval, and thus complete the work of
Philip, betrays the conceptions of a later age. The apos-
tles did not constitute an official board whose function
was to exercise oversight over the church at large, and
whose sanction was necessary for the inauguration of any
new missionary enterprise, and for the establishment of
any new church. The conception of such an official apos-
tolate is certainly post-apostolic.! So that even if Peter
and John did come from Jerusalem to Samaria at this time,
they came not in an official capacity, but as Christian
brethren to Christian brethren.

In the same way, the idea that the Holy Spirit was
conveyed to the new converts by the mediation of the
apostles betrays the thinking of a later age. The author
evidently means to indicate that the apostles possessed a
peculiar function which was not shared by Philip; that
they, and they alone, could mediate the impartation of the
Holy Spirit. But such a connection of the gift of the
Spirit with a particular office or with a particular class of
men, is foreign to the conceptions of the apostolic age, as
is shown, even by Luke himself, in many other passages.
For instance, in ix. 17, it is recorded that Ananias, an

1 See above, p.45 aq. It is widely said that the bishops were the successors
of the apostles, It wounld perhaps be as near the truth to say that the apostles
were successors of the bishops! For the official character that has been as-
cribed to the apostles since the second century was the result of carrying
back to them the official character of the bishops.

H
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ordinary disciple of Damascus, laid his hands upon Paul
and said, “Brother Saul, the Lord, even Jesus, who ap-
peared unto thee in the way which thou camest, hath sent
me that thou mayest receive thy sight and be filled with
the Holy Ghost;” in ii. 4, it is stated that all the assem-
bled disciples were filled with the Holy Spirit, where cer-
tainly no human agent can be supposed; and in vs. 33 of
the same chapter, Peter tells his hearers that the exalted
Jesus had poured forth the Spirit whose presence had been
manifested to them. That he or any other apostle was
in a position to mediate the impartation of that Spirit,
and that the Spirit could not be imparted without his
mediation, was certainly far from his thought.!

The connection of the gift of the Holy Spirit with a
particular rite, such as the laying on of hands,? is equally
alien to the conceptions of the apostolic age, as is shown
by Luke himself, not only in the passages already referred
to, but also in x. 44 and xi. 15, where it is distinctly
stated that the Spirit fell upon Cornelius and those that
were with him, while Peter was still speaking, and before
they had even been baptized. The coming upon them of
the Holy Ghost, which constituted an indisputable evi-
dence that Jesus had himself accepted them, was urged by
Peter as a reason why they should receive baptism. That
hands were laid upon various persons on different occa-
sions, even in the days of the apostles, as recorded by
Luke,? there is no reason to question. But it may fairly
be doubted whether the impartation of the Holy Spirit
was conditioned by, or even ordinarily connected with,
any such rite.

It is clear, from vss. 18 and 19, that the descent of the
Holy Spirit upon the Samaritan disciples was attended
with certain visible and audible phenomena, as was com-
mon in the apostolic age.* The gift of the Spirit meant

1 Cf. Acts iv. 31, v. 32, xi. 17, xiii. 52.

2 The connection appears again in Acts xix. 6.

8 Acts vi. 6, ix. 17, xiii. 3.

4 Seeabove, p. T1. Simon’s desire to purchase the power to confer the Spirit
upon others shows clearly enough that the effect produced by his descent upon
the new conveTts was not their mere growth in grace and plety, but something
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to the early Christians in general not the inspiring and
controlling power of the entire Christian life, as it did to
Paul, but the ability to speak with tongues, or to prophesy,
or to do some other startling and uncommon and miracu-
lous thing. And so the cvidence of the Spirit’s presence
was commonly found in these early days in such marvel-
lous manifestations, which seem to have been very fre-
quently witnessed. It was because of the striking effects
produced by the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the new
converts, that a certain magician named Simon, who is
represented as one of them, is reported to have tried to
induce the apostles to confer upon him the power which
they possessed, in order that he might be able to effect
like results by the laying on of his hands. His offer of
money was, of course, rejected with scorn, and a severe
condemnation was drawn from Peter by his blasphemous
suggestion.

This Simon Magus, as he is called, played quite an
important réle in primitive church history. He was
widely regarded as the father of all heresy, and the
existence of an heretical sect which claimed him for its
founder, and called itself after his name, is attested by a
number of second century writers. There can be little
doubt, in the light of the references to him in the Acts
and in the writings of Justin Martyr and Irenaus,! that
Simon claimed to be the Messiah, and that he instituted
a Messianic movement in Samaria, which was intended to
rival and supplant Christianity, or to take the place among
the Samaritans of Jesus’ Messianic movement among the
Jews. His effort to rival and surpass Jesus very likely
began after his contact with the Christians which Luke
records. His religious system was apparently a syn-
cretism of Jewish and Oriental elements, and resembled
very closely some forms of second century Gnosticism, if

much more tangible and striking. It shows, too, that the disciples who received

the Spirit made the impression even upon unbelievers of being in the possession

of a power outside and above themselves. Simon would never have offered

money for a power that produced effects which might as easily be produced

in other ways, and which gave no clear indication of supernatural influence.
1 Justin, Apol. 1. 26, 56, IL 15; Dial. 120; Irenmus, Adv. Her. I, 23,
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it did not indeed give rise to them. Such syncretism was
common in Western Asia in the first as well as in the
second century. Simon’s movement, judging from the
widespread hostility which he aroused within the church,
must have had considerable success, and was certainly not
confined to Samaria. With the many and conflicting
legends that bring him into contact with the apostle
Peter, both in East and West, and with those that gather
about his career in Rome, it is not necessary to concern
ourselves here.!

:  The account of the work of Philip and the apostles in
Samaria is followed in the same chapter of the Acts by
the story of the conversion of an Ethiopian eunuch through
the agency of Philip. Eusebius? refers to the eunuch as
the first of the Gentiles to embrace Christianity, and he
has been followed by many scholars, who regard the
Ethiopian as an uncircumecised heathen, and therefore see
in his baptism the first instance of a departure from the
primitive principle that Christianity is only for Jews,
native or proselyte. But there is nothing in Luke’s
account to suggest that Philip tock a step of such far-
reaching consequence on this occasion. The fact that the
LEthiopian had come up to Jerusalem to worship, and was
reading the Prophet Isaiah when overtaken by Philip,
suggests that if not a native Jew, he was at least a prose-
lyte, and thus a recognized member of the family of

1In the pseudo-Clemeutine literature of the third century, where Simon
Magus is represented as the arch-heretic with whom Peter contends in defence
of the true faith, Ebionitic hostility to the apostle Paul finds expression in a
covert attack upon him under the cloak of Simon. This fact led many scholars
to deny that such a person as Simon ever existed and to resolve him into a
mere fiction, invented with an anti-Pauline purpose. The accountin Acts was
of course regarded by such scholars as entirely unhistorical. But it is now
generally recognized that such a procedure is unwarranted, and the theory has
been almost universally ahandoned. See my edition of Eusebius, p. 113 sq.
Luke’s account of Simon’s dealings with the apostles can hardly be accurate
in all the details, for it rests upon the assumption that the Holy Spirit was
given by the laying on of the apostles” hands. But there can be little doubt
as to the truth of the main fact, that Simon did ceme into contact with the
Christians at this time, and, impressed with the wonderful effects of the
Spirit’s presence, tried in some way to secure the power of imparting it
to others.

2 Hist, Eccles. 11. 1,
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Israel.! At any rate it is inconceivable, in the light of
Luke’s account of the conversion of Cornelius, that he
intended to relate in this passage the conversion of an
uncircumcised Gentile. The great emphasis which he laid
upon the case of Cornelius, the elaborateness of detail
with which he reproduced it, the scruples which he repre-
sented as so difficult for Peter to overcome, the contro-
versy which he recorded as precipitated in Jerusalem,
and the defence of Peter which he quoted at such length,
—all serve to show that he was describing in that case
what he regarded as the first occurrence of the kind, and
that he cannot have thought of it as a mere repetition of
an earlier event already recounted by him. The conversion
of the Ethiopian he found worthy of record not because it
was a departure from the principles of the primitive dis-
ciples, but probably because it meant the spread of the
Gospel at so early a day to a land so far distant from the
place of its birth.

The first recorded departure from primitive principles
took place in counection with the Ceasarean centurion,
Cornelius, of whose conversion Luke gives a detailed
account in chapters x. and xi. Though a pious and
God-fearing man,? Cornelius was neither a Jew nor a
Jewish proselyte, and therefore his admission to the
Christian church was a distinet violation of the prin-
ciples that had hitherto controlled the action of the dis-
ciples. It is in this light that Luke pictures the event.
He evidently regarded it as an occurrence of the very great-
est significance, as nothing less, in fact, than the official

1 According to Deut. xxiii. 1, a eunuch could not be a member of the con-
gregation of Israe), and therefore could not be received as a proselyte; but
the term may have been employed in the present case simply as an official
title, as it was very commonly in the East. At any rate, it is not certain that
the prohibition was strictly observed at this time. Cf. Isa. lvi. 3, which antici-
pates its abrogation.

2 eboe@hs xal pofoduevos Tor Peby (Acts X. 2). The words have a technical
sense, and indicate that Cornelius was one of the large class of Gentiles who
worshipped the God of the Jews and endeavored to conform their lives in a
general way to his will, while they did not accept circumcision and thus be-
come proselytes. (See below, p.160.) The term ‘‘ proselytes of the gate,” by
which such men were formerly called, is a misnomer. See Schiirer: Geschichle
des jiidischen Volkes, IL. 8. 567 sq. (Eng. Trans., Div. IT. Vol. IL p. 316 sq.).
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recognition by the apostles and other Christians of Jerusa-
lem of the Christianity of the Gentiles, and of their right
to enter the church without passing through the door of
Judaism. The question is, can such action on the part
of the disciples of Jerusalem be reconciled with the subse-
guent course of events as revealed to us in Paul’s Epistle
to the Galatians? It is claimed by many scholars that it
cannot; that the apostolic council, to which Paul refers
in Gal. ii., and Luke in Acts xv., implies that the question
of the legitimacy of Gentile Christianity had not before
presented itself to the Christians of the mother church,
and that it was only by the arguments and influence of
Paul that they were induced to give it the sanction they
did on that occasion.

But the council took place not less than fourteen
years after Paul’s conversion, and for at least a part
of that time he had been diligently preaching the Gos-
pel to the Gentiles, and had met with very large success
in his work. It is upon the face of it incredible that
during all that period the Christians of Jerusalem were
ignorant of what he was doing, and it is equally in-
credible that the question as to the legitimacy of the
new form of Gospel which he was preaching did not sug-
gest itself to them. Indeed, in the first chapter of his
Epistle to the Galatians, Paul distinctly states that his
work had long been known to them, and that they regarded
that work with approval.! It is to be noticed, also, that
Gal. ii. 4 sq. implies that the “false brethren,” as Paul
calls those who opposed the legitimacy of his Gentile
Christianity and endeavored to make ecircumeision an
indispensable condition of salvation, had recently come
into the church and did not represent, with their extreme
views, the sentiment that had hitherto prevailed in the
church of Jerusalem. The fact, then, that the legitimacy
of Gentile Christianity was challenged in Jerusalem some
fourteen years after Paul’s conversion, cannot be made to
militate against the recognition of its legitimacy at an
earlier day. And it may well be that such recognition

14 They glorified God in me’ Paul says in Gal, i. 24.
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was a result of the conversion of Cornelius, as Luke re-
cords. For the tremendous change of principle involved
in it requires some exceptional event for its explanation.
We cannot suppose that the Jewish Christians, loyal as
they were to the law of their fathers, admitted that its
observance was not a necessary condition of the enjoyment
of the blessings of the Messianic kingdom, except under
the pressure of the most convincing arguments. Possibly
the persecution which began with the execution of Stephen
had led some of them to doubt whether there was any
hope of the conversion of the Jewish people as a whole,
and to turn their thoughts to the Gentile world as a pos-
sible field for evangelistic work; but the persecution,
though it may have prepared the way for broader views,
cannot have effected the change of principle which the
recognition of Paul’s work presupposes. The visit of
Paul to Jerusalem three years after his conversion, which
he refers to in Gal. i. 18, might be thought of as the pos-
sible cause of the transformation; but there is no hint in
his account that the visit had any such significance,
and there is no sign of a controversy or conflict such as
could hardly have been avoided if the legitimacy of Gen-
tile Christianity had then been discussed. In fact, no
other event of which we have any knowledge is so well
calculated as the conversion of Cornelius through the
agency of Peter to account for the development that took
place sometime before the apostolic council.

That Peter should respond at once to the invitation of
Cornelius, and should enter his house and preach the
Gospel to him, was entirely in accord with his character
as revealed on many other occasions. It was the same
impulsive and uncalculating spirit that led him at a later
time to throw aside all traditional scruples, and to live in
intimate fellowship with the Gentile Christians of Anti-
och. He was just the man to whom such a request as
that of Cornelius would appeal most strongly, and he was
just the man who would accept most unquestioningly the
divine evidence of his conversion, and be quickest to act
upon that evidence and receive the new convert as a
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Christian brother. But Peter had been from the begin-
ning the foremost of the disciples, and the influence of
his example, and of the experience which he had to re-
count to his Jerusalem brethren, could not but be very
great. Had the experience befallen some other disciple
of less personal weight and authority than he, its effect
upon the mother church would very likely have been far
less.

But it has been objected by many that the conversion of
Cornelius under the preaching of Peter destroys the inde-
pendence and originality of Paul’s work as an apostle to
the Gentiles; and it is maintained also that Paul’s refer-
ence to Peter in Gal. ii., as the apostle of the circum-
cision, proves that the latter cannot have preached the
Gospel to Gentiles as he is represented as doing in the
case in question. But though Paul claims that he has
labored more abundantly than all the other apostles,?
and though he speaks of himself frequently as the apostle
to the Gentiles, and of the large work that he has done
among them, and though he more than once expresses the
intention not to build upon another man’s foundation, he
nowhere says or implies that he was the first to preach the
Gospel to the Gentiles, and there is nothing in the cir-
cumstances to lead to such a conclusion. His conscious-
ness of independence and originality in his apostolic labors
rested not upon the knowledge that he had begun the
work among the Gentiles, and that no one had thought of
doing it before him, but upon the convietion that he had
been called not by man, but by God, to be their great
apostle, and to do for them what others had done and were
doing for the Jews. So far as his reference to Peter is
concerned, his designation of him as the apostle of the cir-
cumeision no more proves that Peter cannot have preached,
even on a single occasion, to the Gentiles, than does the
fact that Paul calls himself, in the same passage, the
apostle of the uncircumeision prove that he never preached
to the Jews, when we know from his own words, in 1 Cor.
ix. 20, that he must have done so frequently.

11 Cor. xv. 10.



" PRIMITIVE JEWISH CHRISITANITY 105

But it is objected finally, that the trouble at Antioch
to which Paul refers in Gal. ii. 11 sq., is inconceivable
if the case of Cornelius be historical; for if James, and
the Christians of Jerusalem in general, had signified their
approval of Peter’s conduct in eating with an uncircum-
cised Gentile in Czsarea, they could not have found fault
with him for doing the same thing later in Antioch; and
Peter, though he might have been weak and vacillating,
could not have been so characterless as to violate on that
occasion, out of mere cowardly deference to the opin-
ion of James, an express divine command which had led
him to take such a decisive step as to preach the Gospel
to Cornelius and break bread with him. The objection,
however, implies a misunderstanding of the incident, for
which Luke himself is in part responsible. In Acts xi.
3, the disciples of Jerusalem are represented as contend-
ing with Peter because he had gone in to men uncircum-
cised and had eaten with them; but it is a striking fact
that, in the address which follows, Peter does not defend
himself against that charge, but against the charge of
recognizing a Gentile as a Christian disciple and admit-
ting him to baptism, which is an entirely different master.
It is no less striking that the members of the church of
Jerusalem glorify God not because he has broken down
the wall between the Jew and the Gentile, and has made
it lawful for the Jewish Christian to eat bread with his
Gentile brother, but only because he has granted to the
Gentiles repentance unto life. In other words, they
recognized just what was recognized at a later time at
the apostolic council, the legitimacy of Gentile Chris-
tianity; but they did not admit the right of any Jew to
cease observing the Jewish law, and to disregard the
prohibition against eating with the uncircumcised. The
latter step was not taken even at the council some years
later, and we certainly cannot suppose that it was taken
at this time. Luke evidently did not realize the differ-
ence between the two steps. He supposed that the
settlement of the one question was the settlement of
the other, and he therefore did not distingunish them in



106 THE APOSTOLIC AGE

his account.! But his failure to do so should not lead
us to the conclusion that the whole account is unhistori-
cal, and that the incident recorded never took place.

It may fairly be doubted whether the idea of eating
with Cornelius and the other Gentile converts presented
itself to Peter, for they would certainly not expect him to.
It may well be that he only preached the Gospel to them,
and in view of the bestowal of the Holy Spirit recognized
them ag Christians and directed them to be baptized. At
any rate, if he did more than this, if he actually ate with
the Gentile converts, he did it not because his conscien-
tious scruples had been removed by the vision on the
housetop, but because of Christ’s acceptance of the Gen-
tiles as his disciples, which was made evident by the out-
pouring of the Spirit. It was the presence of the Spirit,
not the vision on the housetop, that he regarded as the de-
cisive fact, both in Caesarea and later when he defended his
course in Jerusalem. But the outpouring of the Spirit,
while it meant divine recognition of Gentile Christianity,
did not necessarily mean that a Jew, because he was a
Christian, had a right to violate the divine law, and if
Peter at this time took it to mean that, and acted accord-
ingly, he certainly did not secure the approval of his
brethren, and did not repeat his act for many years.

We conclude, then, that whatever may be thought of
the accuracy of Luke’s account in all its details, there is
no adequate ground for doubting that Peter preached the
Gospel to the Gentile Cornelius, and that the legitimacy
of his action was acknowledged by the Christians of Jeru-
salem, or at any rate by the most influential among them.
But that they admitted that it was lawful for a Jewish
Christian to break bread with his Gentile brethren, or, in
other words, to disregard the Jewish law in any particu-
lar, must be unequivocally denied.

1Tt is perhaps for this reason that Luke says nothing—if indeed he knew
anything about it —of the Antiochian trouble which succeeded the conference
at Jerusalem. Not realizing that ary other question was involved at Antioch
than had been discussed and settled just before at Jerusalem, he may have
been totally unable to understand the situation, and therefore simply omitted
all reference to it.
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It will not do, indeed, to draw too large deductions
from the case of Cornelius; it will not do to see in the
admission of the legitimacy of Gentile Christianity,
which was extorted from the disciples of Jerusalem at
this time, the conscious recognition of the principle of
universal fraternity and equality in the Gospel. That
they foresaw the momentous consequences that were
wrapped up in their action, is out of the question. They
were forced by the demonstration of the Holy Spirit to
admit, in spite of their native prejudices, the possibility
of a Gentile’s conversion, but they did not see in it the
ultimate abrogation of the Jewish law, or the rise of a
Christian church in which that law should have no recog-
nition. It was certainly not their belief that the law was
any less divine, any less binding, any less permanent,
than they had hitherto thought it. When the Christians
of Jerusalem approved Peter’s action, neither he nor they
thought for a moment of turning from the Jews to the
Gentiles, or of carrying on active missionary work among
the latter; nor had they any idea that Gentile Christianity
would one day become so strong that it could take an
independent position alongside of Jewish Christianity
and demand for ifself equal honor and equal rights. At
best it was regarded as an exceptional form of Chris-
tianity, of a distinctly lower and less perfect type, and
it was doubtless their expectation that the great majority
of Christians would come from the ranks of the Jews,
native or proselyte, and that Gentile worshippers of Jeho-
vah, who might be admitted to the church because they .
recognized Jesus as the Messiah, would continue to
acknowledge the religious superiority of the chosen
people, just as those (zentiles had always done who rever-
enced Jehovah as the supreme God and attached them-
selves more or less closely to the Jewish people without
accepting eircumcision and becoming genuine proselytes.
From such pious heathen the number of the proselytes was
constantly augmented, and it may have been the belief of
these early Christians that the family of Israel would
receive accessions in the same way from the ranks of the
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Gentiles that recognized Jesus as the Messiah, and thus
Gentile Christianity constitute for many only a bridge to
the full and complete Christianity of the believing chil-
dren of Abraham.! They did not become any the less
truly Jews, nor did they consciously waive any of their
ancestral prerogatives. To think otherwise is to under-
estimate the power of their traditional faith and to make
inexplicable the subsequent attitude toward the heathen
assumed in Jerusalem, both by those who admitted and
by those who denied their conversion.

In Acts xi. 19 sq., Luke records that certain men of
Cyprus and Cyrene, who must have been either Hellenists
or proselytes, being scattered abroad by the persecution
which followed Stephen’s death, came to Amntioch, and
there preached the Gospel to Gentiles,? and that a
great number of the latter were converted. There is
nothing surprising in this, and there is no reason to doubt
the truth of the report. The fact that Luke makes this
Gentile evangelism the work not of apostles, but of un-
known men, and that he does not represent it as prompted
by the chureh of Jerusalem, speaks for the trustworthiness
of his account. It is no more than we might expect, that
Christian Hellenists and proselytes, with their intimate
acquaintance and association with the Greek world,
should have been moved, when obliged to leave Jerusa-
lem, to tell their Gentile friends of Christianity. And
nowhere was such conduct more natural than in Antioch,
for we learn from Josephus,® not only that there were
multitudes of Jews there, but that they were especially
active in the work of proselyting, and had a large follow-
ing among the Greeks of the city. At any rate, whether

1 It is significant that the Galatians later used their Gentile Christianity in
just this way, finding no inconsistency in going on from the belief in Christ
to the assnmption of the entire law. C{f. Gal. iii. 3.

2 The best manuscripts read ‘EAApmords or Hellenists, instead of "E)\)\r,vvas
or Greeks, and Westcott and Hort adopt this reading. Other editors (Lachmann,
Tregelles, Tischendorf) read “EXAgwas on the ground that the word * Hellen-
ists”’ does not offer the necessary contrast to the word “Jews’ in the previ-
ous verse, the Hellenists being themselves Jews. Wendt adopts the reading
'EAAqpriords, but regards the word as referring to Greeks, and he is very likely

correct. At any rate, Gentiles, not Jews, must certainly be understood.
8 B. J., vii. 33.
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surprising or not, it is certain that the Gospel went to
Antioch at an early day, and that there was a strong Gen-
tile Christian community there some time before the
council of Jerusalem.!

Luke, as is his custom, brings the work in Antioch
directly under the control of the church at Jerusalem.
He records, in vss. 22 sq., that when the report of what
had been done reached the ears of the Christians of that
church, they sent Barnabas to Antioch, and that when he
had seen the grace of God, he gave his approval to the
work there. It is, of course, possible that the disciples
at Jerusalem had no serious fault to find with the spread
of Christianity among the heathen in Antioch, if they
learned of it after Peter’s experience with Cornelius had
led them to admit the possibility of a Gentile Christianity;
but it is not likely that they would themselves undertake
to carry on the work thus begun; and Luke, as has been
seen, so habitually brings all missionary activity under
the direct oversight of the mother church or of the apos-
tles, that little weight can be laid upon this particular
account, which may so easily be due to the same interest.
But there is at any rate no reason to doubt that Barnabas
and Paul labored together among the Gentiles at Antioch,
as Luke records, and the fact is confirmed, at least for a
subsequent period, by Paul himself in Gal. ii. 11 sq.

It is in this same connection that Luke reports the in-
teresting and significant fact that the disciples were called
Christians first in Antioch. Tacitus? says that the
Romans called them by this name in the time of Nero,
and some scholars have consequently thought that the
name had its origin in Rome ; but Lipsius 3 has shown that
the word is probably Greek, not Latin, being formed after

11t is of course conceivable that Gentile Christianity in Antioch owed its
origin to the preaching of Paul; but it is extremely unlikely, for the city is
meutioned only once in his Epistles (Gal. ii. 11), and he addressed no letter, so
far as we know, to the Antiochian church. It isin itself inherently probable
therefore, quite independently of Luke's account, that Paul found Gentile
Christians already in Antioch when he began Christian work there, as re-
corded in Acts xi. 26.

2 Ann. XV. 44.

8 Ueber den Ursprung und dltesten Gebrauch des Christennamens, 1873,
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the analogy of proper adjectives in -avds, -tavos, which were
very commonly employed by the Greeks of Asia as party
designations. The term might therefore easily have
originated in Antioch. It is not likely, however, that it
was first used by the disciples, for they called themselves
commonly &8exgoi or dytor; nor is it likely that it was
used by the Jews, for they could not have acknowledged
the disciples of Jesus as followers of the Messiah. The
Jews commonly called them Nazarenes, or the “Sect of
the Nazarenes.”! The name “ Christian” was doubtless
first employed by the heathen, the word *“Christ” being
understood by them not as a title, but as a proper name.?
The invention of the word, if it was due to them, implies
that the Christians had already become more or less sharply
distinguished from the Jews, and that they were recog-
nized as a separate, if not independent, religious sect.
That this should have been the case at an early day in
Antioch is what we should expect, if Luke’s report of
Gentile conversions there be accepted. Such Gentile
Christians could not become a part of the Jewish church.
It was therefore inevitable, as their numbers increased,
that they should constitute, either alone or in company
with Jewish Christians that had thrown off the restraints
of the law, a community of their own, which had its
religious life not within but without the Jewish syna-
gogue. So soon as this state of affairs existed, the con-
ditions were present which made the rise of the special
name *“Christian ” possible, and it can hardly have been
very long before the name was coined.

In Antioch, then, under the circumstances described,
we may suppose that there came into existence at an early
day a Christian community, composed, if not wholly, at
least in large part, of uncircumcised Gentiles, with whom
a Jew could not lawfully fraternize. This community,

14 1w Nafwpalwy alpesis, Acts xxiv. 5; cf. also Acts xxiv. 14 and xxviii.

2.
z 2 Ultimately it was adopted by the disciples themselves and in the second
century was commonliy used by them. In the New Testament the word occurs
in only two other passages (Acts xxvi. 28,1 Peter iv. 16) and both times as
applied by an outsider. In the Teaching of the Apostles it occurs once as a
self-designation, and in Ignatius and the Apologists very frequently,
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whatever the attitude of its individual members toward
Judaism, did not bear the character of a Jewish sect.
There cannot have been within it any Jewish Christians
who still continued to observe the Mosaic law strictly and
literally in all its parts, though there may have been many
such in the city. It is possible that there belonged to the
cirele some Jewish disciples who laid aside their ancestral
scruples and mingled freely and intimately with their
Gentile brethren, as there certainly were some years later.!
But there can hardly have been many such at this early
day, for had the practice become general, the question as
to its legitimacy would have been raised at the council of
Jerusalem, and found some settlement which would have
made the Antiochian episode referred to in Gal. ii. 11 sq.
impossible. But whether there were or were not many
Jewish Christians in Antioch that treated the Gentile
disciples as brethren, and as members of a common house-
hold of faith, there was at any rate a growing number of
Christians there who were not circumecised, and who did
not pretend to be Jews in any sense. In Antioch there
was for some years the most important Gentile Christian
community of which we have any knowledge. It consti-
tuted for a time the centre of Gentile Christianity, as
Jerusalem was the centre of Jewish Christianity, and it
was one of Paul’s headquarters during a considerable part
of his career as an apostle. With the rise of such a Gen-
tile Christian community in Antioch, a community which
was not bound to the synagogue and did not pay allegiance
to it, there began = separate and independent development,
the results of which were of permanent and world-wide
significance. Not the conversion of Cornelius, or of any
individual Gentile, marks the cardinal epoch in that devel-
opment, but the origin of such a Christian community as
has been described, wherever and whenever it took place.

The latter step was a natural result of the former, but
it can hardly have been foreseen by those who recognized
the conversion of Cornelius. Had it been, it may well be
doubted whether that conversion would have found any

1Gal. ii. 11 sq.
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general sanction in Jerusalem. It is significant that the
process by which Gentile Christianity attained the footing
which it finally enjoyed was gradual, and that the succes-
sive steps were taken only one at a time. The early dis-
ciples of Jerusalem would never have taken any of those
steps of their own impulse. They simply followed the
inevitable logic of events; they did not lead. Christi-
anity had an expansive power which was too strong for
the bonds that they had put upon it, and it burst those
bonds, we may say, of itself. It was not deliberately sent
or carried to the heathen ; it went to them and made a home
for itself on Gentile soil, even while the original disciples
were still steeped in Jewish prejudices and entirely un-
able to recognize that the faith they preached was anything
but a Jewish faith. The steps in the process of emanci-
pation followed one another in natural sequence. Only
as we trace them one by one can we understand the final
step, and realize that it was inevitable. That final step,
with the momentous transformations that resulted, we
shall have to consider in a later chapter, after we have
studied the Christianity of Paul, the great apostle to the
Gentiles, who was chiefly instrumental in bringing it
about.



CHAPTER 111
THE CHRISTIANITY OF PAUL!

PAvuL was born in Tarsus, the capital of the province of
Cilicia, in Asia Minor, and one of the great literary centres
of the world.?2 It is not without significance that his
native place was a large and important city, renowned for
its educational advantages, and proud of its Greek cul-
fure and uncommon devotion to intellectual pursuits. It
would be a most surprising thing if a man of Paul’s
mental calibre had not been more or less affected by the
atmosphere which prevailed in such a place, and if he had
not revealed throughout his life the influence of his early
surroundings. That he got the greater part of his educa-
tion in Jerusalem seems to be implied in Acts xxii. 3,
and is confirmed by all that we know of him from his
epistles. But in spite of that fact, his pride in his native
place, and his affection for it, remained with him,? and
his subsequent career shows that his student life in Jeru-
salem did not efface the impression of the years spent at
home in Tarsus, and did not stifle the instinets and im-

18ee especially, in addition to the general works on the apostolic age and
on New Testament Theology, Liidemann: Die Anthropologie des Apostels
Paulus und thre Stellung innerhalb seiner Heilslehre (1872); Pfleiderer: Der
Paulinismus (1873, 2te Auflage, 1890; Eng. Trans. from the first edition,
1877, in two volumes), also Das Urchristenthum (1887), 8. 123 sq.; Ménégoz:
Le Péché et la Redemption d'aprés Saint Paul (1882); and Du Bose: The
Soteriology of the New Testament (1892). Sabatier’s I’ Apdtre Paul (2d ed.
1881; Eng., Trans. 1891), Matheson’s Spiritual Development of St. Paul
(1892), Everett’s Gospel of Paul (1893), Stevens’ Pauline Theology (1892), and
Bruce’s St. Paul’s Conception of Christianity (1894), may also be referred to.

2 Tarsus was already an important city in the time of Xenophon; and
Strabo celebrates the literary character of the place, ranking its citizens even
a_bmre those of Athens and Alexandria in their love of learning and their devo-
tion to all things intellectual. For references to the city in ancient literature,
8ee Winer’s Biblisches Realwirterbuch, s.v.

8 Acts xxi. 39.
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pulses acquired there. That he had a regular Greek edu-
cation may well be doubted. It was not the custom for
strict Jews to give their children such a training, and
Paul’s epistles betray neither a wide knowledge of Greek
literature nor a command of good Greek style.! And yet,
even without such an education, there must have been
much in the general culture of the community whose in-
fluence a youth of his intellectual alertness could not help
feeling, even unconsciously to himself. It is certain that
his manners were those of a citizen of the world familiar
with the habits of good society, that he had the facile
adaptability of a cosmopolite, and that he felt himself at
home amid all surroundings and in association with all
classes of people. Wherever he might be, he was master
of the situation, and he displayed the same assurance and
address whether in the presence of the superstitious rabble
of Lystra, of the supercilious scholars of Athens, or of
magistrates, proconsuls, and princes.? There was nothing
provineial either in his tastes or tendencies. Strict Jew
thouglh he was, he had the instincts and the interests of a
Roman citizen, and of a resident of a busy and cultured
city of the world. Doubtless his social position also had
something to do with the characteristics which he dis-
played along these lines. He was the son of a Roman
citizen,® and he came, therefore, from an honorable, and
very likely wealthy, family, whose dignity and influence
must have been considerable;* for citizenship meant a
great deal in his day. But it was not simply in his man-
ners, and in his tastes and interests, that Paul revealed the
influence of Tarsus; his philosophical and theological con-
ceptions were also moulded to no small degree by certain

1 The thres quotations from Greek authors, which have been pointed out in
his epistles and speeches (1 Cor. xv. 32; Titus i. 12; Acts xvii. 28), count for
nothing, even though it be granted that all of them are really Paul’s, for they
are such as might have been picked up by anybody in his intercourse with
educated heathen. Paul’s style is Hebraistie, and is far from being the atyle
of a man educated in the Greek schools.

2 Acts xiii., xvi., xxiv. 5q.

8 Acts xxii. 28.

4 That he was in comparative poverty during at least a part of his mission.
ary career (1 Thess. ii. 9; Phil. iv. 16) proves nothing to the contrary. (See
Ramsay: St. Paul, the Traveller and Roman Citizen, p. 34 sq.)
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intellectual tendencies which were abroad in the Greek
world of the period. That he was consciously the pupil
of Hellenic or Hellenistic thinkers, or that he was familiar
with their writings, is altogether unlikely;?! but that he
imbibed something of the spirit which voiced itself in
them cannot be denied.

But though Paul was a Hellenist, and though he felt
the influence of the world at large, and absorbed some-
thing of its spirit, he was, above all, a “Hebrew of He-
brews,” 2 sprung evidently from striet Jews and himself
thoroughly steeped in the traditions and prejudices of his
fathers. He was educated in Jerusalem, as was natural
for the son of parents of wealth and orthodox prineiples,
and under the tutelage of the greatest rabbinic authorities
of the age. His thorough Jewish training appears plainly
in all his writings. He thought like a Hebrew and wrote
like a Hebrew. His familiarity with the Scriptures,
which constituted the basis of Jewish education, was very
great, as was also his acquaintance with the interpreta-
tions of the schools. He used the Scriptures throughout
his life just as they were used by all the Jewish theolo-
gians of his day. There.is in his epistles the same em-
phasis upon the divine character of the sacred writings,
resulting in their elevation almost to an equality with
God himself; and the same idea of their ingpiration which
prevailed in the Jewish schools, and which led to the
treatment of the Scriptures as a mere collection of oracles,
that might be torn from their context and applied to any
subject and in any way that seemed desirable, and which
led also inevitably to the use of the allegorical and typical
. method of interpretation. Paul, to be sure, was very
much freer than most of his contemporaries from exegeti-
cal vagaries, and his Scripture interpretation was compara-
tively sober. But there are not a few notable instances in
which he follows the common custom, and shows in a

! Pfleiderer (Peulinismus, 2te Auflage, 8. 27 sq.) maintains that Paul
kn_ﬁw and used the Hellenistic Book of Wisdom, but the parallelisms which he
points out hardly do more than show that Paul felt to some extent the same

influences that were felt by the author of that hook.
2 Phil. {ii. b.
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striking way the influence of his training. Thus, in
1 Cor. ix. 9, he interprets the command, ® Thou shalt not
muzzle the ox when he treadeth the corn,” as referring not
to oxen, but only to Christian apostles, on the ground
that God cannot care for mere brutes; and in Gal. iv. 22
sq., he makes Hagar represent the covenant of law and
Sarah the covenant of grace.! In the famous passage,
Gal. iii. 16, we have a striking example of the common
rabbinic method of building an elaborate argument upon
the form of a single word. The Old Testament statement
that the promises were made to Abraham and to his seed,
is interpreted to refer to Christ, because the passage says
“seed ” and not “seeds.” The subtle dialectic method of
argument, which Paul employs so freely, especially in
Galatians and Romans, is also characteristically rabbinie,
and he repeats without question in his epistles not a few
traditions which were current in the Jewish schools of the
day.? He shows himself, in fact, a man well versed in
rabbinic modes of thought and thoroughly familiar with
rabbinie lore.

But Paul was not simply a Jewish scholar; he was a
profound, original, and independent thinker. In spite of
his rabbinic training, which was certainly not calculated
to encourage intellectual boldness and self-reliance, he
was always alive to the teachings of his own intuition and
experience, fearless in following their leading, quick to
adjust traditional notions to the truth thus learned.
There was nothing loose or slipshod, nothing vague and
unformed in his thinking. His mental processes were
close, compact, and vigorous, his vision clear and keen,
his grasp firm. He could not be content with half-truths,
or with truths half understood. He must view them in
their completeness, determine their bearing, yield them
their due weight and influence. He mnever confounded
essentials and non-essentials, or lost sight of the main
point in his interest in side issues. The great principles

1 Compare also his use of the Scriptures for types of Christianity and Chris-
tian truth, as for instance in 1 Cor. x. 1sq.; 2 Cor. iii. 13 sq.

2 Cf. especially 1 Cor. x, 4, where Panl speaks of the rock that followed the
children of Israel.
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upon which his life was based stood out always clear
before his mind, and gave form and direction to all he
thought and said and did.

But Paul was not only a scholar and a thinker; he was
a religious devotee, concerned not simply to know, but to
do, the will of God, and not simply to observe the divine
law himsclf, but to secure its observance by others as
well. Even before his conversion, he desired to be not
merely a rabbi, but a missionary; to devote his life to the
propagation of true righteousness and to the overthrow of
everything which in any way interfered with its advance,
and which in any way hindered the people from giving
themselves undividedly to the practice of the law. There
can be little doubt that he was one of those who were look-
ing forward to the coming of the promised Messianic king-
dom, and that he believed with the best spirits of his age
that its establishment depended upon the piety of God’s
chosen people. He took religion very seriously, and he
wished others to do the same. It was no light matter to
him. It outweighed everything else and controlled all
his thinking, feeling, and acting. The ordinary con-
formity to the law with whieh most of his contemporaries
contented themselves, and upon which they complacently
rested their hope of salvation, did not satisfy him. The
contempt with which he regarded their easy-going ways
appears in the strong words he uses in Gal. v. 8 and vi.
13. Though he had studied under the elder Gamaliel,
whose spirit seems to have been more liberal and tolerant
than most of his compeers,! Paul himself grew up a Phari-
see of the most bigoted and zealous type. His natural
character reveals itself in the zeal with which he put his
principles into practice. The most marked features in
that character were singleness of purpose and intensity
of temper. What he believed, he believed with all his
heart; what he did, he did with all his might. There
was nothing passive, lukewarm, or indifferent about him

. LActs xxii. 3, v. 34 sq. On Rabbi Gamaliel the elder, so-called to dis-
tmgpish him from his grandson, Rabbi Gamaliel the younger, see Schiirer,
l.c. ii, 8. 800 sq. (Eng. Trans., Div. II. Vol. L. p. 363 5q.)-
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in any of his relations. The whole man was in every
conviction and in every act. There was no dissipation of
energy, no scattering of forces. Whether as a Pharisee
or as a Christian, he was dominated by a single aim, and
he threw himself into its accomplishment with an earnest-
ness which could brook no opposition, and with an aban-
don which admitted no thought of self-interest. With
all his originality, freshness, and depth of thought, he
was essentially a man of one idea, willing to sacrifice
everything to it, willing to die in its behalf. He was of
the stuff that martyrs are made of, and he would have
died as readily at the hand of Antiochus Epiphanes as he
did at the hand of Nero.

When Paul first came into contact with the Christians
we do not know, but it may well be that he had been for
some time absent from Jerusalem, and that he returned
thither only shortly before the execution of Stephen. It
is thus easiest to explain the outbreak against Stephen
and his fellows, in which he seems to have been a prime
mover. He may have heard the Christians repeating
utterances which seemed to him subversive of the law
of God and the traditions of the fathers, and he was per-
haps not aware that for a year or more the followers of the
man who had spoken such dangerous words had lived the
lives of faithful and consistent Jews, and that they had
shown no sign of understanding the words of their Master
as Paul understood them. It was therefore natural for
him to judge of the movement solely from the conse-
quences which seemed to be involved in the teachings of
its founder. And yet it is by no means certain that Paul
would have been content to leave Christianity alone even
had he known that its adherents remained true to Juda-
ism; for, clear-sighted as he was, he must have seen that
the time would come, if it had not yet come, when the
teachings of Jesus would have their natural effect, and he
must have been anxious to stamp them out at once. But
however that may be, he was at any rate one of the chief
if not the chief instigator of the attack upon Stephen; for
the executioners of the latter laid their clothes at his feet,
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implying that he was the principal witness against the
accused.l As a native of a foreign c¢ity, he would natu-
rally be at home in one of the Hellenistic synagogues in
Jerusalem, and it is possible that he became acquainted
with Stephen there and was the first to perceive the revo-
lutionary tendency of the teachings of Jesus as rehearsed
by him and his fellows. Anxious as he was to serve the
Lord, we may think of him as eagerly welcoming this
offered opportunity to show his devotion to God and to
exercise his zeal for the religion of his fathers. But he
did not rest with the execution of Stephen. He felt him-
self called to carry the war even beyond Jerusalem, and
to put an end to the growth of the pernicious sect in for-
eign parts. He was very likely particularly interested
in the progress of Judaism in the heathen world. The
Pharisees were naturally proselytizers, and as a native
of a foreign city, who was in touch to some extent with
the life of the world at large, Paul must have been even
more interested than his brethren of Jerusalem in the
conversion of the Roman Empire to the Jewish faith. If
that was the case, he could not but be apprehensive of
the consequences of the spread of Christianity among the
Hellenists. It may well be, therefore, that his mission to
Damascus was intended only as the beginning of a vigor-
ous campaign against the Christians wherever they had
secured a foothold ; and that he had deliberately determined
to devote not a few days merely, but his life, to a work
which was not to be abandoned until it was complete, and
which he realized could not be accomplished without long
effort.

Such an unconditional devotion of himself to the work
of exterminating Christianity seems alone to explain his.
immediate dedication of his entire life to its advancement,
when his conversion took place. That conversion was
one of the most remarkable transformations in history.
Paul gives us no detailed account of the circumstances
under which it occurred, but in Gal. i. 12 sq. he refers
to it in such a way as to indicate with sufficient clearness

1 Acts vil. 58,
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its cause and its nature.! In the passage in question he
was emphasizing the fact over against those who were
attacking the validity of his apostolate and the truth of
his Gospel, that he had received his Gospel not from man,
but from God. *“Neither did I receive it from man,” he
says, “nor was I taught it, but it came to me through
revelation of Jesus Christ.” And then a little farther on
he adds: “But when it was the good pleasure of God, who
separated me from my mother’s womb, and called me
through his grace to reveal his Son in me . . . Imme-
diately I conferred not with flesh and blood.” Evi-
dently it was an immediate revelation of Fesus Christ, the
Son of God, that made a Christian of him. With the
words of the Epistle to the Galatians agrees the statement
of 1 Cor. xv. 8, “And lasst of all, as unto one born out of
due time, he [that is Christ] appeared to me also.” Paul,

1 The Book of Acts contains three accounts of a vision of Christ vouchsafed
to Paul upon his way to Damascus, whither he was going to carry on the war
against the Christians, which he had begun in Jerusalem. The first (ix. 3 sq.)
is in the words of the author of the book; the other two (xxii. 6 sq., xxvi.
12 sq.) occur in speeches of Paul which he records. There are some differ-
ences between the accounts, but the verbal agreements are so close that the
interdependence of the three is assumed by most scholars. The account in
cbap. xxvi. is the simplest of the three, and bears marks of originality over
against the others (see below, p. 350); and as it oceurs in a setting whose
vividness and verisimilitude are unsurpassed, it is altogether likely that the
author found it in his sources and that it constituted the original upon
which, with the help of oral tradition, he built the other accounts in chaps. ix.
and xxii, At the same time it is clear that he made some additions even in
chap. xxvi. (See below, p. 355.) The most important fact which the author
added in chaps. ix. and xzxii. was the agency of Ananias. Doubtless such
a man played a prominent part in connection with Paul’s early days as a
Christian diseiple, though just what that part was is not aliogether clear.
On the relation of the three accounts to each other see especially Zimmer in
the Zeitschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1882, S. 465 sq.; Wendt in
Meyer’s Commentary, Tth edition, 8. 217 sq.; Sorof: Die Entstehung der
Apostelgeschichte, 8. 66 sq.; Spitta: Die Apostelgeschichte, 8. 270 sq., and
Jiingst: Quellen der Apostelgeschichte, S. 83 sq.

Various difficulties in the three accounts have been pointed out by critics.
It has been maintained for instance that the statement in ix. 17 that Paul
received the Holy Spirit through the laying on of Ananias’ hands is incon-
sistent with his own account of his conversion. The deseriptions of Paul’s
visit to Jernsalem after his conversion, in ix. 26 and xxii. 17 sq., have also
been promounced incompatible with his own statement in Gal. i. 18 8q. (cf.
also xxvi. 20, where the same idea of the visit appears). In view of such dif-
ficulties as these, it is safer to confine ourselves to Paul’s own account, and
this may the more readily be done because he gives all that is essential to an
understanding of the event.
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therefore, believed that at a particular period in his life
the risen Christ appeared to him, and to that appearance
he owed his Christian faith.! In order to understand
what such an appearance must mean to him, and what
effect it must have upon him, it is necessary to acquaint
ourselves as fully as possible with his state of mind at the
time the great event took place, and to inquire whether
he had been in any way prepared for it by his previous
experience.

The Galatian passage shows that Paul conceived of his
conversion to Christianity as a sudden and abrupt event,
as a transformation effected not by the influence or in-
struction of men, but by the direct interposition and sole
agency of God. The passage also apparently excludes the
idea that his conversion was the result of a gradual change
in his own mind, or the consummation of a process begin-
ning with doubts and fears as to the truth of the Chris-
tians’ claims, and as to the wisdom and justice of his own
course of action, and terminating in his final decision to
accept Christianity. Such a gradual process seems to be
ruled out by his own statements. Ie was at any rate not
conscious before the critical moment came of any leaning
toward the new faith, or of any lack of decision and deter-
mination in his attitude of hostility. The event seemed
to him absolutely sudden and unheralded; at one moment
he was the determined enemy of Jesus, at the next he was
his disciple. Nevertheless, though it is c¢lear that Paul
thus picfured his conversion, there can be no doubt that
his experience had been such not as to effect, but certainly
to prepare him for, the change. Such a transformation
necessitates some preparation; without it the event is
psychologically inconceivable. The preparation need not
be direct, but some preparation there must be. What it
actually was, we may learn from Rom. vii. 7 sq., a pas-
sage which is evidently a leaf out of Paul’s own experi-
ence before his conversion. If is clear from that passage
that, zealous as Paul was in his observance of the Jewish

1The reference to Damascus in Gal. i. 17 indicates that the appearance
took place in or near that city, as stated in the Acts,
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law, and blameless as his conduct was when measured by
an external standard, he had become conscious that all
his efforts to attain true righteousness were a complete
failure. When this consciousness forced itself upon him
we do not know, but it was evidently the result of his
perception of the fact, which was entirely overlooked by
the majority of his contemporaries, and may have been
long overlooked by Paul himself, that inner as well as
outer sins, sins of heart as well as of deed, were forbidden
by the law; that the tenth commandment made covetous-
ness and lust a crime, even though the lust or the covet-
ousness never manifested itself in acts of sensuality or of
dishonesty.! That Paul, trained as he was in the super-
ficial, legal conceptions of the Pharisees of his day, should
have recognized this fact, is a mark of the profoundness
of his ethical nature, and distinguishes him from most of
his fellows. Only a great religious genius could thus
have penetrated beneath the husk of formality to the vital
kernel within. It is clear that he was no ordinary Phari-
see. The condemnation which Jesus passed upon the
Pharisees as a class could not have been pronounced upon
him. Even though a Pharisee, he was a man after Christ’s
own heart. Though he apparently knew nothing as yet
about Jesus’ teaching, he had reached the principle of
which Jesus liad made so much, that all external observ-
ance of the law is worthless unless it be based upon the
obedience of the heart.

But the fact once recognized, that the law demands
more than mere external conformity, that it demands in
fact the complete purification of all the thoughts and
desires, a struggle was begun whose intensity, if the
matter were taken seriously, as Paul took it, must grow
constantly more awful, as the futility of all efforts thus
to bring one’s whole nature into harmony with God’s holy
will became increasingly apparent. But this struggle
had the effect of leading Paul to recognize, not as a matter
of theory merely, but of the most vivid and bitter experi-
euce, a dualism within his own nature, a dualism between

1 Bege Bruce, St. Paul’s Conception of Christianity, p. 28 sq.



THE CHRISTIANITY OF PAUL 123

the will on the one hand and the passions and desires on
the other. To will was present with him, but not to do
that which he willed ; to keep his affections centred always
and only on that which he knew to be holy and right, this
he found impossible. *The good which I would I do not,”
he cries, * but the evil which I would not that I practise.”!

But this conscious schism between will and deed drove
Paul to the assumption that the unruly passions and
desires which his will could not control were due not to
himself, but to sin, which was dwelling in him. “So
then it is no more I that do it,” he says, “but sin which
dwelleth in me.”2 But whence came this sin? How
were its existence and its power to be explained? Paul’s
answer to this question is of the very greatest significance.
He found the explanation of the sin within him in the
fleshly nature which he possessed in common with all the
race. ‘‘For I know that in me, that is in my flesh, dwell-
eth no good thing.”3 The word “flesh,” or cdp§, seems
to have meant to Paul primarily the material substance of
which the human body is composed,* and it is accordingly
frequently used by him for the body itself.® He also
employs it in an entirely natural, though secondary and
derived sense, well known among the Jews, to denote not
the material body alone, but the whole man as a living
person.’ But he even goes further than this and makes
use of the term very commonly not for the individual man

1 Rom. vii, 19. 2 Rom. vii. 17, 21. 8 Rom. vii. 18.

4 CL. 1 Cor. xv. 50; Col. i. 22; algo 1 Cor. Xv. 39, where the flesh of beasts,
birds, and fishes, as well as of men, is spoken of. Upon the various meanings
of the word odpt in Paul, see Thayer's Lericon, s.v. For fuller discussions
of Paul’s use of the word, see especially, in addition to the books referred to
on p. 113, Holsten: Die Bedeutung des Worles adpf im Lehrbegriffe des
Paunius, 1855 (republished in his volume, Zum Evengelium des Paulus wnd
des Petrus, 1868) ; Wendt: Die Begriffe Fleisch und Geist im biblischen
Sprachgebrauch (1878) ; Dickson : St. Paul's Use of the Terms Flesh and Spirit
(1883), a work which is especially valuable for its elaborate presentation and
criticism of the views of others; and Gloél: Der heilige Geist in der Heilsver-
kiindigung des Paulus (1888).

5 Rom. ii. 28; 1 Cor. vi. 16, vii. 28; 2 Cor. iv. 11, x. 8, xii. 7; Gal. ii. 20, iv.
13, 14, vi. 13.

% Cf. Rom. iii. 20; 1Cor. i. 29; Gal. ii. 16, where the word rdpf is equivalent
t0 dvfpwrés. The Hebrew W2 is very frequently used in the same way in the

01‘1_ Testament, Cf. also 2 Cor. vii. 5, where * our flesh ’ is hardly more than
a circumlocution for ¢ we.”
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simply, but also for human nature as such. Whatever
man’s faculties or endowments, Paul pictures him in his
natural state as a fleshly being, a being to whose nature
may properly be given the name “flesh.” And soit is the
word adpf which he commonly employs when he contrasts,
a8 he does so continually in his epistles, the nature of man
with the nature of God, man’s nature being fleshly and
God’s nature being spiritual; and it is this use of the
word that is most characteristic of him.!

But according to Paul flesh, or human nature, in con-
trast with spirit, or the divine nature, is evil in its present
state, whatever may have been true of it originally. God
alone is holy; man is sinful always and everywhere.?
But the evil flesh or nature expresses itself necessarily in
desires or lusts,® and those desires, being the expression
of an evil nature, are evil or sinful, and that too even
though a person may not yet have come to self-conscious-
ness and may not yet have taken cognizance of them.*
Paul thus conceives of a sinfulness or corruption of nature
which may lie entirely without consciousness, and in which
the personality may have no part.> But this natural sin-
fulness becomes active sin or wilful transgression as soon
as a person comes to a knowledge of law, and is thus in a
position to distinguish between right and wrong.® By law
in these cases Paul does not mean merely the Mosaic
law, although as the great objective embodiment of the
law of God it is chiefly in his mind, but law in general.

11t is a mistake, nevertheless, to see in this use of the word, as many do,
an entire departure from its original significance, and to suppose that in
employing it in an ethical or religious sense Paul lost sight altogether of the
conception of flesh as the material substance which goes to compose the
human body. It is true that as the word is commonly employed by him, it
takes on a derived and distinctly ethical meaning which makes it more than
mere material substance, but it is evident from many passages that the origi-
nal and literal significance always attached to it more or less distinctly, and
that Paul never rid himself completely of the impression of that significance.
Cf. e.g. Rom. vii. 18, viii. 3, 13; 2 Cor. x. 3 8q.; Gal. iii. 3, v. 13 3q,, vi. 8.

2 Cf. Rom. v. 12 s5q.

8 ¢rifuplas, Rom. vil. 7; Gal. v. 16, 24.

4°Cf. Rom. vil. 7 sq.

5 This coneeption of sinfulness of nature, made pessible by Paul’s thorough-
going realism, underlies all his thinking, and he cannot be understood at ali

unless it is distinetly recognized.
6 Cf. Rom, iii. 20, iv. 15, v. 13, vii. 7, etc.
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For it is clear from more than one passage that he thinks
of the Gentiles as under law as well as the Jews, even
though they have never known anything of the Mosaic
legislation.! ~Heathen, then, are actual transgressors as
well as Jews, and they first became such when they ac-
quired a consciousness of the law of God written in their
hearts? Moreover, according to Paul, subjective sin is
universal, just as the objective sinfulness of the flesh is
universal. All men that have reached years of discretion
not simply possess an evil nature, but are actual and con-
scious transgressors;? all men are slaves of their flesh.
Their understanding perceives what is right, and perceiv-
ing it, they may wish to do it, but they cannot. Their
evil nature is too strong for them, and they do evil in
spite of their knowledge of the good and their desire to
do the good. Hence arises the terrible struggle which
Paul depicts in the light of his own experience in Rom. vii.,
a struggle between himself as a conscious person, knowing
and approving the good, and his human nature or flesh
with its inherent corruption ; a struggle which results in
his continual defeat, until at last realizing its hopelessness,
he cries in despair, “ O wretched man that I am! who
shall deliver me out of this body of death?”#

It is a fact of the utmost significance that Paul does not
ask for forgiveness, but for deliverance ; and for deliverance,
moreover, not from the penalty of sin, but from the source
of sin. Paul was always thoroughgoing in his conception
of sin and its effects. He never thought of death as a
penalty arbitrarily inflicted upon the sinner by God, and
which God therefore could remove; but he thought of it
as the necessary and inevitable fruit of sin or corruption.
That which is evil must perish. Evil nature therefore
must die.> There was no way then to escape from death,
except by escaping from the flesh whose condition doomed

1 Rom. i. 19 sq., 82, ii. 8 5q., 15. 8 Rom., iii. 9sq., v. 12,

2 Rom. ii. 15. 4 Rom. vii. 24.

5 Paul, indeed, dealt almost wholly in terms of nature rather than of
personality and in real rather than legal conceptions. One camnot speak
of inflicting punishment upon an evil nature except by an accommodation
of terms. Only a conscious person can, strictly speaking, be punished. But
an evil or corrupt nature must of neeessity die.
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it to death. But how could a man escape from the flesh
and live? The common Jewish belief in the resurrection
which was prevalent in Paul’s day, afforded no answer to
the question, for it was a belief in the resurrection of the
flesh. Indeed, to the ordinary Hebrew mind no life seemed
possible except life in the flesh. But to rise again in the
flesh, as Paul clearly saw, would be no blessing, but a curse.
To rise again in the flesh must seem to him, indeed, im-
possible, for the flesh is evil, and evil always means death,
There was no way known to Paul, therefore, to escape
from the flesh and live. The struggle through which he
had been passing, a struggle to which his profoundly
ethical nature had given a peculiar and awful intensity,
had culminated in utter despair.! It was while he was in
the depths of that despair that the vision of the risen
Jesus was seen by him. The cardinal fact about it was
that it was the vision of a spiritual being. It was not a
man of flesh and blood that appeared to Paul, but 2 spirit;
it was not an earthly but a heavenly apparition that he
saw? And yet Paul at once recognized that spirit as the
risen Jesus. What must have been the effect of such
recognition? On the one hand, of course, the immediate
conviction that Jesus was what he had claimed to be, the
Messiah of God; on the other hand, the realization of the
pregnant fact that this Messiah Jesus, though possessed,
as a man, of the same flesh as other men,? had yet escaped
death, and that he had escaped it in the very way that
Paul had been driven to feel was the only way, by escap-
ing the flesh itself. He had died a man in the flesh; he
was now living the life of a glorified spirit. But with
his rigorous conception of sin and its consequences, it
was clear to Paul that such continued spiritual existence
presupposed a life of absolute holiness on the part of Jesus;*

1 That Romans vil. 24 represents the condition of his mind in the days
immediately preceding his conversion there can be no doubt; and it is pos-
sible that the unusual zeal with which he had recently been giving himself to
the practice of religion, and the tremendous and restless energy with which
he was devoting himself to the persecution of the Christians, may have been
due in part to this inner struggle.

2 Ct. 2 Cor. iv. 6; Gal. i 16. 3 Cf. Gal. iv. 4; Phil. ii. 7; Rom,. viil. 3.

4 Cf. Rom. v. 18 8q., xv. &; 2 Cor, v. 21; Phil. i, 5 &q.
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for had he been unhboly, he could not have escaped the
grasp of death! There must have been something in
him then stronger than the flesh which could conquer and
rise above it. But in that case he must have been more
than an ordinary man;2? for all men are sinners? It
seemed to Paul, indeed, that he must have been nothing
less than a heavenly being, endowed with the Spirit of
God# As such a being it was possible for him, as it was
not possible for a mere man, to overcome the flesh, and
to pass through death into a spiritual life released from
the flesh, the life he had enjoyed with God before his
incarnation.’

Thus had Jesus, who appeared to Paul on the way to
Damascus, been delivered from the supreme evil, death,
and attained that life for which Paul longed so earnestly,
and to secure which he bad struggled all in vain. But
why had Jesus the Messiah done all this? Why had he
come down from heaven, assumed human flesh, suffered
and died, and returned to the place from whence he came ?
But one answer was possible to Paul in the light of his
own experience, and under the pressure of his own need.
Christ had done what he did not in order to free himself,
but to free others from the burden of sin and death, and
to give them that life with God which he himself enjoyed.
There can be no doubt that in the vision which broke upon
Paul’s startled gaze on the road to Damascus, the risen
Jesus appeared to him, not merely as one who should usher
in the promised kingdom, but also, and especially, as one

1Rom. v. 12 sq., 21, vi. 16, 21, vii. 13 sq.

2For the belief that Jesus was more than human was furnished a sugges-
tion in the idea, which was not altogether unknown among the Jews of Paul’s
day, that the Messiah belonged to a higher order of being than man, that he
had an existence in heaven before his appearance on earth, and that he was to
be sent down thence by God to fulfil his Messianic calling (cf. Schiirer: l.c.
I p, 444 sq.; Eng. Trans., Div. IL. Vol. IL S. 159 8q.). Whether Paul shared
that belief before his conversion, we do not know; but he certainly held it
afterwards (cf. Rom. viii. 3; 1 Cor. x.4; 2 Cor. viii. 9; Phil. ii. 6 sq.).

3 Rom. iii. 9 5q., v. 12 8q.

41 Cor. xv. 47; Rom. viii. 9 8q.; 2 Cor. iil. 17, 18, v. 19; Gal. iv. 6. Cf.
Col. i. 19.

5Rom, i. 4, vi. 9 sq., vii. 4, viif. 9 sq.; 1 Cor. xv. 15, 44, 49 sq.; Gal. 1. 1;
Phil. ii. 8 sq., iii. 21.
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who should break the bondage of death and give his
people life. Struggling, defeated, despairing, he saw in
it the promise of his own deliverance, for which he had so
earnestly longed, but which had seemed utterly unattain-
able. Had the vision not meant this to Paul, it would
have left him in only greater despair than before. To
receive a revelation of the Messiah whom he and his
countrymen had been expecting, would not have helped
him, for into the Messianic kingdom only the righteous
could enter, and he was painfully conscious of his own
unrighteousness. Indeed, to have revealed to him as the
Christ the one whom he had himself been blaspheming
and attacking, could mean only a sense of deeper con-
demnation. Such a revelation must mean judgment not
mercy, a curse and not a blessing. That it meant mercy
and blessing to Paul, and that it resulted not in terror and
despair, but in his immediate and joyful conversion to
Christian discipleship, was due to the fact that in the very
vision itself was given him an entirely new conception of
the office of the Messiah. Like the majority of his country-
men, he had doubtless thought of him as coming not to
save his people from their sins, but to bring a righteous
people their reward. But in the Messiah who appeared
to him on the way to Damascus, Paul beheld his Saviour
and Deliverer, and there wag born a new hope in his heart,
the hope of eternal life which he had completely lost under
the stress of the spiritual conflict through which he had
been passing. No wonder that his cry of despair was
followed by the exultant exclamation, “I thank God,
through Jesus Christ our Lord”;? and no wonder that
he could write to the Corinthians, with his mind upon the
great event that had taken place more than twenty years
before, ““ It is God who shined in our hearts to give the
light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of
Jesus Christ.” 2

But how was the action of the Messiah to effect that
deliverance of which Paul thus felt assured? How was
Paul himself, and how were others, to benefit by all that

1 Rom. vii. 25. 22 Cor. iv. 6.
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he had done in their behalf? It was in answering this
question that Paul departed most widely from the thought
of all his predecessors and contemporaries; that he showed
himself most independent of outside influence and revealed
most clearly his religious individuality and originality.
Christ saves a man, he says, by entering and taking up
his abode within him, by binding him indissolably to him-
self, so that it is no longer he that lives, but Christ that
lives in him, so that whatever Christ does he does, and
whatever he does Christ does.!

This profound and remarkable answer was entirely
in line with the experience through which Paul had
passed. It was in fact the only answer that could have
satisfied him in the light of that experience. To have
believed that the work of Christ was only substitution-
ary in its significance ; that he died merely as a sacrifice
by virtue of which other men, though sinful, might be
relieved of death, the penalty of their sin; to have believed
that there was only an arbitrary and forensic connection
between the work of Christ and the salvation of men,
would have been to do violence to his most sacred convie-
tions, and to run counter to all his religious experience.

1 Paul’s conception of the significance of Christ’s death and of the union
between the risen Christ and the believer, though the fruit, as we have seen, of
hia own religions experience, was yet not without confirmation in the teach-
ing of Christ himself, and there can be little donbt that that teaching con-
tributed to the clearness and certainty of the conception. Christ had more
than once referred to his death not as an unavoidable evil, but as a positive
and lasting benefit to his followers, and his identification of the bread and
wine, in the Last Supper of which bis disciples parteook, with his own body
aud blood, might possibly seem to furnish a warrant for the belief in the
real and actual oneness between the believer and his Lord. With Christ’s
utterances concerning his death and with the occurrences connected with the
Last Supper, Paul may not have been acquainted at the time of his conversion,
but he must have learned of them very soon thereafter, and they may well
have exercised an appreciable influence upon the formation of his views; cf.
1Cor. xv.3,x. 16 sq., xi. 23 8q. It is true that he interpreted them very differ-
ently from Christ’s immediate disciples; but the fact that he found in them a
confirmation of the fruits of his religious experience, can hardly be questioned.

It can hardly be questioned, moreover, that the universal belief of the early
Christians in the presence and influence of the Holy Spirit, with which of
course Paul must have been familiar even before his conversion, had its influ-
ence in the formation of his views. He could not fail to see in the testimony
of others to the presence of the Holy Spirit, a confirmation of his own expe-
rience of Christ’s indwelling, and the identification of Christ and the Holy
8pirit must thus have been all the more easy and natural to him.

E
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Another man of less rigorous character, and less profoundly
conscious than he, of the inalienable and essential connec-
tion of sin with death, — one of his Jewish contemporaries,
for example, — might have adopted some such view;
might have believed that God could sever that essential
connection, and in virtue of a merely substitutionary
sacrifice of Christ could pronounce a sinful man righteous
and grant him life, but Paul could not. No other answer,
indeed, was possible to him than the answer given above,
and yet its boldness is startling. It is not in any sense a
scholastic answer, an inference from observed facts, or a
logical deduction from premises supplied by Scripture or
tradition, but it is an answer based upon direct personal
knowledge, upon immediate consciousness. Paul would
never have dared to give it, nor could he ever have
discovered it, except under the influence and upon the
basis of a profound and vivid Christian experience, which
was the most real thing in all his life to him. We can
understand neither Paul the Christian nor Paul the theolo-
gian, unless we appreciate that experience and give it its
full value. It marks him as one of the great religious
geniuses of history, and it has done more than all else to
make his name immortal and his influence world-wide, and
that, too, in spite of the fact that he has been all too com-
monly misinterpreted and degraded into a mere rabbinic
legalist or scholastic dialectician. To his Christian ex-
perience he gives clear and vivid expression in such strik-
ing utterances as the following: “ When it pleased God to
reveal his Son [not ¢ to me” but] in me ” ;1 “I have been
crucified with Christ; yet I live; and yet no longer I, but
Christ liveth in me ” ;2 ¢ God sent forth the Spirit of his
Son into our hearts” ;% and in other passages where he
simply transfers his own experience to others, as, for ex-
ample, in the words: “ For as many of you as were bap-
tized into Christ did put on Christ”” ;¢ * My little children
of whom I am again in travail until Christ be formed in
you”;® «If Christ is in you, the body is dead because of

1 @Gal. i. 16. 8 Ral. iv. 6. 5 @al. iv. 19,
2 Gal. ii. 20. 4 Gal. iil. 27.
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sin; but the spirit is life because of righteousness.”?
Paul’s epistles are full of utterances like these, and it is
plain that in them is revealed the very centre and heart
of his Christian experience. Out of that experience, out
of the revelation of the Son of God within him, was born
the conviction to which he gave such constant expression,
that Christ had redeemed him by making him completely
one with himself.

But this union between himself and Christ, of which
Paul became conscious at the time of his conversion, had
a double significance to him. His experience had con-
vinced him, as we have seen, that he could never attain
life unless he could be freed from the flesh, which was
constantly dragging him downward and dooming him to
death. But in the revelation of the living Christ within
him, he became conscious that he had already come under
the control of a life-giving spirit, and had already passed
from death unto life. He must have died, then, with
Christ unto the flesh, which had formerly had dominion
over him, and he must have risen again with him unto
the new life in the Spirit which he was now living. His
union with Christ, therefore, meant to Paul both death
and life; death unto the flesh, life in the Spirit2 Thus
the work of Jesus had been made of benefit to Paul.
Because he was one with Christ, Christ had effected his
salvation by his death and resurrection.

This oneness between himself and the Messiah, which
alone made his salvation possible and actual, was con-
ceived by Paul in a very real way. The words in which
he describes it are no mere figure of speech. It was
not simply a oneness of mind or heart or will, not
simply that he possessed the disposition or character of
Christ, but that he was actually one with Christ in
natore. He conceived the oneness between the spirit-
ual man and Christ, the second Adam, to be as true
and complete as between the fleshly man and the first

! Rony, viii. 10; cf. also 2 Cor. iv. 6 sq.
?Rom. vi. 2 sq., vii. 4, viii. 10; 2 Cor. iv. 10, v. 1 sq.; Gal. ii. 20, iii. 27;
Phil. iii. 10 sq., ete.
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Adam.! Christ and the spiritual man are as really one
a3 Adam and the natural man. The oneness between
Adam and the natural man lies in the odpf, or flesh; the
oneness between Christ and the spiritual man lies in the
wvebua or spirit. It is because Adam and all his descend-
ants partake of human flesh, that they are really one in
nature; and it is because Christ and the believer alike
partake of the Divine Spirit that they are equally one in
nature? Paul does not think of the spiritual nature of
Christ as of another and lower order than the spiritual
nature of God; he does not make Christ’s Spirit of one
kind and God’s Spirit of another; in fact, as already re-
marked, he does not in any way distinguish the Spirit of
God from the Spirit of Christ, but speaks of the same
Spirit at one time as the Spirit of God, and again even in
the same passage, as the Spirit of Christ.® Moreover, in
some passages Paul identifies Christ himself and the Spirit
of Christ or the Spirit of God,* using indifferently the
personal name Christ and the term mwrebua, which denotes
Christ’s nature, just as he uses inferchangeably the words
avfpords and odpf. It is thus abundantly evident that
the wvedua, or spiritual nature of Christ, is the divine
mvedpa. This Divine Spirit, holy by nature, and possessed
of life and endowed with the power to impart life is
placed by Paul in constant contrast with the flesh, which
is evil and therefore doomed to death and death-dealing
in its effects. The one is holy, the other sinful; the one
incorruptible, the other corruptible; the one immortal, the
other mortal; the one heavenly, the other earthly. At
every point the contrast between them is complete, and
is frequently emphasized by Paul® In becoming really
united to Christ, then, a man becomes a partaker with himn
in the divine nature, or mvetpa. When Clrist takes up
his abode in the man, it is the Divine Spirit that dwells
in him ; he has within him a new nature the opposite in
every respect of his old fleshly nature. If he is truly

11 Cor. xv. 4749; cf. Rom. v. 15 sq. #Cf. e.g. Rom. viii. 10; 2 Cor. iii. 17,
21 Cor. vi. 17. 51 Cor, xv. 45.
3 Cf, e.g. Rom. viii. 9 8q. § Cf. Rom. vii., viii.; 1 Cor. xv.; Gal. v.
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united to Christ, he is dead unto the latter and alive in
the former. His personality has not been destroyed or
displaced by the personality of Christ. But his person-
ality has received a new content; Spirit in place of flesh.
The old discord between the Ego and the flesh has now
given place to the new harmony between the Ego and
the Spirit; he is no longer a fleshly but a spiritual man.
He has thus passed from death unto life, and his eternal
existence is already begun.!

It is instructive to notice in this connection that Paul
found no difficulty in believing that, being thus released
from the flesh, he would himself enjoy eternal life. It is
plain that this was not because he had not himself sinned,
for the seventh chapter of Romans makes it very clear, not
simply that his flesh was sinful, but that he had himself
been overpowered by his flesh, and had broken the law of
God. If death, then, was conceived by him under the
aspect of a penalty, inflicted upon all the guilty, it would
seem that he ought to suffer the penalty, unless in some
way he were to make expiation for his guilt, or be forgiven
for it. But of such expiation there is no trace in Paul,
and, as already remarked, he was ethically too rigorous to
entertain the idea of the removal of penalty by mere for-
giveness. That he could believe, therefore, that he would
enjoy eternal life, though he had been a sinner, was evi-
dently due to the fact that he regarded death not prima-
rily as a penalty, inflicted by way of punishment upon a
guilty person, but as the inevitable consequence of corrup-
tion ; that he conceived of it, in other words, chiefly under
the aspect of physical death, or the extinction of an evil
nature.? Being freed from that nature, and becoming par-
taker of a spiritual, holy, and divire nature, the Christian
escapes the death of his old odpf and enters upon the life
of his new mvelua, and that without regard to his past.
It is not so much forgiveness, as a new life; not so much
pardon for the old, as release from it that is needed, and

L Cf. Rom. v. 5; 1 Cor. ii. 12, iii. 16, 22, vi. 11, 19, xii. 13, xiv. 25; 2 Cor. i.
22, iv. 16, v. 16, 17; Gal. iv. 6, v. 16 5q., etc.
2 Cf. Gal. vi. 8; and see Kabisch: Die Eschatologie des Paulus, S. 93 sq.
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that is secured, according to Paul, when a man dies with
Christ unto the flesh, and rises with him in the Spirit.

But having already died with Christ unto the flesh, and
risen with him in the Spirit, by virtue of his real union
with Christ, a man who is united to Christ does not die
again. The new life in the Spirit, upen which he has
already entered, is not temporary merely, but eternal.
The death of the body, then, which is wuniversal, and
which ultimately ensues in the case of the believer as
well as of the unbeliever, is the death not of the man
himself, but simply of his flesh. He has already been
freed from the control of the flesh and has become a
partaker of the divine nature, and so he lives on in
spite of the death of his flesh. That death is not a mis-
fortune or a curse to him, as it would be if he were still
living in the flesh, when he would be dragged to destruc-
tion with it; but, on the contrary, it is a blessing to him,
for by it he is released from contact with the flesh, and
from the constant temptation to yield to its evil solicita-
tions, and by it he is liberated from the present evil world,
to which he is bound so long as he is in his earthly body,
and is enabled to ascend into the heavenly sphere where
he truly belongs because he partakes of the Divine Spirit.
When this final release from all contact with the flesh has
taken place, and not until then, is a man’s salvation com-
plete.2 And so Paul longs for the redemption of his body,
for the replacement of this body of sinful flesh by a new
spiritnal body in which resides no evil.?

The resurrection of the body, of which Paul speaks at
some length in the fifteenth chapter of First Corinthians,
does not mean the resurrection of our present fleshly body
— its resurrection would be not a blessing, but a curse; it
means, on the contrary, the resurrection of a spiritual body
which is not simply the present fleshly body purified, but
a body of an entirely different nature. It is this contrast
between the present fleshly body and the future spiritual
body which Paul emphasizes in the chapter referred to.

1f, e.g. Rom. vi. 8-11, 23. 2 Cf, Rom. xiii. 11,
8 Rom, viii. 23; 1 Cor. xv. 54 sq.
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The new spiritual body is distinguished from the old fleshly
body just as sharply as the new spiritual life is distinguished
from the old fleshly life. The resurrection of one’s body,
therefore, is simply the natural sequence of one’s resurrec-
tion with Christ to the new life in the Spirit here on earth.
Those who have already risen here in the Spirit shall rise
again after the death of their present bodies in a new spir-
itual body, by its very nature holy and immortal, and thus
fitted for the new spiritual and eternal life.

The death unto the flesh, which has already taken place
in the case of the believer, means his release from the
control of the flesh, but not his separation from it. Con-
tact with the flesh still continues. He still has flesh, but
the flesh no longer rules him. He is now its master, not
its slave. e lives no longer in it, but in the Spirit, and
he is therefore a truly spiritual and not a fleshly manat
But so long as the flesh remains alive, it maintains a con-
stant struggle against the Spirit, striving continually to
regain the mastery of the man? For that reason the
Christian is in constant danger. Though he has died
with Christ unto the flesh and risen with him in the Spirit,
and has thus been freed from the control of sin and be-
come a servant of God,? he may lose his hold upon Christ
and fall back into his old bondage ;® having begun in the
Spirit, he may end in the flesh; ¢ for even a spiritual man
may be tempted,” and coming again under the dominion of
the flesh, may be lost.® That a man can be at the same
time under the control of both the flesh and the Spirit,
and can live at the same time in accordance with both,
Paul denies unequivocally.’ But he that is not under the
control of the Spirit, he that is living in the flesh and not
in the Spirit, is none of Christ’s.® The Christian’s flesh,
which still clings to him, is sinful, and continues to serve
the “law of sin,” as it did before his conversion,! but
he himself is no longer under its control, he is a “new

L Cf. Rom. viii. 4, 5, 12sq. ; 1 Cor. vi. 15 5q.; 2 Cor. iv.7 sq.; Gal. v. 16,18, 24.

2Gal. v. 17 sq. & Gal. iii. 3. 9 Rom. viii. 6-9; cf. 1 Cor. X. 21.
8 Rom. vi. 22. T Gal. vi, 1. 10 Rom. viii. 9.
1 Col. ii. 19. 81 Cor. ix. 27. 1 Rom. vii. 25.

5Gal. v. 1, 4, 13.
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creature.”! Nor can he come under its control and follow
its behests without ceasing to be a spiritual man and a
disciple of Christ. It is the realization of this danger of
subjection to the flesh, which besets a man even after
he has been released from its dominion, that draws from
Paul the earnest warnings, admonitions, and exhortations
with which his epistles are filled. Those exhortations
are addressed to Christians, and are none the less urgent
because he is continually reminding them that they have
already died unto sin and been released from its control.
On the contrary, they gain added force and point from
that very fact; for having been thus liberated, there is the
more reason for Christians to guard their liberty jealously,
that they may not fall again into the old and deadly
bondage.?

In his effort to guard the Christian disciples whom
he addresses in his epistles, from renewed subjection to
the dominion of sin, Paul urges upon them a twofold
treatment of the flesh; exhorting them on the one hand
to break its power by bruising it, or by destroying and
putting it to death;® on the other hand, to take from
under its control the bodily members which it has em-
ployed as instruments of sin and use them as instruments
of righteousness.* The former method, which is ascetic
in its tendency, is entirely in line with Paul’s view of the
flesh, and we might therefore naturally expect him to
make much of it and to find in asceticism the surest way
to life. But the truth is that there is very little asceticism,
in the ordinary sense, in Paul’s epistles,® while there is
much that makes in the opposite direction.® Paul was
perhaps saved from the natural result of his view of the
flesh by his belief in the speedy consummation. “ The time
is shortened,” he says, and ¢ the fashion of this world

13 Cor. v. 17.

2 Cf. Rom. vi. 12, 13, viif. 12, 13, xiii. 12-14; 1 Cor. vi. 20; Gal. v.1 sq.,
16-25; Phil. ii. 12; Col. iii. 1-10.

8 Rom. viii. 13; 1 Cor. v. 5, ix. 27; 2 Cor. iv. 10, 11 ; Col. iil. 5.

4 Rom. vi. 13, 19; 1 Cor. vi. 15-20.

5 Traces of it are to be found in 1 Cor. vii. 1, 8; cf. also the passages
referred to in note 3.

6 Cf. Rom. xiv.; 1 Cor. vi. 12 sq., x. 23 sq.
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passeth away.”! The danger to be apprehended, there-
fore, from the continued existence and presence of the
flesh, did not seem as serious as it might otherwise, and
a feeling of indifference and contempt for the flesh itself
and for the earthly relations and environment which ex-
cited its lust, could take the place, at least at times, of the
bitter hostility which it naturally aroused. To this con-
sideration is to be added the fact that Paul’s dualism was
at bottom religious and not cosmical, and that he could,
therefore, in frue Hebrew fashion, look upon ¢the earth
and the fulness thereof ” as the Lord’s, could regard all
things as belonging to him who is Christ’s,® and could
esteem everything clean in itself, and lawful to the
spiritual man.

But more than all, Paul was saved from asceticism
by his conception of the Christian life as divine, and by
his confidence in the power of the Spirit of God, whose
indwelling alone makes that life possible. Though at
times, observing as he did in others, and feeling in him-
self the continued strength and vitality of the old flesh,
he urged the trampling of the body under foot, as a rule,
and when he was truest to himself, he was so vividly con-
scious of the power of the Spirit within him, that he felt
himself complete master of his flesh, and could use it as
his servant, employing all his members as instruments of
righteousness. In fact, to admit that his body could not
be so used, and that his only safety lay in its destruction,
was really to impugn the power of Christ, as Paul himself
evidently felt when he wrote such passages as Rom. viii. 16,
‘17, 88; 1 Cor. x. 18; Gal. iv. 6, 7; Phil.i.6. But,in accord-
ance with his conception of the controlling power in the
Christian life, Paul’s exhortations to his Christian readers
have reference commonly not to the Christian’s attitude
toward his fleshly nature, but to his relation to Christ or to
the Divine Spirit within him. He is continually expressing
the hope that those whom he addresses may keep their
minds set on spiritual things, that they may put on Christ,

11 Cor. vii. 29, 1. 21 Cor. x 26. 31 Cor. iii. 23.
4 Rom. xiv. 14, 20. 51 Cor. x. 23.
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that Christ may dwell in them richly, that they may be
not their own, but Christ’s, that they may live in the Spirit
and walk in the Spirit, that they may not lose their hold
on Christ, but that his Spirit may fill them and abound ;!
and he is confident that if they do thus keep their hold on
Christ, and if he does thus dwell in them, as he must if
they are his, the flesh will have no power over them, even
though they are not yet released from contact with it. But
even such exhortations as these fail to express the essence
of the Christian life as Paul experienced it; and even such
confidence is not the supreme confidence that sustains him
and that gives him his wonderful religious power. It is
Christ’s hold upon the Christian that he trusts, not the
Christian’s hold upon Christ. The Christian’s life is not
his own life, but Christ’s life ; and it is not in exhortations
to Christians, therefore, whatever those exhortations may
be, but in hymns of praise to God, that Paul’s Gospel finds
its truest expression.?

Our study of Paul’s conception of redemption throws
light upon his view of law, and of the Christian’s relation
to it, a subject about which he has so much to say in his
Epistles to the Romans and Galatians. By law Paul
means ordinarily not merely the divine character, or the
natural constitution of the universe, or the ideal of human
perfection, but positive divine enactment; a definite ex-
pression of the will of God given for a particular purpose.
Law in this sense was laid by God upon Adam and all his
descendants, Gentiles as well as Jews. But law, what-
ever its terms, and whatever the time and the circum-
stances of its enactment, was given only in consequence
of sin.? Had there been no sin, there would have becn no
law; it was the existence of sin that required its promul-
gation. But sin attaches to haman nature or flesh. Flesh,
therefore, is subject to law, and every man who is in the
flesh, whether he be Jew or Gentile, is under its dominion.
But the law, whose author is God, is holy while the flesh
is unholy. The flesh, therefore, never has obeyed, and

1 Rom, xiii. 14, xv. 13; 1 Cor. vi. 19, vii. 22; Gal. v. 16, 25; Eph. v. 18.
2 Rom. viii. 38 sq. 8 Rom. v. 20; Gal. iil. 19,
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never can obey, the law.! The law consequently serves
only to reveal man’s sin.2 Becoming conscious as he does
when he sees the contrast between his own life and the
law’s righteous requirements that he is a sinner, he knows
that not life, but death, the necessary consequence of sin,
awaits him. He does not die because he breaks the law;
he dies because he is sinful, and that he is whether there
be any law or not.® Buta man is subject to law only so
long as he lives. When he dies, he passes out from under
its control, for the law has dominion over the living only,
not over the dead.* When Christ died, therefore, he was
discharged from the law, to which he had been subject
while in the flesh,® just as every man is discharged from
it when he dies, not because the law has exacted its full
penalty, —the law exacts no penalty,— but simply be-
cause it can sustain no relation to one who has ceased
to exist. But Christ did not remain dead; on the con-
trary, he rose again. But in the new life upon which he
entered at his resurrection, he was no longer subject to
the law, for he was no longer in the flesh, but in the Spirit,
and over the Spirit, that is over the Divine Spirit, which
alone is in Paul’s thought, the law exercises no dominion.
Christ’s new life, therefore, in the Spirit, was a life of
complete freedom from law. DBut that which took place
in the case of Christ takes place also in the case of his
disciples, who die with him unto the flesh, and rise with
him in the Spirit. Dying, they are discharged from the
law, and rising again, they rise unto a new life over which
the law has no dominion, a life lying without its sphere.
Thus the man who has died with Christ and has risen
again with him, is not under the condemnation of the law,
for the law sustains no relation to him. It is in this sense
that Paul’s characterization of the believer as a justified
man is to be understood. He has been justified not by
the law, but from the law, for he has been discharged from
its control, and it no longer has jurisdiction over him.$

1 Rom. vii. 12 sq., viii. 7. 8 Rom. v. 13, vii. 13. & Gal, iv. 4.
2 Rom. iii. 20. 4 Rom. vii. 1.
® Cf. Rom, vi. 7: § y&p dwobavdy Seducalwrar dmd s o paprias.
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Paul is very emphatic and unequivocal in his assertion
that the Christian disciple is a free man; that the Christian
life upon which he has already entered, is a life of complete
liberty.! But such teaching smacks of antinomianism.
Indeed, even in his own day, it brought upon Paul the
condemnation of many who believed that his Gospel meant
the subversion of all good morals, and must inevitably
open the floodgates of anarchy and crime. It is instructive
to notice the way in which Paul answers his assailants.
He makes no compromise, nor does he in the least alter
the terms of his Gospel. He simply asserts that if we
died with Christ unto the flesh, we died also unto sin, and
“how, then,” he cries, “shall we who died to sin, any longer
live therein?”2 To say that freedom from the law means
license to sin is from Paul’s standpoint illogical and absurd,
for only he is free from the law who is dead unto the flesh,
and therefore unto sin. If he comes again at any time
under the control of the flesh, if he ceases to be controlled
by the Spirit, and is led by the flesh into sin, he comes
thereby immediately under the control of law. He can-
not be controlled by the flesh without being controlled by
law. Freedom from law, therefore, cannot mean license
to sin, for there is no freedom from law where there is sin.
If a Christian man were to abuse his freedom, he would
in the very act cease to be free, and would be subject

1Cf. e.g. Rom. vi. 14, vii. 6, x. 4; Gal. ii. 19, iii. 24 sq., v. 13, 18; Col. ii,
14. But there are other passages which seem at first sight inconsistent with
the assertion that the Christian is subject to no law. Such, for instance, are
Rom. viii. 4, xiii. 8-10, and Gal. v. 14, where the fulfilling of the law is referred
to. But it is evident, when these passages are read in the light of the others
just mentioned, that Paul was thinking when he wrote them not of a law laid
upon the Christian from without, but of the inner law of the divine character.
The law which was given by God, and is therefore spiritual (Rom. vii. 14), is
an expression of the character of God, and for that very reason it is impossible
for the flesh to keep it. But if it expresses the divine character, it must ex-
press also the life of the spiritual man, for that life is divine; and thus the
spiritnal man, though not under the bondage of a law any more than God
is under the bendage of a law, may properly be said to fulfil the law, just
as God fulfils the law of his own character which finds expression in the
revealed law. The Christian is not under law, but the Christian life is a
holy life, and thus there are revealed in it the same features that are ex-
pressed in the holy law of God. And so the law finds itself fulfilled in the
Christian.

2 Rom. vi, 2.
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again to law just as all unredeemed men are subject to it,
but he would not then be Christ’s.

It will be seen that Paul does not teach the abrogation
or destruction of law; law still exists as truly as it ever
did, and will exist so long as there is any sin, and will
continue to be binding upon sinners so long as there
are any sinners. It is only the release from law of
those that have died with Christ unto the flesh and
risen with him in the Spirit that Paul teaches: the
release, that is, of those that have faith in Christ. And
such teaching is relieved from all possible flavor of
antinomianism by Paul’s view of the Christian life as
a divine life, and by his profound conception of faith
as the human condition of the inception and continu-
ance of that life. Faith, according to Paul, is the act
whereby a man identifies himself with Christ, becomes
actually one with him in nature, and is thus enabled to
die and rise again with him. Faith is thus the indispen-
sable, and at the same time the all-sufficient, condition of
salvation. Viewed in this way, it is an aet of the pro-
foundest spiritual meaning. It is not mere assent, intel-
lectual or moral, it is not mere confidence in Christ’s words
or in his promises, it is not a mere belief that he is what he
claims to be, but it is the reception of Christ himself into
the soul. By it a man becomes completely one with
Christ, for Christ enters into and abides with every be-
lieving, that is, every receptive, man. Faith is thus nof
an act of a part only of man’s nature, but of his whole
nature, or rather, strictly speaking, it is not an act at all,
but simply the attitude of receptivity toward Christ.
Paul's view of the character and quality of faith appears
perhaps as clearly as anywhere in the words: “By their
unbelief they were broken off, and thou standest by thy
faith. Be not high-minded, but fear; for if God spared
not the natural branches, neither will he spare thee.”?
Faith is lere made the opposite of high-mindedness, or
pride, or self-confidence. 1t is clear, therefore, that the
essence of faith, according to Paul, is the renunciation of

= 1Rom. xi. 20, 21. -3
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confidence in self, and the absolute dependence upen and
trust in another; a spirit of humility and self-renunciation
which alone fits one for the indwelling of Christ. So long
as this attitude of receptivity, this self-emptiness and open-
ness to the Divine Spirit, is maintained, Christ dwells in
the man, living in him and through him the Christian life,
the free, spiritual life over which no law has dominion.
But if the faith be lost, if a man fall into unbelief, or
become high-minded and fail to maintain the true atti-
tude of receptivity, Christ will depart, and he will come
again under the control of the flesh and under the domin-
ion of the law! Faith, or the attitude of receptivity
toward the Spirit of God, thus conditions not merely
the beginning, but the continuance of the Christian life.
Only to a receptive man will the Divine Spirit be given,
and only in such a man will it abide.?

What has been said of Paul’s conception of the Christian
life and the nature of faith, makes his meaning quite clear
when he speaks, as he often does, of the righteousness of
faith and contrasts it with the righteousness of works.
The righteousness of faith is the divine righteousness
which a man receives when he receives Christ. It is not
a mere declaration by God that the sinner is justified or

1 This possibility Paul distinctly contemplates in Rom. xi, 20 s5q.

2 The harmonization of this idea with the conception of the absoluteness of
God’s election, which is asserted so unequivocally in Romans ix., Paul nowhere
attempts. But it is to be noticed that his sweeping statement of God’s un-
conditional sovereignty in the matter of election is made in reply to the Jews,
who supposed that their efforts after legal righteousness gave them a claim
on God, and that God was bound to give them life as a reward. In opposition
to such a claim Paul asserts that God is bound by nothing in man; but that
he is ahbsolutely free and sovereign, and may elect whom he pleases without
any regard to the character or accomplishments of the person or class thus
elected. The claim which they make is not that they have faith, — Paul would
not have answered such a claim thus, —but that they have merit, On the
other hand, over against those who excuse themselves on the ground that they
are not to blame, if God thus elects and condemns according to his own good
pleasure, Paul is no less decisive in his assertion of human responsibility and
in his insistence that the Jews’ rejection i3 due to their own want of faith
(Rom. ix. 32). Paul leaves these two divergent lines of thought unreconciled,
as they are left in the Old Testament; but the fact that with a particular
polemic interest he asserts so strongly God’s absolute and unconditioned
sovereignty should not lead us to suppose that he intends to imply that

the exercise of faith upon which he expressly conditions salvation is not in
man’s own power. Cf. Bruce, l.c. p. 310 sq.
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forgiven for his past sins and accounted righteous without
regard to his actual character; it is not a mere status into
which he is introduced by such declaration, but it is at
bottom the real righteousnmess or the righteous nature
which is bestowed upon the believer by God. But this
righteousness is placed by Paul in sharpest contrast with
the righteousness of man, for the latter in God’s sight is
no righteousness. Man, being flesh, cannot be righteous.
He may think himself righteous, he may observe the law,
as he fancies, perfectly, but the law is spiritual, and he is
carnal, and his observance of it consequently is but a delu-
sion.!  Fora man to be justified by his own works, or make
himself righteous, is an absolute impossibility. Only by
escaping from the flesh and becoming, by the reception of
the Divine Spirit, a spiritual man, does he become right-
eous; and only as a righteous man does he escape death
and enjoy eternal life. He is saved therefore by grace, and
not by works. God saves him; he cannot save himself.
But God saves him, not merely by accounting him right-
eous and declaring him released from the penalty of death,
but by giving him the Divine Spirit, and thus replacing his
old fleshly nature with a new spiritual nature. Thus the
righteousness of God, or the righteousness of faith, of which
Paul has so much to say, is not primarily, as he uses it, a
forensie or legal term, but stands for a real thing, the act-
ual divine righteousness or righteous nature which man
receives from God when he receives God’s Spirit.2 It is
righteousness not imputed, but imparted to man; and im-
parted just because the divine nature or Spirit, which is
itself righteous, is imparted to him.3

In thus emphasizing the real as distinguished from the
forensic element in Paul’s thinking, I do not mean to deny
that he frequently makes use of forensic terms,and clothes
his thoughts in legal forms. The distinct and explicit
Phrases “ reckoning righteousness ” unto a man, and * reck-

1 Rom. vii. 14; Gal. it. 16, iii. 11, 21,

2Cf. Rom. i. 17, iil. 21 sq., iv. 11, 13, v. 17, ix. 30, x. 3, 6; 2 Cor. v. 21;
Phil. i, 9; Eph, iv. 24.

_‘_’3 See the references given in the previous note; also Rom, v. 5 sq., vi. 4 84,
Viil. 5, 9, 11, 14 sq.
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oning faith for righteousness,” oceur in his epistles,! and
the word &wcatody, which he uses so frequently, has the
forensic meaning of accounting or treating as righteous,
at least a part of the time.2 And yet, in spite of this fact,
to regard such expressions as formative in Paul’s thinking,
and to read his conception of salvation in their light, is to
misinterpret him. The truth is that his tendency was pre-
dominantly ethical, and the forensic terms were secondary,

1 Notably in Rom. iv.and Gal. ifi. 6, The word used is hoy{{ouat; as in Rom.
iv. 5, Noyilerar §) wlores adrob els Sikatosvsqe. Cf. also 2 Cor. v. 19; Rom. ii.
26, and ix. 8.

21t is the common opinion that the word dwrawty is used by Paul solely in
the forensic sense, but the opinion is not justified by the facts. Leaving out
of view the ordinary meaning of the word in the classics and the LXX., which
ought not to be allowed to control our interpretation of it, as used by Paul, to
the exclusion of all other considerations, we find the forensic element dis-
tinetly and unequivocally involved only in Rom. ii. 13, and iii. 4 (in the latter
case in a quotation from the Old Testament), and in both instances real right-
eousness is assumed as the basis, God himself being tbe one ** justified ” in the
second passage. In Rom. iii. 20, viii. 34; 1 Cor. iv. 4; Gal. iii. 8, 11, the word
might be understood, so far as the context throws light upon the subject, in
either a forensic or real sense, but in all other cases (Rom. iii. 24, 26, 28, 30,
iv. 2,5, v. 1,9, vi. 7, viii. 30; 1 Cor. vi. I1; Gal. ii. 16 sq., iii. 11, 24, v. 4) to
exclude the conception of real righteousness, and to interpret the word in an
exclusively forensic sense is, in my opinion, to miss the force of the passage.
This can be clearly shown at least in Rom. iv.2-5 and 1 Cor. vi. 11. Thus in
Rom. iv. 2 8q., if dikawir be taken in the forensic sense, we have the unmean-
ing statement that if God accounted Abraham righteous on the ground of his
works, Abraham had no right to boast before God, for God accounted him
righteous on the ground of his faith. On the other hand, if we understand
&Sicatdfy to mean was made or became actually righteous, the connection of
the two parts of the passage is very clear. If Abraham was righteous as a
result of his works, he had reason for boasting, but even then he could not
boast before God, for according to the Scriptures it was his faith, not his works,
that God reckoned as righteousness (éhoylefy alrd els Swaooisny), and there-
fore even though he possessed actual legal righteousness, such righteousness
counted for nothing in God’s sight, for the righteousness that has value in his
eyes is only that which he himself imparts to him who has faith. So also in
1 Cor. vi. 11, the fact that é5ikardfnre follows dmehodoase and Fyidebnre,
and that it is connected with év 7¢ wrefuar: makes it very clear that it is to
be taken in the real and not in the forensic sense.

For a defence of the interpretation of dixaiwody in a real sense see Vincent’s
Word Studies, Vol. IIL p. 37 8q.; and compare his discussion of the meaning
of Swaioa¥yy on pp. 9 sq. and 215. See also Sabatier’s L'apdtre Paul,
p- 273 sq. (Eng. Trans., p. 297 sq.), and Abbott’s Conuinentary on Romans,

. 54 sq.
P Sinc% this note was written there has appeared in the dmerican Journal
of Theology (January, 1897, p. 149 sq.) an article by Professor Gould on S:.
Paul’s Use of duxawdr, to which I am happy to be able to refer in support of
the contention that dikateiy is used by Paul in a real as well as in a forensic
sense.
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not primary, with him. This appears very clearly in the
matter of forgiveness. The Epistles to the Ephesians and
Colossians bear witness to his belief that God forgives sins,
but the divine forgiveness is not once explicitly referred to
in his other epistles, except in a quotation from the Old
Testament in Rom. iv. 7.! Laying such emphasis as he
does upon the idea of God’s grace, and contrasting it so
constantly and so strongly as he does with man’s merit,
it is a remarkable fact that the conception which is so
common in the Synoptic Gospels should find such infre-
quent utterance in his writings. It simply shows that his
thought ran chiefly along other lines, and though his gra-
cious acceptance with God of course meant much to him,
it was less with forgiveness, in the ordinary sense, that he
was concerned, than with the possession of the Divine
Spirit which transformed him from a sinner to a saint.
It is in the light, not simply of his general conception of
the Gospel already outlined, but also of the fact just re-
ferred to, that his use of such terms as 8ixatoby, Sixatoovvy,
and Sixaiwots should be interpreted. When interpreted
thus, the forensic element, which so many have emphasized
to the exclusion of every other, is seen to be subordinate,
not supreme.?

1The verb d¢fnu, which in the Synoptic Gospels is the common word
meaning ¢ to forgive,’”” is found in Paul’s epistles in the sense of forgive or
remit only in Rom. iv. 7, in a quotation from the Old Testament. The noun
&geaes, which also occurs frequently in other parts of the New Testament, is
found in his epistles only in Eph. i. 7, and Col. i. 14 ; while the verb yaplfoua:
is used by him with reference to the divine forgiveness only in Eph. iv. 32,
and Col. ii. 13, iii. 13.

2 What has been said of Paul’s conception of forgiveness and of his use of
forensic terms is true also of his ntterances regarding Christ’s redemptive
work, That work, though he commonly represents it as a dying unto the
flesh and a rising again in the Spirit in order to redeem men from the power
of the flesh and give them the new life in the Spirit, he also represents
as the offering of a sacrifice, and the result which is accomplished by it,
as the reconciliation of man and God. Thus in Eph. v. 2, he calls Christ
a sacrifice (fugla), and in 1 Cor. v. 7 he says that * Our passover, Christ, hath
been sacrificed (érvfy). The noun “ reconciliation” (xaraXiay#) occurs in
R.mn. xi. 15 and in 2 Cor. v. 18, 19, and in the latter passage it is connected
directly with the work of Christ, though not explicitly with his death. The
verb “ to reconcile”’ (karaMdoow Or droxaraiAdovw) is found in Rom. v. 10,
2_001-, v. 18,19; Eph. ii. 16, and Col. i. 20, 21, and in each case is connected
direcily with Christ’s death except in 2 Cor. v. 18, 19. But all such refer-
ences are to be understood in the light of that general conception of salvation

L
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Before bringing this discussion of Paul’s Gospel to a
close, attention should be called to the patent fact that
the belief in the release of the Christian from bondage to
law in general involved, of course, his release from bondage
to the Jewish law in particular. But for such release an
additional warrant was given in the appearance of the risen
Christ. Doubtless the chief ground of Paul’s hostility to
Jesus had been, not that he turned the thoughts of the
people upon himself, and thus hindered their preparation
for the coming of the true Messiah, though that was bad
enough, but that he inculcated principles which seemed
calculated to lead them away from the law and to dis-
courage its observance. Such conduct was alone enough
to prove him an impostor in Paul’s eyes. That he should
have been executed by a mode of death pronounced ac-
cursed in the law was a fitting sign of the divine judgment
upon him. Bus the revelation of Jesus’ Messiahship could
mean nothing less than that his teaching was true; and a
revision of Paul’s conception of the law was consequently
inevitable! Thus even had his religious experience not
been what it was, and even had it not led him to believe
in the Christian’s freedom from all law, understanding
Christ as he did Paul could hardly have done otherwise -
after his conversion than assume a freer attitude toward
the Jewish law than the original disciples.

But the release of the Christian from the obligation to
observe the Jewish law, whether based solely upon his liberty
from all law or in part also upon the teaching of Jesus, meant
logically the abolition of the wall of partition that separated
the Gentile from the Jew. If Paul, therefore, was to be true
to his principles, he could recognize no essential religious
difference between circumcision and uncircumeision. Both
Jewish and Gentile Christians must stand religiously upon

and of the work of Christ which has been briefly outlined, and though they
ought to be given their due place, they should not be allowed to contrel our
interpretation of all Paul’s thought.

1 That the Messiah had died by a mode of death pronounced accursed in the
law must also have affected to some extent Paul’s estimate of the law and
must have tended to weaken its hold upon him. Cf. Gal, iii. 13 and see
Everett’s Gospel of Paul, p. 144 sq.
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the same plane. This fact Paul saw clearly at an early
day, and he did not shrink from the consequences in-
volved in it. On the contrary, he asserted distinctly and
unequivocally the equal rights of Gentiles in the Gospel.
That assertion constituted the Magna Charta of Gentile
Christianity, and Paul stood by it unflinchingly in spite of
the bitterest criticism and the most relentless opposition.
That he did his life work among the Gentiles, was due,
it is true, not solely to his adoption of this principle, — for
he might have believed as he did and still have labored
chiefly among his own countrymen, as he seems to have
done for some time,— but the principle was ultimately re-
sponsible for his career as the great apostle to the heathen,
and alone made that career possible.

‘We have been concerned in this chapter, not with Paul’s
missionary labors, nor with the circumstances which led
him to take the course he did as an apostle, but only with
the principles that underlay his work. Those principles
he reached in the early days of his Christian life, as a
direct result of the revelation of the Son of God within
him, and they must have been already understood and
clearly formulated before he began his work as a Christian
evangelist. Upon them his labors were based from the
very commencement of his career. It has been maintained
by many, it is true, that his Gospel was worked out slowly
and gradually, and that it took shape only under the stress
of conflict and after years of active service; and an effort
has been made by some scholars to trace a development
in his conception of Christianity, even during the period
within which his extant epistles were written; attention
being called to the fact that the Christianity of the First
Epistle to the Thessalonians is of a much simpler character
than the Christianity, for instance, of the Epistle to the
Romans.! Buteven the First Epistle to the Thessalonians
was written nearly twenty years after Paul’s conversion,
and only a hbrief interval separated it from lis greatest
writings. Moreover, it was written some years after the

_ICf. €.g. Sabatier, Matheson, and Clemen (Chronologie der Paulinischen
Bricfe, 1893; 8. 955 s9.). On the other side ses Bruce, L.c. p. 6 .
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events at Jerusalem and at Antioch, of which he tells
us in Gal. ii.,, and consequently the fact that in it the fun-
damental principles which are emphasized to such an ex-
tent in Romans, Corinthians, and Galatians, have almost
no place, cannot be urged as an indication of their later
development, for his conduct both at Jerusalem and at
Antioch presupposes those principles. It is therefore
vain to attempt to discover any essential development in
Paul’s general conception of Christianity after the time of
the writing of the earliest of his extant epistles.! That
development lay back of the great controversy, back
indeed of the beginning of his missionary work among
the Gentiles. It was not due to the experience gained in
that work, for the work presupposes the development.
Indeed, there is little in it that may not have belonged to
the earliest days of his Christian life, to a time before he
preached the Gospel to either Jew or Gentile. IHis pre-
Christian experience and the circumstances of his conver-
sion were such as inevitably to lead to that very Gospel
which we find presented years later in his great epistles.
It is impossible to imagine what the Gospel of his
earlier Christian years could have been, if it was not
that Gospel. It is impossible to conceive of his stop-
ping short of the controlling conception which we find
him holding until the end. It was doubtless in the period
immediately succeeding his conversion, during the time
that preceded his entrance upon his career as an apostle,
that he worked out the great problems wrapped up in his
conversion, and reached convictions which he held sub-
stantially unaltered throughout the remainder of his life.2

Those convictions were the fruit not of instruction
received from Christ’s apostles, nor of a knowledge of the

1 This is still more evident if Galatians is the earliest of Paul’s epistles, as
I believe it to be. See bhelow, p. 229.

2 It is not meant, of course, that no development took place in connection
with any of Paul’s conceptions during the period represented by his epistles,
In some matters, as, for instance, God’s ultimate purpose for the Jews, which
he discusses in his Epistle to the Romans, Paul’s views may have developed con-~
giderably aiter the writing of his Epistle to the Galatians. And so the Christ-

ology which appears in the epistles of the imprisonment is marked by some
features that very likely formed no part of his thought when he wrote his
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teaching of Jesus gained by Paul before or affer he became
a Christian, but of the revelation of the Son of God within
him, and of his own spiritual experience resulting there-
from, His conceptions, consequently, bore a very different
form from the conceptions to which Jesus himself gave
utterance, and yet they were in the main in harmony with
the Master’s spirit and tendency. Paul’s pre-Christian
experience had been just such as to prepare him for that
complete renunciation of personal merit and personal
pride, and that complete dependence upon God, which
were fundamental with Christ. And so in his emphasis
upon the Christian life as the divine life in man, and upon
the Christian’s release from bondage to an external law
because of the divine life within him which is its own law,
- Paul was in essential sympathy though not in formal
agreement with the Master. In his occasional references
to the divine bestowal of knowledge and power,! and in
his promise to be with his disciples in spirit,2 Christ cer-
tainly gave some warrant to the developed view to which
Paul’s experience led him, and in his assertion of God’s
fatherhood, and in his emphasis upon love as the substance
of the law, he really justified Paul in his denial of all
legalism.?

Thus, though with his more abstract conception of God
and man, and with his sharp contrast between flesh and
Spirit, Paul held views in many respects different from
Christ’s, and much less simple and popular than his, he
was in sympathy with the spirit of the Master, and he
must be recoghized as the disciple who most fully under-
stood him, and most truly carried on his work. And yet,
not to the teaching of Christ, but to the teaching of Paul,
does the church owe its controlling emphasis upon the

earlier letters. Aud yet the development both here and in other lines in-
volved only details, and did not affect his fundamental positions. The contents
of the several episties will be considered in the next chapter, and such devel-
opment as actually did take place in Paul’s views will then appear.

1 Bee Matt. xi. 27, xiii. 11, xvi. 17, xix. 26; Mark xiii, 11, cte.

2 See above, p. 32 sq.

8 There can be no doubt that it was directly due to the influence of Jesus’
teaching that Paul recognized the law of love as constituting the principle of
the Christian life.
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Saviour’s death; and not to the former, but to the latter,
is chiefly due its recognition of him as a Redeemer from
sin. It was by Paul, indeed, that the way was opened for
a deeper conception of the significance of Christ’s work,
and for a loftier conception of his personality than had
prevailed among his immediate disciples. Even though
Paul was understood by very few, and even though his
Gospel of the complete liberty of the Christian man found
almost no acceptance, his emphasis upon the significance
of Christ’s death, and upon the divineness of his nature,
had wide and permanent influence, and in the end essen-
tially modified the thinking of the church at large. Not
desus the Messiah, but Jesus Christ the divine Saviour,
was thenceforth increasingly, as time passed, the object of
Christian faith and worship. :



CHAPTER IV
THE WORK OF PAUL
1. Tae Romax WorLp!?

Paur’s field was the Roman Empire. If we would
understand his career and rightly estimate the results
accomplished by him, we must acquaint ourselves, at
least to some extent, with the political, social, and reli-
gious conditions which prevailed within that empire in his
day. In the middle of the first century the dominion of
Rome extended from Britain to the African desert, and
from the Atlantic to the Euphrates, embracing all the
countries which bordered upon the Mediterranean Sea.
This vast ferritory was divided into two parts, Italy and
the provinces. In Italy lived the ruling nation; in the
provinces, which were some thirty-five in number at the
time in question,? the subject peoples. One of the most
striking facts about the empire is the heterogeneity of
the elements of which it was composed. It was nothing
less than a vast conglomerate. Within its borders were
gathered peoples of the most diverse origin and history.
'This diversity was of course most marked in the provinces.
In Italy the Romanizing process had been going on for

18ee especially Marquardt: Romische Staatsverwaltung; Mommsen: Ri-
mische Geschichte, Bd. V.: Die Provinzen von Caesar bis Diocletian (Eng.
Trans. The Roman Provinces, in two volumes) ; Schiller: Geschichte der Ro-
mischen Kaiserzeit, Bd. I.; Arnold: Roman System of Provincial Adminis-
tration; and Friedlinder: Darstellungen aus der Sittengeschichte Roms.

2 At the time of Claudius’ death (54 A.p.) there were thirty-five provinces:
seven in Asia, five in Africa (Cyrene and the Island of Crete constituting a
single provinee), and twenty in Europe, besides the insular provinees, Cyprus,
Sieily, and Sardinia. Under Nero the number was increased to thirty-six, and
under later emperors the number became still larger, being increased some-
times by addition, but chiefly by the division of ‘those already existing. See
the lists in Marquardt’s Réimische Staatsverwaltung, 1. 5. 483 8q.
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centuries and was practically complete before the estab-
lishment of the empire. But in the provinces there
existed the greatest and most manifold variety. In her
conquests it had been Rome’s policy from an early day to
recognize and so far as possible to leave undisturbed the
national customs of the people whom she conquered. She
was concerned not so much to Romanize as to control
them, and she was content, so long as they recognized her
authority, paid their taxes, and remained loyal and peace-
able subjects to allow them to retain much that they held
dear in manners, in laws, and in religion. The conse-
quence was that in those parts of the world where there
existed an old and highly developed civilization, as in
Asia, Egypt, and Greece, the immediate changes wrought
by Roman conquest were in the main only external and
superficial. The traditional habits of thought and life
continued much the same, and though there was political
unity, there were many marked and striking diversities
in other lines. It wonld be a mistake consequently to
think of the work of Paul and other Christian mission-
aries as of the same character in all parts of the empire.
The mental and moral characteristics of the people, their
habits of life, their prejudices and passions, their religious
beliefs and superstitions, varied greatly, and methods
adapted to one city might prove far from successful in
another. To evangelize the Roman world was a very
different thing from evangelizing a single province or a
closely related group of provinces, and Paul showed on
many occasions his appreciation of the fact.

And yet, in spite of all the diversity, so far-reaching
and deep-seated in many cases, there existed at the same
time a strong bond of union between the different parts
of the empire, and a degree of homogeneity which is very
remarkable under the circumstances. In republican days
the provinces were little more than dependencies of Rome.
The line of cleavage between Italy and the rest of the
world was very marked. In Italy lived the rulers; out-
side of Italy, the ruled; and though there might be
Roman citizens here and there in the provinces, they were
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few and far between, and the provincials in general were
regarded by the inhabitants of Italy with undisguised
contempt, and were commonly looked upon as inferior
even to the freedmen of Rome. The provinces had value
only for what could be got out of them, and if they were
- governed with leniency, and their traditions treated with
respect, it was only in order that their material resources
might not be in any way lessened and the income from
them curtailed. But with the establishment of the empire
a new era in provincial administration opened. From
mere dependencies the provinces rose gradually to the
dignity of integral parts of the empire. The emperors
instinctively looked for support not so much to the old
aristocracy of Rome as to the people of the empire at
large, and the breaking down of the wall between Italy
and the rest of the world, and the extension of the privi-
leges of Roman citizenship to an ever-increasing number
of provincials, were a natural result. Not until the time
of Caracalla, in the early part of the third century, did
Roman citizenship become the possession of all free inhabi-
tants of the empire; but the process which culminated
then was already under way in the period with which
we are dealing. The old line of demarcation still existed,
to be sure, and the contempt of Romans for provincials
still manifested itself; but the times, nevertheless, were
changed, and the provinces were passing rapidly out of
their original condition of subjection. The change was
evident in many ways. The number of Roman citizens
in the provinces was multiplying rapidly ; provincials of
character and ability were acquiring an influence at Rome
which would have been impossible in republican days;
honors and emoluments were falling to them; and the ranks
of the nobility were increasingly recruited from them.
Instead of being subjected to the rapacity of irresponsible
governors, who regarded them as their legitimate prey,
and whose sole object was to plunder them and line their
own pockets, they now enjoyed the benefit of a carefully
adjusted system of provincial administration, which was
provided with checks and safeguards calculated to mini-
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mize the danger of misgovernment. Though maladminis-
tration was still frequent enough, the provinces were in
the main remarkably well governed under the emperors,
and their condition was exceptionally good. Frequently,
when the people of Rome itself were suffering from the
excesses of a Caligula or a Nero, the inhabitants of the
provinces were enjoying the largest measure of prosperity
and happiness.

The natural result of the imperial policy was the rapid
growth among the -provincials of a spirit of loyalty to
Rome. The privilege of belonging to the empire was
becoming ever more widely recognized and more highly
valued, and to be a Roman citizen meant more in the
eyes of most than to be a descendant of the proudest and
most ancient race. The old racial pride and prejudice
were rapidly breaking down, and in their place was grow-
ing up a new patriotism which had the Roman state as
its object and which found expression in devotion to its
interests. The effect of all this was a cosmopolitanism of
spirit which is one of the most marked characteristics of
the age. Everywhere men felt themselves to be not mere
natives of this or that land, but citizens of the world. The
immense local differences only contributed to this cosmo-
politan spirit, for in their contact with other peoples of
such various types men became increasingly conscious
of their own limitations and increasingly alive to that
which they might gain from others. It was Rome’s con-
stant effort to foster this new sense of unity and this new
spirit of cosmopolitanism. By her magnificent system of
roads she bound all parts of the empire together, and
made it possible not only to reach quickly every quarter of
her vast dominions with her troops, but also te keep in con-
stant touch with the provinces and to carry on a most active
commerce with them. By removing burdensome restric-
tions, she made trade easy, and opened up new markets
for the products of the world. By sending out colonies,
she established céntres of Roman influence in various
quarters. And finally, by organizing the new imperial
worship, and providing for its regular practice, especially
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in the provinces, she supplied a bond of union of peculiar
strength. The provincials were left free and even encour-
aged to worship their own gods, and In some cases the
emperors provided for the public support of the local reli-
gions. But the new imperial cult was everywhere insisted
upon. The worship of Rome and the emperor was made
an official function, and upon the civil authorities was laid
the responsibility for its proper observance. The provin-
cials themselves were foremost in their recognition of the
deified emperors, and they vied with each other in exhibit-
ing their loyalty by devotion to the new state religion.

The prevailing culture of the world was Hellenic.
From the time of Alexander’s conquests, Greek influence
bad been transforming the civilization of Egypt and of
Western Asia, and when the aiready Hellenized East
became a part of Rome’s dominions, the same influences
speedily made themselves felt in the West. The Greeks
lacked the genius for government which was so marked a
characteristic of the Romans, but they possessed a power
of impressing themselves — their culture, their ideas, their
beliefs — upon other peoples to a degree shared by no
other race. They were a restless, active, enterprising
people, and it was not long after the opening of intercourse
between East and West before they found their way into
all parts of the Roman world. In intellectual and artistic
lines they had no peers, and they soon made their services
indispensable to the higher classes; while their commer-
cial instinct and ability made them successful rivals of the
Jews in all branches of trade. Through them the Greek
language and Hellenic culture were acclimated in the
Occident as well as in the Orient, and though Roman
civilization was always dominant west of the Adriatic, it
was permeated in no small degree by the spirit of Greece.
Thus, in spite of local differences, diverse interests, and
racial peculiarities, a man brought up in circles where the
influence of Greek culture was felt could not fail to find
himself at home in every great city of the empire, and to
meet everywhere men of like sympathies and interests
with himself.
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Ethically the Roman Empire was not in a wholesome
condition. The decaying civilization of the Orient was
corrupt to the last degree, and the opening of the East
to the influence of Greece through the conquests of Alex-
ander had meant the opening of Greece to the debasing
effects of Oriental sensuality. When republican Rome
extended her dominions eastward, there flowed into Italy
not simply the wealth and the culture of the conquered
peoples, but also their vices, and the ethical tone of the
entire republic rapidly deteriorated. In those parts of
the world, especially the Western world, lying away from
the great centres and off the great lines of travel, fru-
gality, simplicity, and austerity were still dominant even
well on inte imperial times, but everywhere else luxury,
debauchery, and sensuality ran riot. The wide prevalence
of slavery, the wealth, lnxury, and pride of the nobility, and
the lack of a strong, respectable, and self-respecting middle
class did much to lower the general ethical tone of the
world at large; and the growing tendency toward urban
life and the increasing depopulation of the rural districts
contributed to the same result.

And yet, in spite of the vice which had penetrated society
and was fast sapping its energy and vitality, the fact must be
recognized that in the period with which we are dealing a
widespread ethical reformation was in progress. Thinking
men had become sensible of the degeneracy of the age and
had begun to labor for the betterment of the world. Philoso-
phy and religion were taking on a predominantly ethical
character, and noble men were preaching virtue, and were
making their influence felt in all grades of society. There
can be no doubt that in the first century of the Christian
era there were abroad in the world a deeper consciousness
of moral evil, and a more earnest desire to escape from its
control, than there had ever been. And sc men were be-
ginning to seek in religion not a mere means of warding
off calamities and securing success in this or that occupa-
tion, but a way of escaping from moral evil, and of attain-
ing to a higher and purer and holier state. Though in
the changes that had been going on for so many genera-
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tions, the ancient faiths had lost much of their vitality,
and the upper classes especially were affected by a wide-
spread scepticism and indifference in religious matters,
the age was nevertheless a religious age, and many were
striving to discover in their ancestral cults that which
could satisfy their newly awakened needs, while many
more were seeking in the cults of other peoples that
which they could not find in their own. It was in fact
an age of religious individualism and eclecticism. And
while the new imperial worship was serving the purposes
of a state religion, the most various faiths were finding
adherents in all parts of the empire.

Among the faiths which profited by the awakening re-
ligious interest of the age was Judaism.! Long before the
opening of the Christian Era the Jews were scattered over
the greater part of the known world. In Syria, in Asia
Minor, in Egypt, and in the far East they were especially
numerous, and before the rise of the empire they had
already found their way to the West and were numbered
by the thousands in Rome itself. Wherever they went,
they worshipped and served the God of their fathers, and
gathered regularly for religious services on the Sabbath.
When their numbers were sufficient, they built a syna-
gogue, and there were few large cities in the empire
which did not contain several such structures. However
widely they might be scattered, they retained always the
warmest affection for Jerusalem and the Holy Land, and
were loyal and devout members of the household of Israel,
which had its centre there. To the temple they sent regu-
larly the appointed tribute money, and thither they went
in large numbers to attend the great annual feasts. And
vet, devoted as they were to the religion of their fathers,
and conscious as they were that they belonged to an elect
people and possessed a faith infinitely superior to all other
faiths, they still felt in no small degree the influence of
the world in which they lived, and their beliefs and their

10n the Judaism of the Dispersion, see especially Hausrath: Neulesta-
mentliche Zeitgeschichte, 2te Auflage, Bd. IL 8. 91 sq.; Schiirer: Geschichte

des jiidischen Volkes, Bd. IL S. 493 sg. (Eng. Trans., Div. IL Vol. IL p.219 sq.),
and Morrison: The Jews under Roman Rule, p. 375 sq.
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practices differed more and more as time passed from
the beliefs and practices of their Palestinian brethren.
There were undoubtedly multitudes of them who endeav-
ored to observe in all their strictness all the ritual ordi-
nances of the law, and to hold themselves rigidly aloof
from their Gentile neighbors; but there was a widespread
tendency to soften somewhat the rigor of ceremonial re-
quirements in order to permit a larger measure of inter-
course with those among whom they lived. The desire
also made its appearance at an early day to influence the
heathen world, and to propagate the true faith among the
Gentiles. But as is very apt to be the case when one’s pur-
pose is propagandism, emphasis was laid increasingly upon
the more universal and essential elements of Judaism, and
the ceremonial and ritual features were proportionately mini-
mized. The Jews in question did net commonly cease ob-
serving the ceremonial law themselves, but many of them
taught that the essence of Judaism was belief in the one true
God, and a life of purity, honesty, and uprightness in the
confidence that God will reward the good and punish the
wicked in a future life. Emphasizing such truths as these,
it was possible for them to appeal strongly to earnest and
conscientious souls, and in spite of the dislike with which
they were so commonly regarded and the contempt which
their peculiar rites and ceremonies often inspired, they
seemed to many to offer just that which was most needed
by the world.

Their propagandism was carried on with the utmost
energy and enthusiasm, and no means were left untried.
Not simply did they endeavor to influence their neigh-
bors and acquaintances one by one; the scholars and
writers among them made use of all varieties of literary
composition for the advancement of the work.! The great
philosophers, poets, and tragedians of earlier days were made
to declare their faith in the God of the Jews and their
approval of the principles of Judaism; and books were
written bearing the names of noted Greek and Latin

1 Upon the Hellenistic Jewish literature, see Schiirer, ¢, IL 8. 694 sq. (Eng.
Trans., Div, IL, Vol. IIL p. 156 sq.).
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authors long dead. Among these pseudonymous produc-
tions the most remarkable and influential was a collection
of so-called Sibylline Oracles. The oracles of the Sibyl,
popularly supposed to have been an inspired priestess of
Apollo, were highly esteemed in the ancient world, and
her alleged prophetic powers were turned to good service
by various Jewish writers, who made her a preacher of
the true faith, and a prophet of the blessedness that was
one day to be enjoyed by all that honored and served the
God of the Jews, and of the misery that was to overtake
the worshippers of idols. These Oracles, which were not
the work of one man nor of one period, must have ex-
erted a tremendous influence upon all that accepted them
as genuine, as multitudes doubtless did.

But Judaism appealed not simply to the people at large,
it addressed itself also to the philosophers of the age
and endeavored to show its own superiority to all the
systems of antiquity. It was the claim of many Jewish
scholars, among whom Philo of Alexandria was the most
noted of all, that Judaism was the supreme philosophy
and the Jewish Scriptures the original storehouse of all
the truth known to the sages of the world. By the ap-
plication to the Old Testament of the allegorical method
of interpretation which was familiar to the writers of
the day, there were drawn from it the great truths taught
by Socrates and Plato and others like them, and the claim
was set up that from Moses and the prophets they had
learned all the truth they knew. But it was not so
much by such efforts to vindicate the philosophic character
of Judaism, that the Jewish propagandists influenced the
world, Their pure and lofty monotheism, their ethical
ideals, and their emphasis upon the doctrine of rewards
and punishments beyond the grave, reinforced by their
assertion of a divine revelation guaranteeing all their
teaching, appealed most widely and most powerfully to
the better spirits among those with whom they came in
contact, and it may well be believed that the writings
of the great Hebrew prophets exerted a far larger influence

than the philosophical productions of Philo and his school.
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It may be doubted whether the Jews ever secured a
very large number of proselytes in the full sense, that is,
of those who accepted circumeision and assumed the obli-
gation to observe the law in all its parts, for the rite of
circumeision was exceedingly repugnant to the world in
general. But it is certain that they attached to themselves
a large multitude of devout worshippers, who attended the
services of the synmagogue and served and houored their
God as the only true God.! Many such adherents seem
to have observed the Sabbath and some of the Jewish
laws respecting food ;2 while others contented themselves
with conforming to the moral precepts of the Decalogue,
or with the general practice of justice, holiness, and mercy.

It was among these Gentile adherents of Judaism that
Christianity had its most rapid spread. They were pre-
pared for it by their belief in the God who was worshipped
both by Jews and Christians, and by their acquaintance
with the Old Testament, which they heard read in the
synagogue week after week. Moreover, they had no
native attachment to Judaism and no ancestral traditions
which made it difficult for them to break loose from the
synagogue ; and when Christianity came with its assertion
that the prophecies contained in the Divine Seriptures
were already fulfilled, and that the promised consumma-
tion was already at hand, it is not to be wondered at that
they welcomed it warmly, and found in it, especially when
preached by those who recognized the full and equal rights
of a Gentile Christianity, that which satisfied them even
better than Judaism, whose blessings they could enjoy
only in part so long as they hesitated to receive circum-
cision and to become fully incorporated into the family of
Israel. How much the existence of such circles of God-
fearing men and women in all the great cities of the em-
pire must have meant to Paul, we can easily imagine, and
we shall see that he was fully alive to the opportunity
offered by them.

1 These Gentile worshippers of the God of the Jews were commeonly spoken
of as ‘ Devout and God-fearingmen.” Cf., e.g., Acts x. 2, and Josephus: Ani.

xiv.7,2; B. J.11. 18, 2.
2Cf., e.g., Josephus: Contra Apionem. II. 3.
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2, Tae FirsT TarREE YEARS oF Paur's CHRISTIAN LIFE

The career of Paul during the years immediately suc-
ceeding his conversion is involved in obscurity. We
learn from his Epistle to the Galatians,® that he went
first of all to Arabia and returned again after a time to
Damascus. For what purpose he visited Arabia, by which
is meant, probably, the desert country lying to the south-
east of Damascus, and how long he remained there, we are
not informed. The account in Aects, which betrays no
knowledge of such a visit, seems to imply that it was of
brief duration and of little or no public significance, and
Paul’s own reference to it is not out of harmony with such
a supposition. It can hardly be supposed that he went
to Arabia to do missionary work, for it was the last place
which he would have chosen for such a purpose. It is
muck more probable that he went thither in order to re-
flect in solitude upon the great change that had come upon
him, and to determine its bearing upon his subsequent
career. The issues involved were too momentous to be
treated lightly, and Paul was the last man to reverse his
entire course of conduct without considering carefully all
that such a reversal meant, and without making very clear
to himself the new principles by which he was thenceforth to
live and labor. He could not be satisfied with anything less
than a thoroughgoing understanding of the Gospel which
had been revealed to him, and of its bearing upon his own
life. But such an understanding could hardly have been
attained without careful meditation, and it is quite un-
likely therefore that he plunged into active evangelistic
work immediately after his conversion. It may fairly be
- assumed, then, that it was in Arabia that Paul thought out
his Gospel, and that in his Epistle to the Galatians he
mentions his visit thither, just because it was there, in
communion with himself and with his God, and not at the
feet of the apostles in Jerusalem, that he learned his mes-
sage and received his equipmeunt as a preacher of the
Gospel of Christ.

1 (Gal. i 17, 18,
b4
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Returning from Arabia to Damascus, he doubtless began
at once to preach Christ in the synagogues, as recorded in
the Book of Acts.! That he should have begun his work
among his own countrymen was entirely natural, and
there is no reason whatever to doubt the accuracy of
Luke’s account. That he labored for the conversion of
Jews as well as of Gentiles is proved by his own words in
1 Cor. ix. 20, and Rom. xi. 14, and the second passage
indicates that he was even more deeply concerned in the
conversion of the former than of the latter. The princi-
ples of his Gospel, to be sure, were such that it was impos-
sible for him to think of the Jewish law as having any
binding authority over a Christian disciple whether Jew
or Gentile; it was inevitable that he should regard the
“middle wall of partition” which separated the Jews
and the Gentiles as broken down, and should recognize
the right of the latter to become Christian disciples with-
out first becoming Jews. Indeed, all this must have
become clear to him even before he returned to Damascus ;
for it was necessarily involved in the Gospel as he under-
stood it, and he could not have remained even temporarily
blind to it. But such an unqualified recognition of the
rights of a Gentile Christianity might exist, and yet Paul
not feel himself bound to turn from the Jews to the Gen-
tiles, and to labor exclusively for the evangelization of the
latter. With his ardent patriotism and with his profound
love for his own countrymen, to which he bears eloquent
testimony in his Epistle to the Romans, it would have been
unuatural for him to do so. We should expect rather to
find him laboring first and foremost for the conversion of
Jews, and only secondarily for the conversion of foreign
peoples. The fact that he became finally the apostle to the
Gentiles in a peculiar sense, and that his great life work
was done among them, and not among his own country-
men, while made possible by his belief that the disciples
of Christ were free from all obligation to observe the
Jewish law, was not directly due to that belief, but was
the result of a combination of circumstances which will be

1 Acts ix,19sq.
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referred to later. We may safely assume, then, that upon
his return from Arabia to Damascus Paul began preaching
the Gospel of Christ among those whom he knew and
loved best, among his fellow-members of the household of
Tsrael. That he should feel himself called to preach was
inevitable. A man of his character and talents could not
remain silent after the great change which he had experi-
enced. His first impulse must be to tell others of the
Messiah who had been revealed to him, and as he had

believed himself divinely commissioned to exterminate the
~ followers of Jesus, he must now believe himself divinely
commissioned to propagate the faith which he had been
destroying. Ceasing to be a persecutor, he could not be
satisfied to be a mere adherent; he must become a cham-
pion of the new sect.

His earliest Christian preaching, according to the Book
of Acts, agreed substantially with the preaching of the
primitive disciples of Jerusalem, in so far as he proclaimed
and endeavored to prove, as they had done, the Messiah-
ship of Jesus. It was with this truth that we should ex-
pect him to begin. ¢IsJesusindeed the Messiah?’” was the
burning question, and none of the disciples, least of all Paul,
could refrain from stating and restating his reasons for an-
swering that fundamental question in the affirmative. But
we may well believe that as he had found in the crucifixion
of Jesus his chief ground of offence against those who pro-
claimed him as the Messiah, he would lay especial stress
upon that crucifixion when he began himself to preach the
faith that he had once so bitterly denounced; and that he
would not simply content himself with showing that Jesus
was the Messiah in spite of his death, but would emphasize
the fact that the death of Jesus constituted an essential
part of his Messianic work. We shall be safe in assuming,
therefore, in the absence of direct information upon the
subject, that he preached to the Jews of Damascus, at the
very beginning of his Christian career, the Gospel which
h_e preached later at Corinth, and which he sums up con-
Cl_Sely in the early verses of the fifteenth chapter of his
First Epistle to the Corinthiaus: “Now I make known
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unto you, brethren, the gospel which I preached unto you,
which also ye received, wherein also ye stand; for I de-
livered unto you first of all that which also I received, how
that Christ died for our sins according to the seriptures;
and that he was buried, and that he hath been raised on
the third day according to the scriptures.”

We are not informed whether Paul’s evangelistic work
in Damascus was crowned with marked success, but the
fact that he was obliged to flee from the city in order to
escape arrest, as related in Acts ix. 28 sq., and 2 Cor. xi.
32 sq.,! indicates that he had become sufficiently prominent
as a Christian preacher to attract public notice and to draw
upon himself the hostility of the city authorities,? who

1 There can be no doubt that Acts ix. 23, and 2 Cor. xi. 32, refer to the same
event, and that the incident took place at the time indicated in Gal.i.18. It
has been claimed that the account of the incident in Acts is based solely upon
the passage in 2 Cor., and that consequently there is no sufficient ground for
assuming that the event occurred at the time indicated in Acts rather than at
some other time. But in view of the faet that so many of the occurrences
recorded in 2 Cor. xi. find no mention in the Acts, there is little reason to sup-
pose that this particular incident was taken from that chapter. The account
in Acts, therefore, may fairly be regarded as supplementing the reference in
2 Corinthians, by supplying the time at which the occurrence mentioned took
place. Itis worthy of remark that no other time so well fits the circumstances.

ZIn 2 Cor. xi. 32, Paul says that the ethnarch under Aretas the king guarded
Damascus to prevent his escape. This statement, taken in connection with
the fact that while many coins of Damascus with the imperial snperscription
are in existence, no such coins have heen found dating from the years 33-62,
has led some scholars to the conclusion that Damascus belonged during the
reigns of Calignla and Claudius to the kingdom of Arabia, over which
Aretas IV. ruled until 40 A.p., the assumption being that Caligula, who came
to the throne in 37, gave the city to Aretas. See Schiirer: Geschichte des
Jjiédischen Volkes, 1. 617 sq. ; IL.86; (Eng. Traus., Div. I. Vol.II. p. 356sq., and
Div. IL. Vol. L. p. 98). But such a conclusion is hardly warranted by the
evidence; and if my chronology of Paul’s life is correct, the flight from Damas-
cus falls within the reign of Tiberius (about 35 4.D.), when it cannot be sup-
posed that any change had taken place in the status of Damaseus. Mommsen
(Eémische Geschichte, 3te Auflage, Bd. V. 8. 476) remarks that the coins bear-
ing the head of the emperor, while they show that Damascus was dependent
upon the Roman Empire, do not show that it was independent of the Arabian
king. Aretas therefore may have been in control of Damascus, as Herod was
in control of Jerusalem, while at the same time the city was subject to Rome.
There is, consequently, no ground in Paul’s statement, that the ethnarcb under
Aretas guarded the city, for the assumption that Damascus was at the time
not under Roman dominion, as it certainly was in earlier and later years. No
argument therefore can be drawn from the incident as to the date of Paul’s
conversion. The incident may have occurred as well in the year 35 as in 38.

On the other hand, Paul’s statement in Gal. i. 17, that he went from
Damascus to Arabia, cannot be employed to prove, as it is by O, Holtzmann
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perhaps saw that his preaching was creating a disturbance
among the Jewish population of the city which might
result in riot and bloodshed. In his Epistle to the Gala-
tians 1 Paul puts his departure from Damascus three years
after his conversion,? but he says nothing of the circum-
stances under which he left the city. He informs the
Galatians, however, that upon leaving Damascus he went
up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas and tarried with him
fifteen days, but that he saw no other apostle except
James the Lord’s brother. It is evident from the passage
in Galatians that the purpose of his visit to Jerusalem was
not to preach the Gospel there, but to make the acquaint-
ance of Peter? That he should desire to know personally
the leading man among the disciples was certainly most
natural, and it need cause no surprise that when a con-
venient opportunity offered itself, he took advantage of it.

(Neutestamentliche Zeitgeschichte, S, 97 sq.), that Damascus was at that time
not subject to the Arabiar king; for the city might be subject to him ox under
his protection and yet not be an integral part of Arabia (see Mommsen, ibid.).
The ethnarch to whom Paul refers would seem, then, to have been the repre-
sentative of Aretas’ authority in the city and as such at the head of the
municipal government or at any rate in possession of police jurisdiction.
Had he not held such a position, he would have had neither cause nor right to
guard the city ashe did. Holtzmann’sassertion that the term ‘‘ ethnarch’ can-
not be understood iu so broad a sense, but must denote simyply the head of the
Arabian colony in the city (l.c. S. 97), is hardly justified. Archelaus, for in-
stance, was given the title Ethnarch by Augustus (see Josephus: B. J. IL. 63;
and compare the note of Heinrici: Das Zweite Sendschreiben an die Korin-
thier, S. 481).

1 Gal. 1. 18.

21t is possible, as Weizsiicker maintains (Ze. 8. 81}, that Paul reckoned the
‘‘three years’’ not from his conversion, but from the time when he returned
to Damascus from Arabia. But if that be the case, it may fairly be assumed
that the sojourn in Arabia was of no great duration; for otherwise, in the in-
terest of his argument, which was to show that he waited a long time before
seeing the older apostles, he would have specified the length of his stay there.
From whichever point therefore the * three years’’ be reckoned, the resnlt is
practically the same,

8 lcropfioar Kngdy, It is hardly possible in the light of Gul. i. 19, 22, to
Suppose that Paul did such public evangelistic work in Jerusalem as he is
represented as doing in Acts ix. 28 sq. He was demonstrating in the Galatian
Passage his independence of man and his sole dependence upon God for the
Gospel which he preached ; and it would have been decidedly disingenuous
for him to speak as he did concerning his visit to Jernsalem if he had mingled
freely with the disciples of the Mother Church. Moreover, his statement in
verse 22, that he was still unknown to the chnrches of Judea, must include the
t.zhurch ot Jerusalem, for otherwise it would have no bearing upon the matter
i1 hand, and could only mislead his readers.
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The fact that he waited as long as he did before visiting
Jerusalem shows that he did not regard himself as in any
way dependent upon Peter or the other apostles for author-
ity to preach the Gospel, and there is no reason to suppose
that he sought Peter for the purpose of securing his
sanction of the work that he was deing; for there is no
hint that the need of such sanction was felt by any one
at this early stage. On the other hand, the fact that Paul
waited three years before going up to Jerusalem does not
prove that he purposely avoided the Christians of Jerusa-
lem, with the design of asserting his independence of them;
for had he had such a design, he would have remained
away still longer. The controversy, which subsequently
led him to emphasize his independence, as he does in
the Epistle to the Galatians, belonged to a much later
period, and he could hardly have foreseen if at so early a
date. It is probable that he was too much absorbed in
his evangelistic work in Damascus to think of interrupting
it for the purpose of visiting Peter or anybody else, and
that he conceived the very natural idea of making Peter’s
acquaintance only when he was compelled to leave the
city and was thus at least temporarily prevented from con-
tinuing the work to which he had been devoting himself
with such enthusiasm. 7That he saw none of the apostles
except Peter and James the brother of the Lord, and
apparently very few of the disciples, and that his visit was
of such short duration may have been due to the fact
that the church of Jerusalem was still undergoing perse-
cution and that most of the Christians were absent or in
hiding ; or it may have been due to the desire of conceal-
ing from the authorities the presence in the city of a man
who had fled as a fugitive from Damascus.

The bearing of this visit upon Paul’s subsequent career
and upon his relations to the Mother Church it is difficult
to determine. It is inconceivable that he can have been
simply a listener during those fifteen days of converse
with Peter. He must have learned much from Peter, it
is true, about the Christ whom he had never seen in the
flesh, and about the views of Christianity that prevailed
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among the original disciples; but he must also have im-
parted much to him out of his own experience, an expe-
rience which could not fail to he of surpassing interest to
all that knew of his former hostility and of his sudden
conversion. But he could hardly have related that expe-
rience to Peter without presenting at least the main out-
lines of his Christian belief, to which that experience
had given rise. And yet in the light of Paul’s explicit
statement,! that at a subsequent visit he laid before the
leaders of the church of Jerusalem the Gospel which he
preached among the Gentiles, and secured their recogni-
tion of his divine commission, and in view of his silence
touching the subject of his conference on this earlier occa-
sion, it can hardly be supposed that at this time Peter
either approved or disapproved that Gospel. Had he ap-
proved it, Paul would certainly not have failed to inform
his Galatian readers of the fact; while had he declared his
disapproval, the churches of Judea could hardly have glori-
fied God for the work that Paul was doing, and he could
not have been left so long unmolested in the labors which
he was carrying on among the Gentiles. It is, in fact,
altogether unlikely that Paul appeared in Jerusalem, on
the occasion of his first visit, in the r8le of an apostle to
the Gentiles, or of a champion of Gentile Christianity. It
is much more probable that the « Gospel of the uncir-
cumeision” did not come up for discussion, or if it did,
that it was not treated either by Peter or by Paul as a
matter of immediate and pressing importance. And yet
it is not altogether impossible that Peter’s interview with
Paul, which must in any case have suggested broader and
more gpiritual views of the nature of Christianity than had
prevailed in the Mother Chureh, prepared the mind of the
former at least in some measure for the Cornelius incident.
It may be that he found it easier to pursue the course he
did on that occasion because of the suggestions he had re-
ceived from Paul, and that later, when Paul had begun his
great missionary career among the Gentiles, the knowledge
which Peter had already gained of the fundamental prin-

1 (Fal. ii. 1 &q.
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ciples of Paul’s Christianity prepared him to sympathize
heartily with the apostle to the Gentiles and to approve his
work unreservedly. It is certainly not without significance
that it was Peter of whom Paul saw most during that fort-
night in Jerusalem, and that it was Peter who of all the
disciples of Jerusalem known to us showed himself most
in sympathy with Christian work among the Gentiles.

3. PavuL 1x Syria anp Crricra

After a stay of fifteen days in Jerusalem, Paul left the
city and went into the regions of Syria and Cilicia,! two
contiguous Roman provinces whose capitals were respec-
tively Antioch and Tarsus, Paul’s native place. The inter-
val of eleven years? which elapsed between this time and
his second visit to Jerusalem, recorded in Gal. ii. 1sq., Paul
passes over without a word. He was concerned not to give
his readers a record of his life and works, but only to show
them that he had received his Gospel from God and not from
man, and for that purpose it was enough for him to enumer-
ate his visits to Jerusalem, during which he might be sup-
posed to have learned something from the older apostles,
or from the Mother Church. Our knowledge of this-inter-
val is very meagre. That the time was spent in active
Christian work there can be little doubt, but of much of
the work we know absolutely nothing. In Aects xi. 22 sq.,
it is recorded that when Barnabas came down from Jeru-
salem to Antioch and found Gentile Christianity already
existing there, he went to Tarsus and brought Paul thence
to Antioch, and that the two men labored together in the
latter city for a whole year. There is nothing intrinsically
improbable in this narrative. As was remarked in a pre-
vious chapter, the indications are that Gentile Christianity

1 Gal. i 21.

2 It is possible to date the ‘‘ fourteen years ’ of Gal. ii, 1, either from Paul’s
conversion or from his first visit to Jerusalem, three years later. The latter
alternative is adopted by the great majority of scholars, and they therefore
put Paul’s second visit to Jerusalem seventeen years after his conversion.
But the date which I assume for Paul’s death (see p. 419, below) leads me to
reckon the fourteen years from the earlier date and thus to separate his Jeru-
salem visits by only eleven years. Ramsay does the same, but on other
grounds (see his St. Paul, the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, pp. 55, 382).
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in Antioch did not owe its origin to Panl, and as we know
from Gal. ii. that he and Barnabas were at home there some
years later, at the time of the council of Jerusalem, there is
no reason to doubt that he may have been brought thither
by Barnabas under the circumstances related in Acts,
and may have labored there some time before starting
upon the missionary four recorded in Acts xiii. and xiv.
Previous to that time he had doubtless been doing Chris.
tian work in his own city Tarsus, and possibly in the coun-
try round about, for it was there that Barnabas is said to
have found him, and he tells us himself that he had spent
at least a part of the time between his first and second visits
to Jerusalem in Cilicia.! That Barnabas was anxious to
secure Paul’s assistance for the work in Antioch would
seem to indicate that the latter had already shown himself
a zealous and efficient laborer, and knowing his character
and his subsequent career as we do, we cannot doubt that
such was the case.

These early years, about which we know so little, must
have been of great importance to Paul himself; for though
in the existing records they have been entirely overshadowed
by the years that followed, and though we have no informa-
tion of the work accomplished, it was during this time that
the great apostle was preparing himself for the marvellous
achievements of later days. It was not as a novice that
he set out upon his missionary tours which resulted in the
evangelization of so large a part of the Gentile world, but
as a preacher and worker of long and varied experience, who
had familiarized himself thoroughly with the most effective
evangelistic methods, and who knew not only the Gospel
which he had to preach, but the men to whom he had to
preach it. The Paul of the great missionary journeys in
Asia Minor, Macedonia, and Greece presupposes the Paul of
the quieter, but hardly less busy years spent in Syria and
Cilicia. The apostle whose field was the Roman Empire
presupposes the humbler evangelist whose field was only a
province. Had he not been doing effective service during
those years of which we know so little, the record of his

1 Gal. i 21,
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later years would not be so illustrious as it is. We may
assume, then, that from the fime of his departure from
Jerusalem, some three years after his conversion, until the
beginning of his missionary tour recorded in Acts xiii. and
xiv., Paul was actively and more or less constantly engaged
in evangelistic work in the “regions of Syria and Cilicia.”

Between the beginning of Paul’s work in Antioch and
his departure upon the missionary tour described in Acts
xiii. 8q., the author of the Acts inserts a visit to Jerusa-
lem, recording that in consequence of the impending
famine, which the prophet Agabus had foretold, the An-
tiochian Christians sent Barnabas and Saul to Jerusalem,
to carry contributions for the relief of the brethren that
dwelt in Judea.! This journey has caused scholars a great
deal of trouble. It has been generally recognized that the
visit to Jerusalem, to which Paul refers in Gal. 1. 18, 1s
recorded by the author of the Acts in ix. 26 sq., and that
the visit referred to in Gal. ii. 1 sq. is deseribed in Acts
xv. In the present chapter, then, we have apparently the
account of a journey to Jerusalem falling in the interval
between the two which Paul mentions. But it is clear
that Paul intended the Galatians to understand that dur-
ing the fourteen years that succeeded his conversion, he
had been in Jerusalem only twice. Ile was concerned to
show that he had received his Gospel from God, and not
from man; and for that purpose he enumerated the oceca-
sions on which he had visited Jerusalem, and on which,
consequently, it could be supposed by any one that he had
received instruction from the older apostles, and he was
careful to describe what took place on those occasions, in
order to prove that he had been given nothing by them.
It is difficult, therefore, unless we are ready to charge
Paul with intentionally deceiving the Galatians, to sup-
pose that he actually made another journey to Jerusalem

1 Acts xi. 20 sq., xil. 25, That there was a famine in Judea during the
reign of Claudius is recorded both by Josephus (Ant. xx. 2, 5; 5, 2) and Oro-
sius (vil. 6), and their accounts point to the year 45 as the probable date (cf.
Ramsay : St. Paul,the Traveller and Roman Citizen, p. 68). The collocation,
in Luke’s account, of the famine and the death of Herod which teok place
in 44, is no proof that the two events occurred at the same time.
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in the interval between the two which he mentions. And
yet it can hardly be doubted that a contribution was act-
ually sent by the Christians of Antioch to their brethren
at Jerusalem, and it is difficult to account for the report
that Paul was one of the messengers that carried it, if he
really had nothing to do with it. It has been supposed by
some?! that Paul was commissioned to go to Jerusalem
with Barnabas on the occasion in question, and that he
may have started thither, but, for some unexplained reason,
failed to reach the city; while Luke, finding in his sources
the record of the appointment, drew the natural but un-
warranted conclusion that both Paul and Barnabas ful-
filled the mission entrusted to them.? This, however, is
at best a lame explanation. A much simpler solution of
the difficulty seems to be that Acts xi. and xv. both refer
to the same event, and that we are consequently dealing
here with the second of the two visits mentioned by Paul
in his Epistle to the Galatians. It is entirely conceivable
that Luke found two independent accounts of the same
journey in his sources; and as the occasion was given
differently in the two cases, he supposed them to refer to
separate events, and inserted them at what seemed to him
the proper points in his narrative. It is true that it ap-
pears at first sight difficult to assume that the two accounts
refer to the same visit, for the setting is entirely different
in the two cases; but Gal. ii. 10 seems to imply that a
double purpose was fulfilled by the journey described in
that chapter, and that Paul was the bearer of alms as well
as the defender of Gentile Christianity.? If this be the
case, the difficulty disappears. One writer might well be
interested to record only the generous act of the Anti-
ochian church,? while another might see in the settlement

1 For instance, by Neander, Meyer, and Lightfoot. 2 Acts xii. 25.

8 Gal. ii. 10 reads: ‘‘ Only they would that we shonld remember the poor;
which very thing I was also zealous to do” (6 kal édewotdaga alrd 7obre
motfjoar). These words can hardly refer to the great collection which Paul
Spent some years in gathering and which he took up to Jerusalem the last
time he visited the city, for he had not begun to make that collection at the
time he wrote to the Galatians (see below, p. 226).

41t is to be noticed that only the occasion of the journey is mentioned in
Acts xi., while nothing is said of the cvents that took place in Jerusalem.
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of the legitimacy of Gentile Christianity the only matter
worthy of mention. That Luke should then suppose the
two accounts to refer to different events was but natural;
and it was also natural, if he was aware, as he probably
was, that the council of Jerusalem occurred after Paul’s
missionary tour in Galatia, that he should put the other
journey to Jerusalem back into an earlier period, and con-
nect it with the time of the apostle’s previous sojourn in
Antioch; for it could hardly be thought that Paul and
Barnabas visited the Mother Church twice within a few
months.?

4, THE EVANGELIZATION oF (GALATIA

With the thirteenth chapter of Acts begins, as has been
generally recognized, the second part of the book. It is
devoted almost exclusively to the missionary labors and
personal fortunes of Paul, and constitutes practically a com-
plete whole in itself. And yet this section of the work,
like the first twelve chapters, is based largely upon older
sources of varying worth. There are a number of passages
which purport to be and doubtless are from the pen of an
eyewitness, while other portions of the narrative make no
such claim. There can be no doubt, however, that through-
out a large part of this half of his work, the author was in
possession of much fuller and more trustworthy documents

1 A confirmation of the eonclusion that Acts xi. and xv. refer to the same
event, is found in the chronology of Paul’s life. The date which I assume for
his death (see below, p. 419) makes it impossible to assign the conference,
referred to in Gal. ii. and Acts xv., to a time much later than 46; but the
famine recorded in Acts xi. occurred probably in that or the previous year,
8o that the coincidence in time is striking.

Ramsay also identifies the visits to Jerusalem mentioned in Acts xi. and
Gal. ii. (8¢. Paul, the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, p. 48 sq.), but he
separates Acts xi. and xv., and regards the latter chapter as referring to still
another and later visit. This, however, will not do; for the discussion recorded
in Acts Xv. can have taken place only on the occasion which Paul describes in
Gal. ii. 15q. At any later time it is inconceivable; and least of all can it
have occurred, as Ramsay supposes, after the Antiochian trouble deseribed
in Gal. ii. 11 sq. (see below, p. 202 sq.). Moreover, it is impossible to see,
as Ramsay does, in Paul’s brief reference to the collection for the poor in
Gal. ii. 10, a statement of his chief objeet in visiting Jerusalem. Iis chief
object, as his entire account shows, was to secure the recognition of Gentile
Christianity. The carrying of the alms with which he was entrusted was to
him at least a minor matter.
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than for the period covered by the first twelve chapters.
There is also a homogeneity about the last sixteen chapters
which is largely wanting in the first twelve. Evidently
the sources from which the author drew bhis knowledge of
Paul’s great missionary tours, and of the later years of his
life, were less scattered and fragmentary than those from
which he derived his information touching the fortunes of
the early church of Jerusalem, and required far less expan-
sion and adjustment. It may be noticed, for instance, that
the early chapters of the book are almost wholly wanting
in chronological data of any kind, while in many of the
later chapters the chronology is fairly clear and definite.
In the thirteenth and fourteenth chapters is given an
account of what is commonly called Paul’s First Mission-
ary Journey. The title is convenient, though it is a little
unfortunate, for it conveys the impression that Paul’s mis-
sionary labors began at this time, when in point of fact he
had without doubt already been engaged for some years in
work of a genuinely missionary character. But of those
years we know almost nothing, while from this point on
we have a definite and osteusibly eonsecutive account of
Paul’s career until his arrival at Rome as a prisoner in
the year 56. The journey was undertaken, according to
Acts xiil. 1 sq., in conformity with a command of the Holy
Spirit, who directed certain prophets and teachers of the
Antiochian church to set apart two of their own number,
Barnabas and Saul, and send them forth upon a missionary
tour.! Leaving Antioch, the two men, in company with
1 Barnabas and Saul are referred to in Acts xiii. 1, as if they had not been
previcusly mentioned by the author. Tt would seem, therefore, that a new
document begins at this point. There can be little doubt, in fact, in view of
the aceuracy of many of the details recorded in chaps. xiii. and xiv., that the
aut'hor had at his command a written source covering the journey there de-
scnhe(_i, Most recent writers upon the sources of the Acts suppose that Luke
drew in those chapters upon a larger source which he used extensively in
other parts of his work, and some identify it with the document containing
the ““we *’ passages (see p. 238, below). Buat I am unable to find any signs of
f‘resemblance between these chapters and the sections in which the pronoun
Wwe '’ occurs, and it may fairly be doubted whether the source from which
t]}e author drew his account of Paul’s First Missionary Journey was used by
him anywhere else. However that may be, it is evident that Luke treated

the document underlying these two chapters with a free band (see below,
P. 186 sq.).
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John Mark, the cousin or nephew of Barnabas, went down
to the seaport Seleucia and took ship thence for Cyprus,
Barnabas’ ancestral home. Their work in Cyprus is inter-
esting chiefly because it was here that Paul for the first
time, so far as we know, came into direct contact on the
one hand with a striking and characteristic form of the
superstition of the age in the person of the sorcerer Bar-
Jesus, and on the other hand with the Roman government
in the person of Sergius Paulus, the proconsul of Cyprus.
Bar-Jesus was a representative of a class of men, very
numerous in that day, who possessed a familiarity with the
forces of nature which was not shared by their fellows,
and which was commonly regarded as supernatural in its
origin. They were widely looked upon as endowed with
superhuman power and wisdom, and were able to wield a
tremendous influence over the minds of their fellows, an
influence which they turned often to their own private
advantage. They were to be found in all parts of the
world, and they knew not only how to impress and astonish
the common people, but also how to ingratiate themselves
with the rich and the great. That there should have been
one of them in the retinue of the proconsul is not at all
surprising, and it is still less surprising that he should have
been hostile to Paul and Barnabas, who represented another
system and whose preaching might well seem to threaten
his influence and credit with his patron. Paul and other
early Christian missionaries must have come into frequent
contact with such men, and the incident related here may
be regarded as a typical one. It was natural that Luke,
finding in his sources, as he probably did, a reference to
Paul’s meeting with such a man, should picture the scene
as an exhibition of the superior power of Christianity in
the very field in which Bar-Jesus and his kind were most
skilful. e could hardly conceive of Paul as coming into
contact with such 2 man and not giving convincing evidence
of his mightier control over the forces of nature, and it may
have been a denunciation by Paul of the spiritual blindness
of the Magian that led him to suppose that the apostle
inflicted physical blindness upon him, as recorded in vs.11.
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But the journey of Paul and Barnabas through Cyprus
is significant not simply because of their meeting with Bar-
Jesus, but also and chiefly because of their interview with
the proconsul Sergius Paulus.! He seems to have been
interested by the reports that reached him of the two trav-
ellers, whose preaching was very likely creating some stir
in Paphos, and he consequently sent for them that he might
hear them for himself. Luke gives us no account of their
preaching before him, his entire attention being taken up
with the case of the sorcerer, but he closes the incident
with the remark that the proconsul believed ;2 and whether
it is to be supposed that he was really converted to the
Christian faith and became a disciple, as Luke’s words
imply, or only that he was strongly and favorably im-
pressed by what he had seen and heard, in any case the
interview must have meant a great deal to Paul. It isnot
impossible that the impression which he made upon the
governor led him to turn his thoughts more earnestly than
heretofore upon the Roman Empire as the field of his
labors, and to cherish a more confident belief in the possi-
bility of bringing the Roman world to Christ. At any rate,
even if the event was not actually the occasion of an en-
largement of his horizon and expansion of his plans, it was
at least typical, for throughout his subsequent career it was
the Roman Empire that he was thinking of and aiming to
win for Christ. He was proud of his Roman citizenship
and made a great deal of it; he always used his Roman
name Paul; his churches he designated by the names of the
Roman provinces in which they were situated, the churches
of Galatia, of Asia, of Macedonia, of Achaia; his thoughts
turned continually toward Rome, and in all his journeys his
gaze was fixed upon the capital which he longed to see and

L A Sergius Paulus is known to us from the writings of Pliny, who is very
likely to be ideuntified with the proconsul mentioned by Luke, and the name of
a proconsul Panlus is found in Cypriote inscriptions, who is also possibly the
same man. See Lightfoot in the Contemporary Review, May, 1878, p. 290 sq.
Foran interesting and suggestive account of 'aul’s visit to Cyprus see Ramsay :
8t. Paul, the Traveller and Roman (fitizen, p. 70 sq.

? Acte xiii. 12. It is interesting to notice that Luke ascribes the conversion
of the proconsul rather to the miracle performed by Paunlin smiting the Magian
With blindness than to the preaching of the Gospel by him,
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where he longed to preach! The interview with Sergius
Paulus therefore is interesting and suggestive even though
it may not have marked an epoch in Paul’s own career.
The author of the Acts, with the instinct of a true historian,
evidently felt its significance ; for it is in connection with it
that he first employs Saul’s Roman name Paul,? the name
by which the apostle is thenceforth uniformly called in the
Acts,? and which he always uses in his epistles. Luke does
not mean to imply, nor is it necessary to suppose, that Paul
himself began to use the new name just at this time; but
as the great apostle who had entered upon his career as a
preacher of the Gospel to the Roman world, Luke proposed
to treat him thenceforth not as a Jew, but as a Roman.
The name itself, Paul probably bore from the beginning in
addition to his Hebrew name Saul ; for such double names
were not at all uncommon in the provinces, and the son
of a Roman citizen could hardly have failed to possess a
Roman name. It may well be that he began to use the
latter to the exclusion of his Hebrew name when he defi-
nitely conceived the purpose of evangelizing the Roman
world.

Leaving Cyprus after a stay of unknown duration, Paul
and his companions sailed for Perga, an important commer-
cial town of Pamphylia, situated upon the River Cestrus
not far from its mouth. It was at this point that John
Mark left them and returned to Jerusalem* His with-
drawal from the work, which seems to bave displeased
Paul greatly,’ suggests that a change had been made in
the original plans of the party, and that Paul and Barna-
bas had decided to undertake a journey which Mark had
not anticipated, and which involved a longer absence from
home or greater hardships than he was willing to undergo.
It may be that the determination was now formed to press
north and westward across Asia Minor, in order to carry
the Gospel to the provinces of Asia and Bithynia or
even over into Europe, as Paul did at a later time. At

1Rom. i. 15, xv. 22 8q. 2 Acts xiif. 9.
8 Except in the discourses of Paul recorded in Acts xxii. and xxvi.
4 Acts xiit. 13. 5 Cf. Acts xv. 38.
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any rate, the travellers left Perga apparently after only
a short stay there, and crossing the Taurus Mountains
went on to Antioch, a prominent city of Phrygia and the
political centre of the southern half of the Roman prov-
ince of Galatia.! If the plan had been formed of going
on from Antioch westward or northward into Asia or
Bithynia, it was for some reason abandoned at this point,
and the apostles turned instead southeastward to Iconium,
Lystra, and Derbe, all of them cities lying within the bor-
ders of the province of Galatia.2 On the supposition that
the churches of the Galatian cities visited at this time are
the ones addressed by Paul in his Epistle to the Gala-
tians, Ramsay % suggests that the trip from Perga over the
mountains to Antioch was undertaken because Paul was
smitten with malarial fever while in the former city, and
was obliged to seek the highlands of the interior in order
to throw off the attack, and that thus he was led by “an
infirmity of the flesh” to preach for the first time to the
Galatians.* The suggestion is a plausible one, but it seems
much more likely that the illness of which Paul speaks
in his Epistle to the (Galatians overtook him at Antioch
rather than at Perga.® For if he was taken ill at Perga,
it would be more natural for him to return to his home

1 Upon the name Pisidian Antioch, by which the city was commonly known,
see Ramsay: Church in the Roman Empire, p. 25 sq.

2 See Ramsay: Historical Geography of Asia Minor, pp. 26, 30, 450, and
The Church in the Roman Empire, p. 13 8q.; also Weizsicker, Lc. S. 228 sq.
(Eng. Trans., I. p. 270 sq.), and Rendall in the Expositor, Vol. IX., 18%4,
D. 254 sq. Schiirer in the Theologische Literaturzeitung, 1892, Sp. 468 (cf.
also 1893, Sp. 410), and in the Jahrbiicher fiir Protestantische Theologie, 1892,
8.471, denies that the provinee whick included Galatia, Pisidia, and Lycaonia,
bore the official name (alatia, and that the inhabitants of Pisidia and Lycao-
nia could ever have heen called Galatians; but Ramsay has shown him to be in
error.,

_ There can be no doubt that the Roman province Galatia did embrace at the
time with which we are dealing, not only the old kingdom of Galatia, but
also Pisidia, Lycaonia, and a part of Phrygia, and that the inhabitants of
the latter countries might properly have been called Galatians by Paul,

8 Church in the Roman Empire, p. 61 sq.

% Gal. iv. 13,

%80 also Weizsticker, §.240. T his infirmity of the flesh ”’ was an attack
of malarial fever, as is very likely, Paul may have contracted the disease in
the lowlands of Pamphylia, but it may not have made its appearance until he
Teached Antioch. It is frequently only after a person leaves a malarial region
that he feels the consequences of residence in it.

N
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or to Cyprus, where both he and Barnabas were already
acquainted, than to go into an entirely unfamiliar country,
which could be reached only by eight days of hard travel.!
And it could hardly be said in Acts xv. 38, in speaking
of Mark’s withdrawal, that he refused to go “on to the
work ” with Paul and Barnabas if the trip to Antioch was
undertaken merely for the sake of Paul’s recovery. On
the other hand, if while the travellers were pressing north
or westward, not intending to stop to preach in Antioch,
Paul was stricken down and obliged to remain there for
gome time, it would be natural for him to tell his mes-
sage, when he found himself able to do so, to those among
whom he was thus providentially thrown. When he was
obliged to leave Antioch, as recorded in Acts xiii. 50, it
may be that he turned southeastward instead of westward
or northward, because he had not yet fully recovered his
strength, and thought it best to return home rather than
to undertake at this time the longer journey he had
planned. If this were so, it would be literally true that
he had preached not to the Antiochians alone, but to all
the Galatians, “because of an infirmity of the flesh,” and
the words in which he refers to his malady and to the
kind reception they had given him 2 would apply to all
of them and not simply to the Christians of a single
city.

It has been assumed in what has just been said that the
Galatian Christians, whom Paul addressed in his epistle,
are to be found in the cities of Antioch, Iconium, Lystra,
and Derbe, which he visited at this time, according to the
account of the Book of Acts. This opinion has been main-
tained by some eminent scholars,? but it is by no means the
prevailing view. The great majority of writers upon the
‘New Testament hold that the Epistle to the Galatians was
addressed to Christians living in the Galatian country, a dis-
trict lying to the north and east of Lycaonia and Phrygia,
and constituting only a part of the great Roman province of

1 §ee Ramsay, I.c. p. 65. 2 Gal. iv. 13-15.
3 Among others by Renan, Hausrath, Weizsiicker, Pfleiderer, and most
recently by Ramsay.
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Galatia.! This district, whose chief cities were Ancyra, Ta-
vium, and Pessinus, had been inhabited for some centuries
by a Keltic people, and had constituted before its incorpora-
tion in the Roman Empire the Kingdom of Galatia. It is
contended by the writers who maintain the so-called “North-
Galatian ” theory, that only the inhabitants of this country
could have heen called Galatians by Paul. But it was his
uniform custom, in speaking of his churches, to use the
names of the Roman provinces and not of the geographical
districts in which they were situated. Thus he speaks of
the churches of Asia, of Macedonia, and of Achaia, and it
is fair to assume that he uses the term ¢ Galatia ™ in the same
official sense. The fact that the author of the Acts fre-
quently uses geographical terms, such as Mysia, Phrygia,
Pisidia, Lycaonia, has no bearing upon the matter, for it is
Paul’s usage and not the usage of the Book of Acts that
we are seeking; and it should be observed that in such a
narrative of travel as is given in Acts, we might expect to
find the various districts of a province through which the
apostles passed, referred to by their common geographical
or national designations. As Ramsay has clearly shown, if
Paul wished to address the Christians of Antioch, Iconium,
Lystra, and Derbe in a single circular letter, the only gen-
eral term which he could employ to designate them all, and
at the same time the most honorable term, was “ Galatians”
or “ Men of the provinece of Galatia.”

There are, moreover, a number of excellent reasons for
assuming that the Epistle to the Galatians was actually in-
tended for the Christians of Antioch and the other cities
just referred to. It is very difficult, for instance, to under-
stand how Paul can have preached the Gospel in North
Galatia “because of an infirmity of the flesh.”2 So far as
we know, he never visited any country so situated that his

1 Among the many that hold this view may be mentioned Lightfoot (Com-
mentary on (Galatians), Wendt (Meyer's Commentary on the Acts, Tth edi-
tion), Lipsius (Commentary on Galatians, in the Hand-Kommentar zum
Neuen Testament), Schiirer (in the articles already referred to), and Weiss
and Jiilicher in their Introductions to the New Testament. For an especially
thorough prescntation and defence of the view, see Holsten's Evangelium des
Paalys, 1. 8, 35 sq.

2 Gal, iv. 13,
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journey thither took him through North Galatia, and it is
inconceivable that illness can have led him to go so far
out of his way, as he must have gone, if he preached in
Ancyra or Tavium or other prominent North Galatian
cities. If he preached there at all, it would seem that he
must have gone thither for that express purpose; but his
own words in Gal. iv. 13 preclude such a supposition. It
is very difficult also to discover a time when DPaul can
have done evangelistic work in North Galatia. It is clear
from Gal. iv. 13 sq., that he had visited the Galatians twice
before he wrote them. The former of these visits the advo-
cates of the North Galatian theory commonly find referred
to in Acts xvi. 6, the latter in Acts xviii. 23, on the assump-
tion that the word “ Galatia™ in these fwo cases can be un-
derstood only in a geographical sense. But the assumption
is entirely erroneous;! and even if it were granted, it would
certainly be an extremely hazardous proceeding to insert in
Acts xvi. 6, the extended and fruitful evangelistic labors
which Paul’s epistle shows that he did among the Gala-
tians. It should be remarked still farther that the use of
duds in Gal. ii. 5, though it may not conclusively prove,
does at least imply that the Galatians had been evangelized
before the conference of Jerusalem which Paul describes
in his epistle to them. But there is nowhere in our
sources a hint that he had visited North Galatia before
that time. Again the reference to Barnabas in Gal. ii. 13,
is such as to suggest that the Galatians must have had
reason to be particularly interested in him. But on the
second and third missionary journeys, when it is assumed
by the defenders of the theory in question that Paul vis-
ited the country, Barnabas was not one of the company,
and the North Galatians, therefore, were not personally
acquainted with him, as the Christians of Antioch, Iconium,
and the other South Galatian cities were. It is also a very
significant fact that whereas, according to 1 Cor. xvi. 1 sq.,
Galatia had a part in the great collection which Paul made
for the saints of the Mother Church, no disciple from North
Galatia is mentioned as accompanying him when he carried

1 Cf, Ramsay, I.c. p. 77 sq.
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it to Jerusalem, while Macedonia, Asia, and South Galatia
were all well represented.! Finally, it is upon the face of
it extremely improbable that the conversion of those disci-
ples to whom Paul was so profoundly attached, and to
whom he wrote one of his most important epistles, should
have been entirely ignored by the author of the Book of
Acts, and that he would have omitted all mention of
Paul’s labors among them, and of the churches which he
founded, when he related with such fulness the work in
other countries and especially in the South Galatian cities,
to which, on the theory that we are combating, Paul makes
no reference in any of his letters.? In view of all these
considerations, there can be little doubt that, in his Epistle
to the Galatians, Paul was addressing Christians who dwelt
in the southern part of the great province of Galatia, in
the cities, for instance, of Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and
Derbe.

Weizsiicker, who holds the same opinion, contends that
Paul cannot have preached in Galatia before the Council
of Jerusalem, and he therefore assumes that the account of
the apostle’s labors contained in Acts. xiii. and xiv. has
been inserted in the wrong place. The only ground for
this assumption is the omission of a reference to Galatia in
Gal. i. 21, where Paul says that after his first visit to Jeru-
salem he went into the regions of Syria and Cilicia. It
is true that if he preached in Cyprus, and in Antioch,
Iconium, Lystra, and Derbe, before the council, his silence
is somewhat surprising, but it is not absolutely conclusive;
for he does not say that he remained in Syria and Cilicia
during the entire period that elapsed between Lis first and
second visits to Jerusalem, and his argument did not re-
quire that he should give an account of himself during all
that time, but only that he should omit no oceasion on
which he came into contact with the Mother Church, or
with the older apostles, and on which, therefore, he might
be supposed to have received his Gospel. On the assump-

1 Acts xx. 4.
2 Antioch, Iconium, and Lystra are mentioned in 2 Tim. iii, 11, but the
Passage is of doubtful authenticity.
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tion that he wag addressing in his epistle the very churches
which he had founded during that period, there was still
less reason for him to mention a fact so well known to his
readers. On the other hand, it is difficult to suppose that
Paul can have visited Galatia after the important confer-
ence at Jerusalem, and not have told his Gentile converts
of the significant results accomplished at that time. Buf
his description of the conference in the second chapter of
his epistle implies that he is there giving them his first
account of it. It should be observed also that Barnabas
was Paul’s companion during the missionary tour recorded
in Acts xiil. and xiv. But it is exceedingly difficult to
suppose that the two men can have made such a journey
together after the occurrence related in Gal. ii. 13, an
occurrence which apparently took place almost imme-
diately after the council! If any reliance, therefore, is
to be placed upon the account contained in Acts xiii. and
xiv., it seems necessary to conclude that the author is
correct in putting the journey in question before and not
after the Council of Jerusalem, described in the fifteenth
chapter.

According to Acts xiii. 14, Paul and Barnabas began
their evangelistic work in Antioch in the synagogue,
directing their efforts primarily to the conversion of the
Jews, and turning from them to the Gentiles only when
the former had rejected their message and refused to be-
lieve.2 The accuracy of this report has been strenuously
denied by many scholars, on the ground that such conduct
on Paul’s part is inconsistent with his mission as the apostle
o the Gentiles. But the objection is not well taken; for,
as has already been seen, Paul’s conception of the Gospel,
while it involved the legitimacy of Gentile Christianity,
did not compel him to preach to the Gentiles rather than

1 The Book of Acts is doubtless correct in recording that Paul and Barnabas
separated soon after the council and went each his own way (xv. 355q.). But
the reason which it gives is hardly adequate to account for their separation.
It may safely be assumed that the real ground lay in the unfortunate incident
to which Paul refers in Gal, ii. 13.

2 Acts xiii. 46. Paul and Barnabas are also reported to have preached in
the synagogues of Cyprus (Acts xiii. 5).
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to the Jews, nor is there any sign that during the early
years of his Christian life he dlsonmmated against his own
countrymen and confined his attention exclusively or even
chiefly to the heathen. The Epistle to the Galatians itself
indicates that though the Gentiles were largely in the
majority in the churches addressed,! there were at least
some Jewish disciples among them,? while in Antioch in
Syria, where Paul labored for so long a time, there was
evidently a large and influential Jewish Christian ele-
ment.? That Paul regarded bimself, as he certainly did in
a peculiar sense, the apostle to the Gentiles, by no means
indicates that he did not believe it his duty to labor also
for the evangelization of the Jews. In fact, his own words,
in his epistles to the Romans and Corinthians,* prove be-
yond all shadow of a doubt, not only that he was profoundly
concerned in the conversion of his countrymen, but also
that he had done what he could to bring it about. Had we
no record in the Book of Acts of the method followed by
Paul, a comparison of all his own utterances upon the sub-
ject would compel us to conclude, in the first place, that
he desired the salvation of every man, whatever his race
or country, but as a true patriot, longed most profoundly
for the conversion of his own nation; in the second place,
that he believed himself, if not in the beginning, at least
at the time he wrote his epistles, called by God to devote
himself especially to the evangelization of the Gentile
world, with the conviction that the salvation of the
~ heathen would redound to the benefit of the children of
Abraham ; in the third place, that he understood this call
to mean not that he was to forget or neglect his own coun-
trymen, but that he was to improve every opportumty that
might offer itself to win such of them as he came in contact
with while carrying on his world-wide mission ; that he was,
in fact, to win every man he could, whether Gentile or Jew.
The belief that he had been called to labor especially
among the heathen may have come to him at the time of
18 conversion, as his own words in Gal. i. 16 might seem

1 Gal. iv. 8, v. 2, vi. 12, 18, 2 Ral. ii. 13.
2 Gal. iii. 28. 1 Rom. ix., x. 1, xi. 11 sq.; 1 Cor. ix. 20.
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to indicate, or it may have grown upon him gradually.
His birth and residence in a foreign city, his consequent
interest in Jewish propagandism among the heathen, which
must have been vivid from an early day, his Roman citi-
zenship, his profound belief in the absolute liberty of the
Gospel, his knowledge of the fact that the great majority
of the disciples were laboring exclusively for the conver-
sion of the Jews, his recognition of the hostility which his
own revolutionary principles could not fail to excite among
his countrymen, and finally his own experience of their ob-
durateness and inaccessibility, must all have contributed if
not to the formation, at least to the confirmation of his
belief. He must have recognized in all of them providen-
tial indications of the peculiar work to which he was called
and for which he was fitted, and his statement in Gal. i. 16
is abundantly satisfied if we suppose that it was as a result
of such providential indications that he first realized just
what his call meant. In view of all that has been said, the
method pursued by Paul according to Acts xiii., in begin-
ning his evangelistic work in Galatia, must be pronounced
entirely natural. If it be granted that his object in preach-
ing at all in Pisidian Antioch was to bring a knowledge of
the Gospel to as many as he could, and to win as many
converts as possible, and it would be difficult to show that
this was not his object, the most natural thing for him to
do was to enter the synagogue, and there improve the op-
portunity which he knew would be readily afforded him,
as an educated Jew, to proclaim Jesus as the Messiah. By
such a course he might reach not only Jews, but also prose-
lytes and God-fearing Gentiles, who commonly attended
the services of the synagogue in large numbers; and
with the converts thus secured as a nucleus, he might
push the work still further, both among Jews and heathen.
On the other hand, had he ignored his fellow-countrymen
and begun his work among the leathen, he would have cut
himself off from any possibility of influencing the Jews,
whether native or proselyte, and at the same time would
have failed to utilize the obvious advantage afforded by
the already awakened religious interest of many Gentiles.
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In other words, he would have begun, as no wise man would
have thought of beginning, with the least accessible and
least promising portion of the community, and would
have circumscribed permanently and quite unnecessarily
his sphere of labor.

The account with which we are dealing records that
Paul’s preaching in the Antiochian synagogue aroused
much interest, but that the Jews in general finally re-
jected his message and refused to believe, and that he
and Barnabas then turned to the Gentiles.! This does
not mean that it was in Pisidian Antioch that Paul first
preached the Gospel to the Gentiles,2— the Book of Acts
itself refutes such an assumption,—nor does it indicate
that at this time occurred a permanent change in Paul’s
missionary policy; for he is recorded to have preached in
the synagogue again upon reaching Iconium. Acts xiii.
46, therefore, does not mark and was not intended by the
author to mark the close of Paul’s work among the Jews,
and the beginning of his work among the Gentiles. It re-
cords a fact of merely local significance, and that not the
beginning of Paul’s effort to win the Gentile converts in
Antioch, for he undoubtedly had Gentiles as well as Jews
in mind when he preached in the synagogue, but the defi-
nite abandonment of the attempt to convert the Jewish
colony there. And yet, though the event must be recog-
nized to have had merely a local significance, every such
event — and doubtless it was not the first of the kind that
Paul had experienced — must strengthen his conviction
that his work lay chiefly among the Gentiles, and that
his greatest successes were to be won among them. But
it must have done more than that; it must have led him
to see that Gentile Christianity was to overshadow Jewish

1 Acts xiii. 46.

21t is possible that this idea was in the mind of the writer of the document
which was used by the author of the Acts in chaps. xiii. and xiv.; for in
Xiv. 27 the strange remark is made that Paul and Barnabas, upon their return
from their missionary tour, told the church of Syrian Antioch * how God bad
opened a door of faith unto the Gentiles.” In the light of xi. 1, 18, 19 sq., it is

dAiﬂicult to suppose that this statement is to be attributed to the author of the
cts.

¥ Acts xiv. 1,
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Christianity and surpass it in influence and extent, that in
the Gentile world the Gospel was to make far more rapid
strides than it had in Judea, and thus there must have pre-
sented itself to him at an early day the perplexing prob-
lem of God’s purpose for his chosen people with which he
wrestled years later in his Epistle to the Romans. It was
doubtless such experiences as this at Antioch that led him
to see in the conversion of the heathen not simply their
own salvation, but God’s providential means for saving
finally the whole family of Israel.!

Though we cannot doubt, as has been said, that Paul
and Barnabas preached to the Jews in Antioch, it may
fairly be questioned whether the address contained in
Acts xiii. actually reproduces with accuracy what Paul
said. There is a resemblance in the early portion to the
speech of Stephen, and in other parts to the discourses of
Peter, while the style is in the main undeniably Luke’s.
Moreover, it is difficult to believe that Paul can have
uttered vss. 38 and 39, at least in the form in which we
have them. Both of them are sufficiently un-Pauline to
excite surprise, occurring as they do at the climax of his
address, when we should expect him, if ever, to give
utterance to the very essence of the Gospel as he under-
stood it. Verse 88 contains an idea of which there is
little trace in his teaching, while the phrase itself, apecis
auapridy, which is employed by Peter with the same
significance and practically in the same connection in
both his Pentecostal and Casarean discourses,? is found
in none of Paul’s epistles, exeept once in Ephesians, and
again in the parallel passage in Colossians.® On the other
hand, in vs. 89, where it is said that “every one that be-
lieveth is justified from all things from which ye could
not be justified by the law of Moses,” a conception of
justification is expressed, which, if not distinctly un-
Pauline, nevertheless falls far helow Paul’s characteristic
and controlling idea of justification as the state of the
saved man who is completely reconciled to God and
enjoys peace with him. But though we cannot depend

1 Rom. xi, 11-26. 2 Acts ii, 38, x. 43. 2 Eph. 1. 7; Col. i, 14.
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implicitly upon the address in chap. xiil. for a knowl-
edge of what Paul actually preached in Galatia, we learn
from Gal. iii. 1 sq. that that preaching embraced at any
rate the crucifixion of Christ, salvation by faith and not
by works, and the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, —all of
which constituted fundamental elements in his Gospel.
Though he does not refer to the resurrection of Christ as
a part of his original proclamation, he must, of course,
have emphasized it from the very beginning in Galatia, as
everywhere else. It may be assumed, in fact, that what-
ever he may have said on any particular occasion, or how-
ever he may have addressed the Jews in their synagogues,
it was his Gospel of death with Christ unto the flesh and
resurrection with him unto a new life in the Spirit which
he inculcated in Galatia; that Gospel which he had worked
out in his own experience and which constituted the sum
and substance of his Christianity. He was true to his
great underlying principles even in his evangelistic work.
He did not reserve those principles for mature and devel-
oped Christians, but began with them, and built everything
else upon them. This is what we should have expected a
man of Paul’s character to do, and this is what his Epistle
to the Galatians shows that he actually did.?

After giving up their attempt to convert the Jews of
Antioch, Paul and Barnabas, according to Acts xiii. 48 sq.,
remained some time in the city preaching the Gospel to
the Gentiles and meefing with considerable success in
their work, But the Jews, who were not content with
merely contradicting the things spoken by Paul and re-
jecting the message which he brought them, succeeded
finally in arousing the hostility of the *devout women of
honorable estate? and of the chief men of the city,” and
the result was that the two missionaries were expelled
from the place; very likely as disturbers of the public
Peace, and after a formal trial before the town magistrates.
It is not necessary to suppose tbat Paul and Barnabas

1 Cf. also 1 Cor. xv. 3 sq.
. ?Probably female proselytes, who were perhaps induced by the Jews to
ncite their heathen husbands against the apostles.
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were condemned for preaching false gods or for attacking
the religion of the Antiochians. A large measure of re-
ligious liberty was enjoyed in all parts of the empire at
this time, and the existence of a Jewish synagogue in
Antioch shows that it was enjoyed there as well as else-
where. But any uproar or disturbance of the public peace
the imperial and municipal authorities were always quick
to put down with a strong hand, that it might not grow
into something worse and result in widespread disaffection.
It is probable, therefore, that the Jews started an outery
against Paul and Barnabas, and that the magistrates, with-
out investigating very carefully the merits of the case,
thought it safer to get the strangers out of the city
before their presence led to any serious outbreak. Driven
out of Antioch, they went on to Iconium, a large and im-
portant Galatian city, situated to the southeast on the
way to Tarsus and Syria. Here they remained for some
time,! preaching, at least in the beginning, in the syna-
gogue, and winning many converts among both Jews and
Greeks; but they were finally compelled to flee from Ico-
nium as they had fled from Antioch, and they then found
their way to Lystra, a city of Lycaonia, but belonging, like
Antioch and Iconium, to the province of Galatia. At the
time Paul and Barnabas visited Lystra, it was not a rude
and uncivilized village, as has been frequently asserted,
but an important garrison town which was a centre of
Roman culture and influence.? Nothing is said of their
preaching,to the Jews in Lystra, or later in Derbe, and
whether they did or not, we have no means of knowing.
But the peculiar experience which they had with some of
the heathen of the city, who supposed them gods and pro-
posed to offer sacrifices to them,? would seem to indicate
that they had more to do while there with Gentiles than
with Jews, and that they did not reach the former merely
through the instrumentality of the latter. The incident
referred to, which was caused by a miracle of healing

1 ixavdy xpbrov, Acts xiv. 3.
2 8ee Ramsay: Church in the Roman Empire, p. 47 8q.
3 Acts xiv. 11 sq.
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wrought by Paul upon a cripple,! was entirely natural
under the circumstances, and the identification of Barna-
bas, the more silent and passive of the two travellers, with
the supreme god Jupiter, and of the more active Paul
with Mercury, is strikingly characteristic of the Oriental
estimate of greatmess. It is true that the account of
Paul’s miracle bears a close resemblance to the account of
the healing of the lame man by Peter, in Acts iii. 2 sq.,
and that the apostles’ expostulation with their would-be
worshippers is analogous to Peter’s expostulation with
Cornelius in Acts x. 26, and that the words that follow
are much like Paul’s words in his address to the Athenians
recorded in the seventeenth chapter of Acts. But though
it may well be that the author felt the influence of other
accounts given elsewhere in his work, the main incident
related in this passage is too striking and unique to have
been invented, and serves to attest the general trustworthi-
ness of the events that precede and follow it.

In spite of the enthusiasm with which Paul and Barna-
bas were hailed by the heathen populace, hostility was
aroused against them by Jews who came from Antioch
and Iconium,? and doubtless worked upon the prejudices
of their fellow-countrymen residing in Lystra. It may
have been easy for them to incite the populace against the
apostles because of the latter’s rejection of the divine
honors which had been offered them. At any rate, the
result was that Paul was stoned by a mob and left for
dead. Recovering, he departed with Barnabas for Derbe,
which lay somewhat more than a day’s journey to the
southeast, and was the frontier city of the province in
that direction. Like Lystra, Derbe was at this time a
town of some importance, and a centre of Roman life and
influence.? After making many disciples in the city, the
apostles retraced the route by which they had been travel-
ling, passing through Lystra, Iconium, and Antioch, and

.. 1 That Paul worked miracles, is confirmed by his own statement in 2 Cor.
¥l 12. No general argument, therefore, can be drawn from this and other
miracles related of him in the Book of Acts against the primitive character

of the documents upor which the accounts are based.
2 Acts xiv, 19. 8 See Ramsay, l.c. p. 54 sq.
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thence turning southward o Perga, whence they set sail
for Antioch in Syria, the place from which they had started
upon their eventful tour. Why they went westward again
from Derbe, instead of crossing the mountains and going on
to Cilicia and Syria at once, as they seem to have intended
to do when they turned eastward from Pisidian Antioch,
we do not know. It may be that they reached Derbe in the
winter and found the passes over the Tarsus too difficult
to attempt; or it may be that finding himself in good
health once more, Paul decided before returning home to
visit again his converts in the other cities of the province,
whom he had been obliged to leave so abruptly, and who,
he might well fear, were in danger of forgetting him and
the Gospel which he had preached.! However that may
be, he would certainly improve the opportunity afforded
by the return trip to confirm the work that he had already
done, and to encourage and strengthen his recent con-
verts.2 It need not cause surprise that Paul and Barna-
bas should revisit the cities from which they had been so
recently expelled. It is probable that they had spent
some time in Derbe, and the excitement which their pres-
ence had aroused in Antioch, Iconium, and Lystra had
very likely been forgotten before they made their reap-
pearance, and there is no reason to suppose that any legal
bar against their return existed. They owed their expul-
sion from Iconium and Lystra apparently not to the magis-
trates, but to the fury of the populace, and even in Antioch
it is improbable that a permanent decree of exile had been

1Tt might be thought that news had reached Paul that Jewish Christians
were attempting to induce his Gentile converts to receive circumeision and
observe the Jewish law. If this were so, we conld easily explain his return at
this time to Syrian Antioch and his subsequent journey to Jerusalem; and in
support of this opinion might be urged Gal.i. 6 and v. 8, which seem at first
sight to imply that Paul had been compelled to warn the Galatians against
Judaizers on some previous occasion (so Lightfoot, Lipsius, and many others),
But it is to be noticed, on the other hand, that Paul does not say, in Gal. i. 6,
¢ T marvel that ye are so soen again removing unto a different gospel.”” The
defection of the Galatians which called forth his epistle to them seems indeed
to have come upon him as a complete surprise; and in view of that fact it is
hardly probable that he had had to meet the difficulty before. It seems better,
therefore, to interpret Gal. i. 6 and v. 3, as referring to the preceding context,

and not to an earlier period when he was with the Galatians.
2 Acts xiv, 22
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passed against them. There was, therefore, nothing for
them to fear from the authorities, provided their pres-
ence did not give rise to another popular tumult. It is
hardly likely, under the circumstances, that they entered
into the synagogues and preached the Gospel openly as
they had before. It is more probable that they avoided
publicity and devoted themselves solely to those who had
already embraced the Christian faith, as is implied in Acts
xiv. 22.

According to vs. 23, Paul and Barnabas upon their return
trip through Lystra, Iconium, and Antioch appointed pres-
byters in the various churches. In the light of Paul’s
epistles in general and especially of his Epistle to the Gala-
tians, which contains no hint of the existence of officers in
the churches addressed, it is difficult to suppose that he
gave those churches a fixed and definite organization, and
appointed regular officers. It is not improbable, however,
that he recognized the peculiar respect and honor in which
some of the disciples were held by their companions, or the
gifts with which they were endowed, or the marked zeal
and devotion with which they gave themselves to the
spread of the Gospel and to the service of their brethren,
or the diligence and faithfuluess with which they looked
after the interests of the church, and that he exhorted the
disciples in general to follow the guidance of such Christians
and to be subject unto them in the Lord,! in order that
confusion and division might be avoided and the growth
of the church be wholesome and vigorous. More than
this it can hardly be supposed that he did at this time.2

That Paul’s missionary work in Galatia was productive
of large results, especially among the Gentiles, and that the
churches which he founded were very near his heart, is made
abundantly manifest by his Galatian Epistle. Whether his
stay in the province lasted only a few months, or covered a
period of some years, he could look back upon it after he
had returned to Syrian Antioch with joy; for he had been
received by the Galatians as an angel of God, and had won

1 Cf. 1 Cor. xvi. 16.
2 Upon the development of ecclesiastical organization, see below, p. 645 sq,
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their love and been treated by them with the utmost devo-
tion! His missionary journey had been a great success so
far as the Gentiles were concerned, and though prevented
by sickness from fulfilling his cherished plan, he had yet
made large conquests and had shown himself emincntly
fitted to carry the Gospel into distant lands and among
foreign peoples. He must have returned to Antioch with
a firmer conviction than ever that his life work was to be
the evangelization of the heathen world and with the fixed
determination to continue at the earliest opportunity the
campaign so auspiciously begun.

5. Tae CoNFLICT WITH JUDAIZERS

But in the meantime an event occurred which threatened
to undo all that Paul had accomplished, and to put an end
once and for all to Gentile Christianity; an event which
caused him the greatest anxiety, and the consequences of
which he felt for many years. According to Acts xv. 1,
certain men came down from Judea to Antioch and taught
the brethren that they could not be saved unless they
received circumcision and thus became members of the
family of Isracl. The demand which was thus made of
the Grentile Christians of Antioch involved a distinct repu-
diation of the position taken by the church of Jerusalem
on an earlier occasion when the legitimacy of Gentile Chris-
tianity was acknowledged,? and yet it was a most natural
thing under the circumstances that the demand should be
made. It is by no means certain that all the Christians of
Jerusalem acquiesced heartily in the approval given to Peter
by the church as a whole. It was inevitable that there
should be then and that there should continue to be two
opinions as to the wisdom and propriety of such a course.
But those who disapproved may have been too few in num-
ber, and of too little personal weight, to be able to make
their opposition seriously felt, and they may have thought
it best to accept quietly what they could not prevent. But
as time passed and as the church of Jerusalem increased in

1 Gal, iv. 14, 15. 2 See above, p. 101 sq.
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size, it is conceivable that the number multiplied of those
who believed that circumcision was in each and every case
absolutely necessary to salvation. And even among those
who had formerly given their approval to the conduct of
Peter in the case of Cornelius, and had joined with their
brethren in recognizing the possibility of a non-Jewish
Christianity, there can hardly have failed to be some who
were increasingly troubled by the rapid growth of an inde-
pendent Gentile church and by the evident tendency on
the part not only of the converts from the heathen, but
also of the missionaries that worked among them, to regard
the form of Christianity which they possessed as of equal
dignity and worth with the original Jewish Christianity of
Christ himself and of his apostles, and thus to rob God’s
chosen people of all their prerogatives and the divine law
of all its sanectity. It is not surprising, therefore, that in
course of time there should be a large number within the
church of Jerusalem who shared the conviction that a halt
should be called and that a firm stand should be made
for the religion of Moses and of Christ. How long it was
after the return of Paul and Barnabas to Antioch before
matters came to a head and the conflict was precipitated,
we do not know, but it may well be that the news of the
great success which they had had in Galatia and the large
number of Gentiles that had beer converted there led the
stricter party to feel that it would be fatal to delay longer;
that the time had come when a public and decisive stand
must be made against the dangerous movement which was
spreading so rapidly. And hence it may have been very
soon after their return that the emissaries from Jerusalem
appeared in the city, insisting that the Gospel which Paul
and Barnabas were preaching was all a mistake, and that
no Gentile could be saved unless he were “circumecised
after the custom of Moses.” !

1The “false hrethren ** of Gal. ii. 5 were probably those that came down
to Antioch and disturbed Paul there, and not brethren that came forward at
the time of the council in Jerusalem and insisted on Titus’ eircumcision. The
Teference in Gal. {i, 5 s apparently to the larger subject. Because of the
Den that had made all the trouble, Paul took a firm stand at Jerusalem on
the great question and ylelded not a single iota at any peint.
o
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The excitement that must have been caused in the
Antiochian church by such an announcement may be
easily imagined. The emissaries came from Judea and
doubtless claimed to represent the Mother Church of
Christendom, and thus a peculiar authority seemed to
attach to their declaration. The crisis was a serious one.
Paul might be confident of his own apostolic calling and
might be convinced that he had received his Gospel from
God and not from man; and yet it was clear that if the
apostles, who had been Christ’s chosen companions during
his earthly ministry, and were in consequence generally be-
lieved to know the Master’s will most fully, —if they were
to declare that form of Christianity which Paul and his
fellows had been preaching all a mistake, the work which
they had already accomplished would be practically de-
stroyed and there would remain little or no hope of winning
the heathen world for Christ. It was under these circum-
stances that Paul, whose heart was bound up in the
preaching of the Gospel to the Roman world, felt it to be
the will of God that he should go himself to Jerusalem
and settle the matter once and for all with the older
apostles.! They must be induced to repudiate distinctly
the demands made by their alleged representatives.

Paul was accompanied upon his journey not only by his
fellow-worker Barnabas, who had himself been at one time
s prominent member of the church of Jerusalem and whose
influence and support must be very desirable at such a
time, but also by Titus, one of his own Gentile converts, by
whose presence he hoped perhaps to give an ocular demon-
stration of the success of his work among the heathen and
of the blessing of God which had attended it. Paul’s
account? of the events that took place during his stay in
Jerusalem is very brief and the details are somewhat
obscure, but the general outcome is entirely clear. His

1 Paul says in Gal. ii. 2: “T went up by revelation.” These words do
not exclude the commission laid upon him by his Antiochian brethren which
is recorded in Acts xv. 2 (and xi. 30) ; but they show that it was not their ap-
pointment but his own conviction of the Divine Will that led him to under-
take the journey.

2 Gal. ii. 3; Titus . 4. . 2 Gal. ii. 1-10.
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words in Gal. ii. 2 imply that he laid the Gospel which
he preached among the Gentiles not only before the
disciples in general, but also privately before those of
repute,! meaning apparently the «pillars,” James, Peter, and
John.2 The recognition of the legitimacy of Gentile Chris-
tianity, which was the fundamental thing with him, was
bitterly opposed by those whom he calls ¢ false brethren,”
but in spite of their opposition he succeeded in carrying his
point and convincing not only the apostles, but also the
church as a whole, that God had already set the seal of his
approval upon the Gospel which he preached among the
Gentiles, and had thus distinetly declared that men may
be saved without receiving circumcision. But his oppo-
nents, when they found themselves defeated, proposed
apparently that at least Titus should be circumecised.?
They might with some show of reason insist that even
though the legitimacy of Gentile Christianity were ac-
knowleged, it was unseemly that the Jew, Paul, should have
with him ag his companion and fellow-worker an uncir-
cumcised Greek,and that it was an unnecessary offence to
the sentiment of the Christians of Jerusalem to bring such
a man into their midst. They may have contended, more-
over, that the circumecision of Titus at this time would
have the effect of allaying somewhat the hostility of the
unconverted Jews, as they saw Christianity thus becoming
a bridge from heathenism to Judaism; and they perhaps
expressed themselves as willing to submit to the majority
in the larger matter if an exception were made to the general
principle in this particular case. The proposition was thus
apparently of the nature of a compromise, and it may be that
it was supported by many of those who had taken Paul’s
side upon the main question, possibly even by the apostles.?
But Paul and Barnabas refused absolutely to give their
consent to the proposal.5 The reason for their refusal is

1 xal dreféuny alrols 70 edayyéhwov . . . kar Slav 8¢ Tols Sokolouy.

2 Gal. ii. 9. 3 Gal. ii. 3.

* The words ofs 08¢ mpds Wpav elfauer T dmorayh (vs. 5) seem to imply
that Paul and Barnabas stood almost, if not quite, alone in their opposition to
this compromise.

5 Gal. i, 8.
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stated by Paul in vss. 4 and 5. ¢ On account of the false
brethren who came in to spy out our liberty, we stood
out firmly in this matter also,” he seems to say, *and did
not yield even for a moment.” He ecvidently saw clearly
that the proposition was not as harmless as it seemed;
that it'meant practically a recognition in Jerusalem itself
of a principle that had just been repudiated for the church
at large, and that it was bound to be used by his opponents
against him and his work among the Gentiles. By his
refusal, in which the church at Jerusalem finally sustained
him, he asserted unequivocally the full rights of Gentile
Christianity and thus the truth of the Gospel was pre-
served not for the Galatians alone, but for all converts
from the heathen world.!

But this recognition of the legitimacy of Gentile Chris-
tianity was not all that Paul secured at Jerusalem. Both
he and Barnabas received from those who were esteemed
“pillars,” that is, from James and Peter and John, the
right hand of fellowship, in which was involved the ac-
knowledgment of their divine call to preach the Gospel
among the Gentiles; in which was involved, moreover, the
recognition of their right to preach just as they had been
preaching, for Paul expressly asserts that the apostles
imparted nothing to him, that they did not in any way
enlarge or curtail or modify the Gospel which had been
given him by God and not by man.? It is significant that
Paul does not say that he and Barnabas received this en-
dorsement from the Jerusalem church as a whole, as he
could hardly have failed to had it been a fact. It may
well be that though the majority of the disciples were will-
ing to admit that Gentiles might become Christians with-
out becoming Jews, they were not ready to set the seal of
their approval upon the evangelistic methods of Paul, who
unequivocally asserted the absolute liberty and indepen-
dence of his Gentile converts, and flatly refused to adopt
any measures to win them over to the religion of Moses,
and thus make their Christianity a bridge to the Christian
Judaism of the Mother Church. It was perhaps under

1 @al. ii. 5. 2 Gal. ii. 6 8q,
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these circumstances that Paul had the private interview
with the apostles of which he speaks in vs. 2. He must
have seen clearly that if he left Jerusalem without secur-
iug any kind of an endorsement, the Judaizers would be
certain to use the circumstance against him, and even
though they might be compelled to recognize the legitimacy
of Gentile Christianity in general, would undermine his
influence and hinder him in his work, and would appeal
to the authority of the Mother Church for so doing. To
obtain from the aposiles, therefore, the approval which the
church at large was not prepared to give him was a mat-
ter of vital importance.

But though Paul received from James and Peter and
John the right hand of fellowship, and though they
frankly recognized his divine call to preach the Gospel
among the Gentiles, and though they refrained from
adding anything to or taking anything from the mes-
sage with which he believed himself entrusted, it is to be
noticed that there is no sign that he was acknowledged
by them as a fellow apostle.! If is significant, indeed, that
in vs. 8, where he speaks of the apostleship of Peter, he
says nothing of his own, a very surprising fact in view of
the emphasis which he lays upon his apostolic commission
in the opening of his Epistle to the Galatians, and in view
of the special importance of maintaining his influence and
authority under existing circumstances. In his Epis-
tles to the Corinthians also, where he has occasion to
defend himself against those who deny him to be an
apostle,? he says nothing of having been recognized as
such by the Twelve or by any of their number, though
the mention of such a fact would certainly have stopped
the mouths of his antagonists® It may well be that

1 Cf. Holsten: Evangelium des Paulus, 8. 21,

21 Cor. ix.; 2 Cor. xii., ete.

31t cannot be urged that Paul’s silence both in Galatians and Corinthians
Wwas due to his wish not to seem dependent upcn the earlier apostles for the
Gospel which he preached; for the statement that his apostleship had been
Tecognized by them would no more impair or throw suspicion upon his inde-
Pendence, than the statement that his call to labor among the Gentiles had
been so recognized. It may be that his insistence in his Fpistle to the Gala-
tians upon the fact that he was an apostle not by man’s appoiutment and
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though James and Peter and John were ready, when they
saw the grace that was given him, to acknowledge Paul’s
divine call to do missionary work among the Gentiles,
they were not willing to grant that he had the right to
share in the peculiar privileges and prerogatives which they
doubtless thought would attach to Jesus’ personal compan-
ions and disciples in the approaching kingdom of the Mes-
siah. And they may well have believed still, even though
they recognized a Gentile Christianity, that in the Messi-
anic kingdom the chosen people were to be supreme and
that consequently no missionary to the Gentiles, however
abundant his labors, could share the pre-eminence enjoyed
by the apostles to the Jews, by those to whom had been
entrusted the evangelization and to whom would one day
be committed the judgment of the twelve tribes of Israell
In the light of all that has been said, it is clear that
though Paul considered himself an apostle and did not
hesitate to call himself such in his epistles, and though he
later declared himself to be not a whit behind the very
chiefest apostles,® yet he was not recognized as such upon
the occasion of his visit to Jerusalem, either by the older
apostles or by the church.

What has been said upon this subject suggests the possi-
bility that James, the brother of the Lord, who was cer-
tainly not one of the original Twelve,® had before this
time been made an apostle by the choice of the brethren,
as Matthias had been many years before. That appoint-
ment showed that it was the belief of the church of
Jerusalem, at any rate in its early days, that the number
of the apostles should be kept at twelve, and we know of
nothing that had happened in the meantime to lead to a
change of view. In fact, it is altogether likely that the
belief continued among the immediate disciples of Jesus
commission, but by God’s, was itself due in part to his failure to secure such
recognition either from the church of Jerusalem or from its leaders. It was
not that the mere name *‘ apostle ’’ was denied him, for the name was a very gen-
eral one, and attached in those days to many besides the Twelve (see below,
p. 646) ; but that they failed to recognize him as possessing equal dignity with
themselves, and as an apostle in any such sense as they were.

1 Matt. xix, 28. 22 Cor. xi, 5, xii. 11.
8 Cf. John vii. 25, and see p. 549, below.
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as long as they retained the idea that Christianity was
solely or even chiefly for the Jews, or that the Jews were
to enjoy a pre-cminence over Gentiles within the Messianic
kingdom. It may well be, therefore, that when James
the son of Zebedee was slain, James the brother of the
Lord was chosen to fill his place, and that he was thence-
forth numbered among the Twelve, with whom Paul him-
self seems to class him in Gal. i. 19.!

Though Paul received from James and Peter and John,
as has been seen, the right hand of fellowship, and though
his divine call to preach among tlie Gentiles was frankly
recognized, and though nothing was added to or taken
from his message, it was not agreed that his Gospel was
in any way to supplant or take the place of the Gospel
of the original apostles, or that it was to be preached
among the Jews. In fact, the compact entered into by
Paul and Barnabas with the ¢ pillars” at Jerusalem in-
volved not so much a union as a division. James, Peter,
and John were to continue to preach as they had been
in the habit of doing to the Jews, while Paul and Barna-
bas were to go on preaching to the Gentiles. But that
was not all. It was not simply two distinct fields that
were provided for, but two distinet messages. Paul and
Barnabas were to preach to the Gentiles the Gospel of
the uncircumecision, while the others were to preach to the
Jews the Gospel of the circumeision. The assumption was
that the law should continue to be binding upon all Jews,
and that to the heathen alone should be proclaimed liberty
from its bondage. If the apostles of Jerusalem were not
to go to the Gentiles and preach to them subjection to the
Jewish law as the Judaizers had done at Antioch, neither
was Paul to go to the Jews with his message of freedom
from the law and teach them to neglect and disregard it.
In securing recognition for his own Gospel, therefore,
Paul gave his approval to the Gospel of the Jewish Chris-

1 That the choice should fall upon James was altogether natural, for his
Telationship to Jesus must have made him a conspicuous figure in the church

of Jerusalem from the time of his conversion; and hig character was such

as 5120 excite the respect and admiration of all his countrymen. See below,
P. 551 sq.
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tians, The compact was a mutual one, and it meant
the division of the church by common consent into two
denominations, a Jewish and a Gentile, or rather it meant
the express sanction and perpetuation of a division already
existing. It may have been the sense of the danger to the
spirit of Christian brotherhood that Iurked in such denomi-
nationalism that led the apostles to suggest that Paul and
Barnabas should secure contributions from their Gentile
converts for the poor of Jerusalem. They may have
believed, and Paul doubtless agreed with them and hence
gladly fulfilled their desire, that such an exercise of
charity would warm the hearts both of those that gave
and those that received, and would thus prevent the loss
of fraternal sympathy and affection.! But there was more
than this in their request. It is to be noticed that they
did not propose to minister to the necessities of the Gen-
tiles, but only to receive their ministrations. And there
can be little doubt that they made the suggestion they
did with the idea that expression might thus be given to
the superior dignity and prerogatives of the Jews, the
sense of which the Gentile Christians would be in danger
of losing when freed from all obligation to observe the
Jewish law. Even Paul had something of the sort in mind
when he wrote the words: “It hath been the good pleasure
of Macedonia and Achaia to make a certain contribution
for the poor among the saints that are at Jerusalem. Yea,
it hath been their good pleasure; and their debtors they
are. For if the Gentiles have been made partakers of
their spiritual things, they owe it to them also to minister
unto them in carnal things.”? And that in spite of his
strenuous assertion of the Christian’s freedom from all law,
including the law of Moses, he yet shared in a measure the
national pride and sense of superiority, is made abundantly
manifest by many other passages® It is clear, therefore,
that Paul could have no serious objection to the proposi-
tion of the apostles, but of course he did not intend to
sanction by the collection, as possibly they did, the notion

1 On the closing words of Gal. ii. 10, see above, p. 171.
2 Rom, xv. 26, 27. % Rom. iii. 1 sq., xi. 24, 28, etc,
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that Jewish Christianity was in any way superior to Gen-
tile Christianity, or that the Christian who was circumcised
and kept the law of Moses stood upon a higher plane
religiously than other Christians. Suech a notion he re-
pudiated over and over again in his epistles.

Paul accomplished much by his visit to Jerusalem, and
he might well look baclk with satisfaction at the way in
which ¢ the truth of the Gospel” had there been vindi-
cated and maintained ; but he did not secure all that he had
hoped to. It was doubtless a disappointment to him that
the church of Jerusalem as a whole did not give him the
right hand of fellowship and ecommend him to the con-
fidence and affection of all the brethren; and perhaps he
was disappointed that the apostles did not recognize him
as one of themselves, and declare him to be an apostle of
Christ as truly as they. Moreover, the evident determina-
tion, not of the church of Jerusalem alone, but of the apos-
tles as well, to draw a sharp line of demarcation between
the two wings of the church, and to insist that Christians
of Jewish birth should continue to observe the law of their
fathers in all its strictness, must have been anything but
pleasing to him. Believing as he did in the complete
freedom of every Christian, whether Jew or Gentile, he
must have regarded with great dissatisfaction the action
of the disciples of Jerusalem in this matter, action which
fell far below his large and broad conception of the Gos-
pel, and which was calculated to keep alive the idea that
there was saving efficacy in the observance of the law of
Moses. Knowing also far better than they the conditions
that existed in foreign cities, where Jews and Gentiles
were unavoidably thrown into more or less intimate re-
lations with each other, and where there must inevitably
be many Christians of both classes, he must have seen, as
they did not, that the separation which they contemplated,
if vigorously enforced in all places, would give rise to
endless trouble and dispute. But as he had gained his
main point, he was willing for the present to leave the mat-
ter of association between Gentile and Jewish Christians
unsettled. He doubtless felt that he could not demand
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any more at this time without imperilling all that he had
secured, for he saw clearly that neither the church of
Jerusalem nor the apostles were prepared to admit the
right of a Jewish Christian to disregard the law and to
mingle unrestrainedly with his Gentile brethren. To insist
that a disciple of Hebrew birth had such a right would
have been doubtless to turn them all against him and
to give the victory to the Judaizers.! He therefore con-
tented himself with the guarantee of Gentile liberty,
which was his chief concern, and left to the future the
settlement of the farther question, which he knew, as
the apostles did not, was bound to arise sooner or later.

It was not very long after the conference at Jerusalem
that the question arose at Antioch, upon the occasion of a
visit with which Peter favored the Christians of that city.
Whether the action of the church and of the apostles in Jeru-
salem had affected in any way the relations between the
Jewish and Gentile disciples in Antioch, we do not know;
but at the time when Peter visited the city, it is clear that
there were at least some Jews, perhaps many, who had
thrown aside their religious scruples and were associating
intimately with their Gentile brethren. They may not of
course have ceased to observe the law in other respects, but
they were entirely disregarding it so far as it prohibited
fellowship with the uncircumcised. Such conduct on the
part of Jewish Christians had not been expressly forbidden
at the Council of Jerusalem, — probably because it was not
supposed that there would arise any need of such a prohi-
bition; but its unlawfulness had been assumed in the agree-
ment which the apostles had concluded with Paul; for it

1 What was thought of Paul’s own conduct and of the conduct of Barnabas
in associating intimately with their heathen converts, we do not know. It
may be that it was just because an approval of their missionary work and their
evangelistic methods meant the acknowledgment of their right, though Jews,
to disregard the law of their fathers, that the church of Jerusalem refrained
from expressing their approval. It may be that it was only with difficulty
that the apostles were induced to do what the church as a whole did not do,
feeling driven by the witness of the Spirit, which had been accorded in such
large measure to Paul and Barnabas, to admit an exception in their case to
the general rule of Jewish Christian conduct. Possibly one reason for their

refusal to recognize Paul as an apostle, like themselves, lay in the fact that he
did not observe the law in all its strictness.
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was stipulated by them that though Paul and Barnabas
might preach to the Gentiles their Gospel of absolute free-
dom from the Jewish law, they were not to preach it to the
Jews. Butin spite of that fact, at a time not long after the
conference, Jewish Christians in Antioch were disregarding
at least a part of their ancestral law, and Peter upon his
arrival among them was so impressed with the faith of the
Gentile converts and with the fraternal spirit which bound
the two classes of disciples together, that he also threw his
scruples to the wind and, following the example of Paul
‘and Barnabas and many others, associated freely and openly
with the uncircumecised.! Peter can hardly have expected
to do this when he left Jerusalem. Certainly it was not
in his thought at the time of the conference and it was a
distinct step in advance of the position agreed upon there.
And yet for Peter, warm-hearted and impulsive Christian
as he was, the step was a most natural one. It may fairly
be doubted whether he believed even at the time of the
council that the observance of the Jewish law was abso-
lutely essential to the salvation of any one. It is altogether
likely that Acts xv. 11 is correct in representing him as tak-
ing the position even then that Jewish Christians were to
be saved not by the observance of the law, but by the grace
of the Lord Jesus in the same manner as the Gentiles.? He
doubtless believed with James and John that under ordi-
nary circumstances the obligation rested upon the Jew to
observe the law of the Fathers, even though he was a
disciple of Christ, just as Jesus himself had done dur-
ing his life, and that the Jewish people as a whole were
to continue to observe it at least until they should be re-
leased from the obligation by the Messiah. But such a
belief was not inconsistent with the idea that there might
be exceptions to the rule and that what was true under
ordinary circumstances and of the people as a whole was

1 Pfleiderer (Urchristenthum, S. 572) suggests that the vision on the house-
top recorded in Acts x. 9 sq. belongs to this time, and that it was that vision,
or something similar to it, that led Peter to throw aside his scruples, and eat
and drink with the uncircumeised.

2 Cf. Gal. ii. 15, where Paul seems to be stating a belief common both to
Peter and himself.
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not necessarily true under all circumstances and of every
individual. If it was this conception of the Jewish Chris-
tian’s relation to the law that Peter had at the time of the
conference in Jerusalem, it is easy to understand how, for
the sake of Paul and Barnabas and the Gentile brethren
whom he found in Antioch, he could cut himself loose
from the trammels of the law and could go in and out
among them with perfect freedom.

All went well in Antioch until messengers from James
arrived and took Peter to task for his conduct. The result
of their remonstrance was that he drew back and separated
himself from the Gentiles, and the influence of his example
was so great that the rest of the Jewish Christians, includ-
ing even Barnabas, did the same thing. The occurrence was
a most unfortunate one and elicited from Paul a severe
arraignment of Peter. He seems to have called a meeting
of the church and to have administered a public rebuke to
the great apostle. “ When I saw,” he says, * that they walked
not uprightly according to the truth of the gospel, I said
unto Cephas before them all, If thou, being a Jew, livest as
do, the Gentiles, and not as do the Jews, how compellest
thou the Gentiles to live as do the Jews?”1 It is to be
observed that Paul arraigns Peter for a double offence: on
the one hand for his inconsistency, for the apparent lack
of accord between his principles and his practice ; and on
the other hand for his violation of the compact entered
into at Jerusalem. Paul did not rebuke Peter for holding
a conception of the Gospel which differed from his own,
but for doing violence to that conception which his previous
conduct seemed to indicate that they both shared. Peter’s
inconsistency did not lie in the fact that having lived like
a Gentile, he afterwards lived like a Jew. That he might
have done without incurring any such charge ; for though
by his neglect of the law he had apparently placed himself
squarely upon the ground held by Paul, that the law is
binding upon no one either Jew or Gentile, he might still
regard the observance of the law as advisable, and might
practise it without stultifying himself in any way, as Paul

1@Gal ii. 14,
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himself practised it on occasion! Peter’s inconsistency
lay rather in the fact that having declared that he believed
that the Jewish law was not binding on any one, even a
Jew, he acted in sucha way as to make it binding on every
one, even on Gentiles. But it was not Peter’s inconsist-
ency alone that angered Paul, though his inconsistency gave
point to his rebuke and made it possible for Paul to arraign
lim as he did, — it was above all the fact that Peter had
violated the agreement reached at Jerusalem, in entering
Paul’s missionary field and there preaching the Gospel of
circumcision to his Gentile converts. It is to be noticed
that Paul did not find fault with Peter because he lived
as a Jew, but because he compelled the Gentiles to live as
Jews; because he laid upon Paul’s heathen converts the
obligation to observe the law, when their complete free-
dom from the law had been expressly guaranteed at Jeru-
salem by Peter himself as well as by the church in general.

But the question arises, In what sense did Peter lay this
obligation upon Paul’s Gentile converts; how did he com-
pel them to live as the Jews lived? Are we to understand
that he actually followed the example of the Judaizers and
told the Gentile Christians of Antioch that they could not
be saved without circumeision?? There is no sign that he
went so far as this, nor can it be supposed that he so
explicitly and wilfully violated the compact sealed at
Jerusalem. But in his withdrawal from association with
the Gentile Christians there was involved in reality as
genuine a compulsion as if he had distinctly told them that
circumeision was necessary to salvation; for such with-
drawal must seem to mean nothing else under the circum-
stances than the declaration that they were not clean
because they were not observing the law, and hence that
there rested upon them the obligation to cleanse themselves
by obeying its injunction. In observing the Jewish law in
all its strictness, including its prohibition of association

L Ct. 1 Cor. ix. 20.

2 Ritschl (Entstehung der altkatholischen Kirche, Zweite Auflage, S. 146)
maintaing that Peter did this. In the first edition of the same work he held

that it was the decree of Acts xv. 23 sq., which Peter laid upon the Gentile
Christians of Antioch.
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with the Gentiles, Peter acted, it is true, in harmony with
one part of the Jewish compact, but at the same time he
violated the other part and made it very clear that the
compact could not be kept in both its terms under such
conditions as existed in Antioch. The truth is that the
compact provided only for the distinet and separate exist-
ence of Jewish and Gentile Christianity and did not con-
template their relation one to the other. It was only when
they came in contact in Antioch that it was seen to be
self-contradictory and to involve either the emancipation
of Jewish Christians from the law or the bondage of Gen-
tile Christians to it. And so Paul might justly regard
Peter’s conduct at Antioch not only as an act of self-stulti-
fication, but also as a violation of the agreement reached at
Jerusalem, and as such he was entitled to resent it bitterly.
Even had Peter not eaten with the Gentiles upon his
arrival in Antioch, but held himself aloof from the begin-
ning, he would justly have incurred Paul’s resentment;
for his action would have been a practical announcement
to the Gentile Christians that they must keep the law if
they wished to stand on the same plane with him and enjoy
the benefits of association with him, and would thus have
been in reality a violation of the spirit of the Jerusalem
compact. But when he took such action after he had
been for some time associating with the Gentiles and had
won their personal friendship and affection, it was much
worse in its consequences. It is no wonder that Paul took
him sharply to task before all the brethren.

And yet it should be said, in justification of Peter’s
conduct, that his action was not necessarily due to fear of
the Jewish Christians, as Paul declares.! Itis more likely
that he acted from a sense of duty in separating himself
from the Gentiles. Conscious as he was that his work
lay among the Jews, as Paul’s among the heathen, it may
well be that the messengers from James led him to see
that his influence among his countrymen would be under-
mined, and his power to reach them destroyed, if he
showed himgelf in any way careless in his observance of

1 @al, ii, 12.
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the law of the Fathers. IIe may have realized as he had
not at first that he could not live like an apostle to the
Gentiles and still be a successful and effective apostle to
the Jews, And so, believing that he had been called to
evangelize the latter and not the former, it may have
seemed to him a sacred duty to do as the brethren from
Jerusalem advised, even though his action might appear
inconsistent, and might work harm to the Antiochian
church.

The Antiochian episode was momentous in more ways
than one. It opened & question which had not been dis-
cussed at Jerusalem: the relation to each other of Jewish
and Gentile Christians within a community containing
both classes. The emissaries of James insisted that even
in such communities Jewish Christians must observe the
law in all its strictness, but Paul called attention to the
fact that such observance meant a violatioh of the guaran-
tee of Gentile liberty which he had secured at Jerusalem.
But as the emissaries preferred to sacrifice the liberty of
the Gentiles rather than consent to the neglect of the law
by the Jewish Christians of Antioch, Paul went further
and declared, as he had not done at Jerusalem, that their
insistence upon the observance of the law by Jewish
Christians meant in reality a denial of the Gospel of
Christ, and that their Christianity, instead of being a
higher and better form than the Christianity of the Gen-
tiles, was in reality quite the opposite, involving as it did
dependence upon the law rather than upon Christ for jus-
tification, and thus making the death of Christ a vain
thing.! Thus the war was carried into the camp of the
Jews. The Antiochian episode, therefore, did more than
merely open the question of the relation of Jewish and
Gentile disciples to each other; it revealed a fundamental
difference of principle between Paul and the Christians of
Jerusalem. The breach between them was thus widened
and the number of Paul’s enemies doubtless greatly in-
creased. It may well be indeed that the episode furnished
the occasion for the Judaizers to open their campaign

1Gal. il 21.



208 THE APOSTOLIC AGE

against Gentile Christianity and against Paul himself.
Aroused and bitterly enraged by what had occurred at
this time, with their numbers increased and with their
hands strengtbened by the widespread hostility to Paul
to which his conduct had given rise, they probably began
at once that propaganda in the churches of Galatia which
called forth his epistle.

We are not told what effect Paul’s severe rebuke, and
his clear exposition of the meaning of the Gospel, had
upon Peter and Barnabas and the Jewish Christians of
Antioch. It is clear at least that Peter did not yield and
associate again with the Gentiles as he had been doing,
for Paul would certainly have mentioned the fact if he
had; and it would have been natural for him to tell the
Galatians of it, if his remonstrance had proved effective
in the case of Barnabas. We shall probably be safe in
assuming that Whatever was true at a later date, at the
time when Paul wrote his Epistle to the Galatians, not
only Peter, but also Barnabas and many of the Jewish
Christians of Antioch, still felt the influence of James,!
and that the former cordial relations between Jews and
Gentiles within the Antiochian church were not entirely
restored.

In our consideration of the events that took place
upon the oceasion of Paul’s visit to Jerusalem, and of the
occurrences that followed at Antioch, we have confined
ourselves to Paul’s statements in his Epistle to the Gala-
tians. But the fifteenth chapter of Acts contains a
somewhat elaborate account of the conference in Jeru-
salem which differs in some respects from that of Paul and
demands examination at this point? It has been widely

1 There is no reason to doubt that the messengers that came from James
represented his own position in the matter. Paul’s words imply as much as
that, and the position taken by them in Antioch is entirely in harmony with
all that we know of James himself.

2 Ramsay (St. Paul, the Traveller and Roman Citizen, p. 55 sq.), recogniz-
ing the difficulty of reconciling Luke’s account with that of Paul, denies that
they refer to the same event. But the conference between Paul and the church
of Jerusalem recorded in Acts xv. is impossible at any later time than that
referred to in Gal.ii. 1 sq., for after the matter had been settled as Paunl
indicates in that passage, it could not have been canvassed again in any such
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claimed that the differences between the two accounts are
so numerous and radical, that Acts xv. must be pronounced
entirely unhistorical. But it is to be noticed that in at
least two important respects the accounts are in complete
agreement ; in the first place, according to both of them the
legitimacy of Gentile Christianity was recognized by the
church of Jerusalem, and circumcision was not required of
converts from the heathen world ; and in the second place,
they both imply that it was taken for granted by the church
that Jewish Christians would continue to observe their
ancestral law. It should be remarked also, that there is
nothing improbable in the supposition that Peter and
James made such addresses as are ascribed fo them in
Acts xv. It may be doubted whether all the words that
are put into Peter’s mouth were actually spoken by him ;1
but that vss. 8 and 11 fairly represent the position which
he held at this time is rendered exceedingly probable by
his subsequent conduct at Antioch and by the words of
Paul in Gal. ii. 15sq. Upon his arrival in Antioch he acted
exactly as a man naturally would who held the belief
expressed in Acts xv. 8 and 11, and as we have already
seen, his conduct there was due not to a change in
that belief, but to the fear that his association with the
Gentiles would make it impossible for him to fulfit his
mission among the Jews. And so when Paul rebuked him
for his action, he based his argument upon a principle that
was apparently recognized by Peter as well as himself;
but it is just that principle that finds expression in Acts
xv. 11. Moreover, not only the address of Peter but also
that of James is genuinely characteristic. We know from
Gal. ii. 9 sq., that James recognized the legitimacy of
Gentile Christianity as he is represented as doing in Acts
xv. 19, and the passage from Amos which he quotes in vss.
16 to 18 may well have been employed by him at this time

Way as described in Acts xv. To find in the ministry for the poor, referred to
In Gal. ii. 10, the chief object of Panl’s visit to J erusalem, as Ramgay does,
and to make all that goes before it entirely subordinate and unimportant, is
to do violence to the entire passage. It must be insisted upon as certain, that
Gal. ij.1 8q. and Acts xv. 1 sq. refer to the same time.
! For instance, vs. 9, and espeeially the latter part of vs. 10.
P .
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as a justification of such recognition on his part. For
such Old Testament. prophecies must have had much to do
with the approval which the Jewish Christians in general
finally consented to give to the evangelization of the Gen-
tiles. On the other hand, we know from Gal. ii. 12 that
James was more conservative than Peter and that he was
not ready even some time later to go as far as Peter did
at Antioch and to associate intimately with the uncircum-
cised. The recommendation which he is represented as
making in vs. 20 is therefore entirely in keeping with his
general tendency. Finally it is to be noticed that though
Paul says nothing of the addresses of Peter and of James,
he does hint, as already remarked, at a public 28 well as a
private meeting in Jerusalem,! and his silence respecting
the details of that meeting is no argument against the
account in Acts. It is clear from his own words that the
apostles, or at least James, Peter, and John, were more
ready than the church as a whole to approve his work
among the Gentiles, and it is therefore natural to suppose
that their influence was exerted to induce the church to
take the action it did. That Paul and Barnabas should
rehearse the great things which God had done among the
Gentiles through them,? and that they should then leave
it to the apostles, who had much greater influence in the
church of Jerusalem than they, to urge the recognition of
that form of Christianity which God had so signally
approved, is just what we might have expected them to
do. Paul appeared in Jerusalem to defend the Christi-
anity of the Gentiles, and however conscious he was of his
own independence and of his divine call, it would have
been the height of unwisdom, and would have defeated the
very purpose which he had in view, for him to treat the
apostles with anything else than the utmost respect and
deference, or to insist, upon the basis of his own apostle-
ship, that the church should do as he wished it to with-
out regard to the desires of its own guides and leaders.
In fact, it is not too much to say that the account of the
proceedings in Acts xv. 6-21 is in its general features

1 Gal. ii. 2 2 Acts xv. 4,128q.; cf. Gal. 1. 2,7, 9.
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entirely in accord with the probabilities of the situation
as revealed in Gal. ii. 1-10.

But the same cannot be said of vss. 22 sq. It is very
difficult to suppose that such a decree as is contained in
vss. 28 and 29 was adopted at this time and carried back
to Antioch by Paul and Barnabas with representatives of
the church of Jerusalem, as Luke records. For it is to be
noticed that there is no sign in Paul’s epistles that he ever
put the decree into force in any of his churches, or recom-
mended any of his converts to observe it; nor is there any
sign that anything was known about the decree in the
churches to which he wrote.! It is also a fact of the ut-
most significance that Paul distinctly asserts? that those
who were of repute in the church of Jerusalem imparted
nothing to him, that is, laid no additional requirements
upon him ;3 in other words, he was left entirely free by
them to preach to the Gentiles exactly as he had been
preaching. But according to Acts xv. 28, the Gentiles
were not simply requested, but required by the action of the
apostles and elders in Jerusalem, to abstain from the four
things enumerated in the decree. The latter refrain from
laying upon the converts from the heathen the burden of
the whole law, but abstinence from these four things they
regard as “necessary.” For Paul, therefore, to acquiesce
in this action and to carry the decree to the Antiochian
church would have been to lay a burden upon the Gen-
tiles not as great, to be sure, as the Judaizers would have
liked, but none the less a burden, and none the less op-
posed to his principle of complete liberty. It does not
help the matter to urge that Paul himself recommended a
voluntary curtailment of one’s liberty for the sake of the
weaker brethren, as in 1 Cor, viii. and Gal. v. 13, and that
therefore he might have been willing to acquiesce in this
decree in order that the Jewish Christians might not be
too much offended by the lives of their Gentile brethren;
for it is not that a voluntary curtailment of their liberty

11t is significant that the Corinthians betray no knowledge of it when they
ask Paul’s advice in the matter of meats offered to idols (1 Cor. viii. 1}.
? Gal. i, 6, 8 ¢uol ydp o GokoDyres obdey Tpocarélevro,
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is suggested, but that an enforced submission to certain
requirements is demanded by the church of Jerusalem.
But it is to be remarked finally, that the decree contains
the same prohibitions that were laid upon strangers living
within the land of the Jews, according to Lev. xvil. and
xviii., and that its formal enactment by the council implies
that the disciples of Jerusalem proposed to relegate the
Gentile converts to the position occupied in ancient times
by such strangers, and in more recent days by the ceSdue-
voi, or God-fearing heathen. In other words, the decree
in the form in which we have it means that the Gentile
Christians were to be treated as less honorable and less pleas-
ing to God than their Jewish brethren, and were to be re-
quired to treat the latter as religiously on a higher plane
than themselves. This feeling was entirely natural, and
was doubtless shared by James as well as by the majority
of the disciples of Jerusalem, but Paul certainly could not
require, nor could he consent that others should require,
his converts to acknowledge the religious superiority of
the Jews by the observance even of the simplest require-
ments of the Mosaic code. Still less could he cousent that
they should do anything which would lead them to think
that those who observed the Jewish law were more right-
eous or pleasing to God than themselves. In view of all
that has been said, we are forced to conclude either that
the decree was never adopted and promulgated by the
church of Jerusalem, or if it was, that it was done with-
out Paul’s knowledge and consent, and hence not under
the circumstances recorded in Acts xv.1

The question then arises, how is the presence of the de-
cree in our account to be explained? It is impossible to
suppose so peculiar a document an invention of the author
of the Acts. Some historic basis for it must be assumed.

1 As it cannot be supposed that Paul had anything to do with the adoption
of the decree, so it cannot be supposed that he had anything to do with its
promulgation, and the aceuracy of the statement in Acts xvi, 4 must therefore
be questioned. The statement was a very natural one for the author to make,
with the understanding he had of Paul’s relation to the decree, and it is not
necessary to suppose that he derived it from his sources any more than xvi. 5,
which goes with it.
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Such a basis may be found either in the address of James,
recorded in Acts xv. 13-21, or in the actual adoption and
promulgation of the decree at some other time than that
designated by our author. So far as the former alterna-
tive is concerned, it is to be observed that it is not at all
impossible that during the conference James may have
suggested that the Gentile converts be requested to ab-
stain from practices which were calculated particularly to
offend the prejudices of the Jews, who had their syna-
gogues in every city, and heard the law of Moses read
every Sabbath.! Nor is it necessary to suppose that Paul
must have taken exception to such a request. So long as
it involved nothing more than the expression of a desire
that the Gentile Christians might do nothing in the exer-
cise of their liberty to offend their Jewish brethren unnec-
essarily, Paul could have no fault to find with it; for he
himself exhorts his converts to give no occasion for stum-
bling either to Jews or to Greeks.? If then it be assumed
that James expressed the hope that the Gentiles would
voluntarily show some consideration for the feelings of
their Jewish brethren, it is not inconceivable that the
expression of that hope which was contained in the origi-
nal record of his speech, may have led the author of the
Acts to compose and append the epistle with its formal
decree as we find it in vss. 28 sq., or to give the form of an
official enactment to a mere request made by the church in
accordance with the suggestion of James.?

But the second alternative referred to above, that the
decree was actually adopted and promulgated by the
church of Jerusalem at some other time than that desig-
nated by the author of the Book of Acts, seems much
more probable than the one just considered.* That the
author of the Acts, coming into possession of a document

1 Acts xv. 21. 21 Cor. x. 32.

3 Attention has been frequently called to the stylistic resemhlance belween
the opening of the cpistle in vss. 23 and 24, and the prologue of Luke's Gospel.

4 This suggestion was originally made by Ritschl in the first edition of his
Entstehung der altkatholischen Kirche, and has been adopted by Weizsiicker
and 1:thers, though abandoned by Ritschl himself in the second edition of his
work.
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containing such a decree, and being ignorant of its exact
date and of the circumstances under which it had its rise,
should have inserted it in his work in what seemed to him
the most appropriate place, is what we should expect in
view of his treatment of his sources in the composition of
the third Gospel. Moreover, there are several indications
that he made use of more than one authority, or that he
considerably altered and expanded the authority which he
followed in writing the very chapter with which we
are dealing. The record as we have it contains difficul-
ties which can be satisfactorily explained on no other
assumption.! There is, therefore, upon the face of it
nothing improbable in the supposition that the decree
existed in a separate document and was appended by the
author to his account of the conference.?

So far as the time is concerned at which the decree of
vss. 28 and 29 was adopted, it cannot have been before the
meeting described in Acts xv. and Gal. ii.; for the legiti-
macy of Gentile Christianity which it presupposes was
still an open question when that meeting began. On the
other hand, there is nothing in Paul’s account of his con-
troversy with Peter® to suggest that the decree was en-

1 Compare vs. 1 with vs. 5, and vs. 4 with vs. 12. Compare also vss. 4, 12,
and 22, where the whole church is referred to, with vss. 6 and 23, where only
the apostles and elders are mentioned. Ii is to be noticed also that adroeds in
vs. 5, which evidently refers to the Gentiles, has no grammatical antecedent.
It is not impossible that Acts xi. 27-30 formed originally the beginning of the
account with which we are now concerned, and that it was separated from its
context, not only because it referred to a famine which the author identified
with the famine that took place in the early part of Claudius’ reign, some
years before the time at which he nnderstood the council of Jerusalem to have
been held, but also becanse it assigned a purpose to the visit described in chap.
xv. which did not seem to accord well with the matter actnally considered at
that meeting. (But see p. 171, above.) If such a displacement were made,
the author would naturally supply some suck intreduction to Acts xv. as we
actually find in vss. 1and 2. For various analyses of the sources of Acts xv.
see especially J. Weiss (in the Theologische Studien und Kritikern, 1893, S.
519 sq.); Voelter (Komposition der Paulinischen Hauptbriefe, S. 133 8q.);
Spitta (Apostelgescl., 8. 179 sq.); Jiingst (Quellen der Apostelgeschichte,
S. 134 sq.).

2 It is quite possible that the church of Jerusalem actnally sent some such
letter as is given in vss. 22-27, and that only vss. 28 and 29 are added. Some
letter (and perhaps messengers) we might expect them to send, and it may
well have been of this sort. The addition, then, of vss. 28 and 29 would be all

the easier to explain.
§ Gal. ii. 11 sq.
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acted by the church of Jerusalem before the latter visited
Antioch. Weizsiicker is of the opinion that the adoption
of the decree took place after the Antiochian occurrence
and as a result of it. But it seems hardly calculated to
meet the exigencies of the situation which existed after
that time, when the relations between Gentile Christianity
and the Mother Church must have been greatly strained.
It is less thoroughgoing than we should expect it to be,
if promulgated after the open break had occurred. It says
nothing whatever about the conduct of fewish Christians,
nor does it warn the Gentiles that they must not expect
or desire their Jewish brethren to associate intimately
with them, as they had been doing at Antioch. It is to
be noticed that the abstinence of the Gentiles from the
four things prohibited in the decree did not make it lawful
for a few to meet them on terms of equality, and we can-
not suppose that either James or the church of Jerusalem
was ready to sanction even the slightest neglect of the
law on the part of their countrymen. The decree in fact
betrays no apprehension of the true difficulties of such a
situation as existed in Antioch, and hence bears every
appearance of having been drawn up before the trouble
occurred there. If any action was taken by the Mother
Church after that time, it would naturally look either
toward the widening and deepening of the chasm between
the Jewish and Gentile wings of the church, or toward
the construction of some bridge across the chasm, accord-
ing as it was prompted by the more bitter or by the more
conciliatory spirits. But the decree of Jerusalem answers
neither of these purposes. It seems best then to suppose
that it was adopted shortly after Paul left Jerusalem, and
after Peter, too, had taken his departure, and that it was
the result of farther deliberation in the church of Jerusa-
lem upon the subject which had been discussed at the
council. It may have seemed to James and to the major-
ity of the church after they had considered the matter
more fully, that the guarantee of complete Gentile liberty,
which had been given at that time, threatened the prerog-

1Cf. Acts xxi. 31 sq.
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atives of the chosen people, and they may have thought
that the danger might be avoided, without intrenching
upon the Gentiles’ freedom from the Jewish law, if the
latter were required to show some respect for that law,
such respect in fact as had been of old demanded of stran-
gers dwelling within the land of Israel. It is possible,
then, that the emissaries from James came to Antioch,! not
because they had heard that Peter was eating with the
Gentiles, and wished to call him to account for his con-
duct, but as the bearers of the decree to the Antiochian
church.

It is worthy of notice that this view as to the time of
the adoption of the decree affords a satisfactory and much
needed explanation of the conduct of Barnabas to which
Paul refers in Gal.ii. 18. It is not difficult to understand
why Peter should have been influenced by the arguments
of the messengers from Jerusalem, for he was the apostle
of the circumecision, whose work was to lie chiefly among
the Jews. But that Barnabas, Paul’s fellow-apostle to the
heathen, whose right to work among the Gentiles had been
recognized in Jerusalem, just as Paul’s had been, after liv-
ing for some years in intimate fellowship with his Gentile
converts, should have drawn back and separated himself
from them is very strange. The only plausible explana-
tion of his conduct is that a new idea as to their true
position within the church had presented itself to him.
He may not have been in full sympathy with Paul’s doe-
trine of the Christian’s complete liberty from all law of
whatever kind, and he may originally have recognized
Gentile converts as brethren only under the compulsion
of the same kind of divine evidence as convinced the
Christians of Jerusalem. But having become satisfied of
their emancipation from the Jewish law, it perhaps did not
occur to him that it was possible still to conserve the
dignity of that law, however much he may have desired
to do so, without denying their Christianity, which he
could not do, and did not wish to do. The decree may
have suggested to him for the first time the true way to

1 Gal. ii. 12,
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meet the difficulty, and consequently the true way to pre-
serve the honor of Judaism while recognizing the Chris-
tianity of the Gentiles.

Of the events that occurred during the weeks and
months immediately succeeding the controversy between
Paul and Peter at Antioch, we have no explicit informa-
tion. Paul’s remonstrance apparently effected no change
in the conduct of Peter and Barnabas,! and it must have
been some time at any rate before cordial relations were re-
stored between the Jewish and Gentile wings of the Anti-
ochian church. Meanwhile the Judaizers, whose demands
Paul had successfully resisted at Jerusalem, determined to
carry the war against him, and against the Gentile Chris-
tianity for which he stood, into his own territory. Some
of them may have begun their Jewish propaganda imme-
diately after the conference, but it is probable that they
received their chief impulse from the occurrence at Antioch.
Perceiving, in the light of that event, that the Gospel which
Paul preached meant inevitably not simply the rise of a
free Gentile church in which the law should be entirely
disregarded, but also the wide and increasing neglect of
that law on the part of the Jews themselves, they felt
that the only way to stem the rising tide of apostasy was
to insist upon the circumcision of the Gentiles. They
looked upon it as a life and death matter. If the Gentiles
did not become Jews, the Jews would become Gentiles, and
regard for the law of Moses would entirely disappear within
the Christian church outside of Palestine, and Christ would
thus become a minister of sin to an ever-increasing multi-
tude of the dispersion.? It is hardly likely that the Juda-
izers would have exhibited such zeal, and would have
proved themselves so bitterly and relentlessly hostile to
Paul as they did, out of mere opposition to Gentile Chris-
tianity as such, and with the sole desire to make proselytes
of Paul’s converts. It was doubtless the fear that the
Christians of Jewish birth would apostatize under the
influence of their Gentile brethren that did more than any-
thing else to add fuel to the flame of their zeal, and that

1 See p. 208, above. 2 Gal. i, 17.
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gave its peculiar intensity and bitterness to their enmity
for Paul. Not that he preached the Gospel to the Gen-
tiles, but that he taught the Jews to disregard their law,
was the accusation brought against him later at Jerusalem,!
and though the zealots that found fault with him there may
not have been in full sympathy with the Judaizers who
caused him so much trouble in his missionary work, they
doubtless voiced in their complaint that which was his most
heinous offence, not in their eyes alone, but in the eyes of
all his opponents. In Gal. vi. 12 sq., Paul declares thaf
the Judaizers were endeavoring to force circumeision upon
the Gentile converts, not in order that the law might be
observed by the latter, but in order that they might them-
selves escape persecution from unbelieving Israel. Paul’s
words, both here and in Gal v. 11, imply that the persecu-
tion which the Judaizers wished to escape was due, not
chiefly to the fact that they preached Christ, but to the fact
that they preached a religion which the Jews believed was
calculated to undermine and destroy the influence of the
law, and which was actually having that very effect among
the Israelites of the dispersion. It was not enough to
exhibit their zeal in the work of proselytism,? they must,
above all, counteract this fatal tendency if they would
relieve Christ from the accusation of inciting to sin,? and
themselves from persecution as promoters of apostasy.
And so Judaizers appeared at an early day in Galatia,
where Paul and Barnabas had preached some time before,
and with an entire disregard for the compact concluded at
Jerusalem and for the official recognition which Gentile
Christianity had received there, they announced to the Gala- .
tian converts that unless they became members of the house-
hold of Israel by receiving circumcision and observing the
law of Moses, their faith in Christ would avail them nothing,
and they would be shut out as aliens from the enjoyment
of the blessings which had been promised by God only to
the children of Abraham. The arguments which the
Judaizers were able to employ in support of their position

1 Acts xxi. 25. 3 Gal. ii. 17.
2 Gal, vi. 13. 4 Gal. iii. 7, 14, 16, 29, etc.
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were very plausible. They doubtless emphasized the fact
that Jesus was a Jew, and that he was the Jewish Messiah
promised in the Scriptures, as Paul himself had taught
them, and that consequently the blessings which he brought
were for his own people, and for them alone.! In support
of this conclusion, which constituted their main point, they
evidently appealed to God’s covenant with Abraham,? and
to the divine law given through Moses,? asserting that that
law was still binding, and without doubt confirming the
assertion by calling attention to the fact that not only
Christ himself, but also all his apostles, observed the law
in all its parts.?

But they not only urged positive arguments in support
of their position, they also attacked Paul, to whom the
Gaalatians owed their belief that salvation is through faith
in Christ and not by works of the law, insisting that he
was not a true apostle, that he had never seen Christ and
received a commission from him as the Twelve had, and
that consequently his Gospel was not from God but from
man, and had no independent authority.® Moreover, they
declared that it was not simply a human Gospel but a false
Gospel, because it did not agree with the Gospel of the
Twelve Apostles, who had been called and commissioned
by Churist, and who not only observed the law themselves,
but also taught that its observance was an indispensable
condition of salvation.” Paul was in reality, therefore, not
a friend to the Galatians as he had seemed to be, but an
enemy, because he had led them away from the true path
of life.8 But the Judaizers went even further than this,
and attacked Paul’s honesty of purpose, accusing him of
double dealing, in that he preached circumeision when he
was among those that preferred that kind of doctrine,® and
uncircumeision when among those to whom a Gospel of
liberty was most acceptable. In other words, they asserted
that his sole aim was to please men, to win their approval
and applause, and to gain a following; and that conse-

1CtL. Gal. iil. 7 sq. 4 Cf. Gal.iii. 6. 7 Cf. Paul’s argument in Gal. ii. 6 sq.
2 Gal., 1ii. 6 8q., 15 59, 5 Cf. Gal. i. 8 Gal. iv. 16.
3 Gal. il 17. 6 Cf. Gal. i. 65q. 9 Cf. Gal. v. 1L
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quently he suited his preaching to the tastes of those whom
he addressed without any regard to the real truth. It is
not surprising that with such arguments and calumnies as
these the Judaizers should have succeeded in unsettling
the minds of the newly converted Galatians and winning
many of them over to their side. Christianity had come to
the Galatians through the synagogue; they had first heard
it from the lips of native Jews; and they had learned from
Paul himself to find in the Scriptures those prophecies
which pointed forward to the Messiah Jesus whom he
preached. There seemed good ground, therefore, for the
assertion that Christianity was only for the Jews and for
those of the Gentiles who should attach themselves as
proselytes to the family of Israel. Paul’s explanation of
the method by which the Christian believer is released
from all obligation to observe the law was at best difficult
to understand, and the full appreciation of it presupposed
a depth and maturity of spiritial experience which com-
paratively few of the Galatians could as yet have attained.
And so when the Judaizers asked them if Paul had based
his Gospel of liberty upon distinct and unequivocal utter-
ances of Christ, or if he had appealed to Christ’s chosen
apostles in support of the radical innovation which he had
introduced among them, and they were unable to say that
he had, it is not to be wondered at that they should begin
to question whether Paul really was all that they had sup-
posed him to be, and whether he had not actuzlly deceived
them in preaching as he had. But whatever the exact
course pursued by the Judaizers, they had evidently had
considerable success in the Galatian churches before Paul
wrote his epistle? Some, and apparently the majority, of
those whom he addressed were already beginning to observe
the Jewish ceremonial law at least in part;?3 they were fall-
ing away from the grace of Christ and were attempting to
secure justification by works of the law;* though they had
begun in the Spirit, they were now striving to perfect them-
selves in the flesh ;¥ and though they had originally received

1Cf. Gal. i. 10. 20f. Gal. iii. 1, v. 7. 3 Gal, iv. 10.
$Gal.i.6,iv.19, v. 4, 7. 5 Gal, iii. 3.
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Paul himself as an angel of God, they were now regarding
him as an enemy.! But the case was not hopeless. The
success of the Judaizers was not yet complete. The Gala-
tian Christians, or at any rate many of them, had not yet
received circumcision,? and Paul had reason to believe that
he might yet stem the tide; might yet win back the alle-
giance of those who had been alienated from him and con-
vince them of the truth of the Gospel which he had
preached among them.?

With this end in view, he wrote them a letter, ficry,
impassioned, polemic; at one moment rebuking them
sharply for their fickleness, at another expressing confi-
dence in their continued loyalty and faithfulness; severe
and at times even bitter in denouncing his opponents,! and
not without heat in repudiating their calumnies and in
vindicating his own character and prerogatives.® From
beginning to end the letter bears the stamp of Paul’s own
personality ; and whether he attacks his enemies or defends
himself, whether he discusses doctrine or urges holy living,
he has constantly in mind the exigencies of the situation
with which he is confronted, and everything he says has
direct and sole reference to that situation. The epistle is
both doctrinally and historically of the very greatest value,
and yet it must be constantly borne in mind that it was
intended neither as a history nor as a treatise on theology,
but solely as a defence of its author and of his Gospel
against a specific attack conducted along specific lines.

In the very first sentence of the epistle Paul meets the
assault upon his own apostleship by asserting that he is an
“ apostle not from men, neither through man, but through
Jesus Christ and God the Father ”; and a little farther on
he declares that the Gospel which he preached was received
by him not from man, but through a direct revelation of
Christ.5 He then undertakes to demonstrate the truth of
his agsertion by a rapid sketch of his career, calling atten-
tion to the great zeal with which he had practised the

1 Gal. iv. 16. 4 Cf. Gal. i. 8, v. 12, vi. 12 sq.
2Gal.iv. 21, v. 2, vi. 13. 5 Cf. Gal. ii. 6.
3Cf, Gal. iv. 11, v. 10, 13, vi. 10, 18. 6 Gal. i. 11, 12.
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Jewish religion and the bitterness with which he had
persecuted the church, in order to show that his conver-
sion was no ordinary event, but that it could be accounted
for only by the direct interposition of God, who had called
him by his grace and had revealed his Son in him, and
that it indicated that God had some special purpose to
accomplish through him. That purpose Paul asserts to
have been the evangelization of the Gentiles,! and his
Gospel of the uncircumecision he thus bases immediately
upon a commission received from God himself. To sub-
stantiate still further the truth of his assertion, that he
had received his Gospel from God and not from man,
he calls attention to the fact that he did not confer with
any one after his conversion, nor ge up to Jerusalem to
see the apostles, until three years later, when he had
already been engaged for some time in the evangelistic
work to which he had been called. Even then he spent
only two weeks in Jerusalem and saw only Peter and
James, and during the next eleven years he carried on his
missionary work without once coming into' contact with
the Christians of Judea. Thus he demoustrates conclu-
sively his independence of the original apostles and of the
church of Jerusalem. But it was not enough for him to
establish his independence ; he must show that his inde-
pendence had not led him astray. For this purpose he
gives an account of the conference at which his Gospel
received official approval and he and Barnabas the right
hand of fellowship, that they should continue to carry on
their work among the Gentiles just as they had been doing
in the past. This might have sufficed to refute the charges
of his enemies, but Paul relates also the occurrence that
took place afterward at Antioch, in order to show that
Peter, the great apostle to the Jews, had not simply
recognized the legitimacy of Gentile Christianity at Jeru-
salem, and acknowledged Paul’s call to evangelize the
heathen, but that he had even gone so far as to disregard
the Jewish law himself, and live like a Gentile with the
Gentile Christians of Antioch. To be sure, he had drawn

1@Gal. i 16.
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back again after a time, and separated himself from the
uncircumecised, but that was due to fear, not principle, and
his true belief as to the Christian’s relation to the law
was revealed by the course he pursued before he was
called to account by the emissaries from Jerusalem. Thus
Paul trivmphantly refutes all the accusations of his adver-
saries, not only demonstrating his independence as an
apostle called and commissioned directly by God, but also
proving that the Christianity which he preached among
the Gentiles had received ample recognition from the
older apostles, whom the Judaizers had claimed as their
authority for declaring his Gospel false and pernicious.
But Paul does not rest with this vindication of himself.
He proceeds to restate, for the benefit of his Galatian
readers, the Gospel which he had preached among them
and the grounds upon which it was based. They evi-
dently needed instruction upon the subject, and Paul
devotes a large part of his epistle to it. He first summa-
rizes briefly his argument with Peter, in which he had
clearly stated his fundamental principles, and had clinched
the matter by calling attention to the fact that Christ’s
death was all for naught, if righteousness were to be
attained through the law.! He then turns directly to the
Galatians, and after reminding them that it was Christ
crucified who had been plainly and openly preached to
them, he appeals to their own experience as a testimony
to the truth of the Gospel of liberty which they had
heard from him. He reminds them that they had received
the Spirit, and that the works of the Spirit had been
wrought among them, even though they were Gentiles,
and though they had had no thought of receiving circum-
cision and observing the Jewish law. 'Why, then, did they
turn to the law now, when it had been proved unnecessary
by their own Christian experience? The argument was
similar to that which had been employed at Jerusalem
with such good effect. God himself had borne witness in
the lives of the Gentiles to the truth of the Gospel which
Paul preached. But Paul appeals to the experience nog

1 Gal, ii. 21,
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of his Gentile readers alone, but also of the great Abra-
ham, the father of the Hebrew race, upon God’s covenant
with whom the Jews based their claim to be the chosen
people of Jehovah. Long before the law was given, Abra-
ham was justified because he believed God, and the cove-
nant which God made with him and with his children was
conditioned not upon works, but upon faith, so that all
that have Abraham’s faith are truly his sons. The fact that
a law was given four hundred and thirty years later could
not disannul God’s covenant. The promised inheritance,
which had been expressly conditioned upon faith alone,
could not now be conditioned upon the observance of a
law. The law, in fact, was not given with any such pur-
pose; it was intended solely as a tutor to reveal sin and
thus lead men to Christ. It has, therefore, only a tempo-
rary purpose to serve, and as soon as it has accomplished
that, it passes away. Christ thus becomes the end of the
law to those who believe in him, and redeems them from
the law whose curse they have incurred by their inability
to keep it. Redeemed from it, they are henceforth entirely
free from its control; they are no longer bond-servants,
but sons, sons and heirs of God, because bound to Christ
by faith and possessed of his Spirit.! After elaborating
his argument at considerable length, Paul appeals finally
to the Scripture story of Sarah and Hagar, which he calls
an allegory, and in whiclh he finds a prophecy of the bond-
age of unbelieving Israel, and of the liberty of believers
in Christ, and a promise that not the former, who are
‘bound to the law, but the latter, who are freed from it,
shall enjoy the inheritance.

Before closing his epistle, he warns his readers 2 against
regarding their freedom as a license to sin; reminding
them that the true Christian has crucified the flesh with
its passions and lusts, that the Christian life is a life not
in the flesh but in the Spirit, and that only he who has
the Spirit is freed from the law; so that liberty means only
liberty to bring forth the fruits of the Spirit. It is clear
that the same objection was brought against Paul’s Gos-

1 Gal. iii. 26, 29, iv. 6, 7. 2Gal. v. 13 s5q.



THE WORK OF PAUL C 225

pel of liberty in Galatia as elsewhere. He was accused
of making Christ a minister of sin and of breaking down
all the safeguards of holiness.! He met the accusation
by an appeal to that principle which was fundamental in
his Christian system, and which he had evidently impressed
upon the Galatians in the very beginning,® that the Chris-
tian life is not a human but a divine life, that it is the life
of Christ in the believer. That he did not elaborate this
doctrine as fully in the Epistle to the Galatians as in the
Epistle to the Romans, was due doubtless to the fact that
he had sufficiently dwelt upon it when he was with the
Galatians. A large part of his epistle to them presup-
poses it, and can be fully understood only in the light of it.

The letter closes with a passage written by Paul’s
own hand.? He seems to have finished dictating what he
had to say, and then suddenly to have had a rush of per-
sonal feeling which led him to pick up his pen for a part-
ing word of attack and defence. After denouncing the
Judaizers once more, and accusing them of selfish and
dishonest motives, he reasserts the Gospel of liberty and
closes with a solemn adjuration to his enemies to trouble
him no more, for he bears upon his body the marks of
Jesus: the stripes and the blows which he has suffered
as a missionary of the cross. They are a sufficient testi-
mony to his apostleship and a sufficient refutation of all
the calumnies of his adversaries.

Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians was addressed primarily
to his Gentile converts, who were evidently considerably
in the majority in the churches of Galatia. At the same
time the Gospel which he presents so clearly was a Gos-
pel for Jewish as well as Gentile Christians, and that there
were at least some of the former in the churches to which
he wrote is evident from more than one passage.* That he
had taught his Jewish converts in Galatia to cease observ-
ing the law, and to live like Gentiles, we cannot be sure,
though he must at least have insisted that they should
Tecognize the Geentile disciples as brethren in the full sense

1 Gal. ii. 17. 3 Gal. vi. 11 sq.

2 Cf. Gal. iii. 2, v. 18 sq. 4 Gal, iif. 28, v. i.
Q
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and should fellowship with them. He must also have in-
sisted that if they continued to observe the law in any
particular, they should net do it as a means of justification.
His principles were really such as to lead Jewish as well as
Gentile disciples to neglect the law entirely, and in his
epistle he clearly applies those principles to the former as
well as to the latter.! So far as he himself was concerned,
he had evidently lived among them like a Gentile, putting
his principles into practice before them all,% and the difficul-
ties which had arisen would not incline him thenceforth to
look with favor upon any other course on the part of his
Jewish converts, whatever he might think as to the con-
duct of Jews when by themselves.?

It was probably while Paul was still in Antioch, before
he departed upon his second missionary journey, that he
wrote the letter to the Galatians which we have been
considering. It is true that it is the almost universal
opinion of scholars that the epistle was written upon
Paul’s third missionary journey,* either on his way to
Ephesus or during his three years’ stay there,’ the Galatian
visit, mentioned in Aects xviii. 23, being commonly reckoned
as the second of the two to which Paul refers in his
epistle® But when the churches addressed by Paul are
identified with the churches of Antioch, Iconium, and
Lystra, where he preached upon his first missionary journey,
the visit mentioned in Acts xviii. 23 becomes the third

1 Cf, especially Gal. v. 1. 2 Cf. Gal. iv, 12,

3 The agreement into which Paul entered at Jerusalem provided for the
continued observance of the law by Jewish Christians. He could take no ex-
ception to such observance, provided it was not practised where there were
Gentile Christians and where it would result in the withdrawal of the Jewish
disciples from their Gentile brethren and the consequent implication that the
latter were religiously on a lower plane than the former.

4 Described in Acts xviii. 23 sq.

5 Acts xix. 1sq. Lightfoot puts the composition of the epistle still later,
maintaining that it was written in Macedonia, between the First and Second
Epistles to the Corinthians. In support of this opinion he urges the similarity
of subject and style between Galatians, 2 Corinthians, and Romans; but the
truth is that the resemblances are far less striking than the differences. Gala-
tians, in fact, deals with an entirely different set of problems and reveals an
historic situation of which there is not the slightest trace in either of the other
epistles.

6 Gal. iv. 13.
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instead of the second Galatian visit, and it is therefore
necessary, if we follow the account in Acts, to put the
epistle before instead of after that visit; for Gal. iv. 13
implies that Paul had been in Galatia only twice before he
wrote.! The epistle, then, might have been written during
his second missionary journey, between the time when he
left Galatia? and returned to Antioch.? But if Paul saw
the Galatian Christians during the interval that elapsed
between the conference at Jerusalem and the writing of
his epistle, it is exceedingly difficult to understand why
he should be obliged to give them in his letter so full an
account of that conference and of the events that followed.
It seems clear that in Gal. ii. Paul is telling his readers
of events about which they Had before heard nothing, at
any rate from him. But$ it is incredible that after his
experience with Judaizers in Jerusalem, and later in
Antioch, he could have been so short-sighted as to fail to
foresee that they would yet cause him trouble, and hence
take no pains at all to fortify his own converts against
their machinations. It is incredible, in fact, that he can
have visited Galatia after the occurrences referred to and
have said absolutely nothing about them. He lays great
stress upon those events when he writes to the Galatians.
Why should he have maintained absolute silence respecting
them when he was with them? This consideration seems
sufficient to prove that the epistle must have been written
during the interval between the conference at Jerusalem
and Paul’s next visit to Galatia, which the author of the
Acts mentions in xvi. 1 sq.

Against this conclusion there is no serious objection to
be urged, while there are, on the contrary, many indica-
tions that the conclusion is correct. In the first place,
the epistle seems to have been written very soon after
the Judaizers had begun their work in Galatia; for while
they had already met with considerable success, the defec-
tion of the Galatians was evidently in its early stages when

178 wpbrepoy is the phrase used. 2 Acts xvi. 6.

% Acts xviii. 92. T'his is the opinion of Rendall, who supposes that the

epistle was written in Corinth soon after Paul’s arrival there (Ewposilor,
1894, Vol. IX. p. 254 sq.).
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Paul wrote. In the second place, the apostle expresses
his surprise, not simply that his converts were falling
away and accepting a different Gospel, but that they were
doing it so quicklyl It is evident that no very long
interval had elapsed since the time when he first preached
the Gospel to them. Again, it is to be noticed that the
two visits to which Paul refers in Gal. iv. 13 seem to have
been separated by only a short interval. It is so difficuls,
indeed, to keep them apart that it has even been denied
that he refers to more than one.2 But if our assumption
be correct, we are to identify the first occasion on which
Paul preached the Gospel to the Galatians with his trip
eastward from Antioch to Derbe, and the second with the
return trip to Antioch, when he revisited the churches he
had newly founded. Thus his words seem better satisfied
than if an interval of some years be inserted between the
two occasions. Those who assume another and later
visit to Galatia, before the writing of Paul’s epistle, are
obliged to reckon these two as one; but it was in reality
only on his eastward journey and not on his return west-
ward, that Paul preached to the Galatians, “because of an
infirmity of the flesh.” Still farther it should be remarked
that the epistle contains no personal greetings from any
one in Paul’s company and there is no hint that he had
among his companions any one with whom the Galatians
were acquainted. But throughout the greater part of his
second missionary journey, both Silas and Timothy were
with him, the latter himself a Galatian, and the names of
both of them appear in the salutations of the two epistles
to the Thessalonians, which were written during that
journey. Finally it is to be observed that there is no
sign in any other of Paul’s epistles that the Judaizers
were causing him serious trouble. That fact would seem
to indicate that he had fought his battle with them and
won his victory over them at an early day, at a time before
he had begun his missionary work in Western Asia and in
Europe, so that when he went thither, he went forewarned

1Gal.1. 6. The words obrws raxéws are emphatic.
2 Cf. Yolkmar: Pauwlus von Damascus bis zum Galaterbrief, 8. 100 sq.
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and forearmed and took pains to fortify his churches
against the adversaries that had done so much mischief in
Galatia. But if the Epistle to the Galatians was written
between the conference at Jerusalem and the Galatian
visit referred to in Acts xvi. 1 sq., it is natural to think
of Antioch as the place of composition ; for Paul returned
thither after the conference and went thence, apparently
with no long delay upon the way, to Galatia.! There is,
indeed, a possible hint in Gal. ii. 11, that Paul was
actually writing at Antioch, and not long after the event
there recorded. In the light of all that has been said, we
shall probably be safe in concluding that the epistle was
written soon after the controversy with Peter, while Paul
was still in Antioch and before he had started on his
second missionary journey.?

The epistle to the Galatians is thus the earliest of Paul’s
epistles known to us, antedating by some two years the
First Epistle to the Thessalonians, which is commonly
regarded as the oldest that we have.3 That it should have

1 Acts xv. 41, xvi. 1.

2 Volkmar (l.c. S. 31 sq.) also holds that the Epistle to the Galatians was
written at Antioch, but he assigns it to a later time, when Paul was in Antioch
at the close of his second missionary journey (Acts xviii. 22). He maintains,
however, that Paul was only once (Acts xvi. 6) in Galatia (which he regards
as North Galatia) before he wrote, and not after but before the conference at
Jerusalem, which he thinks displaced by the author of the Acts.

31t is an interesting fact that Marcion put the Epistle to the Galatians first
in his New Testament Canon. Whether he was actuated by chronological
considerations, we do not know. The difficulty of putting so doctrinal an
epistle as Galatians earlier than the much simpler epistles to the Thessale-
nians, which suggests itself at once, is less real than it may seem at first
sight. There can be no doubt that the great underlying principles of Paul’s
Gospel, which appear in the Epistle to the Galatians, were clear to him long
before he wrote any of his epistles; and the lack of emphasis upon them in
the Thessalonian letters cannot be due to the early date of those letters, but
only to the purpose for which they were written. There i8 nothing in Gala-
tiaus, as there is possibly in Romans and in the epistles of the captivity, which
points to a development in Paul’s thought beyond the positions held by him at
the time of the conference at Jerusalem. The epistles to the Thessalonians
can be assigned an carlier date than Galatians, on the ground of their omis-
sion of the doctrinal element which characterizes the latter, only if they be
put before the Council at Jerusalem and the Antiochian trouble whick followed.
This Clemen actually does(Chronologie der Paulinischen Briefe, 8.205sq.), but
without sufficient warrant. On the ordinary, and without doubt correct view,
that the council preceded Paul’s second missionary journey, during which the
Tl}essalonian letters were written, no argument against the early date of Gal-
atians has any validity. See also p. 147, above.
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been written at this early date, before Paul left Antioch,is
very natural. Doubtless the council at Jerusalem and
especially the controversy at Antioch were the signal for
the Judaizers to begin their campaign against Paul, and it
was inevitable that they should speedily find their way to
Galatia, which was near at hand and recently evangelized,
and the churches of which were so largely composed of
Gentile converts. It was natural also that tidings of their
work should quickly reach the apostle at Antioch, and if
he did not happen to be able to leave for Galatia at once,
he would of course write to them immediately.

At the time Paul wrote, the division in the Antiochian
church which had been caused by Peter’s visit may still
have been giving him trouble, and may have contributed
to the distress and anxiety which are evident on every
page of his letter. But however that may be, it was
apparently not long afterward that the difficulties had so
far settled themselves that he was able to start again
upon a missionary tour, and as we should expect, he
hastened at once to Galatia. Upon this journey he took
with him as his companion, not Barnabas, who had accom-
panied him before, but Silas, who, according to Acts xv.
22, was one of the messengers appointed by the church
of Jerusalem to carry their decree to Antioch,! and who
is doubtless to be identified with the Silvanus whom Paul
mentions in his epistles? The separation of Paul and

1 There is apparently some confusion in the account, for in vs. 33 Silas is
said to have gone back to Jernsalem, and there is no notice of his return to
Antioch. This fact led some copyist to insert the statement; ¢ But it seemed
good to Silas to abide there,” which appears in some late manuscripts and is
found in our Authorized Version. It may well be that Silasand Judas Barsab-
bas actually returned to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas, to carry the greet-
ings of the Mother Church and to assure the Gentile disciples that they were
recognized as brethren by the Christians of Jernsalem, but their connection
with the decree is problematical. Had Silas been one of the emissaries from
Jernsalemn who brought the decree to Antioch and took Peter to task for his
conduct, Paul could hardly have cared to take him on a missionary tour, and
he would probably not have cared to go. Silas was with Paul apparently dur-
ing the greater part of the second missionary journey, after which we hear
no more of him, except in 1 Peter v. 12, where, under the name of Silvanus,
he appears as the author’s amanuensis.

21 Thess. i.1; 2 Thess.i.1; 2 Cor. i. 19. The names are the same, Silas
being the Greek and Silvanus the Latin form, Weizsicker questions the
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Barnabas is stated by the author of the Acts to have been
the result of a disagreement concerning John Mark, who
had deserted the missionaries when they were in Pam-
phylia some years before.! It is possible, however, that
the real reason lay deeper than this; that their difference
of principle touching the relations of Jews and Gentiles
within the church, which the recent occurrences at An-
tioch had revealed, made farther association in the work
among the heathen seem undesirable to both of them.
That the disagreement was not such as to alienate them
permanently, is clear from Paul’s reference to Barnabas
in 1 Cor. ix. 6, which, if it does not show that the two
men were again together, at least indicates that they were
not enemies. DBarnabas, therefore, was probably led finally
to see the untenable nature of the position ke took at
Antioch and to range himself again upon Paul’s side.?
After passing through Syria and Cilicia, Paul hastened
westward into the province of Galatia to revisit in com-
pany with Silas the churches which had been founded
some years before by himself and Barnabas, and to which
he had recently written his epistie. The letter had appar-
ently had the desired effect; for Paul was received in a
friendly spirit, and one of his Galatian converts, Timothy,
became his companion at this time and continued until
the close of his life his dearest and most trusted friend.®

identity of the two men, suggesting that Luke displaced the Silvanus of Paul’s
epistles with the Silas of Jerusalem in order to emphasize Paul’s connection
with the Mother Church (f.c. 8. 247; Eng. Trans., Vol. L. p. 292).

1 Acts xiii. 13, xv. 38.

2 Tt was impossible for either Barnabas or Peter to occupy permanently the
ground they took at Antioch. Either they must go back to the position of
James, or go on to the position of Paul, so far as it related to the observance
of the law. If my theory in regard to the authorship of 1 Peter be correct,
Barnabas must have reached unltimately the view of Paul zpon the subject in
dispute, and must have accepted also the fundamental principles of the Pauline
Gospel upon which that view was based. See helow, p.485sq. After separat-
ing from Paul, Barnabas went with John Mark to Cyprus, his native home.
He is not again mentioned in the writings of the period except in 1 Cor. ix. 6.
Mark appears again as Paul’s companion in Col. iv, 10, 2 Tim. iv. 11, and
Philemon 24, and as the companion of the author of the first epistle of Peterin
L Peter v, 13. On his connection with the second Gospel, see below, p. 485 sq.
That he was subsequently on such friendly terms with Paul shows that the
Separation at this time left no permanent unpleasantness,

8 Cf, especially Phil. ii. 20.
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There is no hint that Paul ever had any more difficulty
with these churches, which were so dear to him, but which
had caused him such anxiety and distress. His victory
over the Judaizers seems to have been complete, and they
appear to have given him no farther trouble, at any rate
in Galatia, and no serious trouble anywhere.!

The most striking incident connected with this Galatian
vigit is recorded in Aects xvi. 8, where it is stated that
Paul circumcised Timothy “because of the Jews that
were in those parts; for they all knew that his father
was a Greek.” The truth of this report has been
doubted by many scholars, on the ground that the action
is inconsistent with Paul’s attitude at Jerusalem touch-
ing the proposition to circumecise Titus, and also with his
principles so clearly and repeatedly avowed in his Epistle
to the Galatians2 It should be remarked, however, that
the cases of Timothy and Titus were by no means parallel.
Titus was a Greek. Timothy, though his father was a
Greek, was the son of a Jewish mother. In the case of
Titus also there was a principle at stake, and to have
circumecised him under the circumstances would have
been to sacrifice that liberty of the Gentiles which Paul
had gone to Jerusalem on purpose to maintain. It should
be noticed, moreover, that there are other passages in
Paul’s epistles of a different tenor from those referred to,
which make it clear that such action as he is reported
to have taken in Timothy’s case would not have been
regarded by him under ordinary circumstances as incon-
sistent and out of place, provided it could be made to
contribute to the spread of the Gospel®? We are not
warranted, therefore, in asserting on general grounds that
Paul cannot have circumcised the son of a Jewess under
any circumstances. If he wished to have him accompany
him upon his missionary journeys, where it might prove at
times a real advantage for him to be able to mingle freely

1 Paul visited the Galatians again some years later (Acts xviii. 23) and they
contributed with his other churches to the great fund which he collected for
the poor saints of Jerusalem (1 Cor. xvi. 1).

2 See especially Gal. v. 1 sq. and compare 1 Cor. vii. 18.
8 Cf. Rom. i. 16, iii. 1, xi. 14, and especially 1 Cor. ix. 20.
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with Jews, it is conceivable that he might have taken the
unusual step.

But it is not to be denied that there are certain peculiar
difficulties in this particular case which cannot be met by
the mere general considerations that have been urged.
The visit to Derbe and Lystra; recorded in Acts xvi. 1 sq.,
took place not long after the conference at Jerusalem and
the controversy at Antioch, when Paul must have been
peculiarly sensitive upon the subject of circumecision and
the observance of the Jewish law, and when he must have
been unusually careful to avoid everything that might be
interpreted by his enemies as a stultification of the prin-
ciples for which he had so recently done battle. There is
no time in his life when we should suppose him less likely
to circumcise one of his converts. Moreover, Timothy
was a Galatian, a member of one of the churches addressed
in that very epistle in which Paul deprecates circumecision
in the strongest terms. If he had circumcised Timothy
before he wrote his epistle, why is there no hint of the fact
in such a passage as Gal. v. 1sq.? Why is there no refer-
ence there to the exceptional character of Timothy’s case
which must have been in the thoughts of many of his
readers? Could he have spoken in such positive and
sweeping terms with the memory of that case fresh in his
mind? Could he have done it even if Timothy had not
been a Galatian ?

On the other hand, if the epistle was written, as main-
tained above, before the journey recorded in Acts xv. 40 sq.,
it is scarcely less difficult to understand the occurrence in
question. It might be said indeed that having conquered
his adversaries and won the renewed confidence and alle-
giance of the Galatians, he could venture now without fear
of misinterpretation to perform an act which at any other
time would have been misunderstood. And yet what
elaborate explanations and apologies he would have been
obliged to make in order that his act might not plunge the
weak brethren again into difficulties and open the door for
a new influx of Judaizing zeal! And what was the great
end that should justify such a risk? That he did not
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consider it necessary for all his companions and helpers to
be circumcised, is clear from the case of Titus, who was
one of his most efficient and valued assistants, and did ex-
cellent service in connection with the Corinthian church.
Evidently Timothy might have accomplished much, even
though uncircumeised, and his companionship would have
brought no more reproach upon Paul than the companion-
ship of Titus. While if Paul felt the need of a Jewish
helper, he already had one in the person of Silas. In the
light of all that has been said it must be recognized that
grave difficulties beset the account in Acts xvi. 3, and its
immediate juxtaposition to the statement that Paul and
Silas delivered the decree, which had been adopted at
Jerusalem, to the ehurches which they visited 2 does not
enhance its trustworthiness. And yet the report cannot
be regarded as an invention. It is altogether probable
that Timothy, though the son of a Greek father, was actu-
ally circumcised, and that too under circumstances which
excited remark and caused the fact to be remembered.
May it be that he was one of Paul’s Galatian converts who
had received circumeision at the instance of the Judaizers?
And may it be that when Paul arrived in Galatia, he found
him so regretful for what had taken place, and so earnest
and zealous in his support of the true Gospel, that he
chose him as a companion, with the declaration * circumeci-
sion is nothing and ancircumecision is nothing; but a new
creature ”’? It would have been easy in that case for the
tradition to grow up that the Gentile Timothy, Paul’s
convert and dearest fellow-worker, had received circumeci-
sion at Paul’s own hands, and the fact that his mother was
a Jewess might naturally seem to supply the explanation.

6. Toe EVANGELIZATION OF MACEDONIA

After leaving Lystra, the home of Timothy, Paul and
his companions travelled westward through the province
of Galatia, visiting doubtless both Iconium and Antioch
and possibly other places not known to us. It is to this

1 Cf. 2 Cor. ii. 13, vii. 6, 13 8q., viii. 6, 16, ete. 2 Acts xvi. 4.
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journey through the southern part of the Galatian prov-
ince, or Phrygia-Galatica, that Luke refers in vs. 6, and
not to a trip through North Galatia. Ramsay has shown
that the phrase which Luke employs? correctly describes
that part of the Galatian province in which Antioch and
Iconium were situated, and there is no ground whatever
for inserting at this point a visit to North Galatia, which
would have taken the travellers entirely out of their way,
and a satisfactory motive for which it is impossible to
discover. Paul had apparently intended to hasten on
westward in the direction of Ephesus, after a brief stay in
Galatia, but for some reason he was *forbidden of the
Holy Ghost to speak the word in Asia,”? and consequently
turned northward toward Bithynia until he came opposite
Mysia, when, finding himself again stopped, he made his
way westward through Mysia, without preaching any-
where until he arrived at Troas on the Kgean Sea.? He
had thus come all the way from Pisidian Antioch to Troas,
apparently without stopping to do any evangelistic work.
He seems to have been looking all the time for an open
field. He felt the whole heathen world calling him, but
he did not know where to begin. Twice his designs had
been frustrated, and he had finally found himself, when at
the frontier of Bithynia, forced either to turn back or to go
on westward. He had chosen the latter course, and was
now on the shore of the Mediterranean, still without a
field. All Europe lay before him, but Asia lay behind still
unevangelized. Should he go forward, or should he turn

Lryv gpuylay kal Dakarwhy xdpav. See Ramsay: Church in the Roman
Empire, p. T4 sq.

2 Ramsay (St. Paul, the Traveller and Roman Citizen, p. 194 sq.) is very
likely right in following the inferior manuscripts in Acts xvi. 6, and reading
with the fextus receptus dwehfbpres instead of 8ifAfoy. But he has shown
(p. 211) that even if §:ANdor be read, as in the great manuscripts and the
Revised Version, the sentence can be interpreted in practically the same
way, making the prohibition against preaching in Asia follow and not precede
the work in Galatia. See also Gifford in the Expositor, Vol. X., 1894, § 16 sq.

3 wapeN@byres in Acts xvi. 8 must be understood, not in the sense of passing
alongside of Mysia, but of passing through it without preaching, that is,
*“neglecting ” it, for Troas could be reached by Paul only through Mysia (cf.
Ramsay: St. Paul, p. 196 sq.). Plass (in his Acta Apostolorum) reads

Si€Mdbvres, on the anthority of the Bezan text, but the other reading is to be
Preferred.
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back and make another experiment? Whatever his hope
may have been of ultimately preaching the Gospel in
Europe, he evidently had not intended to go thither until
he had established Christianity in Western Asia. It might
well seem to him a step of doubtful expediency, to leave
the better-kuown lands and peoples and plunge into new
and unfamiliar scenes. It was while he was debating the
question, uncertain what course to pursue, that he had the
dream which Luke reports in Acts xvi. 9. ¢ There was a
man of Macedonia standing, beseeching him, and saying,
Come over into Macedonia, and help us.” He regarded
the dream as an indication of God’s will that he should
take the decisive step; that he should leave Asia behind
and press on to a new continent. The way in which the
author represents Paul as led and guided by the Spirit
throughout this entire journey from Galatia to Troas, and
over into Macedonia, is very significant ; and it is undoubt-
edly true to Paul’s own experience. As he looked back
upon these days of uncertainty and indecision, when obsta-
cles hemmed him in on this side and on that in unaccount-
able ways, and prevented him from carrying out one plan
after another, it is not surprising that he saw God’s provi-
dence directing his every step and leading him on to the
larger work across the seas.

It is just at this juncture, when Paul, in obedience to the
gsummons he had received, set sail from Troas for Mace-
donia, that there begins, without warning or introduection,
the first of those passages containing the pronoun ¢ we,”
which are scattered through the second half of the Book
of Acts. There are four of the passages, all of them con-
taining accounts of journeys: the first, Acts xvi. 10-17,
describing the journey from Troas to Philippi, with some
events that occurred in the latter city; the second, Acts xx.
5-16, the journey from Philippi to Miletus, which took
place some years later; the third, if it be separated from
the second,! Acts xxi. 1-18, the continuation of the same
journey from Miletus to Jerusalem; the fourth, Acts xxvii.
1-xxviii. 16, the sea voyage from Cesarea to Rome. These

1 But see below, p. 338.
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passages begin and end abruptly in every case, and are dis-
tinguished from other parts of the book by conciseness of
style, vividness of description, and wealth of detail. They
are evidently notes of travel written by one of Paul’s own
companions, who was a participant in the events which he
records. Coming directly as they do from the pen of an
eyewitness, they possess a unique value and are univer-
sally recognized as exceptionally trustworthy. But they
present to the student of the Book of Acts a problem
of great difficulty. That the author of the book made
extensive use of written sources in composing his work,
as he did in composing the third Gospel, there can be
no doubt; but the question is, are the “we” passages to
be regarded as a part of his sources or are we to suppose
that in them the author of the book is himself the narrator?
In the latter case the Book of Acts and the third Gospel
are from the pen of one of Paul’s companions. This is
the traditional opinion, and is still maintained by many
scholars.! But the supposition is beset with serious diffi-
culties; for the knowledge of events displayed by the au-
thor is less accurate and complete than might be expected
in one who had been personally associated for any length
of time with Paul himself. It is true that such a man
might easily be ill informed concerning the history of the
church of Jerusalem and might be ignorant of much of
Paul’s early life, if he did not conceive the plan of writing
his work until after the apostle’s death, when adequate
sources of information were largely closed to him. But
his work betrays a similar lack of knowledge even con-
cerning the latter part of Paul’s career, during which the
author of the “we ” passages must have been intimately
associated with him, at least a part of the time ; and certain
critical periods in Paul’s life are treated as we should hardly
expect them to be by one of his own companions.?

1 Ct. especially Weiss: Einleitung in das Neue Testament, S. 583 sq. (Eng.
Trans., Vol. 1I. p. 347). Among the most recent writers, Blass (Acta 4posto-
forum) and Ramsay (St. Paul, the Traveller and Roman Citizen) maintain the
identity of the writer of the * we '’ passages and the author of the Acts.

2 Compare, for instance, the idea, which finds frequent expression, that
Paul went to Jerusalem immediately after his conversion and did missionary
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Tt seems necessary, therefore, to conclude that the author
of the Acts was not identical with the eyewitness who ap-
pears in certain parts of his book. If the “we” passages
then are to be ascribed to another hand, the question natu-
rally suggests itself, did they constitute originally parts of
a larger work? and if so, did the author of the Book of
Acts make use of other portions of that work? This
double question has been answered in the affirmative by
many scholars in recent years. In fact, there seems to be a
growing unanimity upon the subject, and not a few have
thought they could trace the document which contained the
“ we  passages through the greater part of Acts.! That an
extended and generally trustworthy source, beginning with
the thirteenth chapter and containing an account of Paul’s
missionary labors, underlies the second half of the book,?
can hardly be doubted in the light of recent investigations;
and it is of course natural to regard the “we” paragraphs
as a part of that source, and the whole consequently as the
work of a companion of Paul. In favor of this assumption
may be urged not only the use of the first personal pronoun,

work there (ix. 26 sq., xxii. 17 sq., xxvi. 20) ; the account of the counecil at
Jerusalem including the decree (xv.); the report concerning Timothy’s cir-
cumcision (xvi. 3); the lack of all reference to the great collection, which
engaged so much of Paul’s attention during the latter part of his missionary
career; the silence touching Paul’s dealings with the Corinthian church during
his stay in Ephesus, and the omission of the name of Titus, who was 50 prom-
inent a figure at that time in Corinth as well as earlier in Jerusalem ; the
emphasis upon that part of Paul’'s work which was of least importance
in so many of the cities which he visited; as, e.g., in the cities of Galatia, in
Philippi, Thessalonica, Corinth, ete., Upon his failure to understand Paul’s
theology, little stress, perhaps, can be laid, for so few of Paul’s followers
comprehended him fully; and yet we should hardly expect one so intimately
acquainted with him as the writer of the ‘‘we ' passages, to be so unfamiliar
with his Gospel as the author of the Acts seems to have been.

1 8o, for instance, Spitta (Die Apostelgeschichte, 1891) and Jiingst (Quellen
der Apostelgeschichte, 1895). Wendt (in Meyer’s Commentary on Acts,
Tth edition) traces the source through the latter half of Acts, beginning with
xi. 19. He also emphasizes the fact (Theol. Studien und Kritiken, 1892) that
the pronoun ‘‘ we'’ occurs in xi. 28, according to Codex D. According to
Clemen (Chronologie der Paulinischen Briefe, 8.110 sq.} and Hilgenfeld (Zeiz-
schrift fir wiss. Theologie, 1895 sq.), the source begins with chap. xiii.
Weizsicker (le. S. 204 5q.; Erng. Trans., Vol. L. p. 242 sq.) and more recently
Sorof (Entstehung der Apostelgeschichte, 8. 14) deny that the *“we' pas-
sages constitute a part of the larger source or sources used by the author
-—n source which Sorof traces through the entire hook.

2 And possibly also a part of chap. xi.
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but also and especially the general uniformity of style be-
tween the “we” sections and other portions of the hook.!
At the same time, the fact must be recognized that the pas-
sages in question may have been originally entirely inde-
pendent of the context in which they now occur, and that
the author of the Acts combined them with the general
source from which he drew his outline of Paul’s career.
That that source was one only, and that they constituted
originally a part of it, cannot be asserted with the same
assurance with which we assume the fact of its existence.?

From Troas Paul and his companions, among whom
were Silas, Timothy,® and the unknown author of the
“we” passages, took ship for Neapolis and thence made
their way, apparently without delay, to the important city
of Philippi, which lay some eight miles inland. It was in
the neighborhood of Philippi, in the year 42 B.c., that Octa-
vius and Antony won their great and decisive victory over
Brutus and Cassius, and in honor of that event the city
had been made a Roman colony. Its citizens were Roman
citizens, and ifs laws were Roman laws. The city was in
fact, so far as language, government, and customs went,
a miniature Rome. In this thoroughly Romanized town
Paul’s missionary labors in Europe began. There seem
to have been few Jews in the place, for they had appar-
ently no synagogue, and were accustomed to meet for

1 See especially Spitta, I.c. S. 235 sq., 257 5q.

2 Nowhere else is the source which the author of the Acts used marked by
anything like the vividness, preciseness, and fulness of detail that charac-
terize the ‘‘ we” sections. If they formed part of a larger whole, the re-
mainder of the document from which they were taken must have been very
meagre, as is clear when the evident additions of the author of the Acts are
eliminated. That a companion of Paul writing an account of his missionary
career should relate with such minuteness three episodes in his life, simply
because he happened to be an eyewitness of them, and should content himself
with such brief references to the rest of his career, is not altogether what we
should expect. Were it not for the identity of diction between the *“ we™
passages and other parts of the book, and the lack of any sign of a break
between the former and their immediate context, it would be easiest to sup-
Pose that the author of the Acts, coming into possession of fragments of a
Journal dealing with periods covered in the general source, which he was
using, gubstitnted their foller and more explicit account for the briefer record
contained in the latter. Upon the composition of the Book of Acts, see
also p. 433, below.

3 Phil. i.1, ii. 19 sq.
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prayer by the river bank without the walls.! In the cities
of Galatia Paul had begun his work in the synagogues,
and following the same principle, he sought the Jews’
place of worship on the Sabbath, and told his message
to those that came thither. The author speaks only of
women, as if no men were present, and among them he
singles out as worthy of special mention a proselyte Lydia,
who was apparently a woman of some wealth and conse-
quence? and who after her conversion entertained Paul
and his companions in her own house. No other converts
are mentioned in Acts except the jailor and his household.
But “the brethren” are referred to in xvi. 40 as if there
were already many of them, and in his Epistle to the
Philippians Paul alludes to two women, Euodia and Syn-
tyche,3 and three men, Epaphroditus,* Synzygos, and Clem-
ent,® while in the opening of the epistle he addresses not
only the Philippian disciples in general, but also the
bishops and deacons, showing that the church must have
had a considerable membership at the time he wrote.®

Of Paul’s work in Philippi the author of the Acts tells
us very little. The greater part of his account is devoted
to Paul’s arrest and imprisonment, which took place asthe
result of a miracle performed by him upon a maid * pos-
sessed with a spirit of divination.”” The maid thus de-
scribed was probably a ventriloguist, and as ventriloquism
was commonly believed among the ancients to be due to
supernatural influence, and to imply the possession of
superhuman insight, it was natural that she should acquire
the reputation common enough in those days of being a
prophetess, a reputation which her masters were not slow

L Acts xvi. 13. The text underlying the Authorized Version is doubtless
to be preferred at this poirt to the text reproduced in the Revised Version;
‘“ where they were wont to meet for prayer,” instead of * where we supposed
there was a place of prayer.” See Blass, in loc.

% Actsxvi. 15, 9 Phil.iv.2.  4Phil.fi. 25, iv.18. 5 Phil. iv. 3.

6 It is interesting to notice tbat not only in Philippi but also in Thessalonica
and Bercea, Panl’s suceess among the women is especially referred to by Luke.
That their influence was felt at least in the church of Philippi is clear from
Paul’s statement in Phil. iv. 3, that Enodia and Syntyche had labored with
him in the Gospel. On the position of women in Macedonia, see Lightfcot’s

Commentary on Philippians, p. 55 sq.
7 Acts xvi, 16,
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to turn to their own account. The maid, we are told, fol-
lowed Paul and his companions for some days, and testi-
fied publicly to their divine mission. What led her to do
go, and why her testimony so annoyed Paul, we do not
know; but as Christ frequently did under similar circum-
stances, he finally turned upon her and commanded the
spirit to come out of her. Paul testifies to his own belief
in the reality of demons in 1 Cor. x. 20, and to his exercise
of miraculous powers in 2 Cor. xii. 12, so that there is
nothing in the account to betray the hand of a later writer.
The occurrence was doubtless related by the eyewitness
who wrote the document which Luke quotes in vs. 10 sq.!

The first personal pronoun is not used after vs. 17, and
how much of that which follows comes from the “we™
source, is uncertain. But there is no reason, at any rate,
to question the fact of the arrest and imprisonment; for
Paul himself refers not only in Philippians,? but also in
1 Thessalonians,® to the persecution and ill treatment
which he had endured while in Philippi,* and the latter
passage implies that he had been obliged to leave the
city in consequence of his troubles there. Nor is there
any reason to doubt the connection of the arrest of Paul
and Silas® with the occurrence related in vs. 18; for
though Paul’s act hardly constituted a basis for the insti-
tution of legal proceedings against him, it could not
but arouse the enmity of the girl’s masters, and it was
eagy for them, by accusing these travelling Jews of teach-
ing strange and unlawful customs, to play upon the preju-

1 For a plansible explanation of the event, see Ramsay: St. Paul, the Trav-
eller and Roman Citizen, p. 216.

2 Phil. i. 30. 31 Thess. ii. 2.

A 4He says nothing, however, of the remarkable deliverance recorded in
cts.

5The Book of Acts mentions the arrest of only Paul and Silas, and says
nothing of Timothy and the other companion of Paul. It may be that only
Paul and Silas were arrested because they were the leaders or hecause they
alone were Jews. At any rate, we cannotargue from the omission of Timothy’s
name in the account of Paul’s work both in Philippi and in Thessalonica that
he was not with Paul in either city; for Phil. i, 1, ii. 19, 1 Thess. i. 1, iii. 1 sq.
and 2 Thess. i. 1 clearly imply that he assisted in the establishment of Chris-
tianity in both places. On the other hand, the unnamed author of the *“ we”
Source evidently did not accompany Paul to Thessalonica, and it is to be
doubted whether he was with him during his whole stay in Philippi.

R
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dices, not only of the populace who instinctively hated
Jews and were ready to believe any evil of them, but also
of the magistrates who were jealous of the honor of their
city as a Roman colony. The charge brought against
Paul lacked definiteness, to be sure, and would hardly have
borne investigation, but the magistrates seem to have
taken the guilt of the accused men for granted, and to
have beaten and imprisoned them without a trial.! It was
doubtless the realization of the illegality and unbecoming
haste of their action, that led them to release the prisoners
on the following day without further examining their case.
Why Paul and Silas? did not announce the fact that they
were Roman citizens as soon as they were brought before
the magistrates instead of waiting until the next day, we
are not told. The law of the state guaranfeed to Roman
citizens immunity from scourging, and on another occa-
sion Paul is reported to have saved himself from the in-
dignity by claiming his legal rights.3 It seems strange that
he did not do the same thing in Philippi. But that for
some reason he did not always choose to assert the pre-
rogative of a Roman citizen, or that the assertion did not
always avail, is proved by 2 Cor. xi. 25, where he informs
his readers that he had been thrice beaten with rods.

How long Paul remained in Philippi, we do not know.
The account in Acts would lead us to suppose that he was
there buf a short time; but it is certain that he remained
long enough to gather quite a number of converts, and to
lay the foundation of a strong church which he always re-
garded with peculiar affection, and whose faithfulness and
unwavering loyalty to him was a source of perpetual joy
and gratitudet From the Philippians Paul consented,
contrary to his usual custom, to receive financial aid on
more than one occasion.® They contributed to his needs
while he was in Thessalonica,’ and again in Corinth,” and
when he was a prisoner in Rome some years later, they did
the same thing.® Indeed Paul’s epistle to them seems to

1 Acts xvi. 37. 2 They were both Romans according to Acts xvi. 37.
3 Acts xxii. 25. 6 Phil. iv, 15. 72 Cor. xi. 9.
4 Phil. i. 3 8q., 1. 12, iv. 1. § Phil, iv. 16, 8 Phil. iv. 10, 18.
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have been written chiefly for the purpose of thanking
them for their kindness in this respect.! There is none
of his epistles so filled with expressions of joy, and none
that betrays such confidence and satisfaction, as his letter
to his best-beloved church written from Rome some ten
years after its foundation.?

There is no hint that Paul felt the hostility of Jews or
Jewish Christians while he was in Philippi. The trouble
which he had there was brought upon him by heathen, and
the Jews seem to have had nothing whatever to do with
it. It is true that the persecutions which the Christians
of Philippi were called upon to endure after his depart-
ure ® were apparently due to Jewish as well as heathen
prejudice, but there is no sign that the church ever suf-
fered from the machinations of Judaizers. The disagree-
ments and divisions which Paul deprecates in his epistle
to them were seemingly the result of personal and not
doctrinal differences. A spirit of jealousy and rivalry had
made its way into the church,! and was causing trouble, es-
pecially between two women who had labored with Paul
“in the gospel,” and whom he held in high esteem.5 The
difficulty was evidently not of a very serious character, for
it did not prevent him from expressing his great joy and
confidence in the church to which he was writing ; but at
the same time it was serious enough to draw from: him ear-
nest words of warning and of exhortation. The immunity
from Judaistic attacks which the Philippian church en-
joyed may have been due to the fact that there were com-
paratively few Jews in Philippi, and that their credit and
influence were small® But inasmuch as in Thessalonica,
where the Jews were certainly more numerous, there seems
to have been a like immunity, this reason can hardly be
regarded as sufficient. It is more probable that after his
experience in Galatia, Paul was on his guard, and that he

1Phil. ii. 25, iv. 19. 2 Upon the epistle itself see below, p. 385 5q-

3 Phil. i. 28-30. % Phil. ii. 2 sq. 5 Phil. iv. 2 5q.

S There is no passage in Paul’s epistle which proves that the Christians
whom he addressed were exclusively Gentiles; but it is altogether probable
that the great majority of them were, and that the Jewish contingency within
the church was of insignificant size and influence.
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forewarned both the Philippians and Thessalonians against
Judaizers. The effect produced by his Epistle to the Gala-
tians shows that all that was needed in order to forestall
such Judaizers was to show that he had himself been called
by God to evangelize the Gentiles, and that even the apos-
tles at Jerusalem had recognized his right to preach the
Gospel which he had received from God, and not from
man! It was not by Judaistic, but by antinomian ten-
dencies, that Paul was chiefly troubled in the Philippian
church? Such antinomianism was very natural in con-
verts from heathendom, and he had to combat it in more
than one epistle.

From Philippi, Paul and his companions travelled south-
ward through Amphipolis and Apollonia to Thessalonica,
the capital, and at the same time the largest and most im-
portant city of Macedonia. It was characteristic of Paul
that when compelled to leave Philippi, he did not go into
retirement or seek some less prominent and important field
of laber, but immediately betook himself to the chief city
of the province. In Thessalonica, a great commercial me-
tropolis, the Jews were naturally more numerous than in
Philippi, and they had a synagogue, which Paul, according
to the Acts, visited on three successive Sabbaths, and where
he proclaimed Jesus as the Messiah.? The summary of his
preaching, given in Acts xvil. 2, 3, is based evidently not
upon direct knowledge of what Paul actually said in Thes-
salonica, but upon the author’s inference as to what he must
have said in addressing Jews. The discourse recorded in
Acts xiii. made it unnecessary to do more here than to state
the subject of his preaching, which the author assumed, of
course, to have been the same as on all similar occasions.
In addressing a Jewish audience, a Christian preacher must
always prove that Jesus was the Messiah,* and this could
best be done by showing that, according to Scripture proph-
ecy, the Messiah must suffer and die and risc again, just
as Jesus had suffered and died and risen.

1 There i3 no reference to Judaizers in either of the epistles to the Thessa-
lonians, and the doctrine of liberty from the Jewish law is not mentioned.

2 Cf. Phil. iii. 19. 3 Acts xvii. 3.
* Cf. Acts ji,, iii. 12 sq., ix. 22, xiii. 16 sq., ete.
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According to the Acts,! Paul secured some converts from
the Jews, but more from the ranks of the pious Greeks, or
proselytes, and in addition many prominent women. The
implication is that the conversion of all of them was due to
Paul’s preaching in the synagogue, and nothing is said of
his labors among the heathen, or of his preaching to them.
And yet we learn from his own epistles that the Thessa-
lonian church was composed very largely, if not wholly, of
Gentiles,? and the substance of his preaching to them is
indicated in 1 Thess. i. 9, 10, where nothing is said about
the Messiahship of Jesus, but where the emphasis is laid
upon monotheism, upon the resurrection and second com-
ing of Jesus the Son of God, and upon the approaching
judgment from which he delivers his disciples. Evidently
the author of the Acts has recorded the least important
part of Paul’s labors in Thessalonica. If he began in the
synagogue, he certainly did not do his chief work there,
but among the heathen outside ; and it was therefore not
the Messiahship of Jesus that he chiefly preached, a sub-
ject which could have little interest to the Gentiles, but
salvation from the wrath of God through his Son.8

The success with which Paul met in Thessalonica arcused
the hostility of the Jews, just as it had some years before in
Antioch, Iconium, and Lystra, and they succeeded in setting
the city in an uproar, which resulted in the arrest, not of
Paul and his companions, whom they could not find, but
of their host, Jason, and some of the new converts. The
accusation brought against Jason and the other brethren
was not religious, but political. As in Philippi the mis-
slonaries had been accused of teaching customs which it
was not lawful for Romans to observe, so here they were
accuged of turning the empire * upside down. But a worse
offence was charged upon them in this case; nothing less,
in fact, than treason, in that they preached another king
instead of Casar® The accusation had reference prima-
rily, of course, to Paul and his companions, who were the

1 Acts xvii. 4. 21 Thess. i. 9, ii. 14. 31 Thess. i. 10.

* % olkovuéry has reference here evidently not to the world in general, but
8pecifically to the Roman world.

% Cf. the accusation brought against Jesus, Luke xxiii. 2, John xix. 12, 15,
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originators of the trouble ; but Jason and the other brethren
were charged with participation in their guilt, in that they
had attached themselves to them, and were engaged with
them in plotting a revolution.

The magistrates, after examining the prisoners, evidently
found that they were not as dangerous characters as they
had been represented, and that there was little fear that
they would bring about a revolution; for after they had
laid bonds upon them to keep the peace, they released
them without inflicting any punishment. It is interesting
to notice that whereas in Philippi the attack upon Paul
and his companions had been made at the instance of
heathen, in Thessalonica, as in so many other cities, the
Jews were the instigators. The accuracy of Luke’s account
at this point has been widely questioned, especially in view
of the fact that Paul in his epistle refers to the afflictions
which his readers had suffered at the hands of their own
countrymen,! and says nothing about an attack of the Jews
of Thessalonica either upon them or upon himself. At the
same time, there seems to be a hint in 1 Thess. ii. 16 that
not only in many other places, but in Thessalonica also,
the Jews had given evidence of their hostility to the work
of Paul, and it is quite possible that he had in mind, when
he wrote the words, the particular circumstance recorded
by Luke. Moreover, it should be observed that the par-
ticular form which the accusation took, according to Acts
xvii. T, a passage whose trustworthiness can hardly be
doubted, suggests that it emanated from the Jews; for it
was not Jesus as a king that Paul preached, but Jesus as
a Saviour, and it could have occurred to no one but a Jew,
who thought of the Messiah always as a king, to accuse
Paul of proclaiming another sovereign instead of Casar.

Luke’s account of Paul’s work in Thessalonica is very
meagre. Had we no other source, we might suppose that
he remained there only three weeks and that he preached
the Gospel only in the synagogue. We should hardly
gather from the record in Acts that his labors in Thessa-
lonica were uncommonly effective, especially among the

11 Thess. ii. 14.
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Gentile population of the city, and that he founded a
church there which was peculiarly important and influen-
tial.l] But that this was the fact, we learn from Paul’s
two epistles to the Thessalonians, which were written
from Corinth only a few months after he left them, and
which make it evident that he must have spent some time
in the city. In 1 Thess.i. 7 sq., and 2. Thess. i. 4, Paul
declares that the Christians of Thessalonica had become
an ensample to all the believers in Macedonia and Achalia,
and that their reputation had spread even beyond the con-
fines of those two provinces. They had distinguished
themselves especially by their liberality and generosity
toward all the brethren of Macedonia? In fact, Paul speaks
of them in both his epistles in terms of the highest com-
mendation and warmest affection.® His relations with
them were perhaps not quite so close and intimate as with
the Philippians; for his epistles to them lack something
of the peculiar tenderness which makes his Philippian
letter so beautiful, and yet they were evidently very dear
to him, and their love and faithfulness and patience gave
him great joy. That he did not consent to receive aid
from them, as from the Philippians, was not due to any
lack of regard for them, but only to the fear that he might
set them a bad example ;¢ for it seems that in their absorp-
tion in the approaching return of Christ, many of them
were losing their interest in the world about them and
were neglecting their daily work and becoming indolent
and disorderly.’ Why circumstances should have been so
peculiar in Thessalonica, and why a tendency should have
appeared there of which we discover no trace in Philippi,
we do not know. Itis possible that the unusual prevalence
of vice and impurity, which may well have marked a great

1Ramsay’s emendation of the text (S¢t. Paul, the Traveller and Roman
Citizen, p. 226 8q.) by which Luke is made to refer not ouly to Jews and
proselytes, but also to Greeks (wolhol 74v gefouévwy xal "‘EXNjrwy mhfifos
moAY), brings Luke into better accord with Paul, but can hardly be justified
o1 sound principles of eriticism.

21 Thess. iv. 10,

31 Thess. i. 2 sq., il. 13, 19, iii. 6 sq., v. 11; 2 Thess. i. 3, ii. 13, iii. 4.

42 Thess. ii. 9.

51 Thess. iv. 11, 12; 2 Thess. iii. 6 sq.
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commercial metropolis like Thessalonica,! caused Paul to
lay special stress upon the impending judgment and to
make it so prominent as to overshadow every other truth,
with the consequence of leading his converts to live in
daily and hourly expectation of it. It is certzin at any
rate, whatever the cause, that Paul did say a great deal
upon the subject when he was with them, and that their
minds dwelt constantly upon it after he was gone.?

From Paul’s first epistle to them we learn that the
Thessalonians had asked him a question, after he had left
them, touching the fate of the brethren that died before
the return of Christ.® Evidently they had originally be-
lieved that Christ would come so soon that they would
all be alive to greet him, and to enter the kingdom which
he was to establish. But as time went on, some of their
number passed away and yet Christ tarried. Were they
then to be deprived of the privilege of receiving the Lord
when he should come and sharing with him in his joy and
glory? This question Paul answers in 1 Thess. iv. 18 sq.,
telling his readers that those who have fallen asleep in
Jesus will rise again at his coming and be forever with
him, so that those who remain alive until that time will
have no advantage over their brethren that have fallen
asleep. That Paul found it necessary to instruct the
Thessalonians upon the subject of the resurrection, and
even to bring proof in support of it,!is a very significant
fact. It is evident in the light of this passage, read in
connection with 1 Cor. xv. 12 sq., that the resurrection of
believers at the return of Christ was not regarded by him
as one of the primary truths of his Gospel, but that it
occupied a subordinate place both in his thought and in his
teaching. That the death of the individual soul with
Christ unto the flesh and his resurrection with him to the
new life in the Spirit, was fundamental in his thinking,
and that he always emphasized it as the very heart of his

1Cf. 1 Thess. iv. 3 sq.

2 Of. 1 Thess, i. 10, iii. 13, iv. 6, 13 sq., v. 2 sq.; 2 Thess, ii. 1 sq.
81 Thess. iv. 13.

41 Thess. iv. 14,
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Gospel, there can be no doubt ;! but the final resurrection
of the believer in & new spiritual body was of minor im-
portance and was apparently discussed by him as a rule
only in response to the questions of his converts.2
Though Paul evidently remained quite a while in Thes-
salonica, it is clear from 1 Thess. ii. 17 that he was com-
pelled to leave the city before he wished to, and under
circumstances which made him fear for the permanence of
his work and for the steadfastness of his new converts. A
persecution® had apparently broken out which made it
necessary for him to depart in haste, and which after his
departure fell heavily upon the Christians whom he left
behind. It may be that his flight was misinterpreted by
some of the brethren as an act of cowardice on his part,
and that it was made a ground of complaint against him.
At any rate, he felt it necessary later to defend himself
against the accusation of being a covetous, ambitious, and
selfish man, who preached the Gospel not in sincerity, but
in guile and hypocrisy, and with an eye not to the advan-
tage of the Thessalonians, but to his own glory and gain.t
If the persecution was begun at the instance of the Jews,
it was at any rate carried on by the Gentiles,® and its
severity was so great that Paul feared that the Thessa-
lonian disciples might lose their courage and renounce
their faith. It was this fear that led him to desire so
earnestly, and more than once, to return to Thessalonica
and see his converts face to face.® Finding it for some
reason impossible to do so, perhaps because his friends had
given bonds for his continued absence, he sent Timothy
from Athens to establish and comfort them and to bring

1 That Paul had taught this great central truth in Thessalonica as well as
elsewhers is suggested by 1 Thess. v. 10 (ef. also i. 10),

280 both in 1 Thessalonians and 1 Corinthians. The passage upon the
resurrection in 1 Thessalonians can therefore hardly be urged as a proof that
Panl was compelled to leave Thessalonica before he had completed the
instruction which he was in the habit of imparting to his new converts.
There is no reason to suppose that the subject of the final resurrection of
}Jelievers would have been discussed more fully by him had he remained
onger.

81t is uncertain whether this persecution is to be identified with the one
Mmentioned in Acts xvii. 5 8q.

41 Thess. ii. 1-12. 61 Thess. ii. 14. 61 Thess. ii. 17.
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him news concerning their state.! Timothy upon his
return gave Paul a most cheering report of their patience
and faithfulness, and of their love for him.2 At the same
time he informed him of the existence of certain evils within
the church. The prevalent heathen vices of impurity and
lust,? against which Paul had preached while he was
in Thessalonica, were all too rife among them, and the un-
healthful tendency to neglect their accustomed avocations
under the influence of their belief in the speedy return
of Christ was abroad and was causing unfavorable com-
ment among those without the church.* It would seem
also that the Thessalonian Christians were not entirely
free from quarrels and divisions, and that there was a
tendency on the part of some to treat the leaders of the
church with disrespect and to disregard their counsels,® a
tendency which was entirely natural where enthusiasm
and fanaticism had such play. On the other hand, in
opposition to the uncontrolled enthusiasm and fanaticism
of some of the disciples, there were others who were in-
clined to look with disfavor upon all manifestations of the
Spirit, and to ‘despise prophesyings.”$ Timothy also
informed Paul without doubt of the accusations against
him, which were upon the lips of some of the disciples,
and repeated the question asked by the Thessalonians
touching the resurrection of the dead.

In view of all these circumstances Paul felt impelled to
write them his first epistle.” In it he gives expression
to his continued joy and confidence in them, exhorts them
to increased fidelity, admonishes them to eschew the vices
and to avoid the evil tendencies which were abroad among
them, defends himself and his own conduct at considerable
length, and answers their inquiry concerning the resurrec-
tion in the way already described. The epistle seems to
have accomplished its purpose at least in part; for we hear
nothing more of attacks upon him or of criticisms of his
motives, nor do the Thessalonians seem to have needed
any farther instruction concerning the resurrection of the

11 Thess. iii. 1sq. 31 Thess.iv.4,5. &1 Thess, v.12-14. 71 Thess. iii. 6.
21 Thess. iii. 6 sq. %1Thess.iv.11,12. &1 Thess. v, 20.
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dead. But in one respect the epistle failed to produce the
effect intended. Some of the disciples still neglected their
ordinary avocations in their expectation of the immediate
return of the Lord. Paul therefore wrote them a second
epistle, designed to put a stop to such unhealthy fanati-
cism. Affer commending them for their patience and
faithfulness, and encouraging and exhorting them as he
had in his first epistle, he plunged in chapter two into the
main subject. He had thought when he wrote before that
an exhortation to live soberly and to perform their daily
duties with faithfulness and diligence was all that was
necessary in the premises, and he took for granted that
the Thessalonians did not need instruction respecting the
time and season of the consummation.! But he saw now
that it was their belief, that the times were ripe and that
Christ’s return might be expected at any moment, that
was unsettling the minds of so many of them, and he there-
fore called attention in his second epistie to the fact that
some time must yet elapse before the consummation could
take place, and consequently it would not do to act as if it
were already here. He had told them so, it seems, while
he was with them,? and he therefore assumed that they
were aware of it when he wrote his first epistle ; but it had
evidently not made sufficient impression upon them and
he found it necessary to repeat, doubtless in greater detail
and with the addition of some new particulars, the sub-
stance of what he had already said. Antichrist, he re-
minds them, must appear before the Messiah himself can
return, but Antichrist cannot appear until he that restrain-
eth has been taken out of the way.

Much ingenuity has been expended in the attempt to
interpret this apocalypse and to discover the persons or
events to which Paul refers in such mysterious terms, but
the attempt is vain. The apocalypse is cast largely in Old
Testament form, and it is probable that he had no concrete
or definite person or appearance in mind when he referred to
the “man of sin,” but that he shared with the Jews in gen-
eral the belief in the final outhreak of the powers opposed

11 Thess. v. 1. 2 2 Thess. ii. 5.
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to the Messiah under the lead of Antichrist.! And as that
outbreak, though apparently already begun,? had evidently
not yet reached its climax and no one corresponding to
the traditional corception of Antichrist had yet appeared,
he still looked forward to his advent. That Paul had in
mind some definite historical person or power in speaking
of that “which now restraineth,”? is very probable, but
we have no means of determining to whom or what he
referred. That he may have meant the authority of the
Roman state, the protection of whose laws was enjoyed by
the Christians as well as by other men,* is possible but far
from certain. DBut however the details of Paul’s apoca-
lypse may be interpreted, it is clear that though he be-
lieved that the consummation was not far distant and
apparently expected to live to witness it himself,® he was
nevertheless convinced that an interval of greater or less
duration must elapse before the end came, and it was this
fact that he was especially concerned to emphasize in his
second letter to the Thessalonians, for he saw that they
especially needed to be reminded of it. Under ordinary
circumstances there would have been more reason for him
to emphasize the nearness of the parousia, and the duty of
constant watchfulness in view of its approach, as he had
done in his previous epistle. But the conditions in the
Thessalonian church were peculiar, and those conditions
account for the difference between his two letters, and for
the fact that in the second of them he gives expression to
views that appear nowhere else in his writings.

The authenticity of 2 Thessalonians is widely doubted,
in part because of this very fact, in part because of the
striking similarity in other respects between it and the
earlier epistle. But though it is beset with scrious diffi-
culties, its style is genuinely Pauline, and when read in
the light of the conditions that existed among those to
whom it was addressed, the grounds for asserting its Paul-
ine authorship appear weightier than any that can be urged

1 8ee Schiirer, l.c. IT. p. 448 (Eng. Trans., Div, IT. Vol. I1, p. 164).
2 ¢ The mystery of lawlessness doth already work »’ (2 Thess. ii. 7).

32 Thess. i1. 6, 7 karéxov; vs. 7, § katéxwr.
4 Cf. Rom. xiii. 1 sq. 51 Thess. iv. 17,
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against it. The differences have been already accounted
for; the resemblances are sufficiently explained if it be
assumed that the second epistle was written but a short
time after the first, while the affairs both in Thessalonica
and Corinth remained practically unchanged and while
Paul, as well as the Thessalonians, were still enduring
afflictions and trials.! :

It seems from 2 Thess. ii. 2, that those disciples of
Thessalonica who were insisting that the parousia was at
hand were appealing in defence of their view to a letter
bearing Paul’s name ; but as Paul was not conscious of
having written anything to support their opinion, he leaped
to the conclusion that they were making use of a forged
epistle, and he was therefore careful to call attention at the
close of 2 Thessalonians to his antograph signature, which
guaranteed the genuineness of all his letters. It is hardly
probable that Paul’s surmise was correct, for it is difficult
to suppose that any one would have ventured to impose
a forged epistle upon the Thessalonian church so soon
after his departure; and the fact is that the passage in
1 Thessalonians, where Paul emphasizes the duty of
watchfulness,? might casily be interpretéd in such a way
as to furnish a confirmation of the belief in question, and
it is very likely that good use was made of it.

From Thessalonica, Paul and his companions travelled
westward to Bercea, a smaller and less important city than
Thessalonica, situated in the third of the four districts
into which Macedonia was divided. Although in Acts
xvii. 10, Paul and Silas alone are mentioned, we learn
from vs. 14 that Timothy was also with them, and though
nothing is said of his presence in Philippi and Thessa-
lonica, various references in Paul’s epistles indicate that

1 In defence of the genuineness of 2 Thessalonians, see the New Testament
intréductions of Weiss and Jiilicher, and especiaily Bornemann in Meyer’s
Commentary, 5th and 6th eds. The authenticity of 1 Thessalonians has alse
been doubted by man