
CHAPTER V 
THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES AND THE CON- 

TEMPORARY EPISTLES OF PAUL 

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 
IT is from this.book that we derive our chief 
knowledge of the early history of the Church. 
Probably no historical work has ever been 
subjected t o  so severe examination from every 
point of view ; but, generally speaking, the more 
thoroughly it has been tested, where a test 
could be applied, the more firmly has its 
character been established as a faithful and 
reliable account of the early history of the 
Church, from the pen of a contemporary 
writer, 

The identity of its authorship with that of 
the Third Gospel is admitted with practical 
unanimity. It is implied in the opening state- 
ment addressed to Theophilus, to whom ‘‘ the 
former treatise ” had been dedicated, and it is 
borne out by the general similarity in style and 

(907) 
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character between the two books. Who the 
author was, is another question. According 
to the unanimous tradition of the Church he 
was Luke, " the beloved physician," Paul's 
travelling companion, who was with him during 
his imprisonment at Rome (Col. 4 14, Philemon 
v. 24). Even among negative critics there are 
very few whd deny that Luke had a hand in the 
composition of the two books ; and as regards 
Acts the only question is whether the whole 
narrative or only part of it came from his pen. 

Numberless theories have been proposed by 
those who cannot believe that the whole book 
was the work of Luke. These theories all rest 
on the fact that in certain sections1 of the 
book the writer employs the first person plural, 
as if to indicate that he had been an eye-wit- 
ness of what he records, whereas in the rest of 
the book the ordinary style of a historian is 
adopted. There are indeed a few critics who 
would deny to Luke even the authorship of 
this travel-diary, as it has been called, some of 
them ascribing it to Titus, though there is no 
evidence of his having accompanied Paul to 
Rome or of his ever having been there at all ; 

1 A ~ t s 1 6  l0-17; 206-2118; 271-281~. 
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others to Timothy, though he is mentioned in 
chap. 20 f *  in such a way as to imply that 
he was not the writer; others to Silas (Sil- 
vanus), though he also lis mentioned in the 
diary, by name, a few verses after the writer 
has made use of the first person plural (16 19). 

Among the critics who admit Luke’s con- 
nexion with part of the narrative, there are a 
considerable number’ who hold that the book 
as a whole is a work of the second century.l 
This was the view generally maintained 
by the Tubingen school, who attributed the 
composition to a Pauline Christian, de- 
sirous to promote the interests of cathol- 
icity by harmonizing the Petrine and 
Pauline elements in the Church of the 
second century, It is now generally acknow- 
ledged, however, that the doctrinal differ- 
ences in the Apostolic Church were greatly 
exaggerated by Baur and his followers, and 
that the policy of reconciliation had less to 

1 E.g. Schwegler, Overbeck, Keim, Hausrath, David- 
son, Pfleiderer, and Schmiedel. Yet, if the dedication be 
genuine (1 ; of. Luke 1 9, the ‘’ We )’ passages, as they 
&re oalled, which imply that the writer was a contemporary 
of Pa;ul, would have put a second-century author in an 
awkward position. 

14 
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do with the production of the New Tostnnlent 
books than they imagined. In  the caseof this 
book in particular, Baur’s theory hits been 
discredited by the most recent criticism, which 
finds it to be comparatively free from doctriiial 
bias and pronounces it to be generally trust- 
worthy. 

It is true that the miracles, which enter so 
largely into the narrative, are still a stumbling- 
block to many critics, and predispose them to 
disparage the historical character of the book. 
For this purpose some of them try to reduce 
Luke’s share in it to a minimum, and attribute 
the book in its present form to a redactor of 
the second century. The arguments for putting 
this construction on it are of a very conjectural 
and precarious nature. The chief reason al- 
leged is that it betrays the influence of Josephus, 
who wrote near the end of the first century. 
But this alleged dependence is so uncertain 
that it is denied by many of the most eminent 
critics both in this country and in Germany, 
such as Reuss, Schiirer, Zithn, Harnack,’ 

__ - - -- .- . - - -- - -- 

Hmaok says : ‘‘ Sohurer sums up &EI follows : Either 
St. Luke had not read Josephus, or, if he had read him, 
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Bousset, Wellhausen, Salinon, Sanday, and 
Plummer, while on the other side are ranged 
Krenkel, Holtzinann, Schmiedel, Wendt, and 
Burlritt. That there should be some coinci- 
dences between two historians belonging to  
the same century and dealing with the same or 
similar topics, is not surprising. But how un- 
safe it is to argue from such a phenomenon is 
evident from the fact that nowhere is the 
resemblance more noticeable than in the ac- 
count of Paul’s voyage and shipwreck, which 
was certainly written long before the auto- 
biography of Josephus, where we have an ac- 
count of a similar experience. 

Critics have fastened on one passage in 
particular, not included in the travel-document, 
which appears to them to show uninistalrable 
signs of being derived from Josephus, namely 
Acts 5 3o f*, There Luke refers first to Theudas, 
and afterwards to Judas of Gdilee, as hav- 
ing stirred up the Jews against the Roman 
power by appeals to their Messianic hopes. 
What seenis to be a parallel passage is found 
in the twentieth book of Josephus’s “Anti- 

. . . . -- - - -.._-_ .--* ___.- 

he had forgotten what he had read. 
hits the mark.” 

Schurer here exactly 
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quities,” where the names of Theutltts a;tld 
Judas the Gaulonite nre also iiitroducod, 
with an interval of a few verses betwaaii thoni. 
But if the writer in Acts got his inforniatioii 
from this passage, he must have read it with it 
carelessness very unlike his usual habits. For 
Josephus states plainly when the risings under 
these two leaders took place; the one under 
Theudas, though mentioned first, being much 
later in time than that under Judas the Gaul- 
onite, and being some years subsequent to tlie 
speech oE Ganialiel in which the risings in ques- 
tion are referred to. Such carelessness would 
be all the more surprising as tlie writer in Acts 
states the number of men who joined themselves 
to Theudas, namely, about four hundred, adetail. 
not mentioned by Josephus, and gives quite a 
different account of the insurrection from that 
of Joseplius. In these circumstances, the most 
reasonable inference seems to be that there had 
been two men bearing the name of Theudas 
(quite a common name among the Jews), who 
had at different times headed a revolt, though 
it is also quite conceivable that Luke had 
received an imperfect report of Gamaliel’s 
speech, 



v.1 OF NEW TESTAMENT URITICISM 213 
~ ~- ~~ 

There is a passage in the Gospel which is 
czlso alleged to show the influence of Josephus, 
namely, Luke 3 ', where Lysanias is mentioned 
as the tetrarch of Abilene. I t  seems to  be cer- 
tain that at the time in question Lysanias 
was dead, and, as Josephus (XX, chap. 7) refers 
to Abilene as belonging to the tetrarchy of 
Lysanias, it is held that this reference has 
been the cause of the mistake in the Book of 
Acts. But Sir William Ramsay has shown that 
this is not a safe inference, as the tetrarchy 
might &ill bemlled by the name of Lysanias 
even after his death. 

I n  this connexion it is worth noting, as 
telling, so far, against the supposition of depen- 
dence on Josephus in these two passages, that 
there is every reason to regard the descrip- 
tion of the death of Herod in Acts (12 21 ff*) as 
independent of the account of it given by 
Josephus (XIX, 8 '). 

Another great argument against the Lucan 
authorship is derived from an alleged incon- 
sistency between Paul's relation to the Jewish 
law in his Epistles and the more favourable 
attitude attributed to him in Acts. Objection 
is specially t&en to the apparent want of 

a 
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harmony between the account of his visit 
to Jerusalem in the fifteenth chapter of Acts 
and the allusion to it in the second chapter of 
Galatians. Ramsay meets the difficulty by 
identifying the visit in Qalatians with that 
referred to in the eleventh chapter of Acts, 
while other critics find a sufficient explanation 
in the fact that in Acts it is the public aspect 
of the matter that is chiefly dealt with, whereas 
in Galatians the Apostle is looking at it from 

’ a  private and personal point of view. Har- 
nack also suggests that the inconsistency to 
a great extent disappears if we adopt the 
Western reading in the apostolic decree (Acts 
15 ‘O* ‘O), which omits the reference to (‘ things 
strangled,” so that the prohibition would in- 
clude only offences against the moral law, 
namely, idolatry, murder (‘( blood ”), and forni- 
cation, all which Paul would be as ready to 
condemn as any of the other apostles. But 
this view has not met with much acceptance. 

There are other passages which are said t o  
show the Apostle’s character in a false and 
unworthy light (especially 21 2o ff*, 23 O, and 26 O ) ) .  

But we would require to have a fuller know- 
ledge of the circumstances in order to judge 
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of Paul's conduct, and we may maintain the 
genuineness of the book without claiming in- 

. fallibility for its writer or perfection for the 
Apostle. 

Against all such problematic objections to 
the Lucan authorship we have a great amount 
of positive evidence in its favour. ' 

I n  the first place, as regards external 
evidence, there is no traceof its genuineness 
ever having been challenged in any age or 
country until the rise of modern criticism in 
last century. It is not so frequently quoted by 
early Christian writers as the Third Gospel, 
and it seems to have taken longer to come 
into general use, but that is only what might 
have been expected, considering the nature of 
its contents; and the fact is of little conse- 
quenceif it be admitted that the two books 
have a common author, the evidence in their 
favour having then a cumulative force. I n  the 
case of Acts we find traces of its language in 
Clement of Rome, in the Didache',.in Ignatius, 
in Polycarp; and what is particularly signi- 
ficant is that the apparent quotations are 
taken froin other parts of the book than those 
in the travel-document of which we a have 
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spoken, It also appears to have been used 
by Justin Martyr (A.D. 155) and Tatisn (170) ; 
and it has a place in the two earliest versions. 

But the internal evidence is stiIl more 
weighty and convincing. A careful analysis 
of its language has shown that there are 
seventeen words and phrases scattered through- 
out the book that are found nowhere else in 
the New Testament, and there are fifty-eight 
words common to the Third Gospel and Acts. 
that are also found nowhere else in the New 
Testament. Compared with its relation to the 
two other Synoptics, Acts is found to have 
much more in common with the Third Gospel, 
as might have been expected if these two 
books had the same author. After giving 
figures to illustrate their verbal relations, Sir 
John Hawkins asks: “Is  it not utterly im- 
probable that the language of the original 
writer of the ‘ We ’-Sections should have 
chanced to have so very many more correspon- 
dences with the language of the subsequent 
compiler than with that of Matthew or Mark ? ” 
(“ Horze Synoptice,” p, 186). 

To this we may add that while there is no 
trace of any artificial dove-tailing of the diary 
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sections into other parts of the book, there 
are cross-references here and there which be- 
token a unity of plan and composition. For 
example, in 6 6, Yhilip is introduced to us as 
one of the seven men chosen to  look after 
the poor in Jerusalem ; then at 8 40 he i s  re- 
presented as (( preaching the gospel in all the 
cities till he came to Czsarea” ; and then at 
21 ’, after the arrival of Paul and his party at 
Czesarea, the historian says : (( and entering 
into the house of Philip the evangelist, who 
was one of the seven, we abode with him.” 

Another strong argument for the unity and 
the genuineness of Acts is afforded by the 
medical language which occurs in all parts of 
the book and also in the Third Gospel. This 
feature was observed long ago by Wetstein and 
Bengel, but it was reserved for Dr. Hobart in 
his work on the “Medical Language of St. 
Luke” to exhibit the evidence in its full 
strength. The force of the argument is now 
generally acknowledged both by British and 
Continental writers, but it has not prevented 
Dr. McGiffert from suggesting that the writer 
may have been some other Luke than the corn- 
panion of Paul ! 
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Perhaps the most convincing of all the 
arguments in favour of the traditional view is 
to  be found in the accuracy of the political 
and topographical allusions occurring in all 
parts of the book, and in the entire absence of 
any such second-century colouring as we find 
in the “Acts of Paul and Thecla” and the 
‘‘ Clementine Homilies.” We are largely in- 
debted to Sir William Ramsay for this kind of 
evidence, which is absolute and objective as 
compared with the hypothetical and subjective 
nature of the arguments generally brought 
against the genuineness and authenticity of 

\ the book. The correctness of the titles ap- 
plied to  the various rulers who come upon 
the scene-the title of L( proconsul ’’ to Sergius 
Paulus of Cyprus and Gallio of Corinth 
(13 ’ ; 18 12) ; that of “ praetors ” to  the magis- 
trates of Philippi (16 2o ”.) ; of ‘( politarchs ’’ 
to those of Thessalonica (17 6, ; and of 
“ chief man ” to the governor of Malta (28 ‘)- 
no less than the precision with which Lystra 
and Derbe (but not Iconium) are described as 
“ cities of Lycaonia” (14 6), all testify to  the 
character of the writer as a careful historian, 
and betoken an acquaintance with the state 
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of things at the time referred to, which a 
second-century writer would have been very 
unlikely to possess. 

In  the account of Paul’s voyage and ship- 
wreck we have a remarkable illustration of 
the writer’s accuracy. For the discovery of 
this evidence we are largely indebted to the 
investigations of a Glasgow citizen, of last 
century, James Smith, of Jordanhill, whose 
I‘ Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul” is an 
acknowledged ’ authority on the subject. DF. 
Breusiiig, Director of ’ the (‘ Seefahrtschule,” 
Bremen, endorses Mr. Smith’s testimony when 
he says : The most valuable nautical docu- 
ment of antiquity which has come down to us 
is the account of the voyage and shipwreck of 
the ,4postle Paul. Every one can see at a 
glance that it could only have been composed 
by an eye-witness.” 
. It has often been pointed out that in Acts 
there is no sign of acquaintance with any of 
the Epistles of Paul, and this fact has some- 
times been supposed to be prejudicial to the 
claims of the former or the latter, as the case 
may be, But rightly viewed it is favourable to 
tho genuineness of Acts. For we know that 
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towards the end of the first century the Epistles 
of Paul, or some of them at least, were so 
well known and so highly prized by the 
Christian world that any one wisliing to give 
an account of the life and labours of the 
Apostle would have been sure to consult 
them and to betray his acquaintance with 
them. But, if Acts was written, a t  a com- 
paratively early period, by a man who had 
become acquainted with the facts through 
long and intimate association with Paul, we 
can understand how there should be no 
reference to the Epistles in his narrative. 
Yet we find that there is a certain similarity 
of thought and diction between the history 
and the letters, such as we might have ex- 
pected from the sympathy and fellowship 
between the two writers ; and in the ‘‘ uncle- 
signed coincidences,” set fprth by Paley in his 
“HOW Paulinte,” we have a proof that the 
author of Acts had a thorough knowledge of 
Paul’s movements and circumstances. H e  is 
scarcely less faithful and successful in the 
account he gives of the part played by Peter 
and Stephen, who represent the types of 
Christian thought which prevailed before tlin 
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doctrinal aspects of the Gospel had been so 
clearly recognized as they are in Paul's writings. 
His indication, too, of the change which the re- 
surrection of Jesus made on the attitude of the 
Pharisees and the Sadducees towards His cause, 
is another token of his fidelity and independence. 

If there be still many things in tlie narrative 
which we are unable to verify, we are war- 
ranted in trusting the author in such cases, 
both on account of his acknowledged,merit as 
a historian and because he had excellent 
opportunities of getting information at first 
hand, not only from the Apostle Paul (who 
seems to have been very cominunicative regsrd- 
ing his personal esperiences-11 Cor. 1 8-10 ; 121-9 ; 
Gal. 1 and 2 ; Phil. 3 "), but from many others 
who took part in the events which he records. 
Such were John Mark (to whom Acts 12 may 
have been largely due; cf. Col. 4 l0 and Philemon 
v. 24) ; Barnabas (Acts 4 30) ; Philip the evangel- 
ist (Acts 21 " a > ;  Mnasoii (Acts 21 16) ; Silas 
(Acts 15 22 ; 16 l0 ; .Manaeii, the foster-brother 
of Herod the tetrnrch (Acts 13 ') ; and James 
the Lord's brother (Acts 15 l3 ; 21 ")-with all 
of whom Luke had been brought into personal 
contact. 
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It has been suggested that the author of 
Acts had the benefit'of other documents ; and 
this may not improbably have been the case, 
as regards the early part of the narrative. 
But there is no reason to doubt that Luke was 
the author of the book as a whole. The minute 
schemes of partition and redaction associated 
with the names of Van Manen, Sorof, Spitta, 
Hilgenfeld, J. Weiss, C. Clemen, and Jungst 
have met with little acceptance. In  these 
speculations the Tiibingen theory has been 
reversed, for according to Baur the Book of 
Acts derived its motive from the second cen- 
tury, whereas according to the newer critics 
its value lies in the early fragments which 
have been pieced together by an unskilful 
redactor. The more elaborate the theories of 
compilation are, the greater demand they 
make on our credulity, and it is no wonder 
that the two critics who have gone farthest 
in this direction are found accusing each other 
of excessive ingenuity, 

Whatever the author's sources may have 
been, whether written or oral, he had evidently 
throughout the whole book a clear and con- 
sistent view of the gradual developnient of thQ 
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Church’s life under the influence of Christ’s 
Spirit and the guidance of His providence. 
To trace this course of development, and at 
the same time to exhibit, in as favourable a 
light as the truth would permit, the relations 
of the Church to the Jewish religion on the 
one hand and the imperial power of Rome on 
the other, was the main object of the book. 
The historical perspective is well preserved 
throughout, and alike in the narration of 
incidents concerning those who are otherwise 
known to us, and in the report of their speeches, 
there is a high degree of verisimilitude. 

With regard to the date of composition, 
there is still considerable divergence of view 
among those who accept the Lucan authorship, 
chiefly owing to difference of opinion about 
the date of the Third Gospel, which was 
written before Acts, as the preface to the latter 
implies. Harnsck has recently declared that 
he sees no reason to believe that the Gospel 
was written after A.D. 70, and he has come to 
the conclusion that Acts was written at the 
close of Paul’s two years’ imprisonment a t  
Rome, Those who date the Gospel after the 
destruction of Jerusalem generally assign to 
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Acts a date somewhere between ’72 and 81 
(e.g. Meyer, B. Weiss, %anisay, Headlam), and 
some are disposed to believe that Luke had in 
view the preparation of a third “treatise” 
for the completion of his subject. But in 
reality there is no want of finish in the con- 
cluding portion of Acts if it marks the close 
of Paul’s imprisonment as the result of his 
acquittal. On the other hand, if he had 
been condemned and had suffered martyrdom 
(which was very unlikely to be the case, judg- 
ing from the opinions expressed by Festus 
and Agrippa (Acts 25 f.)), Luke’s silence 
would have been very disappointing, and un- 
worthyof his character as a historian, As to  
the date of publication, it seems very improb- 
able that, if he had his travel-document in his 
possession when he arrived at Rome, and had 
acquired other materials during Paul’s im- 
prisonment at C e w e a  and at other times after 
joining Paul’s company, he should have allowed 
many years to  pass before the publication of 
his book. (Cf. pp. 291 E). 

Those who hold Luke to be the author, but 
feel constrained to admit his dependence on 
Josephus (e.g. Peake), fix on a date a few 
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years after the publication of Josephus’s 
(‘ Antiquities ” (A.D. 93). Those who reject the 
Lucan authorship generally choose a date 
somewhere between 100 and 150. 

The main question is as to the historical 
value of the book, and on this point we may 
quote, in conclusion, the words of two eminent 
critics who have done more to influence opinion 
on this subject than any other writers in recent 
times. Prof. Harnack, in spite of his prejudice 
against the book on account of the prominence 
it gives to the miraculous, says : ‘( Judged 
from almost every possible standpoint of 
historical criticism, it is a solid, respectable, 
and in many respects extraordinary work; 
and its author’s courage is also extraordinary 
-the courage with which he approaches 
the task of describing the complicated history 
of a religious movement still in process of 
most active development.” Sir William Ram- 
say, who began his inquiry, as he tells us, 
((with the fixed idea that the work was essen- 
tially a second century composition,” says : 
((Acts was written by a great historian, a 
writer who set himself to record the facts as 
they occurred, a strong part;isan, indeed, but 

lfi 
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raised above partiality by his perfect confidence 
that he had only t o  describe the facts as they 
occurred, in order to make the truth of Chris- 
tianity and the honour of Paul apparent.” 

THE EPISTLES OF PAUL 
There is reason to believe that all the thirteen 

latters in the New Testament which purport to  
be written by Paul, with the exception of the 
Pastoral Epistles (I and I1 Timothy and Titus), 
were accepted by the Church of the first cen- 
tury as genuine writings of the Apostle. It is 
certain that the ten Epistles in question were 
included in the collection of writings accepted, 
under the name of “Apostolicon,” by the 
Gnostic leader. Marcion (about A.D. 140). 
Whil3 he held nearly all of them to have 
suffered from interpolation in the interests of 
Judaism, he never raised a doubt, so far as we 
are aware, of their being substantially the work 
of Paul. That they were also accepted by his 
contemporaries may be inferred from the 
secure position which they occupied in the 
general estimation of the Church thirty or 
forty years later, when we find them all in- 
cluded in the Muratorian Canon as Scriptures 
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read at public worship. It is incredible’that 
they could have owed this position to the 
favour of such a notorious heretic as Marcion, 
the “first-born son of Satan,” who seceded 
from the Church in Rome, and set up an or- 
ganization of his own. 

If we may assume that these Epistles were 
generally acknowledged to ,be Paul’s about 
A.D. 140, we have only to coinpare them with 
the writings of the Apostolic Fathers (from 
A.D. 95 onwards), as well as with the pseud- 
epigraphic writings of the same period, to be 
satisfied that they could not have been the 
productions of a post-apostolic writer who 
had recourse to forgery in order to get a 
favourable hearing from his contemporaries. 
Carrying our thoughts back to a still earlier 
period, when original members of the Churches 
to which the Epistles were addressed were 
still alive, we can realize how extremely diffi- 
cult it would have been to palm off upon 
these Churches, as letters of Paul, writings of 
which they had never heard before, containing 
numerous greetings and other personal refer- 
ences, in which any mistake would have been 
readily detected and been much coiniueiited on. 

__ 
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We.know that several spurious writings were 
put forth in Paul’s name long after he WRS 

dead, but they never obtained currency in the 
Communities to which they were addressed, any 
acceptance which they met with being confined 
to places far distant from their avowed des- 
tination. This was the case with the Epistles 
to the Laodiceans and the Alexandrians, and 
the Third Epistle to the Corinthians. 

As regards those Pauline Epistles which 
were contained in Mareion’s “Apostolicon ” and 
found their way into the Canon, any difference 
in the reception which they met with for it 

time in different parts of the Church was due 
not so much to  the results of critical investiga- 
tion as to local interest or doctrinal predilec- 
tion, an epistle being held in less esteein where 
it was little known or where its teaching was 
unpalatable. Marcion professed to subject all 
of them to criticbl examination, but he was 
obsessed with the idea of an irreconcilable 
antagonism between the Jewish and the Chris- 
tian religion, and the only result of his labours 
was to cut out what seemed to him to be in- 
terpolations-a kind of criticism which has 
frequently reappeared in modern timers--and 
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to insert a few words here and there, usually 
borrowed from some other Epistle, for the 
purpose of bringing the passage into harmony 
with his own conception of Paul’s teaching, 
While the text current in Marcion’s time 
cannot be said to have been altogether free 
from corruption, yet the fact that the writings 
of an apostle were as a rule highly prized by 
the Churches to which they were addressed, 
and were frequently communicated to other 
Churches, long before any steps were taken to 
collect them into one volume, renders it ex- 
tremely improbable that in the course of their 
history they should have suffered so many 
serious alterations as Marcion supposed to  have 
taken place. 

Though it was not till 1792 that any doubts 
were raised as to the substantial genuineness 
of the Epistles attributed to Paul, a few years 
before (1’786) J. S. Sender suggested that the 
Epistles had been preserved, not in the form 
in which they were originally written, but as 
they were adapted for reading in church, and 
the same writer had anticipated modern critics 
by his theories of interpolation in the case of 
Boinans 16,16, and I1 Corinthians 9 and 12,13. 
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The first to call any of the Epistles seriously 
in question was Evanson, in his work on the 
Gospels already mentioned (p. 104), in which he 
rejected Romans, Ephesians, and Colossians, 
and threw doubt on Titus, Philippians, and 
Philemon. H e  was answered in England 
by Joseph Priestley (1792-3) and a Bampton 
Lecturer (T. Falconer, lSlO), but the con- 
troversy on the subject was mainly carried on 
in Germany. For many years adverse criticism 
was confined to the Pastoral Epistles, I and I1 
Thessalonians, and Ephesians, led by J. E. C. 
Schrnidt (1798), Eichhorn (1804), Schleier- 
macher (1807), Usteri (a Swiss theologian, 
1824), de Wette (1826), I?. CJ. Baur (1835), and 
Kern (1839). 

In  1845 Baur published his epoch-making 
“Paulus,” in which he aimed at a scientific 
treatment of the literary and historical quest- 
ions involved in the Acts of the Apostles and 
the Pauline Epistles. Viewing the develop- 
ment of the early Catholic Church froni a 
Hegelian standpoint, as the product of conflict- 
ing forces represented by a Petrine or Jewish- 
Christian party and a Paulino or Gentile- 
Christian party, Baur arrived at the conclusion 
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that the only certainly genuine Epistles of 
Paul were Galatians, I and I1 Corinthians, and 
Romans, which seemed t o  bear the most dis- 
tinct traces of the supposed antagonism. H e  
based his acceptance of them, however, on 
somewhat different grounds when he said: 
“ They bear on themselves so incontestably 
the character of Pauline originality that it is 
not possible for critical doubt to  be exercised 
upon them with any show of reason.” The 
rest of the Epistles attributed to Paul he re- 
garded as second-century productions of the 
Pauline school, designed to reconcile antagon- 
istic forces, and to promote the unity of the 
‘Church in opposition to Gnosticism, which 
threatened its very existence. 

A few years later, Bruno Bauer, an anti- 
supernaturalist, published his ‘( Kritik der 
Paulinischen Briefe ” (1850-2), in which he 
pronounced all the Pauline Epistles to be, 
without exception, fabrications of the second 
century (somewhere between A.D. 130 and 170), 
their teaching being, in his opinion, for the 
niost part a creation of the Greek mind. 
Bauer’s views wcre repudiated by the Tiibingen 
school and made little iinpressioii at the time, 
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But what is virtually the same position has 
been recently adopted by the radical school of 
Dutch critics: who claim to be the true suc- 
cessors to F. C. Baur, carrying out his principles 
to their logical and ultimate consequences. 
They reduce the external evidence to a niini- 
mum, rejecting tlie Ignatian Epistles and bring- 
ing Clement of Rome down from AD. 95 to the 
middle of tlie second century. 

But the general current of opinion during the 
last forty years has run in an opposite direction. 
Even apart from the external evidence, it has 
been felt that, in several of the Epistles re- 
jected by Baur, the personality of the writer 
is too strong and vivid, and too true to apostolic 
times, to have been a creation of the second 
century ; and, in consequence, there has been a 
tendency to accept 1 Thessalonians, Philip- 
pians, Colossians, Philemon, and, in some 
quarters, even I1 Thessalonians and Ephesians, 
and the Pastoral Epistles themselves, in addi- 
tion to those acknowledged by Baur. This 

Represented by Pierson, Naber, Loman, Vijlter, van 
Manen, and (in a modified form) by Steck of Berne. Prom- 
inent among their opponents in Holland were 5. H. 
Scholten (1882) and Baljon (1899), and, in Germany, 
Heinrici (1886) and M. Bruclrner (1890). 

-- 232 
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tendency has been most apparent in  Great 
Britain, where sympathy with the negative 
views of the Tubingen school has been con- 
fined to a small number of writers, represented 
by S. Davidson and the author of “Super- 
natural Religion.” But even in Germany the 
traditional views have been maintained by 
some critics of the first rank, such as Th. Zahn 
and H. Weiss, and in France by Godet, while 
the prevailing tendency in both these countries 
has been to  qualify the negations of Baui>,l 
which are unreservedly accepted by hardly 
any of those who inherited the traditions of his 
s c h o o 1. 

THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PAUL THE APOSTLE TO 

THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PAUL THE APOSTLE 
TO THE THESSALONIANS 

Proceeding now to the consideration of in- 
dividual Epistles, we shall begin with I and I1 
Thessalonians, as being probably the earliest 
extant Epistles of Paul, though there are a 
number of modern scholars who claini that 

1 So Reuss, Ewald, Bleelr, Mangold, Ritschl, Beyschlag, 
Weizsiicker, Harnwk, Holtzmmn, Pfleiderer. 

THE THESSALONIANS 
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position for Galatians. As regards the external 
evidence in their favour, we find that by the 
time of Ireneus (A.D. 185) they were widely 
and generally accepted as writings of Paul. 
Forty years earlier, as we have seen, they had 
a place in Marcion’s “Apostolicon,” and for 
half a century before that time, we hear echoes 
of their language in the writings of the Apos- 
tolic Fathers. Notwithstanding this testimony 
in their favour, they have both, been called in 
question in certain quarters. 

The earliest writer to throw doubt on I 
Thessalonians was Schrader, in 1836 ; and in 
1845, as we have seen, it was rejected by Baur. 
This verdict, however, has not been generally 
adopted, for the Epistle is accepted by Hilgen- 
feld, Lipsius, Holtzmann, Weizsacker, Juli- 
cher, P. Schmidt, Schmiedel, von Soden, and a 
host of more conservative critics. As McGif- 
fert says: ‘‘ Its authenticity, denied a couple 
of generations ago by many scholars, is to-day 
generally recognized, except by those who deny 
the genuineness of all the Pauline Epistles ” 
(art. Thessalonians in E. Bi.). 

Although in some respects different in char- 
acter from all the other epistles which bear 
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Paul’s name, I Thessalonians gives us such a 
vivid representation of the Apostle and his con- 
verts, revealing so much tenderness and sym- 
pathy and devotion on the one side, and so 
much simple faith and warm enthusiasm on 
the other, thak we feel it to be in the highest 
degree improbable that it should have been a 
fabrication produced after the Apostle’s death. 
Moreover, it is difficult to conceive any motive 
the writer could have had for his forgery, and, 
in particular, it seems unlikely that any later 
writer, personating the Apostle, would have 
attributed to him the belief that the Second 
Coming would happen during his life-time, 
when the expectation had already been falsi- 
fied by his death, and the Church had become 
reconciled to the mortality of its inembers 
through the prospect of the resurrection. 
The prominence .given to  this su.bject in the 
Epistle has something corresponding to it in 
Acts (17 but it was, no doubt, largely due 
to the yearning in the hearts of the sorely tried 
converts for the promised return of their Lord. 
The manner, too, in which the primitive truths 
of the Gospel are quietly assumed, without any 
argument, is what we might have expected, 
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considering that the greater part of the Epistle 
(chaps. 1-3) was intended (as is now acknow- 
ledged by most critics) to vindicate the chnr- 
acter of the Apostle under the attacks inade 
upon him by unbelieving Jews for having left 
Thessalonica under stress of persecution,l while 
the remainder was designed to afford practical 
guidance and encouragement to his converts 
under the trials and temptations to which they 
were exposed. The letter agrees in the main 
with the narrative in Acts, but there is no 
reason to believe that ,this is the result of de- 
sign in either case, as the former (3 gives an 
account of Timothy’s movements which a t  first 
sight seems to be at variance with the history 
(18 la), and tells (1 T f * ,  2 G-lo) of events which 
must have occupied a longer time than the 
period which a cursory reader of Acts would 

1Hence Paul’s Strong condemnation of the Jews in 
2 f*. The expression in 2 18 strongly resembles Test. 
Levi 6 11, and is held by Schmiedel to be an interpolation 
referring to the fall of Jerusalem. But it may be judicial 
hardening and demoralization that is ‘referred to. Accord- 
ing to Zahn, von Soden, and others, the slanderers of the 
Apostle were not Jews but Gentiles. But, if the latter 
took pmt in the calumny, the former were probably the 
instigators. 
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' iniagine the Apostle to  have spent at Thessa- 
lonica (1 7 l-l0).1 

While there is now general agreement 
among scholars as to the genuineness of 
I Thessalonians the same can hardly be 
said of the Second Epistle, although it has 
stronger external evidence in its favour, in- 
cluding the apparent use of it by Yolycarp. 

Doubts were first raised in 1801, by J. E. C. 
Schmidt, who finally rejected the Epistle 
altogether. I n  1839 Kern suggested that the 
apocalyptic passage in 2 was the work of a . 
Paulinist, about 70-SO A.D., whose language is 
to be interpreted in the light of the historic 
situation, and that he compiled almost all. the 
rest of the Epistle from I Thessalonians, as a 
setting for his eschatology. This view has 
been adopted, with various modifications of 
date and historic reference, by Baur, Weiz- 
siicker, Pfleiderer, Schmiedel, Holtzmann, 
Wrede, Hollmann, von Soden, Weinel, and 
others; while Hausmtli, on the other hand, 
holds the passage in question to be the genuine 
apostolic nucleus of the Epistle. 

1Cf. Philippians 410 (on whioh see Frame on Thessa- 
lonians, I.O.C., pp. 120 f.). 
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The genuineness of the Epistle, as a whole, 
has been maintained by a still greater number 
of scholars, including Luneniann, Lightfoot, 
Julicher, Bornemann, Briggs, Zahn, B. Weiss, 
Wendt, Charles, Vincent, Bacon, Askwith, 
Wohlenberg, Lock, Findlay, Clemen, Vischer, 
Wernle, Sabatier, Heinrici, Milligan, Bousset, 
Drummond, von Dobschutz, Harnack; Know- 
ling, Moffatt, Deissmann, Feine. 

The two points on which the controversy has 
mainly turned have been : (1) the close depend- 
ence of I1 Thessalonians on the First Epistle, 
both as regards arrangement and language, and 
(2) its strange eschatology. 

(1) The literary dependence referred to is 
certainly very remarkable, but it is as difficult 
t o  account for it on any theory of forgery as 
when we attribute the composition of both 
letters to the Apostle with the assistance of 
Silas and Timothy. The difficulty arises from 
the fact that while, as Jiilicher says, ‘ I  on the 

Harnack supposes the Epistle to have been addressed 
to the Jewish Christians at Thessalonica (to whom he finds 
an allusion in a various reading of 2 ls-&rapXrjv, “first- 
fruits,” instead of &r’&pxi j~, ‘‘ from the beginning ”) ; while 
the Er s t  was sent, perhaps a day or two before, to the 
Gentile members, forming the main body of the Church. 
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whole the style is so thoroughly Pauline that 
we might indeed admire the forger who could 
imitate it so ingeniously," there is sometimes 
so close a parallelism between the two Epistles 
as to suggest that the author must have had 
the First Epistle before him when he wrote the 
Second. There is indeed nothing improbable 
in the supposition that Paul may have retained 
a rough draft of the former letter, and even if 
we assume that his chief object in again writ- 
ing to the Thessalonians was to correct their 
misapprehensions about the Second Coming of 
the Lord, he might quite well take the oppor- 
tunity of reverting to other topics on which 
they stiIl required encouragement and exhorta- 
tion, especially if the First Epistlehad not been 
received with so much deference as it ought 
to have been (I. 5 27 ; 11. 3 I4).l I n  this light the 
Second Epistle may almost be regarded as a 
revised edition of the First, with the omission 
of the first two or three chapters, which were 
no longer needed to vindicate the personal 
character and conduct of the Apostle in rela- 

There are also expressions in the Epistle which favour 
the supposition that the Apostle was replying to ZL letter 
he had received from ThessaJonioa in answer to his First 
Epistle (1 3, ; 3 l-6 1 9  
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tion to  his converts. It inay have been owing 
to the readjustment thus rendered necessary 
(whether it fell to the Apostle himself or to one 
of his companions.acting as his anianuensis or 
secretary; Roni. 16 22, I Cor. 16 ‘l, Col. 4 Is, 

I1 Thess. 3 17), that the Second Epistle is less 
smooth and flowing than the First. If it is at 
the same time more severe in tone, this may 
have been due partly to the fact that the state 
of the Church in Thessalonica was now less 
satisfactory (11. 3) than when Timothy brought 
back the good news of the faith and patience 
of its members, and partly to the grievous 
trials which beset the Apostle in Corinth, at 
the hands of the Jews, about the time when the 
Second Epistle would be written (Acts 18 l i f f . ) .  

(2) As regards the second and more serious 
objection taken to the Epistle on account of 
its strange eschatology, recent researches by 
Gunkel, Bousset, and Charles have shown that 
the mysterious passage in question (2 l-I2) can 
have nothing to do with the growth of Gnostic 
error, and is not to be explained either by 
the Neronic legend (Nei*o-rediviuus),1 as sug- 

“ The man of sin ” has also been identified with such 
different characters as Caligula, Mahomet, the Pope, 

-4 
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gested by Kein, or by derivation from the 
Book of Revelation (chap. 13)-where the 
Roman Empire stands for all that is evil. Tlie 
real origin of the passage is to be found partly in 
the apocalyptic teaching in the Book of Daniel 
(11 “f*-referring to the character and career 
of Antiochus Epiphanes) and other Jewish 
writings, partly in the new ideas of ‘‘ the last 
times ” current in the early Church, in which 
“ prophecy ” had an important place, Silas 
being himself a prophet (Acts 15 32). It con- 
tains a veiled expression of the thoughts which 
Paul and his company had been led to en- 
tertain on a subject of supreme importance, on 
which Jesus himself had uttered many solemn 
warnings (Matt. 24), and on which the Apostle 
Zohn was yet to testify, though in a some- 
what different sense (Rev. 1, 2 18, 41-3 etc.). It 
was a subject confessedly mysterious, but Paul 
was bound to recur to  it, in view of the intense 
interest it had excited among the Thessalonians, 

Luther, NaFoleon ; while ‘ I  the one that resthineth ” has 
been supposed by some to refer to the German Empire, to 
C13rlldius,ior even to Paul himself, though it is now gener- 
ally understood to refer to  the Roman Government, whioh 
had not yet begun to persecute the Clhristians. 

16 
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and the misapprehensions and abuses to which 
it was liable, In  the present utterance, which 
would be very difficult to account for if it 
stood alone as the invention of a forger, but 
may have been more intelligible to the Thessa- 
lonians owing to the previous instruction they 
had received on the subject (Z6), we can trace 
the Apostle’s reverence for Roman law and 
order (“that which restraineth,” v. S ) ,  as well as 
his despair of the Jewish Church (v. 3), whose 
rulers were now filled with a fanatical hatred 
of the Gospel and its preachers. I t  was this 
aspect of Judaism that had recently forced 
itself on his attention in Thessalonica, Berea, 
and Corinth (Acts 17 ‘ 1  13, 18 O, I Thess. 2 14-10, 

11. 3l f*). And when he pictures the great 
enemy of Christianity as ‘‘ the man of sin” 
who was to sit in the temple of God, setting 
himself forth as God, whose coming was to be 
with all power and signs and lying wonders, 
he conceives of him as the last and mightiest 
representative of Jewish unbelief, whose as- 
cendency would he a signal for the return of 
the Lord in overwhelming power and glory.‘ 

I t  is characteristic of apocalyptic literature that it 
talres its oue from the signs of the time in which it is pro- 

> 
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I n  these circumstances, the absence from the 
Epistle of any reference to the controversies 
about the observance of the Jewish law, which 
had agitated the Churches of Syria and Asia 
Minor through the influence of Jewish Chris- 
tians, may be regarded as a token of genuine- 
ness in the case of an Epistle addressed to 
Macedonian Christians, who had been fiercely 
persecuted by the unconverted Jews, 

As regards the relation between the pro- 
phecy in this Epistle concerning the Second 
Coming and that in I Thessalonians, it has 
often been pointed out that there is no incon- 
sistency between the idea that the great event 
would take place suddenly and the belief that 
it would be preceded by certain signs. The 
two ideas are combined in our Lord’s great 
duces. Hence, a few years after this Epistle was written, 
when Christianity was proving too strong for its Jewish 
adversaries, we find Paul looking forward to ct complete 
restoration of Israel (Rom. 11 zG). At a later period, when 
imperial persecution of the Christians and the deification 
of the Emperor had set in, Rome appears as the embodi- 
ment of evil in the Apocalypse of John ; while still later 
in his Epistles the same Apostle finds the spirit of Anti- 
ohrist in those who deny the reality of the Incarnation 
(I John 2 18, 4 1-3). 
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prophecy on the subject (Matt. 24 2o * I ) ,  where 
the lesson is to watch, and, as Baur himself 
admitted, either idea might be fitly emphasized 
at the proper time. 

With regard to some slight vai*iations of ex- 
pression in the two Epistles, and the uiiusual 
emphasis laid by the Apostle on his signature 
as a token of genuineness (3 17), they may be 
viewed in such a way as to tell rather against 
the supposition of forgery than for it. The 
same may be said of the allusion to possible 
deception by,letter or otherwise, as the sug- 
gestion was one which a forger would hardly 
have cared to  make, though it was natural 
enough for the Apostle to speak about his 
correspondence as he does in these Epistles, 
if he was only now beginning to employ this 
method of communicating with his converts. 

A suggestion was made by Grotius long ago, 
which cornmended itself to  a number of notable 
critics, including Ewald and Renan, that the 
explanation of certain expressions and allusions 
in I Thessalonians was t o  be found in the fact 
that it was really of a later date than the so- 
called I1 Thessalonians. But it is now gener- 
ally felt that there is no sufficient reason to 

' 
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reverse the traditional order of the two letters, 
which can be traced back to the time of 
Marcion, and has considerable internal evi- . 
dence in its fav0ur.l 

A recent writer (R. Scott, 1911) considers 
that the Epistles are made up of two documents 
drawn up by Timothy and Silas respectively, 
the former being the author of I. 1-3, and 11. 3, 
the latter of I. 4, 5 and 11. 1, 2, the whole hav- 
ing been completed and edited by Timothy be- 
tween A.D. 70 and 80. Spitta, on the other hand, 
attributes the whole of I1 Thessalonians, except 
3 f*, to Timothy, whom he holds to be the 
speaker in 2 6-a1thoug1i, in a few other pas- 
sages in which the singular pronoun is employed 

1 E.g., I. 5 27 throws light on 11. 2 15 and 3 14, 17, as  
I. 4 13-18 does on 11. 2 1. Again 11. 3 6 f f p  indicates the in- 
creasing gravity of the situation as compared with I. 4 11 f. ; 
while I. 2 17 and 11. 1 3 f. show progress and improvement. 
Moreover, I. 2 17 and 3 6 seem to exclude the supposition of 
the Apostle's having had any communication with Thessa- 
lonica since his first visit, except through Timothy on the 
occasion referred to. It is possible Timothy may then have 
brought back a, Ietter with him from Thessalonica, which, 
if we had it, would explain many of the expressions in the 
First Epistle. Dr. Rendel Harris has actually attempted 
to reproduoe such a letter, though there is no evidence of 
its ever having esisted (Hxp. V, viii. pp. 16 a.). 
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(I. 3 G, 5 27; 11. 3 17), the words are evidenbly 
Paul’s. But while the partnership of Tiiiiothy 
and Silas with Paul in these two Epistles, and 
the influence they may have exerted as amanu- 
enses, are not to be overlooked, the Pauline 
characteristics of many passages are so ap- 
parent, both in thought and feeling, as to put 
out of court such ingenious theories as those 
we have just mentioned. 

As regards date and place of composition, it 
follows from what has been already said that 
both Epistles were written from Corinth when 
Paul was residing there along with Silas and 
Timothy. From an inscription recently dis- 
covered at Delphi (Deissmann’s (‘ Paul,” Ap- 
pendix I) it appears that Gallio entered on his 
office as proconsul of Achaia (Acts 18 12) in mid- 
summer of AD. 51, and as Paul had already been 
eighteen months in Corinth before that tirne,and 
the First Epistle appears to have been written 
soon after his arrival, we may with great proba- 
bility assign it to the early spring of 50, and 
put the Second Epistle a month or two later. 

THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS 
This is one of the Epistles which the Tiibingen 
school admitted t o  be the work of Paul. Its 
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genuineness has been questioned by very few 
critics, and by none of great repute. To most 
scholars, indeed, the idea that such a fervent 
outpouring of heart and mind could have been 
produced by an unknown writer in the second 
century seems too improbable to require refu- 
tation. As Moffatt says ((I I.L.N.T.,” p. 107) : 
“The hypothesis is no longer anything but a 
curiosity of criticism, like P8re Jean Hardouin’s 
relegation of most of the. classics to the 
fourteenth century and Edwin Johnson’s dis- 
covery that the primitive Christian literature 
was forged in the Renaissance and Reforma- 
tion periods.” 

But while there is no reason to doubt that 
the letter was written by Paul, the precise 
date of its composition and the geographical 
situation of the Churches to which it was 
addressed, are questions which have given 
rise to a voluminous literature, in the form 
both qf books and articles. The two questions 
are closely connected, but it is the destination 
of the Epistle that has excited the keenest 
interest and the fullest controversy. 

According to  most New Testament critics 
of the last century and R few of a more recent 
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date, such as Chase, Wendt, Schmiedel, 
Julicher, Moffatt, von Dobschutz, Deissmann, 
Feine, the letter was intended for Churches 
planted by Paul in North Galatia during his 
second missionary journey (Acts 16 O) and re- 
visited by him in his third journey (Acts 18 23). 
But an increasing number of scholars, includ- 
ing Renan, Sabatier, Hausrath, Weizsaclcer, 
Pfleiderer, Zahn, von Soden, Ramsay, Sanday, 
Rendall, McGiffert, Bacon, Askwith, regard the 
letter as sent to the Churches of Pisidian Anti- 
och, Iconium, Lystra, and Derbe, which were 
planted by Paul during his first missionary 
journey (Acts 13 l4 - 14 23) and were revisited 
by him in his second journey (Acts 16 It 
is now a well-established fact, for which we 
are largely indebted to the researches and 
writings of Sir William Ramsay, that the four 
cities just mentioned lay within the Roman 
province of Galatia, defined in A.D. 25, which 
extended much farther south than the district 
previously known as Galatia. Two of these 
cities, Iconium and Antioch, lay in a part of the 
country which was originally Phrygian, and 
the other two, Lystra and Derbe, in a district 
which was previously Lycaonian. The iiilia13i- 

. 
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tants of all alike, as subjects of the Roman 
Empire, were entitled to be called Galatians, 
and this designation was not only technically 
correct, but also respectful to them and in har- 
mony with the Apostle’s taste for imperial no- 
menclature (cf. “Asia”in1 Cor. 16 lo, “Achaia” 
and ‘( Macedonia ” in Romans 15 2G and I Cor. 
16 6, ”‘Galatia ” in I Cor. 16 ’). Luke’s 
usage in Acts is different, but in neither of the 
two passages which are alleged to  refer to the 
province of Galatia in its older and narrower 
sense is the term ‘‘ Galatia ” used. I n  the one 
case, the expression employed is “the Phrygian 
and Galatic region” (16 G), in the other, “ the 
Galatic region and Phrygia ” (18 23), both of 
which can be interpreted without any reference 
to North Galatia. I n  the latter passage the 
Apostle is stated to have gone through all the 
region in order, stablishing all the disciples, 
but on the former occasion, when he is alleged 
to have evangelized the cities of North 
Galatia, there is no mention of his having 
preached-to which we may add that nowhere 
in the first century have we any evidence of the 
existence of Christian communities in the part 
of Galatia referred to. It is also strange that 
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in the Epistle (2 G, Paul should tell his Galatinn 
converts that in contending for spiritual free- 
dom at the Jerusalem conference he had had 
their interests in view, if at that time they had 
never even heard the Gospel, as must have 
been the case if Paul’s earliest visit to them 
is that recorded in Acts 16 cm This is an ob- 
jection which holds good whether the confer- 
ence, mentioned in Galatinns, is to be identified 
with Acts 11 30 or Acts 15. 

Another point is that the allusion which the 
Apostle makes to (‘ an infirmity of the flesh,” 
as the cause or occasion of his preaching the 
Gospel to them at the first (Gal. 4 13), is difficult 
to reconcile with his undertaking the long and 
toilsome journey to  North Galatia, if he had 
no intention of engaging in missionary labour 
there. It was not a place to  which he would 
have been likely to  resort for health, whereas 
the removal from the malarious region of 
Pamphylia to the high lands of Pisidia would 
be quite intelligible from that point of view.I 

But T. W. Crafer (Expositor, Ootober, 1913) suggests 
that in Gal. 4 l3 the Apostle may be referring to serious 
injury done to his health by the stoning at Lystra, 
rendering him for a time unfit to travel, and marring his 
appearance. 
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Moreover, if he did go to the cities of North 
Galatia, it is difficult to see how by such a 
route he should have “come over against 
Mysia ” when he ‘( assayed to go into Bithynia ” 
(Acts 16 ’). 

On the other hand, there are several con- 
siderations, besides tho argument from the 
imperial sympathies of the Apostle, that may 
be adduced in support of the South Galatian 
theory. If the name “Galatians” does not 
apply to the Christians of Antioch, Iconium, 
Lystra, and Derbe, they are left without 
any place in Paul’s correspondence, except in 
11 Tim. 3 11, where there is a reference to the 
persecutions which the Apostle had suffered 
in tlisir neighbourhood; and they can have 
taken no part in the collections made in Achaia 
and Macedonia (I1 Cor. 9 ”) and aniong (( the 
Churches of Galatia” (I Cor. 16 l) for the 
poor saints at Jerusalem (Rom. 15 20). This 
would be the more surprising as ‘‘Gaius of 
Derbe” and “Timothy of Lystra” are men- 
tioned as among the deputies who had ac- 
companied Paul on the way to Jerusalem to 
present the joint offering, while we look in 
vdn for any reprosentatives of North Galatia 



B52 THE HISTORY AND RESULTS [ O W .  
~ 

among them (Acts 20 *). Again, if the Epistle 
was addressed to the Christians in the four 
cities referred to, we can see in the Apostle’s 
words in Galatians 6 :-“ From henceforth let 
no man trouble me : for I bear branded on my 
body the marks of Jesus ”-a reference to the 
serious injuries he received “ a t  Antioch, at 
Iconium, at Lystra” (11 Tim. 3 ; while the 
repeated allusions to  Barnabas in the Epistle, 
especially the statement that ‘( even Barnabas 
was carried away with their dissimulation” (213), 

acquire a special force and meaning if he had 
been Paul’s coadjutor in preaching the Gospel 
to these Churches (Gal. 2 1* 9, 13 .  , Acts 13 14). 
To this we may add that the striking language 
of the Apostle regarding the enthusiastic 
reception he had met with from the Galatians, 
when he first appeared among them as the 
herald of the cross (Gal. 4 14), corresponds 
well to what is recorded in Acts 14 11-26, and 
especially to the cry of the people at Lystra : 
‘( The gods are come down t u  us in the likeness 
of men,” when “they called Barnabas, Jupiter ; 
andPaul, Mercury”; while the charge of in- 
consistency brought against the Apostle, as 
implied in Galations 6 11, finds an apparent. 
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justification in his circumcision of Timothy 
‘‘ because of the Jews ” (Acts 16 le3), 

Such iwe the main reasons which have led 
the majority of recent critics and commenta- 
tors to adopt the South Galatian theory. 

The determination of the date and place of 
composition is an even more difficult question, 
on which many different views are held. The 
difficulty is aggravated by the fact that there 
is a difference of opinion as to the Apostle’s 
visit to Jerusalem referred to in Galatians 2 1 

some scholars holding, with Ramsay, that it 
is the visit recorded in Acts 11 30, while the 
greater number adhere to the old view that 
the Apostle is referring to what took place at  
the Council of Jerusalem, of which an account 
is given in Acts 15. But whichever of these 
two opinions is correct, we have a more sure 
indication of time in the fact that the Epistle 
is written throughout in the name of Paul 
alone, the only use of the plural being in I ‘*, 
where he is reminding his converts of the way 
in which the Gospel was first preached among 
them. From this we may safely infer that it 
was not written till after the separation be- 
tween Paul and Barnabas (Acts 15 30-4n), in 
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which case it was posterior to the Council 
of Jerusalem. A number of recent critics 
(Weber, Bartlet, McGiffert) agree with Calvin 
and Beza in dating it from Antioch immedi- 
ately after that event, but this view is only 
tenable if we identify the Apostle’s second 
visit to the Galatian Churches, implied in 
Galatians 4 l3 (72) ? r p o ’ ~ q ~ o v ) ,  with his renewed 
intercourse with them during his first mission- 
ary journey, when (( they returned (from Derbe) 
to Lystra, and to Iconiuin, and to  Antioch.” 
Besides, it  is hardly likely that Paul would 
have sent a letter when he was about to visit 
the Churches in person (Acts 16 3 G ) .  This ob- 
jection applies also in some measure to the 
suggestion of Renan and Ramsay that the 
Epistle may have been sent from Antioch in 
the interval between the second and third 
missionary journeys. On the whole, the prob- 
ability seems to be either that it was written in 
the course of the second tour (49-52 A.D.), af$er 
the visit to the Galatians recorded in Acts I6 G ,  

from Macedonia (Hausrath), or Athens (Cle- 
men), or Corinth (Zahn, Bacon, Rendall), or 
else during the third tour (52-56), after the 
visit mentioned in Acts 1823. Such a com- 
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paratively late date is necessarily assigned to 
it by those who adhere to the North Galatian 
theory, the general opinion among them being ’ 

that it was written at an early period in Paul’s 
long residence at Ephesus (say A.D. 53)’ while 
some (e.g. Lightfoot) put it after the close of 
that visit (55)’ when the Apostle was passing 
through Macedonia or Greece (Acts 20 ”>, which 
would explain the unusual form of salutation 
from “all the brethren which are with me” 
(Gal. 1 ’)>. There is no inconsistency in sup- 
posing that such a long time had elapsed since 
his last visit to Galatia, if we take the expres- 
sion in Galatians 1 ‘, namely (( so soon ” (R.V. 
((so quicldy”), as referring simply to the 
rapidity and suddenness of the change which 
(as the Apostle has just learned) had come 
over their sentiments. Such a late date also 
admits of the Epistle being placed between 
I1 Corintliians and Romans, to both of which 
it bears a strong resemblance-to the former 
in general tone, to  the latter in its mode of 
reasoning and its form of expression. This is an 
argument, however, which should not be pressed 
too far, as we can hardly suppose that Paul’s 
teaching in his successive Epistles depended on 
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the development of his own theological views 
rather than on the needs of those to whoin 
he was yriting. According to Clemen, Gda- 
tians was composed after Romans, not before it. 

THE FIRST EPISTLE O F  PAUL TO THE 
CORINTHIANS 

This is an epistle whose genuineness has 
been admitted, with practical unanimity, for 
the last eighteen centuries and more. It is 
the first of the New Testament writings that 
is expressly referred to in 0a~ ly  Christian 
literature, being quoted by name in the Epistle 
of Clement, which was likewise addressed to 
the Church at Corinth (c. A.D. 95). Within 
thirty or forty yeam afterwards we find un- 
mistakable allusions to it in the writings of 
Polycarp (cf. his Epistle to Phil., chap. 11 2, and 
I Cor. 6 ’)), and of Ignatius (whoss letters are 
deeply imbued with it), as well as of the 
Gnostic leader Basilides. 

Although it has come down to us under the 
title of I Corinthians, it was evidently preceded 
by another letter from Paul to the same 
Church (I Cor. 5 ”, warning members to  be- 
ware of associating with persons guilty of 
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immorality. Partly it was occasioned by un- 
favourable reports which reached the Apostle 
during his residence at  Ephesus through mem- 
bers “of the household of Chloe,” who had 
means of communication between Corinth and 
Ephesus (I Cor. I-’’), partly it was an answer 
to a letter of inquiry sent to the Apostle by 
the Corinthian Church, apparently by the hands 
of Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus (7 1, 
16 “). It affords a better indication of 
the probkms confronting the early Church 
than any other Epistle in the New Testa- 
ment. 

Those who question its genuineness form an 
insignificant minority, beginning with Bruno 
Bauer in the middle of last century (whose 
critical standpoint was determined by his phil- 
osophy of Church History), and represented 
in more recent times by the destructive Dutch 
critics, Loman, Pierson, Naber, van Manen, 
and Meyboom, as well as by Steck of Berne, 
who hold the Epistle to be a conglonierate of 
the second century, made up of fragments of 
Jewish and Christian literature, and emanating 
from Syria, or Asia Minor. The arguments 
they adduce are extremely arbitrary, and are 

17 
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frequently at variance with the most surely 
established results of criticism, especially as 
regards the testimony afforded by the writings 
of the Apostolic Fathers. The theory they 
advance involves so many improbabilities, and 
is based on so many fanciful conjectures, as to 
make little impression on a candid and sober 
judgment; and things which to the ordinary 
reader seem natural enough, such as the ac- 
quaintance with the life and teaching of Jesus 
Christ which the writer shows, are held to 
be symptoms of production at a later period 
when the Gospels were in general circula- 

arguments we may refer to Paley’s cogent 
reasoning in this connexion in his “Horze 
PaulinEe.,” 

With regard to the date of the Epistle, there 
is general agreement that it was written from 
Ephesus in the spring of the last year that 
Paul spent in that city (say A.D. 55), though 
Bamsay and Godet would put it half a year, 
and Kennedy and Julicher a year, earlier, 
so as to afford a sufficient interval between 
I and I1 Corinthians (I. 16 8 fF.) 6 O-8) Acts 19 2l  f a ,  

20 Iff.. 

\ tion. In striking contrast to such precarious 

, cf. p. 264, note I), 
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THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE 

CORINTHIANS 

This epistle does not seem to have been so 
well known in the early Church as I Corin- 
thians, probably because it was not felt to be 
of so much value and' importance either to 
those who received it or to the Church at 
large ; and hence the external evidence in its 
favour is much less abundant. Notwithstand- 
ing this, however, it has been accepted by the 
scholars of Christendom with almost as much 
unanimity as the other, owing to its internal 
character being sufficient of itself to forbid the 
supposition of forgery, and to accredit it as a 
genuine utterance of the heart and mind of Paul. 

The case is different as regards its integrity, 
which was first called in question by Semler 
in 1767, followed by Weber in 1798 and 
Hausrath in 1870; and of late the question 
has been keenly debated in this country and 
America, as well as on the continent of Europe. 
There is such a difference between the relieved 
and grateful feeling which pervades the earlier 
and larger part of the Epistle, and the indigna- 
tion which flashes out so often towards its 
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close, that the majority of recent critics (e.g. 
Holtzmanii, Pfleiderer, Krenkel, Schmiedel, 
McGiffert, Clemen, von Soden, Peake, Bendall, 
Moffatt, Bacon, Lake, Kennedy) are disposed 
to adopt the view suggested by Hausrnth that 
chaps. 10-13 lo (the (' Yierkapitelbrief ") is an 
interpolation, being in reality the letter, or 
rather part of the letter, referred to in chaps. 
2 and 7, regarding whose effect upon his coii- 
verts Paul had been so painfully anxious, until 
Titus brought the good news which filled his 
heart with gratitude and joy (2 l2 ff*, 7 '*). 
The four chapters in question are much more 
severe in their tone than I Corinthians, and 
answer niuch better to the description of the 
previous letter which is given in I1 Corinthians 
2, a letter written, as the Apostle says : " out 
of much affliction and anguish of heart, with 
niany tears " ; whereas, if they are regarded as 
an integral part of I1 Corinthians, i t  is very 
difficult to understand how the Apostle should 
have changed his tone so suddenly a t  the be- 
ginning of chap. 10 without any apparent cause. 
Moreover, as Kennedy and others have shown, 
a good case can be inade out for the priority 
of 10-13 to the preceding part of the Epistle, 

___ -__- -- .. - ___- 260 
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by a careful comparison of the following pas- 
sages : 2 and 13 ln ; 1 23 and 13 ' ; 2 O, 7 f; 

and 10 O ;  3 5 12, and 10-13 1°; 1 23, 2 and 
12 14, 13 '. To this we inay add that the con- 
fident appeal for contributions of money in 
chaps. 8 and 9 would come with a better grace 
after a reconciliation had been effected, than 
in the course of a letter containing such in- 
vective as we find in chaps. 10-13. 

That the foregoing theory is not free from 
objections has been shown by those who 
identify the severe letter referred to in chapter 
2 with I Corinthians (Sanday, Bernard, Denney, 
Bleelr, Weiss, Zahn, and others), as well as by 
those who hold it to have been lost (Klopper, 
Julicher, WeizsBcker, Holsten, Bousset, Find- 
lay, Robertson, Lietzmann). The former 
think that I1 Corinthians can be sufficiently 
explained by reference to the state of things 
disclosed in I Corintliians, but the majority of 
modern expositors, while differing somewhat 
as to the precise order of events and the 
nature of the offence which provoked the 
Apostle's anger, hold that I1 Corinthians is un- 
intelligible unless we take into account am 
intermediate letter to the Corinthians conveyed 
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to them by Titus (2 lB, 7 of 'si "), as well as the 
second visit of Paul to that city (12 14, 13 I, 2 I), 
and the visits and reports of Timothy (I Cor. 
16 l0, I1 Cor. 1 ') and of Titus (XI Cor, 12 18, 
8 lG-"". Few now hold with Holtzniann (see 
H.D.B., I, p. 492) that the case of incest men- 
tioned in I Corinthians 5 was still the subject of 
dispute in I1 Corinthians, the general opinion 
being that some fresh trouble had arisen deeply 
affecting the Apostle personally, through some 
gross insult which had been offered to himself 
or to one of his coadjutors, probably Timothy 
(I Cor. 16 lo f * ,  I1 Cor. 1). This is the view 
taken by Bleeli, Olshausen, Neander, Ewald, 
Hilgenfeld, Weizsacker, Julicher, Godet, 
Clemen, and Robertson, while Krenbsl sup- 
poses a bitter quarrel to have taken place be- 
tween two members of the Corinthian Church 
(11 Cor. 7 12). According to this view, 11 Corin- 
thians must have been written after ample 
reparation had been offered to the Apostle and 
his authority had been fully restored, but 
while he was still suffering from the recollec- 
tion of the cruel and ungrateful treatment to 
which he had been subjected. 

Another passage in the Epistle is reckoned by 
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many to be an interpolation, namely, G l4 - 7 I. 
It breaks the connexion between G l3 and 7 2, 

and it is held by a considerable number of 
. recent writers to be part of the early epistle 

referred to by Paul in I Corinthians 5 9-13 (J. 
Weiss, Hilgenfeld, Sabatier, von Dobschutz, 
von Soden, Franlce, Bacon, Clemen, Whitelaw).’ 
This seems not improbable, but there is noth- 
ing in the history or condition of the text, or 
in the tradition of the Church, to bear out the 
supposition. I n  any case there is no sufficient 
reason to doubt (as R. Scott and a few German 
critics do) that the verses in question were 
written by Paul. 

The same may be said with still greater 
confidence regarding chapter 9, which Semler 
thought to be a separate letter sent to the 
Christians of Achaia-a conjecture which has 
little to support it and has not found much 
favour with modern critics. 

There is reason to believe that the Epistle 
was written by Paul (Timothy being as- 
sociated with him in the opening salutation) 
in the autumn of A.D. 55, from some place in 

1 It has been pointed out that a similar conjunction of 
two different letters has taken place in the transmission of 
Cicero’s correspondence. 
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Macedonia, soon after he was joined by Titus 
bringing news of the great change for the 
better in the state of the Church at  Corinth. 
It was sent to Corinth by the hands of Titus 
and two others (8 1G-24), one of whom is gener- 
ally identified with Luke (who was a brother 
of Titus, according to Prof. Souter)-a coni- 
mission being at the same time given them to 
see to the completion of the collection for the 
poor at  Jerusalem, with the inception of which 
they had already been connected during the 
previous year (8 ‘-I1, 9 ’, 12 

Note.-There are two short apocryphal 
letters, one from the Corinthians to  Paul, 
the other from Paul to the Corinthians, which 
formed part of the Armenian Canon, and are 
found in two Latin manuscripts and in a Coptic 
version of the Acts of Paul. The original was 
probably written in Old Syriac towards the end 
of the second century, in the course of the 
struggle against Gnosticism, especially as re- 
presented by the school of Bardesanes. 

lcirnrb r i p u m  (8 lo, -9 ’) should be translated “last 
year,” not “ a  year ago ’’ (A.V.). This affects the date of 
the Epistle, if we assume that it was not written before 
October, when the Macedonian and Jewish New Year had 
already begun. 
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THE EPISTLE OF PAUL THE APOSTLE TO THE 

ROMANS 
Like the other Epistles of Paul accepted by 

the Tubingm school, Romans has been called 
in question by the extreme Dutch critics and 
a few others, who hold it to be a compilation 
by a Paulinist at  the end of the first or the 
beginning of the second century. They attach 
no importance to the external evidence in its 
favour prior to Marcionl (who is the first 
writer to refer to the Epistle by name as the 
work of Paul), and base their rejection of it 
on the signs which they think they can detect 
in it of a composite and post-apostolic origin.2 

Among the host of critics who have adopted 
the traditional view that it was written by 
Paul, there has been an immense amount of 

1 In the writings of Clement, Ignatius, Polycarp, 
Aristides, Basilides, etc.-to which we may add I Peter, 
whose resemblance to Romans in thought and diction is 
so marked as to give the impression that its author must 
have been acquainted with this Epistle. The sBme may 
be said to some extent of Hebrews and possibly also of 
James. 

2 See van Manen’s art. ROMANS in E. Bi, Vol. IV-also 
an article on the subject by an American follower, W. B. 
Smith, in the “Hibbert Journal’’ for Januai-y, 1903, and 
the reply to it by Schmiedel in the April number. 
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somewhat fruitless controversy (for which 
F. C. Baur and his followers are mainly re- 
sponsible) with regard t o  the origin and 
nationality of the Christian community at 
Rome, and as to  the precise object the Apostle 
had in view in sending to Rome such an 
elaborate theological statement. The results 
of the inquiry have not been at all adequate 
to the labour expended on it, and we have 
still to  be content with a general view of the 
situation, There is no reason to doubt that 
there were both Jewish arid Gentile Christians 
at Rome, and nothing could have been more 
characteristic of Paul, the Roman citizen and 
the Apostle of the Gentiles, than to preface 
his visit to the seat of empire with an epistle 
such as this, fitted to vindicate his authority as 
an apostle, and at the same time to exhibit 
the religion of the cross in its true relations 
both to  the Jewish faith, which was strongly 
represented in the metropolis, and to the pagan 
religions, which were also to be found there 
with their attendant idolatry and immorality. 
He  had now reached the culminating point in 
his career, and in this communication we have 
the ripest fruit of his philosophy as a Christian 
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and his experience as an apostle, providing 
for the needs of a Church that was destined 
to take a leading place in Christendom, and 
laying a sure foundation, intellectually and 
spiritually, for a fresh missionary campaign 
in the West. 

AS regards authorship, the only serious differ- 
ence of opinion has had reference to the 
integrity of the Epistle in its present form. 
Owing to a variety of circumstances the two 
last chapters have been regarded in many 
quarters with suspicion, and a number of 
critics with a taste for literary dissection have, 
as the result of a microscopic examination of 
the text, advocated the omission or re-arrange- 
ment of some of the earlier passages, while 
some of them have even thought they could 
trace in it a conjunction of two different 

‘The doxology in 16 2s R. of our text-which is in 
itself somewhat peculiar-is found in some manuscripts 
a t  the end of chapter 14, in others at both these places, 
end in others at neither. The benediction is in some 
manuscripts found between verse 23 and verse 25 of 
chapter 18 instead of at verse 20. The manuscript G, 
both in Greek end Latin, omits “ in  Rome ” et verse 7 
and vercIe 15 of chapter 1. Moreover, there is reason to 
believe that some manuscripts as early as the second 
century omitted chapters 15 and 16 altogether. 

-._- 
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epistles. In this way countless thoorios have 
been advanced to account for all the phenoina1in 
presented by the Epistle, but much of tho 
evidence on which they are founded is of SO 

elusive and uncertain a character that 110 

reliable conclusion can be drawn from it, the 
result being that up to the present tinie 
opinion is hopelessly divided. This is especi- 
ally the case as regards the question whether 
the shorter recension, consisting of chaps. 1- 
14 (with the addition of the doxology, 16 2G "), 
which is known to have existed as early as 
the second century, originated with Marcion, 
or was drawn up by Paul himself for the 
purpose of being despatched to a number 
of Churches. 

Equally uncertain is the idea suggested by 
Keggermann in 1767, revived by Schultz in 
1829, and now adopted by many, that most of 
the sixteenth chapter, with its long list of sal- 
utations and its recommendation of Phabe 
(who appears to have been the bearer of the 

'Associated with the names of Neummn, Sernler, 
Bichhorn, Baur, C. H. Weisse, Laurent, Renan, Straatman, 
'Volkmar, Scholten, Spitte, Volter, Lightfoot, Hort, Zulhn, 
Gifford, and others. 
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letter), was intended for the Church at  Ephesus. 
The appearance of so many greetings in a letter 
addressed to the Christians of a place which 
Paul had never visited seems strange; but 
when we remember that the Apostle is usually 
very sparing in singling out individuals for 
special mention, when he is writing'to a Church 
whose membership is well known to him, the 
Occurrence of so many names in this instance 
niay be due to the fact that Paul mentions 
every person of his acquaintance who had 
been drawn to the metropolis from the great 
centres of population in the East in which he 
had laboured. Possibly i t  had been largely 
through their influence that Christianity was 
propagated a t  Eome, md,  if so, nothing 
could have been inore natural than for tlie 
Apostle to seek to enlist their interest in His 
intended visit to  the capital, and to associate 
them with the Epistle which he wits now 
sending to the comniunity of which they 
formed part. 

The greetings sent to Prisca and Aquila, and 
to EpEnetus " the firstfruits of Asia " (16 
seem tit first sight to fmour the suggestion 
that Ephesus niay have been the destination 



210 THE HISTORY AND RESULTS [UHAP. 

of the Epistle, but it has been shown by Light- 
foot, followed by Sanday and Headlam, that 
a careful examination of the names in chapter 
16 is, on the whole, more favourable to Rome 
than to any other city. Even as regards Prisca 
and Aquila, their previous residence at  Rome 
(Acts 18 '), as well as their migration from 
Corinth to Ephesus in connexion with Paul's 
missionary labours (Acts 18 ff*), render it not 
improbable that they had returned to Rome, 
partly for commercial purposes, and partly for 
the furtherance of the Gospel. 

With regard to the date, place; and occasion 
of the Epistle, there is no room for doubt, if we 
regard the Book of Acts as a trustworthy re- 
cord, and accept Romans, with I and I1 Corin- 
thians, as written by Paul. It was evidently 
sent from Corinth during the three months 
which Paul spent in that city1 (at the end of 
55 or the beginning of 56 A.D.), when he was 
about to proceed to Jerusalem with the offer- 
ing from the Churches of Macedonia and 
Achaia for the relief of the poor brethren . 
in that city, and it was intended to  pave the 

1 Acts 20 l-4, Romans 15 3O ff., 16 1, 211 28, I Corinthians 
1 14, I1 Timothy 4 20. 
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way for his intended visit to the Christians at 
R0me.l 

THE EPISTLES OF THE IMPRISONMENT 
These are Colossians; Philemon, Ephesians, 

and Philippians (Col. 4 3* I s ;  Philemon v. 9, 
10, 13 ; Eph. 3 4 ; Phil. 1 14* ; cf. Acts 
%S 10-2*). There has been a difference of opinion 
as to whether they were written during Paul’s 
imprisonment a t  Cesarea (56-58) or at Borne 
(58-60). A number of eminent critics2 have 
decided for Cmarea, especially as regards 
Colossians, Philemon, and (in some cases) 
Ephesians, but the prevailing opinion is in 

Romans 1 S-l5, 15 22 f . ,  I Cor. 
inthians 16 1 @a, I1 Oorinthians 8 ff., 9 In this 
connexion chapter I1 of Paley’s ‘‘ H o w  Paulinm ” is 
worthy of study. It% remarkable that van Manen, in the 
article above referred to, repeats the erroneous statement 
of Evanson (1792) that there is no reference in the Book 
of Acts to Paul’s intended visit to Rome. It is worthy of 
note that the Apostle’s experience at Rome, as recorded in 
Acts 28, was so very different from what he had expected 
(Born. 15 24) that we cannot suspect either Acts or Romans 
to have borrowed from the other. Neither is there any- 
thing in the Book of Acts to suggest any thought of the 
intended visit to Spain, of which we read in Romans 15 24. 

2 E.g. PLlrulus, D. Schultz, Reuss, Schenicel, Ettwirath, 
Hilgenfeld, Laupent, B. Weiw, Haupt-Meyer, 

1 Acts 19 21, 23 11, 24 
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favour of Rome, and, as regards Philippians in 
particular, it is now generally acknowledged 
that internal evidence proves conclusively that 
it emanated from the imperial city.’ 

THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO PHILEMON 
Nowhere is the conservative tendency of 

modern criticism more evident than in the case 
of Philemon and Colossians. Baur’s rejection 
of the short Epistle to Philemon was almost 
entirely due to its close connexion with Colos- 
sians and, thtough it, with Ephesians. H e  
tried to explain it away as ‘<the embryo of a 

1 (1) Rome was a much more likely place than Gasarea 
for a runaway slave like Onesimus to seek refuge in 
(Philemon w. 10 ff.). (2) I‘ The Tvhole pr&orian guard,” 
and (‘ Casar’s household,” point to the Roman capital, 
(Phil. 1 13, 4 2z). (3) Both Colossians and Philippians 
are written in the name of Paul and Timothy, but there is 
no mention of Timothy in the account of the Czsarean 
imprisonment in the Book of Acts. (4) “Philip the 
evangelist ” had entertained Paul and his companions 
(‘for many days’’ in his house in Caesarea (Acts 21  *ff.), 
yet he is never mentioned in any of these four Epistles. 
(5) Paul’s expectation to visit the Philippians & ‘  shortly ” 
(Phil. ‘2 24), if he wrote from Cmsarea, would not be in 
harmony with the intention he had already formed to visit 
Rome (Acts 19 21), especially if he had made up his mind 
to appeal unto Cssar. 
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Christian romance," like the Clementine Re- 
cognitions " of the-, second or third century. 
Weizsiiclrer held it to be an allegorical com- 
position that was never intended to be taken 
literally, and in proof of this he pointed to the 
metaphorical character of the name Onesimus 
(" Profitable ")-an argument which has been 
met by the recent discovery of the name in a 
papyrus dated A.D. 81, and of another slave's 
name with a similar meaning, Chmsimus 
(" Useful ")-in another papyrus. To this we 
may add that if the story was meant to be an 
allegory it would be apt to fail of its purpose, 
because it leaves the reader in doubt as to the 
liberation of the slave. According to Steck, 
our Epistle is an imitation, by a writer towards 
the middle of the second century, of a letter 
written to a friend by the younger Pliny on a 
somewhat similar occasion, about A.D. 135-140. 
The resemblance had been pointed out by 
Grotius long ago, but it lies mainly on the 
surface, for in some respects the two writers 
take quite a different attitude towards the 

' offending slave. Even if it  were at all likely 
that a Christian writer should have selected 
such a model for his imitation, it is difficult to 

18 
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tlnderstand how he could have succeeded in 
getting his forgery admitted into Mareion’s 
Canon within a few years after its composition, 
notwithstanding the trifling nature of its con- 
tents froni an ecclesiastical point of view- 
which, we know, militated at alater time against 
its reception in some parts of the Church. 

The style of the Epistle is acknowledged by 
an overwhelming majority of scholars to be 
thoroughly Pauline, though its subject is 
unique. If Few pages have so clear an accent 
of truth-Paul alone, it would seem, could 
have written this little masterpiece ” (Renan). 
“The fact that criticism has presumed to call 
in question the genuineness of these harmless 
lines shows that itself is not the genuine thing ” 
(Reuss). It is now generally felt that Baur’s 
maintenance of the spuriousness of this letter 
to Philenion was one of his worst blunders. 

THE EPISTLE OF PAUL THE APOSTLE TO THE 

COLOSSI ANS 

As we have already indicated, the Epistle 
to Philemon would probably never have been 
called in question but for its connexion wit11 
ColOSSianS. The connexion is such that, if 

--I_L 
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Philemon be genuine, Colossians must also be 
the work of Paul, or it must be a forgery 
suggested by the other and dependent on it. 
The latter supposition is extremely improb- 
able, since the letter to Philemon nialces no 
mention of ColossE and says nothing that 
could have suggested the sending of a letter 
to that city ; neither i s  there in it any mention 
of Tychicus who is so prominent in Colossians 
(4 ?-’), On the other hand, Colossians makes 
no reference to Philemon or t o  the peculiar 
circumstances of Onesimus, who is described 
as (( the faithful and beloved brother, who is 
one of you ” (4 O ) ,  Archippus is indeed men- 
tioned in both Epistles, but in Philemon he is 
simply styled ( (  our fellow-soldier,” whereas 
in Colossians we read : ‘( And say to Archippus, 
Take heed to the ministry which thou hast re- 
ceived in the Lord, that thou fulfil i t ”  (417). 
Epaphras is also mentioned in both Epistles, 
but in the private letter he is simply referred 
to as.(( my fellow-prisoner in Christ Jesus,” and 
is one of those who salute Philemon, whereas 
in Colossians he is represented as (( a faithful 
minister of Christ” who had laboured in 
Colossze and its neighbourhood. 
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It is also worthy of note that the vuriwtioiis 
in the salutations of the two Epistles are such 
as we cannot imagine to have been resorted 
to in the interests of forgery, e.g. the insertion 
(4 11) of (‘ Jesus, which is called Justus,” one of 
those ‘‘ who are of the circumcision,” who is 
mentioned nowhere else in the New Testament, 
and the curious remark following the name of 
Mark, “If he come unto you, receive him” 
(4 l0), Altogether, as Dr. Sanday says, “ Most 
Englishmen will have a short and easy method 
for deciding the genuineness of Colossians, 
for it is inseparably bound up with the most 
winning little letter to Philemon, which only 
pedantry could think of doubting.” 

The first to assail this Epistle was Mayerhoff 
(1838), who took exception to it partly because 
of its want of likeness to other epistles known 
to be the work of Paul, partly on account of 
its apparent dependence on Ephesians, which 
he accepted as genuine. This verdict was re- 
versed by de Wette, who accepted Colossians 
and rejected Ephesians, and in this he has been 
followed by von Soden, who disproves the 
alleged dependence of Colossians, and is only 
doubtful of the genuineness of 1 1G-20. It was 

\ 
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rejected by Hilgenfeld as a later production 
designed against the Gnostic tendencies repre- 
sented by Cerintlius ; by Schmiedel, who dated 
it between A.D. 100 and 130, but failed to ex- 
plain how it could have won’the confidence of 
the Church half a century after the death of 
the Apostle ; and by Holsten and Weizsaclcer. 
According to Holtzmann, working out an idea 
of Hitzig’s, and followed, in part, by Pflei- 
derer, our Xpistle is an expansion of a genuine 
letter from Paul to the Colossians, prepared 
by a Paulinist (A.D. 75-IOO), who had previously 
used the same nucleus for the composition of 
our Ephesians, from which lie drew for the 
enlargement of Colossiwns. A recent critic, 
R. Scott, adopts a view suggested by Ewald, 
that Timothy was the author of this Epistle. 

The chief objection taken to the Pauline 
authorship is based on the references which the 
Epistle is alleged to contain to second century 
Gnosticism. But we have the authority of 
Jiilicher for saying that the false teachers in 
question might as well have appeared in 60 as 
in 120 A.D. On the whole, it would seem that 
any symptoms of incipient Gnosticism which 
cm be traced in the Epistle are sufficiently 
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accounted for by the peculiar religious ten- 
dencies which were prevalent among the Chris- 
tians of Phrygia, who were in danger of falling 
into a kind of Jewish (perhaps Essene) theo- 
sophy, associated with asceticism, and tending 
to an exaggerated spiritualism, connected in 
some way with the worship of angels as re- 
presenting the elements in Nature. It was in 
the endeavour to combat these tendencies that 
the Apostle was led to emphasize the su- 
premacy of the Lord Jesus Christ over all those 
heavenly beings, real or imaginary, which 
threatened to draw away from Him the faith 
and allegiance of the Christians at Colossz 
(Col. 1 IG 'a). We have here a signal illustration 
of the fact that the appearance of heresy in the 
Church is frequently' the occasion for a fuller 
manifestation of the truth in the endeavour 
to correct it. I n  this instance the Apostle's 
teaching was only a fuller development of 
principles which he had already laid down in 
other Epistles, for we find essentially the 
same claim made on behalf of Christ in 
1 C'orintliians 3 23, X O, 15 24-28, and in Philippians 
2 '-", though in SG somewhat different connexion. 
Notwithstanding the apparent novelty of its 
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teaching, therefore, and the disappearance of 
old watchwords, familiar. to us in former 
Epistles but now giving way to new expressions 
suited t o  new forms of thought, the genuine- 
ness of this Epistle is acknowledged by the 
majority of critics, including Harnack, Blass, 
Zalin, Clenien, Renan, Sabatier, Jacquier, 
Jiilicher, with such English and American 
scholars as Lightfoot, Salmon, Hort, Sanday, 
Knowling, Moffatt, McGiffert, and Bacon. 

THE EPISTLE OF PAUL THE APOSTLE TO THE 
EPHESIANS 

This is one of the best-attested boolrs in the 
New Testament, having apparently been used 
by some of the earliest Christian writers out- 
side the Canon, such as Clement of Rome, 
Ignatius, and Polycarp. Hence, as Abbott 
(after Hort) says : (( It is a11 but certain that 
tlie Epistle already existed about A.D. 95, quite 
certain that it existed about 110.” Yet, on 
internal grounds, it has been called in question 
by a considerable number of critics, begin- 
ning with Sclileiermacher, who was disposed 
to attribute it to Tychicus-the bearer appar- 
ently of this letter (6 ‘‘l “) cxs well as of Colos- 
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sians and Philemon (Col. 4 7.D)-a conjecture 
also favoured by .Usteri and Benan, De 
Wette regarded it as a '( verbose expansion " 
of Colossians by a disciple of Paul--a view 
combated by Lunemann, Meyer, and others. 
Schwegler and Baur relegated both Ephesians 
and Colossians to  the middle of the second 
century on account of supposed traces of 
Gnosticism and Montanism; in which they 
were followed by Hilgenfeld, who differed, 
how'ever, in attributing the two Epistles to 
different authors. According t o  Holtzmann 
(as we have already mentioned when treating 
Colossians), Ephesians was based on a genuine 
letter of Paul to the Colossians about A.D. 75- 
100, and the writer afterwards drew froin the 
former to enlarge the Colossian letter, a theory 
which is not only too artificial to  be true but 
also fails to account for the disappearance of 
the original letter, or to explain why the writer 
of Ephesians should have borrowed from that 
letter alone, while leaving out its most distinc- 
tive message. Harnack and Jiilicher have 
difficulty in accepting the Epistle on account 
of expressions and ideas which seem to them 
to be incompatible with a Pauline origin (e.g. 

\ 
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2 ' O ,  3 ', 4 7-*1), but they admit that, as the 
genuineness of Philemon helps to establish 
that of Colossians, so the acceptance of the 
latter should obviate the objections taken to 
Ephesians on account of features which it 
shares in common with Colossians. The simi- 
larity between the two Epistles is greater than 
exists between any other writings attributed 
to Paul, half of Ephesians being full of 
expressions found in Colossians. At the same 
time, the parallelism is often marked by such 
a freedom of style as to forbid the supposi- 
tion of mechanical imitation where the likeness 
is of a closer and inore literal kind. This 
freedom, and the frequent introduction of 
words and phrases that are not found elsewhere 
in Paul's writings or even in the New Testa- 
ment, tell against the theory of forgery. Both 
Epistles claim to be the work of Paul, and 
the simplest and most natural supposition 
seems to be that they were written within a 
very short time of each other, the interval 
being even shorter, and the consequent simi- 
larity even greater, than between I and I1 
Thessaloiiians. 

I n  rejecting this Epistle Banr laid stress on 
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the incongruity of its title “ to  the saints 
which are at Ephesus ” and its contents ; but 
the objection loses its force when we regard 
the Epistle as a circular letter to be sent to 
various Churches in proconsular Asia, which 
was fast becoming the leading province of 
Christendom (cf. Rev. 1 ‘).l 

This is the view now generally taken. Many critics 
identify the Epistle with that referred to in Colossians 4 lG, 
where the Colossians are told to read also “the epistle 
from Laodicea,” and to send their own letter for perusal 
by the Christians there ; Tychicus, the bearer of the letters, 
having probably visited Laodicea on the way to Colosslo, 
bringing the circular letter r r  from Laodicea ” with him, 
after it had been read and perhaps copied there. I n  this 
connexion it is noteworthy that Marcion refers to the 
Epistle as addressed “to the Laodiceans.” It is still 
more significant that the words (‘in Ephesus” (1 ’) are 
wanting in the two oldest manuscripts (N and B), and 
have also been struck out by correction in manuscript 
67, and that they were also absent from the ancient manu- 
scripts known to Basil in A.D. 360. Add to this that the 
Epistle contains no person’al salutations or allusions, and 
that the benediction is in a more general form than usual 
(“Peace be to the brethren, and love with faith,” G ”) ; 
while the Apostle’s usual autograph is absent, perhaps 
because copies of the letter had to be made out by the 
messenger on the way or at the different places which 
were to receive them. That the Epistle was not meant 
exclusively for llphesus is evident from a number of 
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In such a letter the warnings addressed to 
the Colossian Church against the evils with 
which it was specially threatened would 
have been out of place, and are therefore 
omitted, but the rest of Colossians is repro- 
duced and amplified to illustrate and enforce 
the unity of the Christian Church-a unity 
which Paul realized to be far deeper and more 
enduring than that of the great empire in 
whose capital lie lay a prisoner. It is the 
most catholic of all his Epistles, representing 
the Church universal to be the mystical body 
of Christ, who is the centre of all life and the 
source of all authority, in time and in eternity, 
in this world and in that which is to come. 
This is a great advance on the Apostle’s teach- 
ing in any previous letter ; but ‘‘ the Church,” 

the Church of God,” was a conception which 
liad long been familiar to him (1 Cor. 10 32, 

passages which imply that the readers had no personal 
acquaintance or connexion with Paul, though they may 
have received the Gospel from some of his disciples 
(1 15-10, 3 1-4, 4 17-22, Col. 1 330). In these circumstances it 
is easy to understand how the Epistle should have become 
associated with the Church at Ephesus, as the leading 
city of the province, at whose port Tychious would have 
to laid iu the prosecution of his journey. 

3 
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12 %s, 16 ; Phil. 3 ; cf. Acts 20 ”). 
Although the Epistle is addressed to Gentile 
Christians, Paul could not forget that there 
were many converts from Judaism in the 
province of Asia, and although the day of 
conflict with Pharisaic intolerance within the 
Church was over, he felt that it still remained 
for him to do what he could to foster among 
Christians everywhere, whether Jews or Gen- 
tiles, a fuller sense of their union in Christ 
through the Divine life which they all alike 
derived from Him.l 

In  this connexion the combination of Jewish 
patriotism with thankful and joyful acknow- ‘ ledgment of the Divine wisdom and goodness 
in the admission of the Gentiles to the cove- 
nant of salvation, which is so characteristic of 
this Epistle, could befit no one so well as 
the Apostle of the Gentiles who was also a 
Hebrew of the Hebrews. On the other hand, 
there are occasional ideas and expressions in 
the Epistle which we should not have expected 
from Paul (2 20, 3 b, 4 ; and emphasis is also 

; Gal. I 

Hence the appropriateness of the opening words of 
to  the saints who the Epistle, as rendered by B. Weiss, 

also believe in Jesus Christ,” 
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laid on aspects of the Gospel revelation on 
which he had not previously dwelt. But the 
key to many of these ideas, which seem so 
strange to us, is probably to be found in the 
Jewish apocalyptic literature which dealt with 
cosmological and eschatological problems, and 
with which the Apostle was evidently familiar.1 
It must also be remembered that though the 
Epistle is unique, from a literary point of view, 
among the writings attributed to Paul, its poetic 
and lofty style of composition is only in keeping 
with the sublime nature of its contents, winning 
the admiration of thoughtful minds in all ages, 
and leading Coleridge to describe it as one 
of the divinest compositions of man.” 
THE EPISTLE OB PAUL THE APOSTLE TO THE 

PRILIPPIANS 
This Epistle is very generally admitted to be 

the work of Paul. The external evidence in 
its favour is remarkably good, including a refer- 
ence which Polycarp makes, in his Epistle to  the 
Philippians, to a letter they had received from 
‘(the blessed and glorious Paul.” I t  breathes 
such a warm spirit of gratitude and affection, 

*According to  Origen the quotation in 1 COL 2 is 
from the Apocalypse o€ Bliss. 
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ancl is at  the same tinie so circunistnntinl in 
inany of its allusions, and so free froin 2~1y sign 
of doctrinal or ecclesiastical purpose on the 
part of the writer, that any suspicion of forgery 
is now generally abandoned. 

Baur stated various objections to it, but 
none of them is considered to have much 
weight. Attributing its composition, as he 
did, to a supposed policy of conciliation in the 
second century, he found its pivot, as Light- 
foot saysY1 in the mention of Clement, a niyth- 
ical or almost mythical person, whom he 
supposed to represent the union of the Petrine 
and Pauline pnrties in the Church. Schwegler 

declared that the two names, Euodia and 
Syntyche, actually represent these two parties, 
while the “ true yokefellow ” is Peter hiinself ; 
then Vollcmar, going still farther, held this 
fact to be indicated by the very names Euodia, 
or nightway, and Syntyche, or Co,.lzsoi*t, denoting 
respectively the orthodoxy of the one party 
and the incorporation of the other. Lastly 
Hitzig, lamenting that interpreters of the New 
Te-stament were not more thoroughly imbued 

__-_____ __-- -- - *-- 2% - 

I then carried the theory a step farther and 
‘1 

“ ~ S s a y s  on Supernatural Religion,” p, 24. 
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with the language and spirit of the Old Testa- 
ment, maintained that these two nanies were 
reproductions of the patriarchs, Asher and 
Gad-their sex having been changed in the 
transition from one language to another, and 
that they represented the Greek and Roman 
elements in the Church, while the Epistle itself 
was a plagiarism from the Agricola of Tacitus ! 
Among recent critics there are very few of 
any eminence who deny the genuineness of the 
Epistle, and it is significant that Holsten, who 
is the chief of them, rejects it for other reasons 
than those adduced by Eaur, and assigns it, not 
to the second century but to A.D. 70-80, soon 
after the Apostle’s death. Holsten’s chief ob- 
jection to the Epistle is that in some passages 
its doctrine and expression are not quite 
Pauliiie. But in inost cases this objection can 
be satisfactorily met, and Holsten’s reasoning 
has been aptly characterized by Paul Schmidt 
as (( New Testament hypercriticism,” while 
Schurer says : ( (  I3is arguments are so foolish 
that one is sonietiiiies’tempted to  put them 
down as slips of the pen.’’ 

Among those who admit the Pauliiie author- 
ship there is a growing tendelicy to place the 

-- - . _- --- --_ - -_ 
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Epistle last in the series to which it belongs.’ 
It was put first by Lightfoot and €Iort on ac- 
count of its likeness to Romaiis from a literary 
point of view, and its freedom froin aiiy refer- 
ence to the (‘ incipient Gnosticism ” dealt with 
in Colossians and Ephesians, such as we might . 
have expected to find if it had been written 
soon after these Epistles. But this argument 
loses its force when we remember that ‘( it was 
not in Paul’s way to send to Philippi an ela- 
borate treatise against a subtle, speculative 
heresy which had never affected that Church ” 
(Ramsay); and there are various circum- 
stances alluded to in the Epistle which seem 
to show that the two years mentioned in Acts 

were now almost over (1 12d8, 2 30, 4 12-14), 

and that the long-delayed trial had begun, 
preventing the Apostle from carrying on 
missionary work in private as he had been 
doing, and leading him to feel that his case 
had reached a crisis (cf. Phil. 1 7, 2 23 ”). With 
this agrees the fact that the valued fellow- 
workers mentioned in Colossians 4 Io-l4 were no 
longer available for service (Phil. 2 l0-”I)>. 

Hilgenfeld, Harnack, Holtzmann, Weir;sllcker, Pflei- 
derer, Jiilicher, Zahn, Vincent, Moffatt, I<ennedy, Gibb, etc. 

28 30 f. 
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From 3 f* it has been inferred by a number 
of critics (Lunemann, Ewald, Schenkel, Man- 
gold), that this was not the first time Paul 
had written to  the Philippians, and it has also 
been argued by Lemoyne (1685), Heinrichs, 
Hausrath, Spitta, Volter, Clemen, and others, 
that our Philippians is made up of several 
letters, written in whole or in part by Paul. 
The most plausible form of this theory finds a 
genuine letter in chapters 1, 2, and another in 
chapters 3,4 ; each letter concluding, as usual, 
with a number of personal references (2 '""4 
and 4). If this view be adopted, Hausrath and 
Bacon are probably right in thinking that the 
order of the two letters should be reversed (cf. 
2 2o f., and 4 21 "). But the unity of the Epistle 
is still maintained by most writers, and even van 
Manen, who assigns it to about 125 A.D., admits 
that there is no appearance of patchwork about 
it, If the abrupt change in 3 '  requires ex- 
planation, it may perhaps be found, as Ewald 
and Reuss have suggested, in some fresh news 
the Apostle had received of Jewish hypocrisy 
ahd wickedness, which led him to write as he 
has done in chapter 3, although he had no in- 
tention of doing so when he began tbeEpistle. 

19 


