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      CHAPTER I. THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE
    


      Before we proceed to examine the evidence for miracles and the reality of
      Divine Revelation which is furnished by the last historical book of the
      New Testament, entitled the "Acts of the Apostles," it is well that we
      should briefly recall to mind some characteristics of the document, which
      most materially affect the value of any testimony emanating from it.
      Whilst generally asserting the resurrection of Jesus, and his bodily
      ascension, regarding which indeed it adds fresh details, this work
      presents to us a new cycle of miracles, and so profusely introduces
      supernatural agency into the history of the early church that, in
      comparison with it, the Gospels seem almost sober narratives. The Apostles
      are instructed and comforted by visions and revelations, and they, and all
      who believe, are filled with the Holy Spirit and speak with other tongues.
      The Apostles are delivered from
    






      prison and from bonds by angels or by an earthquake. Men fall dead or are
      smitten with blindness at their rebuke. They heal the sick, raise the
      dead, and handkerchiefs brought from their bodies cure diseases and expel
      evil spirits.
    


      As a general rule, any document so full of miraculous episodes and
      supernatural occurrences would, without hesitation, be characterized as
      fabulous and incredible, and would not, by any sober-minded reader, be for
      a moment accepted as historical. There is no other testimony for these
      miracles. Let the reader endeavour to form some conception of the nature
      and amount of evidence necessary to establish the truth of statements
      antecedently so incredible, and compare it with the testimony of this
      solitary and anonymous document, the character and value of which we shall
      now proceed more closely to examine.
    


      It is generally admitted, and indeed it is undeniable, that no distinct
      and unequivocal reference to the Acts of the Apostles, and to Luke as
      their author, occurs in the writings of Fathers before one by Irenæus(1)
      about the end of the second century. Passages are, however, pointed out in
      earlier writings as indicating the use and consequent existence of our
      document, all of which we shall now examine.
    






      Several of these occur in the "Epistle to the Corinthian s," ascribed to
      Clement of Rome. The first, immediately compared with the passage to which
      it is supposed to be a reference,(1) is as follows:—
    


      [———]
    


      The words of the Epistle are not a quotation, but merely occur in the
      course of an address. They do not take the form of an axiom, but are a
      comment on the conduct of the Corinthians, which may have been suggested
      either by written or oral tradition, or by moral maxims long before
      current in heathen philosophy.2 It is unnecessary to enter minutely into
      this, however, or to indicate the linguistic differences between the two
      passages, for one point alone settles the question. In the Acts: the
      saying, "It is more blessed to give than to receive," is distinctly
      introduced as a quotation of
    






      "words of the Lord Jesus," and the exhortation "to remember" them, conveys
      the inference that they were well known. They must either have formed part
      of Gospels now no longer extant, as they are not found in ours, or have
      been familiar as the unwritten tradition of sayings of the Master. In
      either case, if the passage in the Epistle be a reference to these words
      at all, it cannot reasonably be maintained that it must necessarily have
      been derived from a work which itself distinctly quotes the words from
      another source. It would be against every principle of evidence, under
      such circumstances, to affirm the passage to be an allusion to this
      special work, of whose previous existence we have no independent
      evidence.(1) The slight coincidence in the expression, without indication
      that any particular passage is in the mind of the author, and without any
      mention of the Acts, therefore, is no evidence of the existence of that
      work.
    


      A few critics point to some parts of the following passage as showing
      acquaintance with Acts:—"Through jealousy Paul also pointed out the
      way to the prize of patience, having borne chains seven times, having been
      put to flight, having been stoned; having become a preacher both in the
      East and in the West, he gained the noble renown due to his faith; having
      taught the whole world righteousness, and come to the extremity of the
      West, and having suffered martyrdom by command of the rulers, he was thus
      removed from the world and went to the holy place, having become a most
      eminent
    






      example of patience."(1) The slightest impartial consideration, however,
      must convince any one that this passage does not indicate the use of the
      "Acts of the Apostles." The Epistle speaks of seven imprisonments, of some
      of which the Acts make no mention, and this must, therefore, have been
      derived from another source.(2) The reference to his "coming to the
      extremity of the West" [———], whatever interpretation be
      put upon it, and to his death, obviously carries the history further than
      the Acts, and cannot have been derived from that document.
    


      The last passage, which, it is affirmed,(3) shows acquaintance with the
      Acts of the Apostles is the following: "But what shall we say regarding
      David who hath obtained a good report [———]? unto whom [———]
      God said: 'I found a man after mine own heart, David, the son of Jesse: in
      everlasting mercy I anointed him.'"(4) This is said to be derived from
      Acts xiii. 22: "And when he removed him he raised up to them David for
      king; to whom also he
    






      gave testimony [———]: I found David the son of Jesse, a
      man after mine own heart, who will do all my will."(1) The passage,
      however, is compounded of two quotations loosely made from the Septuagint
      version of the Old Testament, from which all the quotations in the Epistle
      are taken. Ps. lxxxviii. 20: "I found David my servant; in holy mercy I
      anointed him."(2) And 1 Sam. xiii. 14: "A man after his own heart."(3)
      Clement of Alexandria quotes this passage from the Epistle, and for "in
      everlasting mercy" reads "with holy oil" [———]
    


      as in the Psalm.(4) Although, therefore, our Alexandrian MS. of the
      Epistle has the reading which we have given above, even if we suppose that
      the Alexandrian Clement may have found a more correct version in his MS.,
      the argument would not be affected. The whole similarity lies in the
      insertion of "the son of Jesse," but this was a most common addition to
      any mention of David, and by the completion of the passage from the Psalm,
      the omission of "who will do all my will," the peculiar phrase of the
      Acts, as well as the difference of introductory expressions, any
      connection between the two is severed, and it is apparent that the
      quotation of the Epistle may legitimately be referred to the
      Septuagint,(5) with which it agrees much more closely
    






      than with the Acts. In no case could such slight coincidences prove
      acquaintance with the Acts of the Apostles.(1)
    


      Only one passage of the "Epistle of Barnabas" is referred to by any one(2)
      as indicating acquaintance with the Acts. It is as follows, c. 7: "If
      therefore the son of God, being Lord, and about to judge quick and dead [———]
      suffered," &c. This is compared with Acts x. 42... "and to testify
      that it is he who has been appointed by God judge of quick and dead" [———].
      Lardner, who compares the expression of the Epistle with Acts, equally
      compares it with that in 2 Tim. iv. 1... "and Christ Jesus who is about to
      judge the quick and dead" [———], to which it is more
      commonly referred,(3) and 1 Pet. iv. 5... "to him who is ready to judge
      quick and dead" [———]. He adds, however: "It is not
      possible to say, what text he refers to, though that in Timothy has (he
      same words. But perhaps there is no proof that he refers to any. This was
      an article known to every common Christian; whereas this writer (whoever
      he be) was able to teach the Christian religion, and that without respect
      to any written gospels or epistles."(4) It is scarcely
    






      necessary to add anything to this. There is of course no trace of the use
      of Acts in the Epistle.(1)
    


      It is asserted that there is a "clear allusion"(2) to Acts in the Pastor
      of Hermas. The passages may be compared as follows:— [———]
    


      The slightest comparison of these passages suffices to show that the one
      is not dependent on the other. The Old Testament is full of passages in
      which the name of the Lord is magnified as the only source of safety and
      salvation. In the Pauline Epistles likewise there are numerous passages of
      a similar tenour. For instance, the passage from Joel ii. 32, is quoted
      Rom. x. 13: "For whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be
      saved" [———](3) There was in fact no formula more
      current either amongst the Jews or in the early Church; and there is no
      legitimate ground for tracing such an expression to the Acts of the
      Apostles.(4)
    






      The only other passage which is quoted(1) as indicating acquaintance with
      Acts is the following, which we at once contrast with the supposed
      parallel:— [———]
    


      Here again a formula is employed which is common throughout the New
      Testament, and which, applied as it is here to those who were persecuted,
      we have reason to believe was in general use in the early Church. It is
      almost unnecessary to point out any examples. Everywhere "the name" of God
      or of Jesus is the symbol used to represent the concrete idea, and in the
      heavenly Jerusalem of the Apocalypse the servants of God and of the Lamb
      are to have "his name" on their foreheads. The one expression, however,
      which is peculiar in the passage: "counted worthy,"—in the Acts [———],
      and in the Pastor [———],—is a perfectly natural
      and simple one, the use of which cannot be exclusively conceded to the
      Acts of the Apostles. It is found frequently in the Pauline Epistles, as
      for instance in 2 Thes. i. 5, where, after saying that they give thanks to
      God for them and glory in the churches of God for the patience and faith
      with which the Thessalonians endure
    






      persecutions, the writer continues: "which is a token of the righteous
      judgment of God, that ye may he counted worthy [———] of
      the kingdom of God, for which ye also suffer [———];" and
      again, in the same chapter, v. 11, 12, "Wherefore we also pray always for
      you that our God may count you worthy [———] of the
      calling, and fulfil all good pleasure of goodness and work of faith with
      power; that the name of our Lord Jesus may he glorified in you [———]"
      &c. The passage we are examining cannot be traced to the "Acts of the
      Apostles."(1) It must be obvious to all that the Pastor of Hennas does not
      present any evidence even of the existence of the Acts at the time it was
      written.(2)
    


      Only two passages in the Epistles of pseudo-Ignatius are pointed out as
      indicating acquaintance with the Acts, and even these are not advanced by
      many critics. We have already so fully discussed these Epistles that no
      more need now be said. We must pronounce them spurious in all their
      recensions and incapable of affording evidence upon any point earlier than
      towards the end of the second century. Those, however, who would still
      receive as genuine the testimony of the three Syriac Epistles must declare
      that they do not present any trace of the existence of the Acts, inasmuch
      as the two passages adduced to show the use of that work do not occur in
      those letters. They are found in the shorter recension of the Epistles to
      the Smyrnæans and Philadelphians. We might, therefore, altogether refuse
      to examine the
    






      passages, but in order to show the exact nature of the case made out by
      apologists, we shall briefly refer to them. We at once compare the first
      with its supposed parallel.(1)
    


      [———]
    


      There is nothing in this passage which bears any peculiar analogy to the
      Acts, for the statement is a simple reference to a tradition which is also
      embodied both in the third Synoptic(2) and in the fourth Gospel;(3) and
      the mere use of the common words [———] and [———]
      could not prove anything. The passage occurs in the Epistle immediately
      after a quotation, said by Jerome to be taken from the Gospel according to
      the Hebrews, relating an appearance of Jesus to "those who were with
      Peter," in which Jesus is represented as making them handle him in order
      to convince them that he is not an incorporeal spirit.(4) The quotation
      bears considerable affinity to the narrative in the third Synoptic (xxiv.
      39), at the close of which Jesus is represented as eating with the
      disciples. It is highly probable that the Gospel from which the writer of
      the Epistle quoted contained the same detail, to which this would
      naturally be a direct
    






      descriptive reference. In any case it affords no evidence of the existence
      of the Acts of the Apostles.(1)
    


      The second passage, which is still more rarely advanced,(2) is as follows:—
      [———]
    


      The only point of coincidence between these two passages is the use of the
      word "wolves." In the Epistle the expression is [———],
      whilst in Acts it is [———]. Now the image is
      substantially found in the Sermon on the Mount, one form of which is given
      in the first Synoptic, vii. 15,16, and which undeniably must have formed
      part of many of the Gospels which are mentioned by the writer of the third
      Synoptic. We find Justin Martyr twice quoting another form of the saying:
      "For many [———] shall arrive in my name, outwardly
      indeed clothed in sheep's skins, but inwardly being ravening wolves [———]."(3)
      The use of the term as applied to men was certainly common in the early
      Church. The idea expressed in the Epistle is more closely found in 2
      Timothy iii. 1 ff., in the description of those who are to come in the
      last days, and who will (v. 6) "creep into the houses and make captive [———]
      silly women laden with sins, led away with divers lusts."
    






      The passage cannot be traced to the Acts,(1) and the Ignatian Epistles,
      spurious though they be, do not present any evidence of the existence of
      that work.(2)
    


      Only two sentences are pointed out in the "Epistle of Polycarp" as
      denoting acquaintance with the Acts. The first and only one of these on
      which much stress is laid is the following:(3) [———]
    


      It will be obvious to all that, along with much similarity, there is
      likewise divergence between these sentences. In the first phrase the use
      of [———] in the Epistle separates it from the supposed
      parallel, in which the word is [———]. The number of
      passages in the Pauline Epistles corresponding with it are legion (e.g. 2
      Cor. iv. 14, Ephes. i. 20). The second member of the sentence, which is of
      course the more important, is in reality, we contend, a reference to the
      very Psalm quoted in Acts immediately after the verse before us, couched
      in not unusual phraseology. Psalm xvi. 10 (Sept. xv.), reads:
    






      "For thou wilt not leave my soul in hell" [———].(1) In
      Ps. xviii. 5 (Sept. xvii. 5) we have, "The pains of hell [———]
      compassed me about."(2) The difference between the [———]
      of the Epistle and the [———] of the Acts is so distinct
      that, finding a closer parallel in the Psalms to which reference is
      obviously made in both works, it is quite impossible to trace the phrase
      necessarily to the Acts. Such a passage cannot prove the use of that
      work,(3) but, if it could, we might inquire what evidence for the
      authorship and trustworthiness of the Acts could be deduced from the
      circumstance?(4)
    


      The second passage, referred to by a few writers,(5) is as follows:—
      [———]
    


      It is not necessary to do more than contrast these passages to show how
      little the "Epistle of Polycarp" can witness for the "Acts of the
      Apostles." We have already examined another supposed reference to this
      very passage, and the expressions in the Epistle, whilst scarcely
      presenting a single point of linguistic analogy to
    






      the sentence in the Acts, only tend to show how common and natural such
      language was in the early Church in connection with persecution. Whilst we
      constantly meet with the thought expressed by the writer of the Epistle
      throughout the writings of the New Testament, we may more particularly
      point to the first Petrine epistle for further instances of this tone of
      exhortation to those suffering persecution for the cause. For instance, 1
      Pet. ii. 19 ff, and again iii. 14,(1) "But if ye even suffer [———]
      for righteousness' sake, blessed are ye." In the next chapter the tone is
      still more closely analogous. Speaking of persecutions, the writer says,
      iv. 13, ".... but according as ye are partakers of Christ's sufferings
      rejoice," &c. &c. 14. "If ye are reproached in Christ's name [———]
      blessed are ye, for the spirit of glory and of God resteth upon you." 15.
      "For let none of you suffer [———] as a murderer," &c.
      &c. 16. "But if as a Christian, let him not be ashamed, but let him
      praise God in this name [———]" &c. &c. Nothing
      but evidential destitution could rely upon the expression in the "Epistle
      of Polycarp" to show acquaintance with Acts.
    


      Few apologists point out with confidence any passages from the voluminous
      writings of Justin Martyr, as indicating the use of the Acts of the
      Apostles. We may, however, quote such expressions as the more undaunted
      amongst them venture to advance. The first of these is the following:(2)
      "For the Jews having the prophecies and ever expecting the Christ to come
      knew him not [———], and not only so, but they also
      maltreated him. But
    






      the Gentiles, who had never heard any thing regarding the Christ until his
      Apostles, having gone forth from Jerusalem, declared the things concerning
      him, and delivered the prophecies, having been filled with joy and faith,
      renounced their idols and dedicated themselves to the unbegotten God
      through the Christ"(1) This is compared with Acts xiii. 27, "For they that
      dwell at Jerusalem and their rulers not knowing this (man) [———]
      nor
    


      yet the voices of the prophets which are read every sabbath day, fulfilled
      them by their judgment of him," &c. 48. "But the Gentiles, hearing,
      rejoiced and glorified the word of the Lord," &c.(2) We may at once
      proceed to give the next passage. In the Dialogue with Trypho, Justin has
      by quotations from the prophets endeavoured to show that the sufferings of
      Christ, and also the glory of his second advent had been foretold, and
      Trypho replies: "Supposing these things to be even as thou sayest, and
      that it was foretold that Christ was to suffer [———],
      and has been called a Stone, and after his first coming, in which it had
      been announced that he was to suffer, should come in glory, and become
      judge of all, and eternal king and priest;" &c.,(3) and in another
      place, "For
    






      if it had been obscurely declared by the prophets that the Christ should
      suffer [———] and after these things be lord of all,"
      &c.(1) This is compared with Acts xxvi. 22, ".... saying nothing
      except those things which the prophets and Moses said were to come to
      pass, (23) whether the Christ should suffer [———],
      whether, the first out of the resurrection from the dead, he is about to
      proclaim light unto the people and to the Gentiles."(2) It is only
      necessary to quote these passages to show how unreasonable it is to
      maintain that they show the use of the Acts by Justin. He simply sets
      forth from the prophets, direct, the doctrines which formed the great text
      of the early Church. Some of the warmest supporters of the canon admit the
      "uncertainty" of such coincidences, and do not think it worth while to
      advance them. There are one or two still more distant analogies sometimes
      pointed out which do not require more particular notice.(3) There is no
      evidence whatever that Justin was acquainted with the Acts of the
      Apostles.(4)
    






      Some apologists(1) claim Hegesippus as evidence for the existence of the
      Acts, on the strength of the following passages in the fragment of his
      book preserved by Eusebius. He puts into the mouth of James the Just,
      whilst being martyred, the expression: "I beseech (thee) Lord God, Father,
      forgive them, for they know not what they do." This is compared with the
      words said to have been uttered by the martyr Stephen, Acts vii. 60,
      "Lord, lay not this sin to their charge.,, The passage is more commonly
      advanced as showing acquaintance with Luke xxiii. 34, and we have already
      discussed it.(2) Lardner apparently desires it to do double duty, but it
      is scarcely worth while seriously to refer to the claim here. The passage
      more generally relied upon, though that also is only advanced by a few,(3)
      is the following, "This man was a faithful witness both to Jews and Greeks
      that Jesus is the Christ,"(4) [———]. This is compared
      with Acts xx. 21, where Paul is represented as saying of himself, "....
      testifying fully both to Jews and Greeks repentance toward God, and faith
      toward our Lord Jesus Christ" [———]. The two passages
      are totally different both in sense and language, and that the use of Acts
      is deduced from so distant an analogy only serves to show the slightness
      of the evidence with which apologists have to be content.
    






      Papias need not long detain us, for it is freely admitted by most divines
      that he does not afford evidence of any value that he was acquainted with
      the Acts. For the sake of completeness we may however refer to the points
      which are sometimes mentioned. A fragment of the work of Papias is
      preserved giving an account of the death of Judas, which differs
      materially both from the account in the first Synoptic and in Acts i. 18
      f.(1) Judas is represented as having gone about the world a great example
      of impiety, for his body having swollen so much that he could not pass
      where a waggon easily passed, he was crushed by the waggon so that his
      entrails emptied out [———]. Apollinaris of Laodicæa
      quotes this passage to show that Judas did not die when he hung himself,
      but subsequently met with another fate, in this way reconciling the
      statements in the Gospel and Acts.(2) He does not say that Papias used the
      story for this purpose, and it is fundamentally contradictory to the
      account in Acts i. 18, 19. "Now this man purchased a field with the reward
      of the unrighteousness, and falling headlong burst asunder in the midst,
      and all his bowels gushed out" [———]. It is scarcely
      necessary to argue that the passage does not indicate any acquaintance
      with Acts(3) as some few critics are inclined to assert.(4) The
    






      next analogy pointed out is derived from the statement of Eusebius that
      Papias mentions a wonderful story which he had heard from the daughters of
      Philip (whom Eusebius calls "the Apostle,") regarding a dead man raised to
      life.(1) In Acts xxi. 8, 9, it is stated that Philip the evangelist had
      four daughters. It is hardly conceivable that this should be advanced as
      an indication that Papias knew the Acts. The last point is that Eusebius
      says: "And again (he narrates) another marvel regarding Justus who was
      surnamed Barsabas; how he drank a baneful poison and by the grace of the
      Lord sustained no harm. But that this Justus, after the Ascension of the
      Saviour, the holy apostles appointed with Matthias, and that they prayed
      (on the occasion) of the filling up of their number by lot instead of the
      traitor Judas, the scripture of the Acts thus relates: 'And they appointed
      two, Joseph called Barsabas, who was surnamed Justus, and Matthias. And
      they prayed and said,' &c."(2) Whatever argument can be deduced from
      this, obviously rests entirely upon the fact that Papias is said to have
      referred to Justus who was named Barsabas, for of course the last sentence
      is added by Eusebius himself, and has nothing to do with Papias. This is
      fairly admitted by Lardner and others. Lardner says: "Papias does
      undoubtedly give some confirmation to the history of the Acts of the
      Apostles, in what he says of Philip; and especially in what he says of
      Justus, called
    






      Barsabas. But I think it cannot be affirmed, that he did particularly
      mention, or refer to, the book of the Acts. For I reckon, it is Eusebius
      himself who adds that quotation out of the Acts, upon occasion of what
      Papias had written of the before-mentioned Barsabas."(1) There is no
      evidence worthy of attention that Papias was acquainted with the Acts.(3)
    


      No one seriously pretends that the Clementine Homilies afford any evidence
      of the use or existence of the Acts; and few, if any, claim the Epistle to
      Diognetus as testimony for it.(3) We may, however, quote the only passage
      which is pointed out. ".... these who hold the view that they present them
      (offerings) to God as needing them might more rightly esteem it
      foolishness and not worship of God. For he who made the heaven and the
      earth, and all things in them, and who supplies to us all whatever we
      need, can himself be in need of none of those things which he himself
      presents to those who imagine that they give (to him)."(4) This is
    






      compared with Acts xvii. 24: "The God that made the world and all things
      in it, he being Lord of heaven and earth, dwelleth not in temples made
      with hands; (25) neither is served by men's hand as though he needed
      anything, seeing he himself giveth to all life and breath and all
      things."(1) There is nothing here but a coincidence of sense, though with
      much variation between the two passages, but the Epistle argues from a
      different context, and this illustration is obvious enough to be common to
      any moralist. There is not a single reason which points to the Acts as the
      source of the writer's argument.
    


      Basilides and Valentinus are not claimed at all by apologists as witnesses
      for the existence of the Acts of the Apostles, nor is Marcion, whose
      Canon, however, of which it formed no part, is rather adverse to the work
      than merely negative. Tertullian taunts Marcion for receiving Paul as an
      apostle, although his name is not mentioned in the Gospel, and yet not
      receiving the Acts of the Apostles in which alone his history is
      narrated;(2) but it does not in the least degree follow from this that
      Marcion knew the work and deliberately rejected it.
    


      A passage of Tatian's oration to the Greeks is pointed out by some(3) as
      showing his acquaintance with the Acts. It is as follows: "I am not
      willing to worship the creation
    






      made by him for us. Sun and moon are made for us: how, therefore, shall I
      worship my own servants? How can I declare stocks and stones to be
      gods?... But neither should the unnameable [———] God be
      presented with bribes; for he who is without need of anything [———]
      must not be calumniated by us as needy [———]."(l) This
      is compared with Acts xvii. 24, 25, quoted above, and it only serves to
      show how common such language was. Lardner himself says of the passage:
      "This is much the same thought, and applied to the same purpose, with
      Paul's, Acts xvii. 25, as though he needeth anything. But it is a
      character of the Deity so obvious, that I think it cannot determine us to
      suppose he had an eye to those words of the Apostle."(2) The language,
      indeed, is quite different and shows no acquaintance with the Acts.(3)
      Eusebius states that the Severians who more fully established Tatian's
      heresy rejected both the Epistles of Paul and the Acts of the Apostles.(4)
    


      Dionysius of Corinth is rarely adduced by any one as testimony for the
      Acts. The only ground upon which he is at all referred to is a statement
      of Eusebius in mentioning his Epistles. Speaking of his Epistle to the
      Athenians, Eusebius says: "He relates, moreover, that Dionysius the
      Areopagite who was converted to the faith by Paul the Apostle, according
      to the account given in the
    






      Acts, was appointed the first bishop of the church of the Athenians."(1)
      Even apologists admit that it is doubtful how far Dionysius referred to
      the Acts,(2) the mention of the book here being most obviously made by
      Eusebius himself.
    


      Melito of Sardis is not appealed to by any writer in connection with our
      work, nor can Claudius Apollinaris be pressed into this service.
      Athenagoras is supposed by some to refer to the very same passage in Acts
      xvii. 24, 25, which we have discussed when dealing with the work of
      Tatian. Athenagoras says: "The Creator and Father of the universe is not
      in need of blood, nor of the steam of burnt sacrifices, nor of the
      fragrance of flowers and of incense, he himself being the perfect
      fragrance, inwardly and outwardly without need."(3) And further on: "And
      you kings indeed build palaces for yourselves; but the world is not made
      as being needed by God."(4) These passages occur in the course of a
      defence of Christians for not offering sacrifices, and both in language
      and context they are quite independent of the Acts of the Apostles.
    


      In the Epistle of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons, giving an account of
      the persecution against them, it is said that the victims were praying for
      those from whom they suffered cruelties: "like Stephen the perfect martyr:
    






      'Lord, lay not this sin to their charge.' But if he was supplicating for
      those who stoned him, how much more for the brethren?"(l) The prayer here
      quoted agrees with that ascribed to Stephen in Acts vii. 60. There is no
      mention of the Acts of the Apostles in the Epistle, and the source from
      which the writers obtained their information about Stephen is of course
      not stated. If there really was a martyr of the name of Stephen, and if
      these words were actually spoken by him, the tradition of the fact, and
      the memory of his noble saying, may well have remained in the Church, or
      have been recorded in writings then current, from one of which, indeed,
      eminent critics conjecture that the author of Acts derived his materials,2
      and in this case the passage obviously does not prove the use of the Acts.
      If, on the other hand, there never was such a martyr by whom these words
      were spoken, and the whole story must be considered an original invention
      by the author of Acts, then, in that case, and in that case only, the
      passage does show the use of the Acts.(3) Supposing that the use of Acts
      be held to be thus indicated, what does this prove? Merely that the Acts
      of the Apostles were in existence in the year 177-178, when the Epistle of
    






      Vienne and Lyons was written. No light whatever would thus be thrown upon
      the question of its authorship; and neither its credibility nor its
      sufficiency to prove the reality of a cycle of miracles would be in the
      slightest degree established.
    


      Ptolemæus and Heracleon ueed not detain us, as it is not alleged that they
      show acquaintance with the Acts, nor is Celsus claimed as testimony for
      the book.
    


      The Canon of Muratori contains a very corrupt paragraph regarding the Acts
      of the Apostles. We have already discussed the date and character of this
      fragment,(1) and need not further speak of it here. The sentence in which
      we are now interested reads in the original as follows:
    


      "Acta autem omnium apostolorum sub uno libro scribta sunt lucas obtime
      theofile conprindit quia sub præsentia eius singula gerebantur sicute et
      semote pas-sionem petri euidenter declarat sed et profectionem pauli ab
      urbes ad spania proficescentis."
    


      It is probable that in addition to its corruption some words may have been
      lost from the concluding phrase of this passage, but the following may
      perhaps sufficiently represent its general sense: "But the Acts of all the
      Apostles were written in one book. Luke included (in his work) to the
      excellent Theophilus only the things which occurred in his own presence,
      as he evidently shows by omitting the martyrdom of Peter and also the
      setting forth of Paul from the city to Spain."
    


      Whilst this passage may prove the existence of the Acts about the end of
      the second century, and that the authorship of the work was ascribed to
      Luke, it has no further value. No weight can be attached to the statement
      of
    






      the unknown writer beyond that of merely testifying to the currency of
      such a tradition, and even the few words quoted show how uncritical he
      was. Nothing could be less appropriate to the work before us than the
      assertion that it contains the Acts of all the Apostles, for it
      must be apparent to all, and we shall hereafter have to refer to the
      point, that it very singularly omits all record of the acts of most of the
      apostles, occupies itself chiefly with those of Peter and Paul, and
      devotes considerable attention to Stephen and to others who were not
      apostles at all. We shall further have occasion to show that the writer
      does anything but confine himself to the events of which he was an
      eye-witness, and we may merely remark, in passing, as a matter. which
      scarcely concerns us here, that the instances given by the unknown writer
      of the fragment to support his assertion are not only irrelevant, but
      singularly devoid themselves of historical attestation.
    


      Irenæus(1) assigns the Acts of the Apostles to Luke, as do Clement of
      Alexandria,(2) Tertullian,(3) and Origen,(4) although without any
      statements giving special weight to their mention of him as the author in
      any way counterbalancing the late date of their testimony. Beyond showing
      that tradition, at the end of the second century and beginning of the
      third, associated the name of Luke with this writing and the third Gospel,
      the evidence of these Fathers is of no value to us. We have already
      incidentally mentioned that some heretics either ignored or rejected the
      book, and to the Marcionites and Severians
    






      we may now add the Ebionites(1) and Manichæans.(2) Chrysostom complains
      that in his day the Acts of the Apostles were so neglected that many were
      ignorant of the existence of the book and of its authors.(3) Doubts as to
      its authorship were expressed in the ninth century, for Photius states
      that some ascribed the work to Clement of Rome, others to Barnabas, and
      others to Luke the evangelist.(4)
    


      If we turn to the document itself, we find that it professes to be the
      second portion of a work written for the information of an unknown person
      named Theophilus, the first part being the Gospel, which, in our canonical
      New Testament, bears the name of "Gospel according to Luke." The narrative
      is a continuation of the third Synoptic, but the actual title of "Acts of
      the Apostles," or "Acts of Apostles" [———],(5) attached
      to this [———] is a later addition, and formed no part of
      the original document. The author's name is not given in any of the
      earlier MSS., and the work is entirely anonymous. That in the prologue to
      the Acts the writer clearly assumes to be the author of the Gospel does
      not in any way identify him, inasmuch as the third Synoptic itself is
      equally anonymous. The tradition assigning both works to Luke the follower
      of Paul, as we have seen, is first met with
    






      towards the end of the second century, and very little weight can be
      attached to it. There are too many instances of early writings, several of
      which indeed have secured a place in our canon, to which distinguished
      names have been erroneously ascribed. Such tradition is notoriously liable
      to error.
    


      We shall presently return to the question of the authorship of the third
      Synoptic and Acts of the Apostles, but at present we may so far anticipate
      as to say that there are good reasons for affirming that they could not
      have been written by Luke.(1)
    


      Confining ourselves here to the actual evidence before us, we arrive at a
      clear and unavoidable conclusion regarding the Acts of the Apostles. After
      examining all the early Christian literature, and taking every passage
      which is referred to as indicating the use of the book, we see that there
      is no certain trace even of its existence till towards the end of the
      second century; and, whilst the writing itself is anonymous, we find no
      authority but late tradition assigning it to Luke or to any other author.
      We are absolutely without evidence of any value as to its accuracy or
      trustworthiness, and, as we shall presently see, the epistles of Paul, so
      far from accrediting it, tend to cast the most serious doubt upon its
      whole character. This evidence we have yet to examine, when considering
      the contents of the Acts, and we base our present remarks solely on the
      external testimony for the date and authorship of the book. The position,
      therefore, is simply this: We are asked to believe in the reality of a
      great number of miraculous and supernatural
    


     1 The reader is referred to an article by the author in the
     Fortnightly Rev., 1877, p. 496 ff., in which some
     indications of date, and particularly those connected with
     the use of writings of Josephus, are discussed.







      occurrences which, obviously, are antecedently incredible, upon the
      assurance of an anonymous work of whose existence there is no distinct
      evidence till more than a century after the events narrated, and to which
      an author's name—against which there are strong objections—is
      first ascribed by tradition towards the end of the second century. Of the
      writer to whom the work is thus attributed we know nothing beyond the
      casual mention of his name in some Pauline Epistles. If it were admitted
      that this Luke did actually write the book, we should not be justified in
      believing the reality of such stupendous miracles upon his bare statement
      As the case stands, however, even taking it in its most favourable aspect,
      the question scarcely demands serious attention, and our discussion might
      at once be ended by the unhesitating rejection of the Acts of the Apostles
      as sufficient, or even plausible, evidence for the miracles which it
      narrates.
    







 














      CHAPTER II. EVIDENCE REGARDING THE AUTHORSHIP
    


      If we proceed further to discuss the document before us, it is from no
      doubt as to the certainty of the conclusion at which we have now arrived,
      but from the belief that closer examination of the contents of the Acts
      may enable us to test this result, and more fully to understand the nature
      of the work and the character of its evidence. Not only will it be
      instructive to consider a little closely the contents of the Acts, and to
      endeavour from the details of the narrative itself to form a judgment
      regarding its historical value, but we have in addition external testimony
      of very material importance which we may bring to bear upon it. We happily
      possess some undoubted Epistles which afford us no little information
      concerning the history, character, and teaching of the Apostle Paul, and
      we are thus enabled to compare the statements in the work before us with
      contemporary evidence of great value. It is unnecessary to say that,
      wherever the statements of the unknown author of the Acts are at variance
      with these Epistles, we must prefer the statements of the Apostle. The
      importance to our inquiry of such further examination as we now propose to
      undertake consists chiefly in the light which it may throw on the
      credibility of the work. If it be found that such
    






      portions as we are able to investigate are inaccurate and untrustworthy,
      it will become still more apparent that the evidence of such a document
      for miracles, which are antecedently incredible, cannot even be
      entertained. It may be well also to discuss more fully the authorship of
      the Acts, and to this we shall first address ourselves.
    


      It must, however, be borne in mind that it is quite foreign to our purpose
      to enter into any exhaustive discussion of the literary problem presented
      by the Acts of the Apostles. We shall confine ourselves to such points as
      seem sufficient or best fitted to test the character of the composition,
      and we shall not hesitate to pass without attention questions of mere
      literary interest, and strictly limit our examination to such prominent
      features as present themselves for our purpose.
    


      It is generally admitted, although not altogether without exception,(1)
      that the author of our third synoptic Gospel likewise composed the Acts of
      the Apostles. The linguistic and other peculiarities which distinguish the
      Gospel are equally prominent in the Acts. This fact, whilst apparently
      offering greatly increased facilities for identifying the author, and
      actually affording valuable material for estimating his work, does not, as
      we have already remarked, really do much towards solving the problem of
      the authorship, inasmuch as the Gospel, like its continuation, is
      anonymous, and we possess no more precise or direct evidence in connection
      with the one than in the case of the other. We have already so fully
      examined the testimony for the third Gospel that it is unnecessary for us
      to recur to it. From about the end of the second century we find the
      Gospel and Acts of the
    






      Apostles ascribed by ecclesiastical writers to Luke, the companion of the
      Apostle Paul. The fallibility of tradition, and the singular phase of
      literary morality exhibited during the early ages of Christianity, render
      such testimony of little or no value, and in the almost total absence of
      the critical faculty a rank crop of pseudonymic writings sprang up and
      flourished during that period.(1) Some of the earlier chapters of this
      work have given abundant illustrations of this fact. It is absolutely
      certain, with regard to the works we are considering, that Irenæus is the
      earliest writer known who ascribes them to Luke, and that even tradition,
      therefore, cannot be traced beyond the last quarter of the second century.
      The question is—does internal evidence confirm or contradict this
      tradition?
    


      Luke, the traditional author, is not mentioned by name in the Acts of the
      Apostles.(2) In the Epistle to Philemon his name occurs, with those of
      others, who send greeting, verse 23, "There salute thee Epaphras, my
      fellow-prisoner in Christ Jesus; 24. Marcus, Aristarchus, Demas, Luke, my
      fellow-labourers." In the Epistle to the Colossians, iv. 14, mention is
      also made of him:—"Luke, the beloved physician,(3) salutes you, and
      Demas." And again, in the 2 Epistle to Timothy, iv. 10:—"For
    






      Demas forsook me, having loved this present world, and departed into
      Thessalouica, Crescens to Galatia, Titus unto Dalmatia: 11. Only Luke is
      with me."
    


      He is not mentioned elsewhere in the New Testament;(1) and his name is not
      again met with till Irenæus ascribes to him the authorship of the Gospel
      and Acts. There is nothing in these Pauline Epistles confirming the
      statement of the Fathers, but it is highly probable that these references
      to him largely contributed to suggest his name as the author of the Acts,
      the very omission of his name from the work itself protecting him from
      objections connected with the passages in the first person to which other
      followers of Paul were exposed, upon the traditional view of the
      composition. Irenæus evidently knew nothing about him, except what he
      learnt from these Epistles, and derives from his theory that Luke wrote
      the Acts, and speaks as an eye-witness in the passages where the first
      person is used. From these he argues that Luke was inseparable from Paul,
      and was his fellow-worker in the Gospel, and he refers, in proof of this,
      to Acts xvi. 8 ff.,(2) 13 ff., xx. 5 ff., and the later chapters, all the
      details of which he supposes Luke to have carefully written down. He then
      continues: "But that he was not only a follower, but likewise a
      fellow-worker of the Apostles, but particularly of Paul, Paul himself has
      also clearly shown in the Epistles, saying:..." and he quotes 2 Tim. iv.
      10, 11, ending: "Only Luke is with me," and then adds, "whence he shows
      that he was
    






      always with him and inseparable from him, &c, Ac."(1) The reasoning of
      the zealous Father deduces a great deal from very little, it will be
      observed, and in this elastic way tradition "enlarged its borders" and
      assumed unsubstantial dimensions. Later writers have no more intimate
      knowledge of Luke, although Eusebius states that he was born at
      Antioch,(2) a tradition likewise reproduced by Jerome.(3) Jerome further
      identifies Luke with "the brother, whose praise in the Gospel is
      throughout all the churches" mentioned in 2 Cor. viii. 18, as accompanying
      Titus to Corinth.(4) At a later period, when the Church required an early
      artist for its service, Luke the physician was honoured with the
      additional title of painter.(5) Epiphanius,(6) followed later by some
      other
    






      writers, represented him to have been one of the seventy-two disciples,
      whose mission he alone of all New Testament writers mentions. The view of
      the Fathers, arising out of the application of their tradition to the
      features presented by the Gospel and Acts, was that Luke composed his
      Gospel, of the events of which he was not an eye-witness, from information
      derived from others, and his Acts of the Apostles from what he himself, at
      least in the parts in which the first person is employed, had witnessed.1
      It is generally supposed that Luke was not born a Jew, but was a Gentile
      Christian.
    


      Some writers endeavour to find a confirmation of the tradition, that the
      Gospel and Acts were written by Luke "the beloved physician," by the
      supposed use of peculiarly technical medical terms,(2) but very little
      weight is attached by any one to this feeble evidence which is repudiated
      by most serious critics, and it need not detain us.
    


      As there is no indication, either in the Gospel or the Acts, of the
      author's identity proceeding from himself, and tradition does not offer
      any alternative security, what testimony can be produced in support of the
      ascription of
    






      these writings to "Luke"? To this question Ewald shall reply: "In fact,"
      he says, "we possess only one ground for it, but this is fully sufficient.
      It lies in the designation of the third Gospel as that 'according to Luke'
      which is found in all MSS. of the four Gospels. For the quotations of this
      particular Gospel under the distinct name of Luke, in the extant writings
      of the Fathers, begin so late that they cannot be compared in antiquity
      with that superscription; and those known to us may probably themselves
      only go back to this superscription. We thus depend almost alone on this
      superscription."(1) Ewald generally does consider his own arbitrary
      conjectures "fully sufficient," but it is doubtful, whether in this case,
      any one who examines this evidence will agree with him. He himself goes on
      to admit, with all other critics, that the superscriptions to our Gospels
      do not proceed from the authors themselves, but were added by those who
      collected them, or by later readers to distinguish them.(2) There was no
      author's name attached to Marcion's Gospel, as we learn from
      Tertullian.(3) Chrysostom
    


      very distinctly asserts that the Evangelists did not inscribe their names
      at the head of their works,(4) and he recognizes that, but for the
      authority of the primitive Church which added those names, the
      superscriptions could not have proved the authorship of the Gospels. He
      conjectures that the sole superscription which may
    






      have been placed by the author of the first Synoptic was simply [———].(1)
      It might be argued, and indeed has been, that the inscription [———],
      "according to Luke," instead of [———] "Gospel of Luke,"
      does not actually indicate that "Luke" wrote the work any more than the
      superscription to the Gospels "according to the Hebrews" [———]
      "according to the Egyptians" [———] has reference to
      authorship. The Epistles, on the contrary, are directly connected with
      their writers, in the genitive, [———], and so on. This
      point, however, we merely mention en passant. By his own admission,
      therefore, the superscription is simply tradition in another form, but
      instead of carrying us further back, the superscription on the most
      ancient extant MSS., as for instance the Sinaitic and Vatican Codices of
      the Gospels, does not on the most sanguine estimate of their age, date
      earlier than the fourth century.(2) As for the Acts of the Apostles, the
      book is not ascribed to Luke in a single uncial MS., and it only begins to
      appear in various forms in later codices. The variation in the titles of
      the Gospels and Acts in different MSS. alone shows the uncertainty of the
      superscription. It is clear that the "one ground," upon which Ewald admits
      that the evidence for Luke's authorship is based, is nothing but sand, and
      cannot support his tower. He is on the slightest consideration thrown back
      upon the quotations of the Fathers, which begin too late for the
    






      purpose, and it must be acknowledged that the ascription of the third
      Gospel and Acts to Luke rests solely upon late and unsupported tradition.
    


      Let it be remembered that, with the exception of the three passages in the
      Pauline Epistles quoted above, we know absolutely nothing about Luke. As
      we have mentioned, it has even been doubted whether the designation "the
      beloved physician" in the Epistle to the Colossians, iv. 14, does not
      distinguish a different Luke from the person of that name in the Epistles
      to Philemon and Timothy. If this were the case, our information would be
      further reduced; but supposing that the same Luke is referred to, what
      does our information amount to? Absolutely nothing but the fact that a
      person named Luke was represented by the writer of these letters,(1)
      whoever he was, to have been with Paul in Rome, and that he was known to
      the church of Colossæ. There is no evidence whatever that this Luke had
      been a travelling companion of Paul, or that he ever wrote a line
      concerning him or had composed a Gospel. He is not mentioned in Epistles
      written during this journey and, indeed, the rarity and meagreness of the
      references to him would much rather indicate that he had not taken any
      distinguished part in the proclamation of the Gospel. If Luke be [———]
      and be numbered amongst the Apostle's [———], Tychicus is
      equally "the beloved brother and faithful minister and fellow-servant in
      the Lord."(2) Onesimus the "faithful and beloved brother,"(3)
    


     1 We cannot discuss the authenticity of these Epistles in
     this place, nor is it very important that we should do so.
     Nor can we pause to consider whether they were written in
     Rome, as a majority of critics think, or elsewhere.







      and Aristarchus, Mark the cousin of Barnabas, Justus and others are
      likewise his [———].(1) There is no evidence, in fact,
      that Paul was acquainted with Luke earlier than during his imprisonment in
      Rome, and he seems markedly excluded from the Apostle's work and company
      by such passages as 2 Cor. i. 19.(2) The simple theory that Luke wrote the
      Acts supplies all the rest of the tradition of the Fathers, as we have
      seen in the case of Irenæus, and to this mere tradition we are confined in
      the total absence of more ancient testimony.
    


      The traditional view, which long continued to prevail undisturbed, and has
      been widely held up to our own day,(3) represents Luke as the author of
      the Acts, and, in
    






      the passages where the first person is employed, considers that he
      indicates himself as an actor and eye-witness. These passages, where [———]
      is introduced, present a curious problem which has largely occupied the
      attention of critics, and it has been the point most firmly disputed in
      the long controversy regarding, the authorship of the Acts. Into this
      literary labyrinth we must not be tempted to enter beyond a very short
      way; for, however interesting the question may be in itself, we are left
      so completely to conjecture that no result is possible which can
      materially affect our inquiry, and we shall only refer to it sufficiently
      to illustrate the uncertainty which prevails regarding the authorship. We
      shall, however, supply abundant references for those who care more
      minutely to pursue the subject.
    


      After the narrative of the Acts has, through fifteen chapters, proceeded
      uninterruptedly in the third person, an abrupt change to the first person
      plural occurs in the sixteenth chapter.(1) Paul, and at least Timothy, are
      represented as going through Phrygia and Galatia, and at length "they came
      down to Troas," where a vision appears to Paul beseeching him to come over
      into Macedonia. Then, xvi. 10, proceeds: "And after he saw the vision,
      immediately we endeavoured [———] to go forth into
      Macedonia, concluding that God had called us [———] to
      preach the Gospel unto them." After verse 17, the direct form of narrative
      is as suddenly dropped as it was taken up, and does not reappear until xx.
      5, when, without explanation, it is resumed and continued for ten verses.
      It is then again abandoned, and recommenced in xxi. 1-18, and xxvii. 1,
      xxviii. 16.
    


     1 It is unnecessary to discuss whether xiv. 22 belongs to
     the [———] sections or not.







      It is argued by those who adopt the traditional view,(1) that it would be
      an instance of unparalleled negligence, in so careful a writer as the
      author of the third Synoptic and Acts, to have composed these sections
      from documents lying before him, written by others, leaving them in the
      form of a narrative in the first person, whilst the rest of his work was
      written in the third, and that, without doubt, he would have assimilated
      such portions to the form of the rest. On the other hand, that he himself
      makes distinct use of the first person in Luke i. 1-3 and Acts i. 1, and
      consequently prepares the reader to expect that, where it is desirable, he
      will resume the direct mode of communication; and in support of this
      supposition, it is asserted that the very same peculiarities of style and
      language exist in the [———] passages as in the rest of
      the work. The adoption of the direct form of narrative in short merely
      indicates that the author himself was present and an eye-witness of what
      he relates,(3) and that writing as he did for the information of
      Theophilus, who was well aware of his personal participation in the
      journeys he records, it was not necessary for him to give any explanation
      of his occasional use of the first person.
    


      Is the abrupt and singular introduction of the first person in these
      particular sections of his work, without a word of explanation, more
      intelligible and reasonable upon the traditional theory of their being by
      the author himself as an eye-witness? On the contrary, it is maintained,
      the phenomenon on that hypothesis becomes much more
    


     2  Some writers also consider as one of the reasons why
     Luke, the supposed author, uses the first person, that where
     he begins to do so he himself becomes associated with Paul
     in his work, and first begins to preach the Gospel.
     Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 137; Baumgarfen, Die
     Apostelgeschichte, i. p. 496.







      inexplicable. On examining the [———] sections it will be
      observed that they consist almost entirely of an itinerary of journeys,
      and that while the chronology of the rest of the Acts is notably uncertain
      and indefinite, these passages enter into the minutest details of daily
      movements (xvi. 11, 12; xx. 6, 7,11,15; xxi. 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10,18; xxvii.
      2; xxviii. 7, 12, 14); of the route pursued, and places through which
      often they merely pass (xvi. 11,12; xx. 5, 6,13,15; xxi. 1-3, 7; xxvii. 2
      ff.; xxviii. 11-15), and record the most trifling circumstances (xvi. 12;
      xx. 13; xxi. 2, 3, 15; xxviii. 2, 11). The distinguishing feature of these
      sections in fact is generally asserted to be the stamp which they bear,
      above all other parts of the Acts, of intimate personal knowledge of the
      circumstances related.
    


      Is it not, however, exceedingly remarkable that the author of the Acts
      should intrude his own personality merely to record these minute details
      of voyages and journeys? That his appearance as an eye-witness should be
      almost wholly limited to the itinerary of Paul's journeys and to portions
      of his history which are of very subordinate interest? The voyage and
      shipwreck are thus narrated with singular minuteness of detail, but if any
      one who reads it only consider the matter for a moment, it will become
      apparent that this elaboration of the narrative is altogether
      disproportionate to the importance of the voyage in the history of the
      early Church. The traditional view indeed is fatal to the claims of the
      Acts as testimony for the great mass of miracles it contains, for the
      author is only an eye-witness of what is comparatively unimportant and
      commonplace. The writer's intimate acquaintance with the history of Paul,
      and his claim to participation in his work, begin and end with his actual
    






      journeys. With very few exceptions, as soon as the Apostle stops anywhere,
      he ceases to speak as an eyewitness and relapses into vagueness and the
      third person. At the very time when minuteness of detail would have been
      most interesting, he ceases to be minute. A very long and important period
      of Paul's life is covered by the narrative between xvi. 10, where the[———]
      sections begin, and xxviii. 16, where they end; but, although the author
      goes with such extraordinary detail into the journeys to which they are
      confined, how bare and unsatisfactory is the account of the rest of Paul's
      career during that time!(l) How eventful that career must have been we
      learn from 2 Cor. xi. 23-26. In any case, the author who could be so
      minute in his record of an itinerary, apparently could not, or would not,
      be minute in his account of more important matters in his history. In the
      few verses, ix. 1-30, chiefly occupied by an account of Paul's conversion,
      is comprised all that the author has to tell of three years of the
      Apostle's life, and into xi. 19—xiv. are compressed the events of
      fourteen years of his history (cf. Gal. ii. l).(2) If the author of those
      portions be the same writer who is so minute in his daily itinerary in the
      [———] sections, his sins of omission and commission are
      of a very startling character. To say nothing more severe here, upon the
      traditional theory he is an elaborate trifler.
    


      Does the use of the first person in Luke i. 1-3 and Acts i. 1 in any way
      justify or prepare(3) the way for the
    






      sudden and unexplained introduction of the first person in the sixteenth
      chapter? Certainly not. The [———] in these passages is
      used solely in the personal address to Theophilus, is limited to the brief
      explanation contained in what may be called the dedication or preface, and
      is at once dropped when the history begins. If the prologue of the Gospel
      be applied to the Acts, moreover, the use of earlier documents is at once
      implied, which would rather justify the supposition that these passages
      are part of some diary, from which the general editor made extracts.(1)
      Besides, there is no explanation in the Acts which in the slightest degree
      connects the [———] with the [———].(2)
      To argue that explanation was unnecessary, as Theophilus and early readers
      were well acquainted with the fact that the author was a fellow-traveller
      with the Apostle, and therefore at once understood the meaning of "We,"(3)
      would destroy the utility of the direct form of communication altogether;
      for if Theophilus knew this, there was obviously no need to introduce the
      first person at all, in so abrupt and singular a way, more especially to
      chronicle minute details of journeys which possess comparatively little
      interest. Moreover, writing for Theophilus, we might reasonably expect
      that he should have stated where and when he became associated with Paul,
      and explained the reasons why he again left and rejoined him.(4) Ewald
      suggests that possibly the author intended to have indicated his name more
      distinctly at the end of his work;(5) but this merely shows that, argue as
      he will,
    






      he feels the necessity for such an explanation. The conjecture is
      negatived, however, by the fact that no name is subsequently added. As in
      the case of the fourth Gospel, of course the "incomparable modesty" theory
      is suggested as the reason why the author does not mention his own name,
      and explain the adoption of the first person in the [———]
      passages;(1) but to base theories such as this upon the modesty or
      elevated views of a perfectly unknown writer is obviously too arbitrary a
      proceeding to be permissible.(2) There is, besides, exceedingly little
      modesty in a writer forcing himself so unnecessarily into notice, for he
      does not represent himself as taking any active part in the events
      narrated; and, as the mere chronicler of days of sailing and arriving, he
      might well have remained impersonal to the end.
    


      On the other hand, supposing the general editor of the Acts to have made
      use of written sources of information, and amongst others of the diary of
      a companion of the Apostle Paul, it is not so strange that, for one reason
      or another, he should have allowed the original direct form of
      communication to stand whilst incorporating parts of it with his work.
      Instances have been pointed out in which a similar retention of the first
      or third person, in a narrative generally written otherwise, is accepted
      as the indication of a different written source, as for instance in Ezra
      vii. 27—ix; Nehemiah viii.—x.; in the Book of Tobit i. 1-3,
      iii. 7 ff., and other places;s and Schwanbeck has
    






      pointed out many instances of a similar kind amongst the chroniclers of
      the middle ages.(1) There are various ways in which the retention of the
      first person in these sections, supposing them to have been derived from
      some other written source, might be explained. The simple supposition that
      the author, either through carelessness or oversight, allowed the [———]
      to stand(2) is not excluded, and indeed some critics, although we think
      without reason, maintain both the third Gospel and the Acts to be composed
      of materials derived from various sources and put together with little
      care or adjustment.(3) The author might also have inserted these fragments
      of the diary of a fellow-traveller of Paul, and retained the original form
      of the document to strengthen the apparent credibility of his own
      narrative; or, as many critics believe, he may have allowed the first
      person of the original document to remain, in order himself to assume the
      character of eyewitness, and of companion of the Apostle.(4) As we shall
      see in the course of our examination of the Acts, the general procedure of
      the author is by no means of a character to discredit such an explanation.
    


      We shall not enter into any discussion of the sources from which critics
      maintain that the author compiled his
    






      work. It is sufficient to say that, whilst some profess to find definite
      traces of many documents, few if any writers deny that the writer made
      more or less use of earlier materials. It is quite true that the
      characteristics of the general author's style are found throughout the
      whole work.1 The Acts are no mere aggregate of scraps collected and rudely
      joined together, but the work of one author in the sense that whatever
      materials he may have used for its composition were carefully assimilated,
      and subjected to thorough and systematic revision to adapt them to his
      purpose.(2) But however completely this process was carried out, and his
      materials interpenetrated by his own peculiarities of style and language,
      he did not succeed in entirely obliterating the traces of independent
      written sources. Some writers maintain that there is a very apparent
      difference between the first twelve
    






      chapters and the remainder of the work, and profess to detect a much more
      Hebraistic character in the language of the earlier portion,(1) although
      this is not received without demur.(2) As regards the [———]
      sections, whilst it is admitted that these fragments have in any case been
      much manipulated by the general editor, and largely contain his general
      characteristics of language, it is at the same time affirmed that they
      present distinct foreign peculiarities, which betray a borrowed
      document.(3) Even critics who maintain the [———]
      sections to be by the same writer who composed the rest of the book point
      out the peculiarly natural character and minute knowledge displayed in
      these passages, as distinguishing them from the rest of the Acts.(4) This
      of course they attribute to the fact that the author there relates his
      personal experiences; but even with this explanation it is apparent that
      all who maintain the traditional view do recognize peculiarities in these
      sections, by which they justify the ascription of them to an eye-witness.
      For the reasons which have been very briefly indicated, therefore, and
      upon other
    






      strong grounds, some of which will be presently stated, a very large mass
      of the ablest critics have concluded that the [———]
      sections were not composed by the author of the rest of the Acts, but that
      they are part of the diary of some companion of the Apostle Paul, of which
      the Author of Acts made use for his work,(1) and that the general writer
      of the work, and consequently of the third Synoptic, was not Luke at
      all.(2)
    






      A careful study of the contents of the Acts cannot, we think, leave any
      doubt that the work could not have been written by any companion or
      intimate friend of the Apostle Paul.(1) In here briefly indicating some of
      the reasons for this statement, we shall be under the necessity of
      anticipating, without much explanation or argument, points which will be
      more fully discussed farther on, and which now, stated without
      preparation, may not be sufficiently clear to some readers. They may
      hereafter seem more conclusive. It is unreasonable to suppose that a
      friend or companion could have written so unhistorical and defective a
      history of the Apostle's life and teaching. The Pauline Epistles are
      nowhere directly referred to, but where we can compare the narrative and
      representations of Acts with the statements of the Apostle, they are
      strikingly contradictory.(2)
    






      His teaching in the one scarcely presents a trace of the strong and
      clearly defined doctrines of the other, and the character and conduct of
      the Paul of Acts are altogether different from those of Paul of the
      Epistles. According to Paul himself (Gal. i. 16—18), after his
      conversion, he communicated not with flesh and blood, neither went up to
      Jerusalem to those who were apostles before him, but immediately went away
      into Arabia, and returned to Damascus, and only after three years he went
      up to Jerusalem to visit Kephas, and abode with him fifteen days, during
      which visit none other of the Apostles did he see "save James, the brother
      of the Lord." If assurance of the correctness of these details were
      required, Paul gives it by adding (v. 20): "Now the things which I am
      writing to you, behold before God I lie not." According to Acts (ix. 19—30),
      however, the facts are quite different. Paul immediately begins to preach
      in Damascus, does not visit Arabia at all, but, on the contrary, goes to
      Jerusalem, where, under the protection of Barnabas (v. 26, 27), he is
      introduced to the Apostles, and "was with them going in and out."
      According to Paul (Gal. i. 22), his face was after that unknown unto the
      churches of Judaea, whereas, according to Acts, not only was he "going in
      and out" at Jerusalem with the Apostles, but (ix. 29) preached boldly in
      the name of the Lord, and (Acts xxvi. 20) "in Jerusalem and throughout all
      the region of Judaea," he urged to repentance. According to Paul (Gal. ii.
      1 ff.), after fourteen years he went up again to Jerusalem with Barnabas
      and Titus,
    






      "according to a revelation," and "privately" communicated his Gospel "to
      those who seemed to be something," as, with some irony, he calls the
      Apostles. In words still breathing irritation and determined independence,
      Paul relates to the Galatians the particulars of that visit—how
      great pressure had been exerted to compel Titus, though a Greek, to be
      circumcised, "that they might bring us into bondage," to whom, "not even
      for an hour did we yield the required subjection." He protests, with proud
      independence, that the Gospel which he preaches was not received from man
      (Gal. i. 11, 12), but revealed to him by God (verses 15, 16); and during
      this visit (ii. 6, 7) "from those seeming to be something [———],
      whatsoever they were it maketh no matter to me—God accepteth not
      man's person—for to me those who seemed [———]
      communicated nothing additional." According to Acts, after his conversion,
      Paul is taught by a man named Ananias what he must do (ix. 6, xxii. 10);
      he makes visits to Jerusalem (xi. 30, xii. 25, &c), which are excluded
      by Paul's own explicit statements; and a widely different report is given
      (xv. 1 ff.) of the second visit. Paul does not go, "according to a
      revelation," but is deputed by the Church of Antioch, with Barnabas, in
      consequence of disputes regarding the circumcision of Gentiles, to lay the
      case before the Apostles and elders at Jerusalem. It is almost impossible
      in the account here given of proceedings characterised throughout by
      perfect harmony, forbearance, and unanimity of views, to recognize the
      visit described by Paul. Instead of being private, the scene is a general
      council of the Church. The fiery independence of Paul is transformed into
      meekness and submission. There is not a word of the
    






      endeavour to compel him to have Titus circumcised—all is peace and
      undisturbed good-will. Peter pleads the cause of Paul, and is more Pauline
      in his sentiments than Paul himself, and, in the very presence of Paul,
      claims to have been selected by God to be Apostle of the Gentiles (xv. 7—11).
      Not a syllable is said of the scene at Antioch shortly after (Gal. ii. 11
      ff.), so singularly at variance with the proceedings of the council, when
      Paul withstood Cephas to the face. Then, who would recognize the Paul of
      the Epistles in the Paul of Acts, who makes such repeated journeys to
      Jerusalem to attend Jewish feasts (xviii. 21,1 xix. 21, xx. 16, xxiv. 11,
      17, 18); who, in his journeys, halts on the days when a Jew may not travel
      (xx. 5, 6); who shaves his head at Cenchrea because of a vow (xviii. 18);
      who, at the recommendation of the Apostles, performs that astonishing act
      of Nazariteship in the Temple (xxi. 23), and afterwards follows it up by a
      defence of such "excellent dissembling" [———]; who
      circumcises Timothy, the son of a Greek and of a Jewess, with his own
      hands (xvi. 1—3, cf. Gal. v. 2); and who is so little the apostle of
      the uncircumcision that he only tardily goes to the Gentiles when rejected
      by the Jews (cf. xviii. (J). Paul is not only robbed of the honour of
      being the first Apostle of the Gentiles, which is conferred upon Peter,
      but the writer seems to avoid even calling him an apostle at all,(2) the
      only occasions upon which he does so being indirect (xiv. 4, 14); and the
      title equally applied to Barnabas, whose claim to it is more than doubted.
      The
    






      passages in which this occurs, moreover, are not above suspicion, "the
      Apostles" being omitted in Cod. D. (Bezae) from xiv. 14. The former verse
      in that codex has important variations from other MSS.
    


      If we cannot believe that the representation actually given of Paul in the
      Acts could proceed from a friend or companion of the Apostle, it is
      equally impossible that such a person could have written his history with
      so many extraordinary imperfections and omissions. We have already pointed
      out that between chs. ix.—xiv. are compressed the events of
      seventeen of the most active years of the Apostle's life, and also that a
      long period is comprised within the [———] sections,
      during which such minute details of the daily itinerary are given. The
      incidents reported, however, are quite disproportionate to those which are
      omitted. We have no record, for instance, of his visit to Arabia at so
      interesting a portion of his career (Gal. i. 17), although the particulars
      of his conversion are repeated with singular variations no less than three
      times (ix. xxii. xxvi.); nor of his preaching in Illyria (Rom. xv. 19);
      nor of the incident referred to in Rom. xvi. 3, 4. The momentous
      adventures in the cause of the Gospel spoken of in 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff.
      receive scarcely any illustration in Acts, nor is any notice taken of his
      fighting with wild beasts at Ephesus (1 Cor. xv. 32), which would have
      formed an episode full of serious interest. What, again, was "the
      affliction which happened in Asia," which so overburdened even so
      energetic a nature as that of the Apostle that "he despaired even of
      life?" (2 Cor. ii. 8 f.) Some light upon these points might reasonably
      have been expected from a companion of Paul. Then, xvii. 14—16,
      xviii. 5 contradict 1 Thess. iii. 1, 2, in a way scarcely possible in such
      a
    






      companion, present with the Apostle at Athens; and in like manner the
      representation in xxviii. 17-22 is inconsistent with such a person,
      ignoring as it does the fact that there already was a Christian Church in
      Rome (Ep. to Romans). We do not refer to the miraculous elements so
      thickly spread over the narrative of the Acts, and especially in the
      episode xvi. 25 ff., which is inserted in the first [———]
      section, as irreconcilable with the character of an eye-witness, because
      it is precisely the miraculous portion of the book which is on its trial;
      but we may ask whether it would have been possible for such a friend,
      acquainted with the Apostle's representations in 1 Cor. xiv. 2 ff., cf.
      xii.—xiv., and the phenomena there described, to speak of the gift
      of "tongues" at Pentecost as the power of speaking different languages
      (ii. 4—11, cf. x. 46, xix. 6)
    


      It will readily be understood that we have here merely rapidly and by way
      of illustration referred to a few of the points which seem to preclude the
      admission that the general author of the Acts could be an eyewitness,(1)
      or companion of the Apostle Paul, and this will become more apparent as we
      proceed, and more closely examine the contents of the book. Who that
      author was, there are now no means of ascertaining. The majority of
      critics who have most profoundly examined the problem presented by the
      Acts, however, and who do not admit Luke to be the general author, are
      agreed that the author compiled the [———] sections from
      a diary kept by some companion of the Apostle Paul during the journeys and
      voyages to which they relate, but opinion is very divided as to the person
    






      to whom that diary must be ascribed. It is of course recognized that the
      various theories regarding his identity are merely based upon conjecture,
      but they have long severely exercised critical ingenuity. A considerable
      party adopt the conclusion that the diary was probably written by Luke.(1)
      This theory has certainly the advantage of whatever support may be derived
      from tradition; and it has been conjectured, not without probability, that
      this diary, being either written by, or originally attributed to, Luke,
      may possibly have been the source from which, in course of time, the whole
      of the Acts, and consequently the Gospel, came to be ascribed to Luke.(2)
      The selection of a comparatively less known name than that of Timothy,
      Titus or Silas,(3) for instance, may thus be explained; but, besides, it
      has the great advantage that, the name of Luke never being mentioned in
      the Acts, he is not exposed to criticism, which has found serious
      objections to the claims of other better known followers of Paul.
    


      There are, however, many critics who find difficulties in the way of
      accepting Luke as the author of the "we" sections, and who adopt the
      theory that they were pro-
    






      probably composed by Timothy.(1) It is argued that, if Luke had been the
      writer of this diary, he must have been in very close relations to Paul,
      having been his companion during the Apostle's second mission journey, as
      well as during the later European journey, and finally during the eventful
      journey of Paul as a prisoner from Caesarea to Rome. Under these
      circumstances, it is natural to expect that Paul should mention him in his
      earlier epistles, written before the Roman imprisonment, but this he
      nowhere does. For instance, no mention whatever is made of Luke in either
      of the letters to the Corinthians nor in those to the Thessalonians; but
      on the other hand, Timothy's name, together with that of Silvanus (or
      Silas), is joined to Paul's in the two letters to the Thessalonians,
      besides being mentioned in the body of the first Epistle (iii. 2, 6); and
      he is repeatedly and affectionately spoken of in the earlier letter to the
      Corinthians (1 Cor. iv. 17, xvi. 10), and his name is likewise combined
      with the Apostle's in the second Epistle (2 Cor. i. 1), as well as
      mentioned in the body of the letter, along with that of Silvanus, as a
      fellow-preacher with Paul. In the Epistle to the Philippians, later, the
      name of Luke does not appear, although, had he been the companion of the
      Apostle from Troas, he must have been known to the Philippians, but on the
      other hand, Timothy is again associated in the opening greeting of that
      Epistle. Timothy is known to have
    






      been a fellow-worker with the Apostle, and to have accompanied him in his
      missionary journeys, and he is repeatedly mentioned in the Acts as the
      companion of Paul, and the first occasion is precisely where the [———]
      sections commence.(1) In connection with Acts xv. 40, xvi. 3,10, it is
      considered that Luke is quite excluded from the possibility of being the
      companion who wrote the diary we are discussing, by the Apostle's own
      words in 2 Cor. i. 19:(2) "For the Son of God, Christ Jesus, who was
      preached among you by us, by me and Silvanus and Timothy," &c, &c.
      The eye-witness who wrote the journal from which the [———]
      sections are taken must have been with the Apostle in Corinth, and, it is
      of course always asserted, must have been one of his [———],
      and preached the Gospel.(3) Is it possible, on the supposition that this
      fellow-labourer was Luke, that the Apostle could in so marked a manner
      have excluded his name by clearly defining that "us" only meant himself
      and Silvanus and Timothy? Mayerhoff(4) has gone even further than the
      critics we have referred to, and maintains Timothy to be the author of the
      third Synoptic and of Acts.
    


      We may briefly add that some writers have conjectured Silas to be the
      author of the [———] sections,(5) and others
    






      have referred them to Titus.(1) It is evident that whether the [———]
      sections be by the unknown author of the rest of the Acts, or be part of a
      diary by some unknown companion of Paul, introduced into the work by the
      general editor, they do not solve the problem as to the identity of the
      author, who remains absolutely unknown. We have said enough to enable the
      reader to understand the nature of the problem regarding the author of the
      third Synoptic and of the Acts of the Apostles, and whilst for our purpose
      much less would have sufficed, it is evident that the materials do not
      exist for identifying him. The stupendous miracles related in these two
      works, therefore, rest upon the evidence of an unknown writer, who from
      internal evidence must have composed them very long after the events
      recorded. Externally, there is no proof even of the existence of the Acts
      until towards the end of the second century, when also for the first time
      we hear of a vague theory as to the name and identity of the supposed
      author, a theory which declares Luke not to have himself been an
      eye-witness of the occurrences related in the Gospel, and which reduces
      his participation even in the events narrated in the Acts to a very small
      and modest compass, leaving the great mass of the miracles described in
      the work without even his personal attestation. The theory, however, we
      have seen to be not only unsupported by evidence, but to be contradicted
      by many potent circumstances. We propose now, without exhaustively
      examining the contents of the Acts, which would itself require a separate
      treatise, at least to
    






      consider some of its main points sufficiently to form a fair judgment of
      the historical value of the work, although the facts which we have already
      ascertained are clearly fatal to the document as adequate testimony for
      miracles, and the reality of Divine Revelation.
    







 














      CHAPTER III. DESIGN AND COMPOSITION
    


      The historical value of the Acts of the Apostles has very long been the
      subject of vehement discussion, and the course of the controversy has
      certainly not been favourable to the position of the work. For a
      considerable time the traditional view continued to prevail, and little or
      no doubt of the absolute credibility of the narrative was ever expressed.
      When the spirit of independent and enlightened criticism was finally
      aroused, it had to contend with opinions which habit had rendered
      stereotype, and prejudices which took the form of hereditary belief. A
      large body of eminent critics, after an exhaustive investigation of the
      Acts, have now declared that the work is not historically accurate, and
      cannot be accepted as a true account of the Acts and teaching of the
      Apostles.(1)
    






      The Author of the Acts has been charged with having written the work with
      a distinct design to which he subordinated historical truth, and in this
      view many critics have joined, who ultimately do not accuse him absolutely
      of falsifying history, but merely of making a deliberate selection of his
      materials with the view of placing events in the light most suitable for
      his purpose. Most of those, however, who make this charge maintain that,
      in carrying out the original purpose of the Acts, the writer so freely
      manipulated whatever materials he had before him, and so dealt with facts
      whether by omission, transformation or invention, that the historical
      value of his narrative has been destroyed or at least seriously affected
      by it.1 On the other hand, many apologetic writers altogether deny the
      existence of any design on the part of the
    






      author such as is here indicated, which could have led him to suppress or
      distort facts,(1) and whilst some of them advance very varied and fanciful
      theories as to the historical plan upon which the writer proceeds, and in
      accordance with which the peculiarities of his narrative are explained,
      they generally accept the work as the genuine history of the Acts of the
      Apostles so far as the author possessed certain information. The design
      most generally ascribed to the writer of the Acts may, with many minor
      variations, be said to be apologetic and conciliatory: an attempt to
      reconcile the two parties in the early church by representing the
      difference between the views of Peter and Paul as slight and unimportant,
      Pauline sentiments being freely placed in the mouth of Peter, and the
      Apostle of the Gentiles being represented as an orthodox adherent of the
      church of Jerusalem, with scarcely such advanced views of christian
      universality as Peter; or else, an effort of Gentile Christianity to bring
      itself into closer union with the primitive church, surrendering, in so
      doing, all its distinctive features and its Pauline origin, and
      representing the universalism by which it exists, as a principle adopted
      and promulgated from the very first by Peter and the Twelve. It is not
      necessary, however, for us to enter upon any minute discussion of this
      point, nor is it requisite, for the purposes of our inquiry, to determine
      whether the peculiar character
    






      of the writing which we are examining is the result of a perfectly
      definite purpose controlling the whole narrative and modifying every
      detail, or naturally arises from the fact that it is the work of a pious
      member of the Church writing long after the events related, and imbuing
      his materials, whether of legend or ecclesiastical tradition, with his own
      thoroughly orthodox views: history freely composed for Christian
      edification. We shall not endeavour to construct any theory to account for
      the phenomena before us, nor to discover the secret motives or intentions
      of the writer, but taking them as they are, we shall simply examine some
      of the more important portions of the narrative, with a view to determine
      whether the work can in any serious sense be regarded as credible history.
    


      No one can examine the contents of the Acts without perceiving that some
      secret motive or influence did certainly govern the writer's mind, and
      guide him in the selection of topics, and this is betrayed by many
      peculiarities in his narrative. Quite apart from any attempt to discover
      precisely what that motive was, it is desirable that we should briefly
      point out some of these peculiarities. It is evident that every man who
      writes a history must commence with a distinct plan, and that the choice
      of subjects to be introduced or omitted must proceed upon a certain
      principle. This is of course an invariable rule wherever there is order
      and arrangement. No one has ever questioned that in the Acts of the
      Apostles both order and arrangement have been deliberately adopted and the
      question naturally arises: What was the plan ol the Author? and upon what
      principle did he select, from the mass of facts which might have been
      related regarding the Church in the Apostolic ages, precisely those
    






      which he has inserted, to the exclusion of the rest?(1) What title will
      adequately represent the contents of the book? for it is admitted by
      almost all critics that the actual name which the book bears neither was
      given to it by its author nor properly describes its intention and
      subject.(2) The extreme difficulty which has been felt in answering these
      questions, and in constructing any hypothesis which may fairly correspond
      with the actual contents of the Acts, constitutes one of the most striking
      commentaries on the work, and although we cannot here detail the extremely
      varied views of critics upon the subject, they are well worthy of
      study.(3) No one now advances the theory which was anciently current that
      the Author simply narrated that of which he was an eye-witness.(4) Its
      present title [———] would lead us to expect an account
      of the doings of the Apostles in general, but we have nothing like this in
      the book. Peter and Paul occupy the principal parts of the narrative, and
      the other Apostles are scarcely mentioned.
    






      James is introduced as an actor in the famous Council, and represented as
      head of the Church in Jerusalem, but it is much disputed that he was
      either an Apostle, or one of the Twelve. The death of James the brother of
      John is just mentioned. John is represented on several occasions during
      the earlier part of the narrative as the companion of Peter, without,
      however, being prominently brought forward; and the rest of the Twelve are
      left in complete obscurity. It is not a history of the labours of Peter
      and Paul, for not only is considerable importance given to the episodes of
      Stephen and Philip the Evangelist, but the account of the two great
      Apostles is singularly fragmentary. After a brief chronicle of the labours
      of Peter, he suddenly disappears from the scene, and we hear of him no
      more. Paul then becomes the prominent figure in the drama; but we have
      already pointed out how defective is the information given regarding him,
      and he is also abandoned as soon as he is brought to Rome: of his
      subsequent career and martyrdom, nothing whatever is said. The work is
      not, as Luther suggested, a gloss on the Epistles of Paul and the
      inculcation of his doctrine of righteousness through faith, for the
      narrative of the Acts, so far as we can compare it with the Epistles,
      which are nowhere named in it, is generally in contradiction to them, and
      the doctrine of justification by faith is conspicuous by its absence. It
      is not a history of the first Christian missions, for it ignores entirely
      the labours of most of the Apostles, omits all mention of some of the most
      interesting missionary journeys, and does not even give a report of the
      introduction of Christianity into Rome. It is not in any sense a Paulinian
      history of the Church, for if, on the one side, it describes the Apostles
      of the Circumcision as
    






      promulgating the universalism which Paul preached, it robs him of his
      originality, dwarfs his influence upon the development of Christianity,
      and is, on the other hand, too defective to represent Church history,
      whether from a Paulinian or any other standpoint. The favourite theory:
      that the writer designed to relate the story of the spread of Christianity
      from Jerusalem to Rome, can scarcely be maintained, although it certainly
      has the advantage of a vagueness of proportions equally suitable to the
      largest and most limited treatment of history. But, in such a case, we
      have a drama with the main incident omitted; for the introduction of the
      Gospel into Rome is not described at all, and whilst the author could not
      consider the personal arrival at Rome of the Apostle Paul the climax of
      his history, he at once closes his account where the final episode ought
      to have commenced.
    


      From all points of view, and upon any hypothesis, the Acts of the Apostles
      is so obviously incomplete as a history, so fragmentary and defective as
      biography, that critics have to the present day failed in framing any
      theory which could satisfactorily account for its anomalies, and have
      almost been forced to explain them by supposing a partial, apologetic or
      conciliatory, design, which removes the work from the region of veritable
      history. The whole interest of the narrative, of course, centres in the
      two representative Apostles, Peter and Paul, who alternately fill the
      scene. It is difficult to say, however, whether the account of the Apostle
      of the Circumcision or of Paul is the more capriciously partial and
      incomplete. After his miraculous liberation from the prison into which he
      had been cast by Herod, the doings of Peter are left unchronicled, and
      although he is reintroduced for a moment to plead the cause of the
    






      Gentiles at the Council in Jerusalem, he then finally retires from the
      scene, to give place to Paul. The omissions from the history of Paul are
      very remarkable, and all the more so from the extreme and unnecessary
      detail of the itinerary of some of his journeys, and neither the blanks,
      on the one hand, nor the excessive minuteness, on the other, are to be
      explained by any theory connected with personal knowledge on the part of
      Theophilus. Of the general history of the primitive Church and the life
      and labours of the Twelve, we are told little or nothing. According to the
      Author the propagation of the Gospel was carried on more by angelic agency
      than apostolic enthusiasm. There is a liberal infusion of miraculous
      episodes in the history, but a surprising scarcity of facts. Even where
      the Author is best informed, as in the second part of the Acts, the
      narrative of Paul's labours and missionary journeys, while presenting
      striking omissions, is really minute and detailed only in regard to points
      of no practical interest, leaving both the distinctive teaching of the
      Apostle, and the internal economy of the Church almost entirely
      unrepresented. Does this defective narrative of the Acts of the Apostles
      proceed from poverty of information, or from the arbitrary selection of
      materials for a special purpose? As we proceed, it will become
      increasingly evident that, limited although the writer's materials are,
      the form into which they have been moulded has undoubtedly been determined
      either by a dominant theory, or a deliberate design, neither of which is
      consistent with the composition of sober history.
    


      This is particularly apparent in the representation which is given of the
      two principal personages of the narrative. Critics have long clearly
      recognised that the
    






      Author of the Acts has carefully arranged his materials so as to present
      as close a parallelism as possible between the Apostles Peter and Paul.(1)
      We shall presently see how closely he assimilates their teaching,
      ascribing the views of Paul to Peter, and putting Petrine sentiments in
      the mouth of Paul, but here we shall merely refer to points of general
      history. If Peter has a certain pre-eminence as a distinguished member of
      the original Apostolic body, the equal claim of Paul to the honours of the
      Apostolate, whilst never directly advanced, is prominently suggested by
      the narration, no less than three times, of the circumstances of his
      conversion and direct call to the office by the glorified Jesus. The first
      miracle ascribed to Peter is the healing of "a certain man lame from his
      mother's womb" [———] at the beautiful gate of the
      Temple,(2) and the first wonder performed by Paul is also the healing of
      "a certain man lame from his mother's womb" [———] at
      Lystra;(3)
    


      Ananias and Sapphira are punished through the instrumentality of Peter,(4)
      and Elymas is smitten with blindness at the word of Paul;(5) the sick are
      laid in the streets that the shadow of Peter may fall upon them, and they
      are healed, as are also those
    






      vexed with unclean spirits;(l) handkerchiefs or aprons are taken to the
      sick from the body of Paul, and they are healed, and the evil spirits go
      out of them;(2) Peter withstands Simon the sorcerer,(3) as Paul does the
      sorcerer Elymas and the exorcists at Ephesus;(4) if Peter heals the
      paralytic Æneas at Lydda,(5) Paul restores to health the fever-stricken
      father of Publius at Melita;(6) Peter raises from the dead Tabitha, a
      disciple at Joppa,(7) and Paul restores to life the disciple Eutychus at
      Troas;(8) Cornelius falls at the feet of Peter, and worships him, Peter
      preventing him, and saying: "Rise up! I myself also am a man,"(9) and in
      like manner the people of Lystra would have done sacrifice to Paul, and he
      prevents them, crying out: "We also are men of like passions with
      you;"(10) Peter lays his hands on the people of Samaria, and they receive,
      the Holy Ghost and the gift of tongues,(11) and Paul does the same for
      believers at Ephesus;(12) Peter is brought before the council,(13) and so
      is Paul;(14) the one is imprisoned and twice released by an angel,(15) and
      the other is delivered from his bonds by a great earthquake;(16) if Peter
      be scourged by order of the council,(17) Paul is beaten with many stripes
      at the command of the magistrates of Philippi.(18) It is maintained that
      the desire to equalise the sufferings of the two Apostles in the cause of
      the Gospel, as he has equalised their miraculous displays, probably led
      the Author to omit all mention of those
    






      perils and persecutions to which the Apostle Paul refers in support of his
      protest, that he had laboured and suffered more than all the rest.(1) If
      Paul was called by a vision to the ministry of the Gentiles,(2) so Peter
      is represented as having been equally directed by a vision to baptize the
      Gentile Cornelius;(3) the double vision of Peter and Cornelius has its
      parallel in the double vision of Paul and Ananias. It is impossible to
      deny the measured equality thus preserved between the two Apostles, or to
      ignore the fact that parallelism like this is the result of premeditation,
      and cannot claim the character of impartial history.
    


      The speeches form an important element in the Acts of the Apostles, and we
      shall now briefly examine them, reserving, however, for future
      consideration their dogmatic aspect. Few, if any writers, however
      apologetic, maintain that these discourses can possibly have been spoken
      exactly as they are recorded in the Acts. The utmost that is asserted is
      that they are substantially historical, and fairly represent the original
      speeches.(4) They were derived, it is alleged, either from written
      sources, or oral
    






      tradition, and many, especially in the second part, are supposed to have
      been delivered in the presence of the Author of the work. This view is
      held, of course, with a greater or less degree of assurance as to the
      closeness of the relation which our record bears to the original
      addresses; but, without here very closely scrutinizing hesitation or
      reticence, our statement fairly renders the apologetic position. A large
      body of able critics, however, deny the historical character of these
      speeches,(1) and consider them mere free compositions by the Author of the
      Acts, at the best being on a par with the speeches which many ancient
      writers place in the mouths of their historical personages, and giving
      only what the writer supposed that the speaker would say under the
      circumstances. That the writer may have made use of such materials as were
      within his reach, or endeavoured to embody the ideas which tradition may
      broadly have preserved, may possibly be admitted, but that these
      discourses can seriously be accepted as conveying a correct report of
      anything actually spoken by the persons in whose mouths they are put is,
      of course, denied. It is,
    






      obviously, extremely improbable that any of these speeches could have been
      written down at the time.(1) Taking even the supposed case that the Author
      of the Acts was Luke, and was present when some of the speeches of Paul
      were delivered, it is difficult to imagine that he immediately recorded
      his recollection of them, and more than this he could not have done. He
      must continually have been in the habit of hearing the preaching of Paul,
      and therefore could not have had the inducement of novelty to make him
      write down what he heard. The idea of recording them for posterity could
      not have occurred to such a person, with the belief in the approaching end
      of all things then prevalent. The Author of the Acts was not the companion
      of Paul, however, and the contents of the speeches, as we shall presently
      see, are not of a character to make it in the least degree likely that
      they could have been written down for separate circulation. Many of the
      speeches in the Acts, moreover, were delivered under circumstances which
      render it specially unlikely that they could have
    






      been reported with any accuracy. At no time an easy task correctly to
      record a discourse of any length, it is doubly difficult when those
      speeches, like many in Acts, were spoken under circumstances of great
      danger or excitement. The experience of modern times, before the
      application of systems of short-hand, may show how imperfectly speeches
      were taken down, even where there was deliberate preparation and set
      purpose to do so, and if it be suggested that some celebrated orations of
      the last century have so been preserved, it is undeniable that what has
      been handed down to us not only does not represent the original, but is
      really almost a subsequent composition, preserving little more than some
      faint echoes of the true utterance. The probability that a correct record
      of speeches made, under such circumstances, in the middle of the first
      century could have been kept, seems exceedingly small. Even, if it could
      be shown that the Author of the Acts took these speeches substantially
      from earlier documents, it would not materially tend to establish their
      authenticity; for the question would still remain perfectly open as to the
      closeness of those documents to the original discourses; but in the
      absence of all evidence, whether as to the existence or origin of any such
      sources, the conjecture of their possible existence can have no weight. We
      have nothing but internal testimony to examine, and that, we shall see, is
      totally opposed to the claim to historical value made for those
      discourses.
    


      Apologists scarcely maintain that we have in the Acts a record of the
      original discourses in their completeness, but in claiming substantial
      accuracy most of them include the supposition at least of condensation.(1)
      The longest
    






      discourse in the Acts would not have taken more than six or seven minutes
      to deliver,(1) and it is impossible to suppose that what is there given
      can have been the whole speech delivered on many of the occasions
      described. For instance, is it probable that King Agrippa who desires to
      hear Paul, and who comes "with great pomp" with Berenice to do so, should
      only have heard a speech lasting some five minutes. The Author himself
      tells us that Paul was not always so brief in his addresses as any one
      might suppose from the specimens here presented.(2) It is remarkable,
      however, that not the slightest intimation is given that the speeches are
      either merely substantially reported or are abridged, and their form and
      character are evidently designed to convey the impression of complete
      discourses. If the reader examine any of these discourses, it will be
      clear that they are concise compositions, betraying no marks of
      abridgment, and having no fragmentary looseness, but, on the contrary,
      that they are highly artificial and finished productions, with a
      continuous argument. They certainly are singularly inadequate, many of
      them, to produce the impressions described; but at least it is not
      possible to discover that material omissions have been made, or that their
      periods were originally expanded by large, or even any, amplification. If
      these speeches be regarded as complete, and with little or no
      condensation, another strong element is added to the suspicion as to their
      authenticity, for such extreme baldness and brevity in the declaration of
      a new religion,
    






      requiring both explanation and argument, cannot be conceived, and in the
      case of Paul, with whose system of teaching and doctrine we are well
      acquainted through his Epistles, it is impossible to accept such meagre
      and onesided addresses, as representations of his manner. The statement
      that the discourses are abridged, and a mere résumé of those
      originally delivered, however, rests upon no authority, is a mere
      conjecture to account for an existing difficulty, and is in contradiction
      to the actual form of the speeches in Acts. Regarded as complete, their
      incongruity is intensified, but considered as abridged, they have lost in
      the process all representative character and historical fitness.
    


      It has been argued, indeed, that the different speeches bear evidence to
      their genuineness from their suitability to the speakers, and to the
      circumstances under which they are said to have been spoken; but the
      existence of anything but the most superficial semblance of idiosyncratic
      character must be denied. The similarity of form, manner, and matter in
      all the speeches is most remarkable, as will presently be made more
      apparent, and the whole of the doctrine enunciated amounts to little more
      than the repetition, in slightly varying words, of the brief exhortation
      to repentance and belief in Jesus, the Christ. that salvation may be
      obtained,(1) with references to the ancient history of the Jews,
      singularly alike in all discourses. Very little artistic skill is
      necessary to secure a certain suitability of the word to the action, and
      the action to the word; and certainly evidence is reduced to a very low
      ebb when such agreement as is presented in the Acts is made an argument
      for authenticity. Not only is the consistency of the sentiments uttered by
    






      the principal speakers, as compared with what is known of their opinions
      and character, utterly disputed, but it must be evident that the literary
      skill of the Author of the Acts was quite equal to so simple a task as
      preserving" at least such superficial fitness as he displays, and a very
      much greater amount of verisimilitude might have been attained, as in many
      works of fiction, without necessarily involving the inference of
      genuineness.
    


      It has been freely admitted by critics of all schools that the author's
      peculiarities of style and language are apparent in all the speeches of
      the Acts,(1) and this has been so often elaborately demonstrated that it
      is unnecessary minutely to enter upon it again. It may not be out of place
      to quote a few lines from the work of one of the ablest and most eminent
      advocates of the general authority of the Acts. Speaking of the speeches
      of Paul, Lekebusch says:—"The speeches of our Book, in fact, are
      calculated, perhaps more than anything, to excite doubt regarding its
      purely historical character. But here everything depends upon an unbiassed
      judgment. We are sufficiently free from prejudice to make the admission to
      recent criticism that the speeches are not verbally given as they were
      originally delivered, but are composed by the author of the Acts of the
    






      Apostles. Schleiermacher, certainly, has confidently asserted their
      originality. He thinks: 'If the speeches were separately reported they
      could not but appear just as we find them in the Acts of the Apostles.'
      But his remarks, however ingenious and acute they may be, do not stand the
      test of a thorough examination of the individual speeches. No one who
      impartially compares these, one with another, and particularly their style
      with the mode of expression of the Author in the other sections, can help
      agreeing with Eichhorn, when, in consonance with his view regarding the
      uniform character of the Acts, on the grounds quoted, page 14, he ascribes
      the composition of the speeches to the writer from whom the whole book in
      all its parts proceeds."(1) To this impartial expression of opinion,
      Lekebusch adds a note:—"In saying this, it is naturally not
      suggested that our author simply invented the speeches,
      independently, without any historical intimation whatever as to the
      substance of the original; the form only, which certainly is here
      very closely connected with the substance, is hereby ascribed to him."(2)
      Lekebusch then merely goes on to discuss the nature of the author's design
      in composing these speeches. The reasons given by Eichhorn, which
      Lekebusch quotes at "page 14," referred to above, had better be added to
      complete this testimony. After referring to the result of Eichhorn's "very
      careful examination" of the internal character of the Acts, Lekebusch
      says:—"He finds, however, that, 'throughout the whole Acts of the
      Apostles there prevails the same style, the same manner, the same method
      and mode of expression' (ii. 35). Not
    






      even the speeches, which one at first might take for inserted documents,
      seem to him 'from a strange hand, but elaborated by the same from which
      the whole book, with its three parts, proceeds.' 'Various peculiarities
      existing in the speeches' prove this to him, independent of the similarity
      of the style, and that, 'although they are put into the mouths of
      different persons, they nevertheless follow one and the same type, make
      use of one and the same mode of argument, and have so much that is common
      to them that they thereby prove themselves to be speeches of one and the
      same writer' (ii. 38). From these circumstances, therefore, it seems to
      Eichhorn 'in the highest degree probable, that Luke, throughout the whole
      Acts of the Apostles, writes as an independent author, and apart from all
      extraneous works.' And in this view he is 'strengthened by the resemblance
      of the style which runs through the whole Acts of the Apostles, through
      speeches, letters, and historical sections,' as well as by the fact that,
      'through the whole book, in the quotations from the Old Testament, a
      similar relation prevails between the Greek text of the Septuagint and
      that of Luke' (ii. 43)."(1) We have thought it well to quote these
      independent opinions from writers who range themselves amongst the
      defenders of the historical character of the Acts, rather than to burden
      our pages with a mass of dry detail in proof of the assertion that the
      peculiarities of the author pervade all the speeches indifferently, to a
      degree which renders it obvious that. they proceed from his pen.
    


      Without entering into mere linguistic evidence of this, which will be
      found in the works to which we have
    






      referred,(1) we may point out a few general peculiarities of this nature
      which are worthy of attention. The author introduces the speeches of
      different persons with the same expression:—"he opened his mouth,"
      or something similar. Philip "opened his mouth" [———](1)
      and addressed the Ethiopian (viii. 35). Peter "opened his mouth (and)
      said" [———], when he delivered his discourse before the
      baptism of Cornelius (x. 34). Again, he uses it of Paul:—"And when
      Paul was about to open his mouth [———], Gallio said,"
      &c. (xviii. 14). The words with which the speech of Peter at Pentecost
      is introduced deserve more attention:—"Peter lifted up his voice and
      said unto them" [———] (ii. 14). The verb [———]
      occurs again (ii. 4) in the account of the descent of the Holy Spirit and
      the gift of tongues, and it is put into the mouth of Paul (xxvi. 25) in
      his reply to Festus, but it occurs nowhere else in the New Testament. The
      favourite formula(3) with which all speeches open is, "Men (and) Brethren"
      [———], or [———] coupled with some
      other term, as "Men (and) Israelites" [———], or simply[———]
      without addition. [———], occurs no less than thirteen
      times. It is used thrice by Peter,(4) six times by Paul,(5) as well as by
    






      Stephen,(1) James,(2) the believers at Pentecost,(3) and the rulers of the
      Synagogue.(4) The angels at the Ascension address the disciples as "Men
      (and) Galileans" [———].(5)
    


      Peter makes use of [———] twice,(6) and it is likewise
      employed by Paul,(7) by Gamaliel,(8) and by the Jews of Asia.(9) Peter
      addresses those assembled at Pentecost as [———].(10)
      Paul opens his Athenian speech with [———],(11) and the
      town-clerk begins his short appeal to the craftsmen of Ephesus: [———].(12)
      Stephen begins his speech to the Council with Men, Brethren and Fathers,
      hear [———], and Paul uses the very same words in
      addressing the multitude from the stairs of the Temple.(13)
    


      In the speech which Peter is represented as making at Pentecost, he
      employs in an altogether peculiar way (ii. 25—27) Psalm xvi.,
      quoting it in order to prove that the Resurrection of Jesus the Messiah
      was a necessary occurrence, which had been foretold by David. This is
      principally based upon the tenth verse of the Psalm: "Because thou wilt
      not leave my soul in Hades, neither wilt thou give thy Holy One [———]
      to see corruption [———]."(14) Peter argues that David
      both died and was buried, and that his sepulchre is with them to that day,
      but that, being a prophet, he foresaw and spake here of the Resurrection
      of Christ, "that neither was he left in Hades nor did his flesh see
    






      corruption {———}."(1) Is it not an extremely singular
      circumstance that Peter, addressing an audience of Jews in Jerusalem,
      where he might naturally be expected to make use of the vernacular
      language, actually quotes the Sep-tuagint version of the Old Testament,
      and bases his argument upon a mistranslation of the Psalm, which, we may
      add, was in all probability not composed by David at all?(2) The word
      translated "Holy One," should be in the plural: "holy ones,"{3} that is to
      say: "thy saints," and the word rendered [———]corruption,
      really signifies "grave" or "pit." 4 The poet, in fact, merely expresses
      his confidence that he will be preserved alive. The best critics recognize
      that Ps. xvi. is not properly a Messianic Psalm
    






      at all,(1) and many of those who, from the use which is made of it in
      Acts, are led to assert that it is so, recognize in the main that it can
      only be applied to the Messiah indirectly, by arguing that the prophecy
      was not fulfilled in the case of the poet who speaks of himself, but was
      fulfilled in the Resurrection of Jesus. This reasoning, however, totally
      ignores the sense of the original, and is opposed to all legitimate
      historical interpretation of the Psalm. Not dwelling upon this point at
      present, we must go on to point out that, a little further on (xiii. 35—37),
      the Apostle Paul is represented as making use of the very same argument
      which Peter here employs, and quoting the same passage from Ps. xvi. to
      support it This repetition of very peculiar reasoning, coupled with other
      similarities which we shall presently point out, leads to the inference
      that it is merely the author himself who puts this argument into their
      mouths,(2) and this conclusion is strengthened by the circumstance that,
      throughout both Gospel and Acts, he always quotes from the Septuagint,(3)
      and even when that version departs from
    






      the sense of the original It may be well to give both passages in
      juxta-position, in order that the closeness of the analogy may be more
      easily realized. For this purpose we somewhat alter the order of the
      verses:—
    


      [———]
    


      Not only is this argument the same in both discourses, but the whole of
      Paul's speech, xiii. 16 ff., is a mere reproduction of the two speeches of
      Peter, ii. 14 ff. and iii. 12 ff., with such alterations as the writer
      could introduce to vary the fundamental sameness of ideas and expressions.
      It is worth while to show this in a similar way:—
    


      [———] 
      [———] 
      [———] 



      Paul's address likewise hears close analogy with the speech of Stephen,
      vii. 2 ff., commencing with a historical survey of the earlier traditions
      of the people of Israel, and leading up to the same accusation that, as
      their fathers disregarded the prophets, so they had persecuted and slain
      the Christ. The whole treatment of the subject betrays the work of the
      same mind in both discourses. Bleek, who admits the similarity between
      these and other speeches in Acts, argues that: "it does not absolutely
      follow from this that these speeches are composed by one and the same
      person, and are altogether unhistorical;" for it is natural, he thinks,
      that in the apostolical circle, and in the first Christian Church, there
      should have existed a certain uniform type in the application of messianic
      passages of the Old Testament, and in quotations generally, to which
      different teachers might conform without being dependent on each other.1
      He thinks also that, along with the close analogy, there is also much
      which is characteristic in the different speeches. Not only is this
      typical system of quotation, however, a mere conjecture to explain an
      actual difficulty, but it is totally inadequate to account for the
      phenomena. If we suppose, for instance, that Paul had adopted the totally
      unhistorical application of the sixteenth Psalm to the Messiah, is it not
      a very extraordinary thing that in all the arguments in his
    






      Epistles, he does not once refer to it? Even if this be waived, and it be
      assumed that he had adopted this interpretation of the Psalm, it will
      scarcely be asserted that Paul, whose independence and originality of mind
      are so undeniable, and whose intercourse with the apostolical circle at
      any time, and most certainly up to the period when this speech was
      delivered, was very limited,(1) could so completely have caught the style
      and copied the manner of Peter that, on an important occasion like this,
      his address should be a mere reproduction of Peter's two speeches
      delivered so long before, and when Paul certainly was not present. The
      similarity of these discourses does not consist in the mere application of
      the same Psalm, but the whole argument, on each occasion, is repeated with
      merely sufficient transposition of its various parts to give a superficial
      appearance of variety. Words and expressions, rare or unknown elsewhere,
      are found in both, and the characteristic differences which Bleek finds
      exist only in his own apologetic imagination. Let it be remembered that
      the form of the speeches and the language are generally ascribed to the
      Author of the Acts. Can any unprejudiced critic deny that the ideas in the
      speeches we are considering are also substantially the same? Is there any
      appreciable trace of the originality of Paul in his discourses? There is
      no ground whatever, apart from the antecedent belief that the various
      speeches were actually delivered by the men to whom they are ascribed, for
      asserting that we have here the independent utterances of Peter and Paul.
      It is internal evidence alone, and no avowal on the part of the author,
      which leads to the conclusion that the form of the speeches is the
      author's, and there is no internal evidence
    






      which requires us to stop at the mere form, and not equally ascribe the
      substance to the same source. The speeches in the Acts, generally, have
      altogether the character of being the composition of one mind endeavouring
      to impart variety of thought and expression to various speakers, but
      failing signally either from poverty of invention or from the purpose of
      instituting a close parallel in views, as well as actions, between the two
      representative Apostles.
    


      Further to illustrate this, let us take another speech of Peter which he
      delivers on the occasion of the conversion of Cornelius, and it will be
      apparent that it also contains all the elements, so far as it goes, of
      Paul's discourse. [———]
    


 [———]
    


      Again, to take an example from another speaker, we find James represented
      as using an expression which had just before been put into the mouth of
      Paul, and it is not one in the least degree likely to occur independently
      to each. The two passages are as follows:— [———]
    


      The fundamental similarity between these different speeches cannot
      possibly be denied;(2) and it cannot be
    






      reasonably explained in any other way than by the fact that they were
      composed by the author himself, who had the earlier speeches ascribed to
      Peter still in his memory when he wrote those of Paul,(1) and who, in
      short, had not sufficient dramatic power to create altogether distinct
      characters, but simply made his different personages use his own
      vocabulary to express his own somewhat limited range of ideas. Setting his
      special design aside, his inventive faculty only permitted him to
      represent Peter speaking like Paul, and Paul like Peter.
    


      It is argued by some, however, that in the speeches of Peter, for
      instance, there are peculiarities of language and expression which show
      analogy with the first Epistle bearing his name in the New Testament
      Canon,(2) and, on the other hand, traces of translation in some of them
      which indicate that these speeches were delivered originally in Aramaic,
      and that we have only a version of them by the Author of the Acts, or by
      some one from whom he derived them.(3) As regards the first of these
      suppositions, a few phrases only have been pointed out, but they are of no
      force under any circumstances, and the whole theory is quite
      groundless.(4) We do not con-
    






      consider it worth while to enter upon the discussion, and those who desire
      to do so are referred to the works just indicated. There are two potent
      reasons which render such an argument of no force, even if the supposed
      analogies were in themselves both numerous and striking, which actually
      they are not The authenticity of the Epistles bearing the name of Peter is
      not only not established, but is by very many eminent critics absolutely
      denied; and there is no certainty whatever that any of the speeches of
      Peter were delivered in Greek, and the probability is that most, if not
      all, of that Apostle's genuine discourses must have been spoken in
      Aramaic. It is in fact asserted by apologists that part or all of the
      speeches ascribed to him in the Acts must have been originally Aramaic,
      although opinion may differ as to the language in which some of them were
      spoken. Whether they were delivered in Aramaic, or whether there be
      uncertainty on the point, any conclusion from linguistic analogies with
      the Epistles is obviously excluded. One thing is quite undeniable: the
      supposed analogies are few, and the peculiarities distinguishing the
      Author of Acts in these speeches are extremely numerous and general. Even
      so thorough an apologist as Tholuck candidly acknowledges that the attempt
      to prove the authenticity of the speeches from linguistic analogies is
      hopeless. He says: "Nevertheless, a comparison of the language of the
      Apostles in their Epistles and in these speeches must in many respects be
      less admissible than that of the character and historical circumstances,
      for indeed if the language and their peculiarities be compared, it must
      first be established that all the reported speeches were delivered in the
      Greek language, which is improbable, and of one of which (xxii. 1, 2) the
      contrary is expressly
    






      stated willingly admitting that upon this point difference of opinion is
      allowable, we express as the view which we have hitherto held that, from
      ch. xx. onwards, the speeches delivered by Paul are reported more in the
      language of Luke than in that of Paul."(1) This applies with double force
      to Peter,(2) whose speeches there is still greater reason to believe were
      delivered in Aramaic, and there is difference of opinion amongst the
      critics we have referred to even as to whether these speeches were
      translated by the Author of the Acts, or were already before him in a
      translated form, and were subsequently re-edited by him. We have already
      shown cause for believing that the whole discussion is groundless, from
      the fact that the speeches in Acts were simply composed by the author
      himself, and are not in any sense historical, and this we shall hereafter
      further illustrate.
    


      It may be worth while to consider briefly the arguments advanced for the
      theory that some of the speeches show marks of translation. It is asserted
      that the speech of Peter at Pentecost, ii. 14 ff., was delivered in
      Aramaic.(3) Of course it will be understood that we might
    






      be quite prepared to agree to this statement as applied to a speech
      actually delivered by Peter; but the assertion, so far as the speeches in
      Acts are concerned, is based upon what we believe to be the erroneous
      supposition that they are genuine reports of discourses. On the contrary,
      we maintain that these speeches are mere compositions by the author of the
      work. The contention is, however, that the speech attributed to Peter is
      the translation of a speech originally delivered in Aramaic. In ii. 24,
      Peter is represented as saying: "Whom God raised up having loosed the
      pains of death [———], because it is not possible that he
      should be held [———] by it." It is argued by Bleek and
      others(1) that, as the context proves, the image intended here was
      evidently the "snares" or "cords" of death, a meaning which is not
      rendered by the Greek word [———]. The confusion is
      explained, they contend, when it is supposed that, in his Aramaic speech,
      Peter made use of a Hebrew expression, equally found in Aramaic, which
      means as well "snares" or "cords" as "pains" of death. The Greek
      translator, probably misled by the Septuagint,(2) adopted the latter
      signification of the Hebrew word in question, and rendered it [———]
      "pains," which is absolutely inappropriate, for, they argue, it is very
      unnatural to say of one who had already suffered death, like Christ, that
      he had been held prisoner by the "pains" of death, and loosed from them by
      the resurrection. There is, however, very little unanimity
    






      amongst apologists about this passage. Ebrard(1) asserts that [———]
      "pains" is the correct translation of the Hebrew expression, as in Ps.
      xviii. 5, and that the Hebrew word used always expresses pains of birth,
      the plural of the similar word for "cord" or "snare" being different.
      Ebrard, therefore, contends that the Psalm (xviii. 5) does not mean bonds
      or snares of death but literally "birth-pains of death," by which the soul
      is freed from the natural earthly existence as by a second birth to a
      glorified spiritual life. We need not enter further into the discussion of
      the passage, but it is obvious that it is mere assumption to assert, on
      the one hand, that Peter made use of any specific expression, and, on the
      other, that there was any error of translation on the part of the author
      of Acts. But agreeing that the Hebrew is erroneously rendered,(2) the only
      pertinent question is: by whom was the error in question committed? and
      the reply beyond any doubt is: by the lxx. who translate the Hebrew
      expression in this very way. It is therefore inadmissible to assert from
      this phrase the existence of an Aramaic original of the speech, for the
      phrase itself is nothing but a quotation from the Sep-tuagint.(3)
    


      The expression [———] occurs no less than three times in
      that version: Ps. xvii. 5 (A. V. xviii.), cxiv. 3 (A. V. cxvi.) and 2 Sam.
      xxii. 6; and in Job
    






      xxxix. 2, we have [———]. When it is remembered that the
      author of Acts always quotes the Septuagint version, even when it departs
      from the sense of the Hebrew original, and in all probability was only
      acquainted with the Old Testament through it, nothing is more natural than
      the use of this expression taken from that version; but with the error
      already existing there, to ascribe it afresh and independently to the
      Author of Acts, upon no other grounds than the assumption that Peter may
      have spoken in Aramaic, and used an expression which the author
      misunderstood or wrongly rendered, is not permissible. Indeed, we have
      already pointed out that, in this very speech, there are quotations of the
      Old Testament according to the lxx. put into the mouth of Peter, in which
      that version does not accurately render the original.(1)
    


      The next trace of translation advanced by Bleek(2) is found in ii. 33,(3)
      where Peter speaks of Christ as exalted: "[———]." There
      can be no doubt, Bleek argues, that there is here a reference to Psalm ex.
      1, and that the apostle intends to speak of Christ's elevation "to
      the right (hand) of God;" whereas the Greek expression rather conveys the
      interpretation: "by the right (hand) of God." This expression
      certainly comes, he asserts, from a not altogether suitable translation of
      the Hebrew. To this on the other hand, much may be objected. Winer,(4)
      followed by others, defends the construction, and affirms that the passage
      may without
    






      hesitation, be translated "to the right (hand) of God."(1) In which
      case there is no error at all, and the argument falls to the ground. If it
      be taken, however, either that the rendering should be or was intended to
      be "by the right (hand) of God"(2) i.e., by the power of God, that would
      not involve the necessity of admitting an Aramaic original,(3) because
      there is no error at all, and the argument simply is, that being exalted
      by the right hand of God, Jesus had poured forth the Holy Spirit; and in
      the next verse the passage in Ps. ex. 1 (Sept. cix.) is accurately quoted
      from the Septuagint version: "Sit thou on my right (hand)" [———].
      In fact, after giving an account of the crucifixion, death, and
      resurrection of Jesus, the speaker ascribes his subsequent exaltation to
      the power of God.(4)
    


      We have seen that at least the form of the speeches in Acts is undoubtedly
      due to the author of the book, and that he has not been able to make the
      speeches of the different personages in his drama differ materially from
      each other. We shall hereafter have occasion to examine further the
      contents of some of these speeches, and the circumstances under which it
      is alleged that they were spoken, and to inquire whether these do not
      confirm
    






      the conclusion hitherto arrived at, that they are not historical, but
      merely the free composition of the Author of Acts, and never delivered at
      all. Before passing on, however, it may be well to glance for a moment at
      one of these speeches, to which we may not have another opportunity of
      referring, in order that we may see whether it presents any traces of
      inauthenticity and of merely ideal composition.
    


      In the first chapter an account is given of a meeting of the brethren in
      order to elect a successor to the traitor Judas. Peter addresses the
      assembly, i. 16 if., and it may be well to quote the opening portion of
      his speech: 16. "Men (and) brethren, this scripture must needs have been
      fulfilled, which the Holy Spirit by the mouth of David spake before
      concerning Judas, who became guide to them that took Jesus, 17. because he
      was numbered with us and obtained the lot of this ministry. 18. Now [———]
      this man purchased a field with the wages of the iniquity [———],
      and falling headlong he burst asunder in the midst, and all his bowels
      gushed out; 19. and [———] it became known(1) unto all
      the dwellers at Jerusalem, so that that field was called in their own
      tongue [———] Acheldamach, that is: field of blood. 20.
      For [———] it is written in the book of Psalms: 'Let his
      habitation be desolate, and let no man dwell therein,' and 'his office let
      another take,'" &c, &c. Now let it be remembered that Peter is
      supposed to be addressing an audience of Jews in Jerusalem, in the Hebrew
      or Aramaic language, a few
    






      weeks after the crucifixion. Is it possible, therefore, that he should
      give such an account as that in vs. 18, 19, of the end of Judas, which he
      himself, indeed, says was known to all the dwellers at Jerusalem? Is it
      possible that, speaking in Aramaic to Jews, probably in most part living
      at and near Jerusalem, he could have spoken of the field being so called
      by the people of Jerusalem "in their own tongue?" Is it possible that he
      should, to such an audience, have translated the word Acheldamach?
    


      The answer of most unprejudiced critics is that Peter could not have done
      so.(1) As de Wette remarks: "In the composition of this speech the author
      has not considered historical decorum."(2) This is felt by most
      apologists, and many ingenious theories are advanced to explain away the
      difficulty. Some affirm that verses 18 and 19 are inserted as a
      parenthesis by the Author of the Acts,(3) whilst a larger number contend
      that only v. 19 is parenthetic.(4) A very cursory examination of the
      passage, however, is sufficient to show that the verses cannot be
      separated. Verse 18 is connected with the preceding by the [———],
      19 with 18 by [———], and verse 20 refers to 10, as
      indeed it also does to 17 and 18, without which the passage from the
      Psalm, as applied to Judas, would be unintelligible. Most critics,
      therefore,
    






      are agreed that none of the verses can be considered parenthetic.(1) Some
      apologists, however, who feel that neither of the obnoxious verses can be
      thus explained, endeavour to overcome the difficulty by asserting that the
      words: "in their own tongue" [———] and: "that is: the
      field of blood" [———] in verse 19, are merely
      explanatory and inserted by the Author of Acts.(2) It is unnecessary to
      say that this explanation is purely arbitrary, and that there is no
      ground, except the difficulty itself, upon which their exclusion from the
      speech can be based.
    


      In the cases to which we have hitherto referred, the impossibility of
      supposing that Peter could have spoken in this way has led writers to lay
      the responsibility of unacknowledged interpolations in the speech upon the
      Author of Acts, thus at once relieving the Apostle. There are some
      apologists, however, who do not adopt this expedient, but attempt to meet
      the difficulty in other ways, while accepting the whole as a speech of
      Peter. According to one theory, those who object that Peter could not have
      thus related the death of Judas to people who must already have been well
      acquainted with the circumstances have totally overlooked the fact, that a
      peculiar view of what has occurred is taken in the narrative, and that
      this peculiar view is the principal point of it According to the statement
      made, Judas met his miserable end in the very field which he had bought
      with
    






      the price of blood. It is this circumstance, it appears, which Peter
      brings prominently forward and represents as a manifest and tangible
      dispensation of Divine justice.(1) Unfortunately, however, this is clearly
      an imaginary moral attached to the narrative by the apologist, and is not
      the object of the supposed speaker, who rather desires to justify the
      forced application to Judas of the quotations in verse 20, which are
      directly connected with the preceding by [———].
      Moreover, no explanation is here offered of the extraordinary expressions
      in verse 19 addressed to citizens of Jerusalem by a Jew in their own
      tongue. Another explanation, which includes these points, is still more
      striking. With regard to the improbability of Peter's relating, in such a
      way, the death of Judas, it is argued that, according to the Evangelists,
      the disciples went from Jerusalem back to Galilee some eight days after
      the resurrection, and only returned, earlier than usual, before Pentecost
      to await the fulfilment of the promise of Jesus. Peter and his companions,
      it is supposed, only after their return became acquainted with the fate of
      Judas, which had taken place during their absence, and the matter was,
      therefore, quite new to them; besides, it is added, a speaker is often
      obliged on account of some connection with his subject to relate facts
      already known.(2) It is true that some of the Evangelists represent this
      return to Galilee(3) as having taken place, but the author of the third
      Gospel and the Acts not only
    


     3 Mt. xxviii. 10, 10; Mk. xvi. 7; John xxi. 1. I)r. Farrar,
     somewhat pertinently, asks: "Why did they (the disciples)
     not go to Galilee immediately on receiving our Lord's
     message? The circumstance is unexplained... Perhaps the
     entire message of Jesus to them is not recorded; perhaps
     they awaited the end of the feast." Life of Christ, ii. p.
     441, note 1.







      does not do so but excludes it.(1) In the third Gospel (xxiv. 49), Jesus
      commands the disciples to remain in Jerusalem until they are endued with
      power from on high, and then, after blessing them, he is parted from them,
      and they return from Bethany to Jerusalem.(2) In Acts, the author again
      takes up the theme, and whilst evidently giving later traditions regarding
      the appearances after the resurrection, he adheres to his version of the
      story regarding the command to stay in Jerusalem. In i. 4, he says: "And
      being assembled together with them he commanded them not to depart from
      Jerusalem, but to wait for the promise of the Father," etc.; and here
      again, verse 12, the disciples are represented, just before Peter's speech
      is supposed to have been delivered, as returning from the Mount of Olives
      to Jerusalem. The Author of Acts and of the third Synoptic, therefore,
      gives no countenance to this theory. Besides, setting all this aside, the
      apologetic hypothesis we are discussing is quite excluded upon other
      grounds. If we suppose that the disciples did go into Galilee for a time,
      we find them again in Jerusalem at the election of the successor to Judas,
      and there is no reason to believe that they had only just returned. The
      Acts not only allow of no interval at all for the journey to Galilee
      between i. 12-14 and 15 ff., but by the simple statement
    


     2 We shall hereafter have to go more fully into this, and
     shall not discuss it here. The third Gospel really
     represents the Ascension as taking place on the day of the
     Resurrection; and Acts, whilst giving later tradition, and
     making the Ascension occur forty days after, does not amend,
     but confirms the previously enunciated view that the
     disciples had been ordered to stay in Jerusalem.







      with which our episode commences, v. 15: "And in these days" [———],
      Peter conveys anything but the impression of any very recent return to
      Jerusalem. If the Apostles had been even a few days there, the incongruity
      of the speech would remain undiminished; for the 120 brethren who are said
      to have been present must chiefly have been residents in Jerusalem, and
      cannot be. supposed also to have been absent, and, in any case, events
      which are represented as so well known to all the dwellers in Jerusalem,
      must certainly have been familiar to the small Christian community, whose
      interest in the matter was so specially great. Moreover, according to the
      first Synoptic, as soon as Judas sees that Jesus is condemned, he brings
      the money back to the chief priests, casts it down and goes and hangs
      himself, xxvii. 3 ff. This is related even before the final condemnation
      of Jesus and before his crucifixion, and the reader is led to believe that
      Judas at once put an end to himself, so that the disciples, who are
      represented as being still in Jerusalem for at least eight days after the
      resurrection, must have been there at the time. With regard to the
      singular expressions in verse 19, this theory goes on to suppose that, out
      of consideration for Greek fellow-believers, Peter had probably already
      begun to speak in the Greek tongue; and when he designates the language of
      the dwellers in Jerusalem as "their own dialect," he does not thereby mean
      Hebrew in itself, but their own expression, the peculiar confession of the
      opposite party, which admitted the cruel treachery towards Jesus, in that
      they named the piece of ground Hakel Damah.(1) Here, again, what
      assumptions! It is generally recognized that Peter must have spoken in
    






      Aramaic, and even if he did not, [———](1) cannot mean
      anything but the language of "all the-dwellers at Jerusalem." In a speech
      delivered at Jerusalem, in any language, to an audience consisting at
      least in considerable part of inhabitants of the place, and certainly
      almost entirely of persons whose native tongue was Aramaic, to tell them
      that the inhabitants called a certain field "in their own tongue"
      Acheldamach, giving them at the same time a translation of the word, is
      inconceivable to most critics, even including apologists.
    


      There is another point which indicates not only that this theory is
      inadequate to solve the difficulty, but that the speech could not have
      been delivered by Peter a few weeks after the occurrences related. It is
      stated that the circumstances narrated were so well known to the
      inhabitants of Jerusalem, that the field was called in their own tongue
      Acheldamach. The origin of this name is not ascribed to the priests or
      rulers, but to the people, and it is not to be supposed that a popular
      name could have become attached to this field, and so generally adopted as
      the text represents, within the very short time which could have elapsed
      between the death of Judas and the delivery of this speech. Be it
      remembered that from the time of the crucifixion to Pentecost the interval
      was in all only about seven weeks, and that this speech was made some time
      before Pentecost, how long we cannot tell, but in any case, the interval
      was much too brief to permit of the popular adoption of the name.(2) The
      whole passage has much more the character of a narrative of
    






      events which had occurred at a time long past, than of circumstances which
      had taken place a few days before.
    


      The obvious conclusion is that this speech was never spoken by Peter, but
      is a much later composition put into his mouth,1 and written for Greek
      readers, who required to be told about Judas, and for whose benefit the
      Hebrew name of the field, inserted for local colouring, had to be
      translated. This is confirmed by several circumstances, to which we may
      refer. We shall not dwell much upon the fact that Peter is represented as
      applying to Judas two passages quoted from the Septuagint version of Ps.
      lxix. 25 (Sept lxviii.) and Ps. cix. (Sept cviii.) which, historically,
      cannot for a moment be sustained as referring to him.(2) The first of
      these Psalms is quoted freely, and moreover the denunciations in the
      original being against a plurality of enemies, it can only be made
      applicable to Judas by altering the plural "their" [———]
      to "his habitation" [———], a considerable liberty to
      take with prophecy. The Holy Spirit is said to have
    






      spoken this prophecy "concerning Judas" "by the mouth of David," but
      modern research has led critics to hold it as most probable that neither
      Ps. lxix.(1) nor Ps. cix.(2) was composed by David at all. As we know
      nothing of Peter's usual system of exegesis, however, very little weight
      as evidence can be attached to this. On the other hand, it is clear that a
      considerable time must have elapsed before these two passages from the
      Psalms could have become applied to the death of Judas.(3)
    


      The account which is given of the fate of Judas is contradictory to that
      given in the first Synoptic and cannot be reconciled with it, but follows
      a different tradition.(4) According to the first Synoptic (xxvii. 3 ff.),
      Judas brings back the thirty pieces of silver, casts them down in the
      Temple, and then goes and hangs himself. The chief priests take the money
      and buy with it the Potter's field, which is not said to have had any
      other connection with Judas, as a place for the burial of strangers. In
      the Acts, Judas himself buys a field as a private possession, and instead
    






      of committing suicide by hanging, he is represented as dying from a fall
      in this field, which is evidently regarded as a special judgment upon him
      for his crime. The apologetic attempts to reconcile these two
      narratives,(1) are truly lamentable. Beyond calling attention to this
      amongst other phenomena presented in this speech, however, we have not
      further to do with the point at present We have already devoted too much
      space to Peter's first address, and we now pass on to more important
      topics.
    







 














      CHAPTER IV. PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY.
    


      We now enter upon a portion of our examination of the Acts which is so
      full of interest in itself that peculiar care will be requisite to
      restrain ourselves within necessary limits. Hitherto our attention has
      been mainly confined to the internal phenomena presented by the document
      before us, with comparatively little aid from external testimony, and
      although the results of such criticism have been of no equivocal
      character, the historical veracity of the Acts has not yet been tested by
      direct comparison with other sources of information. We now propose to
      examine, as briefly as may be, some of the historical statements in
      themselves, and by the light of information derived from contemporary
      witnesses of unimpeachable authority, and to confront them with
      well-established facts in the annals of the first two centuries. This
      leads us to the borders not only of one of the greatest controversies
      which has for half a century occupied theological criticism, but also of
      still more important questions regarding the original character and
      systematic development of Christianity itself. The latter we must here
      resolutely pass almost unnoticed, and into the former we shall only enter
      so far as is absolutely necessary to the special object of our inquiry.
      The document before us professes to give a narrative of the progress of
      the
    






      primitive Church from its first formation in the midst of Mosaism, with
      strong Judaistic rules and prejudices, up to that liberal universalism
      which freely admitted the christian Gentile, upon equal terms, into
      communion with the christian Jew. The question with which we are concerned
      is strictly this: Is the account in the Acts of the Apostles of the
      successive steps by which Christianity emerged from Judaism, and, shaking
      off the restrictions and obligations of the Mosaic law, admitted the
      Gentiles to a full participation of its privileges historically true? Is
      the representation which is made of the conduct and teaching of the older
      Apostles on the one hand, and of Paul on the other, and of their mutual
      relations an accurate one? Can the Acts of the Apostles, in short, be
      considered a sober and veracious history of so important and interesting
      an epoch of the christian Church? This has been vehemently disputed or
      denied, and the discussion, extending on every side into important
      collateral issues, forms in itself a literature of voluminous extent and
      profound interest. Our path now lies through this debatable land; but
      although the controversy as to the connection of Paul with the development
      of Christianity and his relation to the Apostles of the Circumcision
      cannot be altogether avoided, it only partially concerns us. We are freed
      from the necessity of advancing any particular theory, and have here no
      further interest in it than to inquire whether the narrative of the Acts
      is historical or not. If, therefore, avoiding many important but
      unnecessary questions, and restricting ourselves to a straight course
      across the great controversy, we seem to deal insufficiently with the
      general subject, it must be remembered that the argument is merely
      incidental to our inquiry, and that we not only do not
    






      pretend to exhaust it, but distinctly endeavour to reduce our share in it
      to the smallest limits compatible with our immediate object.
    


      According to the narrative of the Acts of the Apostles, the apostolic age
      presents a most edifying example of concord and moderation. The
      emancipation of the Church from Mosaic restrictions was effected without
      strife or heart-burning, and the freedom of the Gospel, if not attained
      without hesitation, was finally proclaimed with singular largeness of mind
      and philosophic liberality. The teaching of Paul differed in nothing from
      that of the elder apostles. The christian universalism, which so many
      suppose to have specially characterized the great Apostle of the Gentiles,
      was not only shared, but even anticipated, by the elder Apostles. So far
      from opposing the free admission of the Gentiles to the christian
      community, Peter declares himself to have been chosen of God that by his
      voice they should hear the gospel,(1) proclaims that there is no
      distinction between Jew and Gentile,(2) and advocates the abrogation, in
      their case at least, of the Mosaic law.(3) James, whatever his private
      predilections may be, exhibits almost equal forbearance and desire of
      conciliation. In fact, whatever anomalies and contradictions may be
      discoverable, upon close examination, beneath this smooth and brilliant
      surface, the picture superficially presented is one of singular harmony
      and peace. On the other hand, instead of that sensitive independence and
      self-reliance of character which has been ascribed to the Apostle Paul, we
      find him represented in the Acts as submissive to the authority of the
      "Pillars" of the church, ready to conform to their
    






      counsels and bow to their decrees, and as seizing every opportunity of
      visiting Jerusalem, and coming in contact with that stronghold of Judaism.
      Instead of the Apostle of the Gentiles, preaching the abrogation of the
      law, and more than suspected of leading the Jews to apostatize from
      Moses,(1) we find a man even scrupulous in his observance of Mosaic
      customs, taking vows upon him, circumcising Timothy with his own hand, and
      declaring at the close of his career, when a prisoner at Rome, that he
      "did nothing against the people or the customs of the fathers."(2) There
      is no trace of angry controversy, of jealous susceptibility, of dogmatic
      difference in the circle of the apostles. The intercourse of Paul with the
      leaders of the Judaistic party is of the most unbroken pleasantness and
      amity. Of opposition to his ministry, or doubt of his apostleship, whether
      on the part of the Three, or of those who identified themselves with their
      teaching, we have no hint. We must endeavour to ascertain whether this is
      a true representation of the early development of the Church, and of the
      momentous history of the apostolic age.
    


      In the epistles of Paul we have, at least to some extent, the means of
      testing the accuracy of the statements of the Acts with regard to him and
      the early history of the Church. The Epistles to the Galatians, to the
      Corinthians (2), and to the Romans are generally admitted to be
      genuine,(3) and can be freely used for this purpose. To these we shall
      limit our attention, excluding other epistles, whose authenticity is
      either questioned or denied, but in doing so no material capable of really
      affecting the result is set aside. For the same reason, we
    






      must reject any evidence to be derived from the so-called Epistles of
      Peter and James, at least so far as they are supposed to represent the
      opinions of Peter and James, but here again it will be found that they do
      not materially affect the points immediately before us. The veracity of
      the Acts of the Apostles being the very point which is in question, it is
      unnecessary to say that we have to subject the narrative to examination,
      and by no means to assume the correctness of any statements we find in it.
      At the same time it must be our endeavour to collect from this document
      such indications—and they will frequently be valuable—of the
      true history of the occurrences related, as may be presented between the
      lines of the text.
    


      In the absence of fuller information, it must not be forgotten that human
      nature in the first century of our era was very much what it is in the
      nineteenth, and certain facts being clearly established, it will not be
      difficult to infer many details which cannot now be positively
      demonstrated. The Epistle to the Galatians, however, will be our most
      invaluable guide. Dealing, as it does, with some of the principal episodes
      of the Acts, we are enabled by the words of the apostle Paul himself,
      which have all the accent of truth and vehement earnestness, to control
      the narrative of the unknown writer of that work. And where this source
      fails, we have the unsuspected testimony of his other epistles, and of
      later ecclesiastical history to assist our inquiry.
    


      The problem then which we have to consider is the manner in which the
      primitive Church emerged from its earliest form, as a Jewish institution
      with Mosaic restrictions and Israelitish exclusiveness, and finally opened
      wide its doors to the uncircumcised Gentile, and assumed
    






      the character of a universal religion. In order to understand the nature
      of the case, and be able to estimate aright the solution which is
      presented by the narrative in the Acts of the Apostles, it is necessary
      that we should obtain a clear view of the actual characteristics of
      Christianity at the period when that history begins. We must endeavour to
      understand precisely what view the Apostles had formed of their position
      in regard to Judaism, and of the duty which devolved upon them of
      propagating the Gospel. It is obvious that we cannot rightly appreciate
      the amount of persuasion requisite to transform the primitive Church from
      Jewish exclusive-ness to Christian universality, without ascertaining the
      probable amount of long rooted conviction and religious prejudice or
      principle which had to be overcome before that great change could be
      effected.
    


      We shall not here enter upon any argument as to the precise views which
      the Founder of Christianity may have held as to his own person and work,
      nor shall we attempt to sift the traditions of his life and teaching which
      have been handed down to us, and to separate the genuine spiritual nucleus
      from the grosser matter by which it has been enveloped and obscured. We
      have much more to do with the view which others took of the matter, and,
      looking at the Gospels as representations of that which was accepted as
      the orthodox view regarding the teaching of Jesus, they are almost as
      useful for our present purpose as if they had been more spiritual and less
      popular expositions of his views. What the Master was understood to teach
      is more important for the history of the first century than what he
      actually taught without being understood. Nothing is more certain than the
      fact that Christianity, originally, was
    






      developed out of Judaism, and that its advent was historically prepared by
      the course of the Mosaic system, to which it was so closely related.(1) In
      its first stages during the apostolic age, it had no higher ambition than
      to be, and to be considered, the continuation and the fulfilment of
      Judaism, its final and triumphant phase. The substantial identity of
      primitive Christianity with true Judaism was at first never called in
      question; it was considered a mere internal movement of Judaism, its
      development and completion, but by no means its mutilation. The idea of
      Christianity as a new religion never entered the minds of the Twelve or of
      the first believers, nor, as we shall presently see, was it so regarded by
      the Jews themselves. It was in fact, originally, nothing more than a sect
      of Judaism, holding a particular view of one point in the creed and, for a
      very long period, it was considered so by others, and was in no way
      distinguished from the rest of Mosaism.(2) Even in the Acts there are
      traces of this, Paul being called "a ringleader of the sect [———]
      of the Nazarenes,"(3) and the Jews of Rome being represented as referring
      to Christianity by this term.(4) Paul before the Council not
    






      only does not scruple to call himself "a Pharisee, the son of a Pharisee,"
      but the Pharisees take part with him against the more unorthodox and hated
      sect of the Sadducees.(1) For eighteen centuries disputes have fiercely
      raged over the creed of Christendom, and the ingenuity of countless
      divines has been exhausted in deducing mystic dogmas from the primitive
      teaching, but if there be one thing more remarkable than another in that
      teaching, according to the Synoptics, it is its perfect simplicity. Jesus
      did not appear with a ready-made theology, and imposed no elaborate system
      of doctrine upon his disciples. Throughout the prophetic period of
      Mosaism, one hope had sustained the people of Israel in all their
      sufferings and reverses: that the fortunes of the nation should finally be
      retrieved by a scion of the race of David, under whose rule it should be
      restored to a future of unexampled splendour and prosperity. The
      expectation of the Messiah, under frequently modified aspects, had formed
      a living part in the national faith of Israel. Primitive Christianity,
      sharing but recasting this ancient hope, was only distinguished from
      Judaism, with whose worship it continued in all points united, by a single
      doctrine, which was in itself merely a modification of the national idea:
      the belief that Jesus of Nazareth was actually the Christ, the promised
      Messiah. This was substantially the whole of its creed.(2)
    






      The synoptic Gospels, and more especially the first,(1) are clearly a
      history of Jesus as the Messiah of the house of David, so long announced
      and expected, and whose life and even his death and resurrection are shown
      to be the fulfilment of a series of Old Testament prophecies.(2) When his
      birth is announced to Mary, he is described as the great one, who is to
      sit on the throne of David his father, and reign over the house of Jacob
      for ever,(3) and the good tidings of great joy to all the people [———],
      that the Messiah is born that day in the city of David, are proclaimed by
      the angel to the shepherds of the plain.(4) Synieon takes the child in his
      arms and blesses God that the words of the Holy Spirit are accomplished,
      that he should not die before he had seen the Lord's anointed, the
      Messiah, the consolation of Israel.(5) The Magi come to his cradle in
      Bethlehem, the birthplace of the Messiah indicated by the prophet,(6) to
      do homage to him who is born King of the Jews,(7) and there Herod seeks to
      destroy him,(8) fulfilling another
    






      prophecy.(1) His flight into Egypt and return to Nazareth are equally in
      fulfilment of prophecies.(2) John the Baptist, whose own birth as the
      forerunner of the Messiah had been foretold,(3) goes before him preparing
      the way of the Lord, and announcing that the Messianic kingdom is at hand.
      According to the fourth Gospel, some of the twelve had been disciples of
      the Baptist, and follow Jesus on their master's assurance that he is the
      Messiah. One of these, Andrew, induces his brother Simon Peter also to go
      after him by the announcement:—"We have found the Messiah, which is,
      being interpreted, the Christ" (i. 35ff. 41). And Philip tells Nathaniel:—"We
      have found him of whom Moses in the Law and the Prophets did write: Jesus,
      the son of Joseph, who is from Nazareth" (i. 45). When he has commenced
      his own public ministry, Jesus is represented as asking his disciples:—"Who
      do men say that I am?" and setting aside the popular conjectures that he
      is John the Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah, or one of the prophets, by the
      still more direct question:—"And whom do ye say that I am? Simon
      Peter answered and said:—Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living
      God." And in consequence of this recognition of his Messiahship, Jesus
      rejoins:—"And I say unto thee that thou art Peter, and upon this
      rock I will build my Church."(4)
    






      It is quite apart from our present object to point out the singular feats
      of exegesis and perversions of historical S3nse by which passages of the
      Old Testament are forced to show that every event in the history, and even
      the startling novelty of a suffering and crucified Messiah, which to Jews
      was a stumbling-block and to Gentiles folly,(1) had been foretold by the
      prophets. From first to last the Gospels strive to prove that Jesus was
      the Messiah, and connect him indissolubly with the Old Testament. The
      Messianic key-note, which is struck at the outset, regulates the strain to
      the close. The disciples on the way to Emmaus, appalled by the ignominious
      death of their Master, sadly confide to the stranger their vanished hope
      that Jesus of Nazareth, whom they now merely call "a prophet mighty in
      word and deed before God and all the people," was the Christ "who was
      about to redeem Israel," and Jesus himself replies:—"O foolish and
      slow of heart to believe all that the prophets spake! Was it not needful
      that the Christ (Messiah) should suffer these things and enter into his
      glory? And, beginning at Moses and all the prophets, he expounded unto
      them in all the Scriptures the things concerning himself."(2) Then, again,
      when he appears to the eleven, immediately after, at Jerusalem, he says:—"'These
      are the words that I spake unto you while I was yet with you, that all
      things must be fulfilled which are written in the law of Moses and the
      prophets and the Psalms concerning me.' Then opened he their understanding
      that they might understand the Scriptures, and said unto them:—'Thus
      it is written, that the Christ should suffer and rise from the dead the
      third day.'"(3)
    






      The crucifixion and death of Jesus introduced the first elements of
      rupture with Judaism, to which they formed the great stumbling-block.(1)
      The conception of a suffering and despised Messiah could naturally never
      have occurred to a Jewish mind.(2) The first effort of Christianity,
      therefore, was to repair the apparent breach by proving that the suffering
      Messiah had actually been foretold by the prophets; and to re-establish
      the Messianic character of Jesus, by the evidence of his resurrection.(3)
      But, above all, the momentary deviation from orthodox Jewish ideas
      regarding the Messiah was retraced by the representation of a speedy
      second advent, in glory, of the once rejected Messiah to restore the
      kingdom of Israel, by which the ancient hopes of the people became
      reconciled with the new expectation of Christians. Even before the
      Ascension, the disciples are represented in the Acts as asking the risen
      Jesus:—"Lord, dost thou at this time restore the kingdom to
      Israel?"(4) There can be no doubt of the reality and
    






      universality of the belief, in the Apostolic Church, in the immediate
      return of the glorified Messiah and speedy "end of all things."(1)
    


      The substance of the preaching of the Apostles in Acts, simply is that
      Jesus is the Christ,(2) the expected Messiah.(3) Their chief aim is to
      prove that his sufferings and death had been foretold by the prophets,(4)
      and that his resurrection establishes his claim to the title.(5) The
      simplicity of the creed is illustrated by the rapidity with which converts
      are made. After a few words, on one occasion, three thousand(6) and, on
      another, five thousand(7) are at once converted. No lengthened instruction
      or preparation was requisite for admission into the Church.(8) As soon as
      a Jew acknowledged Jesus to be the Messiah he thereby became a
      Christian.(9) As soon as the
    






      three thousand converts at Pentecost made this confession of faith they
      were baptized.(1) The Ethiopian is converted whilst passing in his
      chariot, and is immediately baptized,(2) as are likewise Cornelius and his
      household after a short address from Peter.(3) The new faith involved no
      abandonment of the old. On the contrary, the advent of the Messiah was so
      essential a part of Judaic belief, and the Messianic claim of Jesus was so
      completely based by the Apostles on the fulfilment of prophecy—"showing
      by the Scriptures that Jesus is the Christ,"—that recognition of the
      fact rather constituted firmer adhesion to Mosaism, and deeper faith in
      the inviolable truth of the Covenant with Israel. If there had been no
      Mosaism, so to say, there could have been no Messiah. So far from being
      opposed either to the form or spirit of the religion of Israel, the
      proclamation of the Messiah was its necessary complement, and could only
      be intelligible by confirmation of its truth and maintenance of its
      validity. Christianity—belief in the Messiah—in its earlier
      phases, drew its whole nourishment from roots that sank deeply into
      Mosaism. It was indeed nothing more than Mosaism in a developed form. The
      only difference between the Jew and the Christian was that the latter
      believed the Messiah to have already appeared in Jesus, whilst the former
      still expected him in the future;(4) though even this difference
    






      was singularly diminished, in appearance at least, by the Christian
      expectation of the second advent.
    


      It is exceedingly important to ascertain, under these circumstances, what
      was the impression of the Apostles as to the relation of believers to
      Judaism and to Mosaic observances, although it must be clear to any one
      who impartially considers the origin and historical antecedents of the
      Christian faith, that very little doubt can have existed in their minds on
      the subject. The teaching of Jesus, as recorded in the synoptic Gospels,
      is by no means of a doubtful character, more especially when the sanctity
      of the Mosaic system in the eyes of a Jew is borne in mind. It must be
      apparent that, in order to remove the obligation of a Law and form of
      worship believed to have been, in the most direct sense, instituted by God
      himself, the most clear, strong, and reiterated order would have been
      requisite. No one can reasonably maintain that a few spiritual expressions
      directed against the bare letter and abuse of the law, which were scarcely
      understood by the hearers, could have been intended to abolish a system so
      firmly planted, or to overthrow Jewish institutions of such antiquity and
      national importance, much less that they could be taken in this sense by
      the disciples. A few passages in the Gospels, therefore, which may bear
      the interpretation of having foreseen the eventual supersession of Mosaism
      by his own more spiritual principles, must not be strained to support the
      idea that Jesus taught disregard of the Law. His very distinct and
      positive lessons, conveyed both by precept and practice, show, on the
      contrary, that not only he did not intend to attack pure Mosaism, but that
      he was understood both directly and by inference to recognise and confirm
      it. In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus
    






      states to the disciples in the most positive manner:—"Think not that
      I came to destroy the law or the prophets; I came not to destroy but to
      fulfil. For verily I say unto you, till heaven and earth pass, one jot or
      one tittle shall not pass from the law, till all be accomplished."(1)
      Whether the last phrase be interpreted: till all the law be accomplished,
      or till all things appointed to occur be accomplished, the effect is the
      same. One clear explicit declaration like this, under the circumstances,
      would outweigh a host of doubtful expressions. Not only does Jesus in this
      passage directly repudiate any idea of attacking the law and the prophets,
      but, in representing his mission as their fulfilment, he affirms them, and
      associates his own work in the closest way with theirs. If there were any
      uncertainty, however, as to the meaning of his words it would be removed
      by the continuation:—"Whosoever, therefore, shall break one of these
      commandments, even the least, and shall teach men so, he shall be called
      least in the kingdom of heaven; but whosoever shall do and teach them, he
      shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven."(2) It would be difficult
      for teaching to be more decisive in favour of the maintenance of the law,
      and this instruction, according to the first Synoptic, was specially
      directed to the disciples.(3) When Jesus goes on to show that their
      righteousness must exceed that of the Scribes and Pharisees, and to add to
      the letter of the law, as interpreted by those of old, his own profound
      interpretation of its
    






      spirit, he only intensifies, without limiting, the operation of the law;
      he merely spiritualises it. He does no more than this in his lessons
      regarding the observance of the Sabbath. He did not in point of fact
      attack the genuine Mosaic institution of the day of rest at all, but
      merely the intolerable literalism by which its observance had been made a
      burden instead of "a delight." He justified his variation from the
      traditional teaching and practice of his time, however, by appeals to
      Scriptural precedent.(1)
    


      As a recent writer has said: "....the observance of the Sabbath, which had
      been intended to secure for weary men a rest full of love and peace and
      mercy, had become a mere national Fetish—a barren custom fenced in
      with the most frivolous and senseless restrictions."(2) Jesus restored its
      original significance. In restricting some of the permissive clauses of
      the Law, on the other hand, he acted precisely in the same spirit. He
      dealt with the Law not with the temper of a revolutionist, but of a
      reformer, and his reforms, so far from affecting its permanence, are a
      virtual confirmation of the rest of the code.(3) Ritschl, whose views on
      this point will have some weight with apologists, combats the idea that
      Jesus merely confirmed the Mosaic moral law, and abolished the ceremonial
      law. Referring to one particular point of importance, he says:—"He
      certainly contests the duty of the Sabbath rest, the value of
      purifications and sacrifices, and the validity of divorce; on the other
      hand, he leaves unattacked the value of circumcision, whose regulation is
      generally reckoned as part of the
    






      ceremonial law; and nothing justifies the conclusion that Jesus estimated
      it in the same way as Justin Martyr, and the other Gentile Christian
      Church teachers, who place it on the same line as the ceremonies. The only
      passage in which Jesus touches upon circumcision (John vii. 22) rather
      proves that, as an institution of the patriarchs, he attributes to it
      peculiar sanctity. Moreover, when Jesus, with unmistakable intention,
      confines his own personal ministry to the Israelitish people (Mk. vii. 27,
      Mt. x. 5, 6), he thereby recognises their prior right of participation in
      the Kingdom of God, and also, indirectly, circumcision as the sign of the
      preference of this people. The distinction of circumcision from
      ceremonies, besides, is perfectly intelligible from the Old Testament.
      Through circumcision, to wit, is the Israelite, sprung from the people of
      the Covenant, indicated as sanctified by God; through purification,
      sacrifice, Sabbath-rest must he continually sanctify himself for God. So
      long, therefore, as the conception of the people of the Covenant is
      maintained, circumcision cannot be abandoned, whilst even the prophets
      have pointed to the merely relative importance of the Mosaic worship."(1)
    


      Jesus everywhere in the Gospels recognises the divine origin of the
      law,(2) and he quotes the predictions of the prophets as absolute evidence
      of his own pretensions. To those who ask him the way to eternal life he
      indicates its commandments,(3) and he even enjoins the observance of its
      ceremonial rites.(4) Jesus did not abrogate the
    






      Mosaic law; but, on the contrary, by his example as well as his precepts,
      he practically confirmed it.(1)
    


      According to the statements of the Gospels, Jesus himself observed the
      prescriptions of the Mosaic law.(2) From his birth he had been brought up
      in its worship.(3) He was circumcised on the eighth day.(4) "And when the
      days of their purification were accomplished, according to the law of
      Moses, they brought him up to Jerusalem to present him to the Lord, even
      as it is written in the law of the Lord: Every male, &c, &c, and
      to give a sacrifice according to that which is said in the law of the
      Lord," &c, &c.(5) Every year his parents went to Jerusalem at the
      feast of the Passover,(6) and this practice he continued till the close of
      his life. "As his custom was, he went into the Synagogue (at Nazareth) and
      stood up to read."(7) According to the fourth Gospel, Jesus goes up to
      Jerusalem for the various festivals of the Jews,(8) and the feast of the
      Passover, according to the Synoptics, was the last memorable supper eaten
    






      with his disciples,(1) the third Synoptic representing him as saying:
      "With desire I desired to eat this Passover with you before I suffer; for
      I say unto you that I shall not any more eat it until it be fulfilled hi
      the kingdom of God."(2) However exceptional the character of Jesus, and
      however elevated his views, it is undeniable that he lived and died a Jew,
      conforming to the ordinances of the Mosaic law in all essential points,
      and not holding himself aloof from the worship of the Temple which he
      purified. The influence which his adherence to the forms of Judaism must
      have exerted over his followers(3) can scarcely be exaggerated, and the
      fact must ever be carefully borne in mind in estimating the conduct of the
      Apostles and of the primitive Christian community after his death.
    


      As befitted the character of the Jewish Messiah, the sphere of the
      ministry of Jesus and the arrangements for the proclamation of the Gospel
      were strictly and even intensely, Judaic. Jesus attached to his person
      twelve disciples, a number clearly typical of the twelve tribes of the
      people of Israel;(4) and this reference is distinctly adopted when Jesus
      is represented, in the Synoptics, as promising that, in the Messianic
      kingdom, "when the Son
    






      of Man shall sit on the throne of his glory," the Twelve also "shall sit
      upon twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel;"(1) a promise
      which, according to the third Synoptist, is actually made during the last
      supper.(2) In the Apocalypse, which, "of all the writings of the New
      Testament is most thoroughly Jewish in its language and imagery,"(3) the
      names of the twelve Apostles of the Lamb are written upon the twelve
      foundations of the wall of the heavenly Jerusalem, upon the twelve gates
      of which, through which alone access to the city can be obtained, are the
      names of the twelve tribes of the children of Israel.(4) Jesus himself
      limited his teaching to the Jews, and was strictly "a minister of the
      circumcision for the truth of God, to confirm the promises made unto the
      fathers."(5) To the prayer of the Canaanitish woman: "Have mercy on me, O
      Lord, Son of David," unlike his gracious demeanour to her of the bloody
      issue,(6) Jesus, at first, it is said, "answered her not a word;" and even
      when besought by the disciples—not to heal her daughter, but—to
      "send her away," he makes the emphatic declaration: "I was not sent but
      unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel."(7) To her continued appeals
      he lays
    






      down the principle: "It is not lawful to take the children's bread and
      cast it to the dogs." If after these exclusive sentences the boon is
      finally granted, it is as of the crumbs(1) which fall from the master's
      table.(2) The modified expression(3) in the second Gospel: "Let the
      children first be filled: for it is not meet to take the children's bread
      and cast it to the dogs;" does not affect the case, for it equally
      represents exclusion from the privileges of Israel, and the Messianic idea
      fully contemplated a certain grace to the heathen when the children were
      filled. The expression regarding casting, the children's bread "to the
      dogs" is clearly in reference to the Gentiles, who were so called by the
      Jews.(4) A similar, though still stronger use of such expressions, might
      be pointed out in the Sermon on the Mount in the first
    






      Gospel (vii. 6): "Give not that which is holy unto the dogs, neither cast
      your pearls before swine." It is certain that the Jews were in the habit
      of speaking of the heathen both as dogs and swine—unclean animals,—and
      Hilgenfeld,(1) and some other critics, see in this verse a reference to
      the Gentiles. We do not, however, press this application which is, and may
      be, disputed, but merely mention it and pass on. There can be no doubt,
      however, of the exclusive references to the Gentiles in the same sermon,
      and other passages, where the disciples are enjoined to practise a higher
      righteousness than the Gentiles. "Do not even the publicans... do not even
      the Gentiles or sinners the same things."(2) "Take no thought, &c, for
      after all these things do the Gentiles seek; but seek ye, &c, &c."(3)
      The contrast is precisely that put with some irony by Paul, making use of
      the common Jewish expression "sinner" as almost equivalent for
      "Gentile;"(4) In another place the first Synoptic represents Jesus as
      teaching his disciples how to deal with a brother who sins against them,
      and as the final resource, when every effort at reconciliation and justice
      has failed, he says: "Let him be unto thee as the Gentile [———]
      and the publican." (Mt. xviii. 17.) He could not express in a stronger way
      to a Jewish mind the idea of social and religious excommunication.
    


      The instructions which Jesus gives in sending out the Twelve, however,
      express the exclusiveness of the
    






      Messianic mission, in the first instance at least, to the Jews, in a very
      marked manner. Jesus commands his disciples: "Go not into a way of the
      Gentiles [———] and into a city of the Samaritans enter
      ye not; but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. And as ye
      go, preach, saying: The kingdom of heaven is at hand."(1) As if more
      emphatically to mark the limitation of the mission, the assurance is
      seriously added: "For verily I say unto you, ye shall not have gone over
      the cities of Israel, till the Son of Man come."(2) It will be observed
      that Jesus here charges the Twelve to go rather "to the lost sheep of the
      house of Israel" in the same words that he employs to the Canaanitish
      woman to describe the exclusive destination of his own ministry.(3) In
      coupling the Samaritans with the Gentiles there is merely an expression of
      the intense antipathy of the Jews against them, as a mixed and, we may
      say, renegade race, excluded from the Jewish worship although circumcised,
      intercourse with whom is to this day almost regarded as pollution.(4) The
      third Gospel, which omits the restrictive instructions of Jesus to the
      Twelve given by the first Synoptist, introduces another episode of the
      same description: the appointment and mission of Seventy disciples,(6) to
      which we must very briefly refer. No mention whatever is made of this
      incident in the other Gospels, and these disciples are not referred to in
      any other part of the New Testament.(6) Even Eusebius remarks that no
    






      catalogue of them is anywhere given,(1) and, after naming a few persons,
      who were said by tradition to have been of their number, he points out
      that more than seventy disciples appear, for instance, according to the
      testimony of Paul.(2) It will be observed that the instructions, at least
      in considerable part, supposed to be given to the Seventy in the third.
      Synoptic are, in the first, the very instructions given to the Twelve.
      There has been much discussion regarding the whole episode, which need not
      here be minutely referred to. For various reasons the majority of critics
      impugn its historical character.(3) A large number of these, as well as
      other writers, consider that the narrative of this appointment of seventy
      disciples, the number of the nations of the earth according to Jewish
      ideas, was introduced in Pauline universalistic interest,(4) or, at least,
      that the number is
    






      typical of Gentile conversion, in contrast with that of the Twelve who
      represent the more strictly Judaic limitation of the Messianic mission;
      and they seem to hold that the preaching of the seventy is represented as
      not confined to Judaea, but as extending to Samaria, and that it thus
      denoted the destination of the Gospel also to the Gentiles. On the other
      hand, other critics, many, though by no means all, of whom do not question
      the authenticity of the passage, are disposed to deny the Pauline
      tendency, and any special connection with a mission to the Gentiles, and
      rather to see in the number seventy a reference to well-known Judaistic
      institutions.(1) It is true that the number of the nations was set down at
      seventy by Jewish tradition,(2) but, on the other hand, it was the number
      of the elders chosen by Moses from amongst the children of Israel by God's
      command to help him, and to whom God gave of his spirit(3)s and also of
      the national
    






      Sanhedrin, which, according to the Mischna,(1) still represented the
      Mosaic council. This view receives confirmation from the Clementine
      Recognitions in the following passage: "He therefore chose us twelve who
      first believed in him, whom he named Apostles; afterwards seventy-two
      other disciples of most approved goodness, that even in this way
      recognising the similitude of Moses the multitude might believe that this
      is the prophet to come whom Moses foretold."(2) The passage here referred
      to is twice quoted in the Acts: "Moses indeed said: A prophet will the
      Lord our God raise up unto you from among your brethren, like unto me,"
      &c.(3) On examination, we do not find that there is any ground for the
      assertion that the seventy disciples were sent to the Samaritans or
      Gentiles, or were in any way connected with universalistic ideas. Jesus
      had "stedfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem," and sent messengers
      before him who "went and entered into a village of the Samaritans to make
      ready for him," but they repulsed him, "because his face was as though he
      would go to Jerusalem."(4) There is a decided break, however, before the
      appointment of the seventy. "After these things [———]
      the Lord appointed seventy others also, and sent them two and two before
      his face into every city and place whither he himself was about to
      come."(5) There is not a single word in the instructions
    






      given to them which justifies the conclusion that they were sent to
      Samaria, and only the inference from the number seventy, taken as typical
      of the nations, suggests it. That inference is not sufficiently attested,
      and the slightness of the use made of the seventy disciples in the third
      Gospel—this occasion being the only one on which they are mentioned,
      and no specific intimation of any mission to all people being here given—does
      not favour the theory of Pauline tendency. So far as we are concerned,
      however, the point is unimportant. Those who assert the universalistic
      character of the episode generally deny its authenticity; most of those
      who accept it as historical deny its universalism.
    


      The order to go and teach all nations, however, by no means carries us
      beyond strictly Messianic limits. Whilst the Jews expected the Messiah to
      restore the people of Israel to their own Holy Land and crown them with
      unexampled prosperity and peace, revenging their past sorrows upon their
      enemies, and granting them supremacy over all the earth, they likewise
      held that one of the Messianic glories was to be the conversion of the
      Gentiles to the worship of Jahveh. This is the burden of the prophets, and
      it requires no proof. The Jews, as the people with whom God had entered
      into Covenant, were first to be received into the kingdom. "Let the
      children first be filled,"(1) and then the heathen might partake of the
      bread. Regarding the ultimate conversion of the Gentiles, therefore, there
      was no doubt; the only questions were as to the time and the conditions of
      admission into the national fellowship. As to the time, there never had
      been any expectation that the heathen could be turned to Jahveh in numbers
      before the appearance of the
    






      Messiah, but converts to Judaism had been made in all ages, and after the
      dispersion, especially, the influence of the Jews upon the professors of
      the effete and expiring religions of Rome, of Greece, and of Egypt was
      very great, and numerous proselytes adopted the faith of Israel,(1) and
      were eagerly sought for(2) in spite of the abusive terms in which the
      Talmudists spoke of them.(3) The conditions on the other hand were
      perfectly definite. The case of converts had been early foreseen and
      provided for in the Mosaic code. Without referring to minor points, we may
      at once say that circumcision was indispensable to admission into the
      number of the children of Israel.(4) Participation in the privileges of
      the Covenant could only be secured by accepting the mark of that Covenant.
      Very many, however, had adopted Judaism to a great extent, who were not
      willing to undergo the rite requisite to full admission into the nation,
      and a certain modification had gradually been introduced by which, without
      it, strangers might be admitted into partial communion with Israel. There
      were, therefore, two classes of proselytes,(5) the first called Proselytes
      of the Covenant or of Righteousness, who were circumcised, obeyed the
      whole Mosaic law, and
    






      were fully incorporated with Israel, and the other called Proselytes of
      the Gate,(1) or worshippers of Jahveh, who in the New Testament are
      commonly called [———].
    


      These had not undergone the rite of circumcision, and therefore were not
      participators in the Covenant, but merely worshipped the God of Israel,(4)
      and were only compelled to observe the seven Noachian prescriptions. These
      Proselytes of the Gate, however, were little more than on sufferance. They
      were excluded from the Temple, and even the Acts of the Apostles represent
      it to be pollution for a Jew to have intercourse with them: it requires
      direct Divine intervention to induce Peter to go to Cornelius, and to
      excuse his doing so in the eyes of the primitive Church.(3) Nothing short
      of circumcision and full observance of the Mosaic law could secure the
      privileges of the Covenant with Israel to a stranger, and in illustration
      of this we may again point to the Acts, where certain who came from
      Judaea, members of the primitive church, teach the Christians of Antioch:
      "Except ye have been circumcised after the custom of Moses ye cannot be
      saved."(4)
    


     1 We need not discuss the chronology of this class.

     2  It is scarcely necessary to speak of the well-known case
     of Lzates, King of Adiabene, related by Josephus. The Jewish
     merchant Ananias, who teaches him to worship God according
     to the religion of the Jews, is willing, evidently from the
     special emergency of the case and the danger of forcing
     Izates fully to embrace Judaism in the face of his people,
     to let him remain a mere Jahveh worshipper, only partially
     conforming to the Law, and remaining uncircumcised'; but
     another Jew from Galilee, Eleazer, versed in Jewish
     learning, points out to him that, in neglecting
     circumcision, he breaks the principal point of the Law.
     Izates then has himself circumcised.    Josephus, Antiq. xx.
     2, § 3 f.

     3  Acts x. 2 ff, xi. 2 ft. Dr. Lightfoot says: "The Apostles
     of the circumcision, even St. Peter himself, had failed
     hitherto to comprehend the wide purpose of God. With their
     fellow-countrymen they still held it unlawful for a Jew to
     keep company with an alien' (Acts x. 28)." Galatians, p.
     290.







      This will be more fully shown as we proceed. The conversion of the
      Gentiles was not, therefore, in the least degree an idea foreign to
      Judaism, but, on the contrary, formed an intimate part of the Messianic
      expectation of the later prophets. The conditions of admission to the
      privileges and promises of the Covenant, however, were full acceptance of
      the Mosaic law, and submission to the initiatory rite.(1) That small and
      comparatively insignificant people, with an arrogance that would have been
      ridiculous if, in the influence which they have actually exerted over the
      world, it had not been almost sublime, not only supposed themselves the
      sole and privileged recipients of the oracles of God, as his chosen and
      peculiar people, but they contemplated nothing short of universal
      submission to the Mosaic code, and the supremacy of Israel over all the
      earth.
    


      We are now better able to estimate the position of the Twelve when the
      death of their Master threw them on their own resources, and left them to
      propagate his Gospel as they themselves understood it. Born a Jew of the
      race of David, accepting during his life the character of the promised
      Messiah, and dying with the mocking title "King of the Jews" written upon
      his cross, Jesus had left his disciples in close communion with the
      Mosaism which he had spiritualized and ennobled, but had not abolished. He
      himself had taught them that "it becomes us to fulfill all righteousness,"
      and, from his youth upwards, had set them the example of
    






      enlightened observance of the Mosaic law. His precept had not belied his
      example, and whilst in strong terms we find him inculcating the permanence
      of the Law, it is certain that he left no order to disregard it. He
      confined his own preaching to the Jews; the first ministers of the Messiah
      represented the twelve tribes of the people of Israel;.and the first
      Christians were of that nation, with no distinctive worship, but
      practising as before the whole Mosaic ritual. What Neander savs of "many,"
      may, we think, be referred to all: "That Jesus faithfully observed the
      form of the Jewish law served to them as evidence that this form should
      ever preserve its value."(1) As a fact, the Apostles and the early
      Christians continued as before assiduously to practise all the observances
      of the Mosaic law, to frequent the Temple(2) and adhere to the usual
      strict forms of Judaism.(3) In addition to the influence of the example of
      Jesus and the powerful effect of national habit, there were many strong
      reasons which obviously must to Jews have rendered abandonment of the law
      as difficult as submission to its full requirements must have been to
      Gentiles. Holding as they did the Divine origin of the Old Testament, in
      which the observance of the Law was inculcated on almost every page,
    






      it would have been impossible, without counter-teaching of the most
      peremptory and convincing character, to have shaken its supremacy; but
      beyond this, in that theocratic community Mosaism was not only the
      condition of the Covenant, and the key of the Temple, but it was also the
      diploma of citizenship, and the bond of social and political life. To
      abandon the observance of the Law was not only to resign the privilege and
      the distinctive characteristic of Israel, to relinquish the faith of the
      Patriarchs who were the glory of the nation, and to forsake a divinely
      appointed form of worship, without any recognized or even indicated
      substitute, but it severed the only link between the individual and the
      people of Israel, and left him in despised isolation, an outcast from the
      community. They had no idea, however, that any such sacrifice was required
      of them. They were simply Jews believing in the Jewish Messiah, and they
      held that all things else were to proceed as before, until the glorious
      second coining of the Christ.(1)
    


      The Apostles and primitive Christians continued to hold the national
      belief that the way to Christianity lay through Judaism, and that the
      observance of the law was obligatory and circumcision necessary to
      complete communion.(2) Paul describes with unappeased
    






      irritation the efforts made by the community of Jerusalem, whose "pillars"
      were Peter, James, and John, to force Titus, a Gentile Christian, to be
      circumcised,(1) and even the Acts represent James and all the elders of
      the Church of Jerusalem as requesting Paul, long after, to take part with
      four Jewish Christians, who had a vow and were about to purify themselves
      and shave their heads and, after the accomplishment of the days of
      purification, make the usual offering in the Temple, in order to convince
      the "many thousands there of those who have believed and are all zealous
      for the law," that it is untrue that he teaches: "all the Jews who are
      among the Gentiles apostacy [———] from Moses, saying
      that they ought not to circumcise their children, neither to walk after
      the customs," and to show, on the contrary, that he himself walks orderly
      and keeps the Law.(2) As true Israelites, with opinions fundamentally
      unchanged by belief that Jesus was the Messiah, they held that the Gospel
      was specially intended for the people of the Covenant, and they confined
      their teaching to the Jews.(3) A Gentile whilst still uncircumcised, even
      although converted, could not, they thought, be received on an
    


     1 Gal ii. 3 ff. As we shall more fully discuss this episode
     hereafter, it is not necessary to do so here.

     2 Acts xxi. 18—26; cf. xv. i. Paul is also represented as
     saying to the Jews of Rome that he has done nothing"
     against the customs of their Fathers."

     3 Dr. Lightfoot says: "Meanwhile at Jerusalem some years
     past away before the barrier of Judaism was assailed. The
     Apostles still observed the Mosaic ritual; they still
     confined their preaching to Jews by birth, or Jews by
     adoption, the proselytes of the Covenant," &c. Paul's Ep. to
     Gal. p. 287. Paley says: "It was not yet known to the
     Apostles, that they were at liberty to propose the religion
     to mankind at large. That 'mystery,' as St. Paul calls it
     (Eph. iii. 3-6), and as it then was, was revealed to Peter
     by an especial miracle." A view of the Evidence, &c, ed.
     Potts, 1850, p. 228.







      equality with the Jew, but defiled him by contact.(1) The attitude of the
      Christian Jew to the merely Christian Gentile, who had not entered the
      community by the portal of Judaism, was, as before, simply that of the Jew
      to the proselyte of the Gate. The Apostles could not upon any other terms
      have then even contemplated the conversion of the Gentiles. Jesus had
      limited his own teaching to the Jews, and, according to the first Gospel,
      had positively prohibited, at one time at least, their going to the
      Gentiles, or even to the Samaritans, and if there had been an order given
      to preach to all nations it certainly was not accompanied by any removal
      of the conditions specified in the Law.(2) It has been remarked that
      neither party, in the great discussion in the Church regarding the terms
      upon which Gentiles might be admitted to the privileges of Christianity,
      ever appealed in support of their views to specific instructions of Jesus
      on the subject.(3) The reason is intelligible enough. The Petrine party,
      supported as they were by the whole weight of the Law and of Holy
      Scripture, as well as by the example and tacit approval of the Master,
      could not have felt even that degree of doubt which precedes an appeal to
      authority.
    


     2 Dr. Lightfoot says: "The Master himself had left no
     express instructions. He had charged them, it is true, to
     preach the Gospel to all nations, but how this injunction
     was to be carried out, by what changes a national Church
     must expand into an universal Church, they had not been
     told. He had indeed asserted the sovereignty of the spirit
     over the letter; he had enunciated the great principle—as
     wide in its application as the law itself—that' man was not
     made for the Sabbath, but the Sabbath for man.' He had
     pointed to the fulfilment of the law in the Gospel. So fer
     he had discredited the law, but he had not deposed it or
     abolished it. It was left to the Apostles themselves under
     the guidance of the Spirit, moulded by circumstances and
     moulding them in turn, to work out the great change."   St.
     Paul's Ep. to Gal. 286.







      The party of Paul, on the other hand, had nothing in their favour to which
      a specific appeal could have been made; but in his constant protest that
      he had not received his doctrine from man, but had been taught it by
      direct revelation, the Apostle of the Gentiles, who was the first to
      proclaim a substantial difference between Christianity and Judaism,(1) in
      reality endeavoured to set aside the authority of the Judaistic party by
      an appeal from the earthly to the spiritualized Messiah. Even after the
      visit of Paul to Jerusalem about the year 50, the elder Apostles still
      retained the views which we have shown to have been inevitable under the
      circumstances, and, as we learn from Paul himself, they still continued
      mere "Apostles of the Circumcision," limiting their mission to the
      Jews.(2)
    


      The Apostles and the primitive Christians, therefore, after the death of
      their Master, whom they believed to be the Messiah of the Jews, having
      received his last instructions, and formed their final impressions of his
      views, remained Jews, believing in the continued obligation to observe the
      Law and, consequently, holding the initiatory rite essential to
      participation in the privileges of the Covenant. They held this not only
      as Jews believing in the Divine origin of the Old Testament and of the
      Law, but as Christians confirmed by the example and the teaching of their
      Christ, whose very coming was a substantial ratification of the ancient
      faith of Israel. In this position they stood when the
    






      Gospel, without their intervention, and mainly by the exertions of the
      Apostle Paul, began to spread amongst the Gentiles, and the terms of their
      admission came into question. It is impossible to deny that the total
      removal of conditions, advocated by the Apostle Paul with all the
      vehemence and warmth of his energetic character, and involving nothing
      short of the abrogation of the Law and surrender of all the privileges of
      Israel, must have been shocking not only to the prejudices but also to the
      deepest religious convictions of men who, although Christians, had not
      ceased to be Jews, and, unlike the Apostle of the Gentiles, had been
      directly and daily in contact with Jesus, without having been taught such
      revolutionary principles. From this point we have to proceed with our
      examination of the account in the Acts of the relation of the elder
      Apostles to Paul, and the solution of the difficult problem before them.
    







 














      CHAPTER V. STEPHEN THE MARTYR
    


      Before the Apostle of the Gentiles himself comes on the scene, and is
      directly brought in contact with the Twelve, we have to study the earlier
      incidents narrated in the Acts, wherein, it is said, the emancipation of
      the Church from Jewish exclusiveness had already either commenced or been
      clearly anticipated. The first of these which demands our attention is the
      narrative of the martyrdom of Stephen. This episode, although highly
      interesting and important in itself, might, we consider, have been left
      unnoticed in connection with the special point now engaging our attention,
      but such significance has been imparted to it by the views which critics
      have discovered in the speech of Stephen, that we cannot pass it without
      attention. If this detention be, on the one hand, to be regretted, it will
      on the other be compensated by the light which may be thrown on the
      composition of the Acts.
    


      We read(l) that in consequence of murmurs amongst the Hellenists against
      the Hebrews, that their widows were neglected in the daily distribution of
      alms, seven deacons were appointed specially to attend to such
      ministrations. Amongst these, it is said, was Stephen,(2)
    






      "a man full of faith and of the Holy Spirit." Stephen, it appears, by no
      means limited his attention to the material interests of the members of
      the Church, but being "full of grace and power, did great wonders and
      signs [———] amongst the people." "But there arose
      certain of those of the synagogue which is called (the synagogue) of the
      Libertines(1) and Cyrenians and Alexandrians and of them of Cilicia and of
      Asia, disputing with Stephen; and they were not able to resist the wisdom
      and the spirit by which he spake. Then they suborned men who said: We have
      heard him speak blasphemous words against Moses and God. And they stirred
      up the people and the elders and the scribes, and came upon him, and
      seized him, and brought him to the Council, and set up false witnesses who
      said: This man ceaseth not to speak words against the holy place and the
      law; for we have heard him say, that Jesus, this Naza-rene, shall destroy
      this place, and shall change the customs which Moses delivered to us." The
      high-priest asks him: Are these things so? And Stephen delivers an
      address, which has since been the subject of much discussion amongst
      critics and divines. The contents of the speech taken by themselves do not
      present any difficulty, so far as the sense is concerned, but regarded as
      a reply to the accusations brought against him by the false witnesses, the
      defence of Stephen has perhaps been interpreted in a greater variety of
      ways than any other part of the New Testament. Its shadowy outlines have
      been used as a setting for the pious thoughts of subsequent
    






      generations, and every imaginable intention has been ascribed to the
      proto-martyr, every possible or impossible reference detected in the
      phrases of his oration. This has mainly arisen from the imperfect nature
      of the account in the Acts, and the absence of many important details
      which has left criticism to adopt that "divinatorisch-combinatorische"
      procedure which is so apt to evolve any favourite theory from the inner
      consciousness. The prevailing view, however, amongst the great majority of
      critics of all schools is, that Stephen is represented in the Acts as the
      forerunner of the Apostle Paul, anticipating his universalistic
      principles, and proclaiming with more or less of directness the abrogation
      of Mosaic ordinances and the freedom of the Christian Church.(1) This view
      was certainly advanced by Augustine, and lies at the base of his famous
      saying: "Si sanctus Stephanus sic non oras-set, ecclesia Paulum non
      haberet,"(2) but it was first clearly enunciated by Baur, who subjected
      the speech of Stephen to detailed analysis,(3) and his interpretation has
      to a large extent been adopted even by apologists. It must be clearly
      understood that adherence to this reading of the aim and meaning of the
      speech, as it is given in the Acts, by no means involves an admission of
      its authenticity, which, on the contrary, is impugned by Baur himself, and
      by a large number of independent critics. We have the misfortune of
      differing most materially from the prevalent view regarding the contents
      of the speech, and we maintain that, as it stands in the Acts, there is
      not a
    






      word in it which can be legitimately construed into an attack upon the
      Mosaic law, or which anticipates the Christian universalism of Paul.
      Space, however, forbids our entering here upon a discussion of this
      subject, but the course which we must adopt with regard to it renders it
      unnecessary to deal with the interpretation of the speech. We consider
      that there is no reason for believing that the discourse put into the
      mouth of Stephen was ever actually delivered, but on the contraiy that
      there is every ground for holding that it is nothing more than a
      composition by the Author of the Acts. We shall endeavour clearly to state
      the reasons for this conclusion.
    


      With the exception of the narrative in the Acts, there is no evidence
      whatever that such a person as Stephen ever existed. The statements of the
      Apostle Paul leave no doubt that persecution against the Christians of
      Jerusalem must have broken out previous to his conversion, but no details
      are given, and it can scarcely be considered otherwise than extraordinary,
      that Paul should not in any of his own writings have referred to the
      proto-martyr of the Christian Church, if the account which is given of him
      be historical. It may be argued that his own share in the martyrdom of
      Stephen made the episode an unpleasant memory, which the Apostle would not
      readily recall. Considering the generosity of Paul's character on the one
      hand, however, and the important position assigned to Stephen on the
      other, this cannot be admitted as an explanation, and it is perfectly
      unaccountable that, if Stephen really be a historical personage, no
      mention of him occurs elsewhere in the New Testament.
    


      Moreover, if Stephen was, as asserted, the direct forerunner of Paul, and
      in his hearing enunciated
    






      sentiments like those ascribed to him, already expressing much more than
      the germ—indeed the full spirit—of Pauline universality, it
      would be passing strange that Paul not only tacitly ignores all that he
      owes to the proto-martyr, but vehemently protests: "But I make known unto
      you, brethren, that the Gospel which was preached by me is not after man.
      For neither did I receive it from man, nor was taught it, but by
      revelation of Jesus Christ."(1) There is no evidence whatever that such a
      person exercised any such influence on Paul.(2) One thing only is certain,
      that the speech and martyrdom of Stephen made so little impression on Paul
      that, according to Acts, he continued a bitter persecutor of Christianity,
      "making havoc of the Church."
    


      The statement, vi. 8, that "Stephen, full of grace and power, did great
      wonders and signs among the people" is not calculated to increase
      confidence in the narrative as sober history; and as little is the
      assertion, vi. 15, that "all who sat in the Council, looking stedfastly on
      him, saw his face as it had been the face of an angel." This, we think, is
      evidently an instance of Christian subjective opinion made objective.(3)
      How, we might ask, could it be known to the writer that all who sat at the
      Council saw this? Neander replies that probably it is the evidence of
      members of the Sanhedrin of the impression made on them by the aspect of
      Stephen.(4) The intention of the writer, however, obviously is to describe
      a supernatural
    


     3 It is further very remarkable, if it be assumed that the
     vision, Acts vii. 55, actually was seen, that, in giving a
     list of those who have seen the risen Jesus (1 Cor. xv. 5—
     8), which he evidently intends to be complete, he does not
     include Stephen.







      phenomenon,(1) and this is in his usual manner in this book, where
      miraculous agency is more freely employed than in any other in the Canon.
      The session of the Council commences in a regular manner,(2) but the
      previous arrest of Stephen,(3) and the subsequent interruption of his
      defence, are described as a tumultuous proceeding, his death being.
      unsanctioned by any sentence of the Council.(4) The Sanhed-rin, indeed,
      could not execute any sentence of death without the ratification of the
      Roman authorities,(5) and nothing is said in the narrative which implies
      that any regular verdict was pronounced; but, on the contrary, the tumult
      described in v. 57 f. excludes such a supposition. Olshausen(6) considers
      that, in order to avoid any collision with the Roman power, the Sanhedrin
      did not pronounce any formal judgment, but connived at the execution which
      some fanatics carried out. This explanation, however, is inadmissible,
      because it is clear that the members of the Council themselves, if also
      the audience,
    






      attacked and stoned Stephen.(1) The actual stoning(2) is carried out with
      all regard to legal forms;(3) the victim being taken out of the city,(4)
      and the witnesses casting the first stone,(5) and for this purpose taking
      off their outer garments. The whole account, with its singular mixture of
      utter lawlessness and formality, is extremely improbable,(6) and more
      especially when the speech itself is considered. The proceedings commence
      in an orderly manner, and the high priest calls upon Stephen for his
      defence. The council and audience listen patiently and quietly to his
      speech, and no interruption takes place until he has said all that he had
      to sav, for it must be apparent that when the speaker abandons narrative
      and argument and breaks into direct invective, there could not have been
      any intention to prolong the address, as no expectation of calm attention
      after such denunciations could have been natural. The tumult cuts short
      the oration precisely where the author had exhausted his
    






      subject, and by temporary lawlessness overcomes the legal difficulty of a
      sentence which the Sanhedrin, without the ratification of the Roman
      authority, could not have carried out. As soon as the tumult has effected
      these objects, all becomes orderly and legal again; and, consequently, the
      witnesses can lay their garments "at a young man's feet whose name was
      Saul." The principal actor in the work is thus dramatically introduced. As
      the trial commences with a supernatural illumination of the face of
      Stephen, it ends with a supernatural vision, in which Stephen sees heaven
      opened, and the Son of Man standing at the right hand of God. Such a trial
      and such an execution present features which are undoubtedly not
      historical.
    


      This impression is certainly not lessened when we find how many details of
      the trial and death of Stephen are based on the accounts in the Gospels of
      the trial and death of Jesus.(1) The irritated adversaries of Stephen stir
      up the people and the elders and scribes, and come upon him and lead him
      to the Council.(2) They seek false witness against him;(3) and these false
      witnesses accuse him of speaking against the temple and the law.(4) The
      false witnesses who are set up against Jesus with similar testimony,
      according to the first two Synoptics, are strangely omitted by the third.
      The reproduction of this trait here has much that is suggestive. The high
      priest asks: "Are these things so?"(5) Stephen, at
    






      the close of his speech, exclaims: "I see the heavens opened, and the Son
      of Man standing on the right hand of God." Jesus says: "Henceforth shall
      the Son of Man be seated on the right hand of the power of God."(1) Whilst
      he is being stoned, Stephen prays, saying: "Lord Jesus, receive my
      Spirit;" and, similarly, Jesus on the cross cries, with a loud voice:
      "Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit; and, having said this, he
      expired."(2) Stephen, as he is about to die, cries, with a loud voice:
      "Lord, lay not this sin to their charge; and when he said this he fell
      asleep;" and Jesus says: "Father, forgive them, for they know not what
      they do."(3) These two sayings of Jesus are not given anywhere but in the
      third Synoptic,(4) and their imitation by Stephen, in another work of the
      same Evangelist, is a peculiarity which deserves attention. It is argued
      by apologists(5) that nothing is more natural than that the first martyrs
      should have the example of the suffering Jesus in their minds, and die
      with his expressions of love and resignation on their lips. On the other
      hand, taken along with other most suspicious circumstances which we have
      already pointed out, and with the fact, which we shall presently
      demonstrate, that the speech of Stephen is nothing more
    






      than a composition by the Author of Acts, the singular analogies presented
      by this narrative with the trial and last words of Jesus in the Gospels
      seem to us an additional indication of its inauthenticity. As Baur(1) and
      Zeller(2) have well argued, the use of two expressions of Jesus only found
      in the third Synoptic is a phenomenon which is much more naturally
      explained by attributing them to the Author, who of course knew that
      Gospel well, than to Stephen who did not know it at all.(3) The prominence
      which is given to this episode of the first Christian martyrdom is
      intelligible in itself, and it acquires fresh significance when it is
      considered as the introduction of the Apostle Paul, whose perfect silence
      regarding the proto-martyr, however, confirms the belief which we
      otherwise acquire, that the whole narrative and speech, whatever unknown
      tradition may have suggested them, are, as we have them, to be ascribed to
      the Author of the Acts.
    


      On closer examination, one of the first questions which arises is: how
      could such a speech have been reported? Although Neander(4) contends that
      we are not justified in asserting that all that is narrated regarding
      Stephen in the Acts occurred in a single day, we think it cannot be
      doubted that the intention is to describe the arrest, trial, and execution
      as rapidly following each other on the same day. "They came upon him, and
      seized him, and
    






      brought him to the Council, and set up false witnesses, who said," &c.(1)
      There is no ground here for interpolating any imprisonment, and if not,
      then it follows clearly that Stephen, being immediately called upon to
      answer for himself, is, at the end of his discourse, violently carried
      away without the city to be stoned. No preparations could have been made
      even to take notes of his speech, if upon any ground it were reasonable to
      assume the possibility of an intention to do so; and indeed it could not,
      under the circumstances, have been foreseen that he should either have
      been placed in such a position, or have been able to make a speech at all.
      The rapid progress of all the events described, and the excitement
      consequent on such tumultuous proceedings, render an ordinary explanation
      of the manner in which such a speech could have been preserved improbable,
      and it is difficult to suppose that it could have been accurately
      remembered, with all its curious details, by one who was present.
      Improbable as it is, however, this is the only suggestion which can
      possibly be advanced. The majority of apologists suppose that the speech
      was heard and reported by the Apostle Paul himself,(2) or at least that it
      was communicated or written down either by a member of the Sanhedrin, or
      by some one who was present.(3) As there is no information on the point,
      there is ample scope for imagination, but when we come to consider its
      linguistic and other peculiarities, it must be borne in
    






      mind that the extreme difficulty of explaining the preservation of such a
      speech must be an element in judging whether it is not rather a
      composition by the Author of Acts. The language in which it was delivered,
      again, is the subject of much difference of opinion, many maintaining that
      it must have originally been spoken in Aramaic,(1) whilst others hold that
      it was delivered in Greek.(2) Still, a large number of critics and divines
      of course assert that the speech attributed to Stephen is at least
      substantially authentic. As might naturally be expected in a case where
      negative criticism is arrayed against a canonical work upheld by the
      time-honoured authority of the church, those who dispute its
      authenticity(3) are in the minority. It is maintained by the latter that
      the language is more or less that of the writer of the rest of the work,
      and that the speech in fact as it lies before us is a later composition by
      the Author of the Acts of the Apostles.
    


      Before examining the linguistic peculiarities of the speech, we may very
      briefly point out that, in the course of the historical survey, many
      glaring contradictions of the statements of the Old Testament occur.(4)
      Stephen says
    






      (vs. 2, 3) that the order to Abraham to leave his country was given to him
      in Mesopotamia before he dwelt in Haran; but, according to Genesis (xii. 1
      ff) the call is given whilst he was living in Haran. The speech (v. 4)
      represents Abraham leaving Haran after the death of his father, but this
      is in contradiction to Genesis, according to which(1) Abraham was 75 when
      he left Haran. Now, as he was born when his father Terah was 70,(2) and
      Terah lived 205 years,(3) his father was only 145 at the time indicated,
      and afterwards lived 60 years. In v. 5 it is stated that Abraham had no
      possession in the promised land, not even so much as to set his foot on;
      but, according to Genesis,(4) he bought the field of Ephron in Machpelah.
      It is said (v. 14) that Jacob went down into Egypt with 75 souls, whereas,
      in the Old Testament, it is repeatedly said that the number was 70.(5) In
      v. 16, it is stated that Jacob was buried in Schechem in a sepulchre
      bought by Abraham of the sons of Emmor in Schechem, whereas in Genesis(6)
      Jacob is said to have been buried in Machpelah; the sepulchre in Schechem,
      in which
    






      the bones of Joseph were buried, was not bought by Abraham, but by
      Jacob.(1) Moses is described (v. 22) as mighty in words, but in Exodus(2)
      he is said to be the very reverse, and Aaron in fact is sent with him to
      speak words for him. These are some of the principal variations. It used
      to be argued that such mistakes were mere errors of memory, natural in a
      speech delivered under such circumstances and without preparation,(3) and
      that they are additional evidence of its authenticity, inasmuch as it is
      very improbable that a writer deliberately composing such a speech could
      have committed them. It is very clear, however, that the majority of these
      are not errors of memory at all, but either the exegesis prevailing at the
      time amongst learned Jews, or traditions deliberately adopted, of which
      many traces are elsewhere found.(4)
    


      The form of the speech is closely similar to other speeches found in the
      same work. We have already in passing pointed out the analogy of parts of
      it to the address of Peter in Solomon's porch, but the speech of Paul at
      Antioch bears a still closer resemblance to it, and has been called "a
      mere echo of the speeches of Peter and Stephen."(5) We must refer the
      reader to our general comparison of the two speeches of Peter and Paul in
      question,(6) which sufficiently showed, we think,
    






      that they were not delivered by independent speakers, but on the contrary
      that they are nothing more than compositions by the author of the Acts.
      These addresses which are such close copies of each other, are so markedly
      cast in the same mould as the speech of Stephen, that they not only
      confirm our conclusions as to their own origin, but intensify suspicions
      of its authenticity. It is impossible, without reference to the speeches
      themselves, to shew how closely that of Paul at Antioch is traced on the
      lines of the speech of Stephen, and this resemblance is much greater than
      can be shown by mere linguistic examination. The thoughts correspond where
      the words differ. There is a constant recurrence of words, however, even
      where the sense of the passages is not the same, and the ideas in both
      bear the stamp of a single mind. We shall not attempt fully to contrast
      these discourses here, for it would occupy too much space, and we
      therefore content ourselves with giving a few illustrations, begging the
      reader to examine the speeches themselves. [———]
    


 [———]
       [———]
    


      It is argued that the speech of Stephen bears upon it
    






      the stamp of an address which was actually delivered.(1) We are not able
      to discover any special indication of this. Such an argument, at the best,
      is merely the assertion of personal opinion, and cannot have any weight.
      It is quite conceivable that an oration actually spoken might lose its
      spontaneous character in a report, and on the other hand that a written
      composition might acquire oratorical reality from the skill of the writer.
      It would indeed exhibit great want of literary ability if a writer,
      composing a speech which he desires to represent as having actually been
      spoken, altogether failed to convey some impression of this. To have any
      application to the present case, however, it must not only be affirmed
      that the speech of Stephen has the stamp of an address really spoken, but
      that it has the character of one delivered under such extraordinary
      circumstances, without premeditation and in the midst of tumultuous
      proceedings. It cannot, we think, be reasonably asserted that a speech
      like this is peculiarly characteristic of a man suddenly arrested by angry
      and excited opponents, and hurried before a council which, at its close,
      rushes upon him and joins in stoning him. Unless the defence attributed to
      Stephen be particularly characteristic of this, the argument in question
      falls to the ground. On the contrary, if the speech has one feature more
      strongly marked than another, it is the deliberate care with which the
      points referred to in the historical survey are selected and bear upon
      each other, and the art with which the climax is attained. In showing, as
      we have already done, that the speech betrays the handy work of the Author
      of the Acts, we have to a large extent disposed of any claim
    






      to peculiar individuality in the defence, and the linguistic analysis
      which we shall now make will conclusively settle the source of the
      composition. We must point out here in continuation that, as in the rest
      of the work, all the quotations in the speech are from the Septuagint, and
      that the author follows that version even when it does not fairly
      represent the original.(1)
    


      We may now proceed to analyse the language of the whole episode from vi. 9
      to the end of the seventh chapter, in order to discover what linguistic
      analogy it bears to the rest of the Acts and to the third Synoptic, which
      for the sake of brevity we shall simply designate "Luke." With the
      exception of a very few words in general use, every word employed in the
      section will be found in the following analysis, based upon Bruder's
      'Concordance,'(2) and which is arranged in the order of the verses,
      although for greater clearness the whole is divided into categories.
    


      We shall commence with a list of the words in this section which are not
      elsewhere used in the New Testament. They are as follows:—[———],
      vi. 11; [———]t vi. 12; [———], vii.
      16;(3) [———], vii. 19, but [———],
      occurs several times in Acts, see below, vii. 21; [———],
      vii. 24; [———], vii. 26; [———], vii.
      45, this word, which is common amongst
    






      Greek writers,(1) is used in lxx. 2 Chron. xxxi. 12; [———],
      vii. 52. These nine words are all that can strictly be admitted as [———],
      but there are others, which, although not found in any other part of the
      Acts or of the Gospel, occur in other writings of the New Testament, and
      which must here be noted. [———], vi. 11, occurring 1
      Tim. i. 13, 2 Tim. iii. 2, 2 Pet. iL 11, Rev. xiii. 5; [———],
      however, is used four times in Acts, thrice in Luke, and frequently
      elsewhere, and [———] in Luke v. 21. [———]
      vi. 13, used Rev. ii. 2, xxi. 8; [———], vi. 14, Rom. i.
      23, ' 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52, Gal. iv. 20, Heb. i. 12, almost purely a Pauline
      word; [———], vii. 5, elsewhere fourteen times; [———],
      vii. 16, also Gal. i. 6, Heb. vii. 12, xi. 5 twice (lxx. Gen. v. 24), Jude
      4; [———], vii. 24, also 2 Pet. ii. 7; [———],
      vii. 26, also John vi. 52, 2 Tim. ii. 24, James iv. 2; [———],
      vii. 38, also Rom. iii. 2, Heb. v. 12, 1 Pet. iv. 11; [———],
      vii. 39, also 2 Cor. ii. 9, Phil. ii. 8; [———], vii. 53,
      also Rom. xiii. 2, cf. Gal. iii. 19, but the writer makes use of [———],
      see vii. 44, below; [———], vii. 58, also Rom. xiii. 12,
      Eph. iv. 22, 25, Col. iii. 8, Heb. xii. 1, James i. 21, 1 Pet, ii. 1. If
      we add these ten words to the preceding, the proportion of [———]
      is by no means excessive for the 67 verses, especially when the
      peculiarity of the subject is considered, and it is remembered that the
      number of words employed in the third Gospel, for instance, which are not
      elsewhere found, greatly exceeds that of the other Gospels, and that this
      linguistic richness is characteristic of the author.
    


      There is another class of words which may now be
    






      dealt with: those which, although not elsewhere found either in the Acts
      or Gospel, are derived from the Sep-tuagint version of the Old Testament.
      The author makes exclusive use of that version, and in the historical
      survey, of which so large a portion of the speech is composed, his mind
      very naturally recalls its expressions even where he does not make direct
      quotations, but merely gives a brief summary of its narratives. In the
      following list where words are not clearly taken from the Septuagint
      version(1) of the various episodes referred to, the reasons shall be
      stated:—
    






      We shall now, by way of disposing of them, take the words which require
      little special remark, but are used as well in the rest of the Acts and in
      the Gospel as in other writings of the New Testament:— [———]
    


 [———]
       [———]
    


      We shall now give the words which may either be regarded as characteristic
      of the author of the Acts and Gospel, or the use of which is peculiar or
      limited to him:— [———]
    


 [———]
       [———]
       [———]
    


      To this very remarkable list of words we have still to add a number of
      expressions which further betray the author of the Acts and Gospel:—
    


 [———]
       [———]
       [———]
    


      It is impossible, we think, to examine this analysis, in which we might
      fairly have included other points which we have passed over, without
      feeling the certain conviction that the speech of Stephen was composed by
      the author of the rest of the Acts of the Apostles. It may not be out of
      place to quote some remarks of Lekebusch at the close of an examination of
      the language of the Acts in general, undertaken for the purpose of
      ascertaining the literary characteristics of the book, which, although
      originally having no direct reference to this episode in particular, may
      well serve to illustrate our own results:—"An unprejudiced critic
      must have acquired the conviction from the foregoing linguistic
      examination that, throughout the whole of the Acts of the Apostles, and
      partly also the
    






      Gospel, the same style of language and expression generally prevails, and
      therefore that our book is an original work, independent of written
      sources on the whole, and proceeding from a single pen. For when the same
      expressions are everywhere found, when a long row of words which only
      recur in the Gospel and Acts, or comparatively only very seldom in other
      works of the New Testament, appear equally in all parts, when certain
      forme of words, peculiarities of word-order, construction and phraseology,
      indeed even whole sentences, recur in the different sections, a
      compilation out of documents by different earlier writers can no longer be
      thought of, and it is 'beyond doubt, that we have to consider our writing
      as the work of a single author, who has impressed upon it the stamp of a
      distinct literary style' (Zeller, Theol. Jahrb..1851, p. 107). The use of
      written sources is certainly not directly excluded by this, and probably
      the linguistic peculiarities, of which some of course exist in isolated
      sections of our work, may be referred to this. But as these peculiarities
      consist chiefly of [———], which may rather be ascribed
      to the richness of the author's vocabulary than to his talent for
      compilation, and in comparison with the great majority of points of
      agreement almost disappear, we must from the first be prepossessed against
      the theory that our author made use of written sources, and only allow
      ourselves to be moved to such a conclusion by further distinct phenomena
      in the various parts of our book, especially as the prologue of the
      Gospel, so often quoted for the purpose, does not at all support it. But
      in any case, as has already been remarked, the opinion that, in the
      Acts of the Apostles, the several parts are strung together almost without
    






      alteration, is quite irreconcilable with the result of our linguistic
      examination. Zeller rightly says:—'Were the author so dependent a
      compiler, the traces of such a proceeding must necessarily become apparent
      in a thorough dissimilarity of language and expression. And this
      dissimilarity would be all the greater if his sources, as in that case we
      could scarcely help admitting, belonged to widely separated spheres as
      regards language and mode of thought. On the other hand, it would be
      altogether inexplicable that, in all parts of the work, the same favourite
      expressions, the same turns, the same peculiarities of vocabulary and
      syntax should meet us. This phenomenon only becomes conceivable when we
      suppose that the contents of our work were brought into their present form
      by one and the same person, and that the work as it lies before us was not
      merely compiled by some one, but was also composed by
      him.'"(1)
    


      Should an attempt be made to argue that, even if it be conceded that the
      language is that of the Author of Acts, the sentiments may be those
      actually expressed by Stephen, it would at once be obvious that such an
      explanation is not only purely arbitrary and incapable of proof, but
      opposed to the facts of the case. It is not the language only which can be
      traced to the Author of the rest of the Acts but, as we have shown, the
      whole plan of the speech is the same as that of others in different parts
      of the work. Stephen speaks exactly as Peter does before him and Paul at a
      later period. There is just that amount of variety which a writer of not
      unlimited resources can introduce to express the views of
    






      different men under different circumstances, but there is so much which is
      nevertheless common to them all, that community of authorship cannot be
      denied. On the other hand, the improbabilities of the narrative, the
      singular fact that Stephen is not mentioned by the Apostle Paul, and the
      peculiarities which may be detected in the speech itself receive their
      very simple explanation when linguistic analysis so clearly demonstrates
      that, whatever small nucleus of fact may lie at the basis of the episode,
      the speech actually ascribed to the martyr Stephen is nothing more than a
      later composition put into his mouth by the Author of the Acts.
    







 














      CHAPTER VI. PHILIP AND THE EUNUCH. PETER AND CORNELIUS.
    


      We have been forced to enter at such length into the discussion of the
      speech and martyrdom of Stephen, that we cannot afford space to do more
      than merely glance at the proceedings of his colleague Philip, as we pass
      on to more important points in the work before us. The author states that
      a great persecution broke out at the time of Stephen's death, and that all
      [———] the community of Jerusalem were scattered abroad
      "except the Apostles" [———]. That the heads of the
      Church, who were well known, should remain unmolested in Jerusalem, whilst
      the whole of the less known members of the community were persecuted and
      driven to flight, is certainly an extraordinary and suspicious
      statement.(1) Even apologists are obliged to admit that the account of the
      dispersion of the whole Church is hyperbolic;(2) but exaggeration and myth
      enter so largely and persistently into the composition of the Acts of the
      Apostles, that it is difficult, after any attentive scrutiny, seriously to
      treat the work as in any strict sense historical at all. It has been
    






      conjectured by some critics, as well in explanation of this statement as
      in connection with theories regarding the views of Stephen, that the
      persecution in question was limited to the Hellenistic community to which
      Stephen belonged, whilst the Apostles and others, who were known as
      faithful observers of the law and of the temple worship,(1) were not
      regarded as heretics by the orthodox Jews.(2) The narrative in the Acts
      does not seem to support the view that the persecution was limited to the
      Hellenists;(3) but beyond the fact vouched for by Paul that about this
      time there was a persecution, we have no data whatever regarding that
      event. Philip, it is said, went down to the city of Samaria, and "was
      preaching the Christ"(4) to them. As the statement that "the multitudes
      with one accord gave heed to the things spoken" to them by Philip is
      ascribed to the miracles which he performed there, we are unable to regard
      the narrative as historical, and still less so when we consider the
      supernatural agency by which his further proceedings are directed and
      aided. We need only remark that the Samaritans, although only partly of
      Jewish origin, and rejecting the Jewish Scriptures with the exception of
      the Pentateuch, worshipped the same God as the Jews, were circumcised, and
      were equally prepared as a nation to accept the Messiah. The statement
      that the Apostles Peter and John went to Samaria, in order, by the
      imposition of hands, to bestow the gift of the Holy Spirit to the
    






      converts baptized by Philip, does not add to the general credibility of
      the history.(1) As Bleek(2) has well remarked, nothing is known or said as
      to whether the conversion of the Samaritans effected any change in their
      relations towards the Jewish people and the temple in Jerusalem; and the
      mission of Philip to the Samaritans, as related in the Acts, cannot in any
      case be considered as having any important bearing on the question before
      us. We shall not discuss the episode of Simon at all, although, in the
      opinion of eminent critics, it contains much that is suggestive of the
      true character of the Acts of the Apostles. An "Angel of the Lord" [———]
      speaks to Philip, and desires him to go to the desert way from Jerusalem
      to Gaza,(3) where the Spirit tells him(4) to draw near and join himself to
      the chariot of a man of Ethiopia who had come to worship at Jerusalem, and
      was then returning home. Philip runs thither, and hearing him read Isaiah,
      expounds the passage to him, and at his own request the Eunuch is at once
      baptized. "And when they came up out of the water, the Spirit of the Lord
      caught away [———] Philip, and the eunuch saw him no
      more; for he went on his way rejoicing; but Philip was found at
      Azotus."(5) Attempts have of course been made to explain naturally the
      supernatural features of this narrative.(6) Ewald, who is master of the
      art of rationalistic explanation, says, with regard to the order given by
      the angel: "he felt impelled as by the power and the clear voice of an
      angel" to go in that
    






      direction; and the final miracle is disposed of by a contrast of the
      disinterestedness of Philip with the conduct of Gehazi, the servant of
      Elisha: it was the desire to avoid reward, "which led him all the more
      hurriedly to leave his new convert"; "and it was as though the Spirit of
      the Lord himself snatched him from him another way," &c, &c. "From
      Gaza Philip repaired rapidly northward to Ashdod, &c."(l) The great
      mass of critics reject such evasions, and recognise that the Author
      relates miraculous occurrences. The introduction of supernatural agency in
      this way, however, removes the story from the region of history. Such
      statements are antecedently, and, indeed, coming from an unknown writer
      and without corroboration, are absolutely incredible, and no means exist
      of ascertaining what original tradition may have assumed this mythical
      character. Zeller supposes that only the personality and nationality of
      the Eunuch are really historical.(2) All that need here be added is, that
      the great majority of critics agree that the Ethiopian was probably at
      least a Proselyte of the Gate,(3) as his going to Jerusalem to worship
      seems clearly to indicate.(4) In any
    






      case, the mythical elements of this story, as well as the insufficiency of
      the details, deprive the narrative of historical value.(1) The episodes of
      Stephen's speech and martyrdom and the mission of Philip are, in one
      respect especially, unimportant for the inquiry on which we are now more
      immediately engaged. They are almost completely isolated from the rest of
      the Acts: that is to say, no reference whatever is subsequently made to
      them as forming any precedent for the guidance of the Church in the
      burning question which soon arose within it. Peter, as we shall see, when
      called upon to visit and baptize Cornelius, exhibits no recollection of
      his own mission to the Samaritans, and no knowledge of the conversion of
      the Ethiopian. Moreover, as Stephen plays so small a part in the history,
      and Philip does not reappear upon the scene after this short episode, no
      opportunity is afforded of comparing one part of their history with the
      rest. In passing on to the account of the baptism of Cornelius, we have at
      least the advantage of contrasting the action attributed to Peter with his
      conduct on earlier and later occasions, and a test is thus supplied which
      is of no small value for ascertaining the truth of the whole
      representation. To this narrative we must now address ourselves.
    


      As an introduction to the important events at Cæsarea, the Author of the
      Acts relates the particulars of a visit which Peter pays to Lydda and
      Joppa, during the course of which he performs two very remarkable
      miracles. At the former town he finds a certain man named Æneas,
    






      paralysed, who had lain on a bed for eight years. Peter said to him:
      "Æneas, Jesus the Christ healeth thee; arise and make thy bed." And he
      arose immediately.(1) As the consequence of this miracle, the writer
      states that: "All who dwelt at Lydda and the Sharon saw him, who turned to
      the Lord."(2) The exaggeration of such a statement(3) is too palpable to
      require argument The effect produced by the supposed miracle is almost as
      incredible as the miracle itself, and the account altogether has little
      claim to the character of sober history.
    


      This mighty work, however, is altogether eclipsed by a miracle which Peter
      performs about the same time at Joppa. A certain woman, a disciple, named
      Tabitha, who was "full of good works," fell sick in those days and died,
      and when they washed her, they laid her in an upper chamber, and sent to
      Peter at Lydda, beseeching him to come to them without delay. When Peter
      arrived they took him into the upper chamber, where all the widows stood
      weeping, and showed coats and garments which Dorcas used to make while she
      was with them. "But Peter put them all out, and kneeled down and prayed;
      and, turning to the body, said: Tabitha, arise. And she opened her eyes,
      and when she saw Peter she sat up. And he gave her his hand, and raised
      her up, and when he called the saints and the widows, he presented her
      alive." Apparently, the raising of the dead did not produce as much effect
      as the cure of the paralytic, for the writer only adds here: "And it was
      known throughout all Joppa; and many believed in the Lord."(4) We shall
      hereafter have to speak of the perfect calmness and absence of surprise
      with which these early writers relate
    






      the most astonishing miracles. It is evident from the manner in which this
      story is narrated that the miracle was anticipated.(1) The [———]
      in which the body is laid cannot have been the room generally used for
      that purpose, but is probably the single upper chamber of such a house
      which the author represents as specially adopted in anticipation of
      Peter's arrival.(2) The widows who stand by weeping and showing the
      garments made by the deceased complete the preparation. As Peter is sent
      for after Dorcas had died, it would seem as though the writer intimated
      that her friends expected him to raise her from the dead. The explanation
      of this singular phenomenon, however, becomes clear when it is remarked
      that the account of this great miracle is closely traced from that of the
      raising of Jairus' daughter in the Synoptics,(3) and more especially in
      the second Gospel.(4) In that instance Jesus is sent for; and, on coming
      to the house, he finds people "weeping and wailing greatly." He puts them
      all forth, like Peter; and, taking the child by the hand, says to her:
      "'Talitha koum,' which is being interpreted: Maiden, I say unto thee,
      arise. And immediately the maiden arose and walked."(5) Baur and others(6)
      conjecture that even the name "Tabitha, which by
    






      interpretation is called Dorcas," was suggested by the words [———],
      above quoted. The Hebrew original of [———] signifies
      "Gazelle," and they contend that it was used, like [———],
      in the sense generally of: Maiden.(l) These two astonishing miracles,
      reported by an unknown writer, and without any corroboration, are
      absolutely incredible, and cannot prepossess any reasonable mind with
      confidence in the narrative to which they form an introduction, and the
      natural distrust which they awaken is folly confirmed when we find
      supernatural agency employed at every stage of the following history.
    


      We are told(2) that a certain devout centurion, named Cornelius, "saw in a
      vision plainly" [———] an angel of God, who said to him:
      "Thy prayers and thine alms are come up for a memorial before God. And now
      send men to Joppa, and call for one Simon, who is surnamed Peter, whose
      house is by the sea side." After giving these minute directions, the angel
      departed,
    


      [———] 



      and Cornelius sent three messengers to Joppa. Just as they approached the
      end of their journey on the morrow, Peter went up to the housetop to pray
      about the sixth hour, the usual time of prayer among the Jews.(1) He
      became very hungry, and while his meal was being prepared he fell into a
      trance and saw heaven opened, and a certain vessel descending as it had
      been a great sheet let down by four corners, in which were all four-footed
      beasts and creeping things of the earth and birds of the air. "And there
      came a voice to him: Rise, Peter; kill and eat. But Peter said: Not so
      Lord; for I never ate anything common or unclean. And the voice came unto
      him again a second time: What God cleansed call not thou common. This was
      done thrice; and straightway the vessel was taken up into heaven." While
      Peter "was doubting in himself" what the vision which he had seen meant,
      the men sent by Cornelius arrived, and "the Spirit said unto him: Behold
      men are seeking thee; but arise and get thee down and go with them
      doubting nothing, for I have sent them." Peter went with them on the
      morrow, accompanied by some of the brethren, and Cornelius was waiting for
      them with his kinsmen and near friends whom he had called together for the
      purpose. "And as Peter was coming in, Cornelius met him, and fell at his
      feet and worshipped. But Peter took him up, saying: Arise; I myself also
      am a man."(2) Going in, he finds many persons assembled, to whom he said:
      "Ye know how it is an unlawful thing for a man that is a Jew to keep
      company with, or come unto one of another nation; and yet God showed me
      that I should not call
    






      any man common or unclean. Therefore also I came without gainsaying when
      sent for. I ask, therefore, for what reason ye sent for me?" Cornelius
      narrates the particulars of his vision and continues: "Now, therefore, we
      are all present before God to hear all the things that have been commanded
      thee of the Lord. Then Peter opened his mouth and said: Of a truth I
      perceive that God is no respecter of persons, but in every nation he that
      feareth him and worketh righteousness is acceptable to him," and soon.
      While Peter is speaking, "the Holy Spirit fell on all those who heard the
      word. And they of the circumcision who believed were astonished, as many
      as came with Peter, because that on the Gentiles also has been poured out
      the gift of the Holy Spirit; for they heard them speak with tongues and
      magnify God. Then answered Peter: Can any one forbid the water that these
      should not be baptized, which have received the Holy Spirit as well as we?
      And he commanded them to be baptized in the name of the Lord."
    


      We shall not waste time discussing the endeavours of Kuinoel, Neander,
      Lange, Ewald, and others, to explain away as much as possible the
      supernatural elements of this narrative, for their attempts are repudiated
      by most apologists, and the miraculous phenomena are too clearly described
      and too closely connected with the course of the story to be either
      ignored or eliminated. Can such a narrative, heralded by such miracles as
      the instantaneous cure of the paralytic Æneas, and the raising from the
      dead of the maiden Dorcas, be regarded as sober history? Of course many
      maintain that it can, and comparatively few have declared themselves
      against this.(1) We have, however, merely the
    






      narrative of an unknown author to set against unvarying experience, and
      that cannot much avail. We must now endeavour to discover how far this
      episode is consistent with the rest of the facts narrated in this book
      itself, and with such trustworthy evidence as we can elsewhere bring to
      bear upon it. We have already in an earlier part of our inquiry pointed
      out that in the process of exhibiting a general parallelism between the
      Apostles Peter and Paul, a very close pendant to this narrative has
      been introduced by the author into the history of Paul. In the story of
      the conversion of Paul, the Apostle has his vision on the way to
      Damascus,(1) and about the same time the Lord in a vision desires Ananias
      ("a devout man, according to the law, having a good report of all the Jews
      that dwell" in Damascus),(2) "arise, and go to the street which is called
      Straight, and inquire in the house of Judas for one named Saul of Tarsus;
      for behold he prayeth, and saw in a vision a man named Ananias coming in
      and putting his hand on him that he might receive sight." On this occasion
      also the gift of the Holy Spirit is conferred and Saul is baptized.(3)
      Whilst such miraculous agency is so rare elsewhere, it is so common in the
      Acts of the Apostles that the employment of visions and of angels, under
      every circumstance, is one of the characteristics of the author, and may
      therefore be set down to his own imagination.
    


      No one who examines this episode attentively, we
    






      think, can doubt that the narrative before us is composed in apologetic
      interest,(1) and is designed to have a special bearing upon the problem as
      to the relation of the Pauline Gospel to the preaching of the Twelve,
      Baur(2) has acutely pointed out the significance of the very place
      assigned to it in the general history, and its insertion immediately after
      the conversion of Paul, and before the commencement of his ministry, as a
      legitimation of his apostleship of the Gentiles. One point stands clearly
      out of the strange medley of Jewish prejudice, Christian liberalism, and
      supernatural interference which constitute the elements of the story: the
      actual conviction of Peter regarding the relation of the Jew to the
      Gentile, that the Gospel is addressed to the former and that the Gentile
      is excluded,(3) which has to be removed by a direct supernatural
      revelation from heaven. The author recognises that this was the general
      view of the primitive church, and this is the only particular in which we
      can perceive historical truth in the narrative. The complicated machinery
      of visions and angelic messengers is used to justify the abandonment of
      Jewish restrictions, which was preached by Paul amidst so much virulent
      opposition. Peter anticipates and justifies Paul in his ministry of the
      uncircumcision, and the overthrow of Mosaic barriers has the sanction and
      seal of a divine command. We have to see whether the history itself
    






      does not betray its mythical character, not only in its supernatural
      elements, but in its inconsistency with other known or narrated incidents
      in the apostolical narrative. There has been much difference of opinion as
      to whether the centurion Cornelius had joined himself in any recognised
      degree to the Jewish religion before this incident, and a majority of
      critics maintain that he is represented as a Proselyte of the Gate.(1) The
      terms in which he is described, [———], certainly seem to
      indicate this, and probably the point would not have been questioned but
      for the fact that the writer evidently intends to deal with the subject of
      Gentile conversion, with which the representation that Cornelius was
      already a proselyte would somewhat clash.(2) Whether a proselyte or not,
      the Roman centurion is said to be "devout and fearing God with all his
      house, giving much alms to the people, and praying to God always;"(3) and
      probably the ambiguity as to whether he had actually become affiliated in
      any way to Mosaism is intentional. When Peter, however, with his scruples
      removed by the supernatural communication with which he had just been
      favoured, indicates their previous strength by the statement: "Ye know how
      it is an unlawful thing for a man that is a Jew to keep company with or
      come unto
    






      one of another nation,"(1) the author evidently oversteps the mark, and
      betrays the unhistorical nature of the narrative; for such an affirmation
      not only could not have been made by Peter, but could only have been
      advanced by a writer who was himself a Gentile, and writing at a distance
      from the events described. There is no injunction of the Mosaic law
      declaring such intercourse unlawful,(2) nor indeed is such a rule
      elsewhere heard of, and even apologists who refer to the point have no
      show of authority by which to support such a statement(3) Not only was
      there no legal prohibition, but it is impossible to conceive that there
      was any such exclusiveness practised by traditional injunction.(4) As de
      Wette appropriately remarks, moreover, even if such a prohibition existed
      as regards idolaters, it would still be inconceivable how it could apply
      to Cornelius: "a righteous man and fearing God, and of good report among
      all the nation of the Jews."(5) It is also inconsistent with the zeal for
      proselytism displayed by the Pharisees,(6) the strictest sect of the Jews;
      and the account given by Josephus of the
    






      conversion of Izates of Adiabene is totally against it.(1) There is a
      slight trait which, added to others, tends to complete the demonstration
      of the unhistorical character of this representation. Peter is said to
      have lived many days in Joppa with one Simon, a tanner, and it is in his
      house that the messengers of Cornelius find him.(2) Now the tanner's trade
      was considered impure amongst the Jews,(3) and it was almost pollution to
      live in Simon's house. It is argued by some commentators that the fact
      that Peter lodged there is mentioned to show that he had already
      emancipated himself from Jewish prejudices.(4) However this may be, it is
      strangely inconsistent that a Jew who has no objection to live with a
      tanner should, at the same time, consider it unlawful to hold intercourse
      of any kind with a pious Gentile, who, if not actually a Proselyte of the
      Gate, had every qualification for becoming one. This indifference to the
      unclean and polluting trade of the tanner, moreover, is inconsistent with
      the reply which Peter gives to the voice which bids him slay and eat:—"Not
      so, Lord, for I never ate anything common or unclean." No doubt the
      intercourse to which Peter refers indicates, or at least includes, eating
      and drinking with one of another country, and this alone could present any
      intelligible difficulty, for the mere transaction of business or
      conversation with strangers must have been daily necessary to the Jews. It
      must be remarked, however, that, when Peter makes the statement which we
      are discussing, nothing whatever is said of eating with the Centurion or
      sitting with him
    






      at table. This leads to a striking train of reflection upon the whole
      episode. It is a curious thing that the supernatural vision, which is
      designed to inform Peter and the Apostles that the Gentiles might be
      received into the Church, should take the form of a mere intimation that
      the distinction of clean and unclean animals was no longer binding, and
      that he might indifferently kill and eat One might have thought that, on
      the supposition that Heaven desired to give Peter and the Church a command
      to admit the Gentiles unconditionally to the benefits of the Gospel, this
      would be simply and clearly stated. This was not done at all, and the
      intimation by which Peter supposes himself justified in considering it
      lawful to go to Cornelius is, in the first place, merely on the subject of
      animals defined as clean and unclean. Doubtless the prohibition as to
      certain meats might tend to continue the separation between Jew and
      Gentile, and the disregard of such distinctions of course promoted general
      intercourse with strangers; but this by no means explains why the
      abrogation of this distinction is made the intimation to receive Gentiles
      into the Church. When Peter returns to Jerusalem we are told that "they of
      the circumcision"—that is to say, the whole Church there, since at
      that period all were "of the circumcision," and this phrase further
      indicates that the writer has no historical stand-point—contended
      with him. The subject of the contention we might suppose was the baptism
      of Gentiles; but not so: the charge brought against him was:—"Thou
      wentest in to men uncircumcised, and didst eat with them."(1) The subject
      of Paul's dispute with Peter at Antioch simply was that, "before that
      certain came from James, he did eat with
    






      the Gentiles; but when they came he withdrew, fearing them of the
      circumcision."(1) That the whole of these passages should turn merely on
      the fact of eating with men who were uncircumcised, is very suggestive,
      and as the Church at Jerusalem make no allusion to the baptism of
      uncircumcised Gentiles, it would lead to the inference that nothing was
      known of such an event, and that the circumstance was simply added to some
      other narrative; and this is rendered all the more probable by the fact
      that, in the affair at Antioch as well as throughout the Epistle to the
      Galatians, Peter is very far from acting as one who had been the first to
      receive uncircumcised Gentiles freely into the Church.
    


      It is usually asserted that the vision of Peter abrogated the distinction
      of clean and unclean animals so long existing in the Mosaic law,(2) but
      there is no evidence that any subsequent gradual abandonment of the rule
      was ascribed to such a command; and it is remarkable that Peter himself
      not only does not, as we shall presently see, refer to this vision as
      authority for disregarding the distinction of clean and unclean meats, and
      for otherwise considering nothing common or unclean, but acts as if such a
      vision had never taken place. The famous decree of the Council of
      Jerusalem, moreover, makes no allusion to any modification of the Mosaic
      law in the case of Jewish Christians, whatever relaxation it may seem to
      grant to Gentile converts, and there is no external evidence of any kind
      whatever that so important an
    






      abolition of ancient legal prescriptions was thus introduced into
      Christendom.
    


      We have, however, fortunately one test of the historical value of this
      whole episode, to which we have already briefly referred, but which we
      must now more closely apply. Paul himself, in his Epistle to the
      Galatians, narrates the particulars of a scene between himself and Peter
      at Antioch, of which no mention is made in the Acts of the Apostles, and
      we think that no one can fairly consider that episode without being
      convinced that it is utterly irreconcilable with the supposition that the
      vision which we are now examining can ever have appeared to Peter, or that
      he can have played the part attributed to him in the conversion and
      baptism of uncircumcised Gentiles. Paul writes: "But when Cephas came to
      Antioch, I withstood him to the face, because he was condemned. For before
      that certain came from James, he did eat with the Gentiles, but when they
      came he withdrew and separated himself, fearing them of the circumcision,
      and the other Jews also joined in his hypocrisy."(1) It will be remembered
      that, in the case of Cornelius, "they of the circumcision" in Jerusalem,
      at the head of whom was James, from whom came those "of the circumcision"
      of whom Peter was afraid at Antioch, contended with Peter for going in "to
      men uncircumcised and eating with them,"(2) the very thing which was in
      question at Antioch. In the Acts, Peter is represented as defending his
      conduct by relating the divine vision under the guidance of which he
      acted, and the author states as the result that, "When they heard these
      things they held their peace and glorified God, saying: Then to the
      Gentiles also God gave repentance
    






      unto life."(1) This is the representation of the author of the vision and
      of the conversion of Cornelius, but very different is Peter's conduct as
      described by the Apostle Paul, very dissimilar the phenomena presented by
      a narrative upon which we can rely. The "certain who came from James" can
      never have heard of the direct communication from Heaven which justified
      Peter's conduct, and can never have glorified God in the manner described,
      or Peter could not have had any reason to fear them; for a mere reference
      to his vision, and to the sanction of the Church of Jerusalem, must have
      been sufficient to reconcile them to his freedom. Then, is it conceivable
      that after such a vision, and after being taught by God himself not to
      call any man or thing common or unclean, Peter could have acted as he did
      for fear of them of the circumcision? His conduct is convincing evidence
      that he knew as little of any such vision as those who came from James. On
      the other hand, if we require further proof it is furnished by the Apostle
      Paul himself. Is it conceivable that, if such an episode had ever really
      occurred, the Apostle Paul would not have referred to it upon this
      occasion? What more appropriate argument could he have used, what more
      legitimate rebuke could he have administered, than merely to have reminded
      Peter of his own vision? He both rebukes him and argues, but his rebuke
      and his argument have quite a different complexion; and we confidently
      affirm that no one can read that portion of the Epistle to the Galatians
      without feeling certain that, had the writer been aware of such a divine
      communication—and we think it must be conceded without question
      that, if it had taken place, he
    






      must have been aware of it(1)—he would have referred to bo direct
      and important an authority. Neither here nor in the numerous places where
      such an argument would have been so useful to the Apostle does Paul betray
      the slightest knowledge of the episode of Cornelius. The historic
      occurrence at Antioch, so completely ignored by the author of the Acts,
      totally excludes the mythical story of Cornelius.(2)
    


      There are merely one or two other points in connection with the episode to
      which we must call attention. In his address to Cornelius, Peter says: "Of
      a truth I perceive that God is no respecter of persons" [———].
      Now this is not only a thoroughly Pauline sentiment, but Paul has more
      than once made use of precisely the same expression. Rom. ii. 11. "For
      there is no respect of persons with God "[———], and,
      again, Gal. ii. 6,"
    


      God respecteth no man's person," [———].(3) The author of
      the Acts was certainly acquainted with the epistles of Paul, and the very
      manner in which he represents Peter as employing this expression betrays
      the application of a sentiment previously in his mind, "Of a truth I
      perceive," &c. The circumstance confirms what Paul had already
      said.(4) Then, in the defence of his conduct at Jerusalem, Peter is
      represented as saying: "And I remembered the word of the Lord,
    


     1 Indeed the reference to this case, supposed to be made by
     Peter himself, in Paul's presence, excludes the idea of
     ignorance, if the Acts be treated as historical.

     4 Compare further x. 35 ff. with Rom. ii. iii., &o. The
     sentiments and even the words are Pauline.







      how he said, John indeed baptized with water; but ye shall be baptized
      with the Holy Spirit."(l) Now these words are by all the Gospels put into
      the mouth of John the Baptist, and not of Jesus,(2) but the author of the
      Acts seems to put them into the mouth of Jesus at the beginning of the
      work,(3) and their repetition here is only an additional proof of the fact
      that the episode of Cornelius, as it stands before us, is not historical,
      but is merely his own composition.
    


      The whole of this narrative, with its complicated series of miracles, is
      evidently composed to legitimate the free reception into the Christian
      Church of Gentile converts and, to emphasize the importance of the divine
      ratification of their admission, Peter is made to repeat to the Church of
      Jerusalem the main incidents which had just been fully narrated. On the
      one hand, the previous Jewish exclusiveness both of Peter and of the
      Church is displayed, first, in the resistance of the Apostle, which can
      only be overcome by the vision and the direct order of the Holy Spirit,
      and by the manifest outpouring of the Spirit upon the Centurion and his
      household; and second, in the contention of them of the circumcision,
      which is only overcome by an account of the repeated signs of divine
      purpose and approval. The universality of the Gospel could not be more
      broadly proclaimed than in the address of Peter to Cornelius. Not the Jews
      alone, "but in every nation, he that feareth him and worketh righteousness
      is acceptable to him." Pauline principles are thus anticipated and, as we
      have pointed out, are expressed almost in the words of the Apostle of the
      Gentiles.(4) The Jews who go with
    






      Peter were astonished because that on the Gentiles also had been poured
      out the gift of the Holy Spirit,(1) and the Church of Jerusalem, on
      hearing of these things, glorified God that repentance unto life had been
      given to the Gentiles. It is impossible that the admission of the Gentiles
      to the privileges of the Church could be more prominently signified than
      by this episode, introduced by prodigious miracles and effected by
      supernatural machinery. Where, however, are the consequences of this
      marvellous recognition of the Gentiles? It does not in the slightest
      degree preclude the necessity for the Council, which we shall presently
      consider; it does not apparently exercise any influence on James and the
      Church of Jerusalem; Peter, indeed, refers vaguely to it, but as a matter
      out of date and almost forgotten; Paul, in all his disputes with the
      emissaries of the Church of Jerusalem, in all his pleas for the freedom of
      his Gentile converts, never makes the slightest allusion to it; it remains
      elsewhere unknown and, so far as any evidence goes, utterly without
      influence upon the primitive church.(2) This will presently become more
      apparent; but already it is clear enough to those who will exercise calm
      reason that it is impossible to consider this narrative with its tissue of
      fruitless miracles as a historical account of the development of the
      Church.
    







 














      CHAPTER VII. PAUL THE APOSTLE OF THE GENTILES
    


      We have now arrived at the point in our examination of the Acts in which
      we have the inestimable advantage of being able to compare the narrative
      of the unknown author with the distinct statements of the Apostle Paul. In
      doing so, we must remember that the author must have been acquainted with
      the Epistles which are now before us, and supposing it to be his purpose
      to present a certain view of the transactions in question, whether for
      apologetic or conciliatory reasons or for any other cause, it is obvious
      that it would not be reasonable to expect divergencies of so palpable a
      nature that any reader of the letters must at once too clearly perceive
      such contradictions. When the Acts were written, it is true, the author
      could not have known that the Epistles of Paul were to attain the high
      canonical position which they now occupy, and might, therefore, use his
      materials more freely; still a certain superficial consistency it would be
      natural to expect. Unfortunately, our means of testing the statements of
      the author are not so minute as is desirable, although they are often of
      much value, and seeing the great facility with which, by apparently slight
      alterations and omissions, a different complexion can be given to
      circumstances regarding which no very
    






      full details exist elsewhere, we must be prepared to seize every
      indication which may enable us to form a just estimate of the nature of
      the writing which we are examining.
    


      In the first two chapters of his Epistle to the Galatians, the Apostle
      Paul relates particulars regarding some important epochs of his life,
      which likewise enter into the narrative of the Acts of the Apostles. The
      Apostle gives an account of his own proceedings immediately after his
      conversion, and of the visit which about that time he paid to Jerusalem;
      and, further, of a second visit to Jerusalem fourteen years later, and to
      these we must now direct our attention. We defer consideration of the
      narrative of the actual conversion of Paul for the present, and merely
      intend here to discuss the movements and conduct of the Apostle
      immediately subsequent to that event. The Acts of the Apostles represent
      Paul as making five journeys to Jerusalem subsequent to his joining the
      Christian body. The first, ix. 26 ff., takes place immediately after his
      conversion; the second, xi. 30, xii. 25, is upon an occasion when the
      Church at Antioch are represented as sending relief to the brethren of
      Judæa by the hands of Barnabas and Saul, during a time of famine; the
      third visit to Jerusalem, xv. 1 ff., Paul likewise pays in company with
      Barnabas, both being sent by the Church of Antioch to confer with the
      Apostles and Elders as to the necessity of circumcision, and the
      obligation to observe the Mosaic law in the case of Gentile converts; the
      fourth, xviii. 21 ff, when he goes to Ephesus with Priscilla and Aquila,
      "having shaved his head in Cenchrea, for he had a vow;" and the fifth and
      last, xxi. 15 ff, when the disturbance took place in the temple which led
      to his arrest and journey to Rome.
    






      The circumstances and general character of these visits to Jerusalem, and
      more especially of that on which the momentous conference is described as
      having taken place, are stated with so much precision, and they present
      features of such marked difference, that it might have been supposed there
      could not have been any difficulty in identifying, with certainty, at
      least the visits to which the Apostle refers in his letter, more
      especially as upon both occasions he mentions important particulars which
      characterised those visits. It is a remarkable fact, however, that, such
      are the divergences between the statements of the unknown author and of
      the Apostle, upon no point has there been more discussion amongst critics
      and divines from the very earliest times, or more decided difference of
      opinion. Upon general grounds, we have already seen, there has been good
      reason to doubt the historical character of the Acts. Is it not a
      singularly suggestive circumstance that, when it is possible to compare
      the authentic representations of Paul with the narrative of the Acts, even
      apologists perceive so much opening for doubt and controversy?
    


      The visit described in the ninth chapter of the Acts is generally(1)
      identified with that which is mentioned in the first chapter of the
      Epistle. This unanimity, however, arises mainly from the circumstance that
      both writers clearly represent that visit as the first which Paul paid to
      Jerusalem after his conversion, for the details of the two narratives are
      anything but in agreement with each other. Although, therefore, critics
      are forced to agree as to the bare identity of the visit, this harmony is
      immediately disturbed on examining the two accounts, and whilst the one
      party find the statements in the Acts
    


     1 There have, however, been differences of opinion also
     regarding this.







      reconcilable with those of Paul, a large body more or less distinctly
      declare them to be contradictory, and unhistorical.(1) In order that the
      question at issue may be fairly laid before the reader, we shall give the
      two accounts in parallel columns. [———]
    


 [———]
    


      Now, it is obvious that the representation in the Acts of what Paul did
      after his conversion differs very widely from the account which the
      Apostle himself gives of the matter. In the first place, not a word is
      said in the former of the journey into Arabia; but, on the contrary, it is
      excluded, and the statement which replaces it directly contradicts that of
      Paul. The Apostle says that after his conversion: "Immediately(l) [———]
      I conferred not with flesh and blood," but "went away into Arabia," The
      author of the Acts says that he spent "some days" [———]
      with the disciples in Damascus, and "immediately" [———]
      began to preach in the synagogues. Paul's feelings are so completely
      misrepresented that, instead of that desire for retirement and solitude
      which his
    






      words express,(1) he is described as straightway plunging into the vortex
      of public life in Damascus. The general apologetic explanation is, that
      the author of the Acts either was not aware of the journey into Arabia, or
      that, his absence there having been short, he did not consider it
      necessary to mention it There are no data for estimating the length of
      time which Paul spent in Arabia, but the fact that the Apostle mentions it
      with so much emphasis proves not only that he attached considerable weight
      to the episode, but that the duration of his visit could not have been
      unimportant. In any case, the author of the Acts, whether ignorantly or
      not, boldly describes the Apostle as doing precisely what he did not. To
      any ordinary reader, moreover, his whole account of Paul's preaching at
      Damascus certainly excludes altogether the idea of such a journey, and the
      argument that it can be. inserted anywhere is purely arbitrary. There are
      many theories amongst apologists, however, as to the part of the narrative
      in Acts, in which the Arabian journey can be placed. By some it is
      assigned to a period before he commenced his active labours, and therefore
      before ix. 20,(2) from which the.words of the author repulse it with
      singular clearness; others intercalate it with even less reason between
      ix. 20 and 21;(3) a few discover some indication of it in the [———]
      of ver. 22,(4) an expression, however, which refuses to be forced into
      such service; a greater number place it in the[———] of
      ver. 23,(5) making that elastic phrase embrace this as well
    






      as other difficulties till it snaps under the strain. It seems evident to
      an unprejudiced reader that the [———] are represented as
      passed in Damascus.(1) And, lastly, some critics place it after ix. 25,
      regardless of Paul's statement that from Arabia he returned again to
      Damascus, which, under the circumstances mentioned in Acts, he was not
      likely to do, and indeed it is obvious that he is there supposed to have
      at once gone from Damascus to Jerusalem. These attempts at reconciliation
      are useless. It is of no avail to find time into which a journey to Arabia
      and the stay there might be forcibly thrust. There still remains the fact
      that so far from the Arabian visit being indicated in the Acts, the [———]
      of ix. 20, compared with the [———] of Gal. i. 16,
      positively excludes it, and proves that the narrative of the former is not
      historical.(2)
    


      There is another point in the account in Acts which further demands
      attention. The impression conveyed by the narrative is that Paul went up
      to Jerusalem not very long after his conversion. The omission of the visit
      to Arabia shortens the interval before he did so, by removing causes of
      delay, and whilst no expressions are used which imply a protracted stay in
      Damascus, incidents are introduced which indicate that the purpose of the
      writer was to represent the Apostle as losing no time after his conversion
      before associating himself with the elder
    


     3 We shall not discuss the indication given in 2 Cor. xi. 32
     of the cause of his leaving Damascus, although several
     contradictory statements seem to be made in it.







      Apostles and obtaining their recognition of his ministry; and this view,
      we shall see, is confirmed by the peculiar account which is given of what
      took place at Jerusalem. The Apostle distinctly states, i. 18, that three
      years after his conversion he went up to visit Peter.(1) In the Acts he is
      represented as spending "some days" [———] with the
      disciples, and the only other chronological indication given is that,
      after "many days" [———], the plot occurred which forced
      him to leave Damascus. It is argued that [———] is an
      indefinite period, which may, according to the usage of the author(2)
      indicate a considerable space of time, and certainly rather express a long
      than a short period.(3) The fact is, however, that the instances cited are
      evidence, in themselves, against the supposition that the author can have
      had any intention of expressing a period of three years by the words [———].
      We suppose that no one has ever suggested that Peter staid three years in
      the house of Simon the tanner at Joppa (ix. 43); or, that when it is said
      that Paul remained "many days" at Corinth after the insurrection of the
      Jews, the author intends to speak of some years, when in fact the [———]
      contrasted with the expression (xviii. 11): "he continued there a year and
      six months," used regarding his stay previous to that disturbance,
      evidently reduces the "yet many days" subsequently spent there to a very
      small compass. Again, has any one ever suggested that in the
    


     1 "The 'straightway' of ver. 16 leads to this conclusion:
     'At first I conferred not with flesh and blood, it was only
     after the lapse of three years that I went to Jerusalem.'"
     Lightfoot, Oalatians, p. 83.

     3  "The difference between the vague 'many days' of the Acts
     and the definite 'three years' of the Epistle is such as
     might be expected from the circumstances of the two
     writers."    Lightfoot, lb., p. 89, note 3.







      account of Paul's voyage to Rome, where it is said (xxvii. 7) that, after
      leaving Myrra "and sailing slowly many days" [———], they
      had scarcely got so far as Cnidus, an interval of months, not to say
      years, is indicated? It is impossible to suppose that, by such an
      expression, the writer intended to indicate a period of three years.(1)
      That the narrative of the Acts actually represents Paul as going up to
      Jerusalem soon after his conversion, and certainly not merely at the end
      of three years, is obvious from the statement in ver. 26, that when Paul
      arrived at Jerusalem, and was assaying to join himself to the disciples,
      all were afraid of him, and would not believe in his conversion. The
      author could certainly not have stated this, if he had desired to imply
      that Paul had already been a Christian, and publicly preached with so much
      success at Damascus, for three years.(3) Indeed, the statements in ix. 26
      are irreconcilable with the declaration of the Apostle, whatever view be
      taken of the previous narrative of the Acts. If it be assumed that the
      author wishes to describe the visit to Jerusalem as taking place three
      years after his conversion, then the ignorance of that event amongst the
      brethren there and their distrust of Paul are utterly inconsistent and
      incredible; whilst if, on the other hand, he represents the Apostle as
      going to Jerusalem with but little delay in Damascus, as we contend he
      does, then there is no escape from the conclusion that the Acts, whilst
      thus giving a narrative consistent with itself,
    






      distinctly contradicts the deliberate assertions of the Apostle. It is
      absolutely incredible that the conversion of a well-known persecutor of
      the Church (viii. 3 ff.), effected in a way which is represented as so
      sudden and supernatural, and accompanied by a supposed vision of the Lord,
      could for three years have remained unknown to the community of Jerusalem.
      So striking a triumph for Christianity must have been rapidly circulated
      throughout the Church, and the fact that he who formerly persecuted was
      now zealously preaching the faith which once he destroyed must long have
      been generally known in Jerusalem, which was in such constant
      communication with Damascus.
    


      The author of the Acts continues in the same strain, stating that
      Barnabas, under the circumstances just described, took Paul and brought
      him to the Apostles [———], and declared to them the
      particulars of his vision and conversion, and how he had preached boldly
      at Damascus.(1) No doubt is left that this is the first intimation the
      Apostles had received of such extraordinary events. After this, we are
      told that Paul was with them coming in and going out at Jerusalem,
      preaching boldly in the name of the Lord. Here again the declaration of
      Paul is explicit, and distinctly contradicts this story both in the letter
      and the spirit. He makes no mention of Barnabas. He states that he went to
      Jerusalem specially with the view of making the acquaintance of Peter,
      with whom he remained fifteen days; but he emphatically says:—"But
      other of the Apostles saw I not, save [———] James, the
      Lord's brother;" and then he adds the solemn declaration
    






      regarding his account of this visit:—"Now the things which I write
      unto you, behold, before God, I lie not." An asseveration made in this
      tone excludes the supposition of inaccuracy or careless vagueness, and the
      specific statements have all the force of sworn evidence. Instead of being
      presented "to the Apostles," therefore, and going in and out with them at
      Jerusalem, we have here the emphatic assurance that, in addition to Peter,
      Paul saw no one except "James, the Lord's brother." There has been much
      discussion as to the identity of this James, and whether he was an apostle
      or not, but into this it is unnecessary for us to enter. Most writers
      agree at least that he is the same James, the head of the Church at
      Jerusalem, whom we again frequently meet with in the Pauline Epistles and
      in the Acts, and notably in the account of the Apostolic council. The
      exact interpretation to be put upon the expression [———]
      has also been the subject of great controversy, the question being whether
      James is here really called an apostle or not; whether [———]
      is to be understood as applying solely to the verb, in which case the
      statement would mean that he saw no other of the Apostles, but only
      James;(1) or to the whole phrase, which would express that he had seen no
      other of the Apostles save James.(2) It is admitted by many of those who
      think that in this case the latter signification must be adopted that
      grammatically either interpretation is permissible. Even supposing that
    






      rightly or wrongly James is here referred to as an Apostle, the statement
      of the Acts is, in spirit, quite opposed to that of the Epistle; for when
      we are told that Paul is brought "to the Apostles" [———],
      the linguistic usage of the writer implies that he means much more than
      merely Peter and James. It seems impossible to reconcile the statement,
      ix. 27, with the solemn assurance of Paul,(1) and if we accept what the
      Apostle says as truth, and we cannot doubt it, it must be admitted that
      the account in the Acts is unhistorical.
    


      We arrive at the very same conclusion on examining the rest of the
      narrative. In the Acts, Paul is represented as being with the Apostles
      going in and out, preaching openly in Jerusalem, and disputing with the
      Grecian Jews.(2) No limit is here put to his visit, and it is difficult to
      conceive that what is narrated is intended to describe a visit of merely
      fifteen days. A subsequent statement in the Acts, however, explains and
      settles the point Paul is represented as declaring to King Agrippa, xxvi.
      19 f.: "Wherefore, King Agrippa, I was not disobedient unto the heavenly
      vision, but first unto those in Damascus, and throughout all the region of
      Judaea, and to the Gentiles, I was declaring that they should repent
    






      and turn to God," &c. However this may be, the statement of Paul does
      not admit the interpretation of such public ministry. His express purpose
      in going to Jerusalem was, not to preach, but to make the acquaintance of
      Peter; and it was a marked characteristic of Paul to avoid preaching in
      ground already occupied by the other Apostles before him.(1) Not only is
      the account in Acts apparently excluded by such considerations and by the
      general tenor of the epistle, but it is equally so by the direct words of
      the Apostle (i. 22):—"I was unknown by face unto the churches of
      Judaea." It is argued that the term: "churches of Judæa" excludes
      Jerusalem.(2) It might possibly be asserted with reason that such an
      expression as "the churches of Jerusalem" might exclude the churches of
      Judæa, but to say that the Apostle, writing elsewhere to the Galatians of
      a visit to Jerusalem, and of his conduct at that time, intends, when
      speaking of the "churches of Judæa," to exclude the principal city, seems
      to us arbitrary and unwarrantable. The whole object of the Apostle is to
      show the privacy of his visit and his independence of the elder Apostles.
      He does not use the expression as a contrast to Jerusalem. Nothing in his
      account leads one to think of any energetic preaching during the visit,
      and the necessity of finding some way of excluding Jerusalem from the
      Apostle's expression is simply thrust upon apologists by the account in
      Acts. Two passages are referred to as supporting the exclusion of
      Jerusalem from "the churches of Judaea." In John iii. 22, we read: "After
    






      these things came Jesus and his disciples into the land of Judæa." In the
      preceding chapter he is described as being at Jerusalem. We have already
      said enough about the geographical notices of the author of the fourth
      Gospel.(1) Even those who do not admit that he was not a native of
      Palestine are agreed that he wrote in another country and for foreigners.
      "The land of Judæa," was therefore a natural expression superseding the
      necessity of giving a more minute local indication which would have been
      of little use. The second instance appealed to, though more doubtfully,(2)
      is Heb. xiii. 24: "They from Italy salute you." We are at a loss to
      understand how this is supposed to support the interpretation adopted. It
      is impossible that if Paul went in and out with the Apostles, preached
      boldly in Jerusalem, and disputed with the Hellenistic Jews, not to speak
      of what is added, Acts xxvi. 19 f., he could say that he was unknown by
      face to the churches of Judæa. There is nothing, we may remark, which
      limits his preaching to the Grecian Jews. Whilst apologists maintain that
      the two accounts are reconcilable, many of them frankly admit that the
      account in Acts requires correction from that in the Epistle;(3) but, on
      the other hand, a still greater number of critics prouounce the narrative
      in the Acts contradictory to the statements of Paul.(4)
    






      There remains another point upon which a few remarks must be made. In Acts
      ix. 29 f. the cause of Paul's hurriedly leaving Jerusalem is a plot of the
      Grecian Jews to kill him. Paul does not in the Epistle refer to any such
      matter, but, in another part of the Acts, Paul is represented as relating,
      xxii. 17 f.: "And it came to pass, that, when I returned to Jerusalem and
      was praying in the temple, I was in a trance and saw him saying unto me:
      Make haste, and get thee quickly out of Jerusalem, for they will not
      receive thy witness concerning me," &c, &c. This account differs,
      therefore, even from the previous narrative in the same book, yet critics
      are agreed that the visit during which the Apostle is said to have seen
      this vision was that which we are discussing.(1) The writer is so little a
      historian working from substantial facts that he forgets the details of
      his own previous statements; and in the account of the conversion of Paul,
      for instance, he thrice repeats the story with emphatic and irreconcilable
      contradictions. We have already observed his partiality for visions, and
      such supernatural agency is so ordinary a matter with him that, in the
      first account of this visit, he altogether omits the vision, although he
      must have known of it then quite as much as on the second occasion. The
      Apostle, in his authentic and solemn account of this visit, gives no hint
      of any vision, and leaves no suggestion even of that public preaching
      which is described in the earlier, and referred to in the later, narrative
      in the Acts.(2) If we
    






      had no other grounds for rejecting the account as unhistorical this
      miraculous vision, added as an after-thought, would have warranted our
      doing so.
    


      Passing on now to the second chapter of the Epistle to the Galatians, we
      find that Paul writes:—"Then, after fourteen years, again I went up
      to Jerusalem..." [———]. He states the particulars of
      what took place upon the occasion of this second visit with a degree of
      minuteness which ought, one might have supposed, to have left no doubt of
      its identity, when compared with the same visit historically described
      elsewhere; but such are the discrepancies between the two accounts that,
      as we have already mentioned, the controversy upon the point has been long
      and active.(1) The Acts, it will be remembered, relate a second visit of
      Paul to Jerusalem, after that which we have discussed, upon which occasion
      it is stated (xi. 30) that he was sent with Barnabas to convey to the
      community, during a time of famine, the contributions of the Church of
      Antioch. The third visit of the Acts is that (xv.) when Paul and Barnabas
      are said to have been deputed to confer with the Apostles regarding the
    






      conditions upon which Gentile converts should be admitted into the
      Christian brotherhood. The circumstances of this visit, more nearly than
      any other, correspond with those described by the Apostle himself in the
      Epistle (ii. 1 ff.), but there are grave difficulties in the way of
      identifying them. If this visit be identical with that described Acts xv.,
      and if Paul, as he states, paid no intermediate visit to Jerusalem, what
      becomes of the visit interpolated in Acts xi. 30? The first point which we
      must endeavour to ascertain is exactly what the Apostle intends to say
      regarding the second visit which he mentions. The purpose of Paul is to
      declare his complete independence from those who were Apostles before him,
      and to maintain that his Gospel was not of man, but directly revealed to
      him by Jesus Christ. In order to prove his independence, therefore, he
      categorically states exactly what had been the extent of his intercourse
      with the elder Apostles. He protests that, after his conversion, he had
      neither conferred with flesh and blood nor sought those who had been
      Apostles before him, but, on the contrary, that he had immediately gone
      away to Arabia. It was not until three years had elapsed that he had gone
      up to Jerusalem, and then only to make the acquaintance of Peter, with
      whom he had remained only fifteen days, during which he had not seen other
      of the Apostles save James, the Lord's brother. Only after the lapse of
      fourteen years did he again go up to Jerusalem. It is argued(1) that when
      Paul says, "he went up again," [———], the word [———]
      has not the force of [———], and that, so far from
      excluding any intermediate journey, it merely signifies a
    






      repetition of what had been done before, and might have been used of any
      subsequent journey. Even if this were so, it is impossible to deny that,
      read with its context, [———] is used in immediate
      connection with the former visit which we have just discussed. The
      sequence is distinctly marked by the [———] "then," and
      the adoption of the preposition [———]—which may
      properly be read "after the lapse of,"(1)—instead of [———],
      seems clearly to indicate that no other journey to Jerusalem had been made
      in the interval. This can be maintained linguistically; but the point is
      still more decidedly settled when the Apostle's intention is considered.
      It is obvious that his purpose would have been totally defeated had he
      passed over in silence an intermediate visit. Even if, as is argued, the.
      visit referred to in Acts xi. 30 had been of very brief duration, or if he
      had not upon that occasion had any intercourse with the Apostles, it is
      impossible that he could have ignored it under the circumstances, for by
      so doing he would have left the retort in the power of his enemies that he
      had, on other occasions than those which he had enumerated, been in
      Jerusalem and in contact with the Apostles. The mere fact that a visit had
      been unmentioned would have exposed him to the charge of having suppressed
      it, and suspicion is always ready to assign unworthy motives. If Paul had
      paid such a hasty visit as is suggested, he would naturally have mentioned
      the fact and stated the circumstances, whatever they were. These and other
      reasons convince the majority of critics that the Apostle here enumerates
      all the visits which he had paid to Jerusalem since his conversion.(2) The
      visit referred to in Gal. ii. 1 ff.
    






      must be considered the second occasion on which the Apostle Paul went to
      Jerusalem.
    


      This being the case, can the visit be identified as the second visit
      described in Acts xi. 30? The object of that journey to Jerusalem, it is
      expressly stated, was to carry to the brethren in Jerusalem the
      contributions of the Church of Antioch during a time of famine; whereas
      Paul explicitly says that he went up to Jerusalem, on the occasion we are
      discussing, in consequence of a revelation, to communicate the Gospel
      which he was preaching among the Gentiles. There is not a word about
      contributions. On the other hand, chronologically it is impossible that
      the second visit of the Epistle can be the second of the Acts. There is
      some difference of opinion as to whether the fourteen years are to be
      calculated from the date of his conversion,(1) or from the previous
      journey.(2) The latter seems to be the more reasonable supposition, but in
      either case it is obvious that the identity is excluded. From various
      data,—the famine under Claudius, and the time of Herod Agrippa's
    






      death,—the date of the journey referred to in Acts xi. 30 is
      assigned to about a.d. 45. If, therefore, we count back fourteen or
      seventeen years, we have as the date of the conversion, on the first
      hypothesis, a.d. 31, and on the second, a.d. 28, neither of which of
      course is tenable. In order to overcome this difficulty, critics(1) at one
      time proposed, against the unanimous evidence of MSS., to read instead of
      [———] in Gal. ii. 1, [———] "after four
      years;" but this violent remedy is not only generally rejected, but, even
      if admitted for the sake of argument, it could not establish the identity,
      inasmuch as the statements in Gal. ii. 1 ff. imply a much longer period of
      missionary activity amongst the Gentiles than Paul could possibly have had
      at that time, about which epoch, indeed, Barnabas is said to have sought
      him in Tarsus, apparently for the purpose of first commencing such a
      career;a certainly the account of his active ministry begins in the Acts
      only in Ch. xiii. Then, it is not possible to suppose that, if such a
      dispute regarding circumcision and the Gospel of the uncircumcision as is
      sketched in Gal. ii. had taken place on a previous occasion, it could so
      soon be repeated, Acts xv., and without any reference to the former
      transaction. Comparatively few critics, therefore, have ventured to
      maintain that the second visit recorded in the Epistle is the same as the
      second mentioned in the Acts (xi. 30), and in modern times the theory is
      almost entirely abandoned. If, therefore, it be admitted that Paul
      mentions all the journeys which he had made to Jerusalem up to the time at
      which he wrote, and that his second visit was not the second visit
    






      of the Acts, but must be placed later, it follows clearly upon the
      Apostle's own assurance that the visit mentioned in Acts xi. 30, xii. 25,
      cannot have taken place and is unhistorical, and this is the conclusion of
      the majority of critics,(1) including many apologists, who, whilst
      suggesting that, for some reason, Barnabas may alone have gone to
      Jerusalem without Paul, or otherwise deprecating any imputation of
      conscious inaccuracy to the author, still substantially confirm the result
      that Paul did not on that occasion go to Jerusalem, and consequently that
      the statement is not historical. On the other hand, it is suggested that
      the additional visit to Jerusalem is inserted by the author with a view to
      conciliation, by representing that Paul was in constant communication with
      the Apostles and community of Jerusalem, and that he acted with their
      approval and sympathy. It is scarcely possible to observe the peculiar
      variations between the narratives of the Acts and of Paul without feeling
      that the author of the former deliberately sacrifices the independence and
      individuality of the great Apostle of the Gentiles.
    


      The great mass of critics agree in declaring that the
    






      second visit described in the Epistle is identical with the third recorded
      in the Acts (xv.), although a wide difference of opinion exists amongst
      them as to the historical value of the account contained in the latter.
      This general agreement renders it unnecessary for us to enter at any
      length into the arguments which establish the identity, and we shall
      content ourselves with very concisely stating some of the chief reasons
      for this conclusion. The date in both cases corresponds, whilst there are
      insuperable chronological objections to identifying the second journey of
      the Epistle with any earlier or later visit mentioned in Acts. We have
      referred to other reasons against its being placed earlier than the third
      visit of Acts, and there are still stronger objections to its being dated
      after the third. It is impossible, considering the object of the Apostle,
      that he could have passed over in silence such a visit as that described
      Acts xv., and the only alternative would be to date it later than the
      composition of the Epistle, to which the narrative of the Acts as well as
      all other known facts would be irreconcilably opposed. On the other hand,
      the date, the actors, the cause of dispute, and probably the place
      (Antioch) in which that dispute originated, so closely correspond, that it
      is incredible that such a coincidence of circumstances should again have
      occurred.
    


      "Without anticipating our comparison of the two accounts of this visit, we
      must here at least remark that the discrepancies are so great that not
      only have apologetic critics, as we have indicated, adopted the theory
      that the second visit of the Epistle is not the same as the third of the
      Acts, but is identical with the second (xi. 30), of which so few
      particulars are given, but
    






      some, and notably Wieseler,(1) have maintained it to have been the same as
      that described in Acts xviii. 21 ff., whilst Paley and others(2) have been
      led to the hypothesis that the visit in question does not correspond with
      any of the visits actually recorded in the Acts, but is one which is not
      referred to at all in that work. These
    






      theories have found very little favour, however, and we mention them
      solely to complete our statement of the general controversy. Considering
      the fulness of the report of the visit in Acts xv. and the peculiar nature
      of the facts stated by the Apostle himself in his letter to the Galatians,
      the difficulty of identifying the particular visit referred to is a
      phenomenon which cannot be too much considered. Is it possible, if the
      narrative in the Acts were really historically accurate, that any
      reasonable doubt could ever have existed as to its correspondence with the
      Apostle's statements? We may here at once say that, although many of the
      critics who finally decide that the visit described in Acts xv. is the
      same as that referred to in the second chapter of the Epistle argue that
      the obvious discrepancies and contradictions between the two accounts may
      be sufficiently explained and reconciled, this is for very strong reasons
      disputed,1 and the narrative in the Acts, when tested by the authentic
      statements of the Apostle, pronounced inaccurate and unhistorical.
    


      It is only necessary to read the two accounts in order to understand the
      grounds upon which even apologists like Paley and Wieseler feel themselves
      compelled
    






      to suppose that the Apostle is describing transactions which occurred
      during some visit either unmentioned or not fully related in the Acts,
      rather than identify it with the visit reported in the fifteenth chapter,
      from which it so essentially differs. A material difference is not denied
      by any one, and explanations with a view to reconciliation have never been
      dispensed with. Thiersch, who has nothing better than the usual apologetic
      explanations to offer, does not hesitate to avow the apparent
      incongruities of the two narratives. "The journey," he says, "is the same,
      but no human ingenuity can make out that also the conference and the
      decree resulting from it are the same."(1) Of course he supposes that the
      problem is to be solved by asserting that the Apostle speaks of the
      private, the historian of the public, circumstances of the visit. All who
      maintain the historical character of the Acts must of course more or less
      thoroughly adopt this argument, but it is obvious that, in doing so, they
      admit on the one hand the general discrepancy, and on the other, if
      successful in establishing their position, they could do no more than show
      that the Epistle does not absolutely exclude the account in the Acts. Both
      writers profess to describe events which occurred during the same visit;
      both record matters of the highest interest closely bearing on the same
      subject; yet the two accounts are so different from each other that they
      can only be rescued from complete antagonism by complete separation.
      Supposing the author of the Acts to be really acquainted with the
      occurrences of this visit, and to have intended to give a plain
      unvarnished account of them, the unconscious ingenuity with which he has
      omitted the important facts mentioned by Paul and
    






      eliminated the whole of the Apostle's individuality would indeed be as
      remarkable as it is unfortunate. But supposing the Apostle Paul to have
      been aware of the formal proceedings narrated in the Acts, characterized
      by such unanimity and liberal Christian feeling, it would be still more
      astonishing and unfortunate that he has not only silently passed them
      over, but has conveyed so singularly different an impression of his
      visit.(1) As the Apostle certainly could not have been acquainted with the
      Acts, his silence regarding the council and its momentous decree, as well
      as his ignorance of the unbroken harmony which prevailed are perfectly
      intelligible. He of course only knew and described what actually occurred.
      The author of the Acts, however, might and must have known the Epistle to
      the Galatians, and the ingenuity with which the tone and details of the
      authentic report are avoided or transfigured cannot be ascribed to mere
      accident, but must largely be attributed to design, although also partly,
      it may be, to the ignorance and the pious imagination of a later age. Is
      it possible, for instance, that the controversy regarding the circumcision
      of Titus, and the dispute with Peter at Antioch, which are so prominently
      related in the Epistle, but present a view so different from the narrative
      of Acts, can have been undesignedly omitted? The violent apologetic
      reconciliation which is effected between the two accounts is based upon
      the foregone conclusion that the author of the canonical Acts, however he
      may seem to deviate from the Apostle, cannot possibly contradict him or be
    


     1 "Our difficulty in reading this page of history arises not
     so much from the absence of light as from the perplexity of
     cross lights. The narratives of St. Luke and St. Paul only
     then cease to conflict, when we take into account the
     different positions of the writers and the different objects
     they had in view."   Lightfoot, St Paul's Ep. to the Gal.,
     p. 294.







      in error; but the preceding examination has rendered such a position
      untenable, and here we have not to do with a canonized "St. Luke," but
      with an unknown writer whose work must be judged by the ordinary rules of
      criticism.
    


      According to the Acts, a most serious question is raised at Antioch.
      Certain men from Judaea came thither teaching: "Except ye have been
      circumcised after the manner of Moses ye cannot be saved." After much
      dissension and disputation the Church of Antioch appoint that Paul and
      Barnabas, "and certain others of them" shall go up to Jerusalem unto the
      Apostles and elders about this question. The motive of the journey is here
      most distinctly and definitely described. Paul is solemnly deputed by the
      church to lay before the mother Church of Jerusalem a difficult question,
      upon the answer to which turns the whole future of Christianity. Paul's
      account, however, gives a very different complexion to the visit:—"Then,
      after fourteen years, I went up again to Jerusalem with Barnabas, taking
      Titus also with me. But I went up according to revelation [———]
      and communicated to them the Gospel which I preach among the Gentiles,"
      &c. Paley might well say:—"This is not very reconcilable."(1) It
      is argued,(2) that the two
    






      statements may supplement each other; that the revelation may have been
      made to the Church of Antioch and have led to the mission; or that, being
      made to Paul, it may have decided him to undertake it. If however, we
      admit that the essence of truth consists not in the mere letter but in the
      spirit of what is stated, it seems impossible to reconcile these accounts.
      It might be granted that a historian, giving a report of events which had
      occurred, might omit some secret motive actuating the conduct even of one
      of the principal persons with whom he has to do; but that the Apostle,
      under the actual circumstances, and while protesting: "Now the things
      which I am writing unto you, behold, before God, I lie not!" should
      altogether suppress the important official character of his journey to
      Jerusalem, and give it the distinct colour of a visit voluntarily and
      independently made [———], is inconceivable. As we
      proceed, it will become apparent that the divergence between the two
      accounts is systematic and fundamental; but we may here so far anticipate
      as to point out that the Apostle explicitly excludes an official visit not
      only by stating an "inward motive," and omitting all mention of a public
      object, but by the expression:—"and communicated to them the Gospel
      which I preach among the Gentiles, but privately to those who," &c. To
      quote Paley's words: "If by 'that Gospel,' he meant the immunity of the
      Gentile Christians from the Jewish law (and I know not what else it can
      mean), it is not easy to conceive how he should communicate that
      privately, which was the subject of his public message;"(1) and
    






      we may add, how he should so absolutely alter the whole character of his
      visit. In the Acts, he is an ambassador charged with a most important
      mission; in the Epistle, he is Paul the Apostle, moved solely by his own
      reasons again to visit Jerusalem. The author of the Acts, however, who is
      supposed to record only the external circumstances, when tested is found
      to do so very imperfectly, for he omits all mention of Titus, who is
      conjectured to be tacitly included in the "certain others of them," who
      were appointed by the Church to accompany Paul, and he is altogether
      silent regarding the strenuous effort to enforce the rite of circumcision
      in his case, upon which the Apostle lays so much stress. The Apostle, who
      throughout maintains his simply independent attitude, mentions his taking
      Titus with him as a purely voluntary act, and certainly conveys no
      impression that he also was delegated by the Church. We shall presently
      see how significant the suppression of Titus is in connection with the
      author's transformation of the circumstances of the visit. In affirming
      that he went up "according to revelation," Paul proceeds in the very
      spirit in which he began to write this epistle. He continues simply to
      assert his independence, and equality with the elder Apostles. In speaking
      of his first journey he has this object in view, and he states precisely
      the duration of his visit and whom he saw. If he had suppressed the
      official character of this second visit and the fact that he submitted for
      the decision of the Apostles and elders the question of the immunity of
      the Gentile converts from circumcision, and thus curtly ascribed his going
      to a revelation, he would have compromised himself in a very serious
      manner, and exposed himself to a charge of disingenuousness of which his
      enemies would not have
    






      failed to take advantage. But, whether we consider the evidence of the
      Apostle himself in speaking of this visit, the absence of all external
      allusion to the supposed proceedings when reference to them would have
      been not only most appropriate but was almost necessary, the practical
      contradiction of the whole narrative implied in the subsequent conduct of
      Peter at Antioch, or the inconsistency of the conduct attributed in it to
      Paul himself, we are forced back to the natural conclusion that the
      Apostle does not suppress anything, and does not give so absurdly partial
      an account of his visit as would be the case if the narrative in the Acts
      be historical, but that, in a few rapid powerful lines, he completes a
      suggestive sketch of its chief characteristics. This becomes more apparent
      at every step we take in our comparison of the two narratives.
    


      If we pass on to the next stage of the proceedings, we find an equally
      striking divergence between the two writers, and it must not escape
      attention that the variations are not merely incidental but are thorough
      and consecutive. According to the Acts, there was a solemn congress held
      in Jerusalem, on which occasion the Apostles and elders and the Church
      being assembled, the question whether it was necessary that the Gentiles
      should be circumcised and bound to keep the law of Moses was fully
      discussed, and a formal resolution finally adopted by the meeting. The
      proceedings in fact constitute what has always been regarded as the first
      Council of the Christian Church. The account in the Epistle does not seem
      to betray any knowledge of such a congress.(1) The Apostle himself says
      merely:—"But I
    






      went according to revelation and communicated to them [———]
      the Gospel which I preach among the Gentiles, but privately to them which
      seemed (to be something) [———]."(1) The usual apologetic
      explanation, as we have already mentioned, is that whilst more or less
      distinctly the author of Acts indicates private conferences, and Paul a
      public assembly, the former chiefly confines his attention to the general
      congress and the latter to the more private incidents of his visit.(2) The
      opinion that the author of Acts "alludes in a general way to conferences
      and discussions preceding the congress,"(3) is based upon the statement
      xv. 4, 5: "And when they came to Jerusalem they were received by the
      Church and by the Apostles and the elders, and declared all that God did
      with them. But there rose up certain of the sect of the Pharisees, who
      believed, saying: That it is necessary to circumcise them and to command
      them to keep the law of Moses. And the Apostles and the elders came
      together to see regarding this matter. And when there had been much
      disputation, Peter rose up and said," &c. If it were admitted that
      more than one meeting is here indicated, it is clear that the words cannot
      be legitimately strained into a reference to more
    






      than two conferences. The first of these is a general meeting of the
      Apostles and elders and of the Church to receive the delegates from
      Antioch, and the second is an equally general and public conference (verse
      6): not only are the Apostles and elders present but also the general body
      of Christians, as clearly appears from the statement (ver. 12) that, after
      the speech of Peter, "all the multitude [———] kept
      silence."(l) The "much disputation" evidently takes place on the occasion
      when the Apostles and elders are gathered together to consider the matter.
      If, therefore, two meetings can be maintained from the narrative in Acts,
      both are emphatically public and general, and neither, therefore, the
      private conference of the Epistle. The main fact that the author of the
      Acts describes a general congress of the Church as taking place is never
      called in question.
    


      On the other hand, few who appreciate the nature of the discrepancy which
      we are discussing will feel that the difficulty is solved by suggesting
      that there is space for the insertion of other incidents in the Apostle's
      narrative. It is rather late now to interpolate a general Council of the
      Church into the pauses of the Galatian letter. To suppose that the
      communications of Paul to the "Pillar" Apostles, and the distressing
      debate regarding the circumcision of Titus, may be inferred between the
      lines of the account in the Acts, is a bold effort of imagination; but it
      is far from being as hopeless as an attempt to reconcile the discrepancy
      by thrusting the important public congress into some corner of the
    






      Apostle's statement. In so far as any argument is advanced in support of
      the assertion that Paul's expression implies something more than the
      private conference, it is based upon the reference intended in the words [———].
      When Paul says he went up to Jerusalem and communicated "to them" his
      Gospel, but privately [———], whom does he mean to
      indicate by the [———]? Does he refer to the Christian
      community of Jerusalem, or to the Apostles themselves? It is pretty
      generally admitted that either application is permissible; but whilst a
      majority of apologetic, together with some independent, critics adopt the
      former,(1) not a few consider, as Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Calvin did
      before them, that Paul more probably referred to the Apostles.(2) In
      favour of the former there is the fact, it is argued, that the [———]
      is used immediately after the statement that the Apostle went up "to
      Jerusalem," and that it may be more natural to conclude that he speaks of
      the Christians there, more especially as he seems to distinguish between
      the communication made [———] and [———];(3)
      and, in support of this, "they"
    






      in Gal. i. 23, 24, is, though we think without propriety, referred to. It
      is, on the other hand, urged that it is very unlikely that the Apostle
      would in such a way communicate his Gospel to the whole community, and
      that in the expressions used he indicates no special transaction, but that
      the [———] is merely an indefinite statement for which he
      immediately substitutes the more precise [———](1) It is
      quite certain that there is no mention of the Christian community of
      Jerusalem to which the [———] can with any real
      grammatical necessity be referred; but when the whole purport of the first
      part of the Apostle's letter is considered the reference to the Apostles
      in the [———] becomes clearer. Paul is protesting the
      independence of his Gospel, and that he did not receive it from man but
      from Jesus Christ. He wishes to show that he was not taught by the
      Apostles nor dependent upon them. He states that after his conversion he
      did not go to those who were Apostles before him, but, on the contrary,
      went away to Arabia, and only three years after he went up to Jerusalem,
      and then only for the purpose of making the acquaintance of Peter, and on
      that occasion other of the Apostles saw he none save James the Lord's
      brother. After fourteen years, he continues to recount, he again went up
      to Jerusalem, but according to revelation, and communicated to them, i.e.
      to the Apostles, the Gospel which he preached among the Gentiles. The
      Apostles
    






      have been in the writer's mind throughout, but in the impetuous flow of
      his ideas, which in the first two chapters of this epistle outrun the pen,
      the sentences become involved. It must be admitted, finally, that the
      reference intended is a matter of opinion and cannot be authoritatively
      settled. If we suppose it to refer to the community of Jerusalem, taking
      thus the more favourable construction, how would this affect the question?
      Can it be maintained that in this casual and indefinite "to them" we have
      any confirmation of the general congress of the Acts, with its debates,
      its solemn settlement of that momentous proposition regarding the Gentile
      Christians, and its important decree? It is impossible to credit that, in
      saying that he "communicated to them" the Gospel which he preached amongst
      the Gentiles, the Apostle referred to a Council like that described in the
      Acts, to which, as a delegate from the Church of Antioch, he submitted the
      question of the conditions upon which the Gentiles were to be admitted
      into the Church, and tacitly accepted their decision.(1) Even if it be
      assumed that the Apostle makes this slight passing allusion to some
      meeting different from his conference with the pillar Apostles, it could
      not have been a general congress assembled for the purpose stated in the
      Acts and characterised by such proceedings. The discrepancy between the
      two narratives is not lessened by any supposed indication either in the
      Epistle or in the Acts of other incidents than those actually described.
      The suggestion that the dispute about Titus involved some
    






      publicity does not avail, for the greater the publicity and importance of
      the episode the greater the difficulty of explaining the total silence
      regarding it of the author of Acts. The more closely the two statements
      are compared the more apparent does it become that the author describes
      proceedings which are totally different in general character, in details,
      and in spirit, from those so vividly sketched by the Apostle Paul.
    


      We shall have more to say presently regarding the irreconcilable
      contradiction in spirit between the whole account which is given in the
      Acts of this Council and the writings of Paul; but it may be more
      convenient, if less effective, if we for the present take the chief points
      in the narrative as they arise and consider how far they are supported or
      discredited by other data. We shall refer later to the manner in which the
      question which leads to the Council is represented as arising and at once
      proceed to the speech of Peter. After there had been much disputation as
      to whether the Gentile Christians must necessarily be circumcised and
      required to observe the Mosaic law, it is stated that Peter rose up and
      said: xv. 7. "Men (and) brethren, ye know that a good while ago God made
      choice among you that the Gentiles by my mouth should hear the word of the
      Gospel and believe. 8. And God which knoweth the hearts bare them witness,
      giving them the Holy Spirit even as unto us; 9. and put no distinction
      between us and them, having purified their hearts by the faith. 10. Now,
      therefore, why tempt ye God, to put a yoke upon the neck of the disciples
      which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear? 11. But by the grace
      of our Lord Jesus we believe we are saved even as also they."(1)
    






      The liberality of the sentiments thus put into the mouth of Peter requires
      no demonstration, and there is here an explicit expression of convictions,
      which we must, from his own words, consider to be the permanent and mature
      views of the Apostle, dating as they do "from ancient days" [———]
      and originating in so striking and supernatural a manner. We may,
      therefore, expect that whenever we meet with an authentic record of
      Peter's opinions and conduct elsewhere, they should exhibit the impress of
      such advanced and divinely imparted views. The statement which Peter
      makes: that God had a good while before selected him that the Gentiles by
      his voice should hear the Gospel, is of course a reference to the case of
      Cornelius, and this unites the fortunes of the speech and proceedings of
      the Council with that episode. We have seen how little ground there is for
      considering that narrative, with its elaborate tissue of miracles,
      historical. The speech which adopts it is thus discredited, and all other
      circumstances confirm the conclusion that the speech is not authentic.(1)
      If the name of Peter were erased and that of Paul substituted, the
      sentiments expressed would be singularly appropriate. We should have the
    






      divinely appointed Apostle of the Gentiles advocating complete immunity
      from the Mosaic law, and enunciating Pauline principles in peculiarly
      Pauline terms. When Peter declares that "God put no distinction between us
      (Jews) and them (Gentiles), purifying their hearts by faith,(1) but by the
      grace [———] of our Lord Jesus Christ we believe we are
      saved even as also they," do we not hear Paul's sentiments, so elaborately
      expressed in the Epistle to the Romans and elsewhere? "For there is no
      difference between Jew and Greek; for the same Lord of all is rich unto
      all that call upon him. For whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord
      shall be saved"(2).... "justified freely by his grace [———]
      through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus."(3) And when Peter
      exclaims: "Why tempt ye God to put a yoke [———] upon the
      neck of the disciples which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear?"
      have we not rather a paraphrase of the words in the Epistle to the
      Galatians? "With liberty Christ made us free; stand fast, therefore, and
      be not entangled again in a yoke [———] of bondage.
      Behold, I Paul say unto you that if ye be circumcised Christ will profit
      you nothing. But I testify again to every man who is circumcised that he
      is a debtor to do the whole law.(4)... For as many as are of works of law
      are under a curse," &c(5) These are only a few sentences of which the
      speech in Acts is an echo, but no attentive reader can fail to perceive
      that it contains in germ the whole of Pauline universalism.
    






      From the Pauline author of the Acts this might fairly be expected, and if
      we linguistically examine the speech, we have additional evidence that it
      is simply, like others which we have considered, a composition from his
      own pen. We shall, as briefly as possible, refer to every word which is
      not of too common occurrence to require notice, and point out where they
      are elsewhere used. The opening [———] occurs elsewhere
      in the Acts 13 times, as we have already pointed out, being the favourite
      phrase placed in the mouth of all speakers; [———], x.
      28, xviii. 25, xix. 15, 25, xx. 18, xxii. 19, xxiv. 10, xxvi. 3, 26, and
      elsewhere only 5 times. The phrase [———] at the
      beginning of a sentence has been pointed out, in connection with a similar
      way of expressing the personal pronoun in x. 28, [———],
      and [———], as consequently characteristic of Peter, and
      considered "important as showing that these reports are not only according
      to the sense of what was said, but the words spoken, verbatim."(1)
      This is to overlook the fact that the very same words are put into the
      mouth of Paul. Peter commences his speech, xv. 7: [———]
      Paul begins his speech at Miletus, xx. 18: [———]; and at
      Ephesus, Demetrius the silversmith commences his address, xix. 25: [———]
      Cf. xxiii. 15. [———], xv. 21, xxi. 16; Luke ix. 8, 19;
      elsewhere 6 times; the expression [———] does not
      elsewhere occur in the New Testament, but [———] is
      common in the Septuagint. Cf. Ps. xliii. 1, lxxvi. 5, cxlii. 5, Isaiah
      xxxvii. 26, Lament, i. 7, ii. 17, &c, &c. [———],
      i. 2, 24, vi. 5, xiii. 17, xv. 22, 25; Luke
    






      4 times, elsewhere 11 times, and of these the following with inf., Act* i.
      24 f., xv. 22, 25, Ephes. L 4. With the phrase [———](1)
      may be compared that of Paul, xiii. 17,[———], and 1 Cor.
      i. 27, in which [———] occurs twice, as well as again in
      the next verse, 28. [———] i. 16, in. 18, 21; iv. 25;
      Luke i. 70; and the whole phrase [———], may be compared
      with the words put into Paul's mouth, xxii. 14: [———]
      xx. 24, in Paul's Epistles (4) 33 times, and elsewhere 42 times. Verse 8.
      [———] only occurs here and in i. 24, [———]
      where it forms part of the prayer at the election of the successor to
      Judas. We have fully examined the speech of Peter, i. 16 ffi, and shown
      its unhistorical character, and that it is a free composition by the
      author of the Acts; the prayer of the assembly is not ascribed to Peter in
      the work itself, though apologists, grasping at the [———],
      assert that it must have been delivered by that Apostle; but, with the
      preceding speech, the prayer also must be attributed to the pen of the
      author; and if it be maintained that Peter spoke in the Aramaic tongue(2)
      it is useless to discuss the word at all, which of course in that case
      must be allowed to belong to the author. [———], Acts 12-
      times, Luke 2, rest frequently; with the phrase [———]
      may be compared Paul's words in xiii. 22, [———]. Verse
      9, [———], x. 20, xi. 2, 12, Paul 7 times, &c
    






      [———], xii. 6, xiii. 42; Luke xi. 51, xvi. 26; rest 4
      times. [———], Acts 27 times, Luke 3, Paul 9, rest 15
      times; re... [———]Acts 33 times, Luke 5, Paul 4, rest 10
      times—[———] is clearly characteristic of the
      author, [———], Acts 15, Luke 11 times, rest very
      frequently. [———], x. 15, xi. 9; Luke 7, and elsewhere
      20 times, [———], x. 33, xvi. 36, xxiii. 15; an
      expression not found elsewhere in the New Testament, and which is also
      indicative of the Author's composition. Verse 10, [———],
      v. 9, xvi. 7, xxiv. 6; Luke iv. 2, xi. 16, xx. 23, rest frequently; the
      question of Jesus in Luke and the parallel passages, [———];
      will occur to every one. [———], Acts 12, Luke 6 times,
      the rest frequently. [———] does not occur elsewhere,
      either in the Acts or third Gospel, but it is used precisely in the same
      sense by Paul, Gal. v. 1, in a passage to which we have called attention a
      few pages back(1) in connection with this speech. [———],
      xx. 37, Luke xv. 20, xvii. 2; Romans xvi. 4, Matth. xviii. 6, Mark ix. 42;
      [———] occurs 4 times, [———], vi. 10,
      xix. 16, 20, xxv. 7, xxvii. 16; Luke 8 times and elsewhere 15 times. [———],
      iii. 2, ix. 15, xxi. 35; Luke 5, Paul 6, rest 12 times. Verse 11, [———]
      Acts 1? times, Luke 8, Paul 61 times, rest frequently. [———],
      Acts 38, Luke 9 times, rest frequently. [———], Acts 12,
      Luke 18 times, rest frequently, [———], is also put into
      the mouth of Paul, xxvii. 25, and is not elsewhere found in the New
      Testament; [———], i. 11, vii. 28; Luke xiii. 34; Matth.
      xxiii. 37, 2 Tim. iii. 8. [———], v. 37, xviii. 19; Luke
      xi. 7, 2, xx. 11, xxii. 12 and elsewhere in the New Testament 17 times. It
      cannot be doubted that the language of this speech is that of the author
      of the Acts, and no serious attempt has ever
    






      been made to show that it is the language of Peter. If it be asserted
      that, in the form before us, it is a translation, there is not the
      slightest evidence to support the assertion; and it has to contend with
      the unfortunate circumstance that, in the supposed process, the words of
      Peter have not only become the words of the author, but his thoughts the
      thoughts of Paul.
    


      We may now inquire whether we find in authentic records of the Apostle
      Peter's conduct and views any confirmation of the liberality which is
      attributed to him in the Acts. He is here represented as proposing the
      emancipation of Gentile Converts from the Mosaic law: does this accord
      with the statements of the Apostle Paul and with such information as we
      can elsewhere gather regarding Peter? Very much the contrary.
    


      Peter in this speech claims that, long before, God had selected him to
      make known the Gospel to the Gentiles, but Paul emphatically distinguishes
      him as the Apostle of the Circumcision; and although, accepting facts
      which had actually taken place and could not be prevented, Peter with
      James and John gave Paul right hands of fellowship, he remained, as he had
      been before, Apostle of the Circumcision(1) and, as we shall see. did not
      practise the liberality which he is said to have preached. Very shortly
      after the Council described in the Acts, there occurred the celebrated
      dispute between him and Paul which the latter proceeds to describe
      immediately after the visit to Jerusalem: "But when Cephas came to
      Antioch," he writes, "I withstood him to the face, for he was condemned.
      For before certain came from James, he did eat with the Gentiles; but when
      they came, he withdrew and separated himself,
    






      fearing those of the Circumcision. And the other Jews also joined in his
      hypocrisy, insomuch that even Barnabas was carried away with their
      hypocrisy. But when I saw that they walked not uprightly according to the
      truth of the Gospel, I said unto Cephas before all: If thou being a Jew
      livest [———] after the manner of Gentiles and not after
      the manner of Jews, how compellest [———] thou the
      Gentiles to adopt the customs of the Jews? [———]"(1)
    


      It is necessary to say a few words as to the significance of Peter's
      conduct and of Paul's rebuke, regarding which there is some difference of
      opinion.(2) Are we to understand from this that Peter, as a general rule,
      at Antioch and elsewhere, with enlightened emancipation from Jewish
      prejudices, lived as a Gentile and in full communion with Gentile
      Christians?(3) Meyer(4) and others argue that by the use of the present [———],
      the Apostle indicates a continuous practice based upon principle, and that
      the [———] is not the mere moral life, but includes the
      external social observances of Christian community: the object, in fact,
      being to show that upon principle Peter held the advanced liberal views of
      Paul, and that the fault which he committed in withdrawing from free
      intercourse with the Gentile Christians was momentary, and merely the
      result of "occasional timidity and weakness." This theory cannot bear the
      test of examination. The account of Paul is clearly this: when Cephas
      came to Antioch, the
    






      stronghold of Gentile Christianity, before certain men came from James,
      he ate with the Gentiles, but as soon as these emissaries arrived he
      withdrew, "fearing those of the circumcision." Had his normal custom been
      to live like the Gentiles, how is it possible that he could, on this
      occasion only, have feared those of the circumcision? His practice must
      have been notorious; and had he, moreover, actually expressed such
      opinions in the congress of Jerusalem, his confession of faith having been
      so publicly made, and so unanimously approved by the Church, there could
      not have been any conceivable cause for such timidity. The fact evidently
      is, on the contrary, that Peter, under the influence of Paul, was induced
      for the time to hold free communion with the Gentile Christians; but as
      soon as the emissaries of James appeared on the scene, he became alarmed
      at this departure from his principles, and fell back again into his normal
      practice. If the present [———] be taken to indicate
      continuous habit of life, the present [———] very much
      more than neutralizes it. Paul with his usual uncompromising frankness
      rebukes the vacillation of Peter: by adopting even for a time fellowship
      with the Gentiles, Peter has practically recognised its validity, has been
      guilty of hypocrisy in withdrawing from his concession on the arrival of
      the followers of James, and is condemned; but after such a concession he
      cannot legitimately demand that Gentile Converts should "judaize." It is
      obvious that whilst Peter lived as a Gentile, he could not have been
      compelling the Gentiles to adopt Judaism. Paul, therefore, in saying: "Why
      compellest thou [———] the Gentiles to adopt the customs
      of the Jews? [———]," very distinctly intimates that the
      normal practice of Peter was to compel
    






      Gentile Christians to adopt Judaism. There is no escaping this conclusion
      for, after all specious reasoning to the contrary is exhausted, there
      remains the simple fact that Peter, when placed in a dilemma on the
      arrival of the emissaries of James, and forced to decide whether he will
      continue to live as a Gentile or as a Jew, adopts the latter alternative,
      and as Paul tells us "compels" (in the present) the Gentiles to judaize. A
      stronger indication of his views could scarcely have been given. Not a
      word is said which implies that Peter yielded to the vehement protests of
      Paul, but on the contrary we must undoubtedly conclude that he did not;
      for it is impossible to suppose that Paul would not have stated a fact so
      pertinent to his argument, had the elder Apostle been induced by his
      remonstrance to walk uprightly according to the truth of the Gospel which
      Paul preached, and both to teach and practice Christian universalism. We
      shall have abundant reason, apart from this, to conclude that Peter did
      not yield, and it is no false indication of this, that, a century after,
      we find the Clementine Homilies expressing the bitterness of the Petrine
      party against the Apostle of the Gentiles for this very rebuke, and
      representing Peter as following his course from city to city for the
      purpose of refuting Paul's unorthodox teaching.
    


      It is contended that Peter's conduct at Antioch is in harmony with his
      denial of his master related in the Gospels, and, therefore, that such
      momentary and characteristic weakness might well have been displayed even
      after his adoption of liberal principles. Those who argue in this way,
      however, forget that the denial of Jesus, as described in the Gospels,
      proceeded from the fear of death, and that such a reply to a merely
      compromising question
    






      which did not directly involve principles, is a very different thing from
      conduct like that at Antioch where, under one influence, a line of action
      was temporarily adopted which ratified views upon which the opinion of the
      Church was divided, and then abandoned merely from fear of the disapproval
      of those of the Circumcision. The author of the Acts passes over this
      altercation in complete silence. No one has ever called in question the
      authenticity of the account which Paul gives of it. If Peter had the
      courage to make such a speech at the Council in the very capital of Judaic
      Christianity, and in the presence of James and the whole Church, how could
      he possibly, from fear of a few men from Jerusalem, have shown such
      pusillanimity in Antioch, where Paul and the mass of Christians supported
      him? If the unanimous decision of the Council had really been a fact, how
      easily he might have silenced any objections by an appeal to that which
      had "seemed good to the Holy Spirit" and to the Church! But there is not
      the slightest knowledge of the Council and its decree betrayed either by
      those who came from James, or by Peter, or Paul. The episode at Antioch is
      inconsistent with the conduct and words ascribed to Peter in the Acts, and
      contradicts the narrative in the fifteenth chapter which we are
      examining.(1)
    


      The author of the Acts states that after Peter had spoken, "all the
      multitude kept silence and were hearing
    






      Barnabas and Paul declaring what signs and wonders God had wrought among
      the Gentiles by them."(1) We shall not at present pause to consider this
      statement, nor the rôle which Paul is made to play in the whole
      transaction, beyond pointing out that, on an occasion when such a subject
      as the circumcision of the Gentiles and their subjection to the Mosaic law
      was being discussed, nothing could be more opposed to nature than to
      suppose that a man like the author of the Epistle to the Galatians could
      have assumed so passive, and subordinate an attitude.(2) After Barnabas
      and Paul had spoken, James is represented as saying: "Men (and) brethren,
      hear me. Simeon declared how God at first did visit the Gentiles, to take
      out of them a people for his name. And with this agree the words of the
      prophets; as it is written: 'After this I will return, and will build
      again the tabernacle of David which has fallen down; and I will build
      again the ruins thereof, and will set it up: that the residue of men may
      seek after the Lord, and all the Gentiles, upon whom my name has been
      called, saith the Lord who doeth these things, known from the beginning.'
      Wherefore, I judge that we trouble not those from among the Gentiles who
      are turning to God; but that we write unto them that they abstain from the
      pollutions of idols, and from fornication, and from things strangled, and
      from blood. For Moses from generations of old hath in every city those who
      preach him, being read in the synagogues every Sabbath."(3) There are many
      reasons for which this
    






      speech also must be pronounced inauthentic.(1) It may be observed, in
      passing, that James completely disregards the statement which Barnabas and
      Paul are supposed to make as to what God had wrought by them among the
      Gentiles; and, ignoring their intervention, he directly refers to the
      preceding speech of Peter claiming to have first been selected to convert
      the Gentiles. We shall reserve discussion of the conditions which James
      proposes to impose upon Gentile Christians till we come to the apostolic
      decree which embodies them.
    


      The precise signification of the sentence with which (ver. 21) he
      concludes has been much debated, but need not detain us long. Whatever may
      be said of the liberal part of the speech it is obvious that the author
      has been more true to the spirit of the time in conceiving this and other
      portions of it, than in composing the speech of Peter. The continued
      observance of the Mosaic ritual, and the identity of the synagogue with
      the Christian Church are correctly indicated; and when James is again
      represented (xxi. 20 ff.) as advising Paul to join those who had avow, in
      order to prove that he himself walked orderly and was an observer of the
      law, and did not teach the Jews to apostatize from Moses and abandon the
      rite of circumcision, he is consistent in his portrait It is nevertheless
      clear that, however we may read the restrictions which
    






      James proposes to impose upon Gentile Christians, the author of Acts
      intends them to be considered as a most liberal and almost complete
      concession of immunity. "I judge," he makes James say, "that we trouble
      not those from among the Gentiles who are turning to God;" and again, on
      the second occasion of which we have just been speaking, in referring to
      the decree, a contrast is drawn between the Christian Jews, from whom
      observance of the law is demanded, and the Gentiles, who are only expected
      to follow the prescriptions of the decree.
    


      James is represented as supporting the statement of Peter how God visited
      the Gentiles by "the words of the Prophets," quoting a passage from Amos.
      ix. 11, 12. It is difficult to see how the words, even as quoted, apply to
      the case at all, but this is immaterial. Loose reasoning can certainly not
      be taken as a mark of inauthenticity. It is much more to the point that
      James, addressing an assembly of Apostles and elders in Jerusalem, quotes
      the prophet Amos freely from the Septuagint version,(1) which differs
      widely in the latter and more important part from the Hebrew text.(3) The
      passage in the Hebrew reads: ix. 11. "In that day will I raise up the
      tabernacle of David that is fallen, and close up the breaches thereof; and
      I will raise up his ruins, and I will build it as in the days of old, 12.
      that they may possess the remnant of
    






      Edom, and of all the heathen upon whom my name is called, saith the Lord
      that doeth this." The authors of the Septuagint version altered the
      twelfth verse into: "That the residue of men may seek after the Lord and
      all the Gentiles upon whom my name is called, saith the Lord who doeth
      these things."(1) It is perfectly clear that the prophet does not, in the
      original, say what James is here represented as stating, and that his own
      words refer to the national triumph of Israel, and not to the conversion
      of the Gentiles. Amos in fact prophesies that the Lord will restore the
      former power and glory of Israel, and that the remnant of Edom and the
      other nations of the theocracy shall be re-united, as they were under
      David. No one questions the fact that the original prophecy is altered,
      and those who desire to see the singular explanations of apologists may
      refer to some of the works indicated.(2) The question as to whether James
      or the author of the Acts is responsible for the adoption of the
      Septuagint version is felt to be a serious problem. Some critics affirm
      that in all probability James must have spoken in Aramaic;(3) whilst
      others maintain that he delivered this
    






      address in Greek.(1) In the one case, it is supposed that he quoted the
      original Hebrew and that the author of the Acts or the document from which
      he derived his report may have used the Septuagint; and in the other, it
      is suggested that the lxx. may have had another and more correct reading
      before them, for it is supposed impossible that James himself could have
      quoted a version which was actually different from the original Hebrew.
      These and many other similar explanations, into which we need not go, do
      little to remove the difficulty presented by the fact itself. To suppose
      that our Hebrew texts are erroneous in order to justify the speech is a
      proceeding which does not require remark. It will be remembered that, in
      the Acts, the Septuagint is always employed in quotations from the Old
      Testament, and that this is by no means the only place in which that
      version is used when it departs from the original. It is difficult to
      conceive that any intelligent Jew could have quoted the Hebrew of this
      passage to support a proposal to free Gentile Christians from the
      necessity of circumcision and the observance of the Mosaic Law. It is
      equally difficult to suppose that James, a bigoted leader of the Judaistic
      party and the head of the Church of Jerusalem, could have quoted the
      Septuagint version of the Holy Scriptures, differing from the Hebrew, to
      such an assembly. It is useless to examine here the attempts to make the
      passage quoted a correct interpretation of the prophet's meaning, or
      seriously to consider the proposition that this alteration of a prophetic
      utterance is adopted as better
    






      expressing "the mind of the Spirit." If the original prophecy did not
      express that mind, it is rather late to amend the utterances of the
      prophets in the Acts of the Apostles.
    


      We may now briefly examine the speech linguistically. Verse 13: The
      opening as usual is [———], but the whole phrase [———]
      is put into the mouth of Paul in xxii. 1, [———], and
      with but little variation again in xiii. 16. Cf. ii. 22. The use of the
      Hebrew form [———] in speaking of Peter, has been pointed
      out by Bleek(1) and others, after Lightfoot,(2) as a characteristic
      peculiarity showing the authenticity of the speech. The same form occurs
      in 2 Pet. i. 1, but its use in that spurious epistle is scarcely
      calculated to give weight to its use here. If it be characteristic of
      anyone, however, its use is characteristic of the author of the third
      Gospel and the Acts, and in no case is it peculiarly associated with
      James. In addition to the instance referred to above, and Apoc. vii. 7,
      where the tribe of Simeon is thus named, the Jewish form [———]
      of the name Simon occurs four times only in the New Testament, and they
      are conflned to our author: Acts xiii. 1; Luke ii. 25, 34, iii. 30. Being
      acquainted with the Jewish form of the name, he made use of it in this
      speech probably for the effect of local colouring. [———],
      xv. 12, xxi. 19; Luke xxiv. 35, and nowhere else except John i. 18—it
      is peculiar to the author, [———], Acts 11, Luke 16
      times, and elsewhere frequently, [———], iii. 26, vii.
      12, xi. 26, xiii. 46, xxvi. 20; Luke 10 times; Jam. iii. 17; Paul 10
      times, rest frequently. [———], vi. 3, vii. 23, xv. 36;
      Luke i. 68,
    






      78, vii. 16; Matth. xxv. 36, 43, Hebr. ii. 6, Jam. i. 27, that is to say 7
      times used by the author and only 4 times in the rest of the New
      Testament; compare especially Luke i. 68, and vii. 16. [———]
      opposed to [———], xxvi. 17, 23. The expression [———]
      occurs ii. 38, iv. 17, 18, v. 28, 40; Luke ix. 48, 49, xxi. 8, xxiv. 47,
      and only 5 times in the rest of the New Testament. Verse 15: [———],
      v. 9; Luke v. 36, and Matth. xviii. 19, xx. 2, 13 only. Verse 16: In this
      quotation from Amos, for the i[———] of the Septuagint,
      the Author substitutes [———], which phrase occurs
      elsewhere in Acts vii. 7, xiii. 20, xviii. 1; Luke v. 27, x. 1, xii. 4,
      xvii. 8, xviii. 4. [———], v. 22 and 9 times elsewhere.
      Verse 18: [———], i. 19, ii. 14, iv. 10, 16, ix. 42,
      xiii. 38, xix. 17, xxviii. 22, 28 = 10 times in Acts; Luke i. 44, xxiii.
      49; elsewhere only in Rom. i. 19, John xviii. 15, 16,—a
      characteristic word. So likewise is the expression [———],
      iii. 21, Luke i. 70; [———] occurs in Ephes. iii. 9, Col.
      i. 26. These words are added to the passage quoted from the Septuagint.
      Verse 19: [———] is used 11 times in Acts; Luke i. 35,
      vii. 7; by Paul 18 times, Ep. Jam. twice, and elsewhere 25 times. [———],
      22 times in Acts; Luke 6 times, Paul 37 times, Ep. Jam. 6, and elsewhere
      44 times, [———] is not found elsewhere in the New
      Testament. [———], Acts 11, Luke 7, Jam. v. 19, 20, rest
      19 times; the phrase [———] is a favourite and
      characteristic expression of the Author, who uses it ix. 35, xi. 21, xiv.
      15, xxvi. 20, and Luke i. 16, and it does not occur elsewhere in the New
      Testament except in 1 Pet. ii. 25. Verse 20: [———], xxi.
      25, and Hebr. xiii. 22 only. [———] xv. 29, Luke vi. 24,
      vii. 6, xv. 20, xxiv. 13, 1 Thess. iv. 3, v. 22, 1 Tim. iv. 3, 1 Pet. ii.
      11, and
    






      elsewhere 7 times; in both passages of the Ep. to the Thess. it is used
      with [———] as here. [———] is not
      elsewhere found. [———], vii. 41; 6 times by Paul, and
      elsewhere 3: it occurs very frequently in the Septuagint. [———],
      xv. 29, xxi. 25; Paul 8, elsewhere 15 times. [———], xv.
      29, xxi. 25, a technical word. [———], Acts 12, Luke 11
      times, rest frequently, [———], ii. 40, viii. 33, xiii.
      36, xiv. 16; Luke 13 times, Matth. 13, Mk. 5, rest 5 times. [———],
      xv. 7, xxi. 16; Luke ix. 8, 19, elsewhere 7 times. [———],
      xv. 36, xx. 23, xxiv. 12; Luke viii. 1, 4, xiii. 22, and elsewhere only in
      Tit. i. 5. [———], viii. 5, ix. 20, x. 37, 42, xix. 13,
      xx. 25, xxviii. 31; Luke 9, Paul 14, elsewhere 30 times. [———],
      Acts 9, Luke 20, rest 35 times, the whole phrase [———]
      occurs again in the Acts, being put into the mouth of Paul xiii. 27, and [———]
      being used by the writer in xviii. 4. [———], Acts 20;
      Luke 15, rest 22 times, [———], viii. 28, 30 twice, 32,
      xiii. 27, xv. 31, xxiii. 34; Luke 3, and elsewhere 22 times. This analysis
      confirms the conclusion that the speech of James at the Council proceeds
      likewise from the pen of the general author, and the incomprehensible
      liberality of the sentiments expressed, as well as the peculiarity of the
      quotation from Amos according to the Septuagint, thus receive at once
      their simple explanation.
    


      If we now compare the account of James's share in granting liberal
      conditions to Gentile Christians with the statements of Paul, we arrive at
      the same result. It is in consequence of the arrival of "certain men from
      James" [———] that Peter through fear of them withdrew
      from communion with the
    






      Gentiles. It will be remembered that the whole discussion is said to have
      arisen in Antioch originally from the judaistic teaching of certain men
      who came "from Judæa," who are disowned in the apostolic letter.(1) It is
      unfortunate, however, to say the least of it, that so many of those who
      systematically opposed the work of the Apostle Paul claimed to represent
      the views of James and the mother Church.(2) The contradiction of the
      author of the Acts, with his object of conciliation, has but small weight
      before the statements of Paul and the whole voice of tradition. At any
      rate, almost immediately after the so-called Apostolic Council, with its
      decree adopted mainly at the instigation of James, his emissaries caused
      the defection of Peter in Antioch and the rupture with Paul. It is
      generally admitted, in the face of the clear affirmation of Paul, that the
      men in question must in all probability have been actually sent by James.3
      It is obvious that, to justify the fear of so leading an apostle as Peter,
      not only must they have been thus deputed, but must have been influential
      men,
    


     2 "Of the Judaizers who are denounced in St. Paul's Epistles
     this much is certain, that they exalted the authority of the
     Apostles of the Circumcision; and that, in some instances at
     least, as members of the mother Church, they had direct
     relations with James, the Lord's brother. But when we
     attempt to define those relations, we are lost in a maze of
     conjecture."   Lightfoot, Ep. to the Gal., p. 353.







      representing authoritative and prevalent judaistic opinions. We shall not
      attempt to divine the object of their mission, but we may say that it is
      impossible to separate them from the judaistic teachers who urged
      circumcision upon the Galatian Christians and opposed the authority of the
      Apostle Paul. Not pursuing this further at present, however, it is obvious
      that the effect produced by these emissaries is quite incompatible with
      the narrative that, so short a time before, James and the Church of
      Jerusalem had unanimously promulgated conditions, under which the Gentile
      Christians were freely admitted into communion, and which fully justified
      Peter in eating with them. The incident at Antioch, as connected with
      James as well as with Peter, excludes the supposition that the account of
      the Council contained in the Acts can be considered historical. The
      Apostolic letter embodying the decree of the Council now demands our
      attention. It seemed good to the Apostles and the elders with the whole
      Church to choose two leading men among the brethren, and to send them to
      Antioch with Paul and Barnabas, and they wrote by them (xv. 23):—"The
      Apostles and brethren which are elders unto the brethren which are of the
      Gentiles in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greeting. 24. Forasmuch as we
      heard that certain which went out from us troubled you with words,
      subverting your souls, to whom we gave no commandment, 25. it seemed good
      unto us, having become of one mind, to choose out and send men unto you
      with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, 26. men that have given up their lives
      for the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. 27. We have, therefore, sent Judas
      and Silas, who shall also tell you the same things by word of mouth. 28.
      For it seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to lay upon you no greater
      burden than these necessary
    






      things: 29. that ye abstain from meats offered to idols and from blood,
      and from things strangled, and from fornication: from which if ye keep
      yourselves ye shall do well. Fare ye well." l It is argued that the
      simplicity of this composition, its brevity and the absence of
      hierarchical tendency, prove the authenticity and originality of the
      epistle. Nothing, however, could be more arbitrary than to assert that the
      author of the Acts, composing a letter supposed to be written under the
      circumstances, would have written one different from this. We shall, on
      the contrary, see good reason for affirming that he actually did compose
      it, and that it bears the obvious impress of his style. Besides, Zeller(2)
      has pointed out that, in a document affirmed to be so removed from all
      calculation or object, verse 26 could hardly have found a place. The
      reference to "our beloved" Barnabas and Paul, as "men that have given up
      their lives for the name of our Lord Jesus Christ," is scarcely consistent
      with the primitive brevity and simplicity which are made the basis of such
      an argument.
    


      In the absence of better evidence, apologists grasp at extremely slight
      indications of authenticity, and of this nature seems to us the mark of
      genuineness which Bleek and others(3) consider that they find in the fact,
    






      that the name of Barnabas is placed before that of Paul in this document.
      It is maintained that, from the 13th chapter, the author commences to give
      the precedence to Paul, but that, in reverting to the former order, the
      synodal letter gives evidence both of its antiquity and genuineness. If
      any weight could be attached to such an indication, it is unfortunate for
      this argument that the facts are not as stated, for the order "Barnabas
      and Paul" occurs at xiv. 12 and 14, and even in the very account of the
      Council at xv. 12. The two names are mentioned together in the Acts
      sixteen times, Barnabas being named first eight times (xi. 30, xii. 25,
      xiii. 1, 2, 7, xiv. 12, 14, xv. 12), and Paul as frequently (xiii. 43, 46,
      50, xv. 2 twice, 22, 25, 35). Apologists like Lekebusch(1) and Oertel(2)
      reject Bleek's argument. The greeting [———] with which
      the letter opens, and which, amongst the Epistles of the New Testament, is
      only found in that bearing the name of James (i. 1), is said to be an
      indication that the letter of the Council was written by James himself.(3)
      Before such an argument could avail, it would be necessary, though
      difficult, to prove the authenticity of the Epistle of James, but we need
      not enter upon such a question. [———] is the ordinary
      Greek form of greeting in all epistles,(4) and the author of Acts, who
      writes purer Greek than any
    






      other writer in our Canon, naturally adopts it. Not only does he do so
      here, however, but he makes use of the same [———] in the
      letter of the chief captain Lysias (xxiii. 26),(1) which also evidently
      proceeds from his hand. Moreover, the word is used as a greeting in Luke
      i. 28, and not unfrequently elsewhere in the New Testament, as Mattli.
      xxvi. 49, xxvii. 29, xxviii. 9, Mark xv. 18, John xix. 3,2 John 10, 11.
      Lekebusch,(2) Meyer,(3) and Oertel(4) reject the argument, and we may add
      that if [———] prove anything, it proves that the author
      of Acts, who uses the word in the letter of Lysias, also wrote the synodal
      letter. In what language must we suppose that the Epistle was originally
      written? Oertel maintains an Aramaic original,(5) but the greater number
      of writers consider that the original language was Greek.(6) It cannot be
      denied that the composition, as it stands, contains many of the
      peculiarities of style of the author of Acts;(7) and these are, indeed, so
      marked that even apologists like Lekebusch and Oertel, whilst maintaining
      the substantial authenticity of the Epistle, admit that at least its
      actual form must be ascribed to the general author. The originality of the
      form being abandoned, it is difficult to perceive any ground for asserting
      the originality and genuineness of
    






      the substance. That assertion rests solely upon a vague traditional
      confidence in the Author of Acts, which is shown to be without any solid
      foundation. The form of this Epistle clearly professes to be as genuine as
      the substance, and if the original language was Greek, there is absolutely
      no reason why the original letter should have been altered. The similarity
      of the construction to that of the prologue to the third Gospel, in which
      the personal style of the writer may be supposed to have beeu most
      unreservedly shown, has long been admitted:—
    


      [———]
    


      A more detailed linguistic examination of the Epistle, however, confirms
      the conclusion already stated. Verse 23: [———], ii. 23,
      v. 12, vii. 25, xi. 30, xiv. 3, xix. 11, 26, and elsewhere the expression
      is only met with in Mark vi. 2; the phrase [———] finds a
      parallel in xi. 30, [———], k. t. X. The characteristic
      expression [———], is repeated, xi. 1, xvi. 7, xxvii. 2,
      5, 7. Verse 24: [———], xiii. 46, xiv. 12, Luke vii. 1,
      xi. 6, cf. i. 1; Paul 5, rest only 2 times. [———], xvii.
      8,13, Luke i. 12, xxiv. 38, elsewhere thirteen times. [———]
      is not found elsewhere, but the preference of our writer for compounds of
      [———], and [———] is marked, and of
      these consists a large proportion of his [———], Acts 15,
      Luke 14 times, and frequently elsewhere; the phrase [———],
      may be compared with xiv. 22, [———], cf. xiv. 2. [———]
    






      not elsewhere found in Acts, but it occurs Matth. xvi. 20, Mark v. 43,
      vii. 36 twice, viii. 15, ix. 9, and Heb. xii. 20. Verse 25: [———],
      Acts 8, Luke 11, Paul 17 times, elsewhere frequently. [———],
      i. 14, ii. 1, 46, iv. 24, v. 12, xii. 57, viii. 6, xii. 20, xviii. 12,
      xix. 29; so that this word, not in very common use even in general Greek
      literature, occurs 10 times elsewhere in the Acts, but, except in Rom. xv.
      6, is not employed by any other New Testament writer. [———],
      i. 2, 24, vi. 5, xiii. 17, xv. 7, 22, Luke vi. 13, x. 42, xiv. 7, and
      elsewhere 11 times, [———], Acts 11, Luke 10 times,
      elsewhere common, [———] is not elsewhere used in Acts,
      but is found in Luke iii. 22, ix. 35, xx. 13, Paul 13 times, and is common
      elsewhere. Verse 26: [———], Acts 13, Luke 17 times, and
      common elsewhere, [———], xxi. 13, v. 41, ix. 16, Rom. i.
      5, 3 John 7. Verse 27: [———], Acts 25, Luke 26 times,
      elsewhere very frequently. [———], xv. 32. [———],
      Acts 14, Luke 11, rest 21 times, [———], Luke vi. 23, 26;
      [———], Acts i. 15, ii. 1, 44, iii. 1, iv. 26, xiv. 1;
      Luke vi. 33, xvii. 35. Verse 28: [———], Acts 12, Luke 4,
      Paul 6, elsewhere 13 times; the same expression, [———]...
      is also found in Luke iii. 13. [———], Acts 13, Luke 6,
      elsewhere 21 times. [———] is not elsewhere met with in
      Acts, but occurs Matt. xx. 12, 2 Cor. iv. 17, Gal. vi. 2, 1 Thes. il 6,
      Apoc. ii. 24. [———], viii. 1, xx. 23, xxvii. 22, Luke
      15, elsewhere 13 times. [———] is not elsewhere found in
      the New Testament. Verse 29: [———], xv. 20, Luke vi. 24,
      vii. 6, xv. 20, xxiv. 13, elsewhere 12 times. [———],
      xxi. 25, 1 Cor. viii. 1, 4, 7, 10, x. 19, 28, Apoc. ii. 14, 20. [———]
      occurs only in Luke ii. 51. [———], Acts 12, Luke 6, Paul
      15, elsewhere 5 times only, [———], this
    






      usual Greek formula for the ending of a letter, [———],
      is nowhere else used in the New Testament, except at the close of the
      letter of Lysias, xxiii. 30.
    


      Turning now from the letter to the spirit of this decree, we must
      endeavour to form some idea of its purport and bearing. The first point
      which should be made clear is, that the question raised before the Council
      solely affected the Gentile converts, and that the conditions contained in
      the decree were imposed upon that branch of the Church alone. No change
      whatever in the position of Jewish Christians was contemplated; they were
      left as before, subject to the Mosaic law.(1) This is very apparent in the
      reference which is made long after to the decree, Ch. xxi. 20 ff., 25,
      when the desire is expressed to Paul by James, who proposed the decree,
      and the elders of Jerusalem, that he should prove to the many thousands of
      believing Jews all zealous of the law, that he did not teach the Jews who
      were among the Gentiles apostasy from Moses, saying that they ought not to
      circumcise their children, neither to walk after the customs. Paul, who is
      likewise represented, in the Acts, as circumcising with his own hand,
      after the decision of the Council had been adopted, Timothy the son of a
      Greek, whose mother was a Jewess, consents to give the Jews of Jerusalem
      the required proof. We have already shown at the commencement of this
      section, that
    






      nothing was further from the minds of the Jewish Christians than the
      supposition that the obligation to observe the Mosaic law was weakened by
      the adoption of Christianity; and the representation in the Acts is
      certainly so far correct, that it does not pretend that Jewish Christians
      either desired or sanctioned any relaxation of Mosaic observances on the
      part of believing Jews. This cannot be too distinctly remembered in
      considering the history of primitive Christianity. The initiatory rite was
      essential to full participation in the Covenant. It was left for Paul to
      preach the abrogation of the law and the abandonment of circumcision. If
      the speech of Peter seems to suggest the abrogation of the law even for
      Jews, it is only in a way which shows that the author had no clear
      historical fact to relate, and merely desired to ascribe, vaguely and
      indefinitely, Pauline sentiments to the Apostle of the circumcision. No
      remark whatever is made upon these strangely liberal expressions of Peter,
      and neither the proposition of James nor the speech in which he makes it
      takes the slightest notice of them. The conduct of Peter at Antioch and
      the influence exercised by James through his emissaries restore us to
      historical ground. Whether the author intended to represent that the
      object of the conditions of the decree was to admit the Gentile Christians
      to full communion with the Jewish, or merely to the subordinate position
      of Proselytes of the Gate, is uncertain, but it is not necessary to
      discuss the point. There is not the slightest external evidence that such
      a decree ever existed, and the more closely the details are examined the
      more evident does it become that it has no historical consistency. How,
      and upon what principle, were these singular conditions selected? Their
      heterogeneous character is at once apparent, but not so the
    






      reason for a combination which is neither limited to Jewish customs nor
      sufficiently representative of moral duties. It has been argued, on the
      one hand, that the prohibitions of the apostolic decree are simply those,
      reduced to a necessary minimum, which were enforced in the case of heathen
      converts to Judaism who did not join themselves fully to the people of the
      Covenant by submitting to circumcision, but were admitted to imperfect
      communion as Proselytes of the Gate.(1) The conditions named, however, do
      not fully represent the rules framed for such cases, and many critics
      consider that the conditions imposed, although they may have been
      influenced by the Noachiaii prescriptions, were rather moral duties which
      it was, from special circumstances, thought expedient to specify.(2) "We
      shall presently refer to some of these conditions, but bearing in mind the
      views which were dominant amongst primitive Christians, and more
      especially, as is obvious, amongst the Christians of Jerusalem where this
      decree is supposed to have been unanimously adopted, bearing in mind the
      teaching which is said to have led to the Council, the episode at Antioch,
      and the systematic judaistic opposition which retarded the work of Paul
      and subsequently affected his reputation, it may be instructive
    






      to point out not only the vagueness which exists as to the position which
      it was intended that the Gentiles should acquire, as the effect of this
      decree, but also its singular and total inefficiency. An apologetic
      writer, having of course in his mind the fact that there is no trace of
      the operation of the decree, speaks of its conditions as follows: "The
      miscellaneous character of these prohibitions showed that, taken as a
      whole, they had no binding force independently of the circumstances which
      dictated them. They were a temporary expedient framed to meet a temporary
      emergency. Their object was the avoidance of offence in mixed communities
      of Jew and Gentile converts. Beyond this recognised aim and general
      understanding implied therein, the limits of their application were not
      defined."1 In fact the immunity granted to the Gentiles was thus
      practically almost unconditional.
    


      It is obvious, however, that every consideration which represents the
      decree as more completely emancipating Gentile Christians from Mosaic
      obligations, and admitting them into free communion with believers amongst
      the Jews, places it in more emphatic contradiction to historical facts and
      the statements of the Apostle Paul. The unanimous adoption of such a
      measure in Jerusalem, on the one hand, and, on the other, the episode at
      Antioch, the fear of Peter, the silence of Paul, and the attitude of James
      become perfectly inconceivable. If on the contrary the conditions were
      seriously imposed and really meant anything, a number of difficulties
      spring up of which we shall presently speak. That the prohibitions, in the
      opinion of the author of the Acts, constituted a positive and binding
      obligation can scarcely be doubted by anyone who considers the terms in
      which they are laid down. If
    






      they are represented as a concession they are nevertheless recognised as a
      "burden," and they are distinctly stated to be the obligations which "it
      seemed good to the Holy Spirit" as well as to the Council to impose. The
      qualification, that the restrictive clauses had no binding force
      "independently of the circumstances which dictated them," in so far as it
      has any meaning beyond the unnecessary declaration that the decree was
      only applicable to the class for whom it was framed, seems to be
      inadmissible. The circumstance which dictated the decree was the
      counter-teaching of Jewish Christians, that it was necessary that the
      Gentile converts should be circumcised and keep the law of Moses. The
      restrictive clauses are simply represented as those which it was deemed
      right to impose; and, as they are stated without qualification, it is
      holding the decision of the "Holy Spirit" and of the Church somewhat cheap
      to treat them as mere local and temporary expedients. This is evidently
      not the view of the author of the Acts. Would it have been the view of
      anyone else if it were not that, so far as any external trace of the
      decree is concerned, it is an absolute myth? The prevalence of practices
      to which the four prohibitions point is quite sufficiently attested to
      show that, little as there is any ground for considering that such a
      decree was framed in such a manner, the restrictive clauses are put forth
      as necessary and permanently binding. The very doubt which exists as to
      whether the prohibitions were not intended to represent the conditions
      imposed on Proselytes of the Gate shows their close analogy to them, and
      it cannot be reasonably asserted that the early Christians regarded those
      conditions either as obsolete or indifferent. The decree is clearly
      intended to set forth the terms upon which Gentile Christians were
    






      to be admitted into communion, and undoubtedly is to be taken as
      applicable not merely to a few districts, but to the Gentiles in general.
    


      The account which Paul gives of his visit not only ignores any such
      decree, but excludes it. In the first place, taking into account the
      Apostle's character and the spirit of his Epistle, it is impossible to
      suppose that Paul had any intention of submitting, as to higher authority,
      the Gospel which he preached, for the judgment of the elder Apostles and
      of the Church of Jerusalem.(1) Nothing short of this is involved in the
      account in the Acts, and in the form of the decree which promulgates, in
      an authoritative manner, restrictive clauses which "seemed good to the
      Holy Spirit" and to the Council. The temper of the man is well shown in
      Paul's indignant letter to the Galatians. He receives his Gospel, not from
      men, but by direct revelation from Jesus Christ and, so far is he from
      submission of the kind implied, that he says: "But even though we, or an
      angel from heaven, should preach unto you any Gospel other than that which
      we preached to you, let him be accursed. As we have said before, so say I
      now again: If any man preach any Gospel to you other than that ye
      received, let him be accursed."(2) That the Apostle here refers to his own
      peculiar teaching, and does so in contradistinction to the Gospel preached
      by the Judaizers, is evident from the preceding words: "I marvel that ye
      are so soon removing from him that called you in the grace of Christ unto
      a different Gospel; which is not another, only there are
    






      some that trouble you, and desire to pervert the Gospel of Christ."(1)
      Passing from this, however, to the restrictive clauses in general, how is
      it possible that Paul could state, as the result of his visit, that the
      "pillar" Apostles "communicated nothing" after hearing his Gospel, if the
      four conditions of this decree had thus been authoritatively
      "communicated"? On the contrary, Paul distinctly adds that, in
      acknowledging his mission, but one condition had been attached: "Only that
      we should remember the poor; which very thing I also was forward to
      do."(2) As one condition is here mentioned, why not the others, had any
      been actually imposed? It is argued that the remembrance of the poor of
      Jerusalem which is thus inculcated was a recommendation personally made to
      Paul and Barnabas, but it is clear that the Apostle's words refer to the
      result of his communication of his Gospel, and to the understanding under
      which his mission to the Gentiles was tolerated.
    


      We have already pointed out how extraordinary it is that such a decision
      of the Council should not have been referred to in describing his visit,
      and the more we go into details the more striking and inexplicable, except
      in one way, is such silence. In relating the struggle regarding the
      circumcision of Titus, for instance, and stating that he did not yield,
      no, not for an hour, to the demands made on the subject, is it conceivable
      that, if the exemption of all Gentile Christians from the initiatory rite
      had
    






      been unanimously conceded, Paul would not have added to his statement
      about Titus, that not only he himself had not been compelled to give way
      in this instance, but that his representations had even convinced those
      who had been Apostles before him, and secured the unanimous adoption of
      his own views on the point? The whole of this Epistle is a vehement and
      intensely earnest denunciation of those Judaizers who were pressing the
      necessity of the initiatory rite upon the Galatian converts.(1) Is it
      possible that the Apostle could have left totally unmentioned the fact
      that the Apostles and the very Church of Jerusalem had actually declared
      circumcision to be unnecessary? It would not have accorded with Paul's
      character, it is said, to have appealed to the authority of the elder
      Apostles or of the Church in a matter in which his own apostolic authority
      and teaching were in question. In that case, bow can it be supposed that
      he ever went at all up to Jerusalem to the Apostles and elders about this
      question? If he was not too proud to lay aside his apostolic dignity and,
      representing the Christians of Antioch, to submit the case to the Council
      at Jerusalem, and subsequently to deliver its decree to various
      communities, is it consistent with reason or common sense to assert that
      he was too proud to recall the decision of that Council to the Christians
      of Galatia? It must, we think, be obvious that, if such an explanation of
      Paul's total silence as to the decree be at all valid, it is absolutely
      fatal to the account of Paul's visit in the Acts. This reasoning is not
      confined to the Epistle to the Galatians but, as Paley
    


     1 "Turning from Antioch to Galatia, we meet with Judaic
     teachers who urged circumcision on the Gentile converts,
     and, as the best means of weakening the authority of St.
     Paul, asserted for the Apostles of the Circumcision the
     exclusive right of dictating to the Church." Lightfoot, Ep.
     to the Gal. p. 353.







      points out, applies to the other Epistles of Paul, in all of which the
      same silence is preserved.
    


      Moreover, the apologetic explanation altogether fails upon other grounds.
      Without appealing to the decree as an authority, we must feel sure that
      the Apostle would at least have made use of it as a logical refutation of
      his adversaries. The man who did not hesitate to attack Peter openly for
      inconsistency, and charge him with hypocrisy, would not have hesitated to
      cite the decree as evidence, and still less to fling it in the faces of
      those Judaizers who, so short a time after that decree is supposed to have
      been promulgated, preached the necessity of circumcision and Mosaic
      observances in direct opposition to its terms, whilst claiming to
      represent the views of the very Apostles and Church which had framed it.
      Paul, who never denies the validity of their claim, would most certainly
      have taunted them with gross inconsistency and retorted that the Church of
      Jerusalem, the Apostles, and the Judaizers who now troubled him and
      preached circumcision and the Mosaic law had, four or five years
      previously, declared as the deliberate decision of the Holy Spirit and the
      Council, that they were no longer binding on the Gentile converts. By such
      a reference "the discussion would have been foreclosed." None of the
      reasons which are suggested to explain the undeniable fact that there is
      no mention of the decree can really bear examination, and that fact
      remains supported by a great many powerful considerations, leading to the
      very simple explanation which reconciles all difficulties, that the
      narrative of the Acts is not authentic.
    


      We arrive at the very same results when we examine the Apostle's
      references to the practices which the conditions of the decree were
      intended to control. Instead of recognising the authority of the decree,
      or enforcing its
    






      prescriptions, he does not even allow us to infer its existence, and he
      teaches disregard at least of some of its restrictions. The decree enjoins
      the Gentile Christians to abstain from meats offered to idols. Paul tells
      the Corinthians to eat whatever meat is sold in the shambles without
      asking questions for conscience sake, for an idol is nothing in the world,
      "neither if we eat are we the better, nor if we eat not are we the
      worse."(1) It is not conceivable that the Apostle could so completely have
      ignored the prohibition of the decree if he had actually submitted the
      question to the Apostles, and himself so distinctly acquiesced in their
      decision as to distribute the document amongst the various communities
      whom he subsequently visited. To argue that the decree was only intended
      to have force in Antioch, and Syria, and Cilicia, to which, as the
      locality in which the difficulty had arisen which had originally led to
      the Council, the decree was, in the first instance, addressed, is highly
      arbitrary; but, when proceeding further, apologists(2) draw a distinction
      between those churches "which had already been founded, and which had felt
      the pressure of Jewish prejudice (Acts xvi. 4)," and "brotherhoods
      afterwards formed and lying beyond the reach of such influences," as a
      reason why no notice of the decree is taken in the case of the Corinthians
      and Romans, the special pleading ignores very palpable facts. "Jewish
      prejudices" are represented in the Acts of the Apostles themselves as
      being more than usually strong in Corinth. There was a Jewish synagogue
      there, augmented probably by the Jews expelled from Rome under
      Claudius,(3) and their violence against
    






      Paul finally obliged him to leave the place.(1) Living in the midst of an
      idolatrous city, and much exposed to the temptations of sacrificial
      feasts, we might naturally expect excessive rigour against participation,
      on the one hand, and perhaps too great indifference, on the other; and
      this we actually find to have been the case. It is in consequence of
      questions respecting meats offered to idols that Paul writes to the
      Corinthians, and whilst treating the matter in itself as one of perfect
      indifference, merely inculcates consideration for weak consciences.(2) It
      is clear that there was a decided feeling against the practice; it is
      clear that strong Jewish prejudices existed in the Jewish colony at
      Corinth, and wherever there were Jews the eating of meats offered to idols
      was an abomination. The sin of Israel at Baalpeor(3) lived in the memory
      of the people, and abstinence from such pollution(4) was considered a
      duty. If the existence of such "Jewish prejudices" was a reason for
      publishing the decree, we have, in fact, more definite evidence of them in
      Corinth than we have in Antioch, for, apart from this specific mention of
      the subject of eating sacrificial meats, the two apostolic letters
      abundantly show the existence and activity of Judaistic parties there,
      which opposed the work of Paul, and desired to force Mosaic observances
      upon his converts. It is impossible to admit that, supposing such a decree
      to have been promulgated as the mind of the Holy Spirit, there could be
      any reason why it should have been unknown at Corinth so short a time
      after it was adopted. When, therefore, we find the Apostle not only
      ignoring it, but actually declaring that to be a matter of indifference,
      abstinence from which it had just seemed
    






      good to the Holy Spirit to enjoin, the only reasonable conclusion is that
      Paul himself was totally ignorant of the existence of any decree
      containing such a prohibition. There is much difference of opinion as to
      the nature of the [———] referred to in the decree, and
      we need not discuss it; but in all the Apostle's homilies upon the subject
      there is the same total absence of all allusion to the decision of the
      Council.
    


      Nowhere can any practical result from the operation of the decree be
      pointed out, nor any trace even of its existence.1 The assertions and
      conjectures, by which those who maintain the authenticity of the narrative
      in the Acts seek to explain the extraordinary absence of all external
      evidence of the decree, labour under the disadvantage of all attempts to
      account for the total failure of effects from a supposed cause, the
      existence of which is in reality only assumed. It is customary to reply to
      the objection that there is no mention of the decree in the Epistles of
      Paul or in any other contemporary writing, that this is a mere argument a
      silentio. Is it not, however, difficult to imagine any other argument,
      from contemporary sources, regarding what is affirmed to have had no
      existence, than that from silence 1 Do apologists absolutely demand that,
      with prophetic anticipation of future controversies, the Apostle Paul
      should obligingly have left on record that there actually was no Council
      such as a writer would subsequently describe, and that the decree which he
    






      would put forward as the result of that Council must not he accepted as
      genuine? It is natural to expect that, when writing of the very visit in
      question, and dealing with subjects and discussions in which, whether in
      the shape of historical allusion, appeal to authority, taunt for
      inconsistency, or assertion of his own influence, some allusion to the
      decree would have been highly appropriate, if not necessary, the Apostle
      Paul should at least have given some hint of its existence. His not doing
      so constitutes strong presumptive evidence against the authenticity of the
      decree, and all the more so as no more positive evidence than silence
      could possibly be forthcoming of the non-existence of that which never
      existed. The supposed decree of the Council of Jerusalem cannot on any
      ground be accepted as a historical fact.(1)
    


      We may now return to such further consideration of the statements of the
      Epistle as may seem necessary for the object of our inquiry. No mention is
      made by the Apostle of any official mission on the subject of
      circumcision, and the discussion of that question arises in a merely
      incidental manner from the presence of Titus, an uncircumcised Gentile
      Christian. There has been much discussion as to whether Titus actually was
      circumcised or not, and there
    






      can be little doubt that the omission of the negative [———]
      from Gal. ii. 5, has been in some cases influenced by the desire to bring
      the Apostle's conduct upon this occasion into harmony with the account, in
      Acts xvi. 3, of his circumcising Timothy.(1) We shall not require to enter
      into any controversy on the point, for the great majority of critics are
      agreed that the Apostle intended to say that Titus was not circumcised,
      although the contrary is affirmed by a few writers.(2) It is obvious from
      the whole of the Apostle's narrative that great pressure was exerted to
      induce Titus to submit, and that Paul, if he did not yield even for an
      hour the required subjection, had a long and severe struggle to maintain
      his position. Even when relating the circumstances in his letter to the
      Galatians, the recollection of his contest profoundly stirs the Apostle's
      indignation; his utterance becomes vehement, but cannot keep pace with his
      impetuous thoughts, and the result is a narrative in broken and abrupt
      sentences whose very incompleteness is eloquent, and betrays the
      irritation which has not even yet entirely subsided. How does this accord
      with the whole tone of the account in the Acts? It is customary with
      apologists to insert so much between the lines of that narrative, partly
      from imagination and partly from the statements of the Epistle, that they
      almost convince themselves and others that such additions are actually
      suggested by the author of the Acts himself. If we take the account of the
      Acts, however, without such transmutations, it is certain that not only is
      there not the slightest indication of any struggle regarding the
    






      circumcision of Titus, "in which St. Paul maintained at one time almost
      single-handed the cause of Gentile freedom,"(1) but no suggestion that
      there had ever been any hesitation on the part of the leading Apostles and
      the mass of the Church regarding the point at issue. The impression given
      by the author of the Acts is undeniably one of unbroken and undisturbed
      harmony: of a council in which the elder Apostles were of one mind with
      Paul, and warmly agreed with him that the Gentiles should be delivered
      from the yoke of the Mosaic law and from the necessity of undergoing the
      initiatory rite. What is there in such an account to justify in any degree
      the irritation displayed by Paul at the mere recollection of this visit,
      or to merit the ironical terms with which he speaks of the "pillar"
      Apostles?
    


      We may, however, now consider the part which the Apostles must have taken
      in the dispute regarding the circumcision of Titus. Is it possible to
      suppose that, if the circumcision of Paul's follower had only been
      demanded by certain of the sect of the Pharisees who believed, unsupported
      by the rest, there could ever have been any considerable struggle on the
      point? Is it possible, further, to suppose that, if Paul had received the
      cordial support of James and the leading Apostles in his refusal to
      concede the circumcision of Titus, such a contest could have been more
      than momentary and trifling? Is it possible that the Apostle Paul could
      have spoken of "certain of the sect of the Pharisees who believed" in such
      terms as: "to whom we yielded by the submission [———] no
      not for an hour?"(2) or that he could have used this expression if those
      who pressed the demand upon him had not been in a position
    






      of authority, which naturally suggested a subjection which Paul upon this
      occasion persistently refused? It is not possible. Of course many writers
      who seek to reconcile the two narratives, and some of whom substitute for
      the plain statements of the Acts and of the Apostle, an account which is
      not consistent with either, suppose that the demand for the circumcision
      of Titus proceeded solely from the "false brethren,"(1) although some of
      them suppose that at least these false brethren may have thought they had
      reason to hope for the support of the elder Apostles.(2) It is almost too
      clear for dispute, however, that the desire that Titus should be
      circumcised was shared or pressed by the elder Apostles.(3) According to
      the showing of the Acts, nothing could be more natural than the fact that
      James and the elders of Jerusalem who, so long after (xxi. 20 if.),
      advised Paul to prove his continued observance of the law and that he did
      not teach the Jews to abandon circumcision, should on this occasion have
      pressed him to circumcise Titus. The conduct of Peter at Antioch, and the
      constant opposition which Paul met with from emissaries
    






      of James and of the Apostles of the Circumcision upon the very point of
      Gentile circumcision, all support the inevitable conclusion, that the
      pressure upon Paul in the matter of Titus was not only not resisted by the
      Apostles, but proceeded in no small degree from them.
    


      This is further shown by the remainder of Paul's account of his visit and
      by the tone of his remarks regarding the principal Apostles, as well as by
      the historical data which we possess of his subsequent career. We need not
      repeat that the representation in the Acts both of the Council and of the
      whole intercourse between Paul and the Apostles is one of "unbroken
      unity."(1) The struggle about Titus and the quarrel with Peter at Antioch
      are altogether omitted, and the Apostolic letter speaks merely of "our
      beloved Barnabas and Paul, men that have given up their lives for the name
      of our Lord Jesus Christ"(2) The language of Paul is not so pacific and
      complimentary. Immediately after his statement that he had "yielded by the
      submission, no, not for an hour," Paul continues: "But from those who seem
      to be something [———]—whatsoever they were it
      maketh no matter to me: God accepteth not man's person;—for to me
      those who seem [———] (to be something) communicated
      nothing, but, on the contrary, &c. &c., and when they knew the
      grace that was given to me, James and Cephas and John, who seem to be
      pillars [———], gave to
    


      me and Barnabas right hands of fellowship that we (should go) unto the
      Gentiles," &c. &c.(3) The tone and language of this passage are
      certainly
    






      depreciatory of the elder Apostles,(1) and, indeed, it is difficult to
      understand how any one could fail to perceive and admit the fact. It is
      argued by some who recognise the irony of the term [———]
      applied to the Apostles, that the disparagement which is so transparent in
      the form [———], "those who seem to be something," is
      softened again in the new turn which is given to it in ver. 9, [———],
      "those who seem to be pillars," in which, it is said, "the Apostle
      expresses the real greatness and high authority of the twelve in their
      separate field of labour."(2) It seems to us that this interpretation
      cannot be sustained. Paul is ringing the changes on [———],
      and contrasting with the position they assumed and the estimation in which
      they were held, his own experience of them, and their inability to add
      anything to him. "Those who seem to be something," he commences, but
      immediately interrupts himself, after having thus indicated the persons
      whom he meant, with the more direct protest of irritated independence:—"whatsoever
      they were it maketh no matter to me: God accepteth not man's person."
      These [———] communicated nothing to him, but, on the
      contrary, when they knew the grace given to him, "those who seem to be
      pillars" gave him hands of fellowship, but nothing more, and they went
      their different ways, he to the Gentiles and they to the circumcision. If
      the
    






      expression: [———] be true, as well as ironically used,
      it cannot be construed into a declaration of respect, but forms part of a
      passage whose tone throughout is proudly depreciatory. This is followed by
      such words as "hypocrisy" [———] and "condemned" [———]
      applied to the conduct of Peter at Antioch, as well as the mention of the
      emissaries of James as the cause of that dispute, which add meaning to the
      irony. This is not, however, the only occasion on which Paul betrays a
      certain bitterness against the elder Apostles. In his second letter to the
      Corinthians, xi. 5, he says, "For I reckon that I am not a whit behind the
      over much Apostles" [———], and again, xii. 11, "For in
      nothing was I behind the over much Apostles" [———]; and
      the whole of the vehement passage in which these references are set shows
      the intensity of the feeling which called them forth. To say that the
      expressions in the Galatian Epistle and here are "depreciatory, not indeed
      of the twelve themselves, but of the extravagant and exclusive claims set
      up for them by the Judaizers,"(1) is an extremely arbitrary distinction.
      They are directly applied to the Apostles, and [———]
      cannot be taken as irony against those who over-estimated them, but
      against the [———] themselves. Paul's blows generally go
      straight to their mark. Meyer argues that the designation of the Apostles
      as [———] is purely historical, and cannot be taken as
      ironical, inasmuch as it would be inconsistent to suppose that Paul could
      adopt a depreciatory tone when he is relating his recognition as a
      colleague by the elder Apostles;(2) and others consider that
    






      ver. 8, 9, 10 contain evidence of mutual respect and recognition between
      Paul and the twelve. Even if this were so, it could not do away with the
      actual irony of the expressions; but do the facts support such a
      statement? We have seen that, in spite of the picture of unbroken unity
      drawn by the author of the Acts, and the liberal sentiments regarding the
      Gentiles which he puts into the mouth of Peter and of James, Paul had a
      severe and protracted struggle to undergo in order to avoid circumcising
      Titus. We have already stated the grounds upon which it seems certain that
      the pressure upon that occasion came as well from the elder Apostles as
      the "false brethren," and critics who do not go so far as to make this
      positive affirmation, at least recognise the passive, and therefore to a
      large extent compliant, attitude which the Apostles must have held. It is
      after narrating some of the particulars of this struggle that Paul uses
      the terms of depreciation which we have been discussing; and having added,
      "for to me those who seem (to be something) communicated nothing," he
      says, "but, on the contrary, when they saw that I have been
      entrusted with the Gospel of the uncircumcision, even as Peter with that
      of the circumcision (for he that wrought for Peter unto the Apostleship of
      the circumcision, wrought also for me unto the Gentiles); and when they
      knew the grace that was given unto me, James and Cephas and John, who seem
      to be pillars, gave to me and Barnabas right hands of fellowship, that we
      (should go) unto the Gentiles, and they unto the circumcision: only that
      we should remember the poor; which very thing I also was forward to do."
      It will be observed that, after saying they "communicated nothing" to him,
      the Apostle adds, in opposition, "but, on the
    






      contrary" [———]. In what does this opposition consist?
      Apparently in this, that, instead of strengthening the hands of Paul, they
      left him to labour alone. They said: "Take your own course; preach the
      Gospel of the uncircumcision to Gentiles, and we will preach the Gospel of
      the circumcision to Jews."(1) In fact, when Paul returned to Jerusalem for
      the second time after fourteen years, he found the elder Apostles not one
      whit advanced towards his own uni-versalism; they retained their former
      Jewish prejudices, and remained as before Apostles of the circumcision.(2)
      Notwithstanding the strong Pauline sentiments put into Peter's mouth by
      the author of the Acts, and his claim to have been so long before selected
      by God that by his mouth the Gentiles should hear the word of the Gospel
      and believe, Paul singles out Peter as specially entrusted with the Gospel
      of the circumcision; and, in the end, after Paul has exerted all his
      influence, Peter and the rest remain unmoved, and allow Paul to go to the
      Gentiles, while they confine their ministry as before to the Jews. The
      success of Paul's work amongst the heathen was too palpable a fact to be
      ignored, but there is no reason to believe that the conversion of the
      Gentiles, upon his terms, was more than tolerated at that time, or the
      Gentile Christians admitted to more than such imperfect communion with the
      Jewish Christians as that of Proselytes of the Gate in relation to
      Judaism. This is shown by the conduct of Peter at Antioch after the
      supposed Council, and of the Jews with him, and even of Barnabas,
    






      through fear of the emissaries of James, whose arrival certainly could not
      have produced a separation between Jewish and Gentile Christians had the
      latter been recognised as in full communion.
    


      The "hands of fellowship" clearly was a mere passive permission of Paul's
      mission to the Gentiles, but no positive and hearty approval of it
      testified by active support.(1) It must, we think, be evident to any one
      who attentively considers the passage we are examining, that there is no
      question whatever in it of a recognition of the Apostolate of Paul.(2) The
      elder Apostles consent to his mission to the Gentiles, whilst they
      themselves go to the circumcision; but there is not a syllable which
      indicates that Paul's claim to the title of Apostle was ever either
      acknowledged or discussed. It is not probable that Paul would have
      submitted such a point to their consideration. It is difficult to see how
      the elder Apostles could well have done less than they did, and the extent
      of their fellowship seems to have simply amounted to toleration of what
      they could not prevent. The pressure for the circumcision of the Gentile
      converts was an attempt to coerce, and to suppress the peculiar principle
      of the Gospel of uncircumcision; and though that effort failed through the
      determined resistance of Paul,
    






      it is clear, from the final resolve to limit their preaching to the
      circumcision, that the elder Apostles in no way abandoned their view of
      the necessity of the initiatory rite. The episode at Antioch is a
      practical illustration of this statement. Hilgenfeld ably remarks:—"When
      we consider that Peter was afraid of the circumcised Christians, there can
      be no doubt that James, at the head of the primitive community, made
      the attempt to force heathen Christians to adopt the substance of Jewish
      legitimacy, by breaking off ecclesiastical community with them."(1)
      The Gentile Christians were virtually excommunicated on the arrival of the
      emissaries of James, or at least treated as mere Proselytes of the Gate;
      and the pressure upon the Galatian converts of the necessity of
      circumcision by similar Judaizing emissaries, which called forth the
      vehement and invaluable Epistle before us, is quite in accordance with the
      circumstances of this visit. The separation agreed upon between Paul and
      the elder Apostles was not in any sense geographical, but purely
      ethnological.(2) It was no mere division of labour,(3) no suitable
      apportionment of work. The elder Apostles determined, like their Master
      before them, to confine their ministry to Jews, whilst Paul, if he
      pleased, might go to the Gentiles; and the mere fact that Peter
      subsequently goes to Antioch, as well as many other
    






      circumstances, shows that no mere separation of localities, but a
      selection of race was intended. If there had not been this absolute
      difference of purpose, any separation would have been unnecessary, and all
      the Apostles would have preached one Gospel indifferently to all who had
      ears to hear it; such strange inequality in the partition of the work
      could never have existed: that Paul should go unaided to the gigantic task
      of converting the heathen, while the Twelve reserved themselves for the
      small but privileged people. All that we have said at the beginning of
      this section of the nature of primitive Christianity, and of the views
      prevalent amongst the disciples at the death of their Master, is verified
      by this attitude of the Three during the famous visit of the Apostle of
      the Gentiles to Jerusalem, and Paul's account is precisely in accordance
      with all that historical probability and reason, unwarped by the ideal
      representations of the Acts, prepare us to expect. The more deeply we go
      into the statements of Paul the more is this apparent, and the more
      palpable does the inauthenticity of the narrative of the Council appear.
    


      The words of Paul in describing the final understanding are very
      remarkable and require further consideration. The decision that they
      should go to the circumcision and Paul to the Gentiles is based upon the
      recognition of a different Gospel entrusted to him, the Gospel of the
      uncircumcision, as the Gospel of the circumcision is entrusted to Peter.
      It will be remembered that Paul states that, on going up to Jerusalem upon
      this occasion, he communicated to them the Gospel which he preached among
      the Gentiles, and it is probable that he made the journey more especially
      for this purpose. It appears from the account that this Gospel was not
      only new to them, but was
    






      distinctly diflferent from that of the elder Apostles. If Paul preached
      the same Gospel as the rest, what necessity could there have been for
      communicating it at all? What doubt that by any means he might be running,
      or had run, in vain? He knew perfectly well that he preached a diflferent
      Gospel from the Apostles of the circumcision, and his anxiety probably was
      to secure an amicable recognition of the Gentile converts whom he had
      taught to consider circumcision unnecessary and the obligation of the law
      removed. Of course there was much that was fundamentally the same in the
      two Gospels, starting as they both did with the recognition of Jesus as
      the Messiah; but their points of divergence were very marked and striking,
      and more especially in directions where the prejudices of the Apostles of
      the circumcision were the strongest Avoiding all debatable ground, it is
      clear that the Gospel of the uncircumcision, which proclaimed the
      abrogation of the law and the inutility of the initiatory rite, must have
      been profoundly repugnant to Jews, who still preached the obligation of
      circumcision and the observance of the law. "Christ redeemed us from the
      curse of the law"(1) said the Gospel of the uncircumcision. "Behold, I,
      Paul, say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Christ will profit you
      nothing.... For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything nor
      uncircumcision, but faith working through love."(2) "For neither
      circumcision is anything, nor uncircumcision, but a new creature."(3) The
      teaching which was specially designated the Gospel of the circumcision, in
      contradistinction to this Gospel of the uncircumcision, held very
      diflferent language. There is no gainsaying the
    






      main fact—and that fact, certified by Paul himself and substantiated
      by a host of collateral circumstances, is more conclusive than all
      conciliatory apologetic reasoning—that, at the date of this visit to
      Jerusalem (c. a.d. 50-52), the Three, after hearing all that Paul had to
      say, allowed him to go alone to the Gentiles, but themselves would have no
      part in the mission, and turned as before to the circumcision.
    


      There is another point to which we must very briefly refer. The statements
      of Paul show that, antecedent to this visit to Jerusalem, Paul had been
      the active Apostle of the Gentiles, preaching his Gospel of the
      uncircumcision, and that subsequently he returned to the same field of
      labour. If we examine the narrative of the Acts, we do not find him
      represented in any special manner as the Apostle of the Gentiles, but, on
      the contrary, whilst Peter claims the honour of having been selected that
      by his voice the Gentiles should hear the word of the Gospel and believe,
      Paul is everywhere described as going to the Jews, and only when his
      teaching is rejected by them does he turn to the Gentiles. It is true that
      Ananias is represented as being told by the Lord that Paul is a chosen
      vessel "to bear my name both before Gentiles and kings, and the sons of
      Israel;"(1) and Paul subsequently recounts how the Lord had said to
      himself, "Go, for I will send thee far hence unto Gentiles."(2) The author
      of the Acts, however, everywhere conveys the impression that Paul very
      reluctantly fulfils this mission, and that if he had but been successful
      amongst the Jews he never would have gone to the Gentiles at all.
      Immediately after his conversion, he preaches in the synagogues at
      Damascus and confounds the Jews,(3) as he
    






      again does during his visit to Jerusalem.(1) When the Holy Spirit desires
      the Church at Antioch to separate Barnabas and Saul for the work whereunto
      he has called them, they continue to announce the word of God "in the
      synagogues of the Jews,"(2) and in narrating the conversion of the Roman
      proconsul at Paphos, it is said that it is Sergius Paulus himself who
      calls for Barnabas and Saul, and seeks to hear the word of God.(3) When
      they came to Antioch in Pisidia, they go into the synagogue of the Jews(4)
      as usual, and it is only after the Jews reject them that Paul and Barnabas
      are described as saying:—"It was necessary that the word of God
      should first be spoken to you: seeing that ye thrust it from you, and
      judge yourselves unworthy of everlasting life, lo, we turn to the
      Gentiles."(5) In Iconium, to which they next proceed, however, they go
      into the synagogue of the Jews,(6) and later, it is stated that Paul, on
      arriving at Thessalonica, "as his custom was," went into the synagogue of
      the Jews, and for three Sabbaths discoursed to them.(7) At Corinth, it was
      only when the Jews opposed him and blasphemed, that Paul is represented as
      saying: "Your blood be upon your own head; I will henceforth, with a pure
      conscience, go unto the Gentiles." It is impossible to distinguish from
      this narrative any difference between the ministry of Paul and that of the
      other Apostles. They all address themselves mainly and primarily to the
      Jews, although if Gentiles desire to eat of "the crumbs which fall from
      the children's bread" they are not rejected. Even the Pharisees stirred
      heaven and earth to make proselytes. In no sense can
    






      the Paul of the Acts be considered specially an Apostle of the Gentiles,
      and the statement of the Epistle to the Galatians(1) has no significance,
      if interpreted by the historical work.
    


      Apologists usually reply to this objection, that the practice of Paul in
      the Acts is in accordance with his own words in the Epistle to the Romans,
      i. 16, in which, it is asserted, he recognizes the right of the Jews to
      precedence. In the Authorised Version this passage is rendered as follows:—"For
      I am not ashamed of the Gospel of Christ: for it is the power of God unto
      salvation to every one that believeth; to the Jew first and also to the
      Greek."(2) [———] As a matter of
    


      fact we may here at once state that the word [———]
      "first," is not found in Codices B and G, and that it is omitted from the
      Latin rendering of the verse quoted by Tertullian.(3) That the word upon
      which the controversy turns should not be found in so important a MS. as
      the Vatican Codex or in so ancient a version as Tertullian's is very
      significant, but proceeding at once to the sense of the sentence, we must
      briefly state the reasons which seem to us conclusively to show that the
      usual reading is erroneous. The passage is an emphatic statement of the
      principles of Paul. He declares that he is not ashamed of the Gospel, and
      he immediately states the reason: "for it is a power of God unto salvation
      to everyone that believeth."(4) He is not ashamed of the Gospel because he
      recognizes its universality; for, in
    






      opposition to the exclusiveness of Judaism, he maintains that all are
      "sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus... There is neither Jew nor
      Greek... for ye are all one man in Christ Jesus. And if ye be Christ's
      then are ye Abraham's seed, heirs according to promise."(1) "For in Christ
      Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything nor uncircumcision, but faith
      working through love."(2) The reason which he gives is that which lies at
      the basis of the whole of his special teaching; but we are asked to
      believe that, after so clear and comprehensive a declaration, he at once
      adds the extraordinary qualification: [———], rendered
      "to the Jew first and also to the Greek." What is the meaning of such a
      limitation? If the Gospel be a power of God unto salvation "to every one
      that believeth" [———], in what manner can it possibly be
      so "to the Jew first"? Can it be maintained that there are comparative
      degrees in salvation? "Salvation" is obviously an absolute term. If saved
      at all, the Jew cannot be more saved than the Greek. If, on the other
      hand, the expression be interpreted as an assertion that the Jew has a
      right of precedence either in the offer or the attainment of salvation
      before the Greek, the manner of its realization is almost equally
      inconceivable, and a host of difficulties, especially in view of the
      specific Pauline teaching, immediately present themselves. There can be no
      doubt that the judaistic view distinctly was that Israel must first be
      saved, before the heathen could obtain any part in the Messianic kingdom,
      and we have shown that this idea dominated primitive Christianity; and
      inseparable from this was the belief that the only way to a participation
      in its benefits lay through Judaism. The
    






      heathen could only obtain admission into the family of Israel, and become
      partakers in the covenant, by submitting to the initiatory rite. It was
      palpably under the influence of this view, and with a conviction that the
      Messianic kingdom was primarily destined for the children of Israel, that
      the elder Apostles, even after the date of Paul's second visit to
      Jerusalem, continued to confine their ministry "to the circumcision."
      Paul's view was very different. He recognized and maintained the
      universality of the Gospel and, in resolving to go to the heathen, he
      practically repudiated the very theory of Jewish preference which he is
      here supposed to advance. If the Gospel, instead of being a power of God
      to salvation to every man who believed, was for the Jew first, the
      Apostolate of the Gentiles was a mere delusion and a snare. What could be
      the advantage of so urgently offering salvation to the Greek, if the gift,
      instead of being "for every one that believeth," was a mere prospective
      benefit, inoperative until the Jew had first been saved? "Salvation to the
      Jew first and also to the Greek," if it have any significance whatever of
      the kind argued,—involving either a prior claim to the offer of
      salvation, or precedence in its distribution,—so completely destroys
      all the present interest in it of the Gentile, that the Gospel must to him
      have lost all power. To suppose that such an expression simply means, that
      the Gospel must first be preached to the Jews in any town to which the
      Apostle might come before it could legitimately be proclaimed to the
      Gentiles of that town, is childish. We have no reason to suppose that Paul
      held the deputy Sergius Paulus, who desired to hear the word of God and
      believed, in suspense until the Jews of Paphos had
    






      rejected it. The cases of the Ethiopian eunuch and Cornelius throw no
      light upon any claim of the Jew to priority in salvation. Indeed, not to
      waste time in showing the utter incongruity of the ordinary
      interpretation, we venture to affirm that there is not a single
      explanation, which maintains a priority assigned to the Jew in any way
      justifying the reference to this text, which is capable of supporting the
      slightest investigation. If we linguistically examine the expression [———],
      we arrive at the same conclusion, that [———] is an
      interpolation, for we must maintain that [———] with [———]
      and [———] must be applied equally both to "Jew" and
      "Greek," and cannot rightly be appropriated to the Jew only, as implying a
      preference over the Greek.(1) The sense, therefore, can only be properly
      and intelligibly given by disregarding [———] and simply
      translating the words: "both to Jew and Greek."(2) This was the rendering
      of the ancient Latin version quoted by Tertullian in his work against
      Marcion: "Itaque et hie, cum dicit: Non enim me pudet evangelii, virtus
      enim dei est in salutem omni credenti, Judæo et Græco, quia justitia dei
      in eo revelatur ex fide in fidem.,,(3) We are not left without further
      examples of the very same expression, and an examination of the context
      will amply demonstrate that Paul used it in no other sense. In the
    






      very next chapter the Apostle twice uses the same words. After condemning
      the hasty and unrighteous judgment of man, he says: "For we know that the
      judgment of God is according to truth.... who will render to every one
      according to his works; to them who by patience in well-doing seek for
      glory and honour and incorruption, eternal life: but unto them that act
      out of factious spirit and do not obey the truth but obey unrighteousness,
      anger, and wrath: affliction and distress upon every soul of man that
      worketh evil, both of Jew and of Greek [———], A. V. "of
      the Jew first, and also of the Gentile"; but glory and honour and peace to
      every one that worketh good, both to Jew and to Greek [———],
      A. V. "to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile"). For there is no
      respect of persons with God."(1) How is it possible that, if the Apostle
      had intended to assert a priority of any kind accorded to the Jew before
      the Gentile, he could at the same time have added: "For there is no
      respect of persons with God "? If salvation be "to the Jew first," there
      is very distinctly respect of persons with God. The very opposite,
      however, is repeatedly and emphatically asserted by Paul in this very
      epistle. "For there is no difference between Jew and Greek" [———],
      he says, "for the same Lord of all is rich unto all them that call upon
      him. For whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be
      saved."(2) Here, we have the phrase without [———].
      Nothing could be more clear and explicit. The precedence of the Jew is
      directly excluded. At the end of the second chapter, moreover, he explains
      his idea of a Jew:
    






      "For he is not a Jew who is one outwardly; neither is that circumcision
      which is outwardly in flesh, but he is a Jew who is one inwardly, and
      circumcision is of the heart, in spirit not letter."(1) If anything
      further were required to prove that the Apostle does not by the
      expression: [———], intend to indicate any priority
      accorded to the Jew, it is supplied by the commencement of the third
      chapter. "What then is the advantage of the Jew? or what the profit of
      circumcision?" It is obvious that if the Apostle had just said that the
      Gospel was the power of God unto salvation, "to Jew first and also to
      Greek," he had stated a very marked advantage to the Jew, and that such an
      inquiry as the above would have been wholly unnecessary. The answer which
      he gives to his own question, however, completes our certainty. "Much
      every way," he replies; but in explaining what the "much" advantage was,
      we hear no more of "to Jew first:" "Much every way: for first indeed they
      were entrusted with the oracles of God."(1) And, after a few words, he
      proceeds: "What then? are we better? Not at all; for we before brought the
      charge that both Jews and Greeks [———] are all under
      sin."(3) Here, again, there is no [———]. There can be no
      doubt in the mind of any one who understands what Paul's teaching was, and
      what he means by claiming the special title of "Apostle to the Gentiles,"
      that in going "to the Heathen" after his visit to Jerusalem, as before it,
      there was no purpose in his mind to preach to the Jews first and only on
      being rejected by them to turn to the Gentiles, as the Acts would have us
      suppose; but that the principle which regulated his proclamation of the
      Gospel was that which we have
    






      already quoted: "For there is no difference between Jew and Greek; for the
      same Lord of all is rich unto all them that call upon him. For whosoever
      shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved."(1)
    


      Still more incongruous is the statement of the Acts that Paul took Timothy
      and circumcised him because of the Jews. According to this narrative,
      shortly after the supposed Council of Jerusalem at which it was decided
      that circumcision of Gentile Converts was unnecessary; immediately after
      Paul had in spite of great pressure refused to allow Titus to be
      circumcised; and after it had been agreed between the Apostle of the
      Gentiles and James and Cephas and John that while they should go to the
      circumcision, he, on the contrary, should go to the heathen, Paul actually
      took and circumcised Timothy. Apologists, whilst generally admitting the
      apparent contradiction, do not consider that this act involves any real
      inconsistency, and find reasons which, they affirm, sufficiently justify
      it. Some of these we shall presently examine, but we may at once say that
      no apologetic arguments seem to us capable of resisting the conclusion
      arrived at by many independent critics, that the statement of the Acts
      with regard to Timothy is opposed to all that we know of Paul's views, and
      that for unassailable reasons it must be pronounced unhistorical.(2) The
      author of the Acts says: "And he (Paul) came to Derbe and Lystra. And
      behold a certain disciple was there, named Timothy, son of a
    






      believing Jewish woman, but of a Greek father; who was well reported of by
      the brethren in Lystra and Iconium. Him would Paul have to go forth with
      him; and took and circumcised him because of the Jews which were in those
      places [———]; for they all knew that his father was a
      Greek [———]."(1) The principal arguments of those who
      maintain the truth and consistency of this narrative briefly are: Paul
      resisted the circumcision of Titus because he was a Greek, and because the
      subject then actually under consideration was the immunity from the Jewish
      rite of Gentile Christians, which would have been prejudiced had he
      yielded the point. On the other hand, Timothy was the son of a Jewish
      mother, and whilst there was no principle here in question, Paul
      circumcised the companion whom he had chosen to accompany him in his
      missionary journey, both as a recognition of his Jewish origin and to
      avoid offence to the Jews whom they should encounter in the course of
      their ministry, as well as to secure for him access to the synagogues
      which they must visit: Paul in this instance, according to all apologists
      putting in practice his own declaration (1 Cor. ix. 19-20): "For being
      free from all men, I made myself servant unto all that I might gain the
      more; and unto the Jews I became as a Jew, that I might gain Jews."
    


      It must be borne in mind that the author who chronicles the supposed
      circumcision of Timothy makes no allusion to the refusal of Paul to permit
      Titus to be circumcised; an omission which is not only singular in itself,
      but significant when we find him, immediately after, narrating so singular
      a concession of which the
    






      Apostle makes no mention. Of course it is clear that Paul could not have
      consented to the circumcision of Titus, and we have only to consider in
      what manner the case of Timothy differed so as to support the views of
      those who hold that Paul, who would not yield to the pressure brought to
      bear upon him in the case of Titus, might, quite consistently, so short a
      time after, circumcise Timothy with his own hand. It is true that the
      necessity of circumcision for Gentile Christians came prominently into
      question, during Paul's visit to Jerusalem, from the presence of his
      uncircumcised follower Titus, and no doubt the abrogation of the rite must
      have formed a striking part of the exposition of his Gospel, which Paul
      tells us he made upon this occasion; but it is equally certain that the
      necessity of circumcision long continued to be pressed by the judaistic
      party in the Church. It cannot fairly be argued that, at any time, Paul
      could afford to relax his determined and consistent attitude as the
      advocate for the universality of Christianity and the abrogation of a
      rite, insistence upon which, he had been the first to recognise, would
      have been fatal to the spread of Christianity. To maintain that he could
      safely make such a concession of his principles and himself circumcise
      Timothy, simply because at that precise moment there was no active debate
      upon the point, is inadmissible; for his Epistles abundantly prove that
      the topic, if it ever momentarily subsided into stubborn silence, was
      continually being revived with renewed bitterness. Pauline views could
      never have prevailed if he had been willing to sacrifice them for the sake
      of conciliation, whenever they were not actively attacked.
    


      The difference of the occasion cannot be admitted
    






      as a valid reason; let us, therefore, see whether any difference in the
      persons and circumstances removes the contradiction. It is argued that
      such a difference exists in the fact that, whilst Titus was altogether a
      Gentile, Timothy, on the side of his mother at least, was a Jew; and
      Thiersch, following a passage quoted by Wetstein, states that, according
      to Talmudic prescriptions, the validity of mixed marriages between a
      Jewess and a Gentile was only recognized upon the condition that the
      children should be brought up in the religion of the mother. In this case,
      he argues, Paul merely carried out the requirement of the Jewish law by
      circumcising Timothy, which others had omitted to do, and thus secured his
      admission to the Jewish synagogues to which much of his ministry was
      directed, but from which he would have been excluded had the rite not been
      performed.(1) Even Meyer, however, in reference to this point, replies
      that Paul could scarcely be influenced by the Talmudic canon, because
      Timothy was already a Christian and beyond Judaism.(2) Besides, in point
      of fact, by such a marriage the Jewess had forfeited Jewish privileges.
      Timothy, in the eyes of the Mosaic law, was not a Jew, and held, in
      reality, no better position than the Greek Titus. He had evidently been
      brought up as a heathen, and the only question which could arise in regard
      to him was whether he must first become a Jew before he could be fully
      recognized as a Christian. The supposition that the circumcision of
      Timothy, the son of a Greek, after he had actually become a Christian
      without having passed through Judaism,
    






      could secure for him free access to the synagogues of the Jews, may show
      how exceedingly slight at that time was the difference between the Jew and
      the Christian, but it also suggests the serious doubt whether the object
      of the concession, in the mind of the author of the Acts, was not rather
      to conciliate the Judaic Christians, than to represent the act as one of
      policy towards the unbelieving Jews. The statement of the Acts is that
      Paul circumcised Timothy "because of the Jews which were in those places;
      for they knew all that his father was a Greek." If the reason which we are
      discussing were correct, the expression would more probably have been:
      "for they knew that his mother was a Jewess." The Greek father might, and
      probably did, object to the circumcision of his son, but that was no
      special reason why Paul should circumcise him. On the other hand, the fact
      that the Jews knew that his father was a Greek made the action attributed
      to Paul a concession which the author of the Acts thus represented in its
      most conciliatory light. The circumcision of Timothy was clearly declared
      unnecessary by the apostolic decree, for the attempt to show that he was
      legitimately regarded as a Jew utterly fails. It is obvious that,
      according to Pauline doctrine, there could be no obligation for anyone who
      adopted Christianity to undergo this initiatory rite. It is impossible
      reasonably to maintain that any case has been made out to explain why
      Timothy, who had grown into manhood without being circumcised, and had
      become a Christian whilst uncircumcised, should at that late period be
      circumcised. Beyond the reference to a Talmudic prescription, in fact,
      with which there is not the slightest evidence that Paul was acquainted,
      and which, even if he did know of it, could not possibly have been
      recognised by him as
    






      authoritative, there has not been a serious attempt made to show that the
      case of Timothy presents exceptional features which reconcile the
      contradiction otherwise admitted as apparent.
    


      The whole apologetic argument in fact sinks into one of mere expediency:
      Timothy, the son of a Jewess and of a Greek, and thus having a certain
      affinity both to Jews and Gentiles, would become a much more efficient
      assistant to Paul if he were circumcised and thus had access to the Jewish
      synagogues; therefore Paul, who himself became as a Jew that he might win
      the Jews, demanded the same sacrifice from his follower. But can this
      argument bear any scrutiny by the light of Paul's own writings? It cannot.
      Paul openly claims to be the Apostle of the Gentiles, and just before the
      period at which he is supposed to circumcise Timothy, he parts from the
      elder Apostles with the understanding that he is to go to the Gentiles who
      are freed from circumcision. It is a singular commencement of his mission,
      to circumcise the son of a Greek father after he had become a Christian.
      Such supposed considerations about access to synagogues and conciliation
      of the Jews would seem more suitable to a missionary to the circumcision,
      than to the Apostle of the Gentiles. It must be apparent to all that in
      going more specially to the Gentiles, as he avowedly was, the alleged
      expediency of circumcising Timothy falls to the ground, and on the
      contrary that such an act would have compromised his whole Gospel. Paul's
      characteristic teaching was the inutility of circumcision, and upon this
      point he sustained the incessant attacks of the emissaries of James and
      the Judaistic party without yielding or compromise. What could have been
      more ill-advised under
    






      such circumstances than the circumcision with his own hands of a convert
      who, if the son of a Jewess, was likewise the son of a Greek, and had
      remained uncircumcised until he had actually embraced that faith which,
      Paul taught, superseded circumcision? The Apostle who declared: "Behold, I
      Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Christ will profit you
      nothing,"(1) could not have circumcised the Christian Timothy; and if any
      utterance of Paul more distinctly and explicitly applicable to the present
      case be required, it is aptly supplied by the following: "Was any man
      called being circumcised? let him not become uncircumcised. Hath any man
      been called in uncircumcision? let him not be circumcised.... Let each
      abide in the same calling wherein he was called."(2)
    


      Apologists quote very glibly the saying of Paul: "Unto the Jews I became
      as a Jew, that I might gain Jews," as sufficiently justifying the act
      which we are considering; but it is neither applicable to the case, nor is
      the passage susceptible of such interpretation. The special object of Paul
      at that time, according to his own showing,(3) was not to gain Jews but to
      gain Gentiles; and the circumcision of Timothy would certainly not have
      tended to gain Gentiles. If we quote the whole passage from which the
      above is extracted, the sense at once becomes clear and different from
      that assigned to it: "For being free from all men, I made myself servant
      unto all, that I might gain the more; and unto the Jews I became as a Jew
      that I might gain Jews; to them under law, as under law, not being myself
      under law, that I might gain them under law; to them without law, as
      without law,—not being without law to God, but under law to Christ,—
    






      that I might gain them without law; to the weak I became weak that I might
      gain the weak: I am become all things to all men, that I may by all means
      save some. And all things I do for the Gospel's sake, that I may become a
      partaker thereof with them."(l) It is clear that a man who could become
      "all things to all men," in the sense of yielding any point of principle,
      must be considered without principle at all, and no one could maintain
      that Paul was apt to concede principles. Judged by his own statements,
      indeed, his character was the very reverse of this. There is no shade of
      conciliation when he declares: "But though we, or an angel from heaven,
      should preach any Gospel unto you other than that we preached unto you,
      let him be accursed.... For am I now making men my friends, or God? or am
      I seeking to please men? if I were still pleasing men, I should not be a
      servant of Christ."(2) The Gospel of which he speaks, and which he
      protests "is not after men," but received "through a revelation of Jesus
      Christ,"(3) is that Gospel which Paul preached among the Gentiles, and
      which proclaimed the abrogation of the law and of circumcision. Paul might
      in one sense say that "circumcision is nothing and uncircumcision is
      nothing, but keeping the commandments of God;"(4) but such a statement,
      simply intended to express that there was neither merit in the one nor in
      the other, clearly does not apply to the case before us, and no way
      lessens the force of the words we have quoted above: "If ye be
      circumcised, Christ will profit you nothing." In Paul such a concession
      would have been in the highest degree a sacrifice of principle, and one
      which he not only refused to make in the case of Titus, "that the truth of
      the
    






      Gospel might abide," but equally maintained in the face of the pillar
      Apostles, when he left them and returned to the Gentiles whilst they went
      back to the circumcision. Paul's idea of being "all things to all men" is
      illustrated by his rebuke to Peter,—once more to refer to the scene
      at Antioch. Peter apparently practised a little of that conciliation,
      which apologists, defending the unknown author of the Acts at the expense
      of Paul, consider to be the sense of the Apostle's words. Paul repudiated
      such an inference, by withstanding Peter to the face as condemned, and
      guilty of hypocrisy. Paul became all things to all men by considering
      their feelings, and exhibiting charity and forbearance, in matters
      indifferent He was careful not to make his liberty a stumbling block to
      the weak. "If food maketh my brother to offend, I will eat no flesh for
      ever lest I make my brother to offend."(1) Self-abnegation in the use of
      enlightened liberty, however, is a very different thing from the
      concession of a rite, which it was the purpose of his whole Gospel to
      discredit, and the labour of his life to resist. Once more we repeat that
      the narrative of the Acts regarding the circumcision of Timothy is
      contradictory to the character and teaching of Paul as ascertained from
      his Epistles, and like so many other portions of that work which we have
      already examined must, as it stands, be rejected as unhistorical.
    


      We have already tested the narrative of the author of the Acts by the
      statements of Paul in the first two chapters of the Galatians at such
      length that, although the subject is far from exhausted, we must not
      proceed further. We think that there can be no doubt that the role
      assigned to the Apostle Paul in Acts xv. is unhistorical,(2)
    






      and it is unnecessary for us to point out the reasons which led the writer
      to present him in such subdued colours. We must, however, before finally
      leaving the subject, very briefly point out a few circumstances which
      throw a singular light upon the relations which actually existed between
      Paul and the elder Apostles, and tend to show their real, if covert,
      antagonism to the Gospel of the uncircumcision. We may at the outset
      remark, in reference to an objection frequently made that Paul does not
      distinctly refer to the Apostles as opposing his teaching and does not
      personally attack them, that such a course would have been suicidal in the
      Apostle of the Gentiles, whilst on the other hand it could not but have
      hindered the acceptance of his Gospel, for which he was ever ready to
      endure so much. The man who wrote: "If it be possible, as much as
      dependeth on you, be at peace with all men,"(1) could well be silent in
      such a cause. Paul, in venturing to preach the Gospel of the
      uncircumcision, laboured under the singular disadvantage of not having,
      like the Twelve, been an immediate disciple of the Master. He had been "as
      the one born out of due time,"(2) and although he claimed that his Gospel
      had not been taught to him by man but had been received by direct
      revelation from Jesus, there can be no doubt that his apostolic position
      was constantly assailed. The countenance of the elder Apostles, even if
      merely tacit, was of great
    






      importance to the success of his work; and he felt this so much that, as
      he himself states, he went up to Jerusalem to communicate to them the
      Gospel which he preached among the Gentiles: "lest by any means I might be
      running or did run in vain."(1) Any open breach between them would have
      frustrated his labours. Had Paul been in recognized enmity with the Twelve
      who had been selected as his special disciples by the Master, and been
      repudiated and denounced by them, it is obvious that his position would
      have been a precarious one. He had no desire for schism. His Gospel,
      besides, was merely a development of that of the elder Apostles; and,
      however much they might resent his doctrine of the abrogation of the law
      and of the inutility of circumcision, they could still regard his Gentile
      converts as at least in some sort Proselytes of the Gate. With every
      inducement to preserve peace if by any means possible, and to suppress
      every expression of disagreement with the Twelve, it is not surprising
      that we find so little direct reference to the elder Apostles in his
      epistles. During his visit to Jerusalem he did not succeed in converting
      them to his views. They still limited their ministry to the circumcision,
      and he had to be content with a tacit consent to his work amongst the
      heathen. But although we have no open utterance of his irritation, the
      suppressed impatience of his spirit, even at the recollection of the
      incidents of his visit, betrays itself in abrupt sentences, unfinished
      expressions, and grammar which breaks down in the struggle of repressed
      emotion. We have already said enough regarding his ironical references to
      those "who seem to be something," to the "overmuch Apostles," and we need
      not again point
    






      to the altercation between Paul and Cephas at Antioch, and the strong
      language used by the former.
    


      Nothing is more certain than the fact that, during his whole career, the
      Apostle Paul had to contend with systematic opposition from the Judaic
      Christian party;(1) and the only point regarding which there is any
      difference of opinion is the share in this taken by the Twelve. As we
      cannot reasonably expect to find any plain statement of this in the
      writings of the Apostle, we are forced to take advantage of such
      indications as can be discovered. Upon one point we are not left in doubt.
      The withdrawal of Peter and the others at Antioch from communion with the
      Gentile Christians, and consequently from the side of Paul, was owing to
      the arrival of certain men from James, for the Apostle expressly states
      so. No surprise is expressed, however, at the effect produced by these [———],
      and the clear inference is that they represented the views of a naturally
      antagonistic party, an inference which is in accordance with all that we
      elsewhere read of James. It is difficult to separate the [———]
      from the [———] of the preceding chapter (i.7) who
      "trouble" the Galatians, and "desire to pervert the Gospel of Christ,"
      asserting the necessity of circumcision, against whom the epistle is
      directed. Again we meet with the same vague and cautious designation of
      judaistic opponents in his second Epistle to the Corinthians (iii. 1),
      where
    






      "some" [———] bearers of "letters of commendation" [———]
      from persons unnamed, were attacking the Apostle and endeavouring to
      discredit his teaching. By whom were these letters written? We cannot of
      course give an authoritative reply, but we may ask: by whom could letters
      of commendation possessing an authority which could have weight against
      that of Paul be written, except by the elder Apostles?' We have certain
      evidence in the first Epistle to the Corinthians that parties had arisen
      in the Church of Corinth in opposition to Paul. These parties were
      distinguished, as the Apostle himself states, by the cries: "I am of Paul,
      and I of Apollos, and I of Cephas, and I of Christ."(2) [———].
      Whatever differences of opinion there may be as to the precise nature of
      these parties, there can be no doubt that both the party "of Cephas" and
      the party "of Christ" held strong Judaistic views and assailed the
      teaching of Paul, and his apostolic authority. It is very evident that the
      persons to whom the Apostle refers in connection with "letters of
      commendation" were of these parties.
    


      Apologists argue that: "in claiming Cephas as the head of their party they
      had probably neither more nor
    






      less ground than their rivals who sheltered themselves under the names of
      Apollos and of Paul."(1) It is obvious, however, that, in a Church founded
      by Paul, there could have been no party created with the necessity to take
      his name as their watchword, except as a reply to another party which,
      having intruded itself, attacked him, and forced those who maintained the
      views of their own Apostle to raise such a counter-cry. The parties "of
      Cephas" and "of Christ" were manifestly aggressive, intruding themselves,
      as the Apostle complains, into "other men's labours,"(2) and this in some
      manner seems to point to that convention between the Apostle and the
      Three, that he should go to the Gentiles and they to the circumcision
      which, barely more than passive neutrality at the beginning, soon became
      covertly antagonistic. The fact that the party "of Paul" was not an
      organized body, so to say, directed by the Apostle as a party leader, in
      no way renders it probable that the party of Cephas, which carried on
      active and offensive measures, had not much more ground in claiming Cephas
      as their head. One point is indisputable, that no party ever claims any
      man as its leader who is not clearly associated with the views it
      maintains. The party "of Cephas," representing judaistic views, opposing
      the teaching of Paul, and joining in denying his apostolic claims,
      certainly would not have taken Peter's name as their watch-cry if he had
      been known to hold and express such Pauline sentiments as are put into his
      mouth in the Acts, or had not, on the contrary, been intimately identified
      with judaistic principles. To illustrate the case by a modern instance: Is
      it possible to suppose that, in any considerable city in this country,
    






      a party holding ritualistic opinions could possibly claim the present
      Archbishop of Canterbury as its leader, or one professing "broad-church"
      views could think of sheltering itself under the name of the Archbishop of
      York? Religious parties may very probably mistake the delicate details of
      a leader's teaching, but they can scarcely be wrong in regard to his
      general principles. If Peter had been so unfortunate as to be flagrantly
      misunderstood by his followers and, whilst this party preached in his name
      judaistic doctrines and anti-Pauline opinions, the Apostle himself
      advocated the abrogation of the law, as a burden which the Jews themselves
      were not able to bear, and actively shared Pauline convictions, is it
      possible to suppose that Paul would not have pointed out the absurdity of
      such a party claiming such a leader?
    


      The fact is, however, that Paul never denies the claim of those who
      shelter themselves under the names of Peter and James, never questions
      their veracity, and never adopts the simple and natural course of stating
      that, in advancing these names, they are imposters or mistaken. On the
      contrary, upon all occasions he evidently admits, by his silence, the
      validity of the claim.(1) We are not left to mere inference that the
      adopted head of the party actually shared the views of the party. Paul
      himself distinguishes Peter as the head of the party of the circumcision
      in a passage in his letter to the Galatians already frequently referred
      to,(2) and the episode at Antioch confirms the description, and leaves no
      doubt that Peter's permanent practice was to force the Gentiles to
      judaize. For reasons which we have already stated, Paul could not but have
      desired to preserve peace, or even the
    






      semblance of it, with the elder Apostles, for the Gospel's sake; and he,
      therefore, wisely leaves them as much as possible out of the question and
      deals with their disciples. It is obvious that policy must have dictated
      such a course. By ignoring the leaders and attacking their followers, he
      suppressed the chief strength of his opponents and kept out of sight the
      most formidable argument against himself: the concurrence with them of the
      elder Apostles. On the one hand, the epistles of Paul bear no evidence to
      any active sympathy and co-operation with his views and work on the part
      of the elder Apostles. On the other, Paul is everywhere assailed by
      judaistic adversaries who oppose his Gospel and deny his apostle-ship, and
      who claim as their leaders the elder Apostles.
    


      If, even without pressing expressions to their extreme and probable point,
      we take the contrast drawn between his own Gospel and that of the
      circumcision, the reality of the antagonism must be apparent. "For we are
      not as the many [———](1) which adulterate the word of
      God; but as of sincerity, but as of God, before God, speak we in
      Christ."(2) Later on in the letter, after referring to the intrusion of
      the opposite party into the circle of his labours, Paul declares that his
      impatience and anxiety proceed from godly jealousy at the possible effect
      of the judaistic intruders upon the Corinthians. "But I fear, lest by any
      means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtlety, your thoughts
      should
    






      be corrupted from the simplicity and the purity that is in Christ. For if
      he that cometh preacheth another Jesus whom we did not preach, or if ye
      receive another spirit which ye received not, or another Gospel which ye
      did not accept, ye bear well with him. For I think I am not a whit behind
      the overmuch Apostles [———]."(1)
    


      This reference to the elder Apostles gives point to much of the epistle
      which is ambiguous, and more especially when the judaistic nature of the
      opposition is so clearly indicated a few verses further on: "Are they
      Hebrews? so am I. Are they Israelites? so am I. Are they Abraham's seed?
      so am I. Are they ministers of Christ? (I speak as a fool), I am more; in
      labours more abundantly, in prisons exceedingly, in deaths often," &c,
      &c.(2)
    


      It is argued that the Twelve had not sufficient authority over their
      followers to prevent such interference with Paul, and that the relation of
      the Apostle to the Twelve was: "separation, not opposition, antagonism of
      the followers rather than of the leaders, personal antipathy of the
      Judaizers to St. Paul, rather than of St. Paul to the Twelve."(3) It is
      not difficult to believe that the antipathy of Paul to the Judaizers was
      less than that felt by them towards him. The superiority of the man must
      have rendered him somewhat callous to such dislike.(4) But the mitigated
      form of difference between Paul and the Twelve here assumed, although
      still very different from the representations of the Acts,
    






      cannot be established, but on the contrary must be much widened before it
      can justly be taken as that existing between Paul and the elder Apostles.
      We do not go so far as to say that there was open enmity between them, or
      active antagonism of any distinct character on the part of the Twelve to
      the Apostle of the Gentiles, but there is every reason to believe that
      they not only disliked his teaching, but endeavoured to counteract it by
      their own ministry of the circumcision. They not only did not restrain the
      opposition of their followers, but they abetted them in their
      counter-assertion of judaistic views. Had the Twelve felt any cordial
      friendship for Paul, and exhibited any active desire for the success of
      his ministry of the uncircumcision, it is quite impossible that his work
      could have been so continuously and vexatiously impeded by the persecution
      of the Jewish Christian party. The Apostles may not have possessed
      sufficient influence or authority entirely to control the action of
      adherents, but it would be folly to suppose that, if unanimity of views
      had prevailed between them and Paul, and a firm and consistent support had
      been extended to him, such systematic resistance as he everywhere
      encountered from the party professing to be led by the "pillar" Apostles
      could have been seriously maintained, or that he could have been left
      alone and unaided to struggle against it. If the relations between Paul
      and the Twelve had been such as are intimated in the Acts of the Apostles,
      his epistles must have presented undoubted evidence of the fact Both
      negatively and positively they testify the absence of all support, and the
      existence of antagonistic influence on the part of the elder Apostles, and
      external evidence fully confirms the impression which the epistles
      produce.(1)
    






      From any point of view which may be taken, the Apocalypse is an important
      document in connection with this point. If it be accepted as a work of the
      Apostle John—the preponderance of evidence and critical opinion
      assigns it to him—this book, of course, possesses the greatest value
      as an indication of his views. If it be merely regarded as a contemporary
      writing, it still is most interesting as an illustration of the religious
      feeling of the period. The question is: Does the Apocalypse contain any
      reference to the Apostle Paul, or throw light upon the relations between
      him and the elder Apostles? If it does so, and be the work of one of the [———],
      nothing obviously could be more
    






      instructive. In the messages to the seven churches, there are references
      and denunciations which, in the opinion of many able critics, are directed
      against the Apostle of the Gentiles and his characteristic teaching.(1)
      Who but Paul and his followers can be referred to in the Epistle to the
      Church of Ephesus: "I know thy works, and thy labour, and thy patience,
      and that thou canst not bear wicked persons: and didst try them which say
      they are Apostles and are not, and didst find them liars"?(2) Paul himself
      informs us not only of his sojourn in Ephesus, where he believed that "a
      great and effectual door" was opened to him, but adds, "there are many
      adversaries" [———].(3) The foremost charge brought
      against the churches is that they have those that hold the teaching of
      Balaam, who taught Balak to cast a stumbling-block before the sons of
      Israel, "to eat things offered unto idols."(4) The teaching of Paul upon
      this point is
    






      well known, 1 Cor. viii. 1 ff., x. 25 ff., Rom. xiv. 2 ff., and the
      reference here cannot be mistaken; and when in the Epistle to the church
      of Thyatira, after denouncing the teaching "to eat things offered unto
      idols," the Apocalyptist goes on to encourage those who have not this
      teaching, "who knew not the depths of Satan, [———],(1)
      as they say" the expression of Paul himself is taken to denounce his
      doctrine; for the Apostle, defending himself against the attacks of those
      parties "of Cephas" and "of Christ" in Corinth, writes: "But God revealed
      (them) to us through his Spirit; for the Spirit searcheth all things, even
      the depths of God" [———]—"the depths of Satan"
      rather, retorts the judaistic author of the Apocalypse. [———]
      does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament Again, in the address to the
      churches of Smyrna and Philadelphia, when the writer denounces those "who
      say that they are Jews, and are not, but a synagogue of Satan,"(2) whom
      has he in view but those Christians whom Paul had taught to consider
      circumcision unnecessary and the law abrogated? We find Paul in the
      Epistle to the Corinthians, so often quoted, obliged to defend himself
      against these judaising parties upon this very point: "Are they Hebrews?
      so am I. Are they Israelites? so am I. Are they Abraham's seed? so am
      I."(3) It is manifest that his adversaries had vaunted their own Jewish
      origin as a title of superiority over the Apostle of the Gentiles. We
    






      have, however, further evidence of the same attack upon Paul regarding
      this point. Epiphanius points out that the Ebionites denied that Paul was
      a Jew, and asserted that he was born of a Gentile father and mother, but
      that, having gone up to Jerusalem, he became a proselyte and submitted to
      circumcision in the hope of marrying a daughter of the high priest. But
      afterwards, according to them, enraged at not securing the maiden for his
      wife, Paul wrote against circumcision and the Sabbath and the law.(1) The
      Apostle Paul, whose constant labour it was to destroy the particularism of
      the Jew, and raise the Gentile to full, free, and equal participation with
      him in the benefits of the New Covenant, could not but incur the bitter
      displeasure of the Apocalyptist, for whom the Gentiles were, as such, the
      type of all that was common and unclean. In the utterances of the seer of
      Patmos we seem to hear the expression of all that judaistic hatred and
      opposition which pursued the Apostle who laid the axe to the root of
      Mosaism and, in his efforts to free Christianity from trammels which, more
      than any other, retarded its triumphant development, aroused against
      himself all the virulence of Jewish illiberality and prejudice. The
      results at which we have arrived might be singularly confirmed by an
      examination of the writings of the first two centuries, and by observing
      the attitude
    






      assumed towards the Apostle of the Gentiles by such men as Justin Martyr,
      Papias, Hegesippus, and the author of the Clementines; but we have already
      devoted too much space to this subject, and here we must reluctantly leave
      it.
    


      The steps by which Christianity was gradually freed from the trammels of
      Judaism and became a religion of unlimited range and universal fitness
      were clearly not those stated in the Acts of the Apostles. Its
      emancipation from Mosaism was not effected by any liberal action or
      enlightened guidance on the part of the elder Apostles. At the death of
      their Master, the Twelve remained closely united to Judaism, and evidently
      were left without any understanding that Christianity was a new religion
      which must displace Mosaic institutions, and replace the unbearable yoke
      of the law by the divine liberty of the Gospel. To the last moment
      regarding which we have any trustworthy information, the Twelve, as might
      have been expected, retained all their early religious customs and all
      their Jewish prejudices. They were simply Jews believing that Jesus was
      the Messiah; and if the influence of Paul enlarged their views upon some
      minor points, we have no reason to believe that they ever abandoned their
      belief in the continued obligation of the law, and the necessity of
      circumcision for full participation in the benefits of the Covenant. The
      author of the Acts would have us believe that they required no persuasion,
      but anticipated Paul in the Gospel of uncircumcision. It is not within the
      scope of this work to inquire how Paul originally formed his views of
      Christian universalism. Once formed, it is easy to understand how rapidly
      they must have been developed and confirmed by experience amongst
    






      the Gentiles. Whilst the Twelve still remained in the narrow circle of
      Judaism and could not be moved beyond the ministry of the circumcision,
      Paul, in the larger and freer field of the world, must daily have felt
      more convinced that the abrogation of the Law and the abandonment of
      circumcision were essential to the extension of Christianity amongst the
      Gentiles. He had no easy task, however, to convince others of this, and he
      never succeeded in bringing his elder colleagues over to his views. To the
      end of his life, Paul had to contend with bigoted and narrow-minded
      opposition within the Christian body, and if his views ultimately
      triumphed, and the seed which he sowed eventually yielded a rich harvest,
      he himself did not live to see the day, and the end was attained only by
      slow and natural changes. The new religion gradually extended beyond the
      limits of Judaism. Gentile Christians soon outnumbered Jewish believers.
      The Twelve whose names were the strength of the judaistic opposition one
      by one passed away; but, above all, the fall of Jerusalem and the
      dispersion of the Christian community secured the success of Pauline
      principles and the universalism of Christianity. The Church of Jerusalem
      could not bear transplanting. In the uncongenial soil of Pella it
      gradually dwindled away, losing first its influence and soon after its
      nationality. The divided members of the Jewish party, scattered amongst
      the Gentiles, and deprived of their influential leaders, could not long
      retard the progress of the liberalism which they still continued to oppose
      and to misrepresent. In a word, the emancipation of Christianity was not
      effected by the Twelve, was no work of councils, and no result of dreams;
      but, receiving its first great impulse from the genius and the energy of
      Paul, its ultimate
    






      achievement was the result of time and natural development.
    


      We have now patiently considered the "Acts of the Apostles," and although
      it has in no way been our design exhaustively to examine its contents, we
      have more than sufficiently done so to enable the reader to understand the
      true character of the document. The author is unknown, and it is no longer
      possible to identify him. If he were actually the Luke whom the Church
      indicates, our results would not be materially affected; but the mere fact
      that the writer is unknown is obviously fatal to the Acts as a guarantee
      of miracles. A cycle of supernatural occurrences could scarcely, in the
      estimation of any rational mind, be established by the statement of an
      anonymous author, and more especially one who not only does not pretend to
      have been an eye-witness of most of the miracles, but whose narrative is
      either uncorroborated by other testimony or inconsistent with itself, and
      contradicted on many points by contemporary documents. The phenomena
      presented by the Acts of the Apostles become perfectly intelligible when
      we recognize that it is the work of a writer living long after the
      occurrences related, whose pious imagination furnished the apostolic age
      with an elaborate system of supernatural agency, far beyond the conception
      of any other New Testament writer, by which, according to his view, the
      proceedings of the Apostles were furthered and directed, and the infant
      Church miraculously fostered. On examining other portions of his
      narrative, we find that they present the features which the miraculous
      elements rendered antecedently probable. The speeches attributed to
    






      different speakers are all cast in the same mould, and betray the
      composition of one and the same writer. The sentiments expressed are
      inconsistent with what we know of the various speakers. And when we test
      the circumstances related by previous or subsequent incidents and by
      trustworthy documents, it becomes apparent that the narrative is not an
      impartial statement of facts, but a reproduction of legends or a
      development of tradition, shaped and coloured according to the purpose or
      the pious views of the writer. The Acts of the Apostles, therefore, is not
      only an anonymous work, but upon due examination its claims to be
      considered sober and veracious history must be emphatically rejected. It
      cannot strengthen the foundations of supernatural Religion, but, on the
      contrary, by its profuse and indiscriminate use of the miraculous it
      discredits miracles, and affords a clearer insight into their origin and
      fictitious character.
    







 














      PART V. THE DIRECT EVIDENCE FOR MIRACLES
    



 














      CHAPTER I. THE EPISTLES AND THE APOCALYPSE
    


      Turning from the Acts of the Apostles to the other works of the New
      Testament, we shall be able very briefly to dispose of the Catholic
      Epistles, the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Apocalypse. The so-called
      Epistles of James, Jude, and John, do not contain any evidence which, even
      supposing them to be authentic, really bears upon our inquiry into the
      reality of Miracles and Divine Revelation; and the testimony of the
      Apocalypse affects it quite as little. We have already, in examining the
      fourth Gospel, had occasion to say a good deal regarding both the
      so-called Epistles of John and the Apocalypse. It is unnecessary to enter
      upon a more minute discussion of them here. "Seven books of the New
      Testament," writes Dr. Westcott, "as is well known, have been received
      into the Canon on evidence less complete than that by which the others are
      supported."(1) These are "the Epistles of James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 and 3
      John, to the Hebrews, and the Apocalypse." We have already furnished the
      means of judging of the nature of the
    






      evidence upon which some of the other books have been received into the
      Canon, and the evidence for most of these being avowedly "less complete,"
      its nature may be conceived. Works which for a long period were classed
      amongst the Antilegomena, or disputed books, and which only slowly
      acquired authority as, in the lapse of time, it became more difficult to
      examine their claims, could not do much to establish the reality of
      miracles. With regard to the Epistle to the Hebrews, we may remark that we
      are freed from any need to deal at length with it, not only by the absence
      of any specific evidence in its contents, but by the following
      consideration. If the Epistle be not by Paul,—and it not only is not
      his, but does not even pretend to be so,—the author is unknown, and
      therefore the document has no weight as testimony. On the other hand, if
      assigned to Paul, we shall have sufficient ground in his genuine epistles
      for considering the evidence of the Apostle, and it could not add anything
      even if the Epistle to the Hebrews were included in the number.
    


      The first Epistle of Peter might have required more detailed treatment,
      but we think that little could be gained by demonstrating that the
      document is not authentic, or showing that, in any case, the evidence
      which it could furnish is not of any value. On the other hand, we are
      averse to protract the argument by any elaboration of mere details which
      can be avoided. If it could be absolutely proved that the Apostle Peter
      wrote the epistle circulating under his name, the evidence for miracles
      would only be strengthened by the fact that, incidentally, the doctrine of
      the Resurrection of Jesus is maintained. No historical details are given,
      and no explanation of the reasons for which the writer believed in it.
    






      Nothing more would be proved than the point that Peter himself believed in
      the Resurrection. It would certainly be a matter of very deep interest if
      we possessed a narrative written by the apostle himself, giving minute and
      accurate details of the phenomena in consequence of which he believed in
      so miraculous an event; but since this epistle does nothing more than
      allow us to infer the personal belief of the writer, unaccompanied by
      corroborative evidence, we should not gain anything by accepting it as
      genuine. We are quite willing to assume, without further examination, that
      the Apostle Peter in some way believed in the Resurrection of his Master.
      For the argument regarding the reality of that stupendous miracle, upon
      which we are about to enter, this is tantamount to assuming the
      authenticity of the epistle.
    


      Coming to the Epistles of Paul, it will not be necessary to go into the
      evidence for the various letters in our New Testament which are ascribed
      to him, nor shall we require to state the grounds upon which the
      authenticity of many of them is denied. Accepting the Epistles to the
      Galatians, Corinthians and Romans in the main as genuine compositions of
      the Apostle, the question as to the origin of the rest, so far as our
      inquiry is concerned, has little or no interest. From these four letters
      we obtain the whole evidence of Paul regarding miracles, and this we now
      propose carefully to examine. One point in particular demands our fullest
      attention. It is undeniable that Paul preached the doctrine of the
      Resurrection and Ascension of Jesus, and believed in those events. Whilst,
      therefore, we shall not pass over his supposed testimony for the
      possession of miraculous powers, we shall chiefly devote our attention to
      his evidence for the central dogmas of Supernatural Religion, the
      Resurection and Ascension of
    






      Jesus. We shall not, however, limit our examination to the testimony of
      Paul, but, as the climax of the historical argument for miracles,
      endeavour to ascertain the exact nature of the evidence upon which belief
      is claimed for the actual occurrence of those stupendous events. For this,
      our inquiry into the authorship and credibility of the historical books of
      the New Testament has at length prepared us, and it will be admitted that,
      in subjecting these asserted miracles to calm and fearless scrutiny—untinged
      by irreverence or disrespect, if personal earnestness and sincere sympathy
      with those who believe are any safeguards,—the whole theory of
      Christian miracles will be put to its final test.
    







 














      CHAPTER II. THE EVIDENCE OF PAUL
    


      It is better, before proceeding to examine the testimony of Paul for the
      Resurrection, to clear the way by considering his evidence for miracles in
      general, apart from that specific instance. In an earlier portion of this
      work(1) the following remark was made: "Throughout the New Testament,
      patristic literature, and the records of ecclesiastical miracles, although
      we have narratives of countless wonderful works performed by others than
      the writer, and abundant assertion of the possession of miraculous power
      by the Church, there is no instance whatever, that we can remember, in
      which a writer claims to have himself performed a miracle."(2) It is
      asserted that this statement is erroneous, and that Paul does advance this
      claim.(3) It may be well to quote the moderate
    






      words in which a recent able writer states the case, although not with
      immediate reference to the particular passage which we have quoted. "...
      In these undoubted writings St. Paul certainly shows by incidental
      allusions, the good faith of which cannot be questioned, that he believed
      himself to be endowed with the power of working miracles, and that
      miracles, or what were thought to be such, were actually wrought both by
      him and by his contemporaries. He reminds the Corinthians that 'the signs
      of an Apostle were wrought among them... in signs, and wonders, and mighty
      deeds' [———]—the usual words for the higher forms
      of miracle—2 Cor. xii. 12). He tells the Romans that 'he will not
      dare to speak of any of those things which Christ hath not wrought by(1)
      him to make the Gentiles obedient, by word and deed, through mighty signs
      and wonders, by the power of the Spirit of God' [———].
      He asks the
    






      Galatians whether 'he that ministereth to them the Spirit, and worketh
      miracles [———] among them, doeth it by the works of the
      law, or by the hearing of faith?' (Gal. iii. 5.) In the first Epistle to
      the Corinthians, he goes somewhat elaborately into the exact place in the
      Christian economy that is to be assigned to the working of miracles and
      gifts of healing (1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29)."(1)
    


      We shall presently examine these passages, but we must first briefly deal
      with the question whether, taken in any sense, they furnish an instance
      "in which a writer claims to have himself performed a miracle." It
      must be obvious to any impartial reader, that the remark made in the
      course of our earlier argument precisely distinguished the general
      "assertion of the possession of miraculous power by the Church," from the
      explicit claim to have personally performed "a miracle" in the singular.
      If, therefore, it were even admitted "that St. Paul treats the fact of his
      working miracles as a matter of course, to which a passing reference is
      sufficient," such "incidental allusions" would not in the least degree
      contradict the statement made, but, being the only instances producible,
      would in fact completely justify it. General and vague references of this
      kind have by no means the force of a definite claim to have performed some
      particular miracle. They partake too much of that indiscriminate
      impression of the possession and common exercise of miraculous powers
      which characterized the "age of miracles" to have any force. The desired
      instance, which is not forthcoming, and to which alone reference was made,
      was a case in which, instead of vague expressions, a writer, stating with
      precision the particulars, related that he himself had,
    






      for instance, actually raised some person from the dead. As we then added,
      even if Apostles had chronicled their miracles, the argument for their
      reality would not have been much advanced; but it is a curious phenomenon
      not undeserving of a moment's attention that apologists can only refer to
      such general passages, and cannot quote an instance in which a specific
      miracle is related in detail by the person who is supposed to have
      performed it. Passing references on a large scale to the exercise of
      miraculous power, whilst betraying a suspicious familiarity with phenomena
      of an exceptional nature, offer too much latitude for inaccuracy and
      imagination to have the weight of an affirmation in which the mind has
      been sobered by concentration to details. "Signs and wonders,"
      indefinitely alluded to, may seem much more imposing and astonishing than
      they really are, and it may probably be admitted by everyone that, if we
      knew the particulars of the occurrences which are thus vaguely indicated
      and which may have been considered miraculous in a superstitious age, they
      might to us possibly appear no miracles at all. General expressions are
      liable to an exaggeration from which specific allegations arc more
      frequently free. If it be conceded that the Apostle Paul fully believed in
      the possession by himself and the Church of divine Charismata, the
      indefinite expression of that belief, in any form, must not be made
      equivalent to an explicit claim to have performed a certain miracle, the
      particulars of which are categorically stated.
    


      Passing from this, however, to the more general question, the force of
      some of these objections will be better understood when we consider the
      passages in the Epistles which are quoted as expressing Paul's belief in
      miracles, and endeavour to ascertain his real views: what it is he
    






      actually says regarding miracles; and what are the phenomena which are by
      him considered to be miraculous. We shall not waste time in considering
      how, partly through the influence of the Septuagint, the words [———],
      and [———] came to be used in a peculiar manner by New
      Testament writers to indicate miracles. It may, however, be worth while to
      pause for a moment to ascertain the sense in which Paul, who wrote before
      there was a "New Testament" at all, usually employed these words. In the
      four Epistles of Paul the word [———] occurs six times.
      In Rom. iv. 11 Abraham is said to have received the "sign [———]
      of circumcision," in which there is nothing miraculous. In 1 Cor. i. 22 it
      is said: "Since both Jews require signs [———](1) and
      Greeks seek after wisdom;" and again, 1 Cor. xiv. 22: "Wherefore the
      tongues are for a sign [———] not to the believing but to
      the unbelieving," &c. We shall have more to say regarding these
      passages presently, but just now we merely quote them to show the use of
      the word. The only other places in which it occurs(2) are those pointed
      out, and which are the subject of our discussion. In Rom. xv. 19 the word
      is used in the plural and combined with [———]: "in the
      power of signs and wonders" [———]; and in the second
      passage, 2 Cor. xii. 12, it is employed twice, "the signs [———]
      of the apostle "and the second time again in combination with [———]
      and [———], "both in signs" [———],
      &c. The word [———] is only twice met with in Paul's
      writings; that is to say, in Rom. xv. 19 and 2 Cor. xii. 12; and on both
      occasions, as we
    






      have just mentioned, it is combined with [———].(1) On
      the other hand, Paul uses [———] no less than 34 times(2)
      and, leaving for the present out of the question the passages cited, upon
      every occasion, except one, perhaps, the word has the simple signification
      of "power." The one exception is Rom. viii. 38, where it occurs in the
      plural: [———] "powers," the Apostle expressing his
      persuasion that nothing will be able to separate us from the love of God,
      "nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor things present, nor things
      to come, nor powers [———], nor height, nor depth," &c.,
      &c. In 1 Cor. xiv. 11, where the authorized version renders the
      original: "Therefore, if I know not the meaning [———] of
      the voice," it has still the same sense.
    


      Before discussing the passages before us we must point out that there is
      so much doubt, at least, regarding the authenticity of the last two
      chapters of the Epistle to the Romans that the passage, Rom. xv. 18, 19,
      can scarcely be presented as evidence on such a point as the reality of
      miracles. We do not intend to debate the matter closely, but shall merely
      state a few of the facts of the case and pass on, for it would not
      materially affect our argument if the passage were altogether beyond
      suspicion. The Epistle, in our authorized text, ends with a long and
      somewhat involved doxology, xvi. 25-27; and we may point out here that it
      had already seemed to be brought to a close not only at the end of chapter
      xv. (33) but also at xvi. 20. The doxology, xvi. 25-27, which
    






      more particularly demands our attention, is stated by Origen(1) to be
      placed in some MSS at the end of ch. xiv.; and a similar statement is made
      by Cyril, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact and others. We find these
      verses actually so placed in L, and in upwards of 220 out of 250 cursive
      MSS. of Byzantine origin, in an account of ancient MSS. in Cod. 66, in
      most of the Greek Lection-aries, in the Slavonic and later Syriac versions
      as also in the Gothic, Arabic, (in the polyglot and triglot text) and some
      MSS. of the Armenian. They are inserted both at the end of xiv. and at the
      end of the Epistle by the Alexandrian Codex,(2) one of the most ancient
      manuscripts extant, and by some other MSS.(3) Now, how came this doxology
      to be placed at all at the end of chapter xiv.? The natural inference is
      that it was so placed because that was the end of the Epistle.
      Subsequently, chapters xv. and xvi. being added, it is supposed that the
      closing doxology was removed from the former position and placed at the
      end of the appended matter. This inference is supported by the important
      fact that, as we learn from Origen,(4) the last two
    






      chapters of the Epistle to the Romans, including the doxology (xvi. 25-27)
      did not exist in Marcion's text, the most ancient form of it of which we
      have any knowledge. Tertullian, who makes no reference to these two
      chapters, speaks of the passage, Rom. xiv. 10, as at the close (in
      clausula) of the epistle,(1) and he does not call any attention to their
      absence from Marcion's Epistle. Is it not reasonable to suppose that they
      did not form part of his copy? In like manner Irenæus, who very frequently
      quotes from the rest of the Epistle, nowhere shows acquaintance with these
      chapters. The first writer who distinctly makes use of any part of them is
      Clement of Alexandria. It has been argued both that Marcion omitted the
      two chapters because they contain what was opposed to his views, and
      because they had no dogmatic matter to induce him to retain them; but,
      whilst the two explanations destroy each other, neither of them is more
      than a supposition to account for the absence of what, it may with equal
      propriety be conjectured, never formed part of his text.
    


      The external testimony, however, does not stand alone, but is supported by
      very strong internal evidence. We shall only indicate one or two points,
      leaving those who desire to go more deeply into the discussion to refer to
      works more particularly concerned with it, which we shall sufficiently
      indicate. It is a very singular thing that all, who, when he wrote this
      epistle had never been in Rome, should be intimately acquainted with so
      many persons there. The fact that there was much intercourse
    






      between Rome and other countries by no means accounts for the simultaneous
      presence there of so many of the Apostle's personal friends. Aquila and
      Priscilla, who are saluted (xvi. 3), were a short time before (1 Cor. xvi.
      19) in Ephesus.(1) It may, moreover, be remarked as a suggestive fact that
      when, according to the Acts (xxviii. 14 ff.), Paul very soon afterwards
      arrived in Rome, most of these friends seem to have disappeared,(2) and
      the chief men of the Jews called together by Paul do not seem to be aware
      of the existence of a christian body at Rome.(3) Another point is
      connected with the very passage which has led to this discussion, xv. 18,
      19 read: 18. "For I will not dare to speak of any of those things which
      Christ hath not wrought by me, in order to [———] the
      obedience of the Gentiles, by word and deed, 19. in the power of signs and
      wonders [———] in the power of the Spirit [———];
      so that from Jerusalem and round about unto Illyricum, I have fully
      preached the Gospel of Christ;" &c. The statement that "from
      Jerusalem" he had "fully preached" the Gospel is scarcely in agreement
      with the statement in the Epistle to the Galatians i. 17-23, ii. 1 ff
      Moreover, there is no confirmation anywhere of the Apostle's having
      preached as far as Illyricum, which was then almost beyond the limits of
      civilization. Baur suggests that in making his ministry commence at
      Jerusalem, there is too evident a concession made to the Jewish
      Christians, according to whom every preacher of the Gospel must naturally
      commence his career at the holy city. It would detain us much too long to
      enter upon an analysis of these two
    






      chapters, and to show the repetition in them of what has already been said
      in the earlier part of the Epistle; the singular analogies presented with
      the Epistles to the Corinthians, not of the nature of uniformity of style,
      but of imitation; the peculiarity of the mention of a journey to Spain as
      the justification of a passing visit to Rome, and perhaps a further
      apology for even writing a letter to the Church there which another had
      founded; the suspicious character of the names which are mentioned in the
      various clauses of salutation; and to state many other still more
      important objections which various critics have advanced, but which would
      require more elaborate explanation than can possibly be given here. It
      will suffice for us to mention that the phenomena presented by the two
      chapters are so marked and curious that for a century they have largely
      occupied the attention of writers of all shades of opinion, and called
      forth very elaborate theories to account for them; the apparent necessity
      for which in itself shows the insecure position of the passage. Semler,(1)
      without denying the Pauline authorship of the two chapters, considered
      they did not properly belong to the Epistle to the Romans. He supposed
      xvi. 3-16 to have been merely for the messenger who carried the Epistle,
      as a list of the persons to whom salutations were to be given, and to
      these, ch. xv. was to be specially delivered and considered ch. xv. to be
      a separate letter, addressed to the leaders of the Roman Church, as an
      Epistle to the community in general, being sealed up and ready for any
      opportunity of transmission, but none presenting itself before
    






      his arrival in Corinth, the apostle there, upon an additional sheet, wrote
      xvi. and entrusted it with the letter to Phoebe. Eichhorn(1) supposed that
      the parchment upon which the Epistle was written was finished at xiv. 23;
      and, as Paul and his scribe had only a small sheet at hand, the doxology
      only, xvi. 25-27, was written upon the one side of it, and on the other
      the greetings and the apostolic benediction, xvi. 21-24, and thus the
      letter was completed; but, as it could not immediately be forwarded, the
      apostle added a fly-leaf with ch. xv. Bertholdt(2) Guericke(3) and others
      adopted similar views more or less modified, representing the close of the
      Epistle to have been formed by successive postscripts. More recently,
      Renan(4) has affirmed the epistle to be a circular letter addressed to
      churches in Rome, Ephesus, and other places, to each of which only certain
      portions were transmitted with appropriate salutations and endings, which
      have all been collected into the one Epistle in the form in which we have
      it. David Schulz conjectured that xvi. 1-20 was an epistle written from
      Rome to the church at Ephesus; and this theory was substantially adopted
      by Ewald,—who held that xvi. 3-20 was part of a lost epistle to
      Ephesus,—and by many other critics.(5) Of course the virtual
      authenticity of the xv.-xvi. chapters, nearly or exactly as they are, is
      affirmed by many writers. Baur, however, after careful investigation,
      pronounced the two chapters inauthentic, and in this he is followed by
      able critics.(6) Under all these circumstances it is obvious
    






      that we need not occupy ourselves much with the passage in Rom. xv. 18,
      19, but our argument will equally apply to it. In order to complete this
      view of the materials we may simply mention, as we pass on, that the
      authenticity of 2 Cor. xii. 12 has likewise been impugned by a few
      critics, and the verse, or at least the words [———], as
      well as Rom. xv. 19, declared an interpolation.(1) This cannot, however,
      so far as existing evidence goes, be demonstrated; and, beyond the mere
      record of the fact, this conjecture does not here require further notice.
    


      It may be well, before proceeding to the Epistles to the Corinthians,
      which furnish the real matter for discussion, first to deal with the
      passage cited from Gal iii. 5, which is as follows:—"He then that
      supplieth to you the Spirit and worketh powers [———]
      within you [———], (doeth he it) from works of law or
      from hearing of faith?"(2) The authorised version reads: "and worketh
      miracles among you;" but this cannot be maintained, and [———]
      must be rendered "within you," the [———] certainly
      retaining its natural signification when used with [———],
      the primary meaning of which is itself to in-work. The vast majority of
      critics of all schools agree in this view.(3) There is an evident
      reference to iii 2,
    






      and to the reception of the Spirit, here further characterised as
      producing such effects within the minds of those who receive it,(1) the
      worker who gives the Spirit being God. The opinion most commonly held is
      that reference is here made to the "gifts" [———],
      regarding which the Apostle elsewhere speaks,(2) and which we shall
      presently discuss, but this is by no means certain and cannot be
      determined. It is equally probable that he may refer to the spiritual
      effect produced upon the souls of the Galatians by the Gospel which he so
      frequently represents as a "power" of God. In any case, it is clear that
      there is no external miracle referred to here, and even if allusion to
      Charismata be understood we have yet to ascertain precisely what these
      were. We shall endeavour to discover whether there was anything in the
      least degree miraculous in these "gifts," but there is no affirmation in
      this passage which demands special attention, and whatever general
      significance it
    






      may have will be met when considering the others which are indicated.
    


      the first passage in the Epistles to the Corinthians, which is pointed out
      as containing the testimony of Paul both to the reality of miracles in
      general and to the fact that he himself performed them, is the following,
      2 Cor. xii. 12: "Truly the signs [———] of the Apostle
      were wrought in you [———] in all patience, both in signs
      and wonders and powers [———]"(1) We have to justify two
      departures in this rendering from that generally received. The first of
      these is the adoption of "wrought in you," instead of "wrought among you"
      and the second the simple use of "powers" for [———],
      instead of "mighty works." We shall take the second first We have referred
      to every passage except 1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29, in which Paul makes use of
      the word [———], and fortunately they are sufficiently
      numerous to afford us a good insight into his practice. It need not be
      said that the natural sense of [———] is in no case
      "mighty works" or miracles, and that such an application of the Greek word
      is peculiar to the New Testament and, subsequently, to Patristic
      literature. There is, however, no ground for attributing this use of the
      word to Paul. It is not so used in the Septuagint, and it is quite evident
      that the Apostle does not employ it to express external effects or works,
      but spiritual phenomena or potentiality. In the passage, Gal. iii. 5,
      which we have just discussed, where the word occurs in the plural, as
      here, it is understood to express "powers." We may quote the rendering of
      that passage by the Bishop of Gloucester:
    






      "He then, I say, that ministereth to you the Spirit and worketh mighty
      powers within you, doeth he it by the works of the law or by the
      report of faith?"(1) Why "mighty" should be inserted it is difficult to
      understand, but the word is rightly printed in italics to show that it is
      not actually expressed in the Greek. "What was the exact nature of these
      'powers'... it is impossible to determine," observes another scholar
      quoted above,(2) on the same passage.3 In 1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29, where
      the plural [———] again occurs, the intention to express
      "powers"(4) and not external results—miracles—is perfectly
      clear, the word being in the last two verses used alone to represent the
      "gifts." In all of these passages the word is the representative of the
      "powers" and not of the "effects."(5) This interpretation is rendered more
      clear by, and at the same time confirms, the preceding phrase, "were
      wrought in you "[———]. 'Powers' [———],
      as in Gal. iii. 5, are worked "within you," and the rendering of that
      passage being so settled, it becomes authoritative for this. If, however,
      direct confirmation of Paul's meaning be required we have it in Rom. vii.
      8, where we find the same verb used with [———] in this
      sense: "But sin.... wrought in me [———] all manner of
      coveting," &c.; and with this may also be compared 2 Cor. vii. 11....
      "what earnestness it wrought in you" [———](6)
    






      [———]. It was thus Paul's habit to speak of spiritual
      effects wrought "within," and as he referred to the "powers" [———]
      worked "within" the souls of the Galatians, so he speaks of them here as
      "wrought in" the Corinthians. It will become clear as we proceed that the
      addition to [———] of "signs and wonders" does not in the
      least affect this interpretation. In 1 Cor. xiv. 22, the Apostle speaks of
      the gift of "tongues" as "a sign" [———].
    


      Upon the supposition that Paul was affirming the actual performance of
      miracles by himself, how extraordinary becomes the statement that they
      "were wrought in all patience," for it is manifest that "in all patience"
      [———] does not form part of the signs, as some have
      argued, but must be joined to the verb [———].(1) It may
      be instructive to quote a few words of Olshausen upon the point:—"The
      [———] is not altogether easy. It certainly cannot be
      doubtful that it is to be joined to [———] and not to
      what follows; but for what reason does Paul here make it directly
      prominent that he wrought his signs in all patience? It seems to me
      probable that in this there may be a reproof to the Corinthians, who, in
      spite of such signs, still showed themselves wavering regarding the
      authority of the Apostle. In such a position, Paul would say, he had,
      patiently waiting, allowed his light to shine amongst them, certain of
      ultimate triumph."(3) This will hardly be accepted by any one as a
      satisfactory solution of the difficulty, which is a real one if it be
      assumed that Paul, claiming to have performed
    






      miracles, wrought them "in all patience." Besides the matter is
      complicated, and the claim to have himself performed a miracle still more
      completely vanishes, when we consider the fact that the passive
      construction of the sentence does not actually represent Paul as the
      active agent by whom the signs were wrought. "Truly the signs of the
      apostle were wrought," but how wrought? Clearly he means by the Spirit, as
      he distinctly states to the Gala- tians. To them "Jesus Christ (the
      Messiah) was fully set forth crucified," and he asks them: Was it from
      works of the Law or from hearing in faith the Gospel thus preached to them
      that they "received the Spirit"? and that he who supplies the Spirit "and
      worketh powers" in them does so? From faith, of course.(1) The meaning of
      Paul, therefore, was this: His Gospel was preached among them "in all
      patience," which being received by the hearing of faith, the Spirit was
      given to them, and the signs of the apostle were thus wrought among them.
      The representation is made throughout the Acts that the apostles lay their
      hands on those who believe, and they receive the Holy Spirit and speak
      with tongues. If any special "sign of the apostle" can be indicated at
      all, it is this; and in illustration we may point to one statement made in
      the Acts. Philip, the evangelist, who was not an apostle, is represented
      as going into Samaria and preaching the Messiah to the Samaritans, who
      give heed to the things spoken by him, and multitudes are baptized (viii.
      5, 6, 12), but there was not the outpouring of the Holy Spirit which
      usually accompanied the apostolic baptism. "And the Apostles in Jerusalem,
      having heard that Samaria had received the word of God, sent unto them
      Peter and John; who
    






      when they came down prayed for them that they might receive the Holy
      Spirit—for as yet he had fallen upon none of them, but they had only
      been baptized into the name of the Lord Jesus. Then laid they (the
      Apostles) their hands on them and they received the Holy Spirit."(1) We
      may further refer to the episode at Ephesus (Acts xix. Iff.) where Paul
      finds certain disciples who, having only been baptized into John's
      baptism, had not received the Holy Spirit, nor even heard whether there
      was a Holy Spirit, (xix. 6.) "And Paul having laid his hands upon them,
      the Holy Spirit came on them, and they were speaking with tongues and
      prophesying."
    


      When we examine Paul's Epistles to the Corinthians we find ample assurance
      that the interpretation here given of this passage is correct, and that he
      does not refer, as apologists have maintained, to miracles wrought by
      himself, but to the Charismata, which were supposed to have been bestowed
      upon the Corinthians who believed, and which thus were the signs of his
      apostleship. The very next verse to that which is before us shows this:
      "Truly the signs of the Apostle were wrought in you in all patience....
      13. For [———] what is there wherein ye were inferior to
      the other Churches, except it be that I myself was not burdensome to you?"
      The mere performance of signs and wonders did not constitute their
      equality; but in the possession of the Charismata,—regarding which
      so much is said in the first epistle, and which were the result of his
      preaching,—they were not inferior to the other Churches, and only
      inferior, Paul says with his fine irony, in not having, like the other
      Churches with their apostles, been called upon to acquire the merit of
    






      bearing his charges. What could be more distinct than the Apostle's
      opening address in the first Epistle: "I thank my God always, on your
      behalf, for the grace of God which was given you in Christ Jesus; that in
      everything ye were enriched by him (at the time of their conversion(1), in
      all utterance and in all knowledge: even as the testimony of Christ was
      confirmed in you: so that ye come behind in no gift [———],"
      &c. For this reason they were not inferior to the other Churches, and
      those were the signs of the Apostle which were wrought in them. Paul very
      distinctly declares the nature of his ministry amongst the Corinthians and
      the absence of other "signs": 1 Cor. i. 22 f. "Since both Jews demand
      signs [———] and Greeks seek after wisdom, but we [———]
      preach Christ crucified, unto Jews a stumbling-block and unto Gentiles
      foolishness, but unto those who are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ
      the power [———] of God and the wisdom of God." The
      contrast is here clearly drawn between the requirement of Jews (signs) and
      of Greeks (wisdom) and Paul's actual ministry: no signs, but a scandal [———]
      to the Jew, and no wisdom, but foolishness to the Greek, but this word of
      the cross [———] "to us who are being saved is the power
      [———] of God" (i. 18).(2) The Apostle tells us what he
      considers the "sign of the Apostle," when, more directly defending himself
      against the opponents who evidently denied his apostolic claims, he says
      vehemently: 1 Cor. ix. 1 flf. "Am I not free? Am I not an Apostle? have I
      not seen Jesus our Lord? are not ye my work in the Lord? If I be
      not an Apostle unto others, yet doubtless I am to you: for the seal







      [———] of my Apostleship are ye in the Lord."(1)
      It cannot, we think, be doubted, when the passage 2 Cor. xii. 12 is
      attentively considered, that Paul does not refer to external miracles
      performed by him, but to the Charismata which he supposed to be conferred
      upon the Corinthian Christians on their acceptance of the Gospel which the
      Apostle preached. These Charismata, however, are advanced as miraculous,
      and the passages 1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29 are quoted in support of the
      statement we are discussing, and these now demand our attention.
    


      It may be well at once to give the verses which are referred to, and in
      which it is said that Paul "goes somewhat elaborately into the exact place
      in the Christian economy that is to be assigned to the working of miracles
      and gifts of healing" (1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29). It is necessary for the
      full comprehension of the case that we should quote the context: xii. 4.
      "Now there are diversities of gifts [———], but the same
      Spirit; 5. and there are diversities of ministries [———],
      and the same Lord; 6. and there are diversities of workings [———],
      but it is the same God who worketh the all in all [———]:
      7. But to each is given the manifestation of the Spirit [———]
      for profit; 8. For to one is given by the Spirit a word of wisdom [———];
      to another a word of knowledge [———] according to the
      same Spirit; 9. to another faith [———] in the same
      Spirit, to another gifts of healings [———] in the one
      Spirit; 10. to another (inward) workings of powers [———]
    






      [———]; to another prophecy [———]; to
      another discerning of spirits [———]; to another kinds of
      tongues [———]; to another interpretation of tongues [———];
      11. but all these worketh [———] the one and the same
      Spirit, dividing to each severally as he wills." After illustrating this
      by showing the mutual dependence of the different members and senses of
      the body, the Apostle proceeds: v. 28. "And God set some in the Church,
      first apostles, secondly prophets, thirdly teachers, after that powers [———],
      after that gifts of healings [———], helpings [———],
      governings [———], kinds of tongues [———].
      29. Are all apostles? are all prophets? are all teachers? are all powers [———]?
      30. have all gifts of healings [———]? do all speak with
      tongues [———]? do all interpret [———]?"
    


      Before we commence an examination of this interesting and important
      passage, it is essential that we should endeavour to disabuse our minds of
      preconceived ideas. Commentators are too prone to apply to the Apostle's
      remarks a system of interpretation based upon statements made by later and
      less informed writers, and warped by belief in the reality of a miraculous
      element pervading all apostolic times, which have been derived mainly from
      post-apostolic narratives. What do we really know of the phenomena
      supposed to have characterized the Apostolic age, and which were later,
      and are now, described as miraculous? With the exception of what we glean
      from the writings of Paul, we know absolutely nothing from any
      contemporary writer and eye-witness. In the Gospels and in the Acts of the
      Apostles, we have detailed accounts of many miracles said
    






      to have been performed by the Apostles and others; but these narratives
      were all written at a much later period, and by persons who are unknown,
      and most of whom are not even affirmed to have been eye-witnesses.(1) In
      the Acts of the Apostles, we have an account of some of the very
      Charismata referred to by Paul in the passage above quoted, and we shall
      thus have the advantage of presently comparing the two accounts. We must,
      however, altogether resist any attempt to insert between the lines of the
      apostle's writing ideas and explanations derived from the Author of the
      Acts and from patristic literature, and endeavour to understand what it is
      he himself says and intends to say. It must not be supposed that we in the
      slightest degree question the fact that the Apostle Paul believed in the
      reality of supernatural intervention in mundane affairs, or that he
      asserted the actual occurrence of certain miracles. Our desire is as far
      as possible to ascertain what Paul himself has to say upon specific
      phenomena, now generally explained as miraculous, and thus, descending
      from vague generalities to more distinct statements, to ascertain the
      value of his opinion regarding the character of such phenomena. It cannot
      fail to be instructive to determine something of the nature of Charismata
      from an eye-witness who believed them to have been supernatural. His
      account, as we have seen, is the most precious evidence of the Church to
      the reality of the miraculous.
    


      The first point which must be observed in connection with the Charismata
      referred to by Paul in the passage before us is that, whilst there are
      diversities amongst them, all the phenomena described are ascribed to
    


     1 It is suggestive that the curious passage Mk. xvi. 17—18
     is not even by the author of the second Gospel, but a later
     addition.







      "one and the same Spirit dividing to each severally as he wills;" and,
      consequently, that, although there may be differences in their form and
      value, a supernatural origin is equally assigned to all the "gifts"
      enumerated. What then are these Charismata? "A word of wisdom," "a word of
      knowledge," and "faith" are the first three mentioned. What the precise
      difference was, in Paul's meaning, between the utterance of wisdom [———]
      and of knowledge [———] it is impossible now with
      certainty to say, nor is it very essential for us to inquire. The two
      words are combined in Rom. xi. 33: "O the depths of the riches and wisdom
      [———] and knowledge [———] of God!" and
      in this very epistle some varying use is made of both words. Paul tells
      the Corinthians (1, i. 17) that Christ did not send him "in wisdom of word
      "[———] or utterance: and (ii. 1) "not with excellency of
      word or wisdom" [———], cf. ii. 4); and further on he
      says (i. 30) that Christ Jesus "was made unto us wisdom [———]
      from God." The most suggestive expressions,(1) however, are the following,
      we think: 1 Cor. ii. 6. "But we speak wisdom [———] among
      the perfect, yet not the wisdom [———] of this age, nor
      of the rulers of this age, that come to nought, 7. but we speak God's
      wisdom [———] in mystery, the hidden wisdom, which God
      ordained before the ages unto our glory, 8. which none of the rulers of
      this age has known, for had they known it, they would not have crucified
      the Lord of Glory. 9. But as it is written, 'What eye saw not/ &c.
      &c. 10. But unto us God revealed them through the Spirit....... 11....
    






      even so also the things of God knoweth no one but the Spirit of God. 12.
      But we received, not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit which is from
      God, that we might know the things that are freely given us by God; 13.
      which things also we speak, not in words taught by human wisdom, but in
      words taught by the Spirit, interpreting spiritual things to the
      spiritual"(1) [———]. It is quite clear from all the
      antecedent context that Paul's preaching was specially the Messiah
      crucified, "Christ the power of God and the wisdom [———]
      of God," and we may conclude reasonably that the [———]
      of our passage was simply the eloquent utterance of this doctrine. In like
      manner, we may get some insight into the meaning which Paul attached to
      the word "knowledge" [———]. It will be remembered that
      at the very opening of the first Epistle to the Corinthians Paul expresses
      his thankfulness that in everything they were enriched in Christ Jesus: i.
      5. "in all utterance [———] and in all knowledge [———],
      6. even as the testimony of the Christ was confirmed in you;" that is to
      say, according to commentators, by these very Charismata. Later, speaking
      of "tongues," he says (1 Cor. xiv. 6): "... What shall I profit you,
      except I shall speak to you either in revelation or in knowledge [———],
      or in prophecy, or in teaching?" We obtain a clearer insight into his
      meaning in the second Epistle, in the passage 2 Cor. ii. 14-16, and still
      more in iv. 3-6 and x. 5, where he describes metaphorically his weapons as
      not carnal, but strong through God, "casting down reasonings and every
      high thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God, and bringing
      into
    






captivity every thought to the obedience of the Christ;" and if we
      ventured to offer an opinion, it would be that Paul means by [———]
      simply Christian theology. We merely offer this as a passing suggestion.
      Little need be said with regard to the gift of "faith" (marts), which is
      perfectly intelligible.
    


      Apologists argue that by these three gifts" some supernatural form of
      wisdom, knowledge, and faith is expressed, and we shall have something
      more to say on the point presently; but here we merely point out that
      there is no ground whatever for such an assertion except the fact that the
      Apostle ascribes to them a supernatural origin, or, in fact, believes in
      the inspiration of such qualities. All that can be maintained is that Paul
      accounts for the possession of characteristics which we now know to be
      natural, by asserting that they are the direct gift of the Holy Spirit.
      There is not the faintest evidence to show that these natural capabilities
      did not antecedently exist in the Corinthians, and were not merely
      stimulated into action in Christian channels by the religious enthusiasm
      and zeal accompanying their conversion; but, on the contrary, every reason
      to believe this to be the case, as we shall further see.(1) In fact,
      according to the Apostolic Church, every quality was a supernatural gift,
      and all ability or excellence in practical life directly emanated from the
      action of the Holy Spirit. We may now proceed to "gifts of healings" [———](2)
      which it will be noted are doubly in the plural,
    






      indicating, as is supposed, a variety of special gifts, each having
      reference probably to special diseases. What is there to show that there
      was anything more miraculous in "gifts of healings" than in the possession
      of an utterance of wisdom, an utterance of knowledge, or faith? Nothing
      whatever. On the contrary, everything, from the unvarying experience of
      the world, to the inferences which we shall be able to draw from the whole
      of this information regarding the Charismata, shows that there was no
      miraculous power of healing either possessed or exercised. Reference is
      frequently made to the passage in the so-called Epistle of James as an
      illustration of this, v. 14: "Is any sick among you? let him call for the
      elders of the church, and let them pray over him, having anointed him with
      oil in the name of the Lord: 15. And the prayer of faith shall save the
      afflicted, and the Lord shall raise him up; and if he have committed sins,
      it shall be forgiven him." The context, however, not only shows that in
      this there is no allusion to any gift of healing or miraculous power, but
      seems to ignore the existence of any such gift. The epistle continues: v.
      16. "Confess therefore your sins one to another, and pray for one another
      that ye may be healed. The supplication of a righteous man availeth much
      when it is working." And then the successful instance of the prayer of
      Elijah that it might not rain and again that it might rain is given. The
      passage is merely an assertion of the efficacy of prayer, and if, as is
      not unfrequently done, it be argued that the gifts of healings were
      probably applied by means of earnest prayer for the sick, it may be said
      that this is the only "gift" which is supposed to have descended to our
      times. It does not require much argument, however, to show that the
      reality of a miraculous gift cannot be demonstrated
    






      by appealing to the objective efficacy of prayer. We may, in passing,
      refer apologists who hold the authenticity of the Epistles to the
      Philippians and to Timothy to indications which do not quite confirm the
      supposition that a power of miraculous healing actually existed in the
      apostolic Church. In the Epistle to the Philippians, ii. 25 ff., Paul is
      represented as sending Epaphroditus to them (v. 26) "Since he was longing
      after you all and was distressed because ye heard that he was sick. 27.
      For, indeed, he was sick nigh unto death; but God had mercy on him; and
      not on him only, but on me also, that I might not have sorrow upon sorrow.
      I sent him, therefore, the more anxiously, that, when ye see him, ye may
      rejoice again, and that I may be the less sorrowful." The anxiety felt by
      the Philippians, and the whole language of the writer, in this passage,
      are rather inconsistent with the knowledge that miraculous power of
      healing was possessed by the Church, and of course by Paul, which would
      naturally have been exerted for one in whom so many were keenly
      interested. Then, in 2 Tim. iv. 20, the writer says: "Trophimus I left at
      Miletus sick." If miraculous powers of healing existed, why were they not
      exerted in this case? If they were exerted and failed for special reasons,
      why are these not mentioned? It is unfortunate that there is so little
      evidence of the application of these gifts. On the other hand, we may
      suggest that medical art scarcely existed at that period in such
      communities, and that the remedies practised admirably lent themselves to
      the theory of "gifts" of healings, rather than to any recognition of the
      fact that the accurate diagnosis of disease and successful treatment of it
      can only be the result of special study and experience. The next gift
      mentioned is (v. 10) "workings of powers"
    






      [———] very unwarrantably rendered in our "authorized"
      version "the working of miracles." We have already said enough regarding
      Paul's use of [———]. The phrase before us would be even
      better rendered in-or inward-workings of powers(1) and the use made of [———]
      by Paul throughout his epistles would confirm this. It may be pointed out
      that as the gifts just referred to are for "healings" it is difficult to
      imagine any class of "miracles" which could well be classed under a
      separate head as the special "working of miracles" contemplated by
      apologists. Infinitely the greater number of miracles related in the
      Gospels and Acts are "healings" of disease. Is it possible to suppose that
      Paul really indicated by this expression a distinct order of "miracles"
      properly so called? Certainly not Neither the words themselves used by
      Paul, properly understood, nor the context permit us to suppose that he
      referred to the working of miracles at all. We have no intention of
      conjecturing what these "powers" were supposed to be; it is sufficient
      that we show they cannot rightly be exaggerated into an assertion of the
      power of working miracles. It is much more probable that, in the
      expression, no external working by the gifted person is implied at all,
      and that the gift referred to "in-workings of powers" within his own mind,
      producing the ecstatic state, with its usual manifestations, or those
      visions and supposed revelations to which Paul himself was subject.
      Demonaics, or persons supposed to be possessed of evil spirits, were
      called [———] and it is easy to conceive how anyone under
      strong religious
    






      impressions, at that epoch of most intense religious emotion, might, when
      convulsed by nervous or mental excitement, be supposed the subject of
      inward workings of powers supernaturally imparted. Every period of
      religious zeal has been marked by such phenomena.(1) These conclusions are
      further corroborated by the next gifts enumerated. The first of these is
      "prophecy" [———], by which is not intended the mere
      foretelling of events, but speaking "unto men edification and exhortation
      and comfort," as the Apostle himself says (xiv. 3); and an illustration of
      this may be pointed out in Acts iv. 36 where the name Barnabas = "Son of
      prophecy," being interpreted is said to be "Son of Exhortation" [———].
    


      To this follows the "discerning (or judging) of spirits" [———],
      a gift which, if we are to judge by Paul's expressions elsewhere, was
      simply the exercise of natural intelligence and discernment. In an earlier
      part of the first Epistle, rebuking the Corinthians for carrying their
      disputes before legal tribunals, he says, vi. 5: "Is it so that there is
      not even one wise man among you who shall be able to discern [———]
      between his brethren?" Again, in xi. 31, "But if we discerned [———]
      we should not be judged [———]" (cf vv. 28, 29), and in
      xiv. 29, "Let Prophets speak two or three, and let the others discern" [———].
    


      We reserve the "kinds of tongues" and "interpretation of tongues" for
      separate treatment, and proceed to vv. 28ff. in which, after illustrating
      his meaning by the analogy of the body, the Apostle resumes his
    






      observations upon the Charismata, and it is instructive to consider the
      rank he ascribes to the various gifts. He classes them: "First, apostles,
      secondly prophets, thirdly teachers, after that powers, after that gifts
      of healings, helpings, governings, kinds of tongues." These so-called
      miraculous gifts are here placed in a lower class than those of
      exhortation and teaching, which is suggestive; for it is difficult to
      suppose that even a man like Paul could have regarded the possession of
      such palpable and stupendous power as the instantaneous and miraculous
      healing of disease, or the performance of other miracles, below the gift
      of teaching or exhortation. It is perfectly intelligible that the practice
      of medicine as it was then understood, and the skill which might have been
      attained in particular branches of disease by individuals, not to speak of
      those who may have been supposed to be performing miracles when they dealt
      with cases of hysteria or mental excitement, might appear to the apostle
      much inferior to a gift for imparting spiritual instruction and
      admonition; but the actual possession of supernatural power, the actual
      exercise of what was believed to be the personal attribute of God, must
      have been considered a distinction more awful and elevated than any gift
      of teaching. It will be noticed also that other Charismata are here
      introduced, whilst "discerning of spirits" is omitted. The new gifts,
      "helpings" and "governings," have as little a miraculous character about
      them as any that have preceded them. Is it not obvious that all special
      ability, all official capacity, is simply represented as a divine gift,
      and regarded as a "manifestation of the Spirit?"
    


      It is important in the highest degree to remember that the supposed
      miraculous Charismata are not merely conferred upon a few persons, but are
      bestowed upon all
    






      the members of the Apostolic Church.(1) "The extraordinary Charismata
      which the Apostles conferred through their imposition of hands," writes
      Dr. von Dollinger, "were so diffused and distributed, that nearly every
      one, or at any rate many, temporarily at least, had a share in one gift or
      another. This was a solitary case in history, which has never since
      repeated itself, and which, in default of experience, we can only
      approximately picture to ourselves. One might say: the metal of the Church
      was still glowing, molten, formless, and presented altogether another
      aspect than, since then, in the condition of the cold and hardened
      casting."(2) The apologetic representation of the case is certainly unique
      in history and, therefore, in its departure from all experience might, one
      might have thought, have excited suspicion. Difficult as it is to picture
      such a state, it is worth while to endeavour to do so to a small extent.
      Let us imagine communities of Christians, often of considerable
      importance, in all the larger cities as well as in smaller towns, all or
      most of the members of which were endowed with supernatural
    






      gifts, and, amongst others, with power to heal diseases and to perform
      miracles; all the intellectual and religious qualities requisite for the
      guidance, edification, and government of the communities supplied
      abundantly and specially by the Holy Spirit; the ordinary dependence of
      society on the natural capacity and power of its leaders dispensed with,
      and every possible branch of moral culture and physical comfort provided
      with inspired and miraculously-gifted ministries; the utterance of wisdom
      and knowledge, exhortation and teaching, workings of healings, discernment
      of spirits, helpings, governings, kinds of tongues supernaturally diffused
      throughout the community by God himself. As a general rule, communities
      have to do as well as they can without such help, and eloquent instructors
      and able administrators do not generally fail them. The question,
      therefore, intrudes itself: Why were ordinary and natural means so
      completely set aside, and the qualifications which are generally found
      adequate for the conduct and regulation of life supplanted by divine
      Charismata? At least, we may suppose that communities endowed with such
      supernatural advantages, and guided by the direct inspiration of the Holy
      Spirit, must have been distinguished in every way from the rest of
      humanity, and must have presented a spectacle of the noblest life, free
      from the weakness and inconsistency of the world, and betraying none of
      the moral and intellectual frailties of ordinary society. At the very
      least, and without exaggeration, communities in every member of which
      there existed some supernatural manifestation of the Holy Spirit might be
      expected to show very marked superiority and nobility of character. When
      we examine the Epistles of Paul and other ancient documents, we find
      anything but supernatural
    






      qualities in the Churches supposed to be endowed with such miraculous
      gifts. On the contrary, it is scarcely possible to exaggerate the
      intensely human character of the conduct of such communities, their
      fickleness, the weakness of their fidelity to the Gospel of Paul, their
      wavering faith, and the ease and rapidity with which they are led astray,
      their petty strifes and discords; their party spirit, their almost
      indecent abuse of some of their supposed gifts, such as "tongues," for
      which Paul rebukes them so severely. The very Epistles, in fact, in which
      we read of the supernatural endowments and organization of the Church are
      full of evidence that there was nothing supernatural in them. The primary
      cause, apparently, for which the first letter was written to the
      Corinthians was the occurrence of divisions and contentions amongst them
      (i. 10 ff.), parties of Paul, of Apollos, of Cephas, of Christ, which make
      the Apostle give thanks (i. 14) that he had baptized but few of them, that
      no one might say that they were baptized into his name. Paul had not been
      able to speak to them as spiritual but as carnal, mere babes in Christ
      (iii. 1 f.); he fed them with milk, not meat, for they were not yet able,
      "nor even now are ye able," he says, "for ye are yet carnal. For whereas
      there is among you envying and strife; are ye not carnal?" He continues in
      the same strain throughout the letter, admonishing them in no flattering
      terms. Speaking of his sending Timothy to them, he says (iv. 18 f.): "But
      some of you were puffed up, as though I were not coming to you; but I will
      come to you shortly, if it be the Lord's will, and will know, not the
      speech of them who are puffed up, but the power." There is serious sin
      amongst them, which they show no readiness to purge
    






      away. Moreover these Corinthians have lawsuits with each other (vi. 1
      ff.), and, instead of taking advantage of those supernatural Charismata,
      they actually take their causes for decision before the uninspired
      tribunals of the heathen rather than submit them to the judgment of the
      saints. Their own members, who have gifts of wisdom and of knowledge,
      discerning of spirits and governings, have apparently so little light to
      throw upon the regulation of social life, that the Apostle has to enter
      into minute details for their admonition and guidance. He has even to lay
      down rules regarding the head-dresses of women in the Churches (xi. 3
      ff.). Even in their very Church assemblies there are divisions of a
      serious character amongst them (xi. 18 ff.). They misconduct themselves in
      the celebration of the Lord's supper, for they make it, as it were, their
      own supper, "and one is hungry and another is drunken." "What!" he
      indignantly exclaims, "have ye not houses to eat and to drink in? or
      despise ye the Church of God?" To the Galatians Paul writes, marvelling
      that they are so soon removing from him that called them in the grace of
      Christ unto a different Gospel (i. 6). "O foolish Galatians," he says
      (iii. 1), "who bewitched you?" In that community also, opposition to Paul
      and denial of his authority had become powerful.
    


      If we turn to other ancient documents, the Epistles to the seven Churches
      do not present us with a picture of supernatural perfection in those
      communities, though doubtless, like the rest, they had received these
      gifts. The other Epistles of the New Testament depict a state of things
      which by no means denotes any extraordinary or abnormal condition of the
      members. We may quote a short passage to show that we do not strain
    






      this representation unduly. "But certainly," says Dr. von Dollinger, "in
      spite of a rich outpouring of spiritual gifts vouchsafed to it, a
      community could fall into wanton error. Paul had in Corinth,
      contemporaneously with his description of the charismatic state of the
      church there, to denounce sad abuses. In the Galatian community, Judaistic
      seduction, and the darkening of Christian doctrine through the delusion as
      to the necessity of the observance of the law, had so much increased that
      the Apostle called them fools and senseless, but at the same time he
      appealed to the proof which was presented by the spiritual gifts and
      miraculous powers, in which they had participated not through the
      observance of the law, but through faith in Christ (Gal. iii. 2, 5). Now
      at that time the Charismata of teaching and knowledge must already have
      been weakened or extinguished in these communities, otherwise so strong an
      aberration would not be explicable. Nowhere, however, in this Epistle is
      there any trace of an established ministry; on the contrary, at the close,
      the 'spiritual' among them are instructed to administer the office of
      commination.
    


      But, generally, from that time forward, the charismatic state in the
      Church more and more disappeared, though single Charismata, and
      individuals endowed with the same, remained. In the first Epistle to the
      believers in Thessalonica, Paul had made it specially prominent that his
      Gospel had worked there, not as mere word, but with demonstration of the
      power of the Holy Spirit (i. 5). In the Epistles to the Philippians and
      Colossians, there is no longer the slightest intimation of, or reference
      to, the Charismata, although in both communities the occasion for such an
      allusion was very appropriate—in Philippi through the Jewish
      opponents,
    






      and in Colossæ on account of the heretical dangers and the threatening
      Gnostic asceticism. On the other hand, in the Epistle to the Philippians,
      bishops and deacons are already mentioned as ministers of the community.
      Then, in the Pastoral Epistles, not only is there no mention of the
      Charismata, but a state of the community is set forth which is wholly
      different from the charismatic. The communities in Asia Minor, the
      Ephesian first of all, are partly threatened, partly unsettled by Gnostic
      heresies, strifes of words, foolish controversies, empty babbling about
      matters of faith, of doctrines of demons, of an advancing godlessness
      corroding like a gangrene (1 Tim. iv. 1-3, vi. 3 ff. 20, 2 Tim. ii. 14
      ff.). All the counsels which are here given to Timothy, the conduct in
      regard to these evils which is recommended to him, all is of a nature as
      though Charismata no longer existed to any extent, as though, in lieu of
      the first spiritual soaring and of the fulness of extraordinary powers
      manifesting itself in the community, the bare prose of the life of the
      Church had already set in."(1) Regarding this it is not necessary for us
      to say more than that the representation which is everywhere made, in the
      Acts and elsewhere, and which seems to be confirmed by Paul, is that all
      the members of these Christian communities received the Holy Spirit, and
      the divine Charismata, but that nowhere have we evidence of any
      supernatural results produced by them. If, however, the view above
      expressed be accepted, the difficulty is increased; for, except in the
      allusions of the Apostle to Charismata, it is impossible to discover any
      difference between communities which had received miraculous spiritual
      "gifts" and those which had not done so. On the contrary, it
    






      might possibly be shown that a church which had not been so endowed,
      perhaps on the whole exhibited higher spiritual qualities than another
      which was supposed to possess the Charismata. In none are we able to
      perceive any supernatural characteristics, or more than the very ordinary
      marks of a new religious life. It seems scarcely necessary to depart from
      the natural order of nature, and introduce the supernatural working of a
      Holy Spirit to produce such common-place results. We venture to say that
      there is nothing whatever to justify the assertion of supernatural agency
      here, and that the special divine Charismata existed only in the pious
      imagination of the Apostle, who referred every good quality in man to
      divine grace.
    


      We have reserved the gift of "Tongues" for special discussion, because
      Paul enters into it with a fulness with which he does not treat any of the
      other Charismata, and a valuable opportunity is thus afforded us of
      ascertaining something definite with regard to the nature of the gift; and
      also because we have a narrative in the Acts of the Apostles of the first
      descent of the Holy Spirit, manifesting itself in "Tongues," with which it
      may be instructive to compare the Apostle's remarks. We may mention that,
      in the opinion of many, the cause which induced the Apostle to say so much
      regarding Charismata in his first letter to the Corinthians was the
      circumstance, that many maintained the gift of tongues to be the only form
      of "the manifestation of the Spirit." This view is certainly favoured by
      the narrative in the Acts, in which not only at the first famous day of
      Pentecost, but on almost every occasion of the imposition of the Apostle's
      hands, this is the only gift mentioned as accompanying the reception of
      the Holy
    






      Spirit. In any case, it is apparent from the whole of the Apostle's homily
      on the subject, that the gift of tongues was especially valued in the
      Church of Corinth.(1) It is difficult to conceive, on the supposition that
      amongst the Charismata there were comprised miraculous gifts of healings,
      and further power of working miracles, that these could have been held so
      cheap in comparison with the gift of Tongues; but in any case, a better
      comprehension of what this "gift" really was cannot fail to assist us in
      understanding the true nature of the whole of the Charismata. It is
      evident that the Apostle Paul himself does not rank the gift of tongues
      very highly, and indeed, that he seems to value prophecy more than all the
      other Charismata (xiv. 1 ff.); but the simple yet truly noble eloquence
      with which (xiii. 1 ff.) he elevates above all these gifts the possession
      of spiritual love is a subtle indication of their real character. Probably
      Paul would have termed christian Charity a gift of the Spirit as much as
    






      he does "gifts of healings" or "workings of powers;" but, however rare may
      be the virtue, it is not now recognized as miraculous, although it is here
      shown to be more desirable and precious than all the miraculous gifts.
      Even Apostolic conceptions of the Supernatural cannot soar above the range
      of natural morality.
    


      The real nature of the "gift of Tongues" has given rise to an almost
      interminable controversy, and innumerable treatises have been written upon
      the subject. It would have been impossible for us to have exhaustively
      entered upon such a discussion in this work, for which it only possesses
      an incidental and passing interest; but fortunately such a course is
      rendered unnecessary by the fact that, so far as we are concerned, the
      miraculous nature of the "gift" alone comes into question, and may be
      disposed of without any elaborate analysis of past controversy or minute
      reference to disputed points. Those who desire to follow the course of the
      voluminous discussion will find ample materials in the treatises which we
      shall at least indicate in the course of our remarks, and we shall adhere
      as closely as possible to our own point of view.
    


      In 1 Cor. xii. 10, the Apostle mentions, amongst the other Charismata,
      "kinds of tongues" [———] and "interpretation of tongues"
      [———], as two distinct gifts. In v. 28 he again uses the
      expression [———], and in a following verse he inquires:
      "do all speak with tongues" [———](1) "do all interpret"
      [———]? He says shortly after, xiii. 1: "If I speak with
      the tongues of men and of angels [———] and have not
      love," &c. In the following chapter the expressions used in discussing
      the gift vary.
    






      In xiv. 2 he says: "he that speaketh with a tongue"(1) [———](2)
      using the singular; and again (v. 22), of "the tongues" [———],
      being a sign; and in v. 26, each "hath a tongue" [———].
      The word [———] or [———] has several
      significations in Greek. The first and primary meaning "the tongue": as a
      mere member of the body, the organ of speech; next, a tongue, or language;
      and further, an obsolete or foreign word not in ordinary use. If we
      inquire into the use of [———] in the New Testament, we
      find that, setting aside the passages in Acts, Mark, and 1 Cor. xii.-xiv.,
      in which the phenomenon we are discussing is referred to, the word is
      invariably used in the first sense, "the tongue,"(3) except in the
      Apocalypse, where the word as "language" typifies different nations.(4)
      Any one who attentively considers all the passages in which the Charisma
      is discussed will observe that no uniform application of any one
      signification throughout is possible. We may briefly say that all the
      attempts which have been made philologically to determine the true nature
      of the phenomenon which the Apostle discusses have failed to produce any
      really satisfactory result, or to secure the general adhesion of critics.
      It is we think obvious that Paul does not apply the word, either in the
      plural or in the singular, in its ordinary senses, but makes use of [———]
      to describe phenomena connected with speech, without intending strictly to
      apply it either to the tongue or to a definite language. We
    






      merely refer to this in passing, for it is certain that no philological
      discussion of the word can materially affect the case; and the argument is
      of no interest for our inquiry. Each meaning has been adopted by critics
      and been made the basis for a different explanation of the phenomenon.
      Philology is incapable of finally solving such a problem.
    


      From the time of Irenæus,(1) or at least of Origen, the favourite theory
      of the Fathers, based chiefly upon the narrative in Acts of the descent of
      the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost, was that the disciples suddenly
      became super-naturally endowed with power to speak other languages which
      they had not previously learned, and that this gift was more especially
      conferred to facilitate the promulgation of the Gospel throughout the
      world. Augustine went so far as to believe that each of the Apostles was
      thus enabled to speak all languages.(2) The opinion that the "gift of
      tongues" consisted of the power, miraculously conferred by the Holy Ghost,
      to speak in a language or languages previously unknown to the speaker long
      continued to prevail, and it is still the popular, as well as the
      orthodox, view of the subject.(3) As soon as
    






      the attention of critics was seriously directed to the question, however,
      this interpretation became rapidly modified, or was altogether abandoned.
      It is unnecessary for us to refer in detail to the numerous explanations
      which have been given of the phenomenon, or to enumerate the extraordinary
      views which have been expressed regarding it; it will be sufficient if,
      without reference to minor differences of opinion respecting the exact
      form in which it exhibited itself, we broadly state that a great majority
      of critics, rejecting the theory that [———] means to
      speak languages previously unknown to the speakers, pronounce it to be the
      speech of persons in a state of ecstatic excitement, chiefly of the nature
      of prayer or praise, and unintelligible to ordinary hearers.(1) Whether
    






      this speech consisted of mere inarticulate tones, of excited ejaculations,
      of obsolete or uncommon expressions and provincialisms, of highly poetical
      rhapsodies, of prayer in slow scarcely audible accents, or of chaunted
      mysterious phrases, fragmentary and full of rapturous intensity, as these
      critics variously suppose, we shall not pause to inquire. It is clear
      that, whatever may have been the form of the speech, if instead of being
      speech in unlearnt languages supernaturally communicated, [———]
      was only the expression of religious excitement, however that may be
      supposed to have originated, the pretentions of the gift to a miraculous
      character shrink at once into exceedingly small proportions.
    


      Every unprejudiced mind must admit that the representation that the gift
      of "tongues," of which the Apostle speaks in his Epistle to the
      Corinthians, conferred upon the recipient the power to speak foreign
      languages before unknown to him, may in great part be traced to the
      narrative in Acts of the descent of the Holy Spirit on the day of
      Pentecost. Although a few apologists advance the plea that there may have
      been differences in the manifestation, it is generally recognized on both
      sides that, however differently described by the two writers, the [———]
      of Paul and of the Acts is, in reality, one and the same phenomenon. The
      impression conveyed by the narrative has been applied to the didactic
      remarks of Paul, and a meaning forced upon them which they cannot possibly
      bear. It is not too much to say that, but for the mythical account in the
      Acts, no one would ever have supposed that the [———] of
      Paul was the gift of speaking foreign languages without previous study or
      practice. In the interminable controversy regarding the phenomenon,
      moreover, it seems to us to have been a
    






      fundamental error, on both sides too often, to have considered it
      necessary to the acceptance of any explanation that it should equally suit
      both the remarks of Paul and the account in Acts.(1) The only right course
      is to test the narrative by the distinct and authoritative statements of
      the Apostle; but to adopt the contrary course is much the same procedure
      as altering the natural interpretation of an original historical document
      in order to make it agree with the romance of some unknown writer of a
      later day. The Apostle Paul writes as a contemporary and eye-witness of
      phenomena which affected himself, and regarding which he gives the most
      valuable direct and indirect information. The unknown author of the Acts
      was not an eye-witness of the scene which he describes, and his narrative
      bears upon its very surface the clearest marks of traditional and
      legendary treatment. The ablest apologists freely declare that the
      evidence of Paul is of infinitely greater value than that of the unknown
      and later writer, and must be preferred before it. The majority of those
      who profess to regard the narrative as historical explain away its
      clearest statements with startling ingenuity, or conceal them beneath a
      cloud of words. The references to the phenomenon in later portions of the
      Acts are in themselves quite inconsistent with the earlier narrative in
      ch. ii. The detailed criticism of Paul is the only contemporary, and it is
      certainly the only trustworthy, account we possess regarding the gift of
      "tongues."(2) We must, therefore, dismiss from our minds, if possible, the
      bias which the narrative in the Acts has unfortunately
    






      created, and attend solely to the words of the Apostle. If his report of
      the phenomenon discredit that of the unknown and later writer, so much the
      worse for the latter. In any case it is the testimony of Paul which is
      referred to and which we are called upon to consider, and later writers
      must not be allowed to invest it with impossible meanings. Even if we had
      not such undeniable reasons for preferring the statements of Paul to the
      later and untrustworthy narrative of an unknown writer, the very contents
      of the latter, contrasted with the more sober remarks of the Apostle,
      would consign it to a very subordinate place.
    


      Discussing the miracle of Pentecost in Acts, which he, of course, regards
      as the instantaneous communication of ability to speak in foreign
      languages, Zeller makes the following remarks: "The supposition of such a
      miracle is opposed to a right view of divine agency, and of the relation
      of God to the world, and, in this case in particular, to a right view of
      the constitution of the human mind. The composition and the properties of
      a body may be altered through external influence, but mental acquirements
      are attained only through personal activity, through practice; and it is
      just in this that spirit distinguishes itself from matter: that it is
      free, that there is nothing in it which it has not itself spontaneously
      introduced. The external and instantaneous in-pouring of a mental
      acquirement is a representation which refutes itself." In reply to those
      who object to this reasoning he retorts: "The assertion that such a
      miracle actually occurred contradicts the analogy of all attested
      experience, that it is invented by an individual or by tradition
      corresponds with it; when, therefore, the historical writer has only the
      choice between these two
    






      alternatives, he must according to the laws of historical probability,
      under all the circumstances, unconditionally decide for the second. He
      must do this even if an eyewitness of the pretended miracle stood before
      him; he must all the more do so if he has to do with a statement which,
      beyond doubt not proceeding from an eye-witness, is more possibly
      separated by some generations from the event in question."(1)
    


      These objections are not confined to rationalistic critics and do not
      merely represent the arguments of scepticism. Neander expresses similar
      sentiments,(2) and after careful examination pronounces the narrative in
      Acts untrustworthy, and, adhering to the representations of Paul, rejects
      the theory that [———] was speech in foreign languages
      supernaturally imparted. Meyer, who arrives at much the same result as
      Neander, speaks still more emphatically. He says: "This supposed
      gift of tongues (all languages), however, was in the apostolic age, partly
      unnecessary for the preaching of the Gospel, as the preachers
      thereof only required to be able to speak Hebrew and Greek; partly too
      general, as amongst the assembly there were certainly many who were
      not called to be teachers. And, on the other hand, again, it would also
      have been premature, as, before all, Paul the apostle of the
      Gentiles would have required it, in whom nevertheless there is as little
      trace of any subsequent reception of it as that he preached
      otherwise than in Hebrew and Greek. But now, how is the event to be
      historically judged? Regarding this the following is to be observed:
      As the instantaneous bestowal of facility in a foreign language is neither
      logically possible nor psychologically
    






      and morally conceivable, and as not the slightest intimation of such a
      thing in the Apostles is perceptible in their Epistles and elsewhere (on
      the contrary, comp. xiv. 11); as, further, if it was only momentary, the
      impossibility increases, and as Peter himself in his speech does not once
      make the slightest reference to the foreign languages: therefore,—whether,
      without any intimation in the text, one consider that Pentecost assembly
      as a representation of all future Christianity, or not—the
      occurrence, as Luke relates it, cannot be transmitted in its actual
      historical circumstance."(1)
    


      Let us a little examine the particulars of the narrative in Acts ii. All
      the brethren were assembled in one place, a house [———],
      on the morning of the day of Pentecost. In the preceding chapter (i. 15)
      we learn that the number of disciples was then about 120, and the crowd
      which came together when the miraculous occurrence took place must have
      been great, seeing that it is stated that 3,000 souls were baptized and
      added to the Church upon the occasion (ii. 41). Passing over the statement
      as to the numbers of the disciples, which might well surprise us after the
      information given by the Gospels,2 we may ask in what house in Jerusalem
      could such a multitude have assembled? Apologists have exhausted their
      ingenuity in replying to the question, but whether placing the scene in
      one of the halls or courts of the Temple, or in an imaginary house in one
      of the streets leading to the Temple, the explanation is equally vague and
      unsatisfactory. How did the multitude so rapidly know of what was passing
      in a private house? We shall say nothing at present of the sound of the
    






      "rushing mighty wind" which filled all the house, nor of the descent of
      the "tongues as of fire," nor of the various interpretations of these
      phenomena by apologetic writers. These incidents do not add to the
      historical character of the narrative, nor can it be pronounced either
      clear or consistent. The brethren assembled "were all filled with the Holy
      Spirit and began to speak with other tongues [———], as
      the Spirit gave them utterance."(1) Apologists, in order somewhat to save
      the historical credit of the account and reconcile it with the statements
      of Paul, have variously argued that there is no affirmation made in the
      narrative that speech in foreign languages previously unknown was
      imparted. The members of the fifteen nations who hear the Galilaeans
      speaking "in our own language wherein we were born" [———]
      are disposed of with painful ingenuity; but, passing over all this, it is
      recognized by unprejudiced critics on both sides that at least the author
      of Acts, in writing this account, intended to represent the brethren as
      instantaneously speaking those previously unknown foreign languages. A few
      writers represent the miracle to have been one of hearing rather than of
      speaking, the brethren merely praising God in their own tongue, the
      Aramaic, but the spectators understanding in their various languages.(2)
      This only shifts the difficulty from the speakers to the hearers, and the
      explanation is generally repudiated. It is, however, freely granted by all
      that history does not exhibit a single instance of such a gift of tongues
      having ever been made useful for the purpose of
    






      preaching the gospel.(1) Paul, who claimed the possession of the gift of
      tongues in a superlative degree (1 Cor. xiv. 18), does not appear to have
      spoken more languages than Aramaic and Greek. He writes to the Romans in
      the latter tongue and not in Latin, and to the Galatians in the same
      language instead of their own. Peter, who appears to have addressed the
      assembled nations in Greek on this very occasion, does not in his speech
      either refer to foreign languages or claim the gift himself, for in v. 15
      he speaks only of others: "For these [———] are
      not drunken." Every one remembers the ancient tradition recorded by
      Papias, and generally believed by the Fathers, that Mark accompanied Peter
      as his "interpreter" [———].(2) The first Epistle bearing
      the name of Peter, and addressed to some of the very nations mentioned in
      Acts, to sojourners "in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia,"
      is written in Greek; and so is the "Epistle to the Hebrews" and the other
      works of the New Testament. Few will be inclined to deny that, to take
      only one language for instance, the Greek of the writings of the New
      Testament leaves something to be desired, and that, if the writers
      possessed such a supernatural gift, they evidently did not speak even so
      important and current a language with absolute purity. "Le style des
      ecrivains sacred," writes a modern
    






      apologist, "montre clairement qu'ils ont appris la langue grecque et
      qu'ils ne la possedent pas de droit divin et par inspiration, car ils
      l'ecrivent sans correction, en la surchargeant de locutions
      hebraiques."(1) In fact, as most critics point out, there never was a
      period at which a gift of foreign tongues was less necessary for
      intercourse with the civilized world, Greek being almost everywhere
      current. As regards the fifteen nations who are supposed to have been
      represented on this great occasion, Neander says: "It is certain that
      amongst the inhabitants of towns in Cappadocia, in Pontus, in Asia Minor,
      Phrygia, Pamphylia, Cyrene, and in the parts of Libya and Egypt peopled by
      Greek and Jewish colonies, the Greek language was in great part more
      current than the old national tongue. There remain, out of the whole
      catalogue of languages, at most the Persian, Syriac, Arabic, Greek, and
      Latin. The more rhetorical than historical stamp of the narrative is
      evident."(2)
    


      This rhetorical character, as contradistinguished from sober history, is
      indeed painfully apparent throughout. The presence in Jerusalem of Jews,
      devout men "from every nation under heaven" is dramatically opportune, and
      thus representatives of the fifteen nations are prepared to appear in the
      house and hear their own languages in which they were born spoken in so
      supernatural, though useless, a manner by the brethren. They are all said
      to have been "confounded" at the phenomenon, and the writer adds, ii. 7f:
      "And they were all amazed and marvelled, saying, Behold, are not all these
      which speak Galilaeans? And how hear we every man in our own
    






      language wherein we were born?" &c. Did all the multitude say this? Or
      is not this the writer ascribing, according to his view, probable
      sentiments to them? How again did they know that the hundred and twenty or
      more brethren were Galilaean? Further on, the writer adds more of the same
      kind, v. 12, 13: "And they were all amazed and were in doubt, saying one
      to another: What may this mean? But others mocking said, They are full of
      sweet wine." Is it not a strange manner of accounting for such a
      phenomenon as (v. 11) hearing people speaking in their own tongues the
      great works of God to suppose that they are drunken? People speaking with
      tongues, in Paul's sense (1 Cor. xiv. 23, 24, 33), and creating an
      unintelligible tumult, might well lead strangers to say that they were
      either mad or drunken, but the praise of God in foreign language,
      understood by so many, could not convey such an impression. Peter does
      not, in explanation, simply state that they are speaking foreign languages
      which have just been supernaturally imparted to them, but argues (v. 15)
      that "these are not drunken, as ye suppose, for it is the third hour of
      the day,"—too early to be "full of sweet wine," and proceeds to
      assert that the phenomenon is, on the contrary, a fulfilment of a prophecy
      of Joel in which, although the pouring out of God's Spirit upon all flesh
      is promised "in the last days," and as a result that: "your sons and your
      daughters shall prophesy and your young men shall see visions and your old
      men shall dream dreams," not a single word is said of any gift of
      "tongues," foreign or otherwise. The miraculous phenomenon in question is
      not mentioned in the prophecy of which it is supposed to be the
      accomplishment. It does not much help matters to argue that the miracle,
      although not for future use, was intended as a
    






      sign. We shall see what Paul says regarding [———] as a
      sign, but we may here merely point out that the effect produced in the
      Corinthian Church is rather an impression of madness, whilst here it leads
      to a mocking accusation of drunkenness. The conversion of the 3,000 is by
      no means referred to the speaking with tongues, but simply to the speech
      of Peter (ii. 37£ 41). From every point of view, there is no cohesion
      between the different parts of the narrative; it is devoid of
      verisimilitude. It is not surprising that so many critics of all shades of
      opinion recognize unhistorical elements in the narrative in Acts,(1) not
      to use a stronger term. To allow such an account to influence our
      interpretation of Paul's statements regarding the gift of tongues is quite
      out of the question; and no one who appreciates the nature of the case and
      who carefully examines the narrative of the unknown writer can, we think,
      hesitate to reject his theory of a supernatural bestowal of power to speak
      foreign languages, before unknown.
    


      It is not difficult to trace the origin of the account in Acts and,
      although we cannot here pause to do so with any minuteness, we may at
      least indicate the lines upon which the narrative is based. There is no
      doubt that then, as now, the Jews commemorated at the feast of Pentecost
      the giving of the law on Sinai.(2) It seemed
    






      good to the author of Acts that the prophet like unto Moses,(1) who was to
      abrogate that law and replace it by a dispensation of grace, should
      inaugurate the new law of love and liberty(2) with signs equally
      significant and miraculous. It is related in Exodus xix. 18 that the Lord
      descended upon Sinai "in fire," and that the whole mount quaked greatly.
      The voice of God pronounced the decalogue and, as the Septuagint version
      renders our Ex. xx. 18: "All the people saw the voice, and the lightnings
      and the voice of the trumpet and the mountain smoking."(3) According to
      Rabbinical tradition, however, when God came down to give the law to the
      Israelites, he appeared not to Israel alone, but to all the other nations,
      and the voice in which the law was given went to the ends of the earth and
      was heard of ail peoples.(4) It will be remembered that the number of the
      nations was supposed to be seventy, each speaking a different language,
      and the law was given in the one sacred Hebrew tongue. The Rabbins
      explained, however: "The voice from Sinai was divided into 70 voices and
      70 languages, so that all nations of the earth heard (the law), and each
      heard it actually in its own language."(5) And again: "Although the ten
      commandments were promulgated with one single tone, yet it is said (Exod.
      xx. 15), 'All people heard the voices' (in the plural and not the voice in
      the singular); "the reason is: As the voice went forth it was divided into
      seven voices,
    






      and then into seventy tongues, and every people heard the Law in its own
      mother-tongue."(1) The same explanation is given of Ps. lxviii. 11, and
      the separation of the voice into seven voices and seventy tongues is
      likened to the sparks beaten by a hammer from molten metal on the
      anvil.(2) Philo expresses the same ideas in several places. We can only
      extract one passage in which, speaking of the giving of the law on Sinai,
      and discussing the manner in which God proclaimed the decalogue, he says:
      "For God is not like a man in need of a voice and of a tongue... but it
      seems to me that at that time he performed a most holy and beseeming
      wonder, commanding an invisible voice to be created in air, more wonderful
      than all instruments,.... not lifeless, but neither a form of living
      creature composed of body and soul, but a reasonable soul full of
      clearness and distinctness, which formed and excited the air and
      transformed it into flaming fire, and sounded forth such an articulated
      voice, like breath through a trumpet, that it seemed to be equally heard
      by those who were near and those furthest off."(3) A little further on he
      says: "But from the midst of the fire streaming from heaven, a most awful
      voice sounded forth, the flame being articulated to language familiar to
      the hearers, which made that which was said so vividly clear, as to seem
      rather seeing than
    






      hearing it."(1) It requires no elaborate explanation to show how this grew
      into the miracle at Pentecost at the inauguration of the Christian
      dispensation, when suddenly there came a sound from heaven as of a rushing
      mighty wind which filled all the house where the disciples were, and there
      appeared to them tongues as of fire parting asunder which sat upon each of
      them, and they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and began to speak
      with other tongues, even as the Spirit gave them utterance, so that devout
      men from every nation under heaven heard them speaking, everyone in his
      own language wherein he was born, the great works of God.(2)
    


      When we turn to the other passages in the Acts where the gift of tongues
      is mentioned, we find that the interpretation of foreign languages
      supernaturally imparted is quite out of place. When Peter is sent to
      Cornelius, as he is addressing the centurion and his household, and even
      before they are baptized (x. 44), "the Holy Spirit fell on all them who
      hear the word;" and the sign of it is (v. 46) that they are heard
      "speaking with tongues and magnifying God" [———],
      precisely like the disciples at Pentecost (cf ii. 11, xi. 15f.). Now as
      this gift fell on all who heard the word (x. 44), it could not be a sign
      to unbelievers; and the idea that Cornelius and his house immediately
      began to speak in foreign languages, which, as in the case
    






      of the Corinthians, probably no one understood, instead of simply
      "magnifying God" in their own tongue, which everyone understood, is almost
      ludicrous, if without offence we may venture to say so. The same remarks
      apply to xix. 6. We must again allow an eminent apologist, who will not be
      accused of irreverence, to characterise such a representation. "Now in
      such positions and such company, speech in foreign tongues would be
      something altogether without object and without meaning. Where the
      consciousness of the grace of salvation, and of a heavenly life springing
      from it, is first aroused in man, his own mother tongue verily, not a
      foreign language, will be the natural expression of his feelings. Or we
      must imagine a magical power which, taking possession of men, like
      instruments without volition, forces them to utter strange tones—a
      thing contradicting all analogy in the operations of Christianity."(1) The
      good sense of the critic revolts against the natural submission of the
      apologist.
    


      We have diverged so far in order prominently to bring before the reader
      the nature and source of the hypothesis that the gift of "tongues"
      signifies instantaneous power to speak unlearnt foreign languages. Such an
      interpretation is derived almost entirely from the mythical narrative in
      the Acts of the Apostles. We shall now proceed to consider the statements
      of the Apostle Paul, and endeavour to ascertain what the supposed
      miraculous Charisma really is. That it is something very different from
      what the unknown writer represents it in the episode of Pentecost cannot
      be doubted. "Whoever has, even once, read with attention what Paul writes
      of the speaking with tongues in the Corinthian community," writes
      Thiersch, "knows that the difference between that gift of tongues
    






      and this (of Acts ii.) could scarcely be greater. There, a speech which no
      mortal can understand without interpretation, and also no philologist, but
      the Holy Spirit alone can interpret; here, a speech which requires no
      interpretation. That gift serves only for the edification of the speaker,
      this clearly also for that of the hearer. The one is of no avail for the
      instruction of the ignorant; the other, clearly, is imparted wholly for
      that purpose."(1)
    


      It may be well that we should state a few reasons which show that Paul, in
      his first letter to the Corinthians, does not intend, in speaking of [———],
      to represent speech in foreign languages. In the very outset of his
      dissertation on the subject (xiv. 2), Paul very distinctly declares as the
      principal reason for preferring prophecy to the gift of tongues: "For he
      that speaketh with a tongue [———] speaketh not unto men
      but unto God: for no one understandeth(2) [———]." How
      could this be said if [———] meant merely speaking a
      foreign language? The presence of a single person versed in the language
      spoken would in such a case vitiate the whole of Paul's argument. The
      statement made is general, it will be observed, and not limited, to one
      community, but applied to a place like Corinth, one of the greatest
      commercial cities, in which merchants, seamen, and visitors of all
      countries were to be found, it would have been unreasonable to have
      characterized a foreign tongue as absolutely unintelligible. In xiv. 9,
      Paul says: "So likewise ye, unless ye utter by the tongue [———]
      words
    






      easy to be understood, how shall it be known what is spoken? for ye will
      be speaking into air." How could Paul use the expression "by the tongue"
      if he meant a foreign language in v. 2 and elsewhere? He is comparing [———]
      in the preceding verses with the sounds of musical instruments, and the
      point reached in v. 9 clearly brings home the application of his argument:
      the [———] is unintelligible, like the pipe or harp, and
      unless the tongue utter words which have an understood meaning, it is mere
      speaking into air. Is it possible that Paul would call speech in a
      language, foreign to him, perhaps, but which nevertheless was the mother
      tongue of some nation, "speaking into air"? In such a case, he must have
      qualified his statement by obvious explanations, of which not a word
      appears throughout his remarks. That he does not speak of foreign
      languages is made still more clear by the next two verses, v. 10: in
      which, continuing his argument from analogy, he actually compares [———]
      with speech in foreign languages, and ends, v. 11: "If, therefore, I know
      not the meaning of the voice, I shall be unto him that speaketh a
      barbarian (foreigner) and he that speaketh a barbarian (foreigner) in my
      judgment."' Paul's logic is certainly not always beyond reproach, but he
      cannot be accused of perpetrating such an antithesis as contrasting a
      thing with itself. He, therefore, explicitly distinguishes (v. 10) [———]
      "kinds of languages"(2) from (xii. 10, 28, &c.) [———]
      "kinds of tongues." In xiv. 6, Paul says: "If I come unto you speaking
      with tongues [———] what shall I profit you, unless I
      shall
    






      speak to you either in revelation, or in knowledge, or in prophecy, or in
      teaching?" [———]; and then he goes on to compare such
      unintelligible speech with musical instruments. Now it is obvious that
      revelation, knowledge, prophecy and teaching might equally be expressed in
      foreign languages, and, therefore, in "speaking with tongues" it is no
      mere difficulty of expression which makes it unprofitable, but that
      general unintelligibility which is the ground of the whole of Paul's
      objections. Paul exclaims (v. 18): "I thank God I speak with a tongue [———](1)
      more than ye all, (19) but in a church I would rather speak five words
      with my understanding, that I may teach others also, than ten thousand
      words in a tongue [———]."(2) We have already pointed out
      that there is no evidence whatever that Paul could speak many languages.
      So far as we have any information, he only made use of Greek and Aramaic,
      and never even preached where those languages were not current. He always
      employed the former in his Epistles, whether addressed to Corinth,
      Galatia, or Rome, and his knowledge even of that language was certainly
      not perfect. Speaking "with a tongue" cannot, for reasons previously
      given, mean a foreign language; and this is still more obvious from what
      he says in v. 19, just quoted, in which he distinguishes speaking with a
      tongue from speaking with his understanding. Five words so spoken are
      better than ten thousand in a tongue, because he speaks
    






      with the understanding in the one case and without it in the second. It is
      clear that a man speaks with his understanding as much in one language as
      another, but it is the main characteristic of the speech we are discussing
      that it is throughout opposed to understanding: cf. vv. 14, 15. It would
      be inconceivable that, if this gift really signified power to speak
      foreign languages, Paul could on the one hand use the expressions in this
      letter with regard to it, and on the other that he could have failed to
      add remarks consistent with such an interpretation. For instance is it
      possible that the Apostle in repressing the exercise of the Charisma, as
      he does, could have neglected to point out some other use for it than mere
      personal edification? Could he have omitted to tell some of these speakers
      with tongues that, instead of wasting their languages in a church where no
      one understood them, it would be well for them to employ them in the
      instruction of the nations whose tongues had been supernaturally imparted
      to them? As it is, Paul checks the use of a gift bestowed by the Holy
      Spirit, and reduces its operation to the smallest limits, without once
      indicating so obvious a sphere of usefulness for the miraculous power. We
      need not, however, proceed to further arguments upon this branch of the
      subject; although, in treating other points, additional evidence will
      constantly present itself. For the reasons we have stated, and many
      others, the great majority of critics are agreed that the gift of tongues,
      according to Paul, was not the power of speaking foreign languages
      previously unknown.(1) But for the narrative in Acts ii. no one would ever
      have thought of such an interpretation.
    






      Coming now to consider the two Charismata, "kinds of tongues" and "the
      interpretation of tongues," more immediately in connection with our
      inquiry, as so-called miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit, we shall first
      endeavour to ascertain some of their principal characteristics. The theory
      of foreign languages supernaturally imparted without previous study may be
      definitively laid aside. The interpretation of tongues may go with it, but
      requires a few observations. It is clear from Paul's words throughout this
      dissertation that the interpretation of tongues not only was not
      invariably attached to the gift of tongues(1) (1 Cor. xiv. 13, 27, 28),
      but was at least often a separate gift possessed without the kinds of
      tongues (cf. xii. 10, 28, xiv. 26, 28). Nothing can be more specific than
      xii. 10"... to another kinds of tongues; and to another interpretation of
      tongues;" and again, v. 30: "do all speak with tongues? do all interpret?"
      This is indeed presaged by the "diversities of gifts," &c, of xii. 4
      ff. Upon the hypothesis of foreign languages, this would presuppose that
      some spoke languages which they could not interpret, and consequently
      could not understand, and that others understood languages which they
      could not speak. The latter point is common enough in ordinary life; but,
      in this instance, the miracle of supernaturally receiving a perfect
      knowledge of
    






      languages, instantaneously and without previous study, is as great as to
      receive the power to speak them. The anomaly in the miracle, merely to
      point out a suggestive discrepancy where all is anomalous, is that the
      gift of tongues should ever have been separated from the gift of
      interpretation. If a man understand the foreign language he speaks he can
      interpret it; if he cannot interpret it, he cannot understand it; and if
      he cannot understand it, can he possibly speak it? Certainly not, without
      his having been made a perfectly mechanical instrument through which,
      apart from the understanding and the will, sounds are involuntarily
      produced, which is not to be entertained. Still pursuing the same
      hypothesis,—the one gift is to speak languages which no one
      understands, the other to understand languages which no one speaks. Paul
      never even assumes the probability that the "tongue" spoken is understood
      by any one except the interpreter. The interpretation of such obscure
      tongues must have been a gift very little used,—never, indeed,
      except as the complement to the gift of tongues. The natural and useful
      facility in languages is apparently divided into two supernatural and
      useless halves. The idea is irresistibly suggested, as apparently it was
      to the Apostle himself, whether it would not have been more for the good
      of mankind and for the honour of Christianity, if, instead of these two
      miraculously incomplete gifts, a little natural good sense, five words
      even, to be spoken in the vernacular tongue and requiring no
      interpretation had been imparted. If, instead of foreign languages, we
      substitute the utterance of ecstatic religious excitement, the anomaly of
      speaking a language without understanding it or being understood becomes
      intelligible; and equally so the interpretation,
    






      unaccompanied by the power of speaking. It is obvious in both cases that,
      as no one understands the tongue, no one can determine whether the
      interpretation of it be accurate or not. But it is easily conceivable that
      a sympathetic nervous listener might suppose that he understood the broken
      and incoherent speech of ecstasy and might interpret it according to his
      own stimulated imagination. The mysterious and unknown are suggestive
      texts, and there is nothing more infectious than religious excitement. In
      all this, however, is there anything miraculous?
    


      We need not further demonstrate that the chief and general characteristic
      of "kinds of tongues" was that they were unintelligible (cf. 1 Cor. xiv.
      2, 6-11, 13-19). Speaking with the spirit [———] is
      opposed to speaking with the understanding [———] (cf.
      vv. 14-16, &c). They were not only unintelligible to others, but the
      speaker himself did not understand what he uttered: v. 14. "For if I pray
      with a tongue [———] my spirit [———]
      prayeth, but my understanding [———] is unfruitful" (cf.
      15 f. 19). We have already pointed out that Paul speaks of these
      Charismata in general, and not as affecting the Corinthians only; and we
      must now add that he obviously does not even insinuate that the "kinds of
      tongues" possessed by that community was a spurious Charisma, or that any
      attempt had been made to simulate the gift; for nothing could have been
      more simple than for the Apostle to denounce such phenomena as false, and
      to distinguish the genuine from the imitated speech with tongues. The most
      convincing proof that his remarks refer to the genuine Charisma is that
      the Apostle applies to himself the very same restrictions in the use of
      "tongues" as he enforces upon the Corinthians
    






      (vv. 18-19, 6, &c), and characterises his own gift precisely as he
      does theirs (vv. 6, 11, 14, 15, 19).
    


      Now what was the actual operation of this singular miraculous gift, and
      its utility whether as regards the community or the gifted individual?
      Paul restricts the speaking of "tongues" in church because, being
      unintelligible, it is not for edification (xiv. 2 ff. 18 f. 23, 27, 28).
      He himself does not make use of his gift for the assemblies of believers
      (vv. 6, 18). Another ground upon which he objects to the use of "kinds of
      tongues" in public is that all the gifted apparently speak at once (vv.
      23, 27 f. 33). It will be remembered that all the Charismata and their
      operations are described as due to the direct agency of the Holy Spirit
      (xii. 4 ff.); and immediately following their enumeration, ending with
      "kinds of tongues" and "interpretation of tongues," the Apostle resumes:
      v. 11. "but all these worketh the one and the same Spirit, dividing to
      each severally as he wills;" and in Acts ii. 4 the brethren are
      represented as speaking with tongues "as the Spirit gave them utterance."
      Now the first thought which presents itself is: How can a gift which is
      due to the direct working of the Holy Spirit possibly be abused? We must
      remember clearly that the speech is not expressive of the understanding of
      the speaker. The [———] spoke under the inspiration of
      the supernatural Agent, what neither they nor others understood. Is it
      permissible to suppose that the Holy Spirit could inspire speech with
      tongues at an unfitting time? Can we imagine that this Spirit can actually
      have prompted many people to speak at one and the same time to the utter
      disturbance of order? Is not such a gift of tongues more like the
      confusion of tongues in Babel(1)
    






      than a christian Charisma? "And the Lord said:...Go to, let us go down and
      there confound their language, that they may not understand one another's
      speech."(1) In spite of his abstract belief in the divine origin of the
      Charisma, Paul's language unconsciously betrays practical doubt as to its
      character. Does not such sarcasm as the following seem extremely
      indecorous when criticising a result produced directly by the Holy Spirit?
      (xiv. 23) "If, therefore, the whole church be come into one place and all
      speak with tongues, and there come in unlearned and unbelieving persons
      will they not say that ye are mad?" At Pentecost such an assembly was
      supposed to be drunken.(2) The whole of the counsel of the Apostle upon
      this occasion really amounts to an injunction to quench the Spirit. It is
      quite what might be expected in the case of the excitement of ecstatic
      religion, that the strong emotion should principally find vent in the form
      of prayer and praise (vv. 15 ff.), equally so that it should be
      unintelligible and that no one should know when to say "Amen" (v. 16), and
      that all should speak at once, and still more so that the practical result
      should be tumult (vv. 23, 33). All this, it might appear, could be
      produced without the intervention of the Holy Spirit. So far, is there and
      utility in the miracle?
    


      But we are told that it is "for a sign." Paul argues upon this point in a
      highly eccentric manner. He quotes (v. 21) Isaiah xxviii. 11, 12, in a
      form neither agreeing with the Septuagint nor with the Hebrew, a passage
      which has merely a superficial and verbal analogy with the gift of
      tongues, but whose real
    






      historical meaning has no reference to it whatever: "In the Law it is
      written, that with men of other tongues and with the lips of others will I
      speak unto this people; and yet for all that they will not hear me, saith
      the Lord." The Apostle continues with singular logic: "So that [———]
      the tongues are for a sign [———] not to those who
      believe but to the unbelieving; but prophecy is not for the unbelieving
      but for those who believe. If, therefore, the whole church be come into
      one place, and all speak with tongues, and there come in unlearned or
      unbelieving persons, will they not say that ye are mad? But if all
      prophesy and there come in an unbeliever... he is convicted by all... and
      so falling on his face he will worship God, reporting that God is indeed
      in you." The Apostle himself shows that the tongues cannot be considered a
      sign by unbelievers, upon whom, apparently, they produce no other
      impression than that the speakers are mad or drunken. Under any
      circumstances, the "kinds of tongues" described by the Apostle are a very
      sorry specimen of the "signs and wonders and powers" of which we have
      heard so much. It is not surprising that the Apostle prefers exhortation
      in a familiar tongue. In an ecstatic state, men are incapable of edifying
      others: we shall presently see how far they can edify themselves. Paul
      utters the pith of the whole matter at the very outset of his homily, when
      he prefers exhortation to kinds of tongues: v. 2. "For he that speaketh
      with a tongue speaketh not unto men but unto God: for no one
      under-standeth, but in Spirit he speaketh mysteries" [———].
      It is not possible to read his words without the impression that the
      Apostle treats the whole subject with suppressed impatience. His mind was
      too prone to believe in spiritual mysteries, and his nervous
    






      nature too susceptible to religious emotion and enthusiasm to permit him
      clearly to recognize the true character of the gift of "tongues;" but his
      good sense asserted itself and, after protesting that he would rather
      speak five words with his understanding than ten thousand words in a
      tongue, he breaks off with the characteristic exclamation (v. 20):
      "Brethren, become not children in your minds" [———]. The
      advice is not yet out of place.
    


      What was the private utility or advantage of the supernatural gift? How
      did he who spoke with a tongue edify himself? (v. 4.) Paul clearly states
      that he does not edify the church (vv. 2 ff.). In the passage just quoted
      the Apostle, however, says that the speaker "with a tongue" "speaketh to
      God"; and further on (vv. 18, 19) he implies that, although he himself
      does not use the gift in public, he does so in private. He admonishes (v.
      28) any one gifted with tongues, if there be no interpreter present, to
      "keep silence in a church, but let him speak to himself and to God." But
      in what does the personal edification of the individual consist? In
      employing language, which he does not comprehend, in private prayer and
      praise? In addressing God in some unintelligible jargon, in the utterance
      of which his understanding has no part? Many strange purposes and
      proceedings have been attributed to the Supreme Being, but probably none
      has been imagined more incongruous than a gift of tongues unsuitable for
      the edification of others, and not intelligible to the recipient, but
      considered an edifying substitute in private devotion for his own
      language. This was certainly not the form of prayer which Jesus taught his
      disciples.(1) And this gift was valued
    






      more highly in the Corinthian Church than all the rest! Do we not get an
      instructive insight into the nature of the other Charismata from this
      suggestive fact? The reality of miracles does not seem to be demonstrated
      by these chapters.(1)
    


      We have already stated that the vast majority of critics explain [———]
      as speech in an ecstatic condition;(2) and all the phenomena described by
      Paul closely correspond with the utterance of persons in a state of
      extreme religious enthusiasm, and excitement, of which many illustrations
      might be given from other religions before and since the commencement of
      our era, as well as in the history of Christianity in early and recent
      times. Every one knows of the proceedings of the heathen oracles, the wild
      writhings and cries of the Pythoness and the mystic utterances of the
      Sibyl. In the Old Testament there is allusion to the ecstatic emotion of
      the prophets in the account of Saul, 1 Sara. xix. 24; cf. Isaiah viii. 19,
      xxix. 4. The Montanists exhibited similar phenomena, and Tertullian has
      recorded several instances of such religious excitement, to which we have
      elsewhere referred. Chrysostora had to repress paroxysms of pious
      excitement closely resembling these in the fourth century;(3) and even
      down to our own times instances have never been wanting of this form of
      hysterical religion. Into none of this can we enter here. Enough, we
      trust, has been said to show the true character of the supposed
      supernatural Charismata of Paul from his own account of them, and the
      information contained in his epistles.
    






      Although we have been forced to examine in considerable detail the
      passages in the writings of Paul cited by apologists in support of
      miracles, the study is one of great value to our inquiry. These are the
      only passages which we possess in which a contemporary and eye-witness
      describes what he considers supernatural phenomena, and conveys to us his
      impression of miraculous agency. Instead of traditional reports of
      miracles narrated by writers who are unknown, and who did not witness the
      occurrences in question, we have here a trustworthy witness dealing with
      matters in which he was personally interested, and writing a didactic
      homily upon the nature and operation of Charismata, which he believed to
      be miraculous and conferred upon the Church by the immediate agency of the
      Holy Spirit. The nineteenth century here comes into direct contact with
      the age of miracles, but at the touch the miracles vanish, and that which,
      seen through the golden mist of pious tradition, seems to possess
      unearthly power and beauty, on closer examination dwindles into the prose
      of every day life. The more minutely reported miracles are scanned, the
      more unreal they are recognized to be. The point to which we now desire to
      call attention, however, is the belief and the mental constitution of
      Paul. We have seen something of the nature and operation of the gift of
      tongues. That the phenomena described proceeded from an ecstatic state,
      into which persons of highly excitable nervous organization are very
      liable to fall under the operation of strong religious impressions, can
      scarcely be doubted. Eminent apologists(1) have gravely illustrated the
      phenomena by the analogy of mesmerism,
    






      somnambulism and the effects of magnetism. Paul asserts that he was
      subject to the influence, whatever it was, more than anyone, and there is
      nothing which is more credible than the statement, or more characteristic
      of the Apostle. We desire to speak of him with the profoundest respect and
      admiration. We know more, from his epistles, of the intimate life and
      feelings of the great Apostle of the Gentiles than of any other man of the
      apostolic age, and it is impossible not to feel warm sympathy with his
      noble and generous character. The history of Christianity, after the death
      of its Founder, would sink almost into common-place if the grand figure of
      Paul were blotted from its pages. But it is no detraction to recognize
      that his nervous temperament rendered him peculiarly susceptible of those
      religious impressions which result in conditions of ecstatic trance, to
      which, as we actually learn from himself, he was exceptionally subject.
      The effects of this temperament probably first made him a Christian; and
      to his enthusiastic imagination we owe most of the supernatural dogmas of
      the religion which he adopted and transformed.
    


      One of these trances the Apostle himself recounts,(1) always with the
      cautious reserve: "whether in the body or out of the body I know not, God
      knoweth," how he was caught up to the third heaven, and in Paradise heard
      unutterable words which it is not lawful for a man to speak; in immediate
      connection with which he continues: "And lest I should be exalted above
      measure by the excess of the revelations, there was given to me a stake [———]
      in the flesh, an angel of Satan to buffet me"(2) This was one of
    






      the "visions [———] and revelations [———]
      of the Lord" of which he speaks, and of which he had such an excess to
      boast. Can any one doubt that this was nearly akin to the state of
      ecstatic trance in which he spoke with tongues more than all the
      Corinthians? Does any one suppose that Paul, "whether in the body or out
      of the body," was ever actually caught up into "the third heaven,"
      wherever that may be? or doubt that this was simply one of the pious
      hallucinations which visit those who are in such a state? If we are
      seriously to discuss the point,—it is clear that evidence of such a
      thing is out of the question; that Paul himself admits that he cannot
      definitely describe what happened; that we have no other ground for
      considering the matter than the Apostle's own mysterious utterance; that
      it is impossible for a person subject to such visions and hallucinations
      to distinguish between reality and seeming; that this narrative has not
      only all the character of hallucination, but no feature of sober fact; and
      finally that, whilst it accords with all experiences of visionary
      hallucination, it contradicts all experience of practical life. We have
      seen that Paul believes in the genuineness and supernatural origin of the
      divine Charismata, and he in like manner believes in the reality of his
      visions and revelations. He has equal reason, or want of reason, in both
      cases.
    


      What, however, was the nature of the "stake in the flesh" which, upon the
      theory of the diabolical origin of disease, he calls "an angel of Satan to
      buffet me"? There have been many conjectures offered, but one explanation
      which has been advanced by able critics has special force and probability.
      It is suggested that this "stake in the flesh," which almost all now at
    






      least recognise to have been some physical malady, and very many suppose
      to have been headache or some other similar periodical and painful
      affection, was in reality a form of epilepsy.(1) It has been ably argued
      that the representation of the malady as "an angel of Satan" to buffet
      him, directly connects it with nervous disorders like epilepsy, which the
      Jews especially ascribed to diabolical influence; and the mention of this
      [———] in immediate continuation of his remarks on
      "visions" and "revelations," which a tendency to this very malady would so
      materially assist in producing, further confirms the conjecture.(2) No one
      can deny, and medical and psychological annals prove, that many men have
      been subject to visions and hallucinations which have never been seriously
      attributed to supernatural causes. There is not one single valid reason
      removing the ecstatic visions and trances of the Apostle Paul from this
      class.
    


      We do not yet discuss the supposed vision in which he saw the risen Jesus,
      though it is no exception to the rest, but reserve it for the next
      chapter. At present, it suffices that we point out the bearing of our
      examination of Paul's general testimony to miracles upon our future
      consideration of his evidence for the Resurrection. If it be admitted that
      his judgment as to the miraculous character of the Charismata is
      fallacious, and that what he considered miraculous were simply natural
      phenomena, the theory of the reality of miracles
    






      becomes less tenable than ever. And if, further, it be recognized, as we
      think it necessarily must be, that Paul was subject to natural ecstatic
      trances, with all their accompanying forms of nervous excitement: "kinds
      of tongues," visions, and religious hallucinations, a strong and clear
      light will fall upon his further testimony for miraculous occurrences
      which we shall shortly have before us.
    







 














      PART VI. THE RESURRECTION AND ASCENSION
    



 














      CHAPTER I. THE RELATION OF EVIDENCE TO SUBJECT
    


      When the evidence of the Gospels regarding the great central dogmas of
      ecclesiastical Christianity is shown to be untrustworthy and insufficient,
      apologists appeal with confidence to the testimony of the Apostle Paul. We
      presume that it is not necessary to show that, in fact, the main weight of
      the case rests upon his epistles, as undoubted documents of the apostolic
      age, written some thirty or forty years after the death of the Master. The
      retort has frequently been made to the earlier portion of this work that,
      so long as the evidence of Paul remains unshaken, the apologetic position
      is secure. We may quote a few lines from an able work, part of a passage
      discussed in the preceding chapter, as a statement of the case: "In the
      first place, merely as a matter of historical attestation, the Gospels are
      not the strongest evidence for the Christian miracles. Only one of the
      four, in its present shape, is claimed as the work of an Apostle, and of
      that the genuineness is disputed. The Acts of the Apostles stand upon very
      much the
    






      same footing with the Synoptic Gospels, and of this book, we are promised
      a further examination. But we possess at least some undoubted writings of
      one who was himself a chief actor in the events which followed immediately
      upon those recorded in the Gospels; and in these undoubted writings St.
      Paul certainly shows by incidental allusions, the good faith of which
      cannot be questioned, that he believed himself to be endowed with the
      power of working miracles, and that miracles, or what were thought to be
      such, were actually wrought by him and by his contemporaries..... Besides
      these allusions, St. Paul repeatedly refers to the cardinal miracles of
      the Resurrection and Ascension; he refers to them as notorious and
      unquestionable facts at a time when such an assertion might have been
      easily refuted. On one occasion he gives a very circumstantial account of
      the testimony on which the belief in the Resurrection rested (1 Cor. xv.
      4-8). And not only does he assert the Resurrection as a fact, but he
      builds upon it a whole scheme of doctrine: 'If Christ be not risen,' he
      says, 'then is our preaching vain, and your faith is also vain.' We do not
      stay now to consider the exact philosophical weight of this evidence. It
      will be time enough to do this when it has received the critical
      discussion that may be presumed to be in store for it But as external
      evidence, in the legal sense, it is probably the best that can be
      produced, and it has been entirely untouched so far."(1) We have already
      disposed of the "allusions" above referred to. We shall in due time deal
      with the rest of the statements in this passage, but at present it is
      sufficient to agree at
    






      least with the remark that, "as external evidence," the testimony of Paul
      "is probably the best that can be produced." We know at least who the
      witness really is, which is an advantage denied us in the case of the
      Gospels. It would be premature to express surprise, however, that we find
      the case of miracles, and more especially of such stupendous miracles as
      the Resurrection and Ascension, practically resting upon the testimony of
      a single witness. This thought will intrude itself, but cannot at present
      be pursued.
    


      The allegation which we have to examine is that the Founder of
      Christianity, after being dead and buried, rose from the dead and did not
      again die, but after remaining sometime with his disciples ascended with
      his body into heaven.(1) It is unnecessary to complicate the question by
      adding the other doctrines regarding the miraculous birth and divine
      origin and personality of Jesus. In the problem before us, certain
      objective facts are asserted which admit of being judicially tested. We
      have nothing to do here with the vague modern representation of these
      events, by means of which the objective facts vanish, and are replaced by
      subjective impressions and tricks of consciousness or symbols of spiritual
      life. Those who adopt such views have, of course, abandoned all that is
      real and supernatural in the supposed events. The Resurrection and
      Ascension which we have to deal with are events precisely as objective and
      real as the
    


     1 In the Articles of the Church of England this is expressed
     as follows: Art. ii. ".....who truly suffered, was
     crucified, dead, and buried, &c., &c." Art. iii. "As Christ
     died for us, and was buried; so also it is to be believed
     that He went down into Hell." Art iv. "Christ did truly rise
     again from death, and took again Hie Body, with flesh,
     bones, and all things appertaining to the perfection of
     man's nature, wherewith He ascended into Heaven, and there
     sitteth, until He return to judge all men at the last day."







      death and burial,—no ideal process figured by the imagination or
      embodiments of christian hope, but tangible realities, historical
      occurrences in the sense of ordinary life. If Jesus, after being
      crucified, dead and buried, did not physically rise again from the dead,
      and in the flesh,(1) without again dying, "ascend into Heaven," the whole
      case falls to the ground. These incidents, although stupendous miracles,
      must have been actual occurrences. If they did not really take place, our
      task is at an end. If it be asserted that they really did take place their
      occurrence must be attested by adequate evidence. Apologists, whilst
      protesting that the occurrences in question are believed upon ordinary
      historical evidence, and that Christianity requires no indulgence, but
      submits itself to the same tests as any other affirmation, do not
      practically act upon this principle; but, as soon as it is enunciated,
      introduce a variety of special pleas which remove the case from the domain
      of history into that of theology, and proceed upon one assumption after
      another until the fundamental facts become enveloped and, so to say,
      protected from judicial criticism by a cloud of religious dogmas and
      hypotheses.(2) By confining our attention to the simple facts which form
      the basis of the whole superstructure of ecclesiastical Christianity, we
      may avoid much confusion of ideas, and
    


     1 The disappearance of the body from the sepulchre, a point
     much insisted upon, could have had no significance or
     reality if the body did not rise and afterwards ascend.

     2 A work of this kind may be mentioned in illustration: Dr.
     West-cott's "Gospel of the Resurrection." The argument of
     this work is of unquestionable ability, but it is chiefly
     remarkable, we think, for the manner in which the direct
     evidence is hurried over, and a mass of assertions and
     assumptions, the greater part of which is utterly untenable
     and inadmissible, is woven into specious and eloquent
     pleading, and does duty for substantial testimony.







      restrict the field of inquiry to reasonable limits. We propose, therefore,
      to limit our investigation to the evidence for the reality of the
      Resurrection and Ascension.
    


      What evidence could be regarded as sufficient to establish the reality of
      such supposed occurrences? The question is one which demands the serious
      attention and consideration of every thoughtful man. It is obvious that
      the amount of evidence requisite to satisfy our minds as to the truth of
      any statement should be measured by the nature of the statement made and,
      we may as well add, by its practical importance to ourselves. The news
      that a man was married or a child born last week is received without
      doubt, because men are married and children are born every day; and
      although such pieces of gossip are frequently untrue, nothing appears more
      natural or in accordance with our experience. If we take more distant and
      less familiar events we have no doubt that a certain monarch was crowned,
      and that he subsequently died some centuries ago. If we ask for the
      evidence for the statement, nothing may be forthcoming of a very minute or
      indubitable nature. No absolute eye-witness of the coronation may have
      left a clear and detailed narrative of the ceremony; and possibly there
      may no longer be extant a sufficiently attested document proving with
      certainty the death of the monarch. There are several considerations,
      however, which make us perfectly satisfied with the evidence, incomplete
      as it may be. Monarchs are generally crowned and invariably die; and the
      statement that any one particular monarch was crowned and died is so
      completely in conformity with experience, that we have no hesitation in
      believing it in the specific case. We are satisfied to believe such
    






      ordinary statements upon very slight evidence, both because our experience
      prepares us to believe that they are true, and because we do not much care
      whether they are true or not. If life, or even succession to an estate,
      depended upon either event, the demand for evidence, even in such simple
      matters, would be immensely intensified. The converse of the statement,
      however, would not meet with the same reception. Would anyone believe the
      affirmation that Alfred the Great, for instance, did not die at all? What
      amount of evidence would be required before such a statement could be
      pronounced sufficiently attested? Universal experience would be so
      uniformly opposed to the assertion that such a phenomenon had taken place,
      that probably no evidence which could readily be conceived could ensure
      the belief of more than a credulous few. The assertion that a man actually
      died and was buried, and yet afterwards rose from the dead, is still more
      at variance with human experience. The prolongation of life to long
      periods is comparatively consistent with experience; and if a life
      extending to several centuries be incredible it is only so in degree, and
      is not absolutely contrary to the order of nature, which certainly under
      present conditions does not favour the supposition of such lengthened
      existence, but still does not fix hard and fast limits to the life of man.
      The resurrection of a man who has once been absolutely dead, however, is
      contrary to all human experience, and to all that we know of the order of
      nature. If to this we add the assertion that the person so raised from the
      dead never again died, but after continuing some time longer on earth,
      ascended bodily to some invisible and inconceivable place called Heaven,
      there to "sit at the right hand of God," the shock to reason and common
    






      sense becomes so extreme, that it is difficult even to realize the nature
      of the affirmation. It would be hopeless to endeavour to define the
      evidence which could establish the reality of the alleged occurrences.
    


      As the central doctrines of a religion upon which the salvation of the
      human race is said to depend, we are too deeply interested to be satisfied
      with slight evidence or no evidence at all. It has not unfrequently been
      made a reproach that forensic evidence is required of the reality of
      Divine Revelation. Such a course is regarded as perfectly preposterous,
      whether the test be applied to the primary assertion that a revelation has
      been made at all, or to its contents. What kind of evidence then are we
      permitted decorously to require upon so momentous a subject? Apparently,
      just so much as apologists can conveniently set before us, and no more.
      The evidence deemed necessary for the settlement of a Scotch Peerage case,
      or a disputed will, is, we do not hesitate to say, infinitely more
      complete than that which it is thought either pious or right to expect in
      the case of Religion. The actual occurrence of the Resurrection and
      Ascension, however, is certainly a matter of evidence and, to retort, it
      is scarcely decent that any man should be required to believe what is so
      opposed to human experience, upon more imperfect evidence than is required
      for the transfer of land or the right to a title, simply because
      ecclesiastical dogmas are founded upon them, and it is represented that
      unless they be true "our hope is vain." The testimony requisite to
      establish the reality of such stupendous miracles can scarcely be
      realized. Proportionately, it should be as unparalleled in its force as
      those events are in fact. One point, moreover, must never be forgotten.
      Human testimony is exceedingly fallible at its
    






      best It is liable to error from innumerable causes, and most of all,
      probably, when religious excitement is present, and disturbing elements of
      sorrow, fear, doubt, or enthusiasm interfere with the calmness of
      judgment. When any assertion is made which contradicts unvarying
      experience, upon evidence which experience knows to be universally liable
      to error, there cannot be much hesitation in disbelieving the assertion
      and preferring belief in the order of nature. And when evidence proceeds
      from an age not only highly exposed to error, from ignorance of natural
      laws, superstition, and religious excitement, but prolific in fabulous
      reports and untenable theories, it cannot be received without the gravest
      suspicion. We make these brief remarks, in anticipation, as nothing is
      more essential in the discussion upon which we are about to enter than a
      proper appreciation of the allegations which are to be tested, and of the
      nature of the testimony required for their belief.
    


      We shall not limit our inquiry to the testimony of Paul, but shall review
      the whole of the evidence adduced for the Resurrection and Ascension.
      Hitherto, our examination of the historical books of the New Testament has
      been mainly for the purpose of ascertaining their character, and the value
      of their evidence for miracles and the reality of Divine Revelation. It is
      unnecessary for us here minutely to recapitulate the results. The Acts of
      the Apostles, we have shown, cannot be received as testimony of the
      slightest weight upon any of the points before us. Written by an unknown
      author, who was not an eye-witness of the miracles related; who describes
      events not as they occurred, but as his pious imagination supposed they
      ought to have occurred; who seldom touches history without transforming it
      by legend until the
    






      original elements can scarcely be distinguished; who puts his own words
      and sentiments into the mouths of the Apostles and other persons of his
      narrative; and who represents almost every phase of the Church in the
      Apostolic age as influenced, or directly produced, by means of
      supernatural agency; such a work is of no value as evidence for
      occurrences which are in contradiction to all human experience. Briefly to
      state the case of the Gospels in other words than our own, we repeat the
      honest statement of the able writer quoted at the beginning of this
      chapter: "In the first place, merely as a matter of historical
      attestation, the Gospels are not the strongest evidence for the Christian
      miracles. Only one of the four, in its present shape, is claimed as the
      work of an Apostle, and of that the genuineness is disputed."(l) We may
      add that the third Synoptic does not, in the estimation of any one who has
      examined the Acts of the Apostles, gain additional credibility by being
      composed by the same author as the latter work. The writers of the four
      Gospels are absolutely unknown to us, and in the case of three of them, it
      is not even affirmed that they were eyewitnesses of the Resurrection and
      Ascension and other miracles narrated. The undeniably doubtful authorship
      of the fourth Gospel, not to make a more positive statement here, renders
      this work, which was not written until upwards of half a century, at the
      very least, after the death of Jesus, incapable of proving anything in
      regard to the Resurrection and Ascension. A much stronger statement might
      be made, but we refer readers to our former volumes, and we shall learn
      something more of the character of the Gospel narratives as we proceed.
    


      Although we cannot attach any value to the Gospels
    






      as evidence, we propose, before taking the testimony of Paul, to survey
      the various statements made by them regarding the astounding miracles we
      are discussing. Enough has been said to show that we cannot accept any
      statement as true simply because it is made by a Gospel or Gospels. When
      it is related in the first Synoptic, for instance, that Pilate took water
      and washed his hands before the multitude, saying, "I am innocent of this
      man's blood: see ye to it,"(1)—an incident to which no reference, be
      it said in passing, is made by the other evangelists, although it is
      sufficiently remarkable to have deserved notice,—we cannot of course
      assume that Pilate actually said or did anything of the kind. A comparison
      of the various accounts of the Resurrection and Ascension, however, and
      careful examination of their details, will be of very great use, by
      enabling us to appreciate the position of the case apart from the evidence
      of Paul. The indefinite impression fostered by apologists, that the
      evidence of the Gospels supplements and completes the evidence of the
      Apostle, and forms an aggregate body of testimony of remarkable force and
      volume, must be examined, and a clear conception formed of the whole case.
    


      One point may at once be mentioned before we enter upon our examination of
      the Gospels. The Evangelists narrate such astonishing occurrences as the
      Resurrection and Ascension with perfect composure and absence of surprise.
      This characteristic is even made an argument for the truth of their
      narrative. The impression made upon our minds, however, is the very
      reverse of that which apologists desire us to receive. The writers do not
      in the least degree seem to have realised the
    






      exceptional character of the occurrences they relate, and betray the
      assurance of persons writing in an ignorant and superstitious age, whose
      minds have become too familiar with the supernatural to be at all
      surprised either by a resurrection from the dead or a bodily ascension.
      Miracles in their eyes have lost their strangeness and seem quite
      common-place. It will be seen as we examine the narratives that a
      stupendous miracle, or a convulsion of nature, is thrown in by one or
      omitted by another as a mere matter of detail. An earthquake and the
      resurrection of many bodies of saints are mere trifles which can be
      inserted without wonder or omitted without regret The casual and momentary
      expression of hesitation to believe, which is introduced, is evidently
      nothing more than a rhetorical device to heighten the reality of the
      scene. It would have been infinitely more satisfactory had we been able to
      perceive that these witnesses, instead of being genuine denizens of the
      age of miracles, had really understood the astounding nature of the
      occurrences they report, and did not consider a miracle the most natural
      thing in the world.
    







 














      CHAPTER II. THE EVIDENCE OF THE GOSPELS
    


      In order more fully to appreciate the nature of the narratives which the
      four evangelists give of the last hours of the life of Jesus, we may take
      them up at the point where, mocked and buffeted by the Roman soldiers, he
      is finally led away to be crucified. Let no one suppose that, in freely
      criticising the Gospels, we regard without emotion the actual incidents
      which lie at the bottom of these narratives. No one can form to himself
      any adequate conception of the terrible sufferings of the Master,
      maltreated and insulted by a base and brutal multitude, too degraded to
      understand his noble character, and too ignorant to appreciate his
      elevated teaching, without pain; and to follow his course from the
      tribunal which sacrificed him to Jewish popular clamour to the spot where
      he ended a brief but self-sacrificing life by the shameful death of a
      slave may well make sympathy take the place of criticism. Profound
      veneration for the great Teacher, however, and earnest interest in all
      that concerns his history rather command serious and unhesitating
      examination of the statements made with regard to him, than discourage an
      attempt to ascertain the truth; and it would be anything but respect for
      his memory to accept without question the Gospel accounts of his life
    






      simply because they were composed with the desire to glorify him.
    


      According to the Synoptics, when Jesus is led away to be crucified, the
      Roman guard entrusted with the duty of executing the cruel sentence find a
      man of Cyrene, Simon by name, and compel him to carry the cross.(1) It was
      customary for those condemned to crucifixion to carry the cross, or at
      least the main portion of it, themselves to the place of execution, and no
      explanation is given by the Synoptists for the deviation from this
      practice which they relate. The fourth Gospel, however, does not appear to
      know anything of this incident or of Simon of Cyrene, but distinctly
      states that Jesus bore his own cross.(2) On the way to Golgotha, according
      to the third Gospel, Jesus is followed by a great multitude of the people,
      and of women who were bewailing and lamenting him, and he addresses to
      them a few prophetic sentences.(3) We might be surprised at the singular
      fact that there is no reference to this incident in any other Gospel, and
      that words of Jesus, so weighty in themselves and spoken at so supreme a
      moment, should not elsewhere have been recorded, but for the fact that,
      from internal evidence, the address must be assigned to a period
      subsequent to the destruction of Jerusalem. The other evangelists may,
      therefore, well ignore it.
    






      It was the custom to give those about to be crucified a draught of wine
      containing some strong opiate, which in some degree alleviated the intense
      suffering of that mode of death. Mark(1) probably refers to this (xv. 23)
      when he states that, on reaching the place of execution, "they gave him
      wine [———] mingled with myrrh." The fourth Gospel has
      nothing of this. Matthew says (xxvii. 34): "They gave him vinegar [———]
      to drink mingled with gall"(2) [———]. Even if, instead
      of [———] with the Alexandrian and a majority of MSS., we
      read [———], "wine," with the Sinaitic, Vatican, and some
      other ancient codices, this is a curious statement, and is well worthy of
      a moment's notice as suggestive of the way in which these narratives were
      written. The conception of a suffering Messiah, it is well known, was more
      particularly supported, by New Testament writers, by attributing a
      Messianic character to Ps. xxii., lxix., and Isaiah liii., and throughout
      the narrative of the Passion we are perpetually referred to these and
      other Scriptures as finding their fulfilment in the sufferings of Jesus.
      The first Synoptist found in Ps. lxix. 21 (Sept. lxviii. 21): "They gave
      me also gall [———] for my food, and in my thirst they
      gave me vinegar [———] to drink;" and apparently in order
      to make the supposed fulfilment correspond as closely as possible, he
      combined the "gall" of the food with the vinegar or wine in strangely
      literal fashion,(3) very characteristic, however, of
    


     1 We shall, for the sake of brevity, call the Gospels by the
     names assigned to them in the Canon.

     2 There have been many attempts to explain away [———],
     and to make it mean either a species of Vermuth or any
     bitter substance (Olahausen, Leidensgeech., 168); but the
     great mass of critics rightly retain its meaning, "Gall."
     So Ewald, Meyer, Bleek, Strauss, Weisse, Schenkel, Yolk-mar,
     Alford, Wordsworth, &c, &c.







      the whole of the evangelists. Luke, who seems not to have understood the
      custom known perhaps to Mark, represents (xxiii. 36) the soldiers as
      mocking Jesus by "offering him vinegar "(l) [———]; he
      omits the gall, but probably refers to the same Psalm without being so
      falsely literal as Matthew.
    


      We need not enter into the discussion as to the chronology of the Passion
      week, regarding which there is so much discrepancy in the accounts of the
      fourth Gospel and of the Synoptics, nor shall we pause minutely to deal
      with the irreconcilable difference which, it is admitted,(2) exists in
      their statement of the hours at which the events of the last fatal day
      occurred. The fourth Gospel (xix. 4) represents Pilate as bringing Jesus
      forth to the Jews "about the sixth hour" (noon). Mark (xv. 25), in obvious
      agreement with the other Synoptics as further statements prove, distinctly
      says: "And it was the third hour (9 o'clock a.m.), and they crucified
      him." At the sixth hour (noon), according to the three Synoptists, there
      was darkness over the earth till about the ninth hour (3 o'clock p.m.),
      shortly after which time
    


     1 Luke omits the subsequent offer of "vinegar" (probably the
     Pasco of the Roman soldiers) mentioned by the other
     Evangelists. We presume the reference in xxiii. 36 to be the
     same as the act described in Mt xxvii. 34 and Mk. xv. 23.







      Jesus expired.(1) As, according to the fourth Gospel, the sentence was not
      even passed before midday, and some time must be allowed for preparation
      and going to the place of execution, it is clear that there is a very wide
      discrepancy between the hours at which Jesus was crucified and died,
      unless, as regards the latter point, we take agreement in all as to the
      hour of death. In this case, commencing at the hour of the fourth Gospel
      and ending with that of the Synoptics, Jesus must have expired after being
      less than three hours on the cross. According to the Synoptics, and also,
      if we assign a later hour for the death, according to the fourth Gospel,
      he cannot have been more than six hours on the cross. We shall presently
      see that this remarkably rapid death has an important bearing upon the
      history and the views formed regarding it. It is known that crucifixion,
      besides being the most shameful mode of death, and indeed chiefly reserved
      for slaves and the lowest criminals, was one of the most lingering and
      atrociously cruel punishments ever invented by the malignity of man.
      Persons crucified, it is stated and admitted,(2) generally lived for at
      least twelve hours, and sometimes even survived the excruciating tortures
      of the cross for three days. We shall not further anticipate remarks which
      must hereafter be made regarding this.
    


      We need not do more than again point out that no two of the Gospels agree
      upon so simple, yet important, a point as the inscription on the cross.(3)
      It is argued that "a close
    






      examination of the narratives furnishes no sufficient reason for supposing
      that all proposed to give the same or the entire inscription," and, after
      some curious reasoning, it is concluded that "there is at least no
      possibility of showing any inconsistency on the strictly literal
      interpretation of the words of the evangelist."(1) On the contrary, we had
      ventured to suppose that, in giving a form of words said to have been
      affixed to the cross, the evangelists intended to give the form actually
      used, and consequently "the same" and "entire inscription," which must
      have been short; and we consider it quite inconceivable that such was not
      their deliberate intention, however imperfectly fulfilled.
    


      We pass on merely to notice a curious point in connection with an incident
      related by all the Gospels. It is stated that the Roman soldiers who
      crucified Jesus divided his garments amongst them, casting lots to
      determine what part each should take. The clothing of criminals executed
      was the perquisite of the soldiers who performed the duty, and there is
      nothing improbable in the story that the four soldiers decided by lot the
      partition of the garments—indeed there is every reason to suppose
      that such was the practice. The incident is mentioned as the direct
      fulfilment of the. Ps. xxii. 18, which is quoted literally from the
      Septuagint version (xxi. 18) by the author of the fourth Gospel. He did
      not, however, understand the passage, or disregarded its true meaning,(2)
      and in order to make the incident accord
    






      better, as he supposed, with the prophetic Psalm, he represents that the
      soldiers amicably parted the rest of his garments amongst them without
      lot, but cast lots for the coat, which was without seam: xix. 24. "They
      said, therefore, among themselves: Let us not rend it, but cast lots for
      it, whose it shall be; that the Scripture might be fulfilled: They parted
      my garments among them, and for my vesture they cast lots. These things,
      therefore, the soldiers did." The evangelist does not perceive that the
      two parts of the sentence in the Psalm really refer to the same action,
      but exhibits the partition of the garments and the lots for the vesture as
      separately fulfilled. The Synoptists apparently divide the whole by
      lot.(1) They do not expressly refer to the Psalm, however, except in the
      received text of Matth. xxvii. 35, into which and some other MSS. the
      quotation has been interpolated.(2) That the narrative of the Gospels,
      instead of being independent and genuine history, is constructed upon the
      lines of supposed Messianic Psalms and passages of the Old Testament will
      become increasingly evident as we proceed.
    


      It is stated by all the Gospels that two malefactors—the first and
      second calling them "robbers"—were crucified with Jesus, the one on
      the right hand and the other on the left. The statement in Mark xv. 28,
      that this fulfilled Isaiah liii. 12, which is found in our received text,
      is omitted by all the oldest codices, and is an interpolation,(2) but we
      shall hereafter have to speak of this point in connection with another
      matter, and we now
    


     2  "Certainly an interpolation."     Wettcott, Int. to Study
     of Gospels, p. 325, n. 2.

     3 "Certainly an interpolation."  Westcott, lb. p. 326, n. 5.







      merely point out that, though the verse was thus inserted here, it is
      placed in the mouth of Jesus himself by the third Synoptist (xxii. 37),
      and the whole passage from which it was taken has evidently largely
      influenced the composition of the narrative before us. According to the
      first and second Gospels,(1) the robbers joined with the chief priests and
      the scribes and elders and those who passed by in mocking and reviling
      Jesus. This is directly contradicted by the third Synoptist, who states
      that only one of the malefactors did so (xxiii. 39 flf.): "But the other
      answering rebuked him and said: Dost thou not even fear God seeing thou
      art in the same condemnation? And we indeed justly; for we are receiving
      the due reward of our deeds; but this man did nothing amiss. And he said:
      Jesus, remember me when thou comest in thy kingdom. And he said unto him:
      Verily, I say unto thee, to-day shalt thou be with me in paradise." It
      requires very little examination to detect that this story is
      legendary,(2) and cannot be maintained as historical. Those who dwell upon
      its symbolical character(3) do nothing to establish its veracity. This
      exemplary robber speaks like an Apostle, and in praying Jesus as the
      Messiah to remember him when he came into his kingdom, he shows much more
      than apostolic appreciation of the claims and character of Jesus. The
    






      reply of Jesus, moreover, contains a statement not only wholly
      contradictory of Jewish belief as to the place of departed spirits, but of
      all Christian doctrine at the time as to the descent of Jesus into Hades.
      Into this, however, it is needless for us to go.(1) Not only do the other
      Gospels show no knowledge of so interesting an episode, but, as we have
      pointed out, the first and second Synoptics positively exclude it. We
      shall see, moreover, that there is a serious difficulty in understanding
      how this conversation on the cross, which is so exclusively the property
      of the third Synoptist, could have been reported to him.
    


      The Synoptics represent the passers by and the chief priests, scribes, and
      elders, as mocking Jesus as he hung on the cross. The fourth Gospel
      preserves total silence as to all this. It is curious, also, that the
      mocking is based upon that described in the Psalm xxii., to which we have
      already several times had to refer. In v. 7 f. we have: "All they that see
      me laughed me to scorn: they shot out the lip; they shook the head
      (saying), 8. He trusted on the Lord, let him deliver him, let him save him
      (seeing) that he delighteth in him."(2) Compare with this Mt. xxvii. 39
      ff., Mk. xv. 29 ff., Luke xxiii 35. Is it possible to suppose that the
      chief priests and elders and scribes could actually have quoted the words
      of this Psalm, there put into the mouth of the Psalmist's enemies, as the
      first Synoptist represents (xxvii 43)?(3) It is obvious that the speeches
      ascribed
    






      to the chief priests and elders can be nothing more than the expressions
      which the writers considered suitable to them, and the fact that they seek
      their inspiration in a Psalm which they suppose to be Messianic is
      suggestive.
    


      We have already mentioned that the fourth Gospel says nothing of any
      mocking speeches. The author, however, narrates an episode (xix. 25-27) in
      which the dying Jesus is represented as confiding his mother to the care
      of "the disciple whom he loved," of which in their turn the Synoptists
      seem to be perfectly ignorant. We have already elsewhere remarked that
      there is no evidence whatever that there was any disciple whom Jesus
      specially loved, except the repeated statement in this Gospel. No other
      work of the New Testament contains a hint of such an individual, and much
      less that he was the Apostle John. Nor is there any evidence that any one
      of the disciples took the mother of Jesus to his own home. There is,
      therefore, no external confirmation of this episode; but there is, on the
      contrary, much which leads to the conclusion that it is not historical.(1)
      There has been much discussion as to whether four women are mentioned
      (xix. 25), or whether "his mother's sister" is represented as "Mary, the
      wife of Clopas," or was a different person. There are, we think, reasons
      for concluding that there were four, but in the doubt we shall not base
      any argument on the point. The Synoptics(2) distinctly state that "the
      women that followed him from Galilee," among which were "Mary Magdalene
      and Mary
    






      the mother of James and Joseph and the mother of Zebedee's sons,"(l) and,
      as the third Synoptic says, "all his acquaintance"(2) were standing "afar
      off" [———]. They are unanimous in saying this, and there
      is every reason for supposing that they are correct.(3) This is
      consequently a contradiction of the account in the fourth Gospel that John
      and the women were standing "by the cross of Jesus." Olshausen, Lucke and
      others suggest that they subsequently came from a distance up to the
      cross, but the statement of the Synoptists is made at the close, and after
      this scene is supposed to have taken place. The opposite conjecture, that
      from standing close to the cross they removed to a distance has little to
      recommend it. Both explanations are equally arbitrary and unsupported by
      evidence.
    


      It may be well, in connection with this, to refer to the various sayings
      and cries ascribed by the different evangelists to Jesus on the cross. We
      have already mentioned the conversation with the "penitent thief," which
      is peculiar to the third Gospel, and now that with the "beloved disciple,"
      which is only in the fourth. The third Synoptic(4) states that, on being
      crucified, Jesus said, "Father, forgive them, for they know not what they
      do," a saying which is in the spirit of Jesus and worthy of him, but of
      which the other Gospels do not take any notice.(5) The fourth Gospel again
      has a cry (xix. 28): "After this, Jesus knowing that all things are now
      fulfilled, that the Scripture might be accomplished, saith:
    






      I thirst."(1) The majority of critics(2) understand by this that "I
      thirst" is said in order "that the Scripture might be fulfilled" by the
      offer of the vinegar, related in the following verse. The Scripture
      referred to is of course Ps. lxix. 21: "They gave me also gall for my
      food, and in my thirst they gave me vinegar [———] to
      drink;" which we have already quoted in connection with Matth. xxvii. 34.
      The third Synoptic (xxiii. 36) represents the vinegar as being offered in
      mockery at a much earlier period, and Matthew and Mark(3) connect the
      offer of the vinegar with quite a different cry from that in the fourth
      Gospel. Nothing could be more natural than that, after protracted agony,
      the patient sufferer should cry: "I thirst," but the dogmatic purpose,
      which dictates the whole narrative in the fourth Gospel, is rendered
      obvious by the reference of such a cry to a supposed Messianic prophecy.
      This is further displayed by the statement (v. 29) that the sponge with
      vinegar was put "upon hyssop" [———],—the two
      Synoptics have "on a reed" [———],—which the Author
      probably uses in association with the paschal lamb,(4) an idea present to
      his mind throughout the
    






      passion. The first and second Synoptics(1) represent the last cry of Jesus
      to have been a quotation from Ps. xxii. 1: "Eli (or Mk., Eloi), Eli, lema
      sabacthani? that is to say: My God, my God, why didst thou forsake me?"
      This, according to them, evidently, was the last articulate utterance of
      the expiring Master, for they merely add that "when he cried again with a
      loud voice," Jesus yielded up his spirit.(2) Neither of the other Gospels
      has any mention of this cry. The third Gospel substitutes: "And when Jesus
      cried with a loud voice, he said: Father, into thy hands I commend my
      spirit, and having said this he expired."(3) This is an almost literal
      quotation from the Septuagint version of Ps. xxxi. 5. The fourth Gospel
      has a totally different cry (xix. 30), for, on receiving the vinegar,
      which accomplished the Scripture, he represents Jesus as saying: "It is
      finished" [———], and immediately expiring. It will be
      observed that seven sayings are attributed to Jesus on the cross, of which
      the first two Gospels have only one, the third Synoptic three, and the
      fourth Gospel three. We do not intend to express any opinion here in
      favour of any of these, but we merely point out the remarkable fact that,
      with the exception of the one cry in the first two Synoptics, each Gospel
      has ascribed different sayings to the dying Master, and not only no two of
      them agree, but in some important instances the statement of the one
      evangelist seems absolutely to exclude the accounts of the others. Every
      one knows the hackneyed explanation of apologists, but in works which
      repeat each other so much elsewhere, it certainly is a curious phenomenon
      that there is so little
    






      agreement here. If all the Master's disciples "forsook him and fled,"(1)
      and his few friends and acquaintances stood "afar off" regarding his
      sufferings, it is readily conceivable that pious tradition had unlimited
      play. We must, however, return to the cry recorded in Matthew and Mark,(2)
      the only one about which two witnesses agree. Both of them give this
      quotation from Ps. xxii. 1 in Aramaic: Eli (Mark: Eloi), Eli,(3) lema
      sabacthani. The purpose is clearly to enable the reader to understand what
      follows, which we quote from the first Gospel: "And some of them that
      stood there, when they heard it said: This man calleth for Elijah.... The
      rest said, Let be, let us see whether Elijah cometh to save him."(4) It is
      impossible to confuse "Eli" or "Eloi" with "Elijahu"(5) and the
      explanations suggested by apologists are not sufficient to remove a
      difficulty which seems to betray the legendary character of the statement.
      The mistake of supposing that Jesus called for Elijah could not possibly
      have been made by those who spoke Aramaic; that strangers not perfectly
      understanding Aramaic should be here intended cannot be maintained, for
      the suggestion is represented as adopted by "the rest." The Roman soldiers
      had probably never heard of Elijah; and there is nothing whatever to
      support the allegation of mockery(6) as accounting for the singular
    






      episode. The verse of the Psalm was too well known to the Jews to admit of
      any suggested play upon words.
    


      The three Synoptics state that, from the sixth hour (mid-day) to the ninth
      (3 o'clock), "there was darkness over all the earth" [———].(1)
      The third Gospel adds: "the sun having failed" [———](2)
    


      By the term "all the earth" some critics(3) maintain that the evangelist
      merely meant the Holy Land,(4) whilst others hold that he uses the
      expression in its literal sense.(5) The fourth Gospel takes no notice of
      this darkness. Such a phenomenon is not a trifle to be ignored in any
      account of the crucifixion, if it actually occurred. The omission of all
      mention of it either amounts to a denial of its occurrence or betrays most
      suspicious familiarity with supernatural interference. There have been
      many efforts made to explain this darkness naturally, or at least to find
      some allusion to it in contemporary history, all of which have signally
      failed. As the moon was at the full, it is admitted that the darkness
      could not have been an eclipse.(6) The Fathers
    






      appealed to Phlegon the Chronicler, who mentions(1) an eclipse of the sun
      about this period accompanied by an earthquake, and also to a similar
      occurrence referred to by Eusebius,(2) probably quoted from the historian
      Thallus, but, of course, modern knowledge has dispelled the illusion that
      these phenomena have any connection with the darkness we are discussing,
      and the theory that the evangelists are confirmed in their account by this
      evidence is now generally abandoned.(3) It is apart from our object to
      show how common it was amongst classical and other writers to represent
      nature as sympathising with national or social disasters;(4) and as a
      poetical touch this remarkable darkness of the Synoptists, of which no one
      else knows anything, is quite intelligible. The statement, however, is as
      seriously and deliberately made as any other in their narrative, and does
      not add to its credibility. It is palpable that the account is
      mythical,(5) and it bears a strange likeness to passages in the Old
      Testament, from the imagery of which the representation in all probability
      was derived.(6) The first and second Gospels state that when Jesus
    






      cried with a loud voice and yielded up his spirit, "the veil of the temple
      was rent in twain from the top to the bottom."(1) The third Synoptic
      associates this occurrence with the eclipse of the sun, and narrates it
      before the final cry and death of the Master.(2) The fourth Gospel takes
      no notice of so extraordinary a phenomenon. The question might be asked:
      How could the chief priests, who do not appear to have been at all
      convinced by such a miracle, but still continued their invincible
      animosity against the Christian sect, reveal the occurrence of such a
      wonder, of which there is no mention elsewhere? Here again the account is
      legendary and symbolical,(3) and in the spirit of the age of miracles.(4)
    


      The first Synoptist, however, has further marvels to relate. He states in
      continuation of the passage quoted above: "and the earth was shaken [———]
      and the rocks were rent and the sepulchres were opened, and many bodies of
      the saints who slept were raised; and they came out of the sepulchres
      after his resurrection, and entered into the holy city and appeared unto
      many."(5) How great must be the amazement of anyone who may have been
      inclined to suppose the Gospels soberly historical works, on finding that
      the other three evangelists do not even mention these
    






      astounding occurrences related by the first Synoptist! An earthquake [———](1)
      and the still more astounding resurrection of many saints who appeared
      unto "many," and, therefore, an event by no means secret and unknown to
      all but the writer, and yet three other writers, who give accounts of the
      crucifixion and death of Jesus, and who enter throughout into very minute
      details, do not even condescend to mention them! Nor does any other New
      Testament writer chronicle them. It is unnecessary to say that the passage
      has been a very serious difficulty for apologists; and one of the latest
      writers of this school, reproducing the theories of earlier critics, deals
      with it in a Life of Christ, which "is avowedly and unconditionally the
      work of a believer,"(2) as follows: "An earthquake shook the earth and
      split the rocks, and as it rolled away from their places the great stones
      which closed and covered the cavern sepulchres of the Jews, so it seemed
      to the imaginations of many to have disimprisoned the spirits of the dead,
      and to have filled the air with ghostly visitants, who after Christ had
      risen appeared to linger in the Holy City." In a note he adds "Only in
      some such way as this can I account for the singular and wholly isolated
      allusion of Matt. xxvii. 52, 53."(3) It is worthy of note, and we may
      hereafter
    






      refer to the point, that learned divines thus do not scruple to adopt the
      "vision hypothesis" of the resurrection. Even if the resurrection of the
      saints so seriously related by the evangelist be thus disposed of, and it
      be assumed that the other Gospels, likewise adopting the "vision"
      explanation, consequently declined to give an objective place in their
      narrative to what they believed to be a purely subjective and unreal
      phenomenon, there still remains the earthquake, to which supernatural
      incident of the crucifixion none of the other evangelists think it worth
      while to refer. Need we argue that the earthquake(1) is as mythical as the
      resurrection of the saints?(2) In some apocryphal writings even the names
      of some of these risen saints are given.(3) As the case actually stands,
      with these marvellous incidents related solely by the first Synoptist and
      ignored by the other evangelists, it would seem superfluous to enter upon
      more detailed criticism of the passage, and to point out the incongruity
      of the
    






      fact that these saints are said to be raised from the dead just as the
      Messiah expires, or the strange circumstance that, although the sepulchres
      are said to have been opened at that moment and the resurrection to have
      then taken place, it is stated that they only came out of their graves
      after the resurrection of Jesus. The allegation, moreover, that they were
      raised from the dead at that time, and before the resurrection of Jesus,
      virtually contradicts the saying of the Apocalypse (i. 5) that Jesus was
      the "first begotten of the dead," and of Paul (1 Cor. xv. 20) that he was
      "the first fruits of them who have fallen asleep."(1) Paul's whole
      argument is opposed to such a story; for he does not base the resurrection
      of the dead upon the death of Jesus, but, in contradistinction, upon his
      resurrection only. The Synoptist evidently desires to associate the
      resurrection of the saints with the death of Jesus to render that event
      more impressive, but delays the completion of it in order to give a kind
      of precedence to the resurrection of the Master. The attempt leads to
      nothing but confusion. What could be the object of such a resurrection? It
      could not be represented as any effect produced by the death of Jesus, nor
      even by his alleged resurrection, for what dogmatic connection could there
      be between that event and the fact that a few saints only were raised from
      their graves, whilst it was not pretended that the dead "saints" generally
      participated in this resurrection? No intimation is given that their
      appearance to many was for any special purpose, and certainly no practical
      result has ever been traced to it. Finally we might ask: What became of
      these saints raised from the dead? Did they die again? Or did they also
      "ascend into Heaven?"(2)
    


     1 Can the author of the Apocalypse, or Paul, ever have heard
     of the raising of Lazarus?







      A little reflection will show that these questions are pertinent. It is
      almost inconceivable that any serious mind could maintain the actual truth
      of such a story, upon such evidence. Its objective truth not being
      maintainable, however, the character of the work which advances such an
      unhesitating statement is determined, and at least the value of its
      testimony can without difficulty be settled.
    


      The continuation of this episode in the first Synoptic is quite in keeping
      with its commencement. It is stated: "But when the centurion and they that
      were with him watching Jesus saw the earthquake [———]
      and the things that were done [———] they feared greatly,
      saying, Truly this was a son of God" [———].(1) In Mark
      the statement is very curiously varied: "And when the centurion who stood
      over against him saw that he so expired, he said: Truly this man was a son
      of God."(2) It is argued on the one hand that the centurion's wonder here
      was caused by Jesus dying with so loud a cry, and the reading of many MSS.
      would clearly support this;(3) and on the other that the cause of his
      exclamation was the unexpectedly rapid death of Jesus. Whichever view be
      taken, the centurion's deduction, it must be admitted, rests upon
    






      singularly inconclusive reasoning. We venture to think that it is
      impossible that a Roman soldier could either have been led to form such an
      opinion upon such grounds, or to express it in such terms. In Luke, we
      have a third reading: "But when the centurion saw what was done, he
      glorified God, saying: Certainly this man was righteous"(1) [———].
      There is nothing here about the "Son of God;" but when the writer
      represents the Roman soldier as glorifying God, the narrative does not
      seem much more probable than that of the other Synoptists.
    


      The fourth Evangelist of course does not refer to any such episode, but,
      as usual, he introduces a very remarkable incident of his own, of which
      the Synoptists, who record such peculiar details of what passed, seem very
      strangely to know nothing. The fourth evangelist states: "The Jews,
      therefore, because it was the preparation, that the bodies might not
      remain upon the cross on the sabbath, (for that sabbath-day was a high
      day), besought Pilate that their legs might be broken and they might be
      taken away. So the soldiers came and brake the legs of the first, and of
      the other who was crucified with him, but when they came to Jesus, as they
      saw that he was dead already, they brake not his legs; but one of the
      soldiers with a spear pierced his side, and forthwith there came out blood
      and water. And he that hath seen hath borne witness, and his witness is
      true: and that man knoweth that he saith what is true, that ye also may
      believe. For these things came to pass that the Scripture might be
      fulfilled: A bone of him shall not be broken. And again another Scripture
      saith: They shall look on him whom they pierced."(2) It is inconceivable
      that, if this
    






      actually occurred, and occurred more especially that the "Scripture might
      be fulfilled," the other three Evangelists could thus totally ignore it
      all.(1) The second Synoptist does more: he not only ignores but excludes
      it, for (xv. 43 f.) he represents Joseph as begging the body of Jesus from
      Pilate "when evening was now come." "And Pilate marvelled if he were
      already dead; and calling unto him the centurion, he asked him whether he
      had been long dead. And when he knew it of the centurion he gave the
      corpse to Joseph."(2) Now, although there could be no doubt on the point,
      the fourth Gospel clearly states (xix. 38, [———] that
      Joseph made his request for the body after the order had been given by
      Pilate to break the legs of the crucified, and after it had been executed
      as above described. If Pilate had already given the order to break the
      legs, how is it possible he could have marvelled, or acted as he is
      described in Mark to have done?
    


      It is well known that the Crurifragium, which is here applied, was not
      usually an accompaniment of crucifixion, though it may have been sometimes
      employed along with it,(3) but that it was a distinct punishment. It
      consisted in breaking, with hammers or clubs, the bones of the condemned
      from the hips to the feet. We shall not discuss whether in the present
      case this measure really was adopted or not. The representation is that
      the Jews requested Pilate to break the legs of the crucified that the
      bodies might be removed before the Sabbath, and
    






      that the order was given and executed. The first point to be noted is the
      very singular manner in which the leg-breaking was performed. The soldiers
      are said to have broken the legs of the first and then of the other who
      was crucified with Jesus, thus passing over Jesus in the first instance;
      and then the Evangelist says: "but when they came to Jesus, as they
      saw that he was dead already, they brake not his legs, but one of the
      soldiers with a spear pierced his side." This order of procedure is
      singular; but the whole conduct of the guard is so extraordinary that such
      details become comparatively insignificant. An order having been given to
      the Roman soldiers, in accordance with the request of the Jews, to break
      the legs of the crucified, we are asked to believe that they did not
      execute it in the case of Jesus! It is not reasonable to suppose, however,
      that Roman soldiers either were in the habit of disregarding their orders,
      or could have any motive for doing so in this case, and subjecting
      themselves to the severe punishment for disobedience inflicted by Roman
      military law. It is argued that they saw that Jesus was already dead, and
      therefore that it was not necessary to break his legs; but soldiers are
      not in the habit of thinking in this way: they are disciplined to obey.
      The fact is, however, that the certainty that Jesus was dead already did
      not actually exist in their minds, and could scarcely have existed seeing
      that the death was so singularly rapid, for in that case why should the
      soldier have pierced his side with a spear? The only conceivable motive
      for doing so was to make sure that Jesus really was dead;(1) but is it
      possible to suppose that a Roman soldier, being in the slightest doubt,
      actually chose to assure himself in
    






      this way when he might still more effectually have done so by simply
      obeying the order of his superior and breaking the legs? The whole episode
      is manifestly un-historical.(1)
    


      It is clear that to fulfil in a marked way the prophecies which the writer
      had in his mind, and wished specially to apply to Jesus, it was necessary
      that, in the first place, there should have been a distinct danger of the
      bones being broken, and at the same time of the side not being pierced.
      The order to break the legs of the crucified is therefore given, but an
      extraordinary exception is made in favour of Jesus, and a thrust with the
      lance substituted, so that both passages of the Scripture are supposed to
      be fulfilled.(3) What Scriptures, however, are fulfilled? The first: "A
      bone of him shall not be broken," is merely the prescription with regard
      to the Paschal lamb, Ex. xii. 46,(3) and the dogmatic view of the fourth
      Evangelist leads him throughout to represent Jesus as the true Paschal
      lamb. The second is Zech. xii. 10,(4) and any one who reads the passage,
      even without the assistance of learned exegesis, may perceive that it has
      no such application as our Evangelist gives it. We shall pass over, as not
      absolutely necessary for our immediate purpose, very many important
      details of the episode; but regarding this part of the subject we may say
      that we consider it evident that, if an order was given to break the legs
      of the crucified upon this occasion, that
    






      order must have been executed upon Jesus equally with any others who may
      have been crucified with him.
    


      There has been much discussion as to the intention of the author in
      stating that, from the wound made by the lance, there forthwith came out
      "blood and water" [———]; and likewise as to whether the
      special testimony here referred to in the third person is to attest more
      immediately the flow of blood and water, or the whole episode.(1) In
      regard to the latter point, we need not pause to discuss the question.(2)
      As to the "blood and water," some see in the statement made an intention
      to show the reality of the death of Jesus,(3) whilst others more rightly
      regard the phenomenon described as a representation of a supernatural and
      symbolical incident,(4) closely connected with the whole dogmatic view of
      the Gospel. It is impossible not to see in this the same idea as that
      expressed in 1 John v. 6: "This is he that came by water and blood, Jesus
      Christ; not in the water only, but in the water and the blood."(5) As a
      natural incident it cannot be entertained, for in no sense but mere
      quibbling could it be said that "blood and water" could flow from such a
      wound, and as a supernatural
    






      phenomenon it must be rejected. As a proof of the reality of the death of
      Jesus, it could only have been thought of at a time when gross ignorance
      prevailed upon all medical subjects. We shall not here discuss the reality
      of the death of Jesus, but we may merely point out that the almost
      unprecedentedly rapid decease of Jesus was explained by Origen(1) and some
      of the Fathers as miraculous. It has been argued that the thrust of the
      lance may have been intended to silence those objectors who might have
      denied the actual death on the ground that the legs of Jesus were not
      broken like those of the two malefactors,(2) and it certainly is generally
      quoted as having assured the fact of death. The statement that blood
      flowed from the wound, however, by no means supports the allegation and,
      although we may make little use of the argument, it is right to say that
      there is no evidence of any serious kind advanced of the reality of the
      death of Jesus, here or in the other Gospels.(3)
    


      The author of the fourth Gospel himself seems to betray that this episode
      is a mere interpolation of his own into a narrative to which it does not
      properly belong.(4) According to his own account (xix. 31), the Jews
      besought Pilate that the legs might be broken and that the bodies "might
      be taken away" [———], The order to do this was obviously
      given,
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     Mark xv. 44, that Pilate marvelled at the rapid death of
     Jesus, and sent for the centurion to ascertain the fact, was
     made to meet similar doubts, or at least to give assurance
     of the reality of the death.







      for the legs are forthwith broken and of coarse, immediately after, the
      bodies in pursuance of the same order would have been taken away. As soon
      as the Evangelist has secured his purpose of showing how the Scriptures
      were fulfilled by means of this episode, he takes up the story as though
      it had not been interrupted, and proceeds v. 38: "After these things" [———],
      that is to say after the legs of the malefactors had been broken and the
      side of Jesus pierced, Joseph besought Pilate that he might take away the
      body of Jesus, and Pilate gave leave. But, if v. 31f. be historical, the
      body must already have been taken away. All the Synoptics agree with the
      fourth Gospel in stating that Joseph of Arimathaea begged for and obtained
      the body of Jesus from Pilate.(1) The second and third Synoptics describe
      him as belonging to the Council, but the first Gospel merely calls him "a
      rich man," whilst the fourth omits both of these descriptions. They all
      call him a disciple of Jesus—secretly for fear of the Jews, the
      fourth Gospel characteristically adds—although the term that he was
      "waiting for the Kingdom of God," used by the second and third Gospels, is
      somewhat vague. The fourth Gospel, however, introduces a second personage
      in the shape of Nicodemus, "who at the first came to him by night,"(2) and
      who, it will be remembered, had previously been described as "a ruler of
      the Jews."(3) The Synoptics do not once mention such a person, either in
      the narrative of the Passion or in the earlier chapters, and there are
      more than doubts as to his historical character.(4) The accounts of the
      Entombment given by the three
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      Synoptists, or at least by the second and third, distinctly exclude the
      narrative of the fourth Gospel, both as regards Nicodemus and the part he
      is represented as taking. The contradictions which commence here between
      the account of the fourth Gospel and the Synoptics, in fact, are of the
      most glaring and important nature, and demand marked attention. The fourth
      Gospel states that, having obtained permission from Pilate, Joseph came
      and took the body of Jesus away. "And there came also Nicodemus,...
      bringing a mixture of myrrh and aloes, about a hundred pound weight. They
      took, therefore, the body of Jesus, and wound it in linen cloths with the
      spices, as the manner of the Jews is to bury. Now in the place where he
      was crucified there was a garden, and in the garden a new sepulchre
      wherein was never man yet laid. There, therefore, on account of the
      preparation of the Jews [———], they laid Jesus, for the
      sepulchre was at hand" [———].(1)
    


      According to the first Synoptic, when Joseph took the body, he simply
      wrapped it "in clean linen" [———] and "laid it in his
      own new sepulchre, which he hewed in the rock: and he rolled a great stone
      to the door of the sepulchre, and departed."(2) There is no mention of
      spices or any anointing of the body,(3) and the statement that the women
      provide for this is not made in this Gospel. According to the writer, the
      burial is complete, and the sepulchre finally closed. Mary Magdalene and
      the other Mary come merely "to behold the sepulchre" at the end of the
    






      Sabbath.(1) The fourth Evangelist apparently does not know anything of the
      sepulchre being Joseph's own tomb, and the body is, according to him,
      although folly embalmed, only laid in the sepulchre in the garden on
      account of the Sabbath and because it was at hand. We shall refer to this
      point, which must be noted, further on.
    


      There are very striking differences between these two accounts, but the
      narratives of the second and third Synoptists are still more emphatically
      contradictory of both. In Mark,(2) we are told that Joseph "bought linen,
      and took him down and wrapped him in the linen, and laid him in a
      sepulchre which had been hewn out of a rock, and rolled a stone against
      the door of the sepulchre." There is no mention here of any embalming
      performed by Joseph or Nicodemus, nor are any particulars given as to the
      ownership of the sepulchre, or the reasons for its selection. We are,
      however, told:(3) "And when the Sabbath was past, Mary Magdalene and Mary
      the mother of James, and Salome, bought spices that they might come and
      anoint him." It is distinctly stated in connection with the entombment,
      moreover, in agreement with the first Synoptic:(4) "And Mary Magdalene and
      Mary the mother of Joses beheld where he was laid."(5) According to this
      account and that of the first Gospel, the women, having remained to the
      last and seen the body deposited in the sepulchre, knew so little of its
      having been embalmed by Joseph and Nicodemus, that they actually purchase
      the spices and come to perform that office themselves.
    


      In Luke, the statement is still more specific, in
    






      agreement with Mark, and in contradiction to the fourth Gospel. Joseph
      took down the body "and wrapped it in linen, and laid it in a sepulchre
      that was hewn in stone, wherein never man before was laid.... And women
      who had come with him out of Galilee followed after, and beheld the
      sepulchre and how his body was laid. And they returned and prepared
      spices and ointments." Upon the first day of the week, the author adds:
      "they came unto the sepulchre bringing the spices which they had
      prepared."(1)
    


      Which of these accounts are we to believe? According to the first Gospel,
      there is no embalmment at all; according to the second and third Gospels,
      the embalmment is undertaken by the women, and not by Joseph and
      Nicodemus, but is never carried out; according to the fourth Gospel, the
      embalmment is completed on Friday evening by Joseph and Nicodemus, and not
      by the women. According to the first Gospel, the burial is completed on
      Friday evening; according to the second and third, it is only provisional;
      and according to the fourth, the embalmment is final, but it is doubtful
      whether the entombment is final or temporary; several critics consider it
      to have been only provisional.(2) In Mark, the women buy the spices "when
      the Sabbath was past" [———];(3) in Luke before it has
      begun;(4) and in Matthew and John they do not buy them at all. In the
      first and fourth Gospels, the women come after the Sabbath merely to
      behold the sepulchre,(5) and in the second and third, they bring the
      spices to complete the burial.
    






      Amid these conflicting statements we may suggest one consideration. It is
      not probable, in a hot climate, that a wounded body, hastily laid in a
      sepulchre on Friday evening before six o'clock, would be disturbed again
      on Sunday morning for the purpose of being anointed and embalmed.
      Corruption would, under the circumstances, already have commenced.
      Besides, as Keim(l) has pointed out, the last duties to the dead were not
      forbidden amongst the Jews on the Sabbath, and there is really no reason
      why any care for the body of the Master which reverence or affection might
      have dictated should not at once have been bestowed.
    


      The enormous amount of myrrh and aloes—"about a hundred pound
      weight" [———]—brought by Nicodemus has excited
      much discussion, and adds to the extreme improbability of the story
      related by the fourth Evangelist.(3) To whatever weight the [———]
      may be reduced, the quantity specified is very great; and it is a question
      whether the body thus enveloped "as the manner of the Jews is to bury"
      could have entered the sepulchre. The practice of embalming the dead,
      although well known amongst the Jews, and invariable in the case of Kings
      and noble or very wealthy persons, was by no means generally prevalent In
      the burial of Gamaliel the elder, chief of the party of the Pharisees, it
      is stated that over 80 pounds of balsam were burnt in his honour by the
      proselyte Onkelos;(3) but this quantity, which was considered very
    






      remarkable, is totally eclipsed by the provision of Nicodemus.
    


      The key to the whole of this history of the burial of Jesus, however, is
      to be found in the celebrated chapt. liii. of "Isaiah." We have already,
      in passing, pointed out that, in the third Gospel (xxii. 37), Jesus is
      represented as saying: "For I say unto you, that this which is written
      must be accomplished in me: And he was reckoned among transgressors." The
      same quotation from Is. liii. 12 is likewise interpolated in Mk. xv. 28.
      Now the whole representation of the burial and embalmment of Jesus is
      evidently based upon the same chapter, and more especially upon v. 9,
      which is wrongly rendered both in the Authorized Version and in the
      Septuagint, in the latter of which the passage reads: "I will give the
      wicked for his grave and the rich for his death."(1) The Evangelists
      taking this to be the sense of the passage, which they suppose to be a
      Messianic prophecy, have represented the death of Jesus as being with the
      wicked, crucified as he is between two robbers; and through Joseph of
      Arimathaea, significantly called "a rich man" [———] by
      the first Synoptist, especially according to the fourth Evangelist by his
      addition of the counsellor Nicodemus and his hundred pounds weight of
      mingled myrrh and aloes, as being "with the rich in his death."
      Unfortunately, the passage in the "prophecy" does not mean what the
      Evangelists have been led to understand, and the ablest Hebrew scholars
      and critics are now agreed that both phrases quoted refer, in true Hebrew
      manner, to one representation, and that the word above
    






      translated "rich" is not used in a favourable sense, but that the passage
      must be rendered: "And they made his grave with the wicked and his
      sepulchre with the evil-doers," or words to that effect.(1) Without going
      minutely into the details of opinion on the subject of the "servant of
      Jehovah" in this writing of the Old Testament, we may add that upon one
      point at least the great majority of critics are of one accord: that Is.
      liii. and other passages of "Isaiah" describing the sufferings of the
      "Servant of Jehovah" have no reference to the Messiah.(3) As we have
    






      touched upon this subject it may not be out of place to add that Psalms
      xxii.(1) and lxix.,(2) which are so frequently quoted in connection with
      the passion, and represented by New Testament and other early writers as
      Messianic, are determined by sounder principles of criticism applied to
      them in modern times not to refer to the Messiah at all. We have elsewhere
      spoken of other supposed Messianic Psalms quoted in the New Testament.(3)
    


      "We now come to a remarkable episode which is peculiar to the first
      Synoptic and strangely ignored by all the other Gospels. It is stated that
      the next day—that is to say, on the Sabbath—the chief priests
      and the Pharisees came together to Pilate, saying: "Sir, we remember that
      that deceiver said while he was yet alive: After three
    






      days I am raised [———]. Command, therefore, that the
      sepulchre be made sure until the third day, lest his disciples come and
      steal him away and say unto the people: He is risen from the dead: so the
      last error shall be worse than the first. Pilate said unto them: Ye have a
      guard [———]: go, make it as sure as ye can. So they went
      and made the sepulchre sure, sealing the stone, with the guard."(l) Not
      only do the other Evangelists pass over this strange proceeding in total
      silence, but their narratives exclude it, at least those of the second and
      third Synoptists do so. The women came with their spices to embalm the
      body, in total ignorance of there being any guard to interfere with their
      performance of that last sad office for the Master. We are asked to
      believe that the chief priests and the Pharisees actually desecrated the
      Sabbath by sealing the stone, and visited the house of the heathen Pilate
      on so holy a day, for the purpose of asking for the guard.(2) These
      priests are said to have remembered and understood a prophecy of Jesus
      regarding his resurrection, of which his disciples are represented to be
      in ignorance.(3) The remark about "the last error," moreover, is very
      suspicious. The ready acquiescence of Pilate is quite incredible.(4) That
      he should employ Roman soldiers to watch the sepulchre of a man who had
      been crucified cannot be entertained; and his friendly: "Go, make it as
      sure as ye
    






      can," is not in the spirit of Pilate. It is conceivable that to satisfy
      their clamour he may, without much difficulty, have consented to crucify a
      Jew, more especially as his crime was of a political character represented
      as in some degree affecting the Roman power; but, once crucified, it is
      not in the slightest degree likely that Pilate would care what became of
      his body, and still less that he would employ Roman soldiers to mount
      guard over it.
    


      It may be as well to dispose finally of this episode, so we at once
      proceed to its conclusion. When the resurrection takes place, it is stated
      that some of the guard went into the city, and, instead of making their
      report to Pilate, as might have been expected, told the chief priests all
      that had occurred. A council is held, and the soldiers are largely bribed,
      and instructed: "Say that his disciples came by night and stole him while
      we slept. And if this come to the governor's ears we will persuade him and
      make you free from care. So they took the money and did as they were
      taught."(1) Nothing could be more simple than the construction of the
      story, which follows the usual broad lines of legend. The idea of Roman
      soldiers confessing that they slept whilst on watch, and allowed that to
      occur which they were there to prevent! and this to oblige the chief
      priests and elders, at the risk of their lives! Then are we to suppose
      that the chief priests and council believed this story of the earthquake
      and angel, and yet acted in this way? and if they did not believe it,
      would not the very story itself have led to the punishment of the men, and
      to the confirmation of the report they desired to spread, that the
      disciples had stolen the body? The large bribe seems to have been very
      ineffectual, however, since the Christian historian is able to report
      precisely what the
    






      chief priests and elders instruct them to say.(1) Is it not palpable that
      the whole story is legendary?(2) If it be so, and we think it cannot be
      doubted, a conclusion which the total silence of the other Gospels seems
      to confirm, very suggestive consequences may be deduced from it. The first
      Synoptist, referring to the false report which the Sanhedrin instruct the
      soldiers to make, says: "And this saying was spread among the Jews unto
      this day."(3) The probable origin of the legend, therefore, may have been
      an objection to the Christian affirmation of the resurrection to the above
      effect; but it is instructive to find that Christian tradition was equal
      to the occasion, and invented a story to refute it. It is the tendency to
      this very system of defence and confirmation, everywhere apparent, which
      renders early Christian tradition so mythical and untrustworthy.
    


      We now enter upon the narrative of the Resurrection itself. The first
      Synoptist relates that Mary Magdalene and the other Mary came to behold
      the sepulchre "at the close of the Sabbath, as it began to dawn into the
      first day of the week" [———],(4) that is to say, shortly
      after six o'clock on the evening of Saturday, the end of the Sabbath, the
      dawn of the next day being marked by the
    






      glimmer of more than one star in the heavens.(1) The second Synoptic
      represents that, "when the Sabbath was past," Mary Magdalene, and Mary the
      mother of James, and Salome bought spices, and that they came to the
      sepulchre "very early on the first day of the week after the rising of the
      sun" [———].(2) The third Synoptist states that the women
      who came with Jesus from Galilee came to the sepulchre, but he
      subsequently more definitely names them: "Mary Magdalene, and Joanna, and
      Mary the mother of James, and the other women with them,"(3)—a
      larger number of women,—and they came "upon the first day of the
      week at early dawn" [———]. The fourth Evangelist
      represents that Mary Magdalene only(4) came to the sepulchre, on the first
      day of the week, "early, while it was yet dark" [———].(5)
    


      The first Evangelist indubitably makes the hour at which the women come to
      the sepulchre different and much earlier than the others, and at the same
      time he represents them as witnessing the actual removal of the stone,
      which, in the other three Gospels, the women already find rolled away from
      the mouth of the sepulchre.(6) It will, therefore, be interesting to
      follow the first Synoptic. It is here stated: 2. "And behold there was a
      great earthquake [———]: for an angel of the Lord
      descended from heaven and came and rolled away the stone and sat upon it.
      3. His appearance was like lightning, and his raiment white as
    






      snow. 4. And for fear of him the keepers did shake and became as dead men.
      5. And the angel answered and said unto the women: Fear ye not, for I know
      that ye seek Jesus, who hath been crucified. 6. He is not here: for he was
      raised [———] as he said: Come, see the place where he
      lay. 7. And go quickly, and tell his disciples that he was raised [———]
      from the dead, and behold he goeth before you into Galilee: there shall ye
      see him: behold, I have told you. 8. And they departed quickly from the
      sepulchre with fear and great joy; and ran to tell his disciples."(1) We
      have here in the first place another earthquake and apparently, on the
      theory of the course of cosmical phenomena held during the "Age of
      Miracles," produced by the angel who descended to roll away the stone from
      the sepulchre. This earthquake, like the others recorded in the first
      Synoptic, appears to be quite unknown to the other Evangelists, and no
      trace of it has been pointed out in other writings. With the appearance of
      the angel we obviously arrive upon thoroughly unhistorical ground. Can we
      believe, because this unknown writer tells us so, that "an angel,"(2)
      causing an earthquake, actually descended and took such a part in this
      transaction? Upon the very commonest
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      principles of evidence, the reply must be an emphatic negative. Every fact
      of science, every lesson of experience excludes such an assumption, and we
      may add that the character of the author, with which we are now better
      acquainted, as well as the course of the narrative itself, confirms the
      justice of such a conclusion.(1) If the introduction of the angel be
      legendary, must not also his words be so? Proceeding, however, to examine
      the narrative as it stands, we must point out a circumstance which may
      appropriately be mentioned here, and which is well worthy of attention.
      The women and the guard are present when the stone is rolled away from the
      sepulchre, but they do not witness the actual Resurrection. It is natural
      to suppose that, when the stone was removed, Jesus, who, it is asserted,
      rises with his body from the dead, would have come forth from the
      sepulchre: but not so; the angel only says, v. 6: "He is not here: for he
      was raised [———];" and he merely invites the women to
      see the place where he lay. The actual resurrection is spoken of as a
      thing which had taken place before, and in any case it was not witnessed
      by any one. In the other Gospels, the resurrection has already occurred
      before any one arrives at the sepulchre; and the remarkable fact is,
      therefore, absolutely undeniable, that there was not, and that it is not
      even pretended that there was, a single eye-witness of the actual
      Resurrection. The empty grave, coupled with the supposed subsequent
      appearances of Jesus, is the only evidence of the Resurrection. We shall
      not, however, pursue this further at present. The removal of the stone is
      not followed by any visible result. The inmate of the sepulchre is not
    






      observed to issue from it, and yet he is not there. May we not ask what
      was the use, in this narrative, of the removal of the stone at all? As no
      one apparently came forth, the only purpose seems to have been to permit
      those from without to enter and see that the sepulchre was empty.
    


      Another remarkable point is that the angel desires the women to go quickly
      and inform the disciples: "he goeth before you into Galilee: there shall
      ye see him." One is tempted to inquire why, as he rose from the dead in
      Jerusalem and, in spite of previous statements, the disciples are
      represented as being there also,(1) Jesus did not appear to them in the
      Holy City, instead of sending them some three days' journey off to
      Galilee. At the same time, Jesus is represented by the first two Synoptics
      as saying at the last Supper, when warning the disciples that they will
      all be offended at him that night and be scattered: "But after I shall
      have been raised, I will go before you into Galilee."(2) At present we
      have only to call attention to the fact that the angel gives the order.
      With how much surprise, therefore, do we not immediately after read that,
      as the women departed quickly to tell the disciples in obedience to the
      angel's message, v. 9: "Behold Jesus met them, saying, Hail. And they came
      up to him and laid hold of his feet, and worshipped him. 10. Then saith
      Jesus unto them: Be not afraid: go, tell my brethren that they depart into
      Galilee, and there they shall see me."(3) What was the use of the angel's
      message since Jesus himself immediately after appears and delivers the
      very same instructions in person? This sudden and apparently unnecessary
      appearance has all the character of an afterthought. One point,
    






      however, is very clear: that the order to go into Galilee and the
      statement that there first Jesus is to appear to the disciples are
      unmistakable, repeated and peremptory.
    


      We must now turn to the second Gospel. The women going to the sepulchre
      with spices that they might anoint the body of Jesus—which,
      according to the fourth Gospel, had already been fully embalmed and, in
      any case, had lain in the sepulchre since the Friday evening—are
      represented as saying amongst themselves: "Who will roll us away the stone
      from the door of the sepulchre?"(1) This is a curious dramatic
      speculation, but very suspicious. These women are apparently not
      sufficiently acquainted with Joseph of Arimathaea to be aware that, as the
      fourth Gospel asserts, the body had already been embalmed, and yet they
      actually contemplate rolling the stone away from the mouth of a sepulchre
      which was his property.(2) Keim has pointed out that it was a general
      rule(3) that, after a sepulchre had been closed in the way described, it
      should not again be opened. Generally, the stone was not placed against
      the opening of the sepulchre till the third day, when corruption had
      already commenced; but here the sepulchre is stated by all the Gospels to
      have been closed on the first day, and the unhesitating intention of the
      women to remove the stone is not a happy touch on the part of the second
      Synoptist. They find the stone already rolled away.(4) Ver. 5: "And
      entering into the sepulchre, they saw a young man sitting on the right
      side, clothed in a long white garment; and they were
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      affrighted. 6. And he saith unto them: Be not affrighted: Ye seek Jesus of
      Nazareth, the crucified: he was raised [———]; he is not
      here; behold the place where they laid him. 7. But go, tell his disciples
      and Peter that he goeth before you into Galilee; there shall ye see him,
      as he said unto you. 8. And they went out and fled from the sepulchre: for
      trembling and astonishment seized them, and they said nothing to any one;
      for they were afraid."(1) In Matthew, the angel rolls away the stone from
      the sepulchre and sits upon it, and the women only enter to see where
      Jesus lay, upon his invitation. Here, they go in at once, and see the
      angel ("a young man") sitting at the right side, and are affrighted. He re
      assures them and, as in the other narrative, says: "he was raised." He
      gives them the same message to his disciples and to Peter, who is
      specially named, and the second Synoptic thus fully confirms the first in
      representing Galilee as the place where Jesus is to be seen by them. It is
      curious that the women should say nothing to anyone about this wonderful
      event, and in this the statements of the other Gospels are certainly not
      borne out. There is one remarkable point to be noticed, however, that,
      according to the second Synoptist also, not only is there no eye-witness
      of the Resurrection, but the only evidence of that marvellous occurrence
      which it contains is the information of the "young man," which is clearly
      no evidence at all. There is no appearance of Jesus to any one narrated,
      and it would seem as though the appearance described in
    






      Matt, xxviii. 9 f. is excluded. It is well known that Mark xvi. 9-20 did
      not form part of the original Gospel and is inauthentic. It is unnecessary
      to argue a point so generally admitted. The verses now appended to the
      Gospel are by a different author and are of no value as evidence. We,
      therefore, exclude them from consideration. In Luke, as in the second
      Synoptic, the women find the stone removed, and here it is distinctly
      stated that "on entering in they found not the body of the Lord Jesus. 4.
      And it came to pass as they were perplexed thereabout, behold two men
      stood by them in shining garments; 5. And as they were afraid, and bowed
      their faces to the earth, they said unto them: Why seek ye the living
      among the dead? 6. He is not here, but was raised [———];
      remember how he spake unto you when he was yet in Galilee, 7. saying, that
      the Son of Man must be delivered up into the hands of sinful men, and be
      crucified and the third day rise again. 8. And they remembered his words,
      9. and returned from the sepulchre, and told all these things unto the
      eleven and to all the rest.... 11. And these words appeared to them as an
      idle tale, and they believed them not."(1) The author of the third Gospel
      is not content with one angel, like the first two Synoptists, but
      introduces "two men in shining garments," who seem suddenly to stand
      beside the women, and instead of re-assuring them, as in the former
      narratives, rather adopt a tone of reproof (v. 5). They inform the women
      that "Jesus was raised;" and here again not only has no one been an
      eye-witness of the resurrection, but the women only hear of it from the
      angels. There is one striking peculiarity in the above
    






      account. There is no mention whatever of Jesus going before his disciples
      into Galilee to be seen of them, nor indeed of his being seen at all; but
      "Galilee" is introduced by way of a reminiscence. Instead of the future,
      the third Synoptist substitutes the past and, as might be expected, he
      gives no hint of any appearances of Jesus to the disciples beyond the
      neighbourhood of Jerusalem. When the women tell the disciples what they
      have seen and heard, they do not believe them. The thief on the cross,
      according to the writer, was more advanced in his faith and knowledge than
      the Apostles. Setting aside Mat. xxviii. 9,10, we have hitherto no other
      affirmation of the Resurrection than the statement that the sepulchre was
      found empty, and the angels announced that Jesus was raised from the dead.
    


      The account of the fourth Evangelist, however, differs completely from the
      narratives of all the Synoptists. According to him, Mary Magdalene alone
      comes to the sepulchre and sees the stone taken away. She therefore runs
      and comes to Simon Peter and to "the other disciple whom Jesus loved,"
      saying: "They took [———] the Lord out of the sepulchre
      and we know not [———](1) where they laid [———]
      him. 3. Peter, therefore, went forth and the other disciple, and came to
      the sepulchre. 4. And the two ran together; and the other disciple outran
      Peter and came first to the sepulchre; 5. and stooping down, looking in,
      he seeth the linen clothes lying; yet went he not in. C. Then cometh Simon
      Peter following him and went into the
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      sepulchre and beholdeth the linen clothes lying, 7. and the napkin that
      was on his head, not lying with the linen clothes, but wrapped in one
      place by itself. 8. Then went in, therefore, the other disciple also, who
      came first to the sepulchre, and he saw and believed. 9. For as yet they
      knew not the scriptures, that he must rise again from the dead. 10. So the
      disciples went away to their own homes."(1) Critics have long ago pointed
      out the careful way in which the actions of "the beloved disciple" and
      Peter are balanced in this narrative. If the "other disciple" outstrips
      Peter, and first looks into the sepulchre, Peter first actually enters;
      and if Peter first sees the careful arrangement of the linen clothes, the
      other sees and believes. The evident care with which the writer metes out
      a share to each disciple in this visit to the sepulchre, of which the
      Synoptics seem totally ignorant, is very suggestive of artistic
      arrangement, and the careful details regarding the folding and position of
      the linen clothes, which has furnished so much matter for apologetic
      reasoning, seems to us to savour more of studied composition than natural
      observation. So very much is passed over in complete silence which is of
      the very highest importance, that minute details like these, which might
      well be composed in the study, do not produce so much effect as some
      critics think they should do. There is some ambiguity as to what the
      disciple "believed," according to v. 8, when he went into the sepulchre;
      and some understand that he simply believed what Mary Magdalene had told
      them (v. 2), whilst others hold that he believed in the resurrection,
      which, taken in connection with the following verse, seems undoubtedly to
      be the author's meaning. If the former were the reading it would be too
      trifling a point to be so
    






      prominently mentioned, and it would not accord with the contented return
      home of the disciples. Accepting the latter sense, it is instructive to
      observe the very small amount of evidence with which "the beloved
      disciple" is content. He simply finds the sepulchre empty and the linen
      clothes lying, and although no one even speaks of the resurrection, no one
      professes to have been an eye-witness of it, and "as yet they know not the
      scriptures, that he must rise again from the dead," he is nevertheless
      said to see and believe.
    


      It will have been observed that as yet, although the two disciples have
      both entered the sepulchre, there has been no mention whatever of angels:
      they certainly did not see any. In immediate continuation of the
      narrative, however, we learn that when they have gone home, Mary
      Magdalene, who was standing without at the tomb weeping, stooped down and,
      looking into the sepulchre,—where just before the disciples had seen
      no one,—she beheld "two angels in white sitting, one at the head and
      one at the feet, where the body of Jesus lay. 13. They say unto her:
      Woman, why weepest thou? She saith unto them: Because they took away [———]
      my Lord, and I know not where they laid him."(1) This again is a very
      different representation and conversation from that reported in the other
      Gospels. Do we acquire any additional assurance as to the reality of the
      angels and the historical truth of their intervention from this narrative?
      We think not. Mary Magdalene repeats to the angels almost the very words
      she had said to the disciples, v. 2. Are we to suppose that "the beloved
      disciple," who saw and believed, did not communicate his conviction to the
      others, and that Mary was left
    






      precisely in the same doubt and perplexity as before, without an idea that
      anything had happened except that the body had been taken away and she
      knew not where it had been laid? She appears to have seen and spoken to
      the angels with singular composure. Their sudden appearance does not even
      seem to have surprised her.
    


      We must, however, continue the narrative, and it is well to remark the
      maintenance, at first, of the tone of affected ignorance, as well as the
      dramatic construction of the whole scene: v. 14. "Having said this, she
      turned herself back and beholdeth Jesus standing, and knew not that it was
      Jesus. 15. Jesus saith unto her: Woman, why weepest thou? whom seekest
      thou? She, supposing that it was the gardener, saith unto him: Sir, if
      thou didst bear him hence, tell me where thou didst lay him, and I will
      take him away. 16. Jesus saith unto her: Mary. She turned herself, and
      saith unto him in Hebrew:(1) Rabboni, which is to say, Master. 17. Jesus
      saith unto her: Touch me not [———]; for I have not yet
      ascended to the Father: but go to my brethren, and say unto them: I ascend
      unto my Father and your Father, and my God and your God. 18. Mary
      Magdalene cometh announcing to the disciples that she has seen the Lord,
      and he spake these things unto her."(2) To those who attach weight to
      these narratives and consider them historical, it must appear astonishing
      that Mary, who up to the very last had been closely associated with Jesus,
      does not recognise him when he thus appears to her, but supposes him at
      first to be the gardener. As part of the evidence of the Gospel, however,
    


     1 This is the reading of the Vatican and Sinaitic codices,
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      such a trait is of much importance, and must hereafter be alluded to.
      After a couple of days not know Jesus whom she had daily seen for so long!
      The interpretation of the reply of Jesus, v. 17: "Touch me not," &c,
      has long been a bone of contention among critics, but it does not
      sufficiently affect the inquiry upon which we are engaged to require
      discussion here.(1) Only one point may be mentioned in passing, that if,
      as has been supposed in connection with Mt. xxviii. 9, Jesus be understood
      to repel, as premature, the worship of Mary, that very passage of the
      first Gospel, in which there is certainly no discouragement of worship,
      refutes the theory. We shall not say more about the construction of this
      dialogue, but we may point out that, as so many unimportant details are
      given throughout the narrative, it is somewhat remarkable that the scene
      terminates so abruptly, and leaves so much untold that it would have been
      of the utmost consequence for us to know. What became of Jesus, for
      instance? Did he vanish suddenly? or did he bid Mary farewell, and leave
      her like one in the flesh? Did she not inquire why he did not join the
      brethren? whither he was going? It is scarcely possible to tell us less
      than the writer has done; and as it cannot be denied that such minor
      points as where the linen clothes
    






      lay, or whether Mary "turned herself back" (v. 14) or "turned herself" (v.
      16) merely, cannot be compared in interest and importance to the supposed
      movements and conduct of Jesus under such circumstances, the omission to
      relate the end of the interview, or more particular details of it, whilst
      those graphic touches are inserted, is singularly instructive. It is much
      more important to notice that here again there is no mention of Galilee,
      nor, indeed, of any intention to show himself to the disciples anywhere,
      but simply the intimation sent to them: "I ascend unto my Father and your
      Father," &c, a declaration which seems emphatically to exclude further
      "appearances," and to limit the vision of the risen Jesus to Mary
      Magdalene. Certainly this message implies in the clearest way that the
      Ascension was then to take place, and the only explanation of the abrupt
      termination of the scene immediately after this is said is, that, as he
      spoke, Jesus then ascended. The subsequent appearances related in this
      Gospel must, consequently, either be regarded as an after-thought, or as
      visions of Jesus after he had ascended. This demands serious attention. We
      shall see that after sending this message to his disciples he is
      represented as appearing to them on the evening of the very same day.
    


      According to the third Synoptic, the first appearance of Jesus to any one
      after the Resurrection was not to the women, and not to Mary Magdalene,
      but to two brethren,(1) who were not apostles at all, the name of one of
      whom, we are told, was Cleopas.(2) The story of the walk to Emmaus is very
      dramatic and interesting, but it is clearly legendary.(3) None of the
      other Evangelists
    






      seem to know anything of it. It is difficult to suppose that Jesus should
      after his resurrection appear first of all to two unknown Christians in
      such a manner, and accompany them in such a journey. The particulars of
      the story are to the last degree improbable, and in its main features
      incredible, and it is indeed impossible to consider them carefully without
      perceiving the transparent inauthenticity of the narrative. The two
      disciples were going to a village called Emmaus threescore furlongs
      distant from Jerusalem, and while they are conversing Jesus joins them,
      "but their eyes were holden that they should not know him." He asks the
      subject of their discourse, and pretends ignorance, which surprises them.
      Hearing the expression of their perplexity and depression, he says to
      them: 25. "O foolish and slow of heart to believe all that the prophets
      spake. 26. Was it not necessary that the Christ should suffer these
      things, and enter into his glory? 27. And beginning at Moses and at all
      the prophets, he expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the things
      concerning himself." When they reach the village, he pretends to be going
      further (v. 28), but they constrain him to stay. 30. "And it came to pass,
      as he sat at meat with them he took the bread and blessed and brake, and
      gave to them; 31. and their eyes were opened, and they knew him, and he
      vanished out of their sight." Now why all this mystery? why were their
      eyes holden that they should not know him? why pretend ignorance? why make
      "as though he would go further?" Considering the nature and number of the
      alleged appearances of Jesus, this episode seems most disproportionate and
    






      inexplicable. The final incident completes our conviction of the unreality
      of the whole episode: after the sacramental blessing and breaking of
      bread, Jesus vanishes in a manner which removes the story from the domain
      of history. On their return to Jerusalem, the Synoptist adds that they
      find the Eleven, and are informed that "the Lord was raised and was seen
      by Simon." Of this appearance we are not told anything more.
    


      Whilst the two disciples from Emmaus were relating these things to the
      eleven, the third Synoptist states that Jesus himself stood in the midst
      of them: v. 37. "But they were terrified and affrighted, and supposed that
      they saw a spirit." The apparent intention is to represent a miraculous
      sudden entry of Jesus into the midst of them, just as he had vanished at
      Emmaus; but, in order to re-assure them, Jesus is represented as saying:
      v. 39. "Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I myself; handle me and
      behold, for a spirit hath not flesh and bones as ye see me having. 41. And
      while they yet believed not for joy, and wondered, he said unto them: Have
      ye here any food? 42. And they gave him a piece of a broiled fish.(1) 43.
      And he took it and did eat before them," The care with which the writer
      demonstrates that Jesus rose again with his own body is remarkable, for
      not only does he show his hands and feet, we may suppose for the purpose
      of exhibiting the wounds made by the nails by which he was affixed to the
      cross, but he eats, and thereby proves himself to be still possessed of
      his human organism. It is apparent, however, that there is direct
      contradiction between this and the representation of his vanishing at
      Emmaus,
    






      and standing in the midst of them now. The Synoptist who is so lavish in
      his use of miraculous agency naturally sees no incongruity here. One or
      other alternative must be adopted:—If Jesus possessed his own body
      after his resurrection and could eat and be handled, he could not vanish;
      if he vanished, he could not have been thus corporeal. The aid of a
      miracle has to be invoked in order to reconcile the representations. We
      need not here criticise the address which he is supposed to make to the
      disciples,(1) but we must call attention to the one point that Jesus (v.
      49) commands the disciples to tarry in Jerusalem until they be "clothed
      with power from on high." This completes the exclusion of all appearances
      in Galilee, for the narrative proceeds to say, that Jesus led them out
      towards Bethany and lifted up his hands and blessed them: v. 51. "And it
      came to pass, while blessing them, he parted from them, and was carried up
      into heaven;" whilst they returned to Jerusalem, where they "were
      continually in the temple" praising God. We shall return to the Ascension
      presently, but, in the meantime, it is well that we should refer to the
      accounts of the other two Gospels.
    


      According to the fourth Gospel, on the first day of the week, after
      sending to his disciples the message regarding his Ascension, which we
      have discussed, when it was evening: xx. 19. "And the doors having been
      shut where the disciples were, for fear of the Jews, Jesus came and stood
      in the midst, and saith unto them: Peace be unto you. 20. And having said
      this, he
    


     1 The statement in xxiv. 44, however, is suggestive as
     showing how the fulfilment of the Prophets and Psalms is in
     the mind of the writer. We have seen how much this idea
     influenced the account of the Passion in the Gospels.







      showed unto them both his hands and his side. The disciples, therefore,
      rejoiced when they saw the Lord. 21. So then he said to them again: Peace
      be unto you: as the Father hath sent me, I also send you. 22. And when he
      said this, he breathed on them, and saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy
      Spirit: 23. Whosesoever sins ye forgive they are forgiven unto them;
      whosesoever ye retain they are retained." This appearance of Jesus to the
      eleven bears so far analogy to that in the third Gospel, which we have
      just examined, that it occurs upon the same day and to the same persons.
      Is it probable that Jesus appeared twice upon the same evening to the
      eleven disciples? The account in the fourth Gospel itself confirms the
      only reasonable reply: that he did not do so; but the narrative in the
      third Synoptic renders the matter certain. That appearance was the first
      to the eleven (xxiv. 36 f.), and he then conducted them towards Bethany,
      and ascended into heaven (v. 50 f.). How then, we may inquire, could two
      accounts of the same event differ so fundamentally? It is absolutely
      certain that both cannot be true. Is it possible to suppose that the third
      Synoptist could forget to record the extraordinary powers supposed to have
      been on this occasion bestowed upon the ten Apostles to forgive sins and
      to retain them? Is it conceivable that he would not relate the
      circumstance that Jesus breathed upon them, and endowed them with the Holy
      Ghost? Indeed, as regards the latter point, he seems to exclude it, v. 49,
      and in the Acts (ii.) certainly represents the descent of the Holy Spirit
      as taking place at Pentecost. On the other hand, can we suppose that the
      fourth Evangelist would have ignored the walk to Bethany and the solemn
      parting there? or the injunction to remain in Jerusalem?
    






      not to mention other topics. The two episodes cannot be reconciled.
    


      In the fourth Gospel, instead of showing his hands and feet, Jesus is
      represented as exhibiting "his hands and his side," and that this is not
      accidental is most clearly demonstrated by the fact that Thomas, who is
      not present, refuses to believe (v. 25) unless he see and put his finger
      into the print of the nails in his hands and put his hand into his side;
      and Jesus, when he appears again, allows him (v. 27) to put his finger
      into his hands and his hand into his side. In the Synoptic, the wound made
      by that mythical lance is ignored and, in the fourth Gospel, the wounds in
      the feet. The omission of the whole episode of the leg-breaking and
      lance-thrust by the three Synoptics thus gains fresh significance. On the
      other hand, it may be a question whether, in the opinion of the fourth
      Evangelist, the feet of Jesus were nailed to the cross at all, or whether,
      indeed, they were so in fact. It was at least as common, not to say more,
      that the hands alone of those who were crucified were nailed to the cross,
      the legs being simply bound to it by cords. Opinion is divided as to
      whether Jesus was so bound or whether the feet were likewise nailed, but
      the point is not important to our examination and need not be discussed,
      although it has considerable interest in connection with the theory that
      death did not actually ensue on the cross, but that, having fainted
      through weakness, Jesus, being taken down after so unusually short a time
      on the cross, subsequently recovered. There is no final evidence upon the
      point.
    


      None of the explanations offered by apologists remove the contradiction
      between the statement that Jesus bestowed the Holy Spirit upon this
      occasion and that of the
    






      third Synoptic and Acts. There is, however, a curious point to notice in
      connection with this: Thomas is said to have been absent upon this
      occasion, and the representation, therefore, is that the Holy Spirit was
      only bestowed upon ten of the Apostles. Was Thomas excluded? Was he thus
      punished for his unbelief? Are we to suppose that an opportunity to bestow
      the Holy Spirit was selected when one of the Apostles was not present?(l)
      We have, however, somewhat anticipated the narrative (xx. 24 if.), which
      relates that upon the occasion above discussed Thomas, one of the Twelve,
      was not present, and hearing from the rest that they have seen the Lord,
      he declares that he will not believe without palpable proof by touching
      his wounds. The Evangelist continues: v. 26. "And after eight days again
      his disciples were within, and Thomas was with them. Jesus cometh, the
      doors having been shut [———], and stood in the midst and
      said: Peace be unto you. 27. Then saith he to Thomas: Reach hither thy
      finger and behold my hands; and reach hither thy hand and put it into my
      side, and be not unbelieving but believing. 28. Thomas answered and said
      unto him: My Lord and my God. 29. Jesus saith unto him: Because thou hast
      seen me, thou hast believed: blessed are they who have not seen, and yet
      have believed."
    


      The third Synoptic gives evidence that the risen Jesus is not incorporeal
      by stating that he not only permitted himself to be handled, but actually
      ate food in their presence. The fourth Evangelist attains the same result
      in a more artistic manner through the doubts of Thomas, but in allowing
      him actually to put his finger into the prints of the nails in his hands,
      and his hand into the
    






      wound in his side, he asserts that Jesus rose with the same body as that
      which had hung on the cross. He, too, however, whilst doing this, actually
      endows him with the attribute of incorporeality; for, upon both of the
      occasions which we are discussing, the statement is markedly made that,
      when Jesus came and stood in the midst, the doors were shut where the
      disciples were. It can scarcely be doubted that the intention of the
      writer is to represent a miraculous entry.(1)
    


      We are asked, however, to believe that when Thomas had convinced himself
      that it was indeed Jesus in the flesh who stood before him, he went to the
      opposite extreme of belief and said to Jesus: [———] "My
      Lord and my God!" In representing that Jesus, even before the Ascension,
      was addressed as "God" by one of the Twelve, the Evangelist commits one of
      those anachronisms with which we are familiar, in another shape, in the
      works of great painters, who depict pious bishops of their own time as
      actors in the scenes of the Passion. These touches, however, betray the
      hand of the artist, and remove the account from the domain of sober
      history. In the message sent by Jesus to his disciples he spoke of
      ascending "to your God and my God," but the Evangelist at the close of his
      Gospel strikes the same note as that upon which he commenced his
      philosophical prelude.
    


      We shall only add one further remark regarding this episode, and it is the
      repetition of one already made. It is much to be regretted that the writer
      does not inform us how these interviews of Jesus with his disciples
      terminated. We are told of his entry, but not
    






      of his mode of departure. Did he vanish suddenly? Did he depart like other
      men? Then, it would be important to know where Jesus abode during the
      interval of eight days. Did he ascend to heaven after each appearance? or
      did he remain on earth? Why did he not consort as before with his
      disciples? These are not jeering questions, but serious indications of the
      scantiness of the information given by the Evangelists, which is not
      compensated by some trifling detail of no value occasionally inserted to
      heighten the reality of a narrative. This is the last appearance of Jesus
      related in the fourth Gospel; for the character of Ch. xxi. is too
      doubtful to permit it to rank with the Gospel. The appearance of Jesus
      therein related is in fact more palpably legendary than the others. It
      will be observed that in this Gospel, as in the third Synoptic, the
      appearances of Jesus are confined to Jerusalem and exclude Galilee. These
      two Gospels are, therefore, clearly in contradiction with the statement of
      the first two Synoptics.(2)
    


      It only remains for us to refer to one more appearance of Jesus: that
      related in the first Synoptic, xxviii. 16 ff. In obedience to the command
      of Jesus, the disciples are represented as having gone away into Galilee,
      "unto the mountain where Jesus had appointed them." We have not previously
      heard anything of this specific appointment. The Synoptist continues: v.
      17. "And when they saw him they worshipped him, but some doubted. 18. And
      Jesus came and spake unto them, saying: All authority was given to me [———]
      in heaven and on earth. 19. Go ye and make disciples of all the nations,
      baptizing them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
      Holy Spirit; 20. teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I
      commanded you; and lo, I am with
    






      you all the days, unto the end of the world." This appearance not only is
      not mentioned in the other Gospels, but it excludes the appearances in
      Judaea, of which the writer seems to be altogether ignorant. If he knew of
      them, he practically denies them.
    


      There has been some discussion as to what the doubt mentioned in v. 17
      refers, some critics maintaining that "some doubted" as to the propriety
      of worshipping Jesus, whilst others more correctly consider that they
      doubted as to his identity,(1) but we need not mention the curious
      apologetic explanations offered.(2) Are we to regard the mention of these
      doubts as an "inestimable proof of the candour of the Evangelists"? If so,
      then we may find fault with the omission to tell us whether, and how,
      those doubts were set at rest. As the narrative stands, the doubts were
      not resolved. Was it possible to doubt without good reason of the identity
      of one with whom, until a few days previously, the disciples had been in
      daily and hourly contact at least for a year, if not longer? Doubt in such
      a case is infinitely more decisive than belief. We can regard the
      expression, however, in no other light than as a mere rhetorical device in
      a legendary narrative. The rest of the account ueed have little further
      discussion here. The extraordinary statement in v. 18(3) seems as clearly
      the expression of later theology as the baptismal formula
    






      in v. 19, where the doctrine of the Trinity is so definitely expressed.
      Some critics suppose that the Eleven were not alone upon this occasion,
      but that either all the disciples of Jesus were present, or at least the
      500 brethren l to whom Paul refers, 1 Cor. xv. G. This mainly rests on the
      statement that "some doubted," for it is argued that, after the two
      previous appearances to the disciples in Jerusalem mentioned by the other
      Evangelists, it is impossible that the Eleven could have felt doubt, and
      consequently that others must have been present who had not previously
      been convinced. It is scarcely necessary to point out the utter weakness
      of such an argument. It is not permissible, however, to patch on to this
      Gospel scraps cut out of the others.
    


      It must be clear to every unprejudiced student that the appearances of
      Jesus narrated by the four Gospels in Galilee and Judæa cannot be
      harmonised,(2) and we have shown that they actually exclude each other.(3)
      The first Synoptist records (v. 10) the order for the disciples to go into
      Galilee, and with no further interruption than the
    






      mention of the return of the discomfited guard from the sepulchre to the
      chief priest, he (v. 16) states that they went into Galilee, where they
      saw Jesus in the manner just described. No amount of ingenuity can insert
      the appearances in Jerusalem here without the grossest violation of all
      common sense. This is the only appearance to the Eleven recorded in
      Matthew.
    


      We must here again point out the singular omission to relate the manner in
      which this interview was ended. The episode and the Gospel, indeed, are
      brought to a very artistic close by the expression, "lo, I am with you all
      the days unto the end of the world," but we must insist that it is a very
      suggestive fact that it does not occur to these writers to state what
      became of Jesus. No point could have been more full of interest than the
      manner in which Jesus here finally leaves the disciples, and is dismissed
      from the history. That such an important part of the narrative is omitted
      is in the highest degree remarkable and significant. Had a formal
      termination to the interview been recounted, it would have been subject to
      criticism, and by no means necessarily evidence of truth; but it seems to
      us that the circumstance that it never occurred to these writers to relate
      the departure of Jesus is a very strong indication of the unreality and
      shadowy nature of the whole tradition.
    


      We are thus brought to consider the account of the Ascension, which is at
      least given by one Evangelist. In the appendix to the second Gospel, as if
      the later writer felt the omission and desired to complete the narrative,
      it is vaguely stated: xvi. 19. "So then after the Lord spake unto them he
      was taken up into heaven and sat on the right hand of God."(1) The
    






      writer, however, omits to state how he was taken up into heaven; and
      sitting "at the right hand of God" is an act and position which those who
      assert the "Personality of God" may possibly understand, but which we
      venture to think betrays that the account is a mere theological figment.
      The third Synoptist, however, as we have incidentally shown, gives an
      account of the Ascension. Jesus having, according to the narrative in
      xxiv. 50 ff., led the disciples out to Bethany, lifted up his hands and
      blessed them: v. 51. "And it came to pass while blessing them he parted
      from them, and was carried up into heaven."(1) The whole of the
      appearances narrated in the third Synoptic, therefore, and the Ascension
      are thus said to occur on the same day as the Resurrection.(2) In Matthew,
      there is a different representation made, for the time consumed in the
      journey of the disciples to Galilee obviously throws back the Ascension to
      a later date. In Mark, there is no appearance at all recorded, but the
      command to the disciples to go into Galilee confirms the first Synoptic.
      In the fourth Gospel, Jesus revisits the eleven a second time after eight
      days; and, therefore, the Ascension is here
    






      necessarily later still. In neither of these Gospels, however, is there
      any account of an ascension at all.
    


      We may here point out that there is no mention of the Ascension in any of
      the genuine writings of Paul, and it would appear that the theory of a
      bodily ascension, in any shape, did not form part of the oldest Christian
      tradition.(1) The growth of the legend of the Ascension is apparent in the
      circumstance that the author of the third Gospel follows a second
      tradition regarding that event, when composing Acts.(2) Whether he thought
      a fuller and more detailed account desirable, or it seemed necessary to
      prolong the period during which Jesus remained on earth after his
      Resurrection and to multiply his appearances, it is impossible to say, but
      the fact is that he does so. He states in his second work: that to the
      Apostles Jesus "presented himself alive after he suffered by many proofs,
      being seen [———] by them during forty days, and speaking
      of the things concerning the Kingdom of God." It is scarcely possible to
      doubt that the period of forty days is suggested by the Old Testament(3)
      and the Hebrew use of that number, of which indeed we already find
      examples in the New Testament in the forty days temptation of Jesus in the
      wilderness,(4) and his fasting forty days and forty nights.(5) Why
    






      Jesus remained on earth this typical period we are not told,(1) but the
      representation evidently is of much more prolonged and continuous
      intercourse with his disciples than any statements in the Gospels have led
      us to suppose, or than the declaration of Paul renders in the least degree
      probable.
    


      If indeed the account in Acts were true, the numbered appearances recited
      by Paul show singular ignorance of the phenomena of the Resurrection. We
      need not discuss the particulars of the last interview with the Apostles,
      (i. 4 if.) although they are singular enough, and are indeed elsewhere
      referred to, but at once proceed to the final occurrences: v. 9. "And when
      he had spoken these things, while they are looking he was lifted up; and a
      cloud received him out of their sight. 10. And as they were gazing
      stedfastly into the heaven as he went, behold, two men stood by them in
      white apparel; 11. which also said: Men of Galilee [———],
      why stand ye looking into the heaven? This Jesus, who was taken up from
      you into the heaven, shall come in like manner as ye saw him going into
      the heaven. 12. Then returned they into Jerusalem," &c. A definite
      statement is here made of the mode in which Jesus finally ascended into
      heaven, and it presents some of the incongruities which might have beeu
      expected. The bodily Ascension up the sky in a cloud, apart from the
      miraculous nature of such an occurrence, seems singularly to localise
      "Heaven," and to present views of cosmical and celestial phenomena
      suitable certainly to the age of the writer, but which are not endorsed by
      modern science.
    


     1 The testimony of the Epistle of Barnabas (c. xv.) does not
     agree with this.







      The sudden appearance of the "two men in white apparel," the usual
      description of angels, is altogether in the style of the author of Acts,
      but does it increase the credibility of the story? It is curious that the
      angels open their address to the Apostles in the same form as almost every
      other speaker in this book. One might ask, indeed, why such an angelic
      interposition should have taken place? for its utility is not apparent,
      and in the short sentence recorded nothing which is new is embodied. No
      surprise is expressed at the appearance of the angels, and nothing is said
      of their disappearance. They are introduced, like the chorus of a Greek
      play, and are left unceremoniously, with an indifference which betrays
      complete familiarity with supernatural agency. Can there be any doubt that
      the whole episode is legendary?(1)
    


      It may not seem inappropriate to mention here that the idea of a bodily
      Ascension does not originate with the author of the third Synoptic and
      Acts, nor is it peculiar to Christianity. The translation of Enoch(2) had
      long been chronicled in the sacred books; and the ascent of Elijah(3) in
      his whirlwind and chariot of fire before the eyes of Elisha was another
      well-known instance. The vision of Daniel (vii. 13), of one like the "Son
      of man" coming with the clouds of heaven, might well have suggested the
      manner of his departure, but another mode has been suggested.(4) The
      author of Acts was, we maintain, well acquainted with the works of
      Josephus.(5)
    






      We know that the prophet like unto Moses was a favourite representation in
      Acts of the Christ. Now, in the account which Josephus gives of the end of
      Moses, he states that, although he wrote in the holy books that he died
      lest they should say that he went to God, this was not really his end.
      After reaching the mountain Abarim he dismissed the senate; and as he was
      about to embrace Eleazar, the high priest, and Joshua, "a cloud suddenly
      having stood over him he disappeared in a certain valley."(1) This,
      however, we merely mention in passing.
    


      Our earlier examination of the evidence for the origin and authorship of
      the historical books of the New Testament very clearly demonstrated that
      the testimony of these works for miracles and the reality of Divine
      Revelation, whatever that testimony might seem to be, could not be
      considered of any real value. We have now examined the accounts which the
      four Evangelists actually give of the Passion, Resurrection, and
      Ascension, and there can be no hesitation in stating as the result that,
      as might have been expected from works of such uncertain character, these
      narratives must be pronounced mere legends, embodying vague and wholly
      unattested tradition. As
    






      evidence for such stupendous miracles, they are absolutely of no value. No
      reliance can be placed on a single detail of their story. The aim of the
      writers has obviously been to make their narrative of the various
      appearances of Jesus as convincing as possible,(1) and they have freely
      inserted any details which seemed to them calculated to give them
      impressiveness, force, and verisimilitude.
    


      A recent apologetic writer has said: "Any one who will attentively read
      side by side the narratives of these appearances on the first day of the
      resurrection, will see that they have only been preserved for us in
      general, interblended and scattered notices (see Matt, xxviii. 16; Luke
      xxiv. 34; Acts i. 3), which, in strict exactness, render it impossible,
      without many arbitrary suppositions, to produce from them a certain
      narrative of the order of events. The lacuna, the compressions, the
      variations, the actual differences, the subjectivity of the narrators
      as affected by spiritual revelations, render all harmonies at the best
      uncertain."(2) Passing over without comment, the strange phrase in this
      passage which we have italicised, and which seems to claim divine
      inspiration for the writers, it must be obvious to any one who has
      carefully read the preceding pages that this is an exceedingly moderate
      description of the wild statements and irreconcilable contradictions of
      the different narratives we have examined. But such as it is, with all the
      glaring inconsistencies and impossibilities of the accounts even thus
      subdued, is it possible for any one who has formed even a faint idea of
      the extraordinary nature of the allegations which have to be attested, to
    






      consider such documents really evidence for the Resurrection and bodily
      Ascension?
    


      The usual pleas which are advanced in mitigation of judgment against the
      Gospels for these characteristics are of no avail. It may be easy to
      excuse the writers for their mutual contradictions, but the pleas
      themselves are an admission of the shortcomings which render their
      evidence valueless. "The differences of purpose in the narrative of the
      four Evangelists,"(1) may be fancifully set forth, or ingeniously
      imagined, but no "purpose" can transform discordant and untrustworthy
      narratives into evidence for miracles. Unless the prologue to the third
      Gospel be considered a condemnation of any of the other Synoptics which
      may have existed before it, none of the Evangelists makes the smallest
      reference to any of his brethren or their works. Each Gospel tacitly
      professes to be a perfectly independent work, giving the history of Jesus,
      or at
    






      least of the active part of his life, and of his death and Resurrection.
      The apologetic theory, derived from the Fathers, that the Evangelists
      designed to complete and supplement each other, is totally untenable. Each
      work was evidently intended to be complete in itself; but when we consider
      that much the greater part of the contents of each of the Synoptics is
      common to the three, frequently with almost literal agreement, and
      generally without sufficient alteration to conceal community of source or
      use of each other, the poverty of Christian tradition becomes painfully
      evident. We have already pointed out the fundamental difference between
      the fourth Gospel and the Synoptics. In no part of the history does
      greater contradiction and disagreement between the three Synoptics
      themselves and likewise between them and the fourth Gospel exist, than in
      the account of the Passion, Resurrection and Ascension. It is impossible
      to examine the four narratives carefully without feeling that here
      tradition, for natural reasons, has been more than usually wavering and
      insecure. Each writer differs essentially from the rest, and the various
      narratives not only disagree but exclude each other. The third Synoptist,
      in the course of some years, even contradicts himself. The phenomena which
      are related, in fact, were too subjective and unsubstantial for sober and
      consistent narrative, and free play was allowed for pious imagination to
      frame details by the aid of supposed Messianic utterances of the Prophets
      and Psalmists of Israel.
    


      Such a miracle as the Resurrection, startling as it is in our estimation,
      was common-place enough in the view of these writers. We need not go hack
      to discuss the story of the widow's son restored to
    






      life by Elijah,(1) nor that of the dead man who revived on touching the
      bones of Elisha.(2) The raising from the dead of the son of the widow of
      Nain(3) did not apparently produce much effect at the time, and only one
      of the Evangelists seems to have thought it worth while to preserve the
      narrative. The case of Jairus' daughter,(4) whatever it was, is regarded
      as a resurrection of the dead and is related by two of the Synoptists; but
      the raising of Lazarus is only recorded by the fourth Evangelist. The
      familiarity of the age with the idea of the resurrection of the dead,
      however, according to the Synoptists, is illustrated by the representation
      which they give of the effect produced by the fame of Jesus upon Herod and
      others. We are told by the first Synoptist that Herod said unto his
      servants: "This is John the Baptist; he was raised from the dead; and
      therefore the powers work in him."(5) The second Synoptist repeats the
      same statement, but adds: "But others said that it is Elijah; and others
      said that it is a prophet like one of the prophets."(6) The statement of
      the third Synoptist is somewhat different. He says: "Now Herod the
      tetrarch heard all that was occurring: and he was perplexed because it was
      said by some that John was raised from the dead, and by some that Elijah
      appeared, and by others that one of the old prophets rose up. And Herod
    






      said: John I beheaded, but who is this of whom I hear such things, and he
      sought to see him."()1 The three Synoptists substantially report the same
      thing; the close verbal agreement of the first two being an example of the
      community of matter of which we have just spoken. The variations are
      instructive as showing the process by which each writer made the original
      form his own. Are we to assume that these things were really said? Or must
      we conclude that the sayings are simply the creation of later tradition?
      In the latter case, we see how unreal and legendary are the Gospels. In
      the former case, we learn how common was the belief in a bodily
      resurrection. How could it seem so strange to the Apostles that Jesus
      should rise again, when the idea that John the Baptist or one of the old
      prophets had risen from the dead was so readily accepted by Herod and
      others? How could they so totally misunderstand all that the chief
      priests, according to the first Synoptic, so well understood of the
      teaching of Jesus on the subject of his Resurrection, since the world had
      already become so familiar with the idea and the fact?
    


      Then, the episode of the Transfiguration must have occurred to every one,
      when Jesus took with him Peter and James and John into a high mountain
      apart, "and he was transfigured before them; and his face did shine as the
      sun, and his raiment became white as the light. And behold, there was seen
      [———] by them Moses and Elijah
    






      talking with him;" and then "a bright cloud overshadowed them" and "a
      voice came out of the cloud: This is my beloved son," &c. "And when
      the disciples heard they fell on their face and were sore afraid."(1) The
      third Synoptist even knows the subject of their conversation: "They were
      speaking of his decease which he was about to fulfil in Jerusalem."(2)
      This is related by all as an objective occurrence.(3) Are we to accept it
      as such? Then how is it possible that the disciples could be so obtuse and
      incredulous as they subsequently showed themselves to be regarding the
      person of Jesus, and his resurrection? How could the announcement of that
      event by the angels to the women seem to them as an idle tale, which they
      did not believe?(4) Here were Moses and Elijah before them, and in Jesus,
      we are told, they recognized one greater than Moses and Elijah. The
      miracle of the Resurrection was here again anticipated and made palpable
      to them. Are we to regard the Transfiguration as a subjective vision? Then
      why not equally so the appearances of Jesus after his passion? We can
      regard the Transfiguration, however, as nothing more than an allegory
      without either objective or subjective reality. Into this at present we
      cannot further go. It is sufficient to repeat that our examination has
      shown the Gospels to possess no value as evidence for the Resurrection and
      Ascension.
    







 














      CHAPTER III. THE EVIDENCE OF PAUL
    


      We may now proceed to examine the evidence of Paul. "On one occasion," it
      is affirmed in a passage already quoted, "he gives a very circumstantial
      account of the testimony upon which the belief in the Resurrection rested
      (1 Cor. xv. 4—8)."(1) This account is as follows: 1 Cor. xv. 3. "For
      I delivered unto you first of all that which I also received, that Christ
      died for our sins according to the Scriptures, 4. and that he was buried,
      and that he has been raised [———] the third day
      according to the Scriptures, 5. and that he was seen by Cephas, then by
      the Twelve. 6. After that, he was seen by above five hundred brethren at
      once [———], of whom the greater part remain unto this
      present, but some are fallen asleep. 7. After that, he was seen by James;
      then by all the Apostles. 8. And last of all he was seen by me also as the
      one born out of due time."(2) Can this be considered a "very
      circumstantial account"? It may be exceedingly unreasonable, but we must
      at once acknowledge that we are not satisfied. The testimony
    






      upon which the belief in the Resurrection rests comprised in a dozen
      lines! for we may so far anticipate as to say that this can scarcely be
      regarded as a resume of evidence which we can find elsewhere. We
      shall presently point out a few circumstances which it might be useful to
      know.
    


      The Apostle states, in this passage, that the doctrines which he had
      delivered to the Corinthians he had himself "received." He does not
      pretend to teach them from his own knowledge, and the question naturally
      arises: From whom did he "receive" them? Formerly, divines generally
      taught that Paul received these doctrines by revelation, and up to recent
      times apologists have continued to hold this view, even when admitting the
      subsidiary use of tradition.(1) If this claim were seriously made, the
      statements of the Apostle, so far as our inquiry is concerned, would
      certainly not gain in value, for it is obvious that Revelation could not
      be admitted to prove Revelation. It is quite true that Paul himself
      professed to have received his Gospel not from men, but from God by direct
      revelation, and we shall hereafter have to consider this point and the
      inferences to be drawn from such pretensions. At present, the argument
      need not be complicated by any such supposition, for certainly Paul does
      not here advance any such claim himself, and apologetic and other critics
      agree in declaring the source of his statements to be natural historical
      tradition.(2) The points which he
    






      delivered and which he had also received are three in number: (1) that
      Christ died for our sins; (2) that he was buried; and (3) that he has been
      raised the third day. In strictness the [———] might
      oblige us to include, "and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the
      Twelve," after which the construction of the sentence is changed. It is
      not necessary to press this, however, and it is better for the present to
      separate the dogmatic statements from those which are more properly
      evidential.
    


      It will be observed that, although the death, burial, and resurrection are
      here taught as "received," evidence only of one point is offered: that
      Jesus "was seen by" certain persons. We have already pointed out that the
      Gospels do not pretend that any one was an eye-witness of the Resurrection
      itself, and it is important to notice that Paul, the earliest and most
      trustworthy witness produced, entirely passes over the event itself, and
      relies solely on the fact that Jesus was supposed to have been seen by
      certain persons to prove that he died, was buried, and had actually risen
      the third day. The only inference which we here wish to draw from this is,
      that the alleged appearances are thus obviously separated from the death
      and burial by a distinct gulf. A dead body, it is stated, or one believed
      to be dead, is laid in a sepulchre: after a certain time, it is alleged
      that the dead person has been seen alive. Supposing the first statement to
      be correct, the second, being in itself, according to all our experience,
      utterly incredible, leaves further a serious gap in the continuity of
      evidence. What occurred in the interval between the burial and the
      supposed apparition? If it be asserted—as in the Gospels it is—that,
      before the
    






      apparition, the sepulchre was found empty and the body gone, not only may
      it be replied that this very circumstance may have assisted in producing a
      subjective vision, but that, in so far as the disappearance of the body is
      connected with the appearance of the person apparently alive, the fact has
      no evidential value. The person supposed to be dead, for instance, may
      actually not have been so, but have revived; for, although we have no
      intention ourselves of adopting this explanation of the Resurrection, it
      is, as an alternative, certainly preferable to belief in the miracle. Or,
      in the interval, the body may have been removed from a temporary to a
      permanent resting place unknown to those who are surprised to find the
      body gone;—and in the Gospels the conflicting accounts of the
      embalming and hasty burial, as we have seen, would fully permit of such an
      argument if we relied at all on those narratives. Many other means of
      accounting for the absence of the body might be advanced, any one of
      which, in the actual default of testimony to the contrary, would be
      irrefutable. The mere surprise of finding a grave empty which was supposed
      to contain a body betrays a blank in the knowledge of the persons, which
      can only be naturally filled up. This gap, at least, would not have
      existed had the supposed resurrection occurred in the presence of those by
      whom it is asserted Jesus "was seen." As it is, no evidence whatever is
      offered that Jesus really died; no evidence that the sepulchre was even
      found empty; no evidence that the dead body actually arose and became
      alive again; but skipping over the intermediate steps, the only evidence
      produced is the statement that, being supposed to be dead, he is said to
      have been seen by certain persons.(1)
    






      There is a peculiarity in the statement to which we must now refer. The
      words, "according to the Scriptures" [———] are twice
      introduced into the brief recapitulation of the teaching which Paul had
      received and delivered: (1) "That Christ died for our sins according to
      the Scriptures," and (3) "that he has been raised the third day according
      to the Scriptures." It is evident that mere historical tradition has only
      to do with the fact "that Christ died," and that the object: "for our
      sins," is a dogmatic addition. The Scriptures supply the dogma. In the
      second point, the appeal to Scripture is curious, and so far important as
      indicating that the resurrection on the third day was supposed to be a
      fulfilment of prophecy; and we have thus an indication, regarding which we
      must hereafter speak, of the manner in which the belief probably
      originated. The double reference to the Scriptures is peculiarly marked,
      and we have already more than once had occasion to point out that the
      narratives of the Gospels betray the very strong and constant influence of
      parts of the Old Testament supposed to relate to the Messiah. It cannot,
      we think, be doubted by any independent critic, that the details of these
      narratives were to a large extent traced from those prophecies. It is in
      the highest degree natural to suppose that the early Christians, once
      accepting the idea of a suffering Messiah, should, in the absence of
      positive or minute knowledge, assume that prophecies which they believed
      to have reference to him should actually have been fulfilled, and that in
      fact the occurrences corresponded minutely with the prophecies. Too little
      is known of what really took place, and it is
    






      probable that Christian tradition generally was moulded from foregone
      conclusions.
    


      What were the "Scriptures," according to which "Christ died for our sins,"
      and "has been raised the third day?" The passages which are generally
      referred to, and which Paul most probably had in view, are well known: as
      regards the death for our sins,—Isaiah liii., Ps. xxii. and lxix,;
      and for the resurrection,—Ps. xvi. 10, and Hosea vi. 2. We have
      already pointed out that historical criticism has shown that the first
      four passages just indicated are not Messianic prophecies at all,(1) and
      we may repeat that the idea of a suffering Messiah was wholly foreign to
      the Jewish prophets and people. The Messiah "crucified," as Paul himself
      bears witness, was "to Jews a stumbling block,"(2) and modern criticism
      has clearly established that the parts of Scripture by which the early
      Christians endeavoured to show that such a Messiah had been foretold can
      only be applied by a perversion of the original signification. In the case
      of the passages supposed to foretell the Resurrection, the misapplication
      is particularly flagrant. We have already discussed the use of Ps. xvi.
      10, which in Acts(3) is put into the mouth of the Apostles Peter and Paul,
      and shown that the proof passage rests upon a mistranslation of the
      original in the Septuagint.(4) Any reader who will refer to Hosea vi. 2
      will see that the passage in no way applies to the Messiah,(5) although
      undoubtedly it has influenced the formation of the doctrine
    






      of the Resurrection. The "sign of the prophet Jonah," which in Mt. xii. 40
      is put into the mouth of Jesus is another passage used with equal
      incorrectness, and a glimpse of the manner in which Christian tradition
      took shape, and the Gospels were composed, may be obtained by comparing
      with the passage in the first Synoptic the parallel in the third (xi. 29—31).(1)
      We shall have more to say presently regarding the resurrection" on the
      third day."
    


      We may now proceed to examine the so-called "very circumstantial account
      of the testimony on which the belief in the Resurrection rested." "And
      that he was seen by Cephas, then by the Twelve. After that he was seen by
      above five hundred brethren at once, of whom the greater part remain unto
      this present, but some are fallen asleep. After that he was seen by James,
      then by all the Apostles, and last of all he was seen by me also."(2)
      There can be no doubt, we think, from the terms in which this statement is
      made, that Paul intended to give the appearances in chronological
      order.(3) It would likewise be a fair inference that he intended to
      mention all the appearances of which he was aware. So far, the account may
      possibly merit the epithet "circumstantial," but in all other respects it
      is scarcely possible to conceive any statement less circumstantial. As to
      where the risen Jesus was seen by these persons, in what manner, and under
      what circumstances, and at what time, we are not vouchsafed a single
      particular. Moreover, the Apostle was not
    






      present on any of these occasions, excepting of course his own vision, and
      consequently merely reports appearances of which he has been informed by
      others, but he omits to mention the authority upon which he makes these
      statements, or what steps he took to ascertain their accuracy and reality.
      For instance, when Jesus is said to have been seen by five hundred
      brethren at once, it would have been of the highest importance for us to
      know the exact details of the scene, the proportion of inference to fact,
      the character of the Apostle's informant, the extent of the investigation
      into the various impressions made upon the individuals composing the five
      hundred, as opposed to the collective affirmation. We confess that we do
      not attach much value to such appeals to the experience of 500 persons at
      once. It is difficult to find out what the actual experience of the
      individuals was, and each individual is so apt to catch the infection of
      his neighbour, and join in excitement, believing that, though he does not
      himself see or feel anything, his neighbour does, that probably, when
      inquiry is pressed home, the aggregate affirmation of a large number may
      resolve itself into the actual experience of very few. The fact is,
      however, that in this "very circumstantial account" we have nothing
      whatever except a mere catalogue by Paul of certain appearances which he
      did not himself see—always excepting his own vision, which we
      reserve—but merely had "received" from others, without a detail or
      information of any kind.
    


      If we compare these appearances with the instances recorded in the
      Gospels, the result is by no means satisfactory. The first appearance is
      said to be to Cephas. It is argued that Paul passes in silence over the
      appearances to women, both because the testimony of women was
    






      not received in Jewish courts, and because his own opinions regarding the
      active participation of women in matters connected with the Church were of
      a somewhat exclusive character.(1) The appearance to Cephas is generally
      identified with that mentioned, Luke xxiv. 34.(2) Nothing could be more
      cursory than the manner in which this appearance is related in the
      Synoptic. The disciples from Emmaus, returning at once to Jerusalem, found
      the Eleven and those who were with them saying: "The Lord was raised
      indeed, and was seen by Simon." Not another syllable is said regarding an
      appearance which, according to Paul, was the first which had occurred. The
      other Gospels say still less, for they ignore the incident altogether. It
      is difficult to find room for such an appearance in the Gospel narratives.
      If we take the report of Paul to be true, that Jesus was first seen by
      Cephas, the silence of three Evangelists and their contradictory
      representations, on the one hand, and the remarkable way in which the
      third Gospel avoids all but the mere indirect reference to the occurrence,
      on the other, are phenomena which we leave apologists to explain.(3)
    


      He is next seen "by the Twelve." This vision is identified with that
      narrated in John xx. 19 flf. and Luke xxiv. 36 ff,,(4) to which, as Thomas
      was absent on the first occasion, some critics understand the episode in
      John xx. 2C if. to be added. On reference to our discussion of
    






      these accounts, it will be seen that they have few or no elements of
      credibility. If the appearance to the Twelve mentioned by Paul be
      identified with these episodes, and their details be declared authentic,
      the second item in Paul's list becomes discredited.
    


      The appearance to 500 brethren at once is not mentioned in any of the
      Gospels, but critics, and especially apologetic critics, assert with more
      or less of certainty the identity of the occasion with the scene described
      in Matth. xxviii. 16 ff.(1) We remarked whilst discussing the passage that
      this is based chiefly on the statement that "some doubted," which would
      have been inconsistent, it is thought, had Jesus already appeared to the
      Eleven.(2) The identity is, however, denied by others.3 The narrative in
      the first Synoptic would scarcely add force to the report in the Epistle.
      Is it possible to suppose, however, that, had there been so large a number
      of persons collected upon that occasion, the Evangelist would not have
      mentioned the fact? On the other hand, does it not somewhat discredit the
      statement that Jesus was seen by so large a number at once, that no record
      of such a remarkable occurrence exists elsewhere?(4) How could the
      tradition of such an event, witnessed by so many, have so completely
      perished that neither in the Gospels nor Acts,
    






      nor in any other writing, is there any reference to it, and our only
      knowledge of it is this bare statement, without a single detail? There is
      only one explanation: that the assembly could not have recognized in the
      phenomenon, whatever it was, the risen Jesus,(1) or that subsequently an
      explanation was given which dispelled some temporary illusion. In any
      case, we must insist that the total absence of all confirmation of an
      appearance to 500 persons at once alone renders such an occurrence more
      than suspicious. The statement that the greater number were still living
      when Paul wrote does not materially affect the question. Paul doubtless
      believed the report that such an appearance had taken place, and that the
      majority of witnesses still survived, but does it necessarily follow that
      the report was true? The survivors were certainly not within reach of the
      Corinthians, and could not easily be questioned. The whole of the argument
      of Paul which we are considering, as well as that which follows, was drawn
      from him by the fact that, in Corinth, Christians actually denied a
      resurrection, and it is far from clear that this denial did not extend to
      denying the Resurection of Jesus himself.(2) That they did deny this we
      think certain, from the care with which Paul gives what he considers
      evidence for the fact. Another point may be mentioned. Where could so many
      as 500 disciples have been collected at one time? The author of Acts
      states (i. 15) the number of the Christian community gathered together to
      elect a successor to Judas as "about 120." Apologists, therefore, either
      suppose the appearance to 500 to have taken place in Jerusalem, when
      numbers of pilgrims
    






      from Galilee and other parts were in the Holy City, or that it occurred in
      Galilee itself, where they suppose believers to have been more
      numerous.(1) This is the merest conjecture; and there is not even ground
      for asserting that there were so many as 500 brethren in any one place, by
      whom Jesus could have been seen.
    


      The appearance to James is not mentioned in any of our Gospels. Jerome
      preserves a legend from the Gospel of the Hebrews, which states that
      James, after having drunk the cup of the Lord, swore that he would not eat
      bread until he should see him risen from the dead. When Jesus rose,
      therefore, he appeared to James; and, ordering a table and bread to be
      brought, blessed and broke the bread, and gave it to James.(2) Beyond this
      legendary story there is no other record of the report given by Paul. The
      occasion on which he was seen by "all the Apostles" is indefinite, and
      cannot be identified with any account in the Gospels.
    


      It is asserted, however, that, although Paul does not state from whom he
      "received" the report of these appearances of the risen Jesus, he must
      have heard them from the Apostles themselves. At any rate, it is added,
      Paul professes that his preaching on the death, burial, and Resurrection
      is the same as that of the other Apostles.(3) That the other Apostles
      preached the resurrection of Jesus may be a fact, but we have no
      information as to the precise statements they made. We shall presently
      discuss the doctrine from this point of view, but here we must confine
      ourselves to Paul. It is undeniable that Paul
    






      neither enters into details nor cites authority for the particular
      appearances which he mentions. As for the inference that, associating with
      the Apostles, he must have been informed by them of the appearances of
      Jesus, we may say that this by no means follows so clearly as is supposed.
      Paul was singularly independent, and in his writings he directly disclaims
      all indebtedness to the elder Apostles. He claims that his Gospel is not
      after man, nor was it taught to him by man, but through revelation of
      Jesus Christ(1) Now Paul himself informs us of his action after it pleased
      God to reveal his Son in him that he might preach him among the Gentiles.
      It might, indeed, have been reasonably expected that Paul should then have
      sought out those who could have informed him of all the extraordinary
      occurrences supposed to have taken place after the death of Jesus. Paul
      does nothing of the kind. He is apparently quite satisfied with his own
      convictions. "Immediately," he says, in his wondrously human and
      characteristic letter to the Galatians, "I communicated not with flesh and
      blood; neither went I away to Jerusalem to them who were Apostles before
      me, but I went away to Arabia, and returned again unto Damascus. Then
      after three years I went up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas, and abode with
      him fifteen days; but other of the Apostles saw I none, save James the
      brother of the Lord. Now the things which I write, behold before God I lie
      not.... Then after fourteen years I went up again to Jerusalem,"(2)—upon
      which occasion, we know, his business was not of a nature to allow us to
      suppose he obtained much information regarding the Resurrection. We may
      ask: Is there that thirst for information
    






      regarding the facts and doctrines of Christianity displayed here, which
      entitles us to suppose that Paul eagerly and minutely investigated the
      evidence for them? We think not. Paul made up his own mind in his own way
      and, having waited three years without asking a question, it is not
      probable that the questions which he then asked were of any searching
      nature. The protest that he saw none of the other Apostles may prove his
      independence, but it certainly does not prove his anxiety for information.
      When Paul went up to make the acquaintance of Cephas his object clearly
      was not to be taught by him, but to place himself in communication with
      the man whom he believed to be the chief of the Apostles and, we may
      assume, largely with a view to establish a friendly feeling, and secure
      his recognition of his future ministry. We should not, of course, be
      justified in affirming that the conversation between the two great
      Apostles never turned upon the subject of the Resurrection, but we think
      that it is obvious that Paul's visit was not in the least one of
      investigation. He believed; he believed that certain events had occurred
      "according to the Scriptures;" and the legitimate inference from Paul's
      own statements must be that, in this visit after three years, his purpose
      was in no way connected with a search for evidential information. The
      author of Acts, it will be remembered, represents him as, before any visit
      to Jerusalem, publicly and boldly preaching in Damascus that Jesus is the
      Son of God, and "confounding the Jews.... proving that this is the
      Christ."(1) This representation, it will be admitted, shows an advanced
      condition of belief little supporting the idea of subsequent
      investigation. When all conjectures are exhausted, however, we have the
      one distinct fact
    






      remaining, that Paul gives no authority for his report that Jesus was seen
      by the various persons mentioned, nor does he furnish any means by which
      we can judge of the nature and reality of the alleged phenomena. We
      continue here to speak of the appearances to others, reserving the
      appearance to himself, as standing upon a different basis, for separate
      examination.
    


      What is the value of this evidence? The fact to be proved is that, after a
      man had been crucified, dead, and buried, he actually rose from the dead,
      and appeared alive to many persons. The evidence is that Paul, writing
      some twenty years after the supposed miraculous occurrences, states,
      without detailed information of any kind, and without pretending to have
      himself been an eyewitness of the phenomena, that he has been told that
      Jesus was, after his death and burial, seen alive on the occasions
      mentioned! As to the Apostle Paul himself, let it be said in the strongest
      and most emphatic manner possible that we do not suggest the most distant
      suspicion of the sincerity of any historical statement he makes. We
      implicitly accept the historical statements, as distinguished from
      inferences, which proceed from his pen. It cannot be doubted that Paul was
      told that such appearances had taken place. We do not question the fact
      that he believed them to have taken place; and we shall hereafter discuss
      the weight to be attached to this circumstance. Does this, however,
      guarantee the truth of the reports or inferences of those who informed the
      Apostle? Does the mere passage of any story or tradition through Paul
      necessarily transmute error into truth—self-deception or
      hallucination into objective fact? Are we—without any information as
      to what was really stated to Paul, as to the personality and character of
      his
    






      informants, as to the details of what was believed, to have occurred, as
      to the means taken or which it might have been possible to take to test
      the reality of the alleged phenomena, without an opportunity of judging
      for ourselves on a single point—to believe in the reality of these
      appearances simply because Paul states that he has been informed that they
      occurred, and himself believes the report?
    


      So far as the belief of Paul is concerned, we may here remark that his
      views as to the miraculous Charismata in the Church do not prepare us to
      feel any confidence in the sobriety of his judgment in connection with
      alleged supernatural occurrences. We have no reliance upon his instinctive
      mistrust of such statements, or his imperative requirement of evidence,
      but every reason to doubt them. On the other hand, without in any way
      imputing wilful incorrectness or untruth to the reporters of such
      phenomena, let it be remembered how important a part inference has to play
      in the narrative of every incident, and how easy it is to draw erroneous
      inferences from bare facts.(1) In proportion as persons are ignorant, on
      the one hand, and have their minds disturbed, on the other, by religious
      depression or excitement, hope, fear, or any other powerful emotion, they
      are liable to confound facts and inferences, and both to see and analyse
      wrongly. In the case of a supposed appearance
    


     1 We may merely in passing refer to the case of Mary
     Magdalene in the fourth Gospel. She sees a figure standing
     beside her, and infers that it is the gardener:—presently
     something else occurs which leads her to infer that she was
     mistaken in her first inference, and to infer next, that it
     is Jesus. It is a narrative upon which no serious argument
     can be based, but had she at first turned away, her first
     inference would have remained, and, according to the
     narrative, have been erroneous. We might also argue that, if
     further examination had taken place, her second inference
     might have proved as erroneous as the first is declared to
     have been.







      alive of a person believed to be dead, it will scarcely be disputed, there
      are many disturbing elements, especially when that person has just died by
      a cruel and shameful death, and is believed to be the Messiah. The
      occurrence which we at any time see is, strictly speaking, merely a series
      of appearances, and the actual nature of the thing seen is determined in
      our minds by inferences. How often are these inferences correct? We
      venture to say that the greater part of the proverbial incorrectness and
      inaccuracy which prevails arises from the circumstance that inferences are
      not distinguished from facts, and are constantly erroneous. Now in that
      age, under such circumstances, and with Oriental temperaments, it is
      absolutely certain that there was exceptional liability to error; and the
      fact that Paul repeats the statements of unknown persons, dependent so
      materially upon inference, cannot possibly warrant us in believing them
      when they contradict known laws which express the results of universal
      experience. It is infinitely more probable that these persons were
      mistaken, than that a dead man returned to life again, and appeared to
      them. We shall presently consider how much importance is to be attached to
      the mere belief in the occurrence of such phenomena, but with regard to
      the appearances referred to by Paul, except in so far as they attest the
      fact that certain persons may have believed that Jesus appeared to them,
      such evidence has not the slightest value, and is indeed almost
      ludicrously insufficient to establish the reality of so stupendous a
      miracle as the Resurrection. It will have been observed that of the
      Ascension there is not a word—obviously, for Paul the Resurrection
      and Ascension were one act.
    


      Having so far discussed Paul's report that Jesus rose
    






      from the dead and was seen by others, we turn to his statement that, last
      of all, he was seen also by himself. In the former cases, we have had to
      complain of the total absence of detailed information as to the
      circumstances under which he was supposed to have been seen; but it may be
      expected that, at least in his own case, we shall have full and minute
      particulars of so interesting and extraordinary a phenomenon. Here again
      we are disappointed. Paul does not give us a single detail. He neither
      tells us when, where, nor how he saw Jesus. It was all the more important
      that he should have entered into the particulars of this apparition,
      because there is one peculiarity in his case which requires notice.
      Whereas it may be supposed that in the other instances Jesus is
      represented as being seen immediately after the Resurrection and before
      his Ascension, the appearance to Paul must be placed years after that
      occurrence is alleged to have taken place. The question, therefore,
      arises: Was the appearance to Paul of the same character as the former?
      Paul evidently considers that it was. He uses the very same word when he
      says "he was seen [———] by me," that he employs in
      stating that "he was seen [———] by Cephas" and the rest,
      and he classes all the appearances together in precisely the same way. If,
      therefore, Paul knew anything of the nature of the appearances to the
      others, and yet considers them to have been of the same nature as his own,
      an accurate account of his own vision might have enabled us in some degree
      to estimate that of the others. Even without this account, it is something
      to know that Paul believed that there was no difference between the
      earlier and later appearances. And yet, if we reflect that in the
      appearances immediately after the Resurrection the representation is that
      Jesus possessed the very same body that had
    






      hung on the cross and been laid in the sepulchre, and that, according to
      the Gospels, he exhibited his wounds, allowed them to be touched, assured
      the disciples of his corporeality by permitting himself to be handled, and
      even by eating food in their presence, and that in the case of Paul the
      appearance took place years after Jesus is said to have ascended into
      heaven and sat down at the right hand of God, the identity of the
      apparitions becomes a suggestive feature.
    


      The testimony of Paul must at least override that of the Gospels, and
      whatever may have been the vision of Paul, we may fairly assume that the
      vision of Peter and the rest was like it. Beyond this inference, however,
      Paul gives us no light with regard to the appearance of Jesus to himself.
      He merely affirms that Jesus did appear to him. "Have I not seen Jesus our
      Lord?" he says in one place.(1) Elsewhere he relates: "But when he was
      pleased, who set me apart from my mother's womb, and called me through his
      grace, to reveal his Son in me, that I might preach him among the
      Gentiles; immediately, I communicated not with flesh and blood.... but I
      went away into Arabia and returned again unto Damascus."(2) Various
      opinions have been expressed regarding the rendering of [———].
    


      The great majority of critics agree that the direct and natural sense must
      be adopted: "to reveal his son in me," that is to say, "within me," "in my
      spirit."(3) Others maintain that [———] must be
    






      rendered "through me,"(1) giving [———] the sense of [———];
      but in that case the following context would be quite unnecessary.
      Hilgenfeld(2) thinks that the meaning is "in his person;" and Ruckert(3)
      and a few others read "to me." The liberties taken by interpreters of the
      New Testament with the preposition [———], too frequently
      from preconceived dogmatic reasons, are remarkable. The importance of this
      passage chiefly lies in the question whether the revelation here referred
      to is the same as the appearance to him of Jesus of the Corinthian letter.
      Some critics incline to the view that it is so,(4) whilst others consider
      that Paul does not thus speak of his vision, but rather of the doctrine
      concerning Jesus which formed his Gospel, and which Paul claimed to have
      received, not from man, but by revelation from God.(5) Upon this point we
      have only a few remarks to make. If it be understood that Paul refers to
      the appearance to him of Jesus, it is clear that he represents it in these
      words as a subjective vision, within his own consciousness. If, on the
      other hand, he do not refer to the appearance, then the passage loses all
      distinct reference to that occurrence. We do not intend to lay any further
      stress upon the expression than this, and it is fair to add that we do not
      think there is any special reference to the apparition of Jesus in the
    






      passage, but simply an allusion to his conversion to Christianity, which
      the Apostle considered a revelation in his mind of the true character and
      work of the Christ which had previously been so completely misunderstood
      by him. We may as well say at once that we desire to take the argument in
      its broadest form, without wasting time by showing that Paul himself uses
      language which seems to indicate that he recognised the appearance of
      Jesus to have been merely subjective. The only other passage which we need
      now mention is the account which Paul gives, 2 Cor. xii. 2 ff, of his
      being caught up to the third heaven. A few critics consider that this may
      be the occasion on which Jesus appeared to him, to which he refers in the
      passage of the former letter which we are considering,(1) but the great
      majority are opposed to the supposition. In any case there is no evidence
      that the occasions are identical, and we therefore are not entitled to
      assume that they are so.
    


      It will have been observed that we have hitherto confined our attention
      wholly to the undoubted writings of Paul. Were there no other reason than
      the simple fact that we are examining the evidence of Paul himself, and
      have, therefore, to do with that evidence alone, we should be thoroughly
      justified in this course. It is difficult to clear the mind of statements
      regarding Paul and his conversion which are made in the Acts of the
      Apostles, but it is absolutely essential that we should understand clearly
      what Paul himself tells us and what he does not, for the present totally
      excluding Acts. What then does Paul himself tell us of the circumstances
      under which he saw Jesus?
    






      Absolutely nothing. The whole of his evidence for the Resurrection
      consists in the bare statement that he did see Jesus. Now can the fact
      that any man merely affirms, without even stating the circumstances, that
      a person once dead and buried has risen from the dead and been seen by
      him, be seriously considered satisfactory evidence for so astounding a
      miracle? Is it possible for any one of sober mind, acquainted with the
      nature of the proposition, on the one hand, and with the innumerable
      possibilities of error, on the other, to regard such an affirmation even
      as evidence of much importance in such a matter? We venture to say that,
      in such a case, an affirmation of this nature, even made by a man of high
      character and ability, would possess little weight. If the person making
      it, although of the highest honour, were known to suppose himself the
      subject of constant revelations and visions, and if, perhaps, he had a
      constitutional tendency to nervous excitement and ecstatic trance, his
      evidence would have no weight at all. We shall presently have to speak of
      this more in detail in connection with Paul. Such an allegation even
      supported by the fullest information and most circumstantial statement
      could not establish the reality of the miracle; without them, it has no
      claim to belief. What is the value of a person's testimony who simply
      makes an affirmation of some important matter, unaccompanied by
      particulars, and the truth of which cannot be subjected to the test of
      even the slightest cross-examination? It is worth nothing. It would not be
      received at all in a Court of Justice. If we knew the whole of the
      circumstances of the apparition to Paul, from which he inferred that he
      had seen the risen Jesus, the natural explanation of the supposed miracle
      might be
    






      easy. There were no other witnesses of it. This is clear; for, had there
      been, Paul must have mentioned them as he mentioned the five hundred. We
      have only the report of a man who states that he had seen.Jesus,
      unconfirmed by any witnesses. Under no circumstances could isolated
      evidence like this be ol much value. Facts and inferences are alike
      uncorroborated, but on the other hand are contradicted by universal
      experience.
    


      When we analyse the evidence, it is reduced to this: Paul believed that he
      had seen Jesus. This belief constitutes the whole evidence of Paul himself
      for the Resurrection. It is usual to argue that the powerful effect which
      this belief produced upon Paul's life and teaching renders this belief of
      extraordinary force as evidence. This we are not prepared to admit. If the
      assertion that Jesus appeared to him had not been believed by Paul, it
      would not have secured a moment's attention. That this belief affected his
      life was the inevitable consequence of such belief. Paul eminently
      combined works with faith in his own life. When he believed Jesus to be an
      impostor, he did not content himself with sneering at human credulity, but
      vigorously persecuted his followers. When he came to believe Jesus to be
      the Messiah, he was not more inactive, but became the irrepressible
      Apostle of the Gentiles. He acted upon his convictions in both cases; but
      his mere persecution of Christianity no more proved Jesus to be an
      impostor than his mere preaching of Christianity proved Jesus to be the
      Messiah. It only proved that he believed so. He was as earnest in the one
      case as in the other. We repeat, therefore, that the evidence of Paul for
      the Resurrection amounts to
    






      nothing more than the unfeigned belief that Jesus had been seen by him. We
      shall presently further examine the value of this belief as evidence for
      so astounding a miracle.
    


      We must not form exaggerated conceptions of the effect upon Paul of the
      appearance to him of Jesus. That his convictions and views of Christianity
      were based upon the reality of the Resurrection is undeniable, and that
      they received powerful confirmation and impulse through his vision of
      Jesus is also not to be doubted, but let us clear our minds of
      representations derived from other sources and clearly understand what
      Paul himself does and does not say of this vision, and for this purpose we
      must confine ourselves to the undoubted writings of the Apostle. Does Paul
      himself ascribe his conversion to Christianity to the fact of his having
      seen Jesus? Most certainly not. That is a notion derived solely from the
      statements in Acts. The sudden and miraculous conversion of Paul is a
      product of the same pen which produced the story of the sudden conversion
      of the thief on the cross, an episode equally unknown to other writers.
      Paul neither savs when nor where he saw Jesus. The revelation of God's Son
      in him not being an allusion to this vision of Jesus, but merely a
      reference to the light which dawned upon Paul's mind as to the character
      and mission of Jesus, there is no ground whatever, from the writings of
      the Apostle himself, to connect the appearance of Jesus with the
      conversion of Paul. The statement in the Epistle to the Galatians simply
      amounts to this: When it pleased him who elected him from his mother's
      womb, and called him by his grace, to reveal to his mind the truth
      concerning his Son, that he might preach
    






      him among the Gentiles, he communicated not with flesh and blood, neither
      did he go up to Jerusalem to those who were Apostles before him, but
      immediately went away to Arabia, and after that returned again to
      Damascus. It can scarcely be doubted that Paul here refers to his change
      of views—to his conversion—but as little can it be doubted
      that he does not ascribe that conversion to the appearance to him of Jesus
      spoken of in the Corinthian letter.
    


      Let any reader who honestly desires to ascertain the exact position of the
      case ask himself the simple question whether, supposing the Acts of the
      Apostles never to have existed, it is possible to deduce from this, or any
      other statement of Paul, that he actually ascribes his conversion to the
      fact that Jesus appeared to him in a supernatural manner. He may possibly
      in some degree base his apostolic claims upon that appearance, although it
      may be doubted how far he does even this; if he did so, it would only
      prove the reality of his belief, but not the reality of the vision; but
      there is no evidence whatever in the writings of Paul that he connected
      his conversion with the appearance of Jesus. All that we can legitimately
      infer seems to be that, before his adoption of Christianity, he had
      persecuted the Church;(1) and further it may be gathered from the passage
      in the Galatian letter, that at the time when this change occurred he. was
      at Damascus. At least he says that from Arabia he "returned again to
      Damascus," which seems to imply that he first went from that city to
      Arabia. When we consider the expressions in the two letters, it becomes
      apparent that Paul does not set forth any instantaneous conversion of the
    






      character related elsewhere. To the Galatians he describes his election
      from his mother's womb and call by the grace of God as antecedent to the
      revelation of his Son in him: "When he who separated me from my mother's
      womb and called me by his grace was pleased to reveal his Son in me, that
      I might preach him among the Gentiles," &c. And if the reading
      "through me" be adopted, the sense we are pointing out becomes still more
      apparent. In the Corinthian letter again, the expressions should be
      remarked: v. 8. "And last of all he was seen by me also, as the one born
      out of due time. 9. For I am the least of the apostles, that am not fit to
      be called an apostle, because I persecuted the Church of God: 10. but by
      the grace of God I am what I am: and his grace which was (bestowed) upon
      me was not in vain, but I laboured more abundantly than they all, yet not
      I, but the grace of God with me. 11. Whether, therefore, it were I or
      they, so we preach, and so ye believed."(1) Peter sees Jesus first, Paul
      sees him last; and as the thought uppermost in his mind in writing this
      epistle was the parties in the Corinthian Church, and the opposition to
      himself and denial even of his apostleship, the mention of his having seen
      Jesus immediately leads him to speak of his apostolic claims. "Am I not an
      Apostle? have I not seen Jesus our Lord?" he had just before exclaimed,
      and proceeded to defend himself against his opponents: here again he
      reverts to the same
    






      subject, with proud humility calling himself, on the one hand, "the least
      of the Apostles," but, on the other, asserting that he had "laboured more
      than they all." He is led to contrast his past life with his present; the
      time when he persecuted the Church with that in which he built it up.
      There is, however, no allusion to any miraculous conversion when he says:
      "by the grace of God I am what I am." He may consider his having seen the
      Lord and become a witness of his resurrection one part of his
      qualification for the Apostolate, but assuredly he does not represent this
      as the means of his conversion.
    


      We shall not pause to discuss at length how far being a witness for the
      resurrection really was made a necessary qualification for the apostolic
      office. The passages, Luke xxiv. 48, Acts i. 22, ii. 32, upon which the
      theory mainly rests, are not evidence of the fact which can for a moment
      be accepted. It is obvious that the Twelve were apostles from having been
      chosen disciples of the Master from the commencement of his active career,
      and not from any fortuitous circumstance at its close. If Paul says: "Am I
      not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord?" he continues: "Are ye not
      my work in the Lord? If I am not an apostle unto others, yet I am at least
      to you: for the seal of mine apostleship are ye in the Lord. My defence to
      them that examine me is this."(1) There can be no doubt that the claims of
      Paul to the Apostolate were, during his life, constantly denied, and his
      authority rejected. As we have elsewhere pointed out, there is no evidence
      that his apostleship was ever recognised by the elder Apostles, nor that
      his claim was ever submitted to them. Even in the
    






      second century, the Clementine Homilies deny him the honour, and make
      light of his visions and revelations. All the evidence we possess shows
      that Paul's vision of Jesus did not secure for him much consideration in
      his own time, a circumstance which certainly does not tend to establish
      its reality.
    


      What weight can we, then, attach to the representation in the Acts of the
      Apostles of the conversion of Paul? Our examination of that work has
      sufficiently shown that none of its statements can be received as
      historical. Where we have been able to compare them with the epistles of
      Paul, they have not been in agreement. Nothing could be more obvious than
      the contradiction between the narrative of Paul's conduct after his
      conversion, according to Acts, and the account which Paul gives in the
      Galatian letter. We need not repeat the demonstration here. Where we
      possess the means of comparison, we discover the inaccuracy of Acts. Why
      should we suppose that which we cannot compare more accurate? So far as
      our argument is concerned, it matters very little whether we exclude the
      narrative of the conversion of Acts or not. We point out, however, that
      there is no confirmation whatever in the writings of Paul of the
      representation of his conversion by means of a vision of Jesus, which,
      upon all considerations, may much more reasonably be assigned to a
      somewhat later period. If we ventured to conjecture, we should say that
      the author of Acts has expanded the scattered sayings of Paul into this
      narrative, making the miraculous conversion by a personal interposition of
      Jesus, which he therefore relates no less than three times, counterbalance
      the disadvantage of his not having followed Jesus in the
    






      flesh.(1) It is curious that he has introduced the bare statement into the
      third Synoptic, that Jesus "was seen by Simon" [———],(2)
      which none of the other evangelists mentions, but which he may have found,
      without farther particulars, [———], in the Epistle
      whence he derived, perhaps, materials for the other story. In no case can
      the narrative in Acts be received as evidence of the slightest value; but
      in order not to pass over even such statements in silence, we shall very
      briefly examine it.
    


      The narrative is repeated thrice: in the first instance (ix. 1 ff.) as a
      historical account of the transaction; next (xxii. 4 if.) introduced into
      a speech supposed to be delivered by Paul to the Jews when taken prisoner
      in consequence of their uproar on finding him in the Temple purifying
      himself with the four men who had a vow,—a position which cannot
      historically be reconciled with the character and views of Paul; and,
      thirdly, again put into the mouth of the Apostle (xxvi. 9 ff.) when he
      pleads his cause before King Agrippa. Paul is represented in the headlong
      career of persecuting the Church, and going with letters from the high
      priest empowering him to bring Christian men and women bound unto
      Jerusalem. "And as he journeyed, it came to pass that he drew nigh to
      Damascus, and suddenly there shone round about him a light out of the
      heaven, and he fell upon the earth and heard a voice saying unto him:
      Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me? And he said, Who art thou, Lord? And
      he said, I am Jesus whom thou persecutest. But rise and go into the city,
      and it shall be told thee what thou must do."(3) In the second account,
      there is so far
    






      no very wide discrepancy, but there, as in the third, the time is said to
      be about noon. There is a very considerable difference in the third
      account, however, more especially in the report of what is said by the
      voice: xxvi. 13. "At midday, O King, I saw in the way a light from heaven,
      above the brightness of the sun, shining round about me and those
      journeying with me; 14. And when we all fell to the earth, I heard a voice
      saying unto me in the Hebrew tongue: Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me?
      it is hard for thee to kick against pricks. 15. And I said: Who art thou,
      Lord? And the Lord said: I am Jesus whom thou persecutest. 16. But rise
      and stand upon thy feet; for I was seen by thee for this purpose, to
      choose thee a minister and a witness both of these things which thou
      sawest, and of the things in which I will appear unto thee; 17. delivering
      thee from the people and from the Gentiles, unto whom I send thee; 18. to
      open their eyes, that they may turn them from darkness to light, and from
      the power of Satan unto God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins,
      and a lot among them which are sanctified by faith that is in me."(1)
    






      It will be admitted that this address is widely different from that
      reported in the two earlier accounts. Apologists argue that, in this third
      narrative, Paul has simply transferred from Ananias to Jesus the message
      delivered to him by the former, according to the second account. Let us
      first see what Ananias is there represented as saying. Acts xxii. 14: "And
      he said: The God of our fathers chose thee, to know his will and to see
      the Righteous One'(1) 15. for thou shalt be a witness to him unto all men
      of what thou hast seen and heard." (2) Now Paul clearly professes in the
      speech which he is represented as delivering before Agrippa to state what
      the voice said to him: "And he said," "and I said," "and he said,"
      distinctly convey the meaning that the report is to be what actually was
      said. If the sense of what Ananias said to him is embodied in part of the
      address ascribed to the voice, it is strangely altered and put into the
      first person; but, beyond this, there is much added which neither appears
      in the speech of Ananias nor anywhere else in any of the narratives. If we
      further compare the instructions given to Ananias in the vision of the
      first narrative with his words in the second and those ascribed to the
      voice in the third, we shall see that these again differ very materially.
      Acts ix. 15. "But the Lord said unto him: Go; for this man is a chosen
      vessel unto me, to bear my name before Gentiles and kings, and the sons of
      Israel: 16. For I will show him how great things he must suffer for my
      name's sake."(3)
    


     1 It will be remembered that this epithet occurs in Acts
     iii. 14, vii. 52, and nowhere else in the New Testament.







      What must we think of a writer who deals so freely with his materials, and
      takes such liberties even with so serious a matter as this heavenly vision
      and the words of the glorified Jesus?
    


      In the third account, Jesus is represented as saying: "It is hard for thee
      to kick against pricks."(1) This is a well-known proverbial saying,
      frequently used by classical Greek and Latin authors,(2) and not
      altogether strange to Hebrew. It is a singularly anthropomorphic
      representation to put such a saying into the mouth of the divine
      apparition, and it assists in betraying the mundane origin of the whole
      scene. Another point deserving consideration is, that Paul is not told
      what he is to do by the voice of Jesus, but is desired to go into the city
      to be there instructed by Ananias. This is clearly opposed to Paul's own
      repeated asseverations. "For neither did I receive it from man nor was
      taught it, but through a revelation of Jesus Christ,"(3) is his statement.
      The details of the incident itself, moreover, are differently stated in
      the various accounts and cannot be reconciled. According to the first
      account, the companions of Paul "stood speechless" (ix. 7); in the third,
      they "all fell to the earth" (xxvi. 14). The explanation, that they first
      fell to the ground and then rose up, fails
    






      satisfactorily to harmonise the two statements; as does likewise the
      suggestion that the first expression is simply an idiomatic mole of saying
      that they were speechless, independent of position. Then again, in the
      first account, it is said that the men stood speechless, "hearing the
      voice [———] but seeing no one."' In the second we are
      told: "And they that were with me saw indeed the light; but they heard not
      the voice [———] of him speaking to me."(2) No two
      statements could be more contradictory. The attempt to reconcile them by
      explaining the verb [———] in the one place "to hear" and
      in the other "to understand" is inadmissible, because wholly arbitrary. It
      is quite obvious that the word is used in the same sense in both passages,
      the difference being merely the negative. In the third account, the voice
      is described as speaking "in the Hebrew tongue,"(3) which was probably the
      native tongue of the companions of Paul from Jerusalem. If they heard the
      voice speaking Hebrew, they must have understood it The effort to make the
      vision clearly objective, and, at the same time, to confine it to Paul,
      leads to these complications. The voice is heard, though the speaker is
      not seen, by the men, in the one story, whilst the light is seen, and the
      voice not heard, in the other, and yet it speaks in Hebrew according to
      the third, and even makes use of classical proverbs, and uses language
      wondrously similar to that of the author of Acts.
    


      We may remark here that Paul's Gospel was certainly not revealed to him
      upon this occasion; and, therefore, the expressions in his epistles upon
      this subject must be referred to other revelations. There is, however,
    






      another curious point to be observed. Paul is not described as having
      actually seen Jesus in the vision. According to the first two accounts, a
      light shines round about him and he falls to the ground and hears a voice;
      when he rises he is blind.(1) If in the third account, he sees the light
      from heaven above the brightness of the sun shining round about him and
      his companions,(2) they equally see it, according to the second
      account.(3) The blindness, therefore, is miraculous and symbolic, for the
      men are not blinded by the light.(4) It is singular that Paul nowhere
      refers to this blindness in his letters. It cannot be doubted that the
      writer's purpose is to symbolise the very change from darkness to light,
      in the case of Paul, which, after Old Testament prophecies, is referred to
      in the words ascribed, in the third account,(5) to the voice. Paul, thus,
      only sees the light which surrounds the glorified Jesus, but not his own
      person, and the identification proceeds only from the statement: "I am
      Jesus whom thou persecutest." It is true that the expression is strangely
      put into the mouth of Jesus, in the third account: "for I was seen by thee
      [———] for this purpose," &c,(6) but the narrative
      excludes the actual sight of the speaker, and it is scarcely possible to
      read the words just quoted, and their context, without being struck by
      their incongruity. We need not indicate the sources of this representation
      of light shrouding the heavenly vision, so common in the Old Testament.
      Before proceeding to the rest of the account, we may point out in passing
      the similarity of the details of this scene to the vision of Daniel x.
      7-9.
    






      Returning, however, to the first narrative, we are told that, about the
      same time as this miracle was occurring to Paul, a supernatural
      communication was being made to Ananias in Damascus: ix. 10. "And to him
      said the Lord in a vision: Ananias. And he said, Behold I am here, Lord.
      11. And the Lord said unto him: Rise and go to the street which is called
      Straight, and inquire in the house of Judas for one called Saul, of
      Tarsus; for, behold he prayeth; 12. and he saw a man named Ananias who
      came in and put his hand on him that he might receive sight. 13. But
      Ananias answered, Lord, I heard from many concerning this man, how much
      evil he did to thy saints in Jerusalem: 14. And here he hath authority
      from the chief priests to bind all that call on thy name. 15. But the Lord
      said, Go, &c. (quoted above). 17. And Ananias went away, and entered
      into the house; and having put his hands on him said: Brother Saul, the
      Lord hath sent me, even Jesus that appeared unto thee in the way by which
      thou earnest, that thou mightest receive sight and be filled with the Holy
      Spirit. 18. And immediately there fell from his eyes as it were scales;
      and he received sight, rose up, and was baptized, and having taken food
      was strengthened." We have already had occasion to point out, in
      connection with the parallelism kept up in Acts between the Apostle of the
      Gentiles and the Apostle of the Circumcision, that a similar double vision
      is narrated by the author as occurring to Peter and Cornelius. Some
      further vision is referred to in v. 12; for in no form of the narrative of
      Paul's vision on the way to Damascus is he represented as seeing a man
      named Ananias coming to him for the purpose described. Many questions are
    






      suggested by the story just quoted. How did Ananias know that Paul had
      authority from the chief priests to arrest any one? How could he argue in
      such a way with the Lord? Did he not then know that Jesus had appeared to
      Paul on the way? How did he get that information? Is it not an
      extraordinary thing that Paul never mentions Ananias in any of his
      letters, nor in any way refers to these miracles? We have already referred
      to the symbolic nature of the blindness, and recovery of sight on
      receiving the Holy Spirit and being baptized, and this is rendered still
      more apparent by the statement: v. 9. "And he was three days without
      sight, and neither did eat nor drink." We may further point out that in
      immediate connection with this episode Paul is represented, in the second
      account, as stating that, on going to Jerusalem, he has another vision of
      Jesus:xxii. 17. "And it came to pass that, when I returned to Jerusalem
      and was praying in the Temple, I was in a trance, 18. and saw him saying
      unto me: Make haste, and get thee quickly out of Jerusalem; for they will
      not receive thy witness concerning me. 19. And I said: Lord, they
      themselves know that I was wont to imprison and beat in every synagogue
      them that believe on thee. 20. And when the blood of Stephen, thy witness,
      was shed, I also was standing by and consenting, and keeping the garments
      of them that slew him. 21. And he said unto me: Go, for I will send thee
      far hence unto the Gentiles." It seems impossible, considering the utter
      silence of Paul, that the apparition to which he refers can have spoken to
      him at length as described upon these occasions.(1) We have elsewhere
      remarked
    






      that there is not the slightest evidence in his own or other writings
      connecting Stephen with Paul, and it may be appropriate to add here that,
      supposing him to have been present when the martyr exclaimed: "Lo, I
      behold the heavens opened, and the Son of Man standing on the right hand
      of God,"(1) it is singular that he does not name him as one of those by
      whom Jesus "was seen."
    


      To resume this discussion, however: we have already shown that the
      statements of the Acts regarding Paul's conduct after this alleged vision
      are distinctly in contradiction with the statements of Paul. The
      explanation here given of the cause of Paul's leaving Jerusalem, moreover,
      is not in agreement with Acts ix. 29 f., and much less with Gal. i. 20 ff.
      The three narratives themselves are full of irreconcilable differences and
      incongruities, which destroy all reasonable confidence in any substantial
      basis for the story. It is evident that the three narratives are from the
      same pen, and betray the composition of the author of Acts.(2) They cannot
      be regarded as true history.(3) The hand of the composer is very apparent
      in the lavish use of the miraculous, so characteristic of the whole work.
    






      It is worth while to catalogue the supernatural incidents of this episode.
      1 The vision; 2 Companions hearing the voice but seeing no man, or not
      hearing the voice but seeing the light; 3 Paul's blindness; 4 Vision of
      Ananias; 5 Restoration of sight to Paul; 6 Trance of Paul in Jerusalem.
      Such a narrative cannot be received in evidence.
    


      The whole of the testimony before us, then, simply amounts to this: Paul
      believed that he had seen Jesus some years after his death: there is no
      evidence that he ever saw him during his life.(1) He states that he had
      "received" that he was seen by various other persons, but he does not give
      the slightest information as to who told him, or what reasons he had for
      believing the statements to be correct. And still less does he narrate the
      particulars of the alleged appearances or even of his own vision. Although
      we have no detailed statements of these extraordinary phenomena, we may
      assume that, as Paul himself believed that he had seen Jesus, certain
      other people of the circle of his disciples likewise believed that they
      had seen the risen Master. The whole of the evidence for the Resurrection
      reduces itself to an undefined belief on the part of a few persons, in a
      notoriously superstitious age, that after Jesus had died and been buried
      they had seen him alive. These visions, it is admitted, occurred at a time
      of the most intense religious excitement, and under circumstances of
      wholly exceptional mental agitation and distress. The wildest alternations
      of fear, doubt, hope and
    






      indefinite expectation added their effects to oriental imaginations
      already excited by indignation at the fate of their Master, and sorrow or
      despair at such a dissipation of their Messianic dreams. There was present
      every element of intellectual and moral disturbance. Now must we seriously
      ask again whether this bare and wholly unjustified belief can be accepted
      as satisfactory evidence for so astounding a miracle as the Resurrection?
      Can the belief of such men, in such an age, establish the reality of a
      phenomenon which contradicts universal experience? It comes to us in the
      form of bare belief from the Age of Miracles, unsupported by facts,
      uncorroborated by evidence, unaccompanied by proof of investigation, and
      unprovided with material for examination. What is such belief worth? We
      have no.hesitation in saying that it is absolutely worth nothing.
    


      We might here well bring our inquiry to a close, for we have no further
      evidence to deal with. The problem, however, is so full of interest that
      we cannot yet lay it down, and although we must restrain our argument
      within certain rigid limits, and wholly refrain from entering into regions
      of mere speculation, we may further discuss the origin and nature of the
      belief in the Resurrection. Recognizing the fact that, although its nature
      and extent are very indefinite, there existed an undoubted belief that,
      after his death, Jesus was seen alive; the argument is advanced that there
      must have been a real basis for this belief.
    






      "The existence of a Christian society," says an apologetic writer, "is the
      first and (if rightly viewed) the final proof of the historic truth of the
      miracle on which it was founded. It may indeed be said that the Church was
      founded upon the belief in the Resurrection, and not upon the Resurrection
      itself: and that the testimony must therefore be limited to the
      attestation of the belief, and cannot reach to the attestation of the
      fact. But belief expressed in action is for the most part the strongest
      evidence which we can have of any historic event. Unless, therefore, it
      can be shown that the origin of the apostolic belief in the Resurrection,
      with due regard to the fulness of its characteristic form, and the breadth
      and rapidity of its propagation can be satisfactorily explained on other
      grounds, the belief itself is a sufficient proof of the fact."(1) This is
      obviously Paley's argument of the Twelve men(2) in a condensed form.
      Belief in action may be the strongest evidence which we can have of any
      historic event; but when the historic event happens to be an event in
      religious history, and an astounding miracle like the Resurrection, such
      bare evidence, emanating from such an age, is not very strong evidence,
      after all. The breadth and rapidity of its propagation absolutely prove
      nothing but belief in the report of those who believed; although it is
      very far from evident that people embraced Christianity from a rational
      belief in the Resurrection. No one pretends that the Gentiles who believed
      made a preliminary examination of the truth of the Resurrection. If
      breadth
    






      and rapidity of propagation be taken as sufficient proof of the truth of
      facts, we might consider Buddhism and Mahomedanism as satisfactorily
      attested creeds. There could not be a greater fallacy than the supposition
      that the origin of a belief must be explained upon other grounds, or that
      belief itself accepted as a sufficient proof of the fact asserted. The
      truth or falsehood of any allegation is determined by a balance of
      evidence, and the critic is no more bound to account for the formation of
      erroneous belief than he is bound to believe because he may not, after a
      great lapse of time, be able so clearly to demonstrate the particular
      manner in which that erroneous belief originated, that any other mode is
      definitely excluded. The belief that a dead man rose from the dead and
      appeared to several persons alive is at once disposed of upon abstract
      grounds. The alleged occurrence is contrary to universal experience; but
      on the other hand the prevalence of defective observation, mistaken
      inference, self-deception and credulity, any of which might lead to such
      belief, are only too well known to it. Is it necessary to define which
      peculiar form of error is present in every false belief, before, with this
      immense preponderance of evidence against it, we finally reject it? We
      think not. Any explanation consistent with universal experience must be
      adopted, rather than a belief which is contradictory to it.
    


      There are two theories which have been advanced to explain the origin of
      the apostolic belief in the Resurrection, to which we may now briefly
      refer; but it must be clearly understood that the suggestion of an
      explanation is quite apart from our examination of the actual evidence for
      the Resurrection. Fifty
    






      explanations might be offered and be considered unsatisfactory without in
      the least degree altering the fact, that the testimony for the final
      miracle of Christianity is totally insufficient, and that the allegation
      that it actually occurred cannot be maintained. The first explanation,
      adopted by some able critics, is that Jesus did not really die on the
      cross, but being taken down alive, and his body being delivered to
      friends, he subsequently revived. In support of this theory, it is argued
      that Jesus is represented by the Gospels as expiring after having been but
      three to six hours upon the cross, which would have been an
      un-precedentedly rapid death. It is affirmed that only the hands and not
      the feet were nailed to the cross. The crurifragium, not usually
      accompanying crucifixion, is dismissed as unknown to the three Synoptists,
      and only inserted by the fourth Evangelist for dogmatic reasons, and of
      course the lance-thrust disappears with the leg-breaking. Thus the
      apparent death was that profound faintness which might well fall upon such
      an organization after some hours of physical and mental agony on the
      cross, following the continued strain and fatigue of the previous night.
      As soon as he had sufficiently recovered, it is supposed that Jesus
      visited his disciples a few times to re-assure them, but with precaution
      on account of the Jews, and was by them believed to have risen from the
      dead, as indeed he himself may likewise have supposed, reviving as he had
      done from the faintness of death.(1)
    






      Seeing, however, that his death had set the crown upon his work, the
      Master withdrew into impenetrable obscurity and was heard of no more.
    


      We have given but the baldest outline of this theory; for it would occupy
      too much space to represent it adequately and show the ingenuity with
      which it is worked out, and the very considerable support which it
      receives from statements in the Gospels, and from inferences deducible
      from them. We do not ourselves adopt this explanation, although it must be
      clearly repeated that, were the only alternative to do so, or to fall back
      upon the hypothesis of a miracle, we should consider it preferable. A
      serious objection brought against the theory seems to be, that it is not
      natural to suppose that, after such intense and protracted fatigue and
      anxiety followed by the most cruel agony on the cross, agony both of soul
      and body,(1) ending in unconsciousness only short of death, Jesus could
      within a short period have presented himself to his disciples with such an
      aspect as could have conveyed to them the impression of
    






      victory over death by the Prince of Life. He must still, it is urged, have
      presented the fresh traces of suffering and weakness little calculated to
      inspire them with the idea of divine power and glory. This is partly, but
      not altogether, true. There is no evidence, as we shall presently show,
      that the appearances of Jesus occurred so soon as is generally
      represented; and, in their astonishment at again seeing the Master whom
      they supposed to be dead, the disciples could not have been in a state
      minutely to remark the signs of suffering,(1) then probably, with the
      power of a mind like that of Jesus over physical weakness, little
      apparent. Time and imagination would doubtless soon have effaced from
      their minds any such impressions, and left only the belief that he had
      risen from the dead to develop and form the Christian doctrine. A more
      powerful objection seems to us the disappearance of Jesus. We cannot
      easily persuade ourselves that such a teacher could have renounced his
      work and left no subsequent trace of his existence. Still, it must be
      admitted that many explanations might be offered on this head, the most
      obvious being that death, whether as the result of the terrible crisis
      through which he had passed, or from some other cause, may soon after have
      ensued. We repeat, however, that we neither advance this explanation nor
      think it worth while to discuss it seriously, not because we think it
      untenable, although we do not adopt it, but because we consider that there
      is another explanation of the origin of belief in the Resurrection which
    


     1 The repeated statement in the Gospels that the women and
     his disciples did not at first recognize the risen Jesus,
     are quoted in connection with this point.







      is better, and which is in our opinion the true one. We mean that which is
      usually called the "vision-hypothesis."
    


      The phenomenon which has to be accounted for is the apostolic belief that,
      after he had been dead and buried, Jesus "was seen" [———]
      by certain persons. The explanation which we offer, and which has long
      been adopted in various forms by able critics,1 is, that doubtless Jesus
      was seen, but the vision was not real ^and objective, but illusory and
      subjective; that is to say: Jesus was not himself seen, but only a
      representation of Jesus within the minds of the beholders. This
      explanation not only does not impeach the veracity of those who affirmed
      that they had seen Jesus, but, accepting to a certain extent a subjective
      truth as the basis of the belief, explains upon well-known and natural
      principles the erroneous inference deduced from the subjective vision. It
      seems to us that the points to be determined are simple and obvious: Is it
      possible for a man to mistake subjective impressions for objective
      occurrences? Is it possible that any considerable number of persons can at
      the same time receive similar subjective impressions and mistake them for
      objective facts? If these questions can be answered affirmatively,
    






      and it can be shown that the circumstances, the characters, the
      constitution of those who believed in the first instance, favoured the
      reception of such subjective impressions, and the deduction of erroneous
      inferences, it must be admitted that a satisfactory explanation can thus
      be given of the apostolic belief, on other grounds than the reality of a
      miracle opposed to universal experience.
    


      No sooner is the first question formulated than it becomes obvious to
      every one who is acquainted with psychological and physiological
      researches, or who has even the most elementary knowledge of the influence
      of the mind upon the body, that it must at once be answered in the
      affirmative. Indeed the affirmation that subjective impressions, in
      connection with every sense, can be mistaken for, and believed to be,
      actual objective effects, is so trite that it seems almost superfluous to
      make it. Every reader must be well acquainted with illustrations of the
      fact. The only difficulty is to deal authoritatively with such a point
      within moderate compass. We must limit ourselves to the sense of sight
      "There are abundant proofs," says Sir Benjamin Brodie, "that impressions
      may be made in the brain by other causes simulating those which are made
      on it by external objects through the medium of the organs of sense, thus
      producing false perceptions, which may, in the first instance, and before
      we have had time to reflect on the subject, be mistaken for realities."(1)
      The limitation here introduced: "before we have had time to reflect on the
      subject," is of course valid in the case of those whose reason is capable
      of rejecting the false perceptions, whether on the ground of natural
    






      law or of probability; but, in anyone ignorant of natural law, familiar
      with the idea of supernatural agency and the occurrence of miraculous
      events, it is obvious, reflection, if reflection of a sceptical kind can
      even be assumed, would have little chance of arriving at any true
      discrimination of phenomena. Speaking of the nervous system and its
      functions, and more immediately of the relation of the Cerebrum to the
      Sensorium and the production of spectral illusions, Dr. Carpenter says, in
      his work on the "Principles of Mental Physiology," which is well worth the
      study of those interested in the question we are discussing: "Still
      stronger evidence of the same associated action of the Cerebrum and
      Sensorium, is furnished by the study of the phenomena designated as
      Spectral Illusions. These are clearly sensorial states not excited by
      external objects; and it is also clear that they frequently originate in
      cerebral changes, since they represent creations of the mind, and are not
      mere reproductions of past sensations." Dr. Carpenter refers in
      illustration to a curious illusion to which Sir John Herschel was subject,
      "in the shape of the involuntary occurrence of Visual impressions, into
      which Geometrical regularity of form enters as the leading character.
      These were not of the nature of those ocular Spectra which may be
      attributed with probability to retinal changes."(1) Dr. Carpenter then
      continues: "We have here not a reproduction of sensorial impressions
      formerly received; but a construction of new forms, by a process which, if
      it had been carried on consciously, we should have called imagination. And
      it is difficult to see
    






      how it is to be accounted for in any other way, than by an unconscious
      action of the cerebrum; the products of which impress themselves on the
      sensorial consciousness, just as, in other cases, they express themselves
      through the motor apparatus."(1) The illusions described by Sir John
      Herschel who, as he himself says, was "as little visionary as most people"
      should be referred to.
    


      Of the production of sensations by ideas there can be no possible doubt(2)
      and, consequently, as little of the realisation by the person in whom they
      are produced of subjective impressions exactly as though they were
      objective. With regard to false perceptions, Dr. Carpenter says: "It has
      been shown that the action of ideational states upon the Sensorium can
      modify or even produce sensations. But the action of pre-existing states
      of Mind is still more frequently shown in modifying the interpretation
      which we put upon our sense-impressions. For since almost every such
      interpretation is an act of judgment based upon experience, that judgment
      will vary according to our mental condition at the time it is delivered;
      and will be greatly affected by any dominant idea or feeling, so as even
      to occasion a complete mis-interpretation of the objective source of the
      sense-impression, as often occurs in what is termed 'absence of mind.' The
      following case, mentioned by Dr. Tuke(3) as occurring within his own
      knowledge, affords a good example of this fallacy:—'A lady was
      walking one day from Penryn to Falmouth, and her mind being at that time,
      or recently, occupied by the subject of drinking-fountains, thought she
      saw
    






      in the road a newly-erected fountain, and even distinguished an
      inscription upon it, namely—"If any man thirst let him come unto
      me and drink." Some time afterwards, she mentioned the fact with
      pleasure to the daughters of a gentleman who was supposed to have erected
      it. They expressed their surprise at her statement, and assured her that
      she must be quite mistaken. Perplexed with the contradiction between the
      testimony of her senses and of those who would have been aware of the fact
      had it been true, and feeling that she could not have been deceived (" for
      seeing is believing "), she repaired to the spot, and found to her
      astonishment that no drinking-fountain was in existence—only a few
      scattered stones, which had formed the foundation upon which the
      suggestion of an expectant imagination had built the superstructure. The
      subject having previously occupied her attention, these sufficed to form,
      not only a definite erection, but one inscribed by an appropriate motto
      corresponding to the leading idea.'"(1)
    


      We may give as another illustration an illusion which presented itself to
      Sir Walter Scott(2) He had been reading, shortly after the death of Lord
      Byron, an account in a publication professing to detail the habits and
      opinions of the poet. As Scott had been intimate with Lord Byron he was
      deeply interested in the publication, which contained some particulars
      relative to himself and other friends. "Their sitting-room opened into an
      entrance hall, rather fantastically fitted up with articles of armour,
      skins of wild animals, and the like. It was when laying down his book,
    






      and passing into this hall, through which the moon was beginning to shine,
      that the individual of whom I speak saw, right before him, and in a
      standing posture, the exact representation of his departed friend whose
      recollection had been so strongly brought to his imagination. He stopped
      for a single moment, so as to notice the wonderful accuracy with which
      fancy had impressed upon the bodily eye the peculiarities of dress and
      posture of the illustrious poet. Sensible, however, of the delusion, he
      felt no sentiment save that of wonder at the extraordinary accuracy of the
      resemblance, and stepped onward towards the figure, which resolved itself,
      as he approached, into the various materials of which it was composed.
      These were merely a screen, occupied by great-coats, shawls, plaids and
      such other articles as usually are found in a country entrance-hall. The
      spectator returned to the spot from which he had seen the illusion, and
      endeavoured, with all his power, to recall the image which had been so
      singularly vivid. But this was beyond his capacity," &C.1 Although Sir
      Walter Scott might be sensible of the delusion, it may be more than
      doubted whether, in the first century of our era, such an apparition
      proceeding from or connected with religious agitation of mind would have
      been considered so.
    


      Dr. Abercrombie(2) mentions many instances of spectral illusions, "some of
      the most authentic facts" relating to which he classes under the head of
      "intense mental conceptions so strongly impressed upon the mind as, for
      the moment, to be believed to have a real existence."
    






      We cannot, however, venture to quote illustrations.(1) Dr. Hibbert, in
      whose work on Apparitions many interesting instances are to be found, thus
      concludes his consideration of the conditions which lead to such
      illusions: "I have at length concluded my observations on what may be
      considered as the leading mental laws which are connected with the origin
      of spectral impressions. The general inference to be drawn from them is,—that
      Apparitions are nothing more than morbid symptoms, which are indicative
      of an intense excitement of the renovated feelings of the mind."(2)
      Subjective visions, believed to have had objective reality, abound in the
      history of the world. They are familiar to all who have read the lives of
      the Saints, and they have accompanied the progress of Christianity in
      various forms from the trances of Montanism to the vision of the
      "Immaculate Conception" in the Grotto of Lourdes.
    


      If we turn to the inquiry whether a similar subjective impression can be
      received by many persons at one time and be mistaken by them for an
      objective reality, an equally certain reply in the affirmative must
      unhesitatingly be given. The contagiousness of emotion is well known,(3)
      and the rapidity with which panic, for instance, spreads from a single
      individual to the mass is remarked every day. The most trifling incident,
      unseen by more than a few and, therefore, more pliant in the imagination
    


     1 Every one remembers the case of Luther and his visions of
     the Devil.







      of the many, has instantaneously convinced multitudes of the most
      erroneous inferences. We need not refer, moreover, to the numerous
      religious and other mental epidemics which have swept over the face of the
      world, infecting society with the wildest delusions. From Montanism to
      camp meetings and revivals in our own day, it has been demonstrated that
      religious excitement and dominant ideas have spread with astonishing
      rapidity and power amongst the circles in which they have arisen. In
      certain states of nervous expectation, false impressions are
      instantaneously transmitted from one to another in a religious assembly.
      Dr. Carpenter says: "Moreover, if not only a single individual, but
      several persons should be 'possessed' by one and the same idea or feeling,
      the same misinterpretation may be made by all of them; and in such a case
      the concurrence of their testimony does not add the least strength to it.—Of
      this we have a good example in the following occurrence cited by Dr. Tuke,
      as showing the influence of a 'dominant idea' in falsifying the
      perceptions of a number of persons at once:—'During the
      conflagration at the Crystal Palace in the winter of 1866-67, when the
      animals were destroyed by the fire, it was supposed that the Chimpanzee
      had succeeded in escaping from his cage. Attracted to the roof, with this
      expectation in full force, men saw the unhappy animal holding on to it,
      and writhing in agony to get astride one of the iron ribs. It need not be
      said that its struggles were watched by those below with breathless
      suspense, and as the newspapers informed us 'with sickening dread.' But
      there was no animal whatever there; and all this feeling was thrown away
      upon a tattered piece of blind, so torn as to resemble to the eye of
      fancy, the body, arms, and legs of an ape!' (Op. cit., p. 44.) Another
    






      example of a like influence affecting several individuals simultaneously
      in a similar manner is mentioned by Dr. Hibbert in his well-known Treatise
      on Apparitions:—'A whole ship's company was thrown into the utmost
      consternation by the apparition of a cook who had died a few days before.
      He was distinctly seen walking a-head of the ship, with a peculiar gait by
      which he was distinguished when alive, through having one of his legs
      shorter than the other. On steering the ship towards the object, it was
      found to be a piece of floating wreck.' Many similar cases might be
      referred to, in which the imagination has worked up into 'apparitions'
      some common-place objects, which it has invested with attributes derived
      from the previous Mental state of the observer; and the belief in such an
      apparition as a reality, which usually exists in such cases, unless
      antagonized by an effort of the reason, constitutes a delusion."(1)
    


      We must maintain indeed that a number of persons assembled under the
      influence of strong similar ideas, and excited by the same active
      religious emotion are more likely to be affected by similar subjective
      impressions to the extent of believing them to be objective than one or
      two would be. The excitement of each acts upon the whole body, and is
      itself increased by reaction from the aggregate emotion. Each receives
      impressions from the other, which are vividly felt even without being
      verified by personal experience. The most nervous temperament in the
      assembly gives the final impetus to the excited imagination of the rest.
      In moments of supreme expectation and doubt, enthusiasm overcomes reason.
      If one man see, if one man hear, the mental impression is credited with an
      objective cause, even when unfelt by others, and then a
    






      similar impression is soon carried from the brain to the sensorium of all.
      This does not involve the supposition of a diseased mind in ordinary
      cases, and in the instances which we have in view the false perceptions
      were, obviously, determined and encouraged by foregone conclusions of a
      nature rarely possible and, when existing, rarely resisted. "There are
      many persons," adds Dr. Carpenter, "quite sane upon ordinary matters, and
      even (it may be) distinguished by some special form of ability, who are
      yet affected with what the writer once heard Mr. Carlyle term a 'diluted
      insanity;' allowing their minds to become so completely 'possessed' by
      'dominant ideas,' that their testimony as to what they declare themselves
      to have witnessed—even when several individuals concur in giving
      exactly the same account of it—must be regarded as utterly
      untrustworthy."(1)
    


      That subjective impressions can, in the opinion of eminent apologists, be
      recorded by an Evangelist as objective reality, we have already pointed
      out in connection with the statement of the first Synoptist, that "Many
      bodies of the saints were raised; and they came out of the sepulchres
      after his resurrection and appeared unto many." (xxvii. 52 f.) Dean Milman
      and Canon Farrar explain this by the supposition that the earthquake
      "seemed to have filled the air with ghostly visitants, who after Christ
      had risen appeared to linger in the Holy City."(2) It follows as a logical
      consequence that, as this subjective impression felt by many at once is
      described in the Gospel as objective, these writers not only admit the
      possibility of such a mistake on the part
    






      of the observers, but that the Gospel, in adopting that mistake, may be
      suspected of a similar course in recording the appearances of Jesus.
    


      We have thus replied to the question whether the "vision hypothesis" could
      explain the belief of five hundred, or even of eleven persons who supposed
      they had seen Jesus at once, and we do not think that any one who
      seriously considers the Age, and the circumstances under which the
      phenomenon is alleged to have occurred, can doubt that such belief could
      very easily have resulted from merely subjective impressions. Before going
      further into the discussion of the matter, however, we must again, with a
      little more minuteness, call attention to the date of the actual
      statements upon which the whole argument turns. The Apostle Paul writes
      about a quarter of a century after the time when it is said that Jesus
      "was seen" by those whom he names. Whatever opinion may be formed as to
      the amount of information obtained by Paul during the visit he paid to
      Jerusalem for the purpose of making the acquaintance of Peter, it is
      undeniable that some years had elapsed between the time when Jesus is
      supposed to have been seen and the time when Paul could have received
      information regarding these appearances from any of the Apostles. If we
      date the death of Jesus in the year 33, almost the latest date assigned to
      it by any eminent critic, and the conversion of Paul about a.d. 38-40,(1)
      it will be remembered that the
    






      Apostle himself states that he did not go to Jerusalem till three years
      after, which brings us to a.d. 41-43 as the earliest time when Paul first
      came in personal contact with Peter and James. He did not go up to
      Jerusalem again for fourteen years after that, and we have no reason for
      believing that he met any of the Apostles in the interval, but the
      contrary, from his own account of that second visit, Gal. ii. 2. He could
      not, therefore, have heard anything of the appearances of Jesus even from
      Peter and James till some eight to ten years after they had taken place.
      From the other Apostles, in all probability, he cannot have heard anything
      till nearly twenty years had elapsed since they supposed they, had seen
      Jesus.
    


      Where did he get his information regarding the 500 brethren at once? From
      whom did he get it? If the supposed appearance took place, as so many
      suppose, in Galilee, the date of his information is still more uncertain.
      If, on the other hand, it occurred in Jerusalem, whilst so many of the
      numbers were visitors only, it is obvious that the greater part must
      subsequently have left the Holy City and become scattered to their
      respective homes. The difficulty of obtaining information from more than a
      few of the 500 becomes obvious. In any case, from no authority which we
      are entitled to assume could Paul have been minutely informed of these
      appearances less than eight to ten years after they occurred, and then of
      the vision of the Eleven, only from one of the number to whom the first
      vision occurred. Now, no one who considers the operation of memory, even
      in persons of more than usual sobriety of imagination, dealing with
      circumstances not likely to be exaggerated or distorted by feeling in the
      course of time, can doubt that, in ten years,
    






      all the circumstances of such occasions, amidst which much excitement
      certainly prevailed, must have assumed a very different aspect from what
      they originally bore. We may be permitted to quote a few words on this
      subject: "Though we are accustomed to speak of memory as if it consisted
      in an exact reproduction of past states of Consciousness, yet experience
      is continually showing us that this reproduction is very often inexact,
      through the modification which the 'trace' has undergone in the interval.
      Sometimes the trace has been partially obliterated; and what remains may
      serve to give a very erroneous (because imperfect) view of the
      occurrence..... And where it is one in which our own Feelings are
      interested, we are extremely apt to lose sight of what goes against them,
      so that the representation given by Memory is altogether one-sided. This
      is continually demonstrated by the entire dissimilarity of the accounts of
      the same occurrence or conversation, which shall be given by two or more
      parties concerned in it, even when the matter is fresh in their minds, and
      they are honestly desirous of telling the truth. And this diversity will
      usually become still more pronounced with the lapse of time: the trace
      becoming gradually but unconsciously modified by the habitual course of
      thought and feeling; so that when it is so acted on after a lengthened
      interval as to bring up a reminiscence of the original occurrence, that
      reminiscence really represents, not the actual occurrence, but the
      modified trace of it."(1) This is specially likely to occur where, as in
      our case, there were Old Testament prophecies supposed to describe
      minutely the sufferings, death, and resurrection of the Messiah, to
      furnish lines which the transformation of memory must
    






      insensibly follow. Unconsciously, we may be certain, the misty outlines of
      the original transaction would acquire consistency and take form according
      to the tenor of so infallible an index. It would require a memory of iron
      and of more than stubborn doggedness to resist the unobtrusive influence
      of supposed prophecies. Be it clearly understood that we speak of an
      unconscious process, which is perfectly consistent with complete belief
      that the transformed trace exactly represents what originally took place.
    


      But adhering more closely to the point before us, can we suppose that the
      account which Paul received of these appearances, after that lapse of
      time, was a perfectly sober and unwarped description of what actually took
      place? We think not. Is it possible that the vision of the 500, for
      instance, had escaped the maturing influence of time? or that of the
      Eleven? We believe that it is not possible. However, Paul does not give a
      single detail, and consequently this argument mainly affects the abstract
      value of all such evidence whether at first or second hand, but it
      likewise makes more vague the original transaction, so indefinitely
      sketched for us, which we have to explain. What was it the 500 really saw?
      "Jesus," says the report matured by time; and modern divines taking the
      statement in its most objective sense, demand an explanation of the
      unknown phenomenon which led 500 to believe that they actually saw the
      risen. Master. Did the 500 originally think anything of the kind? What
      impression did the individuals receive? Did any two receive precisely the
      same impressions? There is not the slightest evidence that they did.
      Although Paul gives the most meagre report of these appearances that could
      well be conceived, it must be remembered that the
    






      impression made upon his own mind was not by the events themselves, but by
      the narrative of the events recounted at least eight or ten years
      afterwards. There can be po doubt that, earlier, Paul the persecutor must
      also frequently have heard of the Resurrection, and of alleged occasions
      when Jesus had been seen after his death and burial, from persecuted
      members of the Christian community, but beyond the undefined certainty of
      this we are not entitled to go. That what he heard must have received
      warmth of colouring from the fire of persecution is most probable. Of
      this, however, we shall speak presently. It is not necessary further to
      enlarge upon the superstition of the age of which we write. We have
      elsewhere quoted the opinion of an orthodox divine and Hebrew scholar on
      the character of the Jewish people about that period. "Not to be more
      tedious, therefore, in this matter," he says, "let two things only be
      observed: i. That the nation under the second Temple, was given to magical
      arts beyond measure; and ii. That it was given to an easiness of believing
      all manner of delusions beyond measure."(1) And again: "It is a disputable
      case whether the Jewish nation were more mad with superstition in matters
      of religion, or with superstition in curious arts."(2) Even supposing the
      Twelve to have been men of superior intelligence to most of their fellow
      countrymen of the period, it cannot reasonably be questioned that they
      were "men of like passions" and failings with the rest, and that, as were
      the most eminent men of all countries for centuries after, they were
      ignorant of the true order of nature, full of superstitious ideas
      regarding cosmical phenomena, and ready at all times to
    






      believe in miracles and supernatural interference with the affairs of
      life. As Jews, moreover, they had inherited belief in angelic agency, and
      divine apparitions. The Old Testament is full of narratives in which
      Jehovah appears to the Patriarchs and Lawgivers of Israel. Celestial
      visions had been familiar to every Jew from his infancy, and the constant
      personal communications of the Almighty with his peculiar people were
      still the most sacred traditions of the nation.
    


      Nursed in the prevalent superstition of the time, educated by the Law and
      the Prophets to familiarity with the supernatural, and prepared by the
      fervid imagination of their race to recognize wonders in heaven and
      earth,(1) the disciples were naturally prepared for the great Christian
      Miracle. The special circumstances in which they were placed at the death
      of Jesus conduced in the highest degree to excite that expectant attention
      which, in their state of profound agitation, rendered them readily
      susceptible of extraordinary impressions. The disciples had for a long
      period followed Jesus and felt the influence of his elevated character. It
      may be doubted how far they had entered into the spirit of his sublime
      teaching, or understood the spiritual wisdom which lay beneath the noble
      simplicity of his language, but it cannot be doubted that his personal
      greatness must have produced a profound effect upon their minds. When they
      came at last to understand, if in a material and imperfect way, his views
      as to his Messianic character, they can have had little difficulty in
      believing, in spite of the mysterious lowliness and humility of his
      aspect, although probably in a sense widely different from his own, that
    






      the hope of Israel had at last come, and that the hour of her redemption
      was at hand. It is probable that, as the enmity of the priests and rulers
      increased, and the danger of his position became more apparent, whilst he
      disdained unworthily to shrink from his public work, he must have felt all
      the peril before him, and observed the anxiety of his followers. It may be
      conceived that, under such circumstances, his teachings may have assumed
      even a higher spirituality than before and, rising above the clouds of the
      present, soared out into that calmer future when the religion he founded
      would be accepted by men, and become a light to the Gentiles and the glory
      of his people Israel. It is probable that he may have spoken of his death
      in spiritual terms as a sacrifice for them and for the world, which would
      secure the triumph of his work and regenerate mankind. Comforting those
      who had left all and followed him, but from whom he might so soon be
      parted, and knowing their doubts and fears, he must have re-assured their
      minds by inspiriting views of the inseparable nature of his union with
      those who loved him and did his commandments; his spirit dwelling within
      them and leading them safely through the world, in the peace and security
      of souls raised by the truth beyond the reach of its corruption and its
      wrong.
    


      That they must have felt the strongest conviction of his Messianic
      character, we think cannot be doubted, however confused may have been
      their ideas of the exact nature of his office and of the manner in which
      his coming was to secure the triumph of Israel The shock to their
      expectations and the utter dissipation of their hopes which must have been
      felt in the first moment of his arrest, hurried trial, and cruel
    






      condemnation can well be imagined. It is probable that in that first
      moment of terror and bewilderment the disciples indeed all forsook him and
      fled. No one who had consorted with the Great Teacher, however, and felt
      the influence of his mind, could long have resisted the reaction to nobler
      thoughts of him. In all the bitterness of sorrow for the loss of their
      master and friend, in horror at his agonizing and shameful death, and in
      doubt, consternation, and almost despair, they must have gathered together
      again and spoken of these strange events. Believing Jesus to have been the
      Messiah, how could they interpret his death on the cross? If he was the
      Messiah could he thus die?(1) If Enoch and Elijah, if Moses, precursors of
      the Messiah, had not seen death, how could that prophet like unto Moses
      whom Jehovah had raised up end his career by a shameful death on the
      cross?
    


      Throughout that time of fiery trial and supreme mental agitation, they
      must have perpetually sought in their own minds some explanation of the
      terrible events then occurring and seeming to blast all their hopes, and
      doubtless mystic utterances of Jesus must have assumed new meanings,
      meanings probably different from his own. In the accounts of the coming
      Messiah in the prophets, they must have searched for some light by which
      to solve the inexplicable problem. Is it not conceivable that, in that
      last time of danger and darkness, when he saw the persecution against him
      become more vehement, and felt that the path which he had chosen led him
      through danger and distress perhaps to death, Jesus may, in the bitter
      contemplation of that fanatical opposition of bigotry and
    






      superstition have applied to himself the description of the suffering
      servant of Jehovah, suffering—as all noble souls have done who are
      in advance of their age, and preach great truths which condemn either
      directly or by implication the vices and follies of their time,—"the
      oppressor's wrong, the proud man's contumely," and, worse still, the
      ignoble insults of popular ignorance and fickleness? Here might seem to
      them the solution of the enigma; and returning from that first flight of
      terror and bewilderment, feeling all the intense reaction of affection and
      grief and faith in the Master quickened by shame at their abandonment of
      him in his moment of supreme danger and affliction, still believing that
      he must be the Messiah, and in mute longing and expectation of the next
      events which were to confirm or confound their hopes, the disciples must
      have been in the climax of nervous agitation and excitement, and ready to
      receive any impression which might be suggested in their embarrassment.(1)
    


      According to Paul it was Peter who first saw the risen Jesus. According to
      the first and fourth Gospels, the first appearance was to the women, and
      notably, in the latter, to Mary Magdalene out of whom had been cast "seven
      devils," and whose temperament probably rendered her unusually susceptible
      of all such impressions. Did Paul intentionally omit all mention of the
      appearances to the women, or did he not know of them? In the latter case,
      we have an instructive light thrown on the Gospel tradition; in the
      former, the first suggestion
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      of the Resurrection becomes even more clearly intelligible. It will be
      observed that in all this explanation we are left chiefly to conjecture,
      for the statements in the Gospels cannot, upon any point, be used with the
      slightest confidence. On the other hand, all that is demanded is that a
      probable or possible explanation of the origin of the belief in the
      Resurrection should be given; and in the total absence of historical data
      we are entitled to draw inferences as to the course of events at the time.
      It may well be that a mistake as to the sepulchre, rendered not improbable
      if any hint of the truth be conveyed in the conflicting traditions of the
      Gospel, or one of many other suggestions which might be advanced, might
      lead the women or Peter to believe that the sepulchre was empty. Or some
      other even trifling circumstance, which we no longer can indicate with
      precision, might convey to the women or to Peter, in their state of
      nervous excitement, the last impulse wanting to cause that rapid revulsion
      from extreme depression, which is so suitable to the state which we may
      perhaps be allowed to call creative subjectivity. If we are to accept the
      indications scattered about the New Testament, the impetuous ardent
      temperament of Peter was eminently one to bound into sudden ecstatic
      enthusiasm, and in all probability some commonplace or trifling incident
      may have been the spark which kindled into flame the materials already at
      glowing heat. The strong subjective impression that Jesus had risen would
      create a vision of him which, at once confirming previous conclusions,
      resolving perplexing doubts and satisfying feverish expectations, would be
      accepted by each mind with little or no question as an objective reality.
      If Peter, or even the
    






      women, brought to the disciples the assurance that they had seen the Lord,
      we cannot doubt that, in the unparalleled position in which they were then
      placed, under all the circumstances of intense feeling and religious
      excitement at the moment, such emotions would be suddenly called into
      action as would give to these men the impression that they had seen the
      Master whom they had lost. These subjective impressions would be
      strengthened daily and unconsciously into ever more objective consistency,
      and being confirmed by supposed prophecy would be affirmed with a
      confidence insensibly inspired by dogmatic considerations.1 That the news
      would fly from believer to believer, meeting everywhere excited attention
      and satisfying eager expectancy, is certain; and that these devout souls,
      swayed by every emotion of glad and exultant enthusiasm, would constantly
      mistake the suggestions of their own thoughts for objective realities is
      probable. Jesus died, was buried, and rose again "according to the
      Scriptures." This would harden every timid supposition into assurance; and
      as time went on, what was doubtful would become certain, what was
      mysterious, clear; and those who had seen nothing would take up and
      strengthen the tradition of those who had seen the Lord.
    


      It is argued that there was not time for the preparation of the disciples
      to believe in the Resurrection of Jesus between his crucifixion and "the
      third day," when that event is alleged to have occurred, and,
      consequently, no probability of subjective impressions of so unexpected a
      nature being received. To those
    






      apologists who adopt this argument we might point to many passages in the
      Gospels, which affirm that the resurrection on the third day was
      predicted. These, however, we assign of course to a later date. The
      argument assumes that there was no preparation in the teaching of Jesus,
      which, as we have endeavoured to suggest, is not the case. If there had
      been no other, the mere assurance that he was the Messiah must have led to
      reflections, which demanded some other sequel to his career than the death
      of a slave. The mere suggestion of such a problem as must have proposed
      itself to the minds of the disciples: If all is to end here, Jesus was not
      the Messiah: if he was the Messiah, what will now happen?—must have
      led to expectant attention. But there was much more than this. In such
      moments as those of the Passion, thought works feverishly and fast. It is
      not to be supposed that Peter and the rest did not foresee the end, when
      Jesus was led away prisoner in the hands of his enemies. It is still less
      to be imagined that their minds were not ceaselessly revolving that
      problem, on the solution of which depended their fondest hopes and highest
      aspirations.1 It is most probable, indeed, that no time could have found
      the disciples in a state so ripe for strong impressions as that
      immediately succeeding the death of their Master. There are, however,
      other aspects in which this point may be placed. What evidence is there
      that Jesus was seen, or supposed to have been seen, on the third day?
      Absolutely none worthy of the name. Paul does not say that he was, and as
      for the Gospels their
    






      statement is of no value, and the tradition which they record may be set
      down as a foregone dogmatic con-elusion. Paul very distinctly shows this.
      He says: "For I delivered unto you first of all that which I also
      received, that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and
      that he was buried, and that he has been raised the third day, according
      to the Scriptures."(1) The repetition of the phrase "according to the
      Scriptures" is very marked, and points to the fact that the purpose for
      which Jesus died—"for our sins"—and the date of his
      resurrection—"the third day"—are statements directly based
      upon Scripture. We have mentioned that the Scriptures supposed to indicate
      the third day, do not really apply to the Messiah at all, but this does
      not affect the question before us. Now believing this epoch to be defined
      in prophecy, this is precisely one of those points upon which memory
      would, in the lapse of time, be most likely to adjust itself to the
      prophecy. We will assume that Jesus was not "seen" before the third day.
      It is obvious that if he was seen forty days after, it might be affirmed
      that he had been actually raised long before, on the third day. The vision
      occurring on the third day itself, even, could not prove that he had not
      "risen" before. There is, in fact, no way that we can see of fixing the
      third day except the statement ol "Scripture," and, the moment we accept
      that, we must recognize the force of dogmatic influence.(2) The fact that
      the third day has from early
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      times been set apart as the Christian Sabbath, does not prove anything. If
      the third day was believed to be the day indicated by "Scripture" for the
      Resurrection, of course that day would be selected as the time at which it
      must have occurred, and on which it should be commemorated. So far as the
      vision hypothesis is concerned, the day is of no consequence whatever, and
      the objection upon this point has no force.
    


      There is another consideration which we must mention, which is not only
      important in connection with an estimate of the evidence for the
      Resurrection, but the inferences from which clearly support the
      explanation we are proposing. Before stating it we may, in passing, again
      refer to the fact that it is nowhere affirmed that anyone was an
      eye-witness of the actual Resurrection. It is supposed to be proved by the
      circumstance that Jesus was subsequently "seen." Observe, however, that
      the part of this miracle which could not well have been ascribed to
      subjective impressions—the actual resurrection—is, naturally
      enough, not seen by anyone, but that which comes precisely within the
      scope of such subjective action is said to have been seen by many. To come
      at once to our point, however, neither Paul, nor the Gospels, nor
      Christian tradition in any form, pretends that Jesus was seen by any one
      but his disciples and those who believed in him. In fact, Jesus only
      appeared to those who were prepared by faith and expectant attention to
      see him in the manner we assert. We are at present merely speaking of the
      earlier appearances, and reserving Paul for separate discussion. Why, we
      may inquire, did Jesus not appear to his
    






      enemies as well as to his friends?(1) Nothing of course could have been
      more intelligible than his desire to comfort and reassure those who
      believed in and mourned for him, but to do this by no means excluded a
      wider manifestation of himself, supposing him to have actually risen from
      the dead. On the hypothesis that he only rose again and was seen through
      the yearning and enthusiastic faith of his followers, the reason why he
      was not seen by others is not hard to find. Yet it might be thought that
      the object of at once establishing beyond doubt his supernatural mission,
      and convincing his enemies of their crime, and the Jews of their blindness
      and folly, was important enough. Had he shown himself to the Chief Priests
      and elders, and confounded the Pharisees with the vision of him whom they
      had so cruelly nailed to the accursed tree, how might not the future of
      his followers have been smoothed, and the faith of many made strong! Or if
      he had stood again in the Courts of the Roman Procurator, no longer a
      prisoner buffeted and spat upon, but the glorious Messiah, beyond the
      reach of Jewish malignity or Roman injustice. But no, he was seen by none
      but those devoted to him. We shall of course be told by apologists that
      this also was "for the trial of our faith;" though to anyone who earnestly
      reflects, it must seem childish to ask men to believe what is beyond their
      reason, yet conceal the evidence by which reason is supposed to be guided.
      The reply, however, is clear: for the trial of our faith or for any other
      reason, it is nevertheless certain that this evidence does not exist.
    






      When the argument which we are now discussing was first advanced long ago
      by Celsus, Origen had no better refutation than, after admitting the fact
      that Jesus was not after his resurrection seen as before publicly and by
      all men, to take refuge in the belief that the passage of Paul regarding
      his appearances contains wonderful mysteries which, if understood, would
      explain why Jesus did not show himself after that event as he had done
      before it.(1)
    


      We must now proceed to show that the vision of Paul is satisfactorily
      explained by the same hypothesis.(2) We have already proved that there is
      no evidence of any value that Paul's conversion was due to his having seen
      Jesus in a manner which he believed to be objective and supernatural. To
      represent the arch persecutor Paul transformed in a moment, by a
      miraculous vision of Jesus, into the Apostle of the Gentiles was highly
      characteristic of the author of
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      Acts, who further represents Paul as immediately preaching publicly in
      Damascus and confounding the Jews. Widely different is the statement of
      Paul. He distinctly affirms that he did not communicate with flesh and
      blood, nor went he up to Jerusalem to them which were Apostles before him,
      but that he immediately went away into Arabia. The Fathers delighted in
      representing this journey to Arabia as an instance of Paul's fervour and
      eagerness to preach the Gospel in lands over which its sound had not yet
      gone forth. There can be no doubt, however, we think, that Paul's journey
      to Arabia and his sojourn there were for the purpose of reflection.(1) It
      is only in legends that instantaneous spiritual revolutions take place. In
      sober history the process is more slow and progressive. We repeat that
      there is no evidence which can at all be accepted that Paul's conversion
      was effected by a vision, and that it is infinitely more probable that it
      was, so to say, merely completed and crowned by seeing Jesus; but, at the
      same time, even if the view be held that this vision was the decisive
      circumstance which induced Paul at once to resign his course of
      persecution and embrace Christianity, our argument is not materially
      affected. In any case, much silent, deep, and almost unconscious
      preparation for the change must long before have proceeded in the mind of
      Paul, which was finally matured in the Arabian waste. Upon no view that is
      taken can this be excluded; upon every ground of common sense, experience,
      and necessary inference, it must be admitted.
    






      Indifference is the only great gulf which separates opinions. There was no
      stolid barrier of apathy between Saul of Tarsus and belief in the
      Messiah-ship of Jesus. In persecuting Christianity, Paul proved two
      things: the earnestness and energy of his convictions, and the fact that
      his attention was keenly directed to the new sect. Both points contributed
      to the result we are discussing. Paul's Judaism was no mere formalism. It
      was the adoption, heart and soul, of the religion of his people; which was
      to him no dead principle, but a living faith stimulating that eager
      impetuous character to defend its integrity with "fire and sword." He did
      not, like so many of his countrymen, turn away with scorn from the
      followers of the despised Nazarene and leave them to their delusion; but
      turned to them, on the contrary, with the fierce attraction of the zealot
      whose own belief is outraged by the misbelief of others. The earnest Jew
      came into sharp collision with the earnest Christian. The earnestness of
      each was an element of mutual respect. The endurance and firmness of the
      one might not melt the bigoted resolution of the other, but it arrested
      his attention and commanded his unconscious sympathy. Just so would the
      persecutor have endured and resisted persecution; so, subsequently, he
      actually did meet it. And what was the main difference between the
      persecutor and the persecuted? It consisted in that which constituted the
      burden of the apostolic preaching: the belief that "this was the Christ."
      The creed of the new sect at least was not complicated. It was little more
      at that time than a question of identity, until Paul himself developed it
      into an elaborate system of theology.
    






      In this question of identity, however, there was comprised a vast change
      of national ideas. To the devout Jew,—looking for the hope of
      Israel, yearning and praying for the advent of that Son of David who was
      to sit upon the throne of his fathers, restore the fortunes of the people,
      drive out the heathen and subdue the nations again to the yoke of Israel,
      establishing the worship of Jehovah in its purity and turning the Gentiles
      to the service of the God of Gods,—it was an abhorrent thought that
      the lowly peasant who had died a shameful death on Golgotha should be
      represented as the Messiah, the promised King of the Jews. Still there was
      something sufficiently startling in the idea to excite reflection. A
      political aspirant, who pretended to play the part, and after some feeble
      attempt at armed insurrection had been crushed by the heel of the Roman,
      could not have attracted attention. In that, there would have been no
      originality to astonish, and no singularity to require explanation. This
      man, on the contrary, who was said to be the Messiah, assumed no earthly
      dignity; claimed no kingdom in this world; had not even a place to lay his
      head; but ended a short and unambitious career as the teacher of a simple
      but profound system of morality by death on a cross. There was no vulgar
      imitation here. This was the reverse of the Messiah of the Jews. In spite
      of so much dissimilarity, however, there was in the two parties a
      fundamental agreement of belief. The Jew expected the Messiah; the
      Christian believed he had now come. The Messiah expected by the Jew was
      certainly a very different Saviour from the despised and rejected Jesus of
      Nazareth, but at the root of the
    






      Christian faith lay belief in a Messiah. It was a thoroughly Jewish
      belief, springing out of the covenant with the fathers, and based upon the
      Law and the Prophets. The difference was not one of principle but one of
      details. Their interpretation of the promises was strangely dissimilar,
      but the trust of both was in the God of Israel. To pass from one to the
      other did not involve the adoption of a new religion, but merely a
      modification of the views of the old. Once convinced that the Messiah was
      not a political ruler but a spiritual guide, not a victorious leader, but
      a suffering servant of Jehovah, the transition from judaic hopes to
      recognition of Jesus was almost accomplished.
    


      It is clear that Paul in his capacity of Persecutor must have become well
      acquainted with the views of the Christians, and probably must have heard
      them repeatedly expounded by his captives before the Jewish Sanhedrin.1 He
      must have heard the victims of his blind religious zeal affirming their
      faith with all that ecstatic assurance which springs out of persecution.
      The vision of Peter contributed to the vision of Paul. There can be no
      doubt that Paul must have become aware of the application to Jesus of Old
      Testament prophecies, and of the new conception thence derived of a
      suffering Messiah. The political horizon was certainly not suggestive of
      the coming of the Lord's Anointed. Never had the fortunes of Israel been
      at a lower ebb. The hope of a Prince of the house of David to restore
      dominion to the fallen race was hard to entertain. The suggestion of an
      alternative theory based upon a new interpretation of the prophets, if
      startling, was not untimely, when the old confidence
    






      was becoming faint in many minds, and the hope of his coming seemed so
      distant and unsure. If we do not misjudge the character of Paul, however
      shocked he may have been at first by the substitution of a crucified
      Nazarene for the triumphant Messiah of his earlier visions, there must
      have been something profoundly pleasing to his mind in the conception of a
      spiritual Messiah. As he became familiar with the idea, it is probable
      that flashes of doubt must have crossed his mind as to the correctness of
      his more material views. If the belief were true, which Christians
      professed, that this Jesus, despised and rejected of men, was actually the
      suffering servant of Jehovah, and this servant of Jehovah the Messiah! If
      the claim of this Jesus who had been esteemed smitten of God and
      afflicted, had been verified by his rising again from the dead and
      ascending to the right hand of God! This aspect of the Messianic idea had
      a mystery and significance congenial to the soul of Paul. The supernatural
      elements could have presented no difficulties to him. Belief in the
      Resurrection was part of his creed as a Pharisee. That the risen Messiah
      should have been seen by many, the fundamental idea once admitted, could
      not surprise the visionary Jew. We can well imagine the conflict which
      went on in the ardent mind of Paul when doubts first entered it; his
      resistance and struggle for the faith of his youth; the pursuance as duty
      of the course he had begun, whilst the former conviction no longer
      strengthened the feverish energy; the excitement of religious zeal in the
      mad course of persecution, not to be arrested in a moment, but become, by
      growing doubt, bitterness and pain to him; the suffering
    






      inflicted sending its pang into his own flesh. There was ample preparation
      in such a situation for the vision of Paul.
    


      The constitution and temperament of the Apostle were eminently calculated
      to receive impressions of the strongest description.(1) We have mentioned
      the conjecture of many able men that his "stake in the flesh" was a form
      of epilepsy. It is, of course, but a conjecture, though one which has
      great probability,(2) and we must not treat it otherwise; but, if it could
      be proved correct, much light would be thrown upon Paul's visions. We have
      discussed the Apostle's statements regarding the supernatural Charismata
      in the Church, and have seen his extreme readiness to believe in the
      lavish bestowal of miraculous gifts where others could recognise but
      ordinary qualities. That Paul should be able to claim the power of
      speaking with tongues more than all the Corinthians, whose exercise of
      that spiritual gift he so unceremoniously restrains, is in perfect keeping
      with all that we elsewhere learn about him. Everywhere we find the keenly
      impressionable nature so apt to fall into the ecstatic state when brought
      under the influence of active religious emotion. "I must glory," he
      exclaims with irresistible impulse on coming to a theme so congenial to
      him, "I must glory; it is not indeed expedient, but I will come to visions
      and revelations of the Lord."(3) Even when he speaks of the stake in his
      flesh, which he does in such suggestive connection with his visions, he
      describes it as sent lest he should "be exalted above measure by the
    






      excess of the revelations."(1) We have so repeatedly had to refer to
      Paul's claim to have received his Gospel by special revelation that we
      need not again speak of it here. If we could quote Acts as a genuine
      representation of Christian tradition regarding Paul, we might point out
      the visions and revelations therein so freely ascribed to him, but his own
      writings are amply sufficient for our purpose. Even his second journey to
      Jerusalem is attributed to the direction of revelation.(2)
    


      The only vision regarding which the Apostle gives any particulars is that
      referred to, 2 Cor. xii. 2: "I know a man in Christ above fourteen years
      ago (whether in the body I know not, whether out of the body I know not,
      God knoweth), such an one caught up even unto the third heaven. 3. And I
      know such a man (whether in the body or out of the body I know not, God
      knoweth), 4. that he was caught up into paradise and heard unspeakable
      words which it is not lawful for a man to utter. 5. For such an one will I
      boast," etc.(3) It has been argued from this passage and the repetition of
      the expression "whether in the body or out of the body I know not," that
      Paul himself could clearly distinguish objective facts from subjective
      impressions.(4) No interpretation could well be more erroneous. It is
      evident that Paul has no doubt whatever of his having been in the third
      heaven and in Paradise, and as little of
    






      his having heard the unspeakable words. That is quite objectively real to
      him. His only doubt is whether the body was caught up with his soul upon
      this occasion.(1) No one who has carefully considered such phenomena and
      examined the statements here made can have any doubt as to the nature of
      this vision. The conception of being caught up into "the third heaven,"
      "into Paradise," and there hearing these "unspeakable words which it is
      not lawful for a man to utter," betrays in no doubtful manner the source
      of the subjective impressions. Of course, divines who are prepared to see
      in this passage the account of an actual objective event will not consider
      it evidence that Paul had subjective visions which he believed to have
      been objective facts; but to those who, more rightly and reasonably, we
      think, recognize the subjective character of the vision, it must at once
      definitely settle the point that Paul could mistake subjective impressions
      for objective realities, and consequently the argument for the similar
      subjectivity of the vision of Jesus becomes complete. The possibility of
      such a mistake is precisely what apologists question. Here is an instance
      in which the mistake has clearly been made by Paul.
    


      The Apostle's own statements show him to have been superlatively visionary
      and impressionable, with restless nervous energy it is true, but, at the
      same time, with keen physical and mental susceptibility. Liable to be
      uplifted by "the excess of revelations," glorying in "visions and
      revelations of the Lord," possessing ecstatic
    






      powers more than all others, subjecting his very movements, his visits to
      Jerusalem, to the direction of impulses which he supposed to be
      revelations: there has never been a case in which both temperament and
      religious belief more thoroughly combined to ascribe, with perfect
      conviction, objective reality to subjective impressions connected with
      divine things then occupying his mind.
    


      Paul moreover lived in a time when the Messianic longing of the Jews led
      them to be profoundly interested students of the later apocalyptic
      writings, which certainly made a deep impression upon the Apostle, and in
      which he must have been struck by the image of the promised Messiah, like
      the Son of Man, coming on the clouds of heaven (Dan. vii. 13, cf. 1 Cor.
      xv. 47).(1) At no time was such a vision more likely to present itself to
      him, than when his mind was fixed upon the Messianic idea with all the
      intensity of one who had been persecuting those who asserted that the
      Messiah had already come. Here was reason for all that concentration of
      thought upon the subject which produces such visions: and when doubt and
      hesitation entered into that eager intense spirit, the conflict must have
      been sharp and the nerves highly strung. The Jesus whom he saw with his
      mind's eye was the climax of conviction in such a nature; and the vision
      vividly brought to him his own self-reproachful thoughts for cruelly
      mistaken zeal, and the remorse of noble souls which bounds to reparation.
      He devoted himself as eagerly to Christianity, as he had previously done
      to Judaism. He changed the contents but not the form of his mind.(2) Paul
      the
    






      Christian was the same man as Paul the Jew; and in abandoning the
      conception of a Messiah "according to the flesh," and placing his whole
      faith in one "according to the spirit," he displayed the same
      characteristics as before. The revolution in his mind, of which so much is
      said, was merely one affecting the Messianic idea. He did not at a bound
      become the complete Apostle of the Gentiles, but accepting at first
      nothing more than belief in a Messiah according to the spirit, his
      comprehensive and peculiar system of theology was, "of course, only the
      result of subsequent reflection. That his conviction should have been
      completed by a subjective vision is no more strange than that he should
      believe in supernatural Charismata, miraculous speaking with tongues, and
      being actually caught up into the third heaven, into Paradise, and hearing
      there unutterable words which it is not lawful for a man to utter. Paul
      evidently never questioned the source of his visions. They were simply
      accepted as divine revelations, and they excited all the less of misgiving
      in his soul from the fact that, without doubt, they expressed the expected
      solution of problems which intensely occupied his mind, and reflected
      conclusions already practically formed by his own thoughts.(1)
    


      There remain two points to be briefly considered.
    






      The first of these is the assertion, constantly made in various shapes,
      that the cardinal miracles of the Resurrection and Ascension were
      proclaimed as unquestionable facts, without contradiction, at a time when
      such an assertion might have been easily refuted. The production of the
      body, the still occupied sepulchre, it is said, would have set such
      pretensions at rest It is unnecessary to say that the proclamation of the
      Resurrection and Ascension as facts proved nothing beyond the belief,
      perhaps, of those who asserted them. So far as Paul is concerned, we may
      seek in vain for any assertion of a bodily Ascension. But there is not the
      slightest evidence to show when the Resurrection and Ascension were first
      publicly proclaimed as unquestionable facts. Even the Gospels do not state
      that they were mentioned beyond the circle of disciples. The second
      Synoptist, who does not state that Jesus himself was seen by any one,
      makes the curious affirmation at the close of his Gospel as we have it,
      that the women, on receiving the announcement of the Resurrection from the
      angels, and the command for the disciples and Peter to go into Galilee,
      "went out and fled from the sepulchre; for trembling and astonishment
      seized them, and they said nothing to any one; for they were afraid."(1)
      In the fourth Gospel, although the "beloved disciple" went into the
      sepulchre, "and he saw and believed," it is related of him and Peter: "So
      the disciples went away again unto their own home."(2) The Eleven, in
      fact, who all forsook their Master and fled—who are represented as
      meeting with closed doors "for fear of the Jews"—with closed doors
      after eight days, it is again said, although, a week before, ten of them
      are said to have seen Jesus—were not likely to expose
    






      themselves to the fate of Jesus by rushing into the highways and asserting
      the Resurrection. Beyond the statement of the Gospels, the value of which
      we have seen, and a statement accompanied by so many confused
      circumstances, there is no evidence whatever that the sepulchre was found
      empty. There is no evidence that the sepulchre was really known to the
      disciples, none of whom, probably, was present at the crucifixion; and it
      might well be inferred that the women, who are represented as ignorant
      that the body had already been embalmed, yet who are the chief supposed
      witnesses for the empty sepulchre and the informants of the disciples,
      were equally ignorant of the sepulchre in which the body was laid. We
      might ask whether the 500 brethren who are said to have seen Jesus at the
      same time came from Galilee, or wherever they were, and examined the state
      of the sepulchre? We have already said, however, that if the sepulchre had
      been shown to be empty, the very last thing which could be proved by that
      circumstance would be the correctness of the assertion that it had become
      so in consequence of a stupendous miracle. On the other hand, if it had
      been shown that it was occupied by a body, it is exceedingly doubtful
      whether the fact would have convinced any one not previously sure that
      Jesus could not have risen from the dead, and he would not have required
      such evidence. When the Resurrection was publicly proclaimed as a fact,
      the body could no longer have been recognizable, and the idea that any of
      those in authority could have thought such demonstration necessary to
      refute a story whispered about amongst an obscure sect in Jerusalem, or
      even more courageously asserted, is a product of later times. When Jesus
      of Nazareth, the head of the nascent sect, was suppressed
    






      by a shameful death, his humble and timid followers were obviously for a
      time despised; and there is little reason to suppose that the chief
      priests and rulers of the Jews would have condescended to any public
      contradiction of their affirmations, if they had even felt indifference to
      the defilement of exposing for such a purpose a decaying body to the gaze
      of Jerusalem. This kind of refutation is possible only in the imagination
      of divines. Besides, what evidence is there that even a single indifferent
      person found the sepulchre empty? There is not an iota of proof.
    


      On the contrary, there is the very strongest evidence that when the
      assertion of the Resurrection and Ascension as "unquestionable facts" was
      made, it was contradicted in the only practical and practicable way
      conceivable: (1.) by all but universal disbelief in Jerusalem; (2.) by
      actual persecution of those who asserted it. It is a perfectly undeniable
      fact that the great mass of the Jews totally denied the truth of the
      statement by disbelieving it, and that the converts to Christianity who
      soon swelled the numbers of the Church and spread its influence amongst
      the nations were not the citizens of Jerusalem, who were capable of
      refuting such assertions, but strangers and Gentiles. The number of the
      community of Jerusalem after the forty days seems to be stated by the
      author of Acts as "about 120," and although the numbers added to the
      Church, according to this document, are evidently fabulous, the converts
      at Pentecost are apparently chiefly from amongst the devout men of every
      nation upon earth congregated at Jerusalem. To this hour the Jews have
      retained as their inheritance the denial by their forefathers of the
      asserted facts. The assertion, secondly, was emphatically denied by the
      persecution, as soon as it
    






      became worth any one's while to persecute, of those who made it. It was in
      this way denied by Paul himself, at a time when verification was
      infinitely more possible than when he came to join in the assertion. Are
      we to suppose that the Apostle took no trouble to convince himself of the
      facts before he began to persecute? He was in the confidence of the high
      priests it seems, can he ever have heard the slightest doubt from them on
      the subject? Is it not palpable that Paul and his party, by their very
      pursuit of those who maintained such allegations, stigmatized them as
      falsehoods, and perhaps as imposture? If it be said that Paul became
      convinced of his mistake, it is perfectly obvious that his conversion was
      not due to local and circumstantial evidence, but to dogmatic
      considerations and his supposed vision of Jesus. He disbelieved when the
      alleged occurrences were recent and, as it is said, capable of refutation;
      he believed when the time for such refutation had passed.
    


      The second point to which we have referred is the vague and final
      objection of apologists that, if the vision of Jesus was merely
      subjective, the fabric of the Church and even of Christianity is based
      upon unreality and self-deception. Is this possible? they ask. Is it
      possible that for eighteen centuries the Resurrection and Ascension have
      been proclaimed and believed by millions, with no other original
      foundation than self-delusion? The vagueness and apparent vastness of this
      objection, perhaps, make it a formidable argumentum ad hominem, but
      it vanishes into very small proportions as we approach it. Must we then
      understand that the dogmas of all religions which have been established
      must have been objective truths? and that this is a necessary inference
      from their wide adoption? If so, then all
    






      historical religions before Christianity, and after it, must take rank as
      substantially true. In that case the religion of the Veda, of Buddha, of
      Zoroaster, of Mahomet, for instance, can as little be based on unreality
      and self-deception as Christianity. They have secured wide acceptance from
      mankind. Millions have for centuries devoutly held their tenets, and to
      this day the followers of Sakya Muni are as numerous as the believers in
      the religion of Paul. If not, the objection at once falls to the ground as
      an argument, and the problem becomes a simple matter of evidence, which
      has been fully discussed and disposed of.
    


      When we analyse the fact, it becomes apparent that, ultimately, belief in
      the Resurrection and Ascension resolves itself into the belief of a few or
      of one. It requires very little reflection to perceive that the Christian
      Church is founded much more upon belief in the Resurrection than on the
      fact itself.(1) Nothing is more undeniable than the circumstance that not
      more than a very small number of men are even alleged to have seen the
      risen Jesus. The mass of those who have believed in the Resurrection have
      done so because of the assurance of these few men, and perhaps because
      they may have been led to think that the event was predicted in Scripture.
      Up to this day, converts to the dogma are made, if made at all, upon the
      assurance of Paul and the Gospels. The vast question at last dwindles down
      to the inquiry: Can a few men, can one man, draw erroneous inferences and
      be honestly deceived by something supposed to have been seen? We presume
      that there can be no hesitation in giving an affirmative reply. The rest
      follows as a matter of
    






      course. Others simply believe the report of those who have believed before
      them. In course of time, so many believe that it is considered almost
      outrageous to disbelieve or demand evidence. The number of those who have
      believed is viewed at last as an overwhelming proof of the truth of the
      creed.
    


      It is a most striking and extraordinary fact that the life and teaching of
      Jesus have scarcely a place in the system of Paul. Had we been dependent
      upon him we should have had no idea of the Great Master who preached the
      Sermon on the Mount, and embodied pure truths in parables of such luminous
      simplicity. His noble morality would have remained unknown, and his
      lessons of rare spiritual excellence have been lost to the world. Paul
      sees no significance in that life, but concentrates all interest in the
      death and resurrection of his Messiah. In the sepulchre hewn out of the
      rock are deposited the teaching and example of Jesus, and from it there
      rises a mystic Christ lost in a halo of theology. The ecclesiastical
      Christianity which was mainly Paul's work has almost effaced the true work
      of Jesus. Too little can now be traced of that teaching, and few are the
      genuine records of his work which have survived the pious enthusiasm
      evoked by his character. Theology has done its worst with the life; and
      that death, which will ever be the darkest blot upon history, has been
      represented as the climax of divine beneficence. The Resurrection and
      Ascension have deified Jesus of Nazareth; but they have done so at the
      expense of all that was most truly sublime in his work.
    






      The world will gain when it recognises the real character and source of
      such dogmas, and resigns this inheritance from the Age of Miracles. For,
      although we lose a faith which has long been our guide in the past, we
      need not now fear to walk boldly with Truth in the future, and turning
      away from fancied benefits to be derived from the virtue of his death, we
      may find real help and guidance from more earnest contemplation of the
      life and teaching of Jesus.
    







 














      CONCLUSIONS.
    


      We have seen that Divine Revelation could only be necessary or conceivable
      for the purpose of communicating to us something which we could not
      otherwise discover, and that the truth of communications which are
      essentially beyond and undiscoverable by reason cannot be attested in any
      other way than by miraculous signs distinguishing them as divine. It is
      admitted that no other testimony could justify our believing the specific
      Revelation which we are considering, the very substance of which is
      supernatural and beyond the criticism of reason, and that its doctrines,
      if not proved to be miraculous truths, must inevitably be pronounced "the
      wildest delusions." "By no rational being could a just and benevolent life
      be accepted as proof of such astonishing announcements."
    


      On examining the alleged miraculous evidence for Christianity as Divine
      Revelation, however, we find that even if the actual occurrence of the
      supposed miracles could be substantiated, their value as evidence would be
      destroyed by the necessary admission that miracles are not limited to one
      source and are not exclusively associated with truth, but are performed by
      various spiritual Beings, Satanic as well as Divine, and are not always
      evidential, but are sometimes to be regarded as delusive and for the trial
      of faith. As the doctrines supposed to be revealed
    






      are beyond Reason, and cannot in any sense be intelligently approved by
      the human intellect, no evidence which is of so doubtful and inconclusive
      a nature could sufficiently attest them. This alone would disqualify the
      Christian miracles for the duty which miracles alone are capable of
      performing.
    


      The supposed miraculous evidence for the Divine Revelation, moreover, is
      not only without any special divine character, being avowedly common also
      to Satanic agency, but it is not original either in conception or details.
      Similar miracles are reported long antecedently to the first promulgation
      of Christianity, and continued to be performed for centuries after it. A
      stream of miraculous pretension, in fact, has flowed through all human
      history, deep and broad as it has passed through the darker ages, but
      dwindling down to a thread as it has entered days of enlightenment. The
      evidence was too hackneyed and commonplace to make any impression upon
      those before whom the Christian miracles are said to have been performed,
      and it altogether failed to convince the people to whom the Revelation was
      primarily addressed. The selection of such evidence for such a purpose is
      much more characteristic of human weakness than of divine power.
    


      The true character of miracles is at once betrayed by the fact that their
      supposed occurrence has thus been confined to ages of ignorance and
      superstition, and that they are absolutely unknown in any time or place
      where science has provided witnesses fitted to appreciate and ascertain
      the nature of such exhibitions of supernatural power. There is not the
      slightest evidence that any attempt was made to investigate the supposed
      miraculous occurrences, or to justify the inferences so freely drawn from
      them, nor is there any reason to
    






      believe that the witnesses possessed, in any considerable degree, the
      fulness of knowledge and sobriety of judgment requisite for the purpose.
      No miracle has yet established its claim to the rank even of apparent
      reality, and all such phenomena must remain in the dim region of
      imagination. The test applied to the largest class of miracles, connected
      with demoniacal possession, discloses the falsity of all miraculous
      pretension.
    


      There is no uncertainty as to the origin of belief in supernatural
      interference with nature. The assertion that spurious miracles have sprung
      up round a few instances of genuine miraculous power has not a single
      valid argument to support it. History clearly demonstrates that, wherever
      ignorance and superstition have prevailed, every obscure occurrence has
      been attributed to supernatural agency, and it is freely acknowledged
      that, under their influence, inexplicable and miraculous are convertible
      terms. On the other hand, in proportion as knowledge of natural laws has
      increased, the theory of supernatural interference with the order of
      nature has been dispelled, and miracles have ceased. The effect of
      science, however, is not limited to the present and future, but its action
      is equally retrospective, and phenomena which were once ignorantly
      isolated from the sequence of natural cause and effect, are now restored
      to their place in the unbroken order. Ignorance and superstition created
      miracles; knowledge has for ever annihilated them.
    


      To justify miracles, two assumptions are made: first, an Infinite Personal
      God; and second, a Divine design of Revelation, the execution of which
      necessarily involves supernatural action. Miracles, it is argued, are not
      contrary to nature, or effects produced without adequate
    






      causes, but on the contrary are caused by the intervention of this
      Infinite Personal God for the purpose of attesting and carrying out the
      Divine design. Neither of the assumptions, however, can be reasonably
      maintained. The assumption of an Infinite Personal God: a Being at once
      limited and unlimited, is a use of language to which no mode of human
      thought can possibly attach itself. Moreover, the assumption of a God
      working miracles is emphatically excluded by universal experience of the
      order of nature. The allegation of a specific Divine cause of miracles is
      further inadequate from the fact that the power of working miracles is
      avowedly not limited to a Personal God, but is also ascribed to other
      spiritual Beings, and it must, consequently, always be impossible to prove
      that the supposed miraculous phenomena originate with one and not with
      another. On the other hand, the assumption of a Divine design of
      Revelation is not suggested by antecedent probability, but is derived from
      the very Revelation which it is intended to justify, as is likewise the
      assumption of a Personal God, and both are equally vicious as arguments.
      The circumstances which are supposed to require this Divine design, and
      the details of the scheme, are absolutely incredible, and opposed to all
      the results of science. Nature does not countenance any theory of the
      original perfection and subsequent degradation of the human race, and the
      supposition of a frustrated original plan of creation, and of later
      impotent endeavours to correct it, is as inconsistent with Divine
      omnipotence and wisdom as the proposed punishment of the human race and
      the mode devised to save some of them are opposed to justice and morality.
      Such assumptions are essentially inadmissible, and totally fail to explain
      and justify miracles.
    






      Whatever definition be given of miracles, such exceptional phenomena must
      at least be antecedently incredible. In the absence of absolute knowledge,
      human belief must be guided by the balance of evidence, and it is obvious
      that the evidence for the uniformity of the order of nature, which is
      derived from universal experience, must be enormously greater than can be
      the testimony for my alleged exception to it. On the other hand, universal
      experience prepares us to consider mistakes of the senses, imperfect
      observation and erroneous inference as not only possible, but eminently
      probable on the part of the witnesses of phenomena, even when they are
      perfectly honest and truthful, and more especially so when such disturbing
      causes as religious excitement and superstition are present. When the
      report of the original witnesses only reaches us indirectly and through
      the medium of tradition, the probability of error is further increased.
      Thus the allegation of miracles is discredited, both positively by the
      invariability of the order of nature, and negatively by the fallibility of
      human observation and testimony. The history of miraculous pretension in
      the world, and the circumstances attending the special exhibition of it
      which we are examining, suggest natural explanations of the reported facts
      which wholly remove them from the region of the supernatural.
    


      When we proceed to examine the direct witnesses for the Christian
      miracles, we do not discover any exceptional circumstances neutralizing
      the preceding considerations. On the contrary, we find that the case turns
      not upon miracles substantially before us, but upon the mere narratives of
      miracles said to have occurred over eighteen hundred years ago. It is
      obvious that, for such narratives to possess any real force and validity,
      it is essential that
    






      their character and authorship should be placed beyond all doubt. They
      must proceed from eye-witnesses capable of estimating aright the nature of
      the phenomena. Our four Gospels, however, are strictly anonymous works.
      The superscriptions which now distinguish them are undeniably of later
      origin than the works themselves, and do not proceed from the composers of
      the Gospels. Of the writers to whom these narratives are traditionally
      ascribed only two are even said to have been apostles, the alleged authors
      of the second and third Synoptics neither having been personal followers
      of Jesus, nor eyewitnesses of the events they describe. Under these
      circumstances, we are wholly dependent upon external evidence for
      information regarding the authorship and trustworthiness of the four
      canonical Gospels.
    


      In examining this evidence, we proceeded upon clear and definite
      principles. Without forming or adopting any theory whatever as to the date
      or origin of our Gospels, we simply searched the writings of the Fathers,
      during a century and a half after the events in question, for information
      regarding the composition and character of these works, and even for any
      certain traces of their use, although, if discovered, these could prove
      little beyond the mere existence of the Gospels used at the date of the
      writer. In the latter and minor investigation, we were guided by canons of
      criticism previously laid down, and which are based upon the simplest laws
      of evidence. We found that the writings of the Fathers, during a century
      and a half after the death of Jesus, are a complete blank so far as any
      evidence regarding the composition and character of our Gospels is
      concerned, unless we except the tradition preserved by Papias, after the
      middle of the second century, the details of which fully justify
    






      the conclusion that our first and second Synoptics, in their present form,
      cannot be the works said to have been composed by Matthew and Mark. There
      is thus no evidence whatever directly connecting any of the canonical
      Gospels with the writers to whom they are popularly attributed, and later
      tradition, of little or no value in itself, is separated by a long
      interval of profound silence from the epoch at which they are supposed to
      have been composed. With one exception, moreover, we found that, during
      the same century and a half, there is no certain and unmistakable trace
      even of the anonymous use of any of our Gospels in the early Church. This
      fact, of course, does not justify the conclusion that none of these
      Gospels was actually in existence during any part of that time, nor have
      we anywhere suggested such an inference, but strict examination of the
      evidence shows that there is no positive proof that they were. The
      exception to which we refer is Marcion's Gospel, which was, we think,
      based upon our third Synoptic, and consequently must be accepted as
      evidence of the existence of that work. Marcion, however, does not give
      the slightest information as to the authorship of the Gospel, and his
      charges against it of adulteration cannot be considered very favourable
      testimony as to its infallible character. The canonical Gospels continue
      to the end anonymous documents of no evidential value for miracles. They
      do not themselves pretend to be inspired histories, and they cannot escape
      from the ordinary rules of criticism. Internal evidence does not modify
      the inferences from external testimony. Apart from continual minor
      contradictions throughout the first three Gospels, it is impossible to
      reconcile the representations of the Synoptics with those of the fourth
      Gospel. They mutually destroy each other as evidence. They must
    






      be pronounced mere narratives compiled long after the events recorded, by
      unknown persons who were neither eye-witnesses of the alleged miraculous
      occurrences, nor hearers of the statements they profess to report. They
      cannot be accepted as adequate testimony for miracles and the reality of
      Divine Revelation.
    


      Applying similar tests to the Acts of the Apostles, we arrived at similar
      results. Acknowledged to be composed by the same author who produced the
      third Synoptic, that author's identity is not thereby made more clear.
      There is no evidence of the slightest value regarding its character, but,
      on the other hand, the work itself teems to such an extent with miraculous
      incidents and supernatural agency, that the credibility of the narrative
      requires an extraordinary amount of attestation to secure for it any
      serious consideration. When the statements of the author are compared with
      the emphatic declarations of the Apostle Paul, and with authentic accounts
      of the development of the early Christian Church, it becomes evident that
      the Acts of the Apostles, as might have been supposed, is a legendary
      composition of a later day, which cannot be regarded as sober and credible
      history, and rather discredits than tends to establish the reality of the
      miracles with which its pages so suspiciously abound.
    


      The remaining books of the New Testament Canon required no separate
      examination, because, even if genuine, they contain no additional
      testimony to the reality of Divine Revelation, beyond the implied belief
      in such doctrines as the Incarnation and Resurrection. It is
      unquestionable, we suppose, that in some form or other the Apostles
      believed in these miracles, and the assumption that they did so,
      supersedes the necessity for
    






      examining the authenticity of the Catholic Epistles and Apocalypse. In
      like manner, the recognition as genuine of four Epistles of Paul, which
      contain his testimony to miracles, renders it superfluous to discuss the
      authenticity of the other letters attributed to him.
    


      The general belief in miraculous power and its possession by the Church is
      brought to a practical test in the case of the Apostle Paul. After
      elaborate consideration of his letters, we came to the unhesitating
      conclusion that, instead of establishing the reality of miracles, the
      unconscious testimony of Paul clearly demonstrates the facility with which
      erroneous inferences convert the most natural phenomena into supernatural
      occurrences.
    


      As a final test, we carefully examined the whole of the evidence for the
      cardinal dogmas of Christianity, the Resurrection and Ascension of Jesus.
      First taking the four Gospels, we found that their accounts of these
      events are not only full of legendary matter, but that they even
      contradict and exclude each other, and so far from establishing the
      reality of such stupendous miracles, they show that no reliance is to be
      placed on the statements of the unknown authors. Taking next the testimony
      of Paul, which is more important as at least authentic and proceeding from
      an Apostle of whom we know more than of any other of the early
      missionaries of Christianity, we saw that it was indefinite and utterly
      insufficient. His so-called "circumstantial account of the testimony upon
      which the belief in the Resurrection rested" consists merely of vague and
      undetailed hearsay, differing, so far as it can be compared, from the
      statements in the Gospels, and without other attestation than the bare
      fact that it is repeated by Paul, who doubtless believed it, although he
      had not himself been a witness
    






      of any of the supposed appearances of the risen Jesus which he so briefly
      catalogues. Paul's own personal testimony to the Resurrection is limited
      to a vision of Jesus, of which we have no authentic details, seen many
      years after the alleged miracle. Considering the peculiar and highly
      nervous temperament of Paul, of which he himself supplies abundant
      evidence, there can be no hesitation in deciding that this vision was
      purely subjective, as were likewise, in all probability, the appearances
      to the excited disciples of Jesus. The testimony of Paul himself, before
      his imagination was stimulated to ecstatic fervour by the beauty of a
      spiritualized religion, was an earnest denial of the great Christian dogma
      emphasized by the active persecution of those who affirmed it, and a
      vision, especially in the case of one so constituted, supposed to be seen
      many years after the fact of the Resurrection had ceased to be capable of
      verification, is not an argument of convincing force. We were compelled to
      pronounce the evidence for the Resurrection and Ascension absolutely and
      hopelessly inadequate to prove the reality of such stupendous miracles,
      which must consequently be unhesitatingly rejected. There is no reason
      given, or even conceivable, why allegations such as these, and dogmas
      affecting the religion and even the salvation of the human race, should be
      accepted upon evidence which would be declared totally insufficient in the
      case of any common question of property or title before a legal tribunal
      On the contrary, the more momentous the point to be established, the more
      complete must be the proof required.
    


      If we test the results at which we have arrived by general considerations,
      we find them everywhere confirmed and established. There is nothing
      original in the
    






      claim of Christianity to be regarded as Divine Revelation, and nothing new
      either in the doctrines said to have been revealed, or in the miracles by
      which it is alleged to have been distinguished. There has not been a
      single historical religion largely held amongst men which has not
      pretended to be divinely revealed, and the written books of which have not
      been represented as directly inspired. There is not a doctrine, sacrament
      or rite of Christianity which has not substantially formed part of earlier
      religions; and not a single phase of the supernatural history of the
      Christ, from his miraculous conception, birth and incarnation to his
      death, resurrection and ascension, which has not had its counterpart in
      earlier mythologies. Heaven and hell, with characteristic variation of
      details, have held an important place in the eschatology of many creeds
      and races. The same may be said even of the moral teaching of
      Christianity, the elevated precepts of which, although in a less perfect
      and connected form, had already suggested themselves to many noble minds
      and been promulgated by ancient sages and philosophers. That this Inquiry
      into the reality of Divine Revelation has been limited to the claim of
      Christianity has arisen solely from a desire to condense it within
      reasonable bounds, and confine it to the only Religion in connection with
      which it could practically interest us now.
    


      There is nothing in the history and achievements of Christianity which can
      be considered characteristic of a Religion divinely revealed for the
      salvation of mankind. Originally said to have been communicated to a
      single nation, specially selected as the peculiar people of God, and for
      whom distinguished privileges were said to be reserved, it was almost
      unanimously rejected by that
    






      nation at the time, and it has continued to be repudiated by its
      descendants with singular unanimity to the present day. After more than
      eighteen centuries, this Divine scheme of salvation has not obtained even
      the nominal adhesion of more than a third of the human race,(1) and if, in
      a census of Christendom, distinction could now be made of those who no
      longer seriously believe in it as Supernatural Religion, Christianity
      would take a much lower numerical position. Sakya Muni, a teacher only
      second in nobility of character to Jesus, and who, like him, proclaimed a
      system of elevated morality, has even now almost twice the number of
      followers, although his missionaries never sought converts in the West.
      Considered as a scheme Divinely devised as the best, if not only, mode of
      redeeming the human race, and saving them from eternal damnation,
      promulgated by God himself incarnate in human form, and completed by his
      own actual death upon the cross for the sins of the world, such results as
      these can only be regarded as practical
    






      failure, although they may not be disproportionate for a system of
      elevated morality.
    


      We shall probably never be able to determine how far the great Teacher may
      through his own speculations or misunderstood spiritual utterances have
      suggested the supernatural doctrines subsequently attributed to him, and
      by which his whole history and system soon became transformed; but no one
      who attentively studies the subject can fail to be struck by the absence
      of such dogmas from the earlier records of his teaching. It is to the
      excited veneration of the followers of Jesus, however, that we owe most of
      the supernatural elements so characteristic of the age and people. We may
      look in vain even in the synoptic Gospels for the doctrines elaborated in
      the Pauline Epistles and the Gospel of Ephesus. The great transformation
      of Christianity was effected by men who had never seen Jesus, and who were
      only acquainted with his teaching after it had become transmuted by
      tradition. The fervid imagination of the East constructed Christian
      theology. It is not difficult to follow the development of the creeds of
      the Church, and it is certainly most instructive to observe the
      progressive boldness with which its dogmas were expanded by pious
      enthusiasm. The New Testament alone represents several stages of dogmatic
      evolution. Before his first followers had passed away the process of
      transformation had commenced. The disciples, who had so often
      misunderstood the teaching of Jesus during his life, piously distorted it
      after his death. His simple lessons of meekness and humility were soon
      forgotten. With lamentable rapidity, the elaborate structure of
      ecclesiastical Christianity, following stereotyped lines of human
      superstition, and deeply coloured by Alexandrian
    






      philosophy, displaced the sublime morality of Jesus. Doctrinal
      controversy, which commenced amongst the very Apostles, has ever since
      divided the unity of the Christian body. The perverted ingenuity of
      successive generations of churchmen has filled the world with theological
      quibbles, which have naturally enough culminated of late in doctrines of
      Immaculate Conception, and Papal Infallibility.
    


      It is sometimes affirmed, however, that those who proclaim such
      conclusions not only wantonly destroy the dearest hopes of humanity, but
      remove the only solid basis of morality; and it is alleged that, before
      existing belief is disturbed, the iconoclast is bound to provide a
      substitute for the shattered idol. To this we may reply that speech or
      silence does not alter the reality of things. The recognition of Truth
      cannot be made dependent on consequences, or be trammelled by
      considerations of spurious expediency. Its declaration in a serious and
      suitable manner to those who are capable of judging can never be
      premature. Its suppression cannot be effectual, and is only a humiliating
      compromise with conscious imposture. In so far as morality is concerned,
      belief in a system of future rewards and punishments, although of an
      intensely degraded character, may, to a certain extent, have promoted
      observance of the letter of the law in darker ages and even in our own,
      but it may, we think, be shown that education and civilization have done
      infinitely more to enforce its spirit. How far Christianity has promoted
      education and civilization, we shall not here venture adequately to
      discuss. We may emphatically assert, however, that whatever beneficial
      effect Christianity has produced has been due, not to its supernatural
      dogmas, but to its simple morality. Dogmatic Theology,
    






      on the contrary, has retarded education and impeded science. Wherever it
      has been dominant civilization has stood still. Science has been judged
      and suppressed by the light of a text or a chapter of Genesis. Almost
      every great advance which has been made towards enlightenment has been
      achieved in spite of the protest or the anathema of the Church. Submissive
      ignorance, absolute or comparative, has been tacitly fostered as the most
      desirable condition of the popular mind. "Except ye be converted, and
      become as little children, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven,"
      has been the favourite text of Doctors of Divinity with a stock of
      incredible dogmas difficult of assimilation by the virile mind. Even now,
      the fiction of theological resistance is a constant waste of intellectual
      power. The early enunciation of so pure a system of morality, and one so
      intelligible to the simple as well as profound to the wise, was of great
      value to the world, but experience being once systematized and codified,
      if higher principles do not constrain us, society may safely be left to
      see morals sufficiently observed. It is true that, notwithstanding its
      fluctuating rules, morality has hitherto assumed the character of a Divine
      institution, but its sway has not, in consequence, been more real than it
      must be as the simple result of human wisdom, and the outcome of social
      experience. The choice of a noble life is no longer a theological
      question, and ecclesiastical patents of truth and uprightness have finally
      expired. Morality, which has ever changed its complexion and modified its
      injunctions according to social requirements, will necessarily be enforced
      as part of human evolution, and is not dependent on religious terrorism or
      superstitious persuasion. If we are disposed to say:
    






Cui bono? and only practise morality, or be ruled by right
      principles, to gain a heaven or escape a hell, there is nothing lost, for
      such grudging and calculated morality is merely a spurious imitation which
      can as well be produced by social compulsion. But if we have ever been
      really penetrated by the pure spirit of morality, if we have in any degree
      attained that elevation of mind which instinctively turns to the true and
      noble and shrinks from the baser level of thought and action, we shall
      feel no need of the stimulus of a system of rewards and punishments in a
      future state which has for so long been represented as essential to
      Christianity.
    


      As to the other reproach, let us ask what has actually been destroyed by
      such an inquiry pressed to its logical conclusion. Can Truth by any means
      be made less true? Can reality be melted into thin air? The Revelation not
      being a reality, that which has been destroyed is only an illusion, and
      that which is left is the Truth. Losing belief in it and its contents, we
      have lost absolutely nothing but that which the traveller loses when the
      mirage, which has displayed cool waters and green shades before him, melts
      swiftly away. There were no cool fountains really there to allay his
      thirst, no flowery meadows for his wearied limbs; his pleasure was
      delusion, and the wilderness is blank. Rather the mirage with its pleasant
      illusion, is the human cry, than the desert with its barrenness. Not so,
      is the friendly warning; seek not vainly in the desert that which is not
      there, but turn rather to other horizons, and to surer hopes. Do not waste
      life clinging to ecclesiastical dogmas which represent no eternal
      verities, but search elsewhere for truth which may haply be found. What
      should we think of the man who persistently repulsed
    






      the persuasion that two and two make four from the ardent desire to
      believe that two and two make five? Whose fault is it that two and two do
      make four and not five? Whose folly is it that it should be more agreeable
      to think that two and two make five than to know that they only make four?
      This folly is theirs who represent the value of life as dependent on the
      reality of special illusions, which they have religiously adopted. To
      discover that a former belief is unfounded is to change nothing of the
      realities of existence. The sun will descend as it passes the meridian
      whether we believe it to be noon or not. It is idle and foolish, if human,
      to repine because the truth is not precisely what we thought it, and at
      least we shall not change reality by childishly clinging to a dream.
    


      The argument so often employed by theologians that Divine Revelation is
      necessary for man, and that certain views contained in that Revelation are
      required by our moral consciousness, is purely imaginary and derived from
      the Revelation which it seeks to maintain. The only thing absolutely
      necessary for man is Truth; and to that, and that alone, must our moral
      consciousness adapt itself. Reason and experience forbid the expectation
      that we can acquire any knowledge otherwise than through natural channels.
      We might as well expect to be supernaturally nourished as supernaturally
      informed. To complain that we do not know all that we desire to know is
      foolish and unreasonable. It is tantamount to complaining that the mind of
      man is not differently constituted. To attain the full altitude of the
      Knowable, whatever that may be, should be our earnest aim, and more than
      this is not for humanity. We may be certain that information which is
      beyond the ultimate
    






      reach of Reason is as unnecessary as it is inaccessible. Man may know all
      that man requires to know.
    


      We gain more than we lose by awaking to find that our Theology is human
      invention and our eschatology an unhealthy dream. We are freed from the
      incubus of base Hebrew mythology, and from doctrines of Divine government
      which outrage morality and set cruelty and injustice in the place of
      holiness. If we have to abandon cherished anthropomorphic visions of
      future Blessedness, the details of which are either of unseizable dimness
      or of questionable joy, we are at least delivered from quibbling
      discussions of the meaning of [———], and our eternal
      hope is unclouded by the doubt whether mankind is to be tortured in hell
      for ever and a day, or for a day without the ever. At the end of life
      there may be no definite vista of a Heaven glowing with the light of
      apocalyptic imagination, but neither will there be the unutterable horror
      of a Purgatory or a Hell lurid with flames for the helpless victims of an
      unjust but omnipotent Creator. To entertain such libellous representations
      at all as part of the contents of "Divine Revelation," it was necessary to
      assert that man was incompetent to judge of the ways of the God of
      Revelation, and must not suppose him endowed with the perfection of human
      conceptions of justice and mercy, but submit to call wrong right and right
      wrong at the foot of an almighty Despot. But now the reproach of such
      reasoning is shaken from our shoulders, and returns to the Jewish
      superstition from which it sprang.
    


      As myths lose their might and their influence when discovered to be
      baseless, the power of supernatural Christianity will doubtless pass away,
      but the effect of the revolution must not be exaggerated, although it
    






      cannot here be fully discussed. If the pictures which have filled for so
      long the horizon of the Future must vanish, no hideous blank can rightly
      be maintained in their place. We should clearly distinguish between what
      we know and know not, but as carefully abstain from characterising that
      which we know not as if it were really known to us. That mysterious
      Unknown or Unknowable is no cruel darkness, but simply an impenetrable
      distance into which we are impotent to glance, but which excludes no
      legitimate speculation and forbids no reasonable hope.
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wound in his side, he asserts that Jesus rose with the
same body as that which had hung on the cross. He, too,
however, whilst doing this, actually endows him with
the attribute of incorporeality; for, upon both of the
occasions which we are discussing, the statement is
markedly made that, when Jesus came and stood in the
midst, the doors were shut where the disciples were.
It can scarcely be doubted that the intention of the
writer is to represent a miraculous entry.!

We are asked, however, to believe that when Thomas
had convinced himself that it was indeed Jesus in the flesh
who stood before him, he went to the opposite extreme of
belief and said to Jesus: (xai elwev adrg) “ My Lord and
my God!” In representing that Jesus, even before the
Ascension, was addressed as “God” by one of the Twelve,
the Evangelist commits one of those anachronisms with
which we are familiar, in another shape, in the works of
great painters, who depict pious bishops of their own time
as actors in the scenes of the Passion. These touches,
however, betray the hand of the artist, and remove the
account from the domain of sober history. In the mes-
sage sent by Jesus to his disciples he spoke of ascending
“to your God and my God,” but the Evangelist at the
close of his Gospel strikes the same note as that upon
which he commenced his philosophical prelude.

We shall only add one further remark regarding this
episode, and it is the repetition of one already made.
It is much to be regretted that the writer does not
inform us how these interviews of Jesus with his dis-
ciples terminated. We are told of his entry, but not

' Alford, Gk. Test, i. p. 909; Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 387;
Godet, 1'Ev. do 8t. Jean, ii. p. 309 f. ; Hengstenberg, Ev. Joh., iii. p. 3091.;
Luthardt, Das joh. Ev., ii. p. 509 ; Meyer, Ev. Joh., p. 653£. ; Wordswath,
Gk. Teet., Four Gospols, p. 360.
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Apostle’s statement. In so far as any argument is ad-
vanced in support of the assertion that Paul’s expression
implies something more than the private conference, it
i8 based upon the reference intended in the words
dveBéuny adrots. When Paul says he went up to Jeru-
salem and communicated *to them” his Gospel, but pri-
vately Tois Soxobow, whom does he mean to indicate by
the adrois? Does he refer to the Christian community of
Jerusalem, or to the Apostles themselves? It is pretty
generally admitted that either application is permis-
sible; but whilst a majority of apologetic, together with
some independent, critics adopt the former,! not a few
consider, as Chrysostom, (Ecumenius, and Calvin did
before them, that Paul more probably referred to the
Apostles.? In favour of the former there is the fact, it
is argued, that the adrots is used immediately after the
statement that the Apostle went up “ to Jerusalem,” and
that it may be more natural to conclude that he speaks
of the Christians there, more especially as he seems to
distinguish between the communication made adrots and
xa7 dlav Tots doxoliow ;® and, in support of this, * they”

v Alford, Gk. Test., iii. p. 12 f.; Baumgarten-Crusius, Br. an d. Gal.,
p. 36; Ellicott, Galatians, p. 24; Hilgenfeld, Galaterdr., p. 55 f., 130;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 472; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap.
Z., p. 397 f.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 294 f.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 103,
125; Lipeius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 196; Meyer, Apg., p. 329; Gal.
br., p. 62; Oertel, Paulus, p. 232; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 502 ;
Usters, Br. an die Gal., p. 44; de Wette, Br. an die Gal., p. 22; Wieseler,
Br. an die Gal,, p. 98 f., 100, 106; Winer, P. ad Gal. Ep., p. 5¢; Gramm.
N.T. Sprach., p. 587. Cf. Stap, Origines, p. 185 f.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 133 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 216 f.; Jowett,
Eps. of 8t. P., i. p. 236 ; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm., iv. p. 38; Reuss, Rev.
de Théol., 1838, ii. p. 340 f. Cf. Zeller, Apg., p. 226, anm. 2.

3 Meyer argues, not without force, that if Paul had not by xar' idiav 3¢
intended to distinguish a different communication, he must have said:
dvedépny alrois, k. 7. N, dveféuny 8¢ rois Sox. omitting the distinguishing
xar’ 8iav. Br. an die Gal,, p. 62, anm.
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you all the days, unto the end of the world.” This
appearance not only is not mentioned in the other Gos-
pels, but it excludes the appearances in Judeea, of which
the writer secems to be altogether ignorant. If he knew
of them, he practically denies them.

There has been some discussion as to what the doubt
mentioned in v. 17 refers, some critics maintaining that
‘ some doubted ” as to the propriety of worshipping Jesus,
whilst others more correctly consider that they doubted as
to his identity, but we need not mention the curious apolo-
getic explanations offered.? Are we to regard the mention
of these doubts as an “inestimable proof of the candour of
the Evangelists”? If so, then we may find fault with the
omission 1o tell us whether, and how, those doubts were
set at rest. As the narrative stands, the doubts were not
resolved. Was it possible to doubt without good reason
of the identity of one with whom, until a few days pre-
viously, the disciples had been in daily and hourly con-
tact at least for a yecar, if not longer? Doubt in such a
case is infivitely more decisive than belief. We can
regard the expression, however, in no other light than as
a mere rhetorical device in a legendary narrative. The
rest of the account ueed have little further discussion here.
The extraordinary statement in v. 18 3 seems as clearly
the expression of later theology as the baptismal formula

! Alford, Gk. Test., i. p. 306; Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 443, n. 1;
Miyer, Ev. Matth. p. 616; Sckolten, Het Ev. n. Joh. p. 353.

2 Dr. Farrar makes the following remarks on this point: ¢ The oi &
é8ioragay of Matt. xxviii. 17, can only mean ‘ but some doubted,’—not as
' Wetstein and others take it, whether they should worship or not, but re-
specting the whole scene. All may not have stood near to Him, and
even if they did, we have seen in four previous instances (Mt. xxviii. 17,
Luke xxiv. 16, 37 ; John xxi. 4), that there was something unusual and
not instantly recognizable in His resurrection body. At any rate, here
we have another inestimable proof of the candour of the Evangelists, for
there is nothing to be said in favour of the conjectural emendation otdé.”
Tife of Christ, ii. 445, note 1.
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Christian was the same man as Paul the Jew; and in
abandoning the conception of a Messiah “ according
to the flesh,” and placing his whole faith in one * accord-
ing to the spirit,” he displayed the same characteristics
asbefore. The revolution in his mind, of which so much
is said, was merely one affecting the Messianic idea.
He did not at a bound become the complete Apostle of
the Gentiles, but accepting at first nothing more than
belief in a Messiah according to the spirit, his compre-
hensive and peculiar system of theology was, of
course, only the result of subsequent reflection. That
his conviction should have been completed by a sub-
jective vision is no more strange than that he should
believe in supernatural Charismata, miraculous speaking
with tongues, and being actually caught up into the third
heaven, into Paradise, and hearing there unutterable words
which it is not lawful for a man to utter. Paul evidently
never questioned the source of his visions. They were
simply - accepted as divine revelations, and they excited
all the less of misgiving in his soul from the fact that,
without doubt, they expressed the expected solution
of problems which intensely occupied his mind, and
reflected conclusions already practically formed by his
own thoughts.!

There remain two points to be briefly considered.

! «If those appearances (to his disciples) were purely suljective,” ob-~
jects a recent writer, ‘“ how can we account for their sudden, rapid, and
total cessation ?”” (Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 432, note 1.) We might
reply that, if objective, such a cessation would be still more unaccount-
able. Being subjective, the appearances of course ceased when the con-
ditions of excitement and expectancy which produced them passed away.
But in point of fact they did not suddenly and totally cease. The appear-
ance to Paul occurred after a considerable interval, and there is the
tradition of more than one appearance to him; but throughout the his-
tory of the Church we hear of similar subjective visions whenevera fitting
individual has been found in the state to receive them.

T Ty o
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bably composed by Timothy.! It is argued that, if Luke
had been the writer of this diary, he must have been in
very close relations to Paul, having been his companion
during the Apostle’s second mission journey, as well as
during the later European journey, and finally during the
cventful journey of Paul as a prisoner from Casarea to
Rome. Under these circumstances, it is natural to expect
that Paul should mention him in his carlier epistles,
written before the Roman imprisonment, but this he
nowhere does.  For instance, no mention whatever is
made of Luke in cither of the lctters to the Corinthians
nor in those to the Thessalonians; but on the other
hand, Timothy’s name, together with that of Silvanus (or
Silas), is joined to Paul's in the two letters to the
Thessalonians, besides being mentioned in the body of
the first Epistle (ili. 2, 6); and he is repeatedly and
affectionately spoken of in the carlier letter to the
Corinthians (1 Cor. iv. 17, xvi. 10), and his name is
likewise combined with the Apostle’s in the second
Epistle (2 Cor. i. 1), as well as mentioned in the body of
the letter, along with that of Silvanus, as a fellow-
preacher with Paul. In the Epistle to the Philippians,
later, the name of Luke does not appear, although, had
he been the companion of the Apostle from Troas, he
must have been known to the Philippians, but on the
other hand, Timothy is again associated in the opening
greeting of that Epistle. Timothy is known to have

! Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 332 fl. ; Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1030 ff. ;
Beyschlag, Th. Stud. u. Krit.,, 1864, p. 214 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 273 ff.; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 376, cf. 354, anm. 1; Vorle-
sungen ap. de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 247, §116 b, anm. a; Ulrich, Th.
Stud. u. Krit., 1837, p. 369 fI.; 1840, p. 1003 ff. ; de Wette, Einl. N. T.,
p. 247 ; Apostelgesch., p. xxxviii. f Cf. Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 81,
anm. 1, 2; Neander, Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 229, cf. 1 f.
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merely refer to this in passing, for it is certain that no
philological discussion of the word can materially affect
the case; and the argument is of no interest for our in-
quiry. Each meaning has been adopted by critics and
been made the basis for a different explanation of the
phenomenon. Philology is incapable of finally solving
such a problem.

From the time of Irenzus,® or at least of Origen, the fa-
vourite theory of the Fathers, based chiefly upon the nar-
rative in Acts of the descent of the Holy Spirit on the day
of Pentecost, was that the disciples suddenly became super-
naturally endowed with power to speak other languages
which they had not previously learned, and that
this gift was more especially conferred to facilitate the
promulgation of the Gospel thoughout the world. Augus-
tine went so far as to believe that each of the Apostles
was thus enabled to speak all languages.? The opinion
that the “ gift of tongues” consisted of the power, mira-
culously couferred by the Holy Ghost, to speak in a
language or languages previously unknown to the speaker
long continued to prevail, and it is still the popular, as
well as the orthodox, view of the subject.® As soon as

! Propter quod et Apostolus ait: ‘Sapientiam loquimur inter per-
fectos ; * perfectos dicens eos qui perceperunt Spiritum Dei, et omnibus
linguis loquuntur per Spiritum Dei, quemadmodum et ipse loquebatur.
Kafas xai moMav dxovopev ddeApdv év ij éxxhnaia, mpodyricd xapiopara
Ixdvrov, xal mavrodamais hakoivray 8ia Tob Mvedparos yAdoaais, kai T& kpia

rév dvfpomoy s Pavepdy dydvraw, x. . N, Irenaus, Adv. her.v. 6 § 1,
Eusebius, H. E. v. 7.

2 De Verb. Apost. clxxv. 3; Serm. 9: *“Loquebatur enim tunc unus
homo omnibus linguis, quia locutura erat unitas ecclesise in omnibus
linguis.”

3 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 15 f.; von Déllinger, Christ. u. Kirche,
p. 336 f.; Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 56; Englmann, Von den Charismen,
1849, p. 261 ff.; Kling, Stud. u. Kr., 1839, p. 487 ff.; Maier, Die
Glossolalie d. apost, Zeitalter, 1855; Olshausen, Apg., p. 56 f.; Bibl.
Comm. iii. p. 711 f.; Osiander, Comm. erst. Br. P. an die Korinthier,
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What must we think of a writer who deals so freely
with his materials, and takes such liberties even with so
serious a matter as this heavenly vision and the words
of the glorified Jesus ?

In the third account, Jesus is represented as saying :
“It is bhard for thee to kick against pricks.”! This
is a well-known proverbial saying, frequently used by
classical Greek and Latin authors,® and not altogether
strange to Hebrew. It is a singularly anthropomorphic
representation to put such a saying into the mouth of
the divine apparition, and it assists in betraying the
mundane origin of the whole scene. Another point
deserving consideration is, that Paul is not told what
he is to do by the voice of Jesus, but is desired to go
into the city to be there instructed by Ananias. This
is clearly opposed to Paul's own repeated asseverations.
“For neither did I receive it from man nor was taught
it, but through a revelation of Jesus Christ,”3 is his
statement. The details of the incident itself, moreover,
are differently stated in the various accounts and cannot
be reconciled. According to the first account, the com-
panions of Paul “stood speechless " (ix. 7); in the third,
they “all fell to the earth” (xxvi. 14). The explanation,
that they first fell to the ground and then rose up, fails
pos obros Tob Bagrdom 1O Swopd pov évémwy évar Te xai Bag\éwy vidy e
lopaih: 16, éyd yip imodeifw airé Soa dei abriw iwip roi Svduards pov
’m?“x,xvn 14. This phrase was introduced into Acts ix. 5 of the autho-
rized version by Erasmus from the Vulgate, but it is not found there in
any Greek MS. of the slightest authority.

2 Of. &sch., Prom., 323; Agamem., 1633; Eurip., Bacch. 791; Pin-
dar., Pyth., ii. 173; Terent., Phorm., i. 2. 27; Plaut., Truc., iv. 2. 59.
Baumgarten, Beelen, Grotius, Hackett, Humphrey, Kusinoel, Meyer, Olshau-
sen, Overbeck, Wetstein, de Weite, Wordsworth, &c., in 1. Zeller, Apg.,
p- 193, anm. 1.

P Gali. 1111
VOL. 11, LL
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Jesus expired.! As, according to the fourth Gospel,
the sentence was not even passed before midday, and
some time must be allowed for preparation and going to
the place of execution, it is clear that there is a very wide
discrepancy between the hours at which Jesus was cruci-
fied and died, unless, as regards the latter point, we take
agreement in all as to the hour of death. In this case,
commencing at the hour of the fourth Gospel and ending
with that of the Synoptics, Jesus must have expired after
being less than three hours on the cross. According to
the Synoptics, and also, if we assign a later hour for the
death, according to the fourth Gospel, he cannot have
been more than six hours on the cross. We shall
presently see that this remarkably rapid death has an
important bearing upon the history and the views formed
regarding it. It is known that crucifixion, besides being
the most shameful mode of death, and indeed chiefly re-
served for slaves and the lowest criminals, was one of the
most lingering and atrociously cruel punishments ever
invented by the malignity of man. Persons crucified, it is
stated and admitted,? generally lived for at least twelve
hours, and sometimes even survived the excruciating tor-
tures of the cross for three days. We shall not further
anticipate remarks which must hereafter be made
regarding this.

We need not do more than again point out that no two
of the Gospels agree upon so simple, yet important, a point
as the inscription on the cross.® It isargued that “a close

1 Mt. xxvii. 45 f.; Mk. xv. 33 f.; Luke xxiii. 44 f.

? Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., v. p. 585; Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 423,
427, n. 2; Godet, Comm. sur I'Ev. de St. Jean, 1863, ii. p. 610; Luthardt,
Das job. Evang., ii. p. 470; Renan, Vie de Jésus, xiiime éd., p. 438;
Winer, Realworterb., i. p. 679.

3 Cf. Mt. xxvii. 37; Mk. xv. 26; Luke xxiii. 38; John xix. 19.
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heathen could only obtain admission into the family of
Israel, and become partakers in the covenant, by
submitting to the initiatory rite. It was palpably
under the influence of this view, and with a convic-
tion that the Messianic kingdom was primarily des-
tined for the children of Israel, that the elder Apostles,
even after the date of Paul’s second visit to Jerusalem,
continued to confine their ministry “ to the circumcision.”
Paul’s view was very different. He recognized and
maintained the universality of the Gospel and, in re-
solving to go to the heathen, he practically repudiated
the very theory of Jewish preference which he is here
supposed to advance. If the Gospel, instead of being a
power of God to salvation to every man who believed,
was for the Jew first, the Apostolate of the Gentiles was
a mere delusion and a snare. What could be the ad-
vantage of so urgently offering salvation to the Greek, if
the gift, instead of being * for every one that believeth,”
was a mere prospective benefit, inoperative until the
Jew had first been saved? * Salvation to the Jew first
and also to the Greek,” if it have any significance
whatever of the kind argued,—involving either a prior
claim to the offer of salvation, or precedence in its
distribution, —so completely destroys all the present
interest in it of the Gentile, that the Gospel must
to him have lost all power. To suppose that such
an expression simply means, that the Gospel must first
be preached to the Jews in any town to which the
Apostle might come before it could legitimately be pro-
claimed to the Gentiles of that town, is childish. We
have no reason to suppose that Paul held the deputy
Sergius Paulus, who desired to hear the word of God and
believed, in suspense until the Jews of Paphos had
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reach of Reason is as unnecessary as it is inaccessible.
Man may know all that man requires to know.

We gain more than we lose by awaking to find that
our Theology is human invention and our eschatology an
unhealthy dream. We are freed from the incubus of
base Hebrew mythology, and from doctrines of Divine
government which outrage morality and set cruelty and
injustice in the place of holiness. If we have to abandon
cherished anthropomorphic visions of future Blessedness,
the details of which are either of unseizable dimness or of
questionable joy, we are at least delivered from quibbling
discussions of the meaning of aldwos, and our eternal
hope is unclouded by the doubt whether mankind is to
Dbe tortured in hell for ever and a day, or for a day with-
out the ever. At the end of life there may be no definite
vista of a Heaven glowing with the light of apocalyptic
imagination, but neither will there be the unutterable
horror of a Purgatory or a Hell lurid with flames for the
helpless victims of an unjust but omnipotent Creator.
To entertain such libellous representations at all as part
of the contents of “ Divine Revelation,” it was necessary
to assert that man was incompetent to judge of the ways
of the God of Revelation, and must not suppose him
endowed with the perfection of human conceptions of
justice and mercy, but submit to call wrong right and
right wrong at the foot of an almighty Despot. But
now the reproach of such reasoning is shaken from our
shoulders, and returns to the Jewish superstition from
which it sprang.

As myths lose their might and their influence when
discovered to be baseless, the power of supernatural
Christianity will doubtless pass away, but the effect of
the revolution must not be exaggerated, although it
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INTO THE

REALITY OF DIVINE REVELATION.

PART 1V.

—_—

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

CHAPTER L
THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE.

Berore we proceed to examine the evidence for
miracles and the reality of Divine Revelation which is
furnished by the last historical book of the New Testa-
ment, entitled the *“ Acts of the Apostles,” it is well that we
should briefly recall to mind some characteristics of the
document, which most materially affect the value of any
testimony emanating from it. Whilst gencrally asserting
the resurrection of Jesus, and his bodily ascension, re-
garding which indeed it adds fresh details, this work
presents to us a new cycle of miracles, and so profusely
introduces supernatural agency into the history of the
early church that, in comparison with it, the Gospels
seem almost sober narratives. The Apostles are instructed
and comforted by visions and revelations, and they, and
all who believe, are filled with the Holy Spirit and speak

with other tongues. The Apostles are delivered from
VOL. IIL B B
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cisely in the same doubt and perplexity as before, without
an idea that anything had happened except that the body
had been taken away and she knew not where it had been
laid? She appears to have seen and spoken to the angels
with singular composure. Their sudden appearance does
not even seem to have surprised her.

‘We must, however, continue the narrative, and it is well
to remark the maintenance, at first, of the tone of affected
ignorance, as well as the dramatic construction of the
whole scene: v. 14. “ Having said this, she turned her-
self back and beholdeth Jesus standing, and knew not
that it was Jesus. 15. Jesus saith unto her: Woman,
why weepest thou? whom seekest thou? She, supposing
that it was the gardener, saith unto him: Sir, if thou
didst bear him hence, tell me where thou didst lay him,
and [ will take him away. 16. Jesus saith uuto her:
Mary. She turned herself, and saith unto him in He-
brew:! Rabboni, which is to say, Master. 17. Jesus
saith unto lher: Touch me not (Ms pov dmwrov); for I
have not yet ascended to the Father: but go to my
brethren, and say unto them : I ascend unto my Father
and your Father, and my God and your God. 18. Mary
Magdalene cometh anucuncing to the disciples that she
has seen the Lord, and he spake these things unto
her.”? To those who attach weight to these narratives
and cousider them historical, it must appear astonishing
that Mary, who up to the very last had been closely
associated with Jesus, does not recognise hin when he
thus appears to her, but supposes him at first to be the
gardener. As part of the evidence of the Gospel, however,

! This is the reading of the Vatican and Sinaitic codices, besides D and
many other important MSS.
2 John xx. 14—18.
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unto life.”* This is the representation of the author of
the vision and of the conversion of Cornelius, but very dif-
ferent is Peter’s conduct as described by the Apostle Paul,
very dissimilar the phenomena presented by a narrative
upon which we can rely. The *certain who came from
James ” can never have heard of the direct communica-
tion from Heaven which justified Peter’s conduct, and
can never have glorified God in the manner described,
or Peter could not have had any reason to fear them ; for
a mere reference to his vision, and to the sanction of the
Church of Jerusalem, must have been sufficient to
reconcile them to his freedom. Then, is it conceivable
that after such a vision, and after being taught by God
himself not to call any man or thing common or unclean,
Peter could have acted as he did for fear of them of
the circumcision? His conduct is convincing evidence
that he knew as little of any such vision as those
who came from James. On the other hand, if we
require further proof it is furnished by the Apostle
Paul himself. Is it conceivable that, if such an epi-
sode had ever really occurred, the Apostle Paul would
not have referred to it upon this occasion? What
more appropriate argument could he have used, what
more legitimate rebuke could he have administered,
than merely to have reminded Peter of his own vision ?
He both rebukes him and argues, but his rebuke and
his argument have quite a different complexion; and
we confidently affirm that no one can read that por-
tion of the Epistle to the Galatians without feeling
certain that, had the writer been aware of such a
divine communication—and we think it must be con-
ceded without question that, if it had taken place, he
! Acts xi. 18,
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The synoptic Gospels, and more especially the first,! are
clearly a history of Jesus as the Messiah of the house of
David, so long announced and expected, and whose life
and even his death and resurrection are shown to be the
fulfilment of a series of Old Testament prophecies.? When
his birth is announced to Mary, he is described as the
great one, who is to sit on the throne of David his
father, and reign over the house of Jacob for ever,® and
the good tidings of great joy to all the people (wawri 7
Aag), that the Messiah is born that day in the city of
David, are proclaimed by the angel to the shepherds of
the plain.* Symeon takes the child in his arms and
blesses God that the words of the Holy Spirit are accom-
plished, that be should not dic before he bad seen the
Lord’s anointed, the Messiah, the consolation of Israel.®
The Magi come to his cradle in Bethlehem, the birth-
place of the Messiah indicated by the prophet,® to do
homage to him who is born King of the Jews and
there Herod seeks to destroy him,® fulfilling another

1843, 1. 2. p. 590 ; Nicolas, Et. N. T., p. 237; Renan, Les Apbtres, p. 91 ;
Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 19 f.; Hist. Théol. Chr., i. p. 283 f.; Réville,
Essais, p. 42; Rothe, Anfinge chr. Kirche, 1837, i. p. 142 ff. ; Schlie-
mann, Die Clementinen, p. 371 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 21,
91 ff, 113 f., 139 £ ; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 516 f. ;
Zeller, Gesch. chr. K., p. 5; Vortriige, p. 202 £, 216 f. Cf. Ewald,
Gesch. V. Isr., v. p. 265 ff., 278 ff., vi. 135 f., 401, 422 f.

! The Gospel commences with the announcement, i. 1, 17, 18. Cf.
Mk.i. 1.

? Baur, N. T. Theologie, 1864, p. 298 ff.; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 77 f. ;
Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 60; Das N. T., ii. p. 150 ff.; Delitzsch,
Ursprung d. Matth. Ev., 1833, p. 58 ff.; D’Eickthal, Les Evangiles,
L p. 51; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., iil. p. 319 f.; Keim, Jesu v. Naz.,
i p. 52 f. ; Kostlin, Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 6 ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Z.,ip. 91,101 f. Cf. Holtzmann, Die synopt. Evv., p. 381 fI.

3 Luke i 32, 33. 4 Luke ii. 10 ff.

¢ Luke ii. 25—28. So also Elizabeth, ii. 38.

¢ Matth. ii. 5, 6. Cf. Micah v. 2.

T Mt i 2. 8 Mt. ii. 16 f.
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ciatory of the elder Apostles,! and, indeed, it is difficult
to understand how any one could fail to perceive and
admit the fact. It is argued by some who recognise the
irony of the term oi Soxofvres applied to the Apostles,
that the disparagement which is so transparent in the
form oi Soxotwres elval r, *those who seem to be
something,” is softened again in the new turn which is
given to it in ver. 9, oi Soxotvres oMot elvar,  those
who seem to be pillars,” in which, it is said, “the
Apostle expresses the real greatness and high authority
of the twelve in their separate field of labour””? It
seems to us that this interpretation cannot be sustained.
Paul is ringing the changes on oi Sokobwvres, and con-
trasting with the position they assumed and the estima-
tion in which they were held, his own experience of them,
and their inability to add anything to him.  Those who
seem to be something,” he commences, but immediately
interrupts himself, after having thus indicated the persons
whom he meant, with the more direct protest of irritated
independence :—* whatsoever they were it maketh no
matter to me : God accepteth not mnan’s person.” These
Soxotvres communicated nothing to him, but, on the con-
trary, when they knew the grace given to him, * those
who seem to be pillars ” gave him hands of fellowship,
but nothing more, and they went their different ways, he
to the Gentiles and they to the circumcision. If the ex-

1 Blom, Theol. Tijdschrift, 1870, p.466; Davidson, Int. N. T, ii. p. 218,
220; Hausrath, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 192; Der Ap. Paulus, p. 257;
H. Lang, Rel. Charaktere, i. 1862, p. 69 f. ; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L.,
i. p. 197; Ovcerbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 217; Renan, Les Apitres, p.
xxxvi; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 80 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Z., i. p. 120f., 157f.; ii. p. 109; Stap, Origines, p. 94 ; Strauss, Das
Leben Jesu, p. 76. Cf. Jowett, The Eps. of 8t Puul, i. p. 330 f.; Light-
fool, Galatians, p. 107, 335.

3 Jowett, Eps, of St. Puul, i. p. 331,
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amongst apologists about this passage. Ebrard! asserts
that &Swes “ pains ” is the correct translation of the He-
brew expression, as in Ps. xviii. 5, and that the Hebrew
word used always expresses pains of birth, the plural of
the similar word for ““ cord ”” or * snare " being different.
Ebrard, therefore, contends that the Psalm (xviii. 5) does
not mean bonds or spares of death but literally  birth-
pains of death,” by which the soul is freed from the
natural earthly existence as by a second birth to a glori-
fied spiritual life. 'We need not enter further into the
discussion of the passage, but it is obvious that it is mere
assumption to assert, on the one hand, that Peter made
use of any specific expression, and, on the other, that
there was any error of translation on the part of the
author of Acts. But agreeing that the Hebrew is erro-
ncously rendered,? the only pertinent question is: by
whom was the error in question committed ? and the
reply beyond any doubt is: by the Lxx. who trans-
late the Hebrew expression in this very way. It is
therefore inadmissible to assert from this phrase the ex-
istence of an Aramaic original of the speech, for the
phrase itself is nothing but a quotation from the Sep-
tuagint.?

The expression ddives favdrov occurs no less than
three times in that version: Ps. xvii. 5 (A. V. xviil),
cxiv. 3 (A. V. cxvi.) and 2 Sam. xxii. 6; and in Job

' Ebrard, zu Olshausen, Apg., p. 63.

* Bleek, Einl, p. 348; Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1038 f.; Lekebusch,
Apg., p. 404 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 72 f.; Neander, Pflanzung, u. s v,
P. 22, anm. 1; Overbeck, ru de Wette, Apg., p. 40; de Wette, Apg.,
P. 39 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 502 f. Cf. Delitzach, Die Pealmen, i. p. 182;
Ewald, Die Pealmen, P- 86 £.; Hengstenberg, Die Psalmen, i. p. 394 f.;
Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, i. p. 455; Gesenius, Lexicon, s, v.

8 Zetier, Do Apostolgesch, P- 502 f.; Lekebusch, Die Com
» P i N u. Entst.
d. Apostelgesch., p. 404 f.  Cf. Kéhler, Stud. u. Krit., 1873,1;. 571,
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how it is to be accounted for in any other way, than
by an unconscious action of the cerebrum ; the pro-
ducts of which impress themselves on the sensorial
consciousness, just as, in other cases, they express them-
selves through the motor apparatus.”' The illusions de-
scribed by Sir John Herschel who, as he himself says,
was “ as little visionary as most people” should be
referred to.

Of the production of sensations by ideas there can be
no possible doubt? and, consequently, as little of the
realisation by the person in whom they are produced of
subjective impressions exactly as though they were ob-
jective. With regard to false perceptions, Dr. Carpenter
says: “ It has been shown that the action of ideational
states upon the Sensorium can modify or even pro-
duce sensations. But the action of pre-existing states of
Mind is still more frequently shown in modifying the ¢n-
terpretation which we put upon our sense-impressions.
For since almost every such interpretation is an act of
Judgment based upon experience, that judgment will
vary according to our mental condition at the time
it is delivered ; and will be greatly affected by any
dominant idea or feeling, so as even to occasion a
complete mis-interpretation of the objective source of
the sense-impression, as often occurs in what is
termed ‘absence of mind.’ The following case, men-
tioned by Dr. Tuke® as occurring within his own
knowledge, affords a good example of this fallacy :—
‘A lady was walking one day from Penryn to Falmouth,
and her mind being at that time, or recently, occupied
by the subject of drinking-fountains, thought she saw

! Principles of Mental Physiology, 4th ed., 1876, p. 113 f.
3 Ib., p. 155 ff, * Influence of the Mind on the Body, p. 4+.
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nature too susceptible to religious emotion and enthu-
siasm to permit him clearly to recognize the true cha-
racter of the gift of “tongues;” but his good sense
asserted itself and, after protesting that he would rather
speak five words with his understanding than ten thou-
sand words in a tongue, he breaks off with the charac-
teristic exclamation (v. 20): * Brethren, become not
children in your minds” (u% wadia yiveofe rats Ppeaiv).
The advice is not yet out of place.

What was the private utility or advantage of the super-
natural gift ? How did he who spoke with a tongue
edify himself? (v. 4.) Paul clearly states that he does
not edify the church (vv. 2ff). In the passage just
quoted the Apostle, however, says that the speaker
“ with a tongue ” * speaketh to God”; and further on
(vv. 18,19) he implies that, although he himself does
not use the gift in public, he does so in private. He
admonishes (v. 28) any one gifted with tongues, if there
be no interpreter present, to *keep silence in a church,
but let him speak to himself and to God.” But in what
does the personal edification of the individual consist ?
In employing language, which he does not comprehend,
in private prayer and praise? In addressing God in some
unintelligible jargon, in the utterance of which his under-
standing hasno part? Many strange purposes and pro-
ceedings have been attributed to the Supreme Being, but
probably none has been imagined more incongruous
than a gift of tongues unsuitable for the edification of
others, and not intelligible to the recipient, but considered
an edifying substitute in private devotion for his own
language. This was certainly not the form of prayer
which Jesus taught his disciples:* And this gift was valued

' Mt. vi. 5 ff. ; Luke xi. 1 ff.
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impression made upon his own mind was not by the
events themselves, but by the narrative of the events re-
counted at least eight or ten years afterwards. There can
be po doubt that, earlier, Paul the persecutor must also
frequently have heard of the Resurrection, and of alleged
occasions when Jesus had been seen after his death and
burial, from persecuted members of the Christian com-
munity, but beyond the undefined certainty of this we
are not entitled to go. That what he heard must have re-
ceived warmth of colouring from the fire of persecution is
most probable. Of this, however, we shall speak presently.

It is not necessary further to enlarge upon the super-
stition of the age of which we write. We have else-
where quoted the opinion of an orthodox divine and
Hebrew scholar on the character of the Jewish people
about that period. * Not to be more tedious, therefore,
in this matter,” he says, ‘“let two things oumly be
observed: i. That the nation under the second Temple,
was given to magical arts beyond measure; and ii.
That it was given to an easiness of believing all manner
of delusions beyond measure.”' And again: “Itisa
disputable case whether the Jewish nation were more mad
with superstition in matters of religion, or with supersti-
tion in curious arts.”? Even supposing the Twelve to
have been men of superior intelligence to most of their
fellow countrymen of the period, it cannot reasonably be
.questioned that they were “ men of like passions” and
failings with the rest, and that, as were the most eminent
men of all countries for centuries after, they were ignorant
of the true order of nature, full of superstitious ideas
regarding cosmical phenomena, aud ready at all times to

' Lightfoot, Hors Hebraice et Talmudice; Works, ed. Pitman, 1823,
xi. p. 81. 2 Ib., xi. p. 299 f.
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ing those of the Circumcision. And the other Jews also
Joined in his hypocrisy, insomuch that even Barnabas
was carried away with their hypocrisy. But when I saw
that they walked not uprightly according to the truth
of the Gospel, I said unto Cephas before all: If thou
being a Jew livest ({7s) after the manner of Gentiles and
not after the manner of Jews, how compellest (dvayxdlets)
thou the Gentiles to adopt the customs of the Jews?
(fovdatlew) ” !

Tt is necessary to say a few words as to the significance
of Peter’s conduct and of Paul’s rebuke, regarding which
there is some difference of opinion.? Are we to under-
stand from this that Peter, as a general rule, at Antioch
and elsewhere, with enlightened emancipation from Jewish
prejudices, lived as a Gentile and in full communion with
Gentile Christians?® Meyer* and others argue that by
the use of the present {ps, the Apostle indicates a con-
tinuous practice based upon principle, and that the {7y
is not the mere moral life, but includes the external social
observances of Christian community : the object, in fact,
being to show that upon principle Peter held the advanced
liberal views of Paul, and that the fault which he eom-
mitted in withdrawing from free intercourse with the
Gentile Christians was momentary, and merely the result
of ““ occasional timidity and weakness.” This theory can-
not bear the test of examination. The account of Paul is
clearly this: when Cephas came to Antiock, the strong-

1 Gal. i 11—14.

3 Cf. Lightfoot, St. Paul’s Ep. to the Gal,, 338.

3 Hilgenfeld argues that in speaking of *‘ eating with them,” Paul refers
to the Agape, the meals of the Christiaus which had a religious signifi-
cance. Although this is well worthy of consideration, it is not necessary
for us here to go into the question. Cf. Galaterbrief, p. 59 ff. Zeitschr.

wiss. Th., 1858, p. 87 fl.
4 Br. an die Gal., 98 f.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_377.png
ORIGIN OF LEGEND IN ACTS. 31T

good to the author of Acts that the prophet like unto
Moses,! who was to abrogate that law and replace it by a
dispensation of grace, should inaugurate the new law of
love and liberty? with signs equally significant and
miraculous. It is related in Exodus xix. 18 that the
Lord descended upon Sinai “in fire,” and that the whole
mount quaked greatly. The voice of God pronounced
the decalogue and, as the Septuagint version renders our
Ex. xx. 18: “All the people saw the voice, and the
lightnings and the voice of the trumpet and the mountain
smoking.” > According to Rabbinical tradition, however,
when God came down to give the law to the Israelites,
he appeared not to Israel alone, but to all the other
nations, and the voice in which the law was given went
to the ends of the earth and was heard of all peoples.*
It will be remembered that the number of the nations
was supposed to be seventy, each speaking a different
language, and the law was given in the one sacred
Hebrew tongue. The Rabbins explained, however: “ The
voice from Sinai was divided into 70 voices and 70
languages, so that all nations of the earth heard (the
law), and each heard it actually in its own language.”®
And again: “ Although the ten commandments were
promulgated with one single tone, yet it is said
(Exod. xx.15), * All people heard the voices’ (in the
plural and not the voice in the singular) ; * the reason is:
As the voice went forth it was divided into seven voices,
‘Works, ed. Pitman, 1823, viii. p. 42 f.; Schoettgen, Horse Hebr., p. 408;
Gfrorer, Das Jahrh. des Hoeils, 1838, ii. 390 f.

' Acts iii. 22, vii. 37.

* Cf. Gal. iv. 21 f1.

3 Kal wis 6 hads édpa Ty Ppawiy, xal ris Aapwddas, kai Ty Poviy ris
agd\meyyos, xai 1 dpos & kamvifor- k. 1. A

4 Bab. Sevachim, 116 a.; Gfrirer, Das Jahrh. des Heils, ii. 392 f,
$ Schemoth Rabba, 70 d.; Gfrérer, Ib. ii. 393.
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Indifference is the only great gulf which separates
opinions. There was no stolid barrier of apathy
between Saul of Tarsus and belief in the Messiah-
ship of Jesus. In persecuting Christianity, Paul proved
two things : the earnestness and energy of his con-
victions, and the fact that his attention was keenly
directed to the nmew sect. Both points contributed
to the result we are discussing. Paul's judaism
was no mere formalism. It was the adoption, heart
and soul, of the religion of his people ; which was
to him no dead principle, but a living faith stimu-
lating that eager impetuous character to defend its
integrity with ¢ fire and sword.” He did not, like
so many of his countrymen, turn away with scorn
from the followers of the despised Nazarene and leave
them to their delusion; but turned to them, on the
contrary, with the fierce attraction of the zealot whose
own belief is outraged by the misbelief of others. The
earnest Jew came into sharp collision with the earnest
Christian. The earnestness of each was an element
of mutual respect. The endurance and firmness of
the one might not melt the bigoted resolution of the
other, but it arrested his attention and commanded
his unconscious sympathy. Just so would the per-
secutor have endured and resisted persecution ; so,
subsequently, he actually did meet it. And what was
the main difference betwcen the persecutor and the
persecuted ? It consisted in that which constituted
the burden of the apostolic preaching: the belief that
“this was the Christ.” The crced of the new sect
at least was not complicated. It was little more at
that time than a question of identity, until Paul him-
self developed it into an elaborate system of theology.
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work. It is sufficient to say that, whilst some profess to
find definite traces of many documents, few if any writers
deny that the writer made more or less use of earlier ma-
terials. It is quite true that the characteristics of the
general author’s style are found throughout the whole
work,! The Acts are no mere aggregate of scraps col-
lected and rudely joined together, but the work of one
author in the sense that whatever materials he may have
uxed for its composition were carcfully assimilated, and
subjected to thorough and systematic revision to adapt
them to his purpose.?  But however completely this pro-
cess was carried out, and his materials interpenetrated by
his own peculiarities of style and language, he did not
succeed in entirely obliterating the traces of independent
written sources.  Some writers maiutain that there is a
very apparent difference between the first twelve chap-

¥ Alfond, Greck Test., ii. proleg.. p. 2 f.; Creduer, Einl. N. T, i. 1,
poIS2 0, po 282 £ Darideon, Int. N. T., ii. p. 260 fI.; Eichhorn, Einl
N.T..ii. p 30 ff.; Gersdor/, Beitrige, p. 160 ff. ; Lekcbusch, Apostelgesch.,
P M, 130 £.; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schriften, p. 20 fI., 218 ff. ; Meyer,
Apostelgesch., p. 3 £.; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 341 fI., anm. G; Oertel,
DPaulus im Apostelg., p. 27 f.; Orerdeck, Zu de Wette’s Apostelgesch.,
pIvi. £.; ZLoan, Les Evangiles, 1877, p. 436 n. 2; Reues, Gesch. N, T,
™ 199 £.; Trip, Paulus nach d. Apostelg., p. 26 ff.; Fo'koar, Das Ev.
Marcions, . 236, anm. 1: de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 246 f. ; Apostelgeach.,
P oxxxviil s Zellers Apostelgoscha, po 88T L, 457, 490 L

* 1iAnd, Greek Test. il proleg., p. 9 £, 1 Pled, Einl. N. T., p. 340 f.;
Th. Stud. w. Krit., 1836, p 10H £.0 Credoer, Einl. N. T, 1. p. 250 ff,,
132 . 3 Pazs dson, IntONC ToL AL . 2604102 Eichiors, Einl. N. T, 1. p. 85T,
Geredoof, Boitrage, po 160 1.5 Hilpr,rdd. Einl. No T., p. 574 . Holte-
mar, in Runsen’s l\il\olvrt-rk. vili.. p. M9 Ledvinsck, Apostelpesch.,
PSS, 180 i Map-? fLEinl potr. Schriften, po1 L, 218 815 Meyer,
Apostelgesch o3 L1260 oert . Taalus in d. Apostelgesch.. po 24 fI.;
(s mw. \p lesch. (TR Crerdecll g de Wette's Apostelgeach.,
P Wil . Decderer, Dor Paulinismus, 1873, )\ 497 .3 Reowan, Les
_\‘\\um p xi. . Los Evangiles, 1877, o436 0. 21 Zruse, Gesch. NU T,

™ I oy Nedueckenbmorn, Apostelzesche -(\ 4. 64 . S haedien,
Das nachan, Zeite, i po 3378 0 T, Paalus n. .\Melg@ch
1566, 1\, Rt de Wedte, Bl N T pe 2460 Apasteloesch, po mnn

S0l ApstOgeschl T L Of Zorall Gesch. Ve Lsr, vl po 3T L
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hearing it.”' It requires no elaborate explanation to

show how this grew into the miracle at Pentecost at the
inauguration of the Christian dispensation, when suddenly
there came a sound from heaven as of a rushing mighty
wind which filled all the house where the disciples were,
and there appeared to them tongues as of fire parting
asunder which sat upon each of them, and they were all
filled with the Holy Spirit and began to speak with other
tongues, even as the Spirit gave them utterance, so that
devout men from every nation under heaven heard them
speaking, everyone in his own language wherein he was
born, the great works of God. 2

‘When we turn to the other passages in the Acts where
the gift of tongues is mentioned, we find that the interpreta-
tion of foreign languages supernaturally imparted is quite
out of place. When Peter is sent to Cornelius, as he is
addressing the centurion and his household, and even
before they are baptized (x. 44), “the Holy Spirit fell
on all them who hear the word;” and the sign of it is
(v. 46) that they are heard * speaking with tongues and
magnifying God” (\ahovwrwr yAdooais kai peyavwdvray
T0v  Oedv), precisely like the disciples at Pentecost
(cf ii. 11, xi. 15f). Now as this gift fell on all who heard
the word (z. 44), it could not be a sign to unbelievers;
and the idea that Cornelius and his house immediately
began to speak in foreign languages, which, as in the case

1w 8¢ éx péaov Tob puévros dn’ olpaved mupds éfnxes karamAnxrikwrdry,
Tiis pAoyds els duikexrov dpfpovpérns Ty ournby Tois drpowpévats, i Ta Neydpeva
oVrws évapyds érpavoiro, bs Spdv durd pallov # drovew doxeiv. De decem
Oraculis, § 11 ed. Mangey, ii. 188; cf. De Septenario et festis, § 22 ed.
Mangey, ii. 295 f.

? Qfrorer, Das Jahrh. des Heils, ii. 392 ff. ; Die heil. Sage, i. p. 387 fI.;
Hausrath, Der Apostel Paulus, p. 100f. ; Overbeck, zu de Wette’s Apg.,

p. 34 f.; Schneckenburger, Beitrige zur Einl. N. T., p. 80 ff. ; Zweck der
Apostelgesch., p. 203 ff. ; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 110 ff.
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rejected it. The cases of the Ethiopian eunuch and
Cornelius throw no light upon any claim of the Jew to
priority in salvation. Indeed, not to waste time in show-
ing the utter incongruity of the ordinary interpretation,
we venture to affirm that there is not a single explana-
tion, which maintains a priority assigned to the Jew in
any way justifyiug the reference to this text, which is
capable of supporting the slightest investigation. If we
linguistically examine the expression *Iovdaip Te wparor
xal "EMue, we arrive at the same conclusion, that
wporTov is an interpolation, for we must maintain that
wp&rov with 7€ and xal must be applied equally both to
“Jew” and “Greek,” and cannot rightly be appro-
priated to the Jew only, as implying a preference over
the Greek.! The sense, therefore, can only be properly
and intelligibly given by disregarding wpédrov and simply
translating the words: “both to Jew and Greek.”?
This was the rendering of the ancient Latin version quoted
by Tertullian in his work against Marcion: “ Itaque et hic,
cum dicit: Non enim me pudet evangelii, virtus enim
dei est in salutem omni credenti, Judzo et Graco, quia
justitia dei in eo revelatur ex fide in fidem.”® We are
not left without further examples of the very same ex-
pression, and an examination of the context will amply
demonstrate that Paul used it in no other sense. In the

! Baur, Tbeol. Jahrb, 1857, p. 93 ff.; Beelen, Comm. in Ep. S. Pauli
ad Rom., 1854, p. 22 f., cf. 59 {.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, iv. p. 373 ;
Stap, Origines, p. 142 ff.; Volkmar, Romerbr., 1875, p. 4, p. T4 f.

? Beelen rightly interprets this passage in his Commentary on the
Romans: *Sensus ergo est: Evangelii doctrinam non erubesco; est hac
enim (yip) Des salvifica quedam vis cuicumque qui credit (wavri v miaredorrs.
Dativus commodi), sive Judeus sit, sive Gentilis.” Comment. in Epist. S.
Tauli ad Romanos, 1854, p. 23. Soal:o Lipsius, Protestanten Bibel, 1874,
p. 404, Lachmann puts the word mparov between brackets.

3 Adv. Mare., v. 13.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_372.png
372 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

“ rughing mighty wind ” which filled all the house, nor of
the descent of the * tongues as of fire,” nor of the various
interpretations of these phenomena by apologetic writers.
These incidents do not add to the historical character of
the narrative, nor can it be pronounced either clear or con-
sistent. The brethren assembled “ were all filled with the
Holy Spirit and began to speak with other tongues (Aaéw
érépass yhdooass), as the Spirit gave them utterance.”
Apologists, in order somewhat to save the historical credit
of the account and reconcile it with the statements of Paul,
have variously argued that there is no affirmation made
in the narrative that speech in foreign languages pre-
viously unknown was imparted. The members of the fif-
teen nations who hear the Galileans speaking *in our own
language wherein we were born ” (rjj i8ig Siakéxro fudv
év 7} éyanilnpev) are disposed of with painful ingenuity ;
but, passing over all this, it is recognized by unprejudiced
critics on both sides that at least the author of Acts, in
writing this account, intended to represent the brethren
as instantaneously speaking those previously unknown
foreign languages. A few writers represent the miracle
to have been one of hearing rather than of speaking, the
brethren merely praising God in their own tongue, the
Aramaic, but the spectators understanding in their various
languages.? This only shifts the difficulty from the
speakers to the hearers, and the explanation is generally
repudiated. It is, however, freely granted by all that
history does not exhibit a single instance of such a gift of
tongues having ever been made useful for the purpose of

! Aots ii. 4.

? Schneckenburger, Beitrige, p. 84; Svensen, Zeitechr. luth. Tb. u.
Kirche, 1839, p. 1 ff. This view was anciently held by Gregory Naz

(Orat. 44), and some of the Fathers, and in more recent times it Was
adopted by Erasmus and others.
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Acts, was appointed the first bishop of the church of the
Athenians.”* Even apologists admit that it is doubtful
how far Dionysius referred to the Acts,? the mention of
the book here being most obviously made by Eusebius
himself.

Melito of Sardis is not appealed to by any writer in
connection with our work, nor can Claudius Apollinaris
be pressed into this service. Athenagoras is supposed
by some to refer to the very same passage in Acts xvii.
24, 25, which we have discussed when dealing with the
work of Tatian. Athenagoras says: ‘ The Creator and
Father of the universe is not in need of blood, nor of the
steam of burnt sacrifices, nor of the fragrance of flowers
and of incense, he himsclf being the perfect fragrance,
inwardly and outwardly without need.”® And further on:
“ And you kings indecd build palaces for yourselves;
but the world is not made as being nceded by God.”*
These passages occur in the course of a defence of
Christians for not offering sacrifices, and both in language
and context they are quite independent of the Acts of the
Apostles,

In the Epistle of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons,
giving an account of the persecution against them, it is
said that the victims were praying for those from whom
they suffered cruelties : like Stephen the perfect martyr :

! Anoi 8'émi rolrots, ds kai Awvigws 6 *Apeomayirns Umd Tov dmogTélov
Tlavhov wporparmeis émi Ty wiorw kard ra év rais Hpdfea: Sednhwpdva, mpdros
Tijs év " ABjvass waposxias Tiv émoxomiy éyxexeipioro. H. E., iv. 23.

2 Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 134; Kirchhofer, Quellens.,
p. 163. Dr. Westcott naturally does not refer to the passage at all.

3 ‘0 roide Tov mavrds Snuiovpyds kai marip ob Seirar aiparos, olde kricays,
otd¢ rijs dmd rév dvlav kal Gupapdrev edwdias, alrds dv §) Teleia dwdia,
dverderjs xai dwpoadens: Leg. pro Christ., xiii.

4 Kai Dpeis pév ol Bageis éavrois doxeire Tds raraywyds Bagduds: 6 3¢
xopos, oly bs Seopévov rov feot, yéyover. Leg. pro Christ., xvi.
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that the name of Barnabas is placed before that of
Paul in this document. It is maintained that, from
the 18th chapter, the author commences to give the
precedence to Paul, but that, in reverting to the former
order, the synodal letter gives evidence both of its
antiquity and genuineness. If any weight could be
attached to such an indication, it is unfortunate for this
argument that the facts are not as stated, for the order
“ Barnabas and Paul” occurs at xiv. 12 and 14, and
even in the very account of the Council at xv. 12. The
two names are mentioned together in the Acts sixtecn
times, Barnabas being named first eight times (xi. 30,
xii. 23, xiii. 1, 2, 7, xiv. 12, 14, xv. 12), and Paul as
frequently (xiii. 43, 46, 50, xv. 2 twice, 22, 25, 35).
Apologists like Lekebusch ! and Oertel ? reject Bleek’s
argument. The greeting yaipew, with which the letter
opens, and which, amongst the Epistles of the New
Testament, is only found in that bearing the name of
James (i. 1), s said to be an indication that the letter of
the Council was written by James himself® Before such
an argument could avail, it would be necessary, though
difficult, to prove the authenticity of the Epistle of James,
but we need not enter upon such a question.  xaipew is
the ordinary Greek form of greeting in all epistles,* and
the author of Acts, who writes purer Greek than any

Isr., vi. p. 440, anm.; Gloag, Acts, ii. p. 89 f. ; Lange, Das ap. Z., ii.
p- 189; Meyer, Apg., p. 345 f.

! Die Apostelgesch., p. 316.

? Paulus in d. Apostelgesch., 1868, p. 227.

3 Baumgurten, Apg., i. p. 470 f.; Bengel, Gnom. N. T., p. 577; Dleck,
FEial,, p. 319; Stud. u. Krit., 1838, p. 1037; Feilmoser, Einl., p 487;
Kern, Br. Jacobi, 1838, p. 106 ; Plumptre, A N. T. Comment. ed, Xllicott,
1878, il p. 99; Schaff, Gesch. d. ap. Kirche 2te Aufl., p- 260, anm. 1;
stier, Die Red. d. Ap., ii. p. 41. Cf. Neander, Pflanzang, p. 173, anm. 1.

* Wetstein quotes Artewidorus (Oneir. iii. 44): Do wdans émorohis
70 xaipew kai éppooo Aéyerr. Ad Act. Apost. xv. 2 .
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suggested by the story just quoted. How did Ananias
know that Paul had authority from the chief priests
to arrest any one? How could he argue in such a
way with the Lord? Did he not then know that
Jesus had appeared to Paul on the way? How did
he get that information? Is it not an extraordinary
thing that Paul never mentions Ananias in any of his
letters, nor in any way refers to these miracles? We
have already referred to the symbolic nature of the
blindness, and recovery of sight on receiving the Holy
Spirit and being baptized, and this is rendered still
more apparent by the statement : v. 9. *“Aund le was
three days without sight, and neither did eat nor drink.”

We may further point out that in immediate con-
nection with this episode Paul is represented, in the
second account, as stating that, on going to Jerusalem,
he has another vision of Jesus :xxii. 17. *“ And it came
to pass that, when I returned to Jerusalem and was
praying in the Temple, I was in a trance, 18. and
saw him saying unto me: Make haste, and get thee
quickly out of Jerusalem; for they will not receive
thy witness concerning me. 19. And I said: Lord,
they themselves know that I was wont to imprison
and beat in every synagogue them that believe on
thee. 20. And when the blood of Stephen, thy witness,
was shed, I also was standing by and consenting, and
keeping the garments of them that slew him. 21. And
he said unto me: Go, for I will send thee far hence
unto the Gentiles.” It scems impossible, considering
the utter silence of Paul, that the apparition to which
he refers can have spoken to him at length as described
upon these occasions.,! We have elsewhere remarked

1 Kcim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii, 542
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Apostle makes no mention. Of course it is clear that
Paul could not have consented to the circumcision of
Titus, and we have only to consider in what manner
the case of Timothy differed so as to support the views
of those who hold that Paul, who would not yield to
the pressure brought to bear upon him in the case of
Titus, might, quite consistently, so short a time after,
circumcise Timothy with his own hand. It is true
that the necessity of circumcision for Gentile Christians
came prominently into question, during Paul’s visit to
Jerusalem, from the presence of his uncircumcised follower
Titus, and no doubt the abrogation of the rite must have
formed a striking part of the exposition of his Gospel,
which Paul tells us he made upon this occasion; but
it is equally certain that the necessity of circumcision
long continued to be pressed by the judaistic party
in the Church. It cannot fairly be argued that, at any
time, Paul could afford to relax his determined and
consistent attitade as the advocate for the univer-
sality of Christianity and the abrogation of a rite, insis-
tance upon which, he had been the first to recognise,
would have been fatal to the spread of Christianity. To
maintain that he could safely make such a conces-
sion of his principles and himself circumcise Timothy,
simply because at that precise moment there was no
active debate upon the point, is inadmissible; for his
Epistles abundantly prove that the topic, if it ever
momentarily subsided into stubborn silence, was continu-
ally being revived with renewed bitterness. Pauline
views could never have prevailed if he had been willing
to sacrifice them for the sake of conciliation, whenever
they were not actively attacked.

The difference of the occasion caunot be admitted
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a party holding ritualistic opinions could possibly claim
the present Archbishop of Canterbury as its leader, or one
professing * broad-church” views could think of shelter-
ing itself under the name of the Archbishop of York?
Religious parties may very probably mistake the delicate’
details of a leader’s teaching, but they can scarcely be
wrong in regard to his general principles. If Peter had
been so unfortunate as to be flagrantly misunderstood by
his followers and, whilst this party preached in his
name judaistic doctrines and anti-Pauline opinions, the
Apostle himself advocated the abrogation of the law,
as a burden which the Jews themselves were not able
to bear, and actively shared Pauline convictions, is it
possible to suppose that Paul would not have pointed out
the absurdity of such a party claiming such a leader ?
The fact is, however, that Paul never denies the claim
of those who shelter themselves under the names of Peter
and James, never questions their veracity, and never
adopts the simple and natural course of stating that, in
advancing these names, they are imposters or mistaken.
On the contrary, upon all occasions he evidently admits,
by his silence, the validity of the claim.? We are not left
to mere inference that the adopted head of the party act-
ually shared the views of the party. Paul himself dis-
tinguishes Peter as the head of the party of the circum-
cision in a passage in his letter to the Galatians already
frequently referred to,® and the episode at Antioch con-
firms the description, and leaves no doubt that Peter’s
permanent practice was to force the Gentiles to judaize.
For reasons which we have already stated, Paul could
not but have desired to preserve peace, or even the

! Réville, Essais do Critique religieuse, 1860, p. 16 f.
2 Qal ii, TF.
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pression: of Sox. arilot elvar be true, as well as ironically
used, it cannot be construed into a declaration of respect,
but forms part of a passage whose tone throughout is
proudly depreciatory. This is followed by such words as
“ hypocrisy ” ($méxpiois) and * condemned ” (xareyvwo-
pévos) applied to the conduct of Peter at Antioch, as
well as the mention of the emissaries of James as the
cause of that dispute, which add meaning to the irony.
This is not, however, the only occasion on which Paul
betrays a certain bitterness against the elder Apostles.
In his second letter to the Corinthians, xi. 5, he says,
“ For I reckon that I am not a whit behind the over much
Apostles ” (rdv dmepAiav dmooTéhwy), and again, xii. 11,
“ For in nothing was I behind the over much Apostles ”
(rév dmepNiav dmoordlwy); and the whole of the vehe-
ment passage in which these references are set shows the
intensity of the feeling which called them forth. To say
that the expressions in the Galatian Epistle and here are
“ depreciatory, not indeed of the twelve themselves, but
of the extravagant and exclusive claims set up for them
by the Judaizers,”! is an extremely arbitrary distinc-
tion. They are directly applied to the Apostles, and ot
Sokotwvres elval Tv cannot be taken as irony against those
who over-estimated them, but against the Soxotvres them-
selves. Paul's blows generally go straight to their mark.

Meyer argues that the designation of the Apostles
as oi Ooxodvres is purely historical, and cannot be
taken as ironical, inasmuch as it would be inconsistent
to suppose that Paul could adopt a depreciatory
tone when he is relating his recognition as a col-
league by the elder Apostles;? and others consider that

! Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 107.
3 Kr. Ex. H’buch iib. d. Br. an die Gal., 63 f.
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Coming now to consider the two Charismata, “ kinds
of tongues” and *the interpretation of tongues,” more
immediately in connection with our inquiry, as so-called
miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit, we shall first
endeavour to ascertain some of their principal character-
istics. The theory of foreign languages supernaturally
imparted without previous study may be definitively
laid aside. The interpretation of tongues may go with
it, but requires a few observations. It is clear from
Paul’s words throughout this - dissertation that the
interpretation of tongues not only was not invariably
attached to the gift of tongues® (1 Cor. xiv. 13, 27, 28),
but was at least often a separate gift possessed without
the kinds of tongues (cf xii. 10, 28, xiv. 26, 28).
Nothing can be more specific than xii. 10 . . to another
kinds of tongues; and to another interpretation of
tongues;” and again, v. 30: “do all speak with
tongues ? do all interpret ?” This is indeed presaged
by the * diversities of gifts,” &c., of xii. 4 . Upon the
hypothesis of foreign languages, this would presuppose
that some spoke languages which they could not
interpret, and consequently could not understand, and
that others understood languages which they could
not speak. The latter point is common enough in .
ordinary life ; but, in this instance, the miracle of
supernaturally receiving a perfect knowledge of lan-

Noack, Olshausen, Overbeck, Paulus, Pfleiderer, de Pressensé, Renan,
BReuss, Schaff, Schrader, Schulz, Schwegler, Stap, Steudel, de Wette,
‘Wieseler, Weisse, Zeller, and others.

' Ewald maintains that * interpretation” was always separate from
* tongues.” Die Sendschr. des Ap. Paul., p. 205, anm. Wieseler at one
time (8t. u. Krit., 1838, p. 720 f.) asserted that the speaker with tongues
was always his own interpreter. He subsequently (St. u. Krit., 1860,
p- 117 f1.) withdrew this extraordinary theory.

ool 11T ~n ¢
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gave testimony (& xal elrev paprumjoas) : I found David
the son of Jesse, a man after mine own heart, who will
do all my will”* The passage, however, is compounded
of two quotations loosely made from the Septuagint ver-
sion of the Old Testament, from which all the quotations
in the Epistle are taken. Ps. Ixxxviii. 20: “ I found
David my servant ; in holy mercy I anointed him.”? And
1 Sam. xiii. 14: * A man after his own heart.” 3 Clement
of Alexandria quotes this passage from the Epistle,
and for * in everlasting mercy ”’ reads * with holy oil " (&
é\aip dylw) as in the Psalm.* Although, therefore, our
Alexandrian MS. of the Epistle has the reading which we
have given above, even if we suppose that the Alexan-
drian Clement may have found a more correct version
in his MS., the argument would not be affected. The
whole similarity lies in the insertion of “the son of
Jesse,” but this was a most common addition to any
mention of David, and by the completion of the passage
from the Psalm, the omission of *who will do all my
will,” the peculiar phrase of the Acts, as well as the
difference of introductory expressions, any connection
between the two is severed, and it is apparent that the
quotation of the Epistle may legitimately be referred to the
Septuagint,® with which it agrces much more closely

! Kai peragmioas alrdv fyeper oy Aaveid alrois «ls Baodéa, § xai elwey
paprupiioas. Edpov Saveid Tov Toi “leaoai, dvdpa xard Ty kapdiar pov, 8s wuiae
mdvra ra Oe\qpard pov. Acts xiii. 22,

2 Elpov Aavi8 rov 80uhiv pov, év é\ées dyip Expioa alrér. The Alexandrian
MS. rcads év d\aig dyip pov. The quotation given is the reading of the
Vatican Codex.

3 &vfpamov kara Ty xapdiav atrov.

4 Stromata, iv. 17.

§ Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., p. 72 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 9. Cf. David-
son, Int. N. T., ii. p. 269; Hilyenfeld, Dic ap. Viter, p. 101,
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Gospel, the same style of language and expression
generally prevails, and therefore that our book is an
original work, independent of written sources on the
whole, and proceeding from a single pen. For when
the same expressions are cverywhere found, when a
long row of words which only recur in the Gospel and
Acts, or comparatively only very seldom in other works
of the New Testament, appear equally in all parts, when
certain forms of words, peculiarities of word-order, con-
struction and phraseology, indeed even whole sentences,
recur in the different sections, a compilation out of docu-
ments by different earlier writers can no longer be
thought of, and it is ‘beyond doubt, that we have to
consider our writing as the work of a single author, who
has impressed upon it the stamp of a distinct literary
style’ (Zeller, Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 107). The use
of written sources is certainly not directly excluded by
this, and probably the linguistic peculiarities, of which
some of course exist in isolated sections of our work,
may be referred to this. But as these peculiarities
consist chicfly of dmaé Aeyoudva, which may rather be
-ascribed to the richness of the author’s vocabulary than
to his talent for compilation, and in comparison with
the great majority of points of agreement almost dis-
appear, we must from the first be prepossessed against
the theory that our author made use of written sources,
and only allow ourselves to be moved to such a con-
clusion by further distinct phenomena in the various
parts of our book, especially as the prologue of the
Gospel, 5o often quoted for the purpose, does not at all
support it. But in any case, as has already been re-
marked, the opinion that, in the Acts of the Apostles,
the several parts are strung together almost without





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_340.png
840 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

Suwv). It was thus Paul's habit to speak of spiritual
effects wrought * within,” and as he referred to the
“powers”’ (Suvdpes) worked * within * the souls of the
Galatians, so he speaks of them here as * wrought in”
the Corinthians. Tt will become clear as we proceed
that the addition to Swwdpes of *signs and wonders”
does not in the least affect this interpretation. In 1 Cor.
xiv. 22, the Apostle speaks of the gift of  tongues” as
“a sign "’ (onpeiov).

Upon the supposition that Paul was affirming the
actual performance of miracles by himself, how ex-
traordinary becomes the statement that they * were
wrought in all patience,” for it is manifest that  in all
patience” (év wdoy mopovy) does not form part of the
signs, as some have argued, but must be joined to the
verb (karepydafin).! It may be instructive to quote 8
few words of Olshausen upon the point :—* The év wdoy
Ymopov)) is mot altogether easy. It certainly cannot be
doubtful that it is to be joined to xarepydofn and not
to what follows; but for what reason does Paul here
malke it directly prominent that he wrought his signs in
all patience? It seems to me probable that in this there
may be a reproof to the Corinthians, who, in spite of
such signs, still showed themselves wavering regarding
the authority of the Apostle. In such a position, Paul
would say, he had, patiently waiting, allowed his light
to shine amongst them, certain of ultimate triumph.”?
This will hardly be accepted by any one as a satis-
factory solution of the difficulty, which is a real one if it
be assumed that Paul, claiming to have performed mira-

! 8o Alford, Billroth, Ewald, Maicr, Moyer, Neander, Olshausen,
Osiander, De Wette, &c., &c., 1. c.
! Olshausen, Bibl. Com., iii. p. 8791.
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all the circumstances of such occasions, amidst which
much excitement certainly prevailed, must have as-
sumed a very different aspect from what they originally
bore. We may be permitted to quote a few words on
this subject: “ Though we are accustomed to speak of
memory as if it consisted in an eract reproduction of past
states of Consciousness, yet experience i8 continually
showing us that this reproduction is very often tnezact,
through the modification which the * trace’ has undergone
in the interval. Sometimes the trace has been partially
obliterated ; and what remains may serve to give a very
erroneous (because imperfect) view of the occurrence.
.+ . . And where it is one in which our own Feelings
are interested, we are extremely apt to lose sight of what
goes against them, so that the representation given by
Memory is altogether one-sided. This is continually
demonstrated by the entire dissimilarity of the accounts
of the same occurrence or conversation, which shall be
given by two or more parties concerned in it, even when
the matter is fresh in their minds, and they are honestly
desirous of telling the truth. And this diversity will
usually become still more pronounced with the lapse of
time : the trace becoming gradually but unconsciously mo-
dified by the habitual course of thought and feeling ; so
that when it is so acted on after a lengthened interval as
to bring up a reminiscence of the original occurrence,
that reminiscence really represents, not the actual occur-
rence, but the modified trace of it.”! This is specially
likely to occur where, as in our case, there were Old Tes-
tament prophecies supposed to describe minutely the
sufferings, death, and resurrection of the Messiah, to
furnish lines which the transformation of memory must

1 Carpenter, Principles of Mental Physiology, 1876, p. 456,
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words in which a recent able writer states the case,
although not with immediate reference to the particular
passage which we have quoted. *. . .In these undoubted
writings St. Paul certainly shows by incidental allusions,
the good faith of which cannot be questioned, that he be-
lieved himself to be endowed with the power of working
miracles, and that miracles, or what were thought to be
such, were actually wrought both by him and by his con-
temporaries. He reminds the Corinthians that ¢ the signs
of an Apostle were wrought among them . . . in signs, and
wonders, and mighty deeds’ (& onpuelois xail 7épaot xai
Suvdpeai—the usual words for the higher forms of miracle
—2 Cor. xii. 12). He tells the Romans that ¢ he will not
dare to speak of any of those things which Christ hath not
wrought by® him to make the Gentiles obedient, by word
and deed, through mighty signs and wonders, by the power
of the Spirit of God’ (év Svvdpuer aqpeiwy Kai Tepdrwv, &
Suvdper mvedparos Oeod, Rom. xv. 18, 19). He asks the

sago: “There is no instance . . . .” to *“claims to have himself per-
formed a miracle,” Dr. Westcott adds: ¢ Can the writer have forgotten
Rom. xv. 19; 2 Cor. xii. 12?” On the Canon, 4th ed., 1874, p. xxx.
Dr. Lightfoot says: * Thus again, he can remember ‘no instance what-
ever,’ where a New Testament writer claims to have himself per-
formed a miracle, though St. Paul twice speaks of his exercising
this power as a recognized and patent fact (note, Rom. xv. 19; 2 Cor.
xii. 12). The point to bo observed is, that St. Paul treats the fact
of his working miracles as a matter of course, to which a passing refer-
ence is sufficient.” The Contemporary Review, May, 1875, p. 854. May
I suggest that the defence of Christianity from an * attack” made in a
very serious and inquiring spirit has, on the part of these two writers,
perhaps rather too much taken the shape of picking out a few supposed
errors of detail, and triumphantly shaking them with a persistence not
characteristic of strength. To twit an advancing foe with having lost a
button of his tunic will scarcely repel his charge.

! These words are printed **in him,” but we venture to correct what
seems evidently to be a mere misprint, substituting * by,” (i) as in
the suthorized version, to which Mr. Sanday adheres throughout the

whole of these passages, even when it does not represent the actual
sense of the original.
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simply because they were composed with the desire to
glorify him.

According to the Synoptics, when Jesus is led away
to be crucified, the Roman guard entrusted with the duty
of executing the cruel sentence find a man of Cyrene,
Simon by name, and compel him to carry the cross.! It
was customary for those condemned to crucifixion to
carry the cross, or at least the main portion of it, them-
selves to the place of execution, and no explanation is
given by the Synoptists for the deviation from this
practice which they relate. The fourth Gospel, however,
does not appear to know anything of this incident or of
Simon of Cyrene, but distinctly states that Jesus bore his
own cross.? On the way to Golgotha, according to the
third Gospel, Jesus is followed by a great multitude of
the people, and of women who were bewailing and
lamenting him, and he addresses to them a few prophetic
sentences® We might be surprised at the singular fact
that there is no reference to this incident in any other
Gospel, and that words of Jesus, so weighty in them-
selves and spoken at so supreme a moment, should not
elsewhere have been recorded, but for the fact that, from
internal evidence, the address must be assigned to a
period subsequent to the destruction of Jerusalem. The
other evangelists may, therefore, well ignore it.

1 Mt. xxvii. 32; Mk. xv. 21; Luke xxiii. 26.

* Baovifwr éavrg Tov otavpdv, Jobm xix. 17. If instead of this read-
ing, which is that of the Sinaitic and Alexandrian codices and other
authorities, adopted by Tischendorf and others, the rd» graupdy airov of
the received text and Lachmann, or airg r. ov., of B, X, &c., be preferred,
the result is the same. We may mention, in passing, that the fourth Gospel
has no reference to a eaying ascribed by the Synoptics to Jesus, in which
bearing his oross is used typically : Mt. x. 38, xvi. 24 ; Mk. viii. 34, x. 21;
Lukeix. 23, xiv. 27.

3 Luke xxiii. 27 ff.; of. xxi. 23; Mt. xxiv. 19.
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subject, and by temporary lawlessness overcomes the
legal difficulty of a sentence which the Sanhedrin, with-
out the ratification of the Romau authority, could not
have carried out. As soon as the tumult has effected
these objects, all becomes orderly and legal again;
and, consequently, the witnesses can lay their gar-
ments “at a young man’s feet whose name was Saul.”
The principal actor in the work is thus dramatically
introduced. As the trial commences with a supernatural
illumination of the face of Stephen, it ends with a super-
natural vision, in wkich Stephen sees heaven opened, and
the Son of Man standing at the right hand of God. Such
a trial and such an execution present features which are
undoubtedly not historical.

This impression is certainly not lessened when we find
how many details of the trial and death of Stephen are
based on the accounts in the Gospels of the trial and
death of Jesus.! The irritated adversaries of Stephen
stir up the people and the elders and scribes, and come
upon him and lead him to the Council.? They seek false
witness against him ;* and thesc false witnesses accuse
him of speaking against the temple and the law.* The
false witnesses who are set up against Jesus with similar
testimony, according to the first two Synoptics, are
strangely omitted by the third. The reproduction of
this trait here has much that is suggestive. The high
priest asks: ‘ Are these things so?”® Stephen, at

' Baur, Paulus, i. p. 64 fl. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p.
338 ; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 115 {.; Schneckenburger, Stud. u. Krit.,
1855, p. 526 f.; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 584 ; Weizsicker, in Schenk.
Bib. Lex., v. p. 388.

2 Acts vi. 12; cf. Luke xxii. 66, Mt. xxvi. 57.

3 Acts vi. 11; cof. Mt. xxvi. 59, Mk. xiv. 53.

4 Acts vi. 13 f.; cf. Mt. xxvi. 60f., Mk. xiv. 57 f.
® The words in Acts vii. 1 are: elmev 8¢ 6 dpyuepevs® Ei (dpa) raira olrws
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they are represented as a concession they are nevertheless
recognised as a “burden,” and they are distinctly stated
to be the obligations which * it seemed good to the Holy
Spirit ” as well as to the Council to impose. The qualifi-
cation, that the restrictive clauses had no binding force
“independently of the circumstances which dictated
them,” in so far as it has any meaning beyond the un-
necessary declaration that the decree was only applicable
to the class for whom it was framed, seems to be inad-
missible. The circumstance which dictated the decree
was the counter-teaching of Jewish Christians, that it was
necessary that the Gentile converts should be circum-
cised and keep the law of Moses. The restrictive clauses
are simply represented as those which it was deemed
right to impose ; and, as they are stated without qualifi-
cation, itis holding the decision of the “Holy Spirit ” and
of the Church somewhat cheap to treat them as mere
local and temporary expedients. This is evidently not
the view of the author of the Acts. Would it have been
the view of anyone else if it were not that, so far as any
external trace of the decree is concerned, it is an abso-
lute myth? The prevalence of practices to which the
four prohibitions point is quite sufficiently attested to
show that, little as there is any ground for considering
that such a decrce was framed in such a manner, the
restrictive clauses are put forth as necessary and perma-
nently binding. The very doubt which exists as to whether
the prohibitions were not intended to represent the con-
ditions imposed on Proselytes of the Gate shows their
close analogy to them, and it cannot be reasonably asserted
that the early Christians regarded those conditions either
as obsolete or indifferent. The decree is clearly intended
to set forth the terms upon which Gentile Christians were
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ters and the remainder of the work, and profess to detect
a much more Hebraistic character in the language of the
earlier portion,! although this is not received without
demur.? As regards the 7jueis sections, whilst it is ad-
mitted that these fragments have in any case been much
manipulated by the general editor, and largely contain
his general characteristics of language, it is at the same
time affirmed that they present distinct foreign peculiari-
ties, which betray a borrowed document® Even critics
who maintain the fpeis sections to be by the same writer
who composed the rest of the book point out the pecu-
liarly natural character and minute knowledge displayed
in these passages, as distinguishing them from the rest
of the Acts.* This of course they attribute to the fact
that the author there relates his personal experiences;
but even with this explanation it is apparent that all who
maintain the traditional view do recognize peculiarities in
these sections, by which they justify the ascription of
them to an eye-witness. For the reasons which have
been very briefly indicated, therefore, and upon other

' Alford, Groek Test., ii. proleg., p. 12; Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi.
p. 37 £.; Richm, De fontibus Act. Ap., p. 106 ff., 189 ff.; Schnecken-
burger, Apostelgesch., p. 153 ff. ; Schwanbeck, Quellen d. Schr. Lukas,
i p. 38 ff., 114 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 99; Tholuck,
Glaubw. ev. Geschichte, p. 376 f.; de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 249f. Cf
Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 282 f.; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 12; Lekebusch,
Apostelgesch., p. 404 f.

* Eschhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 31 ff. ; Overbeck, zu de Wette’s Apostelg.,
p.Ivi. f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 490 ff. Of. Credner, Einl., p. 282f.;
Lekebuach, Apg., p. 35 ff., 404 f.

3 Hausrath, N. T. Zeitgesch., iii. p. 423 anm. ; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T.,
p. 607 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. xxxix. f., xlv. f.,,1. anm. ; Kastlin,
Urspr. Synopt. Evv., p. 291 f.; Stap, Origines du Christ., p. 205f. ;
Straatman, Paulus, de Apost. van Jezus Christus, 1874, p. 307 ff.; de
Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 246 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 457 f., 513 ff., 516, anm. 1.

¢ Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 39, anm. 1; Lekelusch, Apostelgesch.,
P- 382 fI., et passim; &c., &c.
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gifts, and, amongst others, with power to heal diseases
and to perform miracles; all the intellectual and religious
qualities requisite for the guidance, edification, and
government of the communities supplied abundantly and
specially by the Holy Spirit; the ordinary dependence
of society on the natural capacity and power of its leaders
dispensed with, and every possible branch of moral
culture and physical comfort provided with inspired and
miraculously-gifted ministries ; the utterance of wisdom
and knowledge, exhortation and teaching, workings of
healings, discernment of spirits, helpings, governings,
kinds of tongues supernaturally diffused throughout the
community by God himself. As a general rule, com-
munities have to do as well as they can without such
help, and eloquent instructors and able administrators
do not generally fail them. The question, therefore,
intrudes itself: Why were ordinary and natural means
so completely set aside, and the qualifications which are
generally found adequate for the conduct and regula-
tion of life supplanted by divine Charismata? At least,
we may suppose that communities endowed with such
supernatural advantages, and guided by the direct inspira-
tion of the Holy Spirit, must have been distinguished in
every way from the rest of humanity, and must have pre-
sented a spectacle of the noblest life, free from the weak-
ness and inconsistency of the world, and betraying none
of the moral and intellectual frailties of ordinary society.
At the very least, and without exaggeration, communities
in every member of which there existed some supernatural
manifestation of the Holy Spirit might be expected to
show very marked superiority and nobility of character.
When we examine the Epistles of Paul and other
ancient documents, we find anything but supernatural
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have just mentioned, it is combined with ompuetor.! On
the other hand, Paul uses 8vvajs no less than 34 times 2
and, leaving for the present out of the question the pas-
sages cited, upon every occasion, except one, perhaps, the
word has the simple signification of * power.” The one
exception is Rom. viii. 38, where it occurs in the plural :
Suvdpes ¢ powers,” the Apostle expressing his persuasion
that nothing will be able to separate us from the love of
God, “nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor things
present, nor things to come, nor powers (Svvdpuets), nor
height, nor depth,” &c., &e. In 1 Cor. xiv. 11, where
the authorized version renders the original : * Therefore,
if I know not the meaning (Svvapw) of the voice,” it has
still the same sense.

Before discussing the passages before us we must
point out that there is so much doubt, at least, regard-
ing the authenticity of the last two chapters of the
Epistle to the Romans that the passage, Rom. xv. 18, 19,
can scarcely be presented as evidence on such a point as
the reality of miracles. We do not intend to debate
the matter closely, but shall merely state a few of the
facts of the case and pass on, for it would not materially
affect our argument if the passage were altogether beyond
suspicion. The Epistle, in our authorized text, ends with
along and somewhat involved doxology, xvi.25-27; and
we may point out here that it had already seemed to be
brought to a close not only at the end of chapter xv.
(33) but also at xvi. 20. The doxology, xvi. 25-27, which

' répas is only met with elsewhecre in the New Testament five times :
Mt. xxiv. 24, Mk. xiii. 22, John iv. 48, 2 Thess. ii. 9, Heb. ii. 4.

? Rom. i. 4, 16, 20, viii. 38, ix. 17, xv. 13, xv. 19 (twice), 1 Cor. i. 18, 24,
ii. 4, 5, iv. 19, 20, v. 4, vi. 14, xii. 10, 28, 29, xiv. 11, xv. 24, 43, 56,
2 Cor. i. 8, iv. 7, vi. 7, viil. 3 (twice), xii. 9 (twice), 12, xiii. 4 (twice), and
Gal. iii. 5.
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nor in any other writing, is there any reference to it, and
our only knowledge of it is this bare statement, without a
single detail? There is only one explanation : that the
assembly conld not have recognized in the phenomenon,
whatever it was, the risen Jesus,' or that subsequently
an explanation was given which dispelled some temporary
illusion. Tn any case, we must insist that the total alisence
of all confirmation of an appearance to 500 persons at once
alone renders such an occurrence more than suspicious.
The statement that the greater number were still living
when Paul wrote does not materially affect the question.
Paul doubtless believed the report that such an appearance
lhad taken place, and that the majority of witnesses still
survived, but does it necessarily follow that the report
was true ? The survivors were certainly not within reach
of the Corinthians, and could not easily be questioned.
The whole of the argument of Paul which we are consi-
dering, as well as that which follows, was drawn from
him by the fact that, in Corinth, Christians actually de-
nied a resurrection, and it is far from clear that this
-denial did not extend to denying the Resurrection of Jesus
‘himself.? That they did deny this we think certain, from
the care with which Paul gives what he considers evi-
dence for the fact. Another point may be mentioned.
Where could so many as 500 disciples Lave been col-
lected at one time? The author of Acts states (i. 15)
the number of the Christian community gathered together
to elect a successor to Judas as “about 120.” Apolo-
gists, therefore, either suppose the appearance to 500 to
liave taken place in Jerusalem, when numbers of pilgrims

V Weisse, Dio evang. Gesch., ii. p. 416.
* Alford, Gk. Test., ii. 601 ; Maier, 1 Br. Kor. p. 333 f; Neander, Br.

Kor., p. 237 f,, 240; Olshausen, Bibl, Comm., iii. p. 732 f.; de Wette, Br.
Kar n 128
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and passing into this hall, through which the moon
was beginning to shine, that the individual of whom
I speak saw, right before him, and in a standing
posture, the exact representation of his departed
friend whose recollection had been so strongly brought
to his imagination. He stopped for a single moment,
so as to notice the wonderful accuracy with which
fancy had impressed upon the bodily eye the peculiari-
ties of dress and posture of the illustrious poet.
Sensible, however, of the delusion, he felt no senti-
meat save that of wonder at the extraordinary accuracy
of the resemblance, and stepped onward towards the
figure, which resolved itself, as Le approached, into
the various materials of which it was composed.
These were merely a screen, occupied by great-coats,
shawls, plaids and such other articles as usually are
found in a country entrance-hall. The spectator re-
turned to the spot from which he had seen the
illusion, and endeavoured, with all his power, to
recall the image which had been so singularly vivid.
But this was beyond his capacity,” &c.! Although
Sir Walter Scott might be sensible of the delusion,
it may be more than doubted whether, in the first
century of our era, such an apparition proceeding
from or connected with religious agitation of mind
would have been considered so.

Dr. Abercrombie ? mentions many instances of spectral
illusions, * some of the most authentic facts ” relating to
which he classes under the head of * intense mental con-
ceptions so strongly impressed upon the mind as, for
the moment, to be believed to have a real existence.”

! Demoneology and Witchoraft, 1868, Letter i. p. 37 f.

2 Inquiries concerning the Intellectual Powers, 19th ed., p. 274 ff.
NN 2
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Apostles and obtaining their recognition of his ministry ;
and this view, we shall sce, is confirmed by the peculiar
account which is given of what took place at Jerusalem.
The Apostle distinctly states, i. 18, that three years after
his conversion he went up to visit Peter.! In the Acts
he is represented as spending “some days” (juépas
7wds) with the disciples, and the only other chronological
indication given is that, after “many days” (juépas
ixaval), the plot occurred which forced him to leave
Damascus. It is argued that juépar ixavai is an inde-
finite period, which may, according to the usage of the
author ? indicate a considerable space of time, and cer-
tainly rather express a long than a short period® The
fact is, however, that the instances cited are evidence,
in themselves, against the supposition that the author can
have had any intention of expressing a period of three
years by the words 7juépas ixavai. We suppose that no
one has ever suggested that Peter staid three yearsin the
house of Simon the tanner at Joppa (ix. 43) ; or, that when
it is said that Paul remained “many days” at Corinth
after the insurrection of the Jews, the author intends
to speak of some years, when in fact the 7uépar ixavai
contrasted with the expression (xviii. 11): “ he continued
there a year and six months,” used regarding his stay
previous to that disturbance, evideatly reduces the * yet
many days” subsequently spent there to a very small
compass. Again, has any one cver suggested that in the

1 «The ‘straightway’ of ver. 16 leads to this conclusion: ‘At first
I conferred not with flesh and blood, it was only after the lapse of three
years that 1 went to Jerusalem.”” Lightfout, Galatians, p. 83.

2 Acts ix. 43, xviii. 18, xvil. 7; Liyhtfoot, Ib., p. 89, note 3.

3 « The difference between the vaguc ‘ many days’ of the Acts and the
definite ‘ three years’ of the Epistle is such as might be expected from
the circumstances of the two writers.” Lightfoot, Ib., p. 89, note 3.
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tivity every thought to the obedience of the Christ;”
and if we ventured to offer an opinion, it would be that
Paul means by Adyos yvdoews simply Christian theology.
‘We merely offer this as a passing suggestion. Little need
be said with regard to the gift of * faith” (w{oris), which
is perfectly intelligible.

Apologists argue that by these three *gifts” some
supernatural form of wisdom, knowledge, and faith is
expressed, and we shall have something more to say
on the point presently; but here we merely point out
that there is no ground whatever for such an asser-
tion except the fact that the Apostle ascribes to
them a supernatural origin, or, in fact, believes in the
inspiration of such qualities. All that can be maintained
is that Paul accounts for the possession of characteristics
which we now know to be natural, by asserting that they
are the direct gift of the Holy Spirit. There is not the
faintest evidence to show that these natural capabilities
did not antecedently exist in the Corinthians, and were
not merely stimulated into action in Christian channels
by the religious enthusiasm and zeal accompanying their
conversion ; but, on the contrary, every reason to believe
this to be the case, as we shall further see.! In fact,
according to the Apostolic Church, every quality was a
supernatural gift, and all ability or excellence in practical
life directly emanated from the action of the Holy Spirit.

‘We may now proceed to * gifts of healings ” (xapiopara
{apdrov)? which it will be noted are doubly in the plural,

1 We may here say that attempts have been made to show that the
Apostle classifies the charismata in groups of threes, and even sets forth
the three persons of the Trinity as the several donors. It would be use-
lees for us to touch upon the point.

3 The word fapa only occurs in the N. T. in 1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29, It
might better be rendered * means of healing,” or * remedies.”
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days I am raised (Mera 7peis puépas éyeipopas). Com-
mand, therefore, that the sepulchre be made sure unti
the third day, lest his disciples come and steal him away
and say unto the people : He is risen from the dead: so
the last error shall be worse than the first. Pilate said
unto them: Ye have a guard ("Exere xovorwdiav): go,
make it as sure as ye can. So they went and made the
sepulchre sure, sealing the stone, with the guard.”! Not
only do the other Evangelists pass over this strange pro-
ceeding in total silence, but their narratives exclude it,
at least those of the second and third Synoptists do so.
The women came with their spices to embalm the body,
in total ignorance of there being any guard to interfere
with their performance of that last sad office for the
Master. We are asked to believe that the chief priests
.and the Pharisees actually desecrated the Sabbath by seal-
ing the stone, and visited the house of the heathen Pilate
on so holy a day, for the purpose of asking for the guard.*
These priests are said to have remembered and under-
stood a prophecy of Jesus regarding his resurrection, of
which his disciples are represented to be in ignorance?
The remark about the last error,” moreover, is very
suspicious. The ready acquiescence of Pilate is quite in-
credible.* That he should employ Roman soldiers to watch
the sepulchre of a man who had been crucified cannot be
entertained ; and his friendly : “ Go, make it as sure as ye

1 Mt. xxvii. 62—66.

3 Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii. p. 524; cf. John xviii. 28, xix. 31.

3 Cf. John xx. 9.

4 It has been argued that Pilate does not give a Roman guard, bat
merely permits the chief priests to make use of their own guard. This,
however, is opposed to the whole tenor of the story, and the suggestion
is generally rejected. Tertullian says: ‘ Tunc Judsmi detractum et

sepulchro conditum maguu etium militaris custodie diligentia circumse-
derunt.” Apol. § 21.
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alive of a person believed to be dead, it will scarcely be
disputed, there are many disturbing elements, especially
when that person has just died by a cruel and shameful
death, and is believed to be the Messiah. The occur-
rence which we at any time see is, strictly speaking,
merely a series of appearances, and the actual nature of
the thing seen is determined in our minds by inferences.
How often are these inferences correct? We venture to
say that the greater part of the proverbial incorrectness
and inaccuracy which prevails arises from the circam-
stance that inferences are not distinguished from facts,
and are constantly erroneous. Now in that age, under
such circumstances, and with Oriental temperaments, it
is absolutely certain that there was exceptional liability
to error ; aud the fact that Paul repeats the statements of
unknown persons, dependent so materially upon inference,
cannot possibly warrant us in believing them when they
contradict known laws which express the results of uni-
versal experience. It is infinitely more probable that
these persons were mistaken, than that a dead man re-
turned to life again, and appeared to them. We shall
presently consider how much importance is to be attached
to the mere belief in the occurrence of such phenomena,
but with regard to the appearances referred to by Paul,
except in so far as they attest the fact that certain per-
sons may have believed that Jesus appeared to them,
such evidence has not the slightest value, and is indeed
almost ludicrously insufficient to establish the reality of
so stupendous a miracle as the Resurrection. It will have
been observed that of the Ascension there is not a word—
obviously, for Paul the Resurrection and Ascension were
one act.

Having so far discussed Paul's report that Jesus rose
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passages, but in order to show the exact nature of the
case made out by apologists, we shall briefly refer to them.
‘We at once compare the first with its supposed parallel.!

Er. To SMYRN. iii. Acrs x. 41.

Bat after the resurrection he did | . . . . even to us who did eat and
eat and drink with them, as in the | drink with him after he rose from
flesh, although spiritually united to | the dead.
the Father.

Mera 3¢ miv dvdoracw ovvéayev | . . . . Npiv oirives guveddyoper xal
alrois xal ovwémier ds caprixds, kainep | owvemiopev alrg perd 1o dvacrivar
revparis qrwpévos 1§ marpi. abrdv éx vexpav.

There is nothing in this passage which bears any
peculiar analogy to the Acts, for the statement is a
simple reference to a tradition which is also embodied
both in the third Synoptic? and in the fourth Gospel ;3
and the mere use of the common words ¢dyew and
wivew could not prove anything. The passage occurs in
the Epistle immediately after a quotation, said by Jerome
to be taken from the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
relating an appearance of Jesus to ¢ those who were with
Peter,” in which Jesus is represented as making them
handle him in order to convince them that he is not an
incorporeal spirit.t The quotation bears considerable
affinity to the narrative in the third Synoptic (xxiv. 39),
at the close of which Jesus is represented as eating with
the disciples. It is highly probable that the Gospel
from which the writer of the Epistle quoted contained
the same detail, to which this would naturally be a direct

\ Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 73 f. ; Kirchhofer, Quellens.,
162 ; Zahn, Ignat. v. Ant., 1873, p. 600,

Dr. Westcott does not claim either this or the second (On the Canon,
P- 48, note 2), and Hefele mercly suggests comparison with Acts (Patr.
Ap., p. 103, p. 98).

* Luke xxiv. 42 ff.

3 John xxi. 12 ff.
4 Quoted 8. R., i. p. 270.
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life by Elijah,' nor that of the dead man who revived
on touching the bones of Elisha.? The raising from
the dead of the son of the widow of Nain® did not
apparently produce much effect at the time, and
only one of the Evangclists seems to have thought
it worth while to preserve the narrative. The case
of Jairus’ daughter,* whatever it was, is regarded as
a resurrection of the dead and is related by two of
the Synoptists ; but the raising of Lazarus is only
recorded by the fourth Evangelist. The familiarity
of the age with the idea of the resurrection of the
dead, however, according to the Synoptists, is illustrated
by the representation which they give of the effect
produced by tie fame of Jesus upon Herod and
others. We are told by the first Synoptist that
Herod said unto his servants: * This is John the
Baptist; he was raised from the dead; and therefore
the powers work in him.”® The sccond Synoptist
repeats the same statement, but adds : ¢ But others
said that it is Elijah; and others said that it is a
prophet like one of the prophets.”® The statement
of the third Synoptist is somewhat different. He
says: “ Now Herod the tetrarch heard all that was
occurring : and he was perplexed because it was
said by some that John was raised from the dead,
and by some that Elijah appeared, and by others
that one of the old prophets rosc up. And Herod

' 1 Kings xvii. 17 ff. t 2 Kings xiii. 21.

3 Luke vii. 11 ff. 4 Mk. v. 35 ff. ; Luke viii. 49 ff.

& kai elmev Tois mawgiv altod, Olrés éomw "lwdwys & Bammomis: abris fyipbn
and Tov vexpv, kai 8id toiro al Buwipeis évepyoiow év alrg. M. xiv. 2; of.
Mk. vi. 14.

¢ @hot 8¢ Meyov &re "Hhias oriv dWhot 8¢ Eheyov omt mpogirys, bs els 1aw
wpodpyrév. Mk. vi. 15.
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in error; but the preceding examination has rendered
such a position untenable, and here we have not to do
with a canonized *“St. Luke,” but with an unknown
writer whose work must be judged by the ordinary rules
of criticism.

According to the Acts, a most serious question is raised
at Antioch. Certain men from Judea came thither teach-
ing: “Except ye have been circumcised after the man-
ner of Moses ye canuot be saved.” After much dis-
sension and disputation the Church of Antioch appoint
that Paul and Barnabas, “and certain others of them”
shall go up to Jerusalem unto the Apostles and elders
about this question. The motive of the journey is here
most distinctly and definitely described. Paul is solemnly
deputed by the church to lay before the mother Church
of Jerusalem a difficult question, upon the answer to which
turns the whole fature of Christianity. Paul’s account,
however, gives a very different complexion to the visit :—
¢ Then, after fourteen years, I went up again to Jeru-
salem with Barnabas, taking Titus also with me. But I
went up according to revelation (kara dwoxdAvir) and
communicated to them the Gospel which I preach among
the Gentiles,” &. Paley might well say :—* This is not
very reconcilable.” ! It is argued,® that the two state-

! Horw Paul,, ch. v. No. x. See back, p. 223, note 2.

? «Here, however, there is no contradiction. The historian naturally
records the external impulse which led to the mission; the Apostle him-
self states his inward motive. ¢ What I did,” he says, ‘I did not owing to
circumstances, not as yielding to pressure, not in deference to others, but
because the Spirit of God told me it was right.” The very stress which he
lays on this revelation seems to show that other influences were at work” (1).
Lightfoot, St. P. Ep. to the Gal., p. 124. Dr. Lightfoot quotes as parallel
cases, suggesting how the one motive might supplement the other, Acts,
ix. 29, 30; cf. xxii. 17, xiii. 2—4, and xv. 28. It is unfortunate that all
these ““ parallel cases” are taken from the work whose accuracy is in
question, and that the first is actually discredited by the Apostle’s own

n 9
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another curious point to be observed. Paul is not
described as having actually seen Jesus in the vision.
According to the first two accounts, a light shines round
about him and he falls to the ground and hears a
voice; when he rises he is blind.! If in the third
account, he sees the light from heaven above the
brightness of the sun shining round about him and
his companions,? they equally see it, according to the
second account® The blinduess, therefore, is miracu-
lous and symbolic, for the men are not blinded by the
light.* It is singular that Paul nowhere refers to this
blindness in his letters. It cannot be doubted that
the writer's purpose is to symbolise the very change
from darkness to light, in the case of Paul, which,
after Old Testament prophecies, is referred to in the
words ascribed, in the third account,® to the voice.
Paul, thus, only sees the light which surrounds the
glorified Jesus, but not his own person, and the identi-
fication proceeds only from the statement: “I am Jesus
whom thou persecutest.” It is true that the expression
is strangely put into the mouth of Jesus, in the third
account: “for I was seen by thee (dSdbyv aou) for this
purpose,” &c., but the narrative excludes the actual
sight of the speaker, and it is scarcely possible to read
the words just quoted, and their context, without being
struck by their incongruity. We need not indicate
the sources of this representation of light shrouding
the heavenly vision, so common in the Old Testament.
Before proceeding to the rest of the account, we may
point out in passing the similarity of the details of
this scene to the vision of Daniel x. 7-9.
' Actsix. 3, 4, 8, xxii. 6, 7, 1. * xxvi. 13, 3 xxii, 9.

¢ xxii. 11, does not refute this, ¢ xxvi. 18, ¢ xxvi. 16,
LL2
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“ The existence of a Christian society,” says an
apologetic writer, “is the first and (if rightly viewed)
the final proof of the historic truth of the miracle on
which it was founded. It may indeed be said that
the Church was founded upon the belief in the
Resurrection, and not upon the Resurrection itself:
and that the testimony must therefore be limited to
the attestation of the belief, and cannot reach to the
attestation of the fact. But belief expressed in action
is for the most part the strongest evidence which
we can have of any historic event. Unless, therefore,
it can be shown that the origin of the apostolic
belief in the Resurrection, with due regard to the
fulness of its characteristic form, and the breadth
and rapidity of its propagation can be satisfactorily
explained on other grounds, the belief itself is a
sufficient proof of the fact.”' 'This is obviously Paley’s
argument of the Twelve men? in a condensed form.
Belief in action may be the stiongest evidence which
we can have of any historic event; but when the
historic event happens to be an event in religious
history, and an astounding miracle like the Resur-
rection, such bare evidence, emanating from such an
age, is not very strong evidence, after all. The
breadth and rapidity of its propagation absolutely
prove nothing but belief in the report of those who
believed ; although it is very far from evident that
people embraced Christianity from a rational belief
in the Resurrection. No one pretends that the
Gentiles who believed made a preliminary exami-
nation of the truth of the Resurrcction. If breadth

1 [Westcott, The Gospel of the Resurrection, 3rd ed., p. 106 f.
2 Evidonces and Horwe Pauling, ed. Putts, 1850, p. 6.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_109.png
CHAPTER 1V.

THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK, CONTINUED.
PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY.

WE now enter upon a portion of our examination of
the Acts which is so full of interest in itself that peculiar
care will be requisite to restrain ourselves within neces-
sary limits. Hitherto our attention has been mainly con-
fined to the internal phenomena presented by the docu-
ment before us, with comparatively little aid from external
testimony, and although the results of such criticism have
been of no equivocal character, the historical veracity of
the Acts has not yet been tested by direct comparison
with other sources of information. We now propose to
examine, as briefly as may be, some of the historical state-
ments in themselves, and by the light of information
derived from contemporary witnesses of unimpeachable
authority, and to confront them with well-established
facts in the annals of the first two centuries. This leads
us to the borders not only of onme of the greatest
controversies which has for half a century occupied theo-
logical criticism, but also of still more important questions
regarding the original character and systematic develop-
ment of Christianity itself. The latter we must here
resolutely pass almost unnoticed, and into the former we
shall only enter so far as is absolutely necessary to the
special object of our inquiry. The document before us
professes to give a narrative of the progress of the
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developed out of Judaism, and that its advent was
historically prepared by the course of the Mosaic
system, to which it was so closely related.! In its
first stages during the apostolic age, it bad no higher
ambition than to be, and to be considered, the continua-
tion and the fulfilment of Judaism, its final and triumphant
phase. The substantial identity of primitive Christianity
with true Judaism was at first never called in question ;
it was considered a mere internal movement of Judaism,
its development and completion, but by no means its
mutilation. The idea of Christianity as a new religion
never entered the minds of the Twelve or of the first
believers, nor, as we shall presently see, was it so
regarded by the Jews themselves. It was in fact,
originally, nothing more than a sect of Judaism, holding a
particular view of one point in the creed and, for a very
long period, it was considered so by others, and was in no
way distinguished from the rest of Mosaism.? Even in
the Acts there are traces of this, Paul being called “a
ringleader of the sect (alpeas) of the Nazarenes,”® and
the Jews of Rome being represented as referring to
Christianity by this term.* Paul before the Council not

! Rothe, Anfinge d. chr. Kirche, 1837, i. p. 326.

? Bleck, Hebriierbr, i. 1. p. 56 ff., 60 f. ; Credner, Das N. T., 1847, ii.
p- 20 ff.; Gfrorer, K. Q., i. p. 222 f., 238; Holtsmann, in Bunsen’s
Bibelw., viii. p. 365 ff., 369 ; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 377 f., 380;
Nicolas, Etudes N. T., p. 237 f.; Renan, Vie de Jésus, xiiime éd.,
p- 47 f.; Les Apétres, p. 91 ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 19 ff.,, 40 f.;
Hist. Théol. Chr., i. p. 283 f.; Réville, Essais de critique religieuse,
1860, p. 18; Rothe, Anfinge chr. Kirche, i. p. 142 ff. ; Schliemann, Die
Clementinen, p. 371 ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 21, 91 ff., 99 ff.,
113 f.; Stap, Origines, p. 52 f., 56 f.; Zdler, Gesch. chr. Kirche,
1848, p. 5. Cf. Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 287 ff., 330 fI.;
Lightfoot, The Epistles of St. Paul, Galatians, 4th ed., p. 302; Neander,
Pflanzung, p. 33 ff., 46 f.

? Acts xxiv. 5.
* Acts xxviii. 22.
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drakapu3dvew, vii. 43, Amos v. 26 ; Actsi. 2, 11, 22, x. 16, xx. 13, 14, xxiii.
31, rest 5 times.

dwardocen vii. 44, xxiv. 23; xviii. 2, xx. 13, xxiii. 31; Luke iii. 13, viii.
35, xvii. 9, 10; Paul 5 times; Tit. i. 5, only.

dodyew, vii. 45, ix. 8, xxi. 28, 29, 37, xxii. 24; Luke ii. 27, xiv. 21,
xxii. 54 ; rest twice, only.

é¢wbeiv, vii. 45, xxvii. 39 only; (Jerem. xxiv. 9, &c., &c.).

wpowopeveaba, vii. 47, Ex. xxxii. 1; Luke i. 76, only.

tyraros, absolute, vii. 48 (cf. xvi. 17, ii. 33, v. 31, xxiv. 49) ; Luke i. 32,
35, 76, vi. 35 (cf. ii. 14, viii. 28, xix. 38) only. Cf. Mk. v. 7,
Heb. vii. 1.

Xxespowoinros, vil. 48, xvii. 24; Mk. xiv. 58, Eph.ii. 11, Heb. ix. 11, 24
only. Other compounds of xeip used by the author only : xewaywyeiv,
ix. 8, xxii. 11; yewpaywyds, xiii. 11, xetporoveiv, xiv. 23 and 2 Cor.
viii. 9 only.

mpoxarayyé\hew, vil. 52, iii. 18, 24, only; (2 Cor. ix. 5 much too doubtful
to quote).

8ixaos, absolute, vii. 52, iii. 14, xxii. 14; 1 Pet. iii. 18 (cf. James v. 6)
only. .

wpodorns, vii. 52; Luke vi. 16, 2 Tim. iii. 4, only.

¢orevs, vii. 52, iii. 14, xxviil. 4; Mt. xxii. 7, 1 Pet. iv. 15, Rev. xxi. 8,
xxii. 13, only.

Suampiew, vii. 54, v. 33, only; (1 Chron. xx. 3).

imdpyew, vii. 55, and 25 times; Luke 7, Paul 9, rest 8 times.

arevifew €ls, vil. 53, vi. 15, i, 10, iii. 4, xi. 8, xiii. 9; 2 Cor. iii. 7, 13
only; dr. rwi, iii. 12, x. 4, xiv. 9, xxiii. 1; Luke iv. 20, xxii. 56,
only.

wAnpns, vil. 53, vi. 3, 3, 8, ix. 36, xi. 24, xiii. 10, xix. 28; Luke iv. 1, v.
12; rest 7 times.

Suwvoiyew, vil. 36, xvi. 14, xvii. 3; Luke ii. 23, xxiv. 31, 32, 45, Mk. ii.
34, 35, only.

quréxew, vii. 57, xviii. 5, xxviii. 8 ; Luke iv. 38, viii. 37, 45, xii. 50, xix.
43, xxii. 63, rest thrice only.

dpudw, vii. 57, xix. 29; Luke viii. 33, Mt. viii. 32, Mk. v. 13 only.

Spobupadsn, vil. 57, i. 14, ii. 1, 46, iv. 24, v. 12, viii. 6, xii. 20, xv. 25,
xviil. 12, xix. 29; Rom. xv. 6, only.

AeboBokeiv, Vil. 58, 39, xiv. 5 ; Luke xiii. 34, rest 5 times; (Ez. xix. 13).

veavias, vii. 58, xx. 9, xxiii. 17, 18, 22, only.

émuakeiobas, vii. 59 and 19 times ; Luke xxii. 3; Paul 5, rest 5 timee.

xowpacba, (of dying) vii. 60, xiii. 36; Paul 6, rest 7 times. Otherwise,
Acts xii, 6; Luke xxii. 45; Matth. xxviii. 13.

To this very remarkable list of words we have still to
add a number of expressions which further betray the
author of the Acts and Gospel :—
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of his mode of departure. Did he vanish suddenly ? Did
he depart like other men? Then, it would be important
to know where Jesus abode during the interval of eight
days. Did he ascend to heaven after each appearance ?
or did he remain on earth? Why did he not consort as
before with his disciples? These are not jeering ques-
tions, but serious indications of the scantiness of the
information given by the Evangelists, which is not com-
pensated by some trifling detail of no value occasionally
inserted to heighten the reality of a narrative. This is
the last appearance of Jesus related in the fourth Gospel ;
for the character of Ch. xxi. is too doubtful to permit
it to rank with the Gospel. The appearance of Jesus
therein related is in fact more palpably legendary than
the others. It will be observed that in this Gospel, as in
the third Synoptic, the appcarances of Jesus are confined
to Jerusalem and exclude Galilee. These two Gospels
are, therefore, clearly in contradiction with the statement
of the first two Synoptics.?

It only remains for us to refer to one more appearance
of Jesus: that related in the first Synoptic, xxviii. 16 ff.
In obedience to the command of Jesus, the disciples are
represented as having gone away into Galilee, “ unto the
mountain where Jesus had appointed them.” We have not
previously heard anything of this specific appointment.
"The Synoptist continues : v. 17. *“ And when they saw him
they worshipped him, but some doubted. 18. And Jesus
came and spake unto them, saying: All authority was
aiven to me (é860y pou) in heaven and on earth. 19.
Go ye and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing
them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy ‘Spirit; 20. teaching them to observe all
things whatsoever I commanded you; and lo, I am with





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_437.png
THE ENTOMBMENT. . 437

Synoptists, or at least by the second and third, distinctly
exclude the narrative of the fourth Gospel, both as regards
Nicodemus and the part he is represented as taking. The
contradictions which commence here between the account
of the fourth Gospel and the Synoptics, in fact, are of
the most glaring and important nature, and demand
marked attention. The fourth Gospel states that, having
obtained permission from Pilate, Joseph came and
took the body of Jesus away. “And there came
also Nicodemus, . . . . bringing a mixture of myrrh
and aloes, about a hundred pound weight. They took,
therefore, the body of Jesus, and wound it in linen
cloths with the spices, as the manner of the Jews
is to bury. Now in the place where he was crucified
there was a garden, and in the garden a new sepulchre
wherein was never man yet laid. There, therefore,
on account of the preparation of the Jews (éxet odv Sia
T wapaokevy 7év 'lovdaiwy), they laid Jesus, for the
sepulchre was at hand ” (67 éyyds fjv 70 prnpeiov).!
According to the first Synoptic, when Joseph took
the body, he simply wrapped it “in clean linen” (év
owdén rxabapg) and “ laid it in his own new sepulchre,
which he hewed in the rock: and he rolled a great
stone to the door of the sepulchre, and departed.”?
There is no mention of spices or any anointing of the
body,® and the statement that the women provide for
this is not made in this Gospel. According to the
writer, the burial is complete, and the sepulchre finally
closed. Mary Magdalene and the other Mary come
merely * to behold the sepulchre” at the end of the

1 John xix. 39—42. 2 Mt. xxvii. 59 fI.
3 Strauss suggests that, for the first Synoptist, his anointing had already
been accomplished. Cf. xxvi. 12; Das Lebeu Jesu, p. 598.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_338.png
338 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

may have will be met when considering the others which
are indicated.

The first passage in the Epistles to the Corinthians,
which is pointed out as containing the testimony of Paul
both to the reality of miracles in general and to the fact
that he himself performed them, is the following, 2 Cor.
xii. 12: “Truly the signs (ompeia) of the Apostle were
wrought in you (xarewpydofly é vuiv) in all patience,
both in signs and wonders and powers (& gnpeiots 7€ xai
7épacw xai Svvdpeow).”! We have to justify two de-
partures in this rendering from that generally received.
The first of these is the adoption of * wrought in you,”
instead of * wrought among you;” and the second the
simple use of * powers” for Swdpes, instead of * mighty
works.” We shall take the second first. We have re-
ferred to every passage except 1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29, in
which Paul makes use of the word Swwdpes, and for-
tunately they are sufficiently numerous to afford us a
good insight into his practice. It need not be said that
the natural sense of Swwdpeis is in no case * mighty
works ” or miracles, and that such an application of the
Greek word is peculiar to the New Testament and, sub-
sequently, to Patristic literature. There is, however, no
ground for attributing this use of the word to Paul. It
is not so used in the Septuagint, and it is quite evident
that the Apostle does not employ it to express external
cffects or works, but spiritual phenomena or poten-
tiality. In the passage, Gal. iii. 5, which we have just
discussed, where the word occurs in the plural, as here, it
is understood to express “ powers.” We may quote the
rendering of that passage by the Bishop of Gloucester:

' 1&4 pév ompeia Tob dmoordlov Kareipydoby év Duiv év mday Vwopori, ér
anpeiois ¢ Kal Téipaow xai Suvdueow. 2 Cor. xii. 12,
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distinctly different from that of the elder Apostles. If
Paul preached the same Gospel as the rest, what necessity
could there have been for communicating it at all?
What doubt that by any means he might be running, or
had run, in vain? He knew perfectly well that he
preached a different Gospel from the Apostles of the
circumcision, and his anxiety probably was to secure an
amicable recognition of the Gentile converts whom he
lad taught to comsider circumcision unnecessary and the
obligation of the law removed. Of course there was
much that was fundamentally the same in the two
Gospels, starting as they both did with the recog-
nition of Jesus as the Messiah; but their points of
divergence were very marked and striking, and more
especially in directions where the prejudices of the
Apostles of the circumcision were the strongest.
Avoiding all debatable ground, it is clear that the
Gospel of the uncircumcision, which proclaimed the
abrogation of the law and the inutility of the initiatory
rite, must have been profoundly repugnant to Jews, who
still preached the obligation of circumcision and the
observance of the law. “Christ redeemed us from
the curse of the law ” ! said the Gospel of the uncircum-
cision. ‘Behold, I, Paul, say unto you, that if ye be
circumcised, Christ will profit you nothing. . . . For
in Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything
nor uncircumcision, but faith working through love.”*
“ For neither circumcision is anything, nor uncircum-
cision, but a new creature.” > The teaching which was
specially designated the Gospel of the circumcision, in
contradistinction to this Gospel of the uncircumcision, held
very different language. There is no gainsaying the
! Gal. iii. 13. * Gal v.2,6 * Gal. vi. 15,
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principles of evidence, the reply must be an emphatic
negative. Every fact of science, every lesson of experi-
ence excludes such an assumption, and we may add that
the character of the author, with which we are now better
acquainted, as well as the course of the narrative itself, con-
firms the justice of such a conclusion.! If the introduction
of the angel be legendary, must not also his words be so?
Proceeding, however, to examine the narrative as it
stands, we must point out a circumstance which may
appropriately be mentioned here, and which is well
worthy of attention. The women and the guard are
present when the stone is rolled away from the se-
pulchre, but they do not witness the actual Resurrection.
It is natural to suppose that, when the stone was removed,
Jesus, who, it is asserted, rises with his body from the
dead, would have come forth from the sepulchre: but
not s0; the angel only says, v. 6: * He is not here : for
he was raised (}yépfn ydp);” and he merely invites the
women to see the place where he lay. The actual resur-
rection is spoken of as a thing which had taken place
before, and in any case it was not witnessed by any one.
In the other Gospels, the resurrection has already occurred
before any one arrives at the sepulchre; and the remark-
able fact is, therefore, absolutely undeniable, that there
was not, and that it is not even pretended that there was,
a single eye-witness of the actual Resurrection. The
empty grave, coupled with the supposed subsequent ap-
pearances of Jesus, is the only evidence of the Resurrec-
tion. We shall not, however, pursue this further at
present. The removal of the stone is not followed by
any visible result. The inmate of the sepulchre is not
! Hase, Das Leb. Josu, p. 279; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 547f.;
Liicke, Das Ev. Joh., ii. p. 780 f.

Yvnr I 00
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tiles. It will be remembered that the whole discus-
sion is said to have arisen in Antioch originally from
the judaistic teaching of certain men who came “from
Judea,” who are disowned in the apostolic letter.! It is
unfortunate, however, to say the least of it, that so many
of those who systematically opposed the work of the
Apostle Paul claimed to represent the views of James
and the mother Church.? The contradiction of the author
of the Acts, with his object of conciliation, has but
small weight before the statements of Paul and the whole
voice of tradition. At any rate, almost immediately
after the so-called Apostolic Council, with its decree
adopted mainly at the instigation of James, his emissaries
caused the defection of Peter in Antioch and the rup-
ture with Paul. It is generally admitted, in the face of
the clear affirmation of Paul, that the men in question
must in all probability have been actually sent by
James? It is obvious that, to justify the fear of so
leading an apostle as Peter, not only must they have been
thus deputed, but must have been influential men, re-

1 Acts xv. 24.

2 «Of the Judaizers who are denounced in St. Paul’s Epistles this
mauch is certain, that they exalted the authority of the Apostles of the
Circumcision ; and that, in some instances at least, as members of the
mother Church, they had direct relations with James, the Lord’s brother.

Jut when we attempt to define those relations, we are lost in a maze of
conjecture.” Lightfoot, Ep. to the Gal., p. 353.

3 Alford, Gk. Test., iii. p. 18; Bleek, Einl., p. 374, anm.; Davidson,
Int. N. T., ii. p. 220f. ; Hemsen, Der Ap. Paulus, 1830, p. 98; Hilgen-
feld, Zeitschr. wiss, Theol. 1860, p. 139 f.; Galaterbr., p. 153 ; Holsten,
Zum Ev. Paulus, u. s. w., p. 357, 362; Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i.
p. 244 f.; Leckler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 382; Lightfoot, Galatians,
p- 111, cf. 353; Meyer, Gal., p. 93 f.; Ovcrbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 222 ;
de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sikcles, i. p. 473 ; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus,
p. 284 f.; Renan, Les Apétres, p. xxxvii. ; St. Paul, p. 291 ff.; Réville,
Essais, p. 16; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 145; Rickert, Br. an die Gal.,
1. 87f.; Schweyler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 118 £, 139, ii. p. 107; Stap,
Orig nes, p. 77; de Wette, Br. an die Gal. p. 38; Zeller, Apg., p. 232 ff.
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order must have been executed upon Jesus equally with
any others who may have been crucified with him.
There has been much discussion as to the intention of
the author in stating that, from the wound made by the
lance, there forthwith came out *“blood and water”
(alua xai 58wp); and likewise as to whether the special
testimony here referred to in the third person is to attest
more immediately the flow of blood and water, or the
whole episode.’ In regard to the latter point, we need
not pause to discuss the question.® As to the *blood
and water,” some see in the statement made an intention
to show the reality of the death of Jesus,® whilst others
more rightly regard the phenomenon described as a
representation of a supernatural and symbolical incident,!
closely conunected with the whole dogmatic view of the
Gospel. It is impossible not to see in this the same idea
as that expressed in 1 John v. 6: *“This is he that came
by water and blood, Jesus Christ; not in the water only,
but in the water and the blood.”® As a natural incident
it cannot be entertained, for in no sense but mere quib-
bling could it be said that “blood and water” could
flow from such a wound, and as a supernatural pheno-

! Of course we do not here even touch upon the wider question raised
by this passage.

2 Wo refer roaders to the works quoted in the following two notes.

3 Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 337 ; Neander, Leb. Jesu, p. 583, anm. $;
Renan, Vie de Jésus, p. 443 f. ; de Wette, Ev. Joh., p. 312, Cf. Brickner,
zu de W. Ev. Joh., p. 312; Ebrard, zu Olsh. Leidensgesch., p. 187;
Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 424,

¢ Alford, Gk. Test., i. p. 902; Baur, Unters. Kan. Evv., p. 216 f.;
Gfrirer, Das Heiligthum, p. 235 f.; Hengstenberg, Ev. Joh., iii. p. 218;
Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 442 f.; Kriiger-Velthusen, Leb. Jesu, p. 254;
Luthardt, Das joh. Ev., ii. p. 485 f.; Meyer, Ev. Joh., p. 636; Straus,
Leb. Jesu, p. 594; Weisse, Die ev. Gesch., i. p. 100 ff.; ii. p. 326 fI.;
Wordsworth, Gk. Test., Four Gospels, p. 357. Cf. Farrar, Life of Christ,

ii. p. 424 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 316, anm. 3.
¢ Cf. John vii. 37—39, iii. 5, &c., &c.
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Whatever definition be given of miracles, such excep-
tional phenomena must at least be autecedently incredible.
In the absence of absolute knowledge, human belief must
be guided by the balance of evidence, and it is obvious
that the evidence for the uniformity of the order of nature,
which is derived from universal experience, must be
enormously greater than can be the testimony for dny
alleged exception to it. On the other hand, universal
experience prepares us to consider mistakes of the senses,
imperfect observation and erroneous inference as not only
possible, but eminently probable on the part of the wit-
nesses of phenomena, even when they are perfectly honest
and truthful, and more especially so when such disturbing
causes as religious excitement and superstition are present.
When the report of the original witnesses only reaches
us indirectly and through the medium of tradition, the
probability of error is further increased. Thus the allega-
tion of miracles is discredited, both positively by the
invariability of the order of nature, and negatively by
the fallibility of human observation and testimony. The
history of miraculous pretension in the world, and the
circumstances attending the special exhibition of it which
we are examining, suggest natural explanations of the
reported facts which wholly remove them from the region
of the supernatural.

When we proceed to examine the direct witnesses for
the Christian miracles, we do not discover any exceptional
circumstances neutralizing the preceding considerations.
On the contrary, we find that the case turns not upon
miracles substantially before us, but upon the mere
narratives of miracles said to have occurred over eighteen
hundred years ago. Itisobvious that, for such narratives
to possess any real force and validity, it is essential that
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to peculiar individuality in the defence, and the linguistic
analysis which we shall now make will conclusively settle
the source of the composition. We must point out here
in continuation that, as in the rest of the work, all the
quotations in the speech are from the Septuagint, and that
the author follows that version even when it does not
fairly represent the original.!

We may now proceed to analyse the language of the
whole episode from vi. 9 to the end of the seventh
chapter, in order to discover what linguistic analogy it
bears to the rest of the Acts and to the third Synoptic,
which for the sake of brevity we shall simply designate
“Luke.” With the exception of a very few words in
general use, every word employed in the section will be
found in the following analysis, based upon Bruder’s
¢ Concordance,’? and which is arranged in the order of
the verses, although for greater clearness the whole is
divided into categories.

We shall commence with a list of the words in this
section which are not elsewhere used in the New Tes-
tament. They are as follows:—dmoBd\ew, vi. 11;
aquykwew, vi. 12; dveiofar, vii. 16;3 éxferos, vil. 19,
but éxrifévas, occurs several times in Acts, see below,
vii. 21; dpvveoOar, vii. 24; owaldooew, vii. 26;
Swadéyeafar, vii. 45, this word, which is common amongst

! vil. 42, 43 ; cf. ii. 25, 28, xiii. 41, xv. 16, 17.

2 We have already referred to works in which a very complete analysis
of the language of the Acts and Gospel has been made, and we may here
again point out : Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 388 fI.; Lekebusch, Apostel-
gesch., p. 35 ff.; Holtzmann, Die synopt. Evv., p. 302 ff. The last-named
has chiefly reforence to the Gospel. We have made our analysis of the
spoeech of Stephen, as compared with the rest of Acts and Goepel, inde-
pendently, but we are likewise indebted to the works above named, to
the first two especially.

3 gafés, of time, vii. 17, is rare; but the cod. A. reads &s, which oocurs
30 times in Acts, 19 timer ir: Taike, and some 20 times elsowhere in N. T.
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good to the Holy Spirit to enjoin, the only reasonable
conclusion is that Paul himself was totally ignorant of the
existence of any decree containing such a prohibition.
There is much difference of opinion as to the nature of
the mopreia referred to in the decree, and we need not
discuss it; but in all the Apostle’s homilies upon the
subject there is the same total absence of all allusion to
the decision of the Council.

Nowhere can any practical result from the operation
of the decree be pointed out, nor any trace even of
its existence.! The assertions and conjectures, by which
those who maintain the authenticity of the narrative
in the Acts seek to explain the extraordinary absence
of all external evidence of the decree, labour under
the disadvantage of all attempts to account for the
total failure of effects from a supposed cause, the exist-
ence of which is in reality only assumed. It is cus-
tomary to reply to the objection that there is no mention
of the decree in the Epistles of Paul or in any other
contemporary writing, that this is a mere argument
a stlentio. Is it not, however, difficult to imagine any
other argument, from contemporary sources, regarding
what is affirmed to have had no existence, than that
from silence? Do apologists absolutely demand that,
with prophetic anticipation of future controversies, the
Apostle Paul should obligingly have left on record that
there actually was no Council such as a writer would
subsequently describe, and that the decree which he

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 150 ff.; Bleek, Einl., p. 372 f.; Davidson, Int.
N.T., ii. p. 216 ., 222; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1858, p. 82 ff. ;
Kyenkel, Paulus, p. 69 ff.; Lipstus, in Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 199 f.;
Nicolas, Etudes N. T., p. 254 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 239f. ;
Renan, Les ApOtres, p. xxxvii. f.; Scholten, Het paul. Ev., p. 450 f.;
Stap, Origines, p. 192 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 234 ff. Cf. Lightfoot, Gala-
tians, p. 296 f.
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stated. Willingly admitting that upon this point differ-
ence of opinion is allowable, we express as the view
which we have hitherto held that, from ch. xx. onwards,
the speeches delivered by Paul are reported more in the
language of Luke than in that of Paul.”® This applies
with double force to Peter,? whose speeches there s still
greater reason to believe were delivered in Aramaic, and
there is difference of opinion amongst the critics we have
referred to even as to whether these speeches were trans-
lated by the Author of the Acts, or were already before
him in a translated form, and were subsequently re-edited
by him. We have already shown cause for believing that
the whole discussion is groundless, from the fact that the
speeches in Acts were simply composed by the author
himself, and are not in any sense historical, and this we
shall hereafter further illustrate.

It may be worth while to consider briefly the argu-
ments advanced for the theory that some of the speeches
show marks of translation. It is asserted that the speech
of Peter at Pentecost, ii. 14 ff,, was delivered in Ara-
maic.® Of course it will be understood that we might

! Stud. u. Krit., 1839, p. 306.

* Kabler, after a very exhaustive analysis of the speeches of Peter in
Acts, eays: ‘‘ Finally, a possible misunderstanding must be removed.
The analogy of tho speeches with 1 Peter, and even 2 Peter, is repeatedly
referred to ; thisis not done in the sense that the proof of a Petrine
Greek in these speechs could be attempted. If these be regarded at all
88 true reproductions of historical originals, they were at all events
deliverod in Aramaic; only in the case of the speech at Csesarea an
exception would perhaps have to be made. Thus, in any case, our text
is based upon a translution, which one could not well trace back to the
Apostle himself. DBut only in that case could the proof referred to have
nn.ylwzight].;‘ lStnd. u. Krit., 1873, p. 535,

Bleck, Einl.N. T., p. 348; Ebrard, zu Olshausen,
p- 59 f., of. Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch., P é&i ; Meyer, Dio iww’
p- 13; Weies, Dio petr. Lehrb., p. 205, anm. 3. Ebrard inhisnohﬁ;
Olsbausen, considers that the author had the speech nlre'.dy in a trans-
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remaining, that Paul gives no authority for Lis report
that Jesus was seen by the various persons mentioned,
nor does he furnish any means by which we can judge of
the nature and reality of the alleged phenomena. We
continue here to speak of the appearances to others,
reserving the appearance to himself, as standing upon a
different basis, for separate examination.

What is the value of this evidence? The fact to be
proved is that, after a man had been crucified, dead,
and buried, he actually rose from the dead, and appeared
alive to many persons. The evidence is that Paul, writing
some twenty years after the sapposed miraculous occur-
rences, states, without detailed information of any kind,
and without pretending to have himself been an eye-
witness of the phenomena, that he has been told that
Jesus was, after his death and burial, seen alive on the
occasions mentioned ! As to the Apostle Paul him-
self, let it be said in the strongest and most emphatic
manner possible that we do not suggest the most distant
suspicion of the sincerity of any historical statement he
makes. We implicitly accept the historical statements,
as distinguished from inferences, which proceed from his
pen. It cannot be doubted that Paul was told that such
appearances had taken place. We do not question the
fact that he believed them to have taken place ; and we
shall hereafter discuss the weight to be attached to this
circumstance. Does this, however, guarantee the truth
of the reports or inferences of those who informed the
Apostle ? Does the mere passage of any story or tradi-
tion through Paul necessarily transmute error into truth
— self-deception or hallucination into objective fact? Are
we—without any information as to what was really stated
to Paul, as to the personality and character of his infor-
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(évepyrjpara Suvdpewr) very unwarrantably rendered in our
“authorized ” version * the working of miracles.” We
have already said enough regarding Paul’s use of Stvapus.
The phrase before us would be even better rendered in-
or inward-workings of powers! and the use made of évepyew»
by Paul throughout his epistles would confirm this. It
may be pointed out that as the gifts just referred to are
for “healings” it is difficult to imagine any class of
* miracles ” which could well be classed under a separate
head as the special * working of miracles ” contemplated
by apologists. Infinitely the greater number of miracles
related in the Gospels and Acts are ¢ healings” of disease.
Is it possible to suppose that Paul really indicated by this
expression a distinct order of ‘ miracles” properly so
called? Certainly not. Neither the words themselves
used by Paul, properly understood, nor the context
permit us to suppose that he referred to the working of
miracles at all. 'We have no intention of conjecturing
what these * powers ” were supposed to be ; it is sufficient
that we show they cannot rightly be exaggerated into an
assertion of the power of working miracles. It is much
more probable that, in the expression, no external working
by the gifted person is implied at all, and that the gift re-
ferred to * in-workings of powers” within his own mind,
producing the ecstatic state, with its usual manifestations,
or those visions and supposed revelations to which Paul
himself was subject. Demonaics, or persons supposed to
be possessed of evil spirits, were called évepyovpevor, and
it is easy to conceive how anyone under strong religious

! The Bishop of Lincoln has on 1 Cor. xii. 6, * évepynudrav] in-wrought
works. 'Evépynua is more than &yov. For évépynua is not every work, it
is an tn-wrought work,” &e. On v. 11: ““{¢vepyei] in-worketh :* and on
v. 28: *“ Suvdpeis] powers.” Greek Test. St. Paul’s Eps., p. 127 ff.
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failure, although they may not be disproportionate for a
system of elevated morality.

‘We shall probably never be able to determine how far
the great Teacher may through his own speculations or
misunderstood spiritual utterances have suggested the
supernatural doctrines subscquently attributed to him,
and by which his whole history and system soon became
transformed ; but no one who attentively studies the
subject can fail to be struck by the absence of such
dogmas from the earlier records of his teaching. It is
to the excited veneration of the followers of Jesus, how-
ever, that we owe most of the supernatural elements so
characteristic of the age and people. We may look in vain
even in the synoptic Gospels for the doctrines elaborated
in the Pauline Epistles and the Gospel of Ephesus. The
great transformation of Christianity was eflected by men
who had never seen Jesus, and who were only acquainted
with his teaching after it had become transmuted by
tradition. The fervid imagination of the East constructed
Christian theology. It is not difficult to follow the
development of the creeds of the Church, and it is
certainly most instructive to observe the progressive
boldness with which its dogmas were expanded by
pious enthusiasm. The New Testament alone represents
several stages of dogmatic evolution. Before his first
followers had passed away the process of transformation
had commenced. The disciples, who had so often
misunderstood the teaching of Jesus during his life,
piously distorted it after his death. His simple lessons
of meekness and humility were soon forgotten. With
lamentable rapidity, the elaborate structure of ecclesias-
tical Christianity, following stereotyped lines of human
superstition, and deeply coloured by Alexandrian philo-
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Matt. xxviii. 9 f. is excluded. It is well known that
Mark xvi. 9-20 did not form part of the original Gospel
and is inauthentic. It is unnecessary to argue a point
so generally admitted. The verses now appended to the
Gospel are by a different author and are of no value as
evidence. We, therefore, exclude them from consideration.

In Luke, as in the second Synoptic, the women find
the stone removed, and here it is distinctly stated that
“on entering in they found not the body of the Lord
Jesus. 4. Aud it came to pass as they were perplexed
thereabout, behold two men stood by them in shining
garments ; 5. And as they were afraid, and bowed their
faces to the earth, they said unto them: Why seek ye the
living among the dead? 6. He is not here, but was
raised (7yyépfy) ; remember how he spake unto you when
he was yet in Galilee, 7. saying, that the Son of Man
must be delivered up into the hands of sinful men, and
be crucified and the third day rise again. 8. And they
remembered his words, 9. and returned from the sepul-
chre, and told all these things unto the eleven and to
all the rest. ... 11. And these words appeared to them
as an idle tale, and they believed them not”! The
author of the third Gospel is not content with one
angel, like the first two Synoptists, but introduces * two
men in shining garments,” who seem suddenly to stand
beside the women, and instead of re-assuring them, as in
the former nartatives, rather adopt a tone of reproof
(v. 8). They inform the women that “ Jesus was raised ;”
and here again not only has no one been an eye-witness
of the resurrection, but the women only hear of it from
the angels. There is one striking peculiarity in the above

! Luke xxiv. 3—9, 11. It is unneccssary to eay that v. 12 is a later
interpolation.
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inexplicable. On examining the fpueis sections it will be
observed that they consist almost entirely of an itinerary
of journeys, and that while the chronology of the rest of
the Acts is notably uncertain and indefinite, these pas-
sages enter into the minutest details of daily movements
(xvi. 11, 12; xx. 6, 7,11,15; xxi. 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 18 ;
xxvil. 2; xxviil. 7, 12, 14); of the route pursued, and
places through which often they merely pass (xvi. 11,12;
xx. 5, 6,13,15; xxi. 1-3, 7; xxvil. 2ff.; xxviii. 11-15),
and record the most trifling circumstances (xvi. 12; xx.
13; xxi. 2, 3, 15; xxviii. 2, 11). The distinguishing
feature of these sections in fact is generally asserted to
be the stamp which they bear, above all other parts of
the Acts, of intimate personal knowledge of the circum-
stances related.

Is it not, however, exccedingly remarkable that the
author of the Acts should intrude his own personality
merely to record these minute details of voyages and
journeys? That his appearance as an eye-wituess should
be almost wholly limited to the itinerary of Paul’s jour-
neys and to portions of his history which are of very
subordinate interest? The voyage and shipwreck are
thus narrated with singular minuteness of detail, but if
any one who reads it only consider the matter for a mo-
ment, it will become apparent that this claboration of the
narrative is altogether disproportionate to the importance
of the voyage in the history of the early Church. The
traditional view indced is fatal to the claims of the Acts
as testimony for the great mass of miracles it contains,
for the author is only an eye-witness of what is compara-
tively unimportant and commonplace. The writer’s inti-
mate acquaintance with the history of Paul, and his claim
to participation in his work, begin and end with his actual





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_276.png
276 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

cision of Titus, “in which St. Paul maintained at one
tiine alinost single-handed the cause of Gentile freedom,™
but no suggestion that there had ever been any hesi-
tation on the part of the leading Apostles and the mass
of the Church regarding the point at issue. The im-
pression given by the author of the Acts is undeniably
one of unbroken and undisturbed harmony: of a council
in which the elder Apostles were of one mind with
Paul, and warmly agreed with him that the Gentiles
should be delivered from the yoke of the Mosaic law and
from the necessity of undergoing the initiatory rite.
What is there in such an account to justify in any degree
the irritation displayed by Paul at the mere recollection
of this visit, or to merit the ironical terms with which he
speaks of the “ pillar ” Apostles ?

We may, however, now consider the part which
the Apostles must have taken in the dispute regarding
the circumcision of Titus. Is it possible to suppose
that, if the circumcision of Paul’s follower had only
been demanded by certain of the sect of the Pharisees
who believed, unsupported by the rest, there could ever
have been any considerable struggle on the point? Is
it possible, further, to suppose that, if Paul had received
the cordial support of James and the leading Apostles
in his refusal to concede the circumcision of Titus,
such a contest could have been more than momentary
and trifling? TIs it possible that the Apostle Paul could
have spoken of *certain of the sect of the Pharisees
who believed ” in such terms as: * to whom we yielded by
the submission (elfapev Ty morayp) no not for an hour?”*
or that e could have used this expression if those who
pressed the demand upon him had not been in a position

! Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 106. * Gul. ii. 5. .
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example of patience.”! The slightest impartial con-
sideration, however, must convince any one that this
passage does not indicate the use of the *“ Acts of the
Apostles.” The Epistle speaks of seven imprisonments,
of some of which the Acts make no mention, and this
must, therefore, have been derived from another source.?
The reference to his “coming to the extremity of the
West” (répua rijs Svoews), whatever interpretation be
put upon it, and to his death, obviously carries the history
further than the Acts, and cannot have been derived
from that document.

The last passage, which, it is affirmed,® shows ac-
quaintance with the Acts of the Apostles is the following:
“ But what shall we say regarding David who hath ob-
tained a good report (émi 7¢ pepaprupnuéve Aaveld)?
unto whom (mpds 8v) God said: ‘I found a man after
mine own heart, David, the son of Jesse: in ever-
lasting mercy I anointed him.’”* This is said to be de-
rived from Acts xiii. 22: “ And when he removed him
he raised up to them David for king; to whom also he

¥ Adi {7jAov kai 6 Haios {mropovijs BpaBeiov [imédei]fer, éntdrs deopa opéaas,
Puyadevleis, Ablaobeis, xipvf yevdpevos &v e Tj) dvatoh] kai v 1) 8boet, TS yev-
vaior 1ijs wioTews alrot Khéos EhaBev, uatoaimyy diddfas Ghov Tdv KooV, Kal
éxi 1 Téppa tis dVoews oy xal paprvpfoas éml Tav iryoupéver, olras
dxnMhdyn ToU kdopov xai els TOv &ywoy Tomov émopevln, Umopovis yevduevos
péyroTos imoypappds. C. V.

2 Dressel, Patr. Ap., p. 52; Ekker, Disq., p. 64; Hilgenfeld, Die ap.
Viter, p. 109, anm. 13; N. T. extra Can. recept., i. p. 79; Lightfoot, Eps.
of S. Clement of Rome, p. 48 ; Lipsius, Do Clementis Rom. Ep. ad Cor.
priore Disq., 1853, p. 128, Annot. 3: Zeller, Apg., p. 9.

3 Dressel, Patr. Ap., p. 65; Hefele, Patr. Ap., p. 40; Lightfoot, Eps.
of 8. Clem. p. 79; Tregelles, Can. Murat., p. 82; Wotton, Clem. Rom.,
p- 90. Cf. Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, 1788, ii. p. 34 ; Kirchhofer,
Quellens., p. 161.

4 T3¢ clmwpev émi T pepaprupnuéve Aaveid; mpds bv elmev 6 Oeds, Edpor
dvdpa xara Ty rapdiav pov, Aaveid Tov Toi "leacai, év éNéet alwvip xpioa airiy
c. xviii.
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can,” is not in the spirit of Pilate. It is conceivable that
to satisfy their clamour he may, without much difficulty,
have consented to crucify a Jew, more especially as his
crime was of a political character represented as in some
degree affecting the Roman power ; but, once crucified, it -
is not in the slightest degree likely that Pilate would
care what became of his body, and still less that he would
employ Roman soldiers to mount guard over it.

It may be as well to dispose finally of this episode, so we
at once proceed to its conclusion. When the resurrection
takes place, it is stated that some of the guard went into
the city, and, instead of making their report to Pilate, as
might have been expected, told the chief priests all that
had occurred. A council is held, and the soldiers are
largely bribed, and instructed : “ Say that his disciples
came by night and stole him while we slept. And if this
come to the governor’s ears we will persuade him and
make you free from care. So they took the money and
did as they were taught.”' Nothing could be more
simple than the construction of the story, which fol-
lows the usual broad lines of legend. The idea of
Roman soldiers confessing that they slept whilst on
watch, and allowed that to occur which they were
there to prevent! and this to oblige the chief priests
and elders, at the risk of their lives! Then are-we to
suppose that the chief priests and council believed this
story of the earthquake and angel, and yet acted in this
way ? and if they did not believe it, would not the very
story itself have led to the punishment of the men, and to
the confirmation of the report they desired to spread, that
the disciples had stolen the body? The large bribe
seems to have been very ineffectual, however, since the
Christian historian is able to report precisely what the

1INt vvvulr 1115
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Sabbath.' The fourth Evangelist apparently does not
know anything of the sepulchre being Joseph’s own
tomb, and the body is, according to him, although fully
embalmed, only laid in the sepulchre in the garden on
account of the Sabbath and because it was at hand. We
shall refer to this point, which must be noted, further on.

There are very striking differences between these
two accounts, but the narratives of the second and
third Synoptists are still more emphatically contradic-
tory of both. In Mark® we are told that Joseph
“ bought linen, and took him down and wrapped
him in the linen, and laid him in a sepulchre
which had been hewn out of a rock, and rolled a
stone against the door of the sepulchre.” There is
no mention here of any embalming performed by
Joseph or Nicodemus, nor are any particulars given
as to the ownership of the sepulchre, or the reasons
for its selection. We are, however, told : 3 * And when
the Sabbath was past, Mary Magdalene and Mary
the mother of James, and Salome, bought spices that
they might come and anoint him.” It is distinctly
stated in connection with the entombment, moreover,
in agreement with the first Synoptic:* “And Mary
Magdalene and Mary the wother of Joses beheld
where he was laid.”® According to this account and
that of the first Gospel, the women, having remained
to the last and seen the body deposited in the
sepulchre, knew so little of its having been embalmed
by Joseph and Nicodemus, that they actually purchase
the spices and come to perform that office themselves.

In Luke, the statement is still more specific, in agree-

+ Mt xxviii. 1. 2 Mk. xv. 46. 3 Mk.xvi. 1.
4 Mt. xxvii. 61. s Mk. xv. 47,
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gatisfactorily to harmonise the two statements; as does
likewise the suggestion that the first expression is simply
an idiomatic mode of saying that theyr were speechless,
independent of position. Then agam, in the first account,
it is said that the men stood speechless,  hearing the
voice (dxovorres Tis Pawri)s) but seeing no ome.”! In
the second we are told : ““ And they that were with me
saw indeed the light; but they heard not the voice
(mpp ¢ odx fxovoar) of him speaking to me.”
No two statements could be more contradictory. The
attempt to reconcile them by explaining the verb dxove
in the one place * to hear ” and in the other to under-
stand” is inadmissible, because wholly arbitrary. It
is quite obvious that the word is used in the same
sense in both passages, the difference being merely the
negative. In the third account, the voice is described
as speaking “in the Hebrew tongue,”* which was
probably the native tongue of the companions of Paul
from Jerusalem. If they heard the voice speaking
Hebrew, they must have understood it. The effort
to make the vision clearly objective, and, at the same
time, to confine it to Paul, leads to these complications.
The voice is heard, though the speaker is not seen, by
the men, in the one story, whilst the light is seen, and
the voice not heard, in the other, and yet it speaks in
Hebrew according to the third, and even makes use
of classical proverbs, and uses language wondrously
similar to that of the author of Acts.

‘We may remark here that Paul’'s Gospel was certainly
not revealed to him upon this occasion ; and, therefore,
the expressions in his epistles upon this subject must
be referred to other revelations. There is, however,

V Acts ix. 7. 3 Acts xxii. 9. * Acts xxvi. M.
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we may add, how he should so absolutely alter the whole
character of his visit. In the Acts, he is an ambassador
charged with a most important mission; in the Epistle,
he is Paul the Apostle, moved solely by his own reasons
again to visit Jerusalem. The author of the Acts, how-
ever, who is supposed to record only the external circum-
stances, when tested is found to do so very imperfectly,
for he omits all mention of Titus, who is conjectured to
be tacitly included in the * certain others of them,” who
were appointed by the Church to accompany Paul, and
he is altogether silent regarding the strenuous effort to
enforce the rite of circumcision in his case, upon which
the Apostle lays so much stress. The Apostle, who
throughout maintains his simply independent attitude,
mentions his taking Titus with him as a purely volun-
tary act, and certainly conveys no impression that he also
was delegated by the Church. We shall presently see
how significant the suppression of Titus is in connection
with the author’s transformation of the circumstances of
the visit. In affirming that he went up *according to
revelation,” Paul proceeds in the very spirit in which he
began to write this epistle. He continues simply to
assert his independence, and equality with the elder
Apostles. In speaking of his first journey he has this
object in view, and he states precisely the duration of his
visit and whom he saw. If he had suppressed the official
character of this second visit and the fact that he sub-
mitted for the decision of the Apostles and elders the
question of the immunity of the Gentile converts from
circumcision, and thus curtly ascribed his going to a -
revelation, he would have compromised himself in a
very serious manner, and exposed himself to a charge of
disingenuousness of which his enemies would not have
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showed unto them both his hands and his side. The
disciples, therefore, rejoiced when they saw the Lord.
21. So then he said to them again : Peace be unto you:
as the Father hath sent me, I also send you. 22. And
when he said this, he breathed on them, and saith unto
them, Receive ye the Holy Spirit : 23. Whosesoever sins
ye forgive they are forgiven unto them ; whosesoever ye
retain they are retained.” This appearance of Jesus to’
the eleven bears so far analogy to that in the third
Gospel, which we have just examined, that it occurs
upon the same day and to the same persons. Is it pro-
bable that Jesus appeared twice upon the same evening
to the eleven disciples? The account in the fourth
Gospel itself confirms the only reasonable reply : that he
did not do so; but the narrative in the third Synoptic
renders the matter certain. That appearance was the
first to the eleven (xxiv. 36 {.), and he then conducted them
towards Bethany, and ascended into heaven (v. 50 f.).
How then, we may inquire, could two accounts of the
same event differ so fundamentally? It is absolutely
certain that both cannot be true. Is it possible to
suppose that the third Synoptist could forget to record
the extraordinary powers supposed to have been on this
occasion bestowed upon the ten Apostles to forgive sins
and to retain them ? Is it conceivable that he would not
relate the circumstance that Jesus breathed upon them,
and endowed them with the Holy Ghost? Indeed, as
regards the latter point, he seems to exclude it, v. 49,
and in the Acts (ii.) certainly represents the descent of
the Holy Spirit as taking place at Pentecost. On the
other hand, can we suppose that the fourth Evangelist
would have ignored the walk to Bethany and the solemn
parting there ? or the injunction to remain in Jernsalem ?
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at table. This leads to a striking train of reflection upon
the whole episode. It is a curious thing that the super-
natural vision, which is designed to inform Peter and the
Apostles that the Gentiles might be received into the
Church, should take the form of a mere intimation that
the distinction of clean and unclean animals was no
longer binding, and that he might indifferently kill and
eat. One might have thought that, on the supposition
that Heaven desired to give Peter and the Church a
command to admit the Gentiles unconditionally to the
benefits of the Gospel, this would be simply and clearly
stated. This was not done at all, and the intimation by
which Peter supposes himself justified in considering it
lawful to go to Cornelius is, in the first place, merely on
the subject of animals defined as clean and unclean.
Doubtless the prohibition as to certain meats might tend
to continue the separation between Jew and Gentile, and
the disregard of such distinctions of course promoted
general intercourse with strangers ; but this by no means
explains why the abrogation of this distinction is made
the intimation to receive Gentiles into the Church.
When Peter returns to Jerusalem we are told that
“ they of the circumcision”—that is to say, the whole
Church there, since at that period all were * of the
circumcision,” and this phrase further indicates that
the writer has no historical stand-point—contended with
him. The subject of the contention we might suppose
was the baptism of Gentiles; but not so: the charge
brought against him was:—* Thou wentest in to men
uncircumcised, and didst eat with them.”! The subject
of Paul's dispute with Peter at Antioch simply was that,
“ before that certain came from James, he did eat with

! xi. 8.
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account. There is no mention whatever of Jesus going
before his disciples into Galilee to be seen of them, nor
indeed of his being seen at all; but “ Galilee ” is intro-
duced by way of a reminiscence. Instead of the future,
the third Synoptist substitutes the past and, as might be
expected, he gives no hint of any appearances of Jesus
to the disciples beyond the neighbourhood of Jerusalem.
When the women tell the disciples what they have seen
and heard, they do not believe them. The thief on the
cross, according to the writer, was more advanced in his
faith and knowledge than the Apostles. Setting aside
Mat. xxviii. 9, 10, we have hitherto no other affinnation
of the Resurrection than the statement that the sepulchre
was found empty, and the angels announced that Jesus
was raised from the dead.

The account of the fourth Evangelist, however, differs
completely from the narratives of all the Synoptists.
According to him, Mary Magdalene alone comes to the
sepulchre and sees the stone taken away. She there-
fore runs and comes to Simon Peter and to * the other
disciple whom Jesus loved,” saying: “ They took (}pas)
the Lord out of the sepulchre and we know not
(odx otdapev ) ! where they laid (éfnxav) him. 3. Peter,
therefore, went forth and the other disciple, and came
to the sepulchre. 4. And the two ran together; and
the other disciple outran Peter and came first to the
sepulchre ; 5. and stooping down, looking in, he seeth
the linen clothes lying; yet went he not in. 6. Then
cometh Simon Peter following him and went into the

' From the use of thig plural, as we have already pointed out, it is
argued that there were others with Mary who are not named. This by
no means follows, bat if it were the case the peculiarity of the narrative
becomes all the more apparent.
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journeys. With very few exceptions, as soon as the
Apostle stops anywhere, he ceases to speak as an eye-
witness and relapses into vagueness and the third person.
At the very time when minuteness of detail would have
been most interesting, he ceases to be minute. A very
long and important period of Paul’s life is covered by the
narrative between xvi. 10, where the fueis sections begin,
and xxviii. 16, where they end; but, although the author
goes with such extraordinary detail into the journeys to
which they are confined, how bare and unsatisfactory is
the account of the rest of Paul’s career during that time !!
How eventful that career must have been we learn from
2 Cor. xi. 23-26. In any case, the author who could be
so minute in his record of an itinerary, apparently could
not, or would not, be minute in his account of more im-
portant matters in his history. In the few verses, ix. 1-
380, chiefly occupied by an account of Paul’s conversion,
is comprised all that the author has to tell of three years
of the Apostle’s life, and into xi. 19—=xiv. are compressed
the events of fourteen years of his history (cf. Gal. ii. 1).2
If the author of those portions be the same writer who is
so minute in his daily itinerary in the %uets sections, his
sins of omission and commission are of a very startling
character. To say nothing more scvere here, upon the
traditional theory he is an elaborate trifler.

Does the use of the first person in Luke i. 1-8 and
Acts i. 1 in any way justify or prepare?® the way for the

! Of. Ewald, QGesch. v. Isr., vi. p. 35 f.

3 Cf. Overbeck, zu de Wette's Kurve Erkl. Apostelgesch., 1870., Einl.,
p. Ixi f.

3 Alford, Greek Test., ii. proleg., p. 2; Cf. Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss.,
ix, p. 51 ff.; Grau, Entwicklungsgesch. des N. T. Schriftthums, 1871,
i. p. 318; Klostermann, Vind. Lucanw, 1866, p. 68 f.; Meyer, Apos-
telgesch., 1870, p. 6.
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the stamp of an address which was actually delivered.!
'We are not able to discover any special indication of this.
Such an argument, at the best, is merely the assertion of
personal opinion, and cannot have any weight. It is
quite conceivable that an oration actually spokén might
lose its spontaneous character in a report, and on the
other hand that a written composition might acquire
oratorical reality from the skill of the writer. It would
indeed exhibit great want of literary ability if a writer,
composing a speech which he desires to represent as
having actually been spoken, altogether failed to convey
some impression of this. To have any application to the
present case, however, it must not only be affirmed that
the speech of Stephen has the stamp of an address
really spoken, but that it has the character of one
delivered under such extraordinary circumstances, with-
out premeditation and in the midst of tumultuous pro-
ceedings. It cannot, we think, be reasonably asserted
that a speech like this is peculiarly characteristic of a
man suddenly arrested by angry and excited opponents,
and hurried before a council which, at its close, rushes
upon him and joins in stoning him. Unless the defence
attributed to Stephen be particularly characteristic of this,
the argument in question falls to the ground. On the
contrary, if the speech has one feature more strongly
marked than another, it is the deliberate care with which
the points referred to in the historical survey are selected
and bear upon each other, and the art with which the
climax is attained. In showing, as we have already done,
that the speech betrays the handywork of the Author of
the Acts, we have to alarge extent disposed of any claim

! Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 131; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 409;

Meyer, Apg., p. 161 f.; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 65 f., anm. 1.
M2
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different speakers are all cast in the same mould, and
betray the composition of one and the same writer. The
sentiments expressed are inconsistent with what we know
of the various speakers. And when we test the circum-
stances related by previous or subsequent incidents and
by trustworthy documents, it becomes apparent that the
narrative is not an impartial statement of facts, but a
reproduction of legends or a development of tradition,
shaped and coloured according to the purpose or the
pious views of the writer. The Acts of the Apostles,
therefore, is not only an anonymous work, but upon due
examination its claims to be considered sober and ve-
racious history must be emphatically rejected. It cannot
strengthen the foundations of supernatural Religion, but,
on the contrary, by its profuse and indiscriminate use
of the miraculous it discredits miracles, and affords a
clearer insight into their origin and fictitious character.
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ceremonial law; and nothing justifies the conclusion that
Jesus estimated it in the same way as Justin Martyr,
and the other Gentile Christian Church teachers, who
place it on the same line as the ceremonies. The only
passage in which Jesus touches upon circumcision
(John vii. 22) rather proves that, as an institution of
the patriarchs, he attributes to it peculiar sanctity.
Moreover, when Jesus, with unmistakable intention, con-
fines his own personal ministry to the Israelitish people
(Mk. vii. 27, Mt. x. 5, 6), he thereby recognises their
prior right of participation in the Kingdom of God, and
also, indirectly, circumcision as the sign of the preference
of this people. The distinction of circumcision from cere-
monies, besides, is perfectly intelligible from the Old
Testament. Through circumcision, to wit, is the Israelite,
sprung from the people of the Covenant, indicated as
sanctified by God ;- through purification, sacrifice, Sab-
bath-rest must he continually sanctify himself for God.
So long, therefore, as the conception of the people of the
Covenant is maintained, circumcision cannot be aban-
doned, whilst even the prophets have pointed to the
merely relative importance of the Mosaic worship.” !
Jesus everywhere in the Gospels recognises the divine
origin of the law,? and he quotes the predictions of the
prophets as absolute evidence of his own pretensions. To
those who ask him the way to eternal life he indicates
its commandments,® and he even enjoins the observance
of its ceremonial rites.* Jesus did not abrogate the

! Ritschl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 34, cf. 46 f.

? Mt. xv. 4, &c., &c. Paley says: * Undoubtedly our Saviour assuines
the divine origin of the Mosaic institution.” A View of the Evidences,
&c., &c., ed. Potts, 1850, p. 262.

8 Mt. xix, 17; Mk. x. 17; Luke xviii. 18; x. 25 f., xv. 29, 381, 82.

¢ Mt. viii. 4; Luke v. 14; John vii. 8.
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chapters, and to show the repetition in them of what has
already been said in the earlier part of the Epistle; the
singular analogies presented with the Epistles to the
Corinthians, not of the nature of uniformity of style, but
of imitation ; the peculiarity of the mention of a journey
to Spain as the justification of a passing visit to Rome,
and perhaps a further apology for even writing a letter to
the Church there which another had founded ; the sus-
picious character of the names which are mentioned in
the various clauses of salutation ; and to state many other
still more important objections which various critics have
advanced, but which would require more elaborate expla-
nation than can possibly be given here. It will suffice for
us to mention that the phenomena presented by the two
chapters are so marked and curious that for a century they
have largely occupied the attention of writers of all shades
of opinion, and called forth very elaborate theories to
account for them ; the apparent necessity for which in itself
shows the insecure position of the passage. Semler,' with-
out denying the Pauline authorship of the two chapters,
considered they did not properly belong to the Epistle
to the Romans. He supposed xvi. 3-16 to have been
intended merely for the messenger who carried the Epistle,
as a list of the persons to whom salutations were to be
aiven, and to these ch. xv. was to be specially delivered.

Zgonaidered ch. xv. to be a separate letter, ad-
y to the leaders of the Roman Church,
the Epistle to the community in general.
n being sealed up and ready for any oppor-
nsmission, hut none presenting itself before

\}

uplici apend. ep. P. ad Rom. 1767; Paraphr. epist. ad

e
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been made to show that it is the language of Peter. If it
be asserted that, in the form before us, it is a translation,
there is not the slightest evidence to support the assertion ;
and it has to contend with the unfortunate circumstance
that, in the supposed process, the words of Peter have not
only become the words of the author, but his thoughts
the thoughts of Paul.

We may now inquire whether we find in authentic
records of the Apostle Peter's conduct and views any
confirmation of the liberality which is attributed to him in
the Acts. He is liere represented as proposing the eman-
cipation of Gentile Converts from the Mosaic law : does
this accord with the statements of the Apostle Paul and
with such information as we can elsewhere gather regard-
ing Peter? Very much the contrary.

Peter in this speech claims that, long before, God had
selected him to make known the Gospel to the Gentiles,
but Paul emphatically distinguishes him as the Apostle
of the Circumcision ; and although, accepting facts which
had actually taken place and could not be prevented,
Peter with James and John gave Paul right hands
of fellowship, he remained, as he had been before,
Apostle of the Circumcision' and, as we shall see, did
not practise the liberality which he is said to have
preached. Very shortly after the Council described in
the Acts, there occurred the celebrated dispute between
him and Paul which the latter proceeds to describe im-
mediately after the visit to Jerusalem: “ But when
Cephas came to Antioch,” he writes, “I withstood him to
the face, for he was condemned. For before certain
came from James, he did eat with the Gentiles; but
when they came, he withdrew and separated himself, fear-

1 Gal, i, T £





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_545.png
THE SUBJECTIVE IMPRESSION. 545

of the Resurrection becomes even more clearly intelligible.
It will be observed that in all this explanation we are
left chiefly to conjecture, for the statements in the
Gospels cannot, upon any point, be used with the
slightest confidence. On the other hand, all that is
demanded is that a probable or possible explanation of
the origin of the belief in the Resurrection should
be given; and in the total absence of historical data
we are entitled to draw inferences as to the course of
events at the time. It may well be that a mistake as to
the sepulchre, rendered not improbable if any hint of
the truth be conveyed in the conflicting traditions
" of the Gospel, or one of many other suggestions which
might be advanced, might lead the women or Peter
to believe that the sepulchre was empty. Or some
other even trifling circumstance, which we no longer can
indicate with precision, might convey to the women
or to Peter, in their state of nervous excitement, the
last impulse wanting to cause that rapid revulsion from
extreme depression, which is so suitable to the state
which we may perhaps be allowed to call creative
subjectivity. If we are to accept the indications scattered
about the New Testament, the impetuous ardent tem-
perament of Peter was eminently one to bound into
sudden ecstatic enthusiasm, and in all probability some
commonplace or trifling incident may have been the
spark which kindled into flame the materials already
at glowing heat. The strong subjective impression .
that Jesus had risen would create a vision of him which,
at once confirming previous conclusions, resolving per-
plexing doubts and satisfying feverish expectationr,
would be accepted by each mind with little or no ques-
tion as an objective reality. If DPeter, or even the

PP —— ~ W
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have referred them to Titus.' It is evident that whether
the %peis sections be by the unknown author of the rest
of the Acts, or be part of a diary by some unknown
companion of Paul, introduced into the work by the
general editor, they do not solve the problem as to the
identity of the author, who remains absolutely unknown.

We have said enough to enable the reader to under-
stand the nature of the problem regarding the author of
the third Synoptic and of the Acts of the Apostles, and
whilst for our purpose much less would have sufficed, it
is evident that the materials do not exist for identifying
him. The stupendous miracles related in these two
works, therefore, rest upon the evidence of an unknown
writer, who from internal evidence must have composed
them very long after the events recorded. Externally,
there is no proof even of the existence of the Acts until
towards the end of the second century, when also for the
first time we hear of a vague theory as to the name and
identity of the supposed author, a theory which declares
Luke not to have himself been an eye-witness of the
occurrences related in the Gospel, and which reduces his
participation cven in the events narrated in the Acts to a
very small and modest compass, leaving the great mass
of the miracles described in the work without even his
personal attestation. The theory, however, we have seen
to be not only unsupported by evidence, but to be contra-
dicted by many potent circumstances. We propose now,
without exhaustively examining the contents of the Acts,
which would itself require a separate treatise, at least to

! Iorst, Essai sur les sources de la deuxiéme partie des Actes des
Apbtres, 1848; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 214 fI.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 6.
‘We do not think it necessary to consider the theory that the sections we

have been discussing are altogether a fiction: Br. Bauer, Die Apos-
telgesch., p. 132 f.; cf. Schrader, Der Apostel Paulus, v. p. 549.
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tional character of the occurrences they relate, and betray
the assurance of persons writing in an ignorant and
superstitious age, whose minds have become too familiar
with the supernatural to be at all surprised either by a
resurrection from the dead or a bodily ascension. Mira-
cles in their eyes have lost their strangeness and seem
quite common-place. It will be seen as we examine the
narratives that a stupendous miracle, or a convulsion of
nature, is thrown in by one or omitted by another as a
mere matter of detail. An earthquake and the resurrection
of many bodies of saints are mere trifles which can be
inserted without wonder or omitted without regret.
The casual and momentary expression of hesitation to
believe, which is introduced, is evidently nothing more
than a rhetorical device to heighten the reality of the
scene. It would have been infinitely more satisfactory
had we been able to perceive that these witnesses, instead
of being genuine denizens of the age of miracles, had
really understood the astounding nature of the occur-
rences they report, and did not consider a miracle the
most natural thing in the world.
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the most astonishing miracles. It is evident from the
manner in which this story is narrated that the miracle
was anticipated.! The dwepgor in which the body is
laid cannot have been the room generally used for
that purpose, but is probably the single upper chamber
of such a house which the author represents as specially
adopted in anticipation of Peter’s arrival.? The widows
who stand by weeping and showing the garments made
by the deceased complete the preparation. As Peter
is sent for after Dorcas had died, it would seem as
though the writer intimated that her friends expected
him to raise her from the dead. The explanation of
this singular phenomenon, however, becomes clear
when it is remarked that the account of this great
miracle is closely traced from that of the raising of
Jairus' daughter in the Synoptics® and more especially
in the second Gospel* In that instance Jesus is sent
for; and, on coming to the house, he finds people
“ weeping and wailing greatly.” He puts them all forth,
like Peter; and, taking the child by the hand, says to
her: ‘‘Talitha koum, which is being interpreted:
Maiden, I say unto thee, arise. And immediately the
maiden arose and walked.”® Baur and others® conjec-
ture that even the name * Tabitha, which by interpreta-

t Zeller, Apg., p. 178; Overbeck, zu de Wette, Apg., p. 150. Cf.
Drvideon, Int. N. T, ii. p. 249 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 234.

: Meyer, Apg., p. 234; Zeller, Apg., p. 178, anm. 1.

* Mt ix. 18, 19, 23—25; Mk. v. 22, 23, 35—42; Luke viii. 41, 42,
”" ;2‘111-, Paulus, i. p. 219, anm. 1; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 249 f.,
Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 414; Overbeck, zu de W., Apg., p. 150;
Schwanbeck, Quellen d. Schr. d. Lukas, i. p. 48 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 177.

s Mk. v. 38—42.

¢ Baur, Paulus, i. p. 219, anm. 1; Schwanbeck, Quellon, p. 48. In Mk.

v. 41, Ta\ba xodp, & éorw pedepunvevipevor 16 xopdawy . . . In Acts ix.
36, TaBibd, ) Sieppnvevoudim Néyerar Aopxds. -
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this representation unduly. “But certainly,” says Dr.
von Déllinger, *in spite of a rich outpouring of spiritual
gifts vouchsafed to it, a community could fall into
wanton error. Paul had in Corintb, contemporaneously
with his description of the charismatic state of the church
there, to denounce sad abuses. In the Galatian com-
munity, Judaistic seduction, and the darkening of Chris-
tian doctrine through the delusion as to the necessity of
the observance of the law, had so much increased that
the Apostle called them fools and senseless, but at the
same time he appealed to the proof which was presented
by the spiritual gifts and miraculous powers, in which
they had participated not through the observance of
the law, but through faith in Christ (Gal. iii. 2, 5).
Now at that time the Charismata of teaching and know-
ledge must already bave been weakened or extinguished
in these communities, otherwise so strong an aberration
would not be explicable. Nowhere, however, in this
Epistle is there any trace of an established ministry;
on the contrary, at the close, the ° spiritual’ among
them are instructed to administer the office of com-
mination. But, generally, from that time forward, the
charismatic state in the Church more and more disap-
peared, thoughsingle Charismata, and individuals endowed
with the same, remained. In the first Epistle to the
believers in Thessalonica, Paul had made it specially
prominent that his Gospel had worked there, not as
mere word, but with demonstration of the power of the
Holy Spirit (. 5). In the Epistles to the Philippians
and Colossians, there is no longer the slightest intima-
tion of, or reference to, the Charismata, although in both
communities the occasion for such an allusion was very
appropriate—in Philippi through the Jewish opponents,
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reply of Jesus, moreover, contains a statement not only
wholly contradictory of Jewish belief as to the place of
departed spirits, but of all Christian doctrine at the time
as to the descent of Jesus into Hades. Into this, how-
ever, it is needless for us to go.! Not only do the other
Gospels show no knowledge of so interesting an episode,
but, as we have pointed out, the first and second Synop-
tics positively exclude it. We shall see, moreover,
that there is a serious difficulty in understanding how
this conversation on the cross, which is so exclusively the
property of the third Synoptist, could have been reported
to him.

The Synoptics represent the passers by and the
chief priests, scribes, and elders, as mocking Jesus as he
hung on the cross. The fourth Gospel preserves total
silence as to all this. It is curious, also, that the
mocking is based upon that described in the Psalm xxii.,
to which we have already several times had to refer. In
v. 7f we have: “ All they that see me laughed me to
scorn: they shot out the lip; they shook the head
(saying), 8. He trusted on the Lord, let him deliver him,
let him save him (seeing) that he delighteth in him.” 2
Compare with this Mt. xxvii. 39 ff., Mk. xv. 29 ff,, Luke
xxiii. 35. Is it possible to suppose that the chief priests
and elders and scribes could actually bave quoted the
words of this Psalm, there put into the mouth of the
Psalmist’s enemies, as the first Synoptist represents
(xxvii 43)?% It is obvious that the speeches ascribed

' It is unnecessary for us to discuss the various ideas of which this
episode 18 supposed to be symbolical.

2 77, Ndvres ol Oewpoivrés pe éfepuxrnpiady pe, é\dAnoav év xeieow,
éximaar kepakiy, 8. "HAmger ént Kipwoy, pyodofo airdy, cwodre alrdy, on
Oé\et adrév. Ps. xxi. Sept. of. vv. 4, 5.

3 Strauss, Das Leben Jesu, p. 380 f.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_364.png
364 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

In xiv. 2 he says: “he that speaketh with a tongue”!
(AaA&y yAdaop),? using the singular; and again (v. 22),
of “the tongues” (ai yAdooa), being a sign; and in
v. 26, each “ hath a tongue ” (yAéooav éxe). The word
y\dooa or yAérra has several significations in Greek.
The first and primary meaning * the tongue”: as a mere
member of the body, the organ of speech ; next, a tongue,
or language; and further, an obsolete or foreign word
not in ordinary use. If we inquire into the use of yAGooa
in the New Testament, we find that, setting aside the
passages in Acts, Mark, and 1 Cor. xii.-xiv., in which
the phenomenon we are discussing is referred to, the
word is invariably used in the first sense, “ the tongue,”3
except in the Apocalypse, where the word as * language”
typifies different nations* Any one who attentively con-
siders all the passages in which the Charisma is discussed
will observe that no uniform application of any one signi-
fication throughout is possible. We may briefly say that
all the attempts which have been made philologically to
determine the true nature of the phenomenon which the
Apostle discusses have failed to produce any really satis-
factory result, or to secure the general adhesion of critics.
It is we think obvious that Paul does not apply the word,
cither in the plural or in the singular, in its ordinary
senses, but makes use of yAdooa to describe phenomena
connected with speech, without intending strictly to apply
it either to the tongue or to a definite langnage. We

! The rendering of the Authorized Version ‘‘an unknown tongue,” is
wholly imaginary. The ** with ” which we adopt is mose frequenily ren-
dered ““in;” it is a mere matter of opinisn of course, bui we maintain
“ with.” 2 Cf. 1 Cor. xiv. 4, 13, 14, 19, 27.

3 Mark vii. 33, 35; Luke i. 64, xvi. 24; Acls ii. 3, 26; Rom. iii. 13,
xiv. 11; Philip. ii. 11; James i. 26, iii. 5, 6 twice, 8; 1 Pet. iii. 10;

1 John iii. 18; cf. 1 Cor. xiii. 1; Apoc. xv. 10.
4 Apoc. v. 9, vil. 9, x. 11, xi. 9, xiii. 7, xiv 6, xvii. 15,
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paralysed, who had lain on a bed for eight years. Peter
said to him: * Zneas, Jesus the Christ healeth thee;
arise and make thy bed.” And he arose immediately.!
As the consequence of this miracle, the writer states
that: “ All who dwelt at Lydda and the Sharon saw
him, who turned to the Lord.”? The exaggeration of
such a statcmnent® is too palpable to require argument.
The effect produced by the supposed miracle is almost as
incredible as the miracle itself, and the account altogether
has little claim to the character of sober history.

This mighty work, however, is altogether eclipsed by a
miracle which Peter performs about the same time at
Joppa. A certain woman, a disciple, named Tabitha, who
was “full of good works,” fell sick in those days and
died, and when they washed her, they laid her in an upper
chamber, and sent to Peter at Liydda, beseeching him to
come to them without delay. When Peter arrived they
took him into the upper chamber, where all the widows
stood weeping, and showed coats and garments which
Dorcas used to make while she was with them. * But
Peter put them all out, and kneeled down and prayed ;
and, turning to the body, said : Tabitha, arise. And she
opened her eyes, and when she saw Peter she satup. And
he gave her his hand, and raised her up, and when he
called the saints and the widows, he presented her alive.”
Apparently, the raising of the dead did not produce as
much effect as the cure of the paralytic, for the writer
only adds here: “ And it was known throughout all
Joppa; and many believed in the Lord.”* We shall
hereafter have to speak of the perfect calmness and
absence of surprise with which these early writers relate

! ix. 33, 34. ¢ ix. 35.
3 Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 177 f. 4 ix. 36—47.
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distinctly contradicts the deliberate assertions of the
Apostle. It is absolutely incredible that the conversion
of a well-known persecutor of the Church (viii. 3 ff.),
effected in a way which is represented as so sudden and
supernatural, aud accompanied by a supposed vision of
the Lord, could for three years have remained unknown
to the community of Jerusalem. So striking a triumph
for Christianity must have been rapidly circulated
throughout the Church, and the fact that he who formerly
persecuted was now zealously preaching the faith which
once he destroyed must long have been generally known
in Jerusalem, which was in such constant communication
with Damascus.

The author of the Acts continues in the same strain,
stating that Barnabas, under the circumstances just de-
scribed, took Paul and brought him to the Apostles
(mpds Tovs dmoardlovs), and declared to them the par-
ticulars of his vision and conversion, and how he had
preached boldly at Damascus.' No doubt is left that
this is the first intimation the Apostles had received of
such extraordinary events. After this, we are told that
Paul was with them coming in and going out at Jeru-
salem, preaching boldly in the name of the Lord. Here
again the declaration of Paul is explicit, and distinctly
contradicts this story both in the letter and the spirit.
He makes no mention of Barnabas. He states that he
went to Jerusalem specially with the view of making the
acquaintance of Peter, with whom he remained fifteen
days; but he emphatically says:—* But - other of the
Apostles saw I not, save (el p7) James, the Lord’s
brother;” and then he adds the solemn declaration re-

1ix, 27.
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compared with Acts xvii. 24: “The God that made
the world and all things in it, he being Lord of heaven
and earth, dwelleth not in temples made with hands ; (25)
neither is served by men’s hand as though he needed
anything, seeing he himself giveth to all life and breath
and all things.”* There is nothing here but a coincidence
of sense, though with much variation between the two
passages, but the Epistle argues from a different context,
and this illustration is obvious enough to be common to
any moralist. There is not a single reason which points
to the Acts as the source of the writer’s argument.

Basilides and Valentinus are not claimed at all by
apologists as witnesses for the existence of the Acts of
the Apostles, nor is Marcion, whose Canon, however, of
which it formed no part, is rather adversc to the work
than merely negative. Tertullian taunts Marcion for re-
ceiving Paul as an apostle, although his name is not
mentioned in the Gospel, and yet not receiving the Acts
of the Apostles in which alone his history is narrated ;2
but it does not in the least degree follow from this that
Marcion knew the work and deliberately rejected it.

A passage of Tatian’s oration to the Greeks is pointed
out by some?® as showing his acquaintance with the Acts.
Itis as follows : “Iam not willing to worship the creation

kal wdvra T4 év abrois, kai waow Huiy xopmydv &y mpoadeducla, olderds dv
abros mwpoodéoiro rouray &y tois olopévois ddévas wapéxes alrds. Ep. ad
- Diognetum, c. iii.

1 Acts xvii. 24. 'O eds 6 womjaas Té» kdouor kat wdrra T& év alrg, ovros
otpavot xal yijs Umdpxwv xvptos odx év xeipomorirois vaois karowei, 25. oldé
imd xepav dvbpomivoy Oepameveras mpoodedpevis Twos, alrds dldods miow
{wy» kal mvony kai T& wdvra.

$ Adv. Marc., v. 1 ff.

3 Kirchhofer, Quellens., p. 166 ; Lardner mentions, merely to disclaim,
it. Credibility, &C., Works, ii. p. 139 f. Dr. Westoott does not advance
it at all.
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least of the active part of his life, and of his death
and Resurrection. The apologetic theory, derived from
the Fathers, that the Evangelists designed to complete
and supplement each other, is totally untenable. Each
work was evidently intended to be complete in itself;
but when we consider that much the greater part
of the contents of each of the Synoptics is common
to the three, frequently with almost literal agreement,
and generally without sufficient alteration to conceal
community of source or use of each other, the poverty
of Christian tradition becomes painfully evident. We
have already pointed out the fundamental difference
between the fourth Gospel and the Synoptics. In
no part of the history does greater contradiction and
disagreement between the three Synoptics themselves
and likewise between them and the fourth Gospel
exist, than in the account of the Passion, Resurrection
and Ascension. It is impossible to examine the four
narratives carefully without feeling that here tradition,
for natural reasons, has been more than usually
wavering and insecurc. Each writer differs essentially
from the rest, and the various narratives not only
disagree but exclude each other. The third Synoptist,
in the course of some years, even contradicts himself.
The phenomena which are related, in fact, were too
subjective and unsubstantial for sober and consistent
narrative, and free play was allowed for pious imagina-
tion to frame details by the aid of supposed Messianic
utterances of the Prophets and Psalmists of Israel.
Such a miracle as the Resurrection, startling as it
is in our estimation, was common-place enough in
the view of these writers. We need mnot go back
to discuss the story of the widow’s son restored to
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have been placed by the author of the first Synoptic was
simply edayyéhwov.! It might be argued, and indeed
has been, that the inscription kardé Aovkas, *“according
to Luke,” instead of edayyéhiov Aovka * Gospel of Luke,”
docs not actually indicate that “ Luke” wrote the work
any more than the superscription to the Gospels
“ according to the Hebrews” (ka# “EBpaiovs)  according
to the Egyptians” (xar’ Alyvwriovs) has reference to
authorship. The Epistles, on the contrary, are directly
connected with their writers, in the genitive, Tlavlov,
Ilérpov, and soon.  This point, however, we merely men-
tion en passant. By his own admission, therefore, the
superscription is simply tradition in another form, but in-
stcad of carrying us further back, the superscription on
the most ancient extant MSS., as for instance the Sinaitic
and Vatican Codices of the Gospels, does not on the
most sanguine estimate of their age, date earlier than the
fourth century.? As for the Acts of the Apostles, the
book is not ascribed to Luke in a single uncial MS., and
it only begins to appear in various forms in later codices.
The variation in the titles of the Gospels and Acts in
diffcrent MSS. alone shows the uncertainty of the super-
scription.  Itis clear that the “one ground,” upon which
Ewald admits that the evidence for Luke’s authorship is
based, is nothing but sand, and cannot support his tower.
He is on the slightest consideration thrown back upon the
quotations of the Fathers, which begin too late for the

! Hom. i. in Matth. Grotius considers that the ancient heading was
ebayyéhwov 'Ingoi Xpiorot, 88 in some MSS. of our second Symoptic.
Annot. in N. T., i. p. 7. So also Bertholdt, Einl,, iii. p. 1095, and others.

? Tischendorf, N. T. Gr. ed. oct. Crit. Maior, 1869, i. p. ix. ff. ; Alford,
Greek Test., i. Proleg., p. 107 ff.; ii. Proleg., p. 62 ff.; Hilyenfeld, Einl.
N. T., p. 790 ff. ; Hug, Einl, N, T., i. p. 234 f.; Reithmayr, Einl. N. B.,
1852, p. 227 ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 394 fl. ; Serivener, Int. to Criti-
cism of N. T., 1874, p. 83 fI. ; de Il'ett-, Einl. N. T., p. 76 ff.
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evidence for such stupendous miracles, they are
absolutely of no value. No reliance can be placed
on a single detail of their story. The aim of the
writers has obviously been to make their narrative
of the various appearances of Jesus as convincing as
possible,! and they have freely inserted any details
which scemed to them calculated to give them im-
pressiveness, force, and verisimilitude.

A recent apologetic writer has said: “Any one who
will attentively rcad side by side the narratives of these
appearances on the first day of the resurrection, will see
that they have only been preserved for us in general,
interblended and scattered notices (see Matt. xxviii.
16; Luke xxiv. 34; Acts i 3), which, in strict exact-
ness, render it impossible, without many arbitrary sup-
positions, to produce from them a certain narrative
of the order of events. The lacune, the compressions,
the variations, the actual differences, the subjectivity
of the narrators as affected by spiritual revelations,
render all harmonies at the best uncertain.”? Passing
over without comment, the strange phrase in this
passage which we have italicised, and which seems
to claim divine inspiration for the writers, it must
be obvious to any one who has carefully read the
preceding pages that this is an exccedingly moderate
description of the will statements and irreconcilable
contradictions of the different namatives we have
examined. But such as it is, with all the glaring
inconsistencies and impossibilities of the accounts even
thus subdued, is it possible for any one who has
formed even a faint idea of the extraordinary nature
of the allegations which have to be attested, to con-

1 Keim, Jesu v. Nuz., iil. 542. 2 Furrar, Life of Christ, ii. 432, r. 1.
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dealt with: those which, although not elsewhere found
either in the Acts or Gospel, are derived from the Sep-
tuagint version of the Old Testament. The author
makes exclusive use of that version, and in the historical
survey, of which so large a portion of the speech is com-
posed, his mind very naturally recalls its expressions even
where he does not make direct quotations, but merely
gives a brief summary of its narratives. In the fol-
lowing list where words are not clearly taken from the
Septuagint version® of the various episodes referred to,
the reasons shall be stated :—

perowifew, vii. 4, and 43, where it is quoted from Amos v. 27.

xardoxeots, vil. 5, and 45; Gen. xvii. 8, and Numb. xxxii. 5, &ec., &e.

mdpoixos, vil. 6 from. Gen. xv. 13; again, vii. 29 from Exod. ii. 22; it
also occurs Eph. ii. 19, 1 Pet. ii. 11.

d\\érpios, Vii. 6 (wdpowos év yjj dMorpig); cf. Gen. xv. 13 f., from which
verses 6, 7 are taken; Gen. xv. 13 reads oix i3ig for d\orpig, but
Ex. ii. 22, and xviii. 3, which are equally to the point, have wdpowos
&v yj d\horpig, cf. Ps. cxxxvi. 4.

Xdpraopa, vii. 11, used Gen. xlii. 27 in narrating the visit of Joseph’s
brethren to Egypt for provender; also Gen. xxiv. 25, 32, &e., &c.;
xoprd{ew occurs in Luke vi. 21, ix. 17, xv. 16, xvi. 21.

ariov, vii. 12; in Gen. xlii. 1, 2, which is quoted, oiros is used, and it
recurs Acts xxvii. 38, thrice in Luke, and nine times in other parts
of the N. T. The plural o:ria, which is the reading of the best MSS.
in this place, however, does not elsewhere ocour in the N, T. cira is
the reading of some other Codices, and likewise iros, so the word
must be considered doubtful.

dvayvwpifeabas, vii. 13, Gen. xlv. 1.

xaragoifeaba, vii, 19, Erod. i. 10,

doreios, vil. 20, Exod, ii. 2, also used Heb. xi. 23.

arevaypds, vii. 34, Exod. ii. 24, ¢f. iii. 7; also used Rom. viii. 26.

Avrporis, vil. 35, Ps. Ixxvii. 35, speaking of the delivery of Israel from
Egypt; rest of passage from Ex. iii. 2, xiv. 19,

pogxoroueiy, Vil. 41, K. Xxxii. 4 . . . wouwelv péoxov—also ver. 8 and Ps,
cv. 19—from which this word is coined.

oxijvopa, Vii. 46 (. . . elpeiv axijy. 1) e laxdB) Ps. oxxxi. 5 (ebpw . . . o
axriv. 16 0eg "laxdB) ; also 2 Pet. i. 13, 14.

vii. 6, 7, 27, 28, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 40, 42, 43, 47, 49, 50, are almost
wholly direct quotations from the Ixx. We have referred to any words
in these verses requiring notice.
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the character of a universal religion. In order to under-
stand the nature of the case, and be able to estimate
aright the solution which is presented by the narrative in
the Acts of the Apostles, it is necessary that we should
obtain a clear view of the actual characteristics of
Christianity at the period when that history begins. We
must endeavour to understand precisely what view the
Apostles bad formed of their position in regard to
Judaism, and of the duty which devolved upon them of
propagating the Gospel. It is obvious that we cannot
rightly appreciate the amount of persuasion requisite to
transform the primitive Church from Jewish exclusive-
ness to Christian universality, without ascertaining the
probable amount of long rooted conviction and religious
prejudice or principle which bad to be overcome before
that great change could be effected.

‘We shall not here enter upon any argument as to the
precise views which the Founder of Christianity may have
held as to his own person and work, nor shall we attempt
to sift the traditions of his life and teaching which have
been handed down to us, and to separate the genuine
spiritual nucleus from the grosser matter by which it
has been enveloped and obscured. We have much more
to do with the view which others took of the matter,
and, looking at the Gospels as representations of that
which was accepted as the orthodox view regarding the
teaching of Jesus, they are almost as useful for our pre-
sent purpose as if they had been more spiritual and
less popular expositions of his views. What the Master
was understood to teach is more important for the
history of the first century than what he actually
taught without being understvod. Nothing is more
certain than the fact that Christianity, originally, was
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Christian faith lay Dbelief in a Messiah. It was a
thoroughly Jewish belief, springing out of the covenant
with the fathers, and based upon the Law and the
Prophets. The difference was not one of principle
but one of details. Their interpretation of the promises
was strangely dissimilar, but the trust of both was in
the God of Israel. To pass from one to the other
did not involve the adoption of a new religion, but
merely a modification of the views of the old. Once
convinced that the Messiah was not a political ruler
but a spiritual guide, not a victorious leader, but a
suffering servant of Jehovah, the trausition from judaic
hopes to recognition of Jesus was almost accomplished.
It is clear that Paul in his capacity of Persecutor
must have become well acquainted with the views of
the Christians, and probably must have heard them
repeatedly expounded by his captives before the Jewish
Sanhedrin.! He must have heard the victims of his
blind religious zeal affirming their faith with all that
ecstatic assurance which springs out of persecution.
The vision of Peter contributed to the vision of Paul.
There can be no-doubt that Paul must have become
aware of the application to Jesus of Old Testament
prophecies, and of the new conception thence derived
of a suffering Messiah. The political horizon was
certainly not suggestive of the coming of the Lord’s
Anointed. Never had the fortunes of Israel been at
a lower ebb. The hope of a Prince of the house of
David to restore dominion to the fallen race was hard
to entertain. The suggestion of an alternative theory
based upon a new interpretation of the prophets, if
startling, was not untimely, when the old confidence

1 Hauerath, Der Ap. Paulus, 2 Aufl,, 1872, p. 130 £,
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passion. The first and second Synoptics ! represent the last
cry of Jesus to have been a quotation from Ps. xxii. 1:
“Eli (or Mk., Eloi), Eli, lema sabacthani ? that is to say:
My God, my God, why didst thou forsake me?” This,
according to them, evidently, was the last articulate
utterance of the expiring Master, for they merely add that
“ when he cried again with a loud voice,” Jesus yielded up
his spirit.? Neither of the other Gospels has any mention
of this cry. Thethird Gospel substitutes: “ And whenJesus
cried with a loud voice, he said : Father, into thy hands
I commend my spirit, and having said this he expired.” 3
This is an almost literal quotation from the Septuagint
version of Ps. xxxi. 5. The fourth Gospel has a totally
different cry (xix. 30), for, on receiving the vinegar, which
accomplished the Scripture, he represents Jesus as saying :
“1t is finished ” (Teré\earar), and immediately expiring.

It will be observed that seven sayings are attributed
to Jesus on the cross, of which the first two Gospels
have only one, the third Synoptic three, and the fourth
Gospel three. We do not intend to express any
opinion here in favour of any of these, but we merely
point out the remarkable fact that, with the exception
of the one cry in the first two Synoptics, each Gospel
has ascribed different sayings to the dying Master, and
not only no two of them agree, but in some important
instances the statement of the one evangelist seems
absolutely to exclude the accounts of the others. Every
one knows the hackneyed explanation of apologists, but
in works which repeat each other so much elsewhere, it
certainly is a curious phenomenon that there is so little

1 Mt. xxvii. 46; Mk. xv. 34. 3 Mt. xxvii. 50; Mk. xv. 37.
* xai puvicas Ppovi peydlp 6 Incois elmev Idrep, eis xeipds oov maparifepat
70 wvelpd pov. Tovro 8¢ elmaw éfémvevoer. Luke xxiii. 46,
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the mother of James and Joseph and the mother of
Zebedee’s sons,” ! and, as the third Synoptic says, “all
his acquaintance ” ? were standing ‘ afar off” (naxpdfev).
They are unanimous in saying this, and there is every
reason for supposing that they are correct.® This is
consequently a contradiction of the account in the fourth
Gospel that John and the women were standing *‘ by the
cross of Jesus.” Olshausen, Liicke and others suggest
that they subsequently came from a distance up to the
cross, but the statement of the Synoptists is made at the
close, and after this scene is supposed to have taken place.
The opposite conjecture, that from standing close to-the
cross they removed to a distance has little to recommend
it. Both explanations are equally arbitrary and unsup-
ported by evidence.

It may be well, in connection with this, to refer to the
various sayings and cries ascribed by the different evan-
gelists to Jesus on the cross. We have already men-
tioned the conversation with the penitent thief,” which
is peculiar to the third Gospel, and now that with the
“beloved disciple,” which is only in the fourth. The
third Synoptic * states that, on being crucified, Jesus said,
¢ Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do,”
a saying which is in the spirit of Jesus and worthy of
him, but of which the other Gospels do not take any
notice® The fourth Gospel again has a cry (xix. 28):
‘ After this, Jesus knowing that all things are now ful-
filled, that the Scripture might be accomplished, saith :

1 Mt. xxvii. 66; Mk. xv. 40.

3 Luke xxiii. 49.

3 Cf. Mt. xxvi. 31, 56; Mk. xiv. 27. 4 xxiii, 34.

s Strauss calls attention to Isaiah liii. 12, where, of the servant of

Jehovah, it is said that he ‘‘ made intercession for the transgressors.”

Das Leben Jesu, p. 584.
EE2
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must have been aware of it’—he would have referred to
so direct and important an authority. Neither here nor
in the numerous places where such an argument would
have been so useful to the Apostle does Paul betray the
slightest knowledge of the episode of Cornelius. The
historic occurrence at Antioch, so completely ignored by
the author of the Acts, totally excludes the mythical
story of Cornelius.?

There are merely one or two other points in con-
nection with the episode to which we must call at-
tention. In his address to Cornelius, Peter says:
“Of a truth I perceive that God is no respecter of
persons”’ (odx éorw mpoowmohjumrs 6 Oeds). Now
this is not only a thoroughly Pauline sentiment, but Paul
has more than once made use of precisely the same
expression. Rom. ii. 11. “For there is no respect of
persons with God” (o¥ ydp éorw mpoowmorpuia wapa
76 feg), and, again, Gal. ii. 6, “ God respecteth no man’s
person,” (mpdowmov & feds dvfpdmov ob AapBdve).® The
author of the Acts was certainly acquainted with the
epistles of Paul, and the very manner in which he
represents Peter as employing this expression betrays
the application of a sentiment previously in his mind,
“Of a truth I perceive,” &c. The circumstance con-
firms what Paul had already said* Then, in the defence
of his conduct at Jerusalem, Peter is represented as
saying: “And I remembered the word of the Lord,

! Indeed the reference to this case, supposed to be made by Peter him-
seolf, in Paul’s presence, excludes the idea of ignorance, if the Acts be
treated as historical.

? Qfrorer, Dio heil. Sage, i. p. 415; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 151 ;
Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 119 f., 127 ff. ; Zeller, Apg., p. 185 fi.

3 Cf. Ephes. vi. 9, Col. iii. 25.

4 Compare further x. 35 ff. with Rom. ii. iii., &6. The sentiments and
even the words are Pauline.
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It will be admitted that this address is widely different
from that reported in the two earlier accounts. Apologists
argue that, in this third narrative, Paul has simply trans-
ferred from Ananias to Jesus the message delivered to
him by the former, according to the second account. Let
us first see what Ananias is there represented as saying.
Acts xxii. 14: “ And he said: The God of our fathers
chose thee, to know his will and to see the Righteous
One ;! 15. for thou shalt be a witness to him unto all men
of what thou hast seen and heard.”? Now Paul clearly
professes in the speech which he is-represented as deli-
vering before Agrippa to state what the voice said to
him: “And he said,” “and I said,” *and he said,” dis-
tinctly convey the meaning that the report is to be what
actually was said. If the sense of what Ananias said
to him is embodied in part of the address ascribed to
the voice, it is strangely altered and put into the first
person; but, beyond this, there is much added which
neither appears in the speech of Ananias nor anywhere
else in any of the narratives. If we further compare
the instructions given to Ananias in the vision of the
first narrative with his words in the second and those
ascribed to the voice in the third, we shall see that these
again differ very materially. Acts ix. 15. * But the
Lord said unto him: Go; for this man is a chosen
vessel unto me, to bear my name before Gentiles and
kings, and the sons of Israel: 16. For I will show him
how great things he must suffer for my name’s sake.”s

! Tt will be remembered that this epithet occurs in Acts iii. 14, vii. 52,
and nowhere else in the New Tostament.

% Acts xxii. 14. § 3¢ elmev- ‘0 Oeds rdv marépwy fudv mpoexepioars oe yrivat
70 8éi\ppa abroi xat Beiv Tov dixawy xal droigar Pewviy éx Tob ordparos avrot,
15. o &op pdprvs atrg mpds wdvras dvbpdmous v édpaxas xal Frovaas.

3 Actaix. 15. elmev 3¢ mpds alrdw & xipuos- Mopedov, & orevos éxhoys éariv
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qualities in the Churches supposed to be endowed with
such miraculous gifts. On the contrary, it is scarcely
. possible to exaggerate the intensely human character of
the conduct of such communities, their fickleness, the
weakness of their fidelity to the Gospel of Paul, their
wavering faith, and the ease and rapidity with which
they are led astray, their petty strifes and discords,’ their
party spirit, their almost indecent abuse of some of
their supposed gifts, such as *tongues,” for which
Paul rebukes them so severely. The very Epistles, in
fact, in which we read of the supernatural endowments
and organization of the Church are full of evidence
that there was nothing supernatural in them. The
primary cause, apparently, for which the first letter was
written to the Corinthians was the occurrence of divi-
sions and contentions amongst them (i. 10 ff.), parties
of Paul, of Apollos, of Cephas, of Christ, which make
the Apostle give thanks (i. 14) that he had baptized
but few of them, that no one might say that they
were baptized into his name. Paul had not been able
to speak to them as spiritual but as carnal, mere babes
in Christ (iii. 1 f.); he fed them with milk, not meat, for
they were not yet able, * nor even now are ye able,” he
says, “for ye are yet carnal. For whereas there is
among you envying and strife ; are ye not carnal?” He
continues in the same strain throughout the Iletter,
admonishing them in no flattering terms. Speaking of
his sending Timothy to them, he says (iv. 18 £): “ But
some of you were puffed up, as though I were not coming
to you; but I will come to you shortly, if it be the
Lord’s will, and will know, not the speech of them who
are puffed up, but the power.” There is serious sin
amongst them, which they show no readiness to purge
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publicity does not avail, for the greater the publicity and
importance of the episode the greater the difficulty of
explaining the total silence regarding it of the author
of Acts. The more closely the two statements are
compared the more apparent does it become that the
author describes proceedings which are totally different
in general character, in details, and in spirit, from those
so vividly sketched by the Apostle Paul.

We shall have more to say presently regarding the
irreconcilable contradiction in spirit between the whole
account which is given in the Acts of this Council and
the writings of Paul; but it may be more convenient,
if less effective, if we for the present take the chief points
in the narrative as they arise and consider how far they
are supported or discredited by other data. We shall
refer later to the manner in which the question which
leads to the Council is represented as arising and at
once proceed to the speech of Peter. After there had
been much disputation as to whether the Gentile Chris-
tians must necessarily be circumcised and required to
observe the Mosaic law, it is stated that Peter rose up
and said: xv. 7. “Men (and) brethren, ye know that a
good while ago God made choice among you that the
Gentiles by my mouth should hear the word of the
Gospel and believe. 8. And God which knoweth the
hearts bare them witness, giving them the Holy Spirit
even as unto us; 9. and put no distinction between us
and them, baving purified their hearts by the faith.
10. Now, therefore, why tempt ye God, to put a yoke
upon the neck of the disciples which neither our fathers
nor we were able to bear? 11. But by the grace of our
Lord Jesus we believe we are saved even as also they.”?

! Acts, xv. 7. "Asdpes ddehdpol, Dueis émioracle Sri dgp’ Guepiv dpyaiwy
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which did not directly involve principles, is a very different
thing from conduct like that at Antioch where, under one
influence, a line of action was temporarily adopted which
ratified views upon which the opinion of the Church was
divided, and then abandoned merely from fear of the dis-
approval of those of the Circumcision. The author of
the Acts passes over this altercation in complete silence.
No one has ever called in question the authenticity of the
account which Paul gives of it. If Peter had the courage
to make such a speech at the Council in the very capital
of Judaic Christianity, and in the presence of James and
the whole Church, how could he possibly, from fear of a
few men from Jerusalem, have shown such pusillanimity
in Antioch, where Paul and the mass of Christians sup-
ported him? If the unanimous decision of the Council
had really been a fact, how ecasily he might have silenced
any objections by an appeal to that which had * seemed
good to the Holy Spirit” and to the Church! But there
is not the slightest knowledge of the Council and its
decree betrayed either by those who came from James,
or by Peter, or Paul. The episode at Antioch is incon-
sistent with the conduct and words ascribed to Peter
in the Acts, and contradicts the narrative in the fifteenth
chapter which we are examining.!

The author of the Acts states that after Peter had
spoken, “ all the multitude kept silence and were hearing

' Baur, K. G., i. p. 52 f.; Paulus, i. p. 146 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T..
ii. p. 220 f., 222; Gfriver, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 415 ff.; Hilgenfeld,
Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1858, p. 87 ff.; 1860, p. 140 ff. ; Der Kanon, p. 204;
Einl., p. 232f.; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus, u. s. w., p. 339 ff.; Lipsius,
in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 197; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 221f. ;
Renan, Les Apotres, p. xxxv. ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 117 ff.,
127 f£.; ii. p. 106 ff.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 196; Usters, Br. an d. Gal.,

p. 37£; Zeller, Apg., p. 233 ff. Cf. Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 106 ff. ;
Wieseler, Br. an d. Gal., p. 153 ff., 157 ff.
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enemies as well as to his friends?' Nothing of course
could have been more intelligible than his desire to
comfort and reassure those who believed in and
mourned for him, but to do this by no means excluded
a wider manifestation of himself, supposing him to
have actually risen from the dead. On the hypothesis
that he only rose again and was scen through the
yearning and enthusiastic faith of his followers, the
reason why he was not seen by others is mnot hard to
find. Yet it might be thought that the object of at
once establishing beyond doubt his supernatural mis-
sion, and convincing his enemies of their crime, and
the Jews of their blindness and folly, was important
enough. Had he shown himself to the Chief Priests
and elders, and confounded the Pharisees with the
vision of him whom they had so cruelly nailed to the
accursed tree, how might not the future of his fol-
lowers have been smoothed, and the faith of many made
strong! Or if he had stood again in the Courts of
the Roman DProcurator, no longer a prisoner buffeted
and spat upon, but the glorious Messiah, beyond the
reach of Jewish malignity or Roman injustice. But
no, he was scen by none but those devoted to him.
We shall of course be told by apologists that this
also was “for the trial of our faith;” though to any-
one who earnestly reflects, it must seem childish to
ask men to believe what is beyond their reason, yet
conceal the evidence by which reason is supposed
to be guided. The reply, however, is clear: for the
trial of our faith or for any other reason, it is never-
theless certain that this evidence does not exist.

' Cf. Schenkel, Das Charakterbild Jesu, 2tc Aufl., 1864, p. 324 ; Holstes,
Zum Ev. des Paulus u. Petr., p. 124,
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points out, applics to the other Epistles of Paul, in all
of which the same silence is preserved.

Moreover, the apologetic explanation altogether fails
upon other grounds. Without appealing to the decree as an
authority, we must feel sure that the Apostle would at least
have made use of it as a logical refutation of his adversaries.
The man who did not hesitate to attack Peter openly for
inconsistency, and charge him with hypocrisy, would not
have hesitated to cite the decree as evidence, and still less
to fling it in the faces of those Judaizers who, so short a
time after that decree is supposed to have been promul-
gated, preached the necessity of circumcision and Mosaic
observances in direct opposition to its terms, whilst
claiming to represent the views of the very Apostles
and Church which had framed it. Paul, who never denies
the validity of their claim, would most certainly have
taunted them with gross inconsistency and retorted that
the Church of Jerusalem, the Apostles, and the Judaizers
who now troubled him and preached circumcision and the
Mosaic law had, four or five years previously, declared as
the deliberate decision of the Holy Spirit and the Council,
that they were no longer binding on the Gentile converts.
By such a reference “the discussion would have been
foreclosed.” None of the reasons which are suggested to
explain the undeniable fact that there is no mention of the
decree can really bear examination, and that fact remains
supported by a great many powerful considerations, leading
to the very simple explanation which reconciles all diffi-
culties, that the narrative of the Acts is not authentic.

We arrive at the very same results when we examine
the Apostle’s references to the practices which the condi-
tions of the decree were intended to control. Instead of
recognising the authority of the decree, or enforcing its
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conjectured by some critics, as well in explanation of this
statement as in connection with theories regarding the
views of Stephen, that the persecution in question was
limited to the Hellenistic community to which Stephen
belonged, whilst the Apostles and others, who were known
as faithful observers of the law and of the temple worship,'
were not regarded as heretics by the orthodox Jews.?
The narrative in the Acts does not seem to support the
view that the persecution was limited to the Hellenists ;*
but beyond the fact vouched for by Paul that about this
time there was a persecution, we have no data whatever
regarding that event. Philip, it is said, went down to
the city of Samaria, and * was preaching the Christ”* to
them. As the statement that *“ the multitudes with one
accord gave heed to the things spoken” to them by
Philip is ascribed to the miracles which he performed
there, we are unable to regard the narrative as historical,
and still less so when we consider the supernatural
agency by which his farther proceedings are directed and
aided. We need only remark that the Samaritans,
although only partly of Jewish origin, and rejecting the
Jewish Scriptures with the exception of the Pentateuch,
worshipped the same God as the Jews, were circumcised,
and were equally prepared as a nation to accept the
Messiah. The statement that the Apostles Peter and
John went to Samaria, in order, by the imposition of
hands, to bestow the gift of the Holy Spirit to the

1iii. 1, 11, iv. 1, v. 25,

2 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 46; Davidson, Int. N.T., ii. p. 246; Schuecken-
burger, Apg., p. 183; Tjeenk Willink, Just. Mart., p. 25 f. ; Zeller, Apg.,
P '15;;unq/arkn, Acts i. p. 160 f. ; Hackett, Acts, p. 119; Humphr:y, Acls,
p. 71; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 355 f., anm.; Meyer, Apg., p. 197; Stier,
Reden d. Ap., i. p. 184 1.

i viil, 5 . . . épvoder adrois Tov XpiaTiv.
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There is a peculiarity in the statement to which we
must now refer. The words, *“according to the Scrip-
tures” (xard 7as ypagds) are twice introduced into the
brief recapitulation of the teaching which Paul had re-
ceived and delivered : (1) “ That Christ died for our sins
according to the Scriptures,” and (3) “ that he has been
raised the third day according to the Scriptures.” Itis
evident that mere historical tradition has only to do
with the fact‘““that Christ died,” and that the object:
“for our sins,” is a dogmatic addition. The Scriptures
supply the dogma. In the second point, the appeal to
Scripture is curious, and so far important as indicating
that the resurrection on the third day was supposed to be
a fulfilment of prophecy; and we have thus an indica-
tion, regarding which we must hereafter speak, of the
manner in which the belief probably originated. The
double reference to the Scriptures is peculiarly marked,
and we have already more than once had occasion to
point out that the narratives of the Gospels betray the
very strong and constant influence of parts of the Oll
Testament supposed to relate to the Messiah. It cannot,
we think, be doubted by any independent critic, that the
details of these narratives were to a large extent traced
from those prophecies. It is in the highest degree
natural to suppose that the early Christians, once
accepting the idea of a suffering Messiah, should, in the
absence of positive or minute knowledge, assume that
prophecies which they believed to have reference to him
should actually have been fulfilled, and that in fact the
occurrences corresponded minutely with the prophecies.
Too little is known of what really took place, and it is

rolling away of the stone by an angel in the presence of the women, who
nevertheless saw no resurrection, will not be forgotten.
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endeavour to compel him to have Titus circumcised—all
is peacc and undisturbed good-will. Peter pleads the
cause of Paul, and is more Pauline in his sentiments
than Paul himsclf, and, in the very presence of Paul,
claims to have been selected by God to be Apostle of
the Gentiles (xv. 7—11). Not a syllable is said of the
scene at Antioch shortly after (Gal. ii. 11 ff.), so singu-
larly at variance with the proceedings of the council,
when Paul withstood Cephas to the face. Then, who
would recognize the Paul of the Epistles in the Paul of
Acts, who makes such repcated journeys to Jerusalem to
attend Jewish feasts (xviil. 21, xix. 21, xx. 16, xxiv. 11,
17, 18); who, in his journeys, halts on the days when a
Jew may not travel (xx. 5, 6) ; who shaves his head at
Cenchrea because of a vow (xviii. 18); who, at the re-
commendation of the Apostles, performs that astonishing
act of Nazariteship in the Temple (xxi. 23), and after--
wards follows it up by a defence of such *excellent dis-
sembling " (xxiii. 6, xxiv. 11 f.) ; who circumcises Timo-
thy, the son of a Greek and of a Jewcess, with his own
hands (xvi. 1—3, cf. Gal. v. 2); and who is so little the
apostle of the uncircumcision that he only tardily goes to
the Gentiles when rejected by the Jews (cf. xviii. 6).
Paul is not only robbed of the honour of being the first
Apostle of the Gentiles, which is conferred upon DPeter,
but the writer secems to avoid even calling him an apostle
at all,? the only occasions upon which he does so being
indirect (xiv. 4, 14); and the title equally applied to
Barnabas, whose claim to it is more than doubted. The
! Theo Sinaitic, Vatican, and Alexandrian, with other ancient codices,
omit: T must by all means keep this fonst that cometh in Jerusalem.”

2 rre
Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 585; Renan, Les Apétres, p. iii. note,

P. xiii. f,; R : 8
73, p. 513 f'Rru.sa, Gesch. N. T., p. 206; Wittichen, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol.,
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spirit, he only intensifies, without limiting, the operation
of the law ; he merely spiritualises it. He does no more
than this in his lessons regarding the observance of the
Sabbath. He did not in point of fact attack the genuine
Mosaic institution of the day of rest at all, but merely
the intolerable literalism by which its observance had
been made a burden instead of “ a delight.” He justified
his variation from the traditional teaching and practice
of his time, however, by appeals to Scriptural precedent.!
As a recent writer has said: “.... the observance of the
Sabbath, which had been intended to secure for weary
men a rest full of love and peace and mercy, had become
a mere national Fetish—a barren custom fenced in with
the most frivolous and senseless restrictions.”? Jesus
restored its original significance. In restricting some of
the permissive clauses of the Law, on the other hand, he
acted precisely in the same spirit. He dealt with the
Law not with the temper of a revolutionist, but of a
reformer, and his reforms, so far from affecting its per-
manence, are a virtual confirmation of the rest of the-
code’ Ritschl, whose views on this point will have
some weight with apologists, combats the idea that Jesus
merely confirmed the Mosaic moral law, and abolished
the ccremonial law. Referring to one particular point
of importance, he says:—‘ He certainly contests the
duty of the Sabbath rest, the value of purifications and
sacrifices, and the validity of divorce; on the other
hand, he leaves unattacked the value of circumcision,
whose regulation is generally reckoned as part of the

3 Mt xii. 3 f£.; Mk. ii. 25 . ; Luke vi. 3 ff.

2 Farrar, Life of Christ, i. p. 375, cf. p. 431 f., ii. 115 ff.

3 Ritschl limits the application of much of the modification of the law

ascribed to Jesus to the disciples, as members of the ** kingdom of God.”
Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 29 ff.
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by a shameful death, his humble and timid followers
were obviously for a time despised; and there is little
reason to suppose that the chief priests and rulers of the
Jews would have condescended to any public contradic-
tion of their affirmations, if they had even felt indifference
to the defilement of exposing for such a purpose a de-
caying body to the gaze of Jerusalem. This kind of
refutation is possible only in the imagination of divines. -
Besides, what evidence is there that even a single
indifferent person found the sepulchre empty? There
is not an iota of proof.

On the contrary, there is the very strongest evidence
that when the assertion of the Resurrection and Ascension
as * unquestionable facts” was wmade, it was contradicted
in the only practical and practicable way conceivable : (1.)
by all but universal disbelief in Jerusalem ; (2.) by actual
persecution of those who asserted 'it. It is a perfectly
undeniable fact that the great mass of the Jews totally
denied the truth of the statement by disbelieving it, and
that the converts to Christianity who soon swelled the
numbers of the Church and spread its influence amongst
the nations were not the citizens of Jerusalem, who were
capable of refuting such assertions, but strangers and Gen-
tiles. The number of the community of Jerusalem after
the forty days seems to be stated by the author of Acts
as “about 120,” and although the numbers added to the
Church, according to this document, are evidently fabu-
lous, the converts at Pentecost are apparently chiefly
from amongst the devout men of every nation upon earth
congregated at Jerusalem. To this hour the Jews have
retained as their inheritance the denial by their fore-
fathers of the asserted facts. The assertion, secondly,
was emphatically denied by the persecution, as soon as it
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case, the mythical elements of this story, as well as the
insufficiency of the details, deprive the narrative of
historical value.!

The eplsodes of Stephen’s speech and ma.rtyrdom and
the mission of Phlllp are, in one respect especially,
unimportant for the inquiry on which we are now
more immediately engaged. They are almost com-
pletely isolated from the rest of the Acts: that is to
say, no reference whatever is subsequently made to them
as forming any precedent for the guidance of the Church
in the burning question which soon arose within it.
Peter, as we shall see, when called upon to visit and
baptize Cornelius, exhibits no recollection of his own
mission to the Samaritans, and no knowledge of the
conversion of the Ethiopian. Moreover, as Stephen plays
so small a part in the history, and Philip does not
reappear upon the scene after this short episode, no
opportunity is afforded of comparing one part of their
history with the rest. In passing on to the account of
the baptism of Cornelius, we have at least the advantage
of contrasting the action attributed to Peter with his
conduct on earlier and later occasions, and a test is thus
supplied which is of no small value for ascertaining the
truth of the whole representation. To this narrative we
must now address ourselves,

As an introduction to the important events at Caesarea,
the Author of the Acts relates the particulars of a visit
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less ground than their rivals who sheltered themselves
under the names of Apollos and of Paul.”* It is obvious,
however, that, in a Church founded by Paul, there could
have been no party created with the necessity to take his
name as their watchword, except as a reply to another
party which, baving intruded itself, attacked him, and
forced those who maintained the views of their own
Apostle to raise such a counter-cry. The parties “ of
Cephas” and “ of Christ” were manifestly aggressive,
intruding themselves, as the Apostle complains, into
“ other men’s labours,”? and this in some manner seems
to point to that convention between the Apostle and the
Three, that he should go to the Gentiles and they to the
circumcision which, barely more than passive neutrality
at the beginning, soon became covertly antagonistic.
The fact that the party * of Paul” was not an organized
body, so to say, directed by the Apostle as a party leader,
in no way renders it probable that the party of Cephas,
which carried on active and offensive measures,” had not
much more ground in claiming Cephas as their head.
One point is indisputable, that no party ever claims any
man as its leader who is not clearly associated with the
views it maintains. The party “ of Cephas,” representing
judaistic views, opposing the teaching of Paul, and join-
ing in denying his apostolic claims, certainly would not
have taken Peter’s name as their watch-cry if he had been
known to hold and express such Pauline sentiments as are
put into his mouth in the Acts, or had not, on the con-
trary, been intimately identified with judaistic principles.
To illustrate the case by a modern instance : Is it possible
to suppose that, in any considerable city in this country,

1 Lightfoot, St. Luul's Ep. to the Galatiaus, 1874, p. 353.
* 2 Cor. x. 13 ff.
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spoken this prophecy “concerning Judas” “ by the mouth
of David,” but modern research has led critics to hold it
as most probable that neither Ps. lxix.! nor Ps. cix.?
was composed by David at all. As we know nothing
of Peter’s usual system of exegesis, however, very little
weight as evidence can be attached to this. On the other
hand, it is clear that a considerable time must have
elapsed before these two passages from the Psalms could
have become applied to the death of Judas®

The account which is given of the fate of Judas is con-
tradictory to that given in the first Synoptic and cannot
be reconciled with it, but follows a different tradition.*
According to the first Synoptic (xxvii. 3 ff.), Judas brings
back the thirty pieces of silver, casts them down in the
Temple, and then goesand hangs himself. The chief priests
take the money and buy with it the Potter’s field, which
is not said to have had any other connection with Judas,
as a place for the burial of strangers. In the Acts, Judas
himself buys a ficld as a private possession, and instead

¥ Davidson, Int. O. T., ii. p. 302; Delitzsch, Die Psalmen, i. p. 485f.;
- Ewald, Die Psalmen, p. 292 ; First, Gesch. bibl. Literatur, ii. 1870,
p- 130, anm. 4; Four Friends, The Psalms, p. 227; Hitzig, Die Psalmen,
1864, ii. p. 93 f.; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, iii. p. 259 f.; Kamphausen,
in Bunsen’s Bibelw. iii. p. 138; Kuenen, Hist. kr. Onderzoek, iii. p. 294,
299; J. Olshausen, Die Psalmen, p. 298 ; Rosenmiiller, Scholia in V. T.,
Psalmi, iii. p. 1295 f.; de Wette, Einl. A. T., p. 362.

2 Davidson, Int. O. T., ii. p. 302; Ewald, Die Psalmen, p. 298 f.;
Fiirst, Gesch. bibl. Lit., ii. p. 130, anm. 4; Four Friends, The Psalms,
p- 232; Hilzig, Die Psalmen, ii. p. 312 f.; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, iv.
p- 175 ; Kuenen, Hist. kr. Onderzoek, iii. p. 285; J. Olshausen, Die
Paalmen, p. 417 ; Reuss, La Bible : Le Psautier, 1875, p. 334 f.; de Wette,
Einl. A. T., p. 362; Dio Psalmen, p. 466. Cf. Delitzsch, Die Psalmen, ii.
p- 194,

3 Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 383.

¢ Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 8 f.; Gfrérer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 385 £.;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 287 ; viii. p. 335; Overbeck, zu de
‘W. Apg., p. 13; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 510; de Wette, Apg.,

p. 13; Winer, Realworterb. . v. * Blutacker,” i. p. 88; Zeller, Apg.,
p- 80 £. Cf. Meyer, Apg., p. 38 f.
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wpoodépew, Vii. 42, Amos v. 25 ; Acts viii. 18, xxi. 26 ; Luke 5 times, rest
frequently.

Twos, Vil. 43, dmos v. 26, Acts vii. 44, Er. xxv. 9, 40, Acts xxiii. 25;
Paul 4 times, rest 9.

wpoaxuweiv, Vii. 43; Deuwt. iv. 19, xvii. 3; Acts viii. 27, x. 25, xxiv. 11;
Luke iv. 7, 8, xxiv. 52, rest frequently.

oxnri, vil. 43, Amos v. 26 ; Acts vii. 44, xv. 16, Amos ix. 11; Luke ix. 33,
xvi. 9, rest 16 times.

paprupwoy, vii. 44, Er. xxvii. 21; Aets iv. 33; Luke v. 14, ix. 5, xxi. 13,
rest 15.

alreiv, vii. 46, iil. 2, 14, ix. 2, xii. 20, xiii. 21, 28, xvi. 29, xxv. 3, 15;
Luke 11 times, rest frequently.

oilxodopeiv, Vii. 47, 3 Kings vi. 2, viii. 20, 1 Chron. xxviii. 6; Acts vii. 49,
JTsaiah, Ixvi. 1; Acts iv. 11, ix. 31, xxii. 32; Luke 11, rest fre-
quently.

wads,! vii. 48, xvii. 24, xix. 24; Luke 4, rest 39 times.

woios, vil. 49, Tsaiuh, Ixvi. 1; Acts iv. 7, xxiii. 34 ; Luke 8, rest 22 times.

oTs, vil. 51, Jerem. vi. 10; Acts vii. 57, xi. 2, xxviii. 27 twice; Luke 7,
rest 25 times.

Beéoxew, vii. 52, and 8 times; Luke xvii. 23, xxi. 12, Paul 14, rest 19
times.

Pvrdooew, vii. 53, xii. 4, xvi. 4, xxi. 24, 25, xxii. 20, xxiii. 33, xxviii.
16; Luke 6, rest 17 times.

Bewpeiv, vii. 56, and 13 times; Luke 7, rest 36 times.

éxBdi\ew, Vii. 58, ix. 40, xiii. 50, xvi. 37, xxvii, 38 ; Luke 21 times, rest
frequently. 3

&fw, vii. 38, and 10 times ; Luke 11 times, rest frequently.

iparewov, Vii. 38, and 7 times ; Tuke 10 times, rest frequently.

We shall now give the words which may either be
regarded as characteristic of the author of the Acts and
Gospel, or the usc of which is peculiar or limited to
him :— '

aulyreiv, vi. 9, ix. 20; Luke xxii. 23, xxiv. 15, Mark 6 times.

pipa with Aakeiy, vi. 11, 13, x. 44, xi. 14, xiii. 42; Luke ii. 17, 50, rest
6 times : without Aa\. Acts 9, Luke 17, rest 32 times.

éuaravas, vi. 12, iv. 1, x. 17, xi. 11, xii. 7, xvii. 5, xxii. 13, 20, xxiii. 11,
27, xxviii. 2; Luke 7 times, 1 Thess. v. 3, 2 Tim. iv. 26, only.

awvapmdew, vi. 12, xix. 29, xxvii. 15; Luke viii. 29, only.

guwwidpwr, vi. 12, and 13 times; Luke xxii. 66; Mt. 3 times, Mk. 3,
John 1, only.

waveafas (followed by particip.), vi. 13, v. 42, xiii. 10, xx. 31, xxi. 32;
Luke v. 4, rest 3 times; otherwise Acts xx. 1; Luke viii. 24, xi. 1,
rest 3 times.

! The oldest codices omit vaois from vii. 48,
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times been set apart as the Christian Sabbath, does
not prove anything. If the third day was believed
to be the day indicated by * Scripture ” for the
Resurrection, of _course that day would be selected
as the time at which it must have occurred, and on
which it should be commemorated. So far as the
vision hypothesis is concerned, the day is of no conse-
quence whatever, and the objection upon this point has
no force.

There is another consideration which we must
mention, which is not only important in connection
with an estimate of the evidence for the Resurrection,
but the inferences from which clearly support - the
explanation we are proposing. Before stating it we
may, in passing, again refer to the fact that it is no-
where aftirmed that anyone was an eye-witness of
the actual Resurrection. It is supposed to be proved
by the circumstance that Jesus was subsequently
‘“seen.” Observe, however, that the part of this
miracle which could not well have been ascribed to
subjective impressions — the actual resurrection — is,
naturally enough, not seen by anyone, but that which
comes precisely within the scope of such subjective
action is said to have been seen by many. To come
at once to our point, however, neither Paul, nor the
Gospels, nor Christian tradition in any form, pretends
that Jesus was seen by any one but his disciples and
those who believed in him. In fact, Jesus only ap-
peared to those who were prepared by faith and
expectant attention to see him in the manner we assert,
We are at present merely speaking of the earlier
appearances, and reserving Paul for separate discussion.
Why, we may inquire, did Jesus not appear to his
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THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK, CONTINUED.
PHILIP AND THE EUNUCH. PETER AND CORNELIUS.

'WE have been forced to enter at such length into the
discussion of the speech and martyrdom of Stephen, that we
cannot afford space to do more than merely glance at the
proceedings of his colleague Philip, as we pass on to more
important points in the work before us. The author
states that a great persecution broke out at the time of
Stephen’s death, and that all (wdvres) the community. of
Jerusalem were scattered abroad * except the Apostles”
(7\ 7év dmooréhwy). That the heads of the Church,
who were well known, should remain unmolested in
Jerusalem, whilst the whole of the less known members
of the community were persecuted and driven to flight, is
certainly an extraordinary and suspicious statement.!
Even apologists are obliged to admit that the account of
the dispersion of the whole Church is hyperbolic ;2 but
exaggeration and myth enter so largely and persistently
into the composition of the Acts of the Apostles, that it is
difficult, after any attentive scrutiny, seriously to treat the
work as in any strict sense historical at all. It has been

! Daur, Paulus, i. p. 46; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 246; Schleer-
macher, Einl. N. T., p. 359; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 182 f.; Zeller,
Apg., p- 153£. Cf. Lekebusch, Apg., p. 98 f.

s Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 84; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 161 ; Gloag,
Acts, i. p. 273; Hackett, Acts, p. 119 ; Meyer, Apg., p. 197.

X 2
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with his disciples,! the third Synoptic representing him as
saying: “ With desire I desired to eat this Passover with
you before I suffer ; for I say unto you that I shall not any
more eat it until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God.”?
However exceptional the character of Jesus, and however
elevated his views, it is undeniable that he lived and died
a Jew, conforming to the ordinances of the Mosaic law
in all essential points, and not holding himself aloof from
the worship of the Temple which he purified. The
influence which his adherence to the forms of Judaism
must have exerted over his followers® can scarcely be
exaggerated, and the fact must ever be carefully borne in
mind in estimating the conduct of the Apostles and of
the primitive Christian community after his death.

As befitted the character of the Jewish Messiah, the
sphere of the ministry of Jesus and the arrangements for
the proclamation of the Gospel were strictly and even
intensely, Judaic. Jesus attached to his person twelve
disciples, a number clearly typical of the twelve tribes of
the people of Israel;* and this reference is distinctly
adopted when Jesus is represented, in the Synoptics, as
promising that, in the Messianic kingdom, * when the Son

1 Mt. xxvi. 17 ff.; Mk. xiv. 12 ff. ; Luke xxii. 7 ff.

* Luke xxii. 15 f.

3 Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 430 f.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap Z.
p. 288 f.; Neander, Planzung, p. 47; K. G., ii. p. 590.

4 Delitzsch, Urspr. Matth. Ev., p. 89f.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., v.
p. 388; Gfrorer, Das Jahrh. des Heils, ii. p. 369 f.; Gieseler, Entst. schr.
Evv., p. 127 f.; Hase, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 139 ff. ; Hausrath, in Schenkel's
Bib, Lex., i. p. 186; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, ii. p. 303 f.; Mosheim, Inst.
Hist. Eccles. smc. i., pars. i. c. iii. § 6; Neander, Das Leben Jesu, 7te
Aufl., p. 144 ff.; de Presscnsé, Hist. trois prem. Sidcles, i. p. 376; Reuss,
Théol. Chr., ii. p. 347; Ritschl, Das Ev. Marcions, p. 183; Scherer, Rev.
de Théol., iv. 1859, p. 340 f.; Scholten, Het paulin. Ev., p. 100; Schweq-
ler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 46; Stap, Origines, p. 47 f.; Strauss, Das Leb.

Jesu, p. 270; Weisse, Die cvang. Geschichte, ii. p. 394; de Wette, Einl.
N.T., p. 179.






OEBPS/4356051172164273940_120.png
120 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

The crucifixion and death of Jesus introduced the first
clements of rupture with Judaism, to which they formed
the great stumbling-block.! The conception of a suf-
fering and despised Messiah could naturally never have
occurred to a Jewish mind.? The first effort of Chris-
tianity, therefore, was to repair the apparent breach by
proving that the suffering Messiah had actually been
foretold by the prophets; and to re-establish the Mes-
sianic character of Jesus, by the evidence of his resur-
rection.® But, above all, the momentary deviation from
orthodox Jewish ideas regarding the Messiah was re-
traced by the representation of a speedy second advent,
in glory, of the once rejected Messiah to restore the
kingdom of Israel, by which the ancient hopes of the
people became reconciled with the new expectation ot
Christians. Even before the Ascension, the disciples are
represented in the Acts as asking the risen Jesus:—
“Lord, dost thou at this time restore the kingdom to
Israel?”* There can be no doubt of the reality and

! Baur, K. G. i. p. 39 fI.; N. T. Theol., p. 129 ff., 305 ff. ; Ewald,
Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 340; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. 2te Aufl., p. 333 f. ;
Der Ap. Paulus, 2te Aufl., p. 132; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paul, u. s. w.,
p. 40 ff., 98 ff.; Hollzmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw., viii. p. 366 f.; Milman,
Hist. of Chr., i. p. 338 ff., 352 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 81 f. ;
Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 518 f.; Weizsdcker, Unters. ev.
Gesch., p. 476 f.

2 In the Gospels, the disciples are ropresented as not understanding
such a representation, and Peter, immediately after the famous declara-
tion, ¢ Thou art the Christ,” rebukes Jesus for such an idea. Mt. xvi.
21 ff.; cf. Mk. ix. 32; Luke ix. 45, xviii. 34, &c., &c.

3 Buaur, N. T. Theol., p. 305 ff.; Credner, Das N. T., i. p. 141 f.;
Hausrath, N. T., Zeitg., ii. p. 334 ff., 341; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus,
u. 8. w., p. 98 ff. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 367 f. ; Milman,
ist. of Chr., i. p. 355 fI.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 91 ; Strauas,
Dus Leb. Jesu, p. 305 f.; Weber u, Holtzmann, Gesch. V. ler., ii. p. 518 f.

4 Acts i, 6. Hase pertinently observes: ‘The Apostolic Church, both
bofore and after tho destruction of Jerusalom, devoutly expected from
day to day the roturn of Christ. If an interval of {l.ousands of years
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nambulism and the effects of magnetism. Paul asserts
that he was subject to the influence, whatever it was,
more than anyone, and there is nothing which is more
credible than the statement, or more characteristic of
the Apostle. We desire to speak of him with the
profoundest respect and admiration. We know more,
from his epistles, of the intimate life and feelings of
the great Apostle of the Gentiles than of any other
man of the apostolic age, and it is impossible not to feel
warm sympathy with his noble and generous character.
The history of Christianity, after the death of its Founder,
would sink almost into common-place if the grand figure
of Paul were blotted from its pages. But it is no
detraction to recognize that his nervous temperament
rendered him peculiarly susceptible of those religious im-
pressions which result in conditions of ecstatic trance, to
which, as we actually learn from himself, he was ex-
ceptionally subject. The effects of this temperament
probably first made him a Christian ; and to his enthusi-
astic imagination we owe most of the supernatural dogmas
of the religion which he adopted and transformed.

One of these trances the Apostle himself recounts
always with the cautious reserve : * whether in the
body or out of the body I know not, God knoweth,”
how he was caught up to the third heaven, and in
Paradise heard unutterable words which it is not
lawful for a man to speak; in immediate connection
with which he continues : *“ And lest I should be
exalted above measure by the excess of the revelations,
there was given to me a stake (oxdhoy) in the flesh,

an angel of Satan to buffet me”? This was one of

v 2 Cor. xii. 1 f1.
? 2 Cor. xii. 7. We need not discuss the connection of xal 7§ JwepSohj.
We have adopted that which is also the reading of the A. V.
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Author of the Acts has carefully arranged his materials
80 as to present as close a parallelism as possible between
the Apostles Peter and Paul.!  We shall presently see how
closely he assimilates their teaching, ascribing the views of
P’aul to Peter, and putting Petrine sentiments in the mouth
of Paul, but here we shall merely refer to points of
seneral history.  1f Peter hasa certain pre-eminence as a
distinguished member of the original Apostolic body,
the equal claim of Paul to the honours of the Aposto-
late, whilst never directly advanced, is prominently sug-
gested by the narration, no less than three times, of the
cirvustances of his conversion and direct call to the
oftice by the glorified Jesus.  The lirst miracle ascribed to
I'eter is the healing of “a certain man lame from his
mother’s womb ” (7is dvijp xwhos éx xokias pnyrpos adrod)
at the beautiful gate of the Temple,? and the first wonder
porformed by Paul is also the healing of “ a certain man
lawe trom his mother’s womb ”* (1is dunjp xahds éx xohwas
uyrpds atrov) at Lystra;® Ananias and Sapphira are
punished through the instrumentality of Peter,* and
Klymas is smitten with blindness at the word of Paul ;3
the sick are laid in the streets that the shadow of Peter
may fall upon them, and they are healed, as are also those

' Buur, Tiib. Zeitschr., 1838, H. iii. p. 142 f.; Paulus, i. p. 8 f.;
K. G., i p. 127 f.; Christianus, Ev. des Reichs, p. 767 ff.; Dacidson,
Int. N. T, ii. p. 275 ff.; Hauerath, N. T. Zeitg., iii. p. 420 ff., 427 f.;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii., p. 350 f. ; in Schenkel's Bib. Lex.,
i p. 213 f.; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 201 f.; Noack, Urspr. des Christen-
thums, 1857, ii. p. 283, 288; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 495 ff. ; Renan,
Les Apbtres, p. xxviii.; Réville, Essais, p. 27 fl. ; Schneckenburger, Zweck
Apg., p. 52 fI., 212 f. ; Scholten, Het paulin. Evang., p. 463 ff.; Schicey~
ler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 76 ff.; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 123 fI. ;
Volkmar, Die Rel. Jesu, p. 341 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 320 fi. Cf. Lightfoot,
Epistles of St. Paul, Galatians, 4th ed., p. 342; Thiersch, Die Kircho im
ap. Zeit., p. 79, 121 f.

2 ii. 2 ff, 3 xiv. 8 1, Tyl ¥ xiii, 11 £
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that they were not delivered by independent speakers,
but on the contrary that they are nothing more than
compositions by the author of the Acts. These addresscs
which are such close copies of each other, are so markedly
cast in the same mould as the speech of Stephen, that
they not only confirm our conclusions as to their own
origin, but intensify suspicions of its authenticity. It is
impossible, without reference to the speeches themselves,
to shew how closely that of Paul at Antioch is traced on
the lines of the speech of Stephen, and this resemblance
is much greater than can be shown by mere linguistic
examination. The thoughts correspond where the words
differ. There is a constant recurrence of words, how-
ever, even where the sense of the passages is not the
same, and the ideas in both bear the stamp of a single
mind. 'We shall not attempt fully to contrast these dis-
courses here, for it would occupy too much space, and we
therefore content ourselves with giving a few illustra-
tions, begging the reader to examine the speeches them-
selves.

STEPHEN. ' PAuL AND I'ETER.
vii. 2. Men, brethren, fathers, , xiii. 15. Men, brethren . . . . .
hear. | 16. Men, Israelites, and ye that
| fear God, hear.
“Ardpes ddehpoi . . . dxovoare.
xxii. 1. Men, brethren, and
fathers, hear . . .
Avdpes ddeApol kai marépes, dxov- | "Avdpes ddehol kai warépes, drol-
oare . . . aare

The God of glory (3 feds rijs
36¢ns)! appoared to our father (r¢
warpt uév) Abrabam whon he was
in (8vre év rj M.) Mesopotamia, be-
fore he dwelt in (xarouwijoas atrov
¢év) Haran, &c.

xiii. 17. The God of this people
(6 @eds Toi Aaov rovrov) Israel chose
our fathers (rods warépas juév) and
oxalted the people in their sojourn
in the land of Egypt (é» rj mapowia
&y Alybmrg) . . .

1 Cf. 1 Cor. ii. 8, xipws rijs Bi{ns ; cf. Ixx. Ps. xxviii. 3.
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vexed with unclean spirits ;! handkerchiefs or aprons are
taken to the sick from the body of Paul, and they are
healed, and the evil spirits go out of them ;2 Peter with-
stands Simon the sorcerer,® as Paul does the sorcerer
Elymas and the exorcists at Ephesus ;* if Peter heals the
paralytic Aneas at Lydda,® Paul restores to health the
fever-stricken father of Publius at Melita ;¢ Peter raises
from the dead Tabitha, a disciple at Joppa,” and Paul
restores to life the disciple Eutychus at Troas ; ® Cornelius
falls at the feet of Peter, and worships him, Peter pre-
venting bim, and saying: “Rise up! Imyself also am a
man,”® and in like manner the people of Lystra would
have done sacrifice to Paul, and he prevents them, crying
out: “ We also are men of like passions with you ;" '
Peter lays his hands on the people of Samaria, and they
receivg the Holy Ghost and the gift of tongues,'* and Paul
does the same for believers at Ephesus ; '? Peter is brought
before the council,”® and so is Paul ;™ the one is im-
prisoned and twice released by an angel,” and the other
is delivered from his bonds by a great earthquake ;¢ if
Peter be scourged by order of the council,’” Paul is beaten
with many stripes at the command of the magistrates of
Philippi.*® It is maintained that the desire to equalise
the sufferings of the two Apostles in the cause of the
Gospel, as he has equalised their miraculous displays,
probably led the Author to omit all mention of those

1 v, 12,15 f. M xiv. 13 ff,, cf. xxviii. 6.

3 xix, 11, 12. " viii, 14 ff., x. 44 ff,, &c., &c.
3 viil. 20 ff. 2 xix. 1 ff.

4 xiii, 11 f., xix, 13 ff. By 21 ff.

 ix. 33 f. M xxii. 30, xxiii. 1 ff.

¢ xxviii. 8 ¥ v, 19, xii. 6 ff.

7 ix. 36 fI. 16 xvi. 26,

s xx. 9 ff. Y v. 40

* x.25, 26, 1 xvi. 22 f.
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apparition, the sepulchre was found empty and the body
gone, not only may it be replied that this very circum-
stance may have assisted in producing a subjective
vision, but that, in so far as the disappearance of the body
is connected with the appearance of the person apparently
alive, the fact has no evidential value. The person sup-
posed to be dead, for instance, may actually not have
been so, but have revived ; for, although we have no in-
tention ourselves of adopting this explanation of the
Resurrection, it is, as an alternative, certainly preferable
to belief in the miracle. Or, in the interval, the body
may have been removed from a temporary to a perma-
nent resting place unknown to those who are surprised
to find the body gone ;—and in the Gospels the conflict-
ing accounts of the embalming and hasty burial, as we
have seen, would fully permit of such an argument if we
relied at all on those narratives. Many other means of
accounting for the absence of the body might be ad-
vanced, any one of which, in the actual default of testi-
mony to the contrary, would be irrefutable. The mere
surprise of finding a grave empty which was supposed to
contain a body betrays a blank in the knowledge of the
persons, which can only be naturally filled up. This gap,
at least, would not have existed had the supposed resur-
rection occurred in the presence of those by whom it is
asserted Jesus * wasseen.” As it is, no evidence whatever
is offered that Jesus really died; no evidence that the
sepulchre was even found empty ; no evidence that the
dead body actually arose and became alive again; but
skipping over the intermediate steps, the only evidence
produced is the statement that, being supposed to be
dead, he is said to have been seen by certain persons.!

' The curious account in Matthew, xxviii. 1 ff,, of the earthquake and
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selves to the fate of Jesus by rushing into the highways
and asserting the Resurrection. Beyond the statement of
the Gospels, the value of which we have seen, and a
statement accompanied by so many confused circum-
stances, there is no evidence whatever that the sepulchre
was found empty. There is no evidence that the sepul-
chre was really known to the disciples, none of whom,
probably, was present at the crucifixion; and it might
well be inferred that the women, who are represented as
ignorant that the body had already been embalmed, yet
who are the chief supposed witnesses for the empty
sepulchre and the informants of the disciples, were equally
ignorant of the sepulchre in which the body was laid.
‘We might ask whether the 500 brethren who are said to
have seen Jesus at the same time came from Galilee, or
wherever they were, and examined the state of the
sepulchre? We have already said, however, that if the
sepulchre had been shown to be empty, the very last
thing which could be proved by that circumstance would
“be the correctness of the assertion that it had become so
in consequence of a stupendous miracle. On the other
hand, if it had been shown that it was occupied by a body,
it is exceedingly doubtful whether the fact would have
convinced any one not previously sure that Jesus could
not have risen from the dead, and he would not have
required such evidence. When the Resurrection was
publicly proclaimed as a fact, the body could no longer
have been recognizable, and the idea that any of those in
authority could have thought such demonstration neces-
sary to refute a story whispered about amongst an ob-
scure sect in Jerusalem, or even more courageously
asserted, is a product of later times. Wheu Jesus of

Nazareth, the head of the nascent sect, was suppressed
002
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author such as is here indicated, which could have led
him to suppress or distort facts,) and whilst some of
them advance very varied and fanciful theories as to the
historical plan upon which the writer proceeds, and in
accordance with which the peculiarities of his narrative
are explained, they generally accept the work as the
genuine history of the Acts of the Apostles so far as the
author possessed certain information. The design most
generally ascribed to the writer of the Acts may, with
many minor variations, be said to be apologetic and con-
ciliatory : an attempt to rcconcile the two parties in the
early church by representing the difference between the
views of Peter and Paul as slight and unimportant,
Pauline sentiments being freely placed in the mouth of
Peter, and the Apostle of the Gentiles being represented
as an orthodox adherent of the church of Jerusalem,
with scarcely such advanced views of christian univer-
sality as Peter; or else, an effort of Gentile Christianity
to bring itself into closer union with the primitive church,
surrendering, in so doing, all its distinctive features and
its Pauline origin, and representing the universalism by
which it exists, as a principle adopted and promulgated
from the very first by Peter and the Twelve. It is not
necessary, however, for us to enter upon any minute dis-
cussion of this point, nor is it requisite, for the purposes of
our inquiry, to determine whether the peculiar character

1 Aiford, Greek Test., ii. proleg., p. 17; Bleek, Einl N. T., p. 328 ff.,
345 f£.; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 28 ff. ; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., ix.
p. 62 f£.; Grau, Entw. N. T. Schriftth., i. p. 320 ff.; Guericke, Gesammtg.
N.T., p. 270 ff.; Lange, Das ap. Zeit., i p. 87 f£.; Lechler, Das ap. u.
nachap. Zeit., p. 7 ff., 169 ; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 189 fL., 374; Meyer, Apg.,
p. 8 fi.; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 344 fi.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 165 ff.,
182 fi.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 496 ff.; de Pressensé, Hist. trois
prom. Sidcles, i. p. 484 £.; Trip, Paulus, p. 261 ff,
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and in Coloss® on account of the heretical dangers and
the threatening Gnostic asceticism. On the other hand,
in the Epistle to the Philippians, bishops and deacons are
already mentioned as ministers of the community. Then,
in the Pastoral Epistles, not only is there no mention
of the Charismata, but a state of the community is set
forth which is wholly different from the charismatic. The
communities in Asia Minor, the Ephesian first of all,
are partly threatened, partly unsettled by Gnostic here-
sies, strifes of words, foolish controversies, empty
babbling about matters of faith, of doctrines of demons,
of an advancing godlessness corroding like a gangrene
(1 Tim. iv. 1-3, vi. 3 ff. 20, 2 Tim. ii. 14 ff). All the
counsels which are here given to Timothy, the conduct
in regard to these evils which is recommended to
him, all is of a nature as though Charismata no longer
existed to any extent, as though, in lieu of the first
spiritual soaring and of the fulness of extraordinary
powers manifesting itself in the community, the bare
prose of the life of the Church had already set in.”?
Regarding this it is not necessary for us to say more than
that the representation which is everywhere made, in the
Acts and elsewhere, and which seems to be confirmed by
Paul, is that all the members of these Christian com-
munities received the Holy Spirit, and the divine Charis-
mata, but that nowhere have we evidence of any super-
natural results produced by them. If, however, the view
above expressed be accepted, the difficulty is increased;
for, except in the allusions of the Apostle to Charismata,
it is impossible to discover any difference between com-
munities which had received miraculous spiritual “ gifts”
and those which had not done so. Oun the contrary, it
' Cbristenthum u. Kirche, 1868, p. 300 f.
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next analogy pointed out is derived from the statement
of Eusebius that Papias mentions a wonderful story
which he had heard from the daughters of Philip (whom
Eusebius calls ““the Apostle,”) regarding a dead man
raised to life.! In Acts xxi. 8, 9, it is stated that Philip
the evangelist had four daughters. It is hardly con-
ceivable that this should be advanced as an indication
that Papias knew the Acts. The last point is that
Eusebius says: “ And again (he narrates) another marvel
regarding Justus who was surnamed Barsabas; how he
drank a baneful poison and by the grace of the Lord
sustained no harm. But that this Justus, after the Ascen-
sion of the Saviour, the holy apostles appointed with
Matthias, and that they prayed (on the occasion) of the
filling up of their number by lot instead of the traitor
Judas, the scripture of the Acts thus relates: ‘And
they appointed two, Joseph called Barsabas, who was
surnamed Justus, and Matthias. And they prayed and
said,’ &c.”? Whatever argument can be deduced from
this, obviously rests entirely upon the fact that Papias is
said to have referred to Justus who was named Barsabas,
for of course the last sentence is added by Eusebius
himself, and has nothing to do with Papias. This is
fairly admitted by Lardner and others. Lardner says:
* Papias does undoubtedly give some confirmation to the
history of the Acts of the Apostles, in what he says of
Philip ; and especially in what he says of Justus, called
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that I might gain them without law ; to the weak I became
weak that I might gain the weak : I am become all things
to all men, that I may by all means save some. And all
things I do for the Gospel’s sake, that I may become a
partaker thereof with them.”! It is clear that a man
who could become “ all things to all men,” in the sense of
yielding any point of principle, must be considered without
principle at all, and no one could. maintain that Paul was
apt to concede principles. Judged by his own statements,
indeed, his character was the very reverse of this. There
is no shade of conciliation when he declares: * But though
we, or an angel from heaven, should preach any Gospel
unto you other than that we preached unto you, let him
be accursed. . . . For am I now making men my friends,
or God? or am I seeking to please men? if I were still
pleasing men, I should not be a servant of Christ.”? The
Gospel of which he speaks, and which he protests * is not
after men,” but received * through a revelation of Jesus
Christ,” is that Gospel which Paul preached among the
Gentiles, and which proclaimed the abrogation of the law
and of circumcision. Paul might in one sense say that
“ circumcision is nothing and uncircumcision is nothing,
but keeping the commandments of God;”* but such a
statement, simply intended to express that there was
neither merit in the one nor in the other, clearly does not
apply to the case before us, and no way lessens the force
of the words we have quoted above: “If ye be circum-
cised, Christ will profit you nothing.” In Paul such a
concession would have been in the highest degree a
sacrifice of principle, and one which he not only refused
to make in the case of Titus, *that the truth of the

t 1 Cor. ix. 18—23. 3 Gal. i. 11, 12,
2 Gal. i, 8, 10. ¢ 1 Cor. vii. 19.
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towards the end of the second century, and very little
weight can be attached to it. There are too many instances
of early writings, several of which indeed have secured a
place in our canon, to which distinguished names have
been erroneously ascribed. Such tradition is notoriously
liable to error.

‘We shall presently return to the question of the author-
ship of the third Synoptic and Acts of the Apostles, but
at present we may so far anticipate as to say that there
are good reasons for affirming that they could not have
been written by Luke.!

Confining ourselves here to the actual evidence before
us, we arrive at a clear and unavoidable conclusion
regarding the Acts of the Apostles. After examining
all the early Christian literature, and taking every passage
which is referred to as indicating the use of the book, we
see that there is no certain trace even of its existence
till towards the end of the second century; and, whilst
the writing itself is anonymous, we find no authority but
late tradition assigning it to Luke or to any other author.
We are absolutely without evidence of any value as to
its accuracy or trustworthiness, and, as we shall pre-
sently see, the epistles of Paul, so far from accrediting
it, tend to cast the most serious doubt upon its whole
character. This evidence we have yet to examine, when
considering the contents of the Acts, and we base our
present remarks solely on the external testimony for the
date and authorship of the book. The position, there-
fore, is simply this: We are asked to believe in the
reality of a great number of miraculous and supernatural

1 The reader is referred to an article by the author in the Fortnightly

Rev., 1877, p. 496 f1., in which some indications of date, and particularly
those connected with the use of writings of Josephus, are discussed.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_116.png
116 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

only does not scruple to call himself “a Pharisee, the
son of a Pharisee,” but the Pharisees take part with him
against the more unorthodox and hated sect of the
Sadducees.! For eighteen centuries disputes have fiercely
raged over the creed of Christendom, and the ingenuity
of countless divines has been exhausted in deducing mystic
dogmas from the primitive teaching, but if there be
one thing more remarkable than another in that teaching,
according to the Symoptics, it is its perfect simplicity.
Jesus did not appear with a ready-made theology, and
imposed no elaborate system of doctrine upon his
disciples. Throughout the prophetic period of Mosaism,
one hope had sustained the people of Israel in all their
sufferings and reverses: that the fortunes of the nation
should finally be retrieved by a scion of the race of
David, under whose rule it should be restored to a future
of unexampled splendour and prosperity. The expecta-
tion of the Messiah, under frequently modified aspects,
had formed a living part in the national faith of Israel.
Primitive Christianity, sharing but recasting this ancient
hope, was only distinguished from Judaism, with whose
worship it continued in all points united, by a single
doctrine, which was in itself merely a modification
of the national idea: the belief that Jesus of Nazareth
was actually the Christ, the promised Messiah. This
was substantially the whole of its creed.?

1 Acts xxiii. 6 ff.

 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 49 f.; Bleek, Hobniorbr., i. 1. p. 56 f.; Credner,
Das N. T, i. p. 2, 14 £, ii. p. 20 ff.; von Dollinger, Christ. u. Kirche,
p. 59; Qfrorer, K. G., i. p. 222; Hase, Das Leben Jesu, p. 153 f. ; FHem-
sen, Der Apost. Paulus, 1830, p. 26, 35f.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitachr. wiss.
Theol., 1860, p. 108; Holsten, Zum Ev. des Paul. u. des Petrus, 1868,
p. 40 ff., 98, 236 f.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw., viii. p. 364 ff. ;
Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 16 f., 245; Milman, Hist. of Chr.,
i. p. 140 ff,, 377f., et passim; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 2+ ff.; K. G.,
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“words of the Lord Jesus,” and the exhortation * to
remember ” them, conveys the inference that they were
well known. They must either have formed part of
Gospels now no longer extant, as they are not found in
ours, or have been familiar as the unwritten tradition of
sayings of the Master. In either case, if the passage
in the Epistle be a reference to these words at all, it
cannot reasonably be maintained that it must necessarily
have been derived from a work which itself distinctly
quotes the words from another source. It would be
against every principle of evidence, under such circum-
stances, to affirm the passage to be an allusion to this
special work, of whose previous existence we have no
independent evidence.! The slight coincidence in the
expression, without indication that any particular passage
is in the mind of the author, and without any mention of
the Acts, therefore, is no evidence of the existence of that
work.

A few critics point to some parts of the following
passage as showing acquaintance with Acts :—* Through
jealousy Paul also pointed out the way to the prize of
patience, having borne chains seven times, having been
put to flight, having been stoned; having become a
preacher both in the East and in the West, he gained
the noble renown duc to his faith; having taught the
whole world righteousness, and come to the extremity
of the West, and having suffered martyrdom by command
of the rulers, he was thus removed from the world and
went to the holy place, having become a most eminent

! Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 269; Eichkorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 73;
Bkker, Disq. crit. et hist. de Clem. Rom. priore ad Cor. epist., 1854,
p. 69; Hilgenfeld, Dio apost. Viter, 1853, p. 73; N. T. extra Can. recept.
1866, i., p. 78; Zdller, Apostclgesch., p. 9.
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not elsewhere found in Acts, but it occurs Matth. xvi. 20,
Mark v. 43, vii. 36 twice, viii. 15, ix. 9, and Heb. xii. 20.
Verse 25: 8oxeiv, Acts 8, Luke 11, Paul 17 times, else-
where frequently. opofupaddy, i. 14, ii. 1, 46, iv. 24,
v. 12, xii. 57, viii. 6, xii. 20, xviii. 12, xix. 29; so that
this word, not in very common use even in general Greek
literature, occurs 10 times elsewhere in the Acts, but,
except in Rom. xv. 6, is not employed by any other New
Testament writer. éxhéyeofar, i. 2, 24, vi. 5, xiii. 17,
xv. 7, 22, Luke vi. 13, x. 42, xiv. 7, and elsewhere 11
times. wéumew, Acts 11, Luke 10 times, elsewhere
common. dyamrds is not elsewhere used in Acts, but is
found in Luke iii. 22, ix. 35, xx. 13, Paul 13 times, and is
common elsewhere. Verse 26 : mapadibdvar, Acts 13,
Luke 17 times, and common elsewhere. vmép 700 Svdparos
70v Kvpiov, xxi. 13, v. 41, ix. 16, Rom. i. 5, 3 John 7.
Verse 27: dmooré\ew, Acts 25, Luke 26 times, else-
where very frequently. 3iwa Adyov, xv. 32. dmayyé\ew,
Acts 14, Luke 11, rest 21 times. ra adrd, Luke vi. 23,
26; 76 adrd, Actsi. 15, ii. 1, 44, iii. 1, iv. 26, xiv. 1;
Luke vi. 33, xvil. 35. Verse28: undé, Acts 12, Luke 4,
Paul 6, elsewhere 13 times; the same expression, pndév
wAéov . . . is also found in Luke iii. 13. émrfévar,
Acts 13, Luke 6, elsewhere 21 times. SBdpos is not else-
where met with in Acts, but occurs Matt. xx. 12, 2 Cor.
iv. 17, Gal. vi. 2, 1 Thes. ii. 6, Apoc. ii. 24. =\,
viil. 1, xx. 23, xxvil. 22, Luke 15, elsewhere 13 times.
émdvayxes is not elsewhere found in the New Testament.
Verse 29: dméyew, xv. 20, Luke vi. 24, vii. 6, xv. 20,
xxiv. 13, elsewhere 12 times. eldwA\dfvrov, xxi. 25,
1 Cor. viii. 1, 4, 7, 10, x. 19, 28, Apoc. ii. 14, 20.
Swmpeiv occurs only in Luke ii. 51. wpdooew, Acts 12,
Luke 6, Paul 15, elsewhere 5 times only.  gdvvvofar, this
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speak to you either in revelation, or in knowledge, or in
prophecy, or in teaching ?” (év dmokahinfer %) & yvdoe #
& mpodyreie 4 & Sidayp) ; and then he goes on to
compare such unintelligible speech with musical in-
struments. Now it is obvious that revelation, knowledge,
prophecy and teaching might equally be expressed in
foreign languages, and, therefore, in * speaking with
tongues” it is no mere difficulty of expression which
makes it unprofitable, but that general unintelligibility
which is the ground of the whole of Paul’s objections.
Paul exclaims (v. 18): “I thank God I speak with a tongue
(yA\doop Aah@)! more than ye all, (19) but in a church
I would rather speak five words with my understanding,
that I may teach others also, than ten thousand words in
a tongue (& yAdoop).”®> We have already pointed out
that there is no evidence whatever that Paul could speak
many languages. So far as we have any information,
he only made use of Greek and Aramaic, and never
even preached where those languages were not current.
He always employed the former in his Epistles, whether
addressed to Corinth, Galatia, or Rome, and his know-
ledge even of that language was certainly not perfect.
Speaking “ with a tongue ” cannot, for reasons previously
given, mean a foreign language ; and this is still more
obvious from what he says in v. 19, just quoted, in which
he distinguishes speaking with a tongue from speaking
with his understanding. Five words so spoken are
better than ten thousand in a tongue, because he speaks

! This is the reading of A, D, E, F, G, R, and other ancient codices,
and is adopted by most critics in preforence to yAdooais the reading of
B, K, L.

2 18. edxapiord 7¢ ey, mdvrov dpdv pallov yAdaoy Aadd, 19. da v
éxAnoia Oha mévre Adyovs 16 voi pov Aakijow, {va kai dNovs karxiow, §
pupiovs Aéyous év yAdooy. 1 Cor. xiv. 18, 19,
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think, can doubt that the narmrative -before us is com-
posed in apologetic interest,' and is designed to have
a special bearing upon the problem as to the relation of
the Pauline Gospel to the preaching of the Twelve.
Baur? has acutely pointed out the significance of the
very place assigned to it in the general history, and its
insertion immediately after the conversion of Paul, and
before the commencement of his ministry, as a legit-
mation of his apostleship of the Gentiles. One point
stands clearly out of the strange medley of Jewish pre-
judice, Christian liberalism, and supernatural interference
which constitute the elements of the story: the actual
conviction of Peter regarding the relation of the Jew to
the Gentile, that the Gospel is addressed to the former
and that the Gentile is excluded,® which has to be re-
moved by a direct supernatural revelation from heaven.
The author recognises that this was the general view
of the primitive church, and this is the only particular in
which we can perceive historical truth in the narrative.
The complicated machinery of visions and angelic mes-
sengers is used to justify the abandonment of Jewish
restrictions, which was preached by Paul amidst so much
virulent opposition. Peter anticipates and justifies Paul
in his ministry of the uncircumcision, and the overthrow
of Mosaic barriers has the sanction and seal of a divine
command. We have to see whether the history itself

' Baur, Paulus, i. p. 90 f., 96 f., 143 anm. 1; Overbeck, zude W., Apg.,
p. 151 ; Renan, Les Apdtres, p. 205; Zeller, Apg., p. 189 £, 332.

* Baur, Paulus, i. p. 90; Schreckenburger, Zweck d. Apostelgesch.,

. 170 ff.
P 3 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 91 ff. ; Ebrard, za Olsh. Apg., p. 159 ff.; Kwald,
Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 223 f.; LecklaDunpu.nlnhApZ.p.m
Lsght/oot Galatians, p. 200; Olshausen, Apg., p. 158 ff.; de Pressens,
Hist. i. p. 408 f.; Thiersch, Die K. im ap. Z., p. 92f.; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 179 fI.
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of James and of the Apostles of the Circumcision upon
the very point of Gentile circumcision, all support the
inevitable conclusion, that the pressure upon Paul in the
matter of Titus was not only not resisted by the Apostles,
but proceeded in no small degree from them.

This is further shown by the remainder of Paul's
account of his visit and by the tone of his remarks
regarding the principal Apostles, as well as by the his-
torical data which we possess of his subsequent career.
We need not repeat that the representation in the Acts
both of the Council and of the whole intercourse be-
tween Paul and the Apostles is one of “unbroken
unity.”! The struggle about Titus and the quarrel with
Peter at Antioch are altogether omitted, and the Apos-
tolic letter speaks merely of “our beloved Barnabas and
Paul, men that have given up their lives for the name of
our Lord Jesus Christ.”? The language of Paul is not
so pacific and complimentary. Immediately after his
statement that he had “ yielded by the submission, no,
not for an hour,” Paul continues : * But from those who
seem to be something (dwd 8¢ 7év Soxovwrww elval Ti)—
whatsoever they were it maketh no matter to me: God
accepteth not man’s person ;—for to me those who
seem (ol Soxovwres) (to be something) communicated
nothing, but, on the contrary, &c. &c., and when they
knew the grace that was given to me, James and Cephas
and John, who seem to be pillars (o Soxotvres oridot
elvas), gave to me and Barnabas right hands of fellowship
that we (should go) unto the Gentiles,” &c. &c.® The
tone and language of this passage are certainly depre-

V Jowett, The Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 330.
? Acts xv. 25 f.
% Gal. ii. 6, 9.
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it is clear, from the final resolve to limit their preaching
to the circumcision, that the elder Apostles in no way
abandoned their view of the necessity of the initiatory
rite. The episode at Antioch is a practical illustration
of this statement. Hilgenfeld ably remarks:—‘ When
we consider that Peter was afraid of the circumcised
Christians, there can be no doubt tkat James, at the head
of the primitive community, made the attempt to force
heathen Christians to adopt the substance of Jewish legi-
timacy, by breaking off ecclesiastical community with
them.”' The Gentile Christians were virtually ex-
communicated on the arrival of the emissaries of James,
or at least treated as mere Proselytes of the Gate; and
the pressure upon the Galatian converts of the necessity
of circumcision by similar Judaizing emissaries, which
called forth the vehement and invaluable Epistle before
us, is quite in accordance with the circumstances of this
visit. The separation agreed upon between Paul and
the elder Apostles was not in any sense geographical,
but purely ethnological.®* It was no mere division of
labour,® no suitable apportionment of work. The elder
Apostles determined, like their Master before them, to
confine their ministry to Jews, whilst Paul, if he pleased,
might go to the Gentiles; and the mere fact that Peter
subsequently goes to Antioch, as well as many other

! Zeitschr. wiss. Th. 1838, p. 90.

3 Baur, K. G, i. p. 51 f.; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 468 fI.; Paulus, i.
p. 142 fi.; Blom, Theol. Tijdschr., 1870, p. 471 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 220 fl. ; Hausrath, in Schenkel’s B. L., i p. 191 f. ; Hilgenfeld,
Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1858, p. 86 f.; 1860, p. 119 ff.; Einl,, p. 230 f. ;
Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 240 ff.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i.
p. 198 ., 202 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 220 f.; Pfleiderer, Pauli-
nismus, p. 281 f., 284 f.; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 80; Schweg-
ler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 130 f.; Stap, Origines, p. 73 f.

3 «“They would sanction but not share his mission to the Gentiles.’
Jowett, The Eps. of St. Paul, i. 236.
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ver. 8, 9, 10 contain evidence of mutual respect and
recognition between Paul and the twelve. Even if this
were 80, it could not do away with the actual irony of the
expressions ; but do the facts support such a statement ?
We have seen that, in spite of the picture of unbroken
unity drawn by the author of the Acts, and the liberal
sentiments regarding the Gentiles which he puts into
the mouth of Peter and of James, Paul had a severe and
protracted struggle to undergo in order to avoid circum-
cising Titus. We have already stated the grounds upon
which it seems certain that the pressure upon that occa-
_sion came as well from the elder Apostles as the
“false brethren,” and critics who do not go so far as
to make this positive affirmation, at least recognise the
passive, and therefore to a large extent compliant, atti-
tude which the Apostles must have held. It is after nar-
rating some of the particulars of this struggle that Paul
uses the terms of depreciation which we have been dis-
cussing ; and having added, * for to me those who seem
(to be something) communicated nothing,” he says,
“but, on the contrary, when they saw that I have been
entrusted with the Gospel of the uncircumcision, even
as Peter with that of the circumcision (for he that
wrought for Peter unto the Apostleship of the circum-
cision, wrought also for me unto the Gentiles); and
when they knew the grace that was given unto me,
James and Cephas and John, who seem to be pillars,
gave to me and Barnabas right hands of fellowship, that
we (should go) unto the Gentiles, and they unto the
circumeision : only that we should remember the poor ;
which very thing I also was forward to do.” It will be
observed that, after saying they * communicated nothing ”
to him, the Apostle adds, in opposition, “but, on the
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Vienne and Lyons was written. No light whatever
would thus be thrown upon the question of its author-
ship; and neither its credibility nor its sufficiency to
prove the reality of a cycle of miracles would be in the
slightest degree established.

Ptolemaus and Heracleon need not detain us, as it is
not alleged that they show acquaintance with the Acts,
nor is Celsus claimed as testimony for the book.

The Canon of Muratori contains a very corrupt para-
graph regarding the Acts of the Apostles. We have
already discussed the date and character of this fragment,’
and need not further speak of it here. The sentence in
which we are now interested reads in the original as
follows :

‘ Acta autem omnium apostolorum sub uno libro
scribta sunt lucas obtime theofile conprindit quia sub
presentia eius singula gerebantur sicute et semote pas-
sionem petri euidenter declarat sed et profectionem pauli
ab urbes ad spania proficescentis.”

It is probable that in addition to its corruption some
words may have been lost from the concluding phrase of
this passage, but the following may perhaps sufficiently
represent its general sense: “ But the Acts of all the
Apostles were written in one book. Luke included (in
his work) to the excellent Theophilus only the' things
which occurred in his own presence, as he evidently
shows by omitting the martyrdom of Peter and also the

setting forth of Paul from the city to Spain.”

Whilst this passage may prove the existence of the Acts
about the end of the second century, and that the author-
ship of the work was ascribed to Luke, it has no further
value. No weight can be attached to the statement of

1 8, R, ii. p. 235 .
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superstition have applied to himself the description of
the suffering servant of Jehovah, suffering—as all noble
souls have done who are in advance of their age,
and preach great truths which condemn either directly
or by implication the vices and follies of their time,—
‘““the oppressor’s wrong, the proud man’s contumely,”
and, worse still, the ignoble insults of popular ignorance
and fickleness? Here might seem to them the solution
of the enigma; and returning from that first flight of
terror and bewilderment, feeling all the intense reaction
of affection and grief and faith in the Master quickened
by shame at their abandonment of him in his mo-
ment of supreme danger and affliction, still believing
that he must be the Messiah, and in mute longing and
expectation of the next events which were to confirm
or confound their hopes, the disciples must have been
in the climax of nervous agitation and excitement, and
ready to reccive any impression which might be sug-
gested in their embarrassment.'

According to Paul it was Peter who first saw the
risen Jesus. According to the first and fourth Gospels,
the first appearance was to the women, and notably, iu
the latter, to Mary Magdalene out of whom had been
cast ‘“seven devils,” and whose temperament probably
rendered her unusually susceptible of all such impres-
sions. Did Paul intentionally omit all mention of the
appearances to the women, or did he not know of them ?
In the latter case, we have an instructive light thrown on
the Gospel tradition ; in the former, the first suggestion

! Ewald points out that, according to the belief of the period, the souls
of the dead hovered for a time between heaven and earth, and he con-
siders that the belief undeniably played an important part in this sphere
of visions of the Christ. Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi. p. 72 a.
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astounding occurrences related by the first Synoptist! An
earthquake (oewopds)' and the still more astounding
resurrection of many saints who appeared unto * many,”
and, therefore, an event by no means secret and unknown
to all but the writer, and yet three other writers, who give
accounts of the crucifixion and death of Jesus, and who
enter throughout into very minute details, do noteven
condescend to mention them! Nor does any other
New Testament writer chronicle them. It is unneces-
sary to say that the passage has been a very serious
difficulty for apologists ; and one of the latest writers
of this school, reproducing the theories of earlier critics,
deals with it in a Life of Christ, which “is avowedly and
unconditionally the work of a believer,”? as follows:
“ An earthquake shook the earth and split the rocks, and
as it rolled away from their places the great stones which
closed and covered the cavern sepulchres of the Jews,
8o it seemed to the imaginations of many to have dis-
imprisoned the spirits of the dead, and to have filled the
air with ghostly visitants, who after Christ had risen
appeared to linger in the Holy City.” Ina note he
adds “Only in some such way as this can I account for
the singular and wholly isolated allusion of Matt, xxvii
52,53.”3 TItis worthy of note, and we may hereafter

1 So the phenomenon is distinctly called in v. 54.

2 Farrar, Life of Christ, i. Pref. p. viii.

3 Farrar, Ib., ii. p. 419. Dean Milman, following the explanation of
Michaolis, says: * Even the dreadful earthquake which followed, seemed
to pass away without appalling the enemies of Jesus. The rending of
the veil of the Temple from the top to the bottom, so strikingly signifi-
cant of the approaching abolition of the local worship, would either be
concealed by the priesthood, or attributed as a natural effect to the con-
vulsion of the earth. The same convulsion would displace the stones
which covered the ancient tombs and lay open many of the innumerable

rock-hewn sepulchres which perforated the hills on every side of the city,
and expose the dead to public view. To the awe-struck and depressed
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Barsabas. But I think it cannot be affirmed, that he did
particularly mention, or refer to, the book of the Acts.
For I reckon, it is Eusebius himself who adds that quota-
tion out of the Acts, upon occasion of what Papias had
written of the before-mentioned Barsabas.” ! There is
no evidence worthy of attention that Papias was ac-
quainted with the Acts.?

No one seriously pretends that the Clementine Homi-
lies afford any evidence of the use or existence of the
Acts; and few, if any, claim the Epistle to Diognetus as
testimony for it.*> We may, however, quote the only
passage which is pointed out. ¢ .. .. these who hold
the view that they present them (offerings) to God as
needing them might more rightly esteem it foolishness
and not worship of God. For he who made the heaven
and the earth, and all things in them, and who supplies
to us all whatever we need, can himself be in need of
none of those things which he himself presents to those
who imagine that they give (to him).”* This is

1 Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 113. Kirchhofer makes a similar state-
ment, Quellens., p.163, anm. 1. Dr. Lightfoot says: ¢ Other points of
affinity to the Acts are his mention of Justus Barsabas, and his relations
with the daughters of Philip.” Contemp. Rev., vol. v., 1867, p. 415. Such
¢ indications *’ he may indeed well characterise as ‘‘indecisive.” Dr.
‘Wostcott says: * Dr. Lightfoot notices some slight indications of Papias’
use of the writings of St. Luke (in the article quoted above), but I do not

think that much stress can be laid on them.” On the Canon, 4th ed.,

p- 77, note 1.
3 Alford, Greek Test., 6th ed., ii. Proleg., p. 20 ; Eickhorn, Einl. N,
M 2 e 2o ANasdorkow Trnl NN T o 227 anntm 9+ ODuorherls Zartanhr





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_580.png
580 CONCLUSIONS.

nation at the time, and it has continued to be repudiated
by its descendants with singular unanimity to the present
day. After more than eighteen centuries, this Divine
scheme of salvation has not obtained even the nominal
adhesion of more than a third of the human race,! and if,
in a census of Christendom, distinction could now be
made of those who no longer seriously believe in it as
Supernatural Religion, Christianity would take a much
lower numerical position. Sakya Muni, a teacher only
second in nobility of character to Jesus, and who, like
him, proclaimed a system of elevated morality, has even
now almost twice the number of followers, although his
missionaries never sought converts in the West. Con-
sidered as a scheme Divinely devised as the best, if not
only, mode of redeeming the human race, and saving
them from eternal damnation, promulgated by God
himself incarnate in human form, and completed by his
own actual death upon the cross for the sins of the world,
such results as these can only be regarded as practical

! By recent returns the number of the professors of different religions
is estimated as follows: —

Parsees . . . 150,000

Sikhs . . .« 1,200,000

Jews . . . 7,000,000 being about $§ per cent. of the whole.
Greek Catholics . . 75,000,000 ”» 6 » »
Roman Catholics . 152,000,000 ” 12 » .
Other Christians . 100,000,000 " 8 » »
Hindus . . . 160,000,000 » 13 » »
Muhammedans . . 155,000,000 w12, »”
Buddhists . . 500,000,000 » 40 » »
Not included in the

g ‘}wo,ooo,ooo w 8

1,250,350,000

‘We have taken these statistics, which are approximately correct, from
an excellent little work recently published by the Society for the Propegs-
tiou of Cluistian Knowledge: ** Buddhism, by T. W. Rhys Davids,” p. 6.
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such circumstances than the circumcision with his own
hands of a convert who, if the son of a Jewess, was like- -
wise the son of a Greek, and had remained uncircumcised
until he had actually embraced that faith which, Paul
taught, superseded circumcision? The Apostle who de-
clared : “Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye be
circumcised, Christ will profit you nothing,” ! could not
have circumcised the Christian Timothy; and if any

utterance of Paul more distinctly and explicitly applicable
" to the present case be required, it is aptly supplied by the
following : * Was any man called being circumcised ? let
him not become uncircumcised. Hath any man been
called in uncircumcision ? let him not be circumcised.

. . Let each abide in the same calling wherein he
was called.”?

Apologists quote very glibly the saying of Paul:
“Unto the Jews I became as a Jew, that I might
gain Jews,” as sufficiently justifying the act which we
are considering ; but it is neither applicable to the case,
nor is the passage susceptible of such interpretation. The
special object of Paul at that time, according to his own
showing,® was notto gain Jews but to gain Gentiles ; and
the circumcision of Timothy would certainly not have
tended to gain Gentiles. If we quote the whole passage
from which the above is extracted, the sense at once
becomes clear and different from that assigned to it:
“ For being free from all men, I made myself servant unto
all, that I might gain the more ; and unto the Jews I became
as a Jew that I might gain Jews ; to them under law, as
under law, not being myself under law, that I might gain
them under law; to them without law, as without law,—
not being without law to God, but under law to Christ,—

1 Gal. v. 2. 2 1 Cor. vii. 18, 20. 3 Gal. ii. 9.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_341.png
THE SIGNS OF THE APOSTLE. 341

cles, wrought them *in all patience.” Besides the matter
is complicated, and the claim to have himself performed a
miracle still more completely vanishes, when we consider
the fact that the passive construction of the sentence
does not actually represent Paul as the active agent by
whom the signs were wrought. * Truly the signs of the
apostle were wrought,” but how wrought? Clearly he
means by the Spirit, as he distinctly states to the Gala-
tians. To them * Jesus Christ (the Messiah) was fully
set forth crucified,” and he asks them: Was it from
works of the Law or from hearing in faith the Gospel
thus preached to them that they “received the Spirit”?
and that he who supplies the Spirit *“ and worketh powers”
in them does so? From faith, of course.” The meaning
of Paul, therefore, was this: His Gospel was preached
among them “in all patience,” which being received
by the hearing of faith, the Spirit was given to them,
and the signs of the apostle were thus wrought among
them. The representation is made throughout the
Acts that the apostles lay their hands on those who
believe, and they receive the Holy Spirit and speak with
tongues. If any special *sign of the apostle” can be
indicated at all, it is this; and in illustration we may
point to one statement made in the Acts. Philip, the
evangelist, who was not an apostle, is represented as
going into Samaria and preaching the Messiah to the
Samaritans, who give heed to the things spoken by him,
and multitudes are baptized (viil. 5, 6, 12), but there
was not the outpouring of the Holy Spirit which usually
accompanied the apostolic baptism. * And the Apostles
in Jerusalem, having heard that Samaria had received
the word of Grod, sent unto them Peter and John; who
! (al. iii. 1 ff
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nothing more than the unfeigned belief that Jesus had
been seen by him. We shall presently further examine
the value of this belief as evidence for so astounding
a miracle.

We must not form exaggerated conceptions of the
effect upon Paul of the appearance to him of Jesus.
That his convictions and views of Christianity were
based upon the reality of the Resurrection is undeniable,
and that they received powerful confirmation and
impulse through his vision of Jesus is also not to be
doubted, but let us clear our minds of representations
derived from other sources and clearly understand what
Paul himself does and does not say of this vision, and
for this purpose we must confine ourselves to the
undoubted writings of the Apostle. Does Paul him-
self ascribe his conversion to Christianity to the fact of
his having seen Jesus ? Most certainly not. That is a
notion derived solely from the statements in Acts. The
sudden and miraculous conversion of Paul is a product of
the same pen which produced the story of the sudden con-
version of the thief on the cross, an episode equally un-
known to other writers. Paul neither says when nor where
he saw Jesus. The revelation of God’s Son in him not
being an allusion to this vision of Jesus, but merely
a reference to the light which dawned upon Paul’s
mind as to the character and mission of Jesus, there
is no ground whatever, from the writings of the Apostle
himself, to connect the appearance of Jesus with the
conversion of Paul. The statement in the Epistle to
the Galatians simply amounts to this: When it pleased
him who elected him from his mother's womb,
and called him by his grace, to reveal to his mind
the truth concerning his Son, that he might preach
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Nothing more would be proved than the point that Peter
himself believed in the Resurrection. It would certainly
be a matter of very deep interest if we possessed a nar-
rative written by the apostle himself, giving minute and
accurate details of the phenomena in consequence of
which he believed in so miraculous an event; but since
this epistle does nothing more than allow us to infer the
personal belief of the writer, unaccompanied by corro-
borative evidence, we should not gain anything by ac-
cepting it as genuine. We are quite willing to assume,
without further examination, that the Apostle Peter in
some way believed in the Resurrection of his Master.
For the argument regarding the reality of that stupendous
miracle, upon which we are about to enter, this is tanta-
mount to assuming the authenticity of the epistle.
Coming to the Epistles of Paul, it will not be necessary
to go into the evidence for the various letters in our New
Testament which are ascribed to him, nor shall we re-
quire to state the grounds upon which the authenticity of
many of them is denied. Accepting the Epistles to the
Galatians, Corinthians and Romans in the main as genuine
compositions of the Apostle, the question as to the origin
of the rest, so far as our inquiry is concerned, has little or
no interest. From these four letters we obtain the whole
evidence of Paul regarding miracles, and this we now
propose carefully to examine. One point in particular
demands our fullest attention. Itis undeniable that Paul
preached the doctrine of the Resurrection and Ascension
of Jesus, and believed in those events. Whilst, therefore,
we shall not pass over his supposed testimony for the
possession of miraculous powers, we shall chiefly devote
our attention to his evidence for the central dogmas of
Supernatural Religion, the Resurrection and Ascension of

Y 32
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prophecy.! His flight into Egypt and return to Naza- -
reth are equally in fulfilment of prophecies.? John the
Baptist, whose own birth as the forerunner of the Mes-
siah had been foretold,® goes before him preparing the
way of the Lord, and announcing that the Messianic
kingdom is at hand. According to the fourth Gospel,
some of the twelve had been disciples of the Baptist,
and follow Jesus on their master’s assurance that he is
the Messiah. One of these, Andrew, induces his brother
Simon Peter also to go after him by the announce-
ment :—* We have found the Messiah, which is, being
interpreted, the Christ” (i. 35ff. 41). And Philip tells
Nathaniel :—* We have found him of whom Moses in
the Law and the Prophets did write: Jesus, the son
of Joseph, who is from Nazareth” (i. 45). When he
has commenced his own public ministry, Jesus is repre-
sented as asking his disciples :—* Who do men say that
T am ?” and setting aside the popular conjectures that
he is John the Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah, or one of the
prophets, by the still more direct question :—‘‘ And
whom do ye say that I am? Simon Peter answered
and said:—Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living
God.” And in consequence of this recognition of his
Messiahship, Jesus rejoins :—* And I say unto thee that
thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my
Church.”*

1 Mt. ii. 17 £ 3 Mt. ii. 23.

3 Luke i. 17 (cf. Mt. xi. 14, xvii. 12f.; Mk. ix. 11 ff.), ii. 67 £.;
Mt. iii. 3; Mk. i. 11f,

¢ Mt. xvi. 13—18; cf. Mk. viii. 29; Luke ix. 20. Neander says:
““ And because this conviction, rooted in the depth of the sou), that Jesus
is the Messiah, is tho foundation upon which the kingdom of God rests,
Christ therefore names him in reference to this the Rock-man (Felsen-
mann) and the Rock upon which he should build the everlasting Church.”
Pflanzung, u. 8. w., p. 449.
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had no other grounds for rejecting the account as unhis-
torical this miraculous vision, added as an after-thought,
would have warranted our doing so.

Passing on now to the second chapter of the Epistle to
the Galatians, we find that Paul writes:—* Then, after
fourteen ‘years, again I went up to Jerusalem...” (éreara
8ia Sexareaodpwy érov wdw dvéBn els Tepoodlvpa . . ).
He states the particulars of what took place upon the
occasion of this second visit with a degree of minuteness
which ought, one might have supposed, to have left no
doubt of its identity, when compared with the same visit
historically described elsewhere ; but such are the discre-
pancies between the two accounts that, as we have already
mentioned, the controversy upon the point has been long
and active.! The Acts, it will be remembered, relate
a second visit of Paul to Jerusalem, after that which we
have discussed, upon which occasion it is stated (xi. 30)
that he was sent with Barnabas to convey to the com-
munity, during a time of famine, the contributions of the
Church of Antioch. The third visit of the Acts is that
(xv.) when Paul and Barnabas are said to have been
deputed to confer with the Apostles regarding the con-

genuineness of the Ep. to the Galatians by the * undesigned coincidence ™
of the shortuess of Paul’s visit as stated by himself and the miraculoas
order reported Acts xxii. 17 f., ‘ Get thee quickly out of Jerusalem.”
The fallacy, not to say unfairness, of this partial argument needs no
demonstration, and indeed it has been well pointed out by Dr. Jowett.
The Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 330 f.

! There wds anything but unanimity on the point among the Fathers.
Irenceus identifiod the second Galatian visit with the third of Acts (xv.).
Tt is not certain whether Terfullian agreed in this (Adv. M., v. 2, 3) or
placed it later (Adv. M., i. 20); Eusebius thought it the same as the
second of Acts; Epiphanius identified it with the fifth of Acts (xxi. 15);
Chrysostom places it after the third of Acts; and the Chronicon Paschale
interpolates it between Acts xiii. and xv. It is not now necessary to
enter minutely into this, .
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the passages where the first person is employed, consi-
ders that he indicates himself as an actor and eye-wit-
ness. These passages, where fuels is introduced, present
a curious problem which has largely occupied the atten-
tion of critics, and it has becn the point most firmly dis-
puted in the long controversy regarding. the authorship
of the Acts. Into this literary labyrinth we must not be
tempted to enter beyond a very short way ; for, however
interesting the question may be in itself, we are left so
completely to conjecture that no result is possible which
can materially affect our inquiry, and we shall only refer
to it sufficiently to illustrate the uncertainty which pre-
vails regarding the authorship. We shall, however,
supply abundant references for those who care more
minutely to pursue the subject.

After the narrative of the Acts has, through fifteen
chapters, proceeded uninterruptedly in the third person, an
abrupt change to the first person plural occurs in the six-
teenth chapter.! Paul, and at least Timothy, are repre-
sented as going through Phrygia and Galatia, and at
length “they came down to Troas,” where a vision appears
to Paul besceching him to come over into Macedonia.
Then, xvi. 10, proceeds : “ And after he saw the vision,
immediately we endeavoured (éfnmjoauer) to go forth into
Macedonia, concluding that God had called us (juas) to
preach the Gospel unto them.” After verse 17, the direct
form of narrative is as suddenly dropped as it was taken
up, and does not reappear until xx. 5, when, without ex-
planation, it is resumed and continued for ten verses. It
is then again abandoned, and recommenced in xxi. 1-18,
and xxvii. 1, xxviii. 16.

V It is unnecessary to discuss whether xiv. 22 belongs to the v'”l.(f; sec-
tions or not.
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corruption (Scapfopdv).”* Is it not an extremely singular
circumstance that Peter, addressing an audience of Jews in
Jerusalem, where he might naturally be expected to make
use of the vernacular language, actually quotes the Sep-
tuagint version of the Old Testament, and bases his argu-
ment upon a mistranslation of the Psalm, which, we may
add, was in all probability not composed by David at all ?2
The word translated “Holy One,” should be in the plural:
“holy ones,”® that is to say : “ thy saints,” and the word
rendered diuapfopd corruption, really signifies * grave ”
or “pit.” * The poet, in fact, merely expresses his con-
fidence that he will be preserved alive. The best critics
recognize that Ps. xvi. is not properly a Messianic Psalm

Y. .. 0r obre évkarehelpln els Gdny ofre §) cip¢ alrov €ldev adpbopdy.
Acts ii. 31.

* Ewald, Die Psalmen, u. s. w., 1866, p. 237 ff., 246 ff. ; Fiirst, Gesch.
bibL. Literatur, 1870, ii. p. 187, anm. 2, p. 392; Kuenen, Hist. Krit.
Onderzoek naar het Ontstaan des Ouden Verbonds, 1865, iii. p. 281, 204,
295f., n. 12; J. Olshausen, Die Psalmen, 1853, p. 83. Cf. Bleek, Einl."
A. T, 1865, p. 613 f.; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, 1867, i. p. 396 f£.

! B. Anger, Gesch. mess. Idee, p. 73; Ch. Bruston, Les Psaumes, 1885,
P 23; Mallet de Chilly, Les Prophétes, 1862, p. 21; Davidson, Int. O,
Test., 1862, ii. p. 279; Ewald, Die Psalmen, p. 246, 249 f. ; Fischer, Pro-
lusiones de vitiis Lex. N. T., 1791, p. 184 ff. ; Four Friends, The Psalms
chron. arranged, 1867, p. 202; Fiirst, Gesch. bibl. Literatur, ii. p. 392;
Hengstenberg, Die Psalmen, 2te Aufl., i. p. 337 ff. ; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen,
i p. 369 ff.; Kamphausen, in Bunsen's Bibelw. iii. p. 30 ; Kuenen, De
Profeten, ii. p. 241 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 75; J. Olshausen, Die Psalmen,
P 83, 89; Rosenmiiller, Scholia in Vet. Test., Pealmi, i. 1821, p. 394 ff.;
de Wette, Die Psalmen, p. 197; Die heil. Schr. A. u. N. T. tibers., 1858 ;
Apostelg., p. 41. Cf. Tholuck, Die Psalmen, 2te Aufl., p. 170, anm. *,

¢ Ch. Bruston, Les Psaumes, 1865, p. 23 ; Mallet de Chilly, Les Prophétes,
&e., 1862, p. 21; Davidson, Int. O. T., ii. 279; Delitzsch, Die Psalmen,
3te Aufl.,, i. p. 156, 164; Ewald, Die Psalmen, p. 246, 249 f.; Fischer,
Prolus. de vitiis Lex. N. T., p. 184 ff. ; Gesenius, Lox. Hebr. et Chald. in
Vet. Test. sub. voce; Hengstenberg, Die Psalmen, i. p. 337 ff. ; Hitzig, Die
Paalmen, 1863, i. p. 86; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, i. p. 396 ff. ; Kamphausen,
in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iii. p. 30 ; Kuenen, Do Profeten, ii. p. 241 f. ; Kuinoel,
Comm. N. T., iv. p. 84; Meyer, Apg., p. 75 f.; J. Olshausen, Die
Paalmen, p. 89; Reuss, La Bible : Le Psautier, 1875, p. 98 ; Rosenmiiller,

a 2
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reason for a combination which is neither limited to
Jewish customs nor sufficiently representative of moral
duties. It has been argucd, on the one hand, that the
prohibitions of the apostolic decree are simply those,
reduced to a necessary minimum, which were enforced in
the case of heathen converts to Judaism who did not join
themselves fully to the people of the Covenant by submit-
ting to circumcision, but were admitted to imperfect
communion as I’roselytes of the Gate.! The conditions
named, however, do not fully represent the rules framed
for such cases, and many critics consider that the conditions
imposed, although they may have been influenced by the
Noachian prescriptions, were rather moral duties which it
was, from special circumstances, thought expedient to
specify?  We shall presently refer to some of these con-
ditions, but bearing in mind the views which were domi-
nant amongst primitive Christians, and more especially,
as is obvious, amongst the Christians of Jerusalem where
this decree is supposed to have been unanimously adopted,
bearing in mind the teaching which is said to have led to
the Council, the episode at Antioch, and the systematic
judaistic opposition which retarded the work of Paul and
subsequently affected his reputation, it may be instructive

V Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 215 f.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i.
p. 204 f.; Niedner, K. G., p. 103; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 230;
Plumptre, A N.T.Comment. ed. Ellicott, 1878, ii. p. 97; Reuss, Rev.de Théol.,
1859, iii. p. 85 f.; Gesch. N. T., p. 56 ; Ritschi, Entst. altk. K., p. 1291f.;
Schweyler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 109 f.; Stap, Origines, p. 1881T. ; Wieseler,
Br. an d. Gal., p. 147 ff.  Cf. Bleck, Einl., p. 372; Neander, Planzung, p.
167, anm. 3, p. 171, anm. 1; Weber u. Heltzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 570f.

2 Ililgenfeld, Zcitschr. wiss. Theol., 1858, p. 75 f.; 1860, p. 128 ff.,
164 f.; Hofmann, Die Leil. Schr. N. T., i. p. 133 f.; Lckebusch, Apg.,
p. 311 ff.; Lightfoot, Works, iii. p. 220 ff., viui. p. 477 ff. ; J. B. Lightfoot,
Galatians, p. 295; Meyer, Apg., p. 338 ff.; Schliemann, Clementinen,
p. 388, aum. 23 Sdmeckaburgr, Apg., p. 73 f., ann.; Echot!gen, Tore
Hebr, p. 461 fE.
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than a composition by the Author of Acts, the singular
analogies presented by this narrative with the trial and
last words of Jesus in the Gospels seem to us an addi-
tional indication of its inauthenticity. As Baur' and Zeller®
have well argued, the use of two expressions of Jesus
only found in the third Synoptic is a phenomenon
which is much more naturally explained by attributing
them to the Author, who of course knew that Gospel
_well, than to Stephen who did not know it at all.?
The prominence which is given to this episode of the
first Christian martyrdom is intelligible in itself, and
it acquires fresh significance when it is considered as
the introduction of the Apostle Paul, whose perfect
silence regarding the proto-martyr, however, confirms
the belief which we otherwise acquire, that the whole
narrative and speech, whatever unknown tradition may
have suggested them, are, as we have them, to be ascribed
to the Author of the Acts.

On closer examination, one of the first questions which
arises is: how could such a speech have been reported ?
Although Neander* contends that we are not justified in
asserting that all that is narrated regarding Stephen in
the Acts occurred in a single day, we think it cannot
be doubted that the intention is to describe the arrest, trial,
and execution as rapidly following each other on the same
day. “They came upon him, and seized him, and

! Paulus, i. p. 64, anm. 1. 2 Apostelgesch., 152.

3 Neander admits that the narrative in Acts is wanting in clearness and
intuitive evidence of details, although he does not think that this at all
militates against the trustworthiness of the whole. (Pflanzung, u. s. w.,
p. 68, anm.) Bleek points out that viii. 1—3, which is so closely con-
nected with this episode, shows a certain confusion and want of clearness,
and supposes the passage interpolated by the author into the original

narrative of which he made use. (Einl. N. T., p. 342.)
¢ Pflanzung, w. s. w., p. 68, anm.
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We cannot, however, venture to quote illustrations.!
Dr. Hibbert, in whose work on Apparitions many
interesting instances are to be found, thus concludes
his consideration of the conditions which lead to such
illusions : “I have at length concluded my obser-
vations on what may be considered as the leading
mental laws which are connected with the origin of
spectral impressions. The general inference to be
drawn from them is,—that Apparitions are nothing
more than morbid symptoms, whick are indicative of
an intense excitement of the renovated feelings of the
mind.”? Subjective visions, believed to have had
objective reality, abound in the history of the world.
They are familiar to all who have read the lives of
the Saints, and they have accompanied the progress
of Christianity in various forms from the trances of
Montanism to the vision of the ‘ Immaculate Con-
cepfian ” in the Grotto of Lourdes.

If we turn to the inquiry whether a similar subjective
impression can be received by many persons at one time
aud be mistaken by them for an objective reality, an
cqually certain reply in the affirmative must unhesitat-
ingly be given. The contagiousness of emotion is well
known,® and the rapidity with which panic, for instance,
spreads from a single individual to the mass is remarked
every day. The most trifling incident, unseen by more
than a few and, therefore, more pliant in the imagination

! Fvery one remombers tho case of Luthor and his visions of the
Dovil.

2 Sketches of the Philasophy of Apparitions, by Samuel Hibbert, M.D.,
F.R.S.E., 2nd od., 1823, p. 375.

3 We might point in illustration to the use of * Tungues” in the Corin-
thian Church, where the contagiousness of the ecstatic state is exempli-
fied. 1 Cor. xiv. 23, 26 ff.
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The Author of the Acts has been charged with having
written the work with a distinct design to which he
subordinated historical truth, and in this view many critics
have joined, who ultimately do not accuse him absolutely
of falsifying history, but merely of making a deliberate
selection of his materials with the view of placing events
in the light most suitable for his purpose. Most of those,
however, who make this charge maintain that, in carry-
ing out the original purpose of the Acts, the writer so
freely manipulated whatever materials he had before him,
and so dealt with facts whether by omission, transforma-
tion or invention, that the historical value of his narrative
has been destroyed or at least seriously affected by it.!
On the other hand, many apologetic writers altogethier
deny the existence of any design on the part of the

1873, p. 86 ff.; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 6 ff., 212 ff.; Nicolas, Etudes N. T.,
p- 267 f1.; Orerbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. lix. fI. ; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus,
p. 277 ff., 495 ff. ; Renan, Les Apitres, p. xxiv. ff. (except last pages, p.
xxVii.) ; Scherer, Rev. de Théologie, 1851, iii. p. 335 f. ; Scholten, Het paul.
Evang,, p. 410, 414, 447 ff.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 508 ff. passim ;
Schwanbeck, Quellen, u. s. w., p. 31 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit.,
i p. 90, ii. p. 73 f., 112 fI.; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 117 ff.; Straatman,
Paalus, p. 17 ff., et passim; Volkmar, Die Religion, p. 336 ff.; Tjeenk
Willink, Just., Mart., p. 28 f., 31 noot 3; Zeller, Apostelg., p. 76 ff.,
316 fI.; Vortrige, p. 206 ff. Cf. Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 344 ff.; Reuss,
Gesch. N. T., p. 203 f., 205 f.; Hist. Théol. Chrét., il p. 7, 327 ff.;
Récille, Essais de Critique Religieuse, 1860, p. 27 f.; Schneckenburger,
P 151 fL., et passim ; de Wette, Apostelg., p. lix f.; Eiol N. T., p. 252 f.;
Wittichen, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1873, p. 512 ff.

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 8 ff., 19 ff.; Christianus, Ev. des Reichs, p. 767 ff. ;
Davidson, Einl N. T., ii. p. 275; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., iii. p. 420 f1.;
Hilgenfeld, EinlL N. T., p. 225 f£., 575 ff., 593 ff.; Zeitachr. wiss. Th., 1860,
p. 101 f£.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 350 ff. ; Krenkel, Paulus,
p 6 ., 212 ff.; Nicolas, EtudesN. T., p. 267 ff.; Overbeck, zu doW. Apg.,
p. xxv. fI.,, lix. ff.; Renan, Les Apdtres, p. xxiv. ff. (except last few pages,
p. xxvil.); Réville, Essais de Crit. Bel.,, p. 27 £ ; Scherer, Rev. de Théol.,
1851, iii. p. 336; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 73 ff.; Straatman,
Paulus, p. 1 ff.; Zeller, Apostelg., p. 76 ff.,, 316 ff.; Vortrige, p. 206 ff.
Cf. Reuss, Hist. Théol. Chr., ii. p. 7, 327 ff.; Schneckenburger, Apostelg.,
p.44ff, 57£,02¢1, 127 f., 140 £, 152 ff,, 217 f.
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this speech consisted of mere inarticulate tones, of excited
ejaculations, of obsolete or uncommon expressions and
provincialisms, of highly poetical rhapsodies, of prayer in
slow scarcely audible accents, or of chaunted mysterious
phrases, fragmentary and full of rapturous intensity, as
these critics variously suppose, we shall not pause to
inquire. It is clear that, whatever may have been the
form of the speech, if instead of being speech in unlearnt
languages supernaturally communicated, yAdooais Aakew
was only the expression of religious excitement, however
that may be supposed to have originated, the pretentions
of the gift to a miraculous character shrink at once into
exceedingly small proportions.

Every unprejudiced mind must admit that the re-
presentation that the gift of * tongues,” of which the
Apostle speaks in his Epistle to the Corinthians, conferred
upon the recipient the power to speak foreign languages
before unknown to him, may in great part be traced to
the narrative in Acts of the descent of the Holy Spirit on
the day of Pentecost. Although a few apologists advance
the plea that there may have been differences in the
manifestation, it is generally recognized on both sides
that, however differently described by the two writers,
the yAdooais Aaketw of Paul and of the Acts is, in reality,
one and the same plenomenon. The impression conveyed
by the narrative has been applied to the didactic remarks of
Paul, and a meaning forced upon them which they cannot
possibly bear. It is not too much to say that, but for the
mythical account in the Acts, no one would ever have
supposed that the yAdocais hakeiv of Paul was the gift
of speaking foreign languages without previous study or
practice. In the interminable controversy regarding the
phenomenon, moreover, it seems to us to have been a
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went according to revelation and communicated to them
(adrois) the Gospel which I preach among the Gentiles,
but privately to them which seemed (to be something)
(xar’ Biay 8¢ 7ois Soxovow).”' The usual apologetic
explanation, as we have already mentioned, is that whilst
more or less distinctly the author of Acts indicates pri-
vate conferences, and Paul a public assembly, the former
chiefly confines his attention to the general congress
and the latter to the more private incidents of his visit.?
The opinion that the author of Acts ‘ alludes in a general
way to conferences and discussions preceding the con-
gress,” is based upon the statement xv. 4, 5: “And
when they came to Jerusalem they were received by the
Church and by the Apostles and the elders, and declared
all that God did with them. But there rose up certain
of the sect of the Pharisees, who believed, saying: That
it is necessary to circumcise them and to command them
to keep the law of Moses. And the Apostles and the
elders came together to see regarding this matter. And
when there had been much disputation, Peter rose up
and said,” &c. If it were admitted that more than one
meeting is here indicated, it is clear that the words
cannot be legitimately strained into a reference to more

Overbeck, zu de Wette, Apg., p. 218 f.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 188 ff.;
Stap, Origines, p. 184 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 226 f.

' Gal. ii. 2.

3 Alford, Gk Test., ii. p. 162 f.; iii. p. 12 f.; Baumgarten, Apg., i.
p. 461 ff.; Bleek, Einl., p. 371 ; Ebrard, Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 699 f. ; Ellicott,
Galatians, p. 24 ; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 434f., anm. 2; Hofmann,
Die heil. Schr. N.T., i. p. 128 ff.; Lange, Das ap. Z., i. p. 100 f., ii.
p. 178 ff.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 397 f.; Lekebusch, Apg.,
p- 294 ff.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 103, 124 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 329 £,
Gal. p. 64 f. ; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 160 ff.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 226 ff.,
232 ff.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sitcles, i. p. 458 f.; Ritschl, Entst.
altk. K., p. 150 ; Schliemann, Clementinen, p. 388 f.; Thiersch, K. im ap.
Z., p. 1291.; Trip, Paulus, p. 84 ff. 3 Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 125.
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of the many, has instantaneously convinced multitudes
of the most erroncous inferences. We need not refer,
moreover, to the numerous religious and other mental
epidemics which have swept over the face of the world,
infecting society with the wildest delusions. From Mon-
tanism to camp meetings and revivals in our own day, it
has been demonstrated that religious excitement and do-
minant ideas have spread with astonishing rapidity and
power amongst the circles in which they have arisen. In
certain states of nervous expectation, false impressions are
instantaneously transmitted from one to another in a reli-
gious assembly. Dr. Carpenter says : * Moreover, if not
only a single individual, but several persons should be
¢ possessed ’ by one and the same idea or feeling, the same
misinterpretation may be made by all of them; and in
such a case the concurrence of their testimony does not
add the least strength to it.—Of this we have a good ex-
ample in the following occurrence cited by Dr. Tuke, as
showing the influence of a ‘ dominant idea’ in falsifying
the perceptions of a number of persons at once :—* During
the conflagration at the Crystal Palace in the winter of
1866-67, when the animals were destroyed by the fire, it
was supposed that the Chimpanzee had succeeded in es-
caping from his cage. Attracted to the roof, with this
expectation in full force, men saw the unhappy animal
holding on to it, and writhing in agony to get astride one
of the iron ribs. It need not be said that its struggles
were watched by those below with breathless suspense,
and as the newspapers informed us * with sickening dread.’
But there was no animal whatever there; and all this
feeling was thrown away upon a tattered piece of blind,
so torn as to resemble to the eye of fancy, the body,
arms, and legs of an ape!’ (Op. cit.,, p. 44.) Another
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consider some of its main points sufficiently to form a fair
judgment of the historical value of the work, although
the facts which we have already ascertained are clearly
fatal to the document as adequate testimony for miracles,
and the reality of Divine Revelation.
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There remains another point upon which a few remarks
must be made. In Acts ix. 29f the cause of Paul’s
hurriedly leaving Jerusalem is a plot of the Grecian
Jews to kill him. Paul does not in the Epistle refer to
any such matter, but, in another part of the Acts, Paul is
represented as relating, xxii. 17f.: * And it came to
pass, that, when I returned to Jerusalem and was pray-
ing in the temple, I was in a trance and saw him saying
unto me: Make haste, and get thee quickly out of Jeru-
salem, for they will not receive thy witness concerning
me,” &c., &c. This account differs, therefore, even from
the previous narrative in the same book, yet critics are
agreed that the visit during which the Apostle is said
to have seen this vision was that which we are dis-
cussing.! The writer is so little a historian working
from substantial facts that he forgets the details of his
own previous statements; and in the account of the
conversion of Paul, for instance, he thrice repeats the
story with emphatic and irreconcilable contradictions.
We have already observed his partiality for visions; and
such supernatural agency is so ordinary a matter with him
that, in the first account of this visit, he altogether omits
the vision, although he must have known of it then quite
as much as on the second occasion. The Apostle, in his
authentic and solemn account of this visit, gives no hint
of any vision, and leaves no suggestion even of that
public preaching which is described in the carlier, and
referred to in the later, narrative in the Acts.? If we

! Alford, Greek Test., iii. p. 9; Bleek, Einl., p. 364; Ebrard, Wiss.
Kr. ev. Gesch.,, p. 719; Gloag, Acts, i. p. 344 f.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr.
wiss, Th., 1860, p. 112; Liyhtfoot, Galatians, p. 92, n. 2; Meyer, Apg.,
p. 231; Olshausen, Apg., p. 156; Paley, Evidences, and Horse Paul., ed.
Potts, ch. v., No. viii., p. 379; Schrader, Der Ap. P., i. p. 56; Wieseler,
Chron. ap. Zeit., p. 165 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 208.

2 Puley (Hore Paul. v., No. viii.) actually endeavours to show the
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this way when he might still more effectually have done
so by simply obeying the order of his superior and
breaking the legs? The whole episode is manifestly un-
historical!

It is clear that to fulfil in a marked way the pro-
phecies which the writer had in his mind, and wished
specially to apply to Jesus, it was necessary that, in the
first place, there should have been a distinct danger
of the bones being broken, and at the same time of the
side not being pierced. The order to break the legs of
the crucified is therefore given, but an extraordinary
exception is made in favour of Jesus, and a thrust with
the lance substituted, so that both passages of the Scrip-
ture are supposed to be fulfilled.? What Scriptures,
bowever, are fulfilled? The first: * A bone of him shall
not be broken,” is merely the prescription with regard to .
the Paschal lamb, Ex. xii. 46, and the dogmatic view of
the fourth Evangelist leads him throughout to represent
Jesus as the true Paschal lamb. The second is Zech.
xii. 10,* and any one who reads the passage, even with-
out the assistance of learned exegesis, may perceive that
it has no such application as our Evangelist gives it. We
shall pass over, as not absolutely necessary for our imme-
diate purpose, very many important details of the episode;
but regarding this part of the subject we may say that
we consider it evident that, if an order was given to
break the legs of the crucified upon this occasion, that

1 For the whole argument as to the leg-breaking and the lance-thrust,
compare Gfrirer, Das Heiligthum und die Wahrheit, p. 231 ff., 241 ff. ;
Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 508 ff. ; Scholten, Ev. n. Johannes, p. 338 ff. ;
Strauss, Leb. Jesu, p. 591 ff. ; Weisse, Die ev. Gesch., ii. p. 325 ff.

2 Strauss, Das Leben Jesu, p. 593.

3 Cf. Numbers ix. 12; Ps. xxxiv. 20.

4 Cf. Ps. xxii. 16. We need not discuss here the variation in the quo-
tation from Zech. xii. 10.
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again does during his visit to Jerusalem.! When the
Holy Spirit desires the Church at Antioch to separate
Barnabas and Saul for the work whereunto he has
called them, they continue to announce the word of
God “in the synagogues of the Jews,”? and in nar-
rating the conversion of the Roman proconsul at Paphos,
it is said that it is Sergius Paulus himself who calls for
Barnabas and Saul, and secks to hear the word of God.3
‘When they came to Antioch in Pisidia, they go into the
synagogue of the Jews* as usual, and it is only after the
Jews reject them that Paul and Barnabas are described
as saying:—“It was necessary that the word of God
should first be spoken to you: seeing that ye thrust it
from you, and judge yourselves unworthy of everlasting
life, lo, we turn to the Gentiles.”® In Iconium,to which
they next proceed, however, they go into the synagogue
of the Jews,® and later, it is stated that Paul, on arriving
at Thessalonica, “as his custom was,” went into the
synagogue of the Jews, and for three Sabbaths dis-
coursed to them.” At Corinth, it was only when the
Jews opposed him and blasphemed, that Paul is repre-
sented as saying: ‘ Your blood be upon your own head;
I will henceforth, with a pure conscience, go unto the
Gentiles.” It is impossible to.distinguish from this nar-
rative any difference between the ministry of Paul and
that of the other Apostles. They all address themselves
maiuly and primarily to the Jews, although if Gentiles de-
sire to eat of *the crumbs which fall from the children’s
bread ” they are not rejected. Even the Pharisees stirred
heaven and earth to make proselytes. In no sense can

1ix. 28 f. * xiii. 5. 3 xiii. 7.
4 xiii, 14 ff., 42 .  xiii. 46. ¢ xiv. 1 £
7 xvii. 1 ff.. Cf. 10 ff., 17 ff.; xviii. 4 ff,, 19, 28; xix. 8.
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divinely appointed Apostle of the Gentiles advocating
complete immunity from the Mosaic law, and enun-
ciating Pauline principles in peculiarly Pauline terms.
‘When Peter declares that “ God put no distinction be-
tween us (Jews) and them (Gentiles), purifying their
hearts by faith, but by the grace (xdps) of our Lord
Jesus Christ we believe we are saved even as also they,”
do we not hear Paul's sentiments, so elaborately ex-
pressed in the Epistle to the Romans and elsewhere?
“ For there is no difference between Jew and Greek; for
the same Lord of all is rich unto all that call upon him.
For whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall
be saved”2.... “justified freely by his grace (xdpss)
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus.”® And
when Peter exclaims: “ Why tempt ye God to put a
yoke ({vyds) upon the neck of the disciples which neither
our fathers nor we were able to bear?” have we not
rather a paraphrase of the words in the -Epistle to the
Galatians ?  “ With liberty Christ made us free; stand
fast, therefore, and be not entangled again in a yoke
({vyds) of bondage. Behold, I Paul say unto you that
if ye be circumcised Christ will profit you nothing. But
I testify again to every man who is circumcised that he
is a debtor to do the whole law.*. . For as many as are of
works of law are under a curse,” &c.® These are only
a few sentences of which the speech in Acts is an echo,
but no attentive reader can fail to perceive that it con-
tains in germ the whole of Pauline universalism.

1 Cf. Rom. iv. 13.

? Rom. x. 12, 13. Cf. Gal. iii. 26 ff.: ** For ye are all sons of God
tl.rough faith in Christ Jesus; . .. There is neither Jew nor Greek; . . .
for ye are all one man in Christ Jesus.”

% Rom. iii. 24. 4 Gal. v. 1-3.

& Qal. iii. 10.
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cannot here be fully discussed. If the pictures which
have filled for so long the horizon of the Future must
vanish, no hideous blank can rightly be maintained in
their place. We should clearly distinguish between what
we know and know not, but as carefully abstain from
characterising that which we know not as if it were really
known to us. That mysterious Unknown or Unknowable
is no cruel darkness, but simply an impenetrable
distance into which we are impotent to glance, but
which excludes no legitimate speculation and forbids no
reasonable hope.
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Suwdpewr) ; to another prophecy (mpodnreia) ; to another
discerning of spirits (Sudxpiois mrevpdrov); to another
kinds of tongues (yén yAwoadv) ; to another interpre-
tation of tongues (épunreia yAwoodv) ; 11. but all these
worketh (évepyei) the one and the same Spirit, dividing
to each severally as he wills.” After illustrating
this by showing the mutual dependence of the different
members and senses of the body, the Apostle proceeds:
v. 28. “ And God set some in the Church, first apostles,
secondly prophets, thirdly teachers, after that powers
(8wdpes), after that gifts of healings (yapiouara lapdrav),
helpings (dwriMjipess), governings (xvBepmijaes), kinds of
tongues (yém ylwoadv). 29. Are all apostles ? are all
prophets ? are all teachers?- are all powers (Suvdpeis)?
30. have all gifts of healings (xaplopara lapdrev) ? do
all speak with tongues (yYAdooais Aalodow)? do all
interpret (Sieppnredovow)?”

Before we commence an examination of this interesting
and important passage, it is essential that we should
endeavour to disabuse our minds of preconceived ideas.
Commentators are too prone to apply to the Apostle’s
remarks a system of interpretation based upon statements
made by later and less informed writers, and warped by
belief in the reality of a miraculous element pervading
all apostolic times, which have been derived mainly
from post-apostolic narratives. What do we really
know of the phenomena supposed to have charac-
terized the Apostolic age, and which were later, and
are now, described as miraculous? With the excep-
tion of what we glean from the writings of Paul, we
know absolutely nothing from any contemporary writer
and eye-witness. Tn the Gospels and in the Acts of the
Apostles, we have detailed accounts of many miracles said
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to be admitted into communion, and undoubtedly is to be
taken as applicable not merely to a few districts, but to
the Gentiles in general.

The account which Paul gives of his visit not only
ignores any such decree, but excludes it. In the first
place, taking into account the Apostle’s character and the
spirit of his Epistle, it is impossible to suppose that Paul
had any intention of submitting, as to higher authority,
the Gospel which he preached, for the judgment of the
elder Apostles and of the Church of Jerusalem.! Nothing
short of this is involved in the account in the Acts, and
in the form of the decree which promulgates, in an
authoritative manner, restrictive clauses which * seemed
good to the Holy Spirit” and to the Council. The
temper of the man is well shown in Paul’s indignant
letter to the Galatians. He receives his Gospel, not
from men, but by direct revelation from Jesus Christ
and, so far is he from submission of the kind implied, that
be says: “ But even though we, or an angel from heaven, ‘
should preach unto you any Gospel other than that which
we preached to you, let him be accursed. As we have
said before, so say I now again : If any man preach any
Gospel to you other than that ye received, let him be
accursed.”? That the Apostle here refers to his own
peculiar teaching, and does so in contradistinction to the
Gospel preached by the Judaizers, is evident from the
preceding words : * I marvel that ye are so soon removing
from him that called you in the grace of Christ unto a
different Gospel ; which is not another, only there are

! Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 217 f.: Ewald, Sendschr. des Ap. Paulus,
1837, p. 71 ; Ililgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Th. 1858, p. 77 ff.; Lipsius, in
Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 196, 199 £; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1858, ii.

p- 334; Théol. Chr., i. p. 3111.; Stap, Origines, p. 183 ff. ; Stroatman,
Paulus, p. 189 f., 196, 2 Gal.i. 8, 9.
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to have been performed by the Apostles and others; but
these narratives were all written at a much later period,
and by persons who are unknown, and most of whom are
not even affirmed to have been eye-witnesses.! In the
Acts of the Apostles, we have an account of some of the
very Charismata referred to by Paul in the passage above
quoted, and we shall thus have the advantage of pre-
sently comparing the two accounts. We must, however,
altogether resist any attempt to insert between the lines
of the apostle’s writing ideas and explanations derived
from the Author of the Acts and from patristic literature,
and endeavour to understand what it is he himself says
and intends to say. It must not be supposed that we in
the slightest degree question the fact that the Apostle
Paul believed in the reality of supernatural intervention
in mundane affairs, or that he asserted the actual occur-
rence of certain miracles. Qur desire is as far as possible
to ascertain what Paul himself has to say upon specific
phenomena, now generally explained as miraculous, and
thus, descending from vague generalities to more distinct
statements, to ascertain the value of his opinion re-
garding the character of such phenomena. It cannot fail
to be imstructive to determine something of the nature of
Charismata from an eye-witness who believed them to
have been supernatural. His account, as we have seen,
is the most precious evidence of the Church to the reality
of the miraculous.

The first point which must be observed in connection
with the Charismata referred to by Paul in the passage
before us is that, whilst there are diversities amongst
them, all the phenomena described are ascribed to

1 1t is suggestive that the curious passage Mk. xvi. 17--18 is not even
by the author of the second Gospel, but a later addition.
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and standing in the midst of them now. The Synoptist
who is 8o lavish in his use of miraculous agency natu-
rally sees no incongruity here. One or other alternative
must be adopted :—If Jesus possessed his own body after
his resurrection and could eat and be handled, he could
not vanish; if he vanished, he could not have been thus
corporeal. The aid of a miracle has to be invoked in
order to reconcile the representations. We need not
here criticise the address which he is supposed to
make to the disciples,' but we must call attention
to the one point that Jesus (v. 49) commands the
disciples to tarry in Jerusalem until they be “clothed
with power from on high.” This completes the exclu-
sion of all appearances in Galilee, for the narrative pro-
ceeds to say, that Jesus led them out towards Bethany
and lifted up his hands and blessed them: v. 51. “ And
it came to pass, while blessing them, he parted from them,
and was carried up into heaven;” whilst they returned
to Jerusalem, where they * were continually in the
temple ” praising God. We shall return to the Ascension
presently, but, in the meantime, it is well that we should
refer to the accounts of the other two Gospels.

According to the fourth Gospel, on the first day of
the week, after sending to his disciples the message
regarding his Ascension, which we have discussed, when
it was evening: xx.19. ‘“‘And the doors having been shut
where the disciples were, for fear of the Jews, Jesus
came and stood in the midst, and saith unto them:
Peace be unto you. 20. And having said this, he

! The statement in xxiv. 44, however, is suggestive as showing how the
fulfilment of the Prophets and Psalms is in the mind of the writer. We
have seen how much this idea influenced the account of the Passion in
the Gospels.
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when they came down prayed for them that they might
receive the Holy Spirit—for as yet he had fallen upon
none of them, but they had only been baptized into the
pame of the Lord Jesus. Then laid they (the Apostles)
their hands on them and they received the Holy Spirit.”*
We may further refer to the episode at Ephesus (Acts
xix. 1 f) where Paul finds certain disciples who, having
only been baptized into John’s baptism, had not received
the Holy Spirit, nor even heard whether there was a
Holy Spirit. (xix. 6.) *“ And Paul having laid his hands
upon them, the Holy Spirit came on them, and they
were speaking with tongues and prophesying.”

When we examine Paul’s Epistles to the Corin-
thians we find ample assurance that the interpretation
here given of this passage is correct, and that he
does not refer, as apologists have maintained, to
miracles wrought by himself, but to the Charismats,
which were supposed to have been bestowed upon
the Corinthians who believed, and which thus were the
signs of his apostleship. The very next verse to
that which is before us shows this: “Truly the signs
of the Apostle were wrought in you in all patience
.« .. 13. For (ydp) what is there wherein ye were
inferior to the other Churches, except it be that I myself
was not burdensome to you?” The mere performance
of signs and wonders did not constitute their equality;
but in the possession of the Charismata,—regarding which
so much is said in the first epistle, and which were the
result of his preaching,—they were not inferior to the
other Churches, and only inferior, Paul says with bis
fine irony, in not having, like the other Churches with
their apostles, been called upon to acquire the merit of

! Acts viii. 14—17,
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“ For thou wilt not leave my soul in hell” (§&p).! In
Ps. xviii. 5 (Sept. xvii. 5) we have, * The pains of hell
(d8tves @dov) compassed me about.”? The difference
between the @dvas 7ob ¢dov of the Epistle and the
&divas Tob avdrov of the Acts is so distinct that, finding
a closer parallel in the Psalns to which reference is
obviously made in both works, it is quite impossible to
trace the phrase necessarily to the Acts. Such a passage
cannot prove the use of that work,? but, if it could, we
might inquire what evidence for the authorship and trust-
worthiness of the Acts could be deduced from the cir-
cumstance ? ¢

The second passage, referred to by a few writers® is
as follows :—

EPISTLE viii. Acts v. 41.

Let us therofore become imita- So they departed from the pre-
tors of his patience, and if we suffer | sence of the council, rejoicing that
for his name, let us praise him. they were counted worthy to suffer

shame for the name.

Mural ody yeviopeba ijs tmopoviis | Ol pév odv émopebovro xaipovres dmd
abroi” kal éav mdoywpev i 75 Svopa | mpogdmov Tob guvedplov, o1t xkamnfid-
atrob, Sofd{wpey atriv. Onoay imép Tob dvdparos dripacbijac.

It is not necessary to do more than contrast these
passages to show how little the * Epistle of Polycarp”
can witness for the * Acts of the Apostles.” We have
already examined another supposed reference to this very
passage, and the expressions in the Epistle, whilst
scarcely presenting a single point of linguistic analogy to

! Cod. E reads lov.

* In the Sept. version of Job, xxxix. 2, the expression &3ivas 3¢ abrov
\evoas occurs.

3 Credwer, Einl, N. T., i. 1, p. 274 ; Hilgenfeld, Ap. v. 284.

4 For the date and character of the Lpistle, sce discussion, 8. R., i.
p. 212 ff.

§ Jacolson, Patr. Ap., ii. p. 541. Cf. Dressel, Patr. Ap., p. 386; Hefele,
Patr. Ap., p. 120,
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alteration, is quite irreconailable with the result of our
linguistic examination. Zeller rightly says:—* Were
the author so dependent a compiler, the traces of such
a proceeding must necessarily become apparent in a
thorough dissimilarity of language and expression. And
this dissimilarity would be all the greater if his sources,
as in that case we could scarcely help admitting,
belonged to widely separated spheres as regards lan-
guage and mode of thought. On the other hand, it
would be altogether inexplicable that, in all parts of the
work, the same favourite expressions, the same turns,
the same peculiarities of vocabulary and syntax should
meet us. This phenomenon only becomes conceivable
when we suppose that the contents of our work were
brought into their present form by one and the same
person, and that the work as it lies before us was not
merely compiled by some one, but was also composed
by him.’ !

Should an attempt be made to argue that, even if it
be conceded that the language is that of the Author of
Acts, the sentiments may be those actually expressed by
Stephen, it would at once be obvious that such an ex-
planation is not only purely arbitrary and incapable of
proof, but opposed to the facts of the case. It is not the
language only which can be traced to the Author of the
rest of the Acts but, as we have shown, the whole plan
of the speech is the same as that of others in different
parts of the work. Stephen speaks exactly as Peter does
before him and Paul at a later period. There is just
that amount of variety which a writer of not unlimited
resources can introduce to express the views of dif-

3 Lekebusch, Die Comp. und Entsteh. der Apostelgesch., p. 79 f.
SoL. IIL -
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were fully incorporated with Israel, and the other called
Proselytes of the Gate,! or worshippers of Jahveh, who
in the New Testament are commonly called oi oeBdpevo
70v Bedv, or of eboeBeis. These had not undergone the
rite of circumcision, and therefore were not participators
in the Covenant, but merely worshipped the God of
Israel,? and were only compelled to observe the seven
Noachian prescriptions. These Proselytes of the Gate,
however, were little more than on sufferance. They
were excluded from the Temple, and even the Acts of
the Apostles represent it to be pollution for a Jew to
have intercourse with them: it requires direct Divine
intervention to induce Peter to go to Cornelius, and to
excuse his doing so in the eyes of the primitive Church.?
Nothing short of circumcision and full observance of the
Mosaic law could secure the privileges of the Covenant
with Israel to a stranger, and in illustration of this we
may again point to the Acts, where certain who came from
Judea, members of the primitive church, teach the
Christians of Antioch: *“Except ye have been circum-
cised after the custom of Moses ye cannot be saved.” *

! We need not discuss the chronology of this class.

2 It is scarcely necessary to speak of the well-known case of Izates,
King of Adiabene, related by Josephus. The Jewish merchant Ananias,
who teaches him to worship God according to the religion of the Jews, is
willing, evidently from the special emergency of the case and the danger
of forcing Izates fully to embrace Judaism in the face of his people, to
let him remain a mere Jahveh worshipper, only partially conforming to
the Law, and remaining uncircumcised’; but another Jew from Galilee,
Eleazer, versed in Jewish learning, points out to him that, in neglecting
circumcision, he breaks the principal point of the Law. Izates then has
himself circumcised. Josephus, Antiq. xx. 2, § 3 f.

¥ Acts x. 2 ff, xi. 2 ff. Dr. Lightfoot says: ‘The Apostles of the
circumcision, even St. Peter himself, had failed hitherto to comprehend
the wide purpose of God. With their fellow-countrymen they still * held
it unlawful for a Jew to keep company with an alien’ (Acts x. 28).”
Galatians, p. 290. 4 Acts xv. 1.,
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pointed out many instances of a similar kind amongst the
chroniclers of the middle ages.! There are various ways
in which the retention of the first person in these sections,
supposing them to have been derived from some other
written source, might be explained. The simple suppo-
sition that the author, either through carelessness or over-
sight, allowed the %ueis to stand ? is not excluded, and
indeed some critics, although we think without reason,
maintain both the third Gospel and the Acts to be com-
posed of materials derived from various sources and put
together with little care or adjustment The author
might also have inserted these fragments of the diary of
a fellow-traveller of Paul, and retained the original form
of the document to strengthen the apparent credibility of
his own narrative ; or, as many critics belicve, he may
have allowed the first person of the original document to
remain, in order himself to assume the character of cye-
witness, and of companion of the Apostle.* As we shall
see in the course of our examination of the Acts, the
general procedure of the author is by no means of a
character to discredit such an explanation.

We shall not enter into any discussion of the sources
from which critics maintain that the author compiled his

! Quellen d. Schr. des Lukas, i. p. 188 ff. Cf. De IFette, Einl. N. T.,
P. 247, an. e; Bleek, Einl. N, T., p. 332 anm.

2 Cf. Bleck, Einl. N. T., p. 331, Th. Stud. u. Krit.,, 1836, p. 1047;
Scholten, Het paulin. Evangelie, p. 451 f.

3 Konigsmann, Prolusio do fontibus Act. Apost.,, in Pott’s Sylloge,
1802, iii. p. 215 ff.; Schleiermacher, Versuch iib. die Schr. des Lukas,
Sammtl. Werke, 1836, ii. p. 14 ff., p. 219 ff.; Einl. N. T., 1845 (iii.),
p. 349 f.; Schwanbeck, Quellen Schr. d. Lukas, 1847, i. p. 41 fI.,
p. 253 fI. ; Scholten, Het paulin. Evangelie, 1870, p. 451 f.

¢ Baur, Paulus, 2te Aufl,, i. p. 16 f.; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitgesch.,
1874, iii. p. 442, anm. 7; Overbeck, Zu de Wette's Apostelgesch., 4to
Aufl,, p. xlv. f.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, 1836, v. p. 549; Stap,
Origines du Christianisme, 2me éd., p. 205 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch.,
p- 456 £, p. 516, anm. 1.
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the bones of Joseph were buried, was not bought by
Abraham, but by Jacob.! Moses is described (v. 22) as
mighty in words, but in Exodus? he is said to be the
very reverse, and Aaron in fact is sent with him to
speak words for him. These are some of the principal
variations. It used to be argued that such mistakes were
mere errors of memory, natural in a speech delivered
under such circumstances and without preparation,® and
that they are additional evidence of its authenticity,
inasmuch as it is very improbable that a writer
deliberately composing such a speech could have com-
mitted them. Itis very clear, however, that the majority
of these are not errors of memory at all, but either the
exegesis prevailing at the time amongst learned Jews, or
traditions deliberately adopted, of which many traces are
elscwhere found.*

The form of the speech is closely similar to other
speeches found in the same work. We have already in
passing pointed out the analogy of parts of it to the
address of Peter in Solomon’s porch, but the speech of
Paul at Antioch bears a still closer resemblance to it,
and has been called “a mere echo of the speeches of
Peter and Stephen.”® We must refer the reader to our
general comparison of the two speeches of Peter and
Paul in question,® which sufficiently showed, we think,

' Joshua xxiv. 32. ? iv. 10 f£.

3 Even de Wette says:  The numerous historical errors are remark-
able; they may most probably be ascribed to an unprepared speech.” K.
Erkl. Apostelgesch., p. 93.

¢ Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 67 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 235 f.;
Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 115 ff.; Eichkorn, Einl., ii. p. 39 f.; Ewald,
Geach. V. Isr., vi. p. 193, anm. 2: Feilmoser, Einl., p. 314 f.; Humphrey,
Acts, p. 37 ff.; Meyer, Apg., p. 170 f.; Olshausen, Apg., p. 117 f.

$ Schueckenburger, Zweck der Apostelgesch., p. 130,

¢ See back, p. 85 fI.
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subject, with proud humility calling himself, on the one
hand, ‘“‘the least of the Apostles,” but, on the other,
asserting that he had *laboured more than they all.”
He is led to contrast his past life with his present;
the time when he persecuted the Church with that in
which be built it up. There is, however, no allusion
to any miraculous conversion when he says: “by the
grace of God I am what I am.” He may consider
his having seen the Lord and become a witness of
his resurrection one part of his qualification for the
Apostolate, but assuredly he does not represent this
as the means of his conversion.

We shall not pause to discuss at length how far being
a witness for the resurrection really was made a neces-
sary qualification for the apostolic office. The passages,
Luke xxiv. 48, Acts i. 22, ii. 32, upon which the theory
mainly rests, are not evidence of the fact which can for a
moment be accepted. It is obvious that the Twelve were
apostles from having been chosen disciples of the Master
from the commencement of his active career, and not from
any fortuitous circumstance at its close. If Paul says :
“Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our
Lord ?” he continues : *“ Are ye not my work in the Lord?
If I am not an apostle unto others, yet I am at least to
you: for the seal of mine apostleship are ye in the
Lord. My defence to them that examine me is this.”?
There can be no doubt that the claims of Paul to the
Apostolate were, during his life, constantly denied, and
his authority rejected. As we have elsewhere pointed
out, there is no evidence that his apostleship was
ever recognised by the elder Apostles, nor that his
claim was cver submitted to them. Even in the

11 Cor. ix. 1—3.
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law or of probability; but, in anyone ignorant of natural
law, familiar with the idea of supernatural agency
and the occurrence of miraculous events, it is obvious,
reflection, if reflection of a sceptical kind can even
be assumed, would have little chance of arriving at
any true discrimination of phenomena. Speaking of
the nervous system and its functions, and more im-
mediately of the relation of the Cerebrum to the
Sensorium and the production of spectral illusions,
Dr. Carpenter says, in his work on the “Principles of
Mental Physiology,” which is well worth the study
of those interested in the question we are discussing :
“Still stronger evidence of the same associated action
of the Cercbrum and Sensorium, is furnished by the
study of the phenomena designated as Spectral Illusions.
These are clearly sensorial states not excited by ex-
ternal objects; and it is also clear that they frequently
originate in cerebral changes, since they represent
creations of the mind, and are not mere reproductions
of past sensations.” Dr. Carpenter refers in illustration
to a curious illusion to which Sir John Herschel was
subject, “in the shape of the involuntary occurrence
of Visual impressions, into which Geometrical regularity
of form enters as the leading character. These were
not of the nature of those ocular Spectra which may
be attributed with probability to retinal changes.”*
Dr. Carpenter then continues: “ We have here not a
reproduction of sensorial impressions formerly re-
ceived ; but a construction of new forms, by a process
Which, if it bad been carried on consciously, we should
lave called imagination. And it is dificut to sce

. ! Si”ﬁflﬂmhdgimlfnumntdthmhhi"mlm-
ures on Scientific Suljects,” (Daldy, Isbester, & Co., 1576) p2f
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nently mentioned, and it would not accord with the
contented return home of the disciples. Accepting the
latter sense, it is instructive to observe the very small
amount of evidence with which *the beloved disciple
is content. He simply finds the sepulchre empty and
the linen clothes lying, and although no one even speaks
of the resurrection, no one professes to have been an
eye-witness of it, and * as yet they know not the scrip-
tures, that he must rise again from the dead,” heis
nevertheless said to see and believe.

It will have been observed that as yet, although the
two disciples have both entered the sepulchre, there has
been no mention whatever of angels: they certainly did
not see any. In immediate continuation of the narrative,
however, we learn that when they have gone home,
Mary Magdalene, who was standing without at the tomb
weeping, stooped down and, looking iuto the sepulchre,—
where just before the disciples had seen no one,—she
beheld “two angels in white sitting, one at the head
and one at the feet, where the body of Jesus lay. 13.
They say unto her: Woman, why weepest thou? She
saith unto them: Because they took away (fpav) my
Lord, and I know not where they laid him.”® This
again is a very different representation and conversation
from that reported in the other Gospels. Do we acquire
any additional assurance as to the reality of the angels
and the historical truth of their intervention from this
narrative? We think not. Mary Magdalene repeats to
the angels almost the very words she had said to the
disciples, v. 2. Are we to suppose that * the beloved
disciple,” who saw and believed, did not communicate
his conviction to the others, and that Mary was left pre-

! John xx. 12, 13.
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the attention of critics was seriously directed to the ques-
tion, however, this interpretation became rapidly modified,
or was altogether abandoned. It is unnecessary for us to
refer in detail to the numerous explanations which have
been given of the phenomenon, or to enumerate the
extraordinary views which have been expressed regarding
it; it will be sufficient if, without reference to minor
differences of opinion respecting the exact form in which
it exhibited itself, we broadly state that a great majority
of critics, rejecting the theory that yAdooais Aaew
means to speak languages previously unknown to the
speakers, pronounce it to be the speech of persons in a
state of ecstatic excitement, chiefly of the nature of prayer
or praise, and unintelligible to ordinary hearers.! Whether

1847, p. 546 ff.; Rossteuscher, Die Gabe d. Sprachen im apost. Zeit., 1850,
p. 80 ff.; Riickert, Der erste Br. an die Kor., 1836, p. 448 fl.; Schaf,
K. €. 2te aufl., p. 203 f.; Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Z., p. 67f.;
Wordsworth, Gk. Test., St. Paul's Eps., p. 128, 131f.

! Baur, Tiib. Zeitschr. 1830, ii. p. 75 ff. ; Stud. u. Krit., 1838, p. 618 fI.;
Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 182 ff.; Bleek, Stud. u. Krit., 1829, p. 17 ff.; Da-
videon, Int. N. T., ii. p. 223 ; Delitzsch, Syst. bibl. Psychologie, 2te aufl.,
p. 362 f.; Eichhorn, Allg. Biblioth. bibl. Lit., i. p. 91 ff., 775 ff.; ii.
p. 795. ff.; iii. p. 225 ff.; Hausrath, Der Ap. Paulus, p. 53, 387 f.; in
Schenkel’s B. L., iv. p. 431 f.; Hilgenfeld, Dio Glosslalie d. alt. Kirche,
1850, p. 23 ff.; Einl., p. 275 ff.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 440;
Keim, in Herzog’s R. E., xviii. p. 688 ff.; Meyer, 1 Br. an die Korinth.,
5te Aufl., p. 345 f.; Apg., p. 57 ff. ; Ev. Mark. u. Luk., p. 217{.; Neander,
Pflanzung, p. 11 ff.; Ausl. beid. Br. an die Cor., 1869, p. 204 ; Noack,
Ursprung d. Christenth., ii. p. 282 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 26 ff.;
Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 234 f.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sicles,
i. p. 355 f.; Renan, Les Apitres, p. 61 ff.; Reuss, Rov. d. Théol., 1851,
il p. 65 ff. ; Riehm, Stud. u. Krit., 1865, p. 21 f. ; Schulz, Die Geistesga-
ben d. erst. Christ., 1836, p. 57 ff., 140 f.; Stud. u. Krit., 1839, p. 752 ff. ;
Stanley, St. Paul's Eps. to the Cor., 4th ed., p. 245 ff.; Steudel, Tiib.
Zieitschr., 1830, ii. p. 133 ff. ; 1831, ii. p. 128 ff. ; Wieseler, Stud. u. Krit.,
1838, p. 703 ff. ; 1860, p. 111 8. ; Zeller, Apg., p. 85 ff. Cf. von Dillinger,
Christ. u. K., p. 337 ff.; Ewald, Sendschr. des Ap. P., p. 201 f£; Gesch.
V. Isr., vi. p. 110 ff.; v. Hengel, De Gave der talen, p. 90 ff.; Kling,
Stud. u. Kiit., 1839, p. 493 f.; Olshausen, Stud. u. Krit. 1831, p. 568 fI. ;
Bibl. Comment. iii. p. 709 f.; Apg., p. 47 ff. ; Sckaff, K. G., p. 203 ff.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_40.png
40 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

and Aristarchus, Mark the cousin of Barnabas, Justus
and others are likewise his ocwvepyol! There is no evi-
dence, in fact, that Paul was acquainted with Luke
carlicr than during his imprisonment in Rome, and he
scems markedly excluded from the Apostle’s work and
company by such passages as 2 Cor. i. 192 The simple
theory that Luke wrote the Acts supplies all the rest of
the tradition of the Fathers, as we have seen in the case
of Irenweus, and to this mere tradition we are confined in
the total absence of more ancient testimony.

The traditional view, which long continued to prevail
undisturbed, and has been widely held up to our own
day,? represents Luke as the author of the Acts, and, in

1 Coloss. iv. 10, 11; Philem. 23, 24.

2 Keim, Jesu v. Naz., i. 81, an. 2.

* Alford, Greek Test., ii. proleg., p. 1f.; Buumgarten, Die Apostel-
goschichte, 2te Aufl., i. p. 495 f.; Beelen, Acta Apost., ed. alt., p. 4,
p. 401 ann. 1; Credner, Einl. N. T.,i. p. 130, p. 280 ff. ; DasN.T., 1847,
ii. p. 333; von Déllinger, Christenthum u. Kirche, 2te Aufl., p. 134 f.;
Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. evang. Gesch., p. 732 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T.,
ii. p. 10 ff., p. 30 f. ; Ewald, Gesch. d. Volkes Isr., vi. p. 33 ff.; Jahrb.
bibl. Wiss., ix. p. 50 ff. ; Feilmoser, Einl. N. B., p. 296 ff.; Grau, Entw.
N. T. Schriftthums, 1871, i. p. 316 f.; Gwericke, Beitrige N. T., 1828,
p. 74 fl.; Gesammtgesch. N. T., p. 279 f.; Hackett, On the Acts, 1852,
p. 8 f.; Heinrichs, N. T. gr., iii. p. 29 f. ; Humphrey, On Acts, p. xiii. f. ;
Ilug, Einl. N, T., ii. p. 127 £, p. 257 f.; Kuinoel, Comm. in N. T.,
iv. p. xv.; Klostermann, Vindiciro Lucance, 1866, p. 68 ff.; Lange, Apost.
Zeit., 1853, i. p. 90 f. ; Lekebusch, Dio Comp. u. Entst. der Apostelgesch.,
1854, p. 7, p. 131 f., p. 387 f.; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 4 fI.;
Michaelis, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1175 ff. ; Oertel, Paulus in der Apostelgesch.,
1868, p. 7 ff., p. 27 ff. ; Olshausen, Bxb] Comm., ii. 3 Apostelgesch., 1862,
p- 8, p. 225f.; de .Pn:uemé Hist. des trois prem. sitcles de I‘Eghse
2me éd., i. p. 485; Renan, Les Apitres, p. xiv. ff., St. Paul, 1869,
p. 130 f., n. 3; Les Evangiles, 1877, p. 436, n. 2; Riehm, De fontibus
Act. Apost., 1821, p. 62 f. ; Schneckenburger, Zweck der Apostelgesch.,
1841, p. 17 ff.; Thiersch, Dio Kircho im ap. Zeit., p. 137; Versuch
Horstell. Kr. N. T., p. 209 fI.; Trip, Paulus nach d. Apostelgesch., 1866,
p- 30 ff., p. 272 f. ; Tholuck, Glaubwiirdigk. ev. Gesch. 2te Aufl., p. 375 ff. ;
Wordsworth, Greek Test., The Four Gospels, p. 168 f., Acts, p. 118;
Wieseler, Chron. d. Apost Zeit., p. 36 I., et passim. Cf Neander, Pflan-
zung, u. 8. w., 5te Aufl. p. 1 1L, p. 229.
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sudden and unexplained introduction of the first person
in the sixteenth chapter? Certainly not. The éyd in
these passages is used solely in the personal address to
Theophilus, is limited to'the brief explanation contained
in what may be called the dedication or preface, and is
at once dropped when the history begins. If the pro-
logue of the Gospel be applied to the Acts, moreover, the
use of earlier documents is at once implied, which would
rather justify the supposition that these passages are part
of some diary, from which the general editor made ex-
tracts.! Besides, there is no explanation in the Acts
which in the slightest degree connects the éyd with the
npes.? To argue that explanation was unnecessary, as
Theophilus and early readers were well acquainted with
the fact that the author was a fellow-traveller with the
Apostle, and therefore at once understood the meaning of
“We,” 3 would destroy the utility of the direct form of
communication altogether; for if Theophilus knew this,
there was obviously no need to introduce the first person
atall, in so abrupt and singular a way, more especially
to chronicle minute details of journeys which possess
comparatively little inierest. Moreover, writing for Theo-
philus, we might reasonably expect that he should have
stated where and when he became associated with Paul,
and explained the reasons why he again left and rejoined
him* Ewald suggests that possibly the author intended
to have indicated his name more distinctly at the end of
his work ;  but this merely shows that, argue as he will,

} Cf. Neander, Planzung, u. 8. w., p. 4.

? Overbeck, Zu de Wette, Apostelgesch., p. xliii.

3 Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Tsr., vi. p. 33 f. ; Juhrb. bibl. Wiss., ix. p. 51 f. ;
Lange, Das apost. Zeitalter, 1853, i. p. 91 ; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 357 ;
Schneckenburger, Ueb. d. Zweck d. Apostelgesch., 1841, p. 39.

¢ Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 331 f.

% Geech. d. V. Isr., vi. p. 34, an. 1; Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., ix. p. 52.
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does not do so but excludes it.! In the third Gospel
(sxiv. 49), Jesus commands the disciples to remain in
Jerusalem until they are endued with power from on high,
and then, after blessing them, he is parted from them,
and they return from Bethany to Jerusalem.? In Acts,
the author again takes up the theme, and whilst evidently
giving later traditions regarding the appearances after the
resurrection, he adheres to his version of the story re-
garding the command to stay in Jerusalem. In i 4, he
says: “ And being assembled together with them he
commanded them not to depart from Jerusalem, but to
wait for the promise of the Father,” etc.; and here again,
verse 12, the disciples are represented, just beforc
Peter’s speech is supposed to have been delivered, as
returning from the Mount of Olives to Jerusalem.
The Author of Acts and of the third Synoptic, there-
fore, gives no countenance to this theory. Besides,
setting all this aside, the apologetic hypothesis we are
discussing is quite excluded upon other grounds. If we
suppose that the disciples did go into Galilee for a time,
we find them again in Jerusalem at the election of
the successor to Judas, and there is no reason to believe
that they had only just returned. The Acts not ouly
allow of no interval at all for the journey to Galilee
between i. 12-14and 15 ff,, but by the simple statement

! In Luke xxiv. 49 the Cod. Alex. reads év 7jj moAee ‘Iepovoakip, With
Cod. C*# #, F, H, K, M, and a number of others of lessnote. The other
older Codices omit ‘lepovgariju, but there is no difference of opinion that
the *“ city ” is Jerusalem.

? We shall hereafter have to go more fully into this, and shall not
discuss it here. The third Gospel really represents the Ascension as .
taking place on the day of the Resurrection ; and Acts, whilst giving later
tradition, and making the Ascension occur forty days after, does not
amend, but confirms the previously enunciated view that the disciples
had been ordered to stay in Jerusalem.
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episode. The verse of the Psalm was too well known to
the Jews to admit of any suggested play upon words.
The three Synoptics state that, from the sixth lLour
(mid-day) to the ninth (3 o'clock), * there was darkness
over all the earth” (oxdros éyévero émi waoav Ty yip).!
The third Grospel adds: “the sun having failed ” (ro%
1\lov ékhumrdvros).? By the term * all the earth ” some
critics ® maintain that the evangelist merely meant the
Holy Land,* whilst others hold that he uses the expres-
gion in its literal sense.® The fourth Gospel takes no
notice of this darkness. Such a phenomenon is not
a trifle to be ignored in any account of the crucifixion, if
it actually occurred. The omission of all mention of it
either amounts to a denial of its occurrence or betrays
most suspicious familiarity with supernatural interference.
There have been many efforts made to explain this dark-
ness naturally, or at least to find some allusion to it in
contemporary history, all of which have signally failed.
As the moon was at the full, it is admitted that the dark-
ness could not have been an eclipse.® The Fathers

noch gemeiner Juden, noch der Hellenisten, da der ganze Context Scenen
des giftigen Spottes vorfiihrt.” Ev. des Matthius, p. 599.

1 Mt xxvii. 45; Mk. xv. 33; Luke xxiii. 44.

3 Luke xxiii, 45. This is the reading of the Sinaitic, and Vatican
(éxheim.) codices. A reads xal éoxoriodn & fhios.

3 Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 560; Kuinoel, Comm. in N. T., i,
p. 795; Lange, Das Ev. Matth., p. 435 ; Milman, Hist of Chr., i. p. 3353
Wordsworth, Gk. Test., Four Gospels, p. 105.

¢ Dr. Farrar says: ‘* It is quite possible that the darkness was a local
gloom which hung densely over the guilty city and its immediate neigh-
bourhood.” Life of Christ, 5th ed., ii. p. 414.

. & Alford, Gk. Test., i. p. 204, 427 f. ; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 438;
Moeyer, Ev. Matth,, p. 359; de Weite, Ev. Matth. p. 359; Weiss, Mar-
cusev., p. 499.

¢ Alford, Gk. Test., i. p. 294; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr.,v. p. 581, anm. 4;
Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 413 f.; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 439;
Meyer, Ev. Matth., p. 596; Neander, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 574, anm* 1;
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sense becomes so extreme, that it is difficult even to
realize the nature of the affirmation. It would be hope-
less to endeavour to define the evidence which could
establish the reality of the alleged occurrences.

As the central doctrines of a religion upon which
the salvation of the human race is said to depend,
we are too deeply interested to be satisfied with slight
evidence or no evidence at all. It has not unfrequently
been made a reproach that forensic evidence is required
of the reality of Divine Revelation. Such a course is re-
garded as perfectly preposterous, whether the test be
applied to the primary assertion that a revelation has
been made at all, or to its contents. What kind of evi-
dence then are we permitted decorously to require upon
80 momentous a subject? Apparently, just so much as
apologists can conveniently set before us, and no more.
The evidence deemed necessary for the settlement of a
Scotch Peerage case, or a disputed will, is, we do not
hesitate to say, infinitely more complete than that which
it is thought either pious or right to expect in the case of
Religion. The actual occurrence of the Resurrection and
Ascension, however, is certainly a matter of evidence and,
to retort, it is scarcely decent that any man should be re-
quired to believe what is 8o opposed to human experience,
upon more imperfect evidence than is required for the
transfer of land or the right to a title, simply because
ecclesiastical dogmas are founded upon them, and it is
represented that unless they be true * our hope is vain."
The testimony requisite to establish the reality of such
stupendous miracles can scarcely be realized. Propor-
tionately, it should be as unparalleled in its force as those
events are in fact. One point, moreover, must never be
forgotten. Human testimony is exceedingly fallible at its
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best. It is liable to error from innumerable causes, and
most of all, probably, when religious excitement is present,
and disturbing elements of sorrow, fear, doubt, or enthu-
siasm interfere with the calmness of judgment. When
any assertion is made which contradicts unvarying expe-
rience, upon evidence which experience knows to be
universally liable to error, there cannot be much hesita-
tion in disbelieving the assertion and preferring belief in
the order of nature. And when evidence proceeds from
an age not only highly exposed to error, from ignorance
of natural laws, superstition, and religious excitement,
but prolific in fabulous reports and untenable theories, it
cannot be received without the gravest suspicion. We
make these brief remarks, in anticipation, as nothing is
more essential in the discussion upon which we are about
to enter than a proper appreciation of the allegations
which are to be tested, and of the nature of the testimony
required for their belief.

We shall not limit our inquiry to the testimony of
Paul, but shall review the whole of the evidence adduced
for the Resurrection and Ascension. Hitherto, our exami-
nation of the historical books of the New Testament has
been mainly for the purpose of ascertaining their charac-
ter, and the value of their evidence for miracles and the
reality of Divine Revelation. It is unnecessary for us
here minutely to recapitulate the results. The Acts of
the Apostles, we have shown, cannot be received as testi-
mony of the slightest weight upon any of the points
before us. Written by an unknown author, who was not
an eye-witness of the miracles related; who describes
events not as they occurred, but as his pious imagination
supposed they ought to have occurred; who seldom touches
history without transforming it by legend until the ori-
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The liberality of the sentiments thus put into the mouth
of Peter requires no demonstration, and there is here
an explicit expression of convictions, which we must,
from his own words, consider to be the permanent
and mature views of the Apostle, dating as they do
“from ancient days” (d¢’ Juepdv dpyaiwv) and origin-
‘ating in so striking and supernatural a manner. We
may, therefore, expect that whenever we meet with an
aathentic record of Peter’s opinions and conduct else-
where, they should exhibit the impress of such advanced
and divinely imparted views. The statement which Peter
makes : that God had a good while before selected him
that the Gentiles by his voice should hear the Gospel,
is of course a reference to the case of Cornelius, and this
unites the fortunes of the speech and proceedings of the
Council with that episode. We have seen how little
ground there is for considering that narrative, with its
claborate tissue of miracles, historical. The speech
which adopts it is thus discredited, and all other cir-
cumstances confirm the conclusion that the speech is
not authentic.! If the name of Peter were erased
and that of Paul substituted, the sentiments expressed
would be singularly appropriate. We should have the

év Upiv {fehéfaro & Oeds dua Tov ordpards Tov drotoas T& Evy Tdv Ndyov Tob
edayyehiov xal mgreioas. 8. xai & xapdwyvbarys Oeds épapripnaev abrois,
Bovs 16 wreipa 7O dywor kabobs xal uiv, 9. xaiobdiv diéxpwey perafd Gudv re
xai alrér, v wiore kabapioas Tas xkapdias abrav. 10. viv oy ri wepdfere Tov
Bedv, émbeivas {uydv émi Tv Tpdxnhov Tdv pabyrav, bv ofire ol marépes Hudv offre
npeis loxvoapey Baordoas; 11. dA\A& 3id s xdpwros Tob kupiov 'Ingoi
weoredopey awbivas xal v Tpdmov xdxeivor,

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 132 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T, ii. p. 216 ff. 253;
Lipsius, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 197f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg.,
p. 225; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 505 f.; Renan, Les Apdtres,
p. xxxvii.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 544 f. ; Schwegler, Das nachap.
2., i. p. 117 f1., ii. p. 106 f.; Stap, Origines, p. 128 f.; Straatman, Paulus,
p. 189 1. 196f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 230 ff.
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Gentiles at the Council in Jerusalem, he then finally
retires from the scene, to give place to Paul. The owmis-
sions from the history of Paul are very remarkable, and
all the more so from the extreme and unnccessary detail
of the itinerary of some of his journeys, and neither the
blanks, on the one hand, nor the excessive minuteness, on
the other, are to be explained by any theory connected
with personal knowledge on the part of Theophilus. Of
the general history of the primitive Church and the life
and labours of the Twelve, we are told little or nothing.
According to the Author the propagation of the Gospel
was carried on more by angelic agency than apostolic
enthusiasm.  There is a liberal infusion of miraculous
episodes in the history, but a surprising scarcity of
facts. Even where the Author is best informed, as
in the second part of the Acts, the narrative -of Paul’s
labours and missionary journeys, while presenting
striking omissions, is really minute and detailed only
in regard to points of no practical interest, leaving
both the distinctive teaching of the Apostle, and the in-
ternal economy of the Church almost entirely unrepre-
sented. Does this defective narrative of the Acts of the
Apostles proceed from poverty of information, or from
the arbitrary selection of materials for a special purpose ?
As we proceed, it will become increasingly evident
that, limited although the writer's materials are, the
form into which they have been moulded has undoubtedly
been determined either by a dominant theory, or a de-
liberate design, neither of which is consistent with the
composition of sober history.

This is particularly apparent in the representation
which is given of the two principal personages of the
parrative.  Critics have long clearly recognised that the
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the “visions (éwracias) and revelations (dmoxahipers)
of the Lord” of which he speaks, and of which he had
such an excess to boast. 'Can any one doubt that
this was nearly akin to the state of ecstatic trance in
which he spoke with tongues more than all the Corin-
thians? Does any one suppose that Paul, * whether in
the body or out of the body,” was ever actually caught
up into “the third heaven,” wherever that may be? or
doubt that this was simply one of the pious hallucina-
tions which visit those who are in such a state? If we
are seriously to discuss the point,—it is clear that
evidence of such a thing is out of the question; that
Paul himself admits that he cannot definitely describe
what happened ; that we have no other ground for
considering the matter than the Apostle's own mys-
terious utterance; that it is impossible for a person
subject to such visions and hallucinations to dis-
tinguish between reality and seeming ; that this narrative
has not only all the character of hallucination, but
no feature of sober fact; and finally that, whilst it
accords with all experiences of visionary hallucination, it
contradicts all experience of practical life. We have seen
that Paul believes in the genuineness and supernatural
origin of the divine Charismata, and he in like manner
believes in the reality of his visions and revelations.
He has equal reason, or want of reason, in both cases.
What, however, was the nature of the *stake in the
flesh ”” which, upon the theory of the diabolical origin
of disease, he calls “an angel of Satan to buffet me”?
There have been many conjectures offered, but one
explanation which has been advanced by able critics
has special force and probability. It is suggested that
this *“stake in the flesh,” which almost all now at
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His teaching in the one scarcely presents a trace of the
strong and clearly defined doctrines of the other, and the
character and conduct of the Paul of Acts are altogether
different from those of Paul of the Epistles. According
to Paul himself (Gal. i. 16—18), after his conversion, he
communicated not with flesh and blood, neither went up
to Jerusalem to those who were apostles before him, but
immediately went away into Arabia, and returned to
Damascus, and only after three years he went up to
Jerusalem to visit Kephas, and abode with him fifteen
days, during which visit none other of the Apostles did
he see ‘“save James, the brother of the Lord.” If as-
surance of the correctness of these details were required,
Paul gives it by adding (v. 20): “ Now the things which
I am writing to you, behold before God I lie not.” Ac-
cording to Acts (ix. 19—30), however, the facts are
quite different. Paul immediately begins to preach in
Damascus, does not visit Arabia at all, but, on the con-
trary, goes to Jerusalem, where, under the protection of
Barnabas (v. 26, 27), he is introduced to the Apostles,
and “ was with them going in and out.” According to
Paul (Gal. i. 22), his face was after that unknown unto
the churches of Jud®a, whereas, according to Acts, not
only was he “going in and out” at Jerusalem with the
Apostles, but (ix. 29) preached boldly in the name of the
Lord, and (Acts xxvi. 20) *“in Jerusalem and throughout
all the region of Judea,” he urged to repentance. Ac-
cording to Paul (Gal ii. 1 f)), after fourteen years he
went up again to Jerusalem with Barnabas and Titus,

passim; Zjeenk Willink, Just. Martyr, 1868, p. 27 f., p. 31, noot 3; de
Wette, Einl. N, T., p. 245; Apostelg., p. xxxv fI.; Zeller, Apostelgesch.,
P- 216 I, of passim ; Vortrige, u. s. w., p. 206 ff. Cf. Lechler, Das ap.
u. nachap. Zeit., 2to Aufl., p. 11 ff.
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actually occurred, and occurred more especially that the
“ Scripture might be fulfilled,” the other three Evan-
gelists could thus totally ignore it all.® The second
Synoptist does miore: he not only ignores but excludes
it, for (xv. 43f) he represents Joseph as begging the
body of Jesus from Pilate “ when evening was now
come.” * And Pilate marvelled if he were already dead ;
and calling unto him the centurion, he asked him
whether he had been long dead. And when he knew
it of the centurion he gave the corpse to Joseph.”?
Now, although there could be no doubt on the point,
the fourth Gospel clearly states (xix. 38, perd raira)
that Joseph made his request for the body after the
order had been given by Pilate to break the legs of the
crucified, and after it had been executed as above de-
scribed. If Pilate had already given the order to break
the legs, how is it possible he could have marvelled, or
acted as he is described in Mark to have done?

It is well known that the Crurifragium, which is here
applied, was not usually an accompaniment of crucifixion,
though it may have been sometimes employed along with
it,? but that it was a distinct punishment. It consisted in
breaking, with hammers or clubs, the bones of the con-
demned from the hips to the feet. We shall not discuss
whether in the present case this measure really was
adopted or not. The representation is that the Jews
requested Pilate to break the legs of the crucified that
the bodies might be removed before the Sabbath, and

1 The Sin., Vat., and other codices insert in Mt. xxvii. 49, the phrase
from John xix. 34, @\os 8¢ AaBdv Adyxnv, &vvéev alrob iy mhevpdy, kal
é¢iNOev Ddwp kai alpa. Notwithstanding this high authority, it is almost
universally acknowledged that the phrase is an interpolation here.

2 Mk. xv. 44—45.

3 Ebrard admits that it was not common. Evang. Gesch.,p. 565, anm. 31.
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through fear of the emissaries of James, whose arrival
certainly could not have produced a separation between
Jewish and Gentile Christians had the latter been recog-
nised as in full communion.

The “hands of fellowship” clearly was a mere pas-
sive permission of Paul’s mission to the Gentiles, but
no positive and hearty approval of it testified by active
support.! It must, we think, be evident to any one
who attentively considers the passage we are examining,
that there is no question whatever in it of a recogni-
tion of the Apostolate of Paul? The elder Apostles
consent to his mission to the Gentiles, whilst they
themselves go to the circumcision; but there is not
a syllable which indicates that Paul’s claim to the title
of Apostle was ever either acknowledged or discussed.
It is not probable that Paul would have submitted such
a point to their consideration. It is difficult to see how
the elder Apostles could well have done less than they did,
and the extent of their fellowship seems to have simply
amounted to toleration of what they could not prevent.
The pressure for the circumcision of the Gentile converts
was an attempt to coerce, and to suppress the peculiar
principle of the Gospel of uncircumcision ; and though
that effort failed through the determined resistance of Paul,

! Baur, K. G., i. p. 51f.; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 468 ff.; Paulus, i.
p. 142 ff.; Blom, Theol. Tijdschr., 1870, p. 471 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
il p. 220 ff.; Hase, K. G. 9te Aufl.,, p. 33 f.; Hausrath, in Schenkel’s
B. L, i. p. 191 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol. 1838, p. 86 f.; 1860,
p. 119 f.; Einl., p. 230 f.; Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 236, 240 ff.;
Lipeius, in Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 198, 202 f. ; Pfleiderer, Paulinismus,
p- 281 f., 284 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z:, i. p. 121 {.; Stap, Origines,
p. 73 f.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 192 f.; ZTjeenk Willink, Just. Mart.,
p 32f.; Weber u. Holtzmann, Qesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 569 f. Cf. Alford,
Gk. Test., iii. p. 15.

2 Holsten, Zum Ev. des Paulus, u. 8. w., p. 273, anm. *; Lipsius, in
Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 203.
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affrighted. 6. And he saith unto them : Be not affrighted:
Ye seek Jesus of Nazareth, the crucified: he was raised
(7yépbn); he is not here ; behold the place where they
laid him. 7. But go, tell his disciples and Peter that he
goeth before you into Galilee ; there shall ye see him, as
he said unto you. 8. And they went out and fled from
the sepulchre : for trembling and astonishment seized
them, and they said nothing to any one; for they were
afraid.”! In Matthew, the angel rolls away the stone
from the sepulchre and sits upon it, and the women only
enter to see where Jesus lay, upon his invitation. Here,
they go in at once, and see the angel (“a young man”)
sitting at the right side, and are affrighted. He re-assures
them and, as in the other narrative, says: “he was raised.”
He gives them the same message to his disciples and to
Peter, who is specially named, and the second Synoptic
thus fully confirms the first in representing Galilee as the
place where Jesus is to be seen by them. It is curious
that the women should say nothing to anyone about this
wonderful event, and in this the statements of the other
Gospels are certainly not borne out. There is one remark-
able point to be noticed, however, that, according to the
second Synoptist also, not only is there no eye-witness of
the Resurrection, but the only evidence of that marvellous
occurrence which it contains is the information of the
“ young man,” which is clearly no cvidence at all. There
is no appearance of Jesus to any one narrated, and it
would seem as though the appearance described in

' Mk. xvi. 3: xal doehboboat els 10 pvppcior €idov veavioxow xabiuevw &
rois Sefeois, mepiBeSAquivov aTohiy Aevkny, xai efeBauSibnoav. 6. 6 8 héyn
abraiss M écbapPeicfe "Inaodw {qreive rov dovavpupivor iyépl, obe iy
83e Be 6 rmos Gwov fnrar airév. 7. AAAE Emdyrre clmare rois padyrois avrod
wai r¢ Tlérpe r mpodyes Cpds els Ty Takdaiar- éxei abriv Speade, xabos crer
piv. 8. xai éfeNfobom iduvyor dmd Toi prmpeiov: elxev ydp alras Tp ipos k3
Zrarams. xai 0b3evi obdév elmov- épofoivro yip.
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and this (of Acts ii.) could scarcely be greater. There, a
speech which no mortal can uunderstand without interpre-
tation, and also no philologist, but the Holy Spirit alone
can interpret; here, a speech which requires no inter-
pretation. That gift serves only for the edification of the
speaker, this clearly also for that of the hearer. The
one is of no avail for the instruction of the ignorant ; the
other, clearly, is imparted wholly for that purpose.”!

It may be well that we should state a few reasons
which show that Paul, in his first letter to the Corinthians,
does not intend, in speaking of yAdoows Aalew, to
represent speech in foreign languages. In the very
outset of his dissertation on the subject (xiv. 2), Paul
very distinctly declares as the principal reason for
preferring prophecy to the gift of tongues : * For he that
speaketh with a tongue (\adév yAéoop) speaketh not
unto men but unto God : for no one understandeth?
(oteis drove).” How could this be said if yAdaoyp
Aaletv meant merely speaking a foreign language? The
presence of a single person versed in the language spoken
would in such a case vitiate the whole of Paul’s argu-
ment. The statement made is general, it will be
observed, and not limited to one community, but applied
to a place like Corinth, one of the greatest commercial
cities, in which merchants, seamen, and visitors of all
countries were to be found, it would have been unreason-
able to have characterized a foreign tongue as absolutely
unintelligible. In xiv. 9, Paul says: “So likewise ye,
unless ye utter by the tongue (8&wd 7js yAdooys) words

V Thiersch, Die Kirche im apost. Zeitalter, 2te aufl., 1858, p. 68 f.

* The literal meaning of course is, ‘““no one heareth,” but the sense is
““heareth with the understanding.” Cf. Mk. iv. 33 and the Ixx. version

of Gen. xi. 7, Isaiah xxxvi. 11, &c., &c., where dxovew has this mean-
ing. The word is rightly rendered in the A. V.
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It was the custom to give those about to be crucified a
draught of wine containing some strong opiate, which in
some degree alleviated the intense suffering of that mode
of death. Mark! probably refers to this (xv. 23) when
he states that, on reaching the place of execution, * they
gave him wine (olvov) mingled with myrrh.” The fourth
Goospel has nothing of this. Matthew says (xxvii. 34):
“They gave him vinegar (6€os) to drink mingled with gall ”*
(nera xoMjs). Even if, instead of fos with the Alex-
andrian and a majority of MSS., we read olvos, * wine,”
with the Sinaitic, Vatican, and some other ancient codices,
this is a curious statement, and is well worthy of a moment’s
notice as suggestive of the way in which these narratives
were written. The conception of a suffering Messiah, it
is well known, was more particularly supported, by New
Testament writers, by attributing a Messianic character to
Ps. xxii., Ixix., and Isaiah liii., and throughout the narrative
of the Passion we are perpetually referred to these and
other Scriptures as finding their fulfilment in the suffer-
ings of Jesus. The first Synoptist found in Ps. lxix. 21
(Sept. Ixviii. 21): “They gave me also gall (xoAyw) for
my food, and in my thirst they gave me vinegar (8éos) to
drink ;” and apparently in order to make the supposed
fulfilment correspond as closely as possible, he combined
the “gall” of the food with the vinegar or wine in
strangely literal fashion,® very characteristic, however, of

' We shall, for the sake of brevity, call the Gospels by the names as-
signed to them in the Canon.

* There have been many attempts to explain away xo\, and to make
it mean either a species of Vermuth or any bitter substance (Olshausen,
Leidensgeech., 168); but the great mass of critics rightly retain its mean-
ing, “ Gall” So Ewald, Meyer, Bleck, Strauss, Weisse, Schenkel, Volk-
mar, Alford, Wordsworth, &c., &c.

3 ¢ 8t. Matthew mentally refers it to Ps. Ixix. 21 8gos (or possibly olvor,
which Tischendorf admits from B, B, D, K, L, &c.) perd xoNjs.” Farrar,
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must reject any evidence to be derived from the so-called
Epistles of Peter and James, at least so far as they are
supposed to represent the opinions of Peter and James,
but here again it will be found that they do not materially
affect the points immediately before us. The veracity of
the Acts of the Apostles being the very point which is in
question, it is unnecessary to say that we have to subject
the narrative to examination, and by no means to assume
the correctness of any statements we find in it. At
the same time it must be our endeavour to collect from
this document such indications—and they will fre-
quently be valuable—of the true history of the occur-
rences related, as may be presented between the lines of
the text.

In the absence of fuller information, it must not be
forgotten that human nature in the first century of our era
was very much what it is in the nineteenth, and certain
facts being clearly established, it will not be difficult to
infer many details which cannot now be positively de-
monstrated. The Epistle to the Galatians, however, will
be our most invaluable guide. Dealing, as it does, with
some of the principal episodes of the Acts, we are enabled
by the words of the apostle Paul himself, which have all
the accent of truth and vehement earnestness, to control
the narrative of the unknown writer of that work. And
where this source fails, we have the unsuspected testimony
of his other epistles, and of later ecclesiastical history to
assist our inquiry.

The problem then which we have to consider is the
manner in which the primitive Church emerged from its
earliest form, as a Jewish institution with Mosaic restric-
tions and Israelitish exclusiveness, and finally opened
wide its doors to the uncircumcised Gentile, and assumed

wor. IIT 1
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Absolutely nothing. The whole of his evidence for
the Resurrection consists in the bare statement that
he did see Jesus. Now can the fact that any man
merely affirms, without even stating the circumstances,
that a person once dead and buried has risen from the
dead and been seen by him, be seriously considered
satisfactory evidence for so astounding a miracle? Is
it possible for any one of sober mind, acquainted with
the pature of the- proposition, on the one hand, and
with the innumerable possibilities of error, on the other,
to regard such an affirmation even as evidence of much
importance in such a matter? We venture to say that,
in such a case, an affirmation of this nature, even made
by a man of high character and ability, would possess
little weight. If the person making it, although of the
highest honour, were known to suppose himself the sub-
ject of constant revelations and visions, and if, perhaps,
he had a constitutional tendency to nervous excitement
and ecstatic trance, his evidence would have no weight at
all. We shall presently have to speak of this more in
detail in connection with Paul. Such an allegation even
supported by the fullest information and most circum-
stantial statement could not establish the reality of the
miracle ; without them, it has no claim to belief. What
is the value of a person’s testimony who simply makes an
affirmation of some important matter, unaccompanied
by particulars, and the truth of which cannot be
subjected to the test of even the slightest cross-examin-
ation? Itis worth nothing. It would not be received
at all in a Court of Justice. If we knew the whole
of the circumstances of the apparition to Paul, from
which he inferred that e had seen the risen Jesus, the
natural explanation of the supposed miracle might be
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When the argument which we are now discussing
was first advanced long ago by Celsus, Origen had
no better refutation than, after admitting the fact
that Jesus was not after his resurrection seen as be-
fore publicly and by all men, to take refuge in the
belief that the passage of Paul regarding his appear-
ances contains wonderful mysteries which, if under-
stood, would explain why Jesus did not show himself
after that event as he had done before it.!

We must now proceed to show that the vision of
Paul is satisfactorily explained by the same hypothesis.?
We have already proved that therc is no evidence
of any value that Paul’s conversion was due to his
having seen Jesus in a manner which he believed
to be objective and supernatural. To represent the
arch persecutor Paul transformed in a moment, by a
miraculous vision of Jesus, into the Apostle of the
Gentiles was highly characteristic of the author of

1 Contra Cels., ii. 63, It is curious that, in an earlier chapter, Origen,
discussing the question of Celsus, whether any one who had been actually
dead had ever risen with a real body, says that if Celsus had been a Jew
who believed that Elijah and Elisha had raised little children he could
not have advanced this objection. Origen adds that he thinks the reason
why Jesus appeared to no other nation but the Jews was, that they had
lecome accustomed to miracles, and could, by comparing the works of
Jesus and what was told of him with what had been done before, recog-
nize that he was greater than all who had preceded him. ii. 57.

2 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 75 ff. ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 247 ff.; Eich-
horn, Allg. Biblioth. d. bibl. Lit., vi. p. 1 ff.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Iar., vi.
p. 95 f., 343 ff.; Hauerath, Der Ap. Paulus, p. 134 ff. ; in Schenkel’s B.
1., iv. p. 418 ; Hilyenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1864, p. 155 ff.; Holsten,
Zum Ev. Paulus, u. 8. w., p. 1L, 65 ff.; Keim, Der gesch. Christus,
1866, p. 134, 137; cf. Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 540 ff; Lang, Religitse Cha-
1aktere, i. 1862, p. 15 ff.; Meijboom, Jezus’ Opstanding, p. 99 ff.; Noack,
Yrer Urspr. d. Christenthums, ii. p. 274 f.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus,
p. 14 ff.; Renan, Les Apdtres, p. 178 ff. ; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v.
p. 529 ; Straatman, Paulus, p. 21 fi.; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V,
Isr., ii. p. 541 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 195 ff. Cf. Jowett, Eps. of 8t. Paul, i,
- 230 £, ; Usters, Br. Gal., p. 26; Weisee, Die ev. Qesch., ii. p. 412 f.
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least with the remark that, “ as external evidence,” the
testimony of Paul “is probably the best that can be
produced.” We know at least who the witness really
is, which is an advantage denied us in the case of
the Gospels. It would be premature to express sur-
prise, however, that we find the case of miracles, and
more especially of such stupendous miracles as the
Resurrection and Ascension, practically resting upon
the testimony of a single witness. This thought will
intrude itself, but cannot at present be pursued.

The allegation which we have to examine is that the
Founder of Christianity, after being dead and buried,
rose from the dead and did not again die, but after
remaining sometime with his disciples ascended with
his body into heaven.! It is unnecessary to complicate
the question by adding the other doctrines regarding the
miraculous birth and divine origin and personality of
Jesus. In the problem before us, certain objective facts
are asserted which admit of being judicially tested. We
have nothing to do here with the vague modern repre-
sentation of these events, by means of which the objective
facts vanish, and are replaced by subjective impressions
and tricks of consciousness or symbols of spiritual life.
Those who adopt such views have, of course, abandoned
all that is real and supernatural in the supposed events.
The Resurrection and Ascension which we have to deal
with are events precisely as objective and real as the

1 In the Articles of the Church of England this is expressed as follows:
Art. il ..., who truly suffered, was crucified, dead, and buried, &ec.,
&e.” Art. iii. * As Christ died for us, and was buried ; so also it is to be
believed that Ho went down into Hell.” Art. iv. * Christ did truly rise
again from death, aud took again His Body, with flesh, bones, and all
things appertaining to the perfection of man’s nature, wherewith He

ascended into Heaven, and there sitteth, untii He return to judge all
men at the last day.”
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least recognise to have been some physical malady,
and very many suppose to have been headache or some
other similar periodical and painful affection, was in
reality a form of epilepsy.! It has been ably
argued that the representation of the malady as “an
angel of Satan” to buffet him, directly comnects it
with nervous disorders like epilepsy, which the Jews
especially ascribed to diabolical influence ; and the
mention of this oxdloy in immediate continuation of
his remarks on “ visions” and “revelations,” which a
tendency to this very malady would so materially assist
in producing, further confirms the conjecture.? No
one can deny, and medical and psychological annals
prove, that many men have been subject to visions
and hallucinations which have never been seriously
attributed to supernatural causes. There is not one
single valid reason removing the ecstatic visions and
trances of the Apostle Paul from this class.

We do not yet discuss the supposed vision in which
he saw the risen Jesus, though it is no exception to
the rest, but reserve it for the next chapter. At present,
it suffices that we point out the bearing of our exami-
nation of Paul’s general testimony to miracles upon
our future consideration of his evidence for the Resur-
rection. If it be admitted that his judgment as to
the miraculous character of the Charismata is fallacious,
and that what he considered miraculous were simply
natural phenomena, the theory of the reality of miracles

1 Fwald, Sendschr. des Ap. Paulus, p. 307 f.; Hausrath, Der Ap.
Paulus, p. 52 ff.; Hofmann, Die heil. Schr. N. T., 1866, ii. 3, p. 309;
Holsten, Zum Ev. des Paulus, u. 8. w., p. 85 f. ; Lightfoot, Galatiane,
p. 186 fI.; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 302; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch.
V. Ter., ii. p. 542 f.

2 Holsten, Zum Ev. des Paulus u. des Petrus, 1868, p. 85 f.
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counsels and bow to their decrees, and as seizing every
opportunity of visiting Jerusalem, and coming in contact
with that stronghold of Judaism. Instead of the Apostle
of the Gentiles, preaching the abrogation of the law, and
more than suspected of leading the Jews to apostatize
from Moses,! we find a man even scrupulous in his obser-
vance of Mosaic customs, taking vows upon him, circum-
cising Timothy with his own hand, and declaring at the
close of his carcer, when a prisoner at Rome, that he
“did nothing against the people or the customs of the
fathers.” 2 There is no trace of angry controversy, of
jealous susceptibility, of dogmatic difference in the circle
of the apostles. The intercourse of Paul with the leaders
of the Judaistic party is of the most unbroken pleasant-
ness and amity. Of opposition to his ministry, or doubt
of his apostleship, whether on the part of the Three, or
of those who identified themselves with their teaching,
we have no hint. We must endeavour to ascertain
whether this is a true representation of the carly develop-
ment of the Church, and of the momentous history of the
apostolic age.

In the epistles of Paul we have, at least to some extent,
the means of testing the accuracy of the statements of
the Acts with regard to him and the early history of
the Church. The Epistles to the Galatians, to the
Corinthians (2), and to the Romans are generally admitted
to be genuine,® and can be freely used for this purpose.
To these we shall limit our attention, excluding other
epistles, whose authenticity is either questioned or
denied, but in doing so no material capable of really
affecting the result is set aside. For the same reason, we

! Acts xxi. 21 ? Acts xxviii. 17,
* In great part, at lcast.
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and to the reception of the Spirit, here further charac-
terised as producing such effects within the minds of
those who receive it,' the worker who gives the Spirit
being God. The opinion most commonly held is that
reference is here made to the “gifts” (xaplopara), re-
garding which the Apostle elsewhere speaks,? and which
we shall presently discuss, but this is by no means cer-
tain and cannot be determined. It is equally probable
that he may refer to the spiritual effect produced upon
the souls of the Galatians by the Gospel which he so
frequently represents as a “power” of Ged. In any
case, it is clear that there is no external miracle referred
to here, and even if allusion to Charismata e under-
stood we have yet to ascertain precisely what these were.
We shall endeavour to discover whether there was any-
thing in the least degree miraculous in these * gifts,” but
there is no affirmation in this passage which demands
special attention, and whatever general significance it

Lightfoot, Matthies, Meyer, Olshausen, Schott, Schrader, Usteri, de
Wette, Wieseler, Wordsworth, &ec., &c., in 1.

' Olsbausen, for instance, says: ‘“Das év {piv ist nicht zu fassen:
unter euch, sondern=2¢v xapdiais tudv, in dem die Geisteswirkung als eino
innerliche gedacht ist.” Bibl, Comm., iv. p. 58.

? Dr. Lightfoot says on the words * évepyor duvdpess év vuiv] Comp.
1 Cor. xii. 10, évepynpara dvvdpewr (with vv. 28, 29), Matth. xiv. 2, ai
Buwdpess dvepyotow év alrg (comp. Mark vi. 14). These passages favour
the sonse ¢ worketh miraculous powers ¢n you,” rether than *worketh
miracles among you ;' and this meaning also accords better with the con-
text: comp. 1 Cor. xii. 6, & 3¢ alrds Beds & évepydv T4 mdvra év magw.
‘What was the exact nature of these * powers,’” whether they were exerted
over the physical or the moral world, it is impossible to determine. Tho
limitations implied in 1 Cor. xii. 10, and the gencral uso of duvdpets puint
rather to the former. It is important to notice how here, as in the
Epistle to the Corinthians, St. Paul assumes the possession of theso ¢x-
traordinary powers by his converts as an acknowledged fact.” Ep. to tho
Gal. p. 135. Cf. Wordsworth, Gk. Test., St. Paul's Epistles, p. 57, and
especially p. 128, where, on 1 Cor. xii. 11, Dr. Wordsworth notes:
“¢ évepyet] in-worketh,” aud quotes Cyril, ““. . .. and the IToly Spirit
works in every member of Christ’s body,” &e.

e v .y
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indefinite expectation added their effects to oriental
imaginations already excited by indignation at the
fate of their Master, and sorrow or despair at such a
dissipation of their Messianic dreams. There was
present every element of intellectual and moral dis-
turbance. Now must we seriously ask again whether
this bare and wholly unjustified belief can be accepted
as satisfactory evidence for so astounding a miracle
as the Resurrection? Can the belief of such men,
in such an age, establish the reality of a phenomenon
which contradicts universal experience ? It comes to us
in the form of bare belief from the Age of Miracles, un-
supported by facts, uncorroborated by evidence, unac-
companied by proof of investigation, and unprovided
with material for examination. What is such belief
worth? We have no hesitation in saying that it is
absolutely worth nothing.

We might here well bring our inquiry to a close,
for we have no further evidence to deal with. The
problem, however, is so full of interest that we cannot
yet lay it down, and although we must restrain our
argument within certain rigid limits, and wholly refrain
from entering into regions of mere speculation, we
may further discuss the origin and nature of the
belief in the Resurrection. Recognizing the fact that,
although its nature and extent are very indefinite,
there existed an undoubted belief that, after his death,
Jesus was seen alive; the argument is advanced
that there must have been a real basis for this belief.
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equality with the Jew, but defiled him by contact.! The
attitude of the Christian Jew to the merely Christian Gen-
tile, who had not entered the community by the portal
of Judaism, was, as before, simply that of the Jew to the
proselyte of the Gate. The Apostles could not upon any
other terms have then even contemplated the conversion
of the Gentiles. Jesus had limited his own teaching to
the Jews, and, according to the first Gospel, had posi-
tively prohibited, at one time at least, their going to the
Gentiles, or even to the Samaritans, and if there had been
an order given to preach to all nations it certainly was
not accompanied by any removal of the conditions speci-
fied in the Law.? It has been remarked that neither
party, in the great discussion in the Church regarding the
terms upon which Gentiles might be admitted to the pri-
vileges of Christianity, ever appealed in support of their
views to specific instructions of Jesus on the subject.?
The reason is intelligible enough. The Petrine party,
supported as they were by the whole weight of the Law
and of Holy Scripture, as well as by the example and tacit
approval of the Master, could not have felt even that
degree of doubt which precedes an appeal to authority.

} Acts x. 1 ff.,, 14, 28; xi. 1 ff.

? Dr. Lightfoot says: ‘ The Master himself had left no express instruc-
tions. He had charged them, it is true, to preach the Gospel to all
nations, but how this injunction was to be carried out, by what changes
a national Church must expand into an universal Church, they had not
been told. He had indeed asserted the sovereignty of the spirit over the
letter ; he had enunciated the great principle—as wide in its application
as the law itself—that ¢ man was not made for the Sabbath, but the Sub-
bath for man.” He had pointed to the fulfilment of the law in the Gospel.
So far he had discredited the law, but he had not deposed it or abolished
it. It was left to the Apostles themselves under the guidance of the
Spirit, moulded by circumstances and moulding them in turn, to work
out the great change.” St. Paul’s Ep. to Gal. 286.

3 Gfrirer, Das Heiligthum und die Wahrheit, 1838, p. 386; Allg.
K. G.i. p. 227 1.
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seem to know anything of it. It is difficult to suppose
that Jesus should after his resurrection appear first of
all to two unknown Christians in such a anner, and
accompany them in such a journey. The particulars of
the story are to the last degree improbable, and in its
main features incredible, and it is indeed impossible to
consider them carefully without perceiving the trans-
parent inauthenticity of the narrative. The two disciples
were going to a village called Emmaus threescore fur-
longs distant from Jerusalem, and while they are con-
versing Jesus joins them, * but their eyes were holden
that they should not know him.” He asks the subject
of their discourse, and pretends ignorance, which sur-
prises them. Hearing the expression of their perplexity
and depression, he says to them: 25. “O foolish and
slow of heart to believe all that the prophets spake.
26. Was it not necessary that the Christ should suffer
these things, and enter into his glory? 27. And be-
ginning at Moses and at all the prophets, he expounded
unto them in all the Scriptures the things concerning
himself.” When they reach the village, he pretends to
be going further (v. 28), but they constrain him to stay.
30. “ Aud it came to pass, as he sat at meat with them
lie took the bread and blessed and brake, and gave to
them; 31. and their eyes were opened, and they knew
him, and he vanished out of their sight.” Now why all
this mystery? why were their eyes holden that they
should not know him? why pretend ignorance? why
make “as though he would go further?” Considering
the nature and number of the alleged appearances of
Jesus, this episode seems most disproportionate and

@’Eichthal, Tes Evangiles, ii. p. 313 ff.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i.
p- 363 1.
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4 times, elsewhere 11 times, and of these the following
with inf,, Acts i. 24 f., xv. 22, 25, Ephes. i. 4. With the
phrase 6 feds & vpiv éfehéfaro’ may be compared that
of Paul, xiii. 17,6 feds . . . ééehéfaro Tovs warépas Huav,
and 1 Cor. i. 27, in which 6 feds é£. occurs twice, as well
as again in the next verse, 28. 3ud 70b ordparos, i. 16,
iii. 18, 21; iv. 25 ; Luke i. 70; and the whole phrase &wa 7.
o76pards pov drxotoar may be compared with the words
putinto Paul’s mouth, xxii. 14 : xai dxoBoar pwrip éx Tob
ardéparos abrov, k.7.\. évayyéhoy, xx. 24, in Paul’s Epis-
tles (4) 33 times, and elsewhere 42 times. Verse 8. 6 xap-
Swyvdorys feds,—in the N. T. xapd. only occurs here and
ini. 24, 3V Kipie xapdoyvdora wdrrwy, where it forms part
of the prayer at the election of the successor to Judas.
We have fully examined the speech of Peter, i. 16 ff, and
shown its unhistorical character, and that it is a free
composition' by the author of the Acts; the prayer of
the assembly is not ascribed to Peter in the work itself,
though apologists, grasping at the xapdioyviorys, assert
that it must bave been delivered by that Apostle; but,
with the preceding speech, the prayer also must be
attributed to the pen of the author; and if it be main-
tained that Peter spoke in the Aramaic tongue? it is
useless to discuss the word at all, which of course in
that case must be allowed to belong to the author.
paprvpew, Acts 12 times, Luke 2, rest frequently ; with
the phrase 6 feds éuapripnoer alrots may be compared
Paul’s words in xiii. 22, ¢ xal (6 feds) elmev paprupijoas.
Verse 9, duaxpivew, x. 20, xi. 2, 12, Paul 7 times, &c.

! We need not discuss ¢£. év ipiv (or fuiv) which de Wette, Ewald, and
m:lue for & Hebraism, but Winer (§ 32, 3), Meyer and others

2. . . den selbetverstindlich ist’s (gegen Lange u. Aeltere) dass Petrus
nicht Griechish, sondern Aramiisch geredet hat. Meyer, Apg., p. 39.
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hesitation, be translated * to the right (hand) of God.”! In
which case there is no error at all, and the argument falls
to the ground. If it be taken, however, cither that the
rendering should be or was intended to be “by the right
(hand) of God " ? Ze,, by the power of God, that would
not involve the necessity of admitting an Aramaic
original,® because there is no error at all, and the argu-
ment simply is, that being cxalted by the right hand of
God, Jesus had poured forth the Holy Spirit ; and in the
next verse the passage in Ps. cx. 1 (Sept. cix.) is accn-
rately quoted from the Septuagint version: “ Sit thou on
my right (hand) " (ék 8efwav pov). In fact, after giving
an account of the crucifixion, death, and resurrection of
Jesus, the speaker ascribes his subsequent exaltation to
the power of God.*

We have scen that at least the form of the speeches
in Acts is undoubtedly due to the author of the book,
and that he has not been alle to make the speeches of
the different personages in his drama differ materially
from cach other. We shall hereafter have occasion to
examine further the contents of some of these speeches,
and the circumstances under which it is alleged that they
were spoken, and to inquire whether these do not confirm

. Y Winer, 1. c.: Jritzsche, Conject., i. p. 42; Hackett, Acts, p. 51;
Kébder, Stud. u. Kr., 1873, p 511 f.; Lekebusch, Apostelgesch., p. 405 ;
Olshausen, Apg.. p. -6 ; Wordsworth, Greek Test., Acts, p. 49.

2 Aljrd. Greek Test., ii. p. 26 ; Dengel, Gonom. N. T., p. 511 ; Leckler,
Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 21, anm. 1; Zeller, Apg., p. 502, anm. 2;
Meyer, Apg.. p. 77 {.; Overbeck, ru de W. Apg., p. 42. ** By ” is adopted
by the Vulgate, Syriac, Arabic, and English {(authorised) versions.

2 Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 26 ; Lekcbusch, Apg., p. 405 ; Meyer, Apz-,
P. Vi f.; Ocerbeck, vu de W. Apg.. p 42; Zeller, Apg., p. 502 {., aom.
2. Of. Kikler, Stud. u. Krit., 1873, p. 511 £

* The cexpression j; 8efii is used in this sense in the Sept. version
of ?sf.inh Ixiili. 12 cf. Actsv. 31. The “right hand of God,” ss sym-
bolising his power, is oconstantly employed in the O1d Testament.
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would put forward as the result of that Council must
not he accepted as genuine? It is natural to expect
that, when writing of the very visit in question, and
dealing with subjects and discussions in which, whether
in the shape of historical allusion, appeal to authority,
taunt for inconsistency, or assertion of his own influence,
some allusion to the decree would have been highly
appropriate, if not necessary, the Apostle Paul should at
least have given some hint of its existence. His not
doing so constitutes strong presumptive evidence against
the authenticity of the decree, and all the more so as no
more positive evidence than silence could possibly be
forthcoming of the non-existence of that which never
existed. The supposed decree of the Council of Jeru-
salem cannot on any ground be accepted as a historical
fact.!

‘We may new return to such farther consideration of the
statements of the Epistle as may seem necessary for the
object of our inquiry. No mention is made by the Apostle
of any official mission on the subject of circumcision, and
the discussion of that question arises in a merely incidental
manner from the presence of Titus, an uncircumcised
Gentile Christian. There has been much discussion as to
whether Titus actually was circumcised or not, and there

' Baur, Paulus, i. p. 150 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 474 ff. ; Davidson,
Inot. N. T, ii. p. 217 ff., 252 f.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitachr. wiss. Theol., 1858,
p. 81 ff., 600; 1860, p. 128 ff.; Galaterbr., p. 58 f., 151 f. ; Der Kunon,
p. 205 ff.; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 70 ff.; Lipsius, in Schenkel's B. L., i.
p. 199 ff., 204 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 216 ff., 221, 229f., 236 fI.;
DPfieiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 503 ; Renan, Les Apbtres, p. xxxvi. ff.;
St. Paul, p. 92, note 2; Scholten, Het paul. Ev., p. 450 ff.; Schrader,
Der Ap. Paulus, ii. p. 305; v. p. 545 £.; Schiirer, Theol. Stud. u. Krit.,
1876, p. 775; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 117 ff.; ii. p. 87 ff.; Stap,
Origines, p. 191 fI. ; Straatman, Paulus, p. 192 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 234 fl.
Cf. Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 340 f.
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yovgr, vii. 8, 20, 29, ii. 8, xiii. 33, xxii. 3, 28; Luke 4 times, rest
frequently.

dmodddvas, Vii. 9, Gen. xxxvii. 28, 29, Acts v. 8; Heb. xii. 16; in
other senses Acts 2, Luke 8, rest 35 times.

Ohivs, vii. 10, 11, xi. 19, xiv. 22, xx. 23; Paul 15, rest 25 times.

xdpes, vii. 10 and 16 times; Luke 8, Paul 61, and rest 72 times.

xabloryus, vii. 10, Gen. xxxix. 4, 5, xli. 41, 43; Aects vi. 3, vii. 27, 35,
Exod. ii. 14 ; xvii. 15; Luke xii. 14, 42, 44 ; rest 16 times.

Aipds, vii. 11, Gen. xli. 54, Acts xi. 28 ; Luke 4, rest 6 times.

nporov, adv. vii. 12, iii. 26, xi. 26, xiii. 46, xv. 14, xxvi. 20; Luke 10
times, rest frequently.

Pavepds, vil. 13, iv. 16; Luke viii. 17 twice; Paul 7, rest 10 times.

Bevrepos, vii. 13 and 4 times; Luke 3, rest 36 times: év rg devrépp, not
elsewhere, but cf. Luke xii. 38 é» rjj devrépa puraci.

Tehevr@, vil. 15, ii. 29; Luke vii. 2 ; elsewhere 10 times.

xpdwos, vii. 17, 23, and 15 times; Luke 7 times, rest often.

émayyehia, vii. 17, i. 4, ii. 83, 39, xiii. 23, 32, xxiii. 21, xxvi. 6; Luke
xxiv. 49, Paul 20 ; rest 24 times.

Spodoyeiv, vil. 17, xxiii. 8, xxiv. 14; Luke xii. 8 twice, rest 21 times.

xaspds, vii. 20, and 8 times ; Luke 13 times, rest frequently.

ddwedv, vii. 24, Ex. ii. 13; Acts vii. 26, 27, xxv. 10, 11; Luke x. 19;
rest 13.

cempia, vii. 23, iv. 12, xiii. 26, 47, xvi. 17, xxvii. 3¢; Luke i. 69, 71,
77, xix. 9, Paul 10, rest 26 times.

ouméra, vii. 25 twice, xxviil. 26, 27; Luke ii. 30, viii. 10, xviii. 34,
xxiv. 43, rest 16 times,

elpiwy, vii. 26, ix. 31, x. 36, xii. 20, xv. 33, xvi. 36, xxiv. 3: Luke 14
times, rest frequently.

mAnaior, vii. 27, Er. ii. 13; Luke x. 27, 29, 36, rest 13 tires.

pevyew, vii. 29, xxvii. 30; Luke iii. 7, viii. 34, xxi. 21, rest 27 times.

Zpnpos, 1, vii. 30, 36, 38, 42, 44, Ex. iii. 1, xvi. 1, &c., &c., Acts xiii. 18,
xxi. 38; Luke 8 times, rest 20 times.

&ros, vii. 30, 6, 36, 42, Gen. xv. 13, Ex. xvi. 35, Amos v. 25, &c., and 7
times; Luke 13, rest 23.

Bavpdfew, vii. 31, ii. 7, iil 12, iv. 13, xiii. 41; Luke 13 times, rest
frequently.

ToAugw, vii. 32, v. 13; Luke xx. 40, Paul 7, rest 6 times.

Abew, vii. 33, Ex. iii. 5, Acts ii. 24, xiii. 23, 43, xxii. 30, xxiv. 26, xxvii.
41; Luke 7 times, rest often.

dpveiobay, vii. 85, iii. 13, 14, iv. 16; Luke viii. 45, ix, 23, xii. 9, xxii. 57,

rest 24 times.
éxxhnoia, vii. 38, Deut. xxxii. 1, and Acts 23 times; Paul 39, rest 49
times.

Ouaia, vii. 41, 42, Amos v. 25; Luke ii. 24, xiii. 1, rest 25 times.

«€iBwhov, vii. 41 (Kx. xx. 4, Numb. xxv. 2 . . . . ¢els vds Ovoias ror elddrwy
adr.), Acts xv. 20; Paul 6, rest 3.

Aarpedew, vii. 42, Deut. iv. 19, Er. xx. 5, &c., &c., Acts xxiv. 14, xxvi. 7,
xxvii. 23; Luke 3, rest 13 times.
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women, brought to the disciples the assurance that they
had seen the Lord, we cannot doubt that, in the unparal-
leléd position in which they were then placed, under
all the circumstances of intense feeling and religious
excitement at the moment, such emotions would be
suddenly called into action as would give to these men
the impression that they had seen the Master whom
they had lost. These subjective impressions would
be strengthened dally and unconsciously into ever
miore objective consistency, and being confirmed by
supposed prophecy would be affirmed with a confidence
insensibly inspired by dogmatic considerations.! That
the news would fly from believer to believer, meeting
everywhere excited attention and satisfying eager
expectancy, is certain ; and that these devout souls,
swayed by every emotion of glad and exultant enthu-
siasm, would constantly mistake the suggestions of
their own thoughts for objective realities is probable.
Jesus died, was buried, and rose again “according to
the Scriptures.” This would harden every timid suppo-
sition into assurance ; and as time went on, what was
doubtful would become certain, what was mysterious,
clear ; and those who had seen nothing would take
up and strengthen the tradition of thosc who had seen
the Lord.

It is argued that there was not time for the pre-
paration of the disciples to believe in the Resurrection
of Jesus between his crucifixion and “the third day,”
when that event is alleged to have occurred, and,
consequently, no probability of subjective impressions
of so unmexpected a nature being received. To those

' Cf. Ewald, Gesch. des Volkes Israel, vi. p. 72 a. ff.; Holsten, Zum
Ev. Paul. u. Potr., p. 229 ff. ; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii. p. 590 fI.
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of the Acts, but must be placed later, it follows clearly
upon the Apostle’s own assurance that the visit men-
tioned in Acts xi. 30, xii. 25, cannot have taken place
and is unhistorical, and this is the conclusion of the
majority of critics,' including many apologists, who,
whilst suggesting that, for some reason, Barnabas may
alone have gone to Jerusalem without Paul, or other-
wise deprecating any imputation of conscious inaccuracy
to the author, still substantially confirm the result that
Paul did not on that occasion go to Jerusalem, and con-
sequently that the statement is not historical. On the
other hand, it is suggested that the additional visit to
Jerusalem is inserted by the author with a view to
conciliation, by representing that Paul was in constant
communication with the Apostles and community of
Jerusalem, and that he acted with their approval and
sympathy. It is scarcely possible to observe the peculiar
variations between the narratives of the Acts and of Paul
without feeling that the author of the former deliberately
sacrifices the independence and individuality of the great
Apostle of the Gentiles.

The great mass of critics agree in declaring that the

1 Anger, De tempore in Act. Ap. ratione, p. 141 ff. ; Baur, Theol. Jahrb.,
1849, p. 479 f. ; Paulus, i. p. 129 ff. ; Bleck, Einl., p. 366 ; Beitrige, p. 55f.;
Brandes, Br. Gal., p. 92 ff.; Credner, Einl,, i. p. 314 f.; Davidson, Int
N. T, iii. p. 222; Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 717: zu Olsh. Apg.,
p- 138; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, p. 418 f.; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbr., p. 125 f.,
149 f.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 472, 474 f., viii. p. 340 ;
Lipeius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 195; Meyer, Apg., p. 267, anm. ; Gala-
terbr., p. 51 f., 38 f.; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 146; Olshausen, Bibl.
Comm., iv. p. 34 ff.; Orerbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 178; Renan, Les
Apétres, p. xxxii. ff. ; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 368 f.; Schrader,
Der Ap. P., v. p. 264 f,, 537; Stap, Origines, p. 174 ff.; Straatman,
Paulus, p. 98 ff.; Ustert, Br. an die Gal., p. 35 ff.; Weber u. Holtzmann,
Gesch. V, Isr., ii. p. 547; Tjeenk Willink, Justiv. Mart., p. 32, n.;

Zeller, Apg., p. 218 ff. Cf. Eilicott, Galatians, p. 23: Lekebnach, Apg.,
p- 289 f.; Trip, Panlus, p. 71-74.
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A careful study of the contents of the Acts cannot,
we think, leave any doubt that the work. could not
have been written by any companion or intimate friend
of the Apostle Paul.! In here briefly indicating some
of the reasons for this statement, we shall be under
the necessity of anticipating, without much explanation
or argument, points which will be more fully discussed
further on, and which now, stated without preparation,
may not be sufficiently clear to some readers. They
may hereafter seem more conclusive. It is unreason-
able to suppose that a friend or companion could have
written so unhistorical and defective a lhistory of the
Apostle’s life and teaching. The Pauline Epistles are
nowhere directly referred to, but where we can compare
the narrative and representations of Acts with the state-
ments of the Apostle, they are strikingly contradictory.?

Th., 1878, p. 508 ff.; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 460 fI. ; Vortrige, u. s. w.,
1865, p. 208 ff. Cf. Reuss, Gesch. N, T., p. 194-208; Schrader, Der Ap.
Paulus, v. p. 508, 556,

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 16 ff. passim ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 271 f.;
Holtzmann, Zeitachr. wiss. Th., 1873, p. 87 f.; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T.,
D239 £, 360 fI., 367 ff.; Scholten, Het paulin. Ev., p. 414; Schwanbeck,
Quellen, u. 8. w., p. 262 {.; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 203 ff.; de Wette, Einl.
N.T., p. 245; Apostelgesch., p. xxxviii. f. ; Zeller, A postelgesch.,p. 462 fI. ;
Vortrige, u. 8.w., p. 206 ff. Cf. Reues, Hist. de la Théologie Chrét. 3me éd.,
ii. p. 343 ; Renan, Les Apdtres, p. xiii. f.; Les Evangiles. p. 435 ff.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 8 f., 123 ff., 149 f., et passim; K. G. 3to Aufl.,
ip. 126 ff. ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 212 ff. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T.,
P. 40 f.; Gfrorer, Die heil. 8age, i. p. 27, 412 f., et passim ; Hausrath,
N.T. Zeitgesch., iii. p. 422ff., anm. 7; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 224 ff.,
593 fl.; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 111 ff., 118 fI., 185 fl. ; Krenkel,
Paulus, p. 32 fI., 62 ff. ; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s Bibel-Lex. (s. v. Apostel-
convent), i. p. 194 ff.; Nicolas, Etudes crit. sur la Bible, N. Tost., 1864,
P 267f.; Overbeck, zu de W.Apg., p. lix., anm. * *; Renan, Les Apotres,
xxix. fl. ; Scherer, Rev. de Théologie, 1851, iii. p. 336; Schieiermacher,
Einl. N. T., p. 368 fI. ; Scholten, Het paulin. Evang., p. 447 ff.; Schrader,
Der Ap, Paulus, v. p. 536 f., 543 ff.; Schwanbeck, Quollen, u. s. w.,
P-30fI.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 116 ff., ii. p. 82 ff.; Stap,
Origines, &c., p. 135 ff.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 47 ff., 82 ff., 97 ff., ot
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between Rome and other countries by no means accounts
for the simultaneous presence there of so many of the
Apostle’s personal friends. Aquila and Priscilla, who are
saluted (xvi. 8), were a short time before (1 Cor. xvi. 19)
in Ephesus.! It may, moreover, be remarked as a sugges-
tive fact that when, according to the Acts (xxviii. 14 ff),
Paul very soon afterwards arrived in Rome, most of these
friends seem to have disappeared,® and the chief men of
the Jews called together by Paul do not seem to be
aware of the existence of a christian body at Rome.?
Another point is connected with the very passage which
has led to this discussion. xv. 18, 19 read : 18. * For I will
not dare to speak of any of those things which Christ
hath not wrought by me, in order to (els) the obedience
of the Gentiles, by word and deed, 19. in the power of
signs and wonders (é&v Swduer onuelwy kal Tepdrwy) in
the power of the Spirit (& Swwdper mvedparos) ; so that
from Jerusalem and round about unto Illyricum, I have
fully preached the Gospel of Christ; ” &c. The statement
that *from Jerusalem” he had *fully preached” the
Gospel is scarcely in agreement with the statement in
the Epistle to the Galatians i. 17-23, ii. 1 f. Moreover,
there is no confirmation anywhere of the Apostle’s having
preached as far as Illyricum, which was then almost
beyond the limits of civilization. Baur suggests that in
making his ministry commence at Jerusalem, there is too
evident a concession made to the Jewish Christians, accord-
ing to whom every preacher of the Gospel must naturally
commence his career at the holy city. It would detain
us much too long to enter upon an analysis of these two

! The writer of 2 Tim. iv. 19 represents them as in Ephesus.

2 Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 387; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zoit., ii.

p. 124, anm. 2.
3 Acts xxviii. 21, 22.
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have, however, further evidence of the same attack upon
Paul regarding this point. Epiphanius points out that
the Ebionites denied that Paul was a Jew, and asserted
that he was born of a Gentile father and mother, but
that, having gone up to Jerusalem, he became a proselyte
and submitted to circumcision in the hope of marrying a
daughter of the high priest. But afterwards, according
to them, cnraged at not securing the maiden for his
wife, Paul wrote against circumcision and the Sabbath
and the law.? The Apostle Paul, whose constant labour
it was to destroy the particularism of the Jew, and raise
the Gentile to full, free, and equal participation with him
in the benefits of the New Covenant, could not but incur
the bitter displeasure of the Apocalyptist, for whom the
Gentiles were, as such, the type of all that was common
and unclean. In the utterances of the seer of Patmos we
secmn to hear the expression of all that judaistic hatred
and opposition which pursued the Apostle who laid the
axe to the root of Mosaism and, in his efforts to free
Christianity from trammels which, more than any other, re-
tarded its triuinphant development, aroused against him-
gelf all the virulence of Jewish illiberality and prejudice.
The results at which we have arrived might be sin-
gularly confirmed by an examination of the writings of
the first two centuries, and by observing the attitude
1, .. xat dAa 7woA\& xevodwvias eumhea, s xai rov Havdov érraifa
karyopoivres obx aloxivorrar émmhdaros Twol Tiis Téw YevdamooTéhey alriy
kaxovpyias xal wAdwns Aoyois memounuévois. Tapaéa pév alrdy, bs abrds dpohoysi
xat obx dpveirai, Néyovres ¢ "ENivwr 3¢ alrdv imorifevrai, AaBowres v
wpdpacw éx Tob Tomov dia 6 pAdAnbes Un” alrod pnbév, Gri, Tapoevs elps, odx
dafpov wéews wokirns. Elra ¢pdoxovow alrov elvas "ENAnra, xal ‘EXAmpridos
prpds xai "ENAnwos marpds waida, dvaBeSnxivai 8¢ els ‘lepoailupa, xai xpdvor éxei
pepernrivas, émreBupnévas 8¢ Buyarépa tob iepéws mpds ydpor dyayéobas, xai
toUrov évexa, mpoaAuror yevéoha kal mepirunbivas, elra pij AaBovra Tiw xopny

&ryiolas, xai xara émiropi)s yeypadévas, xai xard oaffirov xai vopobeias.
IIer. xxx. 16,
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victory over death by the Prince of Life. He must
still, it is urged, have presented the fresh traces of
suffering and weakness little calculated to inspire them
with the idea of divine power and glory. This is
partly, but not altogether, true. There is no cvidence,
as we shall presently show, that the appearances of
Jesus occurred so soon as is generally represented;
and, in their astonishment at again seeing the Master
whom they supposed to be dead, the disciples could
not have been in a state minutely to remark the signs
of suffering,! then probably, with the power of a mind
like that of Jesus over physical weakness, little ap-
parent. Time and imagination would doubtless soon
have effaced from their minds any such impressions,
and left only the belief that he had risen from the
dead to develop and form the Christian doctrine.
A more powerful objection seems to us the disappear-
ance of Jesus. We cannot easily persuade ourselves
that such a teacher could have remounced his work
and left no subsequent trace of his existence. Still,
it must be admitted that many explanations might
be offered on this head, the most obvious being that
death, whether as the result of the terrible crisis
through which he had passed, or from some other
causc, may soon after have ensued. We repeat, how-
ever, that we neither advance this explanation nor
think it worth while to discuss it seriously, not because
we think it untenable, although we do not adopt it,
but because we consider that there is another explana-
tion of the origin of belief in the Resurrection which

! The repeated statement in the Gospels that the women and his dis-
ciples did not at first recognize the risen Jesus, are quoted in connection
with this point.
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writer, however, omits to state how he was taken
up ivto heaven; and sitting “at the right hand of God”
is an act and position which those who assert the
¢ Personality of God” may possibly understand, but
which we venture to think betrays that the account
is a mere theological figment. The third Synoptist,
however, as we bhave incidentally shown, gives an
account of the Ascension. Jesus having, according to
the narrative in xxiv. 50 ff, led the disciples out to
Bethany, lifted up his hands and blessed them: v. 51.
“And it came to pass while blessing them he parted
from them, and was carried up into heaven.”!
The whole of the appearances narrated in the third
Synoptic, therefore, and the Ascension are thus said
to occur on the same day as the Resurrection.? In
Matthew, there is a different representation made, for
the time consumed in the journey of the disciples to
Galilee obviously throws back the Ascension to a
later date. In Mark, there is no appearance at all
recorded, but the command to the disciples to go into
Galilee confirms the first Synoptic. In the fourth
Gospel, Jesus revisits the eleven a second time after
eight days; and, therefore, the Ascension is here

1 The last phrase: ‘‘ and was carried up into heaven,” xai dvepépero eis
7o odpavdv, is suspected by Griesbach, and omitted by T'ischendorf, and
pronounced inauthentic by some critics. The words are not found in the
Sinaitic Codex and D, but are in the great majority of the oldest MSS.,
including the Alexandrian, and Vatican, C, I, H, K, L, M, §, U, V,
&c., &c. The preponderance of authority is greatly in their favour.
Compare also Acts i. 2.

2 Ewald, Gosch. V. Isr., vi. p. 93; Gfriirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 373 ;
Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 539; Meyer, Ev. Mark, u. Luk. 5te Aufl.
p- 609, anm., p. 611 fl. ; Réville, La Résurrection de Jésus-Christ, 1869,
p. 9 f.; Scholtzn, Het Ev. n. Joh., p. 357 f.; Strauss, Leb. Jesu, p. 202,
614; Volkmar, Die Rel. Jesu, p. 95 ; WWeisse, Die ev. Gesch., ii. p. 415,
Cf. de Wette, Ev. Luc. u. Marec., p. 167.
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irritation the efforts made by the community of Jerusa-
lem, whose ¢ pillars” were Peter, James, and John, to
force Titus, a Gentile Christian, to be circumcised,' and
even the Acts represent James and all the elders of the
Church of Jerusalem as requesting Paul, long after, to
take part with four Jewish Christians, who had a vow
and were about to purify themselves and shave their
heads and, after the accomplishment of the days of puri-
fication, make the usual offering in the Temple, in order
to convince the ‘ many thousauds there of those who
have believed and are all zealous for the law,” that it is
untrue that he teaches: “all the Jews who are among
the Gentiles apostacy (dmooraciav) from Moses, saying
that they ought not to circumcise their children, neither
to walk after the customs,” and to show, on the contrary,
that he himself walks orderly and keeps the Law.? As
true Israelites, with opinions fundamentally unchanged
by belief that Jesus was the Messiah, they held that the
Gospel was specially intended for the people of the Cove-
nant, and they confined their teaching to the Jews?
A Gentile whilst still uncircumcised, even although con-
verted, could not, they thought, be received on an

! Gal ii. 3 ff. As we shall more fully disouss_this episode hereafter, it
is not necessary to do so here.

* Acts xxi. 18—26; cf. xv. i. Paul is also represented as saying to
the Jews of Rome that he has done nothing ‘‘ against the customs of their
Fathers.” ’ '

3 Dr. Lightfoot says : * Meanwhile at Jerusalem some years past away
before the barrier of Judaism was assailed. The Apostles still observed
the Mosaic ritual ; they still confined their preaching to Jews by birth,
or Jews by adoption, the proselytes of the Covenant,” &c. Paul’s Ep. to
Gal. p. 287. Paley says: “It was not yet known to the Apostles, that
they were at liberty to propose the religion to mankind at large. That
¢ mystery,’ as St. Paul calls it (Eph. iii. 3—6), and as it then was, was
revealed to Peter by an especial miracle.” A viow of the Evidence, &e.,
ed. Potts, 1850, p. 228, :
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the conclusion hitherto arrived at, that they are not
historical, but merely the free composition of the Author
of Acts, and never delivered at all. Before passing
on, however, it may be well to glance for a moment at
one of these speeches, to which we may not have another
opportunity of referring, in order that we may see whether
it presents any traces of inauthenticity and of merely
ideal composition.

In the first chapter an account is given of a meeting of
the brethren in order to elect a successor to the traitor
Judas. Peter addresses the assembly, i. 16 ff, and it
may be well to quote the opening portion of his speech :
16. “Men (and) brethren, this scripture must needs have
been fulfilled, which the Holy Spirit by the mouth of
David spake before concerning Judas, who became guide
to them that took Jesus, 17. because lie was num-
bered with us and obtained the lot of this ministry. 18.
Now (pév odv) this man purchased a field with the wages
of the iniquity (ék piofod s dducias), and falling
headlong he burst asunder in the midst, and all hisbowels
gushed out ; 19. and (xai) it became known ! unto all the
dwellers at Jerusalem, so that that field was called in
their own tongue () ig Siakékrw) Acheldamach, thatis:
field of blood. 20. For (ydp) it is written in the book
of Psalms : ‘Let his habitation be desolate, and let no
man dwell therein,” and  his office let another take,’”
&c., &c. Now let it be remembered that Peter is
supposed to be addressing an audience of Jews in
derusalem, in the Hebrew or Aramaic language, a few

' The peculiar and favourite expression, yvwardv éyévero (or éorw) duiv,
which only occurs in Acts, is placed in tho mouth of Poter, Paul, and
others, and itself betrays tho hand of the author. Cf.ii. 14, iv. 10, ix.

42, xiii. 38, xix. 17, xxviii. 22, 28.
n2
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that the order was given and executed. The first point
to be noted is the very singular manner in which the
leg-breaking was performed. The soldiers are said to
have broken the legs of the first and then of the other
who was crucified with Jesus, thus passing over Jesus
in the first instance; and then the Evangelist says:
¢ but when they came to Jesus, as they saw that he was
dead already, they brake not his legs, but one of the
soldiers with a spear pierced his side.” This order of
procedure is singular; but the whole conduct of the
guard is so extraordinary that such details become com-
paratively insignificant. An order having been given to
the Roman soldiers, in accordance with the request of
the Jews, to break the legs of the crucified, we are
asked to believe that they did not execute it in the case
of Jesus! Itis not reasonable to suppose, however,
that Roman soldiers either were in the habit of disre-
garding their orders, or could have any motive for doing
80 in this case, and subjecting themselves to the severe
punishment for disobedience inflicted by Roman military
law. It is argued that they saw that Jesus was already
dead, and therefore that it was not necessary to break his
legs; but soldiers are not in the habit of thinking in this
way : they are disciplined to obey. The fact is, however,
that the certainty that Jesus was dead already did not
actually exist in their minds, and could scarcely have
existed seeing that the death was so singularly rapid,
for in that case why should the soldier have pierced his
side with a spear? The only conceivable motive for
doing so was to make sure that Jesus really was dead;'
but is it possible to suppose that a Roman soldier, being
in the slightest doubt, actually chose to assure himself in
1 Cf. Luthardt, Das johann. Ev., 2{c Aufl., 1876, ii. p. 483 f.
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writers, represented him to have been one of the seventy-
two disciples, whose mission he alone of all New Testa-
ment writers mentions, The view of the Fathers, arising
out of the application of their tradition to the features
presented by the Gospel and Acts, was that Luke com-
posed his Gospel, of the events of which he was not an
cye-witness, from information derived from others, and
his Acts of the Apostles from what he himself, at least
in the parts in which the first person is employed, had
witnessed.! It is gencrally supposed that Luke was not
born a Jew, but was a Gentile Christian.

Some writers endeavour to find a confirmation of the
trdition, that the Gospel and Acts were written by
Lauke * the beloved physician,” by the supposed use of
peculiarly technical medical terms,? but very little weight
in attached by any one to this fecble evidence which is
repudiated by most  serious critics, and it need not
detain us,

As there is no indication, cither in the Gospel or the
Adts, of the author’s identity proceeding from himself,
and tradition does not offer any alternative security, what
testimony can be produced in support of the ascription of

sidered probable by Lange, Leben Jesu, i. p. 252—that Luke was one of
the two disciples of the journey to Emmaus. This is the way in which
tradition works.

! Cf. Eusebius, H. E., iii. 4; Hieron., de vir. ill. 7. We need not discuss
the view which attributes to Luke the translation or authorship of the
Lp. to the Hebrews.

? Cf. Luko iv. 38, viii. 43, 44, xxii. 44; Aotsiii. 7, xii. 23, xiii. 11,
xviii. 8, &c., &c. Alford, Grock Test., 1871, ii. proleg. p. 3, § 10; Ebrard,
Wiss. Kr. d. evang. Gesch., 1850, p. 683; Hackett, On Acts, 1852, p. 5,
p. 383; Humphrey, On Acts, 1854, p. xiv.; Meyer, Kr. ox. H’buch iib,
d. Bv. des Markus u. Lukas, 5te Aufl,, p. 327; Apostelgesch., p. 562;
J. Smith, Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul, 3 ed., 1866, p. 2 f. ; Words-
worth, Greek Test., Four Gospels, p. 160. Cf. Hug, Einl. N. T., 4te
Aufl,, p. 126, anm. 1.
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In this question of identity, however, there was com-
prised a vast change of national ideas. To the devout
Jew,—looking for the hope of Israel, yearning and
praying for the advent of that Son of David who was
to sit upon the throne of his fathers, restore the
fortunes of the people, drive out the heathen and
subdue the nations again to the yoke of Israel, es-
tablishing the worship of Jehovah in its purity and
turning the Gentiles to the service of the God of
Gods,—it was an abhorrent thought that the lowly
peasant who had died a shameful death on Golgotha
should be represented as the Messiah, the promised
King of the Jews. Still there was something suffi-
ciently startling in the idea to excite reflection. A
political aspirant, who pretended to play the part,
and after some feeble attempt at armed insurrection
had been crushed by the heel of the Roman, could
not have attracted attention. In that, there would
have been no originality to astonish, and no singularity
to require explanation. This man, on the contrary,
who was said to be the Messiah, assumed no earthly
dignity ; claimed no kingdom in this world ; had not
even a place to lay his head; but ended a short and
unambitious career as the teacher of a simple but
profound system of morality by death on a cross.
There was no vulgar imitation here. This was the re-
verse of the Messiah of the Jews. In spite of so much
dissimilarity, however, there was in the two parties a
fundamental agreement of belief. The Jew expected
the Messiah; the Christian believed he had now
come. The Messiah expected by the Jew was certainly
a very different Saviour from the despised and re-
jected Jesus of Nazareth, but at the root of the
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peraéd, xii. 6, xiii. 42 ; Luke xi. 51, xvi. 26 ; rest 4 times.
7€ xai, Acts 27 times, Luke 3, Paul 9, rest 15 times; e

. xai Acts 33 times, Luke 5, Paul 4, rest 10 times—
7e kai is clearly characteristic of the author. wiors, Acts
15, Luke 11 times, rest very frequently. xafapilew, x. 15,
xi. 9; Luke 7, and elsewhere 20 times. »9v oy, x. 83,
xvi. 36, xxiii. 15; an expression not found eclsewhere in
the New Testament, and which is also indicative of the
Author’s composition. Verse 10, weipdlew, v. 9, xvi. 7,
xxiv. 6 ; Luke iv. 2, xi. 16, xx. 23, rest frequently; the
question of Jesus in Luke and the parallel passages,
7 pe wepdlere; will occur to every one. émmibfévar, Acts
12, Luke 6 times, the rest frequently. (vyds does not
occur elsewhere, either in the Acts or third Gospel, but it
is used precisely in the same sense by Paul, Gal. v. 1, in
a passage to which we have called attention a few pages
back ! in connection with this speech. 7pdynhos, xx. 37,
Luke xv. 20, xvii. 2; Romans xvi. 4, Matth, xviii. 6,
Mark ix. 42; éml 7ov 7pdy. occurs 4 times. ioydew,
vi. 10, xix. 16, 20, xxv. 7, xxvii. 16 ; Luke 8 times and
elsewhere 15 times. Baordlew, iii. 2, ix. 15, xxi. 35;
Luke 5, Paul 6, rest 12 times.  Verse 11, ydpts, Acts 17
times, Luke 8, Paul 61 times, rest frequently. wioredew,
Acts 38, Luke 9 times, rest frequently. odlew, Acts 12,
Luke 18 times, rest frequently. «af v 7pdmov, is also
put into the mouth of Paul, xxvii. 25, and is not else-
where found in the New Testament; & 7pdmoy, i. 11,
vii. 28 ; Luke xiii. 34 ; Matth. xxiii. 37, 2 Tim. iii. 8.
xdketvos, V. 37, xviii. 19; Luke xi. 7, 2, xx. 11, xxii. 12
and elsewhere in the New Testament 17 times. It can-
not be doubted that the language of this speech is that
of the author of the Acts, and no serious attempt has ever

! p. 238.
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and morally conceivable, and as not the slightest
intimation of such a thing in the Apostles is perceptible
in their Epistles and elsewhere (on the contrary, comp.
xiv. 11); as, further, if it was only momentary, the
impossibility increases, and as Peter himself in his speech
does not once make the slightest reference to the foreign
languages : therefore,—whether, without any intimation
in the text, one consider that Pentecost assembly as a
representation of all future christianity, or not—the
occurrence, as Luke relates it, cannot be transmitted in
its actual historical circumstance.” !

Let us a little examine the particulars of the narrative
in Acts ii. All the brethren were assembled in one
place, a house (olkos), on the morning of the day of
Pentecost. In the preceding chapter (i. 15) we learn
that the number of disciples was then about 120, and
the crowd which came together when the miraculous
occurrence took place must have been great, seeing that
it is stated that 3,000 souls were baptized and added to
the Church upon the occasion (ii. 41). Passing over the
statement as to the numbers of the disciples, which
might well surprise us after the information given by the
Gospels,? we may ask in what house in Jerusalem could
such a multitude have assembled? Apologists have
exhausted their ingenuity in replying to the question, but
whether placing the scene in one of the halls or courts of
the Temple, or in an imaginary house in one of the
streets leading to the Temple, the explanation is equally
vague and unsatisfactory. How did the multitude so
rapidly know of what was passing in a private house?
We shall say nothing at present of the sound of the

! Meyer, Kr. ex. I’buch iib. die Apostelgesch., 4te aufl., 1870, p. 54 f.

2 John xvi. 31; Mt. xxviii. 7.
ne2
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chapters of the Epistle to the Romans, including the
doxology (xvi. 25-27) did not exist in Marcion’s text, the
most ancient form of it of which we have any knowledge.
Tertullian, who makes no reference to these two chapters,
speaks of the passage, Rom. xiv. 10, as at the close (in
clausula) of the epistle,! and he does not call any attention
to their absence from Marcion’s Epistle. Is it not reason-
able to suppose that they did not form part of his copy ?
In like manner Irenzus, who very frequently quotes from
the rest of the Epistle, nowhere shows acquaintance with
these chapters. The first writer who distinctly makes use
of any part of them is Clement of Alexandria. It has
been argued both that Marcion omitted the two chapters
because they contain what was opposed to his views, and
because they bad no dogmatic matter to induce him to
retain them ; but, whilst the two explanations destroy each
other, neither of them is more than a supposition to
account for the absence of what, it may with equal
propriety be conjectured, never formed part of his text.
The external testimony, however, does not stand alone,
but is supported by very strong internal evidence. We
shall only indicate one or two points, leaving those who
desire to go more deeply into the discussion to refer to
works more particularly concerned with it, which we shall
sufficiently indicate. It is a very singular thing that
aul, who, when he wrote this epistle had never been in
Rome, should be intimately acquainted with so many
crsons there. The fact that there was much intercourse

¢ digsecuit,” nor the intorpretation given by Nitzach (Zeitschr. hist.
Theol., 1860, p. 285 {.) to the latter word. Most critics agree that
Marcion altogether omittad the chapters.
' Adv. Mnra v. 14 ; Ninsch, Das N. T. Tertullian’s, 1871, p. 349. The
passies o~ T Tt Min’s writings in which reference is supposed to be
vhich are quoted by Lignsch (p. 350) do not show
~ith them.
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“ Credulity is as real, if not so great, a sin as unbelief.”
Archbishop Trench,

Nores ox TrE MiracLEs or Our Lorp, 8th ed. p. 27.

“ The abnegation of reason is not the evidence of faith, but the

confession of despair.”
Canon Lightfoot,
Sr. PauL’s ErisTLE 10 THE GALATIANS, 46A ed. p. ix.
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nation can well be imagined. It is probable that in that
first moment of terror and bewilderment the disciples
indeed all forsook him and fled. No one who had
consorted with the Great Teacher, however, and felt
the influence of his mind, could long bave resisted
the reaction to nobler thoughts of him. In all the
bitterness of sorrow for the loss of their master and
friend, in horror at his agonizing and shameful death,
and in doubt, consternation, and almost despair, they
must have gathered together again and spoken of these
strange events. Believing Jesus to have been the
Messiah, how could they interpret his death on the
cross? If he was the Messiah could he thus die?!
1f Enoch and Elijah, if Moses, precursors of the Messiah,
had not seen death, how could that prophet like unto
Moses whom Jehovah had raised up end his career
by a shameful death on the cross?

Throughout that time of fiery trial and supreme mental
agitation, they must have perpetually sought in their own
minds some explanation of the terrible events then occur-
ring and seeming to blast all their hopes, and doubtless
mystic utterances of Jesus must have assumed new mean-
ings, meanings probably different from his own. In the ac-
counts of the coming Messiah in the prophets, they must
have searched for some light by which to solve the inex-
plicable problem. Is it not conceivable that, in that last
time of danger and darkness, when he saw the persecution
against him become more vehement, and felt that the
path which he had chosen led him through danger and
distress perhaps to death, Jesus may, in the bitter con-
templation of that fanatical opposition of bigotry and

' Cf. Ewald, Gesch. des Volkes Israel, vi. p. 72 a. ff.; Holsten, Zum
Evang. des Paul. u. Petr., p. 193 f., p. 229 ff,
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the Paul of the Acts be considered specially an Apostle
of the Gentiles, and the statement of the Epistle to the
Galatians® has no significance, if interpreted by the his-
torical work.

Apologists usually reply to this objection, that the
practice of Paul in the Acts is in accordance with
his own words in the Epistle to the Romans, i. 16,
in which, it is asserted, he recognizes the right of the
Jews to precedence. In the Authorised Version this pas-
sage is rendered as follows:—* For T am not ashamed
of the Gospel of Christ: for it is the power of God unto
salvation to every one that believeth; to the Jew first
and also to the Greek.” ? (Svvapis yap ®eod édoriv els
cwmplay wavri ¢ moTevovri, “lovdaly Te Wpdrov Kal
"EMpn)  As a matter of fact we may here at once
state that the word mpérov “first,” is not found in Codices
B and @G, and that it is omitted from the Latin ren-
dering of the verse quoted by Tertullian® That the
word upon which the controversy turns should not be
found in so important a MS. as the Vatican Codex
or in so ancient a version as Tertullian’s is very
significant, but proceeding at once to the sense of
the sentence, we must briefly state the reasons which
seem to us conclusively to show that the usual reading
is erroneous. The passage is an emphatic statement of
the principles of Paul. He declares that he is mot
ashamed of the Gospel, and he immediately states the
reason: “for it is a power of God unto salvation to
every one that believeth.”* He is not ashamed of the
Gospel because he recognizes its universality; for, in

! Gal. ii. 9.

2 Cf. Rom. ii. 9, 10. The oldest MSS. and versions omit the roi xpiorod

of the Authorised Version which most editors ﬁ':erefore reject.
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Messiah, but converts to Judaism had been made in all
ages, and after the dispersion, especially, the influence of
the Jews upon the professors of the effete and expiring
religions of Rome, of Greece, and of Egypt was very great,
and numerous proselytes adopted the faith of Israel,' and
were eagerly sought for? in spite of the abusive terms in
which the Talmudists spoke of them.®* 'The conditions
on the other hand were perfectly definite. The case of
converts had been early foreseen and provided for -in
the Mosaic code. Without referring to minor points, we
may at once say that circumcision was indispensable to
admission into the number of the children of Tsrael.*
Participation in the privileges of the Covenant could only
be secured by accepting the mark of that Covenant. Very
many, however, had adopted Judaism to a great extent,
who were not willing to undergo the rite requisite to full
admission into the nation, and a certain modification had
gradually been introduced by which, without it, strangers
might be admitted into partial communion with Israel. -
There were, therefore, two classes of proselytes,® the first
called Proselytes of the Covenant or of Righteousness,
who were circumcised, obeyed the whole Mosaic law, and

! Credner, Das N. T., i. p. 72f., 192 f., anm. 4 ; vorn Dollinger, Heiden-
thum u. Judenthum, 1857, p. 628 £. ; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 368 ff.;
Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. p. 111 ff.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z.,
P- 239 ; Schneckenburger, Vorles. N. T. Zeitgesch., 1862, p. 67 ff.

* Mt. xxiii, 15.

3 They were said to be ‘‘as a scab to Isracl.” Bab. Middah. fol. xiii.
2; Lightfoot, Horee. Hebr.,, Works, xi. p. 282.

4 Exod. xii. 48; Numb. ix. 14; cf. Ex. xii. 19, &c., &ec.

$ Credner, Das N. T., ii. p. 27 f.; von Dillinger, Heidenth. u. Judenth.,
p. 808; Christenthum u. Kirche, p. 49; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi.
p- 379 f.; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. p. 115 ff.; Lightfoot, Galatians,
p. 286; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 382, note b; Neander, K. G. 2te
Aufl., i. p. 113 f.; Schneckenburger, N. T. Zeitg., p. 68 ff.; Steiner,
Schenkel’s Bib. Lex. s. v. Proselyten ; Suith’s Dictionary of the Bible,
iii. 8. v. Prosel te &c.
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becomes less tenable than ever. And if, further, it
be recognized, as we think it necessarily must be,
that Paul was subject to natural ecstatic trances, with
all their accompanying forms of nervous excitement :
“ kinds of tongues,” visions, and religious hallucina-
tions, a strong and clear light will fall upon his further
testimony for iraculous occurrences which we shall
shortly have before us.
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strong grounds, some of which will be presently stated, a
very large mass of the ablest critics have concluded that
the 7juets sections were not composed by the author of
the rest of the Acts, but that they are part of the diary of
some companion of the Apostle Paul, of which the
Author of Acts made use for his work,' and that the
general writer of the work, and consequently of the third
Synoptic, was not Luke at all.?

! Baur, Paulus, 2te Aufl,, i. p. 16 f., p. 243 ; Beyschlag, Th. Stud. u.
Krit., 1864, p. 214 f.; Bertholdt, Einl. N. T., iii. p. 1332 ; Bleek, Einl.
N. T, p. 332 fl.; Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1030 ff.; Davidson, Int.
N. T., ii. p. 273 ff.; Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, ii. 245 f., i. p. 383 fI.,
422 ff.; Allg. K. G, i. p. 165 f., 237; Hauber, Betracht. iib. einig.
Glaubigen, u. 8. w., chr. Kirche, p. 61 f.; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitgesch.,
iii. p. 422 f., anm.7; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 606 ff., Die Evangelien,
p. 225; Holtzmann, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1873, p. 85 ff.; Horst, Essai
sur les Sources de la deuxiéme partie des Actes des Apétres, 1848;
Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 81, anm. 1; Kohlireif, Chronologia Sacra,
p. 99 f.; Kostlin, Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 291 f.; Konigsmann, De fonti-
bus, &c., in Pott’s Sylloge, iii. p. 231 f.; Krenkel, Paulus, 1869,
p. 213 . ; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 1. ff. ; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 207 £.;
Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 239 f., p. 348 f.; Scholten, Het paulin.
Evangelie, p. 413 ff. ; Schwanbeck, Quellen, u. s. w., p. 168 ff., 140 fI. ;
Stap, Origines, &c., p. 205 f.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 6; Strauss, Das
Teben Jesu, 1864, p. 127; Ulrich, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1837, p. 369 fI.;
1840, p. 1003 ff.; Volkmar, Die Roligion Jesu, p. 291; de Tette, Einl.
N. T., p. 247; Apostelgeach., p. xxxviii.; Wittichen, Zeitschr. wiss.
Theol., 1873, p. 509 f.; Das Leben Jesu, 1876, p. 21 f. ; Zeller, Apostel-
gesch., p. 515 f. Cf. Neander, Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 229; cf. p. 1 f.

? Baur, Paulus, p. 16 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 24 £, 54, 269 fI. ;
Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 34, anm. 1, 383 ff,, 452 fL.; ii. p. 245 f.;
Allg. K. G., i. p. 163 fl. ; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitgesch., iii., p. 421 ff. ;
Hlilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 608 ff.; Die Evangelien, p. 225; Holtzmann,
Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1873, p. 85 ff. ; Kustlin, Ursprung., u. s. w., p. 286 fI. ;
Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 6 ff.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 1. ff.,
Ixiii. f. ; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 239 ff., 305 £., 3471F. ; Scholten,
Het paulin. Evang., p. 412 ff. ; Is de derde Evangelist de Schrijver van het
Boek der Handelingen P 1873, p. 98 f.; Schwanbeck, Quell. Schr. Lukas,
p. 253 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 38 ff., 73 . ; Straatman,
Paulus, p. 14 ff.; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 203 fI.; Strauss, Das Leben
Jesu, p. 126 f.; Volkmar, Die Religion Jesu, p. 291; de Wette, Einl. N.
T., p. 206 f., 244 f.; Apostelgesch., p. xxxviii. f.; Tjeenk Willink, Just.
Martyr in zijne verh. tot Paulus, 1868, p. 64 ; Wittichen, Zeitachr. wiss.
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narrative of an unknown author to set against unvarying
experience, and that cannot much avail. We must now
endeavour to discover how far this episode is consistent
with the rest of the facts narrated in this book itself, and
with such trustworthy evidence as we can elsewhere
bring to bear upon it. We have already in an earlier
part of our inquiry pointed out that in the process of
exhibiting a general parallelism between the Apostles
Peter and Paul, a very close pendant to this narrative
has been introduced by the author into the history of
Paul. In the story of the conversion of Paul, the Apostle
has his vision on the way to Damascus,! and about the
same time the Lord in a vision desires Ananias (“a
devout man, according to the law, having a good report
of all the Jews that dwell” in Damascus), 2 * arise, and
go to the street which is called Straight, and inquire in
the house of Judas for one named Saul of Tarsus; for
behold he prayeth, and saw in a vision a man named
Ananias coming in and putting his hand on him that he
might receive sight.”” On this occasion also the gift
of the Holy Spirit is conferred and Saul is baptized.®
‘Whilst such miraculous agency is so rare elsewhere, it
is so common in the Acts of the Apostles that the em-
ployment of visions and of angels, under every circum-
stance, is one of the characteristics of the author, and may
therefore be set down to his own imagination.

No one who examines this episode attentively, we
Die heil. Sage, i. p. 414 ff. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 340;
Overbeck, zade W., Apg., p. 151 ff. ; Stap, Origines, p. 52, note 1; Zeller,
Apg., p- 179 fI.

Vix. 3£,
? xxii. 12, *Avavias 3¢ 715, dvjp eAaBijs (E and others, eloeSis) xara rov
yopor, paprupovperos Umd wdvrwy Tov Kkarowouvvrev 'lovdalwy. Cf. x.1f.,

‘Arijp 8é mis . . . Koprihios . . . €doeBis xai poBoipevos Tov Bedv . . . 22
.« paprupovpevds Te brd (v Tob Sfvous Taw lovdaiwv. 3 ix. 10—18.
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not received in Jewish courts, and because his own
opinions regarding the active participation of women in
matters connected with the Church were of a somewhat
exclusive character.! 'The appearance to Cephas is gene-
rally identified with that mentioned, Luke xxiv. 34.2 No-
thing could be more cursory than the maunner in which
this appearance is related in the Synoptic. The disciples
from Emmaus, returning at once to Jerusalem, found the
Eleven and those who were with them saying: “The
Lord was raised indeed, and was seen by Simon.” Not
another syllable is said regarding an appearance which,
according to Paul, was the first which had occurred. The
other Gospels say still less, for they ignore the incident
altogether. It is difficult to find room for such an ap-
pearance in the Gospel narratives. If we take the report
of Paul to be true, that Jesus was first seen by Cephas,
the silence of three Evangelists and their contradictory
representations, on the one hand, and the remarkable way
in which the third Gospel avoids all but the mere in-
direct reference to the occurrence, on the other, are
phenomena which we leave apologists to explain.

He is next seen “by the Twelve.” This vision is
identified with that narrated in John xx. 19 ff. and Luke
xxiv. 36 ff,,* to which, as Thomas was absent on the first
occasion, some critics understand the episode in John
xx. 26 If. to be added. On reference to our discussion of

1 Cf. 1 Cor. xiv. 34 ff.

2 So Bisping, Maier, Meyer, Neander, Osiander, Riickert, Stanley, de
Wette, &c., &ec., inl. D

3 (frorer thinks the germ of Paul's incident to lie in the statement
John xx. 4, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 376 f. Dr. Farrar thinks the details
“may have becn of a nature too personal to have been revealed.” Lifeof
Christ, ii. p. 437.

4 So Bisping, Maier, Meyer, Neander, Osiander, Stanley, de Wette,
&c., &o., in 1.
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catalogue of them is anywhere given,' and, after naming
a few persons, who were said by tradition to have been
of their number, e points out that more than seventy
disciples appear, for iustance, according to the testimony
of Paul? It will be observed that the instructions, at
least in considerable part, supposed to be given to the
Seventy in the third. Synoptic are, in the first, the very
instructions given tothe Twelve. There has been much
discussion regarding the whole episode, which need not
here be minutely referred to. For various reasons the
majority of critics impugn its historical character® A
large number of these, as well as other writers, con-
sider that the narrative of this appointment of seventy
disciples, the number of the nations of the earth
according to Jewish ideas, was introduced in Pauline
universalistic interest,* or, at least, that the number is

{Luke x. 1) occurs in the N. T., and that no credible tradition regarding
them is preserved.” Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 79, anm. 2.

! rér & éBBopnxovra pabyrév, kard\oyos pév oteis oddapun) Péperar-  Euseb.
H.E.i 12

? xai r@v éBBopnxovra 8¢ mhelovs Tob cwripos wedprévar pabyras epois dv
émsrmpioas, pdprupt xpopevos v$ Mavdy, x. v. \.  Ib.: cf. 1 Cor. xv. 5 ff.

3 Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 434 f., 498 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii.
p. #4 f.; Ewald, Die drei erst. Evv., p. 284 f. ; Gesch. V. Isr., v. p. 392f. ;
(ifrorer, Das Jahrh. des Heils, ii. p. 371 f. ; Die heil. Sage, i. p. 231 ff. ;
Hase, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 200 f.; Holtzmann, Die synopt. Evv., 1863,
p. 392 f.; Kesm, Jesu v. Nazara, ii. p. 332 ff., 329 £, iii. p. 8 ff.; Kostlin,
Urspr. synopt. Evy., p. 267 ff.; Kriiger-Velthusen, Das Leben Jesu,
1872, p. 173, anm. *; Renan, Les Evangiles, 1877, p. 270 ff.; Ritschl, Das
Ev. Marcions, p. 185 ff.; Scherer, Rev. de Théol., iv., 1859, p. 340 f.;
Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 274; Scholten, Het paul. Ev.,
p. 99 ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 45 ff.; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu,
p. 274 fI. ; Weisse, Die ev. Qesch., i. p. 405 f.; Weizeacker, Unters. ev.
Geech., p. 409 f.; de Wette, Ev. Lucas u. Marc., 3te Aufl., p. 78 f.;
Zeller, Apg., p. 41, 448. Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 183 fI.; Die
Lvv. Justins, p. 356 f.

¢ Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 435 f., 498 f.; K. G. i. p. 76, anm. 1 ;
N. T. Theol., p. 329 f.; Bleek, Einl., p. 283 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 44 f.; Gieseler, Entst. schr. Evv., p. 127 f.; Keim, Jesu v. Naz.,
ii. p. 329 ; iii. p. 10 ff. ; Ka-tlin, Urspr. syn. Evv., p. 267; Lechler, Das
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Barnabas and Paul declaring what signs and wonders
God had wrought among the Gentiles by them.”” We
shall not at present pause to consider this statement, nor
the réle which Paul is made to play in the whole trans:
action, beyond pointing out that, on an occasion when
such a subject as the circumcision of the Gentiles and
their subjection to the Mosaic law was being discussed,
nothing could be more opposed to nature than to sup-
pose that a man like the author of the Epistle to the
Galatians could have assumed so passive and subordinate
an attitude.? After Barnabas and Paul had spoken,
James is represented as saying: “Men (and) brethren,
hear me. Simeon declared how God at first did visit the
Gentiles, to take out of them a people for his name.
And with this agree the words of the prophets; as it is
written : ‘After this I will return, and will build again the
tabernacle of David which has fallen down; and I will
build again the ruins thereof, and will set it up : that the
residue of men may seek after the Lord, and all the
Gentiles, upon whom my name has been called, saith the
Lord who doeth these things, known from the beginning.’
Wherefore, I judge that we trouble not those from among
the Gentiles who are turning to God; but that we write
unto them that they abstain from the pollutions of idols,
and from fornication, and from things strangled, and from
blood. For Moses from generations of old hath in every
city those who preach him, being read in the synagogues
every Sabbath.”3 There are many reasons for which this

1 xv. 12.

2 Querbeck, zu de Wette’s K. Erkl. Apostelgesch., p. 227.

3 "Avdpes ddeApoi, drovoaré pov. Suvpedy éfnyfoaro xalbs mparoy 6 feds
émeaxiyaro NaBeiv é§ éOviv Nadv TG ovdpart abrod. kai ToVTe cuuPwvoiow of
Aoyou rév mpodyrav, xadis yéypanras, x.r.\. (Greek below.) did éyd rpive p

wapevexheiv Tois dmd Tav éOvav émorpédpovaw émi Tov Bedv, dAN& émioTeNdr
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examining the authenticity of the Catholic Epistles and
Apocalypse. In like manner, the recognition as genuine
of four Epistles of Paul, which contain his testimony to
miracles, renders it superfluous to discuss the authenticity
of the other letters attributed to him.

The general belief in miraculous power and its posses-
sion by the Church is brought to a practical test in the
case of the Apostle Paul. After elaborate consideration
of his letters, we came to the unhesitating conclusion
that, instead of establishing the reality of miracles, the
unconscious testimony of Paul clearly demonstrates the
facility with which erroneous inferences convert the most
natural phenomena into supernatural occurrences.

As a final test, we carefully examined the whole of the
evidence for the cardinal dogmas of Christianity, the
Resurrection and Ascension of Jesus. First taking the
four Gospels, we found that their accounts of these events
are not only full of legendary matter, but that they even
contradict and exclude each other, and so far from estab-
lishing the reality of such stupendous miracles, they
show that no reliance is to be placed on the statements
of the unknown authors. Taking next the testimony of
Paul, which is more important as at least authentic
‘and proceeding from an Apostle of whom we know
more than of any other of the carly missionaries of
Christianity, we saw that it was indefinite and utterly
insufficient. His so-called “ circumstantial account of the
testimony upon which the belief in the Resurrection
rested ” consists merely of vague and undetailed hearsay,
differing, so far as it can be compared, from the state-
ments in the Gospels, and without other attestation than
the bare fact that it is repeated by Paul, who doubtless
believed it, although he had not himself been a witness

YOL. IIL PP
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impressions, at that epoch of most intense religious
emotion, might, when convulsed by nervous or mental ex-
citement, be supposed the subject of inward workings of
powers supernaturally imparted. Every period of religi-
ous zeal has been marked by such phenomena.! These
conclusions are further corroborated by the next gifts
enumerated. The first of these is  prophecy ” (mpodnreia),
by which is not intended the mere foretelling of events, but
speaking “unto men edification and exhortation and
comfort,” as the Apostle himself says (xiv. 3); and an
illustration of this may be pointed out in Acts iv. 36
where the name Barnabas = *Son of prophecy,” being
interpreted is said to be “Son of Exhortation” (vids
wapaxhijoens). To this follows the * discerning (or judg-
ing) of spirits” (Sudkpiots mvevpdrwv), a gift which, if
we are to judge by Paul’s expressions elsewhere, was
simply the exercise of natural intelligence and discern-
ment. In an earlier part of the first Epistle, rebuking the
Corinthians for carrying their disputes before legal tribu-
nals, he says, vi. 5: “Is it so that there is not even one
wise man among you who shall be able to discern
(Swaxpivas) between his brethren ?” Again, in xi. 31, * But
if we discerned (8iexpivouer) we should not be judged
(éxpwipeba)” (cf vv. 28, 29), and in xiv. 29, “Let
Prophets speak two or three, and let the others discern”
(Siaxpwérwoav).

We reserve the “kinds of tongues” and “interpre-
tation of tongues” for separate treatment, and proceed
to vv. 28ff. in which, after illustrating his meaning by
the analogy of the body, the Apostle resumes his

! We may point out further instances of the use of évepyeiv év in the New
Testament, in addition to those already referred to, and which should be
examined : Ephes. i. 20, ii. 2, iii, 20 ; Phil. ii. 13; Col.i. 29; 1 Thess. ii.
13; 2 Thess. ii. 7.
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second century, the Clementine Homilies deny him the
honour, and make light of his visions and revelations.
All the evidence we possess shows that Paul’s vision
of Jesus did not secure for him much consideration in
his own time, a circumstance which certainly does not
tend to establish its reality.

What weight can we, then, attach to the representa-
tion in the Acts of the Apostles of the conversion of
Paul? Our examination of that work has sufficiently
shown that none of its statements can be received as
historical. Where we have been able to compare them
with the epistles of Paul, they have not been in agree-
ment. Nothing could be more obvious than the contra-
diction between the narrative of Paul’s conduct after
his conversion, according to Acts, and the account
which Paul gives in the Galdtian letter. We need not
repeat the demonstration here. Where we possess
the means of comparison, we discover the inaccuracy
of Acts. Why should we suppose that which we can-
not compare more accurate? So far as our argument
is concerned, it matters very little whether we exclude
the narrative of the conversion of Acts or not. We
point out, however, that there is no confirmation what-
ever in the writings of Paul of the representation of
his conversion by means of a vision of Jesus, which,
upon all considerations, may much more reasonably be
assigned to a somewhat later period. If we ventured
to conjecture, we should say that the author of Acts
has expanded the scattered sayings of Paul into this
narrative, making the miraculous conversion by a
personal interposition of Jesus, which he therefore
relates no less than three times, counterbalance the
disadvantage of his not having followed Jesus in the
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the members of the Apostolic Church.! “The extra-
ordinary Charismata which the Apostles conferred through
their imposition of hands,” writes Dr. von Déllinger,
* were so diffused and distributed, that nearly every one,
or at any rate many, temporarily at least, had a share in
one gift or another. This was a‘solitary case in history,
which has never since repeated itself, and which, in
default of experience, we can only approximately picture
to ourselves. One might say : the metal of the Church
was still glowing, molten, formless, and presented alto-
gether another aspect than, since then, in the condition
of the cold and hardened casting.”? The apologetic repre-
sentation of the case is certainly unique in history and,
therefore, in its departure from all experience might, one
might have thought, have excited suspicion. Difficult as it
is to picture such a state, it is worth while to endeavour to
do so to a small extent. Let us imagine communities of
Christians, often of considerable importance, in all the
larger cities as well as in smaller towns, all or most of
the members of which were endowed with supernatural

1 Cf. Eph. iv. 7, 11; 1 Pet. iv. 10, 11. Dean Stanley says: ¢ It is im-
portant to observe, that these multiplied allusions imply a state of things
in the Apostolic age, which has certainly not been seen since. On parti-
cular occasions, indeed, both in the first four centuries, and afterwards
in the middle ages, miracles are ascribed by contemporary writers to the
influence of the relics of particular individuals; but there has been no
occasion when they have been so emphatically ascribed to whole societies,
80 closely mixed up with the ordinary course of life. It isnot maintained
that every member of the Corinthian Church had all or the greater part
of these gifts, but it certainly appears that every one had some gift; and
this being the case, we are enabled to realise the total difference of the
organization of the Apostolic Church} from any through which it has
passed in its later stages. It was still in a state of fusion. Every part
of the new Society was instinct with a life of its own. The whole atmo-
sphere which it breathed must have confirmed the belief in the import-
ance and novelty of the crisis.” The Epistles of St. P. to the Corinthians,

4th ed., p. 224.
2 Christenthum und Kirche, 2te aufl., 1868, p. 298.
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restrict the field of inquiry to reasonable limits. We
propose, therefore, to limit our investigation to the
evidence for the reality of the Resurrection and
Ascension.

‘What evidence could be regarded as sufficient to estab-
lish the reality of such supposed occurrences? The
question is one which demands the serious attention and
consideration of every thoughtful man. It is obvious
that the amount of evidence requisite to satisfy our minds
as to the truth of any statement should be measured by
the nature of the statement made and, we may as well add,
by its practical importance to ourselves. The news that
a man was married or a child born last week is received
without doubt, because men are married and children
are born every day; and although such pieces of gossip
are frequently untrue, nothing appears more natural or
in accordance with our experience. If we take more
distant and less familiar events we have no doubt that a
certain monarch was crowned, and that he subsequently
died some centuries ago. If we ask for the evidence for
the statement, nothing may be forthcoming of a very
minute or indubitable nature. No absolute eye-witness
of the coronation may have left a clear and detailed
narrative of the ceremony; and possibly there may no
longer be extant a sufficiently attested document proving
with certainty the death of the monarch. There are
several considerations, however, which make us perfectly
satisfied with the evidence, incomplete as it may be.
Monarchs are generally crowned and invariably die; and
the statement that any one particular monarch was
crowned and died is so completely in conformity with
experience, that we have no hesitation in believing it in
the specific case. We are satisfied to believe such
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not to mention other topics. The two episodes cannot
be reconciled.

In the fourth Gospel, instead of showing his hands -
aud feet, Jesus is represented as exhibiting “ his hands
and his side,” and that this is not accidental is most
clearly demonstrated by the fact that Thomas, who is
not present, refuses to believe (v. 25) uunless he see
and put his finger into the print of the nails in his
haunds and put his hand into his side ; and Jesus, when
he appears again, allows him (v. 27) to put his finger
into his hands and his hand into his side. In the
Synoptic, the wound made by that mythical lance is
ignored and, in the fourth Gospel, the wounds in the feet.
The omission of the whole episode of the leg-breaking
and lance-thrust by the three Synoptics thus gains fresh
significance. On the other hand, it may be a question
whether, in the opinion of the fourth Evangelist, the feet
of Jesus were nailed to the cross at all, or whether,
indeed, they were so in fact. It was at least as common,
not to say more, that the hands alone of those who were
crucified were nailed to the cross, the legs being simply
bound to it by cords. Opinion is divided as to whether
Jesus was so bound or whether the feet were likewise
nailed, but the point is not important to our examination
and need not be discussed, although it has considerable
interest in connection with the theory that death did not
actually ensue on the cross, but that, having fainted
through weakness, Jesus, being taken down after so un-
usually short a time on the cross, subsequently recovered.
There is no final evidence upon the point.

None of the explanations offered by apologists remove
the contradiction between the statement that Jesus be-
stowed the Holy Spirit upon this occasion and that of the
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been reported with any accuracy. At no time an easy
task correctly to record a discourse of any length, it is
doubly difficult when those speeches, like many in Acts,
were spoken under circumstances of great danger or
excitement. The experience of modern times, before the
application of systems of short-hand, may show how im-
perfectly speeches were taken down, even where there
was deliberate preparation and set purpose to do so, and
if it be suggested that some celebrated orations of the last
century have so been preserved, it is undeniable that
what has been handed down to us not only does not
represent the original, but is really almost a subsequent
composition, preserving little more than some faint
echoes of the true utterance. The probability that a
correct record of speeches made, under such circum-
stances, in the middle of the first century could have
been kept, seems exceedingly small. Even, if it could
be shown that the Author of the Actstook these speeches
substantially from earlier documents, it would not ma-
terially tend to establish their authenticity; for the
question would still remain perfectly open as to the
closeness of those documents to the original discourses;
but in the absence of all evidence, whether as to the
existence or origin of any such sources, the conjecture of
their possible existence can have no weight. We have
nothing but internal testimony to examine, and that, we
shall see, is totally opposed to the claim to historical
value made for those discourses.

Apologists scarcely maintain that we have in the Acts
a record of the original discourses in their completeness,
but in claiming substantial accuracy most of them include
the supposition at least of condensation.! The longest

' Lechler (Das ap. und nachap. Zeit., p. 148, an. 1) quotes from Dr..
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third Synoptic and Acts. There is, however, a curious
point to notice in connection with this : Thomas is said to
have been absent upon this occasion, and the representa-
tion, therefore, is that the Holy Spirit was only bestowed
upon ten of the Apostles. Was Thomas excluded? Was -
he thus punished for his unbelief? Are we to suppose
that an opportunity to bestow the Holy Spirit was selected
when one of the Apostles was not present?' We have,
however, somewlat anticipated the narrative (xx. 24 ff.),
which relates that upon the occasion above discussed
Thomas, one of the T'welve, was not present, and hearing
from the rest that they have seen the Lord, he declares
that he will not believe without palpable proof by touch-
ing his wounds. The Evangelist continues : v. 26. “ And
after eight days again his disciples were within, and
Thomas was with them. Jesus cometh, the doors having
been shut (rév Oupdv xexheopévwy), and stood in the
midst and said : Peace be unto you. 27. Then saith he
to Thomas: Reach hither thy finger and behold my
hands; and reach hither thy hand and put it into my side,
and be not unbelieving but believing. 28. Thomas
answered and said unto him: My Lord and my God.
29. Jesus saith unto him: Because thou hast scen me,
thou hast believed : blessed are they who have not seen,
and yet have believed.”

The third Synoptic gives evidence that the risen Jesus
is not incorporeal by stating that he not only permitted
himself to be handled, but actually ate food in their
presence. ‘The fourth Evangelist attains the same result
in a more artistic manner through the doubts of Thomas,
but in allowing him actually to put his finger into the
prints of the nails in his hands, and his hand into the

V Cf. Liicke, Comment. iib. das Ev. des Job., ii. p. 797 fI.
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conversion of Izates of Adiabene is totally against it.!
There is a slight trait which, added to others, tends to
complete the demonstration of the unhistorical character
of this representation. Peter is said to have lived many
days in Joppa with one Simon, a tanner, and it is in his
- house that the messengers of Cornelius find him? Now
the tanner's trade was considered impure amongst the
Jews? and it was almost pollution to live in Simon’s
house. It is argued by some commentators that the
fact that Peter lodged there is mentioned to show that
he had already emancipated himself from Jewish pre-
judices.* However this may be, it is strangely incon-
sistent that a Jew who has no objection to live with a
tanner should, at the same time, consider it unlawful to
hold intercourse of any kind with a pious Gentile, who,
i not actually a Proselyte of the Gate, had every qualifi-
cation for becoming one. This indifference to the un-
clean and polluting trade of the tanner, moreover, is
inconsistent with the reply which Peter gives to the
voice which bids him slay and eat :—** Not so, Lord, for
I never ate anything common or unclean.” No doubt
the intercourse to which Peter refers indicates, or at least
includes, eating and drinking with one of another country,
and this alone could present any intelligible difficulty, for
the mere transaction of business or conversation with
strangers must have been daily necessary to the Jews.
It must be remarked, however, that, when Peter makes
the statement which we are discussing, nothing whatever
is said of eating with the Centurion or sitting with him

' Antiq. xx. 2, 3. ? ix. 43, x. 6.

3 Schoettgen, Horte Hebr., p. 447; Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 109;
Hackett, Acts, p. 144 ; Meyer, Apg., p. 235; Renan, Les Apbtres, p. 199;
de Wette, Apg., p. 150; Wordsworth, Greek Test., Acts, p. 88.

¢ De Wetle, Apg., p. 150 ; Overbeck, Ib., p. 150.

YOL. 1L, 0
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weil known, 1 Cor. viii. 1 ff, x. 25 ff,, Rom. xiv. 2 ff,,
and the reference here cannot be mistaken; and when
in the Epistle to the church of Thyatira, after denouncing
the teaching “to eat things offered unto idols,” the
Apocalyptist goes on to encourage those who have not
this teaching, “ who knew not the depths of Satan, (ra
Bdfn Tov carava),’ as they say ” the expression of Paul
bimself is taken to denounce his doctrine; for the
Apostle, defending himself against the attacks of those
parties * of Cephas” and * of Christ” in Corinth, writes:
“But God revealed (them) to us through his Spirit;
for the Spirit searcheth all things, even the depths of
God” (ra Bdfy 7ot feot)—“the depths of Satan”
rather, retorts the judaistic author of the Apocalypse.
7¢ Bdbn does not occur elsewhere in the New Testa-
ment. Again, in the address to the churches of Smyrna
and Philadelphia, when the writer denounces those
“who say that they are Jews, and are not, but a syna-
gogue of Satan,”? whom has he in view but those
Christians whom Paul had taught to consider cir-
cumcision unnecessary and the law abrogated? We
find Paul in the Epistle to the Corinthians, so often
quoted, obliged to defend himself against these judaising
parties upon this very point: * Are they Hebrews? so
am I. Are they Israelites? so am I. Are they Abra-
ham’s seed? so am L.”? It is manifest that his adver-
saries had vaunted their own Jewish origin as a title
of superiority over the Apostle of the Gentiles. We

cated in note 1 p. 314. The Nicolaitans are not only classed as followers
of the teaching of Balaam, but as adherents of Paul.

' Apoc. ii. 24. This is the reading of N, P, and somo other codices ;
A, B, C, read ra Bab¢a.

2 Apoo. ii. 9, iii. 9.

3 2 Cor. xi. 22; cf. Philip. iii. 4 ff.
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The sudden appearance of the *“two men in white
apparcl,” the usual description of angels, is altogether
in the style of the author of Acts, but does it in-
crease the credibility of the story? It is curious that
the angels open their address to the Apostles in the
" game form as almost every other speaker in this
book. One might ask, indeed, why such an angelic
interposition should have taken place? for its utility is
not apparent, and in the short sentence recorded nothing
which is new is embodied. No surprise is expressed at
the appearance of the angels, and nothing is said of
their disappearance. They are introduced, like the chorus
of a Greek play, and are left unceremoniously, with
an indifference which betrays complete familiarity with
supernatural agency. Can there be any doubt that the
whole episode is legendary ?!

It may not seem inappropriate to mention here that the
idea of a bodily Ascension does not originate with the
author of the third Synoptic and Acts, nor is it peculiar
to Christianity. The translation of Enoch? had long
been chronicled in the sacred books; and the ascent
of Elijah3 in his whirlwind and chariot of fire before
the eyes of Elisha was another well-known instance.
The vision of Daniel (vii. 13), of one like the * Son
of man " coming with the clouds of heaven, might well
have suggested the manner of his departure, but another
mode has been suggested.* The author of Acts was, we
maintain, well acquainted with the works of Josephus.®

! Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 539 f; Meyer, Ev. Mark. u. Luk., p. 614;
Apg., p. 32 f.; Overbeck, zu de Wette, Apg., 7ff.; Struuss, Leb. Jeeu, kr.
bearb., ii. p. 638 ff. ; Zeller, Apg., p. 76 ff.

2 Gen. v. 2¢; Ecclesiasticus xliv. 16, xlix. 14; Heb. xi. 3.

3 2 Kings ii. 11; Ecclesiasticus, xlviii. 9, 11.

4 Struuss, Das Leben Jesu, p. 618.

¢ Cf. Fortnightly Rov., 1877, p. 502 ff.; Holtzmann, Zeitsch. wiss. Theol.,
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ferent men under different grcumstances, but there is
80 much which is nevertheless common to them all, that
community of authorship cannot be denied. On the
other hand, the improbabilities of the narrative, the sin-
gular fact that Stephen is not mentioned by the Apostle
Paul, and the peculiarities which may be detected in the
speech itself receive their very simple explanation when

linguistic analysis so clearly demonstrates that, whatever
* small nucleus of fact may lie at the basis of the episode,
the speech actually ascribed to the martyr Stephen is
nothing more than a later composition put into his mouth
by the Author of the Acts.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_321.png
PART V.
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THE DIRECT EVIDENCE FOR MIRACLES.

CHAPTER L
THE EPISTLES AND THE APOCALYPSE.

TurniNeg from the Acts of the Apostles to the other
works of the New Testament, we shall be able very
briefly to dispose of the Catholic Epistles, the Epistle to -
the Hebrews and the Apocalypse. The so-called Epistles
of James, Jude, and John, do not contain any evidence
which, even supposing them to be authentic, really bears
upon our inquiry into the reality of Miracles and Divine
Revelation; and the testimony of the Apocalypse affects
it quite as little. We have already, in examining the
fourth Gospel, had occasion to say a good deal regarding
both the so-called Epistles of John and the Apocalypse.
It is unnecessary to enter upon a more minute discussion
of them here. ‘“Seven books of the New Testament,”
writes Dr. Westcott, “as is well known, have been re-
ceived into the Canon on evidence less complete than
that by which the others are supported.”* These are
“the Epistles of James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John,
to the Hebrews, and the Apocalypse.” We have already
furnished the means of judging of the nature of the

L On the Canen, 4th ed., p. 347.
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menon it must be rejected. As a proof of the reality of
the death of Jesus, it could only have been thought of at
a time when gross ignorance prevailed upon all medical
subjects. We shall not here discuss the reality of the
death of Jesus, but we may merely point out that the
almost unprecedentedly rapid decease of Jesus was ex-
plained by Origen® and some of the Fathers as mira-
culous. It has been argued that the thrust of the lance
may have been intended to silence those objectors who
might have denied the actual death on the ground that
the legs of Jesus were not broken like those of the two
malefactors,? and it certainly is generally quoted as
baving assured the fact of death. The statement that
blood flowed from the wound, however, by no means sup-
ports the allegation and, although we may make little
use of the argument, it is right to say that there is no
evidence of any serious kind advanced of the reality of
the death of Jesus, here or in the other Gospels.®

The author of the fourth Gospel himself seems to
betray that this episode is a mere interpolation of
his own into a narrative to which it does not pro-
perly belong.* According to his own account (xix.
31), the Jews besought Pilate that the legs might be
broken and that the bodies ‘“ might be taken away”
(dpbaow). The order to do this was obviously given,

1 « QOravit Patrem, et exauditus est, et statim ut clamavit ad Patrem,
recoptus est aut sicut qui potestatem habebat ponendi animam suam,
posuit eam quando voluit ipse . . . . Miraculum enim erat quoniam post
tres horas receptus est,” &c., &c. Orig. in Matth. ed. Delarue, 1740,
iii. § 140, p. 998,

2 The use of the verb vicow does not favour the view that the writer
intended to express a deep wound.

3 1t has likewise been thought that the representation in Mark xv. 44,
that Pilate marvelled at the rapid death of Jesus, and sent for the centu-
rion to ascertain the fact, was made to meet similar doubts, or at least to
give assurance of the reality of the death.

4 Strauss, Das Leben Jesu, 1864, p. 596.
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snow. 4. And for fear of him the keepers did shake
and became as dead men. 5. And the angel answered
and said unto the women: Fear ye not, for I know that
ye seek Jesus, who hath been crucified. 6. He is not
here : for he was raised (v}yépfy ydp) as he said : Come,
_see the place where he lay. 7. And go quickly, and
tell his disciples that he was raised (fyépfy) from the
dead, and behold he goeth before you into Galilee : there
shall ye see him : behold, I have told you. 8. And they
departed quickly from the sepulchre with fear and great
Jjoy; and ran to tell his disciples.”? We have here in
the first place another earthquake and apparently, on the
theory of the course of cosmical phenomena held during
the *“ Age of Miracles,” produced by the angel who de-
scended to roll away the stone from the sepulchre. This
earthquake, like the others recorded in the first Synoptic,
appears to be quite unknown to the other Evangelists,
and no trace of it has been pointed out in other writings.
With the appearance of the angel we obviously arrive
upon thoroughly unhistorical ground. Can we believe,
because this unknown writer tells us so, that * an angel,”*
causing an earthquake, actually descended and took such
a part in this transaction? Upon the very commonest
1 Mt. xxviii. 2. xai 1300 ceiopds éyévero péyas: Eyyelos ydp xupiov raraBis
é¢ odparot wpooeNBdy drexthiaer Tov Aiflov kal éxdbyro dmwdww adrob. 3. fr &
# €idéa abroi &s doTpamy, xal Td Evdupa alrod Aevkdy boei xiby. 4. dwd 3 rob
PdBov alroi éoeigdnaay ol mpoivres xai éyeviifnoar bs vexpoi. 3. dmoxpbeis
3¢ 8 dyyehos elmev rais yvwafiv Mi) poBeiale ipeis- olda yap dre Inooiw riv
éaravpapévor {nreire. 6. olx foTw Bde iryépbn yip, xabis elmer- Seire Bere
v rémoy Smov Ikeiro. 7. xal Taxy mopevfeioas eimare rois pabyrais alroes ori
nyépfn dmd Tov vexpdv, xai 1dod mpodye Dpds els Ty Takdaiay, éxei airdr
peabe. 1ov elmov piv. 8. xal dweNfoigar rayy did Tov pmpeiov perd pdBov
xal xapds peydhns {dpapor drayyeilas rois pabyrais abrov.
* Compare his description with Dan. x. 6. It is worthy of considers-
tion also that when Daniel is cast into the den of lions a stone is rolled

upon the mouth of the den, and sealed with the signet of the king and his
lords, vi. 17.
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PAUL IN Acrs xiii.
16. And Paul having risen . .

(dvaoras 3¢ IL) . . . said . . . Men

(and) Israelites (@wdpes "lopanheiras) |

and ye that fear God . . .

22 and 23. Sce above.

24. When John first preached!
before his coming the baptism of
repentance to all the people of
Israel.

26. Men (and) Brethren (ddpes

adehgbol), sons (vioi) of the race of '

Abraham and those among you
who fear God, to you was the word
of this salvation sent (dweardAn).?

27. For they that dwell in Jeru-
salom and their rulers (ol dpxovres
alrdv), not knowing (dyvoioavres)
this (man) nor yet the voices of the
prophets (ras ¢pwvds rév mpopnrav),
which are read every (wav) sabbath
day, fulfilled (émA7pwoar) them by
their judgment of him ;

28. And though having found
no cause of death, they desired

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

PETER IN Aors ii and iii.
14, And Peter stood up (orabeis
31.) . . . . and spoke plainly to
them . . . Men (and) Jews (@»3pes

! ’Jovdaini) and all ye that dwell at

Jerusalem . . . . (verse 22 and iii.
12) Men (and) Israelites (ddpes
*lopanheirac).

30. See above.

iii. 19. Repent, therefore, and
turn . ... 20. ... that he may
send Christ Jesus who before was
appointed® for you.

ii. 29. Men (and) Brethren (d»3pes
d3engpol).

iii. 25.% Ye are the sons (vioi) of
the prophets and of the covenant
which God made unto your fathers,
saying unto Abraham . . . 26. ..
unto you first God, having raised
up his servant (rév maida airoid),*
sent (dréoreder) him to bless
you.

iii, 17.% And now brethren (d3ex-
¢oi) I know that ye did (it) in igno-
rance (#yrowv), a8 did also your
rulers (ol dpxovres ipav); 18. but
the things which God before an-
nounced by the mouth of all the
prophets (34 ordparos wivrer rar
wpogmrav) he thus fulfilled (éwAnpe-
oev);

iii. 13 . . . . whom ye delivered
up, and denied him in the presence

! The authorised version of iii. 20 reads ‘‘preached,” adopting the
same verb mpoxnpirrew 88 in xiii. 24, which is nowhere else used in the
N.T. Itis fair to say, however, that the evidence is greatly in favour
of the reading ** mpoxeyetpropévor” in iii. 20.

? Cf. ii. 39: For the promise is unto you and to your children, and to
all that are afar off, whomsoever the Lord God shall have called unto him.

? é¢ameardln is the reading of A, B, C, D, 8, &c. ; the reading given

is that of E, G, H, &ec.

* Rendered *‘ son” in the authorised vers.

b Cf. Aots xvii. 30.
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torical religions before Christianity, and after it, must take
rank as substantially true. In that case the religion
of the Veda, of Buddha, of Zoroaster, of Mahomet,
for instance, can as little be based on unreality and
self-deception as Christianity. They have secured wide
acceptance from mankind. Millions have for centuries
devoutly held their tenets, and to this day the followers
of Sékya Muni are as numerous as the believers in
the religion of Paul. If not, the objection at once falls
to the ground as an argument, and the problem becomes
a simple matter of evidence, which has been fully dis-
cussed and disposed of.

When we analyse the fact, it becomes apparent
that, ultimately, belief in the Resurrection and Ascension
resolves itself into the belief of a few or of one. It
requires very little reflection to perceive that the Chris-
tian Church is founded much more upon belief in the
Resurrection than on the fact itself.! Nothing is more
undeniable than the circumstance that not more than
a very small number of men are even alleged to have
seen the risen Jesus. The mass of those who have
believed in the Resurrection have done so because of
the assurance of these few men, and perhaps because
they may have been led to think that the event was
predicted in Scripture. Up to this day, converts to the
dogma are made, if made at all, upon the assurance
of Paul and the Gospels. The vast question at last
dwindles down to the inquiry: Can a few men, can
one man, draw erroneous inferences and be honestly
deceived by something supposed to have been seen?
We presume that there can be no hesitation in giving
an affirmative reply. The rest follows as a matter of

! Baur, Gesch. d. Christ. Kirche, 1863, i. p. 40.
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pretend to exhaust it, but distinctly endeavour to reduce
our share in it to the smallest limits compatible with
our immediate object.

According to the narrative of the Acts of the Apostles,
the apostolic age presents a most edifying example of
concord and moderation. The emancipation of the Church
from Mosaic restrictions was effected without strife or
heart-burning, and the freedom of the Gospel, if not
attained without hesitation, was finally preclaimed with
singular largeness of mind and philosophic liberality.
The teaching of Paul differed in nothing from that of the
elder apostles. The christian universalism, which so
many suppose to have specially characterized the great
Apostle of the Gentiles, was not only shared, but even
anticipated, by the elder Apostles. So far from opposing
the free admission of the Gentiles to the christian com-
munity, Peter declares himself to have been chosen of
God that by his voice they should hear the gospel, pro-
claims that there is no distinction between Jew and
Gentile,? and advocates the abrogation, in their case at
least, of the Mosaic law.®> James, whatever his private
predilections may be, exhibits almost equal forbearance
and desire of conciliation. In fact, whatever anomalies
and contradictions may be discoverable, upon close
examination, beneath this smooth and brilliant surface,
the picture superficially presented is one of singular
harmony and peace. On the other hand, instead of that
sensitive independence and self-reliance of character
which has been ascribed to the Apostle Paul, we find him
represented in the Acts as submissive to the authority of
the “Pillars ” of the church, ready to conform to their

! Acts xv. 7. 2 xv. 9. ¥ xv. 10.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_376.png
376 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

sign. We shall see what Paul says regarding yAdooass
Aaketr as a sign, but we may here merely point out
that the effect produced in the Corinthian Church is
rather an impression of madness, whilst here it leads to
a mocking accusation of drunkenness. The conversion
of the 3,000 is by no means referred to the speaking
with tongues, but simply to the speech of Peter (ii. 37 41).
From every point of view, there is no cohesion between
the different parts of the narrative ; it is devoid of veri-
similitude. It is not surprising that so many critics of all
shades of opinion recognize unhistorical elements in the
narrative in Acts,' not to use a stronger term. To allow
such an account to influence our interpretation of Paul’s
statements regarding the gift of tongues is quite out of
the question; and no one who appreciates the nature of the
case and who carefully examines the narrative of the
unknown writer can, we think, hesitate to reject his
theory of a supernatural bestowal of power to speak
foreign languages, before unknown.

It is not difficult to trace the origin of the account in
Acts and, although we cannot here pause to do so with
any minuteness, we may at least indicate the lines upon
which the narrative is based. There is no doubt that
then, as now, the Jews commemorated at the feast ot
Pentecost the giving of the law on Sinai? It seemed

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 96; Davidson, Int. N. T, ii. 222 f.; Gfrorer, Die
heil. Sage, i. p. 387 fl. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 336,
437 fl., iv. 287 f.; Keim, in Herzog’s R. E., xviii. p. 689 ff. ; Jesu v.
Nag., iii. p. 596, anm. 2; Noack, Urspr. d. Christ., 1857, ii. p. 280 f.;
Renan, Les Apdtres, p. xxvii. f. ; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1851, iii. p. 90 fI. ;
Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 512; Zeller, Apg., p. 82 ff. Cf. Bleek,
Stud. u. Krit., 1830, p. 53 ; Hausrath, Der Ap. Paulus, p. 99 ff. ; Meyer,
Apg., p. 5¢ f£. ; 1 Br. an die Cor., p. 341; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 17 ff. ;
Schulz, Qeistesg. d. erst. Christen., p. 58 £, 86 f.; Stud. u. Krit., 1839,

p- 76.
3 Schneckenburger, Beitvige zur Einl. N. T., 1832, p. 79; Lightfoot,
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of the Corinthians, probably no one understood, instead
of simply * magnifying God ” in their own tongue, which
everyone understood, is almost ludicrous, if without
offence we may venture to say so. The same remarks
apply to xix. 6. We must again allow an eminent
apologist, who will not be accused of irreverence, to
characterise such a representation. “ Now in such positions
and such company, speech in foreign tongues would be
something altogether without object and without meaning.
Where the consciousness of the grace of salvation, and of
a heavenly life springing from it, is first aroused in man,
his own mother tongue verily, not a foreign language, will
be the natural expression of his feelings. Or we must
imagine a magical power which, taking possession of men,
like instruments without volition, forces them to utter
strange tones—a thing contradicting all analogy in the
operations of Christianity.” ' The good sense of the critic
revolts against the natural submission of the apologist.
‘We have diverged so far in order prominently to bring
before the reader the nature and source of the hypothesis
that the gift of * tongues " signifies instantaneous power
to speak unlearnt foreign languages. Such an interpre-
tation is derived almost entirely from the mythical
narrative in the Acts of the Apostles. We shall now
proceed to consider the statements of the Apostle Paul,
and endeavour to ascertain what the supposed miraculous
Charisma really is. That it is something very different
from what the unknown writer represents it in the episode
of Pentecost cannot be doubted. ‘“Whoever has, even once,
read with attention what Paul writes of the speaking with
tongues in the Corinthian community,” writes Thiersch,
‘“ knows that the difference between that gift of tongues

' Neander, Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 19.
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“one and the same Spirit dividing to each severally as
he wills;” and, consequently, that, although there may be
differences in their form and value, a supernatural origin
i8 equally assigned to all the “ gifts” enumerated. What
then are these Charismata? “A word of wisdom,” “a
word of knowledge,” and * faith ” are the first three men-
tioned. What the precise difference was, in Paul's
meaning, between the utterance of wisdom (cogia) and
of knowledge (yvédas) it is impossible now with certainty
to say, nor is it very essential for us to inquire. The
two words are combined in Rom. xi. 33 : “ O the depths
of the riches and wisdom (oodias) and knowledge
(yvéoews) of God!” and in this very epistle some vary-
ing use is made of both words. Paul tells the Corinthians
(1, i. 17) that Christ did not send him “in wisdom of
word ” (oUx év copig Adyov) or utterance : and (ii. 1) * not
with excellency of word or wisdom ” (Adyov 4 codias, cf.
ii. 4); and further on he says (i. 30) that Christ Jesus
“ was made unto us wisdom (coia) from God.” The
most snggestive expressions,! however, are the following,
we think : 1 Cor. ii. 6. “ But we speak wisdom (codiav)
among the perfect, yet not the wisdom (cogiav) of this
age, nor of the rulers of this age, that come to nought,
7. but we speak God’s wisdom (feot godiav) in mystery,
the hidden wisdom, which God ordained before the ages
unto our glory, 8. which none of the rulers of this age has
known, for had they known it, they would not have
crucified the Lord of Glory. 9. But as it is written,
‘What eye saw not) &c. &c. 10. But unto us God
revealed them through the Spirit. . . . ... 11. ...

! The word is used in the following passages of Paul's four Epistles
Rom. xi. 33 ; 1 Cor. i. 17, 19, 20, 21 twice, 22, 24, 30, ii. 1, 4, 5, 6 twice,
7, 13, iii. 19, xii. 8; 2 Cor. i. 12.
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even so also the things of God knoweth no one but the
Spirit of God. 12. But we received, not the spirit of the
world, but the Spirit which is from God, that we might
know the things that are freely given us by God; 13.
which things also we speak, notin words taught by human
wisdom, but in words taught by the Spirit, interpreting
spiritual things to the spiritual ’* (rvevparikots mvevparwa
avykpivovres). It is quite clear from all the antecedent
context that Paul’s preaching was specially the Messiah
crucified, “ Christ the power of God and the wisdom
(codiav) of God,” and we may conclude reasonably that
the Adyos oodias of our passage was simply the eloquent
utterance of this doctrine. In like manner, we may get
some insight into the meaning which Paul attached to
the word “ knowledge ” (yvéois). It will be remembered
that at the very opening of the first Epistle to the Cor-
inthians Paul expresses his thankfulness that in every-
thing they were enriched in Christ Jesus: i. 5. “inall
utterance (Adye) and in all knowledge (yvdoed), 6. even
as the testimony of the Christ was confirmed in .you;”
that is to say, according to commentators, by these very
Charismata. Later, speaking of “tongues,” le says
(1 Cor. xiv. 6): “. . . What shall I profit you, except I
shall speak to you either in revelation or in knowledge (&
yvdoe), or in prophecy, or in teaching?” We obtain a
clearer insight into his meaning in the second Epistle, in
the passage 2 Cor. ii. 14-16, and still more in iv. 3-6
and x. 5, where he describes metaphorically his weapons
as not carnal, but strong through God, “ casting down
reasonings and every high thing that exalteth jtself
against the knowledge of God, and bringing into cap-

! Thero is considerable room for doubt as to the real sense of this last
phrase.

|
|
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other writer in our Canon, naturally adopts it. Not only
does he do so here, however, but he makes use of the
same xaipew in the letter of the chief captain Lysias
(xxiii. 26),' which also evidently proceeds from his hand.
Moreover, the word is used as a greeting in Luke i. 28,
and not unfrequently elsewhere in the New Testament,
as Matth. xxvi. 49, xxvii. 29, xxviii. 9, Mark xv. 18, John
xix. 3,2 John 10, 11. Lekebusch,?> Meyer,® and Oertel *
reject the argument, and we may add that if yalpew prove
anything, it proves that the author of Acts, who uses the
word in the letter of Lysias, also wrote the synodal letter.
In what language must we suppose that the Epistle
was originally written? Oertel maintains an Aramaic
original,® but the greater number of writers consider that
the original language was Greek.® It cannot be denied-
that the composition, as it stands, contains many of the
peculiarities of style of the author of Acts;” and these are,
indeed, so marked that even apologists like Lekebusch
and Oertel, whilst maintaining the substantial anthenticity
of the Epistle, admit that at least its actual form must be
ascribed to the general author. The originality of the
form being abandoned, it is difficult to perceive any
ground for asserting the originality and genuineness of

! This letter terminates, v. 30, with the usual #}pwoo, according to the
Cod. Sinaiticus, E, G, and others; A and B omit it.

2 Apostelg., p. 316. 3 Apostelg., p. 345.

4 Paul. ind. Apg., p. 227; comp. Reiche, Comm. in Ep. Jac. 1833, p. 1.

s Ib., p. 227 f. Cf. Grotius, Annot. in N, T. ad Act. Ap., xv. 23, who
takes xaipew to be the rendering of the Hebrow salutation of Peace.

¢ Alford, Gk. Tost., ii. p. 169; Bleck, Einl. p. 349; Meyer, Apg., p. 343;
Olshausen, Apg., p. 217 f. Cf. Baumgarten, Apg., p. 470 ff.

7 Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 253 f.; Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 444;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw. viii. p. 310 f.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 116,
315; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 199; Oertel, Paulus, p. 227;
Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 236f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 127,
anm. 1; Zeller, Apg., p. 246 ff,
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apologists who adopt this argument we might point
to many passages in the Gospels, which affirm that
the resurrection on the third day was predicted.
These, however, we assign of course to a later date.
The argument assumes that there was no preparation
in the teaching of Jesus, which, as we have endeavoured
to suggest, is not the case. If there had been no other,
the mere assurance that he was the Messiah must
have led to reflections, which demanded some other
sequel to his career than the death of a slave. The
mere suggestion of such a problem as must have
proposed itself to the minds of the disciples: If all
is to end here, Jesus was not the DMessiah : if he
was the Messiah, what will now happen?—must have
led to expectant attention. But there was much
more than this. In such moments as those of the
Passion, thought works feverishly and fast. It is not
to be supposed that Peter and the rest did not fore-
see the end, when Jesus was led away prisoner in
the hands of his enemies. It is still less to be im-
agined that their minds were not ceaselessly revolving
that problem, on the solution of which depended their
fondest hopes and highest aspirations.! It is most
probable, indeed, that no time could have found the
disciples in a state so ripe for strong impressions as
that immediately succeeding the death of their Master.

There are, however, other aspects in which this point
may be placed. What evidence is there that Jesus
was seen, or supposed to have been seen, on the third
day ? Absolutely none worthy of the name. Paul
does not say that he was, and as for the Gospels their

} Cf. Holsten, Zum Ey. des Paul. u. Petr., p. 233 f.
NN2
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vi. 10. xai oV ioxvov drriorivar 7 Luke xxi. 15. éyd yap 3vcw tpiv
aoig xai e mrevpart ¢ ENdhes. aripa xai godiav, j ob Buvicovrar
. drrigTivae . . . wdvTes of drTixeipevor

bpiv.

vi. 12. The participle émwords added to a finite verb: xvii. 5, xxii. 13,
xxiii. 11, 27; Luke ii. 38, iv. 39, x. 40. )

+i. 13, pnpara Aak@r kard roi rémov Tob dylov kai Tob vopov. Xxxi. 28 .. ..
xara TOU . . . . ¥Opov Kai Tob Témov (Tob dyiov)! Tovrov . . . . &iddoxwy,
.+ « Kal kexoivoxey Tov dywoy Témov rovrov. Cf. Mt. xxiv. 13.

vi. 14, 'Ingois 6 Nafwpaios, ii. 22, iii. 6, iv. 10, xxii. 8, xxvi. 9; Luke
xviii. 37, xxiv. 19; Mt. 2, Mk. 1, John 3 times.

vii. 2, @rdpes ddehcpoi xal marépes, drovoare, xxii. 1 the samo ; dvd. ddedgoi
i. 16, ii. 29, 37, vii. 2, 26, xiii. 15, 26, 38, xv. 7, 13, xxiii. 1, 6,
xxviii. 17, and with dxodoare added in ii. 22, xiii. 16 ; &dpes alone
with name of place or people, i. 11, ii. 14, 22, iii. 12, v. 33, xiii. 16,
xvii. 22, xix. 83, xxi. 28; dwp with name, v. 1, viii. 9, 27, ix. 12,
x. 28, xi. 20, xxii. 3.

vii. 2, mpiv #), with infinitive and accusative, ii. 20; Luke xxii. 61; Mt. i.
18, Mk. xiv. 30; with conjunct. and optat. xxv. 16, Luke ii. 26,
xxii. 34. \

vii. 3, wpds, with accusative after eimeiv, i. 7, ii. 29, 37, iii. 22, iv. 8, 19,
23, v. 9, 35, viil. 20, ix. 10, 15, x. 21, xii. 8, 15, xv. 7, 36, xviii. 6,
14, xix. 2 twice, 3, xxi. 37, xxii. 8, 10, 21, 25, xxiii. 3; = 30 times;
Luke upwards of 70 times, cf. Mt. iii. 15 (° ¥), Mk. 2, John 11 times,
only. - .

vii. 4, y7, with name of country without article, (cf. 11), vii. 29, 36, 40,

xiii. 17, 19; Mt. 6, rest 2 times.
,» pera 7o, followed by infinitive, i. 3, x. 41, xv. 13, xix. 21, xx. 1;
Luke xii. 5, xxii. 20.

vii. 8, per’ abrdv, Xix. 4; xiii. 23, per’ éué.

vii. 9, xai v & Aeds per’ abrob, Gen. xxxix. 2, of. 21,23; x. 38, . . . én &
Beds v per’ atrov. Cf. John iii. 2.

vii. 10, olkos, family, vii. 42, ii. 36, x. 2, xi. 14, xvi. 15, 31, xviii. 8 ; Luke
7 times, rest 16; Glos 6 olkos, Acte vii. 10, ii. 2, xviii. 8.

vii. 17, abfdvew kai wAndiwew, vi. 7, xii. 24.

vii. 18, dxpis of k. 7. N., xxvii. 33; cf. Luke xxi. 24 (* ?); Paul 4, rest 3
times.

vii. 19, rov woceiv. The use of the genitive rov before a verb in the infini-
tive, iii. 2, 12, viii. 40, ix. 15, x. 25, 47, xiii. 47, xiv. 9, 18, xv.
20, xviii. 10, xx. 3, 20, 27, 30, xxi. 12, xxiii. 15, 20, xxvi. 18
twice, xxvii. 1, 20, = 23 times; Luke 25 times, rest 36.

vii. 22, #» dvwards év Aoyous xai épyors. Xviii. 24, Buvards dv év rais ypagpais-
Luke xxiv. 19, 3vrards év Ipye xal Adyp.

' The words between brackets are found in the Cedices A, C, and
others, but are omitted by other ancient authorities.
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does not betray its mythical character, not only in its
supernatural elements, but in its inconsistency with other
known or narrated incidents in the apostolical narrative.
There has been much difference of opinion as to
whether the centurion Cornelius had joined himself in
any recognised degree to the Jewish religion before this
incident, and a majority of critics maintain that he is
represented as a Proselyte of the Gate.! The terms in
which he is described, x. 2, as edoeBijs xai poBovuevos Tov
Oedv, certainly seem to indicate this, and probably the point
would not have been questioned but for the fact that
the writer evidently intends to deal with the subject of
Gentile conversion, with which the representation that Cor-
nelius was already a proselyte would somewhat clash.?
Whether a proselyte or not, the Roman centurion is said
to be * devout and fearing God with all his house, giving
much alms to the people, and praying to God always ;"3
and probably the ambiguity as to whether he had actually
become affiliated in any way to Mosaism is intentional.
When Peter, however, with his scruples removed by the
supernatural communication with which he had just been
favoured, indicates their previous strength by the state-
ment: “Ye know how it is an unlawful thing for a
man that is a Jew to keep company with or come unto

' Bleek, Einl., p. 370; Credner, Das N. T., ii. p. 28; Davidson, Int.
N. T., ii. p. 250; von Dillinger, Christ. u. Kirche, p. 49 ; Ebrard, zu
Olsh., Apg., p. 161; Joweit, The Eps. of St. Paul, ii. p. 19; Kuinoel,
Comm. N. T., iv. p. 358 ; Lange, Das ap. Z., ii. p. 131 f. ; Lechler, Das
ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 338 f. ; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 215 1. ; Milman, Hist. of
Chr., i. p. 382 f.; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 92; Olshausen, Apg., p. 161;
de Pressensé, Trois prem. Siécles, i. p. 407 f.; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K.,
pp- 126, 139; Stier, Red. d. Apost., i. p. 204; Thiersch, K. im ap. Z.,p. 91;
Weiseler, Chron. d. ap. Z., p. 145. Cf. Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 110;
Zeller, Apg., p. 190.

3 Zeller, Apg., p. 190; Overbeck, zu do Wette, Apg., p. 153; Meyer
Apg., p. 238 f. Cf. Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 290 f. 3 x.2,cf 22
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causes, but on the contrary are caused by the interven-
tion of this Infinite Personal God for the purpose of
attesting and carrying out the Divine design. Neither of
the assumptions, however, can be reasonably maintained.

The assumption of an Infinite Personal God : a Being
at once limited and unlimited, is a use of language to
which no mode of human thought can possibly attach
itself. Moreover, the assumption of a God working
miracles is emphatically excluded by universal experience
of the order of nature. The allegation of a specific Divine
cause of miracles is further inadequate from the fact
that the power of working miracles is avowedly not
limited to a Personal God, but is also ascribed to other
spiritual Beings, and it must, consequently, always be
impossible to prove that the supposed miraculous phe-
nomena originate with one and not with another. On the
other hand, the assumption of a Divine design of Reve-
lation is not suggested by antecedent probability, but is
derived from the very Revelation which it is intended to
Jjustify, as is likewise the assumption of a Personal God,
and both are equally vicious as arguments. The circum-
stances which are supposed to require this Divine design,
and the details of the scheme, are absolutely incredible,
and opposed to all the results of science. Nature does
not countenance any theory of the original perfection and
subsequent degradation of the human race, and the sup-
position of a frustrated original plan of creation, and of
later impotent endeavours to correct it, is as inconsistent
with Divine omnipotence and wisdom as the proposed
punishment of the human race and the mode devised to
save some of them are opposed to justice and morality.
Such assumptions are essentially inadmissible, and totally
fail to explain and justify miracles.
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the sense of the original.

It may be well to give both

passages in juxta-position, in order that the closeness of
the analogy may be more easily realized. For this
purpose we somewhat alter the order of the verses:—

PETER IN AcTs ii.

25. For David saith concerning
him. . .. 27. Because thou wilt
not leave my soul in Hades, neither
wilt thou give thine holy one to see
corruption.

30. Being therefore a prophet,
and knowing that God swore with
an oath to him that of the fruit of
his loins! he would set one upon
his throne,

31. He foresaw and spoke of the
resurrection of the Christ, that he
was neither left in Hades nor did
bis flesh see corruption (3uapfopa).

29, Men (and) brethren I may
speak with freedom unto you of the
patriarch David, that he both died
and was buried, and his sopulchre
is amongst us unto this day.

32. This Jeeus God raised up.

PAvuL 1IN AoTs xiii.

35, Wherefore he (David) saith
also in another (Psalm): Thou wilt
not give thine holy one to see cor-
ruption.

22. . . . he raised up unto thom
David for king . . . .

23. Of this man’s seed God, ac-
cording to promise, brought unto
Israel a Saviour Jesus.

34. But that ho raised him up
from the dead no more to return to
corrupiion (8iapfopd) ho has said
on this wise. . . .

36. For David, after he served in
his own generation the counsel of
God, fell asleep, and was added to
bis fathers and saw corruption
(Biagpopd) ;

37. But ho whom God raised saw
not corruption (Siapdopdr).

Not only is this argument the same in both discourses,

but the whole of Paul’'s speech, xiii. 16 ff,, is a mere
reproduction of the two speeches of Peter, ii. 14 ff. and
iii 12 ff.,, with such alterations as the writer could intro-
duce to vary the fundamental sameness of ideas and
expressions. It is worth while to show this in a similar
way :—

ii. p. 240, 267; Eichhorn, Einl., ii. p. 43; Guericke, Gesammtg., p. 275 f.,
anm. 6; Humphrey, Acts, p. xxiii.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 78 f., 404 f. ;
Meyer, Apg., p. 12; Schleiermacher, Einl., p. 378 f.; de IWette, Eiul.,
P- 247; Zeller, Apg., p. 398. Cf. Renun, Les Apdtres, p. xxviil f.,
note 6.

! The authorised version, with Cod. D, and some other MSS., inserts
hero ‘“according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit,” &c.
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easy. There were no other witnesses of it. This is
clear ; for, had there been, Paul must have mentioned
them as he mentioned the five hundred. We have
only the report of a man who states that he had seen
Jesus, unconfirmed by any witnesses. Under no cir-
cumstances could isolated evidence like this be ot
much value. Facts and inferences are alike uncorro-
borated, but on the other hand are contradicted by
universal experience.

When we analyse the evidence, it is reduced to this:
Paul believed that he had seen Jesus. This belief con-
stitutes the whole evidence of Paul himself for the
Resurrection. It is usual to argue that the powerful
effect which this belief produced upon Paul’s life and
teaching renders this belief of extraordinary force as
evidence. This we are not prepared to admit. If
the assertion that Jesus appeared to him had not
been believed by Paul, it would not have secured a
moment’s attention. That this belief affected his life
was the inevitable consequence of such belief. Paul
eminently combined works with faith in his own life.
When he believed Jesus to be an impostor, he did
not content himself with sneering at human credulity,
but vigorously persecuted his followers. When he
came to believe Jesus to be the Messiah, he was not
more inactive, but became the irrepressible Apostle of
the Gentiles. He acted upon his convictions in both
cases ; but his mere persecution of Christianity no more
proved Jesus to be an impostor than his mere preaching
of Christianity proved Jesus to be the Messiah. It only
proved that he believed so. He was as earnest in the
one case a8 in the other. We repeat, therefore, that
the evidence of Paul for the Resurrection amounts to
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The passage cannot be traced to the Acts,' and the
Iguvatian Epistles, spurious though they be, do not pre-
sent any evidence of the existence of that work.?

Only two sentences are pointed out in the * Epistle of
Polycarp ” as denoting acquaintance with the Acts. The
first and only one of these on which much stress is laid
is the following : 2

EPISTLE i. Aors ii. 24.
‘Whom God raised (fyeipe), having ‘Whom God raised up (&véoryae),
loosed the pains of hell (33ov). having loosed the pains of death
(8avdrov).
8 Fyewpev 6 Beds Nooas ras ddivasrod | v 6 eds dvéarnaev Nooas Tas ddivas
@dov. 7o favdrov.t

It will be obvious to all that, along with much simi-
larity, there is likewise divergence between these sen-
tences. In the first phrase the use of 7fyewpe in the
Epistle separates it from the supposed parallel, in which
the word is dvérrpoe. The number of passages in the
Pauline Epistles corresponding with it are legion (e.g. 2
Cor. iv. 14, Ephes. i. 20). The second member of the
sentence, which is of course the more important, is in
reality, we contend, a reference to the very Psalm quoted
in Acts immediately after the verse before us, couched in
pot unusual phraseology. Psalm xvi. 10 (Sept. xv.), reads:

3 Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 51.

3 Credner, Einl. N. T, i. 1, p. 274 ; Meyer, Apostelgesch., 4to Aufl., p.
1; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 337, anm. 2; Zeller, Apg., p. 51 f. Cf.
Eickhorn, Einl. N, T., ii. p. 4.

3 Dressel, Patr. Ap., p. 377 ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 270; Donaldson,
Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., 1864, i. p. 197; Hefele, Patr. Ap., p. 117 ;
Holtzmann, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1877, p. 205 ; Jucobson, Patr. Ap., ii. p.
525; Kirchhofer, Quellens., p. 162; Lardner, Works, ii. p. 93; Tregelles,
Can. Murat., p. 82; Westcott, Canon, 1874, p. 48, note 2; Zeller, Die
Apostelgesch., p. 52 f. Cf. Eichkorn, Einl, N. T., ii. p. 74 1.

4 It is right to point out that the Cod. Beze (D) reads ddov here,
although all the older, and almost all other, MSS. have favdrov.
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even the speeches, which one at first might take for
inserted docurents, scem to him *from a strange hand,
but elaborated by the same from which the whole book,
with its three parts, proceeds. ¢ Various peculiarities
existing in the speeches’ prove this to him, independent
of the similarity of the style, and that, ¢ although they
arc put into the mouths of different persons, they never-
theless follow one and the same type, make use of one
and the same mode of argument, and have so much that
is common to them that they thereby prove themselves to
be speeches of one and the same writer’ (ii. 38). From
these circumstances, thercfore, it scems to Eichhorn ‘in
the highest degree probable, that Luke, throughout the
whole Acts of the Apostles, writes as an independent
author, and apart from all extraneous works.” Andin this
view he is ‘ strengthened by the resemblance of the style
which runs through the whole Acts of the Apostles,
through speeches, letters, and historical scctions,’” as
well as by the fact that, ‘through the whole book, in
the quotations from the Old Testament, a similar rela-
tion prevails between the Greek text of the Septuagint
and that of Luke’ (ii. 43).”' We have thought it well
to quote these independent opinions from writers who
range themselves amongst the defenders of the historical
character of the Acts, rather than to burden our pages
with a mass of dry detail in proof of the assertion that
.”'0 peculiarities of the author pervade all the speeches
'ndifferently, to a degree which renders it obvious that
hey proceed from his pen.

Without entering into mere linguistic evidence of this,

dich will be found in the works to which we have

1 Lekebuach, Comp. u. Entst. der Apostelgesch., p. 14 £.
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on the contrary, has retarded education and impeded
science. Wherever it has been dominant civilization has
stood still. Science has been judged and suppressed by
the light of a text or a chapter of Genesis. Almost
every great advance which has been made towards
enlightenment has been achieved in spite of the protest
or the anathema of the Church. Submissive ignorance,
absolute or comparative, has been tacitly fostered as the
most desirable condition of the popular mind. * Except
ye be converted, and become as little children, ye shall
not enter into the kingdom of heaven,” has been the
favourite text of Doctors of Divinity with a stock of
incredible dogmas difficult of assimilation by the virile
mind. Even now, the friction of theological resist-
ance is a constant waste of intellectual power. The
early enunciation of so pure a system of morality, and
one so intelligible to the simple as well as profound to
the wise, was of great value to the world, but experi-
ence being once systematized and codified, if higher
principles do not constrain us, society may safely be left
to see morals sufficiently observed. It is true that, not-
withstanding its fluctuating rules, morality has hitherto
assumed the character of a Divine institution, but its
sway has not, in consequence, been more real than it
must be as the simple result of human wisdom, and the
outcome of social experience. The choice of a noble life
is no longer a theological question, and ecclesiastical
patents of truth and uprightness have finally expired.
Morality, which has ever changed its complexion and
modified its injunctions according to social requirements,
will necessarily be enforced as part of human evolution,
and is not dependent on religious terrorism or supersti-
tious persuasion. If we are disposed to say: Cuz
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perils and persecutions to which the Apostle Paul refers
in support of his protest, that he had laboured and
suffered more than all the rest.! If Paul was called by a
vision to the ministry of the Gentiles,? so Peter is repre-
sented as having been equally directed by a vision to bap-
tize the Gentile Cornelius ;3 the double vision of Peter and
Cornelius has its parallel in the double vision of Paul and
Ananias. It is impossible to deny the measured equality
thus preserved between the two Apostles, or to ignore the
fact that parallelism like this is the result of premedi-
tation, and cannot claim the character of impartial
history.

"The speeches form an important element in the Acts of
the Apostles, and we shall now briefly examine them,
reserving, however, for future consideration their dogmatic
aspect. Few, if any writers, however apologetic, main-
tain that these discourses can possibly have been spoken
exactly as they are recorded in the Acts. The utmost
that is asserted is that they are substantially historical,
and fairly represent the original speeches.* They were
derived, it is alleged, either from written sources, or oral

! 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff., 1 Cor. xv. 10; Stap, Ltudes sur les Origines, &c.,
P 124 f,

?ix. 6,151 C3x 9ff, xi 1 AR, xv. 7.

¢ Alford, Greek Test., ii. proleg., p. 13 ff.; BDleek, Einl., p. 346 f.;
Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 683 ff.; Guericke, Gesammtg. N. T.,
p. 275 ff.; Kéller, Th. Stud. u. Kr., 1873, p. 492 f.; Lecller, Das ap.
u. nachap. Zeit., p. 30, 146 ff.; Meyer, Apg., 13; Michaelis, Einl.,
ii. p. 1180 ff.; Neander, Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 1 ff., 57 anm. 2, 65
anm. 1, 150 anm. 2, ot passim; Oerfel, Paulus, p. 69 ff.; Olshausen,
Apg., p. 9 ff.; de Pressensé, Hist., i. p. 485; Riehm, De fontibus, &c.,
p. 75 fi., 127 ff., 148 ff.; Sclleiecrmacher, Einl., p. 373 ff.; Schnecken-
burger, Apg., p. 129 ff., 156 f.; Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit.,
p. 70 ff., 84 ff.; Tholuck, Stud. u. Krit., 1839, p. 307 ff.; T'rip, Paulus,
p. 187 ff.; Weiss, Der petr. Lehrbegriff, 1855, p. 5 fi., 147 ff. Cf.
Mayerhoff, as regards the latter half of the Acts only, Einl. petr. Schr.,
p- 191, 219 £, :
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that we need not occupy ourselves much with the passage
in Rom. xv. 18, 19, but our argument will equally apply
toit. In order to complete this view of the materials we
may simply mention, as we pass on, that the authenticity
of 2 Cor. xii. 12 has likewise been impugned by a few
critics, and the verse, or at least the words ompelois xai
répaow kai Swwdpeow, as well as Rom. xv. 19, declared an
interpolation.! This cannot, however, so far as existing
evidence goes, be demonstrated ; and, beyond the mere
record of the fact, this conjecture does not here require
further notice.

It may be well, before proceeding to the Epistles to
the Corinthians, which furnish the real matter for dis-
cussion, first to deal with the passage cited from Gal. iii
5, which is as follows :—“ He then that supplieth to you
the Spirit and worketh powers (Suwdpes) within you
(év dp), (doeth he it) from works of law or from hear-
ing of faith?”? The authorised version reads: “and
worketh miracles among you;” but this cannot be main-
tained, and év vpiv must be rendered “ within you,” the
& certainly retaining its natural signification when used
with évepyeiv, the primary meaning of which is itself to
in-work. The vast majority of critics of all schools agree
in this view.® There is an evident reference to iii. 2,

Ueb. diobeid. letzt. Cap. des Romerbr., 1871; Scholten, Theol. Tijdschr.,
1876, p. 3 ff.; Schwegler, das nachap. Z , i. p. 206; ii. 123 ff. ; Folkmar,
Romerbr., 1875, p. xv. fI., 129 ff. Cf. Hoitzmann, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol.,
1874, p. 511 fi.; Lipeius, Protestanten-Bibel, 1872, p. 488, 612, 629;
Rovers, Heeft Paulus zich op wond. beroep., 1870, p. 15 ff. ; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 488. Some consider ch. xvi. alone inauthentic, as: Dawidson, Int. N.
T., ii. p. 137; Weiss, Das Marcusevang., 1872, p. 495, anm. 1.

1 Matthes, Do niewe Richtung, 2de uitg., p. 203; Rovers, Heeft
Paulus, &c., 1870, p. 6 ff.; Theol. Tijdschr., 1870, p. 606 ff.; Scholten,
Theol. Tijdschr., 1876, p. 25 f.; Het paul. Ev., p. 464, n. 1.

2 3 odv émyopydr piv T mveipa Kai évepydy duvdpes év piv, éf Epyor
vopou #) €¢ drofjs wiorews ; Gal. iii. 5.

3 So Alford, Bisping Ellicott. Ewald, Grotius, Hofmann, Holtzmann,





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_403.png
PROPORTIONATE EVIDENCE. 403

ordinary statements upon very slight evidence, both
because our experience prepares us to believe that they
are true, and because we do not much care whether they
are true or not. If life, or even succession to an estate,
depended upon either event, the demand for evidence,
even in such simple matters, would be immensely inten-
sified. The converse of the statement, however, would
not meet with the same reception. Would anyone believe
the affirmation that Alfred the Great, for instance, did
not die at all? What amount of evidence would be
required before such a statement could be pronounced
sufficiently attested ? Universal experience would be so
uniformly opposed to the assertion that such a pheno-
menon had taken place, that probably no evidence which
could readily be conceived could ensure the belief of
more than a credulous few. The assertion that a man
actually died and was buried, and yet afterwards rose from
the dead, is still more at variance with human experience.
The prolongation of life to long periods is comparatively
consistent with experience; and if a life extending to
several centuries be incredible it is only so in degree, and
is not absolutely contrary to the order of nature, which
certainly under present conditions does not favour the
supposition of such lengthened existence, but still does
not fix hard and fast limits to the life of man. The
resurrection of a man who has once been absolutely
dead, however, is contrary to all human experience,
and to all that we know of the order of nature. If
to this we add the assertion that the person so raised
.from the dead never again died, but after continuing some
time longer on earth, ascended bodily to some invisible
and inconceivable place called Heaven, there to “sit at
the right hand of God,” the shock to reason and common

—~ - O
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passage, but simply an allusion to his conversion to Chris-
tianity, which the Apostle considered a revelation in his
mind of the true character and work of the Christ which
had previously been so completely misunderstood by him.
We may as well say at once that we desire to take the
argument in its broadest form, without wasting time by
showing that Paul himself uses language which seems to
indicate that he recognised the appearance of Jesus to
have been merely subjective. The only other passage
which we need now mention is the account which Paal
gives, 2 Cor. xii. 2 ff, of his being caught up to the third
Leaven. A few critics consider that this may be the
occasion on which Jesus appeared to him, to which he
refers in the passage of the former letter which we are
considering,' but the great majority are opposed to the
supposition. In any case there is no evidence that the
occasions are identical, and we therefore are not entitled
to assume that they are so.

It will have been observed that we have hitherto
confined our attention wholly to the undoubted writings
of Paul. Were there no other reason than the simple
fact that we are examining the evidence of Paul
himself, and have, therefore, to do with that evidence
alone, we should be thoroughly justified in this course.
1t is difficult to clear the mind of statements regard-
ing Paul and his conversion which are made in the
Acts of the Apostles, but it is absolutely essential that
we should understand clearly what Paul himself tells
us and what he does not, for the present totally ex-
cluding Acts. What then does Paul himself tell us
of the circumstances under which he saw Jesus?

' Dr. Jowett thinks this not improbable. The Epistles uf St. Paul, i.
p. 220.
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example of a like influence affecting several individuals
simultaneously in a similar manner is mentioned by Dr.
Hibbert in his well-known Treatise on Apparitions :—* A
whole ship’s company was thrown into the utmost con-
sternation by the apparition of a cook who had died a few
days before. He was distinctly seen walking a-head of
the ship, with a peculiar gait by which he was distin-
guished when alive, through having one of his legs shorter
than the other. On steering the ship towards the object,
it was found to be a piece of floating wreck.” Many
similar cases might be referred to, in which the imagina-
tion has worked up into ‘ apparitions’ some common-place
objects, which it has invested with attributes derived
from the previous Mental state of the observer; and the
belief in such an apparition as a reality, which usually
exists in such cases, unless antagonized by an effort
of the reason, constitutes a delusion.”*

We must maintain indeed that a number of persons
assembled under the influence of strong similar ideas, and
excited by the same active religious emotion are more
likely to be affected by similar subjective impressions to
the extent of believing them to be objective than one or two
would be. The excitement of each acts upon the whole
body, and is itself increased by reaction from the aggre-
gate emotion. Each receives impressions from' the other,
which are vividly felt even without being verified by per-
sonal experience. The most nervous temperament in the
assembly gives the final impetus to the excited imagina-
tion of the rest. In moments of supreme expectation and
doubt, enthusiasm overcomes reason. If one man see, if
one man hear, the mental impression is credited with an
objective cause, even when unfelt by others, and then a

! Principles of Mental Physiology, 1876, p. 208 f.
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little reflection will show that these questions are pertinent.
It is almost inconceivable that any serious mind could
maintain the actual truth of such a story, upon such
evidence. Its objective truth not being maintainable,
however, the character of the work which advances such
an unhesitating statement is determined, and at least the
value of its testimony can without difficulty be settled.
The continuation of this episode in the first Synoptic
is quite in keeping with its commencement. It is stated :
“ But when the centurion and they that were with him
watching Jesus saw the earthquake (oewopdv) and the
things that were done (rd yevdueva) they feared greatly,
saying, Truly this was a son of God” (’A\yfds vids feod
3w ofros).! In Mark the statement is very curiously
varied: “And when the centurion who stood over
against him saw that he so expired, he said : Truly this
man was a son of God.”? It is argued on the one hand
that the centurion’s wonder here was caused by Jesus
dying with so loud a cry, and the reading of many MSS.
would clearly support this;® and on the other that the
cause of his exclamation was the unexpectedly rapid
death of Jesus. Whichever view be taken, the cen-
tarion’s deduction, it must be admitted, rests upon

! Mt. xxvii, 54. This is the reading of the Vatican Cod. and D, with
some others. Cod. A, C, E, F, and many others read feod vids. The
Sinaitic MS. has *A\. vids fv roi feod oros. The rendering of the A. V.,
« the Son of God,” cannot be sustained linguistically, whatever may have
been the writer’s intention.

3 Mk. xv. 39. The A. V. has: ‘“saw that he so cried out, and gave up
the ghost :” xpdfas has certainly high authority (A, C, E, G, H, &ec., &c. ;
D has xpdfarra), but the Sin., Vat., and some other codices and versions,
omit it, and it is rejected by Tischendorf. 'We, therefore, take the reading
for the moment which leaves the question most open.

3 Meyer, who takes the view, considers that, hearing Jesus expire with
80 loud a cry, the conturion concluded him to be a ‘“ Hero.” Ey. des
Mark. u. Lukas, 5te Aufl., 203 f.
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I thirst.”! The majority of critics ? understand by this
that “T thirst” is said in order * that the Scripture might
be fulfilled” by the offer of the vinegar, related in the
following verse. The Scripture referred to is of course
Ps. Ixix. 21: “They gave me also gall for my food, and
in my thirst they gave me vinegar (6fos) to drink ;”
which we have already quoted in connection with Matth.
xxvii. 34. The third Synoptic (xxiii. 36) represents the
vinegar as being offered in mockery at a much earlier
period, and Matthew and Mark?® connect the offer of
the vinegar with quite a different cry from that in
the fourth Gospel. Nothing could be more natural
than that, after protracted agony, the patient sufferer
should cry: “T thirst,” but the dogmatic purpose,
which dictates the whole narrative in the fourth Gospel,
is rendered obvious by the reference of such a cry
to a supposed Messianic prophecy. This is further dis-
played by the statement (v. 29) that the sponge with
vinegar was put “upon hyssop” (Yoodme)—the two
Synoptics have “on a reed” (xahduw),—which the
Author probably uses in association with the paschal
lamb,* an idea present to his mind throughout the

! Merd roiro eidos & Inoots Sre §dn wdvra rerddeora, va rehewdh
ypad, Aiyes: Ay,

? Alford, Gk. Test., 1. p. 900 f.; Briickner, zu de Wette Ev. u. Br.
Joh., p. 308; Ewald, Die johann. Schr., 1861, i. p. 412; Godet, Ev. de
Bt. Jean, ii. p. 617; Hengstenberg, Ev. Johann., iii. p. 271; Hofmann,
Schriftbeweis, ii. 1, p. 314; Liicke, Ev. Jobann., ii. p. 764 f.; Strauss
Das Leb. Jesu, p. 585; de Wette, Ev. u. Br. Johann., p. 307. Others
connect *‘that the Scriptures might be fulfilled” with the preceding
phrase; so Lutkardt, Das joh. Ev., ii. p. 478; Lange, Ev. n. Johann., 2te
Aufl, p. 405; Meyer, Ev. Johann., p. 631; Scholten, Ev. Johann.,
p- 338, n. 1. * Mt. xxvii. 48 f.; Mk. xv. 36.

4 Ex. xii. 22; cof. Levit. xiv. 4, 6, 49 ; Hengstenberg, Das Ev. Joh., iii.
p. 273; Keim, Jeauv Naz., iii. p. 430, anm. 2; Scholten, Het Ev. Joh
P 337. Cf. Renan, Vie de Jésus, p. 528.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_77.png
BREVITY OF THE SPEECHES. 77

requiring both explanation and argument, cannot be
conceived, and in the case of Paul, with whose system of
teaching and doctrine we are well acquainted through his
Epistles, it is impossible to accept such meagre and one-
sided addresses, as representations of his manner. The
statement that the discourses are abridged, and a mere
résumé of those originally delivered, however, rests upon
no authority, is a mere conjecture to account for an
existing difficulty, and is in contradiction to the actual
form of the speeches in Acts. Regarded as complete,
their incongruity is intensified, but considered as abridged,
they have lost in the process all representative character
and historical fitness.

It has been argued, indeed, that the different speeches
bear evidence to their genuineness from their suitability
to the speakers, and to the circumstances under which
they are said to have been spoken ; but the existence of
anything but the most superficial semblance of idiosyn-
cratic character must be denied. The similarity of form,
manner, and matter in all the speeches is most remark-
able, as will presently be made more apparent, and the
whole of the doctrine enunciated amounts to little more
than the repetition, in slightly varying words, of the brief
exhortation to repentance and belief in Jesus, the Christ,
that salvation may be obtained,' with references to the
ancient history of the Jews, singularly alike in all dis.
courses. Very little artistic skill is necessary to secure a
certain suitability of the word to the action, and the action
to the word; and certainly evidence is reduced to a
very low ebb when such agreement as is presented
in the Acts is made an argument for authenticity.
Not only is the consistency of the sentiments uttered by

' Reuss, Hist. de la Théol. chrét., ii. p. 335,
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flesh.! Tt is curious that he has introduced the bare state-
ment into the third Synoptic, that Jesus “ was seen by
Simon” (d¢pbfy Sipwrd),? which none of the other evan-
gelists mentions, but which he may have found, without
further particulars, d¢fn Kn¢g, in the Epistle whence he
derived, perhaps, materials for the other story. In no
case can the narrative in Acts be received as evidence
of the slightest value; but in order not to pass over
even such statements in silence, we shall very briefly
examine it.

The narrative is repeated thrice: in the first instance
(ix. 1 ff) as a historical account of the transaction; next
(xxii. 4 f) introduced into a speech supposed to be
delivered by Paul to the Jews when taken prisoner in
consequence of their uproar on findiug him in the Temple
purifying himself with the four men who had a vow,—a
position which cannot historically be reconciled with the
character and views of Paul; and, thirdly, again put into
the mouth of the Apostle (xxvi. 9 f.) when he pleads
his cause before King Agrippa. Paul is represented in
the headlong career of persecuting the Church, and going
with letters from the high priest empowering him to
bring Christian men and women bound unto Jerusalem.
“ And as he journeyed, it came to pass that he drew nigh
to Damascus, and suddenly there shone round about
him a light out of the heaven, aud he fell upon the earth
and heard a voice saying unto him: Saul, Saul, why
persecutest thou me? And he said, Who art thou, Lord ?
And he said, I am Jesus whom thou persecutest. But
rise and go into the city, and it shall be told thee what
thou must do.”® In the second account, there is so far

U Cf. Schneckenburger, Zweck der Apostelgesch., p. 61 f.
2 Luke xxiv. 34.
3 Acts ix. 3. év 8¢ 7¢ mopeveaar éyévero alrdv éyyilew i) Aapaoxs, ebaidms
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indicating, as is supposed, a variety of special gifts, each
having reference probably to special diseases. What is
there to show that there was anything more miraculous
in “gifts of healings” than in the possession of an
utterance of wisdom, an utterance of knowledge, or faith ?
Nothing whatever. On the contrary, everything, from the
unvarying experience of the world, to the inferences which
we shall be able to draw from the whole of this informa-
tion regarding the Charismata, shows that there was no
miraculous power of healing either possessed or'exercised.
Reference is frequently made to the passage in the so-
called Epistle of James as an illustration of this, v. 14 :
“TIs any sick among you ? let him call for the elders of the
church, and let them pray over him, having anointed
him with oil in the name of the Lord: 15. And the
prayer of faith shall save the afflicted, and the Lord shall
raise him up ; and if he have committed sins, it shall be
forgiven him.” The context, however, not only shows
that in this there is no allusion to any gift of healing or
miraculous power, but seems to ignore the existence of
any such gift. The epistle continues: v. 16. “Confess there-
fore your sins one to another, and pray for one another
that ye may be healed. The supplication of a righteous man
availeth much when it is working.” And then the success-
ful instance of the prayer of Elijah that it might not rain
and again that it might rain is given. The passage is merely
an assertion of the efficacy of prayer, and if, as is not
unfrequently done, it be argued that the gifts of healings
were probably applied by means of earnest prayer for the
sick, it may be said that this is the only * gift” which is
supposed to have descended to our times. It does not
require much argument, however, to show that the
reality of a miraculous gift cannot be demonstrated
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as evidence, we propose, before taking the testimony of
Paul, to survey the various statements made by them
regarding the astounding miracles we are discussing.
Enough has been said to show that we cannot accept any
statement as true simply because it is made by a Gospel
or Gospels. When it is related in the first Synoptic, for
instance, that Pilate took water and washed his hands
before the multitude, saying, “I am innocent of this
man’s blood : see ye to it,” '—an incident to which no
reference, be it said in passing, is made by the other
evangelists, although it is sufficiently remarkable to have
deserved notice,—we cannot of course assume that Pilate
actually said or did anything of the kind. A comparison
of the various accounts of the Resurrection and Ascen-
sion, however, and careful examination of their details,
will be of very great use, by enabling us to appreciate
the position of the case apart from the evidence of Paul.
The indefinite impression fostered by apologists, that the
evidence of the Gospels supplements and completes the
evidence of the Apostle, and forms an aggregate body
of testimony of remarkable force and volume, must be
examined, and a clear conception formed of the whole
case,

One point may at once be mentioned before we enter
upon our examination of the Gospels. The Evangelists
narrate such astonishing occurrences as the Resurrection
and Ascension with perfect composure and absence of
surprise. This characteristic is even made an argument
for the truth of their narrative. The impression made
upon our minds, however, is the very reverse of that
which apologists desire us to receive. The writers do
not in the least degree seem to have realised the excep-

1 Mt. xxvii. 24,
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been a fellow-worker with the Apostle, and to have
accompanied him in his missionary journeys, and he is
repeatedly mentioned in the Acts as the companion of
Paul, and the first occasion is preciscly where the sjpueis
sections commence.! In connection with Acts xv. 40,
xvi. 3, 10, it is considered that Luke is quite excluded
from the possibility of being the companion who wrote
the diary we are discussing, by the Apostle’s own words
in 2 Cor. 1. 19:? “For the Son of God, Christ Jesus,
who was preached among you by us, by me and Silvanus
and Timothy,” &c., &c. The eye-witness who wrote the
journal from which the Aueis sections are taken must
have been with the Apostle in Corinth, and, it is of
course always asserted, must have been one of his
awepyoi, and preached the Gospel.® Is it possible, on
the supposition that this fellow-labourer was Luke, that
the Apostle could in so marked a manner have excluded
his name by clearly defining that “us” only meant
himself and Silvanus and Timothy? Mayerhoff* has
gone even further than the critics we have referred to,
and maintains Timothy to be the author of the third
Synoptic and of Acts.

‘We may briefly add that some writers have conjectured
Silas to be the author of the 7puets scctions,® and others

! xvi. 1 ff.; cf. xvil. 14, 15; xviii. §; xix. 22, xx. 4.

2 Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 81, anm. 2.

3 Cf. Wordsworth, Greek Test., The Four Gospels, 1875, p. 168; Acts
of the Apost., 1874, p. 118. The Bishop of Lincoln considers that the
vision which appeared to Paul (Acts xvi. 9), praying him to come over
into Macedonia, was regarded by Luke as a message also designed for
himself: ‘“and the Holy Spirit, in the Acts of the Apostles, authorizes
that opinion. Therefore, St. Luke also, as well as the Apostle, was called
by the Holy Ghost to preack the Gospel in Grecce.” Four Gospels, p. 168.

4 Einl. petr. Schriften, p. 6 ff.

¢ Hauber, Betract. iib. einig. d. erst. Glaubigen, u. s. w., christl.
Kirche, p. 61 f.; Kohlreif, Chron. Sacra, p. 99; Schwanbeck, Quellen,
u. 8. w., p. 168 ff. Cf. Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, p. 81, anm. 1, 2.
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Apostles.  Schleiermacher, certainly, has confidently
asserted their originality. He thinks: ¢ If the speeches
were scparately reported they could not but appear
just as we find them in the Acts of the Aposties.” But
his remarks, however ingenious and acute they may
be, do not stand the test of a thorough examination
of the individual speeches. No one who impartially
compares these, one with another, and particularly
their style with the mode of expression of the Author
in the other sections, can help agreeing with Eich-
horn, when, in consonance with his view regarding
the uniform character of the Acts, on the grounds
quoted, page 14, he ascribes the composition of the
speeches to the writer from whom the whole book in
all its parts proceeds.”! To this impartial expression
of opinion, Lekebusch adds a note :—* In saying this, it is
naturally not suggested that our author simply #nvented
the speeches, independently, without any historical inti-
mation whatever as to the substance of the original;
the form only, which certainly is here very closely con-
nected with the substance, is hereby ascribed to him.”?
Lekebusch then merely goes on to discuss the nature
of the author’s design in composing these speeches.
The reasons given by Eichhorn, which Lekebusch quotes
at ‘“page 14,” referred to above, had better be added
to complete this testimony. After referring to the
result of Eichhorn’s “ very careful examination” of the
internal character of the Acts, Lekebusch says:—* He .
finds, however, that, ‘throughout the whole Acts of the
Apostles there prevails the same style, the same manner,
the same method and mode of expression’ (ii. 35). Not

! Comp. u. Entst. der Apostelgesch, 1854, p. 331 f,
1b., p. 332, anm. 1.
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fact that these saints are said to be raised from the dead
just as the Messiah expires, or the strange circumstance
that, although the sepulchres are said to have been opened
at that moment and the resurrection to have then taken
place, it is stated that they only came out of their graves
after the resurrection of Jesus. The allegation, moreover,
that they were raised from the dead at that time, and before
the resurrection of Jesus, virtually contradicts the saying
of the Apocalypse (i. 5) that Jesus was the * first begotten
of the dead,” and of Paul (1 Cor. xv. 20) that he was
“ the first fruits of them who have fallen asleep.”! Paul's
whole argument is opposed to such a story; for he does
not base the resurrection of the dead upon the death of
Jesus, but, in contradistinction, upon his resurrection only.
The Synoptist evidently desires to associate the resurrec-
tion of the saints with the death of Jesus to render that
event more impressive, but delays the completion of it in
order to give a kind of precedence to the resurrection of the
Master. The attempt leads to nothing but confusion.
What could be the object of such a resurrection? It
could not be represented as any effect produced by the
death of Jesus, nor even by his alleged resurrection, for
what dogmatic connection could there be between that
event and the fact that a few saints only were raised from
their graves, whilst it was not pretended that the dead
“ gaints "’ generally participated in this resurrection ? No
intimation is given that their appearance to many was for
any special purpose, and certainly no practical result has
ever been traced to it. Finally we might ask: What
became of these saints raised from the dead ? Did they die
again? Or did they also “ascend into Heaven?”? A

1 Can the author of the Apocalypse, or Paul, ever have heard of the
raising of Lazarus ? * Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 487 ff.
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prison and from bonds by angels or by an earthquake.
Men fall dead or are smitten with blindness at their
rebuke. They heal the sick, raise the dead, and hand-
kerchiefs brought from their bodies cure diseases and
expel evil spirits.

As a general rule, any document so full of miraculous
episodes and supernatural occurrences would, without
hesitation, be characterized as fabulous and incredible,
and would not, by any sober-minded reader, be for a
moment accepted as historical. There is no other testi-
mony for these miracles. Let the reader endeavour to
form some conception of the nature and amount of evi-
dence necessary to establish the truth of statements
antecedently so incredible, and compare it with the
testimony of this solitary and anonymous document, the
character and value of which we shall now proceed
more closely to examine.

It is generally admitted, and indeed it is undeniable,
that no distinct and unequivocal reference to the Acts of
the Apostles, and to Luke as their author, occurs in the
writings of Fathers before one by Ireneus' about the
end of the second century.  Passages are, however,
pointed out in earlier writings as indicating the use and
cousequent existence of our document, all of which we
shall now examine.

' Adv. Her, iii. 4, §§ 1 Rleek, Einl. N. T., p. 124; Credner,
Einl. N. T.. ilh)&f inl. N. T., i, p. 71 £.; Guericke,
Gesamamtgesch. N. T p. 299 83 Kintt ' fer, Quellensamml. N, T. Canons,
P 161, anm. 2; Meyer, Kr. exeg H'buch. ub. die \p@ elgeschichte, 4te
Aufl., 1370, p. 1 £ Needeoer, Einl \ T.. p. 337, anm. 2 Scheoeyler,
Das nachap. Zeit,, ii. p. 118, anm. 2 I Iette, Einl. N\ T., p. 254;
Zeler, Die Apostelgeschichte, 1834, p TI.

Aorn,
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second visit described in the Epistle is identical with the
third recorded in the Acts (xv.), although a wide dif-
ference of opinion ecxists amongst them as to the his-
torical value of the account contained in the latter. This
general agreement renders it unnecessary for us to enter
at any length into the arguments which establish the
identity, and we shall content ourselves with very con-
cisely stating some of the chief reasons for this conclu-
sion. The date in both cases corresponds, whilst there
arc insuperable chronological objections to identifying
the second journey of the Epistle with any earlier or
later visit mentioned in Acts. We have referred to other
reasons against its being placed earlier than the third
visit of Acts, and there are still stronger objections to
its being dated after the third. It is impossible, con-
sidering the object of the Apostle, that he could bhave
passed over in silence such a visit as that described
Acts xv., and the only alternative would be to date it
later than the composition of the Epistle, to which the
narrative of the Acts as well as all other known facts
would be irreconcilably opposed. On the other hand,
the date, the actors, the cause of dispute, and probably
the place (Antioch) in which that dispute originated,
so closely correspond, that it is incredible that such
a coincidence of circumstances should again have oc-
curred.

Without anticipating our comparison of the two ac-
counts of this visit, we must here at least remark that
the discrepancies are so great that not only have apolo-
getic critics, as we have indicated, adopted the theory
that the second visit of the Epistle is not the same as
the third of the Acts, but is identical with the second
(xi. 30), of which so few particulars are given, but
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probable that Christian tradition generally was moulded
from foregone conclusions.

What were the * Scriptures,” according to which
“Christ died for our sins,” and ‘““‘has been raised the
third day ?”” The passages which are generally referred
to, and which Paul most probably had in view, are
well known : as regards the death for our sins,—
Isaiah liii., Ps. xxii. and Ixix, ; and for the resurrection,
—Ps. xvi. 10, and Hosea vi. 2. We have already
pointed out that historical criticism has shown that
the first four passages just indicated are not Messianic
prophecies at all,! and we may repeat that the idea of
a suffering Messiah was wholly foreign to the Jewish
prophets and people. The Messiah “ crucified,” as Paul
himself bears witness, was * to Jews a stumbling block,”?
and modern criticism has clearly established that the
parts of Scripture by which the early Christians endea-
voured to show that such a Messiah had been foretold
can only be applied by a perversion of the original signifi-
cation. In the case of the passages supposed to foretell the
Resurrection, the misapplication is particularly flagrant.
We have already discussed the use of Ps. xvi. 10, which
in Acts ? is put into the mouth of the Apostles Peter and
Paul, and shown that the proof passage rests upon a mis-
translation of the original in the Septuagint.t Any
reader who will refer to Hosea vi. 2 will see that the
passage in no way applies'to the Messiah,® although un-
doubtedly it has influenced the formation of the doctrine

! See references p. 442, notes 1, 2, p. 443, notes 1, 2, and p. 106 f., and
P 84, note 1.

*1 Cor. i. 23. * i, 25 ., xiii. 33 ff. 4 p. 82.

$ Kuenen, De Profeten en de Profetie onder Israél, 1875, ii. 203. Com-

pare, generally, the excellent chapters on the N. T. and Old Test. prophecy,
Pp. 199—318.
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appealed to Phlegon the Chronicler, who mentions' an
eclipse of the sun about this period accompanied by an
earthquake, and also to a similar occurrence referred to
by Eusebius,? probably quoted from the historian Thallus,
but, of course, modern knowledge has dispelled the illusion
that these phenomena have any connection with the dark-
ness we are discussing, and the theory that the evange-
lists are confirmed in their account by this evidence is now
generally abandoned.® Itis apart from our object to show
how common it was amongst classical and other writers
to represent nature as sympathising with national or
social disasters ; * and asa poetical touch this remarkable
darkness of the Synoptists, of which no one else knows any-
thing, is quite intelligible. The statement, however, is as
seriously and deliberately made as any other in their narra-
tive, and does not add to its credibility. It is palpable
that the account is mythical,® and it bears a strange like-
ness to passages in the Old Testament, from the imagery
of which the representation in all probability was derived.

The first and second Gospels state that when Jesus

Olshausen, Leidensgeach. des Herrn, 1862, p. 176 ; Wordesworth, Gk. Test.,
Four Gospels, p. 105.

! xiii. Olympiadum. * Chron. ad Olymp., 202.

3 Ewald, Gesch. V. Ier., v. p. 581, anm. 4; Keim, Jesu v. Nas., iii.
P- 438 f.; Meyer, Ev. Matth., p. 596; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 335,
note n. ; de Weite, Ev. Matth., p. 359; Wieseler, Chron. synops. Evv.,
p. 387f., &c., &c. Cf. Farrar, Life of Chr., ii. p. 414 ; Neander, Das Leb.
desu, p. 574, anm. 1.

4 Cf. Virgil., Georg., i. 463—468 ; Dio Cass., 40.17, 56.29; Plin. H. N.,
2.30; Plutarch., V. Rom. § 27, p. 34; Cewe. § 69, p. 740 f.; Wetstesn,
Grotius, ad h. 1.

§ Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 349, 352 f.; Hase, Das Leb. Jesu,
p. 278 f.; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 437 ff.; Kriiger - Velthusen, Das Leb.
Josu, 1872, p. 252 f.; Schleiermacher, Schr. des Lukas, Simmtl. Werke,
1836, ii. p. 214; Stricker, Jezus van Nazareth, 1868, ii. p. 265. Cf.
Ewald, Die drei erst. Evv., p. 360; Geech. V. Ier., v. p. 581 f. ; de Wette,
Ev. Matth. p. 362.

¢ Cf. Joe' ii. 10, 31, iii. 15; Amos viii. 9; Isaiah xiii. 10, 1. 3, &c.

N
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actually says regarding miracles ; and what are the pheno-
mena which are by him considered to be miraculous. We
shall not waste time in considering how, partly through
the influence of the Septuagint, the words ompeior, 7épas,
and Svvauis came to be used in a peculiar manner by
New Testament writers to indicate miracles. It may,
however, be worth while to pause for a moment to ascer-
tain the sense in which Paul, who wrote before there was
a “ New Testament” at all, usually employed these words.
In the four Epistles of Paul the word ompeior occurs six
times. In Rom. iv. 11 Abraham is said to have received
the * sign (onuetov) of circumcision,” in which there is
nothing miraculous. In 1 Cor. i 22 it is said : * Since
both Jews require signs (ompeta)' and Greeks seek after
wisdom ;" and again, 1 Cor. xiv. 22: “ Wherefore the
tongues are for a sign (ampetor) not to the believing but to
the unbelieving,” &e. We shall have more to say regard-
ing these passages presently, but just now we merely
quote them to show the use of the word. The only other
places in which it occurs? are those pointed out, and which
are the subject of our discussion. In Rom. xv. 19 the
word is used in the plural and combined with 7épas: “in
the power of signs and wonders” (omueiwv xai repdrav);
and in the second passage, 2 Cor. xii. 12, it is employed
twice, “the signs (7a ompeia) of the apostle ” and the
second time again in combination with 7épas and Stvapus,
“both in signs” (onpeiois), &c. The word 7épas is only
twice met with in Paul’s writings ; that is to say, in Rom.
xv. 19 and 2 Cor. xii. 12 ; and on both occasions, as we

! The singular onueiov of the anthorized version must be abandoned
before the almost unanimous testimony of all the older MSS.

2 In the Epistles which bear the name of Paul it is only to be found in
2 Yhess. ii. 9, iii. 17.
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James is introduced as an actor in the famous Council,
and represented as head of the Church in Jerusalem, but
it is much disputed that he was either an Apostle, or one
of the Twelve. The death of James the brother of John
is just mentioned. John is represented on several oc-
casions during the earlier part of the narrative as the
companion of Peter, without, however, being promi-
nently brought forward; and the rest of the Twelve
are left in complete obscurity. It is not a history of
the labours of Peter and Paul, for not only is consider-
able importance given to the episodes of Stephen
and Philip the Evangelist, but the account of the two
great Apostles is singularly fragmentary. After a brief
chronicle of the labours of Peter, he suddenly disappears
from the scene, and we hear of him no more. Paul then
becomes the prominent figure in the drama ; but we have
already pointed out how defective is the information
given regarding him, and he is also abandoned as soon
as he is brought to Rome: of his subsequent career
and martyrdom, nothing whatever is said. The work is
not, as Luther suggested, a gloss on the Epistles of Paul
and the inculcation of his doctrine of righteousness
through faith, for the narrative of the Acts, so far as we
can compare it with the Epistles, which are nowhere
named in it, is generally in contradiction to them, and
the doctrine of justification by faith is conspicuous by its
absence. It is not a history of the first Christian missions,
for it ignores entirely the labours of most of the Apostles,
omits all mention of some of the most interesting mis-
sionary journeys, and does not even give a report of the
introduction of Christianity into Rome. It is not in any
sense a Paulinian history of the Church, for if, on the one
side, it describes the Apostles of the Circumcision as pro-

-





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_440.png
440 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

Amid these conflicting statements we may suggest one
consideration. It is not probable, in a hot climate,
that a wounded - body, hastily laid in a sepulchre on
Friday evening before six o'clock, would be disturbed
again on Sunday morning for the purpose of being
anointed and embalmed. Corruption would, under
the circumstances, already have commenced. Besides,
as Keim® has pointed out, the last duties to the dead
were not forbidden amongst the Jews on the Sabbath,
and there is really no reason why any care for the
body of the Master which reverence or affection
might have dictated should not at once have been
bestowed. )

The enormous amount of myrrh and aloes—** about
a hundred pound weight” (és Mirpas éxarév)—brought
by Nicodemus has excited much discussion, and adds
to the extreme improbability of the story related by
the fourth Evangelist? To whatever weight the litra
may be reduced, the quantity specified is very great;
and it is a question whether the body thus enveloped
‘“as the manner of the Jews is to bury” could bave
cntered the sepulchre. The practice of embalming
the dead, although well known amongst the Jews,
and invariable in the case of Kings and noble or very
wealthy persons, was by no means generally prevalent.
In the burial of Gamaliel the elder, chief of the
party of the Pharisees, it is stated that over 80 pounds
of balsam were burnt in his honour by the proselyte
Onkelos ;* but this quantity, which was considered very

1 Schabbath 151.1; Keim, Jesu von Nazara, iii. 522, anm. 1.

2 Keim, Josu v. Naz., iii. p. 521f.; Weisse, Die ev. Geech., ii. p. 342 f.
Cf. Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 429, note 1; Luthardt, Das joh. Ev., ii.

D. 492; Olshausen, Leidensgesch., p. 189.
3 Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii. 521.
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than a christian Charisma ? * And the Lord said:
« ....Go to, let us go down and there confound
their language, that they may not understand one
another’s speech.” In spite of his abstract belief in the
divine origin of the Charisma, Paul's language uncon-
sciously betrays practical doubt as to its character. Does
not such sarcasm as the following seem extremely inde-
corous when criticising a result produced directly by the
Holy Spirit ? (xiv. 23) “ If, therefore, the whole church be
come into one place and all speak with tongues, and there
come in unlearned and unbelieving persons will they not
say that ye are mad?” At Pentecost such an assembly
was supposed to be drunken.? The whole of the counsel
of the Apostle upon this occasion really amounts to an
injunction to quench the Spirit. It is quite what might be
expected in the case of the excitement of ecstatic religion,
that the strong emotion should principally find vent in the
form of prayer and praise (vv. 15 ff.), equally so that it
should be unintelligible and that no one should know when
to say “ Amen " (v. 16), and that all should speak at once,
and still more so that the practical result should be
tumult (vv. 23, 33). All this, it might appear, could be
produced without the intervention of the Holy Spirit.
So far, is there any.utility in the miracle ?

But we are told that it is “for a sign.” Paul argues
upon this point in a highly eccentric manner. He
quotes (v. 21) Isaiah xxviii. 11, 12, in a form neither
agreeing with the Septuagint nor with the Hebrew, a
passage which has merely a superficial and verbal
analogy with the gift of tongues, but whose real histo-

? Gen. xi. 6, 7.
* The same gift, it is generally understood, is referred to in Ephes.
v. 18 fF, .
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enlightened observance of the Mosaic law. His precept
had not belied his example, and whilst in strong terms
we find him inculcating the permanence of the Law, it is
certain that®he left no order to disregard it. He con-
fined his own preaching to the Jews; the first ministers
of the Messiah represented the twelve tribes of the people
of Israel; and the first Christians were of that nation,
with no distinctive worship, but practising as before the
whole Mosaic ritual. What Neander says of “ many,”
may, we think, be referred to all: ““That Jesus faithfully
observed the form of the Jewish law served to them as
evidence that this form should ever preserve its value.” ?
As a fact, the Apostles and the carly Christians continued
as before assiduously to practise all the observances of
the Mosaic law, to frequent the Temple? and adhere to
the usual strict forms of Judaism.® Inaddition to the in-
fluence of the example of Jesus and the powerful effect
of national habit, there were many strong reasons which
obviously must to Jews have rendered abandonment of
the law as difficult as submission to its full requirements
must have been to Gentiles. Holding as they did the
. Divine origin of the Old Testament, in which the obser-
vance of the Law was inculcated on almost every page,

! Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 47.

2 Acts ii. 46, iii. 1, v. 20, 42, xxi. 20—27, xxii. 17, &ec., &e.

3 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 49; Bleek, Hebriierbr., i. 1. p. 36 f.; Credner,
Das N. T, ii. p. 20 ff. ; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. p- 360; Holtzmann, in
Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 865 f.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit.,
p- 281 f., 287 fi.; Lightfoot, Galutians, p. 283 f., 287, 300 f.; Lipsius, in
Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 202 f.; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 33 f.; Nicolas,
Etudes N. T., p. 237f.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sidoles, i. p. 372 f.,
377 f., 410; Heuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 22 f.; Théol Chr., i. p, 290 ff. ;
Réville, Eseais, p. 15, 19 f.; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 124 f., 140 ff. ;
Rothe, Anfinge chr. Kirche, i. p. 142{., 316 ff.; Schliemann, Clementinen,
p- 371 f1.; Stap, Origines, p. 52 ff.; Weber u, Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Ter., ii.
p. 8671.; Zler, Gosch. chr. K., p. 5 f.; Vortrige, p. 21.
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It is worth while to catalogue the supernatural incidents
of this episode. 1 The vision; 2 Companions hearing
the voice but seeing no man, or not hearing the voice
but seeing the light; 3 Paul's blindness; 4 Vision
of Ananias; 5 Restoration of sight to Paul; 6 Trance
of Paul in Jerusalem. Such a narrative cannot be
received in evidence.

The whole of the testimony before us, then, simply
amounts to this: Paul believed that he had seen Jesus
some years after his death : there is no evidence that he
ever saw him during his life.! He states that he had
“ received " that he was seen by various other persons,
but he does not give the slightest information as to
who told him, or what reasons he had for believing
the statements to be correct. And still less does
he narrate the particulars of the alleged appearances
or even of his own vision. Although we have no
detailed statements of these extraordinary phenomena,
we may assume that, as Paul himself believed that
he had seen Jesus, certain other people of the
circle of his disciples likewise believed that they had
seen the risen Master. The whole of the evidence
for the Resurrection reduces itself to an undefined
belief on the part of a few persons, in a noto-
riously superstitious age, that after Jesus had died
and been buried they had seen him alive. These
visions, it is admitted, occurred at a time of the most
intense religious excitement, and under circumstances
of wholly exceptional mental agitation and distress.
The wildest alternations of fear, doubt, hope and

! Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 719, anm. 13; Ewald, Gesch. V.
Isr., vi. p. 70 f.; Hilgenfeld, 7Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1864, p. 184 f. ; Einl,,
p. 219; Pfieiderer, Paulinismus, p. 304 anm.; Renan, Les Apdtres,
p. 173, 210 ff.; Strauss, Leb. Jesu, p. 276.
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inexplicable. The final incident completes our conviction
of the unreality of the whole episode : after the sacra-
mental blessing and breaking of bread, Jesus vanishes in
a manner which removes the story from the domain of
history. On their return to Jerusalem, the Synoptist
adds that they find the Eleven, and are informed that
“the Lord was raised and was seen by Simon.” Of
this appearance we are not told anything more.

Whilst the two disciples from Emmaus were relating
these things to the eleven, the third Synoptist states that
Jesus himself stood in the midst of them: v. 37. * But
they were terrified and affrighted, and supposed that
they saw a spirit.” The apparent intention is to repre-
sent a miraculous sudden entry of Jesus into the midst
of them, just as he had vanished at Emmaus; but, in
order to re-assure them, Jesus is represented as saying :
v. 39. “Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I
myself; handle me and behold, for a spirit hath not
flesh and bones as ye see me having. 41. And while
they yet believed not for joy, and wondered, he said
unto them: Have ye here any food? 42. And they
gave him a piece of a broiled fish.! 43. And he took it
and did eat before them.” The care with which the
writer demonstrates that Jesus rose again with his own
body is remarkable, for not only does he show his hands
and feet, we may suppose for the purpose of exhibiting
the wounds made by the nails by which he was affixed
to the cross, but he eats, and thereby proves himself to
be still possessed of his human organism. It is appa-
rent, however, that there is direct contradiction between
this and the representation of his vanishing at Emmaus,

! We omit xal dwd peigoiov xmpiov, which is not found in the most
ancient oodices.
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The party of Paul, on the other hand, had nothing in
their favour to which a specific appeal could have been
made ; but in his constant protest that he had not re-
ceived his doctrine from man, but had been taught it by
direct revelation, the Apostle of the Gentiles, who was
the first to proclaim a substantial difference between
Christianity and Judaism,' in reality endeavoured to set
aside the authority of the Judaistic party by an appeal
from the carthly to the spiritualized Messiah. Even after
the visit of Paul to Jerusalem about the year 50, the
elder Apostles still retained the views which we have
shown to have been inevitable under the circumstances,
and, as we learn from Paul himself, they still continued
mere * Apostles of the Circumcision,” limiting their
wmission to the Jews.?

The Apostles and the primitive Christians, there-
fore, after the death of their Master, whom they believed
to be the Messiali of the Jews, having received his last
instructions, and formed their final impressions of his
views, remained Jews, believing in the continued obli-
gation to observe the Law and, consequently, holding
the initialory rite essential to participation in the
privileges of the Covenant. They held this not only
as Jews believing in the Divine origin of the Old
Testament and of the Law, but as Christians confirmed
by the example and the teaching of their Christ, whose
very coming was a substantial ratification of the ancient
faith of Israel. In this position they stood when the

' Baur, N. T. Theologie, 1864, p. 128 ff.; K. G. i. p. 44 f.; Credner,
Das N. T., i. p. 156 fi.; Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., i. p. 232 £.; Hilyenfeld,
Eiol., p. 222 ff.; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus u. Petr., p. 236 f. et paseim ;
IHoltziann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 369 ff.; Lipsius, in Schenkel's
Bib. Lex., i. p. 200 ff. ; Zeller, Gesch. chr. K., p. 5f.

* Gal, ii. 9.
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- sentiments like those ascribed to him, already expressing
much more than the germ—indeed the full spirit—of
Pauline universality, it would be passing strange that
Paul not only tacitly ignores all that he owes to the
proto-martyr, but vehemently protests: *But I make
known unto you, brethren, that the Gospel which was
preached by me is not after man. For neither did I re-
ceive it from man, nor was taught it, but by revelation of
Jesus Christ.”! There is no evidence whatever that
such a person exercised any such influence on Paul?
One thing only is certain, that the speech and martyr-
dom of Stephen made so little impression on Paul that,
according to Acts, he continued a bitter persecutor of
Christianity, * making havoc of the Church.”

The statement, vi. 8, that * Stephen, full of grace and
power, did great wonders and signs among the people” is
not calculated to increase confidence in the narrative as
sober history ; and as little is the assertion, vi. 15, that
“all who sat in the Council, looking stedfastly on him, saw
his face as it had been the face of an angel.” This, we
think, is evidently an instance of Christian subjective
opinion made objective.> How, we might ask, could it be
known to the writer that all who sat at the Council saw
this? Neander replies that probably it is the evidence of
members of the Sanhedrin of the impression made on them
by the aspect of Stephen.* The intention of the writer,
however, obviously is to describe a supernatural pheno-

' Gal. i 11, 12,

? 1t is further very remarkable, if it be assumed that the vision, Acts
vii. 35, actually was seen, that, in giving a list of those who have seen
the risen Jesus (I Cor. xv. 5—8), which he evidently intends to be
complete, he does not include Stephen.

3 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 65, anm.; de Wette, Apg., p. 90; Zeller, Apg.,

p. 152. Cf. Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 191.
4 Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 68.
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full details exist elsewhere, we must be prepared to
seize every indication which may enable us to form a
just estimate of the nature of the writing which we are
examining.

In the first two chapters of his Epistle to the
Galatians, the Apostle Paul relates particulars regarding
some important epochs of his life, which likewise enter
into the narrative of the Acts of the Apostles. The
Apostle gives an account of his own proceedings imme-
diately after his conversion, and of the visit which about
that time he paid to Jerusalem ; and, further, of a second
visit to Jerusalem fourteen years later, and to these we
must now direct our attention. We defer consideration
of the narrative of the actual conversion of Paul for the
present, and merely intend here to discuss the movements
and conduct of the Apostle immediately subsequent to
that event. The Acts of the Apostles represent Paul as
making five journeys to Jerusalem subsequent to his
joining the Christian body. The first, ix. 26 ff., takes place
immediately after his conversion; the second, xi. 30,
xii. 25, is upon an occasion when the Church at Antioch
are represented as sending relief to the brethren of
Judza by the hands of Barnabas and Saul, during a time
of famine; the third visit to Jerusalem, xv. 1 ff., Paul
likewise pays in company with Barnabas, both being sent
by the Church of Antioch to confer with the Apostles and
Elders as to the necessity of circumcision, and the
obligation to observe the Mosaic law in the case of
Gentile converts ; the fourth, xviii. 21 ff., when he goes to
Ephesus with Priscilla and Aquila, “having shaved his
head in Cenchrea, for he had a vow ;” and the fifth and
last, xxi. 15 ff,, when the disturbance took place in the
temple which led to his arrest and journey to Rome.
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Gospel might abide,” but equally maintained in the face
of the pillar Apostles, when he left them and returned to
the Gentiles whilst they went back to the circumcision.
Paul’s idea of being “all things to all men ” is illustrated by
his rebuke to Peter,—once more to refer to the scene at
Antioch. Peter apparently practised a little of that con-
ciliation, which apologists, defending the unknown author
of the Acts at the expense of Paul, consider to be the
sense of the Apostle’s words. Paul repudiated such an
inference, by withstanding Peter to the face as condemned,
and guilty of hypocrisy. Paul became all things to all
men by considering their feelings, and exhibiting charity
and forbearance, in matters indifferent. He was care-
ful not to make his liberty a stumbling block to the
weak. “If food maketh my brother to offend, I will
eat no flesh for ever lest I make my brother to offend.”
Self-abnegation in the use of enlightened liberty, however,
is a very different thing from the concession of a rite,
which it was the purpose of his whole Gospel to dis-
credit, and the labour of his life to resist. Once more we
repeat that the narrative of the Acts regarding the circum-
cision of Timothy is contradictory to the character and
teaching of Paul as ascertained from his Epistles, and like
so many other portions of that work which we have
already examined must, as it stands, be rejected as
uphistorical.

We have already tested the narrative of the author of
the Acts by the statements of Paul in the first two
chapters of the Galatians at such length that, although
the subject is far from exhausted, we must not proceed fur-
ther. We think that there can be no doubt that the rdle

assigned to the Apostle Paul in Acts xv. is unhistorical,?
1 1 Cor. viii. 13,
2 Baur, K. G., i. p. 126 f£.: Paulus, 1. p. 138 ff. © Davidson. Int. N. T
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Peter were astonished because that on the Gentiles also
had been poured out the gift of the Holy Spirit,' and the
Church of Jerusalem, on hearing of these things, glorified
God that repentance unto life had been given to the
Gentiles. It is impossible that the admission of the Gen-
tiles to the privileges of the Church could be more
prominently signified than by this episode, introduced
by prodigious miracles and effected by supernatural
wachinery. Where, however, are the consequences of
this marvellous recognition of the Gentiles? It does not
in the slightest degree preclude the necessity for the
Council, which we shall presently consider ; it does mot
apparently exercise any influence on James and the
Church of Jerusalem ; Peter, indeed, refers vaguely to
it, but as a matter out of date and almost forgotten ;
Paul, in all -his disputes with the emissaries of the
Church of Jerusalem, in all his pleas for the freedom of
his Gentile converts, never makes the slightest allusion to
it; it remains elsewhere unknown and, so far as any
evidence goes, utterly without influence upon the primi-
tive church.? This will presently become more apparent ;
but already it is clear enough to those who will exercise
calm reason that it is impossible to cousider this narra-
tive with its tissue of fruitless miracles as a historical
account of the development of the Church.

' x. 45 f.
* Baur, Paulus, i. p. 91 ff. ; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 183 f.
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these writings to “ Luke” ? To this question Ewald shall
reply : “In fact, ” he says, * we possess only one ground
for it, but this is fully sufficient. It lies in the designa-
tion of the third Gospel as that ‘according to Luke’
which is found in all MSS. of .the four Gospels. For the
quotations of this particular Gospel under the distinct
name of Luke, in the extant writings of the Fathers,
begin so late that they cannot be compared in antiquity
with that superscription; and those known to us may
probably themselves only go back to this superscription.
We thus depend almost alone on this superscription.” !
Ewald generally does consider his own arbitrary conjec-
tures “ fully sufficient,” but it is doubtful, whether in this
case, any one who examines this evidence will agree with
him. He himself goes on to admit, with all other critics,
that the superscriptions to our Gospels do not proceed
from the authors themselves, but were added by those
who collected them, or by later readers to distinguish
them.?  There was no author’s name attached to
Marcion’s Gospel, as we learn from Tertullian® Chrysos-
tom very distinctly asserts that the Evangelists did not
inscribe their names at the head of their works,* and he
recognizes that, but for the authority of the primitive
Church which added those names, the superscriptions
could not have proved the authorship of the Gospels.
He conjectures that the sole superscription which may

! Fwald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., 1857, 1858, ix. p. 55.

? Bertholdt, Einl. A. u. N. Test., 1813, iii. p. 1095; Bleek, Einl. N.
T., p. 89; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., ix. p. 56 f.; Guericke, (Gesammt-
gesch. N. T., p. 107 f., anm. 2; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., 1873, p. 779;
Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 222 f.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T. 4te Aufl,, p. 391 f. ;
de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 47 f., &c., &c.

3 Adv. Marc. iv. 2.

+ Hom. i. in Epist. ad. Rom.
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are beyond Reason, and cannot in any sense be intelli-
gently approved by the human intellect, no evidence
which is of so doubtful and inconclusive a nature could
sufficiently attest them. This alone would disqualify the
Christian miracles for the duty which miracles alone are
capable of performing.

The supposed miraculous evidence for the Divine
Revelation, moreover, is not only without any special
divine character, being avowedly common also to Satanic
agency, but it is not original either in conception or
details. Similar miracles are reported long antecedently to
the first promulgation of Christianity, and continued to be
performed for centuries after it. A stream of iniraculous
pretension, in fact, has flowed through all human history,
deep and broad as it has passed through the darker ages,
but dwindling down to a thread as it has entered days
of enlightenment. The evidence was too hackneyed and
commonplace to make any impression upon those before
whom the Christian miracles are said to have been per-
formed, and it altogether failed to convince the people to
whom the Revelation was primarily addressed. The selec-
tion of such evidence for such a purpose is much more
characteristic of human weakness than of divine power.

The true character of miracles is at once betrayed
by the fact that their supposed occurrence has thus been
confined to ages of ignorance and superstition, and that
they are absolutely unknown in any time or place
where science has provided witnesses fitted to appreciate
and ascertain the nature of such exhibitions of super-
natural power. There is not the slightest evidence that
any attempt was made to investigate the supposed
miraculous occurrences, or to justify the inferences so
freely drawn from them, nor is there any reason to
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THE RESURRECTION AND ASCENSION.

CHAPTER 1.
THE RELATION OF EVIDENCE TO SUBJECT.

WhHEN the evidence of the Gospels regarding the
great central dogmas of ecclesiastical Christianity is
shown to be untrustworthy and insufficient, apologists
appeal with confidence to the testimony of the Apostle
Paul. We presume that it is not necessary to
show that, in fact, the main weight of the case rests
upon his epistles, as undoubted documents of the
apostolic age, written some thirty or forty years after
the death of the Master. The retort has frequently
been made to the earlier portion of this work that,
so long as the evidence of Paul remains unshaken,
the apologetic position is secure. We may quote a
few lines from an able work, part of a passage dis-
cussed in the preceding chapter, as a statement of
the case: “In the first place, merely as a matter of
historical attestation, the Gospels are not the strongest
evidence for the Christian miracles. Only one of the
four, in its present shape, is claimed as the work of
an Apostle, and of that the genuineness is disputed.
The Acts of the Apostles stand upon very much the
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Aramaic, and even if he did not, 7 i3{g Siakéire! cannot
mean anything but the language of “all the.dwellers at
Jerusalem.” In a speech delivered at Jerusalem, in any
language, to an audience consisting at least in consider-
able part of inhabitants of the place, and certainly almost
entirely of persons whose native tongue was Aranaic, to
tell them that the inhabitants called a certain field * in
their own tongue” Acheldamach, giving them at the
same time a translation of the word, is inconceivable to
most critics, even including apologists.

There is another point which indicates not only that
this theory is inadequate to solve the difficulty, but that
the speech could not have been delivered by Peter a few
weeks after the occurrences related. It is stated that the
circumstances narrated were so well known to the inhabi-
tants of Jerusalem, that the field was called in their own
tongue Acheldamach. The origin of this name is not
ascribed to the priests or rulers, but to the people, and it
is not to be supposed that a popular name could have be-
come attached to this field, and so generally adopted as
the text represents, within the very short time which
could have elapsed between the death of Judas and the
delivery of this speech. Be it remembered that from the
time of the crucifixion to Pentecost the interval was in
all only about seven weeks, and that this speech was
made some time before Pentecost, how long we cannot
tell, but in any case, the interval was much too brief to
permit of the popular adoption of the name.? The whole
passage has much more the character of a narrative of

! dudexros is used six times in Acts, and nowhere elso in tho New
Testament; rj idia dahéxrg occurs thrice, i. 19, ii. 6, 8; and rj 'ESpaid:
dalixrg thrice, xxi. 40, xxii. 2, xxvi. 14.

2 Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 36 f.
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such a trait is of much importance, and must hereafter
be alluded to.  After a couple of days not know Jesus
whom she had daily scen for so long! The interpre-
tation of the reply of Jesus, v. 17: * Touch me not,” &e.,
has long been a bone of contention among critics, but it
does mnot sufficiently affect the inquiry upon which we
are engaged to require discussion here.! Only one point
_may be mentioned in passing, that if, as has been supposed
in connection with Mt. xxviii. 9, Jesus be understood
to repel, as premature, the worship of Mary, that very
passage of the first Gospel, in which there is certainly no
discouragement of worship, refutes the theory. We shall
not say more about the construetion of this dialogue,
but we may point out that, as so many unimportant
details are given throughout the narrative, it is somewhat
remarkable that the scene terminates so abruptly, and
leaves so much untold that it would have been of the
utmost consequence for us to know. What became of
Jesus, for instance? Did he vanish suddenly ? or did he
bid Mary farewell, and leave her like one in the flesh?
Did she not inquire why he did not join the brethren?
whither he was going? It is scarcely possible to tell
us less than the writer has done; and as it cannot be
denied that such minor points as where the linen clothes

! Those who desire to see some of the very conflicting opinions ex-
pressed may refer to: Alford, Gk. Test., i. p. 908; Baur, Unters. Kan.
Evv., p. 221 ff.; Ewald, Die jobaun. Schr., i. p. 417; Farrar, Life of
Christ, ii. p. 435, n. 1; Geblardt, Dio Auferstehung Christi, 1864, p. 391.;
(frirer, Das Heiligthum, p. 108 f. ; Godet, L'Ev. do St. Jean, ii. P 646 ff.;
Hengstenberg, Ev. Johann., iii. p. 302ﬂ Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 560,
anm. 1; Lange, Das Ev. Joh., p. 418 f.; Liicke, Ev. Joh., ii. p. 783 ff.;
Lulhurdl, Das joh. Ev., ii. p. 504 fF. ; Mfyﬂ', Ev. Joh., p. 648 ff. ; Olshau-
sen, Leidensgesch., p. 207 ff.; Schleiermacher, Vorles., ap. Strauss, Zeitschr.
wiss. Th., 1863, p. 397 ; Steinmeyer, Auferstehungsgesch. des Herrn, 1871,
p- 79, anm. ; Strauss, Leb. Jesu, p. 606 ; de Ii'ette, Ev. Johann., p. 31311, ;
Weisee, Dio ov. Gesch., ii. p. 394 ff.
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be quite prepared to agree to this statement as applied to
a speech actually delivered by Peter; but the assertion,
so far as the speeches in Acts are concerned, is based
upon what we believe to be the erroneous supposition
that they are genuine reports of discourses. On the
contrary, we maintain that these speeches are mere
compositions by the author of the work. The contention
is, however, that the speech attributed to Peter is the
translation of a speech originally delivered in Aramaic.
In ii. 24, Peter is represented as saying: * Whom God
raised up having loosed the pains of death (\doas ras
@was Tob favdrov), because it is not possible that he
should be held (xparetofar) by it.” It is argued by Bleek
and others! that, as the context proves, the image
intended here was evidently the * snares ” or “ cords” of
death, a meaning which is not rendered by the Greek
word @dwes. The confusion is explained, they contend,
when it is supposed that, in his Aramaic speech, Peter
made use of a Hebrew expression, equally found in Ara-
maic, which means as well * snares” or * cords” as
“pains ” of death. The Greek translator, probably mis-
led by the Septuagint,? adopted the latter signification of
the Hebrew word in question, and rendered it &8ves
“ pains,” which is absolutely inappropriate, for, they
argue, it is very unnatural to say of one who had already
suffered death, like Christ, that he had been held prisoner
by the “ pains” of death, and loosed from them by the
resurrection. There is, however, very little unanimity

lated form, or an aeccount of it, before him, but in his own work he
declares for its having been delivered in Greek.

? Bleck, Einl.,, p. 348; Stud. u. Krit.,, 1836, p. 1038 f. Cf. Meyer,
Apg., p- 72 f.; Neander, Planzung, u. s. w., p. 22, anm. 1; Humphrey,
Acts, p. 20.

* Pa. xvil. 5 (A. V. xviil. 5).
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failed to take advantage. But, whether we consider
the evidence of the Apostle himself in speaking of
this visit, the absence of all external allusion to the sup-
posed proceedings when reference to them would have
been not only most appropriate but was almost neces-
sary, the practical contradiction of the whole narrative
implied in the subsequent conduct of Peter at Antioch,
or the inconsistency of the conduct attributed in it to
Paul himself, we are forced back to the natural conclu-
sion that the Apostle does not suppress anything, and
does not give so absurdly partial an account of his visit
as would be the case if the narrative in the Acts be his-
torical, but that, in a few rapid powerful lines, he com-
pletes a suggestive sketch of its chief characteristics.
This becomes more apparent at every step we take in
our comparison of the two narratives.

If we pass on to the next stage of the proceedings, we
find an equally striking divergence between the two
writers, and it must not escape attention that the vari-
ations are not merely incidental but are thorough and
consecutive. According to the Acts, there was a solemn
congress held in Jerusalem, on which occasion the Apos-
tles and elders and the Church being assembled, the
question whether it was necessary that the Gentiles
should be circumcised and bound to keep the law of
Moses was fully discussed, and a formal resolution finally
adopted by the meeting. The proceedings in fact con-
stitute what has always been regarded as the first Council
of the Christian Church. The account in the Epistle
does not seem to betray any knowledge of such a
congress.! The Apostle himself says merely :—* But I

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 152 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 474 ff.; Davidson,
Int. N. T., ii. p. 216 f., 2563; Lspsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 196;
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he does “ gifts of healings ” or * workings of powers;”
but, however rare may be the virtue, it is not now
recognized as miraculous, although it is here shown to
be more desirable and precious than all the miraculous
gifts. Even Apostolic conceptions of the Supernatural
cannot soar above the range of natural morality.

The real nature of the “gift of Tongues” has given
rise to an almost interminable controversy, and innumer-
able treatises have been written upon the subject. It
would have been impossible for us to have exhaustively
entered upon such a discussion in this work, for which it
only possesses an incidental and passing interest ; but for-
tunately such a course is rendered unnecessary by the
fact that, so far as we are concerned, the miraculous
nature of the * gift " alone comes into question, and may
be disposed of without any elaborate analysis of past con-
troversy or minute reference to disputed points. Those
who desire to follow the course of the voluminous discus-
sion will find ample materials in the treatises which we
shall at least indicate in the course of our remarks, and we
shall adhere as closely as possible to our own point of view.

In 1 Cor. xii. 10, the Apostle mentions, amongst the
other Charismata, “kinds of tongues” (yén ylwoodv)
and * interpretation of tongues” (éppnrela YAwoodv), as
two distinct gifts. In v.28 he again uses the expression
yém ylwooav, and in a following verse he inquires:
“do all speak with tongues ” (yAdooais Aakovo)?! “do
all interpret” (Suepunvedovar)? He says shortly after,
xiii. 1: “If T speak with the tongues of men and of
angels (éav 7als yAdooaws T@v dvfpdray Aalé xal Tév
dyyéov) and have not love,” &c. In the following
chapter the expressions used in discussing the gift vary.

1 Cf. 1 Cor. xiv. 3, 6, 18, 23, 39; Acts x. 46, xix. 6,
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of committing suicide by hanging, he is represented as
dying from a fall in this field, which is evidently regarded
as a special judgment upon him for his crime. The
apologetic attempts to reconcile these two narratives!
are truly lamentable. Beyond calling attention to this
amongst other phenomena presented in this speech, how-
ever, we have not further to do with the point at present.
We have already devoted too much space to Peter’s first
address, and we now pass on to more important topics.

' Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 31 f.; Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gosch., p. 343f.;
Guericke, Beitidgo, p. 88 f.; Iackett, On Acts, p. 32; llwmphrey, On
Acts, p. 10; Lange, Das ap. Z., i. p. 83 f.; ii. p. 16 f. ; Wordsworth,
Greek Test., Acts, p. 40 f. Tho usual apologetic mode of reconciling
the contradictons regarding tho mannor of death is by supposing that

the ropo by which Judas huvg bimself, according to the Gospel, broke
and, in his fall, tho occurrence ensued which is rclated in the Acts.
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neither enters into details nor cites authority for the
particular appearances which he mentions. As for the
inference that, associating with the Apostles, he must
have been informed by them of the appearances of
Jesus, we may say that this by no means follows so
clearly as is supposed. Paul was singularly inde-
pendent, and in his writings he directly disclaims all
indebtedness to the elder Apostles. He claims that
his Gospel is not after man, nor was it taught to
bhim by man, but through revelation of Jesus Christ.!
Now Paul himself informs us of his action after it pleased
God to reveal his Son in him that he might preach him
among the Gentiles. It might, indeed, have been reason-
ably expected that Paul should then have sought ont
those who could have informed him of all the extraordi-
nary occurrences supposed to have taken place after the
death of Jesus. Paul does nothing of the kind. He is
apparently quite satisfied with his own convictions.
“ Immediately,” he says, in his wondrously human and
characteristic letter to the Galatians, *“ I communicated
not with flesh and blood ; neither went I away to Jeru-
salem to them who were Apostles before me, but I went
away to Arabia, and returned again unto Damascus.
Then after three years I went up to Jerusalem to visit
Cephas, and abode with him fifteen days; but other of
the Apostles saw I none, save James the brother of the
Lord. Now the things which I write, behold before God
I lie not. . .. Then after fourteen years I went up
again to Jerusalem,” >—upon which occasion, we know,
his business was not of a nature to allow us to suppose
he obtained much information regarding the Resurrection.

We may ask: Is there that thirst for information

! Gal i 11,12, 2 Gal. i. 16, 18, ii. 1.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_459.png
THE JOURNEY TO EMMAUS. 459

lay, or whether Mary * turned herself back” (v. 14) or
‘“turned herself” (v. 16) merely, cannot be compared in
interest and importance to the supposed movements and
conduct of Jesus under such circumstances, the omission
to relate the end of the interview, or more particular
details of it, whilst those graphic touches are inserted, is
singularly instructive. It is much more important to
notice that here again there is no mention of Galilee, nor,
indeed, of any intention to show himself to the disciples
anywhere, but simply the intimation sent to them: “I
ascend unto my Father and your Father,” &c., a decla-
ration which seems emphatically to exclude further *ap-
pearances,” and to limit the vision of the risen Jesus to
Mary Magdalene. Certainly this message implies in the
clearest way that the Ascension was then to take place,
and the only explanation of the abrupt termination of the
scene immediately after this is said is, that, as he spoke,
Jesus then ascended. The subsequent appearances re-
lated in this Gospel must, consequently, either be regarded
as an after-thought, or as visions of Jesus after he bad -
ascended. This demands serious attention. We shall
see that after sending this message to his disciples he is
represented as appearing to them on the evening of the
very same day.

According to the third Synoptic, the first appearance
of Jesus to any one after the Resurrection was not to
the women, and not to Mary Magdalene, but to two
brethren,! who were not apostles at all, the name of one
of whom, we are told, was Cleopas.? The story of the
walk to Emmaus is very dramatic and interesting, but it
is clearly legendary.® None of the other Evangelists

! Luke xxiv. 13—34. 2 Ib., verse 18.
3 Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 345; Scholten, Het paulin. Ev., p. 344 ff. ;
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garding his account of this visit:—* Now the things
which I write unto you, behold, before God, I lie not.”
An asseveration made in this tone excludes the supposi-
tion of inaccuracy or carcless vagucness, and the specific
statements have all the force of sworn evidence. Instead
of being presented “to the Apostles,” therefore, and going
in and out with them at Jerusalem, we have here the
emphatic assurance that, in addition to Peter, Paul saw no
one except “James, the Lord’s brother.” There has
been much discussion as to the identity of this James,
and whether he was an apostle or not, but into this it
is unnecessary for us to enter. Most writers agree at
least that he is the same James, the head of the Church
at Jerusalem, whom we again frequently meet with in
the Pauline Epistles and in the Acts, and notably in the
account of the Apostolic council. The exact interpre-
tation to be put upon the cxpression el p1) 'IdkwBov has
also been the subject of great controversy, the question
being whether James is here really called an apostle or
not ; whether el w3 is to be understood as applying solely
to the verb, in which case the statement would mean
that he saw no other of the Apostles, but only James;!
or to the whole phrase, which would express that he
had seen no other of the Apostles save James.? It is
admitted by many of those who think that in this case
the latter signification must be adopted that grammatically
either interpretation is permissible. Even supposing that

1 Bleek, Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1059; Credner, Das N. T., i. p. 44;
Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 219; Winer, P. ad Gal. Ep., 1839, p. 52;
cf. Gramm. N. T. Sprachid., 1867, iii. § 67 e. Cf. Neander, Pflanzung,

. 127,

P 2 Ellicott, Galatians, p. 19; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 84; Meyer, Gala-

terbr., p. 42; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm., iv. p. 1844, p. 31 f.; Usteri, Br. an

die Galater, 1833, p. 31; Wieseler, Con.m. Br. an die Gal., 1839, p. 73.
r2
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portions as we are able to investigate are inaccurate
and untrustworthy, it will become still more apparent
that the evidence of such a document for miracles, which
are antecedently incredible, cannot even be entertained.
It may be well also to discuss more fully the authorship
of the Acts, and to this we shall first address ourselves.

It must, however, be borne in mind that it is quite
foreign to our purpose to enter into any exhaustive dis-
cussion of the literary problem presented by the Acts of
the Apostles. We shall confine ourselves to such points
as seem sufficient or best fitted to test the character of
the composition, and we shall not hesitate to pass with-
out attention questions of mere literary interest, and
strictly limit our examination to such prominent features
as present themselves for our purpose.

It is generally admitted, although not altogether with-
out exception,' that the author of our third synoptic
Gospel likewise composed the Acts of the Apostles. The
linguistic and other peculiarities which distinguish the
Gospel are equally prominent in the Acts. This fact,
whilst apparently offering greatly increased facilities for
identifying the author, and actually affording valuable
material for estimating his work, does not, as we have
already remarked, really do much towards solving the
problem of the authorship, inasmuch as the Gospel, like
its continuation, is anonymous, and we possess no more
precise or direct evidence in connection with the one than
in the case of the other. We have already so fully ex-
amined the testimony for the third Gospel that it is un-
- necessary for us to recur to it. From about the end
of the second century we find the Gospel and Acts of the

! Scholten, Is de derde Evangelist de Schrijver van het Boek der Hande-
ingen ? 1873; Wittichen, Zeitschr. wiss. Theologie, 1873, p. 508 fI.
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the unknown writer beyond that of merely testifying to
the currency of such a tradition, and even the few words
quoted show how uncritical he was, Nothing could be
less appropriate to the work before us than the assertion
that it contains the Acts of all the Apostles, for it must
be apparent to all, and we shall hereafter have to refer
to the point, that it very singularly omits all record of
the acts of most of the apostles, occupies itself chiefly
with those of Peter and Paul, and devotes consider-
able attention to Stephen and to others who were
not apostles at all. We shall further have occasion
to show that the writer does anything but confine
himself to the events of which he was an eye-witness,
and we may merely remark, in passing, as a matter.
which scarcely concerns us here, that the instances given
by the unknown writer of the fragment to support his
assertion are not only irrelevant, but singularly devoid
themselves of historical attestation.

Irenzus' assigns the Acts of the Apostles to Luke, as
do Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian® aund Origen,*
although without any statements giving special weight to
their mention of him as the author in any way counter-
balancing the late date of their testimony. Beyond
showing that tradition, at the end of the second century
and beginning of the third, associated the name of Luke
with this writing and the third Gospel, the evidence of
these Fathers is of no value to us. We have already in-
cidentally mentioned that some heretics either ignored or
rejected the book, and to the Marcionites and Severians

1 Adv. Heer., iii. 14, § 1, 2; 15, § i., &c.
2 Strom., v. 12; Adumbr. in 1 Petr. Ep.
3 De Jojunio, x:

¢ Contra Cels., vi. 12.
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bono? and only practise morality, or be ruled by right
principles, to gain a heaven or escape a hell, there is
nothing lost, for such grudging and calculated morality
is merely a spurious imitation which can as well be pro-
duced by social compulsion. But if we have ever been
really penetrated by the pure spirit of morality, if we
have in any degree attained that elevation of mind which
instinctively turns to the true and noble and shrinks
from the baser level of thought and action, we shall feel
no need of the stimulus of a system of rewards and
punishments in a future state which has for so long been
represented as essential to Christianity.

As to the other reproach, let us ask what has actually
been destroyed by such an inquiry pressed to its logical
conclusion. Can Truth by any means be made less true?
Can reality be melted into thin air? The Revelation not
being a reality, that which has been destroyed is only an
illusion, and that which is left is the Truth. Losing
belief in it and its contents, we have lost absolutely
nothing but that which the traveller loses when the
mirage, which has displayed cool waters and green
shades before him, melts swiftly away. There were no
cool fountains really there to allay his thirst, no flowery
meadows for his wearied limbs; his pleasure was delu-
sion, and the wilderness is blank. Rather the mirage
with its pleasant illusion, is the human cry, than the
desert with its barrenness. Not so, is the friendly
warning ; seek not vainly in the desert that which is
not there, but turn rather to other horizons, and to surer
hopes. Do not waste life clinging to ecclesiastical
dogmas which represent no eternal verities, but search
elsewhere for truth which may haply be found. What
should we think of the man who persistently repulsed
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Paul finally obliged him to leave the place.' Livingin the
midst of an idolatrous city, and much exposed to the
temptations of sacrificial feasts, we might naturally expect
excessive rigour against participation, on the one hand,
and perhaps too great indifference, on the other ; and this
we actually find to have been the case. It isin con-
sequence of questions respecting meats offered to idols
that Paul writes to the Corinthians, and whilst treating
the matter in itself as one of perfect indifference, merely
inculcates consideration for weak consciences.? It is clear
that there was a decided feeling against the practice ; it
is clear that strong Jewish prejudices existed in the
Jewish colony at Corinth, and wherever there were Jews
the eating of meats offered to idols was an abomination.
The sin of Israel at Baalpeor® lived in the memory of
the people, and abstinence from such pollution* was
considered a duty. If the existence of such ‘Jewish
prejudices” was a reason for publishing the decrce, we
have, in fact, more definite evidence of them in Corinth
than we have in Antioch, for, apart from this specific
mention of the subject of eating sacrificial meats, the two
apostolic letters abundantly show the existence and
activity of Judaistic parties there, which opposed the work
of Paul, and desired to force Mosaic observances upon his
converts. It is impossible to admit that, supposing such
a decree to have been promulgated as the mind of the
Holy Spirit, there could be any reason why it should
have been unknown at Corinth so short a time after it
was adopted. When, therefore, we find the Apostle not
only ignoring it, but actually declaring that to be a matter
of indifference, abstinence from which it had just scemed

1 xviii. 6, 12 ff. 2 1 Cor. viii. 1—13, x. 23 f1.
3 Numb. xxv. 2 f.; Ps. cvi. 28. 4 Dan. i. 81,
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and turn to God,” &. However this may be, the state-
ment of Paul does not admit the interpretation of such
public ministry. His express purpose in going to Jeru-
salem was, not to preach, but to make the acquaintance
of Peter; and it was a marked characteristic of Paul to
avoid preaching in ground already occupied by the other
Apostles before him' Not only is the account in Acts
apparently excluded by such considerations and by the
general tenor of the epistle, but it is equally so by the
direct words of the Apostle (i. 22) :—* I was unknown
by face unto the churches of Judaa.” It is argued that
the term: “churches of Jud®a” excludes Jerusalem.?
It might possibly be asserted with reason that such an
expression as “the churches of Jerusalem” might ex-
clude the churches of Judaa, but to say that the Apostle,
writing elsewhere to the Galatians of a visit to Jeru-
salem, and of his conduct at that time, intends, when
speaking of the * churches of Judea,” to exclude the
principal city, seems to us arbitrary and unwarrant-
able. The whole object of the Apostle is to show the
privacy of his visit and his independence of the elder
Apostles. He does not use the expression as a contrast
to Jerusalem. Nothing in his account leads one to think
of any energetic preaching during the visit, and the
necessity of finding some way of excluding Jerusalem
from the Apostle’s expression is simply thrust upon apolo-
gists by the account in Acts. Two passages are referred
to as supporting the exclusion of Jerusalem from * the
churches of Judza.” In John iii. 22, we read: * After

1 2 Cor. x. 14 ff. Cf. Rom. xv. 20.

* Alford, Greek Test., iii. p. 10; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 85; Meyer,
Gul., p. 46; Moeller, zu de Wette, Br. an d. Gal., p. 21; Trip, Paulus,

p. 71; de Wette, Br. an die Gal., p. 21; Wieseler, Br. an die Gal.,
p- 85 f.; Winer, I, ad Gal. Ep., p. 33.
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tions, the writer continues: * which is a token of the
righteous judgment of God, that ye may be counted worthy
(karaéuwbijvar) of the kingdom of God, for which ye also
suffer (wdoxere) ;” and again, in the same chapter, v. 11,
12, “ Wherefore we also pray always for you that our
God may count you worthy (ééubop) of the calling, and
fulfil all good pleasure of goodness and work of faith with
power ; that the nameof our Lord Jesus may be glorified in
you (évdofactly td Svopa tod kupiov Hudv Inaod év tuwv),”
&c. The passage we are examining cannot be traced
to the *“ Acts of the Apostles.”! Tt must be obvious to
all that the Pastor of Hermas does not present any evi-
dence even of the existence of the Acts at the time it was
written.?

Only two passages in the Epistles of pscudo-Ignatius
are pointed out as indicating acquaintance with the Acts,
and even these are not advanced by many critics. We
have alrcady so fully discussed these Epistles that no
more need now be said.  'We must pronounce them spu-
rious in all their recensions and incapable of affording
evidence upon any point carlier than towards the end of
the second century. Those, however, who would still
receive as genuine the testimony of the three Syriac
Epistles must declare that they do not present any trace
of the existence of the Acts, inasmuch as the two pas-
sages adduced to show the use of that work do not occur
in those letters. They are found in the shorter recension
of the Epistles to the Smyrnzans and Philadelphians.
We might, therefore, altogether refuse to examine the

! Eichhorn, Einl. N. T, ii. p. 73 f.

3 Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., i. p. 306 ; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 269 ; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 337, anm. 2; Zeller, Apostelgesch.,
p.9of.
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reconcilable with those of Paul, a large body more or
less distinctly declare them to be contradictory, and
unhistorical.' In order that the question at issue may
be fairly laid before the reader, we shall give the two
accounts in parallel columns.

Acts ix. 19 ff.

19. And he was certain days I

(7pépas rwds) with the disciples in
Damascus,

20. And immediately (ed8éws)
was preaching Jesus in the syna-
gogues, &c., &c.

21. And all that heard him were
amazed, saying, &c.

22. But Saul was increasing in
strength more and more, and con-

_founding the Jews which dwelt at
Damascus, proving that this is the
Christ.

23. And after many days (juépa
ixaval) were fulfilled, the Jews took
counsel to kill him; 24. But their
plot was known to Saul. And they
were even watching the gates day
and night to kill him.

25. But the disciples took him
by night, and let him down through
the wall in a basket.

26. And when he came to Jeru-
salem he was assaying to join him-

Er. T0o GAL. i. 15 ff.

15. But when it pleased God . . .

16. To reveal his son in me, that
I might preach him among the
Gentiles ;
immediately (ebéws) I conferred not
with flesh and blood ;

17. Neither went I up to Jeru-
salemn to those who were Apostles
before me; but 1 went away into
Arabia, and returned again into
Damascus.

18. Then after throe years I went
up to Jerusalem to visit? Cephas,

self to the disciples; but all were | and abode with him fifteen days.

' Baur, Paulus, i. p. 121 ff.; Brandes, Des Ap. Paul. Sendschr. an die
Gal., 1869, p. 77 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 213; Eickhorn, Einl.,
iii. p. 23 ff.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 412 f. ; Hausrath, in Schenkel’s
Bib. Lex., iv. p. 419; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbrief, 1852, p. 121 ff.; Krenkel,
Paulus, p. 32 ff.; Meyer, Apg., p. 230; Galaterbr. 5te Aufl., p. 39 ff.;
Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 140 ff.; Renan, Les Apdtres, p. xxx. ff., 208,
note 1; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 368 f.; Schneckenburger, Apg.,
p. 167; Schuanbeck, Quellen, u. s. w., p. 31 f.; Straatman, Paulus,
p. 33 ff,, 47 £., 98; Stap, Origines, p. 159 ff.; de Wette, Apg., p. 142 ff.;
Zeller, Apg., p. 201 ff. Cf. Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi., p. 398 f., 401 ff. ;
Holtzmann, in Bunsew’s Rilelw., iv. p. 308; Olshavsen, Bibl. Comm. iv.,
1844, p. 81 £, 2 To become acquainted with,
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the substance. That assertion rests solcly upon a vague
traditional confidence in the Author of Acts, which is
shown to be without any solid foundation. The form of
this Epistle clearly professes to be as genuine as the
substance, and if the original language was Greek, there
is absolutely no reason why the original letter should
have been altered. The similarity of the construction
to that of the prologue to the third Gospel, in which
the personal style of the writer may be supposed to have
been most unreservedly shown, has long been admitted :—

LUKE I i Acts xv.

1. émedimep moMhol émexeipnoay ’

dvardfacu . . . | ér

24. éredy fxovoapey or Tués

3. &ofe xdpoi, mapnkohovfnrore i 25. @ofev piv yevopivois ool
wsaow depSis, padoy,
- kabelis oot ypdypat. | ardpas mépya.

A more detailed linguistic examination of the Epistle,
however, confirms the conclusion already stated. Verse
23: dua xepds, ii. 23, v. 12, vii. 25, xi. 30, xiv. 3, xix. 1],
26, and clsewhere the expression is only met with in
Mark vi. 2; the phrase ypdyavres 8. x. abrdv finds a
parallel in xi. 30, dwoorei\avres 8. x. BaprdBa, k. 7. \.
The characteristic expression xara v Avridxeway, «. 7. X,
is repeated, xi. 1, xvi. 7, xxvii. 2,5, 7. Verse 24: émad,
xiii. 46, xiv. 12, Luke vii. 1, xi. 6, cf. i. 1; Paul 5, rest
only 2 times. rapdogew, xvii. 8, 13, Luke i 12, xxiv. 38,
elsewhere thirtecn times. dvaorevdfew is not found else-
where, but the preference of our writer for compounds of
dvd, 8ud, and érl is marked, and of these consists a large
proportion of his dmaf Aeydpeva. Wuxj, Acts 15, Luke
14 times, and frequently elsewhere ; the phrase dvacevd-
{ovres Tas Yuxds, k. 7. \., may be compared with xiv. 22,
émampllovres Tas Yuxds, k. 7. \,, cf. xiv. 2. SiagréMeatar
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said : John I beheaded, but who is this of whom
I hear such things, and he sought to sec him.”! The
three Synoptists substantially report the same thing ;
the close verbal agreement of the first two being
an example of the community of matter of which
we have just spoken. The variations are instructive
as showing the process by which cach writer made
the original form his own. Are we to assume that
these things were really said? Or must we conclude
that the sayings are simply the creation of later
tradition ? In the latter case, we see how unreal
and legendary are the Gospels. In the former case,
we learn how common was the belief in a bodily
resurrection. How could it seem so strange to the
Apostles that Jesus should rise again, when the idea
that John the Baptist or one of the old prophets
had risen from the dead was so readily acccepted by
Herod and others? How could they so totally mis-
understand all that the chief priests, according to
the first Synoptic, so well understood of the teaching
of Jesus on the subject of his Resurrection, since the
world had already become so familiar with the idea
and the fact ?

Then, the episode of the Transfiguration must have
occurred to every one, when Jesus took with him Peter
and James and John iuto a high mountain apart, “and he
was transfignred before them ; and lLis face did shine as
the sun, and his raiment became white as the light. And
belold, there was seen (@¢fy) by them Moses and Eljjah

' 7. "Hxovoev 8¢ ‘Hpddys & rerpdpxns Té ysydpeva wdvra, xat Supmrdpes 3 v5
Aéyeafat imé Twwy or "ladwgs fyipbn éx vexpor, 8. iwd swww 3¢ in ‘Hhias
épavy, DAew 8 om mpodims Tis Tav dpxaiww dviom). 9. elmev 3¢ ‘Hpddyc
lwdrmp éyo axexepiliga- tis 8¢ ot olros mepi o €yd drode towiTa; Kai
égiree 1Beiv airdv. Luke ix. 7-9.
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his arrival in Corinth, the apostle there, upon an additional
sheet, wrote xvi. and entrusted it with the letter to Pheebe.
Eichhorn! supposed that the parchment upon which the
Epistle was written was finished at xiv. 23; and, as Paul
and his scribe had only a small sheet at hand, the doxology
only, xvi. 25-27, was written upon the one side of it, and
on the other the greetingsand the apostolic benediction,
xvi. 21-24, and thus the letter was completed ; but, as it
could not immediately be forwarded, the apostle added a
fly-leaf with ch. xv. Bertholdt? Guericke® and others
adopted similar views more or less modified, representing
the close of the Epistle to have been formed by successive
postscripts. More recently, Renan* has affirmed the epistle
to be a circular letter addressed to churches in Rome,
Ephesus, and other places, to each of which only certain
portions were transmitted with appropriate salutations and
endings, which have all been collected into the one Epistle
in the form in which we have it. David Schulz con-
jectured that xvi. 1-20 was an epistle written from Rome
to the church at Ephesus; and this theory was substan-
tially adopted by Ewald,—who held that xvi. 3-20 was part
of a lost epistle to Ephesus,—and by many other critics.®
Of course the virtual authenticity of the xv.-xvi. chapters,
nearly or exactly as they are, is affirmed by many writers.
Baur, however, after careful investigation, pronounced the
two chapters inauthentic, and in this he is followed by
able critics.®* Under all these circumstances it is obvious

- Einl. iii. 232 ff. 2 Einl. viii. p. 3303 ff.

3 Gesammtgesch. N. T., p. 327 f. ¢ St. Paul, 1869, p. Ixiii. ff.

¥ Schulz, Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p. 609 ff.; Ewald, Sendschr. d. Paulus,
p- 345, anm. p. 428 f.; Laurent, N. T. Stud., 1866, p. 32 f.; Mangold,
Romerbr., 1866, p. 38, 62; Ritschl, Jahrb., deutsche Th., 1866, p. 352;
Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 98; Schott, Isagoge, p. 249 ff.; Weisse, Philos.
Dogmatik, 1853, i. p. 146.

¢ Buur, Tiib. Zcitschr., 1836, iii. p. 97 f.; Paulus, i. p. 393 ff.; Lucht,
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Jesus. We shall not, however, limit our examination
to the testimony of Paul, but, as the climax of the
historical argument for miracles, endeavour to -ascertain
the exact nature of the evidence upon which belief is
claimed for the actual occurrence of those stupendous
events. For this, our inquiry into the authorship and
credibility of the historical books of the New Testament
has at length prepared us, and it will be admitted that,
in subjecting these asserted miracles to calm and fear-
less scrutiny—untinged by irreverence or disrespect, if
personal earnestness and sincere sympathy with those
who believe are any safeguards,—the whole theory of
Christian miracles will be put to its final test.
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insensibly follow. Unconsciously, we may be certain,
the misty outlines of the original transaction would
acquire consistency and take form according to the
tenor of so infallible an index. It would require a e-
mory of iron and of more than stubborn doggedness to
resist the unobtrusive influence of supposed prophecies.
Be it clearly understood that we speak of an unconscious
process, which is perfectly consistent with complete belief
that the transformed trace exactly represents what origi-
nally took place.

But adhering more closely to the point before us,
can we suppose that the account which Paul received of
these appearances, after that lapse of time, was a per-
fectly sober and unwarped description of what actually
took place? We think not. Is it possible that the vision
of the 500, for instance, had escaped the maturing influ-
ence of time? or that of the Eleven? We believe that
it is not possible. However, Paul does not give a single
detail, and consequently this argument mainly affects the
abstract value of all such evidence whether at first or
second hand, but it likewise makes more vague the ori-
ginal transaction, so indefinitely sketched for us, which
we have to explain. What was it the 500 really saw ?
“ Jesus,” says the report matured by time; and modern
divines taking the statement in its most objective sense,
demand an explanation of the unknown phenomenon
which led 500 to believe that they actually saw the risen,
Master. Did the 500 originally think anything of the
kind? What impression did the individuals receive ? Did
any two receive precisely the same impressions ? There
is not the slightest evidence that they did. Although Paul
gives the most meagre report of these appearances that
could well be conceived, it must be remembered that the
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karakvew, Vi, 14, v. 38, 39 ; Luke xxi. 6, cf. ix. 12, xix. 7, Paul 3, Mt.
5, Mk. 3 times.

&os, vi. 14, xv. 1, xxv. 16; Lukei. 9, ii. 42, xxii. 39, rest 2; ra 6, vi.
14, xvi. 21, xxi. 21, xxvi. 3, xxviii, 17, only.

xaléleabas, vi. 15, xx. 9; Luke ii. 46, Mt. xxvi. 55, John iv. 6, xi. 20,
xx. 12, only.

xaroweiy, Vil. 2, 4 twice, 48, i. 19, 20, ii. 5, 9, 14, iv. 16, ix. 22, 32, 35,
xi. 29, xiii. 27, xvii. 24, 26, xix. 10, 17, xxii. 12; Luke twice, rest
25 times.

avyyévea, vii. 3, Gen. xii. 1, cf. Ex. xii. 21; Actsvii. 14; Luke i. 61, only.

xdxeifev, vil. 4, xiii. 21, xiv. 26, xvi. 12, xx. 13, xxi. 1, xxvii, 4, 12 (?),
xxviii. 15, Mk. x. 1 (P) only.

xAnpowopia, vii. 5, xx. 32, both with 3ot ; Luke xii. 13, xx. 14, rest 10
times.

Bovva, vii. 5, 38, v. 31, xix..31, xx, 32; Luke 8, rest 9 times.

Bipa, vii. 5 (o0d¢ Bipa modds) Deul. ii. 5 (odd¢ Bijpa modds), xii. 21, xviii.
12, 16, 17, xxv. 6, 10, 17; Paul twice, rest twice.

ntp«rom';, vii. 8, x. 43, xi. 2; Paul 23, rest 11 times.

meperépvew, vil. 8, Gen. xxi. 4; Acts xv. 1, 5, 24 xvi. 3, xxi, 21; Luke
i. 39, ii. 21, Paul 8, rest 2 times.

marpidpxns, vil. 8, 9, ii. 29, Heb. vii. 4, only.

{nhoiw, vii. 9, Gen. xxxvii. 11; Acts xvii. 5; Paul 9, rest 2 times.

ébaipeiv, vil. 10, 34, Exod. iii. 8; Acts xii. 11, xxiii. 27, xxvi. 17; Paul
3, reet 2 times.

dvavrioy, vii. 10, Gen. xli. 37 ; viii. 32, Jsatah liii. 7; Luke i. 8, xx. 26,
xxiv. 19, Mk. ii. 12 () only.

yovpevos, vii. 10, xiv. 12, xv. 22, of. xxvi. 2; Luke xxii. 26, Heb. xiii.
7,17, 24,

éfamooré\ew, vil. 12, ix. 30, xi. 22, xii. 11, xiii. 26, xvii, 14, xxii. 21;
Luke 3 times, Gal. iv. 4, 6, only.

yévos, vil, 13, 19, iv. 6, 36, xiii. 26, xvii. 28, 29, xviii. 2, 24 ; Paul 5, rest
7 times.

peraxakeiobac, vil. 14, x. 32, xx. 17, xxiv. 25, only.

Yvxn (man), vii. 14, Deut. x. 22; Aects ii. 41, 43, iii. 23, xxvii. 37;
Rom. xiii, 1, 2 Pet. ii. 14, Rev. xvi. 3. Constr. cf. Luke xiv. 31.

pvijpa, vii. 16, ii. 29; Luke viii. 27, xxiii. 23, xxiv. 1, rest 3 times.

s (price), vii. 16, iv. 34, v. 2, 8, xix. 19; 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23, Mt.
xxvii. 6, 9, only.

apyvpeor, Vil. 18, iii. 6, viii. 20, xix. 19, xx. 33; Luke ix. 3, xix. 15, 23,
xxii, 5, rest 11 times.

dyyigew, vii. 17, ix. 3, x. 9, xxi. 32, xxii. 6, xxiii. 15; Luke 18, rest 19
times.

adbfdvew, vil, 17, Exod. i. 7; Acts vi. 7, xii. 24, xix. 20; Luke i. 80, ii.
40, xii. 27, xiii. 19, rest 4 and in other senses 10 times.

wAnBivew, vii. 17, Exod. i. 7; Acts vi. 7, ix. 31, xii. 24, rest 6 times.

Bpécpos, vii. 19; Luke i. 41, 44, ii. 12, 16, xviii. 15; 2 Tim. iii. 15, 1 Pet.
ii. 2, only.
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must be considered the second occasion on which the
Apostle Paul went to Jerusalem.

This being the case, can the visit be identified as the
second visit described in Acts xi. 30? The object of
that journey to Jerusalem, it is expressly stated, was to
carry to the brethren in Jerusalem the contributions of
the Church of Antioch during a time of famine ; whereas
Paul explicitly says that he went up to Jerusalem, on the
occasion we are discussing, in consequence of a revela-
tion, to communicate the Gospel which he was preaching
among the Gentiles. There is not a word about con-
tributions. On the other hand, chronologically it is
impossible that the second visit of the Epistle can be
the second of the Acts. There is some difference of
opinion as to whether the fourteen years are to be cal-
culated from the date of his conversion,' or from the
previous journey.? The latter seems to be the more
reasonable supposition, but in either case it is obvious
that the identity is ex¢luded. From various data,—the
famine under Claudius, and the time of Herod Agrippa’s

v Alford, Greek Test., iii. p. 11; Baumgarten-Crusius, Br. an die Gala-
ter., 1845, p. 33; Baur, Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 478; K. G.,i. p. 49;
Bisping, H’'buch N.T., 1863, vi. 1. p. 191 ; Ebrard, Wiss Kr. ev. Gesch.,
p- 718; zu Olsh. Apg., p. 154, anm. ; Eickhorn, Einl., iii. p. 31; Ellicott,
Galatians, p. 23; Hausrath, Der Ap. Paulus, p. 246; Hilgenfeld, Gala-
terbr., p. 129 f.; Lange, Das ap. Z., ii. p. 4 f.; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm.,
iv. p. 36; Renan, St. Paul, p. 75, n. 1; Stap, Origines, p. 177, n. 2;
I¥ieseler, Chron. ap. Z., p. 176 £. ; Br. an d. Gal., p. 90 ff.

2 Bengel, Gnom. N. T., ad Gal., ii. 1; Bleck, Einl., p. 366, 369; Cony-
Beare and Howson, Life and Eps. of St. Paul, 1836, i. p. 539 . ; Creduer,
Einl., i. p. 314; Hofmann, Die heil. Schr. N. T., 2te Aufl,, i. p. 81 {f.;
Holsten, Zum ev. Paul, u. 8. w., p. 272, 275, anm. ; Holtzmanx, in Bun-
sen's Bibelw., iv. p. 472; Lightfoot, Galatinns, p. 102; Lipsius, in
Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 195; Meyer, Gal., p. 31; Schleiermacher, Einl.
N. T.. p. 369; Schrader, Der Ap. P.,i. p. 481, 74; v. p. 264; Straat-
wman, Paulus, p. 84 ff., 104, 107; Usters, Br. an d. Gal., p. 39; Winer, P,
ad Gal. Ep., p. 148 fI.; Zeller, Apg., p. 217. i
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“some” (rwés) bearers of “letters of commendation”
(ovoraricdv émoToldy) from persons unnamed, were
attacking the Apostle and endeavouring to discredit his
teaching. By whom were these letters written ? We can-
not of course give an authoritative reply, but we may ask :
by whom could letters of commendation possessing an
authority which could have weight against that of Paul be
written, except by the elder Apostles ?! We have certain
evidence in the first Epistle to the Corinthians that parties
had arisen in the Church of Corinth in opposition to Paul.
These parties were distinguished, as the Apostle himself
states, by the cries : “I am of Paul, and I of Apollos, and
I of Cephas, and I of Christ.”? (éyed pév eipe Madrov, éyw
8¢ *Amolrd, éyw 8¢ Kned, éyd 8¢ Xpioron.) Whatever
differences of opinion there may be as to the precise
nature of these parties, there can be no doubt that both
the party “of Cephas” and the party “of Christ "’ held
strong Judaistic views and assailed the teaching of
Paul, and his apostolic authority. It is very evident
that the persons to whom the Apostle refers in con-
nection with “letters of commendation ” were of these
parties.

Apologists argue that: “in claiming Cephas as the
head of their party they had probably neither more nor

! A curious corroboration of this conclusion was found in the Clemen-
tine Homilies and Recognitions :—

8 mpd wdvrey péumabe dméarohov § Siddoxakoy §) mwpoprryy Pevyer py
wpdrepov dxpyBas dvriBd\hovra alrob 76 kiprypa "TaxdBe T¢ Aexfévr ddeddp
70D kupiov pov kal memiaTevpévg év ‘lepovaakipu v ‘EBpaiwy Siémew éxxhnaiav,
al pera papripey mposekqhvira mpos tpas. Hom. xi. 35.

Propter quod observate cautius, ut nulli doctorum credatis, nisi qui
Jacobi fratris Domini ex Hierusalem detulerit testimonium, vel ejus,
quicanquo post ipsum fuerit. Nisi enim quis illuc ascenderit, et ibi
fuerit probatus, quod sit doctor idoneus et fidelis ad proodicandum Christi
verbum, nisi, inquam, inde detulerit testimonium, recipiendus omnino
non est. Recog. iv. 35.

2 1 Cor. 1. 12.
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could secure for him free access to the synagogues of the
Jews, may show how exceedingly slight at that time was
the difference between the Jew and the Christian, but it
also suggests the serious doubt whether the object of the
concession, in the mind of the author of the Acts, was not
rather to conciliate the Judaic Christians, than to repre-
sent the act as one of policy towards the unbelieving
Jews. The statement of the Acts is that Paul circum-
cised Timothy * because of the Jews which were in those
places; for they knew all that his father was a Greek.”
If the reason which we are discussing were correct, the
expression would more probably have been: “for they
knew that his mother was a Jewess.” The Greek father
might, and probably did, object to the circumcision of his
sopn, but that was no special reason why Paul should cir-
cumcise him. On the other hand, the fact that the Jews
knew that his father was a Greek made the action attri-
buted to Paul a concession which the author of the Acts
thus represented in its most conciliatory light. The
circumcision of Timothy was clearly declared unneces-
sary by the apostolic decree, for the attempt to show that
he was legitimately regarded as a Jew utterly fails. It
is obvious that, according to Pauline doctrine, there could
be no obligation for anyone who adopted Christianity to
undergo this initiatory rite. It is impossible reasonably
to maintain that any case has been made out to explain
why Timothy, who had grown into manhood without
being circumcised, and had become a Christian whilst
uncircumcised, should at that late period be circumcised.
Beyond the reference to a Talmudic prescription, in fact,
with which there is not the slightest evidence that
Paul was acquainted, and which, even if he did know of
it, could not possibly have been recognised by him as
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observed to issue from it, and yet he is not there. May we
not ask what was the use, in this narrative, of the removal
of the stone at all? As no one apparently came forth,
the only purpose seems to have been to permit those from
without to enter and see that the sepulchre was empty.
Another remarkable point is that the angel desires
the women to go quickly and inform the disciples: “he
goeth before you into Galilee : there shall ye see him.”
One is tempted to inquire why, as he rose from the dead
in Jerusalem and, in spite of previous statements, the
disciples are represented as being there also,' Jesus did
not appear to them in the Holy City, instead of sending
them some three days’ journey off to Galilee. At the
same time, Jesus is represented by the first two Synoptics
as saying at the last Supper, when warning the disciples
that they will all be offended at Lim that night and be
scattered : “ But after I shall have been raised, I will go
before you into Galilee.”? At present we have only to
call attention to the fact that the angel gives the order.
VWith how much surprise, therefore, do we not immedi-
ately after read that, as the women departed quickly to
tell the disciples in obedience to the angel’s message,
v. 9: “Behold Jesus met them, saying, Hail. And they
came up to him and laid hold of his feet, and worshipped
him. 10. Then saith Jesus unto them : Be not afraid :
go, tell my brethren that they depart into Galilee, and
there they shall see me.”® What was the use of the
angel’s message since Jesus himself immediately after
appears and delivers the very same instructions in per-
son ? This sudden and apparently unnecessary appearance
has all the character of an afterthought. One point, how-

' Luke xxiv. 33; John xx. 18 ff. 2 Mt. xxvi. 32; MNk. xiv. 28,
3 Mt. xxviii. 9, 10.
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78, vii. 16 ; Matth. xxv. 36, 43, Hebr. ii. 6, Jam. i. 27,
that is to say 7 times used by the author and only 4 times
in the rest of the New Testament ; compare especially
Luke i. 68, and vii. 16. \ads opposed to éfw, xxvi. 17,23.
The expression éni 76 évdpar occurs ii. 38, iv. 17, 18, v.
28, 40; Luke ix. 48, 49, xxi. 8, xxiv. 47, and only 5 times
in the rest of the New Testament. Verse 15 : cupdwvei,
v. 9; Luke v. 36, and Matth. xviii. 19, xx. 2, 13 only.
Verse 16 : In this quotation from Amos, for the & m
nuépa éxeivy of the Septuagint, the Author substitutes
pera Tadra, which phrase occurs elsewhere in Acts vii. 7,
xiil. 20, xviil. 1; Luke v. 27, x. 1, xii. 4, xvii. 8, xviii. 4.
dvaoTpépew, v. 22 and 9 times elscwhere. Perse 18:
yvwords, 1. 19, ii. 14, iv. 10, 16, ix. 42, xiii. 28, xix. 17,
xxviil. 22, 28=10 times in Acts; Luke i. 44, xxiii.
49 ; elsewhere only in Rom. i. 19, John xviii. 15, 16,—
a characteristic word. So likewise is the expression dn’
alavos, iii. 21, Luke i. 70; d#o 7dv aldvwr occurs in
Ephes. iii. 9, Col. i. 26. These words are added to the
passage quoted from the Septuagint. Perse 19: 8 is
used 11 times in Acts; Luke i. 35, vii. 7; by Paul 18
times, Ep. Jam. twice, and elsewhere 25 times. xpivew,
22 times in Acts; Luke 6 times, Paul 37 times, Ep.
Jam. 6, and elsewhere 44 times. wapevox\eiv is not
found elsewhere in the New Testament. émorpédew,
Acts 11, Luke 7, Jam. v. 19, 20, rest 19 times; the
phrase émop. éwi Tov fedv is a favourite and character-
istic expression of the Author, who uses it ix. 35, xi. 21,
xiv. 15, xxvi. 20, and Luke i. 16, and it does not occur
elsewhere in the New Testament except in 1 Pet. ii. 25.
Verse 20: é&roré\ew, xxi. 25, and Hebr. xiii. 22 only.
dméxew xv. 29, Luke vi. 24, vii. 6, xv. 20, xxiv. 13,
1 Thess. iv. 3, v. 22, 1 Tim. iv. 3, 1 Pet. ii. 11, and
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might possibly be shown that a church which had not
been so endowed, perhaps on the whole exhibited higher
spiritual qualities than another which was supposed to
possess the Charismata. In none are we able to perceive
any supernatural characteristics, or more than the very
ordinary marks of a new religious life. It seems scarcely
necessary to depart from the natural order of nature, and
introduce the supernatural working of a Holy Spirit to
. produce such common-place results. We venture to say
that there is nothing whatever to justify the assertion of
supernatural agency here, and that the special divine
Charismata existed only in the pious imagination of the
Apostle, who referred every good quality in man to divine
grace.

We have reserved the gift of *“Tongues” for special
discussion, because Paul enters into it with a fulness with
which he does not treat any of the other Charismata,
and a valuable opportunity is thus afforded us of ascer-
taining something definite with regard to the nature of
the gift; and also because we have a narrative in the
Acts of the Apostles of the first descent of the Holy
Spirit, manifesting itself in * Tongues,” with which it
may be instructive to compare the Apostle’s remarks.
We may mention that, in the opinion of many, the
cause which induced the Apostle to say so much re-
garding Charismata in his first letter to the Corinthians
was the circumstance, that many maintained the gift of
tongues to be the only form of “ the manifestation of the
Spirit.” This view is certainly favoured by the narra-
tive in the Acts, in which not only at the first famous
day of Pentecost, but_on almost every occasion of the
imposition of the Apostle’s hands, this is the only gift
mentioned as accompanying the reception of the Holy
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in v. 19, where the doctrine of the Trinity is so definitely
expressed. Some critics suppose that the Eleven were
not alone upon this occasion, but that either all the dis-
ciples of Jesus were present, or at least the 500 brethren !
to whom Paul refers, 1 Cor. xv. 6. This mainly rests on
the statement that * some doubted,” for it is argued that,
after the two previous appearances to the disciples in
Jerusalem mentioned by the other Evangelists, it is im-
possible that the Eleven could have felt doubt, and con-
sequently that others must have been present who had
not previously been convinced. It is scarcely necessary
to point out the utter weakness of such an argument. It
is not permissible, however, to patch on to this Gospel
scraps cut out of the others,

It must be clear to every unprejudiced student that
the appearances of Jesus narrated by the four Gospels in
Galilee and Jud®a cannot be harmonised,? and we have
shown that they actually exclude each other® The first
Synoptist records (v. 10) the order for the disciples to go
into Galilee, and with no further interruption than the

! Dr. Farrar, without explanation or argument, boldly asserts the pre-
sence of the 500. Life of Christ, ii. 443.

2 Alford, Gk. Test., i. p. 432, 904 f.; Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 432,
n. 1; Holtzmann, Die synopt. Evv., p. 500 ff.; Ketm, Jesu v. Naz., iii.
p- 333 fl.; Kriiger-Velthusen, Leb. Jesu, p. 262 f.; Meijboom, Jezus’ Op-
stand., p. 37 ff.; Meyer, Ev. Matth., p. 612 fI.; Ev. Joh., p. 643, anm. ;
Olshauser, leidensgosch., p. 200 ff. ; Schenkel, Bib. Lex., i. p. 292 1. ;
Steinmneyer, Auferstehungsgesch. d. Herrn, p. 59 ff.; Strauss, Leb. Jesu,
p. 292; IVestoott, Int. to Study of the Gospels, 4th ed., p. 329 ff.

3 Dean Alford, whilst admitting that it is fruitless to attempt a har-
mony of the different accounts, curiously adds: ‘. . . Hence the great
diversity in this portion of the narrative :—and hence 1 believe much that
is now dark might be explained, were the facts themselves, in their order
of occurrence, before us. Till that is the case (and I am willing to
believe that it will be one of our delightful employments horeafter, to
trace the true barmony of the Holy Gospels, under His teaching of whom
they are the record), we must be content to walk by faith, and not by
sight.” Gk. Test. on John xx. 1—29, i. p. 905.
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mants, as to the details of what was believed.to have
occurred, as to the means taken or which it might have
been possible to take to test the reality of the alleged phe-
nomena, without an opportunity of judging for ourselves
on a single point—to believe in the reality of these appear-
ances simply because Paul states that he has been informed
that they occurred, and himself believes the report ?

So far as the belief ‘of Paul is concerned, we may
here remark that his views as to the miraculous
Charismata in the Church do not prepare us to feel
any confidence in the sobriety of his judgment in con-
nection with alleged supernatural occurrences. We have
no reliance upon his instinctive mistrust of such state-
ments, or his imperative requirement of evidence, but
every reason to doubt them. On the other hand, with-
out in any way imputing wilful incorrectness or untruth
to the reporters of such phenomena, let it be remembered
how important a part inference has to play in the narra-
tive of every incident, and how easy it is to draw erro-
neous inferences from bare facts.! In proportion.as per-
sons are ignorant, on the one hand, and have their minds
disturbed, on the other, by religious depression or excite-
ment, hope, fear, or any other powerful emotion, they are
liable to confound facts and inferences, and both to see and
analyse wrongly. In the case of a supposed appearance

! We may merely in passing refer to the case of Mary Magdalene in the
fourth Gospel. She sees a figure standing beside her, and infers that it
is the gardener :—presently something else occurs which leads her to infer
that she was mistaken in her first inference, and to infer next, that
it is Jesus. It is a narrative upon which no serious argument can be
based, but had she at first turned away, her first inference would have
remained, and, according to the narrative, have been erroneous. We
might also argue that, if further examination had taken place, her second
inference might have proved as erroncous as the first is declared to have
been.

onT TIT w w
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xxxix. 2, we have A\dew used with &8wes: ddvas 8¢ adrav
voas. When it is remembered that the author of Acts
always quotes the Septuagint version, even when it
departs from the sense of the Hebrew original, and in
all probability was only acquainted with the Old Testa- -
ment through it, nothing is more natural than the use of
this expression taken from that version; but with the
crror already existing there, to ascribe it afresh and
independently to the Author of Acts, upon no other
grounds than the assumption that Peter may have spoken
in Aramaic, and used an expression which the author
misunderstood or wrongly rendered, is not permissible.
Indeed, we have already pointed out that, in this very
speech, there are quotations of the Old Testament accord-
ing to the LxX. put into the mouth of Peter, in which that
version does not accurately render the original.!

The next trace of translation advanced by Bleek? is
found in ii. 33, where Peter speaks of Christ as exalted :
“1p Sefid 70b Oeod.” There can be no ‘doubt, Bleek
argues, that there is here a reference to Psalm cx. 1, and
that the apostle intends to speak of Christ’s elevation
*“ to the right (hand) of God ;” whereas the Greek ex-
pression rather conveys the interpretation : * by the right
(hand) of God.” This expression certainly comes, he
asserts, from a not altogether suitable translation of the
Hebrew. To this on the other hand, much may be
objected.  Winer,* followed by others, defends the
construction, and affirms that the passage may without

! Acts ii. 16 fI., 26, 27.

¢ Einl. N. T., p. 348; Stud. u. Krit.,, 1836, p. 1038 ; de Wette, Apg.,
p. 42; WWeiss, Petr. Lehrb., p. 205.

3 Cf. Acts v. 31.

¢ Grammat. N. T. Sprachid., 1867, § 31, 3, p. 201.

vuk. NL
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mulgating the universalism which Paul preached, it robs
him of his originality, dwarfs his influence upon the de-
velopment of Christianity, and is, on the other hand, too
defective to represent Church history, whether from a
Paulinian or any other standpoint. The favourite theory :
that the writer designed to relate the story of the spread
of Christianity from Jerusalem to Rome, can scarcely be
maintained, although it certainly has the advantage of a
vagueness of proportions equally suitable to the largest
and most limited treatment of history. But, in such a
case, we have a drama with the main incident omitted;
for the introduction of the Gospel nto Rome is not de-
scribed at all, and whilst the author could not consider
the personal arrival at Rome of the Apostle Paul the
climax of his history, he at once closes his account where
the final episode ought to have commenced.

From all points of view, and upon any hypothesis, the
Acts of the Apostles is so obviously incomplete as a his-
tory, so fragmentary and defective as biography, that
critics have to the present day failed in framing any
theory which could satisfactorily account for its anoma-
lics, and have almost been forced to explain them by
supposing a partial, apologetic or conciliatory, design,
which removes the work from the region of veritable
history. The whole interest of the narrative, of course,
centres in the two representative Apostles, Peter and
Paul, who alternately fill the scene. It is difficult
to say, however, whether the account of the Apostle
of the Circumcision or of Paul is the more capriciously
partial and incomplete. After his miraculous liberation
from the prison into which he had been cast by Herod,
the doings of Peter are left unchronicled, and although he
is reintroduced for a moment to plead the cause of the
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in Gal. i. 23, 24, is, though we think without propriety,
referred to. It is, on the other hand, urged that it is
very unlikely that the Apostle would in such a way
communicate his Gospel to the whole community, and
that in the expressions used he indicates no special trans-
action, but that the dveféuny adrots is merely an inde-
finite statement for which he immediately substitutes the
more precise kar idiav 8¢ 7ois Soxovow.! It is quite
certain that there is no mention of the Christian com-
munity of Jerusalem to which the adrois can with any
real grammatical necessity be referred; but when the
whole purport of the first part of the Apostle’s letter is
considered the reference to the Apostles in the adrots
becomes clearer. Paul is protesting the independence
of his Gospel, and that he did not receive it from man
but from Jesus Christ. He wishes to show that he was
not taught by the Apostles nor dependent upon them.
He states that after his conversion he did not go to
those who were Apostles before him, but, on the con-
trary, went away to Arabia, and only three years after
he went up to Jerusalem, and then only for the purpose of
making the acquaintance of Peter, and on that occasion
other of the Apostles saw he none save James the Lord’s
brother. After fourteen years, he continues to recount, he
again went up to Jerusalem, but according to revelation,
and communicated to them, 7.e. to the Apostles, the Gospel
which he preached among the Gentiles. The Apostles

! An able and impartial critic, Reuss, attempts to reconcile the two
accounts by arguing that such a question could not possibly have been
laid before and decided by the whole community. He therefore supposes
that private conferences ouly took place. This ‘‘ reconciliation,” however,
is excluded by the account in Acts, which so distinctly represents a large
public congress, and it by no means lessens the fundamental discrepancy

of the narratives. Cf. Reuss, N. Rev. de Théol., 1858, ii. 334 ff., 1859,
iii. p. 62 ff.
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Edom, and of all the heathen upon whom my name is
called, saith the Lord that doeth this.” The authors of
the Septuagint version altered the twelfth verse into :
“That the residue of men may seek after the Lord and
all the Gentiles upon whom my name is called, saith the
Lord who doeth these things.”! It is perfectly clear that
the prophet does not, in the original, say what James is
here represented as stating, and that bis own words refer
to the national triumph of Israel, and not to the conversion
of the Gentiles.  Amos in fact prophesies that the Lord
will restore the former power and glory of Israel, and
that the remnant of Edom and the other nations of the
theocracy shall be re-united, as they were under David. No
one questions the fact that the original prophecy is altered,
and those who desire to see the singular explanations of
apologists may refer to some of the works indicated.?
The question as to whether James or the author of the
Acts is responsible for the adoption of the Septvagint
version is felt to be a serious problem. Some critics
affirm that in all probability James must have spoken in
Aramaic ;3 whilst others maintain that he delivered this

! The whole passage in the Ixx. reads: Ev rj juépa éxeivy draorice iy
gxpiy Aavid Ty werTwrviav, xai dvoodouficw TG memTwkira alris, kai Td
xareoxappéva abriis dvaorigw, kal dvowodopiow alriy xabds ai fuépas Tob
aldvos. 12, “Ores éx{nrowawy of kardlourot rdy dvfpdmar Ty xipwov (Cod.
Alox.) xai wdvra & &0, €’ obs émxéhnras 16 Svopd pov én” alrois, Aéye
xipios & wouaw ravra (Cod. Alex. om. wivra). The passage in the spoech
of James reads: 16. Merd raira amwpdm xai drowxodopnaw v o
Aaveid Ty memroxviav, kai 7& karegxappéva abriis dvowodopiow xai a.mpd.a-u
abriv. 17, Smws & éx{ymicwow of xardlomros rdv dvlpdmwy Tév Kipiow, xal
wdvra 1 E0vy ¢’ ods émérAnras 7O Svopud pov éx” adrols, Néyns xipios & wousy
ravra. 18. yvwora dn’ aldvos. The rest of the verse, lovi 1 fed wdrra ra
pya abrob, which stands in the A.V. is omitted by N, B, C, and other im-
portant codices, but Cod. A and D have ré xvpie 73 épyor adroi, the latter
having also éorw.

2 See p. 249, note 2.

3 Bengel, Gnom. N. T., p. 576 ; Lightfoot, Works, viii. p. 474 f.; Meyer,
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Greek writers,! is used in lxx. 2 Chron. xxxi. 12 ; é\evaus,
vii. 52. These nine words arc all that can strictly be
admitted as dmaf Aeydpeva, but there are others, which,
although not found in any other part of the Acts or
of the Gospel, occur in other writings of the New
Testament, and which must here be noted. B\do¢npos,
vi. 11, occurring 1 Tim. i. 13, 2 Tim. iii. 2, 2 Pet.
i. 11, Rev. xii. 5; Blaocdnuew, however, is used
four times in Acts, thrice in Luke, and frequently else-
where, and Bhagdnpuia in Luke v. 21. Pevdys, vi. 13,
used Rev. ii. 2, xxi. 8; d\drrew, vi. 14, Rom. i. 23,
1 Cor. xv. 51, 52, Gal. iv. 20, Heb. i. 12, almost purely
a Pauline word; émayyéeofar, vii. 5, elsewhere four-
teen times; perarfévar, vii. 16, also Gal. i. 6, Heb. vii.
12, xi. 5 twice (Ixx. Gen. v. 24), Jude 4; xaramovewr
(xaramovoipevos), vii. 24, also 2 DPet. ii. 7; pdyesba,
vil. 26, also John vi. 52, 2 Timn. ii. 24, James iv. 2;
ASywov, vii. 38, also Rom. iii. 2, Heb. v. 12, 1 Pet. iv. 11;
mijroos, vii. 39, also 2 Cor. ii. 9, Phil. ii. 8; Swray,
vii. 53, also Rom. xiii. 2, ¢f. Gal. iii. 19, but the writer
makes use of Swrdooew, see vii. 44, below ; drorifévar,
vii. 58, also Rom. xiii. 12, Eph. iv. 22, 25, Col. iii. 8,
Heb. xii. 1, James i. 21, 1 Pet. ii. 1. If we add these
ten words to the preceding, the proportion of dmaé
Aeydpeva is by no means excessive for the 67 verses,
especially when the peculiarity of the subject is con-
sidered, and it is remembered that the number of words
employed in the third Gospel, for mstance, which are
not elsewhere found, greatly exceeds that of the other
Gospels, and that this linguistic richness is character-
istic of the author.

There is another class of words which may now be

4 Cf, Kuinoel, 1. c.
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CHAPTER V.

THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK, CONTINUED.
STEPHEN THE MARTYR.

Berore the Apostle of the Gentiles himself comes
on the scene, and is directly brought in contact with
the Twelve, we have to study the earlier incidents
narrated in the Acts, wherein, it is said, the emancipation
of the Church from Jewish exclusiveness had already
either commenced or been clearly anticipated. The first
of these which demands our attention is the narrative of
the martyrdom of Stephen. This episode, although
highly interesting and important in itself, might, we con-
sider, have been left unnoticed in connection with the
special point now engaging our attention, but such
significance has been imparted to it by the views which
critics have discovered in the speech of Stephen, that we
cannot pass it without attention. If this detention be,
on the one hand, to be regretted, it will on the other be
compensated by the light which may be thrown on the
composition of the Acts.

We read® that in consequence of murmurs amongst
the Hellenists against the Hebrews, that their widows
were neglected in the daily distribution of alms, seven
deacons were appointed specially to attend to such min-
istrations. Amongst these, it is said, was Stephen,?

' Acts vi. 1 fi.
2 Tt is unnecessary to discuss whether Stephen was a Jew of Palestinian
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address in Greek.! In the one case, it is supposed
that he quoted the original Hebrew and that the author
of the Acts or the document from which he derived his
report may have used the Septuagint; and in the other,
it is suggested that the Lxx. may have had another and
more correct reading before them, for it is supposed im-
possible that James himself could have quoted a version
which was actually different from the original Hebrew.
These and many other similar explanations, into which we
need not go, do little to remove the difficulty presented by
the fact itself. To suppose that our Hebrew texts are
erroneous in order to justify the speech is a proceeding
which does not require remark. It will be remembered
that, in the Acts, the Septuagint is always employed in
quotations from the Old Testament, and that this is by no
means the only placein which that version is used when
it departs from the original. It is difficult to conceive
that any intelligent Jew could have quoted the Hebrew
of this passage to support a proposal to free Gentile
Christians from the necessity of circumcision and the ob-
servance of the Mosaic Law. It is equally difficult to
suppose that James, a bigoted leader of the Judaistic
party and the head of the Church of Jerusalem, could
have quoted the Septuagint version of the Holy Scrip-
tures, differing from the Hebrew, to such an assembly. It
is useless to examine here the attempts to make the pas-
sage quoted a correct interpretation of the prophet’s
meaning, or seriously to consider the proposition that this
alteration of a prophetic utterance is adopted as better

Apg., p- 334; Stier, Die Reden d. Ap., p. 25, anm. Cf. Reuss, Rev. de
Théol., 1859, iii. p. 84.

v Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 165; Hengstenberg, Christol. d. A. T. 2te
Aufl.,i. p. 455 f.; Olshausen, Apg., p. 212.
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necessary to add anything to this. There is of course no
trace of the use of Acts in the Epistle.!
Tt is asserted that there is a  clear allusion”? to Acts

in the Pastor of Hermas.
pared as follows :

Vis. 1v. 2.

. and didst open thy heart to
the Lord, believing that by no other
couldst thou be saved than by the
great and glorious name,

e .. kal Ty xapdiav cov frocfas
mwpds TO¥ kUpov, maTevous ore 8¢
odderds vy cwbivar & pi dia Tob

The passages may be com-

Aots 1v. 12.

And there is salvation innoother:
for neither is there any other name
under the heaven that has been
given among men whereby we
maust be saved.

kai obk o év Ao olderi §) cuTypia:
ob8¢ ydp Gvopd éoTw Erepor Umd Tow

| olpaviv 70 edopévor év dvfpdmois ¢v

peydhov xal évddfov dvdparos. 1 § 8¢ cwbijya ipds.

The slightest comparison of these passages suffices .to
show that the one is not dependent on the other. The
Old Testament is full of passages in which the name of
the Lord is magnified as the only source of safety and
salvation. In the Pauline Epistles likewise there are
numerous passages of a similar tenour. For instance,
the passage from Joel ii. 32, is quoted Rom. x. 13:
¢ For whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall
be saved” (Mas yap bs &v émixakeanTar 76 Svopa rvpiov
cgwbijoerar).® There was in fact no formula more current
either amongst the Jews or in the early Church; and
there is no legitimate ground for tracing such an expres-
sion to the Acts of the Apostles.*

! Eichkorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 72; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 337, anm.
2; Donaldson, Hist, Chr. Lit. and Doctr., i. p. 242.

2 IWestcott, On the Canon, p. 198 f.

? The same passage is quoted, Acts ii. 21. Cf. Ephes. i. 20, 21 ; Philip.
ii. 9f.; 1 John v. 13 £.

¢ Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 10; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 269. Neither
Kirchhofer nor Lardner advances the passage at all.
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This will be more fully shown as we proceed. The con-
version of the Gentiles was not, therefore, in the least
degree an idea foreign to Judaism, but, on the contrary,
formed an intimate part of the Messianic expectation of
the later prophets. The conditions of admission to the
privileges and promises of the Covenant, however, were
full acceptance of the Mosaic law,.and submission to the
initiatory rite.! That small and comparatively insignifi-
cant people, with an arrogance that would have been
ridiculous if, in the influence which they have actually
exerted over the world, it had not been alinost sublime,
not only supposed themselves the sole and privileged
recipients of the oracles of God, as his chosen and peculiar
people, but they contemplated nothing short of universal
submission to the Mosaic code, and the supremacy of -
Israel over all the earth.

We are now better able to estimate the position of the
Twelve when the death of their Master threw them on
their own resources, and left them to propagate his
Gospel as they themselves understood it. Born a Jew
of the race of David, accepting during his life the cha-
racter of the promised Messiah, and dying with the
mocking title “ King of the Jews” written upon his
cross, Jesus had left his disciples in close communion
with the Mosaism which he had spiritualized and ennobled,
but had not abolished. He himself had taught them
that * it becomes us to fulfil all righteousness,” and,
from his youth upwards, had set them the example of

' Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 109; (‘redner, Das N. T., ii. p. 20 f., 36 ff. ;
von Déllinger, Christ. u. Kirche, p. 49 ; Ebrard, zu Olshausen, Apg.,
p. 159 f. ; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 238 fi.; Neander, Pflanzung,
p. 24; Olshausen, Apg., p. 158 fl.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Silcles, i.
872 f.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 284 ff.; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K.,

p. 141 f.; Schliemann, Die Clementinen, p. 378 ff.; Stap, Origines,
p. 43 11,
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and it can be shown that the circumstances, the
characters, the constitution of those who believed in
the first instance, favoured the reception of such
subjective impressions, and the deduction of erroneous
inferences, it must be admitted that a satisfactory ex-
planation can thus be given of the apostolic belief, on
other grounds than the reality of a miracle opposed
to universal experience.

No sooner is the first question formulated than it be-
comes obvious to every one who is acquainted with
psychological and physiological researches, or who has
even the most elementary knowledge of the influence of
the mind upon the body, that it must at once be answered
in the affirmative. Indeed the affirmation that subjective
impressions, in connection with every sense, can be
mistaken for, and believed to be, actual objective effects,
is so trite that it seems almost superfluous to make it.
Every reader must be well acquainted with illustrations
of the fact. The only difficulty is to deal authoritatively
with such a point within moderate compass. We
must limit ourselves to the sense of sight. * There
are abundant proofs,” says Sir Benjamin Brodie,
“ that impressions may be made in the brain by other
causes simulating those which are made on it by
external objects through the medium of the organs of
sense, thus producing false perceptions, which may,
in the first instance, and before we have had time to
reflect on the subject, be mistaken for realities.”* The
limitation hete introduced: ‘ before we have had time
to reflect on the subject,” is of course valid in the
case of those whose reason is capable of rejecting the
false perceptions, whether on the ground of natural

! Psychological Inquiries, 1854, p. 78; cf. 79 ff.
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James proposes to impose upon Gentile Christians, the
author of Acts intends them to be considered as a most
liberal and almost complete concession of immunity. “I
judge,” he makes James say, “ that we trouble not those
from among the Gentiles who are turning to God;” and
again, on the second occasion of which we have just been
speaking, in referring to the decree, a contrast is drawn
between the Christian Jews, from whom observance of
the law is demanded, and the Gentiles, who are only
expected to follow the prescriptions of the decree.

James is represented as supporting the statement of
Peter how God visited the Gentiles by * the words of the
Prophets,” quoting a passage from Amos. ix. 11, 12. It
is difficult to see how the words, even as quoted, apply to
the case at all, but this is immaterial. Loose reasoning
can certainly not be taken as a mark of inauthenticity.
It is much more to the point that James, addressing an
assembly of Apostles and elders in Jerusalem, quotes the
prophet Amos freely from the Septuagint version,! which
differs widely in the latter and more important part from
the Hebrew text.? The passage in the Hebrew reads:
ix. 11. “In that day will I raise up the tabernacle of
David that is fallen, and close up the breaches thereof;
and I will raise up his ruins, and I will build it as in the
days of old, 12. that they may possess the remnant of

1 «St. James and St. Luke adopt that Version as not contrary to the
mind of the Spirit, and indeed as expressing that mind,” &c., &c. Words-
worth, Gk. Test., The Acts, p. 113.

2 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 165; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 436 ff.; Beclen
Act. Apost., p. 382 ff.; Davidson, Int. O. T.,iii. p. 259 ; Ewald, Gesch.
V. Isr., vi. p. 436, anm. 2; Hengstenberg, Christol. d. A. T. 2 Aufl, i
p- 454 f.; Kuenen, De Profeten, ii. p. 211 f.; Kuinoel, Comm. N. T., iv.
p- 506; Lightfoot, Works, viii. p. 475 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 333f.; Olshau-
sen, Apg., p. 211 ff.; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 84 f.; Stier,
Reden d. Ap., ii. p. 25, cf. 28; de Wette, Apg., p. 228; Wordsworth, Gk.
Test., Acts, p. 113.
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three thousand converts at Pentecost made this con-
fession of faith they were baptized.! The Ethiopian is
converted whilst passing in his chariot, and is imme-
diately baptized,? as"are likewise Cornelius and his house-
hold after a short address from’Peter.® The new faith
involved no abandonment of the old. On the contrary,
the advent of the Messiah was so essential a part of
Judaic belief, and the Messianic claim of Jesus was so
completely based by the Apostles on the fulfilment of
prophecy—* showing by the Scriptures that Jesus is the
Christ,’—that recognition of the fact rather constituted
firmer adhesion to Mosaism, and deeper faith in the
inviolable truth of the Covenant with Israel. If there
had been no Mosaism, so to say, there could have been
no Messiah. So far from béing opposed either to the
form or spirit of the religion of Israel, the proclamation
of the Messiah was its necessary complement, and could
only be intelligible by confirmation of its truth and
maintenance of its validity. Christianity—belief in the
Messiah—in its earlier phases, drew its whole nourish-
ment from roots that sank deeply into Mosaism. It
was indeed nothing more than Mosaism in a developed
form. The only difference between the Jew and the
Christian was that the latter believed the Messiah to
have already appeared in Jesus, whilst the former still
expected him-in the future;* though even this difference

p. 371 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 21; Zeller, Vortriige,
p. 202, 216 f.

V Acts ii. 41. 3 Acts viii. 35 f.

3 Acts x. 47 f.

4 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 49; K. G. i. p. 36 ff.; Credner, Das N. T.,
i p. 2f., p. 14 £, ii. p. 20 ff.; Gfrorer, K. G. i p. 222; Neander, Pflan-
zung, p. 24 ff., 33 ff.; Nicolus, Etudes, N.T., p. 237; Schliemann, Die
Clementinen, p. 371 fI. ; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 516f. ;
Zeller, Gesch. chr. K., p. 5 f.; Vortrige, p. 202 f,, 216 f.
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present on any of these occasions, excepting of course
his own vision, and consequently merely reports appear-
ances of which he has been informed by others, but he
omits to mention the authority upon which he makes
these statements, or what steps he took to ascertain
their accuracy and reality. For instance, when Jesus
is said to have been seen by five hundred brethren
at once, it would have been of the highest importance for
us to know the exact details of the scene, the proportion
of inference to fact, the character of the Apostle’s infor-
mant, the extent of the investigation into the various
impressions made upon the individuals composing the five
liundred, as opposed to the collective affirmation. We
confess that we do not attach much value to such appeals
to the experience of 500 persons at once. It is difficult
to find out what the actual experience of the individuals
was, and each individual is 8o apt to catch the infection
of his neighbour, and join in excitement, believing that,
though he does not himself see or fecl anything, his
neighbour does, that probably, when inquiry is pressed
lome, the aggregate affirmation of a large number
may resolve itself into the actual experience of very
few. The fact is, however, that in this * very circum-
stantial account” we have nothing whatever except a
mere catalogue by Paul of certain appearances which he
did not himself see—always excepting his own vision,
which we reserve—but merely had * received ” from
others, without a detail or information of any kind.

If we compare these appearances with the instances re-
corded in the Gospels, the result is by no means satisfac-
tory. The first appearance is said to be to Cephas. 1t is
argued that Paul passes in silence over the appearances
to women, both because the testimony of women was
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converts baptized by Philip, does not add to the general
credibility of the history. As Bleek ? has well remarked,
nothing is known or said as to whether the conversion of
the Samaritans effected any change in their relations to-
wards the Jewish people and the temple in Jerusalem ;
and the mission of Philip to the Samaritans, as related in
the Acts, cannot in any case be considered as having any
important bearing on the question before us. We shall
not discuss the episode of Simon at all, although, in the
opinion of eminent critics, it contains much that is sug-
gestive of the true character of the Acts of the Apostles.
-An “ Angel of the Lord” (dyyelos rupiov) speaks to
Philip, and desires him to go to the desert way from
Jerusalem to Gaza,® where the Spirit tells him* to draw
near and join himself to the chariot of a man of
Ethiopia who had come to worship at Jerusalem, and was
then returning home. Philip runs thither, and hearing
him read Isaiah, expounds the passage to him, and at his
own request the Eunuch is at once baptized. * And
when they came up out of the water, the Spirit of the
Lord caught away (mvebpa xvplov 7pmace) Philip, and
the eunuch saw him no more; for he went on his way
rejoicing ; but Philip was found at Azotus.”® Attempts
have of course been made to explain naturally the super-
natural features of this narrative.® Ewald, who is master
of the art of rationalistic explanation, says, with regard to
the order given by the angel: “he felt impelled as by
the power and the clear voice of an angel " to go in that

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 47; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 246; Overbeck, zu
de Wette, Apg., p. 123; Zeller, Apg., p. 156 f.

? Hebrierbr., i. p. 57, anm. 72. 3 viii. 26.

4 v. 29, ¢ v.39f Azotus was upwards of 30 miles off.

¢ Ewald, Gesch. des V. Isr., vi. p. 219 f.; Olshausen, Apostelgesch.,
p. 138. Meyer has abandoned his earlier views of this kind.
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states  to the disciples in the most positive manner:—
“Think not that I came to destroy the law or the pro-
phets; I came not to destroy but to fulfil. For verily [
say unto you, till hecaven and earth pass, one jot or one
tittle shall not pass from the law, till all be accom-
plished.”? Whether the last phrase be interpreted: till
all the law be accomplished, or till all things appointed
to occur be accomplished, the effect is the same. One
clear explicit declaration like this, under the circum-
stances, would outweigh a host of doubtful expressions.
Not only does Jesus in this passage directly repudiate any
idea of attacking the law and the prophets, but, in repre-
senting his mission as their fulfilment, he affirms them,
and associates his own work in the closest way with
theirs. If there were any uncertainty, however, as to
the meaning of his words it would be removed by the
continuation :—* Whosoever, therefore, shall break one
of these commandments, even the least, and shall teach
men so, he shall be called least in the kingdom of
heaven; but whosoever shall do and teach them, he
shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven.”? It
would be difficult for teaching to be more decisive in
favour of the maintenance of the law, and this instruction,
according to the first Synoptic, was specially directed to
the disciples.® When Jesus goes on to show that their
righteousness must exceed that of the Scribes and Pha-
risees, and to add to the letter of the law, as interpreted
by those of old, his own profound interpretation of its

1 Mt. v. 17, 18; of. xxiii. 2 ff. ; cf. Luke xvi. 17.

* Mt. v. 19. Hilgenfeld (Eiul. N. T. p. 469 f.) and some others consider
this, as well as other parts of the Sermon on the Mount, to be inserted
a8 a direct attack upon Pauline teaching.

3 Mt. v. 1, 2. Ritschl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 35; IHilgenfeld, Einl.
N. T., p. 469.
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attacked and stoned Stephen.! The actual stoning? is
carried out with all regard to legal forms;?* the victim
being taken out of the city,* and the witnesses casting the
first stone,® and for this purpose taking oftf their outer
garments. The whole account, with its singular mixture
of utter lawlessness and formality, is extremely improb-
able,® and more especially when the speech itself is con-
sidered. The proceedings commence in an orderly man-
ner, and the high priest calls upon Stephen for his
defence. The council and audience listen patiently and
quietly to his speech, and no interruption takes place
until he has said all that he had to say, for it must be
apparent that when the speaker abandons narrative and
argument and breaks into direct invective, there could
not have been any intention to prolong the address, as
no expectation of calm attention after such denunciations
could have been natural. The tumult cuts short the
oration precisely where the author had exhausted his

' Meyer, Apg., p. 198; Overbeck, zu de Wette's Apg., p. 114 f.

* It is said both in v. 58 and 39 that * they stoned ” him. The double
use of the term é\boSidovr has called forth many curious explanations.
Heinrichs (ad vii. 57, p. 205), and after him Kuinoel (iv. p. 288), explain
the first as meaning only that they prepared to stone him, or that they
wantonly threw stones at him on the way to the place of execution.
Olshausen (on vii. £7—60, p. 125) considers the first to be a mere antici-
pation of the second more definitely described stoning. So also Meyer
(on vii. 57, p. 193). Bleek (Einl. N. T., p. 341 f.) conjectures that the
author only found it stated generally in the written source which he uses,
as in v. 58, that they cast Stephen out of the city and stoned him, and
that, from mere oral tradition, he inserted the second ¢AfoSddowr, v. 59,
for the sake of what is there related about Saul.

3 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 83 ; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi.p. 195 ; Humphrey,
Acts, p. 69; Meyer, Apg., p. 193 ; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 365 £.; Over-
beck, zude W. Apg., p. 114 . ; W eizaiicker, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., v. p. 387.

¢ Levit. xxiv. 14. * Deut. xvii. 7.

¢ Baur, Paulus, i. p. 62 ff.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw., viii.
Pp- 338; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 114 f.; Schneckenburger, 8tud. u. Krit.,
1853, p. 326 f.; I azsiicker, in Schenkel's Bib. Lex., v. p. 387; Zeller,
Apg., p- 149 ff,
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been unanimously conceded, Paul would not have added to
his statement about Titus, that not only he himself had not
been compelled to give way in this instance, but that his
representations had even convinced those who had been
Apostles before him, and secured the unanimous adoption
of his own views on the point? The whole of this Epistle
is a vehement and intensely earnest denunciation of those
Judaizers who were pressing the necessity of the initia-
tory rite upon the Galatian converts.! Is it possible that
the Apostle could have left totally unmentioned the fact
that the Apostles and the very Church of Jerusalem had
actually declared circumcision to be unnecessary? It
would not have accorded with Paul’s character, it is said,
to have appealed to the authority of the elder Apostles or
of the Church in a matter in which his own apostolic
authority and teaching were in question. In that case,
how can it be supposed that he ever went at all up to
Jerusalem to the Apostles and elders about this question ?
If he was not too proud to lay aside his apostolic dignity
and, representing the Christians of Antioch, to submit
the case to the Council at Jerusalem, and subsequently
to deliver its decree to various communities, is it consis-
tent with reason or common sense to assert that he was
too proud to recall the decision of that Council to the
Christians of Galatia? It must, we think, be obvious
that, if such an explanation of Paul's total silence as to
the decree be at all valid, it is absolutely fatal to the
account of Paul’s visit in the Acts. This reasoning is not
confined to the Epistle to the Galatians but, as Paley

1 “Turning from Antioch to Galatia, we meet with Judaic teachers
who urged circumcision on the Gentile converts, and, as the best means
of weakening the authority of St. Paul, asserted for the Apostles of the

Circumcision the exclusive right of dictating to the Church.” Light/foot,
Ep. to the Gal. p. 353.
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away. Moreover these Corinthians have lawsuits with
each other (vi. 1 ff), and, instead of taking advantage of
those supernatural Charismata, they actually take their
causes for decision before the uninspired tribunals of the
heathen rather than submit them to the judgment of the
saints. Their own members, who have gifts of wisdom
and of knowledge, discerning of spirits and governings,
have apparently so little light to throw upon the regula-
tion of social life, that the Apostle has to enter into
minute details for their admonition and guidance. He
has even to lay down rules regarding the head-dresses of
women in the Churches (xi. 3 ff). Even in their very
Church assemblies there are divisions of a serious cha-
racter amongst them (xi. 18 ff.). They misconduct them-
selves in the celebration of the Lord’s supper, for they
make it, as it were, their own supper, “ and one is hungry
and another is drunken.” * What!” he indignantly
exclaims, “have ye not houses to eat and to drink in?
or despise ye the Church of God?” To the Galatians
Paul writes, marvelling that they are so soon removing
from him that called them in the grace of Christ unto 3
different Gospel (i. 6). ‘O foolish Galatians,” he says
(iiii. 1), *“ who bewitched you?” In that community also,
opposition to Paul and denial of his authority had become
powerful.

If we turn to other ancient documents, the Epistles
to the seven Churches do not present us with 3
picture of supernatural perfection in those communities,
though doubtless, like the rest, they had received these
gifis. The other Epistles of the New Testament depict
a state of things which by no means denotes any extra-
ordinary or abnormal condition of the members. We
may quote a short passage to show that we do not straid
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same footing with the Synoptic Gospels, and of this
book, we are promised a further examination. But we
possess at least some undoubted writings of one who
was himself a chief actor in the events which followed
immediately upon those recorded in the Gospels ;
and in these undoubted writings St. Paul certainly
shows by incidental allusions, the good faith of which
cannot be questioned, that he believed himself to be
endowed with the power of working miracles, and
that miracles, or what were thought to be such, were
actually wrought by him and by his contemporaries.

Besides these allusions, St. Paul repeatedly
-refers to the cardinal miracles of the Resurrection
and Ascension; he refers to them as notorious and
unquestionable facts at a time when such an assertion
might have been easily refuted. On one occasion he
gives a very circumstantial account of the testimony
on which the belief in the Resurrection rested (1 Cor.
xv. 4-8). And not only does he assert the Resurrection
as a fact, but he builds upon it a whole scheme of
doctrine : ‘ If Christ be not risen,’ he says, ¢ then
is our preaching vain, and your faith is also vain.
We do not stay now to consider the exact philosophical
weight of this evidence. It will be time enough to
do this when it has received the critical discussion
that may be presumed to be in store for it. But as
external evidence, in the legal sense, it is probably
the best that can be produced, and it has been entirely
untouched so far.”! We have already disposed of
the “allusions” above referred to. We shall in due
time deal with "the rest of the statements in this
passage, but at present it is sufficient to agree at

1 Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Century, 1876, p. 10 f.
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any man common or unclean. Therefore also I came
without gainsaying when sent for. I ask, therefore, for
what reason ye sent for me?” Cornelius narrates the
particulars of his vision and continues : ““ Now, therefure,
we are all present before God to hear all the things that
have been commanded thee of the Lord. Then Peter
opened his mouth and said : Of a truth I perceive that
God is no respecter of persons, but in every nation he
that feareth him and worketh righteousness is acceptable
to him,” and soon. While Peter is speaking, * the Holy
Spirit fell on all those who heard the word. And they of
the circumcision who belicved were astonished, as many
as came with Peter, because that on the Gentiles also has
been poured out the gift of the Holy Spirit; for they
heard them speak with tongues and magnify God. Then
answered Peter: Can any one forbid the water that
these should not be baptized, which have received the
Holy Spirit as well as we? And he commanded them
to be baptized in the name of the Lord.”

We shall not waste time discussing the endeavours
of Kuinoel, Neander, Lange, Ewald, and others, to
explain away as much as possible the supernatural
clements of this narrative, for their attempts are repu-
diated by most apologists, and the miraculous pheno-
mena are too clearly described and too closely con-
nected with the course of the story to be either ignored
or eliminated. Can such a narrative, heralded by such
miracles as the instantaneous cure of the paralytic Zneas,
and the raising from the dead of the maiden Dorcas,
be regarded as sober history ? Of course many maintain
that it can, and comparatively few have declared them-
selves against this! We have, however, merely the

' Baur, Paulus, i. p, 90 ff.; Darideon, Int. N. T., ii. p. 249 f.; Gfrorer,





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_560.png
560 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

powers more than all others, subjecting his very move-
ments, his visits to Jerusalem, to the direction of impulses
which he supposed to be revelations: there has never
been a case in which both temperament and religious
belief more thoroughly combined to ascribe, with perfect
conviction, objective reality to subjective impressions
connected with divine things then occupying his mind.
Paul moreover lived in a time when the Messianic
longing of the Jews led them to be profoundly interested
students of the later apocalyptic writings, which certainly
made a deep impression upon the Apostle, and in which
he must have been struck by the image of the promised
Messiah, like the Son of Man, coming on the clouds of
heaven (Dan. vii. 13, cf. 1 Cor. xv.47)." At no time was
such a vision more likely to present itself to him, than
when his mind was fixed upon the Messianic idea with
all the intensity of one who had been persecuting those
who asserted that the Messiah had already come. Here
was teason for all that concentration of thought upon
the subject which produces such visions: and when
doubt and hesitation entered into that eager intense
spirit, the conflict must have been sharp and the nerves
highly strung. The Jesus whom he saw with his
mind’s eye was the climax of conviction in such a
nature ; and the vision vividly brought to him his own
self-reproachful thoughts for cruelly mistaken zeal, and
the remorse of noble souls which bounds to reparation.
He devoted himself as eagerly to Christianity, as he
had previously done to Judaism. He changed the
contents but not the form of his mind? Paul the

1 Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1864, p. 183.
2 Holsten, Zum Ev. des Paulus u. Detr., p. 84 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Zetschr.
wiss. Th., 1864, p. 188 ff.
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vii. 23 . . . Teooepaxovraém)s xpowos . . . . xiil. 18 . . . regoepaxorrairy
xpovor.

vii. 23 . . . d»éBy émi v rapdiay alrov . . . 1Cor. ii. 9 . . . “éwi xap-

8iar dvdpémov otk dvéfn” . . . of. Luke xxiv. 38; of. Acts x.
9; dvaBaivew, Acts 20 times, Luke 9 times, rest frequently.
zapdia occurs in Acts 21, Luke 24 times, rest frequently.

4 viot 'lopajh, 37, v. 21, ix. 13, x. 36; Luke i. 16, Paul 3, rest 4
timee.

vii. 24, éwoinoer éxdimmow . . . Luke xviii. 7and 8 . . . wouoe iy éxdi-
mow.

vii. 25, sopifew, with accusative and infinitive, xiv. 19, xvi. 13, 27, xvii.
29; only once used otherwise xxi. 29; so Luke ii. 44 ; rare else-
where.

»  Oumévas Tovs d3eAdpovs om o . . Mt. xvii. 13; rire ovriar of palfin-
Taidrs . . .

s S xepds, ii. 23, v. 12, xi. 30, xiv. 3, xv. 23, xix. 11, 26; é¥ yewpi,
vii. 35.

vil. 26, 15 e émovoy Guépg . . . Xxiil. 11, rj 8¢ éwwdoy rurri. Th émodoy
without a substantive, xvi. 11, xx. 15, xxi. 18. ¢muras does not
oocur in any other writing of the N. T. The re in this passage may
not be sufficiently certain, but it occurs some 140 times in Acts, 8
in Luke, and only 46 times in the rest of the N. T.

vii. 28, & rpomov, Ex. ii. 14; Acts i. 11, xv. 11, xxvii. 25; Luke xiii. 34,
Mt. xxiii. 37, 2 Tim. iii. 8 ; otherwise rpowos 6 times.

vii. 29, éyévero év v, vii. 1, ix. 37, xiv. 1, xix. 1, xxii. 17; Luke 32
times, rest 9.

vii. 30, év ¢phoyi . . . Luke xvi. 24, év 1) Phoyi ravry, only.

vii. 33, Aboor 76 Umddnpa Tév woddr oov, Ex. iii. 5; Acts xiii. 25, > iwé-
dnpa rov wodadv Abocas.—imddnua, Luke iii. 16, x. 4, xv. 22, xx. 35,
rest 4 times.

vii. 34, xai viw, iii. 17, x. 5, xiii. 11, xvi. 37, xx. 22, 25, xxii. 16, xxiii.
21, xxvi. 6; elsewhere 12 times.

vii. 36, é&iyayer alrovs, abeol. v. 19, Mk, xv. 20.

vii. 38, warépes npdv, vii. 11, 12, 15, 19, 39, 44, 45 twice, 51, 52, iii. 13,
25, v. 30, xiii. 17, 32, 36, xv. 10, xxii. 14, xxvi. 6, xxviii. 25.

vii. 38, é3éfaro Aoya (dvra . . . Rom. iii. 2 . . . & Adya voi beois; cf.
John vi. 51, Heb. iv. 12, v. 12, x. 20; Acts viii. 14 . . . 3éexvas rov»
Aoyor 1o Beod . . . xi. 1 . . . é3éfarro v Adyow voi Beod . . . xvii.
11 . . . défavro Tow Aéyow « . «

vii. 41, év rois épyots Tav xepdv ubtéy . . . Rev. ix. 20 . . . éx Tév Spywr
rov xewor airor, cf. Heb. i. 10 (Ps. ci. 25, cxxxiv. 15).

vii. 42, orparia rob ovparoi. Lukeii. 13, . . . ovparids olpaviov, nowhere

else in N. T. 3 Kings xxii. 19 . . . orparw rov odparoi . . .
1 xkabds yéypanta év Bifhe tév mpogmriv . . . i 20, yéypawra yap
v BifAp Yadpir.

vii, 45, dnd mpoodmov, iii. 19, v. 41; Rev. vi. 16, xii. 14, xx. 11,

only.
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STEPHEN.

45. Which also our fathers . . .
brought in with Joshua when they
took possession of the Gentiles (ré»
é6vav) whom God drave out before
the face of our fathers, unto the
days of David,

46. Who found (elpe) favour with

48. Howbeit, the Most High

dwelleth not in what is made with |

hands (ot é TyuoTos év xewpomoriois
xarouxei-) even as the prophet saith :
49. The heaven (6 olpavds) is my
throne, and the earth (7 y4) is my
footstool. 50. Did not my hand
make all these things ? (O0xi # xeip
pov émolnoey wivra raira; )

51. Ye unciroumcised in hearts
« o (dwepirpnrot kapdiais. . . .)

52. Which of the prophets did
not your fathers persecute P and
they killed (dméxrewar) them which
announced before of the coming of
the righteous One (rov 3waiov), of
whom ye have become betrayers
and murderers (Poveis).

53. Ye received the law at the
arrangements of angels . . . (é\d-
Bere 1oy vopov ds diarayis dyyrey

S

64. And hearing these things
they were cut to their hearts (dxov-
ovres 8¢ ratra diemplovro), and gnash-
ed their teeth upon him.

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION,

PauL AND PETER.

xiii. 19. And he destroyed seven
nations (#6m) in the land of Ca-
naan,! and divided their land to
them by lot.

22 . . . he raised up unto them
David as king, to whom also he
bare witness and said: I found
(elpor) David, a man after mine
own heart, &c., &c.

xvii. 24f. The God that made the
world and all things therein (6 feds
& woupgas Tov xdopor kai wdvra va év
adré), he being Lord of heaven and
earth (odparoi xai yis) dwelleth not
in temples made with hands (odx
év xetpomoufrots vaois karoixei) neither
is served by men’s hands (xepav),
&e., &e., &o.

(Rom. ii. 29. Circumcision is of
the heart, in spirit (repirops xapdias

v mvedpari k. . A . . )
xxii. 14. . . . the righteous One
(row dixasor). . .

iii. 14. But ye denied the holy
and righteous One (rd» dixator) and
desired a murderer (&3pa oréa) to
be granted unto you, 15. and killed
(dmexreivare) the Prince of Life, &c.,
&ec.

(Gal. iii. 19, What then is the
law? It was added . .. ; being
arranged by means of angels . . .
(vi oy & vépos ; wpooerédny . . . dua-
rayeis 8 dyydav . . .))

v. 33. When they heard they
were cut (to their hearts) (of 8¢ dxov-
cavres diempiovro) and took counsel
to slay them.

It is argued that the speech of Stephen bears upon it

adds ‘‘ unto the fathers ” *“ mpds rods warépas,” but the balance of evidence

is decidedly against the words.

! vii. 11, Then camo a famine upon all Egypt and Canaan.
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similar impression is soon carried from the brain to the
sensorium of all. Thig does not involve the supposition
of a diseased mind in ordinary cases, and in the instances
which we have in view the false perceptions were,
obviously, determined and encouraged by foregone con-
clusions of a nature rarely possible and, when existing,
rarely resisted. *There are many persons,” adds Dr.
Carpenter, * quite sane upon ordinary matters, and even
(it may be) distinguished by some special form of ability,
who are yet affected with what the writer once heard
Mr. Carlyle term a ‘diluted insanity ;' allowing their minds
to become so completely ‘possessed’ by ‘dominant ideas,’
that their testimony as to what they declare themselves
to have witnessed—even when several individuals con-
cur in giving exactly the same account of it—must be
regarded as utterly untrustworthy.”*

That subjective impressions can, in the opinion of
eminent apologists, be recorded by an Evangelist as
objective reality, we have already pointed out in con-
nection with the statement of the first Synoptist, that
 Many bodies of the saints were raised; and they came
out of the sepulchres after his resurrection and appeared
unto many.” (xxvii. 52 f). Dean Milman and Canon
Farrar explain this by the supposition that the earth-
quake *seemed to have filled the air with ghostly visit-
ants, who after Christ had risen appeared to linger in
the Holy City.”? It follows as a logical consequence
that, as this subjective impression felt by many at once is
described in the Gospel as objective, these writers not
only admit the possibility of such a mistake on the part

1 Principles of Mental Physiology, 1876, p. 209.
2 Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 419; Milman, llist. of Christianity, i.
336 f. Passages quoted p. 426.
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rcasonably explained in any other way than by the fact
that they were composed by the author himself, who had
the earlier speeches ascribed to Peter still in his memory
when he wrote those of Paul,! and who, in short, had not
sufficient dramatic power to create altogether distinct
characters, but simply made his different personages use
his own vocabulary to express his own somewhat limited
range of ideas. Setting his special design aside, his
inventive faculty only permitted him to represent Peter
speaking like Paul, and Paul like Peter.

It is argued by some, however, that in the speeches of
Peoter, for instance, there are peculiarities of language and
expression which show analogy with the first Epistle
bearing his name in the New Testament Canon,? and, on
the other hand, traces of translation in some of them
which indicate that these speeches were delivered origi-
nally in Aramaic, and that we have only a version of
them by the Author of the Acts, or by some one from
whom he derived them.? As regards the first of these
suppositions, a few phrases only have been pointed out,
but they are of no force under any circumstances, and
the whole theory is quite groundless.* We do not con-
P 8 £ Dueidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 230 ff. ; Mayerkoff, Einl. petr. Schr.,
P 22 2 Schueckenduryer, Apg., p. 130 f.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus,
Yo HO; de Wette, Apg., p. lil; Einl N, T, p 250; Zeller, Apg.,
P S0l R, 497 L.

* Zellar, Apg., p. 403 L.

* Alford, Greek Test., it Proleg., p. 10; Ebruri, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch.,
P. 683 £; Lange, Das spost. Zeit, i p. 106; Ricim, De Foatibus Act.
Apost,, 1321, p. 126 1., 143 . Seylr, Stud. wo Krit, 1832, p. SS £
Tholuck, Stud. u. Krit.. 1539, p. 3065 Wzis, Dec petr. Lohrbegriff, 1855,
P-3f, p bt O Kidder, Stud wo Krit, 1873, po492 £, 335 f.

3} Biesk, Binl. p. 345 f.; Meyer, Apg.. p. TS

¢ Duvideom, Iut. N. T., i p. 297 £; Mayerhoff, Einl petr. Sebr.,
P B2 2; Overbeck, an de Wette's Apg., p. liv. £ ; do Wette, Bial N. T.,

P 2515 Zeller, Apg.. p. 496 . CE Kdber, Stwl w Krit., p. 1873,
p2L
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dered * through me,” ! giving év the sense of 8id ; but in
that case the following context would be quite unneces-
sary. Hilgenfeld? thinks that the meaning is “in his
person ;" and Riickert ® and a few others read * to me.”
The liberties taken by interpreters of the New Testament
with the preposition év, too frequently from preconceived
dogmatic reasons, are remarkable. The importance of
this passage chiefly lies in the question whether the
revelation here referred to is the same as the appearance -
to him of Jesus of the Corinthian letter. Some critics
incline to the view that it is so,* whilst others consider
that Paul does not thus speak of his vision, but rather of
the doctrine concerning Jesus which formed his Gospel,
and which Paul claimed to have received, not from man,
but by revelation from God.® Upon this point we have
only a few remarks to make. If it be understood that
Paul refers to the appearance to him of Jesus, it is clear
that he represents it in these words as a subjective vision,
within his own consciousness. If, on the other hand,
he do not refer to the appearance, then the passage
loses all distinct reference to that occurrence. We do
not intend to lay any further stress upon the expression
than this, and it is fair to add that we do not think there
is any special reference to the apparition of Jesus in the

p. 42 f., anm. ; Meijboom, Jezus’ Opstand., p. 105 ; Neander, Pllanzung,
p. 117,

! Grotius, Annot. in N. T., vi. p. 553 ; Baumgarten-Crusius, Br. an die
QGal., p. 26; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 82.

2 Der Galaterbr., p. 121 3AdL

¢ Baur, Paulus, i. p. 75 ff.; Meijboom, Jezus’ Opstand., p. 105 f.;
Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 216 f., 230 f.; FEwald, Holtzmann,
Schrader, Usters, Wieseler, &c., in 1. .

§ Holsten, Zum Ev. Paul. u. 8. w., p. 42, anm.; Neander, Pflanzung,
p. 117; dlford, Bisping, Hilgenfeld, Lightfoot, Meyer, de Wette, Words-
worth, &c., in 1.
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agreement here. If all the Master’s disciples * forsook
him and fled,”* and his few friends and acquaintances
stood “afar off” regarding his sufferings, it is readily
conceivable that pious tradition had unlimited play. We
must, however, return to the cry recorded in Matthew
and Mark,? the only one about which two witnesses agree.
Both of them give this quotation from Ps. xxii. 1 in
Aramaic : Eli (Mark: Eloi), Eli,? lema sabacthani. The
purpose is clearly to enable the reader to understand
what follows, which we quote from the first Gospel:
* And some of them that stood there, when they heard it
said: This man calleth for Eljjah. . . . . The rest said,
Let be, let us see whether Elijah cometh to save him.”*
It is impossible to confuse “El” or “Eloi” with
“ Eljahu,”® and the explanations suggested by apolo-
gists are not sufficient to remove a difficulty which seems
to betray the legendary character of the statement. The
mistake of supposing that Jesus called for Elijjah could
not possibly have been made by those who spoke
Aramaic; that strangers not perfectly understanding
Aramaic should be here intended cannot be maintained,
for the suggestion is represented as adopted by *the
rest.” The Roman soldiers had probably never heard of
Elijab ; and there is nothing whatever to support the
allegation of mockery® as accounting for the singular

1 Mt. xxvi. 56. 2 Mt. xxvii. 46; Mk. xv. 34.

3 The Sinaitic cod., Mt. xxvii. 46 reads: éAwi, é\oi, Aeud caBaxfarei;
the cod. Alex., 7L, 7AL, & 7. A ; cod. Vat., Awei, Awel, . 7. A. D has e,
#\el, k.7A. We only note the variations in the first two words which are
those upon which the question turns.

4 Mt. xxvii. 47, 49; cf. Mk. xv. 35, 36.

8 Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 351 f.; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 428,
anm. 1.
¢ Meyer says: ** Frevelhafter Judenwitz mit lappisch béslicher Verdre-
hung des 7\ #\i, nicht Missverstiindniss, weder der Romischen Soldaten,
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typical of Geutile conversion, in contrast with that of the
Twelve who represent the more strictly Judaic limitation
of the Messianic mission ; and they seem to hold that the
preaching of the seventy is represented as not confined to
Judea, but as extending to Samaria, and that it thus de-
noted the destination of the Gospel also to the Gentiles.
On the other hand, other critics, many, though by no
means all, of whom do not question the authenticity of the
passage, are disposed to deny the Pauline tendency, and
any special connection with a mission to the Gentiles,
and rather to see in the number seventy a reference to
well-known Judaistic institutions.! It is true that the
number of the nations was set down at seventy by Jewish
tradition, but, on the other hand, it was the number of
the elders chosen by Moses from amongst the children of
Israel by God’s command to help him, and to whom
God gave of his spirit;® and also of the national

ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 157; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm. i. 2. 4te Aufl., p. 591 ;
Renan, Les Evangiles, 1877, p. 270 ff.; Reuss, Théol. Chr., ii. p. 347 f.;
Ritschl, Das Ev. Marcions, p. 185 f.; Scherer, Rev. de Théol., iv., 1859,
p- 340 f.; Scholten, Het paul. Ev., p. 100 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Z.,1ii. p. 45 f.; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 274 ff.; Volkmar, Die Rel.
Jesu, p. 308, 325; de Wette, Ev. Luc. u. Marc., p. 79; Einl. N. T,
p. 179; Zeller, Apg., p. 41, 448. Cf. Oosterzee, Das Ev. n. Lukas, 3te
Aufl., p. 162 f.

! Baumgarten-Crusius, Ev. des Mark. u. Lukas, 1845, p. 72; Bengel,
Gnom. N. T., p. 295; Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ov. Gosch., p. 418 f.; Ewald,
Die drei erst. Evv., p. 284 f.; cf. Die Alterth. d. V. Isr. 3te Aufl.,
p. 328 fi.; Karrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 99; Gjfrérer, Das Jahrh. d.
Heils, ii. p. 371 f.; Die heil. Sage, i. p. 235; Holtzmann, Die synopt.
Evv., p. 392 f.; Kuinoel, Comm. N. T.,ii. p. 450 f.; Meyer, Ev. des
Mark. u. Lukas, p. 393 ff.; Weiss, Stud. u. Krit.,, 1861, p. 710 f.
Cf. Alford, Greek Test., i. p. 536 f.; Hase, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 200 f. ;
Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 274; Wordsworth, Greek Test., Four
Gospels, p. 207,

3 See 8. R., i. p. 109 f.; Clem. Recog., ii. 42; Epiphanius, Haer., i. §;
Eisenmenger, Entd. Judenthum, ii. p. 3 ff., p. 736 f.

3 Numbers xi. 16 ff., 25 ff. Also the number of the sons of Jacob who
went into Egypt, Gen. xlvi. 27.
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primitive Church from its first formation in the midst of
Mosaism, with strong Judaistic rules and prejudices, up
to that liberal universalism which freely admitted the
christian Gentile, upon equal terms, into communion with
the christian Jew. The question with which we are
concerned is strictly this: Is the account in the Acts
of the Apostles of the successive steps by which
Christianity emerged from Judaism, and, shaking off the
restrictions and obligations of the Mosaic law, admitted
the Gentiles to a full participation of its privileges
historically true ? s the representation which is made
of the conduct and teaching of the older Apostles on the
one hand, and of Paul on the other, and of their mutual
relations an accurate one? Can the Acts of the Apostles,
in short, be considered a sober and veracious history of
so important and interesting an epoch of the christian
Church ? This has been vehemently disputed or denied,
and the discussion, extending on every side into important
collateral issues, forms in itself a literature of voluminous
extent and profound interest. Our path now lies through
this dcbatable land; but although the controversy as to
the connection of Paul with the development of Christianity
and his relation to the Apostles of the Circumcision
cannot be altogether avoided, it only partially concerns
us. We are freed from the necessity of advancing
any particular theory, and have here no further interest
in it than to inquire whether the narrative of the Acts
is historical or not. If, therefore, avoiding many im-
portant but unnecessary questions, and restricting our-
selves to a straight course across the great controversy,
we seem to deal insufficiently with the general subject, it
must be remembered that the argument is merely in-
cidental to our inquiry, and that we not only do not
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ever, is very clear : that the order to go into Galilee and
the statement that there first Jesus is to appear to the
disciplés are unmistakable, repeated and peremptory.

‘We must now turn to the second Gospel. The women
going to the sepulchre with spices that they might
anoint the body of Jesus—which, according to the
fourth Gospel, had already been fully embalmed and, in
any case, had lain in the sepulchre since the Friday
evening — are represented as saying amongst them-
selves: “ Who will roll us away the stone from the
door of the sepulchre?”! This is a curious dramatic
speculation, but very suspicious. These women are
apparently not sufficiently acquainted with Joseph of
Arimathzea to be aware that, as the fourth Gospel
asserts, the body had already been embalmed, and yet
they actually contemplate rolling the stone away from the
mouth of a sepulchre which was his property.? Keim
has pointed out that it was a general rule® that, afier a
sepulchre had been closed in the way described, it should
not again be opened. Generally, the stone was not placed
against the opening of the sepulchre till the third day,
when corruption had already commenced ; but here the
sepulchre is stated by all the Gospels to have been
closed on the first day, and the unhesitating intention of
the women to remove the stone is not a happy touch on
the part of the second Synoptist. They find the stone
already rolled away.* Ver. 5: “ And entering into the
sepulchre, they saw a young man siiting on the right
side, clothed in a long white garment; and they were

' Mk. xvi. 3.

2 Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii. p. 522. 3 Ib., iii. 522, anm. 1.

4 Mk. xvi. 4. The continuation : * for it was very great” (v ydp péyas
opédpa), is peculiar, but of course intended to represent the difficulty of

its removal.
c62
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and then into seventy tongues, and every people heard
the Law in its own mother-tongue.”! The same expla-
nation is given of Ps. Ixviii. 11, and the separation of the
voice into seven voices and seventy tongues is likened to
the sparks beaten by a hammer from molten metal on
the anvil.? Philo expresses the same ideas in several
places. We can only extract one passage in which,
speaking of the giving of the law on Sinai, and discussing
the manner in which God proclaimed the decalogue, he
says: “ For God isnot like a man in need of a voice and
of a tongue . . . but it seems to me that at that time he
performed a most holy and beseeming wonder, command-
ing an invisible voice to be created in air, more wonderful
than all instruments, . . . . not lifeless, but neither a
form of living creature composed of body and soul, but a
reasonable soul full of clearness and distinctness, which
formed and excited the air and transformed it into flaming
fire, and sounded forth such an articulated voice, like
breath through a trumpet, that it seemed to be equally
heard by those who were near and those furthest off.”2
A little further on he says: “But from the midst of
the fire streaming from heaven, a most awful voice
sounded forth, the flame being articulated to language
familiar to the hearers, which made that which was
said so vividly clear, as to seem rather seeing than

1 Midrash Tanchumah, 26, c.; Gfrorer, Ib., ii. 398.

* Midrash Tillin; Bab. Schabbath, 85 b. ; Gfrirer, Ib., ii. 393 f.

3 0) yip ds Mpmror 6 Oeds, ovoparos xai yAerrys xal dprpury Sedpevos,
d\X’ époi doxel xar’ éxeivor Tov xpdwor kporpm-w'mror 7t Bavparovpyioar,
xeleboas iy doparov év déps Snuovpynbijvas, mivrey dpydrey Bavpacidrepor
. . obx dyruxor dAN’ oid' éx adparos xai Yuxis Tpémor (Gov ovreaTycviay,
d@\\& Yuxiy hoywajy dvimheor cadnreias xai rpavdmyros, § rdv dépa oxnparicaca
xai émireivaca kai mwpds wip PAoyoedés peraBaloioa, xabdwep wreipa dud odh~
weyyos puviy rocairyy Evappor éxnoer, bs rois fyyioTa Tols wopperdre xar’
ioov dxpoacfar Soxeiv. De decem Oraculis, § 9, ed. Mangey, ii. 185 £.
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claim of Christianity to be regarded as Divine Revelation,
and nothing new either in the doctrines said to have been
revealed, or in the miracles by which it is alleged to have
been distinguished. There has not been a single histori-
cal religion largely held amongst men which has not
pretended to be divinely revealed, and the written books
of which have not been represented as directly inspired.
There is not a doctrine, sacrament or rite of Christianity
which has not substantially formed part of earlier
religions; and not a single phase of the supernatural
history of the Christ, from his miraculous conception,
birth and incarnation to his death, resurrection and
ascension, which has not had its counterpart in earlier
mythologies. Heaven and bell, with characteristic vari-
ation of details, have held an important place in the
eschatology of many creeds and races. The same may
be said even of the moral teaching of Christianity, the
elevated precepts of which, although in a less perfect
and connected form, had already suggested themselves
to many noble minds and been promulgated by ancient
sages and philosophers. That this Inquiry into the
reality of Divine Revelation has been limited to the
claim of Christianity has arisen solely from a desire to
condense it within reasonable bounds, and confine it to
the only Religion in connection with which it could
practically interest us now.

There is nothing in the history and achievements of
Christianity which can be considered characteristic of a
Religion divinely revealed for the salvation of mankind.
Originally said to have been communicated to a single
nation, specially selected as the peculiar people of God,
and for whom distinguished privileges were said to be

reserved, it was almost unanimously rejected by that
PP2
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importance to the success of his work ; and he felt this so
much that, as he himself states, he went up to Jerusalem
to communicate to them the Gospel which he preached
among the Gentiles: “lest by any means I might be
running or did run in vain.”! Any open breach between
them would have frustrated his labours. Had Paul been
in recognized enmity with the Twelve who had been
selected as his special disciples by the Master, and been
repudiated and denounced by them, it is obvious that his
position would have been a precarious one. He had no
desire for schism. His Gospel, besides, was merely a
development of that of the elder Apostles; and, however
much they might resent his doctrine of the abrogation of
the law and of the inutility of circumcision, they could
still regard his Gentile converts as at least in some sort
Proselytes of the Gate. With every inducement to pre-
serve peace if by any means possible, and to suppress
cvery expression of disagreement with the Twelve, it is
not surprising that we find so little direct reference to
the elder Apostles in his epistles. During his visit to
Jerusalem he did not succeed in converting them to his
views. They still limited their ministry to the circum-
cision, and he had to be content with a tacit consent
to his work amongst the heathen. But although we
have no open utterance of his irritation, the sup-
pressed impatience of his spirit, even at the recollection
of the incidents of his visit, betrays itself in abrupt
sentences, unfinished expressions, and grammar which
breaks down in the struggle of repressed emotion. We
have already said enough regarding his ironical refer-
ences to those *who seem to be something,” to the
“overmuch Apostles,” and we need not again point

1 Gal. 11 2.
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of Man shall sit on the throne of his glory,” the Twelve
also “shall sit upon twelve thrones judging the twelve
tribes of Israel;”' a promise which, according to the
third Synoptist, is actually made during the last supper.?
In the Apocalypse, which, “of all the writings of the
New Testament is most thoronghly Jewish in its language
and imagery,” ? the names of the twelve Apostles of the
Lamb are written upon the twelve foundations of the
wall of the heavenly Jerusalem, upon the twelve gates of
which, through which alone access to the city can be
obtained, are the names of the twelve tribes of the children
of Isracl® Jesus himself limited his teaching to the
Jews, and was strictly “ a minister of the circumcision
for the truth of God, to confirm the promises made unto
the fathers.”s To the prayer of the Canaanitish woman :
“ Have mercy on me, O Lord, Son of David,” unlike
his gracious demeanour to her of the bloody issue,® Jesus,
at first, it is said, * answered her not a word ;” and even
when besought by the disciples—not to heal her daughter,
but—to ‘“send her away,” he makes the emphatic
declaration : “I was not sent but unto the lost sheep of
the house of Isracl.”7 To her continued appeals he lays
'V Mt. xix. 28. * Luke xxii. 30.

3 Lightfoot, St. Paul’s Ep. to the Galatians, 4th ed., p. 343.

¢ Rev. xxi., 12, 14.

$ Rom. xv. 8. Alford, Greek Test., i. p. 164 f.; D'Eichthal, Les
Evangiles, i. p. 47 fi. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw. iv., 1864, p. 37 ;
Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. p. 407 f.; Hilyenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 86 f. ;
Keim, Jesu v. Naz., ii. p. 405 ff.; Klostermann, Das Marcusevang, 1867,
p- 136 £.; Meyer, Ev. Matth., 5te Aufl., p. 251, p. 340 f. ; Mosheim, Inst.
Hist. Eccles., i. pars i. ¢. iii. §§ 6, 7; Neander, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 369 ;
Renan, Vie de Jésus, xiii. éd., p. 458 f.; Reuss, Théol. Chr., ii. p. 346 f.;
Ritschl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 34, 141; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 217 ff. ;
Weisse, Die ev. Gesch., 1838, ii. p. 61. Cf. Ewuld, Die drei erst. Evv.,
p. 247 f., 266.

¢ Matth. ix. 22,

7 Thia expression does not occur in the parallel in Mark.

YoL. 1L
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chicf priests and elders instruct them to say.! s it not
palpable that the whole story is legendary ?* If it be
so, and we think it cannot be doubted, a conclusion
which the total silence of the other Gospels seems to
confirm, very suggestive consequences may be deduced
fromit. The first Synoptist, referring to the false report
which the Sanhedrin instruct the soldiers to make, says:
“ And this saying was spread among the Jews unto this
day.”® The probable origin of the legend, therefore, may
have been an objection to the Christian affirmation of the
resurrection to the above effect; but it is iustructive to
find that Christian tradition was equal to the occasion, and
invented a story to refute it. It is the tendency to this
very system of defence and confirmation, everywhere
apparent, which renders early Christian tradition so
mythical and untrustworthy.

‘We now enter upon the narrative of the Resurrection
itself. The first Synoptist relates that Mary Magdalene
and the other Mary came to behold the sepulchre “ atthe
close of the Sabbath, as it began to dawn into the first
day of the week” (Oy¢ 8¢ oaBBdrwy, T émupwaxovoy
els plav cafPdrov),t that is to say, shortly after six
o’clock on the evening of Saturday, the end of the Sab-
bath, the dawn of the next day being marked by the

! Olshausen, to obviate the difficulty of supposing that the Sanhedrin
did all this, supposes that Caiaphas the high priest may have been the
principal agent. Bibl. Comm., ii. 2, p. 190 f.

2 Bleek, Synopt. Erkl. d. drei erst. Evv. 1862, ii. p. 483 ff.; Eickhors,
Einl, i. p. 490 f.; Ewald, Die drei erst. Evv., p. 365; Gfrirer, Dio
heil. Sage, i. p. 354 f.; Kern, Tiib. Zeitschr., 1834, ii. p. 100 f.; Keim,
Jesu v. Naz,, iii. p. 523 ff., 556 ff. ; Meijboom, Jezus’ Opstanding, p. 139
ff.; Meyer, Ev. Matth., p. 607 f.; Renan, Vie de Jésus, p. 445, n.1;
Scholten, Het Ev. n. Joh., p. 358f.; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 599 f.;
Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 528; Weisse, Die ev. Gesch., ii.
p. 343 f.; Wilcke, Der Urevangelist, 1838, p. 640 f. Cf. De Hette, Ev.
Matth., p. 370 f.

3 Mt. xxwiii. 15. 4 Mt veelll 1
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descriptive reference. In any case it affords no evidence
of the existence of the Acts of the Apostles.!

The second passage, which is still more rarely ad-
vanced,? is as follows —

Ep. To PRILAD. ii. Aots xx. 29.

For many wolves (which appelr) I know that after my departing
worthy of belief, make captive by | grievous wolves will enter in among
evil pleasure the runners in the . you, not sparing the flock.
ocourse of God.
mol\ol ydp Avos aéuhmrm qbovy éyd olBa ore elgeevaovras ;ur& ri,-
xaxj) alypawrifovow tovs Beodpdpovs. | Muv pov Avxot Bapur s dpds, py

¢¢|M;um Tob woipviov.
The only point of coincidence between these two pas-
sages is the use of the word * wolves,” In the Epistle the
expression is woA\ol Mixow déwdmearor, whilst in Acts it is
Aikow Bapeis. Now the image is substantially found in
the Sermon on theMount, one form of which is given in the
first Synoptic, vii. 15, 16, and which undeniably must have
formed part of many of the Gospels which are mentioned
by the writer of the third Synoptic. We find Justin
Martyr twice quoting another form of the saying: “ For
many (moM\oi) shall arrive in my name, outwardly indeed
clothed in sheep’s skins, but inwardly being ravening
wolves (\ixot dpmayes).””® The use of the term as ap-
plied to men was certainly common in the early Church.
The idea expressed in the Epistle is more closely found
in 2 Timothy iii. 1 ff,, in the description of those who are
to come in the last days, and who will (v. 6) “ creep into
the houses and make captive (alypalwrilovres) silly
women laden with sins, led away with divers lusts.”

' Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viter, p. 280 f.; Meyer, Apostelgesch., 1870, p. 1;
Neudecker, Linl. N. T\, p. 337, anm. 2; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 51.

2 Jacobson, Patr. Ap., ii. 418.

? See discussion of the quotation, 8. R., i. p. 336, note 1, p. 379 £.
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ahnporpixmhos, Vii. 51, Erod. xxxiii. 3, 5, Dewd. ix. 6, 13,

anepirpnros, vii. 51 (dr. xapdiais xal rois dow),) Ezek. xliv. 9 (dm. xapdia
.+ . . dm. capxi) also V.7, Jerem. ix. 26 (dw. xapdig . . . dm. oapxi)
Jerem. vi. 10 (amepirpnra ra &ra abrav) ; Rom. ii. 29.

drrewimrew, vii. 51, used Numb. xxvii. 14 in regard to the rebellion of the
Israelites in the wilderness.

Bpixew, Vii. 54 ({Bpvxor rois 8ddrras én’ abrdv); Ps. xxxiv. 16 (iBpufay én’
éué rods 88dvras), Ps. xxxvi. 12 (Bpifes én’ abriw rovs ¢3.); cf. Matth.
viii, 12, &c., &e.

We shall now, by way of disposing of them, take the
words which require little special remark, but are used
as well in the rest of the Acts and in the Gospel as in
other writings of the New Testament :—

loxvew, vi. 10, xv. 10, xix. 16, 20, xxv. 7, xxvii. 16; Luke eight times,
rest of N. T. 15 times.

drbuoravas, vi. 10, xiii. 8; Luke xxi. 15; rest 11 times.

oopia, vi. 10, 3, vii. 10, 22; six times in Luke, 19 times by Paul,?22
times elsewhere.

wpeaflirepos (Jowish), vi. 12 and other 6 times; 4 times in Luke, fre-
quently elsewhere.

Téwos, vi. 13 and 18 times; Luke 20 times, rest frequently.

pdprus, vi. 13 and 12 times; Luke xxiv. 48 ; rest 20 times.

wapaddovas, vi. 14, vii. 42 and 12 times ; Luke 17 times, rest frequently.

wpéownor, Vi. 15 twice, vii. 45, and 9 times; Luke 15, rest frequently.

&aei, vi. 15 and 8 times ; Luke 10, rest 17 times.

3da, vii. 2, 53, xii. 23, xxii. 11; Luke 13, rest frequently. (8 feds rijs
3d¢ns, Ps. xxviil. 3; ¢f. xxiii. 7, 8, 9, 10; cf. Cor. ii. 8, xVpios rijs
3iéns.)

owippa, Vil. 3, 6, iii. 25, xiii. 23; Luke i. 33, xx. 28, Paul 17, rest 21
times.

réxvov, Vil. 3, ii. 39, xiii. 33, xxi. 3, 21 ; Luke 14 times, rest frequently.

SovAevew, vil. 7, Gen? xv. 14, Acts xx, 19; Luke xv. 29, xvi. 13 twice,
Paul 11, rest 9 times.

3uabiey, vii. 8, Gen. xvii. 9, 10, 11, Acts iii. 25 ; Luke i. 72, xxii. 20,
Paul 6, rest 20 times.

) Codices E H P read rj xapdig.

2 We shall use this expression to indicate the use of words in the
Epistles to the Romans, 1 and 2 to the Corinthians, and to the Galatians.

3 When a passage of Old Testament is referred to it will be understood
that the 1xx. version is intended, and that the word is derived from it.
‘When this is not clear, and the word is only used in the passage indi-
cated, it will be placed within brackets.
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gist, “ montre clairement qu'ils ont apprisla langue grecque
et qu'ils ne la possédent pas de droit divin et par inspira-
tion, car ils I'écrivent sans correction, en la surchargeant
de locutions hébraiques.”* In fact, as most critics point
out, there never was a period at which a gift of
foreign tongues was less necessary for intercourse with
the civilized world, Greek being almost everywhere
current. As regards the fifteen nations who are sup-
posed to have been represented on this great occasion,
Neander says: “It is certain that amongst the inhabi-
tants of townsin Cappadocia, in Pontus, in Asia Minor,
Phrygia, Pamphylia, Cyrene, and in the parts of Libya
and Egypt peopled by Greek and Jewish colonies, the
Greek language was in great part more current than the
old national tongue. There remain, out of the whole
catalogue of languages, at most the Persian, Syriac,
Arabic, Greek, and Latin. The more rhetorical than
historical stamp of the narrative is evident.” 2

This rhetorical character, as contradistinguished from
sober history, is indeed painfilly apparent throughout.
The presence in Jerusalem of Jews, devout men * from
every nation under heaven” is dramatically opportune, and
thus representatives of the fifteen nations are prepared to
appear in the house and hear their own languages in
which they were born spoken in so supernatural, though
useless, a manner by the brethren. They are all said
to have been * confounded ” at the phenomenon, and the
writer adds, ii. 7f: “ And they were all amazed and
marvelled, saying, Behold, are not all these which speak
Galileans? And how hear we every man in our own

' De Pressensé, Hist. des Trois prem. Si¢cles, i. p. 356. Neander (Pflan-
zung, u.s. w., p. 14 f.), Reuss (Rev. d. Théol., 1851, iil. p. 84 f.), and
many other able writers, still more strongly enforce these argumenta.

3 Neander, Panzung, u. s w., p. 18,
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to suppose that the Apostle is describing transactions
which occurred during some visit either unmentioned or
not fully related in the Acts, rather than identify it with
the visit reported in the fifteenth chapter, from which
it so essentially differs. A material difference is not
denied by any one, and explanations with a view to
reconciliation have never been dispensed with. Thiersch,
who has nothing better than the usual apologetic ex-
planations to offer, does not hesitate to avow the appa-
parent incongruities of the two narratives. ‘The jour-
ney,” he says, “is the same, but no human ingenuity
can make out that also the conference and the decree
resulting from it are the same.”' Of course he sup-
poses that the problem is to be solved by asserting that
the Apostle speaks of the private, the historian of the
public, circumstances of the visit. All who maintain the
historical character of the Acts must of course more or
less thoroughly adopt this argument, but it is obvious
that, in doing so, they admit on the one hand the general
discrepancy, and on the other, if successful in establishing
their position, they could do no more than show that
the Epistle does not absolutely exclude the account in
the Acts. Both writers profess to describe events which
occurred during the same visit; both record matters of
the highest interest closely bearing on the same subject ;
yet the two accounts are so different from each other
that they can only be rescued from complete antagonism
by complete separation. Supposing the author of the
Acts to be really acquainted with the occurrences of this
visit, and to have intended to give a plain unvarnished
account of them, the unconscious ingenuity with which
he has omitted the important facts mentioned by Paul

! Thierach, Die Kirche im ap. Zeitalter, p. 129.
YOL. III. Q
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Galatians whether * he that ministereth to them the Spirit,
and worketh miracles (6 évepyav Suvdpeis) among them,
doeth it by the works of the law, or by the hearing of
faith?’ (Gal. iii. 5.) In the first Epistle to the Corin-
thians, he goes somewhat elaborately into the exact place
in the Christian economy that is to be assigned to the
working of miracles and gifts of healing (1 Cor. xii. 10,
28, 29).”1

We shall presently examine these passages, but we
must first briefly deal with the question whether, taken
in any sense, they furnish an instance “in which a writer
claims to have himself performed a miracle.” It must be
obvious to any impaitial reader, that the remark made in
the course of our earlier argument precisely distinguished
the general * assertion of the possession of miraculous
power by the Church,” from the explicit claim to have
personally performed *a miracle ” in the singular. If,
therefore, it were even admitted “ that St. Paul treats the
fact of his working miracles as a matter of course, to
whick a passing reference i3 sufficient,” such * incidental
allusions ” would not in the least degree contradict the
statement made, but, being the only instances producible,
would in fact completely justify it. General and vague
references of this kind bave by no means the force of a
definite claim to have performed some particular miracle.
They partake too much of that indiscriminate impres-
sion of the possession and common exercise of miraculous
powers which characterized the “age of miracles” to
have any force. The desired instance, which is not forth-
coming, and to which alone reference was made, was a case
in which, instead of vague expressions, a writer, stating
with precision the particulars, related that he himself had,

! Sanday, the Guspels in the Second Contury, 1876, p. 11.
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circumstances, shows that no mere separation of locali-
ties, but a selection of race was intended. If there had
not been this absolute difference of purpose, any separa-
tion would have been unnecessary, and all the Apostles
would have preached one Gospel indifferently to all who
had ears to hear it ; such strange inequality in the parti-
tion of the work could never have existed : that Paul
should go unaided to the gigantic task of converting the
heathen, while the Twelve reserved themselves for the
small but privileged people. All that we have said at
the beginning of this section of the nature of primitive
Christianity, and of the views prevalent amongst the
disciples at the death of their Master, is verified by
this attitude of the Three during the famous visit of
the Apostle of the Gentiles to Jerusalem, and Paul’s
account is precisely in accordance with all that historical
probability and reason, unwarped by the ideal repre-
sentations of the Acts, prepare us to expect. The more
deeply we go into the statements of Paul the more is
this apparent, and the more palpable does the inauthen-
ticity of the narrative of the Council appear.

The words of Paul in describing the final understand-
ing are very remarkable and require further consideration.
The decision that they should go to the circumcision and
Paul to the Gentiles is based upon the recognition of a
different Gospel entrusted to him, the Gospel of the un-
circumcision, as the Gospel of the circumcision is en-
trusted to Peter. - It will be remembered that Paul states
that, on going up to Jerusalem upon this occasion, he com-
municated to them the Gospel which he preached among
the Gentiles, and it is probable that he made the journey
more especially for this purpose. It appears from the ac-
count that this Gospel was not only new to them, but was
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to point out not only the vagueness which exists as to the
position which it was intended that the Gentiles should
acquire, as the effect of this decree, but also its singular
and total inefficiency. An apologetic writer, having of
course in his mind the fact that there is no trace of the
operation of the decree, speaks of its conditions as follows:
*“The miscellaneous character of these prohibitions showed
that, taken asa whole, they had no binding force indepen-
dently of the circumstances which dictated them. They
were a temporary expedient framed to meet a temporary
emergency. Their object was the avoidance of offence in
mixed communities of Jew and Gentile converts. Beyond
this recognised aim and general understanding implied
therein, the limits of their application were not defined.”
In fact the immunity granted to the Gentiles was thus
practically almost unconditional.

It is obvious, however, that every consideration which
represents the decree as more completely emancipating
Gentile Christians from Mosaic obligations, and admitting
them into free communion with believers amongst the
Jews, places it in more emphatic contradiction to historical
facts and the statements of the Apostle Paul. The
unanimous adoption of such a measure in Jerusalem, on
the one hand, and, on the other, the episode at Antioch,
the fear of Peter, the silence of Paul, and the attitude of
James become perfectly inconceivable. If on the con-
trary the conditions were seriously imposed and really
meant anything, a number of difficulties spring up of which
we shall presently speak. That the prohibitions, in the
opinion of the author of the Acts, constituted a positive
and binding obligation can scarcely be doubted by anyone
who considers the terms in which they are laid down. If

1 Lightfoot, Lp. to the Gal. p. 296.
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touched upon this subject it may not be out of place
to add that Psalms xxii.' and Ixix.,? which are so
frequently quoted in connection with the passion, and
represented by New Testament and other early writers
as Messianic, are determined by sounder principles of
criticism applied to them in modern times not to
refer to the Messiah at all. We have elsewhere
spoken of other supposed Messianic Psalms quoted
in the New Testament.?

‘We now come to a remarkable episode which is pecu-
liar to the first Synoptic and strangely ignored by all the
other Gospels. It is stated that the next day—that is to
say, on the Sabbath—the chief priests and the Pharisees
came together to Pilate, saying: *Sir, we remember that
that deceiver said while he was yet alive: After three

Scholia in Jesais vaticinia, 1820, iii. p. 323 ff. ; Schenkel, Stud. u. Krit.,
1836, p. 982 ff. ; Sesnecke, Der Evang. d. A. T., p. 21 ff., 206 f.; Stdhelin,
Die mees. Weissagungen, 1847, p. 101 ff. ; Strauss, Leb. Jesu, p. 231 ff.,
575 f; de Wette, Comm. de morte J. C. expiatoria, p. 13 ff., 26 ff.;
Einl. A. T., p. 281 ; Weisse, Die ov. Gesch., i. p. 425 ff. Of. Riehm, Stud.
u. Kirit., 1865, p. 457 f., 487 ff.; 1869, p. 258 ff.

! R. Anger, Vorles. iib. Gesch. Mess. Idee, 1873, p. 73 f.; Bleeck, Einl.
A.T. 2te Aufl,, p. 624 f.; Duvidson, Int. O.T., 1862, il p. 280 f.;
Kamphausen, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., 1868, iii. p. 41 f.; Kuenen, De Pro-
foten, ii. p. 242, 248 fI.; Reuss, La Bible: Le Psautier, 1875, p. 117 ff;
Rosenmiiller, Scholia in Vet. Test., Psalmi, ii. p. 576 ff.; Ruperts, in Pott's
Sylloge Comm. Theol., 1801, ii. p. 280 ; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 578;
de Wette, Die Psalmen, p. 234; Ev. Johannes, p. 306. Cf. Hengstenberg,
Die Psalmen, 2te Aufl. ii. p. 7 ff. ; Liicke, Ev. Johan., 1843, ii. p. 760 f.

2 R. Anger, Vorles. Gesh. Mess, Idee, p. 74; G. Baur, Gesch. A. T.
Weissag., p. 416; Bleek, Einl. A. T., p. 625; Davidson, Int. O. T., ii
p. 302; Ewald, Die Psalmen, 3te Aufl., 1866, p. 292 f.; Four Friends, The
Pealms chron. arranged, p. 227; Hitzig, Die Psalmen, ii. 1 p. 93 f£. ;
Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, ed. Riehm., 1870, iii. p. 259; Kamphausen, in
Bunsen’s Bibelw., iii. p. 138; Kuenen, De Profeten, ii. p. 243 ff., 248 ff.,
252 fI.; Liicke, Ev. Joh., ii. p. 764; J. Olshausen, Die Psalmen, p. 298 ;
Reuss, La Bible: Le Psautier, p. 240 ff. ; Rosenmiiller, Scholia in Vet.
Test., 1823, iii. p. 1295 f.; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 578; Cf. Heng-
stenberg, Die Psalmen, iii. p. 240 ff,

3 See p. 82 ., 106 £.
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sepulchre and beholdeth the linen clothes lying, 7. and
the napkin that was on his head, not lying with the
linen clothes, but wrapped in one place by itself. 8. Then
went in, therefore, the other disciple also, who came first
to the sepulchre, and he saw and believed. 9. For as
yet they knew not the scriptures, that he must rise
again from the dead. 10. So the disciples went away to
their own homes.”! Critics have long ago pointed out
the careful way in which the actions of *the beloved
disciple ” and Peter are balanced in this narrative. If
the * other disciple ” outstrips Peter, and first looks into
the sepulchre, Peter first actually enters; and if Peter
first sees the careful arrangement of the linen clothes, the
other sees and believes. The evident care with which
the writer metes outa share to each disciple in this visit to
the sepulchre, of which the Synoptics seem totallyignorant,
is very suggestive of artistic arrangement, and the careful
details regarding the folding and position of the linen
clothes, which has furnished so much wmatter for apologetic
reasoning, seems to us to savour more of studied composi-
tion than natural observation. So very much is passed over
in complete silence which is of the very highest importance,
that minute detailslike these, which might well be composed
in the study, do not produce so much effect as some critics
think they should do. There is some ambiguity as to what
the disciple “ believed,” according to v. 8, when he went
into the sepulchre ; and some understand that he simply
believed what Mary Magdalene had told them (v. 2), whilst
othershold that he believed inthe resurrection, which, taken
in connection with the following verse, seems undoubtedly
to be the author’s meaning. If the former were the
reading it would Le too trifling a point to be so promi-
! John xx. 2—10.
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Although we have been forced to examine in con-
siderable detail the passages in the writings of Paul
cited by apologists in support of miracles, the study is
one of great value to our inquiry. These are the only
passages which we possess in which a contemporary
and eye-witness describes what le considers super-
natural phenomena, and conveys to us his impression
of miraculous agency. Instead of traditional reports
of miracles narrated by writers who are unknown, and
who did not witness the occurrences in question, we
have here a trustworthy witness dealing with matters
in which he was personally interested, and writing a
didactic homily upon the nature and operation of
Charismata, which he believed to be miraculous and
conferred upon the Church by the immediate agency
of the Holy Spirit. The nineteenth century here comes
into direct contact with the age of miracles, but at the
touch the miracles vanish, and that which, seen through
the golden mist of pious tradition, seems to possess
unearthly power and beauty, on closer examination
dwindles into the prose of every day life. The more
minutely reported imiracles are scanned, the more unreal
they are recognized to be. The point to which we
now desire to call attention, however, is the belief and
the mental constitution of Paul. We have seen some-
thing of the nature and operation of the gift of tongues.
That the phenomena described proceeded from an
ecstatic state, into which persons of highly excitable
nervous organization are very liable to fall under the
operation of strong religious impressions, can scarcely be
doubted. Eminent apologists® have gravely illustrated
the phenomena by the analogy of mesmerism, som-

1 Bleek, Olshausen, and others.
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be corrupted from the simplicity and the purity that is in
Christ. For if he that cometh preacheth another Jesus
whom we did not preach, or if ye receive another spirit
which ye received not, or another Gospel which ye did
not accept, ye bear well with him. For I think T am not
a whit behind the overmuch Apostles (rdv vwephiav
dwoorohwy).” ! This reference to the elder Apostles gives
point to much of the epistle which is ambiguous, and more
especially when the judaistic nature of the opposition is so
clearly indicated a few verses further on: * Are they
Hebrews? so am I Are they Israelites? so am I.  Are
they Abraham’s seed? so am I. Are they ministers
of Christ? (I speakas a fool), I am more; in labours
more abundantly, in prisons exceedingly, in deaths often,”
&c., &c.?

It is argued that the Twelve had not sufficient au-
thority over their followers to prevent such interference
with Paul, and that the relation of the Apostle to the
Twelve was: *separation, not opposition, antagonism of
the followers rather than of the leaders, personal anti-
pathy of the Judaizers to St. Paul, rather than of St.
Paul to the Twelve.”? It is not difficult to believe that
the antipathy of Paul to the Judaizers was less than
that felt by them towards him. The superiority of the
man must have rendered him somewhat callous to
such dislike* But the mitigated form of difference
between Paul and the Twelve here assumed, although
still very different from the representations of the Acts,

1 2 Cor. xi. 2—35; cf. Gal.i. 6 ff. 2 2 Cor. xi. 22 ff.

3 Jowett, The Eps. of St. Paul, 1835, i. p. 326, 339.

4 We do not think it worth while to refer to the argument that the col-
lections made by Paul for the poor of Jerusalem, &c., in times of distress
proves the unanimity which prevailed between them. Charity is not a
matter of doctrine, and the Good Samaritan doos not put the suffering
man through his catechism before he relieves his wants.
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words express,’ he is described as straightway plunging
into the vortex of public life in Damascus. The general
apologetic explanation is, that the author of the Acts
either was not aware of the journey into Arabia, or that,
his absence there having been short, he did not consider
it necessary to mention it. There are no data for
estimating the length of time which Paul spent in Arabia,
but the fact that the Apostle mentions it with so much
emphasis proves not only that he attached considerable
weight to the episode, but that the duration of his visit
could not have been unimportant. In any case, the author
of the Acts, whether ignorantly or not, boldly describes
the Apostle as doing precisely what he did not. To any
ordinary reader, moreover, his whole account of Paul's
preaching at Damascus certainly excludes altogether the
idea of such a journey, and the argument that it can be
.inserted anywhere is purely arbitrary. There are many
theories amongst apologists, however, as to the part of
the parrative in Acts, in which the Arabian journey can
be placed. By some it is assigned to a period before he
commenced his active labours, and therefore before
ix. 20,2 from which the words of the author repulse it
with singular clearness ; others intercalate it with even
less reason between ix. 20 and 21 ;3 a few discover some
indication of it in the pa@\\ov évedvvapuoiro of ver. 22,4 an
expression, however, which refuses to be forced into such
service ; a greater number place it in the juépas ixavai of
ver. 23,% making that elastic phrase embrace this as well

' Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 90.

2 Lightfoot, Ib., p. 90, n. 1; Robinson, Acts, p. 50.

3 Beelen, Act. Apost., p. 260.

$ Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 103.

* Bisping, Ex. H'buch N. T., vi. 1, 1863, p. 187; Gloag, Acts i. p. 333 f.;
Hackett, Acts, p. 138; Heinrichs, N. T. Gr., Act. Apost., i. p. 230;
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Gentile Christians to adopt Judaism. There is no
escaping this conclusion for, after all specious reasoning
to the contrary is exhausted, there remains the simple
fact that Peter, when placed in a dilemma on the
arrival of the emissaries of James, and forced to de-
cide whether he will continue to live as a Gentile or as
a Jew, adopts the latter alternative, and as Paul tells us
“compels” (in the present) the Gentiles to judaize. A
sironger indication of his views could scarcely have
been given. Not a word is said which implies that
Peter yielded to the vehement protests of Paul, but
on the contrary we must undoubtedly conclude that he
did not ; for it is impossible to suppose that Paul would
not have stated a fact so pertinent to his argument,
bhad the elder Apostle been induced by his remonstrance
to walk uprightly according to the truth of the Gospel
which Paul preached, and both to teach and practice
Christian universalism. We shall have abundant reason,
apart from this, to conclude that Peter did not yield, and it
is no false indication of this, that, a century after, we find
the Clementine Homilies expressing the bitterness of the
Petrine party against the Apostle of the Gentiles for this
very rebuke, and representing Peter as following his
course from city tocity for the purpose of refuting Paul’s
unorthodox teaching.

It is contended that Peter's conduct at Antioch is
in harmony with his denial of his master related in the
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as a valid reason; let us, therefore, see whether any
difference in the persons and circumstances removes
the contradiction. It is argued that such a difference
exists in the fact that, whilst Titus was altogether a
Gentile, Timothy, on the side of his mother at least,
was a Jew; and Thiersch, following a passage quoted
by Wetstein, states that, according to Talmudic pre-
scriptions, the validity of mixed marriages between a
Jewess and a Gentile was only recognized upon the con-
dition that the children should be brought up in the
religion of the mother. In this case, he argues, Paul
merely carried out the requirement of the Jewish law by
circumcising Timothy, which others had omitted to do,
and thus secured his admission to the Jewish synagogues
to which much of his ministry was directed, but from
which he would have been excluded had the rite not been
performed.! Even Meyer, however, in reference to this
point, replies that Paul could scarcely be influenced by
the Talmudic canon, because Timothy was already a
Christian and beyond Judaism.? Besides, in point of
fact, by such a marriage the Jewess had forfeited Jewish
privileges. ~ Timothy, in the eyes of the Mosaic law,
was not a Jew, and held, in reality, no better position
than the Greek Titus. He had evidently been brought
up as a heathen, and the only question which could
arise in regard to bim was whether he must first
become a Jew before he could be fully recognized as a
Christian. The supposition that the circumcision of
Timothy, the son of a Greek, after he had actually be-
come a Christian without having passed through Judaism,

1 Die Kirche im ap. Z., p. 138. Ewald similarly argues that Paul
circumcised Timothy to remove the stigma attaching to him as the child
of such a mixed marriage. Gesch. V. Isr., vi. 445; Jahrb. Bibl. Wiss.,
1857—58, ix. p. 64. 2 Apostelg., p. 354,
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became worth any one’s while to persecute, of those who
made it. It was in this way denied by Paul himself, at
a time when verification was infinitely more possible than
when he came to join in the assertion. Are we to sup-
pose that the Apostle took no trouble to convince himself
of the facts before he began to persecute? He was in
the confidence of the high priests it seems, can he ever
have heard the slightest doubt from them on the subject ?
Is it not palpable that Paul and his party, by their very
pursuit of those who maintained such allegations, stigma-
tized them as falsehoods, and perhaps as imposture? If
it be said that Paul became convinced of his mistake, it
is perfectly obvious that his conversion was not due to
local and circumstantial evidence, but to dogmatic con-
siderations and his supposed vision of Jesus. He disbe-
lieved when the alleged occurrences were recent and, as
it is said, capable of refutation; he believed when the
time for such refutation had passed.

The second point to which we have referred is the
vague and final objection of apologists that, if the vision
of Jesus was merely subjective, the fabric of the Church
and even of Christianity is based upon unreality and
self-deception. Is this possible? they ask. Is it pos-
sible that for eighteen centuries the Resurrection and
Ascension have been proclaimed and believed by millions,
with no other original foundation than self-delusion?
The vagueness and apparent vastness of this objection,
perhaps, make it a formidable argumentum ad kominem,
but it vanishes into very small proportions as we ap-
proach it. Must we then understand that the dogmas
of all religions which have been established must have
been objective truths? and that this is a necessary
inference from their wide adoption? If so, then all his-
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discourse in the Acts would not have taken more than
six or seven minutes to deliver,! and it is impossible to
suppose that what is there given can have been the
whole speech delivered on many of the occasions described.
For instance, is it probable that King Agrippa who desires
to hear Paul, and who comes * with great pomp” with
Berenice to do so, should only have heard a speech lasting
some five minutes. The Author himself tells us that
Paul was not always so brief in his addresses as any one
might suppose from the specimens here presented.? It
is remarkable, however, that not the slightest intimation
is given that the speeches are either mercly substantially
reported or are abridged, and their form and character are
evidently designed to convey the impression of complete
discourses. If the reader examine any of these dis-
courses, it will be clear that they are concise compositions,
betraying no marks of abridgment, and having no frag-
mentary looseness, but, on the contrary, that they are
highly artificial and finished productions, with a continuous
argument. They certainly are singularly inadequate,
many of them, to produce the impressions described ; but
at least it is not possible to discover that material omis-
sions have been made, or that their periods were
originally expanded by large, or even any, amplification.
If these speeches be regarded as complete, and with little
or no condensation, another strong clement is added to
the suspicion as to their authenticity, for such extreme
baldness and brevity in the declaration of a new religion,

Stanloy (Sermons and Essays, p. 168) tho opinion that these speeches aro
¢ invaluable models of missionary preaching.” In ono respect at least—
brevity—they oertainly are models even for other preaching than that of
the missionary.

! Reuss, Qesch. N. T., p. 199.

2 xx. 7—9.
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with which our episode commences, v. 15: “ And in
these days ” (xai év Tals Npépais Tavracs), Peter conveys
anything but the impression of any very recent return
to Jerusalem. If the Apostles had been even a few days
there, the incongruity of the speech would remain undimi-
nished; for the 120 brethren who are said to have been
present must chiefly have been residents in Jerusalem,
and cannot be, supposed also to have been absent, and, in
any case, events which are represented as so well known
to all the dwellers in Jerusalem, must certainly have
been familiar to the small Christian community, whose
interest in the matter was so specially great. Moreover,
according to the first Synoptic, as soon as Judas sees
that Jesus is condemned, he brings the money back to
the chief priests, casts it down and goes and hangs
himself, xxvii. 3 ff. This is related even before the
final condemnation of Jesus and before his crucifixion,
and the reader is led to believe that Judas at once
put an cnd to himself, so that the disciples, who are
represented as being still in Jerusalem for at least eight
days after the resurrection, must have been there at the
time. With regard to the singular expressions in verse
19, this theory goes on to suppose that, out of considera-
tion for Greek fellow-believers, Peter had probably already
begun to speak in the Greek tongue; and when he desig-
nates the language of the dwellersin Jerusalem as * their
own dialect,” he does not thereby mean Hebrew in itself,
but their own expression, the peculiar confession of the
opposite party, which admitted the cruel treachery to-
wards Jesus, in that they named the piece of ground
Hakel Damah.! Here, again, what assumptions! Itis
generally recognized that DPeter must have spoken in

1 Lange, Das apost. Zeit., i. p. 85 f., ii. 16,
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repetition of what had been done before, and might have
been used of any subsequent journey. Even if this were
50, it is impossible to deny that, read with its context,
wd\w avéBnv is used in immediate connection with the
former visit which we have just discussed. The sequence
is distinctly marked by the émecra * then,” and the adop-
tion of the preposition dud—which may properly be read
‘“ after the lapse of,” '—instead of perd, seems clearly to
indicate that no other journey to Jerusalem had been
made in the interval. This can be maintained linguis-
tically ; but the point is still more decidedly settled when
the Apostle’s intention is considered. It is obvious that
his purpose would have been totally defeated had he
passed over in silence an intermediate visit. Even if, as
is argued, the, visit referred to in Acts xi. 30 had been
of very brief duration, or if he had not upon that occa-
sion had any intercourse with the Apostles, it is impos-
sible that he could have ignored it under the circum-
stances, for by so doing he would have left the retort in
the power of his enemies that he had, on other occasions
than those which he had enumerated, been in Jerusalem
and in contact with the Apostles. The mere fact that a
visit had been unmentioned would have exposed him to
the charge of having suppressed it, and suspicion is
always ready to assign unworthy motives. If Paul had
paid such a hasty visit as is suggested, he would natu-
rally have mentioned the fact and stated the circum-
stances, whatever they were. These and other reasons
convince the majority of critics that the Apostle here
enumerates all the visits which he bad paid to Jerusalem
since his conversion.? The visit referred to in Gal. ii. 1 ff.

' Winer, Grammatik des N. T. Sprachidioms, 7th Aufl., § 47, i. p. 356.
¢ Soe rofcrences, p. 221, note 1.
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Returning, however, to the first narrative, we are told
that, about the same time as this miracle was occurring
to Paul, a superpatural communication was being made
to Ananias in Damascus : ix. 10. “ And to him said
the Lord in a vision: Ananias. And he said, Behold
I am here, Lord. 11. And the Lord said unto him:
Rise and go to the street which is called Straight,
and inquire in the house of Judas for one called Saul,
of Tarsus; for, behold he prayeth; 12. and he saw a
man named Ananias who came in and put his hand
on him that he might receive sight. 13. But Ananias
answered, Lord, I heard from many concerning this
man, how much evil be did to thy saints in Jerusalem :
14. And here he hath authority from the chief priests
to bind all that call on thy name. 15. But the Lord
said, Go, &c. (quoted above). 17. And Ananias went
away, and entered into the house; and having put
his hands on him said: Brother Saul, the Lord hath
sent me, even Jesus that appeared unto thee in the
way by which thou camest, that thou mightest receive
sight and be filled with the Holy Spirit. 18. And
immediately there fell from his eyes as it were scales;
and he received sight, rose up, and was baptized, and
having taken food was strengthened.” We have
already had oocasion to point out, in connection with
the parallelism kept up in Acts between the Apostle
of the Gentiles and the Apostle of the Circumcision,
that a similar double vision is narrated by the author
as occurring to Peter and Cornelius. Some further
vision is referred to in v. 12 ; for in no form of the
narrative of Paul’s vision on the way to Damascus is
he represented as secing a man named Ananias coming
to him for the purpose described. Many questions are
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of authority, which naturally suggested a subjection which
Paul upon this occasion persistently refused? It is not
possible.  Of course many writers who seek to reconcile
the two narratives, and some of whom substitute for the
plain statements of the Acts and of the Apostle, an
account which is not consistent with either, suppose
that the demand for the circumcision of Titus proceeded
solely from the  false brethren,”! although some of them
suppose that at least these false brethren may have thought
they had reason to hope for the support of the elder
Apostles.? It is almost too clear for dispute, however,
that the desire that Titus should be circumcised was
shared or pressed by the elder Apostles.® According
to the showing of the Acts, nothing could be more
natural than the fact that James and the elders of Jeru-
salem who, so long after (xxi. 20 ff), advised Paul to
prove his continued observance of the law and that
he did not teach the Jews to abandon circumcision,
should on this occasion have pressed him to circumcise
Titus. The conduct of Peter at Antioch, and the con-
stant opposition which Paul met with from emissaries

' Bleek, Einl.,, p. 372; Ewald, Sendschr. Ap. Paulus, 1857, p. 71;
Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 403 ff.; Meyer, Gal., p. 56, 69 ff.;
Neander, Pflanzung, p. 164, anm. 2; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sidcles, i.
P. 460 f.; Reuss, Théol. Chr., i. p. 315f.; Rev. de Théol. 1859, iii. p. 68 f. ;
Ritschl, Enst. altk. K., p. 128, anm. 1; Wieseler, Chron. ap. Z., p. 192 f.;
Br. an d. Gal,, p. 106 ff. Cf. Ellicott, Galatians, p. 25 f.; Alford, Gk.
Teet., iii. p. 13.

2 TFieseler (Chron. ap. Zeit., p. 194) conjectures the meaning of Paul to
be that, but for the false brethren, he would actually have circumcised
Titus, and thus have been consistent with the principles which he main-
tained by the circumcision of Timothy, xvi. 3.

3 Baur, K. G., i. p. 49 f.; Paulus, i. p. 137 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbr.,
p. 56 £. ; Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1858, p. 78 ff., 317 . ; Einl,, p. 228f., 420f. ;
Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus, u. 8. w., p. 272 ff.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p, 105f. ;
Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B, L., i. p. 196 f., 202; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus,
P. 279 £.; Stap, Origines, p. 72 f. Cf. Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 241, 331.
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purpose, and it must be acknowledged that the ascription
of the third Gospel and Acts to Luke rests solely upon
late and unsupported tradition.

Let it be remembered that, with the exception of the
three passages in the Pauline Epistles quoted above, we
know absolutely nothing about Luke. As we have men-
tioned, it has even been doubted whether the designation
“ the beloved physician” in the Epistle to the Colossians,
iv. 14, does not distinguish a different Luke from the
person of that name in the Epistles to Philemon and
Timothy. If this were the case, our information would
be further reduced; but supposing that the same Luke
is referred to, what does our information amount to ?
Absolutely nothing but the fact that a person named Luke
was represented by the writer of these letters,! who-
ever he was, to have been with Paul in Rome, and that
he was known to the church of Colossee. There is no
evidence whatever that this Luke had been a travelling
companion of Paul, or that he ever wrote a line concern-
ing lim or had composed a Gospel. He is not mentioned
in Epistles written during this journey and, indeed, the
rarity and meagreness of the references to him would
much rather indicate that he had not taken any distin-
guished part in the proclamation of the Gospel. If Luke
be 6 laTpds 6 dyamyrds, and be numbered amongst the
Apostle’s auvepyoi, Tychicus is equally *the beloved
brother and faithful minister and fellow-servant in the
Lord.” 2 Onesimus the * faithful and beloved brother,” 3

! We cannot discuss the authenticity of these Epistles in this place,
nor is it very important that we should do so. Nor can we pause to con-
sider whether they were written in Rome, as a majority of critics think,
or elsewhere,

2 3 dyamyrds ddeAdis kai miards didrovos kal aivdovhos év Kupig. Coloss,
iv. 7.

3 Coloss. iv. 9,
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account of Paul’s voyage to Rome, where it is said
(xxvii. 7) that, after leaving Myrra “and sailing slowly
many days ” (juépar ikavai), they had scarcely got so far
as Cnidus, an interval of months, not to say years, is
indicated ? It is impossible to suppose that, by such an
expression, the writer intended to indicate a period of
three years! That the narrative of the Acts actually
represents Paul as going up to Jerusalem soon after his
conversion, and certainly not merely at the end of three
years, is obvious from the statement in ver. 26, that when
Paul arrived at Jerusalem, and was assaying to join
himself to the disciples, all were afraid of him, and would
not believe in his conversion. The author could cer-
tainly not have stated this, if he had desired to imply
that Paul had already been a Christian, and publicly
preached with so much success at Damascus, for three
years.? Indeed, the statements in ix. 26 are irrecon-
cilable with the declaration of the Apostle, whatever
view be taken of the previous narrative of the Acts. If
it be assumed that the author wishes to describe the visit
to Jerusalem as taking place three years after his con-
version, then the ignorance of that event amongst the
brethren there and their distrust of Paul are utterly in-
consistent and iucredible ; whilst if, on the other hand, he
represents the Apostle as going to Jerusalem with but
little delay in Damascus, as we contend he does, then
there is no escape from the conclusion that the Acts,
whilst thus giving a rarrative consistent with itself,

} Baur, Paulus, i. p. 121 f.; Brandes, Sendschr. an d. Gal,, p. 77;
Lekebuach, Apg., p. 283; Meyer, Apg., p. 230; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg.,
p- 142; Zeller, Apg., p. 203 ff.

? Buaur, Paulus, i. p. 122; Lckebusch, Apg., p. 283; Meyer, Apg.,
p- 230; Ocrtel, Paulus, p. 58 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 142; Trip,
Paulus, p. 66 ff.; de I'ette, Apg., p. 142.
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death and burial,—no ideal process figured by the imagi-
nation or embodiments of christian hope, but tangible
realities, historical occurrences in the sense of ordinary
life. If Jesus, after being crucified, dead and buried,
did not physically rise again from the dead, and in the
flesh,! without again dying, *ascend into Heaven,” the
whole case falls to the ground. These incidents, although
stupendous miracles, must have been actual occur-
rences. If they did not really take place, our task
is at an end. If it be asserted that they really did
take place their occurrence must be attested by adequate
evidence. Apologists, whilst protesting that the occur-
rences in question are believed upon ordinary historical
evidence, and that Christianity requires no indulgence, but
submits itself to the same tests as any other affirmation,
do not practically act upon this principle ; but, as soon
as it is enunciated, introduce a variety of special
pleas which remove the case from the domain of history
into that of theology, and proceed upon one assump-
tion after another until the fundamental facts become
enveloped and, so to say, protected from judicial criticism
by a cloud of religious dogmas and hypotheses.? By
confining our attention to the simple facts which form
the basis of the whole superstructure of ecclesiastical
Christianity, we may avoid much confusion of ideas, and

' The disappearance of the body from the sepulchre, a point much in-
sisted upon, could have had no significance or reality if the body did not
rise and afterwards ascend.

2 A work of this kind may be mentioned in illustration: Dr. West-
cott’s * Goepel of the Resurrection.” Tho argument of this work is of
unquestionable ability, but it is chiefly remarkable, we think, for the
manner in which the direct evidence is hurried over, and a mass of asser-
tions and assumptions, the greater part of which is utterly untenable and
inadmiseible, is woven into specious and eloquent pleading, and does duty
for subetantial testimony.

voL. IIL. D
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to whom that diary must be ascribed. It is of course
recognized that the various theories regarding his identity
are merely based upon conjecture, but they have long
severely exercised critical ingenuity. A considerable
party adopt the conclusion that the diary was probably
written by Luke! This theory has certainly the ad-
vantage of whatever support may be derived from
tradition; and it has been conjectured, not without
probability, that this diary, being either written by, or
originally attributed to, Luke, may possibly have been
the source from which, in course of time, the whole of the
Acts, and consequently the Gospel, came to be ascribed
to Luke? The selection of a comparatively less
known name than that of Timothy, Titus or Silas,® for
instance, may thus be explained; but, besides, it has the
great advantage that, the name of Luke never being
mentioned in the Acts, he is not exposed to criticism,
which has found serious objections to the claims of other
better known followers of Paul,

There are, however, many critics who find difficulties
in the way of accepting Luke as the author of the * we”
sections, and who adopt the theory that they were pro-

' Baur, Paulus, i. p. 16 f., 243 ; Gfrérer, Die heil. Sage, ii. p. 245 f.;
cf. ip. 383 1M, 422 ff.; Allg. K. G., i. p. 165 f., 237; Hausrath, N. T.
Zeit., iii. p. 422 f., anm. 7; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 606 ff., Dic Evan-
gelien, p. 225; Holtzmann, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1873, p. 85 ff.; Kostlin,
Urspr. synopt. Evv., p.291£.; Overbeck, zude W.Apg., p. 1. ff. ; Stap, Ori-
gines, &c., p. 205 ; Rolkmar, Die Religion Jesu, p. 291 ; Wittichen, Zeitschr.
wiss. Theol., 1873, p. 509 f. ; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 515 f. Cf. Neander,
Pflanzung, u. 8. W., p. 229; cf. p. 1{.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T.,'p. 207. We
only refer here, of course, to writers who do not consider Luke the
aathor of the rest of Acts.

2 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 16 f.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, ii. p. 245 f. ;
Hilgenfeld, EinlL N. T., p. 608; Kostlin, Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 291;
Orerbeck, zu de Wette’s Apg., p. 1. ff. ; Zeller, Apostelg., p. 515 f.

3 Scholten, Het paulin. Evangelie, p. 416.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_300.png
300 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

authoritative, there has not been a serious attempt
made to show that the case of Timothy presents excep-
tional features which reconcile the contradiction other-
wise admitted as apparent.

The whole apologetic argument in fact sinks into one
of mere expediency: Timothy, the son of a Jewess
and of a Greck, and thus having a certain affinity both
to Jews and Gentiles, would become a much more effi-
cient assistant to Paul if he were circumcised and thus
had access to the Jewish synagogues; therefore Paul,
who himself became as a Jew that he might win the
Jews, demanded the same sacrifice from his follower.
But can this argument bear any scrutiny by the light of
Paul’s own writings ? It cannot. Paul openly claims
to be the Apostle of the Gentiles, and just before the
period at which he is supposed to circumcise Timothy,
he parts from the elder Apostles with the understanding
that he is to go to the Gentiles who are freed from cir-
cumcision.- It is a singular commencement of his mission,
to circumcise the son of a Greek father after he had
become a Christian. Such supposed considerations
about access to synagogues and conciliation of the
Jews would séem more suitable to a missionary to the
circumcision, than to the Apostle of the Gentiles. It
must be apparent to all that in going more specially
to the Gentiles, as he avowedly was, the alleged ex-
pediency of circumcising Timothy falls to the ground,
and on the contrary that such an act would have
compromised his whole Gospel. Paul's characteristic
teaching was the inutility of circumcision, and upon this
point he sustained the incessant attacks of the emissaries
of James and the Judaistic party without yielding or com-
promise. What could have been more ill-advised under
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Apostles ascribed by ccclesiastical writers to Luke, the
companion of the Apostle Paul. The fallibility of tra-
dition, and the singular phase of literary morality ex-
hibited during the early ages of Christianity, render such
testimony of little or no value, and in the almost total
tbsence of the critical faculty a rank crop of pseudo-
nymic writings sprang up and flourished during that
period.!  Some of the earlier chapters of this work have
given abundant illustrations of this fact. It is absolutely
certain, with regard to the works we are considering, that
Irenzus is the earliest writer known who ascribes them
to Luke, and that even tradition, therefore, cannot be
traced beyond the last quarter of the second century.
The question is—does internal cvidence confirm or con-
tradict this tradition ?

Luke, the traditional author, is not mentioned by name
in the Acts of the Apostles.? In the Epistle to Phile-
mon his name occurs, with those of others, who send
greeting, verse 23, “There salute thee Epaphras, my
fellow-prisoner in Christ Jesus; 24. Marcus, Aristar-
chus, Demas, Luke, my fellow-labourers.”  In the Epistle
to the Colossians, iv. 14, mention is also made of him :—
“ Luke, the beloved physician,® salutes you, and Demas.”
And agaip, in the 2 Epistle to Timothy, iv. 10 :—* For

1 Cf. Kostlin, Theol. Jahrbucher, 1851, p. 149 ff.

2 It is unnecessary to discuss the ingeniously far-fetched theory which
has been advanced by a few critics to show the identity of Luke with tho
Silas (or Silvanus) of the Acts, based upon the analogy presented by
their names: lucus a grove, sitva a wood. Nor need we amuse the reader
with Lange's suggestion that Luke may be the Aristion mentioned by
Papias, from dptoreiew=Ilucere.

3 Calvin, Basnage, Heumann and others have doubted whether this
Luke is the same as the Luke elsewhere mentioned without this distin-
guishing expression, and whether he was tho Evangelist. The point
nced not detain us. Cf. Lardner, Credibility, Works, vi. p. 116 f. 118,

YO1L 111 D
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clsewhere 7 times; in both passages of the Ep. to the
Thess. it is used with d=d as here. d\ioynypa is not else-
where found. eidwloy, vii. 41; 6 times by Paul, and else-
where 3: it occurs very frequently in the Septuagint.
wopveia, xv. 29, xxi. 25; Paul 8, elsewhere 15 times.
mxrdv, xv. 29, xxi. 25, a technical word. afua, Acts 12,
Luke 11 times, rest frequently. yeved, ii. 40, viii. 33,
xiii. 86, xiv. 16; Luke 13 times, Matth. 13, Mk. 5, rest
5 times. dpyxatos, xv. 7, xxi. 16; Luke ix. 8, 19, else-
where 7 times. «kara @wdAw, xv. 36, xx. 23, xxiv.
12 ; Luke viii. 1, 4, xiii. 22, and elsewhere only in Tit.
i. 5. sqppvooew, viii. 5, ix. 20, x. 37, 42, xix. 13,
xx. 25, xxviil. 81; Luke 9, Paul 14, elsewhere 30
times. odfBBarov, Acts 9, Luke 20, rest 35 times, the
whole phrase & rais owaywyais xard wav odBBarov
dvaywwokdpevos occurs again in the Acts, being put
into the mouth of Paul xiii. 27, and é& 1§ cwaywyy
kara mav odf. being used by the writer in xviii 4.
owaywyj, Acts 20; Luke 15, rest 22 times. dvay:-
vaaxew, viil. 28, 30 twice, 32, xiil. 27, xv. 31, xxiii. 34;
Luke 3, and elsewhere 22 times. This analysis confirms
the conclusion that the speech of James at the
Council proceeds likewise from the pen of the general
author, and the incomprehensible liberality of the senti-
ments expressed, as well as the peculiarity of the quota-
tion from Amos according to the Septuagint, thus receive
at once their simple explanation.

If we now compare the account of James’s share
in granting liberal conditions to Gentile Christians with
the statements of Paul, we arrive at the same result.
It is in consequence of the arrival of * certain men
from James” (rwas dwd 'laxdBov) that Peter through
fear of them withdrew from communion with the Gen-
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preaching the gospel.! Paul, who claimed the possession
of the gift of tongues in a superlative degree (1 Cor. xiv.
18), does not appear to have spoken more languages than
Aramaic and Greek. He writes to the Romans in the
latter tongue and not in Latin, and to the Galatians in the
same language instead of their own. Peter, who appears
to have addressed the assembled nations in Greek on this
very occasion, does not in his speech either refer to
foreign languages or claim the gift himself, for in v. 15
he speaks only of others: *For these (oSrot) are not
drunken.” Every one remembers the ancient tradition
recorded by Papias, and generally believed by the
Fathers, that Mark accompanied Peter as his “ inter-
preter” (éppnvevrijs).? The first Epistle bearing the name
of Peter, and addressed to some of the very nations
mentioned in Acts, to sojourners “in Pontus, Galatia,
Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia,” is written in Greek ; and
so is the “ Epistle to the Hebrews ” and the other works
of the New Testament. Few will be inclined to deny
that, to take only one language for instance, the Greek of
the writings of the New Testament leaves something to
be desired, and that, if the writers possessed such a super-
natural gift, they evidently did not speak even so im-
portant and current a language with absolute purity.
“Le style des écrivains sacrés,” writes a modern apolo-

v Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 15; Ewald, Gesch. V, Isr., vi. p. 120, anm. 2;
Kling, Stud. u. Krit., 1839, p. 494 f. ; Meyer, Apg., p. 54 f.; Milman,
Hist. of Chr., i. p. 354, note; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 12 ff. ; Br. an die Cor.,
p. 294 f.; Olshausen, Apg., p. 52 f.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Siécles, i.
p. 356 ; Reuss, Rov. d. Théol., 1851, iii. p. 83 ff.; Schaf, K. G.,p. 204f.;
Stanley, Eps. to the Cor., p. 249 f. ; Thiersch, Die K. im ap. Z., p. 69;
Zeller, Apg., p. 87 f.

2 Of. Eusebius, H. E., iii. 39, v. 8; Irencus, Adv. heer., iii. 1§1; Tertullian,
Adv. Marc., iv. 5. Of course there is doubt as to the sense in which

éppnrevrys is to be understood, although that of interpreter of language is
certainly the most natural.
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Apostle himself states that he did not go to Jerusalem
till three years after, which brings us to A.p..41-43 as
the earliest time when Paul first came in personal contact
with Peter and James. He did not go up to Jerusalem
again for fourteen years after that, and we have no
reason for believing that he met any of the Apostles
in the interval, but the contrary, from his own account
of that second visit, Gal. ii. 2. He could not, therefore,
have heard anything of the appearances of Jesus jeven
from Peter and James till some eight to ten years after
they had taken place. From the other Apostles, in all
probability, he cannot have heard anything till nearly
twenty years had elapsed since they supposed they.had
seen Jesus.

Where did he get his information regarding the 500
brethren at once? From whom did he get it? If the
supposed appearance took place, as so mauy suppose, in
Galilee, the date of his information is still more uncer-
tain. If, on the other hand, it occurred in Jerusalem,
whilst so many of the numbers were visitors only, it is
obvious that the greater part must subsequently have left
the Holy City and become scattered to their respective
homes. The difficulty of obtaining information from more
than a few of the 500 becomes obvious. In any case,
from no authority which we are entitled to assume could
Paul have been minutely informed of these appearances
less than eight to ten years after they occurred, and then
of the vision of the Eleven, ounly from one of the number
to whom the first vision occurred. Now, no one who
considers the operation of memory, even in persons of
more than usual sobriety of imagination, dealing with cir-
cumstances not likely to be exaggerated or distorted by
feeling in the course of time, can doubt that, in ten years,
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menon,' and this is in his usual manner in this book, where
miraculous agency is more freely employed than in any
other in the Canon. The session of the Council com-
mences in a regular manner,? but the previous arrest of
Stephen,® and the subsequent interruption of his defence,
are described as a tumultuous proceeding, his death being .
unsanctioned by any sentence of the Council.* The Sanhed-
rin, indeed, could not execute any sentence of death with-
out the ratification of the Roman authorities,® and nothing
is said in the narrative which implies that any regular
verdict was pronounced ; but, on the contrary, the tumult
described in v. 57 f excludes such a supposition.
Olshausen® considers that, in order to avoid any collision
with the Roman power, the Sanhedrin did not pronounce
any formal judgment, but connived at the execution
which some fanatics carried out. This explanation, how-
ever, is inadmissible, because it is clear that the mem-
bers of the Council themselves, if also the audience,

' Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 66 ; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 130; Baur,
Paulus, i p. 64 f.; Huckett, Acts, p. 96; Humphrey, Acts, p. 52; Light-
foot, Works, viii. p. 416; Meyer, Apg., p. 158; Robinson, Acts, p. 33;
Weizaiicker, in Schenkel's Bib. Lex., v. p. 387; Zeller, Apg., p. 152.

2 vi. 13 1., vii. 1.

3 vi. 11, 12

¢ Humphrey (on the Acts, p. 668 £.), with a few vthers, thinks there was a
regular sentence. De IWette (K. Erkl. Apostelgesch., p. 114) thinks it
more probable that there was a kind of sentence pronounced, and that the
reporter, not having been an eye-witness, does not quite correctly state
the case.

¢ John xviii. 31. Cf. Origen, Ad African. § 14; Alford, Gk. Test., ii.
p. 821.; Baur, Paulus, i. p. 62 ; von Dillinger, Christ. u. Kirche, p. 456 ff. ;
Holtzmain, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 338 ; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 72£.;
Olshausen, Apg., p. 125; Weizsicker, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., v. p. 387}
Zeller, Apg., p. 150. It is argued, however, that the trial of Stephen pro-
bably took place just after the recall of Pontius Pilate, either in an interval
when the Roman Procurator was absent, or when one favourable to the
Jews had replaced Pilate. A most arbitrary explanation, for which no
ground, but the narrative which requires defence, can be given.

¢ Die Apostelgesch., 125.
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rical meaning has no reference to it whatever: *In the
Law it is written, that with men of other tongues and
with the lips of others will I speak unto this people; and
yet for all that they will not hear me, saith the Lord.”
The Apostle continues with singular logic: “So that
(&ore) the tongues are for a sign (eis ompetor) not to those
who believe but to the unbelieving ; but prophecy is not
for the unbelieving but for those who believe. If, there-
fore, the whole church be come into one place, and all
speak with tongues, and there come in unlearned or un-
believing persons, will they not say that ye are mad ? But
if all prophesy and there come in an unbeliever . . . . .
he is convicted by all . . . .. and so falling on his face
he will worship God, reporting that God is indeed in you.”
The Apostle himself shows that the tongues cannot be
considered a sign by unbelievers, upon whom, apparently,
they produce no other impression than that the speakers
are mad or drunken. Under any circumstances, the
“kinds of tongues ” described by the Apostle are a very
sorry specimen of the *signs and wonders and powers
of which we have heard so much. It is not surprising
that the Apostle prefers exhortation in a familiar tongue.
In an ecstatic state, men are incapable of edifying others :
we shall presently see how far they can edify themselves.
Paul utters the pith of the whole matter at the very
outset of his homily, when he prefers exhortation to kinds
of tongues: v. 2. “ For he that speaketh with a tongue
speaketh not unto men but unto God: for no one under-
standeth, but in Spirit he speaketh mysteries” (Aaket
pvonjpwe). It is not possible to read his words with-
out the impression that the Apostle treats the whole
subject with suppressed impatience. His mind was too
prone to believe in spiritual mysteries, and his nervous
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are agreed that none of the verses can be considered
parenthetic! Sonie apologists, however, who feel that
neither of the obnoxious verses can be thus explained,
endeavour to overcome the difficulty by asserting that
the words: “in their own tongue” (v i8ig Siakéxre)
and: “that is: the field of blood ” (ro%7’ éorw xwpiov
aiparos) in verse 19, are merely explanatory and inserted
by the Author of Acts? It is unnecessary to say that
this explanation is purely arbitrary, and that there is no
ground, except the difficulty itself, upon which their
exclusion from the speech can be based.

In the cases to which we have hitherto referred, the
impossibility of supposing that Peter could have spoken in
this way has led writers to lay the responsibility of un-
acknowledged interpolations in the specch upon the
Author of Acts, thus at once relieving the Apostle.
There are some apologists, however, who do not adopt
this expedient, but attempt to meet the difficulty in other
ways, while accepting the whole as a speech of Peter.
According to one theory, those who object that Peter
could not have thus related the death of Judas to people
who must already have been well acquainted with the
circumstances have totally overlooked the fact, that a
peculiar view of what has occurred is taken in the narra-
tive, and that this peculiar view is the principal point of
it. According to the statement made, Judas met his
miserable end in the very field which he had bought with

1 Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 8 f. ; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 31 f.; Dovid-
son, Int. N. T,, ii. p. 226 f.; Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 384 ff.; Gloay,
Com. on Acts, 1870, p. 59; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 225 f.; Meyer,
Apg., p. 38 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 12 f.; Stier, Die Reden der
Apostel, 2te Aufl., i. p. 8; de Wette, Apg., p. 12 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 79 f%.

* Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 9 f.; Bengel, Gnom. N. T., p. 503; Gloay,
Com. on Acts, 1870, . 59 ; Meyer, Apg., p. 39; Stier, Die Reden der

Apostel, p, 8.
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main fact—and that fact, certified by Paul himself and
substantiated by a host of collateral circumstances, is
more conclusive than all conciliatory apologetic reasoning
—that, at the date of this visit to Jerusalem (c. A.p.
50-52), the Three, after hearing all that Paul had to say,
allowed him to go alone to the Gentiles, but themselves
would have no part in the mission, and turned as before
to the circumcision.

There is another point to which we must very briefly
refer.  The statements of Paul show that, antecedent to
this visit to Jerusalem, Paul had been the active Apostle of
the Gentiles, preaching his Gospel of the uncircumcision,
and that subsequently he returned to the same field of
labour. If we examine the narrative of the Acts, we
do not find him represented in any special manner as the
Apostle of the Gentiles, but, on the contrary, whilst
Peter claims the honour of having been selected that by
his voice the Gentiles should hear the word of the Gospel
and believe, Paul is everywhere described as going to
the Jews, and only when his teaching is rejected by
them does he turn to the Gentiles. It is true that
Ananias is represented as being told by the Lord that
Paul is a chosen vessel *to bear my name both before
Gentiles and kings, and the sons of Israel;”! and Paul
subsequently recounts how the Lord had said to himself,
“@o, for I will send thee far hence unto Gentiles.”* The
author of the Acts, however, everywhere conveys the
impression that Paul very reluctantly fulfils this mission,
and that if he had but been successful amongst the Jews
he never would have gone to the Gentiles at-all. Imme-
diately after his conversion, he preaches in the syna-
gogues at Damascus and confounds the Jews?® as he

Vix, 15 f. 2 xxii. 21. Cf. xxvi. 17 fI. 3 ix, 20, 22.
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semblance of it, with the clder Apostles, for the Gospel’s
sake; and he, therefore, wisely leaves them as much as
possible out of the question and deals with their disciples.
It is obvious that policy must have dictated such a
course. By ignoring the leaders and attacking their
followers, he suppressed the chief strength of his oppo-
nents and kept out of sight the most formidable argument
against himself : the concurrence with them of the elder
Apostles. On the one hand, the epistles of Paul bear no
evidence to any active sympathy and co-operation with
his views and work on the part of the elder Apostles.
On the other, Paul is everywhere assailed by judaistic
adversaries who oppose his Gospel and deny his apostle-
ship, and who claim as their leaders the elder Apostles.
If, even without pressing expressions to their ex-
treme and probable point, we take the contrast drawn
between his own Gospel and that of the circumci-
sion, the reality of the antagonism must be apparent.
“For we arc not as the many (oi moM\oi') which adul-
terate the word of God; but as of sincerity, but as of
God, before God, speak we in Christ.”? Later on in the
letter, after referring to the intrusion of the opposite party
into the circle of his labours, Paul declares that his im-
patience and anxiety proceed from godly jealousy at the
possible effect of the judaistic intruders upon the Corin-
thians. “ But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent
beguiled Eve through his subtlety, your thoughts should

! Although this reading is supported by tho oldest MSS. such ss
ABCK N and others, the reading ol Momoi, ‘the rest,” stands in
D EFGI and a large number of other codices, and is defended by many
critics as the original, which they argue was altered to oi woAXoi, to soften
the apparent hardness of such an expression, which would seem to imply
that Paul declared himsolf the sole true exponent of the Gospel.

2 2 Cor. ii. 17.
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it would have been impossible, without counter-teaching
of the most peremptory and convincing character, to have
shaken its supremacy ; but beyond this, in that theocratic
community Mosaism was not only the condition of the
Covenant, and the key of the Temple, but it was also the
diploma of citizenship, and the bond of social and politi-
cal life. To abandon the observance of the Law was
not only to resign the privilege and the distinctive cha-
racteristic of Israel, to relinquish the faith of the Patri-
archs who were the glory of the nation, and to forsake a
divinely appointed form of worship, without any recog-
nized or even indicated substitute, but it severed the only
link between the individual and the people of Israel, and
left him in despised isolation, an outcast from the com-
munity. They had no idea, however, that any such
sacrifice was required of them. They were simply Jews
believing in the Jewish Messiah, and they held that all
things else were to proceed as before, until the glorious
second cowing of the Christ.!

The Apostles and primitive Christians continued to
hold the national belief that the way to Christianity
lay through Judaism, and that the observance of
the law was obligatory and circumcision necessary to
complete communion.? Paul describes with unappeased

! Neander, Pflanzung, p. 33 f.

* Baur, Paulus, i. p. 137 £.; Credner, Das N. T., ii. p. 201, 26 ff; von
Déllinger, Christ. u. Kirche, p." 48 f., 38, 62 ; Iluusrath, N.T. Zeitg., ii.
p- 406 fl.; in Schenkel's Bib. Lox., i. p. 190 f.; Lightfoot, Galatians,
p. 285 f., 200 ; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 200, 202 f. ; Mi/man,
Hist. of Chr., i. p. 377 £, 382 1. ; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 24, 668f. ; K. G.,
il p. 590f. ; Nicolas, Etudes N. T., P- 237 £.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus,
p- 284 f.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Siécles, p. 372 f. ; Reuss, Gesch. N.T.,
p. 22; Théol. Chr., i. p. 291 f., 204, 307; ii. p. 343; Ritschl, Entst.
altk. Kirche, p. 147 ; ScMiemann, Clementinen, p. 378 fI. ; Stap, Origines,
p. 96 f.; Zeller, Gosch. chr. K. p. 5 f.; Vortriige, p. 204 ff. Cf. Lechler,
aas ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 212F; Rothe, Anfinge chr. K., p. 112 ., 315 (T
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mind that the extreme difficulty of explaining the preser-
vation of such a speech must be an element in juldging
whether it is not rather a composition by the Author of
Acts. The language in which it was delivered, again, is the
subject of much difference of opinion, many maintaining
that it must have originally been spoken in Aramaic,!
whilst others hold that it was delivered in Greek.? Still,
a large number of critics and divines of course assert that
the speech attributed to Stephen is at least substantially
authentic. As might naturally be expected in a case
where negative criticism is arrayed agaist a canonical
work upheld by the time-honoured authority of the church,
those who dispute its authenticity ® are in the minority.
It is maintained by the latter that the language is
more or less that of the writer of the rest of the work,
and that the speech in fact as it lies before us is a later
composition by the Author of the Acts of the Apostles.
Before examining the linguistic peculiarities of the
specch, we may very briefly point out that, in the course of
the historical survey, many glaring contradictions of the
statements of the Old Testament occur.* Stephen says

' Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 191; Meyer, Apg., p. 168; Michaelis,
Einl,, ii. p. 1181 f.; Olshausen, Apg., p. 114. Cf. Wordsworth, Gk. Test.,
Acts, p. 66.

2 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 67; Heinrichs, Act. Apost., i. p. 177; Stier,
Die BReden d. Ap., i. p. 172, anm. *; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 93; de
Wette, Apg., p. 93; Weizsdcker, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., v. p. 390.

3 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 61 ff.; N. T. Theol., p. 338; B. Bauer, Apg.,
p. 87 f8.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 524 ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z.,
ii. p. 102 f., anm, 3; Straatman, Paulus, p. 63 ff., 70 f.; Overbeck, zu de
W. Apg., p. 92 ff.; Weizaicker, in Schenk. B. Lex., v. p. 390 f; Zeller,
Apg., p- 149 {1, 510 ff. Cf. Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 235 f.; Eichhorn,
EinL, ii. p. 36 ff, 39 f.; Ifolizmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 338.

! The Bmhop of meln says of thuso who venture to observe them :
+The allegations iu question, when reduced to their plain meaning, in-
volve the assumption, that the 1loly Ghost, speaking by St. Stephen
(who was *full of the Holy Spirit’), forgof what He Himself had writton
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Stephen,! James,? the believers at Pentecost,® and the
rulers of the Synagogue.* The angels at the Ascension
address the disciples as “Men (and) Galileans” (dvdpes
Tak\ato))® Peter makes use of dvdpes “Iopanheiras
twice,® and it is likewise employed by Paul” by Ga-
maliel,® and by the Jews of Asia?® Peter addresses
those assembled at Pentecost as dv8pes Tov8aior.® Paul
opens his Athenian speech with dv3pes *Afnwaio, and
the town-clerk begins his short appeal to the craftsmen
of Ephesus : dvSpes ’Edéaron'? Stephen begins his speech
to the Council with Men, Brethren and Fathers, hear
(dv3pes ddehdoi xal watépes, dxovoare), and Paul uses
the very same words in addressing the multitude from
the stairs of the Temple.?®

In the speech which Peter is represented as making
at Pentccost, he employs in an altogether peculiar
way (ii. 25—27) Psalm xvi., quoting it in order to
prove that the Resurrection of Jesus the Messiah was
a necessary occurrence, which had been foretold by David.
This is principally based upon the tenth verse of the
Psalm: “ Because thou wilt not leave my soul in Hades,
neither wilt thou give thy Holy One (7ov Sady gov)
to see corruption (Suadpfopdv).” ™ Peter -argues that
David both died and was buried, and that his sepulchre
is with them to that day, but that, being a prophet, he
foresaw and spake here of the Resurrection of Christ,
“that neither was he left in Hades nor did his flesh see

Y vil, 2. 2 xv. 13. 3 i 37,

4 xiii. 13. LIS N ¢ i 22; iii. 12
7 xiil, 16. * v 3. ? xxi. 28.

0 i 14, U xvii. 22, 2 xix. 35.

» vii, 2; xxii. 1.

M Gre otk évkarakelpeis Ty Yuxqr pov els ¢ony oldé Booers Tov Soudv oov
Beiv Buagpfopdv. Acts ii. 27,
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abolition of ancient legal prescriptions was thus intro-
duced into Christendom.

We bhave, however, fortunately one test of the
historical value of this whole episode, to which we have
already briefly referred, but which we must now more
closely apply. Paul himself, in his Epistle to the
Galatians, narrates the particulars of a scene between
himself and Peter at Antioch, of which no mention is
made in the Acts of the Apostles, and we think that no
one can fairly consider that episode without being -
convinced that it is utterly irreconcilable with the
supposition that the vision which we are now examining
can ever have appeared to Peter, or that he can have
played the part attributed to him in the conversion and
baptism of uncircumcised Gentiles. Paul writes : *“But
when Cephas came to Antioch, I withstood him to the
face, because he was condemned. For before that
certain came from James, he did eat with the Gentiles,
but when they came he withdrew and separated himself,
fearing them of the circumcision, and the other Jews also
joined in his hypocrisy.” It will be remembered that,
in the case of Cornelius, * they of the circumcision” in
Jerusalem, at the head of whom was James, from whom
came those *of the circumcision” of whom Peter was
afraid at Antioch, contended with Peter for going in * to
men uncircumcised and eating with them,”? the very
thing which was in question at Antioch. In the Acts,
Peter is represented as defending his conduct by relating
the divine vision under the guidance of which he ‘acted,
and the author states as the result that, *“ When they
heard these things they beld their peace and glorified God,
saying: Then to the Gentiles also God gave repentance

' Gal. ii. 11—13. * Actsxi. 2, 3,
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is better, and which is in our opinion the true one.
We mean that which is usually called the ‘ vision-
hypothesis.”

The phenomenon which has to be accounted for
is the apostolic belief that, after he had been dead
and buried, Jesus * was seen” (agfy) by certain
persons. The explanation which we offer, and which
has long been adopted in various forms by able
critics,! is, that doubtless Jesus was seen, but the
vision was not real and objective, but illusory and
subjective ; that is to say: Jesus was not himself
seen, but only a representation of Jesus within the
minds of the beholders. This explanation not ouly
does not impeach the veracity of those who affirmed
that they had seen Jesus, but, accepting to a certain
extent a subjective truth as the basis of the belief,
explaivs upon well-known and natural principles the
erroneous inference deduced from the subjective vision.
It seems to us that the points to be determined are
simple and obvious: Is it possible for a man to
mistake subjective impressions for objective occur-
rences ? Is it possible that any considerable number
of persons can at the same time receive similar
subjective impressions and mistake them for objective
facts? If these questions can be answered affirmatively,

' Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 68 fI. ; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus, u. s.
W., p. 117 ff., e¢ passim; H. Lang, Protestanten Bibel, N. T, 1874,
P. 670 ff.; Meijboom, Jezus' Opstanding, p. 99 ff., 162 ff.; Noack,
Die Aufersteh. d. Gekreuzigten im Lichte heut. Wiss., 1861, p. 133
ff.; Urspr. d. Christ., ii. p. 274 f.; Renan, Vie de Jésus, p. 448 fI.;
Les Apotres, p. 10 ff.; Réville, La Résurrection de J. C., p. 11 ff.;
Strauss, Leb, Jesu, p. 205 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 196 ff. Of. Kriiger-
Velthusen, Tob. Jesu, p. 263 ff.; Scholten, Het Ev. n. Joh., p. 346 ff.;
Volkmar, Die Evangelien, p. 612 ff.; Die Rel. Jesu, p. 86 ff., 108;
;V:b;; . Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., p. 264 ff.; Weisse, Die ov. Geech.,
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occarrences which,-obviously, are antecedently incredible,
upon the assurance of an anonymous work of whose exist-
ence there is no distinct evidence till more than a century
after the events narrated, and to which an author’s
name—against which there are strong objections—is
first ascribed by tradition towards the end of the second
century.. Of the writer to whom the work is thus attri-
buted we know nothing beyond the casual mention of
his name in some Pauline Epistles. If it were admitted
that this Luke did actually write the book, we should not
be justified in believing the reality of such stupendous
miracles upon his bare statement. As the case stands,
however, even taking it in its most favourable aspect,
the question scarcely demands serious attention, and our
discussion might at once be ended by the unhesitating
rejection of the Acts of the Apostles as sufficient, or even
plausible, evidence for the miracles which it narrates.
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was singularly diminished, in appearance at least, by the
Christian expectation of the second advent.

It is exceedingly important to ascertain, under these
circumstances, what was the impression of the Apostles
as to the relation of believers to Judaism and to Mosaic
observances, although it must be clear to any one who
impartially considers the origin and historical antecedents
of the Christian faith, that very little doubt can have
existed in their minds on the subject. The teaching of
Jesus, as recorded in the synoptic Gospels, is by no
means of a doubtful character, more especially when the
sanctity of the Mosaic system in the eyes of a Jew is
borne in mind. It must be apparent that, in order to
remove the obligation of a Law and form of worship
believed to have been, in the most direct sense, instituted
by God himself, the most clear, strong, and reiterated
order would have been requisite. No one can reasonably
maintain that a few spiritual expressions directed against
the bare letter and abuse of the law, which were scarcely
understood by the hearers, could have been intended to
abolish a system so firmly planted, or to overthrow Jewish
institutions of such antiquity and national importance,
much less that they could be taken in this sense by
the disciples. A few passages in the Gospels, there-
fore, which may bear the interpretation of having fore-
seen the eventual supersession of Mosaism by his own
more spiritual principles, must not be strained to sup-
port the idea that Jesus taught disregard of the Law.
His very distinct and positive lessons, conveyed both by
precept and practice, show, on the contrary, that not only
he did not intend to attack pure Mosaism, but that he was
understood both directly and by inference to recognise
and confirm it. In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus
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than with the Acts. In no case could such slight
coincidences prove acquaintance with the Acts of the
Apostles.!

Only one passage of the * Epistle of Barnabas” is
referred to by any one? as indicating acquaintance with
the Acts. Itis as follows, ¢. 7: “If thercfore the son
of God, being Lord, and about to judge quick and
dead (kal péMwv xpivew [dvras xai vexpovs) suf-
fered,” &. This is compared with Acts x. 42 ., . .
‘“and to testify that it is he who has been appointed
by God judge of quick and dcad” (6re adrds éorw 6
Gpiopévos vmd Tob feod kpir)s {dvrwy kai vekpdv). Lard-
ner, who compares the cxpression of the Epistle with
Acts, equally compares it with that in 2 Tim. iv. 1 . .
‘““and Christ Jesus who is about to judge the quick and
dead” (uéMovros xpivew [Gvras kail vexpovs), to which it
is more commonly referred,® and 1 Pet. iv. 5 . . . “to
him who is ready to judge quickand dead” (xptvas {Gvras
xai vexpovs). He adds, however: “It is not possible to
say, what text he refers to, though that in Timothy has
the same words. But perhaps there is no proof that he
refers to any. This was an article known to every com-
mon Christian ; whereas this writer (whoever he be) was
able to teach the Christian religion, and that without
respect to any written gospels or epistles.” ¢ It is scarcely

1 Alford, Greek Test.,ii. Proleg. p. 20; Eichhkorn, Einl. N. T., p. 72f. ;
Hilgenfeld, Ap. Viiter, p. 108 ; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 337, anm. 2; Zeller,
Apg.,p.9. Dr. Westcott does not claim any: On the Canon, 1875, p. 48, note 2.

2 Kirchhofer, Quellens. N. T. Can., p. 161,

3 Cf. Westcott, On the Canon, p. 48, n.2. [The references to Dr. Westcott’s
work on the Canon in the first two volumes are always to the 2nd ed., 1866,
and those in this third volume to the 4th ed., 1875, except where other-
wise specified. ]

¢ Credibility, &c., Works, 1788, ii, p. 17.
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tradition, and many, especially in the second part, are
supposed to have been delivered in the presence of the
Author of the work. This view is held, of course, with a
greater or less degree of assurance as to the closeness of
the relation which our record bears to the original
addresses; but, without here very closely scrutinizing
hesitation or reticence, our statement fairly renders the
apologetic position. A large body of able critics, how-
ever, deny the historical character of these speeches,! and
consider them mere free compositions by the Author of
the Acts, at the best being on a par with the speeches
which many ancient writers place in the mouths of their
historical personages, and-giving only what the writer
supposed that the speaker would say under the cir-
cumstances. That the writer may have made use of
such materials as were within his reach, or endeavoured
to embody the ideas which tradition may broadly have
preserved, may possibly be admitted, but that these
discourses can seriously be accepted as conveying a
correct report of anything actually spoken by the persons
in whose mouths they are put is, of course, denied. It is,

! Baur, Paulus, i. 3 ff., 19 ff., passim; Br. Bauer, Apg., p. 76 ff.;
Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 226 ff. ; Eichhorn, Eiul., ii. p. 36 ff.; Holsten,
Zum Ev. des Paulus u. Petrus, 1868, p. 147; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s
Bibelw., viii. p. 354 ff.; Overbeck, zu de Wettg’s Apg., p. liii. f.; PAei-
derer, Der Paulinismus, p. 505 ff.; Renan, Ies Apétres, p. xxviii. f.,
Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 38 f., 52, 199, 206; Hist. Théol. chr., ii. p. 7 f.;
P- 335 ff.; Scherer (first part), Rov. de Théol., 1851, iii. p. 336; Schrader,
Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 510, 513, 522, 524, 540 f., et passim ; Schwegler,
Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 73 ff., 97, 102 ff. ; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 127 ff.;
137 ff.,, et passim; Straatman, Paulus, p. 62 f.,, 70 f., 160 ff., 258 f.,
288 ff., 341 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 496 ff., 519 fi. Cf. C'redner, Einl. N. T\,
i. p. 283; Das N. Test., ii. p. 46 anm.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 331 f.;
Mayerhoff (first part), Einl. petr. Schr., p. 218 ff., 230; Weiss, Der petr.
Lehrbegrift, p. 5 f., 200 anm. 1; de Wette, Einl., p. 250 f., Apg., p. liii.
In regard to some speeches, compare Bleek, Einl., p. 349 f.; Gfrorer, Die
heil. Sage, i. p. 383 ff., passim.
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things : 29. that ye abstain from meats offered to idols,
and from blood, and from things strangled, and from
fornication :- from which if ye keep yourselves ye shall
do well. Fare ye well.”? It is argued that the sim-
plicity of this composition, its brevity and the absence of
hierarchical tendency, prove the authenticity and origin-
ality of the epistle. Nothing, however, could be more
arbitrary than to assert that the author of the Acts, com-
posing a letter supposed to be written under the circum-
stances, would have written one different from this. We
shall, on the contrary, see good reason for affirming that
he actually did compose it, and that it bears the obvious
impress of his style. Besides, Zeller? has pointed out that,
in a document affirmed to be so removed from all calcula-
tion or object, verse 26 could hardly have found a place.
The reference to “ our beloved ” Barnabas and Paul, as
‘“men that have given up their lives for the name of our
Lord Jesus Christ,” is scarcely consistent with the
primitive brevity and simplicity which are made the
basis of such an argument.

In the absence of better evidence, apologists grasp
at extremely slight indications of authenticity, and of
this nature seems to us the mark of genuineness which
Bleek and others® consider that they find in the fact,

1 23. O! dmdorolos kai of mpeaBirepor ddehpol Tois xard Tiv ‘Avridyeay xal
Svpiay xai Kiuxiay ddeAgois rois éf é0vav xalpew. 24. émedy provoapev ire
ruvés éf Gudv éfeNddvres érdpaav Tpds Ndyoss dvaokevdfovres Tas Yuxds Vpdv,
ols ob ieareddpeda, 25. IBofev nuiv yevopévois Spobupadov, éxdefapévcvs
dvdpas mépyas wpds dpds odv Tois dyammrois fudv BapvdBg xai HMavlg,
26. avfpimois mapadedwxdow Tas Yuxas abrdv Umép Tob dvdparos Tob kupiov
np@v "Ingov Xpioros. 27. dmeordikapev oby 'lovdav xai Shav, kal arods did
Adyov dmayyé\hovras ta abrd. 28. ofev yap ¢ mvespare 7§ dyig xal quiv,
pndév whéor émirifeabas Spiv Bdpos whiw TobTwv Tav éndvaykes® 29. dméxeobar
eidwhofirwy xai aiparos kal wukrdv kai mopveias, ¢£ by Suarnpotvres éavrods <&
wpdfere. EPpwabe. 2 Apostelgesch., 246 f.

3 Bleck, Finl., p. 349; Daumgarten, Apg., p. 470 f.; Ewald, Gesch. V.
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from the dead and was seen by others, we turn to his
statement that, last of all, he was seen also by himself.
In the former cases, we have had to complain of the total
absence of detailed information as to the circumstances
under which he was supposed to have been seen; but it
may be expected that, at least in his own case, we shall
bave full and minute particulars of so interesting and ex-
traordinary a phenomenon. Here again we are disap-
pointed. Paul does not give us a single detail. He
neither tells us when, where, nor how he saw Jesus. It
was all the more important that he should have entered
into the particulars of this apparition, because there is
one peculiarity in his case which requires notice.
Whereas it may be supposed that in the other instances
Jesus is represented as being seen immediately after the
Resurrection and before his Ascension, the appearance to
Paul must be placed years after that occurrence is alleged
to have taken place. The question, therefore, arises:
Was the appearance to Paul of the same character as the
former ? Paul evidently considers that it was. He
uses the very same word when he says “he was seen
(d¢6y) by me,” that he employs in stating that * he was
seen (&¢pfn) by Cephas ” and the rest, and he classes all
the appearances together in precisely the same way. If,
therefore, Paul knew anything of the nature of the
appearances to the others, and yet considers them to have
been of the same nature as his own, an accurate account
of his own vision might have enabled us in some degree
to estimate that of the others. Even without this
account, it is something to know that Paul believed that
there was no difference between the earlier and later
appearances. And yet, if we reflect that in the appear-
ances immediately after the Resurrection the representa-

2 mm 2a 4lhiat Tacre nrnococand +tha vare carmn hadv +hat ha(l
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inflicted sending its pang into his own flesh. There was
ample preparation in such a situation for the vision of
Paul.

The constitution and temperament of the Apostle were
eminently calculated to receive impressions of the strong-
est description.! -We have mentioned the conjecture of
many able men that his “stake in the flesh ” was a form
of epilepsy. It is, of course, but a conjecture, though one
which has great probability,? and we must not treat it
otherwise ; but, if it could be proved correct, much light
would be thrown upon Paul’s visions. We have dis-
cussed the Apostle’s statements regarding the super-
natural Charismata in the Church, and have seen his
extreme readiness to belicve in the lavish bestowal of
miraculous gifts where others could recognise but ordi-
nary qualities. That Paul should be able to claim the
power of speaking with tongues more than all the Corin-
thians, whose exercise of that spiritual gift he so uncere-
moniously restrains, is in perfect keeping with all that we
elsewhere learn about him. Everywhere we find the keenly
impressionable nature so apt to fall into the ecstatic
state when brought under the influence of active religious
emotion. “I must glory,” he exclaims with irresistible
inpulse on coming to a theme so congenial to him, “ I
must glory ; it is not indeed expedient, but I will come
to visions and revelations of the Lord.”* Even when he
speaks of the stake in his flesh, which he does in such
suggestive connection with his visions, he describes it as
sent lest he should “be exalted above measure by the

'V Of. Holsten, Zum Ev. des Paulus, u. &. w., p. 84 ff.

2 Cf. Gal. iv. 13; 1 Cor. ii. 3.

3 Kavxdofas 3ei, ob ovppépor pév, \edodpar 8¢ els omracias xai dmoxa-
Ayes xvplov. 2 Cor. xii. 1.
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the price of blood. It is this circumstance, it appears,
which Peter brings prominently forward and represents
as a manifest and tangible dispensation of Divine justice.!
Unfortunately, however, this is clearly an imaginary
moral attached to the narrative by the apologist, and is
not the object of the supposed speaker, who rather desires
to justify the forced application to Judas of the quotations
in verse 20, which are directly connected with the pre-
ceding by yap.  Moreover, no explanation is here offered
of the extraordinary expressions in verse 19 addressed to
citizens of Jerusalem by a Jew in their own tongue.
Another explanation, which includes thése points, is still
more striking. With regard to the improbability of
Peter’s relating, in such a way, the death of Judas, it is
argued that, according to the Evangelists, the disciples
went from Jerusalem back to Galilee some eight days
after the resurrection, and only returned, carlier than
usual, before Pentecost to await the fulfilment of the
promise of Jesus. Peter and his companions, it is sup-
posed, only after their return became acquainted with
the fate of Judas, which had taken place during their
absence, and the matter was, therefore, quite new to
them ; besides, it is added, a speaker is often obliged on
account of some connection with his subject to relate facts
already known.? It is true that some of the Evangelists
represent this return to Galilee® as having taken place,
but the author of the third Gospel and the Acts not only

! Buumgarten, Din Apostelgesch., 1859, p. 31 f.

2 Lange, Das Apost. Ziitalter, i. 85, ii. p. 16,

3 Mt. xxviii. 10, 16; Mk. xvi. 7; John xxi. 1. Dr. Farrar, somewhat
portinently, asks : * Why did they (the disciples) not go to Galilee imme-
diatoly on receiving our Lord's message? The circumstance is unex-
plained. . . Poerbaps the entire messago of Josus to them is not recorded ;

perhaps they awaited the end of the feast.” Lifoof Christ, ii. p. 441,
note 1.
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The only other passage which is quoted ! as indicating
acquaintance with Acts is the following, which we at
once contrast with the supposed parallel :

SimiL. 1x. 28,

But ye who suffer on account of
the name ought to praise God, that
God deemed ye worthy to bear his
name, and that all your sins may
e redeemed.

Dpeis 8¢ ol mdoxorres Evexev Toi Svdpa-
Tos Bofd{ew oeilere Tov Oedv, are

dtiovs Dpas fyfoaro ¢ Beds va TolToy

Acrs v. 41.

So they departed rejoicing from
the presence of the council that
thoy wore counted worthy to suffer
shame for the name.

of pév olv émopebovro xaiporres dmd
mpocdmov Tob guvedpiov, ot Karnfid-
6noav imép Tob dvduaros dripacbivar.

76 dvopa Bacrdlnre, xai wacas Updv al
dpagrias lafdaw.

Here again a formula is employed which is common
throughout the New Testament, and which, applied as
it is here to those who were persecuted, we have reason
to believe was in general use in the early Church. Itis
almost unnecessary to point out any examples. Every-
where “the name” of God or of Jesus is the symbol used
to represent the concrete idea, and in the heavenly Jeru-
salem of the Apocalypse the servants of God and of the
Lamb are to have * his name” on their foreheads. The
one expression, however, which is peculiar in the pas-
sage: ‘“counted worthy,”—in the Acts xaryéidfyoav,
and in the Pastor ¢£iovs 7yrjoaro,—is a perfectly natural
and simple one, the use of which cannot be exclusively
conceded to the Acts of the Apostles. It is found fre-
quently in the Pauline Epistles, as for instance in 2 Thes.
i. 5, where, after saying that they give thanks to God for
them and glory in the churches of God for the patience
and faith with which the Thessalonians endure persecu-

V Lardner, Works, ii. p. 56. This is not advanced by Kirchhofer, nor
does Dr. Wesicott refer to it. Even Hefele does not suggest a reference.
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character related elsewhere. To the Galatians he
describes his election from his mother’s womb and
call by the grace of God as antecedent to the revela-
tion of his Son in him: *“When he who separated
me from my mother's womb and called me by his
grace was pleased to reveal his Son in me, that I
might preach him among the Gentiles,” &. And if
the reading *through me” be adopted, the sense we
are pointing out becomes still more apparent. In the
Corinthian letter again, the expressions should be
remarked : v. 8. “.And last of all he was seen by me
also, as the one born out of due time. 9. For I am
the least of the apostles, that am not fit to be called
an apostle, because I persecuted the Church of God:
10. but by the grace of God I am what I am: and
his grace which was (bestowed) upon me was not in
vain, but I laboured more abundantly than they all,
yet not I, but the grace of God with me. 11. Whether,
therefore, it were 1 or they, so we preach, and
8o ye believed.”' Peter sees Jesus first, Paul
sees him last; and as the thought uppermost in his
mind in writing this epistle was the parties in the
Corinthian Church, and the opposition to himself and
denial even of his apostleship, the mention of his
having seen Jesus immediately leads him to speak of
his apostolic claims. “Am I not an Apostle? have
I not seen Jesus our Lord?” he had just before
exclaimed, and proceeded to defend himself against
his opponents: here again he reverts to the same

1 1 Cor. xv. 8. Zoxarov 3 mivraw bomepet 166 derpopare Spby xdpoi. 9. éyd>
ydp eips 6 Adxiotos Tav dmooTdhaw, 8s olx elui ixavds kakeigbar dmdaroos,
Buore éBiwéa Ty éxxhnoiay Tov feoir 10. xdpirs 8¢ feov elpi 6 elpt, kal §) xdpis
alrod 1) els €ué ob xevy) éyernl, dAAG mepraairepor altv wdvrwy €xomiaga, olk
€yw 8¢ dAAa 7 xdpis Tov feot ) olw €poi. k. T. A
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course. Others simply believe the report of those who
have believed before them. In course of time, so many
believe that it is considered almost outrageous to dis-
believe or demand evidence. The number of those
who have believed is viewed at last as an overwhelming
proof of the truth of the creed.

It is a most striking and extraordinary fact that the
life and teaching of Jesus have scarcely a place in
the system of Paul. Had we been dependent upon
him we should have had no idea of the Great Master
who preached the Sermon on the Mount, and embodied
pure truths in parables of such luminous simplicity.
His noble morality would have remained unknown, and
his lessons of rare spiritual excellence have been lost
to the world. Paul sees no significance in that life,
but concentrates all interest in the death and resur-
rection of his Messiah. In the sepulchre hewn out of
the rock are deposited the teaching and example of
Jesus, and from it there rises a mystic Christ lost in a
halo of theology. The ecclesiastical Christianity which
was mainly Paul's work has almost effaced the true
work of Jesus. Too little can now be traced of that
teaching, and few are the genuine records of his work
which have survived the pious enthusiasm evoked by his
character. Theology has done its worst with the life ; and
that death, which will ever be the darkest blot upon
history, has been represented as the climax of divine
beneficence. The Resurrection and Ascension have
deified Jesus of Nazareth; but they have done so at the
expense of all that was most truly sublime in his work.
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presenting authoritative and prevalent judaistic opinions.
We shall not attempt to divine the object of their mission,
but we may say that it is impossible to separate them
from the judaistic teachers who urged circumcision upon
the Galatian Christians and opposed the authority of the
Apostle Paul. Not pursuing this further at present, how-
ever, it is obvious that the effect produced by these
emissaries is quite incompatible with the narrative that, so
short a time before, James and the Church of Jerusalem
had unanimously promulgated conditions, under which the
Gentile Christians were freely admitted into communion,
and which fully justified Peter in eating with them. The in-
cident at Antioch, as connected with James as well as with
Peter, excludes the supposition that the account of the
Council contained in the Acts can be considered historical.

The Apostolic letter embodying the decree of the
Council now demands our attention. It seemed good to
the Apostles and the elders with the whole Church to
choose two leading men among the brethren, and to send
them to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas, and they wrote
by them (xv. 23) :—*“The Apostles and brethren which
are elders unto the brethren which are of the Gentiles in
Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greeting. 24. Forasmuch
as we heard that certain which went out from us troubled
you with words, subverting your souls, to whom we gave
no commandment, 25. it seemed good unto us, having
become of one mind, to choose out and send men unto
you with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, 26. men that
have given up their lives for the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ. 27. We have, therefore, sent Judas and Silas,
who shall also tell you the same things by word of mouth.
28. For it seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to
lay upon you no greater burden than these necessary
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companion, present with the Apostle at Athens; and in
like manner the representation in xxviil. 17—22 is in-
consistent with such a person, ignoring as it does the
fact that there already was a Christian Church in Rome
(Ep. to Romans). We do not refer to the miraculous
elements so thickly spread over the narrative of the Acts,
and especially in the episode xvi. 25 ff.,, which is inserted
in the first uels section, as irreconcilable with the cha-
racter of an eye-witness, because it is precisely the mira-
culous portion of the book which is on its trial ; but we
may ask whether it would have been possible for such a
friend, acquainted with the Apostle’s representations in
1 Cor. xiv. 2 ff, cf. xii—xiv., and the phenomena there
described, to speak of the gift of “tongues” at Pen-
tecost as the power of speaking different languages
(ii. 4—11, cf. x. 46, xix. 6)?

It will readily be understood that we have here
merely rapidly and by way of illustration referred to a
few of the points which seem to preclude the admission
that the general author of the Acts could be an eye-
witness,! or companion of the Apostle Paul, and this
will become more apparent as we proceed, and more
closely cxamine the contents of the book. Who that
author was, there are now no means of ascertaining.
The majority of critics who have most profoundly ex-
amined the problem presented by the Acts, however,
and who do not admit Luke to be the general author,
are agreed that the author compiled the #ueis sections
from a diary kept by some companion of the Apostle
Paul during the journeys and voyages to which they
relate, but opinion is very divided as to the perso;x

! Bleek does not consider it

robabl i -
witness. Einl. N, T p. 340.P e that he narrates anything as eye:
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nothing was further from the minds of the Jewish Christians
than the supposition that the obligation to observe the
Mosaic law was weakened by the adoption of Christianity;
and the representation in the Acts is certainly so far correct,
that it does not pretend that Jewish Christians either de-
sired or sanctioned any relaxation of Mosaic observances on
the part of believing Jews. This cannot be too distinctly
remembered in considering the history of primitive Chris-
tianity. The initiatory rite was essential to full participa-
tion in the Covenant. It was left for Paul to preach the
abrogation of the law and the abandonment of circum-
cision. If the speech of Peter seems to suggest the
abrogation of the law even for Jews, it is only in a way
which shows that the author had no clear historical fact
to relate, and merely desired to ascribe, vaguely and inde-
finitely, Pauline sentiments to the Apostle of the circum-
cision. No remark whatever is made upon these strangely
liberal expressions of Peter, and neither the proposition
of James nor the speech in which he makes it takes the
slightest notice of them. The conduct of Peter at
Antioch and the influence exercised by James through
his emissaries restore us to historical ground. Whether
the author intended to represent that the object of the
conditions of the decree was to admit the Gentile
Christians to full communion with the Jewish, or merely
to the subordinate position of Proselytes of the Gate, is
uncertain, but it is not necessary to discuss the point.

There is not the slightest external evidence that such a
decree ever existed, and the more closely the details are
examined the more evident does it become that it has no
historical consistency. How, and upon what principle,
were these singular conditions selected? Their hetero-
geneous character is at once apparent, but not so the
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at all,! and many of those who, from the use which is
made of it in Acts, are led to assert that it is so, recognize
in the main that it can only be applied to the Messiah
indirectly, by arguing that the prophecy was not fulfilled
in the case of the poet who speaks of himself, but was
fulfilled in the Resurrection of Jesus. This reasoning,
however, totally ignores the sense of the original, and is
opposed to all legitimate historical interpretation of the
Psalm. Not dwelling upon this point at present, we
must go on to point out that, a little further on (xiii.
35—37), the Apostle Paul is represented as making use
of the very same argument which Peter here employs, and
quoting the same passage from Ps. xvi. to support it.
This repetition of very peculiar reasoning, coupled with
other similarities which we shall presently point out,
leads to the inference that it is merely the author himselt
who puts this argument into their mouths,? and this con-
clusion is strengthened by the circumstance that, through-
out both Gospel and Acts, he always quotes from the
Septuagint,® and even when that version departs from

Scholia in Vet. Test., Psalmi, i. 1821, p. 393 fl.; de Wette, Die Pealmen,
p. 197 ; Apg., p. 41. Cf. Anger, Gesch. mess. Idee, p. 73; Grotius, Annot.
N.T., v. p. 17£.; Tholuck, Die Psalmen, p. 170, anm. *.

! Anger, Gesch. mess. Idee, p. 73 f.; . Baur, Gesch. alttest. Weissa-
gung, i. p. 407 ff., 417; Bleek, Einl. A. T., p. 624 f.; Bretschneider,
Lehrb. d. Beligion u. d. Gesch. chr. Kirche, 1827, p. 139; Davidson,
Int. O. T., ii. p. 279 f.; Int. N. T, ii. p. 228; Ewald, Die Psalmen,
p. 238 f., 245 ff.; First, Gescb. bibl. Literatur, ii. p. 187, anm. 2, 392;
Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, i. p. 396 ff.; Kuenen, De Profeten, ii. p. 249 ff.;
J. Olshausen, Die Psalmen, p. 83 ff.; Reuss, La Bible: Lo Peautier, p. 98;
Rosenmiller, Scholia in V. T., Psalmi, i. 1821, p. 363 fI.; de Wette, Die
Psalmen, p. 192 f. Cf. Jlengstenberg, Die Psalmen, i. p. 338 ff., 342.

2 Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 38 f.; de Wette, Apostelgesch., p. liii.,
p. 204; Einl N. T., p. 250 f.; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 222;
Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 240; Schneckenburger, Zweck der Apg., p. 130.
Cf. Weiss, Der petr. Lehrbegriff, p. 205, anm. 2.

3 Bleek, Einl., p. 277 £.; Credner, Einl., i. p. 273; Davideon, Int. N. T.,
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and rapidity of propagation be taken as suflicient
proof of the truth of facts, we might consider Budd-
hism and Mahomedanism as satisfactorily attested
creeds. There could not be a greater fallacy than
the supposition that the origin of a belief must be
explained upon other grounds, or that belief itself
accepted as a sufficient proof of the fact asserted.
The truth or falsehood of any allegation is determined
by a balance of evidence, and the critic is no more
bound to account for the formation of erroneous belief
than he is bound to believe because he may not, after
a great lapse of time, be able so clearly to demonstrate
the particular manner in which that erroneous belief
originated, that any other mode is definitely excluded.
The belief that a dead man rose from the dead and
appeared to several persons alive is at once disposed
of upon abstract grounds. The alleged occurrence is
contrary to universal experience; but on the other
hand the prevalence of defective observation, mistaken
inference, self-deception and credulity, any of which
might lead to such belief, are only too well known to
it. Is it necessary to define which peculiar form of
error i3 present in every false belief, before, with this
immense preponderance of evidence against it, we
finally reject it? We think not. Any explanation
consistent with universal experience must be adopted,
rather than a belicf which is contradictory to it.
There are two theories which have been advanced
to explain the origin of the apostolic belief in the
Resurrection, to which we may now briefly refer; but
it must be clearly understood that the suggestion of
an explanation is quite apart from our cxamination of
the actual evidence for the Resurrection. Fifty ex-
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to the chief priests and elders can be nothing more than
the expressions which the writers cousidered suitable to
them, and the fact that they seek their inspiration in
a Psalm which they suppose to be Messianic is sug-
gestive.

We have already mentioned that the fourth Gospel
says nothing of any mocking speeches. The author,
however, narrates an episode (xix. 25-27) in which the
dying Jesus is represented as confiding his mother to the
care of “the disciple whom he loved,” of which in their
turn the Synoptists seem to be perfectly ignorant. We
have already elsewhere remarked that there is no evi-
dence whatever that there was any disciple whom Jesus
specially loved, except the repeated statement in this
Gospel. No other work of the New Testament contains
a hint of such an individual, and much less that he was
the Apostle John. Nor is there any evidence that any
one of the disciples took the mother of Jesus to his own
home. There is, therefore, no external confirmation of
this episode ; but there is, on the contrary, much which
leads to the conclusion that it is not historical.® There
has been much discussion as to whether four women are
mentioned (xix. 25), or whether * his mother’s sister " is
represented as ‘‘ Mary, the wife of Clopas,” or was a dif-
ferent person. There are, we think, reasons for conclu-
ding that there were four, but in the doubt we shall not
base any argument on the point. The Synoptics? dis-
tinctly state that *the women that followed him from
Galilee,” among which were * Mary Magdalene and Mary

1 Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 423, anm. 1, 426; Renan, Vie de Jésus,
p. 525 fI.; Schenkel, Charakterb. Jesu, p. 311; Sirauss, Das Leb. Josu,
p. 585. Cf. Weizsicker, Untors. ev. Gesch., p. 568.

3 Mt. xxvii. 55f. ; Mk. xv. 40; Luke xxiii. 49.
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believe that the witnesses possessed, in any considerable
degree, the fulness of knowledge and sobriety of judgment
requisite for the purpose. No miracle has yet estab-
lished its claim to the rank even of apparent reality, and
all such phenomena must remain in the dim region of
imagination. The test applied to the largest class of
miracles, connected with demoniacal possession, discloses
the falsity of all miraculous pretension.

There is no uncertainty as to the origin of belief in
supernatural interference with nature. The assertion
that spurious miracles have sprung up round a few
instances of genuine miraculous power has not a single
valid argument to support it. History clearly demon-
strates that, wherever ignorance and superstition have
prevailed, every obscure occurrence has been attributed
to supernatural agency, and it is freely acknowledged
that, under their influence, inexplicable and miraculous
are coiivertible terms. On the other hand, in proportion
as knowledge of natural laws has increased, the theory
of supernatural interference with the order of nature
has been dispelled, and miracles have ceased. The
effect of science, however, is not limited to the present
and future, but its action is equally retrospective, and
phenomena which were once ignorantly isolated from
the sequence of natural cause and effect, are now
restored to their place in the unbroken order. Ignorance
and superstition created miracles; knowledge has for
ever annihilated them.

To justify miracles, two assumptions are made : first,
an Infinite Personal God ; and second, a Divine design of
Revelation, the execution of which necessarily involves
supernatural action. Miracles, it is argued, are not con-
trary to nature, or effects produced without adequate
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usual Greek formula for the ending of a letter, égpwabe,
is nowhere else used in the New Testament, except at
the close of the letter of Lysias, xxiii. 30.

Turning now from the letter to the spirit of this decree,
we must endeavour to form some idea of its purport and
bearing. The first point which should be made clear is,
that the question raised before the Council solely affected
the Gentile converts, and that the conditions contained in
the decree were imposed upon that branch of the Church
alone. No change whatever in the position of Jewish
Christians was contemplated; they were left as before,
subject to the Mosaic law.! This is very apparent in the
reference which is made long after to the decree, Ch. xxi.
20 ff., 25, when the desire is expressed to Paul by James,
who proposed the decree, and the elders of Jerusalem,
that he should prove to the many thousands of believing
Jews all zealous of the law, that he did not teach the
Jews who were among the Gentiles apostasy from Moses,
saying that they onght not to circumcise their children,
neither to walk after the customs, Paul, who is likewise
represented, in the Acts, as circumecising with his own hand,
after the decision of the Council had been adopted, Timothy
the son of a Greek, whose mother was a Jewess, consents
to give the Jews of Jerusalem the required proof. We have
already shown at the commencement of this section, that

! Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 217; Hilgenfeid, Zeitschr. wiss. Th.,
1838, p. 95; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap, Z., p. 408 ff.; Neander, Pflan-
zung, p. 167 f.; Niedner, Gesch. chr. Kirche, p. 103; Orerbeck, zu de W.
Apg., p. 227 £, 236 f.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 281 f., 284 f.; de
Pressensé, Trois prem. Siccles, i. p. 472 f.; Renan, St. Paul, p. 87; Reuss,
Dev. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 65 ff., 83 f.; Gesch. N. T., p- 56; Ritschl,
Entst. altk. K., p. 129 ff.; Schliemann, Clementinen, p. 373 ff., anm.;
Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 124; Straatman, Paulus, p. 192 f. ; Weber
w, Iloltzmann, Gesch, V. Isr., ii. p. 571; Wieseler, Br. an die Gal., p. 144,

anm. 1; Zeller, Apg., p. 235 f., 238 f. Cf. Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 1251,
204 f.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 250 f.
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easy to be understood, how shall it be known what is
spoken ? for ye will be speaking into air.” How could
Paul use the expression “by the tongue” if he meant a
foreign language in v. 2 and elsewhere ? He is com-
paring yAdooais haketw in the preceding verses with the
sounds of musical instruments, and the point reached in
v. 9 clearly brings home the application of his argument :
the yAdooaws Aakev is unintelligible, like the pipe or
harp, and unless the tongue utter words which have an
understood meaning, it is mere speaking into air. Is it
possible that Paul would call speech in a language, foreign
to him, perhaps, but which nevertheless was the mother
tongue of some nation, “ speaking into air”? In such a
case, he must have qualified his statement by obvious
explanations, of which not a word appears throughout his
remarks. That he does not speak of foreign languages
is made still more clear by the next two verses, v. 10: in
which, continuing his argument from analogy, he actually
compares yhdooars Aakew with speech in foreign
languages, and ends, v. 11: *“If, therefore, I know not
the meaning of the voice, I shall be unto him that
speaketh a barbarian (foreigner) and he that speaketh a
barbarian (foreigner) in my judgment.”! Paul’s logic is
certainly not always beyond reproach, but he cannot be
accused of perpetrating such an antithesis as contrasting
a thing with itself. He, therefore, explicitly distinguishes
(v. 10) yém Pwvarv “kinds of languages™ from (xii. 10,
28, &c.) yém yhwooav “kinds of tongues.” In xiv. 6,
Paul says: “If I come unto you speaking with tongues
(yAéooais Nahav) what shall I profit you, unless I shall

V éav odv i €3 i Bivapw tiis poriis, foopas ¢ Aahobwrs BipBapos xal &
Aahdw év époi BdpPBapos. 1 Cor. xiv. 11.

? It is unneceesary to show that gwrj is used to express language.
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STEPHRN. PAUL AND PETER.

6. . . . that his seed should be
& sojourner in a strange land (rrdpot-
xov év yjj d\horpig) . . .

5 ...andtohis seed . . . (xal iii. 25. Ye are the children . . .
T owéppars abrod)! of the covenant (rijs 8afixns) which

8. And he gave him (Abraham) | God made with your fathers, saying
a oovenant . .. (xat éwxey alrd | unto Abraham: And in thy seed
Swabirny . . .) of circumcision.? (xat év 7§ oméppari oov), &e., &c.

22. (Moses) was mighty in his (Luke xxiv. 19. Jesus . . mighty
words and deeds (v 3¢ duvards év | in deed and word (3vvards év Epyw
ASyors xai épyos avrob). kai Aoye . . . ))

32. I am the God of thy fathers, iii. 13. The God of Abraham and
the God of Abraham and Isaacand | Isaac and Jacob, the God of our
Jacob. ('Eyd & Oeds rav marépwy | fathers. (6 Oeds *ABpadp ai 'loadx
aov, 6 Oeds "ABpadp xai 'loadx xai | xai "laxdB, & Oeds rdv maripwy pdy
*LaxeB.) e

36. This (Moses) brought them xiii. 17.. .. and exalted the
(the people 7ov Aadv) out (¢£iyayev | People (rdv Aadv) in their sojourn
airods) having worked. wonders and | in theland of Egypt (év yj Alyisre),
signs? in the land of Egypt (¢ 5 | and with a high arm brought thera
Aiyimry) and in the Red Sea, and | out of it (¢£fyayer abrois), 18. and
in the wilderness forty years (¢ rjj | for about the time of forty years ¢
épiipe &m recoepixovra). V. 42. . . | (recoepaxovraéry) mnourished them
forty years in the wilderness. . . . | in the wilderness. (év rj épipg.)
(& recoepixovra év 1j épipg)

37. This is the Moses who said iii. 22. Moses indeed said:* A
unto the children of Israel: A pro- | prophet shall the Lord our God
phet shall God raise up unto you | raise up unto you from among your
from among your brethren, like | brethren, like unto me, &c., &ec.
unto me. . . .

42. . . . God delivered them up (Rom i. 24. . . . God delivered
to serve the host of heaven (¢ feés | them up . . to uncleanness (wapé-
wopéduxer alrods Narpevew, k. 7. .). | dwxew alrovs & feds . . . els dxalfap-

oiav, k. v. A. of.  26. ... wapédwxey
atrovs & feds els mdbn dripias « « o o
28. . . . mapédwxev alrois 6 feds els
dddrpor yoiw. . . )

! Compare with this verse Rom. iv. 13; Gal. iii. 16, 29.

2 Cf. Rom. iv. 11, xai onpeiov IhaBev mepiropis.

3 . .. moujoas répara kai onpeia . . . ii. 22. . . . répaow Kai anpeiots ols
émoinoer. . . . . .

¢ vii. 23 reads . . . . regoepaxovraérys xpovos . . . and xiii. 18 . . ..
reaaepaxovraém xpovor . . . and again vii. 23, dvéiBn émi iy kapdiay alroi
... 1Cor. ii. 9, émi capdiav avbpdmov ot dvéBn. . . .

3 The authorized version, on the authority of several important MSS.
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bearing his charges. What could be more distinct than
the Apostle’s opening address in the first Epistle: “I
thank my God always, on your behalf, for the grace of
God which was given you in Christ Jesus; that in every-
thing ye were enriched by him (at the time of their con-
version '), in all utterance and in all knowledge: even as
the testimony of Christ was confirmed in you: so that ye
come behind tn no gift (xaplopart),” &c. For this reason
they were not inferior to the other Churches, and those
were the signs of the Apostle which were wrought in
them. Paul very distinctly declares the nature of his
ministry amongst the Corinthians and the absence of
other “signs”: 1 Cor. 1. 22f * Since both Jews de-
mand signs (ompeta) and Greeks seek after wisdom, but
we (vpets 8¢) preach Christ crucified, unto Jews a stum-
bling-block and unto Gentiles foolishness, but unto those
who are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power
(dvwapw) of God and the wisdom of God.” The con-
trast is here clearly drawn between the requirement of
Jews (signs) and of Greeks (wisdom) and Paul’s actual
ministry : no signs, but a scandal (oxdvdaov) to the Jew,
and no wisdom, but foolishness to the Greek, but this
word of the cross (\dyos 6 Tov oravpod) * to us who are
being saved is the power (Svwauis) of God” (i. 18).2
The Apostle tells us what he considers the * sign of the
Apostle,” when, more directly defending himself against
the opponents who evidently denied his apostolic claims,
he says vehemently: 1 Cor. ix. 1ff. “ Am I not free?
Am I not an Apostle? have I not seen Jesus our Lord ?
are not ye my work in the Lord? If I be not an Apostle
unto others, yet doubtless I am to you: for the seal

1 Stanley, Eps. to the Cor. p. 23.
? And again Rom. i. 16, &c., &c.
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PAUL IN AcTs xiii.
(yrioarro) Pilate that he should be
slain (dvarpefivar) ;!

29. But when they finished all
the things written regarding him,
they took him down from the tree
and laid him in a sepulchre.

30. But God raised him from the
dead; (6 8¢ feds ffyepev abriv éx
vexpiow).

3L. . . . who are now his wit-
neases (udprvpes) . . .

82. And we declare unto you
the promise made unto the fathers
(wpds Tods marépas),

33. That God has perfectly ful-
filled the same unto our children,
having raised up (dvaoricas) Jesus,
a8 it is written. . . .

34, 35, 36, 37. See above.

38. Be it known unto you, there-
fore, men (and) brethren (dvdpes
ddeNgol), that through this man is
proclaimed unto you remission of
&ins (Geais dpapriv).

39. And from all things from
which ye could not be justified in
the law of Moses, every one who
believes in this man is justified ;

40. Beware, therefore, lest that

PETER IN Aors ii. and iii.

of Pilate when he decided to release
him;
(il 23. This (man) delivered by
the determinate counsel and fore-
knowledge of God, by the hand of
lawless (men) crucifying (him) ye
slew (dveihare).) !

iii. 14. But ye denied the holy
and just one, and desired (yricacte)
a murderer to be granted to you,

15. And killed the Prince of life
whom God raised from the dead (¢»
6 Beds ffyepev éx vexpav), whose wit-
nesses (pdprupes) we are.

iii. 25. Ye are the sons of the
prophets and of the covenant made
unto your fathers (mpds rovs marépas
Upav) saying . . .

26. Unto you first God, having
raised up (dvagrioas) his servant
(waida) Jesus, sent him to bless
you, &o.

ii. 31, 27, 29, 32. See above.

ii. 37. Men (and) Brethren (dvdpes
d3ehgoi).

88. . . . Repent and be baptized
every one of you in the name of
Jesus Christ, for remission of your
sins (dpeow rdv duapriow dpdv), &e.

iii, 22. Moses indeed said?: A
prophet shall the Lord your God
raise up unto you from among your
brethren, like unto me; him shall
ye hear in all things whatsoever he
shall say unto you.

23. And it shall bo that every

! This verb dvaspei» is used twice in Luke, only thrice in the rest of the
N. T., but nineteen times in Acts, and it is freely put into the mouths. of
Peter, Paul, Stephen, and Gamaliel, as well as used in the narrative

portions.

% This reference is also put into the mouth of Stephen, Acts vii. 37.
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Gospel (vii. 6) : ““ Give not that which is holy unto the
dogs, neither cast your pearls before swine.” It is
certain that the Jews were in the habit of speaking of
the heathen both as dogs and swine—unclean animals,—
and Hilgenfeld,! and some other critics, see in this verse a
reference to the Gentiles. We do not, however, press this
application which is, and may be, disputed, but merely
mention it and pass on. There can be no doubt, how-
ever, of the exclusive references to the Gentiles in the
same sermon, and other passages, where the disciples are
enjoined to practise a higher righteousness than the
Gentiles. “Do not even the publicans. . . do not
even the Gentiles or sinners the same things.”? * Take
no thought, &c., for after all these things do the Gentiles
seek ; but seek ye, &c., &c.”® The contrast is precisely
that put with some irony by Paul, making use of the
common Jewish expression *sinner” as almost equivalent
for “ Gentile;”* In another place the first Synoptic
represents Jesus as teaching his disciples how to deal
with a brother who sins against them, and as the final
resource, when every effort at reconciliation and justice
bas failed, he says: “Let him be unto thee as the
Gentile (éfvrds) and the publican,” (Mt. xviii. 17.) He
could not express in a stronger way to a Jewish mind the
idea of social and religious excommunication.

The instructions which Jesus gives in sending out the
Twelve, however, express the exclusiveness of the

! Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 64 ; Einl., p. 470 ; Reuss, Théol. Chr.,
ii. p. 348. Cf. Schoeltgen, Horee Hebr., p. 87; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara,
ii. p. 406, anm. 3; Koetlin, Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 178,

2 Mt. v. 46 f., vi. 7 f.; cf. Luke vi. 32 ff., where *‘ sinners ” is substi-
tuted for *‘ Gentiles.”

3 Mt. vi. 31 f.; cf. xx. 25 f. ; Luke xii. 30.

4 Gal. ii. 15; cf. Lightfoot, 8t. Paul's Ep. to Gal., 4th ed., p. 114,

K 2
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lated “rich” is not used in a favourable sense, but
that the passage must be rendered : “‘And they made
his grave with the wicked and his sepulchre with
the evil-doers,” or words to that effect.! Without
going minutely into the details of opinion on the
subject of the *servant of Jehovah” in this writing
of the Old Testament, we may add that upon one
point at least the great majority of critics are of one
accord : that Is. liii. and other passages of *Isaiah”
describing the sufferings of the “ Servant of Jehovah”
have no reference to the Messiah? As we have

' Anger, Vorles. Gesch. d. Mess. Idee, herausg. Krenkel, 1873, p. 65;
Beck, Die cyrojesajan. Weissag., 1844, p. 138 ff. ; Bunsen, Bibelw., 1860,
ii. p. 440 f. ; Gott. in d. Gesch., 1857, i. p. 251 ; Cheyne, The Book of Isaish
chron. arranged, 1870, p. 190; Mallet de Chilly, Les Prophétes, 1862,
P. 317; Dacidson, Int. O. T., iii. p. 62; Ewald, Die Propheten d. Alt
B. 2te Aufl., iii. p. 92; Gesenius, Der Prophet Jesaia, 2te Aufl., i. 1829,
p. 129; iii. 1821, p. 163, 167 f., 184 f.; Hendewerk, Des Prophet. Jesaja
‘Weiseag., 1843, ii. p. 132; Hitzig, Der Proph. Jeeais, 1833, p. 572f.;
Die prophet. Biich. des A. T. iibers., 1854, p. 80 ; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii
p- 527, anm. 1; Knobel, Der Proph. Jesaja, 1861, p. 389 f.; Meijboom,
Jezus’ Opstanding, p. 150 : Reuss, La Bible: Les Prophétes, ii. p. 1875,
p- 278 ; Schegg, Der Proph. Jesajas, i. p. 152 f.; Sam. Sharpe, The Heb.
Scriptures, 1866, iii. p. 140; Strauss, Leb. Jesu, p. 597; Volkmar, Die
Rel. Jesu, p. 78; Die Evangelien, p. 603 f.; de Wette, Die heil. Schr.
des A. u. N. T. 4te Aufl,, p. 738; Rowland Williams, The Hebrew Pro-
phets, ii. 1871, p. 440 £ Cf Birks, Comm. on Book of Isaiah, 1871,
P- 2i1; Rosenmiiller, Scholia in V. T. Jesajae, iii. p. 360 ff.; Seinecke, Der
Ev. d. A. T., 1870, p. 206 f.

3 Anger, Vorles. iib. Gesch. d. Mess. Idee, 1873, p. 64 ff.; Beck, Do
cap. quinquagesimo tertio Lib. Jesajani, 1840, p. 80 fl.; Die cyrojes.
Weissag., p. 23 ff. 128 fl., 138 ff.; Bunsen, Bibelw., ii., 1860, p. 439 f.;
cf. Gott in d. Gesch., i. p. 249 ff.; Cheyne, Isaiah chron. arranged, 1870,
p. 190 ff.; Colani, Jésus-Christ et les Croyances Mess., 1864, p. 132f.;
Davidson, Int. O. T., iii. p. 62 ff.; Ewald, Die Propheten des A. B., iii.
p. 89 f.; Gesenius, Der Prophet Jesais, iii., 1821, p. 160 ff. ; Hendewerk,
Des Proph. Jesaja Weissag., ii. p. 122 ff. ; Hitzig, Der Prophet Jesais,
1833, p. 564 fI.; Kleinart, Stud. u. Krit., 1862, p. 699 ff.; Knobel, Der
Proph. Jueaia, 1861, p. 389 ff.; Kuenen, De Profeten en de Prof. ond.
Israél, 1875, i. p. 257 fI., ii. p. 287 ff. ; Mejjboom, Jezus’ Opstanding,
p- 153 f.; G. R. Noyes, New Trans. of Hebrew Prophets, 1866, Intr.,
p. xL f1.; Reuss, La Bible: Les Prophétes, 1876, ii. p. 279 f.; Bosenmiiller,
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events which had occurred at a time long past, than of
circumstances which had taken place a few days before.
The obvious conclusion is that this speech was never
spoken by Peter, but is a much later composition put
into his mouth,! and written for Greck readers, who re-
quired to be told about Judas, and for whose benefit the
Hebrew name of the field, inserted for local colouring,
had to be translated. This is confirmed by several cir-
cumstances, to which we may refer.. We shall not dwell
much upon the fact that Peter is represented as applying
to Judas two passages quoted from the Septuagint ver-
sion of Ps. Ixix. 25 (Sept. Ixviii.) and Ps. cix. (Sept. cviiL)
which, historically, cannot for a moment be sustained as
referring to him.? The first of these Psalms is quoted
freely, and moreover the denunciations in the original
being against a plurality of enemies, it can only be made
applicable to Judas by altering the plural * their” (adrév)
to “ his habitation ” (émavles adrob), a considerable liberty
to take with prophecy. The Holy Spirit is said to have

! Eichhorn, Einl,, ii. p. 36 f.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 384 fI.;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 336; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr.
Behr., p. 225 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 97, anm. 1; Zeller,
Apg., p. 79 ff.

* Davidson, Int. O. T., ii. p. 302; Int. N. T., ii. p. 227; Ewald, Die
Psalmen, p. 292 ff.; Hitzig, Die Psalmen, 1864, ii. 1. p. 93 ff.; ii. 2,
1865, p. 314; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, ed. Riehm, 1870, iii. p. 260 f.;
iv., 1871, p. 172 fl. ; Kamphausen in Bunsen’s Bibelw. iii. p. 138 f. 217 £.;
Kuenen, Hist. krit. Onderzoek, O. V., 1865, iii. p. 299; De Profeten,
p. 237 fI., 252 f. ; J. Olshausen, Die Psalmon, 1853, p. 297 ff., 417 ff.;
Reuss, La Bible: Le Psautier, 1875, p. 334 f. ; Rosenmiiller, Scholia in
V. T., Psalmi, 1823, iii. p. 1293, 1646 fI. ; de IWette, Apg., p. 12 ; Comm. iib.
die Psalmen, p. 386 f., 466 fI. ; Four Friends, The Psalms, p. 227, 232.
Cf. G. Baur, Gesch. alttest. Weissagung, p. 416; Bleek, Einl. A. Test.,
p. 625; Delitzsch, Dio Psalmen, i. p. 487; Hengstenberg, Die Psalmen,
iii. p. 240, iv. p. 209 ff.; Meyer, Apg., p. 40 ; Olshausen, Apg., p. 39 f.;
Stier, Die Reden der Apost., i. p. 4. It is scarcely maintained by any
reasonable critic that the supposed prophecies had immediate or direct
bearing upon Judas. They can only be applied to him secondarily, and
by forcing the historical sense.
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obviously, extremely improbable that any of these speeches
could have been written down at the time.! Taking
even the supposed case that the Author of the Acts was
Luke, and was present when some of the speeches of
Paul were delivered, it is difficult to imagine that
he immediately recorded his recollection of them,
and more than this he could not have done. He must
continually have been in the habit of hearing the
preaching of Paul, and therefore could not have had
the inducement of novelty to make him write down
what he heard. The idea of recording them for posterity
could not have occurred to such a person, with the belief
in the approaching end of all things then prevalent.
The Author of the Acts was not the companion of Paul,
however, and the contents of the speeches, as we shall
presently see, are not of a character to make it in the
least degree likely that they could have been written
down for scparate circulation. Many of the speeches in
the Acts, moreover, were delivered under circumstances
which render it specially unlikely that they could have

! Olshausen says : *‘ One cannot, naturally, suppose that these s] es
are recorded exactly as they were delivered. We have only to repre-
sent to ourselves exciting moments (as for instance the farewell of Paul
to the Ephesian Presbyters at Miletus, xx. 17 ff.) to feel the inade-
quacy of this view. The Paulinian speech in the touching scene so moved
their hearts, that all present burst into tears; who thinks on such occa-
sions of a mechanical record of the spoken living discourse? One of
course fears that if no instantaneous record was made, all guarantee for
the credibility of the speech is lost. Only, this fear obviously proceeds
from unbelief in the power of the Spirit of Truth, as has already been
observed in the introduction to the Gospels; if we do not suppose this
working in the mind of the writer of the Acts, and of the Apostles, under
whose eyes he wrote, then we have nowhere any warrant for the con-
tents; if this, however, be recognised, then the free conception of the
speeches indicated cannot disturb us or prejudice them.” Olshausen, Die
Apostelgesch., p. 9. Here, the apologist takes refuge in a theory of
inspiration which is but a sorry shelter from the simplest critical attack.
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and eliminated the whole of the Aposile’s individuality
would indeed be as remarkable as it is unfortunate. But
supposing the Apostle Paul to have been aware of the
formal proceedings narrated in the Acts, characterized
by such unanimity and liberal Christian feeling, it would
be still more astonishing and unfortunate that he has
not only silently passed them over, but has conveyed so
singularly different an impression of his visit.! As the
Apostle certainly could not have been acquainted with
the Acts, his silence regarding the council and its mo-
mentous decree, as well as his ignorance of the un-
broken harmony which prevailed are perfectly intelligible.
He of course only knew and described what actually
occurred. The author of the Acts, however, might and
must have known the Epistle to the Galatians, and the
ingenuity with which the tone and details of the authentic
report are avoided or transfigured cannot be ascribed to
mere accident, but must largely be attributed to design,
although also partly, it may be, to the ignorance and
the pious imagination of a later age. Is it possible, for
instance, that the controversy regarding the circum-
cision of Titus, and the dispute with Peter at Antioch,
which are so prominently related in the Epistle, but pre-
sent a view so different from the narrative of Acts, can
have been undesignedly omitted? The violent apologetic
reconciliation which is effected between the two accounts
is based upon the foregone conclusion that the author of
the canonical Acts, however he may seem to deviate
from the Apostle, cannot possibly contradict him or be

! ¢« Our difficulty in reading this page of history arises not so much from
the absence of light as from the perplexity of cross lights. The narratives
of St. Luke and St. Paul only then ocease to conflict, when we take into

account the different positions of the writers and the different objects
they had in view.” Lightfoot, 8t. Paul’s Ep. to the Gal., p. 204.
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for the legs are forthwith broken and of course,
immediately after, the bodies in pursuance of the same
order would have been taken away. As soon as the
Evangelist has secured his purpose of showing how
the Scriptures were fulfilled by means of this episode,
he takes up the story as though it had not been
interrupted, and proceeds v. 38: “ARter these things ”
(pera radra), that is to say after the legs of the male-
factors had been broken and the side of Jesus pierced,
Joseph besought Pilate that he might take away the
body of Jesus, and Pilate gave leave. But, if v. 31f be
historical, the body must already have been taken
away. All the Synoptics agree with the fourth Gospel
in stating that Joseph of Arimathea begged for
and obtained the body of Jesus from Pilate! The
second and third Synoptics describe him as belonging
to the Council, but the first Gospel merely calls him
‘“a rich man,” whilst the fourth omits both of these
descriptions. They all call him a disciple of Jesus—
secretly for fear of the Jews, the fourth Gospel
characteristically adds—although the term that he was
“ waiting for the Kingdom of God,” used by the second
and third Gospels, is somewhat vague. The fourth Gospel,
however, introduces a second personage in the shape of
Nicodemus, “ who at the first came to him by night,”?
and who, it will be remembered, had previously been
described as “a ruler of the Jews.”3 The Synoptics
do not once mention such a person, either in the narra-
tive of the Passion or in the earlier chapters, and there
are more than doubts as to his historical character.*

"The accounts of the Entombment given by the three

' According to Luke xxiii. 53, Joseph actually * took down ” the body.
2 John iii. 1. 3 John iii. 1, vii. 50.
4 Cf. Keim, Josu v. Naz., iii. p. 517 fI.
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the persuasion that two and two make four from the
ardent desire to believe that two and two make five?
Whose fault is it that two and two do make four and not
five? Whose folly is it that it should be more agreeable
to think that two and two make five than to know that
they only make four ? This folly is theirs who represent
the value of life as dependent on the reality of special
illusions, which they have religiously adopted. To dis-
cover that a former belief is unfounded is to change
nothing of the realities of existence. The sun will
descend as it passes the meridian whether we believe it
to be noon or not. It is idle and foolish, if human, to
repine because the truth is not precisely what we thought
it, and at least we shall not change reality by childishly
clinging to a dream.

The argument so often employed by theologians that
Divine Revelation is necessary for man, and that certain
views contained in that Revelation are required by our
moral consciousness, is purely imaginary and derived
from the Revelation which it seeks to maintain, The
only thing absolutely necessary for man is Truth; and
to that, and that alone, must our moral consciousness
adapt itsell. Reason and experience forbid the expec-
tation that we can acquire any knowledge otherwise
than through natural channels. We might as well
expect to be supernaturally nourished as supernaturally
informed. To complain that we do not know all that
we desire to know is foolish and unreasonable. It is
tantamount to complaining that the mind of man is not
differently constituted. To attain the full altitude of the
Knowable, whatever that may be, should be our earnest
aim, and more than this is not for humanity. We may
be certain that information which is beyond the ultimate
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“For he is not a Jew who is one outwardly ; neither is
that circumcision which is outwardly in flesh, but he is a
Jew who is one inwardly, and circumcision is of the heart,
in spirit not letter.” ! If anything further were required
to prove that the Apostle does not by the expression:
*Tovdaiw 7€ (mpdrov) kai "EN\ywi, intend to indicate any
priority accorded to the Jew, it is supplied by the com-
mencement of the third chapter. “ What then is the
advantage of the Jew? or what the profit of circum-
cision?” It is obvious that if the Apostle had just said
that the Gospel was the power of God unto salvation,
“to Jew first and also to Greek,” he had stated a very
marked advantage to the Jew, and that such an inquiry
. a8 the above would have been wholly unnecessary. The
answer which he gives to his own question, however, com-
pletes our certainty. “ Much every way,” he replies; but
in explaining what the “ much ” advantage was, we hear
no more of “to Jew first:” “ Much every way: for first
indeed they were entrusted with the oracles of God.”*
And, after a few words, he proceeds: “ What then? are
we better? Not at all; for we before brought the charge
that both Jews and Greeks (Tovdalovs e kai "EXyas)
are all under sin.’® Here, again, there is no wpéror.
There can be no doubt in the mind of any one who un-
derstands what Paul’s teaching was, and what he means
by claiming the special title of  Apostle to the Gentiles,”
that in going “ to the Heathen” after his visit to Jeru-
salem, as before it, there was no purpose in his mind
to preach to the Jews first and only on being rejected
by them to turn to the Gentiles, as the Acts would have
us suppose; but that the principle which regulated his
proclamation of the Gospel was that which we have

! Rom. ii. 28. 2 Rom. iii. 1. 3 Rom. iii. 9.
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In order more fully to appreciate the nature of the
narratives which the four evangelists give of the last
hours of the life of Jesus, we may take them up at the
point where, mocked and buffeted by the Roman soldiers,
he is finally led away to be crucified. Let no one suppose
that, in freely criticising the Gospels, we regard without
emotion the actual incidents which lie at the bottom
of these narratives. No one can form to himself any
adequate conception of the terrible sufferings of the
Master, maltreated and insulted by a base and brutal
multitude, too degraded to understand his noble character,
and too ignorant to appreciate his elevated teaching,
without pain; and to follow his course from the tribunal
which sacrificed himn to Jewish popular clamour to the
spot where he ended a brief but self-sacrificing life by
the shameful death of a slave may well inake sympathy
take the place of criticism. Profound veneration for the
great Teacher, however, and earnest interest in all that
concerns his history rather command serious and unhesi-
tating examination of the statements made with regard
to him, than discourage an attempt to ascertain the truth ;
and it would be anything but respect for his memory to
accept without question the Gospel accounts of his life
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“according to a revelation,” and ‘privately” commu-
nicated his Gospel *to those who scemed to be some-
thing,” as, with some irony, he calls the Apostles. In
words still breathing irritation and determined indepen-
dence, Paul relates to the Galatians the particulars of that
visit—how great pressure had been exerted to compel
Titus, though a Greek, to be circumcised, *that they
might bring us into bondage,” to whom, * not even for an
hour did we yield the required subjection.” He protests,
with proud independence, that the Gospel which he
preaches was not received from man (Gal. i. 11, 12),
but revealed to him by God (verses 15, 16); and
during this visit (ii. 6, 7) “from those seeming to be
something (rdv Sokovwrwv elval i), whatsoever they
were it maketh no matter to me—God accepteth not
man’s person—for to me those who seemed (oi Soxodvres)
communicated nothing additional.” According to Acts,
after his conversion, Paul is taught by a man named
Ananias what he must do (ix. 6, xxii. 10); he makes
visits to Jerusalem (xi. 30, xii. 25, &ec.), which are
excluded by Paul's own explicit statements; and a
widely different report is given (xv. 1 ff) of the second
visit. Paul does not go, *“according to a revelation,”
but is deputed by the Church of Antioch, with Barnabas,
in consequence of disputes regarding the circumcision of
Gentiles, to lay the case before the Apostles and elders
at Jerusalem. It is almost impossible in the account
here given of proceedings characterised throughout by
perfect harmony, forbearance, and unanimity of views, to
recognize the visit described by Paul. Instead of being
private, the scene is a general council of the Church.
The fiery independence of Paul is transformed into
meekness and submission. There is not a word of the
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generations, and every imaginable intention has been as-
cribed to the proto-martyr, every possible or impossible
reference detected in the phrases of his oration. This
has mainly arisen from the imperfect nature of the account
in the Acts, and the absence of many important details
which has left criticism to adopt that *divinatorisch-
combinatorische ” procedure which is so apt to evolve
any favourite theory from the inner consciousness. The
prevailing view, however, amongst the great majority of
critics of all schools is, that Stephen is represented in the
Acts as the forerunner of the Apostle Paul, anticipating
his universalistic principles, and proclaiming with more or
less of directness the abrogation of Mosaic ordinances and
the freedom of the Christian Church.! This view was
certainly advanced by Augustine, and lies at the base of
his famous saying: “ Si sanctus Stephanus sic non oras-
set, ecclesia Paulum non haberet,”? but it was first clearly
enunciated by Baur, who subjected the speech of Stephen
to detailed analysis,® and his interpretation has to a large
extent been adopted even by apologists. It must be
clearly understood that adherence to this reading of the
aim and meaning of the speech, as it is given in the Acts,
by no means involves an admission of its authenticity,
which, on the contrary, is impugned by Baur himself,
and by a large number of independent critics. We have
the misfortune of differing most materially from the pre-
valent view regarding the contents of the speech, and
we maintain that, as it stands in the Acts, there is not a

' Holsten, we think rightly, denies that Stephen can be considered in
any way the forerunner of Paul. Zum Ev. Paulus u. Petr. p. 52anm. *°,
p. 253 anm. *.

* Sermo. i. in fest. St. Stepbani.

? De orationis habite a Stephano consilio, 1829; Paulus, u. & w.,
i.49 M1
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We know that the prophet like unto Moses was a
favourite representation in Acts of the Christ. Now,
in the account which Josephus gives of the end of
Moses, he states that, although he wrote in the holy
books that he died lest they should say that he went
to God, this was not really his end. After reaching
the mountain Abarim he dismissed the senate; and
as he was about to embrace Eleazar, the high priest,
and Joshua, “a cloud suddenly having stood over him
he disappeared in a certain valley.”' This, however,
we merely mention in passing.

Our earlier examination of the evidence for the
origin and authorship of the historical books of the
New Testament very clearly demonstrated that the
testimony of these works for miracles and the reality
of Divine Revelation, whatever that testimony might
seem to be, could not be considered of any real value.
We have now cxamined the accounts which the four
Evangelists actually give of the Passion, Resurrection,
and Ascension, and there can be no hesitation in
stating as the result that, as might have been ecx-
pected from works of such uncertain character, these
narratives must be pronounced mere legends, em-
bodying vague and wholly unattested tradition. As

1873, p. 89 f1.; Krenkel, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1873, p. 441 ff.; Hausrath,
N. T. Zeitgesch. iii. p. 423 ff.; Sevin, Chronologie d. Leb. Jesu, 1874, p. 108
f.; Wittichen, Leb. Jesu, 1876, p. 44, &c.; Keim, Aus d. Urchristenthum,
1878, p. 1 ff. -

V. . . . véidous alvidiov imép abrdv ordvros dpaviferas kard Twos Ppdpayyos.
Antiq. Jud. iv. 8 § 48,
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contrary ” (d\\d. rodwarriov). In what does this opposi-
tion consist? Apparently in this, that, instead of
strengthening the hands of Paul, they left him to labour
alone. They said: “Take your own course; preach
the Gospel of the uncircumcision to Gentiles, and we
will preach the Gospel of the circumcision to Jews.”!
In fact, when Paul returned to Jerusalem for the
second time after fourteen years, he found the elder
Apostles not one whit advanced towards his own uni-
versalism ; they retained their former Jewish prejudices,
and remained as before Apostles of the circumcision.?
Notwithstanding the strong Pauline sentiments put into
* Peter’s mouth by the author of the Acts, and his claim
to have been so long before selected by God that by his
mouth the Gentiles should hear the word of the Gospel
and believe, Paul singles out Peter as specially entrusted
with the Gospel of the circumcision ; and, in the end,
after Paul has exerted all his influence, Peter and the rest
remain unmoved, and allow Paul to go to the Gentiles,
while they confine their ministry as before to the Jews,
The success of Paul’s work amongst the heathen was too
palpable a fact to be ignored, but there is no reason to
believe that the conversion of the Gentiles, upon his
terms, was more than tolerated at that time, or the
Gentile Christians admitted to more than such imperfect
communion with the Jewish Christians as that of Prose-
lytes of the Gate in relation to Judaism. This is shown
by the conduct of Peter at Antioch after the supposed
Council, and of the Jews with him, and even of Barnabas,

1 Jowett, The Eps. of St. Paul, i. 240 f.

% Bawr, K. G., i. p. 51f. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 468 ff.; Paulus, i.
p. 142 ff. ; Blom, Theol. Tijdschr., 1870, p. 471 f.; Hilyenfeld, Einl.,
p. 230 f.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 198 f., 202 f. ; Pfleiderer,
Paulinismus, p. 281 f., 284 f.
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ginal elements can scarcely be distinguished ; who puts his
own words and sentiments into the mouths of the Apos-
tles and other persons of his narrative ; and who repre-
sents almost every phase of the Church in the Apostolic
age as influenced, or directly produced, by meaus of super-
natural agency ; such a work i5 of no value as evidence
for occurrences which are in contradiction to all human
experience. Briefly to state the case of the Gospels in
other words than our own, we repeat the honest state-
ment of the able writer quoted at the beginning of this
chapter : “ In the first place, merely as a matter of his-
torical attestation, the Gospels are not the strongest evi-
dence for the Christian miracles. Only one of the four,
inits present shape, is claimed as the work of an Apostle,
and of that the genuineness is disputed.”! We may add
that the third Synoptic does not, in the estimation of any
one who has examined the Acts of the Apostles, gain
additional credibility by being composed by the same
author as the latter work. The writers of the four Gos-
pels are absolutely unknown to us, and in the case of
three of them, it is not even affirmed that they were eye-
witnesses of the Resurrection and Ascension and other
miracles narrated. The undeniably doubtful authorship of
the fourth Gospel, not to make a more positive statement
here, renders this work, which wasnot written until upwards
of half a century, at the very least, after the death of Jesus,
incapable of proving anything in regard to the Resurrection
and Ascension. A much stronger statement might -be
made, but we refer readers to our former volumes, and
we shall learn something more of the character of the
Gospel narratives as we proceed.

Although we cannot attach any value to the Gospels

1 Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Century, p. 10,
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referred,! we may point out a few general peculiarities
of this nature which are worthy of attention. The author
introduces the speeches of different persons with the same
expression :—* he opened his mouth,” or something
similar, Philip “ opened his mouth” (dvoifas 76 ordpa
adrod)* and addressed the Ethiopian (viii. 35). Peter
“ opened his mouth (and) said” (dvoifas 76 ordpa, elwe),
when he delivered his discourse before the baptism of
Cornelius (x. 34). Again, he uses it of Paul :—* And
when Paul was about to open his mouth (ué\hovros
aolyew 15 ordpa), Gallio said,” &c. (xviil 14). The
words with which the speech of Peter at Pentecost is in-
troduced deserve more attention :—* Peter lifted up his
voice and said unto them” (émjpev Ty dpwriy adrod, kal
dredféyfaro adrols) (ii. 14). The verb dmodféyyeabar
occurs again (ii. 4) in the account of the descent of the
Holy Spirit and the gift of tongues, and it is put into
the mouth of Paul (xxvi. 25) in his reply to Festus,
but it occurs nowhere else in the New Testament.
The favourite formula® with which all speeches open is,
“Men (and) Brethren” (dv8pes dSehor), or dvdpes coupled
with some other term, as *“ Men (and) Israelites” (dvSpes
Topanheiras), or simply dvSpes without addition. *AvSpes
ddedol, occurs no less than thirteen times. It is used
thrice by Peter,* six times by Paul?® as well as by

! See references, p. 78, note 1, and especially the works of Eichhorn,
Credner, Zellor, Mayerhoff, Lokebusch, and Davidson.

* It is to be remarked, however, that the same expression occurs in the
first Synoptic (Matth. v. 2, xiii. 35, xvii. 27), and only once in Luke i.
64. Itis also quoted Acts viii. 32 from the lxx. version of Isaiah liii. 7.

! Credner, Einl. N.T.,i. p. 142 anm. 63; Davidson, Int. N. T,, ii. p.
261; Eichhorn, Einl. N.T., ii. p. 42; Kdhler, Theol. Stud. u. Krit.,
1873, p. 533 ; Lekebusch, Apg. p. 77; Mayerkof, Einl, petr. Schr., p.
224 f1.; Zeiler, Theol. Jahrb., 1843, p. 469.

41 16; ii. 29; xv. 7.

* xiii. 26, 38; xxii. 1; xxiii. 1, 6; xxviii. 17

—nr  wew .
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statement is of no value, and the tradition which they
record may be set down as a foregone dogmatic con-
clusion. Paul very distinctly shows this. He says:
“For I delivered unto you first of all that which
I also received, that Christ died for our sins according
to the Scriptures, and that he was buried, and that
he has been raised the third day, according to the
Scriptures.”! The repetition of the phrase *accord-
ing to the Scriptures” is very marked, and points to
the fact that the purpose for which Jesus died—" for
our sins"—and the date of his resurrection—* the
third day "—are statements directly based upon Scrip-
ture. We have mentioned that the Scriptures supposed
to indicate the third day, do not really apply to the
Messiah at all, but this does not affect the question
before us. Now believing this epoch to be defined
in prophecy, this is precisely one of those points upon
which memory would, in the lapse of time, be most
likely to adjust itself to the prophecy. We will
assume that Jesus was mnot “seen” before the third
day. It is obvious that if he was seen forty days
after, it might be affirmed that he had been actually
raised long before, on the third day. The vision
occurring on the third day itself, even, could not prove
that he had not “risen” before. There is, in fact,
no way that we can see of fixing the third day except
the statement of ‘ Scripture,” and, the moment we
accept that, we must recognize the force of dogmatic
influence.? The fact that the third day has from early
1 1 Cor. xv. 3 1.

2 We do not go into any argument based on the order given in the first
two Synoptics to go into Galilee—a three days’ journey at least—where

the disciples were to see Josus. Nor need we touch upon other similsr
points which arise out of the narratives of the Gospels,
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better, as he supposed, with the prophetic Psalm, he
represents that the soldiers amicably parted the rest of
his garments amongst them without lot, but cast lots for
the coat, which was without seam : xix. 24. “ They said,
therefore, among themseélves: Let us not rend it, but
cast lots for it, whose it shall be; that the Scripture
might be fulfilled : They parted my garments among
them, and for my vesture they cast lots. These things,
therefore, the soldiers did.” The evangelist does not
perceive that the two parts of the sentence in the Psalm
really refer to the same action, but exhibits the partition
of the garments and the lots for the vesture as separately
fulfilled. The Synoptists apparently divide the whole by
lot! They do not expressly refer to the Psalm, however,
except in the received text of Matth. xxvii. 35, into
which and some other MSS. the quotation has been
interpolated.? That the narrative of the Gospels, instead
of being independent and genuine history, is constructed
upon the lines of supposed-Messianic Psalms and passages
of the Old Testament will become increasingly evident
as we proceed.

It is stated by all the Gospels that two malefactors—
the first and second calling them * robbers ” — were
crucified with Jesus, the one on the right hand and the
other on the left. The statement in Mark xv. 28, that this
fulfilled Isaiah liii. 12, which is found in our received
text, is omitted by all the oldest codices, and is an inter-
polation,® but we shall hereafter have to speak of this
point in connection with another matter, and we now

! Mt. xxvii. 35; Mk. xv. 24; Luke xxiii. 34.

? *Certainly an interpolation.” Westcott, Int. to Study of Gospels,
p. 325, n. 2.

3 ¢ Certainly an interpolation.” Westcott, Ib. p. 326, n. 5.
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by appealing to the objective efficacy of prayer. We may,
in passing, refer apologists who hold the authenticity of
the Epistles to the Philippians and to Timothy to indi-
cations which do not quite confirm the supposition that a
power of miraculous healing actually existed in the apos-
tolic Church. Inthe Epistle to the Philippians, ii. 25 ff,
Paul is represented as sending Epaphroditus to them
(v.26) “Since he was longing after you all and was dis-
tressed because ye heard that he was sick. 27, For,
indeed, he was sick nigh unto death ; but God had mercy
on him; and not on him only, but on me also, that I
might not have sorrow upon sorrow. Isent him, therefore,
the more anxiously, that, when ye see him, ye may
rejoice again, and that 1 may be the less sorrowful.” The
anxiety felt by the Philippians, and the whole language
of the writer, in this passage, are rather inconsistent
with the knowledge that miraculous power of healing was
possessed by the Church, and of course by Paul, which
would naturally have been exerted for one in whom so
many were keenly interested. Then, in 2 Tim. iv. 20,
the writer says: “ Trophimus I left at Miletus sick.” If
miraculous powers of healing existed, why were they not
exerted in this case ? If they were exerted and failed for
special reasons, why are these not mentioned? It is
unfortunate that there is so little evidence of the applica-
tion of these gifts. On the other hand, we may suggest
that medical art scarcely existed at that period in
such communities, and that the remedies practised
admirably lent themselves to the theory of “ gifts” of
healings, rather than to any recognition of the fact that the
accurate diagnosis of disease and successful treatment of
it can only be the result of special study and experience.
The next gift mentioned is (v. 10) ‘ workings of powers”
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these accounts, it will be seen that they have few or no
elements of credibility. If the appearance to the Twelve
mentioned by Paul be identified with these episodes, and
their details be declared authentic, the second item in
Paul’s list becomes discredited.

The appearance to 500 brethren at once is not men-
tioned in any of the Gospels, but critics, and especially
apologetic critics, assert with more or less of certainty
the identity of the occasion with the scene described in
Matth. xxviii. 16 ff.! We remarked whilst discussing the
passage that this is based chiefly on the statement that
‘“ some doubted,” which would have been inconsistent, it
is thought, had Jesus already appeared to the Eleven.?
The-identity is, however, denied by others.* The narra-
tive in the first Synoptic would scarcely add force to the
report in the Epistle. Is it possible to suppose, however,
that, had there been so large a number of persons col-
lected upon that occasion, the Evangelist would not have
mentioned the fact? On the other hand, does it not some-
what discredit the statement that Jesus was seen by se
large a number at once, that no record of such a remark-
able occurrence exists elsewhere?*  How could the tra-
dition of such an event, witnessed by so many, have so
completely perished that neither in the Gospels nor Acts,

' So Grotius, Maier, Osiander, Wordsworth, &c., ad 1. Ebrard, Wiss.
Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 591 f., 599; zu Olsh. Leidensgesch., p. 210; Farrar,
Life of Christ, ii. p. 445. Cf. Olshausen, Leidensgesch., p. 227. Stanley,
Corinthians, p. 288.

*  Beyschlay considers that, in these doubts, we have clearly an erro-
neous mixing up of the story of Thomas, John xx. 24 ff., and he thinks
that probably in the incident of Jesus eating fish, described by the third
Synoptic (xxiv. 42), we have a reminiscence of John xxi. 13. Stud. u.
Kr., 1870, p. 218, anm.

3 Alford, Bisping, Hofmann, Meyer, de Wette, &c., &c., in L.

¢ Huausrath (Der Ap. Paulus, p. 101 f.) and some others are disposed
to identify the supposed appearance to 500 with the ococurrence at Pente-
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opposition to the exclusiveness of Judaism, he maintains
that all are “ sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus...
There is neither Jew nor Greek . . . for ye are all one
man in Christ Jesus. And if ye be Christ’s then are ye
Abraham’s seed, heirs according to promise.”* “For in
Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything nor
uncircumeision, but faith working through love.”* The
reason which he gives is that which lies at the basis of
the whole of his special teaching; but we are asked to
believe that, after so clear and_comprehensive a decla-
ration, he at once adds the extraordinary qualification :
*Tovdaly e mpértov kal "EXAyw, rendered “to the Jew
first and also to the Greek.” hat is the meaning of
such a limitation? If the Gospel be a power of God
unto salvation *to every one that believeth” (wavri 7¢
moTedorry), in what manner can it possibly be so “to
the Jew first”? Can it be maintained that there are
comparative degrees in salvation? * Salvation” is obvi-
ously an absolute term. If saved at all, the Jew cannot
be more saved than the Greek. If, on the other hand,
the cxpression be interpreted as an assertion that the
Jew has a right of precedence either in the offer or the
attainment of salvation before the Greek, the manner of
its realization is almost equally inconceivable, and a host
of difficulties, especially in view of the specific Pauline
teaching, immediately present themselves. There can be
no doubt that the judaistic view distinctly was that Isracl
must first be saved, before the heathen could obtain any
part in the Messianic kingdom, and we have shown that
this idea dominated primitive Christianity; and insepa-
rable from this was the belief that the only way to a
participation in its benefits lay through Judaism. The

! Qal. iii. 26 f. 2 Gal. v. 6,
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always with him and inscparable from him, &c., &c.””?
The reasoning of the zcalous Father deduces a great deal
from very little, it will be observed, and in this clastic
way tradition “enlarged its borders” and assumed un-
substantial dimensions. Later writers have no more
intimate knowledge of Luke, although Euscbius states
that he was born at Antioch,? a tradition likewise repro-
duced by Jerome.? Jerome further identifics Luke with
* the brother, whose praise in the Gospel is throughout
all the churches ” mentioned in 2 Cor. viii. 18, as accom-
panying Titus to Corinth.* At a later period, when the
Church required an early artist for its service, Luke the
physician was honoured with the additional title of
painter.®  Epiphanius,® followed later by some other

! Quoniam non solum prosecutor, sed et cooperarius fuerit aposto-
lorum, maxime autem Pauli, et ipse autem Paulus manifestavit in epis-
tolis, dicens : ‘Demas me dereliquit, et abiit Thessalonicam, Crescens in
Galatiam, Titus in Dalmatiam. Lucas est mecum solus.” Unde ostendit,
quod semper junctus oi et inseparabilis fuerit ab eo. Adv. Hr.,
ifi. 14 § 1,

2 H. E., iii. 4.

3 De vir.ill. 7.

*Lc. This view was held by Origen, Ambrose, and others of the
Fathers; who, moreover, suppose Paul to refer to the work of Luke
when he speaks of ‘‘his Gospel ” (also cf. Eusebius, H. E., iii. 4), an
opinion exploded by Grotius. Grotius and Olshausen both identify ¢ the
brother ” with Luke. Many of the Fathers and later writers have
variously conjectured him to have been Barnabas, Silas, Mark, Trophi-
maus, Gaius, and others. This is mere guess-work; but Luke is scarcely
seriously advanced in later times. The Bishop of Lincoln, however, not
only does so, but maintains that Paul quotes Luke’s Gospel in his
Epistles, in one place (1 Tim. v. 18) designating it as Scripture. Greok
Test., Four Gospels, p. 163, p. 170.

* Nicephorus, H. 1., ii. 43. Tho Bishop of Lincolu, who speaks of *¢ this
divine book,” the Acts of the Apostles, with great enthusiasm, saysin ono
place : *“The Acts of the Apostles is a portraiture of the church; it is
an Historical Picture delineatod by tho IIoly Ghost guiding the hand
of tho Evangelical Painter St. Luke.” Greek Test., Int. to Acts,
1874, p. 4.

¢ Hﬁzr. 1i. 11; Theophylact (ad Lue. xxiv. 18) suggests the view—con-

n O
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of any of the supposed appearances of the risen Jesus
which he so briefly catalogues. Paul's own personal
testimony to the Resurrection is limited to a vision of
Jesus, of which we have no authentic details, seen many
years after the alleged miracle. Considering the peculiar
and highly pervous temperament of Paul, of which he
himself supplies abundant evidence, there can be no
hesitation in deciding that this vision was purely subjec-
tive, as were likewise, in all probability, the appearances
to the excited disciples of Jesus. The testimony of Paul
himself, before his imagination was stimulated to ecstatic
fervour by the beauty of a spiritualized religion, was an
earnest denial of the great Christian dogma emphasized
by the active persecution of those who affirmed it, and a
vision, especially in the case of one so constituted,
supposed to be seen many years after the fact of the
Resurrection had ceased to be capable of verification, is
not an argument of convincing force. We were com-
pelled to pronounce the evidence for the Resurrection
and Ascension absolutely and hopelessly inadequate to
prove the reality of such stupendous miracles, which
must consequently be unhesitatingly rejected. There is
no reason given, or even conceivable, why allegations
such as these, and dogmas affecting the religion and even
the salvation of the human race, should be accepted upon
evidence which would be declared totally insufficient in
the case of any common question of property or title
before a legal tribunal. On the contrary, the more
momentous the point to be established, the more complete
must be the proof required.

If we test the results at which we have arrived by
general considerations, we find them everywhere con-
tirmed and established. There is nothing original in the
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we may now add the Ebionites' and Manichzans.?
Chrysostom complains that in his day the Acts of the
Apostles were so neglected that many were ignorant of
the existence of the book and of its authors3> Doubts as
to its authorship were expressed in the ninth century, for
Photius states that some ascribed the work to Clement
of Rome, others to Barnabas, and others to Luke the
evangelist.*

If we turn to the document itself, we find that it pro-
fesses to be the second portion of a work written for the
information of an unknown person named Theophilus,
the first part being the Gospel, which, in our canonical
New Testament, bears the name of * Gospel according
to Luke.” The narrative is a continuation of the third
Synoptic, but the actual title of “ Acts of the Apostles,”
or *“ Acts of Apostles” (mpdéeis 7Gv dmootéhwy, mpdfeis
dmooréhwy),® attached to this Sevrepos Adyos is a later
addition, and formed no part of the original document.
The author’s name is not given in any of the earlier
MSS., and the work is entirely anonymous. That in the
prologue to the Acts the writer clearly assumes to be
the author of the Gospel does not in any way identify
him, inasmuch as the third Synoptic itself is equally
anonymous. The tradition assigning both works to Luke
the follower of Paul, as we have scen, is first met with

! Epiphanius, Heer., xxx. 16.
* August. Epist. 237; ed. Bened., ii. p. 644; De Util. Cred., ii. 7,
T. viii. p. 36; of. Beausobre, Hist. de Manichde, i. p. 283 f.
* IoMois rovri rd Bifhior odd' Sri &m yvépydy éorw, obre alrd, ofre &
Yrdvas aird kal owdeis. Hom. i. in Act. Apost.

. 4 Tow 3¢ avyypadéa T@v mpafewy of pév Khipevra Aéyovas tdv ‘Popuns, Ao
f;snap"éﬁw, xal @\hos Aovkdy v ebayyeioriv. Photius, Amphiloch. Quaet.
, " The Cud. Sin. reads simply mpifess. Cod. D. (Bezre) has mpdtis

@FeTTAAw, ¢ Acting of Apostles.”
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of the writing which we are examining is the result of a
perfectly definite purpose controlling the whole narrative
and modifying every detail, or naturally arises from
the fact that it is the work of a pious member of the
Church writing long after the events related, and im-
buing his materials, whether of legend or ecclesiastical
tradition, with his own thoroughly orthodox views: his-
tory freely composed for Christian edification. We shall
not endeavour to construct any theory to account for
the phenomena before us, nor to discover the secret
motives or intentions of the writer, but taking them
as they are, we shall simply cxamine some of the
more important portions of the narrative, with a view
to determine whether the work can in any serious sense
be regarded as credible history.

No one can examine the contents of the Acts without
perceiving that some secret motive or influence did cer-
tainly govern the writer's mind, and guide him in the
selection of topics, and this is betrayed by many pecu-
liarities in his narrative. Quite apart from any attempt
to discover precisely what that motive was, it is desirable
that we should briefly point out some of these peculiari-
ties. It is evident that every man who writes a history
must commence with a distinct plan, and that the choice
of subjects to be introduced or omitted must proceed
upon a certain principle. This is of course an invariable
rule wherever there is order and arrangement. No one
has ever questioned that in the Acts of the Apostles both
order and arrangement have been deliberately adopted
and the question naturally arises: What was the plan ot
the Author? and upon what principle did he select, from
the mass of facts which might have been related regard-
ing the Church in the Apostolic ages, precisely those

VOL. III, F
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sider such documents really evidence for the Resur-
rection and bodily Ascension ?

The usual pleas which are advanced in mitigation of
judgment against the Gospels for these characteristics are
of no avail. It may be casy to excuse the writers for
their mutual contradictions, but the pleas themselves are
an admission of the shortcomings which render their
evidence valueless. *The differences of purpose in the
narrative of the four Evangelists,”! may be fancifully
set forth, or ingeniously imagined, but no “ purpose”
can transform discordant and untrustworthy narratives
into evidence for miracles. Unless the prologue to
the third Gospel be counsidered a condemnation of
any of the other Synoptics which may have existed
before it, none of the Evangelists makes the smallest
reference to any of his brethren or their works.
Each Gospel tacitly professes to be a perfectly in-
dependent work, giving the history of Jesus, or at

1 ¢t Professor Westcott, with his usual profundity and insight, points
out the differences of purpose in the narrative of the four Evangelists.
St. Matthew dwells chiefly on the majesty and glory of the Resurrection ;
St. Mark, both in the original part and in the addition (Mark xvi. 9—20)
insists upon it as a fuct; St. Luke, as a spiritual necessity ; St. John, as
a touchstone of character. (/ntrod. 3:0—315.)" Fuarrar, Ib., ii. 432, n. 1.
Dr. Westcott suys: *Tho various narratives of the Resurvection place
the fragmentariness of the Gospel in the clearest light. They contain
ditficultics which it is impossible to explain with certainty, but there is
no less an intelligible fitness and purpose in the details peculiar to each
account. . . . It is necessary to repeat thesa obvious remarks, becanse
the records of tho Resurroction have given occasion to some of the worst
examples of thut kind of critivism from which the other parts of the Gos-
pels have suffered, though not in an equal degree. It is tacitly assumed
that we are in possession of all the circumstances of the event,-and thus,
ou tho ono hand ditferences are urgoed as fatal, and on the other eluborate
attempts are made to show that the details given can be forced into the
semblance of a complete and connected narrative. The true critic will
pause befure he admits cither extreme.” Iut. to the Study of the Gospels,
4th ed, p. 329, 331,





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_93.png
FUNDAMENTAL SIMILARITY OF THE SPEECHES. 93

sider it worth while to enter upon the discussion, and
those who desire to do so are referred to the works just
indicated. There are two potent reasons which render
such an argument of no force, even if the supposed analo-
gies were in themselves both numerous and striking,
which actually they are not. The authenticity of the
Epistles bearing the name of Peter is not only not estab-
lished, but is by very many eminent critics absolutely
denied ; and there is no certainty whatever that any of
the speeches of Peter were delivered in Greek, and the
probability is that most, if not all, of that Apostle’s
genuine discourses must have been spoken in Aramaic.
It is in fact asserted by apologists that part or all of
the speeches ascribed to himn in the Acts must have been
originally Aramaic, although opinion may differ as to the
language in which some of them were spoken. Whether
they were delivered in Aramaic, or whether there be
uncertainty on the point, any conclusion from linguistic
analogies with the Epistles is obviously excluded. One
thing is quite undeniable: the supposed analogies are few,
and the peculiarities distinguishing the Author of Acts in
these speeches are extremely numerous and general.
Even so thorough an apologist as Tholuck candidly ac-
knowledges that the attempt to prove the authenticity of
the speeches from linguistic analogies is hopeless. He
says: “ Nevertheless, a comparison of the language of
the Apostles in their Epistles and in these speeches must
in many respects be less admissible than that of the
character and historical circumstances, for indeed if the
language and their peculiarities be compared, it must
first be established that all the reported speeches were
delivered in the Greek language, which is improbable,
and of one of which (xxii. 1, 2) the contrary is expressly
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the sentence in the Acts, only tend to show how common
and natural such language was in the early Church in
connection with persecution. Whilst we constantly meet
with the thought expressed by the writer of the Epistle
throughout the writings of the New Testament, we may
more particularly point to the first Petrine epistle for
further instances of this tone of exhortation to those
suffering persecution for the cause. For instance, 1
Pet. ii. 19 ff, and again iii. 14,' *“ But if ye even suffer
(wdoxoure) for righteousness’ sake, blessed are ye.” In
the next chapter the tone is still more closely analogous.
Speaking of persecutions, the writer says, iv. 18, “. ...
but according as ye are partakers of Christ’s sufferings
rejoice,” &c. &c. 14. “If ye are reproached in Christ’s
name (év dwdpare X.) blessed are ye, for the spirit of
glory and of God resteth upon you.” 15. *“For let
none of you suffer (raoyérw) as a murderer,” &c. &c.
16. “But if as a Christian, let him not be ashamed, but
let him praise God in this name (Sofalérw 8¢ Tov Gedv év
7@ ovdpare Tobrw)” &c. &.  Nothing but evidential des-
titution could rely upon the expression in the * Epistle
of Polycarp ™ to show acquaintance with Acts.

Few apologists point out with confidence any passages
from the voluminous writings of Justin Martyr, as indi-
cating the use of the Acts of the Apostles. We may,
however, quote such expressions as the more undaunted
amongst them venture to advance. 'The first of these is
the following : 2 *“ For the Jews having the prophecies and
ever expecting the Christ to come knew him not (jyvdnoav),
aud not only so, but they also maltreated him. DBut

! Ver. 13, according to some MSS., reads: ¢ And who is he that will
barm you, if ye become imitators (upnral) of the good ?

2 Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 122; Kirchhofer, Quellens.
N.T., Can., p. 163.
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some, and notably Wieseler,! have maintained it to have
been the same as that described in Acts xviii. 21fF,
whilst Paley and others ? have been led to the hypothesis
that the visit in question does not correspond with any
of the visits actually recorded in the Acts, but is one
which is not referred to at all in that work. These

1 Chron. ap. Zeit., p. 179 ff., p. 201 ff.; Br. Pauli an d. Galater,
p- 93 f1.

? Paley, Evidences, and Hore Paul., c¢h. v. Nos. 2, 10, p. 367 f.,
382 fi. ; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, i. p. 75 ff.,, 122 ff. It may be well to
quote the following passage from Paley, a witness whoso testimony will
scarcely be suspected of unorthodox partiality: ‘It must not be dis-
sembled that the comparison of our epistle with the history presents some
difficulties, or to say the least, some questions of considerable magnitude.
It may be doubted, in the first place, to what journey the words which
open the second chapter of the Epistle—‘then fourtcen years afterwards
I went unto Jerusalem *—relate. That which best corresponds with tho
date, and that to which most interpreters apply the passage, is the
journey of Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem, when they went thither from
Antioch, upon the business of the Gentile converts, and which journcy
produced the famous council and decroe recorded in the fifteenth chapter
of Acts. To me this opinion appears to be encumbered with strong
objections. In the Epistle, Paul tells us that ‘ he went up by revela-
tion’ (ii. 2). In the Acts we read that he was sent by the Church of
Antioch. ‘After no small dissension and disputation, they determined
that Paul and Barnabas, and certain other of them, should go up to
Jerusalem unto the Apostles and elders about this question’ (xv. 2).
This is not very reconcilable. In the Epistle St. Paul writes that, when
he came to Jerusalem, ¢ he communicated that Gospel which he preached
among the Gentiles, but privately to them which were of reputation’
(ii. 2). If by ‘that Gospel’ he meant the immunity of the Gentile
Christians from the Jewish law (and I know not what else it can mean),
it is not easy to conceive how he should communicate that privately,
which was the subject of his public message. But a yet greater difficulty
remains—viz., that in the account which the Epistle gives of what passed
upon this visit at Jerusalem, no notice is taken of the deliberation and

- decree which are rccorded in the Acts, and which, according to that
history, formed the business for the sake of which the journey was under-
taken. The mention of the council and of its determination, whilst the
Apostle was relating his proceedings at Jerusalem, could hardly have
been avoided if in truth the narrative belonged to the same journey. To
me it appears more probable that Paul and Barnabas had taken some
journey to Jerusalem, the mention of which is omitted in the Acts, . . .”
Evidences, and Hors Paulinse, ch. v. No. 10, p. 382.
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how he said, John indeed baptized with water; but
ve shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.”! Now these
words are by all the Gospels put into the mouth of John
the Baptist, and not of Jesus,? but the author of the Acts
seems to put them into the mouth of Jesus at the be-
ginning of the work,® and their repetition here is only
an additional proof of the fact that the episode of Cor-
nelius, as it stands before us, is not historical, but is
merely his own composition.

The whole of this narrative, with its complicated series
of miracles, is evidently composed to legitimate the free
reception into the Christian Church of Gentile converts
and, to emphasize the importance of the divine ratifica-
tion of their admission, Peter is made to repeat to the
Church of Jerusalem the main incidents which had just
been fully narrated. On the one hand, the previous
Jewish exclusiveness both of Peter and of the Church
is displayed, first, in the resistance of the Apostle,
which can only be overcome by the vision and the
direct order of the Holy Spirit, and by the manifest
outpouring of the Spirit upon the Centurion and his
household ; and second, in the contention of them of the
circumcision, which is only overcome by an account of
the repeated signs of divine purpose and approval. The
universality of the Gospel could not be more broadly
proclaimed than in the address of Peter to Cornelius.
Not the Jews alone, “but in every nation, he that
feareth him and worketh righteousness is acceptable to
him.” Pauline principles are thus anticipated and, as
we have pointed out, are expressed almost in the words
of the Apostle of the Gentiles.* The Jews who go with

' xi. 16. 2 Mt. iii. 11, Mk. i. 8, Luke iii. 16, John i. 26, 33.
345, 4 Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 184 f,
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It is argued by those who adopt the traditional view,!
that it would be an instance of unparalleled negligence,
in so careful a writer as the author of the third Synoptic
and Acts, to have composed these sections from docu-
ments lying before him, written by others, leaving them
in the form of a narrative in the first person, whilst the
rest of his work was written in the third, and that, with-
out doubt, he would have assimilated such portions to
the form of the rest. On the other hand, that he himself
makes distinct use of the first person in Luke i. 1-3 and
Acts i. 1, and consequently prepares the reader to expect
that, where it is desirable, he will resume the direct mode
of communication; and in support of this supposition,
it is asserted that the very same peculiarities of style and
language exist in the juels passages as in the rest of the
work. The adoption of the direct form of narrative in
short merely indicates that the author himself was pre-
sent and an eye-witness of what he relates,? and that
writing as he did for the information of Theophilus, who
was well aware of his personal participation in the jour-
neys he records, it was not necessary for him to give
any cxplanation of his occasional use of the first person.

Is the abrupt and singular introduction of the first
person in these particular sections of his work, without a
word of explanation, more intelligible and reasonable upon
the traditional theory of their being by the author himselt
as an eyc-witness? On the contrary, it is maintained,
the phenomenon on that hypothesis becomes much more

! See referonces in note 3, p. 40.

* Some writers also consider as one of the reasons why Luke, the sup-
posed author, uses the first person, that where he begins to do so he himself
becomes associated with Paul in his work, and first begins to preach tho

Gospel. Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 137; Baumgarten, Die
Apostelgeschichte, i. p. 496.
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wecks after the crucifixion. Isit possible, therefore, that
he should give such an account as that in vs. 18, 19, of
the end of Judas, which he himself, indeed, says was
known to all the dwellers at Jerusalem? Is it possible
that, speaking in Aramaic to Jews, probably in most
part living at and near Jerusalem, he could have spoken
of the ficld being so called by the people of Jerusalem
“in their own tongue?” Is it possible that he should,
to such an audience, have translated the word Achelda-
mach? The answer of most unprejudiced critics is that
Peter could not have done so.!  As de Wette remarks:
“In the composition of this speech the author has not
considered historical decorum.”? This is felt by most
apologists, and many ingenious theories are advanced to
explain away the difficulty.  Some affirm that verses 18
and 19 are inserted as a parenthesis by the Author of the
Acts,® whilst a larger number contend that only v. 19
_is parcuthetic.* A very cursory examination of the
passage, however, is sufficient to show that the verses
caunot be separated. Verse 18 is connected with the
preceding by the pév ody, 19 with 18 by xat, and verse
20 refers to 16, as indeed it also does to 17 and 18, with-
out which the passage from the Psalm, as applied to
Judas, would be unintelligible.  Most critics, therefore,

' Creduer, Einl, i. p. 283; Dacidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 226 . ; Gfrorer,
Dio heil. Sage, i. p. 384 fl.; Holtzmann. in Bunsen's Bibelw., viii.
P 333 .0 Mayerhof, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 225 f.; Ocerdeck, Tu de Wette's
Apg.. p 12 fl.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 510; Schwegler, Das
nachap. Z, ii. p. 97, anm. 1; de Wette, Einl,, p. 250; Apg., p. 12;
Zdller, Apg., p. 9 ff.

? Apostelg.. p. 12,

* Beelen, Comm. Act. Apost., p. 35 f.; Hackett, Acts, p. 9f.: Hum-
phrey, Acts, p. 9 f; Schleiermacher, Einl, p. 372. Cf. Redinson,
Acts. p. 5.

* Ebrurd, zu Olshausen, Apg.. p. 39: Kuincel. Comm. N. T., iv.

PR TR )
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the principal speakers, as compared with what is known
of their opinions and character, utterly disputed, but it
must be evident that the literary skill of the Author of
the Acts was quite equal to so simple a task as preserving
at least such superficial fitness as he displays, and
a very much greater amount of verisimilitude might
have been attained, as in many works of fiction,
without necessarily involving the inference of genuine-
ness.

It has been freely admitted by critics of all schools
that the author’s peculiarities of style and language are
apparent in all the speeches of the Acts,' and this has
been so often elaborately demonstrated that it is unneces-
sary minutely to enter upon it again. It may not be out of
place to quote a few lines from the work of one of the
ablest and most eminent advocates of the general autho-
rity of the Acts. Speaking of the speeches of Paul,
Lekebusch says :—* The speeches of our Book, in fact,
are calculated, perhaps more than anything, to excite
doubt regarding its purely historical character. But
here everything depends upon an unbiassed judgment.
We are sufficiently free from prejudice to make the
admission to recent criticism that the speeches are not
verbally given as they were originally delivered,
but are composed by the author of the Acts of the

! Alford, Greek Test., ii. proleg., p. 13 ff.; Credner, Einl. N. T.,
i. p. 283; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 226 f.; Eichkorn, Einl,, ii. p. 36 ff. ;
Kihler, Stud. u. Krit., 1873, p. 492 ff.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 37 ff., 331 f.,
835 f.; Mayerhof, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 19 ff., 218 ff.; Meyer, Apg.,
P. 12 f.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 69 fl.; Overbeck, zu de Wette’s Apg.,
p. liii. ff.; Pfleiderer, Paulinismus, p. 505 f.; Renan, Les ApOtres,
p. xxviii. f.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 199 f.; Hist. Théol. Chrét., ii.
p. 7 f.; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 129 ff., 135 f., 156; Tholuck, Stud. u.
Kirit., 1839, p. 306 f.; T'rip, Paulus, p. 191 ff.; de Wette, Einl,, p. 250 f.;
Zeller, Apg., p. 496 1. Cf. Bleek, Einl., p. 346 f.; Guericke, Gesammtg,
N. T., p. 275, anm. 6.
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believing Jewish woman, but of a Greek father ; who was
well reported of by the brethren in Lystra and Iconium.
Him would Paul have to go forth with him ; and took and
circumcised him because of the Jews which were in those
places (xai AaBdw wepiéreper atrov 8ia Tovs Tovdalovs Tovs
ovras év Tots Tomous éxelvois) ; for they all knew that his
father was a Greek (j8cicav ydp dwavres or "ENyp
6 mamp adrov vmijpxev).”! The principal arguments of
those who maintain the truth and consistency of this nar-
rative briefly are: Paul resisted the circumcision of Titus
because he was a Greek, and because the subject then
actually under consideration was the immunity from the
Jewish rite of Gentile Christians, which would have been
prejudiced had he yielded the point. On the other hand,
Timothy was the son of a Jewish mother, and whilst there
was no principle here in question, Paul circumcised the
companion whom he had chosen to accompany him in his
missionary journey, both as a recognition of his Jewish
origin and to avoid offence to the Jews whom they
should encounter in the course of their ministry, as well
as to secure for him access to the synagogues which they
must visit: Paul in this instance, according to all apologists
putting in practice his own declaration (1 Cor. ix. 19-20) :
“For being free from all men, I made myself servant unto
all that I might gain the more; and unto the Jews
I became as a Jew, that I might gain Jews.”

It must be borne in mind that the author who
chronicles the supposed circumcision of Timothy makes
no allusion to the refusal of Paul to permit Titus to be
circumcised ; an omission which is not only singular
in itself, but significant when we find him, immediately
after, narrating so singular a concession of which the
’ '} Acts xvi, 1-3.
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the whole of the evangelists. Luke, who seems not to
have understood the custom known perhaps to Mark,
represents (xxiii. 36) the soldiers as mocking Jesus by
“ offering hiin vinegar ”! (dfos) ; he omits the gall, but
probably refers to the same Psalm without being so falsely
literal as Matthew.

We need not enter into the discussion as to the
chronology of the Passion week, regarding which there
is so much discrepancy in the accounts of the fourth
Gospel and of the Synoptics, nor shall we pause minutely
to deal with the irreconcilable difference which, it is
admitted,? exisis in their statement of the hours at which
the events of the last fatal day occurred. The fourth
Gospel (xix. 4) represents Pilate as bringing Jesus forth
to the Jews *about the sixth hour” (noon). Mark
(xv. 25), in obvious agreement with the other Synoptics
as further statements prove, distinctly says: “ And it was
the third hour (9 o’clock a.m.), and they crucified him.”
At the sixth hour (noon), according to the three Synop-
tists, there was darkness over the earth till about the
ninth hour (3 o’clock p.m.), shortly after which time
Life of Christ, ii. p. 400, note 1.

! Luke omits the subsequent offer of * vinegar ” (probably the Posca of
the Roman soldiers) mentioned by the other Evangelists. We presume

the reference in xxiii. 36 to be the same as the act described in Mt. xxvii.
34 and Mk. xv. 23.

2 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 426 f., 897 {.; Briickner, zu de Wette's Ev. u.
Br. Johannes, 5te aufl., 1862, p. 305; Hase, Das Leben Jesu, p. 253;
Keim, Jesu v. Naz., 1872, iii. p. 395 f., anm. 4; Liéicke Comm. Ev. des
Johannes, ii. 1843, p. 754 ff.; Luthardt, Das johann. Evang. 2te Aufl., ii.
p. 463f1.; Meyer, Ev. des Johannes, 5te Aufl., p. 622 ff; Ev. des Matth.,
p. 596; Neander, Das Leb. Jesu, 7te Aufl., p. 580, anm. 3 ; Scholten, Het
Ev. naar Johannes, 1864, p. 331 f.; Watkins, N. T. Comment. ed.
Ellicott, i. p. 535 ; Weizalicker, Unters. ov. Gesch., p. 567, anm. 1; de
Wette, Ev. u. Br. Johannes, p. 304 f. Cf. Farrar, Life of Ohrist, ii. p.
383.1, 414.1. The common explanation of the discrepancy by supposing
the author of the fourth Goepel to use * the Roman mode of reckoning
time " no longer needs refutation.
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he fecls the necessity for such an explanation. The con-
jecture is ncgatived, however, by the fact that no name
is subsequently added. As in the case of the fourth
Gospel, of course the * incomparable modesty " theory is
suggested as the reason why the author does not mention
his own name, and explain the adoption of the first
person in the 7fpets passages ;' but to base theories such
as this upon the modesty or elevated views of a perfectly
unknown writer is obviously too arbitrary a proceeding
to be permissible?  There i, besides, exceedingly little
modesty in a writer forcing himself so unnecessarily into
notice, for he does not represent himself as taking any
active part in the events narrated; and, as the mere
chronicler of days of sailing and arriving, he might well
have remained impersonal to the end.

On the other hand, supposing the general editor of the
Acts to have made use of written sources of information,
and amongst others of the diary of a companion of the
Apostle Paul, it is not so strange that, for one reason
or another, he should have allowed the original direct
form of communication to stand whilst incorporating parts
of it with his work.  Instances have been pointed out in
which a similar retention of the first or third person, in a
narrative generally written otherwise, is accepted as the
indication of a different written source, as for instance in
Ezra vii. 27—ix; Nchemiah viii—zx.; in the Book of Tobit
i. 1-3, iii, 7ff, and other places ;3 and Schwanbeck has

V Of. Irenceus, Adv. Heer., iii. 14, § 1. Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi.
p. 33 fI. ; Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., ix. p. 52; Lange, Das apost. Zeit., i. p. 91;
Olshausen, Die Apostelgesch., 1862, p. 225; Wordsworth, Greek Test.
Acts, p. 118.

2 Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 81, an. 2; Meyer, Die Apostelgesch., p.
357; Overbeck, zu de Wette's Apostelgesch., p. xliii. ; Cf. Schwanbeck,
Ucber dic Quellen d. Schr. d. Lukas, 1847, i. p. 128 f.

3 Fwald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., 1864, i. p. 278; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T.,

n 60T.
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CHAPTER VII

THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK, CONTINUED.
PAUL THE APOSTLE OF THE GENTILES.,

WE have now arrived at the point in our examination
of the Acts in which we have the inestimable advantage
of being able to compare the narrative of the unknown
author with the distinct statements of the Apostle Paul.
In doing so, we must remember that the author must
have been acquainted with the Epistles which are now
before us, and supposing it to be his purpose to present a
certain view of the transactions in question, whether for
apologetic or conciliatory reasons or for any other cause,
it is obvious that it would not be reasonable to expect
divergencies of so palpable a nature that any reader of
the letters must at once too clearly perceive such contra-
dictions. When the Acts were written, it is true, the
author could not have known that the Epistles of Paul
were to attain the high canonical position which they now
occupy, and might, therefore, use his materials more
freely; still a certain superficial consistency it would
be natural to expect. Unfortunately, our means of
testing the statements of the author are not so minute
as is desirable, although they are often of much value,
and seeing the great facility with which, by apparently
slight alterations and omissions, a different complexion
can be given to circumstances regarding which no very
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more particularly demands our attention, is stated by
Origen’ to be placed in some MSS at the end of ch. xiv. ;
and a simiilar statement is made by Cyril, Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Theophylact and others. We find these
verses actually so placed in L, and in upwards of 220 out
of 250 cursive MSS. of Byzantine origin, in an account
of ancient MSS. in Cod. 66, in most of the Greek Lection-
aries, in the Slavonic and later Syriac versions as also
in the Gothic, Arabic, (in the polyglot and triglot text)
and some MSS. of the Armenian. They are inserted both
at the end of xiv. and at the end of the Epistle by the
Alexandrian Codex,? one of the most ancient manuscripts
extant, and by some other MSS.* Now, how came this doxo-
logy to be placed at all at the end of chapter xiv.? The
natural inference is that it was so placed because that was
the end of the Epistle. Subsequently, chapters xv. and xvi.
being added, it is supposed that the closing doxology was
removed from the former position and placed at the end of
the appended matter. This inference is supported by the
important fact that, as we learn from Origen,* the last two

1« . . In aliis vero exemplaribus, id est, in his qus non sunt a Marcione
temerata, hoc ipsum caput (xvi. 25—27) diverse positum invenimus. In
nonnullis etenim codicibus post eum locum, quem supra diximus, hoc est
‘omne quod non est ex fide peccatum est’ (xiv. 23) statim cohsmerens habe-
tur: ‘el autem, qui potens est vos confirmare’ (xvi. 26—27). Alii vero
codices in fine id, ut nunc est positum continent.” Comment. ad Rom.
xvi. 25. This passage is only extant in the Latin version of Rufinus.

? xvi. 24 is wholly omitted by the Alexandrian, Vatican, and Sinaitic
codices, and also by C and some other MSS.

3 It is unnecessary for us to state that other codices, as B, C, D, E, N,
and some cursive MSS., have the verses only at the end of xvi.; nor that
they are omitted altogether by F, G, D ***, and by MSS. referred to by
Jerome.

4 ¢ Caput hoe (xvi. 25—27) Marcion, a quo Scripturmo evangelicwo atque
apostolica interpolatm sunt, de hac epistola penitus abstulit. Et nonsolum
hoc, sed et ab eo loco, ubi scriptum est: Omne autem quod non ex fide,

peccatum est (xiv. 23), usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit.” Comment. ad
Rom. xvi. 25. Weshall not discuss the difference between * abstulit ” and
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believe in miracles and supernatural interference with
the affairs of life. As Jews, moreover, they had
inherited belief in angelic agency, and divine appari-
tions. The Old Testament is full of narratives in which
Jehovah appears to the Patriarchs and Lawgivers of
Israel. Celestial visions had been familiar to every Jew
from his infancy, and the constant personal communica-
tions of the Almighty with his peculiar people were still
the most sacred traditions of the nation.

Nursed in the prevalent superstition of the time,
educated by the Law and the Prophets to famili-
arity with the supernatural, and prepared by the fervid
imagivation of their race to recognize wonders in
heaven and earth,’ the disciples were naturally pre-
pared for the great Christian Miracle. The special
circumstances in which they were placed at the death
of Jesus conduced in the highest degree to excite that
expectant attention which, in their state of profound
agitation, rendered them readily susceptible of extra-
ordinary impressions. The disciples had for a long
period followed Jesus and felt the influence of his
clevated character. It may be doubted how far they
had entered into the spirit of his sublime teaching, or
understood the spiritual wisdom which lay beneath
the noble simplicity of his language, but it cannot be
doubted that his personal greatness must have produced
a profound effect upon their minds. When they came
at last to understand, if in a material and imperfect
way, his views as to his Messianic character, they can
have had little difficulty in believing, in spite of the
mysterious lowliness and humility of his aspect, although
probably in a sense widely different from his own, that

1 Cf. Ewald, Gesch. d. Volkes Israel, vi. p. 345.
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(vv.18-19, 6, &c.), and characterises his own gift precisely
as he does theirs (vv. 6, 11, 14, 15, 19).

Now what was the actual operation of this singular
miraculous gift, and its utility whether as regards the
community or the gifted individual ? Paul restricts the
speaking of *tongues” in church because, being un-
intelligible, it is not for edification (xiv. 2ff. 18f 23,
27, 28). He himself does not make use of his gift
for the assemblies of believers (vv. 6, 18). Another
ground upon which he objects to the use of “kinds
of tongues” in public is that all the gifted apparently
speak at once (vv. 23, 27f 33). It will be remem-
bered that all the Charismata and their operations are
described as due to the direct agency of the Holy Spirit
(xii. 4ff) ; and immediately following their enumeration,
ending with ‘“kinds of tongues” and “interpretation of
tongues,” the Apostle resumes: v. 11. *but all these
worketh the one and the same Spirit, dividing to each
severally as he wills; ” and in Acts ii. 4 the brethren are
represented as speaking with tongues * as the Spirit gave
them utterance.” Now the first thought which presents
itselfis: How can a gift which is due to the direct working
of the Holy Spirit possibly be abused? 'We must remem-
ber clearly that the speech is not expressive of the under-
standing of the speaker. The mveuparucoi spoke under the
inspiration of the supernatural Agent, what neither they
nor others understood. Is it permissible to suppose that
the Holy Spirit could inspire speech with tongues at an un-
fitting time? Can we imagine that this Spirit can actually
have prompted many people to speak at one and the same
time to the utter disturbance of order? Is not such a gift
of tongues more like the confusion of tongues in Babel !

' Cf. Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, ii. p. 72 f.
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“a man full of faith and of the Holy Spirit.” Stephen, it
appears, by no means limited his attention to the material
interests of the members of the Church, but being  full
of grace and power, did great wonders and signs (répata
xal omueta peydha) amongst the people.” * But there
arose certain of those of the synagogue which is called
(the synagogue) of the Libertines! and Cyrenians and
Alexandrians and of them of Cilicia and of Asia, disput-
ing with Stephen ; and they were not able to resist the
wisdom and the spirit by which he spake. Then they
suborned men who said: We have heard him speak blas-
phemous words against Moses and God. And they stirred
up the people and the elders and the scribes, and came
upon him, and seized him, and brought Lim to the
Council, and set up false witnesses who said : This man
ceaseth not to speak words against the holy place and the
law; for we have heard him say, that Jesus, this Naza-
rene, shall destroy this place, and shall change the cus-
toms which Moses delivered to us.” The high-priest asks
him: Are these things so? And Stephen delivers an
address, which has since been the subject of much discus-
sion amongst critics and divines. The contents of the
speech taken by themselves do not present any difficulty,
so far as the sense is concerned, but regarded as a reply
to the accusations brought against him by the false wit-
nesses, the defence of Stephen has perhaps been inter-
preted in a greater variety of ways than any other part
of the New Testament. Its shadowy outlines have been
used as a setting for the pious thoughts of subsequent
or Hellenist extraction. The historic elements in the episode are too

slight to render such a point either important or capable of determi-

Dation.
! The Libertines were probably Jewish freedmen, or the descendants of
freedmen, who had returned to Jerusalem from Rome.

L2
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(vs. 2, 3) that the order to Abraham to leave his country
was given to him in Mesopotamia before he dwelt in
Haran; but, according to Genesis (xii. 1 ff.) the call is
given whilst he was living in Haran. The speech (v. 4)
represents Abraham leaving Haran after the death of his
father, but this is in contradiction to Genesis, according
to which' Abraham was 75 when he left Haran. Now,
as he was born when his father Terah was 70,® and
Terah lived 205 years,® his father was only 145 at the
time indicated, and afterwards lived 60 years. In v. 5
it is stated that Abraham had no possession in the
promised land, not even so much as to set his foot on ;
but, according to Genesis,* he bought the field of Ephron
in Machpelah. It is said (v. 14) that Jacob went down
into Egypt with 75 souls, whereas, in the Old Testament,
it is repcatedly said that the number was 705 In v. 16,
it is stated that Jacob was buried in Schechem in a
sepulchre bought by Abraham of the sons of Emmor in
Schechem, whereas in Genesis® Jacob is said to have been
buried in Machpelah ; the sepulchre in Schechem, in which
in the Book of Genesis ; and that His Memory is to be refreshed by bibli-
cal commentators of the nineteenth century! This kind of criticism is
animated by a spirit very alien from that Christian temper of reverential
modesty, gentleness, and humility, which are primary requisites for the
discovery and reception of truth. Mysteries are revealed to the meek
(Eoccles. iii. 19). Them that are meek shall He guide in judgment ; and such
as are gentle, them shall He learn His way (Ps. xxv. 8). But such a spirit
of criticism seems willing to accept any supposition, however fancifal,
except that of its own fallibility ! It is ready to allege that St. Luke is
in error in saying that St. Stephen was full of the Holy Ghost. It is
ready to affirm that St. Stephen was forget.fnl of the elements of Jewish
h.utory . . No wonder that it is given over by God to a repro-
bate min Greek Test., Acts of the Apostles, p. 66 f.

1 Gen. xii. 4. ? xi. 26. 3 xi. 32.

4 xxiii. 4 f., 17 ff.

* Gen. xlvi. 27, Exod. i. 5, Deut. x. 22. It must be added that in the
Jast two passages the version of the lxx. also gives 75 including the sons
of Joseph. ¢ xlix. 29, 1. 13.
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ment with Mark, and in contradiction to the fourth
Gospel. Joseph took down the body “and wrapped
it in linen, and laid it in a sepulchre that was hewn
in stone, wherein never man before was laid. . . ..
And women who had come with him out of Galilee
followed after, and beheld the sepulchre and kow ks
body was laid. And they returned and prepared
spices and ointments.” Upon the first day of the
week, the anthor adds: * they came unto the sepulchre
bringing the spices which they had prepared.” !

Which of these accounts are we to believe ? Accord-
ing to the first Gospel, there is no embalmment at all ;
according to the second and third Gospels, the em-
balmment is undertaken by the women, and not by
Joseph and Nicodemus, but is never carried out;
according to the fourth Gospel, the embalmment is
completed on Friday evening by Joseph and Nico-
demus, and not by the women. According to the
first Gospel, the burial is completed on Friday evening ;
according to the second and third, it is only provisional ;
and according to the fourth, the embalmment is final,
but it is doubtful whether the entombment is final
or temporary ; several critics consider it to have been
only provisional.? In Mark, the women buy the spices
“ when the Sabbath was past” (Suxyevopévov 700 oaB-
Bdrov) ;® in Luke before it has begun ;* and in Matthew
and John they do not buy them at all. In the first
and fourth Gospels, the women come after the Sabbath
merely to behold the sepulchre® and in the second
and third, they bring the spices to complete the burial.

' Luke xxiii. 53 ff., xxiv. 1. 2 Renan, Vie de Jésus, p. 447.
3 Mk. xvi. 1. ¢ Luke xxiii. 35.
. 8 Mt. xxviii. 1; John xx. 1.
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ments may supplement each other; that the revelation
may have been made to the Church of Antioch and have
led to the mission ; or that, being made to Paul, it may
have decided him to undertake it. If, however, we
admit that the essence of truth consists not in the mere
letter but in the spirit of what is stated, it seems impos-
sible to reconcile these accounts. It might be granted
that a historian, giving a report of events which had
occurred, might omit some secret motive actuating the
conduct even of one of the principal persons with whom
he has to do; but that the Apostle, under the actual cir-
cumstances, and while protesting: “ Now the things
which I am writing unto you, behold, before God, I lie
not!” should altogether suppress the important official
character of his journey to Jerusalem, and give it the
distinct colour of a visit voluntarily and independently
made xard dmorxd\wuw, is inconceivable. As we pro-
ceed, it will become apparent that the divergence be-
tween the two accounts is systematic and fundamental ;
but we may here so far anticipate as to point out that
the Apostle explicitly excludes an official visit not only
by stating an *inward motive,” and omitting all men-
tion of a public object, but by the expression:—*and
communicated to them the Gospel which I preach among
the Gentiles, but privately to those who,” &c. To quote
Paley’s words: “If by ‘that Gospel’ he meant the
immunity of the Gentile Christians from the Jewish law
(and I know not what else it can mean), it is not easy to
conceive how he should communicate that privately,
which was the subject of his public message;”! and
account, whilst the others are open to equally strong objections. See

also Alford, Groek Test., ii. proleg. p. 27, iii. p. 12; Meyer, Br. an die
Gal., p. 61 f. ! Horw Paul., ch. v., No. x.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_470.png
470 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

mention ‘of the return of the discomfited guard from the
sepulchre to the chief priest, he (v. 16) states that they
went into Galilee, where they saw Jesus in the manner
just described. No amount of ingenuity can insert the
appearances in Jerusalem here without the grossest
violation of all common sense. 'This is the only appear-
ance to the Eleven recorded in Matthew.

We must here again point out the singular omission to
relate the manner in which this interview was ended.
The episode and the Gospel, indeed, are brought to a very
artistic close by the expression, “lo, I am with you all
the days unto the end of the world,” but we must insist
that it is a very suggestive fact that it does not occur
to these writers to state what became of Jesus. No
point could have been more full of interest than the
manner in which Jesus here finally leaves the disciples,
and is dismissed from the history. That such an impor-
tant part of the narrative is omitted is in the highest
degree remarkable and significaut. Had a formal termi-
nation to the interview been recounted, it would have
been subject to criticism, and by no means necessarily
evidence of truth; but it secms to us that the circum-
stance that it never occurred to these writers to relate
the departure of Jesus is a very strong indication of the
unreality and shadowy nature of the whole tradition.

We are thus brought to consider the account of
the Ascension, which is at least given by one Evangelist.
In the appendix to the second Gospel, as if the later
writer felt the omission and desired to complete the
narrative, it is vaguely stated: xvi. 19. “So then after
the Lord spake unto them he was taken up into
heaven and sat on the right hand of God.”! The

" 1Cf Pe.ex.1.
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hung on the cross and been laid in the sepulchre, and -
that, according to the Gospels, he exhibited his wounds,

allowed them to be touched, assured the disciples of his-
corporeality by permitting himself to be handled, and

even by eating food in their presence, and that in the

case of Paul the appearance took place years after Jesus

is said to have ascended into heaven and sat down at the
right hand of God, the identity of the apparitions becomes
a suggestive feature.

The testimony of Paul must at least override that
of the Gospels, and whatever may have been the vision
of Paul, we may fairly assume that the vision of Peter
and the rest was like it. Beyond this inference, how-
ever, Paul gives us no light with regard to the appear-
ance of Jesus to himself. He merely affirms that Jesus
did appear to him. *“ Have I not seen Jesus our Lord?”
he says in one place.! Elsewhere he relates: “But
when he was pleased, who set me apart from my
mother’s womb, and called me through his grace, to
reveal his Son in me, that I might preach him among the
Gentiles; immediately, I communicated not with flesh
and .blood . . .. but I went away into Arabia and
returned again unto Damascus.”? Various opinions have
been expressed regarding the rendering of dmoxahinpas
7o viov avrod év éuol. The great majority of critics agree
that the direct and natural sense must be adopted: “to
reveal his son in me,” that is to say, * within me,” “i
my spirit.” * Others maintain that é éuo{ must be ren-

11 Cor. ix. 1.
? Gal. i. 15. dre 3¢ cvauv;wrvémﬁoptmm éx xokias pvprpof pov kal ka\éras
B rijs xdpiros abrot 16. dmoxakingas 1o vidv abrod év epo«, va wa-yych(upu

alrov év Tois éveaw, ebbéws ob frpoa‘mﬂqn,v capxi xal afpar, 17. . da

aniiMov els *ApaBiav, xal wdkw iméoTpeyra els Aapaoxor.
? So Alford, Bisping, Ellicott, Ewald, Holtzmann, Jowett, Meyer,
Olshausen, Schrader, Usteri, de Wette, Wieseler, Winer, Wordsworth,

adl - Raur Pannlite & n ™= €€ o« Hoddboow Mo T Doolee
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created, and attend solely to the words of the Apostle.
If his report of the phenomenon discredit that of the
unknown and later writer, so much the worse for the
latter. In any case it is the testimony of Paul which is
referred to and which we are called upon to consider, and
later writers must not be allowed to invest it with
impossible meanings. Even if we had not such un-
deniable reasons for preferring the statements of Paul to
the later and untrustworthy narrative of an unknown
writer, the very contents of the latter, contrasted with the
more sober remarks of the Apostle, would consign it to a
very subordinate place.

Discussing the miracle of Pentecost in Acts, which he,
of course, regards as the instantaneous communication of
ability to speak in foreign languages, Zeller makes the
following remarks : * The supposition of such a miracle
is opposed to a right view of divine agency, and of the
relation of God to the world, and, in this case in par-
ticular, to a right view of the constitution of the human
mind. The composition and the properties of a body
may be altered through external influence, but mental
acquirements are attained only through personal activity,
through practice; and it is just in this that spirit
distinguishes itself from matter: that it is free, that
there is nothing in it which it has not itself spon-
taneously introduced. The external and instantaneous
in-pouring of a mental acquirement is a representation
which refutes itself.” In reply to those who object to this
reasoning he retorts : * The assertion that such a miracle
actually occurred contradicts the analogy of all attested
experience, that it is invented by an individual or by
tradition corresponds with it ; when, therefore, the

historical writer has only the choice between these two
YOL. III. BB
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cannot be established, but on the contrary must be
much widened before it can justly be taken as that ex-
isting between Paul and the elder Apostles. We do not
go so far as to say that there was open enmity between
them, or active antagonism of any distinct character
on the part of the Twelve to the Apostle of the Gentiles,
but there is every reason to believe that they not only
disliked his teaching, but endeavoured to counteract it by
their own ministry of the circumcision. They not only
did not restrain the opposition of their followers, but they
abetted them in their counter-assertion of judaistic views.
Had the Twelve felt any cordial friendship for Paul, and
exhibited any active desire for the success of his ministry
of the uncircumcision, it is quite impossible that his work
could have been so continuously and vexatiously impeded
by the persccution of the Jewish Christian party. The
Apostles may not have possessed sufficient influence or
authority entirely to control the action of adherents, but
it would be folly to suppose that, if unanimity of views
had prevailed between them and Paul, and a firm and
consistent support had been extended to him, such
systematic resistance as he everywhere encountered from
the party professing to be led by the “pillar” Apostles could
have been seriously maintained, or that he could have
been left alone and unaided to struggle against it.  If the
relations between Paul and the Twelve had been such
as are intimated in the Acts of the Apostles, his epistles
must have presented undoubted evidence of the fact.
Both negatively and positively they testify the absence of
all support, and the existence of antagoenistic influence
on the part of the clder Apostles, and external evidence
fully contirms the impression which the cpistles produce.!

} « Everywhere in tho Epistles of St. Paul aud in the Acts of the





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_483.png
THE EVIDENCE OF PAUL. 483

upon which the belief in the Resurrection rests comprised
in a dozen lines! for we may so far anticipate as to say
that this can scarcely be regarded as a résumé of evi-
dence which we can find elsewhere. We shall presently
point out a few circumstances which it might be useful to
know.

The Apostle states, in this passage, that the doctrines
which he had delivered to the Corinthians he had himself
“received.” He does not pretend to teach them from his
own knowledge, and the question naturally arises : From
whom did he “receive ” them? Formerly, divines gene-
rally taught that Paul received these doctrines by reve-
lation, and up to recent times apologists have continued
to hold this view, even when admitting the subsidiary
use of tradition.! If this claim were seriously made, the
statements of the Apostle, so far as our inquiry is con-
cerned, would certainly not gain in value, for it is obvious
that Revelation could not be admitted to prove Revela-
tion. It is quite true that Paul himself professed to have
received his Gospel not from men, but from God by direct
revelation, and we shall Lereafter have to consider this
point and the inferences to be drawn from such preten-
sgions, At present, the argument need not be complicated
by any such supposition, for certainly Paul does not here
advance any such claim himself, and apologetic and other
critics agree in declaring the source of his statements to
be natural historical tradition.? The points which he

1 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 602 ; Bisping, Erkl. 1 Br. an die Kor. 2te Aufl,,
p. 264 ; Maier, 1 Br. an die Kor., 1857, p. 336 ; Neander, Br. an die Cor.,
1859, p. 239 ; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm., iii. 2te Aufl., p. 733 f. ; Osiander,
1 Br. an die Kor., 1847, p. 676 f.; Riickert, 1 Br. an die Kor., 1836,
p. 389.

2 Ewald, Sendschr. d. Ap. Paulus, p. 207 f.; Hofmann, Die heil. Schr.
N. T.,ii. 2, p. 348; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 546; Meyer, 1 Br. an dio
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the close of his speech, exclaims: “I see the heavens
opened, and the Son of Man standing on the right hand
of God.” Jesus says: * Henceforth shall the Son of
Man be seated on the right hand of the power of God.” *
‘Whilst he is being stoned, Stephen prays, saying : * Lord
Jesus, receive my Spirit;” and, similarly, Jesus on the
cross cries, with a loud voice : ¢ Father, into thy hands I
commend my spirit ; and, having said this, he expired.” ?
Stephen, as he is about to die, cries, with a loud voice :
“ Lord, lay not thissin to their charge; and when he said
this he fell asleep;” and Jesus says: “Father, forgive
them, for they know not what they do.’®* These two
sayings of Jesus are not given anywhere but in the third
Synoptic,* and their imitation by Stephen, in another
work of the same Evangelist, is a peculiarity which
deserves attention. It is argued by apologists® that
nothing is more natural than that the first martyrs should
have the example of the suffering Jesus in their minds,
and die with his expressions of love and resignation on
their lips. On the other hand, taken along with other
most suspicious circumstances which we have already
pointed out, and with the fact, which we shall presently
demonstrate, that the speech of Stephen is nothing more

#xes; In Matth. xxvi. 63,—dmoxpibeis & dpyepels elmev airg: "Efopxifa o€
.. . v guiv élmps el oV el 6 xpiords . . . In Luke xxii. 66 . . Aéyorres-
Ei v o 6 xpioros, elmov apiv.  Cf. Zeller, Die Apostelg. p. 163, anm. 2,

1 Acts vii. 56, Luke xxii. 69.

1. .. Aéyovra: Kipee "Inood, 8éfat 7o mvevpd pov. Acts vii. 59.

xal powioas Povj peydlp & "Ingois elmev- Idrep, els Xe€ipds gov maparifepac
v mvedpd pov. TovTo 3¢ elmay éténvevaev. Luke xxiii. 46.

3., .. Ipafev Ppovi peydhp: Kipee, py orijops abrois ravrny riv dpapriav.
xai Toiro el éxounby. Acts vii. 60.

4§ 3¢ "Ingois deyer Ldrep, des alrois ob yap oldaow ri mowigw. Luke
xxiii. 34.

¢ Neander, Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 73, anm. 2; Meyer, Apostelygesch.,
195, &e., &c.
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The first of these is the assertion, constantly made in
various shapes, that the cardinal miracles of the Resur-
rection and Ascension were proclaimed as unquestionable
facts, without contradiction, at a time when such an as-
sertion might have been easily refuted. The production
of the body, the still occupied sepulchre, it is said, would
have set such pretensions at rest. It is unnecessary to
say that the proclamation of the Resurrection and Ascen-
sion as facts proved nothing beyond the belief, perhaps, of
those who asserted them. So far as Paul is concerned,
we may seek in vain for any assertion of a bodily Ascen-
sion. But there is not the slightest evidence to show
when the Resurrection and Ascension were first publicly
proclaimed as unquestionable facts. Even the Gospels
do not state that they were mentioned beyond the
circle of disciples. The second Synoptist, who does not
state that Jesus himself was seen by any one, makes the
curious affirmation at the close of his Gospel as we have
it, that the women, on receiving the announcement of the
Resurrection from the angels, and the command for the
disciples and Peter to go into Galilee,  went out and
fled from the sepulchre ; for trembling and astonishment
seized them, and they said nothing to any one; for they
were afraid.”' In the fourth Gospel, although the *be-
loved disciple ” went into the sepulchre, * and he saw
and believed,” it is related of him and Peter: * So the
disciples went away again unto their own home.”? The
Eleven, in fact, who all forsook their Master and fled—
who are represented as meeting with closed doors * for
fear of the Jews "—with closed doors after eight days, it
is again said, although, a week before, ten of them are
said to have seen Jesus—were not likely to expose them-
! Mk. xvi. 8. * John xx. 10
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to the altercation between Paul and Cephas at Antioch,
and the strong language used by the former.

Nothing is more certain than the fact that, during
his whole career, the Apostle Paul had to contend with
systematic opposition from the Judaic Christian party ;'
and the only point regarding which there is any difference
of opinion is the share in this taken by the Twelve. As
we cannot reasonably expect to find any plain statement
of this in the writings of the Apostle, we are forced to
take advantage of such indications as can be discovered.
Upon one point we are not left in doubt. The withdrawal
of Peter and the others at Antioch from communion with
the Gentile Christians, and consequently from the side of
Paul, was owing to the arrival of certain men from James,
for the Apostle expressly states so. No surprise is ex-
pressed, however, at the effect produced by these 7wés dmd
"laxdBov, and the clear inference is that they represented
the views of a naturally antagonistic party, an inference
which is in accordance with all that we elsewhere read of
James. It is difficult to separate the Twés dad “laxdBov
from the 7wés of the preceding chapter (i.7) who “trouble”
the Galatians, and * desire to pervert the Gospel of
Christ,” asserting the necessity of circumcision, against
whom the epistle is directed. Again we meet with the
same vague and cautious designation of judaistic oppo-
nents in his second Epistle to the Corinthians (iii. 1), where

1 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 161; Baur, K. G, i. p. 53 f.; Theol. Jahrb.,
1850, p. 165 ff.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 369 f. ; Jowett,
Eps. of 8t. Paul, i. p. 332 ff.; Kurtz, Lehrb. K. G., i. p. 45 f.; Lang,
Rel. Charaktere, p. 69 ff. ; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 379 ff.;
Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 299 f.; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i p. 414 ff.;
Neander, Pflanzung, p. 273 ff.; WNicolas, Etudes,»N. T., p. 236 fi.;
Renan, St. Paul, p. 299 f.; Réville, Essais, p. 29 fl.; Schwegler, Das

nachap. Z., i. p. 156 ff., ii. p. 107 ff. ; Stup, Origines, p. 84 ff,, 113 f.;
Zeller, Yortriige, p. 211 f.
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HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK. DESIGN AND
COMPOSITION.

TaE historical value of the Acts of the Apostles has
very long been the subject of vehement discussion, and
the course of the controversy has certainly not been
favourable to the position of the work. For a con-
siderable time the traditional view continued to pre-
vail, and little or no doubt of the absolute credibility of
the narrative was ever expressed. When the spirit of
independent and enlightened criticism was finally aroused,
it had to contend with opinions which habit had rendered
stercotype, and prejudices which took the form of here-
ditary belief. A large body of eminent critics, after an
exhaustive investigation of the Acts, have now declared
that the work is not historically accurate, and cannot be
accepted as a truc account of the Acts and teaching of
the Apostles.!

' Daur, Paulus, i. p. 8 ff,, 19 ff., 96 ff., 119 ff.,, 134 ff,, 143, anm. 1,
166, 189 ot passim ; K. G., i. p. 125 f.; Br. Bauer, Apostelgesch., 1850,
p. 114 ff.; Christianus, Das Ev. dos Reichs, p. 767 ff.; Davidson, Int,
N. T., ii. p. 207 ff., 275 ff. ; Gfrorer, Die hoil. Sage, i. p. 27 f., p. 383 ff.,
421 f. (second part historical, cf. 422 ff.); Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., iii.
p- 420 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 101 ff.; Einl.
N. T., p. 225 ff.,, 574 ff,, 593 ff.; Holtzmann, in Buusen’s Bibelw., viii,
p. 350 f.; in Schenkel’s Bibel Lex., i. p. 213 f.; Zeitachr. wiss. Theol.,
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death,—the date of the journey referred to in Acts xi. 30
is assigned to about A.v. 45. If, therefore, we count
back fourteen or seventeen years, we have as the date of
the conversion, on the first hypothesis, A.p. 31, and on
the second, a.p. 28, neither of which of course is tenable.
In order to overcome this difficulty, critics® at one time
proposed, against the unanimous evidence of MSS,, to read
instead of 8ua Sexareac. éraw in Gal. ii. 1, 8ud recadpwy
éraw, “after four years;” but this violent remedy is not
only generally rejected, but, even if admitted for the sake
of argument, it could not establish the identity, inasmuch
as the statements in Gal. ii. 1 ff. imply a much longer
period of missionary activity amongst the Gentiles than
Paul could possibly have had at that time, about which
cpoch, indeed, Barnabas is said to have sought him in
Tarsus, apparently for the purpose of first commencing
such a career ;2 certainly the account of his active ministry
begins in the Acts only in Ch. xiii. Then, it is not pos-
sible to suppose that, if such a dispute regarding circum-
cision and the Gospel of the uncircumcision as is sketched
in Gal. ii. had taken place on a previous occasion, it
could so soon be repeated, Acts xv., and without any
reference to the former transaction. Comparatively few
critics, therefore, have ventured to maintain that the second
visit recorded in the Epistle is the same as the second
mentioned in the Acts (xi. 30), and in modern times
the theory is almost ecntirely abandoned. If, therefore,
it be admitted that Panl mentions all the journeys which
he had made to Jerusalem up to the time at which he
wrote, and that his second visit was not the second visit

1 So Grotius, Semler, Bertholdt, Kuinoel, Heinrichs, Ulrich, Bittger, and
others.
* Aocts xi. 25 f.
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that there is not the slightest evidence in his own or
other writings connecting Stephen with Paul, and it
may be appropriate to add here that, supposing him
to have been present when the martyr exclaimed : “ Lo,
I behold the heavens opened, and the Son of Man
standing on the right band of God,” ! it is singular that
he does not name him as one of those by whom Jesus
‘ was seen.”

To resume this discussion, however : we have already
shown that the statements of the Acts regarding Paul’s
conduct after this alleged vision are distinctly in con-
tradiction with the statements of Paul. The explana-
tion here given of the cause of Paul's leaving
Jerusalem, moreover, is not in agreement with Acts
ix. 29 f, and much less with Gal. i. 20 ff. The three
narratives themselves are full of irreconcilable differences
and incongruities, which destroy all reasonable con-
fidence in any substantial basis for the story. It is
evident that the three narratives are from the same
pen, and betray the composition of the author of
Acts.? They cannot be regarded as true history.® The
hand of the composer is very apparent in the lavish
use of the miraculous, so characteristic of the whole work.

' vii. 56.

2 Zeller, Apg., p. 399 ff.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 125 ., 129 f.; Overbeck,
zu de Wette, Apg., p. 139 ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 235.

? Baur, Paulus. i. p. 70 fI. ; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 412 f£.; Hil-
genfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol. 1864, p. 155 ff.; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paul.,
u. 8. W., p. 34 f.; Meijboom, Jezus’ Opstanding, p. 99 ff.; Overbeck, zu de
‘W. Apg., p. 132 ff.; Renan, Les Apétres, p. 178 fI.; Schrader, Der Ap.
Paulus, v. p. 529 f.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 17 ff.; Weber u. Holtzmann,
Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 540 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 191 fi. Cf. Davidson, Int.
N. T, ii. p. 246 ff.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 345 ff. ; Hausrath, Der
Ap. Paulus, p. 125 f1.; in Schenkel’s B. L., iv. p. 416 ff.; Meyer, Apg.,
P 132 £. ; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 167 f1., 180 ff.
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remarkable, is totally eclipsed by the provision of
Nicodemus.

The key to the whole of this history of the burial of
Jesus, however, is to be found in the celebrated chapt.
liii. of “Isaiah.” We have already, in passing, pointed
out that, in the third Gospel (xxii. 37), Jesus is repre-
sented as saying : “ For I say unto you, that this which
is written must be accomplished in me : And he was
reckoned among transgressors.” The same quotation from
Is. liii. 12 is likewise interpolated in Mk. xv. 28. Now
the whole representation of the burial and embalmment
of Jesus is evidently based upon the same chapter, and
more especially upon v. 9, which is wrongly rendered
both in the Authorized Version and in the Septuagint, in
the latter of which the passage reads: “I will give
the wicked for his grave and the rich for his death.”?
The Evangelists taking this to be the sense of the
passage, which they suppose to be a Messianic prophecy,
bave represented the death of Jesus as being with
the wicked, crucified as he is between two robbers ;
and through Joseph of Arimathaa, significantly called
“a rich man” (dvfpwmos whovows) by the first
Synoptist, especially according to the fourth Evangelist
by his addition of the counsellor Nicodemus and his
hundred pounds weight of mingled myrrh and aloes,
as being “ with the rich in his death.” Unfortunately,
the passage in the “prophecy” does not mean what
the Evangelists have been led to understand, and the
ablest Hebrew scholars and critics are now agreed
that both phrases quoted refer, in true Hebrew manner,
to one representation, and that the word above trans-

! Kai 3dgw Tovs movnpovs deri Tiis ragijs alroil, xai Tovs wAovgiovs dyri Tov
fawdrov alrei. Is. liii. 9.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_569.png
CONCLUSIONS. 569

CONCLUSIONS.

WE have seen that Divine Revelation could only be
necessary or conceivable -for the purpose of communica-
ting to us something which we could not otherwise dis-.
cover, and that the truth of communications which are
essentially beyond and undiscoverable by reason cannot
be attested in any other way than by miraculous signs
distinguishing them as divine. It is admitted that no
other testimony could justify our believing the specific
Revelation which we are considering, the very substance
of which is supernatural and beyond the ecriticism of
reason, and that its doctrines, if not proved to be
miraculous truths, must inevitably be pronounced *the
wildest delusions.” By no rational being could a just
and benevolent life be accepted as proof of such astonish-
ing announcements.”

On examining the alleged miraculous evidence for
Christianity as Divine Revelation, however, we find that
even if the actual occurrence of the supposed miracles
could be substantiated, their value as evidence would be
destroyed by the necessary admission that miracles are
not limited to one source and are not exclusively associated
with truth, but are performed by various spiritual Beings,
Satanic as well as Divine, and are not always evidential,
but are sometimes to be regarded as delusive and for the
trial of faith. As the doctrines supposed to be revealed
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The circumstances and general character of these visits to
Jerusalem, ‘and more especially of that on which the
momentous conference is described as having taken place,
are stated with so much precision, and they present
features of such marked difference, that it might have
been supposed there could not have been any diffi-
culty in identifying, with certainty, at least the visits to
which the Apostle refers in his letter, more especially
as upon both occasions he mentions important particulars
which characterised those visits. It is a remarkable fact,
however, that, such are the divergences between the
statements of the unknown author and of the Apostle,
upon no point has there been more discussion amongst
critics and divines from the very earliest times, or more
decided difference of opinion. Upon general grounds,
we have already seen, there has been good reason to
doubt the historical character of the Acts. Is it nota
singularly suggestive circumstance that, when it is pos-
sible to compare the authentic representations of Paul
with the narrative of the Acts, even apologists perceive
so much opening for doubt and controversy ?

The visit described in the ninth chapter of the Acts is
generally ! identified with that which is mentioned in the
first chapter of the Epistle. This unanimity, however,
arises mainly from the circumstance that both writers
clearly represent that visit as the first which Paul paid
to Jerusalem after his conversion, for the details of the
two narratives are anything but in agreement with each
other. . Although, therefore, critics are forced to agree as
to the bare identity of the visit, this harmony is imme-
diately disturbed on examining the two accounts, and
whilst the one party find the statements in the Acts

! There have, however, been differences of opinion also regarding this,
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xaxovw, Vil 19, Exod. i. 11; Acts vii. 6, Gen. xv. 13; Acts xii. 1, xiv, 2,
xviii. 10, 1 Pet. iii. 13, only.

(woyoweiv, vii. 19, Exod. i. 17, 18, 22; Luke xvii. 33, 1 Tim. vi. 13, only.

drarpépew, vii. 20, 21, xxii. 3, only.

pqv, Vil 20, xviii. 11, xix. 8, xx. 3, xxviii, 11; Luke 5, rest 8 times.

éxrBévas, vii. 21, xi. 4, xviil, 26, xxviii. 23, only.

draspeiobas (de tollente liberos), vii. 21, Exod. ii. 5: dvaspeiv, vii. 28 twice,
ii. 23, v. 33, 36, ix. 23, 24, 29, x. 39, xii. 2, xiii. 28, xvi. 27, xxii. 20,
xxiii, 13, 21, 27, xxv. 3, xxvi. 10; Luke xxii. 2, xxiii, 32, rest 3
times.

wadedew, vil. 22, xxii. 3; 1 Tim, i. 20, 2 Tim. ii. 25, Tit. ii. 12, only;
wad. (eastigm), Luke xxiii. 16, 22, rest 6 times,

3uvards, vii. 22, ii. 24, xi. 17, xviii. 24, xx. 16, xxv. 5; Luke xx.lv. 19,
i. 49, xiv. 31, xviii, 27; Paul 12, rest 13 times.

émoxéinreabas, vil. 23, vi. 3, xv. 36; Mt. xxv. 36, 43, James i. 27 : of God,
Acts xv. 14, Luke i. 68, 78, vii. 16 ; Heb. ii. 6, only.

wAnpovw (of time), vii. 23, 30, ix. 23, xxiv. 27; Luke xxi. 24; Mk. i. 15,
John vii. 8; (of fulness), Acts ii. 2, 28, v. 3, 28, xiii. 52, Luke ii. 40,
iii. 3, rest 24 times.

éxdixnats, vil. 24 ; Luke xviii. 7, 8, xxi. 22, all with moteiv except the last ;
rest 5 times,

mardogew, vii, 24, Exod. ii. 12; Acts xii. 7, 23; Luke xxii. 49, 50; rest
5 times.

ropifew, vil. 25, viii. 20, xiv. 19, xvi, 13, 27, xvii. 29, xxi. 20; Luke ii.
44, iii. 23, reat 6 times.

émwiévas, Vil 26, xxiii. 11, xvi. 11, xx. 15, xxi. 18, only. See again below.

awebeiy, vil. 27, 39, xiii. 46; Rom. xi. 1, 2, 1 Tim. i. 19, only.

Gpxev, vil. 27, 35 twice, K. ii. 14 ; Acts iii. 17, iv. 5, 8, 26, xiii, 27, xiv.
5, xvi. 19, xxiii. 5; Luke 8, rest 18 times.

Suxaorys, vil. 27, 35, Exzod, ii. 14; Luke xii. 14, only.

Spapa, vil. 31, Exod. iii. 3; Acts ix. 10, 12, x. 3, 17, 19, xi. 5, xii. 9, xvi.
9, 10, xviii. 9; Mt. xvii. 9, only.

xararoeiv, Vil 31, 32, xi. 6, xxvii. 39; Luke vi. 41, xii, 24, 27, xx. 23;
Rom. iv. 19 ; Mt. vii. 3; rest 4 times.

&rpopos, vii. 82, xvi. 29, both with yevduevos ; Heb. xi1. 21, only.

o, vii. 35, and 50 times; Luke 26, Paul 22, rest 31 times.

étdyew, vil. 36, 40, v. 19, xii, 17, xifi, 17, xvi. 37, 99, xxi. 38; Luke
xxiv. 50 ; rest 4 times.

Béxeobu, vii. 38, 59, iii. 21, viii. 14, xi. 1, xvii. 11, xi. 17, xxii. 5,
xxviii. 21 ; Luke 15, rest 30 times.

orpédew, vii. 39, 42, xiii. 46; Luke 8, rest 9 times.

dvdyew, vil. 41, ix. 39, xii. 4, xvi. 34; Luke ii. 22, iv. 5, xxii. 66 (3 Kings
iii. 13, 2 Chron. xxix. 21), Rom. x. 7, Heb. xiii. 20, Mt. iv. 1, only.
In sense of putting off to sea, Acts 13 times; Luke once, only.

ebppaivew, vil. 41, ii. 26; Luke xii. 19, xv. 23, 24, 29, 32, xvi. 19; Rom.
xv. 10, 2 Cor. ii. 2, Gal. iv. 27, Rev. thrice, only.

avpanid, vii. 42; Luke ii. 13, only; (3 Kings xxii. 19).
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from Galilee and other parts were in the Holy City, or
that it occurred in Galilee itself, where they suppose be-
lievers to have been more numerous.! This is the merest
conjecture ; and there is not even ground for asserting
that there were so many as 500 brethren in any one
place, by whom Jesus could have becn seen.

The appearance to James is not mentioned in any of
our Gospels. Jerome preserves a legend from the Gospel
of the Hebrews, which states that James, after having
drunk the cup of the Lord, swore that he would not eat
bread until he should see himn risen from the dead. When
Jesus rose, therefore, he appeared to James ; and, ordering
a table and bread to be Lrought, blessed and broke the
bread, and gave it to James? Beyond this legendary
story there is no other record of the report given by Paul.
The occasiou on which Le was seen by * all the Apostles”
is indefinite, and cannot be identified with any account in
the Gospels.

It is asserted, however, that, although Paul does not
state from whom he *received” the report of these
appearances of the risen Jesus, he must have heard them
from the Apostles themselves. At any rate, it is added,
Paul professes that his preaching on the death, burial,
and Resurrection is the same as that of the other Apos-
tles.® That the other Apostles preached the resurrection
of Jesus may be a fact, but we have no information as to
the precise statements they made. We shall presently
discuss the doctrine from this point of view, but here we
must confine ourselves to Paul. It is undeniable that Paul

! Probably in Jerusalem: Bisping, 1 Br. Kor., p. 265; Alford, Gk.
Test., ii. p. 603; Neander, Br. Kor., p. 240 f. Probably in Galile:
Maier, 1 Br. Kor., p. 337. Uncertaint Meyer, 1 Br. Kor., p. 416

Stanley, Eps. to Cor., p. 268.
2 Hieron. De vir. ill. ii, 3 1Cor. xv. 11, 12,
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passages in which this occurs, moreover, are not above
suspicion, “the Apostles” being omitted in Cod. D.
(Beze) from xiv. 14. The former verse in that codex
has important variations from other MSS.

If we cannot believe that the representation actually
given of Paul in the Acts could proceed from a friend or
companion of the Apostle, it is equally impossible that
such a person could have written his history with so
many extraordinary imperfections and omissions. We
have already pointed out that between chs. ix.—xiv. are
compressed the events of seventcen of the most active
years of the Apostle’s life, and also that a long period is
comprised within the #ueis sections, during which such
minute details of the daily itinerary are given. The
incidents reported, however, are quite disproportionate to
those which are omitted. We have no record, for in-
stance, of his visit to Arabia at so interesting a portion
of his carcer (Gal. i. 17), although the particulars of his
conversion are repeated with singular variations no less
than three times (ix. xxii. xxvi.); nor of his preaching in
Tllyria (Rom. xv. 19) ; nor of the incident referred to in
Rom. xvi. 3, 4. The momentous adventures in the
cause of the Gospel spoken of in 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff. receive
scarcely any illustration in Acts, nor is any notice taken
of his fighting with wild beasts at Ephesus (1 Cor. xv. 32),
which would have formed an cpisode full of serious
interest. What, again, was *the affliction which hap-
pened in Asia,” which so overburdened even so energetic
a nature as that of the Apostle that  he despaired even
of life ?” (2 Cor. ii. 8 f.) Some light upon these points
might reasonably have been expected from a companion
of Paul. Then, xvii. 14—16, xviii. 5 contradict 1
Thess. iii. 1, 2,0in a way scarcely possible in such a
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delivered and which he had also received are three in
pumber : (1) that Christ died for our sins; (2) that he was
buried ; and (3) that be has been raised the third day. In
strictness the xai Sr¢ might oblige us to include, * and
that he appeared to Cephas, then to the Twelve,” after
which the construction of the sentence is changed. Itis
not necessary to press this, however, aml it is better for
the present to separate the dogmatic statements from
those which are more properly evidential.

1t will be observed that, although the death, burial, and
resurrection are here taught as “ received,” evidence only
of one point is offered : that Jesus “was seen by " certain
persons. We have already pointed out that the Gospels
do not pretend that any one was an eye-witness of the
Resurrection itself, and it is important to notice that Paul,
the earliest and most trustworthy witness produced, en-
tirely passes over the event itself, and relies solely on the
fact that Jesus was supposed to have been seen by cer-
tain persons to prove that he died, was buried, and had
actually risen the third day. The only inference which
we here wish to draw from this is, that the alleged ap-
pearances are thus obviously separated from the death
and burial by a distinct gulf. A dead body, it is stated,
or one believed to be dead, is laid in a sepulchre : after
a certain time, it is alleged that the dead person has been
seen alive. Supposing the first statement to be correct,
the second, being in itself, according to all our experi-
ence, utterly incredible, leaves further a serious gap in
the continuity of evidence. What occurred in the inter-
val between the burial and the supposed apparition? If
it be asserted— as in the Gospels it is—that, before the

Kor. 5te Aufl., p. 414 ; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, iv. p. 201. Cf. Rickert,
1 Br. Kor., p. 389,
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tion is called Dorcas,” was suggested by the wonls
Talkfi xovu, above quoted. The Hebrew original of
Tafld signifies “ Gazelle,” and they contend that it was
used, like Tahfd, in the sense gencrally of: Maiden. !
These two astonishing miracles, reported by an unknown
writer, and without any corroboration, are absolately
incredible, and cannot prepossess any reasonable mind
with confidence in the narrative to which they form an
introduction, and the natural distrust which they awaken
is fully confirmed when we find supernatural agency
employed at every stage of the following history.

We are told ? that a certain devout centurion, named
Cornelius, *saw in a vision plainly ” (lde & 6&pduarn
davepas) an angel of God, who said to him : * Thy prayers
and thine alms are come up for a memorial before God.
And now send men to Joppa, and call for one Simon,
who is surnamed Peter, whose house is by the sea side.”
After giving these minute directions, the angel departed,

1 The leading peculiarities of the two accounts may be contrasted thus—

Acts ix. 36 . . . vis v pabirpa Luke viii. 41. xai io0 drgp . . .

Svopars TaB40d, § Bseppnrevopéry
Aéyeras Bopeds. 38. . . deoboarres
ori L doviv év abry (A083.), dwéoredar
3o dvdpas wpds alTdy wapaxa-

Aobrres: My Somops diehbely éws |

gpor. 39. . . . waocas al xipat
xAaiovoaikai . « « 40. éxBaldy
8¢ ifo wdrras 6 II. .
orpéyaswpds 16 cbpa eiver: Ta~
Bi0a dvdarnbi. 7 8 . .. dve-
xdfioer.
dvéornaer aimr.

s x. 11

.. xal€me- '

41. Bovs 3é abrh xeipa

wapexdhes abror eloehBeiy eis rov
olkow atrov. 52. ixhacor 3 wavres
« o« 5. alros 8¢ ExBaldw wdrras
#o®, xai xparigas s xepds adris,
épdmaer Aéyor ‘H wuis, éyeipov. 55.
kai éxéaTpeyer vo wveipa alris,
xai dvéorn wapaypipa.

Mark v. 40, . . . airds 3¢ €xBa-
Aoy wdrras. . . clowopeeras . . . 41,

' xalxparioas rijs yeipos rov wasdiov

Aéyes alri), TakiBa xovp, & éorir
peleppnrevéperor To xopicior,
ol Aéyw, Fyepe. 42. xai efiws

' dvéory TOkop. K. 7. A

+ Although this is tho reading of the Cod. A (and C, except the &fw)
and others, it is omitted by other ancient MSS.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_506.png
306 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

him among the Gentiles, he communicated not with
flesh and blood, neither did he go up to Jerusalem to
those who were Apostles before him, but immediately
went away to Arabia, and after that returned again
to Damascus. It can scarcely be doubted that Paul
here refers to his change of views—to his conversion—
but as little can it be doubted that he does not ascribe
that conversion to the appearance to him of Jesus
spoken of in the Corinthian letter.

Let any reader who honestly desires to ascertain the
exact position of the case ask himself the simple question
whether, supposing the Acts of the’Apostles never to have
existed, it is possible to deduce from this, or any other
statement of Paul, that he actually ascribes his conver-
sion to the fact that Jesus appeared to him in a super-
natural manner. He may possibly in some degree base
his apostolic claims upon that appearance, although it may
be doubted how far he does even this; if he did so,
it would only prove the reality of his belief, but not
the reality of the vision; but there is no evidence
whatever in the writings of Paul that he connected
his conversion with the appearance of Jesus. All that
we can legitimately infer seems to be that, before
his adoption of Christianity, he had persecuted the
Church;' and further it may be gathered from the
passage in the Galatian letter, that at the time when
this change occurred he was at Damascus. At least he
says that from Arabia he * returned again to Damascus,”
which seems to imply that he first went from that
city to Arabia. When we consider the expressions in
_ the two letters, it becomes apparent that Paul does
not set forth any instantaneous conversion of the

! 1 Cor. xv. 9.
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as other difficulties till it snaps under the strain. It
seems evident to an unprejudiced reader that the fuépac
ixaval are represented as passed in Damascus.! And,
lastly, some critics place it after ix. 25, regardless of
Paul’s statement that from Arabia he returned again to
Damascus, which, under the circumstances mentioned in
Acts, he was not likely to do, and indeed it is obvious that
he is there supposed to have at once gone from Damascus
to Jerusalem. These attempts at reconciliation are use-
less. It is of no avail to find time into which a journey
to Arabia and the stay there might be forcibly thrust.
There still remains the fact that so far from the Arabian
visit being indicated in the Acts, the edféws of ix. 20,
compared with the ebféws of Gal. i. 16, positively
excludes it, and proves that the narrative of the former is
not historical.?

There is another point in the account in Acts which
further demands attention. The impression conveyed by
the narrative is that Paul went up to Jerusalem not very
long after his conversion. The omission of the visit to
Arabia shortens the interval before he did so, by removing
causes of delay, and whilst no expressions are used which
imply a protracted stay in Damascus, incidents are intro-
duced which indicate that the purpose of the writer was
to represent the Apostle as losing no time after his
conversion before associating himself with the elder

Humphrey, Acts, p. 83 f.; Lange, Das ap. Z., i. p. 97; Meyer, Apg.,
p- 228; QGalaterbr., p. 39; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 122, anm. 1; Oertel,
Paulus, p. 58, anm. 2. Cf. Elicott, St. Paul's Ep. to the Galatians,
4th ed., p. 18; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 180.

! Alford, Greek Tost., ii. p. 103 ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 213; Stap,
Origines, p. 163 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 203. Cf. Gloag, Aots i. p. 333 f.

? We shall not discuss the indication given in 2 Cor. xi. 32 of the cause
of his leaving Damascus, although several contradictory statements seem
to be made in it.
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the conclusion that our first and second Synoptics, in their
present form, cannot be the works said to have been com-
posed by Matthew and Mark. There is thus no evidence
whatever directly connecting any of the canonical Gospels
with the writers to whom they are popularly attributed,
and later tradition, of little or no value in itself, is separated
by a long interval of profound silence from the epoch at
which they are supposed to have been composed. With
one exception, moreover, we found that, during the same
century and a half, there is no certain and unmistakable
trace even of the anonymous use of any of our Gospels in
the early Church. This fact, of course, does not justify
the conclusion that none of these Gospels was actually in
existence during any part of that time, nor have we any-
where suggested such an inference, but strict examination
of the evidence shows that there is no positive proof that
they were. The exception to which we refer is Marcion’s
Gospel, which was, we think, based upon our third
Synoptic, and consequently must be accepted as evidence
of the existence of that work. Marcion, however, does
not give the slightest information as to the authorship
of the Gospel, and his charges against it of adulteration
cannot be considered very favourable testimony as to its
infallible character. The canonical Gospels continue to
the end anonymous documents of no evidential value for
miracles. They do not themselves pretend to be inspired
histories, and they cannot escape from the ordinary rules
of criticism. Internal evidence does not modify the
inferences from external testimony. Apart from continual
minor contradictions throughout the first three Gospels,
it is impossible to reconcile the representations of the
Synoptics with those of the fourth Gospel. They
mutually destroy each other as evidence. They must
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for instance, actually raised some person from the dead.
As we then added, even if Apostles had chronicled their
miracles, the argument for their reality would not have
been much advanced ; but it is a curious phenomenon not
undeserving of a moment’s attention that apologists can
only refer to such general passages, and cannot quote an
instance in which a specific miracle is related in detail by
the person who is supposed to have performed it. Pass-
ing references on a large scale to the exercise of miraculous
power, whilst betraying a suspicious familiarity with phe-
nomena of an exceptioual nature, offer too much latitude
for inaccuracy and imagination to have the weight of an
affirmation in which the mind has been sobered by con-
centration to details. ‘Signs and wonders,” indefinitely
alluded to, may seem much more imposing and astonish-
ing than they really are, and it may probably be admitted
by everyone that, if we knew the particulars of the occur-
rences which are thus vaguely indicated and which may
have been considered miraculous in a superstitious age,
they might to us possibly appear no miracles at all.
General expressions are liable to an exaggeration from
which specific allegations are more frequently free. If it
be conceded that the Apostle Paul fully believed in the
possession by himself and the Church of divine Charismata,
the indefinite expression of that belief, in any form, must
not be made equivalent to an explicit claim to have per-
formed a certain miracle, the particulars of which are
categorically stated.

Passing from this, however, to the more general ques-
tion, the force of some of these objections will be better
understood when we consider the passages in the Epistles
which are quoted as expressing Paul’s belief in miracles,
and endeavour to ascertain his real views : what it is he
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From the Paaline author of the Acts this might fairly
be expected, and if we linguistically examine the speech
we have additional evidence that it is simply, like others
which we have considered, a composition from his own
pen. We shall, as briefly as possible, refer to every word
which is not of too common occurrence to require notice,
" and point out where they are elsewhere used. The
opening dvdpes ddedoi occurs elsewhere in the Acts
13 times, as we have already pointed out, being the
favourite phrase placed in the mouth of all speakers;
énioraclu, x. 28, xviil. 25, xix. 15, 25, xx. 18, xxi. 19,
xxiv. 10, xxvi..3, 26, and elsewhere only 5 times. The
plirase vuets émioracfe at the beginning of a sentence
has been pointed out, in connection with a similar way of
expressing the personal pronoun in x. 28, Speis émioracte,
and x. 37, Ypels oidare, as consequently characteristic
of Peter, and considered ‘important as showing that
these reports are not only according to the sense of what
was said, but the words spoken, verbatrm.”* This is to
overlook the fact that the very same words are put into
the mouth of Paul. Peter commences his speech, xv. 7:
avdpes dd., pets émioracle 61 dp Npepdv dpyalwv, KT\
Paul begins his speech at Miletus, xx. 18: dpueis
énioracle, dnd wpdrys fpépas d¢’ s, x.7.\.; and at
Ephesus, Demetrius the silversmith commences bhis
address, xix. 25: dvdpes, ériaracle o7, x.7.\. Cf. xxiii. 15,
dpxatos, xv. 21, xxi. 16; Luke ix. 8, 19; elsewhere 6
times ; the expression d¢’ Muepdv dpyaiwv does not else-
where occur in the New Testament, but 7ux. dpx. is
common in the Septuagint. Cf. Ps. xliii. 1, lxxvi. 5,
cxlii. 5, Isaiah xxxvii. 26, Lament. i. 7, ii. 17, &c., &c.
éxhéyeofar, i. 2, 24, vi. 5, xiii. 17, xv. 22, 25; Luke

' Alford, Gk. Test., ii. 163.
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It is quite apart from our present object to point out the
singular feats of exegesis and perversions of historical
s:nse by which passages of the Old Testament are forced
to show that every event in the history, and even the
startling novelty of a suffering and crucified Messiah,
which to Jews was a stumbling-block and to Gentiles
folly,! had been foretold by the prophets. From first
to last the Gospels strive to prove that Jesus was the
Messiah, and connect him indissolubly with the Old
Testament. The Messianic key-note, which is struck at
the outset, regulates the strain to the close. The dis-
ciples on the way to Emmaus, appalled by the igno-
minious death of their Master, sadly confide to the
stranger their vanished hope that Jesus of Nazareth,
whom they now merely call “a prophet mighty in word
and deed before God and all the people,” was the Christ
“who was about to redeem Israel,” and Jesus himself
replies :—* O foolish and slow of heart to believe all that
the prophets spake! Was it not needful that the Christ
(Messiah) should suffer these things and enter into his
glory? And, beginning at Moses and all the prophets,
he expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the things
concerning himself.”* Then, again, when he appears to
the eleven, immediately after, at Jerusalem, he says:—
“‘These are the words that I spake unto you while I
wag yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled which
are written in the law of Moses and the prophets and
the Psalms concerning me.” Then opened he their un-
derstanding that they might understand the Scriptures,
and said unto them :—* Thus it i8 written, that the
Christ should suffer and rise from the dead the third
day.’ 3

1 1 Cor. i. 23. * Luke xxiv. 15—17.
? Luke xxiv. 44—46.
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rightly or wrongly James is here referred to as an
Apostle, the statement of the Acts is, in spirit, quite
opposed to that of the Epistle; for when we are told
that Paul is brought “to the Apostles” (wpds rods dwoo-
7dhovs), the linguistic usage of the writer implies that
he means much more than merely Peter and James. It
seems impossible to reconcile the statement, ix. 27, with
the solemn assurance of Paul, and if we accept what
the Apostle says as truth, and we cannot doubt it, it
must be admitted that the account in the Acts is un-
historical.

We arrive at the very same conclusion on examining
the rest of the narrative. In the Acts, Paul is repre-
sented as being with the Aposties going in and out,
preaching opeuly in Jerusalem, and disputing with the
Grecian Jews.? No limit is here put to his visit, and it
is difficult to conceive that what is narrated is intended
to describe a visit of merely fifteen days. A subsequent
statement in the Acts, however, explains and settles the
point. Paul is represented as declaring to King Agrippa,
xxvi. 19 f.: “ Wherefore, King Agrippa, I was not dis-
obedient unto the heavenly vision, but first unto those in
Damascus, and throughout all the region of Jud®a, and
to the Gentiles, I was declaring that they should repent

' Baur, Paulus, i. p. 125 f.; Bleek, Einl. p. 364; Brandes, Sendschr.
an d. Gal., p. 77 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 213; Gfrérer, Die heil.
Sage, i. p. 413; Hausrath, Der Ap. Paulus, p. 141; in Schenkel’s Bib.
Lex., iv. p. 419; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbr., p. 122 f., 124 f.; Holtzmann, in
Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 308; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 44 f.; Lekebusch,
Apg., p. 283; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 127 f.; Overbeck, zu de Wette,
Apg., p. 145; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 167 f., 180 f.; Schrader, Der Ap.
P., v. p. 530; Scholten, Het Paulin. Ev., p. 448; Schwanbeck, Quellen,
u. 8. W., p. 31 f.; Stap, Origines, p. 165 ff.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 47 f. ;
Trip, Paulus, p. 70; Zeller, Apg., p. 205 f. Cf. Olshausen, Bibl. Comm.,

1844, iv. p. 31 f.
2ix 28 f.
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PETER IN AcCTS x.

40. Him God raised (6 Oeds fye~
pev) the third day, and gavo him to
become manifest ;

41. Not to all the people, but to
witneeses (udprvow) chosen before
by God, even to us who did eat and
drink with him after he rose from
the dead (¢x vexpiv).

42. And he commanded (rapfy-
yeder) us to preach unto the people
and to testify that it is he who has
beenappointed (¢ bpirpévos)! by God
Judge (xperjs) of quick and dead.

43. To him bear all the prophets
witnees that through his name all
who believe in him shall receive
remission of sins (dpeow duapriaw).

Pavr v Acts xiii,
30. But God raised (6 feds Fyeper)
him from the dead (éx vexpav) ;

81. And he appeared for many
days to those who came up with
him from Qalilee to Jerusalem,
who are now his witnesses (udprupes)
unto the people.

xvii, 30. . . but now commands
(wapayyéAie:) all men everywhere
to repent; 31. Because he fixed a
day in the which he is about to
judge (xpivew) the worldin righteous-
ness by the man whom he appointed
(@pirev),! having given assurance

to all by having raised him up from
the dead.
xiii, 27. . . . not knowing the

voices of the prophets which are
read every Sabbath day. . . 38. Be
it known to you, therefore,
that through this man is proclaimed
unto you remission of sins (dpeas
dpapridr).

Again, to take an example from another speaker, we

find James represented as using an expression which had
just before been put into the mouth of Paul, and it is not
one in the least degree likely to occur independently to
each. The two passages are as follows :—

JaMes IN AcTs xv. 21.
Moees . . . . being read in the

synagogues every Sabbath day.
(xara wav ocdffarov drvaywwoxdperos.)

PavL Iv xiii. 27.
. « . the prophets being read every
Sabbath day.
(xara wav odBBarov dvaywwokopévas.)

The fundamental similarity between these different
speeches cannot possibly be denied ;2 and it cannot be

1 Except by the author of Luke (xxii. 22) and Acts, the verb spiew is
only twice used in the N. T. In Acts it is twice put into the mouth of
Peter (ii. 23, x. 42) and twice into that of Paul (xvii. 26, 31), as well as
used in narrative (xi. 29).

* Bawr, Paulus, i. p. 115 ff.; K. G. i. p. 1237; Br. Bauer, Apg.,
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language wherein we were born ?” &c. Did all the multi-
tude say this? Oris not this the writer ascribing, accord-
ing to his view, probable sentiments to them? How again
did they know that the hundred and twenty or more
brethren were Galilzan? Further on, the writer adds
more of the same kind, v. 12, 13: “ And they were all
amazed and were in doubt, saying one to another : What
may this mean? But others mocking said, They are full
of sweet wine.” Is it not a strange manner of account-
ing for such a phenomenon as (v. 11) hearing people
speaking in their own tongues the great works of God to
suppose that they are drunken? People speaking with
tongues, in Paul's sense (1 Cor. xiv. 23, 24, 33), and
creating an unintelligible tumult, might well lead strangers
to say that they were either mad or drunken, but the
praise of God in foreign language, understood by so many,
could not convey such an impression. Peter does not,
in explanation, simply state that they are speaking foreign
languages which have just been supernaturally imparted
to them, but argues (v. 15) that * these are not drunken,
as ye suppose, for it is the third hour of the day,”—too
early to be “ full of sweet wine,” and proceeds to assert
that the phenomenon is, on the contrary, a fulfilment of a
prophecy of Joel in which, although the pouring out of
God’s Spirit upon all flesh is promised *in the last days,”
and as a result that : “ your sons and your daughters shall
prophesy and your young men shall see visions and your
old men shall dream dreams,” not a single word is said of
any gift of *tongues,” foreign or otherwise. The mira-
culous phenomenon in question is not mentioned in
the prophecy of which it is supposed to be the accom-
plishment. It does not much help matters to argue that
the miracle, although not for future use, was intended as a
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Several of these occur in the * Epistle to the Corin-
thians,” ascribed to Clement of Rome. The first, imme-
diately compared with the passage to which it is sup-
posed to be a reference,’ is as follows :—

EPISTLE, C. 1I. i AcTs XxX. 33.

Ye were all humble-minded,
not boasting at all, subjecting | . . .. and to remember the words
yourselves rather than subjecting | of the Lord Jesus, that he himself
others, more gladly giving than | said: It is more blessed to give
receiving. than to receive.
LLdvres Te éramewoppoveire, undév dha-
{ovevipevor, Umoracadpevor, palov §j | . . . . pypuovevewy Te TGY Adywy TOU
imordoaovres, 78wy 3iddvres § Nap- | xvpiov’Ingod, dre abrds elmey Maxdpiov

Bdvowres. . . . | éorw pahov 8i8dvas # AapBdvew.

The words of the Epistle are not a quotation, but
merely occur in the course of an address. They do not
take the form of an axiom, but are a comment on the
conduct of the Corinthians, which may have been sug-
gested either by written or oral tradition, or by moral
maxims long before current in heathen philosophy.? It
is unnecessary to enter iminutcly into this, however, or
to indicate the linguistic differences between the two
passages, for one point alone settles the question. In
the Acts: the saying, *It is morc blessed to give than
to receive,” is distinctly introduced as a quotation of

Y Dressel, Patr. Ap. Opp., 1863, p. 48; Ilefele, Patr. Ap. Opp., 1842,
p. 29; Jacobson, Patr. Apost., 1863, i. p. 11; Kirchhofer, Quellens. N.
T. Canons, p. 162 ; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, 1788, ii. p. 34;
Lightfoot, The Epistles of S. Clement of Rome, 1869, p. 36. Cf. Meyer,
Die Apostelgeschichte, p. 453.

? E moweiv 78y éare 100 mdoxew. Epicur. ap. Plut. Mor. p. 778 c.
Errat enim s quis beneficium libentius accipit quam reddit.  Seneca,
Epist. Ixxxi. 17. Ma\\év éor 100 éNevfepiov 7o 8i3ovar ols dei § NapBdvew
Bev Béi, xai pi NapSdvew E0ev ob Bel. Tijs yap dperiis pilov T8 €J worely i
16 €0 wdayew. Aristotle, Eth. Nicom. iv. 1. Awpeiofar xat 8idévas kpeirroy
# AapBdvcr.  Artemidor. Oneirocr. iv. 3. Cf. Wetstein, N. T, Gr. L. c.

B2
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no very wide discrepancy, but there, as in the third, the
time is said to be about noon. There is a very consi-
derable difference in the third account, however, more
especially in the report of what is said by the voice:
xxvi. 13. “ At midday, O King, I saw in the way a light
from heaven, above the brightness of the sun, shining
round about me and those journeying with me; 14. And
when we all fell to the earth, I heard a voice saying
unto me in the Hebrew tongue: Saul, Saul, why per-
secutest thou me? it is hard for thee to kick against
pricks. 15. And I said: Who art thou, Lord? And
the Lord said: I am Jesus whom thou persecutest.
16. But rise and stand upon thy feet; for I was seen
by thee for this purpose, to choose thee a minister and
a witness both of these things which thou sawest, and
of the things in which I will appear unto thee; 17.
delivering thee from the people and from the Gentiles,
unto whom I send thee; 18. to open their eyes, that
they may turn them from darkness to light, and from
the power of Satan unto God, that they may receive
forgiveness of sins, and a lot among them which are
sanctified by faith that is in me.”?

Te avrov mepiiaTpayer pis éx Tob obpavol: 4. xai weddv éml Ty yiy fxovaer
Gurp Néyovoay abrg: Zaodh Saovl, i pe Qidxess; 5. elmev 8é: Tis el, KUpe ;
6 3¢ eimev"Eyd el "Inaods, dv av dubkess. 6. dAAG dvdornbi xai eloeNde eis
v wkw, kai Aa\nbiigeral oot & 1t ge dei woev. Cf. xxii. 6-8, 10.

v Acts xxvi. 13. #pépas péons kard iy 680y eldov, Baciked, olpuvibev vmip
v Aapmporyra Tob HAiov mephdpyrav pe Pds Kai Tods oy ol mopevouévous:
14. mdvrov re karameadvrov Npav €ls Ty yiv frovaa Goviy Aéyovoay mpis pe 15
"EBpaidi 8akécrg Zaod), Saoth, 1i pe iokets ; axAnpdy oot wpds xévrpa Naxrifew.
15. éyd 8¢ elma: Tis €l, xipie; 6 8¢ kipios elmev-"Eyd elps "Inaois, by ov Bidkess.
16. d\\a dvdomb: kai o7ifs émt Tods wédas gov: els roiro yip SPbyy gor,
wpoxepicacbai ae Smmpémy xal pdprupa v Te eldes by e dpbioopal oo,
17. éfaipovpevis ae éx 100 Aaoi kai Tév é0viw, els obs éyd dmoaTéMo o,
18. dvoifar Splapods alraov, Tob émoTpéar dmd oxdrovs els Pas xal Tis
éfovaius Tob oaravd éml Tov fedy, Tob AaBeiv adrods ddpeaw duapriav xal KAijpoy
év Tois fysaopévois wioves 17 els épé.
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be pronounced mere marratives compiled long after
the events recorded, by unknown persons who were
neither eye-witnesses of the alleged miraculous occur-
rences, nor hearers of the statements they profess to
report. They cannot be accepted as adequate testi-
mony for miracles and the reality of Divine Revelation.

Applying similar tests to the Acts of the Apostles, we
arrived at similar results. Acknowledged to be com-
posed by the same author who produced the third
Synoptic, that author’s identity is not thereby made
more clear. There is no evidence of the slightest value
regarding its character, but, on the other hand, the work
itself teems to such an extent with miraculous incidents
and supernatural agency, that the credibility of the
narrative requires an extraordinary amount of attestation
to secure for it any serious consideration. When the
statements of the author are compared with the emphatic
declarations of the Apostle Paul, and with authentic
accounts of the development of the early Christian
Church, it becomes evident that the Acts of the Apostles,
as might have been supposed, is a legendary composition
of a later day, which cannot be regarded as sober and
credible history, and rather discredits than tends to
establish the reality of the miracles with which its pages
so suspiciously abound.

The remaining books of the New Testament Canon
required no separate examination, because, even if
genuine, they contain no additional testimony to the
reality of Divine Revelation, beyond the implied belief in
such doctrines as the Incarnation and Resurrection. It
is unquestionable, we suppose, that in some form or other
the Apostles believed in these miracles, and the as-
sumption that they did so, supersedes the necessity for
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tive. In the messages to the seven churches, there
are references and denunciations which, in the opinion of
many able critics, are directed against the Apostle of the
Gentiles and his characteristic teaching.! Who but Paul
and his followers can be referred to in the Epistle to the
Church of Ephesus : “I know thy works, and thy labour,
and thy patience, and that thou canst not bear wicked
persons : and didst try them which say they are Apostles
and are not, and didst find them liars ”?2 Paul himself
informs us not only of his sojourn in Ephesus, where
he believed that * a great and effectual door” was opened
to him, but adds, *there are many adversaries”
(dvriceipevor moMoi)® The foremost charge brought
against the churchesis that they have those that hold the
teaching of Balaam, who taught Balak to cast a stumbling-
block before the sons of Israel, “to eat things offered
unto idols.” ¢ The teaching of Paul upon this point is

! Baur, K. ., i. p. 80 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Einl., p. 413 fl. ; Keim, Jesu v.
Nazara, i. p. 160, anm. 2; Krenkel, Protestanten Bib. N. T. 1874, p.
1003 ; Renan, St. Paul, p. 303 ff., 367 f.; Rovers, Heeft Paulus zich ter
verdedig. van zijn Apost. op Wond. beroepen ? 1870, p. 32 f.; Schenkel,
Das Chistusbild d. Ap. 1879, p. 103 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p.
172 f., ii. p. 116 ; Volkmar, Comm. Offenb. Johannis, 1862, p. 25 ff., 80 ff. ;
Tjeenk Willink, Just. Mart., p. 44; Zcller, Vortrige, p. 215 f. Cf. Hausrath,
in Schenkel’s B. L. i. p. 163; Kistlin, Lehrb. d. Ev. u. Br. Johaanis,
1843, p. 486 f.; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 134 £f.

2.2, 3 1 Cor. xvi. 9.

4 Apoc. ii. 14,20. We do not enter upon the discussion as to the exact
interprotation of mopveloas, which is always associated with the gayeir
€idwhdbura, regarding which opinions differ very materially. It is pro-
bable that the apocalyptist connected the eating of things offered to idols
with actual idolatrous worship. It is not improbable that the maxim of
Paul: “all things are lawful unto me” (rdvra po éfeorw), 1 Cor. vi. 12,
x. 23, may have been abused by his followers, and, in any case, such
a sentiment, coupled with Paul's teaching and his abandonment of the
Law, must have appeared absolute license to tho judaistic party. We
must also pass over the discussion regarding tho signification of ¢ Balaam.”
This and other points aro fully dealt with by soveral of the writers indi-
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some that trouble you, and desire to pervert the Gospel
of Christ.”! Passing from this, however, to the restric-
tive clauses in general, how is it possible that Paul could
state, as the result of his visit, that the * pillar ” Apostles
“ communicated nothing " after hearing his Gospel, if the
four conditions of this decree had thus been authorita-
tively * communicated ”? On the contrary, Paul dis-
tinctly adds that, in acknowledging his mission, but one
condition had been attached : *“ Only that we should
remember the poor; which very thing I also was forward
to do.”? As one condition is here mentioned, why not
the others, had any been actually imposed ? It is argued
that the remembrance of the poor of Jerusalem which is
thus inculcated was a recommendation personally made
to Paul and Barnabas, but it is clear that the Apostle’s
words refer to the result of his communication of his
Gospel, and to the understanding under which his
mission to the Gentiles was tolerated.

We have already pointed out how extraordinary it is
that such a decision of the Council should not have been
referred to in describing his visit, and the more we go
into details the more striking and inexplicable, except in
onc way, is such silence. Inrelating the struggle regard-
ing the circumcision of Titus, for instance, and stating
that he did not yield, no, not for an hour, to the demands
made on the subject, is it conceivable that, if the exemp-
tion of all Gentile Christians from the initiatory rite had

1 Gal.i. 6, 7.

3 Buur, Paulus, i. p. 151 fi.; K. G, i. p. 51; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 217; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1858, p. 81 {., 1860, p. 131f.;
Krenkel, Paulus, p. 66; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. Lex., i. p. 199 {.;
Pflciderer, Paulinismus, p. 503 ; Schrader, Der Ap. P., ii. p. 305; v.
p. 271 ., 546; Stap, Origines, p. 191 f.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 1921.;
Weber w. Foltzmann, Geseh, V. Isr., ii. p. 570 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 233 {1,
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Messianic mission, in the first instance at least, to the
Jews, in a very marked manner. Jesus commands his
disciples : ““ Go not into a way of the Gentiles (éfvav) and
into a city of the Samaritans enter ve not; but go rather
to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. And as ye go,
preach, saying: The kingdom of heaven is at hand.”!
As if more emphatically to mark the limitation of the
mission, the assurance is seriously added : “For verily I
say unto you, ye shall not have gone over the cities of
Israel, till the Son of Man come.”? It will be observed
that Jesus here charges the Twelve to go rather * to the
lost sheep of the house of Isracl” in the same words
that he employs to the Canaanitish woman to describe the
exclusive destination of his own ministry.® In coupling
the Samaritans with the Gentiles there is merely an ex-
pression of the intense antipathy of the Jews against
them, as a mised and, we may say, renegade race,
excluded from the Jewish worship although circumcised,
intercourse with whom is to this day almost regarded as
pollution.* The third Gospel, which omits the restrictive
instructions of Jesus to the Twelve given by the first
Synoptist, introduces another episode of the same des-
cription: the appointment and mission of Seventy dis-
ciples,® to which we must very briefly refer. No mention
whatever is made of this incident in the other Gospels,
and these disciples arc not referred to in any other part of
the New Testament.> Even Eusebius remarks that no

! Mt. x. 5—7; cf. Mk, iii. 13 f., vi. 7 ff.; Luke ix. 1 ff,

t Mt. x. 23. * Mt. xv.; cf. Acts iii. 23, 26, xiii. 46.

4 Farrar, Life of Christ, i. 208 f.

* Luke x. 1 ff. We need not discuss the preciss number, whether 70
or 72. The very same uneertainty exists regatding the number of the
elders and of the nations.

¢ Even Thiersch is struck by this singular fact. ‘It is remarkable,”
he says, *‘that no further mention of the seventy disciples of Christ
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hold of Gentile Christianity, before certain men came
Jrom James, he ate with the Gentiles, but as soon as
these emissaries arrived he withdrew, “ fearing those of
the circumcision.” Had his normal custom been to live
like the Gentiles, how is it possible that he could, on this
occasion only, have feared those of the circumcision ?
His practice must have been notorious; and had he,
moreover, actually expressed such opinions in the con-
gress of Jerusalem, his confession of faith having been
so publicly made, and so unanimously approved by the
Church, there could not have been any conceivable cause
for such timidity. The fact evidently is, on the con-
trary, that Peter, under the influence of Paul, was
induced for the time to hold free communion with the
Gentile Christians; but as soon as the emissaries of
James appeared on the scene, he became alarmed at
this departure from his principles, and fell back again
into his normal practice. If the present {js be taken to
indicate continuous habit of life, the present dvayxdless
very much more than neutralizes it. Paul with his usual
uncompromising frankness rebukes the vacillation of
Peter: by adopting even for a time fellowship with the
Gentiles, Peter has practically recognised its validity,
has been guilty of hypocrisy in withdrawing from his
concession on the arrival of the followers of James, and
is condemned; but after such a concession he can-
not legitimately demand that Gentile Converts should
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evidence upon which some of the other books have been
received into the Canon, and the evidence for most of these
being avowedly * less complete,” its nature may be con-
ceived. Works which for a long period were classed
amongst the Antilegomena, or disputed books, and which
only slowly acquired authority as, in the lapse of time, it
became more difficult to examine their claims, could not
do much to establish the reality of miracles. With re-
gard to the Epistle to the Hebrews, we may remark that
we are freed from any need to deal at length with it, not
only by the absence of any specific evidence in its con-
tents, but by the following consideration. If the Epistle
be not by Paul,—and it not only is not his, but does not
even pretend to be so,—the author is unknown, and there-
fore the docuinent has no weight as testimony. On the
other hand, if assigned to Paul, we shall have sufficient
ground in his genuine epistles for considering the evi-
dence of the Apostle, and it could not add anything
even if the Epistle to the Hebrews were included in the
number.

The first Epistle of Peter might have required more
detailed treatment, but we think that little could be
gained by demonstrating that the document is not au-
thentic, or showing that, in any case, the evidence which
it could furnish is not of any value. On the other hand,
we are averse to protract the argument by any elabora-
tion of mere details which canbe avoided. If it could be
absolutely proved that the Apostle Peter wrote the epistle
circulating under his name, the evidence for miracles
would only be strengthened by the fact that, incident-
ally, the doctrine of the Resurrection of Jesus is main-
tained. No historical details are given, and no explana-
tion of the reasons for which the writer believed in it.
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Epistles, he does not once refer to it? Even if this be
waived, and it be assumed that he had adopted this in-
terpretation of the Psalm, it will scarcely be asserted
that Paul, whose independence and originality of mind
are so undeniable, and whose intercourse with the apos-
tolical circle at any time, and most certainly up to the
period when this speech was delivered, was very limited,!
could so completely have caught the style and copied the
manner of Peter that, on an important occasion like this,
his address should be a mere reproduction of Peter’s two
speeches delivered so long before, and when Paul cer-
tainly was not present. The similarity of these discourses
does not consist in the mere application of the same
Psalm, but the whole argument, on each occasion, is re-
peated with merely sufficient transposition of its various
parts to give a superficial appearance of variety. Words
and expressions, rare or unknown elsewhere, are found in
both, and the characteristic differences which Bleek finds
exist only in his own apologetic imagination. Let it
be remembered that the form of the speeches and the
language are generally ascribed to the Author of the
Acts. Can any unprejudiced critic deny that the ideas
in the speeches we are considering are also substan-
tially the same? Is there any appreciable trace of the
originality of Paul in his discourses ? There is no ground
whatever, apart from the antecedent belief that the vari-
ous speeches were actually delivered by the men to
whom they are ascribed, for asserting that we have here
the independent utterances of Peter and Paul. It is in-
ternal evidence alone, and no avowal on the part of the
author, which leads to the conclusion that the form of the
speeches is the author’s, and there is no internal evidence
! Cf. Gal. i. 11 f1,, ii. 6.
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Spirit. In any case, it is apparent from the whole of the
Apostle’s homily on the subject, that the gift of tongues
was especially valued in the Church of Corinth.! Itis
difficult to conceive, on the supposition that amongst the
Charismata there were comprised miraculous gifts of heal-
ings, and further power of working miracles, that these
could have been held so cheap in comparison with the
gift of Tongues; but in any case, a better comprehension
of what this * gift ” really was cannot fail to assist us in
understanding the true nature of the whole of the Charis-
mata. It is evident that the Apostle Paul himself does
not rank the gift of tongues very highly, and indeed, that
he seems to value prophecy more than all the other Cha-
rismata (xiv. 1 ff); but the simple yet truly noble elo-
quence with which (xiii. 1 ff) he elevates above all these
gifts the possession of spiritual love is a subtle indication
of their real character. Probably Paul would have
termed christian Charity a gift of the Spirit as much as

1 Dean Stanloy says: ‘It may easily be conceived that this new life
was liable to much confusion and excitement, especially in a society where
the principle of moral stability was not developed commensurably with
it. Such was, we know, the state of Coriath. They had, on the one
band, been ¢in everything enriched by Christ, in all utterance, and
in all knowledge,’ ‘ coming behind in no gift’ (i. 5, 6, 7); but, on the
other hand, the same contentious spirit which had turned the most sacred
names into party watchwords, and profaned the celebration of the Supper
of the Lord, was ready to avail itsolf of the openings for vanity and am-
bition afforded by the distinctions of the different gifts. Acoordingly,
various disorders arose ; overy one thought of himself, and no one of his
neighbour’s good ; and, as a natural consequence, those gifts were most
highly honoured, not which were most useful, but which were most aston-
ishing. Amongst these tho gift of tongues rose pre-cminent, as being
in itself the most expressive of the new spiritual lifo; the very words,
« gpiritual gifts,’ ¢ spiritual man’ (rvevpard, xiv. 1; wrevpareds, xiv. 37),
seem, in common parlance, to have been exclusively appropriated to it;
and tho other gifts, especially that of prophecy, were despised, as hardly
proceeding from the same Divine source.” The Eps. of St. P. to the
Corinthians, 1876, p. 210 f. Imagino this state of things in a community
endowed with so many supernatural gifta!
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one of another nation,” ' the author evidently oversteps
the mark, and betrays the unhistorical nature of the
narrative ; for such an affirmation not only could not have
been made by Peter, but could only have been advanced
by a writer who was himself a Gentile, and writing at a
distance from the events described. There is no injunc-
tion of the Mosaic law declaring such intercourse un-
lawful,? nor indeed is such a rule elsewhere heard of,
and even apologists who refer to the point have no show
of authority by which to support such a statement.? Not
only was there no legal prohibition, but it is impossible
to conceive that there was any such exclusiveness prac-
tised by traditional injunction.* As de Wette appropri-
ately remarks, moreover, even if such a prohibition existed
as regards idolaters, it would still be inconceivable how
it could apply to Cornelius : * a righteous man and fearing
God, and of good report among all the nation of the
Jews.”® It is also inconsistent with the zeal for pro-
selytism displayed by the Pharisees,® the strictest sect of
the Jews; and the account given by Josephus of the

! x. 28.

? Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 242 ; Overbeck, zu de Wette, Apg., p. 159;
de Wette, Apg., p. 158 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 187.

3 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 116; Beelen, Act. Apost., p. 284 f. ; Ebrard,
zu Olsh. Apg., p. 168 ; Gloag, Acts, i. p. 875 f. ; Grotius, Annot. in N. T.,
v. p. 83; Hackett, Acts, p. 150 f.; Kuinoel, Comm. N. T., iv. p. 377 f. ;
Lightfoot, Works, viii. p. 217 f. ; Meyer, Apg., p. 247 f. ; Oertel, Paulus,
p. 210 £.; Schoettgen, Hore Hebr., p. 448. The passages in Juvenal, Sat.,
xiv. 108, and T'acitus, Hist., v. 5, sometimes quoted, have no real bearing
on the subject. The habits of Jews living amongst strange and idola-
trous nations, by whom they were too often oppressed and persecuted,
have nothing to do with such an episode as the present.

4 De Wette quotes against it Schemoth Rabba, sect. 19 f., 118. 3. ad
Exod. xii. 2: *“Hoc idem est, quod scriptum dicit Jes. lvi. 3: Et non
dicet filius advenw, qui adhwsit Domino, dicendo: separando separavit
me Dominus a populo suo.” Apostelgesch., p. 158.

s x. 22; de IWette, Apg., p. 158.

¢ Matt. xxiii. 15.






OEBPS/4356051172164273940_205.png
FIRST PROCEEDINGS

Acts ix. 19 ff.

afraid of him, not believing that he l

is a disciple.

27. But Barnabas took him, and ‘

brought him to the Apostles, and
declared unto them how he saw
the Lord in the way, and that he
spake to him ; and how he preached
boldly at Damascus in the name
of Jesus.

28. And hewaswith them coming
in and going out at Jerusalem,
preaching boldly in the name of
the Lord.

29. And he was speaking and
disputing against the Grecian
Jews; but they took counsel to
slay him ;

30. But when the brethren knew,

AFTER CONVERSION. 205

Ep. To GaL. i. 15 ff.

19. But other of the Apostles saw
I notsave James the Lord's brother.

20. Now the things which I write
unto you, behold, before God, I lie
not.

21. Thereafter I came into the
regions of Syria and Cilicia ;

22. But I was unknown by face
unto the churches of Judwma which
were in Christ; but they were only
hearing that he who formerly per-
secuted us is now preaching the
faith which once he was destroy-
ing: and they glorified God in me.

they brought him down to Ceesarea,
and sent him forth to Tarsus.

Now, it is obvious that the representation in the Acts
of what Paul did after his conversion differs very widely
from the account which the Apostle himself gives of the
matter. In the first place, not a word is said in the former
of the journey into Arabia; but, on the contrary, it is
excluded, and the statement which replaces it directly
contradicts that of Paul. The Apostle says that after his
conversion: “Immediately® (ebféws) I conferred not
with flesh and blood,” but *went away into Arabia.”
The author of the Acts says that he spent * some days "
(pépas Twds) with the disciples in Damascus, and *im-
mediately "’ (ed0éws) began to preach in the synagogues.
Paul's feelings are so completely misrepresented that,
instead of that desire for retirement and solitude which his

Dr. Ellicott remarks : ** straightwuy ; the word standing prominently
forward, and implying that he not only avoided conference with men, but
did so fiom the very first.” §t. Panl’s Ep. to the Gal,, 4th ed., p. 16,
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singularly inconclusive reasoning. We venture to think
that it is impossible that a Roman soldier could either
have been led to form such an opinion upon such
grounds, or to express it in such terms. In Luke, we
have a third reading: “But when the centurion saw
what was done, he glorified God, saying : Certainly
this man was righteous” ! ("Ovrws 6 dvfpwmos oiros
8ixaios §v). There is nothing here about the * Son of
God;” but when the writer represents the Roman soldier
as glorifying God, the narrative does not seem much
more probable than that of the other Synoptists.

The fourth Evangelist of course does not refer to any
such episode, but, as usual, he introduces a very remark-
able incident of his own, of which the Synoptists, who
record such peculiar details of what passed, seem very
strangely to know nothing. The fourth evangelist states :
“The Jews, therefore, because it was the preparation, that
the bodies might not remain upon the cross on the sabbath,
(for that sabbath-day was a high day), besought Pilate
that their legs might be broken and they might be taken
away. So the soldiers came and brake the legs of the
first, and of the other who was crucified with him, but
when they came to Jesus, as they saw that he was dead
already, they brake not his legs; but one of the soldiers
with a spear pierced his side, and forthwith there came
out blood and water. And be that hath seen hath borne
witness, and his witness is true: and that man knoweth
that he saith what is true, that ye also may believe.
For these things came to pass that the Scripture might
be fulfilled: A bone of him shall not be broken. And
again another Scripture saith: They shall look on him
whom they pierced.”? It is inconceivable that, if this

1 xxiii. 47. 2 John xix. 31 -37.
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talking “with him;” and then *‘a bright cloud over-
shadowed them” and “a voice came out of the cloud:
This is my beloved son,” &c. “And when the dis-
ciples heard they fell on their face and were sore
afraid.”! The third Synoptist even knows the subject
of their conversation : “ They were speaking of his
decease which he was about to fulfil in Jerusalem.”?
This is related by all as an objective occurrence.?
Are we to accept it as such? Then how is it pos-
sible that the disciples could be so obtuse and in-
credulous as they subsequently showed themselves
to be regarding the person of Jesus, and his resur-
rection? How could the announcement of that -event
by the angels to the women seem to them as an idle
tale, which they did not believe?* Here were Moses
and Eljjah before them, and in Jesus, we are told,
they recognized one greater than Moses and Elijah.
The miracle of the Resurrection was lere again antici-
pated and made palpable to them. Are we to regard
the Transfiguration as a subjective vision ? Then why
not equally so the appearances of Jesus after his pas-
sion? We can regard the Transfiguration, however, as
nothing more than an allegory without either objective
or subjective reality. Into this at present we cannot
further go. It is sufficient to repeat that our exami-
nation has shown the Gospels to possess no value as
evidence for the Resurrection and Ascension.

1 Mt. xvii. 1 ff.; cf. Mk. ix, 2 ff.; Luke ix. 28.ff. Nothing could be
more instructive than a careful comparison of the three narratives of this
occurrence and of the curious divergences and amplifications of u common
original introduced by successive editors. ? Luke ix. 31.

3 We need not here speak of the use of the verb spdw.

4 Luke xxiv. 11.

YOL. III.
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these things came Jesus and his disciples into the land
of Judiea.” 1In the preceding chapter le is described as
being at Jerusalem. We have already said enough
about the geographical notices of the author of the
fourth Gospel.! Even those who do not admit that he
was not a native of Palestine are agreed that he wrote
in another country and for foreigners. *The land of
Judwa,” was therefore a natural expression superseding
the necessity of giving a more minute local indication
which would have becn of little use. The second in-
stance appealed to, though more doubtfully,® is Heb.
xiii. 24: “ They from Italy salute you.” We are at a loss
to uriderstand how this is supposed to support the in-
terpretation adopted. It is impossible that if Paul went
in and out with the Apostles, preached boldly in Jeru-
salem, and disputed with the Hellenistic Jews, not to speak
of what is added, Acts xxvi. 19 f., he could say that he was
unknown by face to the churches of Judaa. There is
nothing, we may remark, which limits his preaching to
the Grecian Jews. Whilst apologists maintain that the
two accounts are recoucilable, many of them frankly
admit that the account in Acts requires correction from
that in the Epistle;® but, on the other hand, a still
greater number of critics pronounce the narrative in the
Acts contradictory to the statements of Paul.*

V8. R, il 419 f. 2 Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 85.

3 Bleek, Einl., p. 364 f.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi., p. 403, anm. 1;
Sendschr. d. Ap. Paulus, 1857, p. 68 f.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 92;
Neander, Pflanzung, p. 127 ff.

4 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 126 f.; Brandes, Gal., p. 77 f.; Davidson, Int.
N. T, ii. p. 213 f.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 419; Hausrath, in
Schenkel’s B. L., iv. p. 419; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbr., p. 123 ff.; Krenkel,
Paulus, p. 44 £.; Cverbeck, 7u de W. Apg., p. 146 ; Renan, Les Apdtres,
p. xxx. ff., 209, n. 2; Stap, Origines, p. 165 f.; Straatman, 1’aulus,
p. 33 ff.; Zdler, Apg., p. 207 £, Cf. Newnder, Pllanzung, p. 127 ff.
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the Gentiles ; but when they came he withdrew, fearing
them of the circumcision.”! That the whole of these
passages should turn merely on the fact of eating with
men who were uncircumcised, is very suggestive, and as
the Church at Jerusalem make no allusion to the bap-
tism of uncircumcised Gentiles, it would lead to the in-
ference that nothing was known of such an event, and
that the circumstance was simply added to some other nar-
rative; and this is rendered all the more probable by the
fact that, in the affair at Antioch as well as throughout
the Epistle to the Galatians, Peter is very far from acting
as one who had been the first to receive uncircumcised
Gentiles freely into the Church.

It is usually asserted that the vision of Peter abro-
gated the distinction of clean and unclean animals so
long existing in the Mosaic law,? but there is no evidence
that any subsequent gradual abandonment of the rule was
ascribed to such a command ; and it is remarkable that
Peter himself not only does not, as we shall presently
see, refer to this vision as authority for disregarding the
distinction of clean and unclean meats, and for otherwise
considering nothing common or unclean, but acts as if
such a vision had never taken place. The famous decree
of the Council of Jerusalem, moreover, makes no allusion
to any modification of the Mosaic law in the case of
Jewish Christians, whatever relaxation it may seem
to grant to Gentile converts, and there is no external
evidence of any kind whatever that so important an

!} Gal. ii. 12.

* Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 113 f.; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 240 1.5
von Dillinger, Chr. u. K., p. 50 ; Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 165 {.; Hackett,
Acts, p. 147; Lange, Das ap. Z., ii. p. 133; Meyer, Apg., p. 244 f.;
Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 381 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 157 ;
de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sidcles, i. p. 408 f.; de Wette, Apg., p. 156.
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Seeing, however, that his death had set the crown
upon his work, the Master withdrew into impenetrable
obscurity and was heard of no more.

We have given but the baldest outline of this theory;
for it would occupy too much space to represent it
adequately and show the ingenuity with which it is worked
out, and the very considerable support which it receives
from statements in the Gospels, and from inferences
deducible from them. We do not ourselves adopt this
explanation, although it must be clearly repeated that,
were the only alternative fo do so, or to fall back upon
the hypothesis of a miracle, we should consider it prefer-
able. A serious objection brought against the theory
seems to be, that it is not natural to suppose that, after
such intense and protracted fatigue and anxiety fol-
lowed by the most cruel agony on the cross, agony
both of soul and body,' ending in unconsciousness only
short of death, Jesus could within a short period have
presented himself to his disciples with such an aspect
as could have conveyed to them the impression of
doing so. He prepared the new sepulchre close to the place of execution
to be at hand—begged the body from Pilate—the immense quantity of
spices bought by Nicodemus being merely to distract the attention of the
Jows—and Jesus being quickly carried to the sepulchre, was restored to
life by their efforts. 1le interprets the famous verse John xx. 17 curi-
ously. The expression: ‘‘ I bave not yet ascended to my Father and your
Father,” &c., he takes as meaning simply the act of dying: ** going to
heaven,” and the reply of Jesus is equivalent to: ‘Touch me not, for I
am still flesh and blood—I am not yet dead.” Jesus sees his disciples only
a few times mysteriously, and believing that ho had set the final seal to the
truth of his work by his death, he then retires into impenetrable gloom.
Das Heiligthum und die Wabrheit, p. 107 4., p. 231 ff.

1 Holsten remarks that the cry put into the mouth of Jesus on the
Cross, in the first and second Synoptics: ** My God, my God, why hast
thou forsaken me ? " if genuine, can scarcely be otherwise historically
conceived than as a last surrender of his lust hope that God’s will would

not continue his sufferings even unto death. Zum Lv. des Paulus o
Letr., p. 227,

.
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observations upon the Charismata, and it is instructive
to consider the rank he ascribes to the various gifts. He
classes them : “ First, apostles, secondly prophets, thirdly
teachers, after that powers, after that gifts of healings,
helpings, governings, kinds of tongues.” These so-called
miraculous gifts are here placed in a lower class than
those of exhortation and teaching, which is suggestive;
for it is difficult to suppose that even a man like Paul
could have regarded the possession of such palpable and
stupendous power as the instantaneous and miraculous
healing of disease, or the performance of other miracles,
below the gift of teaching or exhortation. It is perfectly
intelligible that the practice of medicine as it was then
understood, and the skill which might have been attained
in particular branches of discase by individuals, not to
speak of those who may have been supposed to be per-
forming miracles when they dealt with cases of hysteria
or mental excitement, might appear to the apostle much
inferior to a gift for imparting spiritual instruction and
admonition ; but the actual possession of supernatural
power, the actual exercise of what was believed to be the
personal attribute of God, must have been considered s
distinction more awful and elevated than any gift of teach-
ing. It will be noticed also that other Charismata are
here introduced, whilst * discerning of spirits ” is omitted.

The new gifts, “helpings” and “ governings,” have 3
little a miraculous character about them as any that have

preceded them. Isit not obvious that all special ability,

all official capacity, is simply represented as a divine gif

and regarded as a * manifestation of the Spirit ?”

It is important in the highest degree to remember that
the supposed miraculous Charismata are not merely con-
ferred upon a few persons, but are bestowed upon all
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the Gentiles, who had never heard anything regarding the
Christ until his Apostles, having gone forth from Jeru-
salem, declared the things concerning him, and delivered
the prophecies, having been filled with joy and faith, re-
nounced their idols and dedicated themselves to the
unbegotten God through the Christ.”! This is com-
pared with Acts xiii. 27, “For they that dwell at Jeru-
salem and their rulers not knowing this (man) (rotrov
dyvorjoavres) nor yet the voices of the prophets which
are read every sabbath day, fulfilled them by their
judgment of him,” &. 48. “But the Gentiles, hearing,
rejoiced and glorified the word of the Lord,” &c.?
We may at once proceed to give the next passage. In
the Dialogue with Trypho, Justin has by quotations from
the prophets endeavoured to show that the sufferings of
Christ, and also the glory of his second advent had been
foretold, and Trypho replies : ** Supposing these things to
be even as thou sayest, and that it was foretold that Christ
was to suffer (érv malfnrds Xpuords mpoednrevltn pelew
€elvar), and has been called a Stone, and after his first
coming, in which it had been announced that he was to
suffer, should come in glory, and become judge of all, and
eternal king and priest;” &c.,® and in another place, * For

1 *lovaior yip Exovres tas mpopnteias xai dei mpoodoxnoavres Tov Xpiardw
wapayermadpevor iyvinaav, ob pdvov 8¢, dA\AG kal wapexpioavro® of 3¢ dmd o
éOviov pndémore pndév dxovoarres mepl Tob Xpiarod, péxpis ob ol amd ‘lepovaaip
éEeNBdvres amdaToho alTob éuivuaay Té wepl atTod kai Tas wpopnreias mapédw-
xav, WAnpolévres xapds xai migrews rois elddhois dmerdfarro xai v§ dyevmire
¢ duk Toi Xpiaroi éavrovs dvipxar. Apol. i. 49.

1 Acts xiii. 27: Ol ydp xarowoivres év ‘lepovaakip xai oi dpyovres airow
roiroy dyonoavres xal Tas Quvis T@v mpodyréy ris xard mwiv odSBaroy
dvaywooropévas kpivavres émhipwoav k.T.N. 48, drovorra 8¢ Ta 0wy
Exaspor kal é3d€afoy Tdv Aéyor rob kupiov, k. T. A

3 "Eovw xal rabra olrws fxorra bs Aéyets, xai St rabnrds Xpiards mpoednreidn
péew elvar, kal Niflos xéxhyrar, xal édofos perd v mpdmyy airot wapovelay,






OEBPS/4356051172164273940_90.png
90 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

which requires us to stop at the mere form, and not
equally ascribe the substance to the same source. The
speeches in the Acts, generally, have altogether the cha-
racter of being the composition of one mind endeavour-
ing to impart variety of thought and expression to vari-
ous speakers, but failing signally either from poverty of
invention or from the purpose of instituting a close
parallel in views, as well as actions, between the two
representative Apostles.

Further to illustrate this, let us take another speech of
Peter which he delivers on the occasion of the conversion
of Cornelius, and it will be apparent that it also contains

all the elements, so far as it goes, of Paul's discourse.

PETER IN ACTS x.

35. But in every nation he that
fears him (8 ¢poBovperos). . . is ac-
ceptable to him—

86. The word (rdv Aéyor) which
he (God) sent (dréoreder) unto the
sons (viois)of Israel, preaching peace
by Jesus Christ ; * he is Lord of all.

37. Ye know the word spoken
throughout all Judwa, beginning
from GQaliles, after the baptism
(Bdnriopa) which John preached,

38. Concerning Jesus of Naza-
reth, how God anointed him with
the Holy Spirit and power; who
went about doing good, and heal-
ing all that were oppressed by the
devil, for God was with him.

39. And we aro witnesses (udprv-
pes) of all things which he did both
in the land of the Jews and in
Jerusalom ; whom also they slew
(dveihax), hanging him upon & tree
(E0nov).

! See iii. p. 86, note 3.

PAUL IN AcTs xiii.

26. Sons (viol) of the race of
Abraham, and those among you
who fear God (ol poSotpervor), to you
was the word (6 Adyos) of this sal-
vation sent (dmeordhn).!

24, When John first proclaimed
before his coming the baptism
(Bdnrigua) of repentance to all the
people of Israel.

25. And as John was fulfilling
his course, he said : Whom think
yothat Iam? I am not he; but
behold there comes one after me
the shoes of whose feet I am not

worthy to loose.
27. For they that dwell in Jeru-
salem and their rulers . . .. 28.

Though having found no cause of
death, desired Pilate that he should
be slain (drapebijvas) ; 29. But when
they had finished all the things
written regarding him they took
him down from the tree (£Nov). .

? Of. xiii. 23.
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Sanhedrin, which, according to the Mischna,' still
represented the Mosaic council. This view receives
confirmation from the Clementine Recognitions in the
following passage: * He therefore chose ustwelve who
first believed in him, whom he named Apostles; after-
wards seventy-two other disciples of most approved
goodness, that even in this way recognising the similitude
of Moses the multitude might believe that this is the
prophet to come whom Moses foretold.”? The passage
here referred to is twice quoted in the Acts: * Moses
indeed said: A prophet will the Lord our God raise up
unto yon from among your brethren, like unto me,”
&c.2  On examination, we do not find that there is any
ground for the assertion that the seventy disciples were
sent to the Samaritans or Gentiles, or were in any way
connected with universalistic ideas. Jesus had “ sted-
fastly set his face to go to Jerusalem,” and sent
messengers before him who * went and entered into a
village of the Samaritans to make ready for him,” but
they repulsed him, * because his face was as though he
would go to Jerusalem.”* There is a decided break,
however, before the appointment of the seventy. ¢ After
these things (uera 7adra) the Lord appointed seventy
others also, and sent them two and two before his face
into every city and place whither he himself was about to
come.”® There is not a single word t the instructions

1 Sanhedr. i. 6.

 Nos ergo primos elegit duodecim sibi credentes, quos Apostolos nomi-
navit, postmodum alios septuaginta duos probatissimos discipulos, ut
vel hoc modo recognita imagine Moysis crederet multitudo, quia hic
est, quem praedixit Moysis venturum prophetam. Recog. i. 40. Cf.
Hilyenfeld, Die Evv. Justins, p. 356 f.  MHilgenfeld suggests the possibility
of an earlier tradition out of which both the third Synophst and the
Clementines may have drawn their materials.

3 Acts iii. 22, vii. 37; cf. Deuteron. xviii. 18.

¢ Luke ix. 51 ff. $ Luke x. 1.
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excess of the revelations.”! 'We have so repeatedly had
to refer to Paul's claim to have received his Gospel by
special revelation that we need not again speak of it here.
If we could quote Acts as a gennine representation of
Christian tradition regarding Paul, we might point out
the visions and revelations therein so freely ascribed to
him, but his own writings are amply sufficient for our
purpose. Even his second journey to Jerusalem is attri-
buted to the direction of revelation.?

The only vision regarding which the Apostle gives
any particulars is that referred to, 2 Cor. xii. 2: “I
know a man in Christ above fourteen years ago (whether
in the body I know not, whether out of the body
I know not, God knoweth), such an one caught up
even unto the third heaven. 3. And I know such a
man (whether in the body or out of the body I know
not, God knoweth), 4. that he was caught up into
paradise and heard unspeakable words which it is not
lawful for a man to utter. 5. For such an one will T
boast,” etc.> It has been argued from this passage and
the repetition of the expression * whether in the body or
out of the body I know not,” that Paul himself could
clearly distinguish objective facts from subjective impres-
sions.* No interpretation could well be more erroneous. It
is evident that Paul has no doubt whatever of his having
been in the third heaven and in Paradise, and as little of

1 2 Cor. xii. 7. ? Gal. ii. 2.

3 2 Cor. xii. 2. Ola dvfpamor év Xpuord wpd ériw dexarecadper, eire év
odpars odx olda, eire éxrds Tob cdparos odx oida, 6 beds older, dpwayivra Tie
rowiroy éws Tpirov obpavol. 3. kai oida 1dv Towiroy dvfpwmor, eite év cepan
€ire éxrds rob odparos odx olBa, & Oeds oldev, 4. Grs fpmiyn els TO¥ wapddesaor
xai frovaev dppnra pipara, & obx éfdv dvdpime Aakjoar. 5. imép 1o TowiTov

xavxioopas, K. . A
4 Cf. Neander, Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 15¢; Paul, Zeitschr. wiss. Th.,

1863, p. 201; Westcott, Gospel of the Resurrection, p. 112, note 1.
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very next chapter the Apostle twice uses the same words.
After condemning the hasty and unrighteous judgment
of man, he says: *“For we know that the judgment of
God is according to truth . ... who will render to every
one according to his works; to them who by patience in
well-doing seek for glory and honour and incorruption,
eternal life : but unto them that act out of factious spirit
and do not obey the truth but obey unrighteousness,
anger, and wrath : affliction and distress upon every
soul of man that worketh evil, both of Jew and of
Greek (‘lovdaiov 7e (mparov) kai "ENqpos, A. V. “of
the Jew first, and also of the Gentile”); but glory and
honour and peace to every one that worketh good, both
to Jew and to Greek (Tovdaly 7e (mpdtov) Kai "ENAyw,
A. V. “to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile”).
For there is no respect of persons with God.”! How
is it possible that, if the Apostle had intended to
assert a priority of any kind accorded to the Jew
before the Gentile, he could at the same time have
added: “ For there is no respect of persons with God” ?
If salvation be “to the Jew first,” there is very dis-
tinctly respect of persons with God. The very opposite,
however, is repeatedly and emphatically asserted by Paul
in this very epistle. * For there is no difference between
Jew and Greek” (od ydp éorw Siaarols) "Iovdaiov 7e
kai "EN\nvos), he says, “for the same Lord of all is
rich unto all them that call upon him. For whosoever
shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved.” 2
Here, we have the phrase without wp@rov. Nothing
could be more clear and explicit. The precedence
of the Jew is directly excluded. At the end of the
second chapter, moreover, he explains his idea of a Jew:

! Rom. ii. 2, 6—11. ¢ Rom. x. 12, 13.
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already quoted: “ For there is no difference between
Jew and Greek; for the same Lord of all is rich unto
all them that call upon him. For whosoever shall call
upon the name of the Lord shall be saved.”!

Still more incongruous is the statement of the Acts
that Paul took Timothy and circumcised him because of
the Jews. According to this narrative, shortly after the
supposed Council of Jerusalem at which it was decided
that circumcision of Gentile Converts was unnecessary ;
immediately after Paul had in spite of great pressure
refused to allow Titus to be circumcised ; and after it had
been agreed between the Apostle of the Gentiles and
James and Cephas and John that while they should
go to the circumcision, he, on the coutrary, should go
to the heathen, Paul actually took and circumcised
Timothy. Apologists, whilst generally admitting the
apparent contradiction, do not consider that this act
involves any real inconsistency, and find reasons which,
they affirm, sufficiently justify it. Some of these we
shall presently examine, but we may at once say that
no apologetic arguments seem to us capable of re-
sisting the conclusion arrived at by many independent
critics, that the statement of the Acts with regard
to Timothy is opposed to all that we know of Paul’s
views, and that for unassailable reasons it must be
pronounced unhistorical® The author of the Acts says:
“ And he (Paul) came to Derbe and Lystra. And behold
a certain disciple was there, named Timothy, son of a

! Rom. x. 12, 13.

3 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 147 f., anm. 1; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 220;
Hilgenfeld, Einl., p. 600; Ocerbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 248 ff.; Schrader, Dor
Ap. P., v. p. 548; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 82 f. ; Stap, Origines,
p. 136 £, 144 ff. ; Straatman, Paulus, p. 217 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 238 fI.;

Vortrige, p. 209.
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universality of the belief, in the Apostolic Church, in
the immediate return of the glorified Messiah and speedy
“end of all things.”*

"The substance of the preaching of the Apostles in Acts,
simply is that Jesus is the Christ,? the expected Mes-
siah.® Their chief aim is to prove that his sufferings and
death had been foretold by the prophets,* and that his
resurrection establishes his claim to the title® The
simplicity of the creed is illustrated by the rapidity with
which converts are made. After a few words, on one
occasion, three thousand® and, on another, five thousand?
are at once converted. No lengthened instruction or
preparation was requisite for admission into the Church.®
As soon as a Jew acknowledged Jesus to be the Mes-
siah he thereby became a Christian.? As soon as the

(Jahrtausenden) occur betweon both events, then there is either an error
in the prophecy or in the tradition.” Das Lcben Jesu, 5te Aufl., p. 226.

! Credner, Einl. N, T.,i. p. 198 ; Das N. T. ii. p. 20 f.; Fwald, Gesch. V.
Isr., vii. p. 34 ff. ; Zlase, Das Leben Jesu, p. 226 f. ; Jowett, The Epistlcs
of St. Paul, 1835, i. p. 96 ff.; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i, p. 378, 418 f.;
Renan, Les Apltres, p. 92; St. Paul, p. 248 f.; L'Antechrist, p. 338 f. ;
Reuss, Hist. Théol. Chr., i. p. 423 ff.; Réville, Essais, p. 21; Zeller, Vor-
tidge, p. 221 ff.

* Of. Acts ix. 22, ii. 36, v. 42, viii. 4 f., 35, x. 36 ff., xiii. 23 ff.,, xvii. 3,
xviil. 5, 28, xxvi. 22 f. Hegesippus says of James that ho was a witness
both to Jews and Groeks that Jesus is the Christ. Euseb., IL. E., ii. 25.

3 Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 16 f.; Neander, Pfanzuung,
P- 24 ff.; Renan, Les Apbtros, p. 103 ; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 20; Hist.
Théol. Chr., i. p. 283 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 91.

¢ Acts ii. 23 f£., iii. 13 ff., xxvi. 22 f.

 Acts ii. 31, iii. 26, iv. 33, v. 30 f., x. 40 ff. See references in note 3,
p- 120.

¢ Acts ii. 41.

7 Acts iv. 4. There may be doubt as to the number on this occasion.

* Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 365 f.; Neander, Panzung,
P- 25; de Pressensé, Hist. trois prem. Siécles, i. p. 377; Zeller, Yortriige,
P 202 f.

* Baur, Paulus, i. p. 49, ii. p. 134 {.; Dleck, Hebrierbr., i, 1. p. 56 f. ;
Hloltzinann, in Bunseu's Bibelw., viii. p. 365 f.; Neunder, I'lanzung,
P- 25; Rewss, 1list. Théol. Chr., p. 283 f.; Schliemann, Die Clementinen,
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THE EVIDENCE OF PAUL.

It is better, before proceeding to examine the testimony
of Paul for the Resurrection, to clear the way by consider-
ing his evidence for miracles in general, apart from that
specific instance. In an earlier portion of this work® the
following remark was made : * Throughout the New
Testament, patristic literature, and the records of eccle-
siastical miracles, although we have narratives of countless
wonderful works performed by others than the writer, and
abundant assertion of the possession of miraculous power
by the Church, there is no instance whatever, that we
can remember, in which a writer claims to have him-
self performed a miracle.”? It is asserted that this
statement is erroneous, and that Paul does advance
this claim.® It may be well to quote the moderate

11 p. 200 f.

? Dr. Kuenen has made a very similar remark regarding the Old Tee-
tament. Hesays: ‘“ When Ezra and Nehemiah relate to us what they
themselves did or experienced, there does not appear iu their narratives u
single departure from the common order of things. On the other hand,
these departures are very numerous in the accounts which are separated
by a greater or lesser interval from the time to which they refer.” De
Godsdienst van Israél, 1869, i. p. 22.

"3 Dr. Westcott, speaking of the author of S. R., says: ‘‘ He is far more
familiar, unless I am mistaken, with some modern German and Dutch
speculations on the Gospels and early Church history, than with the New
Testament itself . . . .”” (and in a note to this) ‘*One or two examples
of grave inaccuracy as to the letter of the New Testament may be given
to justify my statement,” . . . and after quoting from the dbove pas-
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Demas forsook me, having loved this present world, and
departed into Thessalonica, Crescens to Galatia, Titus
unto Dalmatia: 11. Only Luke is with me.”

He is not mentioned elsewhere in the New Testament;*
and his name is not again met with till Irenaus ascribes
to him the authorship of the Gospel and Acts. There is
nothing in thesc Pauline Epistles confirming the state-
ment of the Fathers, but it is highly probable that these
references to him largely contributed to suggest his name
as the author of the Acts, the very omission of his name
from the work itself protecting him from objections con-
nected with the passages in the first person to which other
fullowers of Paul were exposed, upon the traditional view
of the composition. Irenseus evidently knew nothing
about him, except what he learnt from these Epistles,
and derives from his theory that Luke wrote the Acts,
and speaks as an eye-witness in the passages where the
first person is used.  From these he argues that Luke
was inseparable from Paul, and was his fellow-worker
in the Gospel, and he refers,in proof of this, to Acts
xvi. 8 f,,2 13 ff,, xx. 5 ff,, and the later chapters, all the
details of which he supposes Luke to have carefully
written down.  He then continues: *“ But that he was
not only a follower, but likewise a fellow-worker of the
Apostles, but particularly of Paul, Paul himself has also
clearly shown in the Epistles, saying: ... ” and he
quotes 2 Tim. iv. 10, 11, ending : *“ Only Luke is with
me,” and then adds, * whence he shows that he was

! It is now universally admitted that the ‘‘ Lucius” referred to in

. Acts. xiii, 1 and Rom. xvi. 21 is a different person ; although their iden~

tity was suggested by Origen and the Alexandrian Clement.
2 The words *‘ they came down to Troas” (xaréBnoar els Tpwdda) are
here translated ¢ we came to Troas " (nos venimus in Troadem).
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the hope of Israel had at last come, and that the hour of
her redemption was at hand. It is probable that, as the
enmity of the priests and rulers increased, and the
danger of his position became more apparent, whilst he
disdained unworthily to shrink from his public work,
he must have felt all the peril before him, and observed
the anxiety of his followers. It may be conceived that,
under such circumstances, his teachings may have
assumed even a higher spirituality than before and,
rising above the clouds of the present, soared out into
that calmer future when the religion he founded would
be accepted by men, and become a light to the Gentiles
and the glory of his people Israel. Itis probable that
he may have spoken of his death in spiritual terms as a
sacrifice for them and for the world, which would secure
the triumph of his work and regenerate mankind.
Comforting those who had left all and followed him,
but from whom he might so soon be parted, and know-
ing their doubts and fears, he must have re-assured
their minds by iuspiriting views of the inseparable
nature of his union with those who loved him and did
his commandments; his spirit dwelling within them and
leading them safely through the world, in the peace and
security of souls raised by the truth beyond the reach
of its corruption and its wrong.

That they must have felt the strongest conviction
of his Messianic character, we think cannot be doubted,
however confused may have been their ideas of the
exact nature of his office and of the manner in which
his coming was to secure the triumph of Israel. The
shock to their expectations and the utter dissipation
of their hopes which must have been felt in the first
moment of his arrest, hurricd trial, and cruel condem-
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Gospel, without their intervention, and mainly by the ex-
ertions of the Apostle Paul, began to spread amongst the
Gentiles, and the terms of their admission came into
question. It is impossible to deny that the total removal
of conditions, advocated by the Apostle Paul with all the
vehemence and warmth of his energetic character, and
involving nothing short of the abrogation of the Law and
surrender of all the privileges of Israel, must have been
shocking not only to the prejudices but also to the
deepest religious convictions of men who, although Chris-
tians, had not ceased to be Jews, and, unlike the Apostle
of the Gentiles, had been directly and daily in contact
with Jesus, without having been taught such revolu-
tionary principles. From this point we have to proceed
with our examination of the account in the Acts of the
relation of the elder Apostles to Paul, and the solution of
the difficult problem before them.
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glimmer of more than one star in the heavens! The
second Synoptic represents that, “ when the Sabbath was
past,” Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James,
and Salome bought spices, and that they came to the
sepulchre * very early on the first day of the week after
the rising of the sun” (kai Mav wpot s pias oaBBdrwy
. « . dvarelhavros Tov NAlov).? The third Synoptist states
that the women who came with Jesus from Galilee came
to the sepulchre, but he subsequently more definitely
names them: * Mary Magdalene, and Joanna, and Mary
the mother of James, and the other women with them,”3
—a larger number of women,—and they came “ upon the
first day of the week at early dawn ” (Tp 8¢ pig 76w oafB-
Bdrwv épbpov Babéws). The fourth Evangelist represents
that Mary Magdalene only* came to the sepulchre, on the
first day of the week, “early, while it was yet dark”
(mpwt axorias ér oloms).

The first Evangelist indubitably makes the hour at
which the women come to the sepulchre different and
much earlier than the others, and at the same timé
he represents them as witnessing the actual removal
of the stone, which, in the other three Gospels, the
women already find rolled away from the mouth of
the sepulchre.® It will, therefore, be interesting to
follow the first Synoptic. It is here stated: 2. “And
behold there was a great earthquake (cewopds): for
an angel of the Lord descended from heaven and came
and rolled away the stone and sat upon it. 3. His
appearance was like lightning, and his raiment white as

! Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii. 552 f.

? Mk. xvi. 2. 3 Luke xxiii. 55, xxiv. 1, 10.

4 It is argued from the oiauev of xx. 2, that there wero others with her

although they are not named. $ John xx. 1.
¢ Mk. xvi. 4; Luke xxiv. 2; John xx. 1.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_p4.png
vili CONTENTS.

PART V.
THE DIRECT EVIDENCE FOR MIRACLES.
—_——
CHAPTER 1.
PAGE
THE EPISTLES AND THE APOCALYPSE . . . . . .o.o321
CHAPTER II.
THE EVIDENCE OF PAUL . . . e A 5]
PART VI.
THE RESURRECTION AND ASCENSION,
—_—
CHAPTER 1.
THE RELATION OF EVIDENCE TO ITS SBUBJECT . . . . . 398
CHAPTER II
THE EVIDENCE OF THE GOSPELS . P . .. 409
CHAPTER III.
THE EVIDENCE OF PAUL . . . . . . . . . 482
CHAPTER 1IV.

CONCLUSIONS . . . . I . . . . . 667





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_482.png
CHAPTER IIL
THE EVIDENCE OF PAUL.

We may now proceed to examine the evidence of
Paul. “On one occasion,” it is affirmed in a passage
already quoted, “he gives a very circumstantial account
of the testimony upon which the belief in the Resurrec-
tion rested (1 Cor. xv. 4—8).”' This account is as fol-
lows: 1 Cor. xv. 3. “For I delivered unto you first of all
that which I also received, that Christ died for our sins
according to the Scriptures, 4. and that he was buried,
and that he has been raised (éyfyepras) the third day
according to the Scriptures, 5. and that he was seen by
Cephas, then by the Twelve. 6. After that, he was seen
by above five hundred brethren at once (épdmaf), of
whom the greater part remain unto this present, but
some are fallen asleep. 7. After that, he was seen by
James; then by all the Apostles. 8. And last of all he
was seen by me also as the one born out of due time.”?
Can this be considered a ‘ very circumstantial account”?
It may be exceedingly unreasonable, but we must at once
acknowledge that we are not satisfied. The testimony

V Sanday, The Gospels in the Second Century, p. 12.

3 1 Cor. xv. 3. wapédwxa yip Upiv év mpdross, & xal mapéhaBov, ors Xpuris
dwéBavey Imép Tév dpopridv ipdw xard Tis ypapds, 4. xal or érdy, i ore
éyiyepras 1) Gpépg Ty Tpiry kavi Tas ypagds, 5. xai it Spby Knd, efra rois
Bédexa. 6. Emera dply émdve mevraxooiows adehpois épdmal, ¢ by ol wheioves
pévovow {ws dpre, Tvis 8¢ dxowpnfnoav. 1. Emera Py laxdBe, Fmara is
dnoordhois miiaw. 8. {oxxarov 8é mavray domepei 1 extpdpare Sy xapol.
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refer to the point, that learned divines thus do not scruple
to adopt the “vision hypothesis” of the resurrection.
Even if the resurrection of the saints so seriously related
by the evangelist be thus disposed of, and it be assumed
that the other Gospels, likewise adopting the * vision™
explanation, consequently declined to give an objec-
tive place in their narrative to what they believed to be
a purely subjective and unreal phenomerion, there still
remains the earthquake, to which supernatural incident of
the crucifixion none of the other evangelists think it worth
while to refer. Need we argue that the earthquake® is
as mythical as the resurrection of the saints?? In some
apocryphal writings even the names of some of these risen
saints are given.® As the case actually stands, with these
marvellous incidents related solely by the first Synoptist
and ignored by the other evangelists, it would seem
superfluous to enter upon more detailed criticism of
the passage, and to point out the incongruity of the

minds of the followers of Jesus, no doubt, were confined those visionary
appearances of the spirits of their deceased brethren, which are obscurely
intimated in the rapid narratives of the Evangelists.” Hist. of Chris-
tianity, i. p. 336. It will be observed that inadvertently Dr. Milman has
put * Evangelists” in the plural.

1 Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 349; Hase, Leb. Jesu, p. 278 f; Keim,
Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 437 ff.; Kriiger-Velthusen, Leb. Jesu, p. 252 f.;
Stricker, Jezus v. Naz., ii. p. 265. Cf. Ewald, Die drei erst. Evv., p- 360;
Gesch. V. Isr., v. p. 581 f.; Meyer, Ev. Matth., p. 601 f.; de Wette, Ev.
Matth., p. 362.

* Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 487 ff. ; Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 419;
Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 352 f.; Hase, Leb. Jesu, p. 279; Keim, Jesu
v. Naz, iii. p. 444 ff.; Kriiger- Velthusen, Leb. Jesu, p. 252 f.; Meij-
boom, Het Geloof aan Jezus’ Opstanding, 1863, p. 141 f.; Milman, Hist.
of Chr., i. p. 336 f.; Schleiermacher, Schr. d. Lukas, p. 214; Strauss, Leb.
Jesu, p. 589 f. ; Stricker, Jezus v. Naz., ii. p. 265; Volkmar, Die Evan-
gelien, p. 601; de Wette, Ev. Matth. p. 361 f.: Wilcke, Der Urevangelist,
p- 639 f. Of. Ewald, Die drei erst. Evv., p. 360; Gesch. V. Iar., v.
p. 582 f.; Krabbe, Lehre d. Siinde, p. 297 ; Meyer, Ev. Mt. p. 601 f.

* Anaphora Pilati, Thilo, Cod. Apoc. N. T., p. 810 f.; Tischendors
Evang. Apocr., p. 424,
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the Gentiles. Whilst the Twelve still remained in
the narrow circle of Judaism and could not be moved
beyond the ministry of the circumcision, Paul, in the
larger and freer field of the world, must daily have felt
more convinced that the abrogation of the Law and the
abandonment of circumcision were essential to the ex-
tension of Christianity amongst the Gentiles. He had
no easy task, however, to convince others of this, and he
never succeeded in bringing his elder colleagues over
to his views. To the end of his life, Paul bad to con-
tend with bigoted and narrow-minded opposition within
the Christian body, and if his views ultimately triumphed,
and the seed which he sowed eventually yielded a rich
harvest, he himself did not live to see the day, and the
cnd was attained only by slow and natural changes. The
new religion gradually extended beyond the limits of
Judaism. Gentile Christians soon outnumbered Jewish
believers. The Twelve whose names were the strength of
the judaistic opposition one by one passed away; but,
above all, the fall of Jerusalem and the dispersion of the
Christian community secured the success of Pauline prin-
ciples and the universalism of Christianity. The Church of
Jerusalem could not bear transplanting. In the uncongenial
soil of Pella it gradually dwindled away, losing first its
influence and soon after its nationality. The divided
members of the Jewish party, scattered amongst the
Gentiles, and deprived of their influential leaders, could
not long retard the progress of the liberalism which
they still continued to oppose and to misrepresent.
In a word, the cmancipation of Christianity wag not
cffected by the Twelve, was no work of councils, and no
result of dreams; but, receiving its first great impulse
from the genius and the energy of Paul, its ultimate
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Acts, who further represents Paul as immediately
preaching publicly in Damascus and confounding the
Jews. Widely different is the statement of Paul.
He distinctly affirms that he did not communicate with
flesh and blood, nor went he up to Jerusalem to
them which were Apostles before him, but that he
immediately went away into Arabia. The Fathers
delighted in representing this journey to Arabia as
an instance of Paul’s fervour and cagerness to preach
the Gospel in lands over which its sound had not
yet gone forth. There can be no doubt, however,
we think, that Paul’s journey to Arabia and his sojourn
there were for the purpose of reflection.! It is only
in legends that instantaneous spiritual revolutions take
place. In sober history the process is more slow and
progressive. We repeat that there is no evidence which
can at all be accepted that Paul’s conversion was effected
by a vision, and that it is infinitely more probable that
it was, so to say, merely completed and crowned by
seeing Jesus; but, at the same time, even if the view
be held that this vision was the decisive circum-
stance which induced Paul at once to resign his course
of persecution and embrace Christianity, our argument
is not materially affected. In any case, much silent, deep,
aud almost unconscious preparation for the change must
long before have proceeded in the mind of Paul, which
was finally matured in the Arabian waste. Upon no
view that is taken can this be excluded; upon every
ground of common sense, experience, and necessary in-
ference, it must be admitted.

! Bisping, Ex. H'buch N. T, vi. 1, p. 187; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus,
p. 269, anm.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 90; Schrader, Der Ap. P.,v.
p. 263. Of. Alford, Gk. Test., iii. p. 0; Ellicott, Galatians, p. 17, ;
Neander, Pllangung, p. 123; de Wetfe, Br. an d. Gal., p. 18.
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speech also must be pronounced inauthentic.! It may be
observed, in passing, that James completely disregards
the statement which Barnabas and Paul are supposed to
make as to what God had wrought by them among the
Gentiles; and, ignoring their intervention, he directly
refers to the preceding speech of Peter claiming to have
first been selected to convert the Gentiles. We shall
reserve discussion of the conditions which James pro-
poscs to impose upon Gentile Christians till we come to
the apostolic decree which embodies them.

The precise signification of the sentence with which
(ver. 21) he concludes has been much debated, but need
not detain us long. Whatever may be said of the liberal
part of the speech it is obvious that the author has been
more true to the spirit of the time in conceiving this and
other portions of it, than in composing the speech of Peter.
The continued observance of the Mosaic ritual, and the
identity of the synagogue with the Christian Church are
correctly indicated ; and when James is again represented
(xxi. 20ff) as advising Paul to join those who had a vow,
in order to prove that he himself walked orderly and was
an observer of the law, and did not teach the Jews to
apostatize from Moses and abandon the rite of circum-
cision, he is consistent in his portrait. It is nevertheless
clear that, however we may read the restrictions which

abrois Tov dmixeafas dmd Tov dheaynpdrey Toy eidwlor kal Tijs wopreias xal Tob
mwkrol xat 1oV aiparos. Maiails yip €x yevedv dpxaiov xard wAw Tovs
xpvoaovras abrdv xes v tais ovvayayais xard wiy odfSaror dvaywwokduevos.
Acts xv. 13-20.

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 135 ff., 150 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 221,
252 f.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 198 f.; Overbeck, zu de W.
Apg., 216, 222, 227 fi.; Pfleiderer, Paulinismus, p. 505 f.; Renan, Les
Apoitres, p. xxxv., note 1; xxxvii.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i.
p. 117 £, ii. p. 106 f. ; Straatman, Paulus, p. 189 ff., 196 f. ; Zeiler, Apg.,
p. 232 ff,
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PAvL IN AcTs xiii. PETER IN Acts ii. and iii.
come upon you which is spoken of | soul which will not hear that pro-
in the prophets; phet shall be destroyed from among

the people.
41 Behold ye despisers, and won- 24. And all the prophets also
der and perish. from Samuel and from those that
follow after, as many as spake, also
foretold these days.

Paul’s address likewise bears close analogy with the
speech of Stephen, vii. 2 ff., commencing with a historical
survey of the earlier traditions of the people of Israel, and
leading up to the same accusation that, as their fathers
disregarded the prophets, so they had persecuted and
slain the Christ. The whole treatment of the sulject
betrays the work of the same mind in both discourses.
Bleek, who admits the similarity between these and other
speeches in Acts, argues that: *it does not absolutely
follow from this that these speeches are composed by one
and the same person, and are altogether unhistorical ;”
for it is natural, he thinks, that in the apostolical circle,
and in the first Christian Church, there should have ex-
isted a certain uniform type in the application of messianic
passages of the Old Testament, and in quotations generally,
to which different teachers might conform without being
dependent on each other.! He thinks also that, along with
the close analogy, there is also much which is character-
istic in the different speeches. Not only is this typical
gystem of quotation, however, a mere conjecture to
explain an actual difficulty, but it is totally inadequate to
account for the phenomena. If we suppose, for instance,
that Paul had adopted the totally unhistorical application
of the sixteenth Psalm to the Messiah, is it not a very
extraordinary thing that in all the arguments in his

! Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 346 ; Trip, Paulus, p. 195.
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given to them which justifies the conclusion that they
were sent to Samaria, and only the inference from the
number seventy, taken as typical of the nations, suggests
it. That inference is not sufticiently attested, and the
slightness of the use made of the seventy disciples in the
third Gospel—this occasion being the only one on which
they are mentioned, and no specific intimation of any
mission to all people being here given—docs not favour
the theory of Pauline tendency. So far as we are
concerned, however, the point is unimportant. Those
who assert the universalistic character of the episode
generally deny its authenticity ; most of those who accept
it as historical deny its universalism.

The order to go and teach all nations, however, by no
means carries us beyond strictly Messianic limits. Whilst
the Jews expected the Messiah to restore the people of
Israel to their own Holy Land and crown them with un-
exampled prosperity and peace, revenging their past
sorrows upon their enemies, and granting them supremacy
over all the earth, they likewise held that one of the
Messianic glories was to be the conversion of the Gentiles
to the worship of Jahveh. This is the burden of the
prophets, and it requires no proof. The Jews, as the
people with whom God had entered into Covenant, were
first to be received into the kingdom. * Let the children
first be filled,” and then the heathen might partake of the
bread. Regarding the ultimate conversion of the Gentiles,
therefore, there was no doubt ; the only questions were as
to the time and the conditions of admission into the
national fellowship. As to the time, there never had
been any expectation that the heathen could be turned to
Jahveh in numbers before the appearance of the

' Mk, viii. 27,
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unaccompanied by the power of speaking. It is obvious
in both cases that, as no one understands the tongue,
no one can determine whether the interpretation of it be
accurate or not. Butit is easily conceivable that a sympa~
thetic nervous listener might suppose that he under-
stood the broken and incoherent speech of ecstasy and
might interpret it according to his own stimulated
imagination, The mysterious and unknown are sugges-
tive texts, and there is nothing more infectious than
religious excitement. In all this, however, is there any-
thing miraculous ?

‘We need not further demonstrate that the chief and
general characteristic of “kinds of tongues,” was that
they were unintelligible (cf. 1 Cor. xiv. 2, 6-11, 13-19).
Speaking with the spirit (mvebpa) is opposed to speaking
with the understanding (vods) (cf. vv. 14-16, &c.). They
were not only unintelligible to others, but the speaker
himself did not understand what he uttered: v. 14. “For
if I pray with a tongue (yAdoop) my spirit (mvedua)
prayeth, but my understanding (vois) is unfruitful” (cf.
15f. 19). We have already pointed out that Paul speaks
of these Charismata in general, and not as affecting
the Corinthians only ; and we must now add that he
obviously does not even insinuate that the “kinds of
tongues ” possessed by that community was a spurious
Charisma, or that any attempt had been made to simulate
the gift; for nothing could have been more simple than
for the Apostle to denounce such phenomena as false,
and to distinguish the genuine from the imitated speech
with tongues. The most convincing proof that his re-
marks refer to the genuine Charisma is that the Apostle
applies to himself the very same restrictions in the
use of ‘“tongues” as he enforces upon the Corinthians

e O
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down the principle: “It is not lawful to take the
children’s bread and cast it to the dogs.” If after these
exclusive sentences the boon is finally granted, it is as of
the crumbs® which fall from the master’s table? The
modified expression® in the second Gospel: “ Let the
children first be filled: for it is not meet to take the
children’s bread and cast it to the dogs;” does not
affect the case, for it equally represents exclusion from
the privileges of Israel, and the Messianic idea fully con-
templated a certain grace to the heatheu when the children
were filled. The expression regarding casting the chil-
dren’s bread * to the dogs ” is clearly in reference to the
Gentiles, who were so called by the Jews.* A similar,
though still stronger use of such expressions, might be
pointed out in the Sermon on the Mount in the first

! These yixua, it is supposed, may moan the morsels of bread on which
the hands were wiped after they had, in Eastern fushion, been thrust
into the dishes before them.

3 Mt xv. 22 ff.; cf. Mk. vii. 25 ff. Some commentators, as Kuinoel,
Lange, Ebrard, Wordsworth, Farrar, Baur, and others, read the words
of Jesus, throughout, either as a trial of the woman’s faith, or not
seriously to be understood in their obvious sense.

3 Meyer (Ev. Mark. u. Luk., p. 99 {.) considers the ddes mporov xoprao-
6iva va réxva of the second Synoptic a modification of later tradition. He
holds that the episode in Mt. has the impress of greater origiuality. So
also Weiss, Das Marcusev. erklirt, 1872, p. 254 fI.; Scholten, Das alt.
Evang., p. 157f.; Ewald, Drei erst. Evv., p. 266; de Wette, K. Erkl.
Evv. dos Luk. u. Mark., 1846, p. 203 ; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., ii. p. 407, anm,

4 Baumgarten-Crusius, Comm. Ev. Matth., 1844, p. 272; Eisenmenger,
Entdecktes Judenthum, i. p. 713 ff., ii. p. 630, 635 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die
Evangelien, p. 86 f.; Einl.,, p. 479; Holtzinann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv.
p. 57; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, ii. p. 407, anmn. 4; Klostermann, Das Mar-
cusev. p. 157; Lightfoot, Horm Hebr., Works, xi. p. 220; Meyer, Ev.
Matth., p. 340 f.; de Wette, K. Erkl. Ev. Matth., 4te Aufl,, p. 901;
Wordsworth, Greek Test., The Four Gospels, p. 55. Dr. Wordsworth says:
« xurapiois] curs. Not that our Lord regarded them as such, but because
they were so called by the Jews, whose language he adopts. xuvdpior is a
contemptuous diminutive.” Greek Test., The Four Gospels, On Mt. xv.
26, p. 55 Many ecritics argue that the diminutive xwwdipa for xives
removes the offensive torm from the heathen.
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achievement was the result of time and natural develop-
ment.

We have now patiently considered the “ Acts of the
Apostles,” and although it has in no way been our design
exhaustively to examine its contents, we have more than
sufficiently done so to enable the reader to understand
the true character of the document. The author is un-
known, and it is no longer possible to identify him. If
he were actually the Luke whom the Church indicates,
our results would not be materially affected; but the mere
fact that the writer is unknown is obviously fatal to the
Acts as a guarantee of miracles. A cycle of super-
natural occurrences could scarcely, in the estimation of
any rational mind, be established by the statement of an
anonymous author, and more especially one who not only
does not pretend to have been an eye-witness of most
of the miracles, but whose narrative is either uncorro-
borated by other testimony or inconsistent with itself,
and contradicted on many points by contemporary docu-
ments. The phenomena presented by the Acts of the
Apostles become perfectly intelligible when we recognize
that it is the work of a writer living long after the
occurrences related, whose pious imagination furnished
the apostolic age with an elaborate system of supernatural
agency, far beyond the conception of any other New
Testament writer, by which, according to his view, the
proceedings of the Apostles were furthered and directed,
and the infant Church miraculously fostered. On ex-
amining other portions of his narrative, we find that they
present the featurcs which the miraculous clements ren-
dered antecedently probable. The speeches attributed to
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The world will gain when it recognises the real cha-
racter and source of such dogmas, and resigns this
inheritance from the Age of Miracles. For, although we
lose a faith which has long been our guide in the past,
we need not now fear to walk boldly with Truth in the
future, and turning away from fancied benefits to be
derived from the virtue of his death, we may find real
help and guidance from more earnest contemplation of
the life and teaching of Jesus.
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necessarily later still. In peither of these Gospels, how-
ever, is there any account of an ascension at all.

We may here poiut out that there is no mention of
the Ascension in any of the genuine writings of Paul, and
it would appear that the theory of a bodily ascension,
in any shape, did not form part of the oldest Christian
tradition.' The growth of the legend of the As
cension is apparent in the circumstance that the
author of the third Gospel follows a second tradition
regarding that event, when composing Acts.?  Whether
he thought a fuller and more detailed account desirable,
or it seemed necessary to prolong the period during
which Jesus remained on earth after his Resurrection
and to multiply his appearances, it is impossible to
say, but the fact is that he does so. He states in
lis second work: that to the Apostles Jesus * pre-
sented himself alive after he suffered by many proofs,
being seen (émravdpevos) by them during forty days,
and speaking of the things concerning the Kingdom
of God.” It is scarcely possible to doubt that the
period of forty days is suggested by the Old Testa-
ment® and the Hebrew use of that number, of which
indeed we already find examples in the New Testament

- in the forty days temptation of Jesus in the wilderness,*
and his fasting forty days and forty nights® Why

! Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 97 fl.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Suge, i
p. 3i3 ff; Hase, Leb. Jesu, p. 281 f.; Keim, Der geschichtl. Christus,
1866, p. 131 ; Meyer, Ev. Mark. u. Luk., p. 614; Srholten, Het Ev. Job.,
p- 361 f.

2 Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 539, 613, anm. 3; Meyer, Ev. Murk. u.
Luk., p. 612 fI. ; Strauss, Leb. Jesu, p. 615.

3 Keim, Jesu v. Na., iii. p. 339 f.; Overbeck, zu do Wette Apg., p.81.;
Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 12£.; Strauss, Icb. Jesu Krit. bearb. 4te Aufl.,
ii. p. 639; of. i. p. 450.

4 Mark i. 13; Luke iv. 2. s Mt. iv. 2.
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vii. 46, bs elpev xdpw évdmwy Tov Oeot . . . Luke i. 30, edpes yap xdpw»
wapa 7§ 0ep ; of. 2 Tim. i. 18 (Gen. xxxiii. 10).
s  €vmwor rob fead, iv. 19, x. 31, 33, cf. viii. 21, x. 4; Lukei. 6, 19,
xii. 6, xvi. 15.
vii. 53, éorés for éomuxds, vil. 56, iv. 14, v. 23, 25, xvi. 9, xxi. 40, xxii.
26, xxiv, 21, xxv. 10; Luke 4 times.
s ®WAjpys sveduaros dylov; Vi. 5, mAjpys . . . mvedparos dyiov . . .
xi. 24, shipns mvevparos dyiov . . . Vi. 3 . . . mAipes wvevparos
.« . cf. 8, ix. 86, mAnpns épywv dyafév . . . of. xiii. 10, xix.
28; Luke iv. 1, mAipns mveluaros dylov, cf. v. 12. Not else-
where in N. T.

Vii. 56, fewpd rovs olpavods Suporypévous ;! X. 11, Bewpei Tov olpavv dvegy-
pévor.

vii. 87, peri) peydin, 60, viii. 7, xiv. 10, xvi. 28, xxvi. 24 ; Luke 7 times,
Rev. 19, rest 5 times. xpdfavres Parf peyddy, Acts vii. 57, 60, Mt.
xxvil. 30; xpdfas Ppavj peydry, Rev. vi. 10; &pafav Povi) peydhp, cf.
Mk. i. 26, v. 7, Acts xxiv. 21, Rev. vii. 2, 10, x. 3, xiv. 15, xviil. 2,
xix. 17.

vii. 58, wapd rovs wddas, iv. 35, 37 (?), v. 2; Mt. xv. 30 only. Everywhere
else wpds.

vii. 58, xakovperos, with name, i. 12, 23, iii. 11, viii. 10, ix. 11, x. 1, xiii.
1, xv. 22, 37, xxvii. 8, 14, 16; Luke 9 times, Rev. 4 times.

vii. 60, Geis ra ydvara, ix. 40, xx. 36, xxi. §; Luke xxii. 41, cf. v. 8, Mk.
xv. 19.

It is impossible, we think, to examine this analysis, in
which we might fairly have included other points which we
have passed over, without feeling the certain conviction
that the speech of Stephen was composed by the author of
the rest of the Acts of the Apostles. It may not be out
of place to quote some remarks of Lekebusch at the close
of an examination of the language of the Acts in general,
undertaken for the purpose of ascertaining the literary
characteristics of the book, which, although originally
having no direct reference to this episode in particular,
may well serve to illustrate our own results :—* An un-
prejudiced critic must have acquired the conviction from
the foregoing linguistic examination that, throughout the
whole of the Acts of the Apostles, and partly also the

' D= E, H, and other codices read dvewypévous.





OEBPS/4356051172164273940_149.png
NO OTHER EVIDENCE REUVARDING STEPHEN. 149

word in it which can be legitimately construed into an .
attack upon the Mosaic law, or which anticipates the
Christian universalism of Paul. Space, however, forbids
our entering here upon a discussion of this subject, but
the course which we must adopt with regard to it renders
it unnecessary to deal with the interpretation of the
speech. We consider that there is no reason for believing
that the discourse put into the mouth of Stephen was
ever actually delivered, but on the contrary that there is
every ground for holding that it is nothing more than a
composition by the Author of the Acts. We shall endea-
vour clearly to state the reasons for this conclusion.

With the exception of the narrative in the Acts, there
is no evidence whatever that such a person as Stephen
ever existed. The statements of the Apostle Paul leave
no doubt that persecution against the Christians of
Jerusalem must have broken out previous to his con-
version, but no details are given, and it can scarcely be
considered otherwise than extraordinary, that Paul should
not in any of his own writings have referred to the proto-
martyr of the Christian Church, if the account which is
given of him be historical. ‘It may be argued that his
own share in the martyrdom of Stephen made the
episode an unpleasant memory, which the Apostle
would not readily recall. Considering the generosity
of Paul's character on the one hand, however, and the
important position assigned to Stephen on the other, this
cannot be admitted as an explanation, and it is perfectly
unaccountable that, if Stephen really be a historical
personage, no mention of him occurs elsewhere in the
New Testament.

Morcover, if Stephen was, as asserted, the direct
forerunner of Paul, and in his hearing enunciated
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than two conferences. The first of these is a general
meeting of the Apostles and elders and of the Church
to receive the delegates from Antioch, and the second
is an equally general and public conference (verse 6):
not only are the Apostles and elders present but also
the general body of Christians, as clearly appears from
the statement (ver. 12) that, after the speech of Peter,
“all the multitude (7@ 75 wAijfos) kept silence.”! The
“much disputation” evidently takes place on the occa-
sion when the Apostles and elders are gathered together
to cousider the matter. If, thercfore, two meetings can
be maintained from the narrative in Acts, both are
emphatically public and general, and neither, therefore,
the private conference of the Epistle. The main fact
that the author of the Acts describes a general con-
gress of the Church as taking place is never called in
question.

On the other hand, few who appreciate the nature of
the discrepancy which we are discussing will feel that
the difficulty is solved by suggesting that there is space
for the insertion of other incidents in the Apostle’s nar-
rative. It is rather late now to interpolate a general
Council of the Church into the pauses of the Galatian
letter. To suppose that the communications of Paul to
the “Pillar” Apostles, and the distressing debate re-
garding the circumcision of Titus, may be inferred be-
tween the lines of the account in the Acts, is a bold effort
of imagination; but it is far from being as hopeless as
an attempt to recoucile the discrepancy by thrusting
the important public congress into some corner of the

! It has been pertinently asked how it is poesible that such a meeting
could have taken place ? 'What room could have been found to contain
the assembly, Of. Reuss, N. Rev. de Théol., 1858, ii. p. 36.
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Jesus remained on earth this typical period we are
not told,' but the representation evidently is of much
more prolonged and continuous intercourse with his
disciples than any statements in the Gospels have
led us to suppose, or than the declaration of Paul
renders in the least degree probable.

If indeed the account in Acts were true, the numbered
appearances recited by Paul show singular ignorance of
the phenomena of the Resurrection. We need not discuss
the particulars of the last interview with the Apostles,
(i. 4 ff.) although they are singular enough, and are
indeed elsewhere referred to, but at once proceed to
the final occurrences: v. 9. “And when he had spoken
these things, while they are looking he was lifted
up; and a cloud received him out of their sight.
10. And as they were gazing stedfastly into the heaven
as he went, behold, two men stood by them in white
apparel ; 11. which also said: Men of Galilee .(dv8pes
Talator), why stand ye looking into the heaven?
This Jesus, who was taken up from you into the
heaven, shall come in like manner as ye saw him
going into the heaven. 12. Then returned they into
Jerusalem,” &c. A definite statement is here made
of the mode in which Jesus finally ascended into
heaven, and it presents some of the incongruities which
might have been expected. The bodily Ascension up
the sky in a cloud, apart from the miraculous nature
of such an occurrence, seems singularly to localise
“ Heaven,” and to present views of cosmical and
celestial phenomena suitable certainly to the age of the
writer, but which are not endorsed by modern science.

' The testimony of the Epistlo of Barnabas (c. xv.) does not agree
with this.
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which he has inserted, to the exclusion of the rest??
What title will adequately represent the contents ot
the book? for it is admitted by almost all critics that
the actual name which the book bears neither was given
to it by its author nor properly describes its intention
and subject.? The extreme difficulty which has been felt
in answering these questions, and in constructing any
hypothesis which may fairly correspond with the actual
contents of the Acts, constitutes one of the most striking
commentaries on the work, and although we cannot here
detail the extremely varied views of critics upon the sub-
ject, they are well worthy of study.®* No one now ad-
vances the theory which was anciently current that the
Author simply narrated that of which he was an eye-wit-
ness.* Its present title mpdfes 76v dmooréhwr would
lead us to expect an account of the doings of the Apostles
in general, but we have nothing like this in the book.
Peter and Paul occupy the principal parts of the narra-
tive, and the other Apostles are scarcely mentioned.

1 Lekebusch, Die Comp. u. Entst. d. Apostelgesch., 1854, p. 190 f.

2 Perhaps the perfoctly vague designation of the book * Acts,” Hpdfes,
in the Cod. Sinaiticus, may be taken as the closest—if most vagne—
description of its contents.

3 The reader may be referred, amongst many others, to the following
works : Baur, K. G., i. p. 125 ff.; Bertholdt, Einl., iil p. 1333 ff. ; Bleek,
Einl., p. 325 ff. ; Credner, Einl., i p. 268 ff., 283 f.; Ebrard, zu Olshau-
sen’s Apg., p. 318 anm. ; Eichkorn, Einl, ii. p. 16 f.; Ewald, Gesch. V.
Ter., vi. p. 28 ff. ; Feilmoser, Einl., p. 295 ff. ; Guericke, Gesammtg. N. T.,
p. 269 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Einl., p. 593 ff.; Holtemann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw.,
viii. p. 3291F.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 189 ff.; Mayerhof, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 5f. ;
Meyer, Apg., p. 8 ff.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 165 ff.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg.,
p. xxv. ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 205 ff. ; Hist. Théol. Chr., ii. p. 327 fT. ;
Schneckenburger, Zweck Apg., p. 45 ff.; T'rip, Paulus, p. 33 £, 63 ff.; de
Wette, Einl., p. 241 ff. ; Wordsworth, Greek Test., Acts, p. 1 ff.; Zeller,
Apg., p. 316 ff.

4 Cf. Hieron., Do vir. ill. 7 ; Eusebius, H. E., iii. 4; Can. Murat., ed.
2'regelles, p. 18 £.
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and Cornelius sent three messengers to Joppa. Just as
they approached the end of their journey on the morrow,
Peter went up to the housetop to pray about the sixth
hour, the usual time of prayer among the Jews.! He
became very hungry, and while his meal was being pre-
pared he fell into a trance and saw heaven opened, and a
certain vessel descending as it had been a great sheet let
down by four corners, in which were all four-footed
beasts and creeping things of the earth and birds of the
air. *“ And there came a voice to him : Rise, Peter ; kill
and eat. But Peter said : Not so Lord ; for I never ate
anything common or unclean. And the voice came unto
him again a second time: What God cleansed call not
thou common. This was done thrice; and straightway
the vessel was taken up into heaven.” While Peter
“‘was doubting in himself” what the vision which he had
seen meant, the men sent by Cornelius arrived, and “ the
Spirit said unto him : Behold men are seeking thee; but
arise and get thee down and go with them doubting
nothing, for I have sent them.” Peter went with them
on the morrow, accompanied by some of the brethren,
and Cornelius was waiting for them with his kinsmen
and near friends whom he had called together for the
purpose. “And as Peter was coming in, Cornelius met
him, and fell at his feet and worshipped. But Peter took
him up, saying : Arise ; I myself also am a man.”? Going
in, he finds many persons assembled, to whom he said :
* Ye know how it is an unlawful thing for a man that is
a Jew to keep company with, or come unto one of another
nation; and yet God showed me that I should not call

! FEwald, Gesch. V. Iar., vi. pp. 152, 222; Lange, Das ap. Zeit., ii. 131;
Lightfoot, Works, viii. 215 f.
3 x, 26. Cf. xiv. 14, 15.
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merely point out that, though the verse was thus inserted
here, it is placed in the mouth of Jesus himself by the
third Synoptist (xxii. 37), and the whole passage from
which it was taken has evidently largely influenced the
composition of the narrative before us. According to the
first and second Gospels,' the robbers joined with the
chief priests and the scribes and elders and those who
passed by in mocking and reviling Jesus. This is directly
contradicted by the third Synoptist, who states that only
one of the malefactors did so (xxiii. 39 ff.): “But the
other answering rebuked him and said: Dost thou not
even fear God seeing thou art in the same condemnation?
And we indeed justly; for we are receiving the due
reward of our deeds; but this man did nothing amiss.
And he said: Jesus, remember me when thou comest in
thy kingdom. And he said unto him : Verily, I say unto
thee, to-day shalt thou be with me in paradise.” It
requires very little examination to detect that this
story is legendary,” and cannot be maintained as
historical.  Those who dwell upon its symbolical
character® do nothing to establish its veracity. This
exemplary robber speaks like an Apostle, and in praying
Jesus as the Messiah to remember him when he came
into his kingdom, he shows much more than apostolic
appreciation of the claims and character of Jesus. The

3 Mt. xxvii. 44; Mk. xv. 32,

3 D’Eichthal, Les Evangiles, 1863, ii. p. 311f.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr.,
v. p. 518 f.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 348f.; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii.
p. 425 f.; Kriiger-Velthusen, Das Leb. Jesu, 1872, p. 251, anm. ; Schen-
kel, Das Charakterb. Jesu, 1864, p. 308 f.; Scholten, Het paulin. Ev.
p- 284 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 50 f. ; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu,
krit. bearb. 4te Aufl., 1840, ii. p. 518 ff. ; Leb. Jesu, fiir d. deuteche Volk
bearb. 2te Aufl., p. 582; Weisse, Die ov. Geach., ii. p. 180; Zeller, Theol.
Jahrb. 1843, p. 78 f. Cf. Weizedcker, Untors. ev. Gesch., p. 568.

3 Qlshausen, Bibl. Com., ii. 2, p. 172.
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regarding the facts and doctrines of Christianity displayed
here, which entitles us to suppose that Paul eagerly and
minutely investigated the evidence for them? We think
not. Paul made up his own mind in his own way and,
having waited three years without asking a question, it
is not probable that the questions which he then asked
were of any searching nature. The protest that he saw
none of the other Apostles may prove his independence,
but it certainly does not prove his anxiety for information.
When Paul went up to make the acquaintance of Cephas
his object clearly was not to be taught by him, but to
place himself in communication with the man whom he
believed to be the chief of the Apostles and, we may
assume, largely with a view to establish a friendly feeling,
and secure his recognition of his future ministry. We
should not, of course, be justified in affirming that the con-
versation between the two great Apostles never turned upon
the subject of the Resurrection, but we think that it is
obvious that Paul's visit was not in the least one of inves-
tigation. He believed ; he believed that certain events
had occurred “ according to the Scriptures ;” and the legi-
timate inference from Paul's own statements must be
that, in this visit after three years, his purpose was in no
way connected with a search for evidential information.
"The author of Acts, it will be remembered, represents
him as, before any visit to Jerusalem, publicly and boldly
preaching in Damascus that Jesus is the Son of God, and
“ confounding the Jews . . . . proving that this is the
Christ.” ! This representation, it will be admitted, shows
an advanced condition of belief little supporting the
idea of subsequent investigation. When all conjectures
are exhausted, however, we have the one distinct fact
! Acts ix. 20, 22, 27.
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Ir we proceed further to discuss the document before
us, it is from no doubt as to the certainty of the conclu-
sion at which we have now arrived, but from the.belief
that closer examination of the contents of the Acts may
enable us to test this result, and more fully to understand
the nature of the work and the character of its evidence.
Not only will it be instructive to consider a little closely
the contents of the Acts, and to endeavour from the
details of the narrative itself to form ajudgment regarding
its historical value, but we have in addition external tes-
timony of very material importance which we may bring
to bear upon it. We happily possess some undoubted
Epistles which afford us no little information concerning
the history, character, and teaching of the Apostle Paul,
and we are thus enabled to compare the statements in
the work before us with contemporary evidence of great
value. It is unnecessary to say that, wherever the
statements of the unknown author of the Acts are at
variance with these Epistles, we must prefer the state-
ments of the Apostle. The importance to our inquiry of
such further examination as we now propose to under-
take consists chiefly in the light which it may throw on
the credibility of the work. If it be found that such
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can be little doubt that the omission of the negative ofs 008¢
from Gal. ii. 5, has been in some cases influenced by the
desire to bring the Apostle’s conduct upon this occasion
into harmony with the account, in Acts xvi. 3, of his
circumcising Timothy.! We shall not require to enter
into any controversy on the point, for the great majority
of critics are agreed that the Apostle intended to say that
Titus was not circumcised, although the contrary is
affirmed by a few writers.? It is obvious from the whole
of the Apostle’s narrative that great pressure was exerted
to induce Titus to submit, and that Paul, if he did not
yicld even for an hour the required subjection, had a long
and severe struggle to maintain his position. Even when
relating the circumstances in his letter to the Galatians,
the recollection of his contest profoundly stirs the Apostle’s
indignation ; his utterance becomes vehement, but cannot
keep pace with his impetuous thoughts, and the result is
a narrative in broken and abrupt sentences whose very
incompleteness is eloquent, and betrays the irritation
which has not even yet entirely subsided. How does this
accord with the whole tone of the account in the Acts?
It is customary with apologists to insert so much between
the lines of that narrative, partly from imagination and
partly from the statements of the Epistle, that they almost
convince themselves and others that such additions are
actually suggested by the author of the Acts himself. If
we take the account of the Acts, however, without such
transmutations, it is certain that not only is there not the
slightest indication of any struggle regarding the circum-

1 Alford, Gk. Test., iii. p. 14; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 165, anm. 1;
Thiersch, Die K. im ap. Z., p. 137; Usteri, Br. an die Gal. p. 46.
3 Reiche, Comm. crit. in N. T., 1859, ii. p. 14 ff.; Renan, Les Apbtres,
p. xxxv. £.; St. Paul, p. 87 ff.; Riickert, Br. and. Gal. p. 73 f.
T2
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cried with a loud voice and yielded up his spirit, * the
veil of the temple was rent in twain from the top to the
bottom.”* The third Synoptic associates this occurrence
with the eclipse of the sun, and narrates it before the final
cry and death of the Master.? The fourth Gospel takes
no unotice of 8o extraordinary a phenomenon. The ques-
tion might be asked: How could the chief priests, who
do not appear to have been at all convinced by such a
miracle, but still continued their invincible animosity
against the Christian sect, reveal the occurrence of
such a wonder, of which there is no mention elsewhere ?
Here again the account is legendary and symbolical,® and
in the spirit of the age of miracles.*

The first Synoptist, however, hasfurther marvels to relate,
He states in continuation of the passage quoted above :
““and the earth was shaken (éoeiofly) and the rocks were
rent and the sepulchres were opened, and many bodies of
the saints who slept were raised ; and they came out of the
sepulchres after his resurrection, and entered into the holy
city and appeared unto many.”®* How great must be the
amazement of anyone who may have been inclined to
suppose the Gospels soberly historical works, on finding
that the other three evangelists do not even mention these

1 Mt. xxvii. 51; Mk. xv. 38. 2 Luke xxiii. 45.

3 Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 349, 352f.; Hase, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 279;
Keim, Jesu v. Naz., iii. p. 437 fI.; Eriiger-Velthusen, Das Leb. Jesu,
p. 252 f. ; Schleiermacher, Schr. des Lukas, p. 213 f.; Strauss, Das Leb.
Josu, p. 588 ; Stricker, Jozus v. Nas., ii. p. 265. Cf. Ewald, Die drei
Evv., p. 360; Gesch. V. Isr., v. p. 582; Neander, I.eben Josu, p. 574 f.

1 We have elsewhere referred to the wonderful occurrences related by
Josephus at the Temple about the time of the siege. Bell. Jud., vi. 5§ 3.
Cf. 8. R., i. 120 f. 139. Cf. Apoc. xi. 19.

S ai f) i éoeialy, xal al wérpas éoyiobnoav, kal 1& pmpeia dvegyOnoay kat
woAAG cdpara Tw Kexoyunpévoy dyiow yéptnaay: kai éfeNdovres éx Tdv pmpeiov,
perd Tip Eyepow abrod, eiaiildo eis Tijv dyiav woAw, kai évedavionaay wolois.
Matth. xxvii. 51-53.
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sophy, displaced the sublime morality of Jesus. Doc-
trinal controversy, which commenced amongst the very
Apostles, has ever since divided the unity of the
Christian body. The perverted ingenuity of successive
generations of churchinen has filled the world with
theological quibbles, which have naturally enough cul-
minated of late in doctrines of Immaculate Conception,
and Papal Infallibility.

It is somectimes affirmed, Lhowever, that these who
proclaim such conclusions not only wantonly destroy the
dearest hopes of humanity, but remove the only solid
basis of morality ; and it is alleged that, before existing
belief is disturbed, the iconoclast is bound to provide a
substitute for the shattered idol. To this we may reply
that speech or silence does not alter the reality of things.
The recognition of Truth cannot be made dependent on
consequences, or be trammelled by considerations of
spurious expediency. Its declaration in a serious and suit-
able manner to those who are capable of judging can never
be premature. Its suppression cannot be effectual, and is
only a humiliating compromise with conscious imposture.
In so far as morality is concerned, belief in a system of
future rewards and punishments, although of an intensely
degraded character, may, to a certain extent, have
promoted observance of the letter of the law in darker
ages and even in our own, but it may, we think, be
shown that education and civilization have done infinitely
more to enforce its spirit. How far Christianity has
promoted education and civilization, we shall not here
venture adequately to discuss. We may emphatically
assert, however, that whatever beneficial effect Christi-
anity has produced has been due, not to its supernatural
dogmas, but to its simple morality. Dogmatic Theology,
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alternatives, he must according to the laws of historical
probability, under all the circumstances, unconditionally
decide for the second. He must do this even if an eye-
witness of the pretended miracle stood before him; he
must all the more do so if he has to do with a statement
which, beyond doubt not proceeding from an eye-witness,
is more possibly separated by some generations from the
event in question.”!

These objections are not confined to rationalistic critics
and do not merely represent the arguments of scepticism.
Neander expresses similar sentiments,? and after careful
examination pronounces the narrative in Acts untrust-
worthy,and, adhering to the representations of Paul, rejects
the theory that yAdooais Nakéiv was speech in foreign
languages supernaturally imparted. Meyer, who arrives
at much the same result as Neander, speaks still more
emphatically. He says: “ Thes supposed gift of tongues
(all languages), however, was in the apostolic age, partly
unnecessary for the preaching of the Gospel, as the
preachers thereof only required to be able to speak
Hebrew and Greek ; partly too general, as amongst the
assembly there were certainly many who were not called
to be teachers. And, on the other hand, again, it would
also have been premature, as, before all, Paul the apostle
of the Gentiles would have required it, in whom never-
theless there is as little trace of any subsequent reception
of it as that he preached otherwise than in Hebrew and
Greek. But now, how ts the event to be historically
Judged? Regarding this the following is to be observed:
As the instantaneous bestowal of facility in a foreign
language is neither logically possible nor psychologically

V Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 85 f.
? Pfllanzung, u. 8. w., p. 16.
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guages, instantaneously and without previous study, is
as great as to receive the power to speak them. The
anomaly in the miracle, merely to point out a suggestive
discrepancy where all is anomalous, is that the gift
of tongues should ever have been separated from the
gift of interpretation. If a man understand the foreign
language he speaks he can interpret it ; if he cannot inter-
pret it, he caunot understand it; and if he cannot under-
stand it, can he possibly speak it? Certainly not, without
his having been made a perfectly mechanical instrument
through which, apart from the understanding and the will,
sounds are involuntarily produced, which is not to be en-
tertained.  Still pursuing the same hypothesis,—the one
gift is to speak languages which no one understands, the
other to understand languages which no one speaks. Paul
never even assumes the probability that the * tongue”
spoken is understood by any one except the interpreter.
The interpretation of such obscure tongues must have
been a gift very little used,—never, indeed, except as
the complement to the gift of tongues. The natural
and useful facility in languages is apparently divided
into two supernatural and useless halves. The idea is
irresistibly suggested, as apparently it was to the
Apostle himself, whether it would not have been more
for the good of mankind and for the honour of
Christianity, if, instead of these two miraculously in-
complete gifts, a little natural good sense, five words
even, to be spoken in the vernacular tongue and requiring
no interpretation had been imparted. If, instead of
foreign languages, we substitute the utterance of ecstatic
religious excitement, the anomaly of speaking a lan-
guage without understanding it or being understood
becomes intelligible ; and equally so the interpretation,
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Some apologists® claim Hegesippus as evidence for
the existence of the Acts, on the strength of the follow-
ing passages in the fragment of his book preserved by
Eusebius. He puts into the mouth of James the Just,
whilst being martyred, the expression: ‘I beseech (thee)
Lord God, Father, forgive them, for they know not what
they do.” This is compared with the words said to have
been uttered by the martyr Stephen, Acts vii. 60,  Lord,
lay not this sin to their charge.” The passage is more
commonly advanced as showing acquaintance with Luke
xxiii. 34, and we have already discussed it.? Lardner
apparently desires it to do double duty, but it is scarcely
worth while seriously to refer to the claim here. The
passage more generally relied upon, though that also is
only advanced by a few,? is the following, * This man was
a faithful witness both to Jews and Greeks that Jesus is
the Christ,” ¢ (Mdprvs odros dAyfiys ’lovdaiois 7€ Kai
"EMpo yeyémrai, or ‘Inoods 6 Xpiords éorw). This
is compared with Acts xx. 21, where Paul is repre-
sented as raying of himself, *. . . . testifying fully
both to Jews and Greeks repentance toward God, and
faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ ” (Ata.p.aprvpop.evoc
"Iovdaiois 7€ Kai E)\)vqo'w ™ els Oedv perdvoia, kai
wioTw eis Tov xdpwv Huav’l, X.). The two passages
are totally different both in sense and language, and that
the use of Acts is deduced from so distant an analogy
only serves to show the slightness of the evidence with
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prescriptions, he does not even allow us to infer its exis-
tence, and he teaches disregard at least of some of its
restrictions. The decree enjoins the Gentile Christians
to abstain from meats offered to idols. Paul tells the
Corinthians to cat whatever meat is sold in the shambles
without asking questions for conscience sake, for an idol
is nothing in the world, “necither if we cat are we the
better, nor if we eat not are we the worse.”! It is not
conceivable that the Apostle could so completely have
ignored the prohibition of the decree if he had actually
submitted the question to the Apostles, and himself so
distinctly acquiesced in their decision as to distribute the
document amongst the various communities whom he
subsequently visited. To argue that the decree was only
intended to have force in Antioch, and Syria, and Cilicia,
to which, as the locality in which the difficulty had arisen
which had originally led to the Council, the decree was,
in the first instance, addressed, is highly arbitrary; but,
when proceeding further, apologists? draw a distinction
between those churches * which had already been founded,
and which had felt the pressure of Jewish prejudice
(Acts xvi. 4),” and * brotherhoods afterwards formed and
lying beyond the reach of such influences,” as a reason
why no notice of the decree is taken in the case of the
Corinthians and Romans, the special pleading ignores very
palpable facts. “ Jewish prejudices” are represented in
the Acts of the Apostles themselves as being more than
usually strong in Corinth. There was a Jewish syna-
gogue there, augmented probably by the Jews expelled
from Rome under Claudius,® and their violence against

1 1 Cor. viii. 4 fi., x. 25 ff.
2 Lightfoot, St. Paul’s Ep. to the Gal., p. 126 f.
3 Acts xviii. 2.
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ditions upon which Gentile converts should be admitted
into the Christian brotherhood. The circumstances of
this visit, more nearly than any other, correspond with
those described by the Apostle himself in the Epistle
(ii. 1ff.), but there are grave difficulties in the way of
identifying them. If this visit be identical with that
described Acts xv., and if Paul, as he states, paid no
intermediate visit to Jerusalem, what becomes of the
visit interpolated in Acts xi. 30? The first point which
we must endeavour to ascertain is exactly what the
Apostle intends to say regarding the second visit
which he mentions. The purpose of Paul is to de-
clare his complete independence from those who were
Apostles before him, and to maintain that his Gospel
was not of man, but directly revealed to him by Jesus
Christ. In order to prove his independence, therefore,
he categorically states exactly what had been the extent
of his intercourse with the elder Apostles. He protests
that, after his conversion, he had neither conferred with
flesh and blood nor sought those who had been Apostles
before him, but, on the contrary, that he had immediately
gone away to Arabia. It was not until three years had
elapsed that he had gone up to Jerusalem, and then only
to make the acquaintance of Peter, with whom he had
remained only fifteen days, during which he had not
seen other of the Apostles save James, the Lord’s
brother. Only after the lapse of fourteen years did he
again go up to Jerusalem. It is argued® that when Paul
says, “he went up again,” (wd\w dvéByv), the word
wd\w has not the force of Sedrepov, and that, so far from
excluding any intermediate journey, it merely signifies a

' By Iieseler, for instance, Chron. des ap. Zeit., p. 182; Br. Pauli an
die Galater. 1859, p. 94 f.
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Mosaic law ; but, on the contrary, by his example as well
as his precepts, he practically confirmed it.!

According to the statements of the Gospels, Jesus
himself observed the prescriptions of the Mosaic law.?
From his birth he had been brought up in its worship.?
He was circumcised on the eighth day.* *“ And when
the days of their purification were accomplished, ac-
cording to the law of Moses, they brought Lim up to
Jerusalem to present him to the Lord, even as it is
written in the law of the Lord: Every male, &c., &c.,
and to give a sacrifice according to that which is said in
the law of the Lord,” &c., &c.* Every year his parents
went to Jerusalem at the feast of the Passover,® and this
practice he continued till the close of his life. “ As his
custom was, he went into the Synagogue (at Nazareth) and
stood up to read.”? According to the fourth Gospel,
Jesus goes up to Jerusalem for the various festivals
of the Jews?® and the feast of the Passover, according
to the Synoptics, was the last memorable supper eaten

' D'Eichthal, Les Evangiles, i. p. 43 ff.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi.
p. 430 f. ; Hase, Das Leb. Jesu, 5te Aufl., p. 149 ff.; Hausrath, N. T.
Zeitg., ii. 2te Aufl., p. 406 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Einl. p. 469 f.; Holtzmnann, in
Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 365 f.; Keim, Der gesch. Christus, 1866,
p. 47 ff.; Jesu v. Nazara, ii., 1871, p. 242 ff., 263 ff.; Kostlin, Urspr.
synopt. Evv., p. 11 ff.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 285 f.; Lipsius, in
Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 200; Neander, K. G. 1843, ii. p. 590 f.; Reuss,
Hist. Théol. Chr., i. p. 165 f., 263 ; Ritschl, Entst. d. altk. Kirche, 2te
Aufl., p. 28 fI., p. 45 ff., 140 ; Stap, Origines, p. 46 ff. Cf. Baur, N. T.
Theol., p. 46 ff.; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 209 ff., 217 ff.

3 Bleek, Hebrierbr., i. p. 56; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 430 f.;
Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 288 f. ; Lightfoot, Epa. of St. Paul,
Coloesians, &c., 1875, p. 174 f.; Neander, K. G. ii. p. 6§90 f.; Pflanzung,
P. 47; Reuss, Théol. Chr., i. p. 167 f., 263 ; Réville, Essais, p. 15; Stap,
Origines, p. 47 f., 53.

3 Cf. Gal. iv. 4. ¢ Luke ii. 21.
¢ Luke ii. 22 ff. ¢ Luke ii. 41.
7 Luke iv. 16.

¢ John v. 1, vii. 8, 10, x. 22 f,, xi. 55, 56, xii. 1, 12; xiii. 1 1.
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made by him for us. Sun and moon are made for us: how,
therefore, shall I worship my own servants?” How can I
declare stocks and stones tobegods? . . . Butneither
should the unnameable (dvwvépaorov) God be presented
with bribes; for he who is without need of anything
(mdvrwv dvevdels) must not be calummiated by us as
needy (é&defs).”! This is compared with Acts xvii.
24, 25, quoted above, and it only serves to show how
common such language was. Lardner himself says of
the passage: *This is much the same thought, and
applied to the same purpose, with Paul’s, Acts xvii. 25,
as though he needeth anything. But it is a character
of the Deity so obvious, that I think it cannot deter-
mine us to suppose he had an eye to those words of
the Apostle.””? The language, indeed, is quite different
and shows no acquaintance with the Acts® Eusebius
states that the Severians who more fully established
Tatian’s heresy rejected both the Epistles of Paul and
the Acts of the Apostles.*

Dionysius of Corinth is rarely adduced by any one as
testimony for the Acts. The only ground upon which he
is at all referred to is a statement of Eusebius in mention-
ing his Epistles. Speaking of his Epistle to the Athe-
nians, Eusebius says: “ He relates, moreover, that Dio-
nysius the Areopagite who was converted to the faith by
Paul the Apostle, according to the account given in the

! Bopuovpylay iy im' alrol yeyerpivyy xdpw fjpiv wpoorureiy ob Oide.
Féyorer jAws xat oeNipn 8 fpds* efra wds Tods éuovs inmpéras wpookvriow ;
Nas 3 £0ha xai Mibovs Beovs dmoparodpar; . . . "ANX’ 008¢ Tov dvorduagror
Bedy dwpodoxnriov 6 yip mivrav dverdeis ob dwBAnréos UP’ Nudv bs éndeis.
Orat. ad Graecos, c. iv.

* Credibility, &c., Works, ii., p. 139 f.
3 Eichhors, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 76; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 1 f.;

Newudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 337, anm. 2.
¢ Eusebius, H. E., iv. 29.
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direction; and the final miracle is disposed of by a
contrast of the disinterestedness of Philip with the con-
duct of Gehazi, the servant of Elisha: it was the desire to
avoid reward, ¢ which led him all the more hurriedly to
leave his new convert”; ““ and it was as though the Spirit
of the Lord himself snatched him from him another way,”
&c., &c. * From Gaza Philip repaired rapidly northward
to Ashdod, &c.”!' The great mass of critics reject such
evasions, and recognise that the Author relates miracu-
lous occurrences. The introduction of supernatural
agency in this way, however, removes the story from
the region of history. Such statements are antecedently,
and, indeed, coming from an unknown writer and without
corroboration, are absolutely incredible, and no means
exist of ascertaining what original tradition may have
assumed this mythical character. Zeller supposes that
only the personality and nationality of the Eunuch are
really historical? All that need here be added is, that
the great majority of critics agree that the Ethiopian was
probably at least a Proselyte of the Gate,? as his going to
Jerusalem to worship seems clearly to indicate.* In any

3 Gesch. V. Tsr., vi. 219, 220.

? Die Apostelgesch., p. 176. Cf. Hollzmann, Bunsen’s Bibelwerk,
viil. 339.

¥ Baumgarien, Apg., i. p. 183 ; von Déllinger, Chr. u. Kirche, p. 48;
Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 1356; Hackett, Acts, p. 126; Humphrey, Acts,
p- 76 ; Lange, Dasap. Z.,ii. p. 109; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap Z., p. 336 ;
Lckebusch, Apg., p. 354; de Pressensé, Hist., i. p. 402; Renan, Les
Apbtres, p. 1568; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 126; Schliemann, Clementinen,
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with the understanding in the one case and without it in
the second. It is clear that a man speaks with his under-
standing as much in one language as another, but it is
the main characteristic of the speech we are discussing
that it is throughout opposed to understanding : cf. vv.
14, 15. It would be inconceivable that, if this gift
really signified power to speak foreign languages, Paul
could on the one hand use the expressions in this letter
with regard to it, and on the other that he could have
failed to add remarks consistent with such an interpre-
tation. For instance is it possible that the Apostle in
repressing the exercise of the Charisma, as he does, could
have neglected to point out some other use for it than
mere personal edification ? Could he have omitted to tell
some of these speakers with tongues that, instead of
wasting their languages in a church where no one
understood them, it would be well for them to employ
them in the instruction of the nations whose tongues had
been supernaturally imparted to them? As it is, Paul
checks the use of a gift bestowed by the Holy Spirit,
and reduces its operation to the smallest limits, without
once indicating so obvious a sphere of usefulness for the
miraculous power. We need not, however, proceed to
further arguments upon this branch of the subject ;
although, in treating other points, additional evidence
will constantly present itself. For the reasons we have
stated, and many others, the great majority of critics
are agreed that the gift of tongues, according to Paul, was
not the power of speaking foreign languages previously
unknown.! But for the narrative in Acts ii. no one
would ever have thought of such an interpretation.

! So Bardili, Baur, Bleek, Davidson, Eichhorn, Ewald, Fiitzsche,
Gfrérer, Hausrath, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Keim, Meyer, Neander,
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of the observers, but that the Gospel, in adopting that
mistake, may be suspected of a similar course in recording
the appearances of Jesus.

We have thus replied to the question whether the
“vision hypothesis” could explain the belief of five
hundred, or even of eleven persons who supposed they
had seen Jesus at once, and we do not think that any
one who seriously considers the Age, and the circum-
stances under which the phenomenon is alleged to have
occurred, can doubt that such belief could very easily
have resulted from merely subjective impressions. Before
going further into the discussion of the matter, however,
we must again, with a little more minuteness, call atten-
tion to the date of the actual statements upon which the
whole argument turns. The Apostle Paul writes about
a quarter of a century after the time when it is said
that Jesus * was seen ” by those whom he names.
Whatever opinion may be formed as to the amount
of information obtained by Paul during the visit he
paid to Jerusalem for the purpose of making the ac-
quaintance of Peter, it is undeniable that some years
had elapsed between the time when Jesus is supposed
to have been seen and the time when Paul could have
received information regarding these appearances from
any of the Apostles. If we date the death of Jesus
in the year 33, almost the latest date assigned to
it by any eminent critic, and the conversion of Paul
about A.p. 38-40,' it will be remembered that the

! The Chronicon Paschale dates it 42; and the following critics date it as
noted : Michaelis, about 37° Kuinoel, 40 ; Heinrichs, 37° Eichhorn, 37 or
38; Hug, 35; Schmidt, 41; Bertholdt, 40; Feilmoser, 357 Winer, 38 ?
de Wette, 37 or 38; Schott, 81; Schrader, 39; Anger, 387 Wieseler, 40 ;
Ewald, 38; Meyer, 35. Wieseler, Chronologie des apost. Zeitalters, 1848,
Chronologische Tabelle ; Meyer, Apg., p. 24.
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(o dpayis) of my Apostleskip are ye in the Lord.”*
It cannot, we think, be doubted, when the passage 2
Cor. xii, 12 is attentively considered, that Paul does not
refer to external miracles performed by him, but to the
Charismata which he supposed to be conferred upon the
Corinthian Clristians on their acceptance of the Gospel
which the Apostle preached. These Charismata, how-
ever, are advanced as miraculous, and the passages 1
Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29 are quoted in support of the state-
ment we are discussing, and these now demand our
attention.

It may be well at once to give the verses which are
referred to, and in which it is said that Paul * goes some-
what elaborately into the exact place in the Christian
economy that is to be assigned to the working of miracles
and gifts of healing” (1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29). It is
necessary for the full comprehension of the case that
we should quote the context: xii. 4. “ Now there are
diversities of gifts (xapiopdreov), but the same Spirit ;
5. and there are diversities of ministries (Siaxondv), and
the same Lord; 6. and there are diversities of workings
(&vepynpdrov), but it is the same God who worketh the
all in all (6 évepydw 7a wdvra & waow): 7. But to each
is given the manifestation of the Spirit (davépwors Tod
mvevparos) for profit ; 8. Fortoone is given by the Spirit
a word of wisdom (Adyos codias); to another a word of
knowledge (Adyos yvdoews) according to the same Spirit;
9. to another faith (wio7ris) in the same Spirit, to another
gifts of healings (xapiocpara iapdrev) in the one Spirit;
10. to another (inward) workings of powers (évepyijpara

1 Comp. Rom. iv. 11, ““and he (Abraham) received a sign (onueior) of
circumcision, a seal (c¢payidu) of the righteousness of the faith,”
&e.
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examination of the narratives furnishes no sufficient
reason for supposing that all proposed to give the same
or the entire inscription,” and, after some curious reason-
ing, it is concluded that “there is at least no possibility
of showing any inconsistency on the strictly literal inter-
pretation of the words of the evangelist.”' On the con-
trary, we had ventured to suppose that, in giving a form
of words said to have been affixed to the cross, the evan-
gelists intended to give the form actually used, and con-
sequently *the same” and “ entire inscription,” which
must have been short; and we consider it quite incon-
ceivable that such was not their deliberate intention,
however imperfectly fulfilled.

We pass on merely to notice a curious point in
connection with an incident related by all the Gospels.
It is stated that the Roman soldiers who crucified
Jesus divided his garments amongst them, casting
lots to determine what part each should take. The
clothing of criminals executed was the perquisite of the
soldiers who performed the duty, and there is nothing
improbable in the story that the four soldiers decided by
lot the- partition of the garments—indeed there is every
reason to suppose that such was the practice. The inci-
dent is mentioned as the direct fulfilment of the Ps. xxii.
18, which is quoted literally from the Septuagint version
(xxi. 18) by the author of the fourth Gospel. He did
not, however, understand the passage, or disregarded its
true meaning,? and in order to make the incident accord

? Westcott, Int. to Study of the Gospels, 4th ed., p. 328, note 10.

? Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii. p. 421, anm. 1; Liicke, Ev. des Johannes,
ii. p. 761; Renan, Vie de Jésus, xiiime éd., p. 524 f.; Scholten, Evang.
naar Johannes, 1864, p. 334; Strauss, Das Leben Jesu, 2te Aufl., 1864,

p. 579 f.  Cf. Hengstenberg, Das Ev. des heil. Johannes, 2te Aufl., iii.
p- 2614 -
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Papias need not long detain us, for it is freely admitted
by most divines that he does not afford evidence of any
value that he was acquainted with the Acts. For the
sake of completeness we may however refer to the points
which are sometimes mentioned. A fragment of the
work of Papias is preserved giving an account of the
death of Judas, which differs materially both from the
account in the first Synoptic and in Acts i. 18f Judas
is represented as having gone about the world a great
example of impiety, for his body baving swollen so much
that he could not pass where a waggon easily passed, he
was crushed by the waggon so that his entrails emptied
out (dore 1o éykara adrod ékxevwbijvar). Apollinaris of
Laodicaa quotes this passage to show that Judas did not
die when he hung himself, but subsequently met with
another fate, in this way reconciling the statements in
the Gospel and Acts.? He does not say that Papias used
the story for this purpose, and it is fundamentally con-
tradictory to the account in Acts i 18, 19. * Now this
man purchased a field with the reward of the unrighteous-
ness, and falling headlong burst asunder in the midst,
and all his bowels gushed out” (kal éfexify wdvra 7a
om\dyyva. abro). It is scarcely necessary to argue that
the passage does not indicate any acquaintance with
Acts? as some few critics are inclined to assert* The

1 8. B., i p. 483 £
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‘Lord, lay not this sin to their charge.” But if he was
supplicating for those who stoned him, how much more
for the brethren?”! The prayer here quoted agrees
with that ascribed to Stephen in Acts vii. 60. There is
no mention of the Acts of the Apostles in the Epistle, and
the source from which the writers obtained their informa-
tion about Stephen is of course not stated. If there really
was a martyr of the name of Stephen, and if these words
were actually spoken by him, the tradition of the fact, and
the memory of his noble saying, may well have remained in
the Church, or have been recorded in writings then current,
from one of which, indeed, eminent critics conjecture that
the author of Acts derived his materials,2 and in this case
the passage obviously does not prove the use of the Acts.
If, on the other hand, there never was such a martyr by
whom these words were spoken, and the whole story
must be considered an original invention by the author of
Acts, then, in that case, and in that case only, the passage
does show the use of the Acts® Supposing that the use
of Acts be held to be thus indicated, what does this
prove? Merely that the Acts of the Apostles were in
existence in the year 177-178, when the Epistle of

', .. xaldwep Zripavos & rékews pdprus: Kipie, pj) arijops abrois Tiw
dpapriav ravrp. € 8 imép Tov Mbafdvrwv édéero, méog palor imép Tav
adedpav; Eusebius, H.E., v. 2.

t Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 341 f., p. 347 f.; Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr. vi.,
1858, p. 37, p. 191 f.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Suge, 1838, i. p. 404, p. 409 f.;
Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 12; Neander, Pflanzung. u. s. w. chr. Kirche,
Ste Aufl,, p. 65, anm. 2; Schwanbeck, Quellon. d. Schr. des Lukas, 1847,
i. p. 250 fI. ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 249 f., &c., &o.

3 Dr. Lightfoot, speaking of the passage we are discussing, says:
« Will he (author of 8. R.) boldly maintain that the writers had beforo
them another Acts containing words identical with our Acts, just as he
supposes, &c., &c. . . . Or will he allow this account to have been taken
from Acts vii. 60, with which it coincides P’ Contemp. Review, August,
1876, p. 410. The question is here answered.
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have been in the writer’s mind throughout, but in the
impetuous flow of his ideas, which in the first two
chapters of this epistle outrun the pen, the sentences
become involved. It must be admitted, finally, that
the reference intended is a matter of opinion and cannot
be authoritatively settled. If we suppose it to refer to
the community of Jerusalem, taking thus the more fa-
vourable construction, how would this affect the ques-
tion? Can it be maintained that in this casual and
indefinite “ to them” we have any confirmation of the
general congress of the Acts, with its debates, its solemn
settlement of that momentous proposition regarding
the Gentile Christians, and its important decree? It is
impossible to credit that, in saying that he *commu-
nicated to them " the Gospel which he preached amongst
the Gentiles, the Apostle referred to a Council like that
described in the Acts, to which, as a delegate from the
Church of Antioch, he submitted the question of the con-
ditions upon which the Gentiles were to be admitted into
the Church, and tacitly accepted their decision.! Even
if it be assumed that the Apostle makes this slight pass-
ing allusion to some meeting different from his conference
with the pillar Apostles, it could not have been a general
congress assembled for the purpose stated in the Acts
and characterised by such proceedings. The discrepancy
between the two narratives is not lessened by any sup-
posed indication either in the Epistle or in the Acts of
other incidents than those actually described. The
suggestion that the dispute about Titus involved some

t It is unnecessary that we should here discuss the meaning of the
Apostle’s words : ““lest by any means I might be running or have run in
vain.” Critics are generally agreed that they express no doubt iu the

Apostle’s mind, and that they cannot be taken as a submission, in any de-
pendent sense, of his views to the elder Apostles.
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fundamental error, on both sides too often, to have con-
sidered it necessary to the acceptance of any explanation
that it should equally suit both the remarks of Paul and
the account in Acts.! The only right course is to
test the narrative by the distinct and authoritative
statements of the Apostle; but to adopt the contrary
course is much the same procedure as altering the
natural interpretation of an original historical document
in order to make it agree with the romance of some
unknown writer of a later day. The Apostle Paul writes
as a contemporary and eye-witness of phenomena which
affected himself, and regarding which he gives the most
valuable direct and indirect information. The unknown
author of the Acts was not an eye-witness of the scene
which he describes, and his narrative bears upon its very
surface the clearest marks of traditional and legendary
treatment. The ablest apologists freely declare that the
evidence of Paul is of infinitely greater value than that
of the unknown and later writer, and must be preferred
before it. The majority of those who profess to regard
the narrative as historical explain away its clearest
statements with startling ingenuity, or conceal them
beneath a cloud of words. The references to the phe-
nomenon in later portions of the Acts are in themselves
quite inconsistent with the earlier narrative in ch. ii
The detailed criticism of Paul is the only contemporary,
and it is certainly the only trustworthy, account we
possess regarding the gift of “tongues.”* We must,
therefore, dismiss from our minds, if possible, the bias
which the parrative in the Acts has unfortunately

! Cf. Baur, Stud. u. Krit. 1838, p. 620 f.
? We need not here say anything of the reference in Mark xvi. 17,
which is undoubtedly a later and spurious addition to the Gospel.
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their character and authorship should be placed beyond
all doubt. They must proceed from eye-witnesses capable
of estimating aright the nature of the phenomena. Our
four Gospels, however, are strictly anonymous works.
The superscriptions which now distinguish them are
undeniably of later origin than the works themselves,
and do not proceed from the composers of the Gospels.
Of the writers to whom these narratives are traditionally
ascribed only two are even said to have been apostles,
the alleged authors of the second and third Synoptics
neither having been personal followers of Jesus, nor eye-
witnesses of the events they describe. Under these
circumstances, we are wholly dependent upon external
evidence for information regarding the authorship and
trustworthiness of the four canonical Gospels.

In examining this evidence, we proceeded upon clear
and definite principles. Without forming or adopting
any theory whatever as to the date or origin of our
Gospels, we simply searched the writings of the Fathers,
during a century and a half after the events in question,
for information regarding the composition and character
of these works, and even for any certain traces of their
use, although, if discovered, these could prove little be-
yond the mere existence of the Gospels used at the date
of the writer. In the latter and minor investigation, we
were guided by canons of criticism previously laid down,
and which are based upon the simplest laws of evidence.
We found that the writings of the Fathers, during a
century and a half after the death of Jesus, are a complete
blank so far as any evidence regarding the composition
and character of our Gospels is concerned, unless we
except the tradition preserved by Papias, after the middle
of the second century, the details of which fully justify
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in the road a newly-erected fountain, and even dis-
tinguished an inscription upon it, namely—*“If any
man thirst let him come unto me and drink.” Some
time afterwards, she mentioned the fact with pleasure
to the daughters of a gentleman who was supposed
to have erected it. They expressed their surprise
at her statement, and assured her that she must be
quite mistaken. Perplexed with the contradiction be-
tween the testimony of her senses and of those who
would have been aware of the fact had it been true,
and feeling that she could not have been deceived
(“for seeing is believiug "), she repaired to the spot,
and found to her astonishment that no drinking-
fountain was in existence—only a few scattered stones,
which had formed the foundation upon which the
suggestion of an expectant imagination had built the
superstructure. The subject having previously occupied
her attention, these sufficed to form, not only a definite
erection, but one inscribed by an appropriate motto
corresponding to the leading idea.’”’?

We may give as another illustration an illusion which
presented itself to Sir Walter Scott.? He had been
reading, shortly after the death of Lord Byron, an
account in a publication professing to detail the habits
and opinions of the poet. As Scott had been intimate
with Lord Byron he was deeply interested in the
publication, which contained some particulars relative
to himself and other friends. * Their sitting-room
opened into an entrance hall, rather fantastically fitted
up with articles of armour, skins of wild animals,
and the like. It was when laying down his book,

: Carpenter, Ib., 206 f.
It is likewise quoted by Dr. Carpenter, p. 207 f.
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was becoming faint in many minds, and the hope
of his coming seemed so distant and unsure. If we
do not migjudge the character of Paul, however shocked
he may have been at first by the substitution of a
crucified Nazarene for the triumphant Messiah of his
earlier visions, there must have been something pro-
foundly pleasing to his mind in the conception of a
spiritual Messiah. As he became familiar with the
idea, it is probable that flashes of doubt must have
crossed his mind as to the correctness of his more
material views. If the belief were true, which Chris-
tians professed, that this Jesus, despised and rejected
of men, was actually the suffering servant of Jehovah,
and this servant of Jehovah the Messiah! If the
claim of this Jesus who had been estecmed smitten
of God and afflicted, had been verified by his rising
again from the dead and ascending to the right
hand of God! This aspect of the Messianic idea had
a mystery and significance congenial to the soul of
Paul. The supernatural elements could have presented
no difficulties to him. Belief in the Resurrection was
part of his creed as a Pharisee. That the risen
Messiah should have been seen by many, the funda-
mental idea once admitted, could not surprise the
visionary Jew. We can well imagine the conflict
which went on in the ardent mind of Paul when
doubts first entered it; his resistance and struggle for
the faith of his youth; the pursuance as duty of the
course he had begun, whilst the former conviction
no longer strengthened the feverish energy; the ex-
citement of religious zeal in the mad course of perse-
cution, not to be arrested in a moment, but become, by
growing doubt, bitterness and pain to him ; the suffering
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brought him to the Council, and set up false witnesses, who
said,” &c.! There is no ground here for interpolating any
imprisonment, and if not, then it follows clearly that
Stephen, being immediately called upon to answer for
himself, is, at the end of his discourse, violently carried
away without the city to be stoned. No preparations
could have been made even to take notes of his speech,
if upon any ground it were reasonable to assume the
possibility of an intention to do so; and indeed it could
not, under the circumstances, have been forescen that
he should cither have been placed in such a position,
or have been able to make a speech at all. The rapid
progress of all the events described, and the excitement
consequent on such tumultuous proceedings, render an
ordinary explanation of the manner in which such a speech
could have been preserved improbable, and it is difficult
to suppose that it could have been accurately remembered,
with all its curious details, by one who was present. Tm-
probable as it is, however, this is the only suggestion
which can possibly be advanced. The majority of
apologists suppose that the speech was heard and
reported by the Apostle Paul himself? or at least that it
was communicated or written down either by a member
of the Sanhedrin, or by some one who was present.® As
there is no information on the point, there is ample scope
for imagination, but when we come to consider its
linguistic and other peculiarities, it must be borne in

! Acts vi. 12 .

* Alford, Gk. Test., ii. proleg., p. 11; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 131;
Ebrard, Ev. Gesch., p. 690; zu Olsh. Apg., p. 112; Humphrey, Acts,
p. 86; Ldger, Zweck, u. 8. w., der Rede des Stephanus, 1838, p. 31 f.;
Rielm, De font. Act. Apost., p. 195 f.; Wordsworth, Gk. Test., Acts,

p. 131,
3 Dleek, Einl., p. 348; Stud. u. Kiit., 1836, p. 1036 ; Heinrichs, Act.
Apost., i. p. 24, ii. p. 387 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 162; Olshausen, Apg., p. 112.
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more highly in the Corinthian Church than all the rest!
Do we not get an instructive insight into the nature of
the other Charismata from this suggestive fact? The
reality of miracles does not seem to be demonstrated by
these chapters.!

We have already stated that the vast majority of critics
explain yAdooais hakeiv as speech in an ecstatic con-
dition ;? aud all the phenomena described by Paul closely
correspond with the utterance of persons in a state of
extreme religious enthusiasm, and excitement, of which
many illustrations might be given from other religions
before and since the commencement of our era, as well as
in the history of Christianity in early and recent times.
Every one knows of the proceedings of the heathen oracles,
the wild writhings and cries of the Pythoness and the
mystic utterances of the Sibyl. In the Old Testament
there is allusion to the ecstatic emotion of the prophets in
the account of Saul, 1 Sam. xix. 24 ; cf. Isaiah viii. 19,
xxix. 4. The Montanists exhibited similar phenomena,
and Tertullian has recorded several instances of such re-
ligious excitement, to which we have elsewhere referred.
Chrysostom had to repress paroxysms of pious excitement
closely resembling these in the fourth century ;* and even
downto our own times instances have never been wanting
of this form of hysterical religion. Into none of this can
we enter here. Enough, we trust, has been said to show
the true character of the supposed supernatural Charis-
mata of Paul from his own account of them, and the infor-
mation contained in his epistles.

1 It is impossible to refer to every writer by whom the arguments adopted
throughout this section may have been used or suggested, but we very
gladly express obligation, especially to the writings of Baur, Zeller,
Meyer, Reuss, Overbeck, Holtzmann, and Neander, referred to higher
up (note 1, p. 366). 2 Note 1, p. 366. * Hom. in Is., vi. 2.
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“He then, I say, that ministereth to you the Spirit and
worketh mighty powers within you, doeth ke it by the
works of the law or by the report of faith?”! Why
“ mighty ” should be inserted it is difficult to understand,
but the word is rightly printed in italics to show that it
is not actually expressed in the Greek. “ What was
the exact nature of these ‘ powers’ . . . it is impossible
to determine,” observes another scholar quoted above,?
on the same passage.® In 1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29, where
the plural dwdpews again occurs, the intention to express
“powers ”* and not external results—miracles—is per-
fectly clear, the word being in the last two verses used
alone to represent the “ gifts.” In all of these passages
the word is the representative of the * powers” and not
of the “effects.”® This interpretation is rendered more
clear by, and at the same time confirms, the preceding
phrase, *were wrought in you” (karepydaty & tuwv).
‘Powers ’ (Suwdpes), as in Gal. iii. 5, are worked “ within
you,” and the rendering of that passage being so settled,
it becomes authoritative for this. If, however, direct
confirmation of Paul’s meaning be required we have it
in Rom. vii. 8, where we find the same verb used with
& in this sense: “But sin . , . . wrought in me
(xaretpydoato év éuot) allamanner of coveting,” &c. ; and
with this may also be compared 2 Cor. vii. 11 . . . .
“ what earnestness it wrought in you” (xarewpydoaro év®

U Ellicott, St. Paul’s Ep. to the Galatians, 4th ed., 1867, p. 15+ £.

* Dr. Lightfoot, see note 2, p. 337.

3 It is rendered * vertues ” in Wyelif's version.

* *“ Suwdpeis] powers. From persons he passes to things,” &c. Words-
worth, on 1 Cor. xii. 28, Gk. Test., St. Paul’s Epistles, p. 129.

* Grotius renders Svvdpeow=virtutibus ad 2 Cor. xii. 12, Aunot. in
N. T, vi. 539,

¢ &vis found in C, F, G, and other MSS., although it is omitted in the
other great codices. This, however, does not affect the argument..

- O
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assumed towards the Apostle of the Gentiles by such
men as Justin Martyr, Papias, Hegesippus, and the
author of the Clementines ; but we have already devoted
too much space to this subject, and here we must re-
luctantly leave it. .
The steps by which Christianity was gradually freed
from the trammels of Judaism and became a religion of
unlimited range and universal fitness were clearly not
those stated in the Acts of the Apostles. Its emanci-
pation from Mosaism was not effected by any liberal
action or enlightened guidance on the part of the elder
Apostles. At the death of their Master, the Twelve re-
mained closely united to Judaism, and evidently were left
without any understanding that Christianity was a new
religion which must displace Mosaic institutions, and
replace the unbearable yoke of the law by the divine
liberty of the Gospel. To the last moment regarding
which we have any trustworthy information, the Twelve,
as might have been expected, retained all their early
religious customs and all their Jewish prejudices. They
were simply Jews believing that Jesus was the Messiah;
and if the influence of Paul enlarged their views upon
some minor points, we have no reason to believe that
they ever abandoned their belief in the continued obli-
gation of. the law, and the necessity of circumcision for
full participation in the benefits of the Covenant. The
author of the Acts would have us believe that they
required no persuasion, but anticipated Paul in the
Gospel of uncircumcision. It is not within the scope
of this work to inquirc how Paul originally formed
his views of Christian universalism. Once formed, it
is easy to understand how rapidly they must have
been developed and confirmed by experience amongst
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From any point of view which may be taken, the
Apocalypse is an important document in connection
with this point. If it be accepted as a work of the
Apostle John—the preponderance of evidence and cri-
tical opinion assigns it to him—this book, of course,
possesses the greatest value as an indication of his views.
If it be merely regarded as a contemporary writing, it
still is most interesting as an illustration of the religious
feeling of the period. The question is: Does the
Apocalypse contain any reference to the Apostle Paul, or
throw light upon the relations between him and the
elder Apostles ? If it does so, and be the work of one of
the ordhoi, nothing obviously could be more instruc-

Apostles, we find traces of an opposition between the Jew and the Gentile,
the circumcision and the uncircumcision. It is found, not only in the
Epistle to the Gulatians, but in a scarcely less aggravated form in the
two Epistles to the Corinthians, softened, indeed, in the Epistle to the
Romans, and yet distinctly traceable in the Epistle to the Philippians;
the party of the circumcision appearing to triumph in Asia, at the very
close of the Apostle’s life, in the second Epistle to Timothy. In all these
Epistles we have proofs of a reaction to Judaism, but though they are
addressed to Churches chiefly of Gentile origin, never of a reaction to
heathenism. Could this have been the case, unless within the Church
itself there had been a Jewish party urging upon the members of the
Church the performance of a rite repulsive in itself, if not as necessary to
salvation, at any rate as a counsel of perfection, seeking to make them in
Jewish language, not merely proselytes of the gate, but proselytes of
righteousness? What, if not this, is the reverse side of the Epistles of
St. Paul ? that is to say, the motives, object, or basis of teaching of his
opponents, who came with *epistles of commendation’ to the Church of
Corinth, 2 Cor. iii. 1; who profess themselves ¢ to be Christ’s’ in a special
sense, 2 Cor. x. 7; who say they are of Apollos, or Cephas, or Christ,
1 Cor. i. 12; or James, Gal. ii. 12 ; who preach Christ of contention, Phil.
i. 13, 17; who deny St. Paul's authority, 1 Cor. ix. 1, Gal. iv. 16 ; who
slander his life, 1 Cor. ix. 3, 7. We moet these persons at every turn.
Are they the same, or different > Are they mere chance opponents? or
do they represent to us one spirit, one mission, one determination to root
out the Apostle and his doctrine from the Christian Church? Nothing
but the fragmentary character of St. Paul's writings would conceal
from us the fact, that here was a concerted and continuous opposition.”
Jowett, The Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 332 f.
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if it had been obscurely declared by the prophets that the
Christ should suffer (waflyros yernoduevos & Xpiords) and
after these things be lord of all,” &c.? This is compared
with Acts xxvi. 22, “. . . . saying nothing except those
things which the prophets and Moses said were to come to
pass, (23) whether the Christ should suffer (el wafyrds &
Xpiords), whether, the first out of the resurrection from
the dead, he is about to proclaim light unto the people
and to the Gentiles.”? It is only necessary to quote
these passages to show how unreasonable it is to maintain
that they show the use of the Acts by Justin. He simply
sets forth from the prophets, direct, the doctrines which
formed the great text of the early Church. Some of the
warmest supporters of the canon admit the *uncer-
tainty "’ of such coincidences, and do not think it worth
while to advance them. There are one or two still more
distant analogies sometimes pointed out which do not
require more particular notice® There is no evidence
whatever that Justin was acquainted with the Acts of the
Apostles.*

év 5 mafprds paiveadas xexnpuxto, é\cvadpevos xal xpiris wdvraov Aouwdy, kal
alérios Bacdeds xal lepeds yomodpevos' x.7.\. Dial. 36.

1 El yap dia rév mpopuraw mapaxexakvppévos exijpukro malyrds yemadpevos
& Xpuoros xai perd Tabta mdvTwy )upievowys & 7.\, Dial. 76,

3 Acts xxvi. 22. ... 0ddiv érds Aéywr by re ol mpopirar é\dAnoay
peNdrroy yivesfas xkai Moiois, 23. e mabnrds & Xpiords, e mpiros
¢& dragrdoews vexpoy Pds péMket xarayyéAhew TG Te Aa@ kai Tois Eveaw.

3 Apol. i. 50, cf. Acts i. 8 f.; Apol. i. 40, cf. Actsiv. 27; Apol. ii. 10,
of. Acts xvii. 23; Dial. 8, cf. Acts xxvi. 20; Dial. 20, c¢f. Acts x. 14;
Dial. 68, cf. Acts ii. 30.

4 Credner, Einl. N. T., i. 1, p. 274; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and
Doctr., ii. p. 329; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 75; Meyer, Apostel-
gesch., p. 1 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 49 f. Dean Alford says:
“Nor are there any references in Justin Martyr which, fairly con-
sidered, belong to this book.” Greek Test., 1871, Proleg. iL. p. 20. Dr
Westcott says: ** The references to the Acts are uncertain ; ”* and he merely
illastrates this by referring to the first of tho passages discussed in the
text. On the Canoa, 1875, p. 168, note 3.

YOL. IiIL, (4]
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expressing “the mind of the Spirit.” If the original
prophecy did not express that mind, it is rather late to
amend the utterances of the prophets in the Acts of the
Apostles.

We may now briefly examine the speech linguistically.
Verse 13: The opening as usual is dvdpes dSehdor,
but the whole phrase dv8p. &8..drovaaré pov is put
into the mouth of Paul in xxii. 1, dv8p. d8- xal marépes
dxovaaré pov, and with but little variation again in xiii.
16. Cf ii. 22. The use of the Hebrew form Supedw,
in speaking of Peter, has been pointed out by Bleek!
and others, after Lightfoot,? as a characteristic peculi-
arity showing the authenticity of the speech. The same
form occurs in 2 Pet. i. 1, but its use in that spurious
epistle is scarcely calculated to give weight to its use
here. If it be characteristic of anyone, however, its use
is characteristic of the author of the third Gospel and the
Acts, and in no case is it peculiarly associated with
James. In addition to the instance referred to above,
and Apoc. vii. 7, where the tribe of Simeon is thus named,
the Jewish form Zvuedv of the name Simon occurs four =
times only in the New Testament, and they are confined
to our author: Acts xiii. 1; Luke ii. 25, 34, iii. 30. Being
acquainted with the Jewish form of the name, he made
use of it in this speech probably for the effect of local
colouring. é&yyetofar, x. 8, xv. 12, xxi. 19 ; Luke xxiv.
85, and nowhere else except John i. 18—it is peculiar to
the author. xafds, Acts 11, Luke 16 times, and elsewhere
frequently. wpdrow, iii. 26, vii. 12, xi. 26, xiii. 46, xxvi.
20; Luke 10 times; Jam. iii. 17; Paul 10 times, rest fre-
quently. émoxérreafar, vi. 3, vii. 23, xv. 36; Luke i. 68,

! Eiol. N. T., p. 348; Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1036 f.
* Works, viii. p. 474 f.
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theories lave found very little favour, however, and
we mention them solely to complete our statement of
the general controversy. Considering the fulness of the
report of the visit in Acts xv. and the peculiar nature of
the facts stated by the Apostle himself in his letter to
the Galatians, the difficulty of identifying the particular
visit referred to is a phenomenon which cannot be too
much considered. Is it possible, if the narrative in the
Acts were really historically accurate, that any reasonable
doubt could ever have existed as to its correspondence
with the Apostle’s statements? We may here at once
say that, although many of the critics who finally decide
that the visit described in Acts xv. is the same as that
referred to in the second chapter of the Epistle argue
that the obvious discrepancies and contradictions between
the two accounts may be sufficiently explained and recon-
ciled, this is for very strong reasons disputed,! and the
narrative in the Acts, when tested by the authentic state-
ments of the Apostle, pronounced inaccurate and unhis-
torical.

It is only necessary to read the two accounts in
order to understand the grounds upon which even apo-
logists like Paley and Wieseler feel themselves compelled

! Baur, Paulus, i. 129 fi., 132 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 457 ff. ;
Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 214 fi., 251 fi.; Hilyenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss.
Theol., 1838, p. 77 fi., 317 ff.; 1560, p. 118 f.; Galaterbr., p. 53 ff., 149 ff.;
Eiul., p. 227 ff. ; Iollzsmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 340f.; Krenkel,
Paulus, p. 62 ff.; Lipsius, in Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 195 ff.; Nicolus,
Etudes N. T., p. 254, notes 1, 3; Overbeck, zu de Wette, Apg., p. 216 ff.;
Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 277 ff., 500 ff.; Renan, Les Apdtres,
p. xxxiv. ff.; St. Paul, p. 81, note 2; Scholten, Het paul. Ev., p. 448 ff. ;
Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 544 ff.; Schwanbeck, Quellen, u. 8. w., i.
p- 32; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 116 ff.; Stap, Origines, p. 69,
note 2, p. 182 ff.; Strautmun, Paulus, p. 187 ff.; Volkmar, Die Rel.
Jesu, p. 345 fi. ; Tjcenk Willink, Just. Mart., p. 31, n. 3; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 216 ff., 357 f. Cf. Jowett, The Eps.of St. Paul, i. p. 330 ff., 351 f.;
Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 71 ff.; Stud. u. Krit., 1835, p. 551 ff.
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planations might be offered and be considered unsatis-
factory without in the least degree altering the fact,
that the testimony for the final miracle of Christianity
is totally insufficient, and that the allegation that it
actually occurred cannot be maintained. The first
explanation, adopted by some able critics, is that
Jesus did not really die on the cross, but being taken
down alive, and his body being delivered to friends,
he subsequently revived. In support of this theory,
it is argued that Jesus is represented by the Gospels
as expiring after having been but three to six hours
upon the cross, which would have been an un-
precedentedly rapid death. It is affirmed that only
the hands and not the feet were nailed to the cross.
The crurifragium, not usually accompanying crucifixion,
is dismissed as unknown to the three Synoptists, and
only inserted by the fourth Evangelist for dogmatic
reasons, and of course the lance-thrust disappears
with the leg-breaking. Thus the apparent death was
that profound faintness which might well fall upon
- such an organization after some hours of physical and
mental agony on the cross, following the continued
strain and fatigue of the previous night. As soon
as he had sufficiently recovered, it is suppesed that
Jesus visited his disciples a few times to re-assure
them, but with precaution on account of the Jews, and
was by them believed to have risen from the dead,
as indeed he himself may likewise have supposed,
reviving as he had done from the faintness of death.!

! Gfrirer, who maintains the theory of a Scheintod with great ability,
thinks that Jesus had believers amongst the rulers of the Jews, who,
although they could not shield him from the opposition against him, still
hoped to save him from death. J o‘seph, a rich man, found the means of
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and it is unnecessary for us to point out the reasons
which led the writer to present him in such subdued
colours. We must, however, before finally leaving the
subject, very briefly point out a few circumstances which
throw a singular light upon the relations which actually
existed between Paul and the elder Apostles, and tend
to show their real, if covert, antagonism to the Gospel
of the uncircumcision. We may at the outset remark,
in reference to an objection frequently made that Paul
does not distinctly refer to the Apostles as opposing
his teaching and does not personally attack them, that
such a course would have been suicidal in the Apostle of
the Gentiles, whilst on the other hand it could not but
have hindered the acceptance of his Gospel, for which he
was ever ready to endure so much. The man who wrote :
“If it be possible, as much as dependeth on you, be at
peace with all men,”? could well be silent in such a cause.
Paul, in venturing to preach the Gospel of the uncircum-
cision, laboured under the singular disadvantage of not
having, like the Twelve, been an immediate disciple of
the Master. He had been ‘“as the one born out of due
time,” 2 and although he claimed that his Gospel had not
been taught to him by man but had been received by direct
revelation from Jesus, there can be no doubt that his apos-
tolic position was constantly assailed. The countenance
of the elder Apostles, even if merely tacit, was of great

ii. p. 217 ff., 251 f.; Ililyenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1838, p. 77 ff. ; 1860,
p. 121 ff. ; Galaterbr., p. 151 f.; Einl,, p. 231 f.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s
B. L., i. p. 196 fi.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 217 ff.; Renan, Les
Apdtres, p. xxxvi.; St. Paul, p. 81, note 2; Scholten, Het paulin. Ev.,
D. 448 ff.; Schrader, Der Ap. P.,v. p. 544 ff.; Schwegler, Das nacbap. Z.,
i. p. 1174, ii. p. 86 fI.; Stap, Origines, p. 69, n. 2, p. 182 1. ; Straatman,
YPaulus, p. 187 ff.; Volimar, Die Rel. Jesu, p. 345 ff.; Tjeenk Wiliink,
Just. Mart., p. 31f., n. 3; Zeller, Apg., p. 224 ff,
' Rom. xiii. 18. 2 1 Cor. xv. 8.
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his having heard the unspeakable words. That is quite
objectively real to him. His only doubt is whether the
body was caught up with his soul upon this occasion.!
No one who has carefully considered such phenomena
and examined the statements here made can have any
doubt as to the nature of this vision. The conception
of being caught up into “the third heaven,” * into
Paradise,” and there hearing these ‘ unspeakable words
which it is not lawful for a man to utter,” betrays in no
doubtful manner the source of the subjective impressions.
Of course, divines who are prepared to see in this pas-
sage the account of an actual objective event will not
consider it evidence that Paul had subjective visions
which he believed to have been objective facts; but to
those who, more rightly and reasonably, we think, re-
cognize the subjective character of the vision, it must
at once definitely settle the point that Paul could mis-
take subjective impressions for objective realities, and
consequently the argument for the similar subjectivity
of the vision of Jesus becomes complete. The possi-
bility of such a mistake is precisely what apologists
question. Here is an instance in which the mistake
has clearly been made by Paul.

The Apostle’s own statements show him to have been
superlatively visionary and impressionable, with restless
nervous energy it is true, but, at the same time, with
keen physical and meatal susceptibility. Liable to be
uplifted by ‘“the excess of revelations,” glorying in
“ visions and revelations of the Lord,” possessing ecstatic

1 Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1864, p. 174 f.; Holsten, Zum Ey.
Paulus u. Petr., p. 21 ff., p. 122 f. Hilgenfeld points out that the repre-
sentation of such a separation from the body as Paul here contemplates
is to be found in Philo (De Somniis, i. § 6).
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of the Resurrection. The *sign of the prophet Jonah,”
which in Mt. xii, 40 is put into the mouth of Jesus is
another passage used with equal incorrectness, and a
glimpse of the manner in which Christian tradition took
shape, and the Gospels were composed, may be obtained
by comparing with the passage in the first Synoptic the
parallel in the third (xi. 20—31)."! We shall have more
to say presently regarding the resurrection “ on the third
day.”

We may now proceed to examine the so-called * very
circumstantial account of the testimony on which the
belief in the Resurrection rested.” *“And that he
was seen by Cephas, then by the Twelve. After that
he was seen by above five hundred brethren at once,
of whom the greater part remain unto this present, but
some are fallen asleep. After that he was seen by
James, then by all the Apostles, and last of all he
was seen by me also.”? There can be no doubt, we
think, from the terms in which this statement is made,
that Paul intended to give the appearances in chronolo-
gical order® Tt would likewise be a fair inference that
he intended to mention all the appearances of which he
was aware. So far, the account may possibly merit
the epithet * circumstantial,” but in all other respects
it is scarcely possible to conceive any statement less
circumstantial. As to where the risen Jesus was seen
by these persons, in what manner, and under what cir-
cumstances, and at what time, we are not vouchsafed
a single particular. Moreover, the Apostle was not

1 Cf. Mt. xvi. 4; Mk, viii. 11. 2 1 Cor. xv. 5—8.

3 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 603 ; Keim, Josu v. Nas., iii. p. 543; Maier,
1Br. Kor., p. 337; Meyer, 1 Br. Kor., p. 416; Riickert, 1 Br. Kor., p. 200;

Stanley, St. Paul’s Ep. to the Cor., 4th ed., p. 288; de Wette, Br. an die
Kor., 1855, p. 141; Weisse, Dio ev. Gosch., ii. p. 364,





