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Preface

Presenting William Benjamin Smith.

It is somewhat out of the usual for a new book to come to print from the
pen of a person born a century ago, who had an unspectacular academic career,
terminating a number of decades in the past. When a scholar’s work so per-
sistently holds its value, an editor owes at least a brief answer to the questions
who this man was, and where he lived.

William Benjamin Smith was born Oct. 26, 1850 in Stanford, Kentucky,
but his family brought him four years later west to Missouri, and his chief
childhood memories centered around a farm just outside of St. Joseph, on the
far border of that state. In Kentucky his father had been a lawyer. In the new
home he was a farmer with literary interests.

A precocious child, William Benjamin made his preparations for college by
studies in alocal academy, and he could have started college at the age of about
14, except for the violent death of his father at that date at the hands of Union-
ist soldiers. The next three years young Smith helped to put the family farm
onto a paying basis, after which the devoted exertions of his mother and sisters
made it possible for him to take a university education. He could not be ad-
mitted to Harvard or Yale for lack of Greek but he did enter, in 1868, the Uni-
versity of Kentucky, in Lexington, Ky. Starting nominally as a Freshman he
kept far ahead of the calendar and graduated two years later, having taken
principally Latin, Greek, Mathematics, and Physics. He then became Instruc-
tor in his “Alma Mater,” in English and in Old Testament history. In 1871 he
received the M.A. degree. In 1873-4 he was Adjunct Professor of Geology,
Zoology, and Botany. By this time he had achieved by his own efforts a read-
ing knowledge of Hebrew, French, German and Italian. Assyrian was a later
accomplishment; in Greek and Latin his university had schooled him. Smith’s
teaching tasks brought him into contact with the critical Old Testament schol-
arship that was then taking shape, and through this and through contacts with
natural science he arrived at intellectually skeptical conclusions that greatly
perturbed the school’s administration. It was felt at that time that these radical
doubts disqualified him for any state university career. In consequence, for a

ix
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while, he found himself “unemployable,” till finally in 1875 St. John’s College
(Catholic) at Prairie du Chien, Wisconsin, accepted him to teach Mathematics
and Latin.

From 1877 to 1879 he studied in Gottingen, Germany, winning prizes at
the Mathematical-Physical Seminar—the first American who ever achieved
such honors in Gottingen—and obtained his Ph.D. “summa cum Laude.”
Thus armed, he returned to America, and after some delay became Professor
of Physics at Central College, Fayette, Missouri, in the autumn of 1881. While
there, he married, 1882, Kathleen Merrill. She died seventeen years later. Of
this, his only marriage, there were four children. In 1885 he removed to the
chair of Physics at the University of Missouri, Columbia, Mo., but transferred
after three years to the department of Mathematics, and then in 1893 removed
to Tulane University, New Orleans, to teach Mathematics there. Then in 1907
he became Professor of Philosophy for that University. From his retirement,
1915, to his death Aug. 6, 1934, he lived in Columbia, Mo. In recognition of his
studies in the New Testament he was recipient of the LL.D. degree, 1931,
from the University of Missouri.

Smith’s skepticism, rather than alienating him from the study of religion,
posed its interpretation as a problem for him to try to master philosophically
and historically. In particular he felt that the challenge to arrive at a sound
historical account of the origin of Christianity was every bit as strong upon
skeptical students as it could ever be upon the orthodox. Till we understand
that event, he said, our whole comprehension of history is built on sand.

As a teacher of Philosophy Smith concerned himself much with the prob-
lems of the one and the many, also with the semblance of a cosmic mind-and-
matter dualism. Sensing dualism as inacceptable, he answered it in terms of
radical idealism, of the Berkeleyan stamp,—a view-point, that is, which re-
solves dualism by conceding full reality only to the mental world. The slight
allusions that the reader will find in this book to matters of philosophy are
interpretable in the terms of Berkleyanism.

In his Biblical studies Smith largely accepted the Old Testament findings
of his predecessors—though he knew Hebrew, Aramaic, and not a little As-
syrian—and he concentrated his own studies on the New Testament. He pub-
lished in his lifetime two books and almost innumerable articles on this
subject, and these comprised but a fraction of the studies he completed. In
date these writings spread from the early "80’s on until 1933. To avoid “em-
barrassing” his employers, as he put it, the earlier papers were signed with a
nom de plume—"“Conrad Maschol.” These came out in Unitarian periodicals.
Later he used his own name and to a considerable extent published through
the Monist (Chicago), the Open Court (Chicago) and the Hibbert Journal
(London). Smith’s first book-sized publication on Biblical criticism, Der
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vorchristliche Jesus (1906), was an outgrowth and expansion of an article on
the problem of the historicity of the place-name Nazareth. Not more than
portions of that book have ever been printed in English, though in German
it had a second edition. Interesting to relate, Paul Wilhelm Schmiedel, of
Zurich, a theologian with whom Smith had already had a friendly controversy
in the Hibbert Journal, was so impressed with the importance of the work,
though he disagreed with its conclusion, that he willingly wrote a personal
introduction of Smith, to be used as a foreword to the German book.

Smith is known to the American reading public more particularly through
his Ecce Deus (in German 1911, English Edition 1912), his religious-philo-
sophical article Mors Mortis (in The Monist Vol. 28, pp. 321-351, 1918, also
reprinted separately), and through his homometric translation of Homer's
Iliad (edited by Walter Miller, Macmillan, 1944).

In the field of biblical studies Smith was largely at home with the German
critical literature, and quite accustomed to the blunt rough-and-tumble that is
so generally characteristic of German intellectual controversy. But in his mind
this method was something quite objective, and to be understood as fully
compatible with high mutual esteem. Only when controversy seemed to stem
out of self-interest instead of conviction, his patience quickly came to an end,
and when disputes were supported by “Character-assassination” his ire was
timeless and implacable. Even against such a theologian as Harnack, when
he accredited an early church father’s libel against an ancient “heretical”
leader, Smith rose up in defense and refutation. Such things go naturally with
rough words; yet outside of controversy Smith was a peculiarly gentle and
sympathetic personality, one who though publicly known as a religious radi-
cal formed many of his closest friendships among the most conservative of
traditional believers. He was loved by children, and could hold "teen-agers fas-
cinated with his conversation. Among adolescents who imagined they had
outgrown “Alice in Wonderland,” he could re-awaken appreciation by the
intriguing discovery that Carroll was telling two stories with one set of words.

Smith’s biblical studies were to him a duty and an enthusiasm, his personal
contribution toward solving our century’s need for religion that can face reali-
ties and be at home in a world of scientific perspectives. That he was deeply
religious will be more than evident to any thoughful reader of his article Mors
Mortis. Those who read this volume, however, must hold in mind that this is
an objective study of history, and not a presentation of Smith’s own personal
religion.

The present work was completed in a sense—but only in a sense—in 1927,
and at that date Smith tried to interest some publisher in it. As he was un-
successful, the only account of this particular investigation that has been pre-
sented to the public thus far was Smith’s author-abstract of the book, which
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he entitled “Milk or Meat?”* (Hibbert Journal, Vol. 31, p. 372-383, 1933), pub-
lished the year before his death. Only recently, after various vicissitudes the
unpublished book came back to the notice of a group of Smith’s friends in
Columbia, Missouri, and they arrived at the opinion that it should still be pos-
sible, after some editing, to present this invaluable study to its public.

The assignment of this labor of love to the present editor came about
through circumstances almost accidental,—as much as anything, it would
seem, because he had had many long conversations with Dr. Smith on the
various aspects of Smith’s almost endless biblical investigations. In accepting
the task there is no pretense made of ability to appraise such matters as the
philological controversies in which Smith’s work has been entangled. But on
that score undoubtedly William Benjamin Smith’s already voluminous pub-
lished studies leave him even posthumously his own most effective advocate.
Considerable rearrangement of the parts of the book has been judged advis-
able, but while doing this the actual wording of Smith’s argument has been
preserved scrupulously his own.

Nineteenth and twentieth century literature is only scantily referred to in
this work. The added footnotes do not undertake to provide coverage. Stu-
dents of this aspect may well consult the references in the historicist work by
Maurice Goguel, [esus the Nazarene, Myth or History? 1926, and the publica-
tions of van den Bargh van Eysinga. For the latter see page xvii footnote.

The editor owes sincere thanks to Dean Emeritus W. C. Curtis, of the
University of Missouri for counsel and effective cooperation. To Mr. Y. Ken-
ley Smith, William Benjamin Smith’s eldest surviving son, a most heart-felt
appreciation is due for a very encouraging attitude and for cordial acquies-
cence in such reorganization of the text as seemed to be requisite.

Appison Gurick
3 Concord Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts

* We acknowledge the courtesy of the Hibbert Journal in acceding to the inclusion in this vol-
ume of material there published.
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1. THE TEMPORAL SEQUENCE.
« « . Jesus said, Behold, Father,
A strife of slls upon earth
From thy breath wanders in.
(Man) strives to flee the bitter chaos
And knows not how he will fare therethrough.
On this account send me, Father;
Bearing seals, I shall descend;
Aeons whole shall make way through,
Mysteries all shall lay open,
And forms of Gods shall show,
And secrets of the Holy Way,
Having called it Gnosis, I shall deliver.

This is the Christ, the Son of Man, portrayed from the unportrayable
Logos.
EEEE
His voice we have heard, but his form we have not seen ... for his
shape, which descends from above from the Unportrayed One, what sort it
1s, nobody knows.

These words, so tells us Bishop Hippolytus, are culled from the liturgies and
teachings of the earliest school of Gnostics, the Naassenes,* who composed
them long before the crucifixion could have occurred at Jerusalem, perhaps
even before the time designated by Luke for the nativity. The being here
celebrated was a heaven-dwelling but also spiritually immanent intermediary
entity between God the Absolute and Man the Finite,—a sort of celestial Pat-
tern-Man, reminding one of Plato’s Man the Idea. According to Hippolytus the
Naassenes called him by many names, Anthropos, Arsenothene,t Son-of-Man,
Christ, and Jesus}. This Jesus the Christ, Arsenothene, functioned as a
voluntary redeeming messenger coming to earth by traversing the concentric
spheres of the celestial “Aeons” from the outermost sphere inward to as far

® See Appendix, pp. 157 ff.

1 By this is not meant Hermaphrodite, argues Smith, but rather the reverse, totally sexless, and
equally prototype for either man or woman. Editor

1 Namely, Savior. Compare Mt. x:21 “Thou shalt call his name Jesus, for he shall save his
people. . . .”
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as earth. They described his work on earth as bringing “the kingdom of the
heavens within us as a treasure, as leaven hid away in three measures of
meal.”* Redemption they expounded by the simile of the two births,t the
second birth of redemption being that of “the water and the spirit,”} water
being for these Naassenes symbolic of spirit. Also “unless ye drink my blood
and eat my flesh, not at all may ye enter into the kingdom of the heavens.”§
Before redemption, “tombs are ye, whited, but full within of bones of the dead,
because there is not in you the living man”;|| but at redemption “they shall
spring forth” and be freed from carnality. The Naassene preaching message
was, “Awake, thou that sleepest, and the Christ shall illumine thee.”

These Naassenes had a cosmology which started with chaos and a “Monad”
Creator. The Creator sowed broadcast the Logos{ upon the chaos, and got
in some places nothing, in other places thirty, sixty or a hundred fold, to spring
up into the cosmos of factual existencies.

If this Naassene lore is indeed pre-Christian, with its almost innumerable
passages strikingly parallel to New Testament counterparts, and with its con-
cepts so suggestive of primitive Christianity yet so far from mature orthodoxy,
a dozen new questions spring up at once. But the crucial chronological ques-
tion, on which all else depends, can be solved only by way of technical scholarly
comparisons for which this chapter has not the space. For the cumulative
evidence our studious readers must turn to the Appendix at the end of this
volume. Here and now it must suffice us to run over the leading conclusions
that are there established by William Benjamin Smith:—

Hippolytus correctly records the developmental order of the early Gnostic
“sects,” namely,—The Naassenes preceded the Peratae, who developed out of
them. The Sethians developed in their turn out of the Peratae. Likewise Simon
of Samaria founded his elaborate and influential speculations on the thoughts
of his predecessors the Sethians. Now Smith reminds us that Simon’s long
career was largely previous to the Apostle Peter, both by all church traditions
and no less by the internal evidence from his doctrines, since his concepts of
redemption were too primitive to be placed otherwise. A fortiori the Naassene
school, coming at least three stages before Simon, was inescapably pre-Chris-
tian, though how long before is impossible to state in years. Internal evidence
of their literature also proves this, for they knew nothing of a cross, or of a
resurrection, or even a Savior visible upon earth; and similarly they had no
earmarks of acquaintance with Simon.

® Compare with Matt. 1333,

+ Compare with John 33,

1 Compare with John 35.

§ Compare with John 653-34,

|| Compare with Matt. 2327.
| Namely “idea” or “norm™ in the Platonistic sense. For this parable compare Matt, 133-8,
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Moving on from the Naassenes to the whole assemblage of Gnostics that
Hippolytus surveyed, Smith found a convincing temporal sequence in the
growing concept of the Savior. Starting vague, celestial, abstract and invisible,
step by step in the successive schools he begins to be visible, corporeal,
tangible, and more and more human, taking on little by little the attributes
given to Jesus in the New Testament.

As a broad religious movement, then, Gnosticism belied the characteristics
of a Christian heresy. That would have necessitated that they be a block of
schools which drifted away, through lapse of time and dimming memory,
from following correctly a Master who had walked and taught in Galilee;
history however says their relation to Christianity was the reverse, not a diver-
gence but a slow approximation. By corollary, New Testament Christianity
is more or less a sister movement to that of the Jewish Gnostics, indeed to the
Naassenes and several other schools, even a younger sister.

2. THE Pre-CHRrisTIAN JEsus.

The argument already covered makes us well acquainted with a pre-Chris-
tian Jesus-concept. Smith followed through on this thought in his book, T 4e
Pre-Christian Jesus, published in German as Der vorchristliche Jesus when it
turned out not to be possible to find a publisher for it in English. In German
it went through two editions, 1906 and 1911 respectively. The chief objective
in this book was a survey of all internal evidences in the New Testament for
the existence of this Jesus-lore previous to Christianity. In summary, Smith
{ound:—

An intensive search of the post-apostolic writings demonstrated that until at
the earliest A.p. 150, the Epistle to the Romans was entirely unknown among all
church fathers, whether in Rome or elsewhere. As Smith had already pub-
lished evidences that Romans was a strangely synthesized composite that had
to be of late date, the whole effect was to render this epistle inelegible as witness
about the Christ of history.

The book of Acts, he found, unintentionally lets slip the information that
knowledge about “the Jesus,” apparently a considerable mass of such lore, ex-
isted beforehand far and wide over the known world, and was carried by men
who knew nothing of an actual Palestinian ministry of this Jesus. Christianity
was not propagated by the slow missionary process, but burst forth almost
simultaneously all over the area of the Jewish diaspora. This fact, Smith de-
tects, was so embarrassing to the writer of Acts that that author invented as
a covering explanation a period of early persecution and scattering of the
Christians in Judaea, which the internal evidence of his own book refutes
as non-existent. It appears indeed that the Apostles did not find cause to flee
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from Jerusalem. Couple this with the records of early Gnostic Jesus-doctrines
and of collected sayings early ascribed to Jesus, and a picture comes together of
a situation well calculated to make the pre-Christian Jesus-doctrine transmute
with startling rapidity and almost spontaneously into the newly evolving
Christian doctrine.* No early Judean persecution was in the least necessary
to make the teaching spread.

A significant and very typical example of pre-Christian material used in the
Gospels is the well-known parable of the Sower. We have already summarized
the Gnostic version,t employed by them as a creation allegory. It appears be-
yond possible doubt to Smith that the Synoptist writers snatched up a cosmo-
logical allegory that was already in existence, but used it with less than cosmo-
logical meaning. Thanks to Hippolytus many further similar examples are
recorded. How many additional unverified borrowings there may be from
further cults of the Diaspora is impossible to know, because thus far our
acquaintance with first century cults is too scant.

The appellation “of Nazareth” now comes under scrutiny in a chapter of
Der vorchristliche Jesus. In the Greek it reads “the Nazorean,” which Smith
indicates conveys no meaning to a Greek reader. After he had joined for a
while in the age-long search for the supposed town in Galilee, he concluded
that no geographer, either Greek or Jewish, in the centuries just before and
just after Christ knew of any such locality. The current identification is from
the Middle Ages. But he argued there was no need for this town. It was
merely invented by some Greek to explain an incomprehensible Aramaic word,
and then this fictitious geography was accepted and incorporated into the nar-
rative by the biographers of Jesus. The Jesus the Nazorean means simply “The
Savior the Helper” or “The Savior who helpeth.” The same Semitic root is used
in other related languages in ascriptions directed to other gods.

The early Jesus-lore, as the earliest Gnostics had it, and as Apollos and other
Alexandrians knew it before Paul, failed to include the concepts of the cruci-
fixion and resurrection and ascension of the Redeemer. Resurrection is here
the key concept;—whence came it? While this is hardly a crucial feature in
Smith’s argument, he suggests the probability that this thought comes pri-
marily from a double meaning of the Greek word anastasis. All pious Jews
looked for the triumph (anastasis) of the Messiah, but typically not for his
victory by resurrection. But in the circles that became the first Christians, an-
astasis took on its other meaning, “resurrection.” There can have been other

® The independently reached conclusion by Smith, that the Gospels were something else than
history, has a number of scholarly antecedents and parallels. Of these the Dutch radical school
is most important, for which see p. zvii f.n.; but note also: Bruno Bauer (1809-1882), Arthur
Drews (1865-1935) both representing Germany, J. M. Robertson (1856-1933) Britain, Georg

Brandes (1842-1927) Denmark, P.-L. Couchoud, France, author of Histoire de Jésus, 1944.
1 P. xiv; see also p. 169.
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influences, but the mode of use of this word strongly suggests that this ver-
balization had been a significant factor in building the Christian doctrine.

Thus in their sum-total the evidences that Smith brought together in Der
vorchristliche Jesus make a strong case for the existence before the supposed
time of Christ of a body of lore, known in the Book of Acts as “the things of
the Jesus,” which through some sort of process of allegory-building, came to be
expanded into a narrative form, standing in no sort of relationship to any
factual person.

3. Ecce Deus

William Benjamin Smith’s three main treatises “Der vorchristliche Jesus,”
“Ecce Deus,” and the present book, are in some respects a consecutive trilogy.

Yet it would be a serious mistake to try to regard them as co-ordinated mem-
bers of a single exposition, which would be coherent from start to finish. They
are much more like three successive exploratory expeditions, each of which
extended the area of knowledge farther afield than what had been achieved be-
fore, while the final, farthest flung excursion of all, successfully brought in new
data which both extended and revamped the previous partial conclusions.

It has been indicated that the chief accomplishment of what we may call
“Book L,"—“Der vorchristliche Jesus,” was to make clear the existence of a
movement antecedent, possibly by many decades, to the alleged date of the
Gospel events, a movement that built up a non-terrestrial, subjective image of
an immaterial and invisible Jesus. This book also upheld the conclusion that
the Jesus of the Gospels was a non-factual materialization of this supraterres-
trial being.

The task of Ecce Deus, Book II of Smith’s series, was to bring to light the
allegorical and esoteric nature of the four Gospels.* In it Smith assembled evi-

* The main thesis of Ecce Deus, as also of Der vorchristliche Jesus, is almost exactly the same
as was worked out, mostly at an earlier date, by the Netherlands school of radical New Testa-
ment criticism, prominent representatives of which are A. D. Loman (1823-1897), Allard Pier-
son (1831-1896), J. van Loon (1838-1907), H. U. Meyboom (1842-1933), G. J. P. J. Bolland
(1854-1922), and G. A. van den Bergh van Eysinga (b. 1874, publishing since 19or). Like
W. B. Smith they started with a critique of the witness to Jesus found in the Pauline epistles,
But where Smith proceeded principally through reasoning from Hippolytus and Enoch, the Dutch
group gave greater emphasis to the evidence from a scholarly examination of Philo Alexan-
drinus. Van den Bergh van Eysinga’s book in German, “Die hollindische radikale Kritik des
neuen Testaments” (1912) mentions the gratification of the Dutch group at the publication of
Smith’s two books presenting arguments essentially the same as theirs, but with a different docu-
mentation, worked out independently and without knowledge of them. Smith’s article in the
Hibbert Journal, 1933, shows that he then knew and appreciated the writings of Bolland and
van den Bergh van Eysinga. In recent years the Dutch radicals have been consolidating their
position through extensive meticulous scholarship, but they apparently have not proceeded to
Smith’s new thesis of the present book and of 1933. A succinct recent summary of their position
is found (in Dutch) in van den Bergh van Eysinga's article, “Bolland over het ontstaan van het
Christendom,” Godsdienst-wetenschappelijke Studien No. 4. (1948) pp. 29~-42, esp. pp. 40—42.
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dences that the entire story told by the Synoptics,—a fortiori that told in the
fourth Gospel,—was allegory to the last details. The leading motive in the
writing of these scriptures, he believed, was to reinforce monotheism. To that
end, he argued, the Savior (“the Jesus”), conceived purely as an aspect of the
indivisible and invisible Godhead, was made the allegorical actor in a narra-
tive that was staged as though it had taken place on earth, in order to vivify
God’s nature, and his attitude toward mankind. Smith argued that there are
only two alternatives, with no “tertium quid”:—(1) Jesus was a man living
visibly in this material world, exalted later toward divinity by his devoted
followers; or (2) He was God himself, invisible and supernal, presented sym-
bolically. He brought forward many lines of evidence that the entire portrayal
was totally allegorical, leaving therefore no other possibility than that the
Christ was purely an esoterically symbolized divinity. Indeed the Gospel
authors repeatedly state the claim that the teaching was not to the multitude
but to the few, comprehensible only to those having “ears to hear.” In the pres-
ent work, in the chapter on “Symbolistic Warp and Woof,” Smith goes over
much of this argument, but with a new orientation and a new “tertium quid.”
The symbolism he finds ramifying down into the last details of Gospel, with
endless repeats and rehearsals, diversified only through innovations in the
methods of portrayal employed, as though the text were a veritable anthology
of the varied symbolic procedures for delineating the same few major topics.

There are a few further items, handled in Ecce Deus, that still need a brief
resumé here. Smith there points out that it is impossible to get down to any
sort of factual residue in the Gospels by eliminating the miraculous and look-
ing for the personality behind this miraculosity—as so many modernists are
prone to attempt—because from first to last the supernatural is so completely
of the essence of the whole narrative that scratching it out leaves nothing of
significance to contemplate. Even the moral teachings, though far superior in
Smith’s estimate to that of the Pagan contemporaries, differed, he points out,
in no wise from teaching that was entirely familiar and current in Judaism of
that date.

Smith shows that the nature of the Gospel message is clearly defined as “re-
pentance,” or literally “turning about,” and that the biblical meaning of this
word is turning to monotheistic worship. In both Old Testament and Apocry-
pha, as well as in many citations from the Epistles he presents corroborations
of this. Any attentive study of the symbolism of miracle or narrative brings
the same result. Polytheism is vanquished symbolically in miracles of exorcism
and in cures of illness, blindness, and whoredom. In comparing John with
the Synoptics, Smith finds their parallel portrayals executed through such di-
verse symbols, that when they are woven each into narrative form, they give
the impression of being the biographies of two almost unrelated lives.
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There are also some incidental items, all of which contribute to the total im-
pression of a symbolic method. The word “Iscariot” Smith expounds as trace-
able etymologically to the Aramaic meaning “the Surrenderer.” Thus Judas
Iscariot signifies “The Jew Who Surrenders,”—once more a symbolic entity,

as are also, e.g., the symbolically and parabolically presented individuals named
Lazarus—in Aramaic “Lack Help.”

All of Smith’s arguments up to and including Ecce Deus give great weight
to the seeming influence of early non-Palestinian Gnosticism as a fore-runner
and pattern-maker for Christianity. In this he agreed with his contemporaries
of the Dutch school of Gospel interpretation along mythical lines (Loman,
Bolland ez al.). The Gnostics, as Smith has brought out, assuredly pro-
duced very early a highly allegorical literature, established guiding patterns
of symbolic representation, and created a liturgy that preceded and greatly in-
fluenced those of every branch of “orthodox” Christianity.* And yet, we shall
see that later studies brought him to some quite fundamental considerations
opposed to allowing that the influence of the Gnostics on the Gospels could be
predominating. He found it to be rather an incidental modifier, more of the
surface than of the essence of Christianity. More of this will be seen in the
main body of this book.

Ecce Deus, as we have seen, gave an analysis by which every part of the
Gospel story was seen as allegory; but the actual central figure, identified for
the timebeing as the Supreme God Himself, was in a certain sense lifted above
the vicissitudes of an allegorical entity. We shall see that in his later studies,
comparing the various appellations of the Jesus—Son-of-Man, Son-of-God, the
Elect, etc.,—with their original use in the older Scriptures, Smith uncovered
clues which drew even this central figure himself completely into the symbolic
fabric. Thus in the forthcoming chapters Smith presents a definite emenda-
tion of the thesis set up in Ecce Deus, throwing his favor to the new “tertium
quid” that had not been perceived at the time he wrote his earlier books. In
these chapters he argues that the Jesus of the Gospels, already shown by the
Gnostic documents not to be a man transformed into a god, was also not god
made into a man (as Smith had contended in the earlier books), but was an
idealized Jewish national self-portrait done entirely in allegory. We shall also
find how this major step forward in the deciphering of the great New Testa-
ment allegory brings with it many new interpretations of the key-concepts in
the Christian propaganda—new group-meanings for the belief in the Trans-
figuration, Passion, Crucifixion, Death, Burial, Resurrection, Ascension, Final
Advent,—every one of these undergoing a stupendous mutation of meaning

® Cf. also Wetter, Altchristliche Liturgien (1921, 1922).



XX An Orientation by the Edstor

when lifted out of a supposed individual life and relocated as part of a great
race-allegory.

4. CriTERIA

Several of the norms of critical appraisal to which Smith held himself are
listed below. We may say that these make the pattern of logic in Smith’s bibli-
cal studies. Although they are presented for simplicity in the editor’s wording,
all are assembled from explicit declarations made by Smith, here and there
in his writings.

1. Thecriteria of evidence are the same when applied to “sacred” documents
as when applied to “secular.” A statement which would be judged reliable (or
unreliable) were it found in Homer or Xenophon or Julius Caesar, is neither
made more nor less reliable if found instead in a text that has been canonized.

2. If the modern student would do valid work, the mental attitude which
he brings to the documents must be dispassionate and objective. Even in re-
putedly liberal circles the full significance here is not always realized. It has
been said that the only way to “understand” the Gospels is to approach them
on bended knees. Yet the same person who says this would probably agree that
in a legal proceeding the next of kin to the litigating parties should not be
placed on the jury.

3. In the case of documents that may have been redacted, original narra-
tive is relatively direct, simple, and self-consistent, while later editing, in-
terpolating, and rewriting produce an accession of inconsistencies, involved-
ness, and bad syntax. On this score Smith makes free use of his own collossal
familiarity with Greek linguistic usage, rather than depending on such
methods as the statistical analysis of word frequencies, or the like.*

4. Discrepancies found between parallel narratives written by different
authors may come from different techniques for transmitting the same
thought. The more symbolic the literary form, the greater may be the seeming
contradictions in the tangible statements, even while there may be underlying
agreement.

5. Allegory is never fact, and fact is never allegory,—a consideration which
the early church fathers grossly overlooked, and to which many modern ex-
pounders fail to give due weight. Any allegory incorporated into actual living
violates the most elementary rules of pedagogy; and an action having allegori-
cal signification can be at the moment of performance nothing better than
pantomime. (cf. the discussion of Mary Magdalene, p. 64).

6. The studious reader should be alert to any self-revelation of the author’s

* Not that Smith does not study word-frequencies, but that when he does so it is with other
purposes, e.g., to uncover the leading preoccupations of the author being studied.
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reasons for making a statement, e.g., whether to visualize a teaching, or to com-
plete an allegory, or to provide a setting, or to fulfil an alleged prophecy. This
applies particularly where a statement partakes of the incredible, or if it dis-
agrees with statements of others.

7. Dispassionate biblical study leads to the maxim that in the Gospels any
event that explicitly or implicitly constitutes a prophecy-fulfillment is always
purely on the authority of the prophecy itself. Since this fulfillment of an oft-
times imaginary prophecy serves the evangelist himself as a completely suffi-
cient basis for his statement, it follows that the reader is not called upon to
presuppose the least vestige of fact in the incident so ear-marked. (Cf. here the
expunged miracle of riding the two asses, Matt. ch. 21. and the treatment of the
same infra, p. 59).

8. Any prophecy, circumstantially correct, of a “future” event which actu-
ally came to pass, is to be understood as written after the event and back-
dated. This principle is nothing new. It has long been in use to determine
which of the New Testament records antedated and which postdated the fall
of Jerusalem, a.p. 70.

9. In trying to discover the truth about events that happened long ago, we
cannot look for clear-cut syllogistic demonstrations, but must be willing to
give attention to the many little granules of circumstantial evidence. Although
no absolute certainty is established by this inductive method, yet in the cases
where the pointers are numerous enough and consistent enough, they may set
up a not less convincing virtual certainty. Smith uses this pattern effectively
in many connections, the present work included, while sometimes apologis-
ing to the reader for the repetitive monotony of establishing a point by this
mode of argument.

¢ & ¢ &8

We feel that the careful reader, mindful of the above principles, will find
that Smith’s evidence presented here in The Birth of the Gospel is astonish-
ingly strong for the conclusion that the Gospel narrative took form from the
start as an esoteric symbolic propaganda, totally and seriously allegoric.

AppisoN GULICK



“The deepest can be said in symbols only”
Goethe



THE BIRTH OF THE GOSPEL



Chapter One

Author’s Foreword

1. AT THE CrRADLE OF THE CULT.

“A mighty maze, but not without a plan.”

When we attempt to trace the primitive Christian faith back to its birth, at
least to its early infancy, we find that from the very start it was empire-wide.
All round the Mediterranean its heralds shout the tidings simultaneously, from
shore to shore, in every city where a synagogue is built, wherever the omni-
present Jew may gather his group to worship. When Paul visits Damascus on
a tour of terrorization, he finds Ananias with other “disciples” all acquainted
with his record. At Lydda and at Joppa such Disciples are found already estab-
lished before Peter’s arrival. At Antioch pioneers from Cyprus and Cyrene
appear abruptly, as if sent down from heaven to convert the Greeks, and there
the converts are first called Christians. When Paul comes to Ephesus he finds
“certain disciples,” for he had been preceded by the learned and eloquent
Apollos of Alexandria, a missionary “instructed in the way of the Lord,” “fer-
vent in spirit” and accustomed to “teach accurately the (doctrine) about the
Jesus,” although knowing only the “Baptism of John.” In Rome, according to
the Epistle, there was already a well-established and world-famed church be-
fore Paul had left the Eastern Mediterranean: at Puteoli, in Italy, were “found
brethren” when he landed there, and as they “came to Rome . . . the brethren,
when they heard of us, came to meet us.” Everywhere, then, the way is already
paved for the Apostles, the faith already familiar and more or less accepted;
they startle no one but proceed at once to argue the matter in the synagogue
and to “expound the way of God more accurately.”

So the New Faith is presented (unwillingly enough) in Aects as an empire-
wide phenomenon practically simultaneous everywhere in its apparition,
blazing out suddenly like summer lightning all round the Eastern shores of
the Midland Sea.—And this, too, without any perceptible relation to any ac-
tivity or history enacted in Judea, Galilee, Palestine, or elsewhere. We read of
“the (doctrine) about the Jesus” as the burden of the zealous Alexandrian’s

I
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pleas, but no biographic career is suggested. Everywhere without exception the
appeal seems to be made to a religious consciousness already present, which is
swayed this way or that in the Synogogue by discussion of the Scriptures of
the Old Testament, nowhere is there any recourse to alleged facts of a Pales-
tinian Life, or to the authority of a Matchless Teacher, or to a peerless Person-
ality that had but lately trod the stage of history in Jerusalem or the Holy Land.
Thus, the Jews of Beroea showed themselves “more noble than those in Thes-
alonica”—not by summoning witnesses or cross-questioning Paul and Silas—
but by “examining the scriptures daily, whether these things were so.” It was,
then, a matter of doctrine, to be tested solely by the Old Testament word.

Well, now, if such be the case, and it seems beyond denial, the question at
once becomes urgent: How shall we render this state of fact understandable?
How shall we conceive of a general historical situation such as shall make the
proceedings already so briefly hinted not only comprehensible but thoroughly
natural, if not necessary, on the part of the persons concerned? An obvious
answer would be that we must discover some prevailing religious conscious-
ness alike or nearly so throughout the region in question, some state of mind
and feeling approximately the same in all quarters, a mental and emotional
plight of which the wide-spread awakening may appear as the natural un-
forced expression. It seems equally clear that no recent biographic fact in
any country can cut much figure in the explanation sought. Had the move-
ment turned about any such, we should surely have heard something about
it, some one would surely have brought it conspicuously forward.

Yet more, however, even in this age of motion, which would well-nigh
abolish distance, the distinction of here and there still prevails,—right power-
fully. A local event, though it be of no great significance, seems one thing
where it happened and altogether another 1000 miles away. The popular con-
sciousness is very differently colored, even at a few leagues’ remove. If, then,
some recent biographic occurrence in this or that district had formed the
focus of this endless and often passionate Jewish propaganda and discussion,
we should certainly look to see it flaming out brightly in the nearer region but
paling down sensibly as it spread abroad. Surely it must be at the centre and
origin that the agitation is most lively. Also we might expect to find the de-
bated facts in the front of the fight: the champions would affirm and reaffirm
and would invoke their witnesses and confirmatory proofs; the opponents
would deny in whole or in part, would impeach the witnesses and challenge
the champions to produce unprejudiced and decisive testimony. Such seems
the natural habitual conduct in such debates, and it is hard to imagine any
other as likely.

Nevertheless we find all this inverted, turned topsy-turvy in the Christian
Propaganda. It is not a unifocal but a multifocal agitation; it does not burst
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forth in Palestine and thence spread by degrees over all the empire; on the con-
trary, it is practically at once here, there and everywhere. Nor is it concerned
with any biographic features: no local proofs are offered, no witnesses are
summoned or challenged, no allusions are made to confirmatory facts, no con-
tradictions are advanced by the gainsayers. From the start it figures solely
as an affair of ideas, of Old Testament interpretation, of doctrinal discussion:
the opposing forces are passages quoted from the Psalms, the Prophets, the Law
and the History in the Old Testament; these and these alone are marshaled,
deployed, maneuvered throughout this year-long century-long battle of con-
ceptions.

Such is the outstanding all-embracing fact—so ineffectually disguised in the
first chapters of Aczs—that confronts us at the cradle of Christianity and
imperiously demands explanation. As already stated, that explanation can be
found only in some general condition of the religious consciousness prevailing
all round the Midland Sea. That consciousness presents two widely diverse
forms or phases: the Jewish-monotheistic and the Gentile-polytheistic. On the
details of this latter it were needless to dwell; they have been made the subject
of exhaustive research and are matters of common or at least accessible knowl-
edge. It is well-known that the Pagan mind, particularly the oriental, had long
been steeped in pessimism, that it yearned inexpressibly for relief, for deliver-
ance from the woe of the world, that it was gravely dissatisfied with the cur-
rent mythology in terms of which it was accustomed willy-nilly to conceive,
that it sought comfort and even redemption in mysteries and cults, the com-
mon aim of which was to bring the worshipper in some wise into close rela-
tion, if not immediate touch, with God, to fuse and mingle the divine with
the human, and so to pass over in a fashion the attributes of the one into the
other.—All this must be borne constantly in mind, as explaining in some
measure the success of the Propaganda from the nature of the material on
which it had to work,—but not as by any means clearing up the nature of the
Propaganda itself.

The active principle in this marvelous evangelization must rather be sought
in the other, the monotheistic, phase of general consciousness. The Gentile was
indeed discontent with his Legion of Demons and willing to be won over to
the worship of One God, even though that might be the Roman State, as em-
bodied in the Caesar-dynasty, and at any moment in the Emperor himself; but
this dummy was of course unsatisfactory or even absurd, and the only teach-
ing fit to supply every spiritual need was an importation, the strict Monotheism
(along with the rigid morality) of Israel, at that time scattered like sand—
several millions indeed—over the whole Empire of Rome. The Proselytism of
Gentiles had long* been carried on zealously by the Jews, and every synogogue

® Since 8.C. 139 at the latest, as documented in Maccabees.
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was a centre of its radiation; but it was laden too heavily, if not with national
pretentions, at least with racial peculiarities,—it could not hope to convert the
world. The Law with its endless details of rites and requisitions stood inevit-
ably in the way, and Circumcision seemed to bolt the gate with a bar of iron.
The Cult of Israel did in truth appear to meet nearly all demands of the re-
ligious situation, but there was needed a thorough Transformation to adapt it
to the times, to the temper of the Nations.

Now it is in the mutual interaction of these two phases of the General Con-
sciousness, resulting in precisely this Transfiguration, that we seek for the
genesis and the progress of the Early Propaganda. As so naturally conceived,
the problem in hand might appear simple enough, even easy to grasp and
handle by the average mind. Alas, however, it is involved at every turn in a
mass of difficulties that reduce one almost to despair. The doctrines and preju-
dices of well-nigh 1800 years lie thick-set in rank undergrowth all about, and
even were these prejudices all cleared away, there would remain the soil
from which they sprang, a fertile mould sown with every seed and form of
fancy, often exquisitely beautiful but not seldom misguiding.

It may prove a toilsome task to pierce through all these chaotic layers down
to the spiritual Rock beneath, but there is no getting round it, the work must
be done. Above all, it is necessary to season ourselves to the Israel-Mode of
consciousness, the tribal reaction in which the Individual almost vanishes and
leaves the Race sole-reigning and supreme. It is the duty of the writer to pre-
sent such matters to the reader in adequate fullness and clearness, faithfully
and without disguise; and to such an attempted presentation this book is de-
voted. Perhaps some readers may shy at such names as Psalms of Solomon,
Enoch, Assumption of Moses; so be it; yet they may feel satisfaction in know-
ing that such material has not been neglected, but has been used in construction
and now lies at command, whenever they may feel disposed to consult it.

Such, then, is the aim of this volume, to render the Genesis of the Christian
Movement understandable as an historical process, natural and reasonable,
though unique, throughout. Unique, because never, at any other moment in
the annals of man, have such determining conditions combined themselves as
at this epoch of the Christian Birth. As such it certainly deserves and demands
the most careful and conscientious study, pursued with all rational reverence,
equally removed from the scoff of the sceptic and the blind adoration of the
priest—Such a scrutiny may suffice to shape a thoroughly genetic and yet
thoroughly satisfactory answer to Prof. Loofs’ question: “Who was Jesus
Christ?”—a query that this savant, at once so able and so honest, has pro-
claimed it impossible to answer, save in terms of Faith, for which no historical
or logical reason can be given. Yet, strange to say, the answer found is in har-
mony with the First Postulate of the Halle historian: “Jesus of Nazareth has
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had a visible existence among Men”—not forsooth as a homeless tramp on the
shores of “deep Galilee,” but as Israel the Race, called “Son-of-Man” and “Son-
of-God,” crucified on the Cross of history but transfigured and glorified in the
Religion of Man.

2. JewisH NatioNaL CoNscCIOUSNESs

Above all, if the reader would trace his way successfully through the argu-
ments to come, he must for the nonce lay aside the fashion of western thought
that is his own, and must don the garb of a hellenized Jew of nineteen cen-
turies ago; he must season himself to a climate in which the Individual almost
vanishes and leaves the Race sole-reigning and supreme. This Jewish National
Consciousness appears as a well-nigh unique fact in human annals. Persistent
in earlier and later history, throughout a span of several millennia, its expres-
sion in the first century A.p. rose to crisis intensity, as what the mathematician
might call a “singular point” in the curve or surface of history. It is amazing
to think and hard to conceive of a whole people possessed of this one (not evil)
obsession of folk-unity not only on this occasion and that, but throughout the
stretch of say thirty centuries of race experience! Yet in some quality and de-
gree it was always present, moulding and coloring the individual life, as no-
where else recorded in all the annals of man.

The Apocalyptic visions of the Jews were born of this possession, as exam-
ples to be cited later will amply attest, and much the same may be said
of the later Talmudic and Qabbalistic literature, a dense and dark forest,
through which only carefully trained feet may safely wander. Our logical con-
cern, however, is only with the earlier Scriptures hardly reaching below the
first century of our era; the dreary tale of the following ages is significant only
as attesting the abiding presence and controlling influence of the Conscious-
ness in question.

In the Old Testament it is plain beyond any quibbling that the focus of in-
terest is not the world at large, not any laws of nature or principles of univer-
sal action, not even the achievements of any remarkable individuals, but rather
the Origin, Career and Destiny of the Chosen People of God. Of the Patriarchs
we learn little more than their names till we come to Abraham conceived as
the specific progenitor of the Race, and he is of importance only as such an
“exalted Father” of the Folk and as fixing the standard by which his posterity
might be judged through all time to come.—Something similar may be said
of the other shining spots in this long-drawn canvas, as the eponymous Israel
(Jacob) and the dynasty-founder David: they glow not in and for themselves,
but rather “by way of example,” whether for imitation or for warning, as rep-
resentatives of the solely significant national life.

Nor does it hold merely for the narrative portions of Scripture; it is mani-
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festly true for the legal parts as well. The Torah was given to Israel as a People,
as a unit, it was not given to the world at large,—though of course it could be
kept only by the individual’s observance of its precepts. But how thoroughly
even this latter was felt to be a national function, is strikingly shown in the
fact that there was One Temple and One only and that all sacrifices were to
be offered there. The possibility of such service passed away with the final
ruin of Jerusalem, a.n. 135, but the restoration thereof has remained the
cherished hope of Jacob for millennium on millennium and has been a burn-
ing question even in the discussions of Zionism today.

Not less dominant, as every one knows, is the Israel-Idea in the Prophets;
the wished-for, hoped-for glory of Zion brightens their every page and is the
keynote of their every cry. Most of them know nothing of any personal Mes-
siah, while such as employ the notion at all employ it very rarely and then
only as a personification or symbol of the triumphant Nation of the future.
As conquering king, the Anointed, the Root of Jesse, the Son of David is
merely the Agent, Surrogate, Embodiment of the People itself.—Even in the
Song of Songs, it was felt that if the medley deserved place in the Canon, the
passion it celebrated could be naught else than the mutual and exclusive devo-
tion of Israel and its God—The books of Proverbs, Job, and Qoheleth (Preach-
er) present apparent—and in a measure only apparent—exceptions, which it
were out of place to discuss here; only be it observed that whatever the original
of the Man of Uz, the devout Jewish reader could hardly have failed to detect
his resemblance in character and fate to the Israel-Folk, unshaken by calamity
from its unique fidelity to God.

There remains the Book of Psalms, in which Christian commentary for
many generations has found preeminently the Religion of the Individual, the
cry of the personal soul to its God, unmindful of racial considerations, as fitting
on the lips of a Pilgrim Father or Russian Serf as on those of David or an exile
by the water of Babel. It has been assumed as self-evident that the “I,” in any
of the 100 Psalms that employ it, refers almost if not quite exclusively to the
writer thereof, who pours forth his personal plea of complaint to his personal
God, with rarely ever a thought of any other than himself. Now and then, at
Jang intervals, some messianic form was supposed to flit across the Psalmist’s
field of view, which he would jot down in more or less unintelligible terms, but
in the main it was a prayer for relief from his own unbearable bodily ills and
the persistent persecutions and annoyances of his vexatious neighbors without
number,—this it was that floated up to the throne of God from the pen of the
querulous poet. He might, indeed, throw in an occasional postscript recom-
mending Israel also to divine mercy—much as a minister of to-day may re-
member in supplication the President and Cabinet, or even perhaps the Gov-
ernor of his State.
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This inadequate conception of the Psalter has prevailed among Christians
almost unchallenged even down to very recent times and is still cherished tend-
erly in many respectable quarters. As recently as 1912 Emil Balla of Kiel Uni-
versity published an able and interesting work on The “I” of the Psalms (Das
Ich der Psalmen), in which only niggardly concession is made to the doctrine
of the “Collective I,” namely, as to Ps. 129, and the other g9 such I-Psalms are
all explained as individual in reference, as largely in the wise of the Assyrian-
Babylonian prayers or thanks for recovery from rheumatism or other dis-
tempers!

The “Collective” interpretation was familiar enough to the Jews, being
recognized by the Seventy in the superscription to their Greek translation of
Ps. 56, as also in the Targums and Midrash. It was also acknowledged oc-
casionally by the Fathers and in the Middle Ages. Later it seemed to escape al-
most entirely from the Christian consciousness (though retained by De Wette
and Olshausen), until recalled in 1888 by Smend in his epoch-making memoir
in the Zeitschrift fur alttesteamentliche Wissenschaft (Journal of Old Testa-
ment Science). “On the ‘I’ of the Psalms.” Since then it has been accepted by
such authorities as Reuss and Cheyne, in its last extreme by Engert, Matthes,
Stade, Ehrlich, and to a great extent by a host of others, who would yet allow
the presence of more or less individualism in some of the Psalms. Critics in
much less number still hold aloof and insist on regarding the “I” as strictly
personal,—among them such scholars as Baudissin, Bertholet, Budde, Duhm,
Gunkel, Koenig, and Sellin.

It may well be granted that some Psalms and parts of Psalms were originally
written as expressions of only personal experience, of hopes and fears, desires
and sufferings, devotions and aspirations, of gratitude and exultation. But it
seems likely that many or mostof these were so modified and generalized as to
reflect the national consciousness, before admission to the sacred company of
the Holy Scriptures.* Hence it may be that so many are ascribed to David,
who as founder of the royal Dynasty was felt to stand and speak not for him-
self but for all the People of God. Let the reader peruse these Psalms and note
how the Psalmist is oppressed in superpersonal fashion and afflicted beyond all
measure, how the nations surround him and mock him and rend him; how

® In the Jewish liturgy the Prayer proper (Tefillah), called also 4midak and more commonly
Shemoneh 'Esreh (from its originally Eighteen Benedictions, now nineteen),—composed under
direction of the Nasi Gamaliel, in bitter anguish and intense desire, after the Fall of Jerusalem,—
devotes seven of its petitions to the Messianic Hope, and “all the prayers for individual well-be-
ing, for material prosperity, for life, health, and wealth, are drowned in the pathetic, heart-
rending national prayer for the restoration of exiled Israel to the land of its fathers.” Other peti-
tions abound in this great Prayer-Book, but they are all “permeated with the great, all-embracing

hope, to which they are really subordinate,” that Israel “be restored to its ancient inheritance, and
the glory of the one, true God would fill the earth.” Greenstone, The Messiah 1dea in Jewish His-

tory, 28s.
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his “enemies” swarm in his diction (appearing over 100 times), with his “foes,”
and his “haters” and “whom he hates” (nearly 50 times) ; how the “ungodly,”
the “wicked,” the “heathen” beset him at every turn; how the waves of calam-
ity overwhelm him, and how he is buoyed up solely by the promises of God to
Israel, with their frequent fulfilment in Israel’s history. Strong in YHVH’s
word, which can not fail, the poet bears up under every outrage and defieseven
death: “Yea, I have a goodly heritage. . . . I have set YHVH always before
me. With Him at my right hand I shall not be moved. Therefore my heart is
glad, And my soul exults, And my flesh abides in safety. For Thou wilt not
surrender my life unto Sheol, nor suffer Thy Beloved (or Holy or Pious) to
look on the pit,” Ps. 16%'® Who was the Holy, the Beloved of YHVH? There
is but one answer: Israel and Israel alone. Nowhere is YHVH conceived as
loving the Individual, but everywhere the People,—the National entity is His
treasure, His love. Abraham is called “His friend,”* but only as embodying in
himself the Chosen Race.

But it is no one passage nor two nor a dozen that can represent properly the
case for the Racial Consciousness in the Psalms. One must read all or a goodly
number of them to sense the atmosphere that pervades and enswathes them all,
an atmosphere of communal feeling, of national experience, of racial pride and
aspiration almost peculiar to the Israel-Folk and in general far removed from
any personal ambition, hope or fear that could probably have swayed the
mind of any “sweet Singer of Israel.”

It has seemed due to the reader to give at least some faint glimpse of the
true state of the case, especially in a matter where error abounds and is so
firmly entrenched, but any close argument would be out of place and more-
over superfluous, since the presence of the “collective I,” at least in a large num-
ber of the Psalms is now generally conceded, though there are many diversities
of judgment on details. '

For the aims of our general argument, so much is even more than sufficient,

® Only in Is. 4814 we read of Cyrus, “My friend shall wreak his pleasure on Babylon.” The
text is corrupt, and any conjecture would be rash., But Cyrus is also called “His Anointed (Mes-
siah, Christ),” as ordained by YHVH to a special work of Salvation for Israel. Again, in Is. 3817
we read: “Behold, it was for my peace, etc. But Thou hast in love to my soul delivered it from
the pit of corruption. For Thou hast cast all my sins behind Thy back.” This however, is not in
the Hebrew, still less in the Septuagint Greek. The prayer is intelligible only as the cry of the king
before a recovery. The text has suffered deeply, but Duhm translates the whole v. 17 thus: “And
hold back my soul . . . From the pit of nothingness, . . . And cast behind Thy back . . . All sins of
mine”—as is required by the metre as well as the sense. So vanishes the conceit of YHVH’s love
to Hezekiah’s Soul.—It may be well to note that in the famous verse 1610 quoted above, the se-
curity against death can be understood only of Israel the Race, and so understood it formed the
essence of the nation’s faith and hope. The uncompromising Balla would give it a personal ref-
erence by inserting the word “now” (jetzt), “Thou wilt not now surrender, etc.!” But this insertion

is quite unwarranted and maims the whole thought of the whole passage (vv. s—11), which is
plainly full of the idea of permanence, of the abiding safety vouchsafed Israel by its God.
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without such a minute study of the Psalms as might delay the movement of
thought and perhaps tire the reader. Be it only observed in passing, that the
gain in dignity, in elevation, in moral grandeur, in spiritual beauty, in religious
significance is incalculable, when, instead of self-centered personal complaints
and frettings about the vexations and disappointments of the individual life,
we recognize in these Psalms the awe, the agony, the dismay—but never the
despair—of the Bard, of the National Soul, at the fearful, the age-long, the
unceasing, the incomprehensible afflictions of the People Israel, the Treasure of
YHVH, His Elect, His Friend, His Only-Begotten, Well-Beloved Son. In
this regard, and in this only, do they tower aloft in solitary sublimity as ex-
pressions of amazement, of grief and of pain, but even more of Faith, of
Hope and of Love,—alone in the literature of mankind.
* % % % %

The writer has not forgotten that on the borders of this subject there be
many interesting and inviting questions, such as concern the relations of the
New Faith to the old mythology, the astrologies and mysteries, particularly to
the countless phases of the Gnosis, most of all to the Docetic,* that seem to peep
at us here and there through so many expressions of the Fathers and even
the pages of the New Testament itself. The paths of the astralists are pleasant
and skirt many a faery province, but they are beset with pitfalls even for the
wariest feet; here and there they may offer some secure and cosy inn, but they
are strewn with untimely wrecks and with signs that guide into ditches and
swamps.

We may also be sure that the Gentile mind carried over into its Jewish school
not a few mystic notions and rites derived from earlier associations, and it may
well be worth while to track these down to their original heathen haunts;
neither dare we forget that in the thought of Clement, the great Alexandrian,
true Gnostic and true Christian were interchangeable, nor that at least two im-
portant Epistles (to Colossians and to Ephesians) are deeply dyed with Gnostic
phrases and with Gnostic thoughts. But no such matters, however interesting,
appear essential to the comprehension of the Primitive Propaganda as a coin-
age of Hebraic consciousness in Hellenic moulds, and any satisfactory treat-
ment of such collaterals would not only be a wide digression, but would en-
large the present volume beyond any judicious size.

Now, then, the volume is committed to the uncovenanted mercies of the
reader, not without hope that though it may dip it may yet not sink in the
current of years, and it is in such resignation to the verdict of the future that
the writer would cast it silently into everlasting time.

® For Docetism, seec Appendix, p. 206 ff; also in Chapt. V, Ignatius, p. 9o ff. Editor.



Chapter Two

The Title Son-of-Man as Used
in Daniel and Enoch

1. IN Daniel

The meaning of the title Son-of-Man, when used in the Gospels to designate
the Christ, has been long and much contested, and it might now seem natural
to present in the first place some outline of the various solutions hitherto at-
tempted. But these are so many and so diverse that any attempt to sketch them
at this point could not fail to bewilder more than enlighten, and accordingly
it seems better to proceed first to the study of the previous sources for an in-
terpretation.

The phrase Son-of-Man (ben-adam) is frequent in the Old Testament. The
word adam (sometimes with the article, as in kol-ha-adam, all-the-man) is
properly a collective noun or class-name for Man, human beings; so that ben-
adam means simply “human individual,” a member of the species Aomo. It is a
favorite with Ezekiel, who so designates himself nearly a hundred times as a
mortal man, in contradistinction from God. Often it is used as a poetical
parallel for man, as in Job 25°—"How much less man, that is a worm! And the
son-of-man, that is a worm!’ In the passionate prayer, Ps. 8o, for deliverance
from captivity, the phrase unequivocally designates Israe/—described as a vine
brought out of Egypt, planted in Palestine, torn up by the boar (cp. Iliad ix,
539), cut down and burned with fire, and the Psalmist representing the People
says (vv. 14-17): “Turn again, we beseech Thee, O God of hosts: Look down
from heaven, and behold, and visit this Vine,'® And the stock which Thy right
hand planted. And zhe son that T hou madest strong for Thyself ... "Let Thy
hand be upon the man of Thy right hand, Upon the son-of-man whom T hou
madest strong for Thyself.” The italicized words, in fact, the whole of v. 17
should perhaps be omitted as a later insertion (so marked 4/ in Kittel’s Biblia
Hebraica, p. g73), but it matters not; the all-important point is that some He-
brew poet here identifies son-of-man with the Vine Israel. So used, the term is a

I0
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title of the highest honor: “the boar,” the heathen he regards not as men but
as wild beasts, only Israel, as the only true God-worshipper, is truly Man.

This rather late conceit reappears conspicuously in Daniel 7, where instead
of the Hebrew ben-adam we find the Aramaic bar-enosh “a son of man” which
with its variant bar-nasha, “the son of man,” was in early Christian days the
regular term in Palestine for an individual man. The prophet sees four beasts
emerge from the main—the four great monarchies from Assyrian to Greek—
“and then” (v. 13), “I saw in the night-visions, and, behold, there came with
the clouds of heaven one like-son-of-man, and he came even to the Ancient of
Days, and they brought him near before Him.!* And there was given him do-
minion, and glory, and a kingdom, that all the peoples, nations, and languages
should serve him: his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not
pass away, and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.” The interpreta-
tion of the Vision follows (v. 17) : “These great beasts, which are four, are four
kings, that shall arise out of the earth. ®But the Saints of the Most High shall
receive the kingdom, and possess the kingdom forever, even forever and ever.
... 211 beheld and the same horn (Antiochos Epiphanes) made war with the
Saints, and prevailed against them; ?*And the kingdom and the dominion,
and the greatness of the kingdoms under the whole heaven, shall be given to
the People of the Saints of the Most High: his kingdom is an everlasting king-
dom, and all dominions shall serve and obey him.”

Here, then (about 165 B.c.), the same is said of the Son-of-Man as of the
“Saints of the Most High,” who are of course Israel. Hence again the Equation
Son of Man = Israel, which is the Key to the understanding of the New
Testament and Protochristianity. Notice carefully the exchange and equiva-
lence of the ideas of Person and Nation: In v. 17 the four beasts are “four
kings,”* but in v. 23 “the fourth beast shall be a fourth kingdom.” Over against
these monstrous brutal polytheistic powers, the Saints, sole worshipers of the
Sole God, are figured not as Beasts but as Human, “like-Son-of-Man” (v. 13).
That such is the meaning here is perfectly plain and beyond any doubt; it is
enough to quote Prof. R. H. Charles, who with a light touch and apparent re-
luctance declares, “In Daniel the phrase seems merely symbolical of Israel”
(The Book of Enoch, 315).

This might appear like a sufficient glorification of Jacob, to denote him as
Human and all other men as Beasts, but it was an easy step further to hint that
He was superhuman, was in fact divine, at least angelic. Again and again in
this same Book of Daniel we meet with heavenly beings in form of men. Thus
“as the appearance of a man” (8'%), “the man Gabriel” (¢*'), “a man clothed

® Knowing, as he surely knew, that these Beasts had ruled the earth for many centuries, and

that there had been many individual kings and even dynasties, in writing “Four Kings” Daniel
must have meant “Four Kingdoms”—a usage observed in all Apocalyptic.
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in linen” etc. (10%, cp. Mark. 14, 16°), “Michael shall stand up, the great prince
that stands for the children of thy people” (12'), “the man clothed in linen,
who was above the waters of the river” (12°). Clearly the temptation was great
to translate this Human Picture of Israel to the sky, where it would appear as
the “Son-of-Man” “coming with the clouds of heaven” (7'®), and no one
would look for severe logical consistency in such high-wrought fancies.

2. IN Enoch

The Exaltation of Symbolic Israel into the heavens was completed in the
literature of the last two centuries B.c. that has descended to us partially under
the name of Enoch,* a literature of which, though it was lost in its original
(Aramaic?) version, large blocks have come down to us in Ethiopic, and some
in Greek, translations.t Written under the inspiration of Daniel, much of it
consists of cosmological extravagances that possess no respectable interest for
today but a considerable part, the ‘Similitudes,’t is occupied with what might
be called the Revelation of the Son-of-Man, or the Elect of God. Here this
notion of the Son-of-Man, “undoubtedly derived from Daniel vii,” as Prof.
Charles observes,§ is developed and rounded out into that of a distinct per-
sonality (all the while imagining Israel), which is wholly a “supernatural being
... not even conceived as being of human descent” (compare the High
Priest Jesus in Heb. 72, “fatherless, motherless, without genealogy, without be-
ginning of days or end of life,” a still more sublimated picture of Ideal Israel).
He “sits on God’s throne,” (Enoch 51*), which is likewise His own throne,
62% ®; 69%" 2%; possesses universal dominion 62%, and “all judgment is com-
mitted unto Him, 41°; 69" (Charles, l.c.).

Such, one may say, is nothing less than Deification, but it is at least implicit
in various Psalms (27 *%, 110"®) as well as in Daniel 73, where “one like-Son-
of-Man came with the clouds of heaven and came to the Ancient-of-Days”—
and when we remember that YHVH, this Ancient-of-Days, himself is seated
and rides upon the clouds as the throne of His glory,|| we see that the words of
Enoch are merely more explicit: “And in those days the Elect One will sit on
my throne”; “and the Lord-of-Spirits seated him (the Elect) on the throne of

”, €«

His glory”; “pain will seize them where they see the Son-of-Man sitting on the

* I.e., under the nominal authorship of the great grandfather of the patriarch Noah. Editor.

1 Those portions of this literature that have reached us through Old Slavonic translations do
not contain references to a Son of Man, nor use any kindred expressions. Edizor.

1 Chs. 37-71 of the Ethiopic version, usually dated about 70 s.c. Editor.

§ R. H. Charles, author of The Book of Enock (1893), the major translation of the Ethiopic
Enoch into English (with annotations). Edizor.

|| Ps. 188-14, “He rode upon a cherub and flew, yea, He swooped on the wings of wind,”—
many similar,
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throne of his glory.”—“And the Son-of-Man was revealed unto them, and he
sat on the throne of his glory, and the sum of judgment was committed unto
him, the Son-of-Man”; “for the Son-of-Man has appeared, and sits on the
throne of his glory.”—Also the notion of “universal dominion” (En. 62%),—
“And the kings and the mighty and all that possess the earth will glorify bless
and extol him who rules over all, who was hidden”—seems taken directly from
Dan. 7'* *7 (already quoted) where the like is said of the Saints and the Son-
of-Man, whose identity with each other and with the People Israel appears to
be fixed beyond any doubt whatever.

Moreover the denotation “Elect One,” so very frequent in Enoch and used
above as synonymous with Son-of-Man, identifies this later with “Israel mine
Elect” and “Jacob my Servant.” . .. “Jeshurun whom I have chosen” (Is. 45*,
44%). Everywhere in Enoch (as in Isaiah) Elect refers to Israel only. Thus, 93,
“And Enoch spoke: Concerning the children of righteousness and concerning
the Elect of the world and the plant of uprightness—of these I will speak to
you, etc.” Here the three italicized phrases are manifestly equivalent; the last
has already met us in En. 10'®: “and the plant of righteousness and uprightness
shall appear,” and even Charles, so loth it would seem to recognize the Na-
tional Consciousness in these Apocrypha, yet says in his note “i.e. Israel. Israel
springs from a seed that is sown by God.” The reference is to 62%: “And the
congregation of the holy and Elect will be sown, and all the Elect will stand be-
fore Him (God, the ‘Most High,” ‘Lord of Spirits’) on that day.” Elsewhere
(84%) Enoch prays the Lord to “establish the flesh of righteousness and up-
rightness as a plant of seed forever,” which means of course enduring domin-
ion of the People Israel. Again (93°) he thus refers to Abraham: “A man will
be chosen as the plant of righteous judgment, and after him will come forever
more the plant of righteousness.” The allusion to the Race of Israel could
hardly be more unmistakable, unless it be in 938, where he declares of the Cap-
tivity, “and the whole race of the Elect root will be dispersed.” The glorification
to follow (the 7th Week) is thus proclaimed (93'°) : “And at its close the elect
of righteousness of the eternal plant of righteousness will be elected to receive
sevenfold instruction concerning His whole creation.” Remember that this
“plant” is certainly and admittedly “Israel,” and it becomes clear as noon that
the conception of Israel as the Elect, the Son-of-Man reigns throughout the
Book of Enoch absolutely.

It seems needless to multiply citations. It should be clear on its face that the
term Elect implies a class from which the election is made. You can not pick
out one, if there be only one in the first place. The Elect One, the Son-of-Man,
must then be One of a certain class, chosen out from all unto altogether especial
honor by the Supreme Being. That class is the Nations, Races, or Families of
Mankind; that One is the People Israel, beyond any question. This shines out
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vividly in Enoch’s indifferent use of singular and plural in speaking of the

Elect, as for example in the foregoing quotations. The seer treats Israel as One

or as Many, just as convenience may bid. So in Is. 64°, “thou didst take away

him that joyfully worked righteousness, zAose that remembered Thee in Thy
ways,” where “him” and “those” mean quite the same. This choice of Israel is
surely a notion that reigns in the Old Testament; thus, “For thou art a holy
People unto YHVH thy God, and YHVH hath chosen thee to be His own
treasure* out of all peoples that are upon the face of the earth” (Deut. 14°) ; and
so, “For Yah hath chosn Jacob unto himself, Israel for his own possession” (Ps.
135%), and in the prophets, especially the Younger Isaiah, as in 45*, “Jacob my
Servant and Israel mine Elect.” Can such a guiding thought have been absent
from the New Testament where we read “This is my Son the Elect,” and “If
this is the Christ of God, the Elect” (Luke 9%, 23%) ? We must at least hold
firmly to the identity of Israel with the Elect and the Son-of-Man.

So important a fact, however, will bear still further emphasis. In En. 69%
“the sum of judgment was committed unto him, the Son-of-Man,” while in
Dan. 7*2 it reads, “Until the Ancient-of-Days came, and judgment was given
to the Saints of the Most High” (i.e., the Son-of-Man), so that function is the
same in the two. Yet the most distinctive passage in Enoch, touching the Son-
of-Man, is found in 48%7°: “And at that hour that Son-of-Man was named in
the presence of the Lord of Spirits and his name before the Head-of-Days (the
Ethiopic phrase for Daniel’s Ancient-of-Days). 2And before the sun and the
signs were created, before the stars of the heaven were made, his namet was

*In certain chants (Piyyutim) of the Jewish Prayer-Book, in the form of dialogues between
God and His People, Israel is constantly addressed by God as “My Treasure”—as in the Piyyut
Segaluthi, For the Fourth Sabbath after Passover.

+ This naming is quite as prominent, if not quite so explicit, in Isaiah: thus (44°), “one shall
say ‘YHVH’s am I,” and another shall call himself by the name of Jacob; and another shall write
on his hand Unto YHVH, and with name of Israel surmame himself.” Also “Everyone that is
called by My name™ (437), “Mine Elect,” “the People which I formed for myself” (4321), and
“Hear ye this, O house of Jacob, who are called by the name of Israel” (481), and “YHVH hath
called me from the womb . . . made mention of my name”—Isracl (491), and *“that they might
be called terebinths of righteousness, the Planting of YHVH"” (613), “and thou shalt be called
by a new name” (622). Further examples of this unexampled racial-religious consciousness:
“When he (Abraham) was but one I called him, and I blessed him, and made him many” (Is.
512); “Thussaith thy Lord YHVH, and thy God that pleadeth the cause of His People” (5122);
“Thy seed shall possess the nations” (543); “This (glorification) is the heritage of the servants
of YHVH” (5417); “Behold I have given him for a witness to the peoples, a prince and com-
mander to the peoples™ (55%); *“all the trees of the field shall clap their hands™ (5512); “nations
shall walk at thy light, and kings at the brightness of thy rising” (603); “The branch of my
planting, the work of my hands, Wherein I glory” (6021); “They are the seed that YHVH hath
blessed” (61?); “Return for thy servants’ sake, The tribes of thine inheritance” (6317); “For they
are the seed blessed of YHVH” (6523).—Repeatedly the parallelism shows that “Mine Elect” =
“My People,” as in Is. 6522.—The evidence is overwhelming that in the literature of Israel the Na-
tional-Racial Consciousness is completely Master, the Individual consciousness sinks almost
wholly out of sight.
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named before the Lord of Spirits (hence Phil. 2%, ‘God . . . gave him the
name . . . above every name, etc.” Here then is found the core of the Pauline
doctrine of the Christ, as Charles and the rest clearly perceive, but they forget
to tell us that this Preexistent is Personified Israel, the Genius of Jacob!). *He
will be a staff to the righteous on which they will lean and not fall (a clear and
penetrating insight: the National Consciousness, the Genius of the Race, is in
every age the strength and stay of the Individual, without which he would go
to the ground; the seer has builded better than he knew), and he will be the
light of the Gentiles (this phrase from Isaiah 42° 49° where it denotes Israel
sole and single, the ‘Servant’ of YHVH, ‘My Salvation unto the end of the
earth,’ is decisive; all becomes quite clear as we dog the steps of the seers in
their advancing Personification, in conceiving the Racial Spirit as an Indi-
vidual) and the hope of those who are troubled in heart (so Israel has
imagined his mission to the world). *And all that dwell on earth will fall
down and bow the knee before him (hence Phil. 2'°, ‘Wherefore God . . .
gave unto him the name that is above every name; that in the name of Jesus
every knee should bow . . .") and will bless and laud and celebrate with song
the Lord of Spirits (hence in Rev. 5% ‘And they sing a new song, saying, etc.’;
again 14% ‘And they sing as it were a new song before the throne, etc.,” and
15%, ‘they sing . . . the song of the Lamb’). ®And for this reason has he been
chosen (this word marks him as not a special creation but as selected from a
class; and properly, as set forth above, p. 13) and hidden before Him before
the creation of the world and forever more (the seer thinks of the Eternal
Counsels of God and naturally regards the many long centuries of Israel’s
insignificance and humiliation as a Hiding by YHVH, and the Exaltation to
follow as a Revelation of the Son-of-Man)....?And I will give them over into
the hands of Mine Elect (‘Israel Mine Elect,’ Is. 45%) : as straw in fire . . . they
will burn before the face of the holy (‘but the chaff will he burn up with un-
quenchable fire,” Matt. 3'2) . . . '°for they have denied the Lord of Spirits and
His Anointed.”

This latter term, “Anointed” (Messiah, Christ), can certainly not introduce
a new and dominant figure of which we have not heard hitherto and shall not
read hereafter. “The Lord of Spirits and His Anointed” can be nothing else
than the Lord and his Elect, the Son-of-Man, the People Israel, on whom the
discourse has thus far centered. The designation “Anointed” (mashiach) may
be and indeed is applied to any one appointed by God to a special religious
task, as even to Cyrus (Is. 45'),—there was many an Anointed or Messiah.
In Is. 61 Charles thinks “anointed” refers to the “Servant of Jehovah,” which
Duhm regards as “a grave mistake” (ein arger Missgriff). A frequent refer-
ence is to the King as the Representative of Israel. After the fall of the King-
dom the idea in large measure lapsed, but the hope of the restoration of Israel



16 T he Birth of the Gospel

still burned bright, and this was naturally associated with the thought of a
reestablished kingship and hence of an Anointed Leader, though it is re-
markable what an insignificant part such a Messiah appears to play. Of course,
such a Ruler would be more or less idealized. Never in the Old Testament is
the term Messiah used in the familiar technical sense of the Redeeming King,
the Deliverer of his People, much less the Savior of the world. The present
Enochian text is supposed to be the first example of such a use, but it is no
such use at all. It is plain that (in its setting) naught else can be meant than
the Elect, the Son-of-Man, the People Israel Personified. A second and similar
use by Enoch is found in 52%, where an angel says to Enoch “All these things
which thou hast seen serve the dominion of His Anointed that he may be
potent and mighty on the earth.” In the following verses 6 and g the same
being is called the “Elect One,” and the plain reference is again to Israel Per-
sonified, to the Genius of Jacob.

A few decades later, after the surrender of Jerusalem to Pompey, we find
two passing mentions of the “Anointed” in the Psalms of Solomon (1%, 18%)
too trivial for quotation, aside from critical questions involved. More im-
portant is the noteworthy predominance of the national idea from first to last
in these Psalms, the writer is thinking solely of his People,—upon whom
“chastisement has come as upon a first-born, an only son” (18*),—and very
little of any representative King, for “the Lord himself is our King forever
and eternally” (17*®). Still later are three or four cursory notices in Fourth
Ezra, which are without significance since they date from the reign of Domi-
tian (a.0. 81-96) and are inspired by the destruction of Jerusalem (a.p. 70).
Likewise in that strange mosaic the Apocalypse of Baruch we find half a dozen
such notes as “then will the Messiah begin to reveal himself” (29® in the Syriac
version), “then will the lordship of my Messiah reveal itself” (397), a “lord-
ship” to endure till “the world devoted to destruction comes to an end” (40%),
“and all alike will be delivered into the hands of my Servant the Messiah”
(70%), “when the time of my Messiah shall come” (72%)—there follows a scene
resembling Matt. 253'4%, But this writer also is agonizing over the Fall of
Jerusalem (a.p. 70), and his side-glances at the notion of the Messiah (even if
not every allusion were to Israel) at so late a date mean little or nothing, being
provoked by the general Jewish-Christian movement of the day. The atmos-
phere is indeed that of John’s Revelation.

There is then in all this scanty Messianic phraseology nothing against the
view herein set forth. Certainly the rehabilitation of political Israel, the Jew-
ish State, would be connected with violent struggles in war, in which some
one or more, like Judas Makkabi, were sure to be preeminent and to merit
the name of Deliverer and perhaps the title of King, the Successor of David,
the “Anointed,” the Messiah. How far any such a one would be dressed out
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in fanciful description with extraordinary or even over-earthly attributes de-
pended upon the mood and the imagination of the writer or patriot himself.
Some were as wary as a scientist of today, expecting naught far out of the
common; others dropt all the guide-reins of prudence and looked and called
for direct inroads of Omnipotence from on High. A few may well have under-
stood the Son-of-Man coming on the clouds of heaven not as a poetic fancy
but as a “hard-boiled” fact. Such persons we have always with us, and in times
of high ferment their influence may not be unimportant. None of this affects
the position thus far maintained that the National-Racial Consciousness is con-
trolling and well-nigh exclusive in the religious literature of Israel, and specifi-
cally that the terms Elect and Son-of-Man were appropriated to the People, to
the Genius of the Race, and the term “Anointed” (Messiah or Christ) when
applied to an Individual designated him as the Representative or Impersona-
tion of that People of God.
* * * * *

To return, then, from this wearisome but necessary digression, in Enoch
the “Anointed” is none other than the Elect, the Son-of-Man, the People Israel.
Thus it appears that Daniel has been taken over by Enoch, and this latter by
the Protochristian, each refining on his predecessor’s Personalization of Israel.
To summarize, the phrase “Son-of-Man” is found in Enoch only in the so-
called Similitudes (chs. 37-71), dating not later than 64 B.c,, and there only in
the section 46°~717, about 15 times. In two other places Enoch himself is ad-
dressed from on High as “son-of-man.” The first case (60'°) follows the ex-
ample of Ezekiel, constantly so-called, and merely illustrates the familiar
Aramaic-Syriac use of the phrase, in the sense of “man,” “human,” without
special significance, as applicable to one person as to another. In the second
case (71'*) Michael tells Enoch: “Thou art the son of man who art born unto
righteousness, and righteousness abides over thee and the righteousness of
the Head of Days forsakes thee not.” This is of course mere foolishness, “a
deliberate perversion of this phrase as it appears in the Simzlitudes” (Charles,
p- 183).—We need not consider the contention of Drummond, Bousset and
others, following in the wake of Hilgenfeld’s polemic against Volkmar, that
the fifteen uses of the phrase are Christian interpolations, since if they were,
the whole case would be closed in favor of the thesis here maintained, since
such an interpolator, least of all men could have thought of the Gospels as
history—In the fifteen technical uses, then, we find exclusive reference to
Israel idealized and personalized; the National Individuality is meant, the
Spirit of the Race. This result is so decisive for any rational view of Christian
Origins that it may be well to mass and re-arrange the evidence.

It is admitted by Charles, the highest orthodox authority, that in Dan. 7'3,
its first historical appearance, the phrase Son-of-Man is “merely symbolical of
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Israel,” i.e., it means Israel and nothing else. The depreciatory “merely” is
merely a sign of the great scholar’s reluctance to admit the weightiest exegeti-
cal fact, which must control our interpretation of a large section of literary
history, but about which he maintains a deep silence.

It is not denied but conceded that Enoch derived the term from Daniel and
is conscious of the Danielic sense at every turn of his own frequent usage. So
much is seen in his persistent employment of the term “Head-of-Days” as ap-
plied to God, an Ethiopic rendering of the phase “Ancient-of-Days,” (joined
with “Son-of-Man” in Dan. 7'®) and denoting of course the Supreme Being.

The main function of the Son-of-Man in Enoch is judging, “the sum of
judgment is committed unto him” (69*7), of judgment upon all the powers
of earth. But we have just seen that this is a chief function ascribed in Daniel
to the Son-of-Man, to “the Saints,” to Israel (7°% 2¢).

This judgment is followed by Ruling in Daniel (7'* 2% 27, already quoted).
So likewise in Enoch: “This Son-of-Man . . . will arouse the kings and
the mighty from their couches and the strong from their thrones, and will
loosen the reins of the strong and grind to powder the teeth of the sinners.
And he will putdown the kings from their thrones and kingdoms (46 * %)... ..
All who dwell on earth will fall down and bow the knee before him (48°) . ..
pain will seize them when they see that Son-of-Man sitting on the throne of
his glory. And the kings and the mighty and all that possess the earth will
glorify and bless and extol him who rules over all, who was hidden. For the
Son-of-Man was hidden (62%7). ... And with that Son-of-Man will they eat
and lie down and rise up forever and ever (62'). .. . And so there will be
length of days with that Son-of-Man, and the Righteous will have peace, and
the Righteous his path of uprightness in the name of the Lord of Spirits for-
ever and ever” (71'7").—Here “length of days” instead of “eternal life” marks
the interpolator (Charles, p. 184).

The term Son-of-Man is in Enoch equivalent to Elect or Elected; it is ap-
plied exclusively to the same Being, and this epithet, My Elect, the Elected
designates Israel and Israel only (of course, as Idealized, Personalized, and
even in some measure spiritualized and universalized). It seems taken directly
from Isaiah, where we read “Israel Mine Elect . . . Jacob My Servant, . . .
Jeshurun whom I have chosen” (45% 44%). Indeed, the conception of Israel
as “the People,” the Elect of God, may justly be said to form the core not only
of the Bible but of all Hebrew History. The term is used in Enoc/ about 16
times; in one other case (617) the phrase is “that One,” with perhaps the same
reference, though probably the allusion is to God, the “Lord of Spirits.” That
this “Elect One” is identical with the “Son-of-Man” is superfluously evident.
Thus “Elect One will in those days sit on My throne” (says God, 51); “On
that day Mine Elect One will sit on the throne of glory” (45%); ... “the Elect
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One has appeared” (51% as the Son-of-Man, who was “hidden,” appeared);
“when the Elect One shall appear” (52°); “Ye mighty kings . . . shall have to
behold Mine Elect, how he sits on the throne of glory and judges” (55*); “And
the Lord of Spirits placed the Elect One on the throne of glory” (61%); “Open
your eyes and lift up your horns, if ye are able to recognize the Elect One!”
(62') “And the Lord of Spirits seated him (the Elect) on the throne of His
glory and the spirit of righteousness was poured out upon him”* (62?) —Now
we have already seen that the Son-of-Man does all these things, in particular it
is he that “appears” and “sits on the throne of glory” and judges,—and no one
will contend that there were two such “supernatural” persons sitting on the
same “throne of glory” and doing the same things. Nay, it is indubitable that
only one such, ideal Israel and Israel alone, is in mind of the Seer, as appears
clearly in 53%: “And after this the Righteous and Elect One will cause the
house of his Congregation to appear.” Charles himself declares “the houses,
etc., are the synagogues.” Now in Ps. 149" we read of “His praise in the as-
sembly of the Saints,” apparently the original of Enoch’s “the Congregation
of the Saints (‘holy’) and elect will be sown” (628) and “When the congre-
gation of the righteous shall appear and sinners are judged” (38')—and the
uniform allusion to Israel is unmistakable—Someone may object, “But the
Elect One is here distinguished from the house of his Congregation, the
People.” Precisely; just as the necessity or convenience of rhetoric often leads
us to speak of John Bull or Uncle Sam as distinct from the People of England
or America.

The Ethiopic Book of Enoch (the Slavonic Book of the Secrets of Enoch
does not count in this discussion )t abounds in the general, often plural, terms
the righteous, the elect, the holy (Saints), which in the Similitudes occur re-
spectively 43, 32, 17 times; and Charles himself observes “there is apparently
no significance in the difference” (of singular and plural). Now there can be
no shadow of doubt as to the reference in these Old Testament terms, all
denoting Israel only (proselytes included). As just noted, “the Elect One”
may be distinguished from “the elect ones,” as in 40°: “And the second voice
I heard blessing the Elect One and the elect ones who cleave to the Lord of
Spirits,” and 45%: “On that day Mine Elect One will sit on the throne of glory
. . . and their souls will grow strong within them when they see Mine elect
ones, etc.”

None of which need surprise us. As already observed, the singular and
plural are often used indifferently. Why might not the Seer think and write of
the People now as a Unit (the Elect One, the Son-of-Man, the Righteous, the

® Exactly so in Is. 443; “T will pour my spirit upon thy seed,” says YHVH to Isracl.
+ See footnote, p. 12 Ediror.
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Anointed), and again as a Collectivity (the elect, the righteous, the [holy]
Saints) Pt Nor strange indeed that the texts should vary, that in 45%, where
Charles reads “Mine elect ones,” Dillmann and Beer should follow many
mss. in reading “Mine Elect One.” Sometimes the one, sometimes the other
would better fit the general context of expression. As already said, we do the
like today, we speak alike of Britain and the British, France and the French,
Turks, Turkey, and the Turk. In this impartial use of singular and plural
Enoch treads in the footprints of Daniel, who says (7*7), “And the kingdom
and the greatness of the kingdom under the whole heaven, shall be given to
the People of the Saints of the Most High: his kingdom is an everlasting
kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and obey Aim.” This is decisive, if
anything can be.—The Jewish Translation here puts their for Ais and them for
him, but merely for sake of the sense.

In truth, it seems impossible to read these Similitudes and not perceive that
the Seer is thinking and speaking all the while of his own People Israel, the
Danielic Son-of-Man, the Elect, the Righteous (Servant), the Holy (Saints),
that he is telling the tale of their (or 4is) tragic history, of the nigh-coming
vengeance upon all his foes (whether pagans or apostate Jews), of his exalta-
tion to “the throne of his glory,” there to sit in judgment upon all mankind
and to inaugurate the new and triumphal kingdom of “the people of the
Saints of the Most High; their kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and all
dominions shall serve and obey them” (Dan. 727).—The idea is the same in
the Maccabean Chasidic section of Enoch (chs. 8g—99), only there the writer
contents himself with a tamer view of history, with the notion of the People as
Sheep assigned to faithless Shepherds (89%°—go0®®); these are finally punished
for their sins, and the “Lord of the Sheep” (YHVH) assumes direct control.
But the whole of the section of Similitudes (chs. 37—71) seems to be little more
than a rather tedious elaboration of the Danielic pronouncement.

Now, Prof. Charles,* in discussing the mysterious phrase Son-of-Man, does
indeed avow “its supernatural import in Enoch”; “The Son of Man as por-
trayed in the Similitudes is a supernatural being and not a mere man. He is
not even conceived as being of human descent, as the Messiah in En. go®"
(where naught whatever is said of “Messiah” or “human descent,” but only
“a white bull was born, with large horns”!!). Yet while he admits “The title
‘the Son of Man’ in Enoch was undoubtedly derived from Dan. ch. 7,” he adds
immediately “but a whole world of thought lies between the suggestive words

1 The like phenomenon presents itself often in our thinking. Thus in the “realized end, means
and end is their unity.” “In the organism the separate organs are the means of the life of the
whole, while the end is simply the organized unity, the whole itself. The means and end are thus
identical, the meaning being the organism viewed as plurality, the end the same thing viewed

as unity.” Stace, The Philosophy of Hegel, p. 277.
® 0p. cit., Appendix B, p. 315.
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in Daniel and the definite rounded conception as it appears in Enoch.” Here
it is the orthodox apologist speaking, not the scholarly critic, and his state-
ment must be rejected in toto. It is not true that “a whole world of thought”
or even a narrow intermediate state lies between the two conceptions. On the
contrary, they are as near alike as two peas, they are practically the same. It is
astonishing, the paucity of proof that the critic is able to bring for his “whole
world of thought.” Here is all he has to offer: “In Daniel the phrase seems
merely symbolical of Israel, but in Enoch it denotes a supernatural person.”—
This “but” is quite out of place. There is no opposition, rather perfect agree-
ment, for in Daniel also “it denotes a supernatural person,” namely, the
People of Israel personified, exactly as in Enoch.—"In the former, moreover,
the title is indefinite, ‘like a Son of Man,’” as in Rev. 1'%, 14, but in Enoch
it is perfectly definite and distinctive, ‘the Son of Man.””

That is all! Two minute considerations only—the one practically a re-
statement of the other—and both quite misleading! True, in Daniel the Being
indicated by the phrase “like-Son-of-Man” does symbolize Israel; but it is
none the less for that a “supernatural person,” which indeed he is emphati-
cally and absolutely, as the two verses 7'* set forth in “perfectly definite and
distinctive” manner. This “supernatural person,” who reigns as an eternal
king before “the Ancient-of-Days,” is described as “like-son-of-man,” i.e.,
human-like, to mark him off from the lower orders of being, the Beasts that
have gone before (7*?2). In Daniel he is a Symbol, but also a person wholly
supernatural, and what more can be claimed for Enoch’s representation?
Nothing. The designations are slightly different: “like-Son-of-Man” and “the
Son-of-Man,” but the two beings designated or symbolized are exactly one
and the same, Israel,—as we have seen with all desirable clearness. Enoch has
adopted the Danielic symbolism in foto and has done nothing further than
to trick it out in a variety of more or less fanciful phrases; his “Son-of-Man”
is certainly a symbol of Israel.

With this wholly unwarranted distinction between the notions of the two
Seers, the great scholar dims out (though unintended) the central regulative
fact that Enoch is speaking throughout of the People Israel (of course, ideal-
ized and personalized) under the titles “Son-of-Man” and “Mine Elect One.”
It is unfortunate that he has sprinkled his pages of commentary with “Mes-
siah” and “Messianic”*—which nowhere appear in his text or translation,
save at 622 in his own wrongly inserted parenthesis “(i.e. the Messiah),” where
it should be (i.e. the Elect One), expanded in his discussion, p. 16—and yet
nowhere does he hint at the patent fact that the Seer is sketching a thoroughly
patriotic intensely nationalistic view of the tragedy of the People Israel, and

¢ It would have been truer to his quoted text (9037, p. 258), had he written “white bull” and
“white bullish.”
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especially delineating the Epilogue of its wondrous exaltation to everlasting
dominion and enthronement as Judge and Ruler of the Universe.

That such is the Enochian notion is plain also in certain minor features: as
in the two uses of the term Anointed (Messiah, Christ). In 48%1° (already
cited, p. 15) the description of the utter ruin of “the kings of the earth and
the strong” before the Son-of-Man—"as straw in fire . . . they will burn before
the (holy) Saints”—closes with the words “for they Aave denied the Lord of
Spirits and His Anointed.” This last term has neither sense nor pertinency
save as referring to Israel (Elect One, Son-of-Man),—which had indeed been
persistently denied by the godless heathen—but surely not to any non-Israel-
itic “supernatural person,” of which the Israelites themselves knew nothing
whatever.—Again, in 52% in speaking of “the world-powers” symbolized by
mountains of iron, copper, silver, gold, soft metal and lead, which melt “as
wax before the fire” “in the presence of the Elect One,” the guiding angel
says to Enoch “All these things serve the dominion of His Anointed (Messiah,
Christ) that he may be potent and mighty on the earth”—which is clear and
intelligible when and only when “His Anointed” in v. 4 means the same as
“the Elect One” in vv. 6 and g, i.e., the People Israel.

Once more, as is well-known, Michael is the guardian-angel of Israel (Dan.
12}, En. 20% “he that is set over the best part of mankind, over the People”),
but that he really symbolizes Israel, the Genius of the People itself, is evi-
dent from 40*, where he as “the first voice blesses the Lord of Spirits forever
and ever”—and this was the special function, in history, of the People Israel.
Also as much is manifest in the answer (40°) of “the angel of peace” to
Enoch’s question “Who are these four presences?” viz. “This first is Michael,
the merciful and long-suffering.” This adjective is singularly appropriate if
Michael be understood as the heavenly anti-type or fravashi, the alter ego or
other self, of the People Israel; otherwise its fitness is not naked to the eye
(compare Matt. 18'°).

Still further, in 48%, it is said of the Son-of-Man “he will be the light of the
Gentiles,” reproducing Is. 42%: “I have called thee in righteousness . . . for a
light of the Gentiles, to open the blind eyes, etc.,” and Is. 49°, “I will also give
thee for a light to the Gentiles.” Of course, the prophet is speaking of Israel
only, Israel idealized, spiritualized, personalized; why then should not Enoch
mean the like by the Son-of-Man? As is well-known, Isaiah represents that
Israel enlightens the world through his pure Monotheism brought as a blaz-
ing torch before the eyes of all men (in the Dispersion), while in Enoch the
Son-of-Man distinguishes himself mainly by sweeping the Gentiles from the
face of the earth. Enoch has taken over the words, without the exalted spirit
of Isaiah.

That the Aiding of the Elect One, the Son-of-Man, for so many ages, alludes
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(as obviously it must) to the obscure worldly position of the People in His-
tory, and his Appearance or Revelation to their coming elevation to the seat of
judgment, the throne of glory, comes clearly to light in the corrected reading
of En. 38*, where instead of “the light of the Lord of Spirits is seen on the face
of the holy and righteous and elect,” is substituted in Appendix D, “for the
Lord of Spirits has caused the light of the face of the holy and righteous and
elect to appear.”—“The holy (Saints) and righteous and elect” are of course
the People Israel, and for “the light of the face . . . to appear” is plainly for
Israel to be revealed to the witnessing world in his true character, as “the
best of mankind, the People,” ordained to “everlasting dominion” over all
the earth.

A natural though superficial objection may be made, that in 627 it reads:
“For the Son-of-Man was hidden before Him and the Most High preserved
him in the presence of His might and revealed him to the elect.” Here, then,
the Son-of-Man is “revealed to the elect” (Israelites) ; how then can he be the
Elect One, or Israel itself >—The difficulty is one encountered in all such
abstractions and personifications, wherever a certain unity reigns and ranges
throughout a manifold of diverse particulars. It is present even in our con-
ceptions of our individual selves. The Self is the same and not the same from
day to day, from year to year. We speak constantly of Self acting on Self, of
changing itself and yet remaining itself.—Self-revealing is indeed familiar
enough. A great duty or calamity or even passion may reveal one’s self to
one’s self—and the revelation often well may startle: we say, I did not know
nor think that I could do so, feel so, endure so; it was a great revelation.—
Naturally, still more is this the case in the history of a race or a world. Pros-
perity and in still higher measure adversity may reveal a nation to itself, and
it may be in astonishing fashion. Such facts are familiar, the slightest re-
minder should suffice. Witness any great war, as the World War.

Now all this was signally illustrated in the lot of Israel, actually and still
more as conceived by an Apocalyptist—whose especial aim it was to waken
and quicken the Israel-Consciousness. Ordained to unique distinction and
honor among all nations, the Chosen People were none the less doomed to
peculiar misfortune, humiliation, and ignominy throughout nearly their
whole history, for hundreds of years. During all these centuries of outward
abasement the Israel-Spirit (in a select few, despite the long current pessi-
mism) remained marvelously unbroken and unquenched, the same in ma-
jesty, grandeur, and favor with God. But it did by no means appear so to the
world at large or even to Israel’s Actual Self, the afflicted Folk, and many a
Psalmist speaking in the person of his suffering People could exclaim in vary-
ing tones of anguish, “My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken me?” (Ps.
221). All this, however, was part and parcel of the deep inscrutable purpose
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of YHVH, the Lord of Spirits, who was only Aiding the Son-of-Man, the
Elect Ego of Israel, from the world and even from Israel’s own consciousness,
in the recesses of His own counsel, so that Ideal Israel was Unknown in his
especial mission and greatness even to Actual Israel himself—a literal fact.

Now at length, however—so at least in the Vision of the Seer—this age-long
chapter of shame and agony was to be closed, and the true Israel to be re-
vealed in heavenly glory as the Climax of Humanity, “the best of mankind,”
the Son-of-Man, the Elect of God,—and this denouement is fitly called a
revelation not merely of the hidden Son-of-Man to the Heathen World but
far more and above all to the Actual Israel-Folk itself, “to the elect” themselves,
to whom such a transcendent exaltation was even in imagination quite un-
known, “hidden,” and unsuspected, who would be as much astounded by the
revelation as the Heathen themselves—as if one should suddenly find himself
heir to the Crown of England.—So it is plain that this language of the Seer
is entirely in accord with the rest of his representation. The whole intent of
this Book of Similitudes—itself an Apocalypse or Revealing—(as also of
Daniel) was to arouse the Folk to true Self-consciousness, to reveal Israel to
Israelites themselves by the Seer’s interpretation of their past and his vision of
their Empire in the ages to come.—Such is an unforced understanding of the
words in question, in no wise jarring with the construction thus far given of
the author’s language but fitting in smoothly and closely, without any distor-
tion.

It seems worth while to note in passing that the early Faith of Israel found
no place for Immortality or any Second Life of the Individual. The blessing
of God was felt to be adequately bestowed in a long and happy and earthly
life continued only in one’s children through following generations. But
when the evil days came and the years drew nigh when all Israel must say “I
have no pleasure in them,” still more as the afflictions of the Chosen People
smote harder and harder, and the mountain-load of their miseries was piled
higher and higher as the centuries ran on and on, the question of the Justice
of God, of His Keeping His sacred Promise, became more and more pressing
and importunate, and the later apocalyptic writers could find no answer but
in a general Resurrection of all the Elect at the close of this Age and their
universal participation in “the Kingdom prepared for them since the founda-
tion of the world.” Among many testimonies that might be cited, perhaps
this one from iv. Ezra 5*! may be sufficient: “I said, Ah Lord, but Thy blessing
counts only for those that reach the goal; but what shall our forefathers, what
shall we ourselves and our descendants do? He spake to me: ‘My judgment
shall be like a (front) rank (or a “circle,” in the 2? Arabic translation), where-
in the last are not behind and the first not before.’ ”—A similar expression is
found in the Apocalypse of Baruch, 511%.—We may now see more clearly the
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force of Enoch’s word “preserved” in the verse quoted (p. 23). The Son-of-
Man, conceived as (or as representing) the whole race of Israel, is “preserved”
by the Most High unto the Consummation at the Day of Judgment, when all
Israel will be “revealed” to itself in glory, all generations at once, as the rain-
bow arch is flashed with instantaneous splendor across the sky.—The one
momentous fact in all these matters is this, that the glorification of Israel—
and not of any being distinct from Israel—is the Alpha and Omega of Jewish
thought, that it is “the ultimate goal of the Love of God,” iv. Ezra 5
(Gunkel).

No man ever cherished this latter idea more fervidly than the Younger
Isaiah, yet he perceived clearly its illusory nature, as commonly held. Hence
he did not indeed abandon it, but transfigured it into more than earthly splen-
dor by Spiritualizing and Universalizing it into the Concept of the Righteous
Servant, who is crushed under incalculable calamities and is immolated as a
sacrifice for the sins of the whole world,—but in return is exalted to unique
and over-earthly honor, to the spiritual Headship of Humanity as its Redeemer
and Savior, the Torch-bearer of Jehovah to the ends of the earth. It is not at all
strange that Enoch as well as Daniel proved unequal to the appropriation and
mastery of this amazing conception, and that they substituted therefor the
figure of Israel as “the People,”—not the Beasts—as Humanity, as “Son-of-
Man,” coming and appearing in splendor on the clouds of heaven, Adopted
and Elected by the Most High, the Ancient-of-Days, unto everlasting do-
minion over all the earth.

Any gleam of common sense (of which such dreamers were by no means
devoid) must have shown them that in such a political secular and even mili-
tary glorification of “the People,” not all could figure on exactly equal terms,
that differences would assert and display themselves, that some would lead,
and the rest must follow. There would be some Chief (like Judas Makkabi)
of more or less preeminence, who would head the Elect in their victorious
march to universal conquest, and converge on Himself the eyes of all gazers.
Such a one would surely be regarded as the Proxy of “the People” and as such
might not unnaturally be very well addressed as Messiah, and might very
possibly pose as such. But it would be only as such Lieutenant. Another, a
successor, possibly a conquering rival, would just as well receive the same
title, in the same role. It is the old old story of “the King is dead: Long live
the King!” Of course, there might at any time be such a Representative who,
like Louis XIV, would declare “L’état c’est moi,” or “I am Messiah,” and such
a one might well find followers and even worshippers, as did Zerubbabel,
among the seers themselves. But it would still remain true that in the visions
of seer and prophet it is “the People,” the Racial Self, that is dominant, that
it is the Racial Consciousness, the Genius of Jacob that is figured as robed in
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divine glory on the Judgment-seat of History, on the throne of universal
dominion. Such is the Elect One, the Son-of-Man, the Anointed in the dreams
of Daniel and Enoch; such is the “supernatural person,” such and none other.

While commenting on En. go®?, Prof. Charles (like so many others) refers
with much confidence to “the Messiah coming forth from the bosom of the
community.” But notice: the seer has beheld “a new house greater and loftier
than that first,” “brought” by the “Lord of the Sheep” and “set up” “in the
place of the first which had been folded up.” The New Jerusalem! The com-
plete reestablishment and immeasured expansion of the Hebrew State! In this
“new house,” this awful presence, takes place the “judgment” (31). “And I saw
that that house was large and broad and very full (36). And I saw that a white
bull was born, with large horns, and all the beasts of the field and all the birds
of the air feared him and made petition to him all the time” (37). Exactly so in
v. 30, “I saw . . . all the beasts on the earth, and all the birds of the heaven,
falling down and doing homage to those sheep and making petition to and
obeying them in every word.” The “sheep” and the “white bull” are treated
precisely alike: the “sheep” are admittedly Israel; who then is the “white
bull?” “And I saw till all their (different) kinds were transformed, and they
all became white oxen; and the first among them became the buffalo, and
that buffalo became a great animal, and had great black horns on its head;
and the Lord of the Sheep rejoiced over them and over all the oxen (38). And
I slept in their midst: then I awoke and saw every thing” (39).

Such (to quote Prof. Charles, p. 258) is “the Messiah coming forth from the
bosom of the community. He is a man only, but yet a glorified man, for he is
described as a white bull to mark his superiority to the rest of the community
of the righteous who are symbolized by sheep. So far as he is a man only, he
may be regarded as the prophetic Messiah, as opposed to the apocalyptic of the
Similitudes; and yet he is not really the prophetic Messiah; for he has absolute-
ly no function to perform, as he does not appear till the world’s history is finally
closed. Accordingly his presence here must be accounted for through literary
reminiscence, and the Messiah-hope must be accounted as practically dead at
this period (ca. 62 B.c.). The nation, in fact, felt no need of such a personality
so long as they had such a chief as Judas.”

A most extraordinary passage, showing what a critic’s orthodox prejudice
may accomplish. Note that there is no hint of Messiah or Anointed in this
text, as for that matter there is none (in this scholar’s sense) in the whole Bible,
certainly not in the Old Testament. As the “community” were “sheep,” we
should naturally expect a ram to come forth, as in the preceding ch. 89, where
Moses, Saul, Samuel, David and such are all pictured as sheep and rams. Why
then a bull? Is he religiously “superior” to a ram?—But on turning back to
ch. 85 we find Adam imaged as a “white bull,” Eve as a “heifer” (lahm =
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both bull and heifer in Ethiopic), Cain and Abel as bulls black and red, Seth

as another “white bull” and his descendants as “white oxen.” In ch. 86 a star
(angel) falls from heaven and amid these white oxen, it corrupts them, and
there follow “large and black oxen,” also “many stars descend,” and the earth
is made ready for the deluge, being peopled with “elephants, camels and
asses.” Ch. 89 opens with “that white bull’—Noah, “he was born a bull but
became a man,” in order to build the ark, i.e., he was endowed with heavenly
wisdom, the unfallen angels being pictured as “like white men” (87%). Shem,
Ham, and Japheth are also “three bulls,” one white, one red as blood, and
one black. These people the earth with all “kinds” of wild beasts and birds,
“the enemies of Israel” (Charles), but there is also a “white bull” (Isaac), and
this latter “begat a black wild boar and a white sheep” (Esau and Jacob), and
“that sheep begat 12 sheep” (tribes of Israel). Herewith the bull disappears
from the text, and there follows the piteous history of the twelve sheep guided
and controlled by the “Lord of the Sheep” (YHVH). Finally, in go%, an-
other “white bull” is born, who does nothing at all but is feared and adored
(precisely like the “sheep,” Israel—v. 30) by all beasts and birds (Gentiles) till
“all their kinds” are “transformed” into “white oxen.”

What can all this mean but the restoration (Apokatastasis, Acts 3*') of the
early antedeluvian Enochian Age of “white oxen,” of pristine innocence be-
fore the “star” and “many stars” “fell from heaven,” and the race was de-
bauched by “the sons of God” mingling with “the daughters of men,” as de-
tailed in Gen. 6'8? If “the first among them” which “became the buffalo”
refers to the “white bull,” as Charles thinks, then the sense evaporates. We
are at a loss to see in a “buffalo with great black horns” any advance upon
the “white bull”; nay, it seems a notable lapse from purity and human per-
fection back to more or less brutal power. Mark also that the “Lord of the
Sheep” does not rejoice over this black-horned buffalo, but “over them and
over all the oxen” (proselytes?). Indeed it seems impossible to believe that
the Seer would figure the Messiah as first a “white bull,” then as developing
into a black-horned buffalo or rhinoceros (“unicorn,” in the Septuagint ren-
dering of the original Hebrew rem)! Far better to refer this “buffalo” to the
pagan power, which retains a trace of savagery even after “all kinds” (of
Gentiles) are “transformed” and “become white oxen.” Meantime the Elect
(Israel) still retain their preeminence even after the regeneration of Hu-
manity to antedeluvian conditions, they return to the Golden Age of Abraham
and the Patriarchs (“white bulls), as is typified in the statement “a white
bull was born, with large horns,” whom all the birds and beasts vie in fearing
and adoring (exactly as they adore the “sheep”—Israel, v. 30).—The trans-
formation of these latter into “white oxen” is a transparent emblem of the
Conversion of the Heathen (into proselytes), the return of Pagandom back
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to pre-Noachian Monotheism, the worship of the One and Only God. The
“white bull” szands for the renewed Isracl-race, just as the “white bulls” Adam,
Seth, Noah, Shem, Abraham, Isaac all “recapitulate” in themselves the gen-
erations of their descendants.

Herewith sense and consistency are restored to the queer passage, and the
“literary reminiscence” of Charles and Beer, the Buffalo-Bull—Messiah of
orthodox fancy, not only becomes entirely functionless (as admitted) but also
vanishes like a wraith of mist from the stage forever—a fate not by any means
unfit for a purely functionless Messiah, no matter how large and black his
horns—But the learned master seems entirely wrong in regarding the “Mes-
siah-hope” “as practically dead at this period.” On the contrary, it was very
much alive and active, as the whole section (chs. 83-9o) amply attests, though
it was not an Individual human Messiah, nay, it was rather the Anointed
People of God.

* * * * *

The Enochian notion of the Son-of-Man was “undoubtedly derived from
Daniel vii,” where the phrase is “merely symbolical of Israel.” Throughout
the Similitudes of Enoch the identity of the Saints, the Elect, and the Son-of-
Man with each other and with the People Israel is fixed beyond all possible
doubt.



Chapter Three

The Title Son-of-Man in the New Testament

1. In THE SyNopTic GosPELs AND AcTs®

t. Disputed Meanings

We now come to the New Testament use of the term in debate, “Son-of-
Man”; but first must present what have been the historic interpretations of the
Gospel use of this title—A theme of endless discussion with seemingly no
possibility of any even half-way satisfactory result. As far back as Origen
opinions branched out wide asunder. He himself thought it needless (perhaps
because hopeless?) to seek any specific reference, as to a particular individual,
deeming that “man” in general, humanity at large, was meantt which would
seem to be positively fatal to orthodoxy, at least to the conception of an his-
toric Christ, whom it would seem to dissolve as an individual into the broad
waters of the species somo, all mankind. With plausibility it may be said,
“Humanity (human interest or welfare) is Lord of the Sabbath,” but it is ab-
surd for any individual to say “I am this Humanity,” this human interest or
welfare in general. It calls for a deeper metaphysic than is found in the New
Testament to unify the concepts of the particular Individual and the Universal,
to show that Each is All and the Many identical with the One in the Uncon-
scious. Origen could not, then, popularize his profound insight. Jerome}
thought “man” or a “human being (anthropos) must mean Mary, and this
became a common interpretation! Chrisostom,§ Augustine, Cyprian|| took
“man” in a generic sense.

Grotius* fastened on the notion “Man is Lord also of the Sabbath” as the
key to the secret, and this view gained currency. Boltent first appealed to the

¢ Also (briefly) Revelation, for which see Subsection ii. Editor.

+ Migne, Vol. 13, col. 1537.

1 Commentary on Ps. 8s.

§ Migne, Vol. 59, column 223.

§ Contra Arion, 18,

|| Commentary on Matt. 1232,

® Opera Theologica, “Critica Sacra” 6, p. 445 f. published posthumously, 1679.
+ Der Bericht des Matt. (1792). Comment on Matt. g8,
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Aramaic-Syriac form Bar-nasa as a familiar designation of “individual man.”
But Paulus,} with more fidelity to apparent New Testament sense, went back
to the veiw of Coccejus,§ that it meant “this man, 1.” Herder{ elevated the
meaning into that of “Ideal Man,” which flattered the Christian consciousness
and won wide acceptance though of course without any critical or logical
justice.

Hofmann in his famous Schriftbeweis|| interpreted it, with the concurrence
of Cremer,* as the Coming Man or Man-to-Come (recalling the Old Testa-
ment Habba, applied to a “prince-to-come,” nagid habba, in a very obscure and
probably corrupt passage, Dan. ¢?®). Strausst saw in it a messianic title, and
Ewaldt pointing wisely to Dan. 7'® and Enoch 37 to 71, was followed by
Renan,§ Beyschlag{ and Baldensperger.|| The great de Wette* thought it re-
ferred to the lowliness and human sympathy of Jesus! He was followed in-
cautiously by Baur,t who assigned a meaning as “emphatically low” as Herd-
er’s had been “emphatically high.” Colanif and Hilgenfeld§ were of the few to
follow the great Tuebinger (Baur), though Hilgenfeld still kept an eye on
Dan. 73, Ritschlq coined the queer conceit that the title was used to conceal
Messianic claims! Holtzmann|| agreed that there were two Messianic mean-
ings kept secret till the Caesarean incident (in Mark 827%?). Keim* thought
that Jesus gradually grew out beyond this early mystifying title. Haset held it
was used first to conceal, then to reveal (a poor blade that won’t cut both
ways)! Charlest concluded that this title “adopted by our Lord” involved a
fusion of the two notions, the Isaianic Servant of YHVH and the Danielic
Son-of-Man, but with a deeper, hidden, spiritual significance. Wendt* deemed

1 Exegetisches Handbuch, 1830.

§ Schol. in Mat1., 820,

§| Christliche Schriften, Vol. s, p. 4 (1796).
|| Vol. 1, Part 2, p. 53 (1853).

® Worterbuch, p. 846 ff (1866).

t Leben Jesu (1835).

Y Geschichil. Christus, p. 202 (1855).

§ Vie de Jésus, p. 131 (1863).

{| Christologie (1866).

|| Selbstbewusstsein Jesu, p. 169 (1892).

¢ Commentary on Matt. 820 (18287?).
tZ.w.Th., 1860, p. 277.

Y Jesus Christ et les croyances messianiques, p. 74 ff. (1864).
§Z.w.Th., 1863, p. 327.

{ Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 514.

|| Z. w. Th., 1865, p. 212 ff.

® Gesch. Jesu 2, p. 376 (1873).

t Leben Jesu,p. 441 (1854).

1 Op. at., p. 315-6.

® ] ehre Jesu, (1890).
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it a riddle used to provoke thought, somewhat like Charles. Holsten§ ap-
parently in despair, took it as merely an equivalent to Messiah; but Dalman{
could not believe it a Messianic title. Gunkel || regarded it as meaning “man,”
but as a secret title, of Babylonian origin, used in apocalyptic circles. Fiebig*
considered it a familiar designation used ambiguously to mislead(!) the folk,
who referred to “man” what Jesus meant for himself! Sandayt and Driver} in-
clined to Charles’s view. Others, as Hoekstra,§ Carpenter{ and James Drum-
mond,|| looked upon it as the symbol of a coming ideal society—a reminiscence
of Herder. Bauer,* Volkmart and others, catching a faint glimmer of the true
state of the case, viewed it as a creation of the Evangelist. More recently, Schul-
thess} thinks “the Son of Man” is a phrase of modesty or humility, a submissive
way of saying “I,” or “some one” or “one of us,” and that the Greek form is
framed on Daniel 3. This last is a half-way recognition of the patent truth,
but he shrinks from applying it, he does not mention Israel, he will have it
that Jesus was too humble to say “I,” and so hid Himself under the Danielic
phrase;—as if Napoleon modestly avoided “I,” and merely spoke of the “Con-
queror-Monarch of all the world!”

And now to return to Professor Charles§ and his statement:—*“This title
with its supernatural powers was adopted by our Lord,” a statement for which
we do not today find a single iota of proof. Various New Testament passages
are listed, but all these are simply the dicta of entirely unknown writers, and
so far as we know without the slightest biographical basis. It is idle today to
assert that historicity can be a matter of general consent. Perhaps, indeed, at
the date of Charles’s work this assumption was admissible, but a sea-change
has come over criticism since then. So we repeat, scholarship zoday can find no
good reason to ascribe any specified Gospel oracle to an historical Jesus. Pro-
fessor Charles held that “just as His kingdom in general formed a standing
protest against the prevailing Messianic ideas of temporal glory and do-
minion, so the title ‘the Son of Man’ assumed a deeper spiritual significance;
and this change we shall best apprehend if we introduce into the Enoch con-
ception of the Son of Man the Isaiah conception of the Servant of Jehovah.

§Z. w. Th., 1891, p. 1, fI.

q Worte Jesu, p. 191 ff., (1898).

|| Z. w. Th., 1899, p. 581 1.

® Der Menschensohn, p. 61 fl., (1901).

t Hastings Dict. of Bible, Vol. z, p. 622 f., (1899).
$16id., Vol. 4, p. 582, (1902).

§ De Benaming de Zoon des Menschens, (1866).

q First Three Gospels, p. 383 ff., (1890).

I|J. Th. St, (1901).

® Kritik der evan. Geschichte, Vol. 3, p. 1 f., (1842).
+ Gustav Volkmar, 1809~1893. The appropriate reference has not come to light. Editor.
¥ Zur Sprache der Evangelien. 1922.

§ Op. cit., p. 315.
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These two conceptions, though outwardly antithetic, are through the trans-
formation of the former reconciled and fulfilled in a deeper unity—in the New
Testament Son of Man.”

Such (with his own italics) is the illustrious scholar’s conception of the
fusion of these two polar opposites and where in conservative biblical criti-
cism has anything been better said in many a day? He here makes the nearest
approach yet made by orthodoxy to the understanding of the New Testament.
Nevertheless he remains far from the goal, even separated from it by an im-
passible chasm. For he neglects entirely the fundamental and indispensable
fact that the “supernatural person,” the Son-of-Man, as well as the neither
more nor less supernatural Servant of YHVH is a towering Eponym, a su-
preme Abstraction, the Human Figure of a National Spirit, a Racial Soul.
Both in Daniel and in Enoch, as already seen, there can be no shadow of doubt
that such is the only meaning of such technical terms as Son-of-Man and Mine
Elect One. Such also is the meaning, now rarely denied by competent scholar-
ship of the Isaianic Servant of YHVH.

Charles was right in assuming a fusion of these two notions as the basis of
the Christian Doctrine. The fusion was indeed already accomplished or at
least implicit in Isaiah, but it was not then made the point of departure for a
Propaganda, for a religious crusade. Isaiah was half a millennium ahead of
his age, and “he who anticipates is lost.” Even in Daniel’s and Enoch’s times
the religious consciousness had not developed up to a stage ready for the out-
burst of the great Evangel, the world-wide proclamation of the “Eternal Gos-
pel,” “Fear God and give Him glory” (Rev. 147). The Hellenizing of West-
ern Asia and Judaism had not yet done its work. The wild olive was indeed
grafted on the tame, but was not yet firmly enrooted, not yet ready to bear
fruit.

Another view is set forth by N. Schmidt in a profoundly learned contribu-
tion to the Encyclopaedia Biblica. Schmidt held that the Aramaic original was
used by Jesus only in its proper sense of “a man,” but yet “in such a startling
way,” in speaking of natural “rights and privileges,” as “to create, contrary to
his intention, the impression among later interpreters that he referred to him-
self,” which then “found its way into the Gospels” “through Greek transla-
tions.” Thus some general statement, like “man must die but he will rise
again” was misconstrued and exaggerated into a prediction of the Son-of-
Man’s (Jesus’s) death and resurrection after three days. Into the pros and
cons we cannot enter here.

It is interesting to observe how even such an honest and erudite master as
Schmidt has been entangled and trapped by his own premises. It would be
hard to imagine a better historic and linguistic treatment than that given in
his article. Even so he writes:—“Ibn Ezra interpreted bar-enas (of Daniel) as
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referring to the People of Israel. In modern times this view has been main-
tained by many scholars.* Yet a symbolic representation of ‘a human regime’
or an ‘ideal humanity,” savors more of modern humanitarian ideas than of
the concrete conceptions of Semitic antiquity.” Granted, but nothing has been
hinted about “ideal humanity” in treating of Daniel. The sole point was that
the seer, writing from a religious point of view regarded Israel as so far su-
perior to the heathen (and with justice) that, having symbolized the four
pagan powers by beasts, he was logically bound to symbolize Israel by a man-
like being, “like-son-of-man”; not otherwise could he typify the superiority of
Monotheism over Polytheism. There is no question at all of “human regime”
or “ideal humanity” or “modern humanitarianism,” but only of Israel’s in-
finite religious preeminence in the eyes of God.t

And so the perfectly correct insight ascribed to the great Rabbi (Ibn Ezra),
who certainly was a most competent judge, is dismissed without further con-
sideration! Now we have seen that beyond any doubt, in Daniel and Enoch,
Son-of-Man means the People or the Genius of Israel personified and ideal-
ized. And what could be more in accord with the “conceptions of Semitic
antiquity”? The old Testament literally swarms with more or less similar
representations. In Amos 5® Israel is portrayed as a maiden: “The virgin of
Israel is fallen, she shall rise no more,” and hence it became the habit (says
Driver) to personify thus a city or community. The Second Isaiah is unex-
celled in his fondness for personification (Driver, Life and Times of Isaiah,
p- 184). It would insult the reader’s intelligence to multiply instances—We re-
peat, after figuring the heathen powers as beasts, it was almost unavoidable
for Daniel, and after him Enoch (in Similitudes, 8.c. 94-64), to introduce
(43 ” M “ ”» M M

the People” Israel as a Human Being, a “supernatural person,” dwelling in
the presence and especial favor of the Ancient-of-Days, of God Most High.
What else could he consistently, appropriately do?

Such a happy precedent once established, what was there left but to go and
do likewise? The usage of Enoch (Similitudes) and of IV Ezra follows as
naturally after that of Daniel as Summer follows after Spring. And Daniel’s

® Schmidt lists in a footnote the following modern critics who agree that he who is “like-
son-of-man” in Daniel 713 symbolizes the Hebrew people:—

Hofmann, Hitzig, Wittichen, Colani, Kuenen, Straton, Keim, Vernes, Smend, Toy, Marti,
Meinhold, Bevan, Réville, Dalman, Schiirer, Gunkel, Wellhausen, Leitzmann, Charles, Prince,
Driver, Curtis, Hahn. Edizor.

+ Prof. Schmidt’s own view Encyclopaedia Biblica, 1903 is very near related to the view he re-
jects. He regards Daniel’s “manlike being as an angel and more particularly Michael, guardian-
angel of Isracl.” Similar the view of Grill—*“a most exalted personal intermediary between God
and the world, and a transcendent prototype of the God-pleasing humanity to be realized in the
People of the Most High." (Untersuchungen tiber die Entstehung des vierten Evangeliums. 1902.)
This last is rather a rhetorical florish, but the Son-of-Man as Israel personified might readily fuse

with Michael, Israel's guardian-angel, numen, alter Ego, fravashi, other Sclf and Representative
before God in heaven. A case of Tweedledum and Tweedledee.
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precedent, whether or not savoring of Semitic “concrete conceptions,” was
certainly and admittedly a facz. It does not, then, call for the learning and
intuition of Ibn Ezra to see that bar-nasha (Son-of-Man) refers and must
refer to Israel and Israel only. To suppose a “supernatural person” function-
ing as does the Son-of-Man, without any peculiar relation to Israel, yet con-
stantly called “Mine Elect One,” the well-known peculiar title of Jacob, is to
suppose the inconceivable, and is possible only at the bidding of overmaster-
ing prejudice.

Well, then, if the title has this reference past all dispute in Daniel and
Enoch, and if the New Testament borrows it from these seers, as even
Charles, with so many others, concedes (“in adopting the title ‘Son of Man’
from Enoch, Jesus made at the outset supernatural claims, etc,” p. 316), what
is the presumption as to the meaning in the New Testament? Could the
Evangelists have failed to see the obvious reference of the phrase in Daniel
and Enoch? When Matthew quoted from Hosea 11%, “Out of Egypt have I
called my Son,” was it possible for him to overlook the rest of the verse,
“When Israel was a child, then I loved him and called my Son out of
Egypt...r”

It seems out of any question that the glorification of Israel was conspicuous
in the minds and hearts of the earliest Christians, who were certainly Jews,
however hellenized. Not only is the general tenor of the New Testament
scriptures unambiguous, not only does the general historic situation appear to
compel this assumption, but there is also direct and unequivocal testimony.
In Acts 1° we read, “They therefore, when they were come together, asked
Him, saying, Lord, dost thou at this time restore the kingdom to Israel?” We
need not inquire who wrote these words, whether Luke or the Redactor; we
need not ask whether the Apostles ever put such a question. It is enough that
it was deemed natural, proper and fit to be laid on their lips. Neither does it
affect the case that the glorification underwent a complete ¢ransfiguration in
the breasts of the primitive propagandists. This does indeed seem to be the
most important single item in the history of Christian Origins, but it does not
affect, or at least does not invalidate, the fact under consideration, that Israel
and the exaltation of Israel were in some form or other dominant in the
thoughts of the earliest exponents of the new faith.

So much granted, in their constant use of works (as of Isaiah, Daniel, and
Enoch) that were occupied almost wholly with that same Israel, was it pos-
sible for them to overlook or disregard the obvious and repeated allusions of
such striking phrases as Mine Elect One and the Son-of-Man? If so, then we
may as well close this controversy at once, for in that case we should be deal-
ing with an utterly lawless body of facts, in which it would be impossible to
find any general and probable premise as a warrant for any conclusion. We
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assume, then, unhesitatingly that these primitive propagandists must have
known and felt that the seers were thinking and speaking of Israel, idealized
and perhaps generalized, in discoursing of the Messiah Mine Elect (as in
Luke 9%, 23%) and particularly of the Son-of-Man. That these Revivalists
should also be Refashioners was natural enough; they may have desired to
transform the old profoundly and completely, from top to bottom, to usher
in a “new creation”; but if they had any intelligence at all (and their literary
remains as well as their historic achievements attest intelligence of high or-
der), they could not have mistaken nor neglected entirely the original sense
of the phrases they constantly exploited—a sense, be it repeated, with which
they were in lively sympathy, and tAe sense that made the phrases worth
quoting. In the absence of positive proof to the contrary, we must hold fast to
this assumption as the only working hypothesis.

1. An Inductive Analysis

But is it possible to proceed along such lines while interpreting Christian
Scriptures? We shall see.—The term Son-of-Man occurs very irregularly in the
New Testament: 82 times in the Gospels (30 of these in Matthew, 14 in Mark,
25 in Luke, 13 in John) as a self-designation of the Jesus, once in Acts (7°%),
once in Hebrews (2%), twice in Revelation (13, 14'*). These latter scattering
uses present little difficulty. In the words of the dying Stephen,* “I see . ..
the Son-of-Man standing on the right hand of God,” we seem to hear an echo
of Enoch’s conception of the Son-of-Man, the Elect One, “under the wings of
the Lord of Spirits” (397)—as Israel hid in the shadow of YHVH’s wings,
Pss. 178, 367, 571, 614, 637, 91*,—who “standeth before the Lord of Spirits”; at
the very least, the words are in full accord with the Enochian idea, and so we
need pause no longer upon them.—In Hebrews we have only a quotation from
Ps. 8%, in which son-of-man merely means man the species. Such seems also
the case in Rev. 13, where “one like son-of-man” means a human-like figure;
but in 14'*, “and in the cloud one sitting like unto son-of-man,” ready to reap
the earth, recalls at once the Danielic vision (7'*), where one “like Son-of-
Man came with the clouds near unto the Ancient-of-Days.” The function of
this Son-of-Man was to judge the world (Dan. 7'® 2 2%) which is poetically
denoted in Revelation as reaping the earth (as in Jer. 51%3, “the time of harvest
shall come for her”—Babylon, and Joel 313, “Put ye in the sickle, for the har-
vest is ripe”). Thus the later vision corresponds quite well with the earlier,
and it is plain that as the Person in the one case represents the People Israel, so
must it naturally in the other.

But it is in the Gospels that the phrase in question finds its home, always

®1Is it an accident that the first to wear the crown of martyrdom is named crown—Stephanos?
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as a self-designation of the Jesus. The query that vexes critics, and to which
each renders his own answer, always different from all others, is: What did
Jesus mean to indicate by this strange usage? or Why choose such a term of
self-denotation? It becomes plain enough on reading the foregoing sketch
that no satisfactory answer has been extorted by the inquisitions of 1600 years,
nor does it seem possible to elicit such an answer.

In scores of cases the reference of Jesus to Himself (in the Gospels) is plain
past all debate, and yet in the same breath the most supreme over-earthly and
even divine functions and authority are openly claimed. “But / say unto you,
etc.”; “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass away”
(Matt. 24%); “When the Son-of-Man shall come in his glory, and all the
angels with him, then shall he sit on the throne of his glory” (Matt. 253');
“All authority is given unto me in heaven and on the earth” (Matt. 288).
Does this sound like modesty or humility ? To be sure, if the Jesus were really
this “supernatural person,” no fault could be found, but what could be more
awry than the Judge of all the earth, second only, if at all, to the Most High
Himself, proclaiming his world-wide supremacy at every turn, and yet too
humble to say “I,” veiling all personal reference under the title of the Highest
possible Honor, as used by Seer and prophet ?!—Much more rational the at-
tempt of Reitzenstein* to find an Iranian (or of Gunkel, a Babylonian) origin
for the title, which however looks much like carrying owls to Athens, for the
Hebraic sources of explanation seem ample—as soon as one abandons the
groundless assumption that the Gospels are biographic and report the actual
habit of the Jesus.

On the contrary, the uses are in the main self-explanatory when regarded
as free inventions of the Evangelist, in earnest effort to present a “truth severe
by fairy fiction dressed.” Consider the most impressive of all the eighty-odd
passages, the vision of the final judgment (Matt. 253'*%): “But when the
Son-of-Man shall come in his glory, and all the angels with him, then shall
he sit on the throne of his glory; and before him shall be gathered all the na-
tions.” The conception is exactly that presented in Dan. 73, but the phrasing
seems taken directly from Enoch, where “he shall sit on the throne of his
glory” is a pet expression. Moreover the separation into sheep and goats also
recalls Enoch, who represents the elect (Israel) as sheep in the final judgment:
“in the midst of those sheep before the judgment took place,” “and the Lord
of the Sheep rejoiced over them” (go®! 38). The designation of the “Gentiles”
as goats is a very natural refinement due to the Evangelist, perhaps suggested
by Ezek. 347, between sheep and sheep, the rams and the he-goats! In what
follows (Matt. 25%¢), the Genius of Israel (Son-of-Man) calls the sheep to

® See Poimandres, p. 81 (1904), where Reitzenstein construes “Son-of-Man” as son of the
syncretistic Greek god Anthropos. Edstor.
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“inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world,”
the burden of the Old Testament and especially of Dan. 7 (as of IV Ezra and
other Apocalypses), which tell of His “dominion and glory and a kingdom,”
“his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed,” that “the Saints of the Most
High shall receive the kingdom and possess the kingdom forever,” “and
judgment was given to the Saints of the Most High, and the time came that
the Saints possessed* the kingdom,” and “the kingdom shall be given to the
Saints of the Most High: his kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, all do-
minions shall serve and obey him.” Clearly the vision in Marthew is only a
poetized intensified version of that in Daniel.

But you say, “It is the Son-of-Man that addresses these sheep, hence he must
be distinct from them.” Yes, as distinct as France, Germany, Britain from the
French, the Germans, the British, or as Uncle Sam from Americans. The
poetic figure, the Impersonation, required this superficial inconsistency, such
as pervades all high-wrought emotional literature, from Homer to Bret Harte
and Kipling. What reasonable man would take the slightest exception, if in a
great national emergency an orator or a poet should represent the Spirit of Ais
people as crying aloud and summoning every man to arms? The National
Soul is felt as one, as all in the Whole and all in every part.

Hence it is not strange that the Son-of-Man, the Israel-Spirit, declares “I was
hungry, and ye gave me to eat,” etc., and explains, “Inasmuch as ye did it unto
one of these my brethren even these least, ye did it unto me.” The Communal
Self pervades all alike. All Israel (universalized, of course) is one Brother-
hood, one Body (the “Body of Christ,” “the commonwealth of Israel,” so
prominent in Ephesians 1%, 4% etc. and Colossians 1'®, 2'" etc.) : hence there
is all propriety in such terms as “my brethren,” “my children,” applied to all.

This passage is surely one of the most dramatic and poetic in either Testa-
ment, and as here interpreted it can give no serious offense. It is only a glowing
picture of the glorification of Israel, for which the Racial Soul had been yearn-
ing and striving for a thousand years, which it felt had been definitely irre-
vocably promised by God Himself, whose realization had been at least
strangely delayed century after century after century, while the Saints suf-
fered patiently every form of misery and contumely,—hungry and thirsty,
dispersed and naked, sick and in prison, the butt and the buffet of ungodly
sinners in all the four quarters of earth. The banishment of these persecutors
into everlasting torment (Matt. 25*1- *®) is only a vivid picture of the over-
throw of heathen power upon the long-awaited establishment of Israel’s
“Kingdom of God.” As such it certainly expresses a bitter feeling of resent-
ment and even hate, but seems not unnatural under such trying conditions,
and of course is not to be taken literally but only as extravagant declamation,

® N.B. The same Hebrew verb yarash is translated indifferently inheriz and possess.
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as high-wrought poetry of passion. Had they possessed the ancients’ power of
imagination, the opposing peoples in the late world war would have de-
nounced each other in similar terms.

Understood, however, in the accepted orthodox sense, as the words of the
Jesus, whether actually spoken by him or imposed upon his lips by disciples,
as seeming to fit there, these verses are simply intolerable. Yet it is an essential
part of the received tradition, it has shaped and still shapes the belief, the
thoughts, the speech and in a measure the lives of myriads of the most earnest
Christians; it has even brought into literature and hymnody such lines as
these, under the name of Isaac Watts:

What bliss will fill their ransomed souls,
When they in glory dwell,

To see the sinner as he rolls
In quenchless flames of hell.

Nor is the Matthean passage alone in the New Testament. It has parallels
enough. It is the inspiration of nearly the whole book of Revelation. Nor can
the idea be extruded from the body of the Christian faith as at present taught
and defended. Yet it is equally unwarranted and atrocious, the necessary out-
growth of a hopelessly irrational exegesis and understanding of the New
Testament.—It is surely one merit of the present treatment, to remove at least
one most unsightly blot from the face of Scripture Interpretation.

The obvious explanation here given applies with equal force to many other
passages that speak of the Son-of-Man sitting on the throne of his glory, the
exact expression so often found in Enoch.* Thus Matt. 19%: “Ye that have
followed me, in the regeneration when the Son-of-Man shall sit on the throne
of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes
of Israel.” Here the word “regeneration” (palingenesis) not found in classic
Greek or Greek versions of scripture or Apocrypha, but only here and in
Titus 3% expresses an idea prominent in Enoch, as already shown.—After
Israel was represented as Son-of-Man enthroned in glory and judging all the
earth, it was a natural compliment to the (imaginary) Twelve to seat them on
twelve thrones, to judge the twelve tribes of Israel. An inconsistency, indeed,
but only such as must pervade all such forms of poetic imagery.

O N T

In continuing, let us pay attention first of all to the multiple usages in the
Synoptics, beginning with texts that are found, virtually identical, as many
as three times.

First, Matt. 16*;: “The Son-of-Man shall come in the glory of his Father with

® Possibly not taken directly from Enoch; it may have been a choice phrase current in the
large body of literature in some way associated with that name,—or even in common speech.
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his angels; and then shall he render unto every man according to his deeds.
Verily I say unto you, There are some of them that stand here, who shall in
no wise taste of death, till they see the Son-of-Man coming in his kingdom.”
Again the words are Enochic; also the idea of the judgment and of the king-
dom. There can be no question as to the meaning,—it is the long-delayed
glorification of Israel, as now so familiar from Dan. 7.—The passage has been
a sore trial, a heavy cross, to commentators; for undeniably the glorification
(in any secular sense) has not taken place; only the spiritualized Israel has
triumphed in the world-wide proclamation of Monotheism and the Holy
Scripture.—Parallel are Mark 13%® Luke ¢%.

Once more (Matt. 26%*), before the Sanhedrin, “Ye shall see the Son-of-
Man sitting at the right hand of Power and coming on the clouds of heaven.”
Unmistakably the allusion is to Enoch (“sitting, etc.”) and to Dan. 7'3, “came
with the clouds of heaven one like Son-of-Man,” words certainly written of
Israel. In Ps. 110! (“YHVH Saith unto my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand
Until I make thy foes thy footstool, etc.”) the reference is to Israel as repre-
sented by its King or ruler, precisely as the King or the Crown stands for
Britain—Parallels are Matt. 24%°, Mark 8%, 14%%, Luke 21%", 22%, also Acts
7%—on which we need not dwell—In John 5*7 there is another allusion to
Daniel (and Enoch?) in “he gave him authority to execute judgment, be-
cause he is Son-of-Man”—the familiar idea—These 12 cases from the Gospels*
with the other two (in Acts and Rev.) make over 16%, nearly %, of the New
Testament usage, where there can be no doubt as to the meaning, the refer-
ence to Israel (personified, generalized) being sure and certain. The question
arises, Shall we introduce some other more casual sense into the other pas-
sages? We cannot reasonably do so, unless it be definitely required,—we must
use the meaning already found wherever possible. Let us see.

Very important in the minds of most is the declaration (Matt. g%, Mark
2'%, Luke 5%*) “that the Son-of-Man has authority on earth to pardon sins” (of
course, against God). Here is truly superhuman power, but what of it? If it
be the precise function of Israel, the Son-of-Man, as set forth in Enoch and
Daniel, to judge all the earth and to exercise absolute dominion over the
whole world, how could it be otherwise than that he should have power to
pardon as well as to punish? The case seems too clear for argument, yet it
should be noted that not only is it plain that such a “supernatural person”
would naturally have the power in question, but likewise it is exceeding hard
to see how any other could have it.

Again (Matt. 128, Mark 228, Luke 6°) it is said, “the Son-of-Man is Lord
even of the Sabbath.” An exalted pretension, but why not? The Danielic-
Enochic Son-of-Man may very well have possessed such lordship as part and

® Beginning the count with Matt. 2531, on p. 36.
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parcel of his universal kingship, nay, of his sole sonship to God (Hosea 11%,
Ex. 4?3, Ps. of Sol. 18*)—but who else, save God Himself?

Once more (Matt. 17%%, Mark ¢*, Luke ¢*), “the Son-of-Man is delivered
(not betrayed) into the hands of men,” to be put to death, but to rise again
the third day. This surrender into the hands of men had long been executed
upon Israel delivered into the hands of Assyrians, Chaldeans, Persians, Greeks,
and Romans; nevertheless it was the abiding faith that it was only for a time,
two times, and the dividing of a time (Dan. 7*®), here represented as 3 days*
or “on the third day,” after which the Resurrection to glory was to follow. It
was an achievement of the Christians to represent in detail the humiliation and
subsequent exaltation of Israel (personified and idealized) as a physical Death
and Resurrection, around which clustered all their hopes and nearly all their
speech; but the idea, so elevated into complete dominance, was not new nor
original with the Christians; it had already been set forth by Isazak (ch.53) in
very impressive though very inadequate fashion.—The passages seem fully
explained by these reflections. But how can they be explained otherwise?

In Matt. 208, Mark 10%%, Luke 18% this delivery is predicted, to be fol-
lowed by Death and Resurrection. This repetition need not detain us, since
the foregoing remarks apply in full force. Also in Matt. 26?3, Mark 14**, Luke
22?2 we find still another such announcement, which may also be passed by
as presenting nothing peculiar or of especial interest. The notion of the sur-
render of the Son-of-Man into hostile hands, once formulated, other details
would be added to enliven the picture and give it plausibility. To be sure,
these might not be quite consistent with the original sense of the figure, but
that counted little. It is common to press a metaphor, to push it too far, and
the prophetic words in Ps. 41°, “Yea, mine own familiar friend, in whom I
trusted, Who did eat of my bread, hath lifted up his heel against me,” stood
gazing at the Evangelist and demanding fullfillment.

Similarly Matt. 26*%, Mark 14*!, Luke 228, the actual surrender of the Son-
of-Man, is only a necessary detail in the picture—Herewith then is closed the
list of examples to be found each reported in all the Synoptics. About 30 cases
have been considered thus far, over %3 of all, and in no case have we found any
occasion to modify our interpretation: the notion of personified idealized
Israel yields consistent sense in every case, nor does any other meaning in any
case appear really apposite.

* * * * *

We pass on now to cases of double or single usage. The first and one of the
most striking is in Matt. 8%°, Luke %, the reply of the Jesus: “Foxes have holes
and birds have nests, but the Son-of-Man hath not where to lay his head.”

® The apocalyptic cryptic number (Geheimzahl)—says Gunkel.
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Such a reply to the profession, “I will follow wherever Thou go,” does not ap-
pear courteous or well-timed in a Teacher seeking to win followers, nor does
it seem to fit in well with the facts in the case. Nowhere is any hint that Jesus
was destitute in any fashion or degree. The words seem to lack all pertinence
to the actual situation, if the Son-of-Man be regarded as an Individual.—But
now suppose that Israel be hinted, Israel before glorification. The Nation was
deported from its ancestral home in Palestine, scattered through all foreign
lands, an outcast, a wanderer on the face of the earth.

Ay, and a rav'nous hunger the brave earth over ensues him,
Wand’ring lone, unhonor’d o’ mortals alike and Immortals.

With eminent poetic fitness it might be said of this Israel that he “hath not
where to lay his head.”

A number of sayingsrefer distinctly to the Coming of the Son-of-Man. Thus
Matt. 10%3, “till the Son-of-Man come”; Luke 12%°, “in an hour that ye think
not, the Son-of-Man cometh”; Luke 17*%, “So (sudden as Lightning) shall
be the Son-of-Man in his day”; Luke 17%®, “as in the days of Noah, so shall it
be also in the days of the Son-of-Man”; Luke 17*° “so likewise shall it be in
the day when the Son-of-Man is revealed”; Matt. 24*" “so (sudden as light-
ning) shall be the coming (parousy, presence) of the Son-of-Man”; Matt.
24®" 8 “so (unexpected) shall be the coming of the Son-of-Man”; Matt. 24**
“for in what hour ye think not, the Son-of-Man cometh.” These nine all
present one single idea, that the Coming (presence or Apparition) of the Son-
of-Man (in the clouds of heaven) shall be sudden and dazzling as a flash of
lightning—a strict literalization of the famous verse in Dan. 7'%: “I saw in the
night-visions and lo! there came with the clouds of heaven one like-Son-of-
Man, and he came even to the Ancient-of-Days, and they brought him near
before him.” With Daniel this visualized the sudden uplift and victory of
Israel (by some unspecified Divine assistance) over the heathen world-powers,
and the establishment of his supremacy over all the earth. With the Evangelist
it can harly have failed to mean something similar, though with what extrava-
gances his fancy, fed on Enock, may have fringed the Daniel-idea, is more
than one can say.

Certainly the basic notion of the exaltation of Israel must have been con-
spicuously present, and there is in these apocalyptic passages, as in 1 Thess.
4"®17 and Revelation, comparatively little to suggest any notable idealization
or spiritualization by the authors. The imagery in Matt. 24'%! and parallels
is very sensuous, yet we can hardly be sure that it was meant to describe any-
thing very marvelous. These religious composers were concerned relatively
little with facts, their imaginations darted aloft and sailed freely in the airiest
heights and flights of fancy. The Psalmist assures us that the mountains
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skipped like rams, and the little hills like lambs (114*), that YHVH made the
cedars “skip like a calf,” “Lebanon and Sirion like a young rhinoceros” (Ps.
29°%), yet we can scarcely believe that he seriously meant to charge the moun-
tains with such highly undignified sophmoric behavior. Of this, however, we
may be sure, that the Gospel writers* had pored over Daniel (“which was
spoken of through Daniel the prophet,” Matt. 24'%), and that they expected
a more or less violent elevation of Israel (more or less idealized) to the sum-
mits of earthly power and dominion.

If some one object to understanding as the Israel-Folk the high-wrought
imagery in these apocalyptic passages, we ask him how then understand it?
Does any informed person dream that these forecasts of the immediate future
have ever had or will ever have the least symptom of “literal or personal ful-
fillment?” Well, then, what shall we say of them? Call them “Messianic ex-
pectations” and then pass them quietly by, the less said the better? Such is the
prevailing method, but is it satisfactory?—TTrue, it cannot be denied that in
all ages men have indulged in wildly extravagant hopes and have been in-
cautiously led into all manner of false expectations.

So there may have been some in those apostolic times that really and sin-
cerely expected a visible intervention of Divine power in the affairs of men,
and someone may have written and circulated a Flugschrift or fly-leaf in the
interest of such views, and parts of it may have been taken up and preserved in
our Gospels as we read them today. Naturally enough such compositions
would or might have been based on the Danielic-Enochic writings then cur-
rent and would have represented the Son-of-Man as coming on clouds of
heaven to final judgment upon a wicked world. But such a representation
would have been made in the Daniel-Enoch Spirit, it would have bodied forth
the National Consciousness (perhaps in an exaggerated form), it would have
had distinctly in view the Redemption and Elevation of Israel, with ven-
geance upon heathen oppressors including even Israelites that had been un-
faithful to God.

In such a delineation the Son-of-Man or possibly Michael would naturally
have been the Spokesman and Plenipotentiary, the alter Ego, of Israel.
Through Him the Chosen People would normally have spoken and acted,
even as God Himself was speaking and acting through them. The writer
would have written as if this Son-of-Man were an Individual (as did Daniel,
Enoch, and the rest),—that would have been a necessity of his dramatic stage-
setting. But what importance he would actually have assigned such a “super-
natural person” would have been another matter dependent upon his own
type of thought and feeling. But the genuine Jew could feel little interest in a

® More accurately, their unknown Sources; no scribe, perhaps, endorsed quite fully every state-
ment that he absorbed into his Collation or Revision.
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Person that did not depict to his mind the one Supreme datum, object and
aim of Creation, the People of the Living God. Not to recognize and appreci-
ate this fact would be not to understand the Hebrew nature and therewith to
misconstrue and misinterpret both the History of the Jews and the Origin of
Christianity.

This intense, amazing National Consciousness of Israel carried with it in-
deed the defect of its quality, a certain narrowness and Particularism that has
branded through all ages the Wandering Jew, as the world has scanned in
awe and amazement “the weird senescence of the wondrous man.” But still
more marvelously there was at least one among them, the Second Isaiah, that
rose high over all such limitations and burst all bounds, above, below, and
proclaimed a Universalism that knew no barriers of race or tongue, vindicat-
ing for his own stock only the tragic preeminence of Vicarious Sufferer for
the Sins of All, and of Elect Torch-bearer of God, His light to lighten the
Nations of the world. This heavenly seed of doctrine fell upon rich but rather
reluctant soil. Slowly it sprouted into Proselytism and spread out wide and
wider branches. It grew like a cedar, and the fruit of it rustled like Lebanon.
For its fruit was the Christian Propaganda, the doctrine of the Suffering
Messiah, the Crucified, Re-risen, and Ascended Christ, the Gospel preached
to the Pagans, the Crusade for Monotheism universal.

Thus it is that the Apocalyptic passages in the Gospels as well as elsewhere
become understandable and range themselves at peace with even their re-
motest kinsmen in the long line of Israelitic Literature. But to suppose them
the actual utterances concerning Aimself of any individual Son-of-Man, is to
make them absurd and impossible. Perhaps there are few sane scholars now
who heartily ascribe these predictions to the Jesus, to the Son-of-Man himself,
regarding them rather as fugitive Messianic pronouncements encysted in the
Gospels. But the method of subtraction will not here avail. Critics have not
the right claimed by so many, to accept what sayings they will, as authentic,
and reject the rest. Many of these objectionable passages are as well attested as
any others; if some be free inventions, why not all? In fact, the logical scale
inclines towards this latter possibility so soon as one example is admitted. Be-
sides, everywhere in nature we find the group rather than the sole single indi-
vidual; a great many such sayings would be far more likely than just one, or
even a few. We conclude, then, that thus far there appears no likelihood worth
considering that the New Testament “Son-of-Man” sayings form any other
species than one belonging to the Daniel-Enoch genus.

T I

There still remain a goodly number of examples yet to examine, scattered
and not easy to classify. Thus, Matt. 11'%, we read “The Son-of-Man came eat-
ing and drinking, and they say, Behold a man gluttonous and a wine-bibber,
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a friend of publicans and sinners!” Certainly one of the most puzzling verses
in the New Testament and in one of the obscurest contexts. We have no space
for any adequate discussion, even if any such be possible, but of one thing we
may be sure: the whole passage can lay little claim to authenticity or his-
toricity. The charge stands quite isolate and alone, unsuggested by anything
else in the Gospel account, which notably enough has nothing to say about
the Jesus as eating, or even drinking (save possibly on the Cross and to fulfill
an ancient Scripture). Indeed, it is most remarkable that the Evangelists seem
to avoid any ascription of eating or drinking to the Jesus. We read of his break-
ing bread and offering it to others, of his reclining at table, but not of his
taking food; the writers seem to have felt quite properly that munching meat
would be unbecoming to a God. Even on the cross, though Matthew and Mark
tell us they gave him vinegar to drink (as Scripture required, Ps. 69**, “And
in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink”—which Aad to be fulfilled), and
Luke says they “offered” him vinegar, yet none says that he actually drank.
Only John, the chief humanizer, might seem to imply at least a sipping:
“When therefore he received the vinegar, the Jesus said It is finished,” and
John alone specifies why all this was done, “that the Scripture might be ac-
complished.”

There is, then, nothing in the Gospel to hint even most remotely either
gluttony or tippling on the part of Jesus, nay, nothing to suggest such a
slander even to his dearest foe; for he does not appear to have fed at all, not
even on locusts and wild honey, as did the ascetic Baptist. We may be sure,
then, that this whole mysterious section is a pure invention, but of whom and
with what purpose it might puzzle even the most astute analyst to guess. Cer-
tainly no such a passage can bear witness to a human personality of the Son-
of-Man.

At Matt. 12%2 it is written, “And whosoever shall speak a word against the
Son-of-Man, it shall be forgiven him,” but not against the Holy Spirit. This
might indeed be understood of a word spoken against the Impersonation of
Israel, who, though extremely high in the scale of being, was still a Creation
of the Most High and not quite on a level with the Holy Spirit, hard to dis-
tinguish from God himself, the “Lord of Spirits.” The passage, then, presents
little difficulty, rather confirming the present contention.

Again, Matt. 12%, “So shall the Son-of-Man be three days and three nights
in the heart of the earth.” A Prediction clearly ex post facto but even then
distinctly inaccurate and made only to feign a fulfilment of Scripture, to
represent Jonah as a prototype of the Son-of-Man (Jonah 1'?). As the incident
was originally invented, along with the whole Jonah-story, to enforce the
notion of the abounding mercy of God toward all men, not merely toward
Israel, and can lay no claim to historic character, so neither can its application
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in this case. The remark and the event remarked are alike fictions, feigned to
“accomplish the Scripture,” as so much else in *the Gospel Story.—Parallel
Luke 11%°,

In the next chapter (Matt. 13%7) we read, “He that sows the good seed is
the Son-of-Man,” and again (13*!), “the Son-of-Man shall send forth his an-
gels, etc.” It is the Parable of the Tares—apparently suggested by that of the
Sower (132%), a pre-christian allegory of the Creation of the world,t as fully
set forth in Der vorchristliche Jesus (107-135) and since then adopted by
Georg Brandes in his Sagnet om Jesus. The Parable of the Tares seems clearly
to represent a far later stage of Christian experience. The conception of the
Son-of-Man is thoroughly Daniel-Enochic, the notion of the good seed ap-
pears to come straight from Enoch’s description of the revelation of the Son-
of-Man, 628: “The congregation of the holy (Saints) and elect will be sown,”
where the reference is admittedly to Israel.—The “angels sent forth” (also in
Matt. 24®') “to gather together his elect [Israel] from the four winds,” pro-
ceed from the same source (62'!').—“And the angels of punishment will
take them in charge to execute vengeance on them because they have ap-
pressed His children and His elect”—that is, the Chosen People Israel. The
“furnace of fire” (13*?) is also Enochian: “Our souls are satisfied with the
mammon of unrighteousness, but this does not prevent us from descending
into the flame of the pain of Sheol” (63!°); “Know ye that their souls will be
made to descend into Sheol . .. and into darkness and fetters and a burning
fire” (1037). Once again, Enoch refers often to the brightness of the Elect, as
108'%: “And I will bring forth clad in shining light those who have loved My
holy name, and each I will seat on the throne of his honor.” Hence Matt. 13*3:
“Then shall the Righteous shine forth as the sun in the Kingdom of their
Father. He that hath ears (to hear), let him hear.” And throughout we do
hear distinctly the voice of Enoch} celebrating the triumph and eternal glory
of the “Elect One,” of Israel the Son-of-God and the Son-of-Man. It would be
greedy to desire a completer confirmation.

Next comes the famous question (Matt. 16'®), “Who do men say that the
Son-of-Man is?” Few will contend that such is the eldest form of the query.
Both Mark 827 and Luke ¢*® put it thus: “Who do men (the multitude) say
that I am?” The Matthean reviser has changed “I” (it seems) into “the Son-
of-Man,” in a certain fondness for this phrase: hence many ancient authorities
read “that I the Son-of-Man am.” The phrase here can mean nothing but “L,”
as the following answers clearly show. Its use seems plainly only a concept of
the Reviser.

® Cf. next Chapter, the Symbolistic Warp and Woof.

+ See Appendix, p. 168—9. Editor.
1 And of his kind also; for similar representations abound in Jewish Apocalyptic.
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Matt. 17°, “And . .. coming down from the mountain the Jesus commanded
them, saying, Tell no man the vision until the Son-of-Man be risen from the
dead.” Similarly Mark ¢®, with the interesting addition, “And they kept the
saying, questioning among themselves what is the rising again from the
dead?” This though only six days before they had been carefully instructed
by the Master himself (8%')! Luke is content to say only that “they held their
peace and told no man” (¢*%). Each writer appears to have put down what
seemed good to him. The Resurrection is of course a fundamental dogma of
the New Testament. Of the Son-of-Man merely as figured in Daniel and
Enoch it would be unimaginable nonsense. They conceive (Daniel implicitly,
Enoch explicitly) the long agony of Israel as a “hiding” of the Son-of-Man;
when he is revealed, brought forth to the Ancient-of-Days and seated on the
throne of his glory, the agony is past forever, the endless sway of Israel the
Elect of God has begun. But Isaiah, without forming the Concept of the Son-
of-Man, content with the idea of Israel as the Elect of the Most High, the
Righteous Servant of YHVH, had introduced the notion of this Servant’s
dying, of his making “his grave with the wicked and with the rich in his
deaths,” yet rejoicing again in glory and the favor of YHVH. Here then in
the New Testament is certainly a fusion of the Danielic-Enochic and Isaian
conceptions, yet not in the consciousness of any “Son-of-Man” himself, but in
very varying measure and manner in the minds of evangelic writers, the primi-
tive propagandists of the new Faith. In one sentence it is Daniel, in another
Enoch, in another Isaiah that is heard; the result is a medley,—a mosaic that
puzzles the apologists.

The Matthean thought is continued in 17'%: “So (like Elijah, the Baptist,)
shall the Son-of-Man also suffer of them.” Of course, this is the Isaian idea
and needs no further notice, but just at this point the other Synoptics present
interesting variants. Mark 9'? declares, “He said unto them, Elijah indeed
cometh first and restoreth all things: and how is it written of the Son-of-Man,
that he should suffer many things and be set at naught ?”—a clear allusion to
the Righteous Servant Israel (Is. 53). No wonder this proved unacceptable to
the later editors and was set aside or changed in form. That the Baptist had
restored all things or indeed anything was too plainly false, the question ad-
dressed to the disciples and left in the air was too puzzling.* Luke g** has
simplified the situation in his own more literary but not less bewildering way:
“He said . . . Let these words sink into your ears: for the Son-of-Man shall be
delivered up into the hands” etc. Again no wonder that the disciples (45)

® Is it not strange that this carliest Evangelist Mark leaves these two basic questions (92 12) in
the air? Does this not point to a primitive stage of the Propaganda, before the matter was well

thought out, while they were still at a loss to harmonize their ideas in laying the groundwork of
the Gospel?
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“understood not this saying, and it was concealed from them, that they should
not perceive it; and they were afraid to ask him about this saying.” This fear
seems to be a queer commentary on the alleged gentleness and human sym-
pathy of the Jesus but it is not here the main matter, which is that the solemn
warning of v. 44 is entirely unmotivated, quite unconnected with anything
in the context either before or after. At this we need not marvel, for it was
no easy task to fuse Danielic-Enochian imaginations with the sublime con-
ceptions of Isaiah. On its face it was indeed impossible; in the realm of im-
personation, in which our Evangelists moved, it could not be adequately done,
for the symbol was imperfect; only when we revert from the Symbol, the
Person, to the Symbolized, the reality, the Genius and History of the Israel-
Race, do the difficulties dissolve and disappear in the clear light of historical
truth.

Already, in Luke g% the like announcement had been made, “saying, the
Son-of-Man must suffer many things, and be rejected of the elders and chief
priests and scribes, and be killed, and the third day be raised up.” The Marcan
account (8) is practically in the same words; the Matthean also (16*!) but
with no mention of the Son-of-Man, instead, “from that time began Jesus
(Christ) to show unto his disciples, that he must go up to Jerusalem, and
suffer, etc. (—These variants demand little attention—save on the false as-
sumption that there was some original strictly correct biographic statement,
which has undergone modification. What they, along with those in the pre-
ceding paragraph, distinctly show is that there was one idea (namely, the in-
troduction of the Isaian conception into the Danielic-Enochic-Apocalyptic
mould) animating the general Christian Consciousness, and this expressed
itself through various scribes in slightly diverse but in generally equivalent
forms. Such was (we might say) the side-by-side latitudinal connectivity; ex-
actly what was the longitudinal one-after-another relation is like the Dar-
winian question of the Descent of Man, and almost as hard to answer. Fortu-
nately it is comparatively indifferent for the present study.

Another striking example of the shaping power of the individual conscious-
ness upon elements of the common consciousness is to be found in Luke ¢*¢:
“For whosoever shall be ashamed of me and of my words, of him shall the
Son-of-Man be ashamed when he comes in the glory of himself and the
Father and the holy angels,” as compared with Mark 8%: “For whosoever
shall be ashamed of me and of my words in this adulterous (i.e. idolatrous)
and sinful generation, the Son-of-Man also shall be ashamed of him, when he
cometh in the glory of his Father with the holy angels.” We see how Luke has
abated the harshness of judgment and heightened the rhetorical effect, with-
out advancing a step beyond the Daniel-Enochic lines. But Matthew thought
otherwise. For some reason he seems not to have liked the word “ashamed”
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(epa::clxyn~ used elsewhere only twice in Romans, twice in Hebrews, thrice
in nine verses of the Pastoral II Tim. 1%%]). Accordingly he writes (10%):
“But whosoever shall deny me before men, him will I also deny before my
Father . . . in the heavens.” We might consider, why such a preference and
such a variance, but might it not be too curious to consider thus? The moral
of all such stories is that in these wonderful Scriptures we are not dealing with
annals but with doctrine, not with bloodless behavior but with edifying
thought, with “truth severe by fairy fiction dress’d” now in this fashion now
in that, according to the dogmatic prejudice and the literary taste of the evan-
gelic fashioners of the common tradition of the primitive preaching.

The next use of the apocalyptic term is found in Luke 19'%, “For the Son-
of-Man came to seek and save what was lost,” which many authorities, omit-
ting to “seek and,” render in agreement with Matt. 18'* where however it is
obviously out of place and in fact omitted from the more careful texts and
translations. But the insertion in so many mss. is eloquent and instructive. The
preceding verses deal with the “little ones” and their angels in heaven. En-
tirely independent considerations show clearly that these “little ones” (“that
believe on me” 18%) are heathen converts, “babes in Christ,”—“little one,”
gaton, being the regular name for such (Ecce Deus, p. 117). Likewise the
obvious reference in “the lost” is to the heathen world, including apostate or
recreant Jews, represented by Zaccheus the publican. The mission of Spiritual
Israel was explicitly to such, to find and restore them to knowledge and favor
of God—a mission amazingly fulfilled—by the Christian propaganda, but not
by any historical Jesus* whose reported preaching can hardly be so described.
Now, then, since the speech is about the heathen in verse 11, and also in vv.
1-10, it was natural enough for transcribers who felt the meaning of both
passages as referring to the Gentiles, to insert the wandering verse at this
point, but certainly very unnatural for anyone who did not thus understand
the reference. How utterly unfitting such a position (for v. 11) must have
seemed to anyone who thought of the “little ones” as innocent physical babes!
We see, then, that the meaning of the symbolism (proselytes as “little ones”)
had not been quite forgot far down in the centuries, when the manuscripts
were transcribed.

The next passage (Matt. 20?8, Mark 10**), “even as the Son-of-Man came
not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a ransom for
many,” need not detain us. It is plainly a case not so much of the fusion of the
two fundamental conceptions, of Daniel-Enoch and the Younger Isaiah, as
of the phrase of the former applied boldly to the idea of the latter.

® Compare the bewildering statement—of an extreme Enochian—in Matt. 152%¢: “I was not

sent but unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel,” with Enock 9o33: “the Lord of the sheep re-
joiced with great joy because they were all good and had refurned to His house.”
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The verse (Matt. 26*), “the Son-of-Man is delivered up to be crucified,”
belongs to the class already discussed at length (p. 40, discussion of Matt. 17°?)
and needs no further comment here than the observation that the parallels
(Mark 14, Luke 22%), omit any words of the Jesus and merely mention the
plotting of chief priests and elders.

T

Passing now to Mark we find no passage not already considered, but in
Luke 6% we read: “Blessed are ye when men shall . . . cast out your name
as evil, for the Son-of-Man’s sake” (because of the Son-of-Man). To be sure,
this might be understood of the Son-of-Man as an historical person ill-
esteemed by the “men” in question, but it is also understood with perfect ease
of the personified idealized Israel, which soon became an offence to the patri-
otic Judaists,* as the symbol of infidelity to the strictly national cause. We
need, then, introduce no new reference or meaning for the phrase, either here
or in 9%%, “The Son-of-Man must suffer many things, etc.,” a notion already
familiar and fully interpreted as a fusion of Daniel-Enoch with the Second
Isaiah.

Similarly of Luke g*® (now omitted from the more critical texts and trans-
lations), “For the Son-of-Man is not come to destroy men’s lives but to save
them”: it is the addition of a copyist in whom the Isaianic idea had about
crowded out the Daniel-Enochian.

We have already treated the passages about being ashamed of the Son-of-
Man or denying him; but Luke presents an addition of his own (12%), “Every
one who shall confess me before men, him shall the Son-of-Man also confess
before the angels of God.” This seems to be merely a literary flourish of the
Evangelist, marked as such by its want of connection, being introduced quite
abruptly. Luke 12'° has already been discussed along with its parallels, Matt.
12%%, Mark 3?®.—The evident and abounding want of connection is what im-
presses one most in the study of many texts, as is strongly witnessed by Luke
17%2: “The days will come, when ye shall desire to see one of the days of the
Son-of-Man, and ye shall not see it.” The nearest reference seems to be to
some general expectancy of the Parousy, Presence, Coming, Revelation of the
Son-of-Man according to the Daniel-Enochic conception. The loose fit in the
context seems to indicate a relatively late insertion.

Luke 18® puts the question, “Nevertheless, when the Son-of-Man cometh,
shall he find faith on the earth?” As a mere reference to the Parousy the

® As a protest against Christian doctrine, particularly of the Son-of-Man, we may understand
the noted passage in the Talmud (of Babylon), Tasnith ii. 1: “Abbahu said: ‘If a man says to
thee—I am God, he lies; I am the Son-of-Man—he will at least repent it; I ascend to heaven—if

he said it, he will not prove it." "—Here the most notable feature seems to be the moderation in
language.



50 T he Birth of the Gospel

words have no special interest but take their place alongside the many other
such allusions already discussed; yet the preceding verses (7, 8*)—in the Para-
ble of the Widow and the Judge—lend them especial significance: “And shall
not God avenge His Elect that cry to Him day and night, and yet he is long-
suffering over them (slow to punish Pagans in their behalf) ? I say unto you,
that He will avenge them speedily.” Here, at least, there seems no room for
the slightest doubt. “His (God’s) elect” are surely the People Israel that for so
many generations had been crying aloud to Him (as in the Psalms) for venge-
ance on their pagan foes; the widow is Zion (“she is become as a widow
that was great among the nations,” Lam. 1'), that called unto Jehovah,
“Avenge me of mine adversary.” Who will not agree? Any reference to later
Christians seems quite impossible; their inconsiderable persecutions did not
begin so early. Yet this inroad of Divine Power is in the next breath (v. 8)
spoken of as the Coming of the Son-of-Man! Here, then, we are solidly planted
on Daniel-Enoch ground, and the meaning of the Coming is put beyond
dispute. It is given in the oftcited verse Dan. 7.

Once more, in Luke 18%, “Behold, we go up to Jerusalem and all the things
that are written through the prophets shall be accomplished unto the Son-of-
Man.” These “things” are listed in v. 32 as elsewhere, and in v. 34 it is added,
“And they (the Twelve) understood none of these things; and this saying was
hid from them, and they perceived not the things that were said,"—We note
that the Son-of-Man is declared to be the burden of Old Testament prophecy,
itis all to be fulfilled through him. This seems mere foolishness, if we suppose
him to be any historic individual; every one knows that no individual what-
ever is the subject of these vaticinations. But it becomes very sound sense
when and only when we understand the Son-of-Man as Israel (personified,
idealized), for notoriously and incontestably it is the People of the God
YHV H whose tragic history isthe Burden of the Old Testament from Genesis
to Malachi.

Nor is it strange that “the Twelve” did not understand. The Transfigura-
tion was necessary to make the whole story intelligible, a Transfiguration that
idealized, spiritualized, universalized the Elect People—conceived hitherto as
the Daniel-Enochic Son-of-Man coming in glorious triumph to judge and
rule the earth—into the Isaian Suffering Servant of YHVH, sacrificed for the
sins of all men yet glorified as the Head of Humanity, Jehovah’s Beacon to
the Nations of the World—Some one may say, But the Transfiguration had
already been narrated (9*°3%). True, a purely symbolic account had been
given, but the order of narration counts very little in a story that deals almost
exclusively with ideas. In fact, the Transfiguration took place solely in the
minds of the Disciples (Hellenized Jews) and was the work not of a moment
but of many years, if not indeed of many generations.
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The verse (Luke 2127), “Then shall they see the Son-of-Man coming in
cloud with power and great glory,” is of course drawn from Daniel’s ex-
haustless wellhead (Dan. 7'®) and is parallel to Matt. 253! already considered
(p- 36), but the next verse is notable: “When these things begin to take place,
look up and lift your heads; because your redemption is at hand.” One natu-
rally asks, What “redemption” (apolytrosis) ? The only answer is, the politi-
cal deliverance of Israel from his oppressors. Such alone fits in the preceding
framework of “Signs in sun, moon, and stars, and on earth, anguish among
the nations” this verse proceeds from a heart still fired with temporal national
hopes of the Daniel-Enoch type, that has not yet known nor understood the
Transfiguration. Of course there were many such then, everywhere, espe-
cially in Palestine, even as there are many such today and yet will be for many
ages to come. In all nature-processes the various stages of development do not
exclude each other but coexist, from highest to lowest—The following v. 36,
“that ye prevalil . . . to stand in the presence of the Son-of-Man,” requires no
special treatment, belonging plainly to the class just considered. Like may be
said of 24", “Saying that the Son-of-Man must be delivered up, etc.,” a con-
ception already sufficiently discussed.

So then the whole circut of the Synoptic Induction is complete; and at
the mouth of so many witnesses the same word, Son-of-Man —= Israel, is

established.

2. THE T1TLE SoN-0F-MAN IN THE FourTH GoOSPEL

Herewith we are brought to a very diverse type of usage, the Johannine, as
appears in the very first example, 1%': “Verily, verily, I tell you, ye shall see
heaven wide opened and the angels of God ascending and descending upon
the Son-of-Man.” With him who reads this as history we have no argument
here. Our only inquiry is into the meaning of such words. That they refer in
some way to the wide-spread Gnostic notion of Mediation through the Logos
(Word) between God and Man seems clear enough, but the details can not
here be logically and convincingly educed, we can only guess at certain more
general features. That Israel was understood as in some ways such a Daysman
is at least implied in Scripture, in much of it already quoted. As Light for
the Gentiles, as the Beacon-Bearer for Jehovah, this mediatorial character he
must certainly have possessed. The mere words of John do not imply any such
interpretation, but the general historical situation seems to suggest if not in
truth to require it. Of course, it would be idealized, spiritualized Israel, for as
Clemens Alexandrinus long ago recognized, the Fourth is a “spiritual Gos-
pel.” We may note in passing that in verse 34 we should read, according to
very high authority, “This is the Elect of God,” though the now accepted text
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is “This is the Son-of-God.” The word Eklektos at least shows the mind of
many scribes at an early date and points directly to the identity of the Jesus
with Israel the Elect of God. Compare the two famous passages in Luke:
“This is my Son, the Elected” (9%) and “This is the Christ of God, the Elect”
(23°%), where the epithet is understandable only of the spiritualized Elect
People Israel.

Next we find (3'®), “And none hath ascended into heaven save he that de-
scended from heaven, the Son-of-Man (who is in heaven).” Here the refer-
ence to a thoroughly supernatural being is manifest: in no sense could the like
be said of a Nazarene Carpenter,—but of the Ideal People, the Genius of
Israel, of true Humanity (“Michael . . . he that is set over the best part of
mankind, over the People,” Enoch 20%)—why not? Indeed, Daniel had long
before implied it.—In a following verse 3%, “so must the Son-of-Man be
lifted up” is ordinarily and plausibly referred to the Crucifixion, but such ref-
erence is far from necessary. The Greek (“hightened™) may just as well refer
to the spiritual exaltation (Ascension) of Ideal Tsrael to the Religious Head-
ship of all Humanity—a far more likely exegesis.

Passing by 5%, already considered (p. 39), we come to the cryptic 6*7:
“Work not for the food that perisheth but for the food that abideth unto
eternal life, which the Son-of-Man shall give you; for him hath God the
Father sealed.” The discussion that follows in John is far from clear or satis-
fying—else it were not Johannine. But in any case the “Son-of-Man” is repre-
sented as sealed of God—an idea appropriate to Israel preeminently, but to
whom else at all?>—and as giving some food or other gift of eternal life, and
further on (v. 63) we learn that “the words that I have spoken unto you are
spirit and are life.” Similarly in 524, “He that hears my words and believes on
Him that sent (toi pempsanti) me hath everlasting life and cometh not into
judgment, but hath passed from death into life.” What can these, especially
the italicized, words mean but to restate in a mystical form the Old Testa-
ment doctrine of the One God, a dogma that lies at the heart of the New
Faith, that is its essence and has all the life-giving and the saving power that
can belong to any religious doctrine? The Evangelist seems to have the Gen-
tiles in mind, as appears in the clause “hath passed out of death into life,” an-
other expression for conversion from heathendom to Monotheism. Also the
words “cometh not into judgment” seem to have a Daniel-Enochic connota-
tion, they suggest the seer’s conception of the approaching “judgment set” for
all the Pagan powers. We say, then, that the writer is refining and obscuring
the familiar idea of Israel as God’s Truth-preacher to the World at large, the
Herald of his Message of Salvation and life.

Likewise 6%, “Except ye eat the flesh of the Son-of-Man and drink his
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blood,* ye have not life in yourselves. He that eats my flesh and drinks my
blood hath everlasting life, and I will raise him up at the last day.” Such dark"
and drastic words must refer to the appropriation and assimilation of some
truth or doctrine represented by the Son-of-Man—obviously Israel’s Monothe-
ism, the dogma of the One God, and His supreme right to the service of man.
“Thou shalt love YHVH thy God with all thy heart and with all thy soul and
with all thy mind. This is the great and the first commandment.” And the
sole spokesman of this command in history was Israel, the Son-of-Man. To
adopt this essential dogma of the Son-of-Man was to eat his flesh and drink
his blood.+ Who would ask for a more satisfactory explanation? ‘

They that heard this “saying” seem to have found it “hard,” and so they are
met by another such (6%2): “What then if you should behold the Son of Man
ascending where he was before?” No hint of meaning or explanation is
vouchsafed. Of course, orthodoxy may point to the traditional Ascension, but
the Johannine speaker continues: “It is the spirit that giveth life, the flesh
profiteth nothing,” which words might seem aimed squarely against such a
notion as the Ascension, of which we read nothing in this Gospel. Whatever
was in the mind of the Gnostic Evangelist, it might probably be interpreted
of the Ideal Israel quite as well as of aught else. Remember, this Israel was
“Son-of-God,” His “First born” (Ex. 4**).

Once more, in 8%, “When ye have lifted up the Son-of-Man, then shall ye
know that I am (he) and of myself do naught, but as the Father taught me,
so I speak.” Such words may not seem intended to be understood, but, like
so much in this Gospel, meant merely to mystify. The uplifting will be re-
ferred to the Crucifixion, but any such literalism sounds not only foreign to
the whole method of the writer, but also to lend no sense at all to the clause
“then shall ye know, etc.” Far more probable that a spiritual exaltation is
intended, viewed as their deed, i.e., as the result of the whole process of history,
in which zhey were involved as agents. Such a meaning would be as near fact
as the Evangelist ever approaches, and would be in no way inconsistent but

® Heathen may have received such words, as imagery; to the Jews they would have been im-
possible abomination, for Gen. g4 reads: “But flesh with its soul, its blood, ye shall not eat.”
Goetz with great learning (Das Abendmahl, pp. 68 —1920) would find in this ch. 6 the remains
of an original Parable of Jesus, which Paul, Luke, Mark, Matthew have transformed into the
story of the Last Supper! Very ingenious apologetic, yet vain,—it sacrifices the text it would
save. But Goetz is honest enough to cite the Egyptian magic rite of eating an image of Truth or
Wisdom, in order to become wisel Whence, also such words as Jesus Ben Sirach’s concerning
Wisdom (i.e., Israel’s Faith and the Law): “She will feed him with the bread of Insight, And the
water of Wisdom will she give him to drink™ (153), and again the Israel-Wisdom says: “They
that eat me shall never hunger again, And they that drink me shall never again thirst” (2421)—
Surely the original of the ideas in John 648-58, as well as 414 (“who e’er drinks of the water I

give him, shall never thirst”).
+ The Naassene teaching belongs of course also in this cycle. See p. 165. Editor.
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rather harmonize with the notion of the Son-of-Man as the Generalized Ideal
Israel, Son-of-Man and Son-of-God.*

In ¢*® the received and revised reading is, “Dost thou believe on the Son-
of-God?” though many old authorities prefer “the Son-of-Man.” The refer-
ence is of course the same, and inner grounds for choice seem wanting. “Son-
of-God” and “Son-of-Man” designate the same “supernatural being,” and are
both used of the People, Ideal Israel. Thus, in Hosea 11%, “When Israel was a
child, then I loved him and called my Son out of Egypt,” and elsewhere (Ex.
4%2, Ps. Sol. 18*). What other use of the phrase is so justified and well attested?

In 1223, “the hour is come, that the Son-of-Man should be glorified.” The
general context shows (as clearly as aught is shown in this Gospel) that the
symbolic reference is to a Crucifixion (as in v. 34 and in 13*!), but it throws
little light on the question of the multitude: “How sayest thou the Son-of-Man
must be lifted up? Who is this Son-of-Man?” All this is left completely and
apparently intentionally in the dark.—There is nothing to forbid the notion
that here as everywhere in this Gospel the conception is of a Danielic-Enochic
Son-of-Man clothed with the Isaianic attributes of the Righteous and Suffer-
ing Servant of YHVH,—the Crucifixion being the traditional Symbol of the
National Passion.

3. CoMMENT

So we complete this serial examination of New Testament usage, with the
result that it is nowhere inconsistent with the interpretation here proposed,
which in many cases is positively required as alone yielding any acceptable
sense. We may then rest assured that at the base of the New Testament use
of the expression Son-of-Man is the Danielic-Enochic conception of the Son-
of-Man, the Ideal Israel Personified, ordained by the Ancient of Days unto
eternal judgeship and dominion over all the earth. Yet it is just as certain
that there has been a mingling of the Isaianic idea of the Suffering Righteous
Servant of YHVH, the Elect. Centuries before Daniel, the Younger Isaiaht
had presented the Elect—Israel—as the Torch-bearer of YHVH, the mes-
senger of His Truth to all the earth, a light to lighten the Gentiles, a sacrifice
for the sins of the world. His sufferings, his “deaths” (Isa. 53°) were a part
of an eternal and infinite purpose of God to reveal the knowledge of Himself
to all men, to illumine all dark places of the inhabited world. Israel was in-
deed the precious Light of Salvation, but only by dispersion, deportation, and

® Of course, it is not denied nor excluded that various vague notions, Gnostic, pre-Gnostic,
Persian, Hindu—as of Purusha, universe, “first-born, narayana, man-like,” etc.—may have been
floating like vapor in the Evangelic mind, but any discussion now and here of such distant kin-

ships would be unprofitable and out of place.
+ Author, that is, of roughly chapters 40 to 66 inclusive, of the present Isaiah. Editor.
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political death could Israel effectively shed abroad the divine spark that dwelt
within him.—“I scatter this folk among the nations, that it do the nations
good” (Apocalypse of Baruch 1*). Israel would certainly be glorified by
YHVH, not however as the political but as the Spiritual Head of Humanity,
as having borne its iniquities, poured out his soul unto death, and made inter-
cession for the transgressors (Isa. 53'%).

Now wherever there is a mixture of elements as heterogenious as Isaiah
and Daniel, there may always result a varying percentage: in some cases one
element, in some cases another, will predominate. In the synoptic apocalyptic
passages the Danielic-Enochic vision of the Coming on the clouds of heaven
is almost solely to be seen; in the Fourth Gospel all this is mystified into the
well-nigh formless form of the Logos, the Only Begotten Son of God, (still
identified as Israel, as in Hos. 11* etc. See infra, Chap. VI), a Principle of
Existence, a Being hovering between heaven and earth. Naturally between
these extremes lie many gradations shading insensibly into each other. Yet
the fundamental unity remains, for it is the one Genius of Israel, with all its
tragic history, that is the one subject of meditation and depiction.

It must not be supposed, however, that every writer was distinctly con-
scious of the proper reference of his words. Nothing more natural for the
seer than to shape some significant symbol and then to yield to the spell of
his own magic, to forget at least half-way that it is symbol at all, and to treat
it as the reality itself, overlooking more or less completely the underlying
meaning of which it is only the token. Such, indeed, has been the whole
course of history.



Chapter Four

The Symbolistic Warp and Woof *

1. CasT IN THE MouLD oF ScrIPTURE

If the Eternal Mission of Israel for the Redemption of Mankind was to be
imagined and reflected in the consciousness of the Gentiles as the earthly life
of a Divine Man, why was this particular career chosen rather than some
other? What was it that determined the choice and the course of its repre-
sented events, its beginning and its end? Must there not have been some
human model or pattern at hand, to guide its development, to give it definite
size and color? This is a reasonable query, and the answer need not linger:
T here was no personal individual prototype or exemplar whatever. The fancy
of the Preacher was free to roam untrammeled by any personal biographic
facts in the case. He was at liberty to make whatever representation might
please him bestt and serve his purpose of edifying his heathen converts. Hence
it is that glaring contradictions abound in the Gospels, even in the Synoptics.
A few examples may suffice to show the wide license of evangelistic fancy.

Certainly the birth of the Gospel Hero would seem worthy of all attention.
Both Luke and Matthew appear to have thought so and accordingly have
given minute accounts, but each, alas! in total disregard and in complete
contradiction of the other! Moreover their aims were as diverse as could be:
Matthew shaped and colored his account so as to make it from point to point
a replica of Old Testament dicta—it all happened so and not otherwise, “that
it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the Lord through the prophet”
(1%2, 2% 8 14,165, 17, 28) . T ke, on the other hand, is concerned mainly to outdo
the Pagan mythologists on their own ground, in their theogonies, to present
a birth and youth far more worthy and wondrous than Pagan literature could

® This chapter, needed in order to make the argument complete, is kept brief because the
topic was treated in extenso in Ecce Deus, Part 11. Editor,

+ As much seems to be virtually admitted by Prof. F. C. Burkitt (“Luke’s Use of Mark,” in
The Beginnings of Christianity, 11 (1922), p. 106~120), though in extremely cautious terms.
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offer, and in pursuit of this he allows his imagination to riot in every form of
prodigy and historic incredibility.—Mark, however, and John (whoever they
were) apparently took another view of the matter: They disregarded the Birth
entirely, as if holding aught of the kind to be quite irrelevant, unworthy of
the Savior-God, whom they introduce upon the stage without preliminary, in
full-blown manhood and God-hood, heralded indeed by John the Baptist but
only in order to fulfil certain ancient Hebrew Scriptures (which, of course,
had not the remotest reference to the first century of our era).

Passing by all minor contrarieties, we next note that the general concep-
tions of the three Synoptics on the one hand and of the Fourth or Johannine
Gospel on the other are as unlike as well can be. The unnumbered attempts of
nearly two thousand years to “harmonize” the two representations have failed
absolutely, and the problem is now generally abandoned as finally insoluble.
In the soothing words of Weymouth (Translation, 248), “The Johannine
Christ must not be pressed into the Synoptic mould.” Not only in broad out-
lines are the two conceptions ununifiable, but in many specific details they are
openly and to all appearances designedly contradictory. Thus the Johannine
account makes the Jerusalem Tragedy hinge on the supreme miracle of the
resurrection of Lazarus (12°!): but this Lazarus (or any other brother of
the sisters Martha and Mary) is totally unknown to the Synoptics, the word
(meaning “No-help” Is. 30%) appearing only as the symbolic name of the
Beggar in the Lucan Parable (which remarkably, is not even put into the
mouth of the Jesus! Luke 1619731),

Nevertheless in spite of this proven mutual independence of the Evange-
lists, it still remains that their agreements are much more notable than their
disagreements, yea, are indeed so many and so exact that a certain community
of origin is universally recognized and appears quite beyond question. It is,
of course, impossible to enter here upon the endless wrangling concerning the
Prime-Mark (Ur-Markus) and the Q-document (the Quelle or Source of the
Sayings), and other such matters.} It is enough that there were obviously many
slightly varying fragmentary forms of “tradition”; the Life-story came into
being very gradually,* during at least two or three generations; it assumed
perhaps a hundred or a thousand more or less transient hues and divergent
shapes, nearly all of which have been lost in the wreck and dusk of time, only
such having been saved as secured (in spite of sharp internal contradictions)
in some large measure the general approval of the early Christian Conscious-
ness. Accordingly we may and must regard these Gospels as the image or
mirror of the Mind of the Early Christian Church, its way of regarding its

1 See p. 139. Editor.

® Even Klausner is forced to admit, “Thus the story grew from Gospel to Gospel” (Jesus
of Nazareth, 337).
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own self, its origin, its doctrine, its struggles, its hopes, and its fears. More
and more the ablest and fairest critics (as Loisy, for example) among his-
toricists themselves are coming to regard the Gospels as the history not so
much of the Christ as of the Christian Church.*

But some one may still press the query, Why were such and such incidents
chosen and others rejected ? What principle determined what should be taken
and what should be left? Once again the question is rational, and once again
the answer in general is easy: The Life-story, being the idealized Story of
Israel Personified, was drawn in its main essentials from the Old Testament;
the incidents were framed to illustrate or fulfil Old Testament textst Any
one of the four Gospels supplies copious examples in point. More than twenty
times in Matthew the fulfilment of prophecy is avowed as the reason or ex-
planation of this or that occurrence, and many times the same motive is
plainly present though without such avowal. Thus, the vinegar is given to
the Jesus on the Cross to fulfil the word of the Psalmist (69*'), representing
Israel, “In my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink.” This manifest motive is
unmentioned by the Synoptics, but is exposed by John (19?8), “that the
Scripture might be fulfilled.”

Sometimes the fixed resolution to cast the Career in the exact moulds of
the Old Testament leads to unexpected or even ludicrous results. Thus,
Isaiah had proclaimed (62'') with great boldness the nigh-approaching re-

demption of Jerusalem:

“Lo, YHVH hath proclaimed unto the end of the earth,
Say ye to the Daughter of Zion, Behold thy salvation cometh;}
Behold his reward is with him, And his recompense before him.”

® R. Bultmann, a representative of the “formgeschichtliche” method of New Testament study,
has provided a masterly work on The History of the Synoptic Tradition (Die Geschichte der
synoptischen Tradition, 1921). A few of his phrases may be noted,—p. 227,~“The Gospels are
cult-legends.” They sprang out of a felt want of the converted heathen. “One needed a cult-
legend for the Lord of the Christan cult.” “The scheme of the Christ-myth needed for its
vivid envisagement the conjunction with the tradition about the story of Jesus.”—And so it was
conjoined in spite of “its lack of the properly biographic.” Professor Bultmann’s work would not
for a moment compromise the historicity of the Nazarene, and yet inescapably it takes a very
long stride in that direction. The candid recognition of the Synoptic Gospels as composed in
almost exclusive measure of “formative,” “secondary,” “legendary”—in a word, purely ficuve ele-
ments, delivers a deadening blow at all theories of the Gospels as historical documents; no fea-
ture can be confidently afirmed to be primitive or historic. Bultmann himself is only able
to “surmise there was an old report that told altogether briefly of arrest, condemnation and
death. This was fitted out at different stages, partly with stories already at hand, partly with
new-made formations.” (p. 169). The query is inevitably,—Even granted this “old report,” was
it a record of historic fact, or was it the objectivation of an earlier stage of the nascent Christian
consciousness?

1 For the principle that events given as fulfilling prophecy are uniformly no more than con-
structs to accomplish an imaginary fulfilment, see Editor’s Orientation (p. xxi) and also Ecce
Deus, p. 154 fi. Editor.

1 Observe here that the abstract “Salvation” is distinctly personalized.
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Zechariah had sought to enliven the verse of his elder into a realistic picture

(9°):

“Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion; Shout, O Daughter of Jerusalem:
Lo, thy king cometh unto thee, He that is just and having Salvation;
Lowly, and riding upon an ass, yea, upon a colt the foal of an ass.”

Of course, these dicta of the prophets must furnish the die for the story of
the Entry of the Jesus into Jerusalem. The Mark Tradition, followed by Luke
and John, was content to observe the sense of the phrases and identify the
ass with the colt the foal of an ass (strictly, “of a beast of burden”): hence
they mention only a colt as found by the two disciples, loosed, and brought to
the Jesus, and the garments as spread upon “it” (Mark 11**?}, Luke 19%%,
John 12%1%), and only John notes that it is a fulfillment of prophecy.

Not so, however, the First Evangelist, Matthew; he has read the lines of
Zechariah slightly otherwise, and he fulfills them to the letter. He understands
the Greek kai of the Septuagint, representing the Hebrew vav, not as in-
tensive, meaning yea, but as additive, meaning and. Hence he makes the
Jesus say to the two disciples, “Ye shall find an ass tied, and a colt with her,”
and they “brought the ass and the colt, and put on 2Aem their clothes, and he
sat upon them” (epani auton), 21*7. The absurdity of making the Jesus ride
upon the ass and the colt, has been a sore trial to translators, who have sought
to muffle up the statement of the text in the rendering, “they set him theron”
or “He sat thereon,” allowing the reader to refer “thereon” to the clothes, not
to the two beasts. Unfortunately, however, the clothes were spread “on them,”
on both the beasts, which was senseless, unless he was to mount or ride upon
both.

To be sure, this was impossible, but not more impossible than many other
marvels in which this stately Gospel abounds; the repeated mention of ass
and colt—whereas the Marcan Source mentions only the colt—and the in-
sistence upon the plural show clearly that the Evangelist has taken the prophet
at his word, which he means to fulfil exactly and at any cost. Could there be
plainer proof that the incident is wholly fictive, devised solely in the dog-
matic interest of representing the realization of Old Testament ideas (con-
cerning Israel) in a single individual life? The Fourth Evangelist John seems
to give his readers a subtle hint that the story was a symbolic fiction feigned
by the later imagination of the Disciples. For he says (12'*1%), “And the
Jesus having found a young ass sat upon it: just as it is written, Fear not,
daughter of Zion; behold thy King cometh, sitting on an ass’s colt. These
things his disciples knew not at first: but when the Jesus was glorified, then
they remembered that these things were written of him and these things they
did unto Him.” Have we not here a confession that a biography of the Jesus
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was an after-thought, that it was conceived and invented in order to concen-
trate and accomplish as much Scripture as possible in a single individual life?

But “Scripture” to the evangelist writers must not be equated with “Old
Testament” for the modern Christian. That has been well attested by the
citations we have already made from Enoch. Other writings also had scrip-
tural authority in their minds. Remarkably, Matthew’s description of the
sufferings of the Christ is taken directly from the Wisdom of Solomon 2132,
which details the malignant reproaches levelled at the Righteous (Israel) by
his calumniators: “He vaunteth himself to have the (true) knowledge of
God; he nameth himself Servant of God . . . and nameth boastfully God
his Father! Let us see whether his words be true! Let us wait on the style of
his exit! For if the Righteous be Son-of-God, then will God take him to Him-
self and deliver him from the hands of his adversaries. With reproaches and ill-
treatment let us put him to the test. . . . Let us condemn him to disgraceful
death. For according to his words protection will fall to his lot.” The reader
cannot fail to recall the parallel Gospel passages (Matt. 2633, 2739744 etc.),
the resemblances are too close and too many to be accidental. Of course,
there were a multitude of sources, all of them “scriptural,” used in imaging
the suffering of Israel.

Here, then, we seem to touch the nerve of the whole matter. As already
stated, it was deemed necessary in the early preaching of the One and Only
Savior-God, the Jesus, to the Gentiles, to make a most important concession
to the hardness of their heathen heart: they could not readily grasp the great
Isaianic conception of an Idealized Israelic leadership, they needed a Personal
Objectification of the wondrous thought, and that was supplied to them in a
beautiful fiction, the Life-story of the Divine Man, the Jesus, the Savior, the
Nazorean.—Not all at once, not by any means!—but very gradually, piece by
piece, saying by saying, incident by incident the story was built up by the gen-
eral Christian Consciousness expressing itself through countless individuals
in countless fashions agreeing in the main, though often slightly and some-
times widely discrepant. The fundamental Norm that guided these creative
imaginations was the Old Testament; the Life was deftly compounded of
Saying and Doing found in the Hebrew Scriptures (generally as already
translated into Greek), so as to become in its completion the most consum-
mate and remarkable “mosaic” to be found in all literature.

In estimating the need of this “Personal Objectification” of the Isaianic
Idea, the reader will hardly fail to think of Saint Nicolas at the present time.
Whatever may be this Saint’s mythical or legendary origin, for us he sym-
bolizes the spirit of general fellowship, of universal kindliness and cheer, of
friendship, remembrance and affection. As “grown-ups” we recognize all this
and are quite content to rank “Santa” as he really is, a good-humored imagi-
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nation, not feeling that he suffers any humiliation or debasement thereby.
But for children the case is felt to be different. They are not at home with
“spirit” and with far-ranging “universal” concepts, abstractions, and prin-
ciples. They need the Benefactor as much as the benefaction; they need the
sleigh, the reindeer, and tinkling bells, the mystery and the miracle even—
So, then we are still facing the ancient problem of meat for men but milk

for babes.

2. Conversions, Not Cures

Along with all this exploitation of the Old Testament there runs through-
out, as already indicated, as abounding symbolism, concerned mainly with
the casting out of demons, that is, of Heathen Gods, by His word, that is, by
the Monotheistic cult. Consider for example, the Demoniac of Gerasa (an
apparently symbolic name from the stem G-R-S, meaning “cast-out,” as noted
by Dr. E. A. Abbott*) the man possessed with a company of Demons, whose
name was Legion. Plainly he is noz an Individual, he is Heathen Humanity
(notice Mark’s single word, anthropos, Man, 5%), the multitude of Demons are
the Idols, the False Gods, of Heathen worship (the description of the Man is
taken from the Old Testament descriptions of idolatrous worship,—compare
Mark §%° with I Kings 182, Is. 65> *); these are cast out by the word of “the
Jesus,” i.e., by the preaching of the “Eternal Gospel” (Rev. 147, “Fear God and
give Him glory”), and Man is restored to his right mind (Mark 5'®), Heathen
Humanity is Redeemed. As a symbol of the worldwide overthrow of Idolatry
by the proclamation of Monotheism, the story is bold, vivid, and almost sub-
lime: as a literal historic incident it would be childish and impossible.

The alternative notion that the Demons stand for all manner of mental and
physical ailments is scarcely less inadmissable. No one disputes that such ail-
ments were indeed occasionally ascribed to the presence or indwelling of such
foul spirits, though the prevalence of such ideas of disease is strongly exag-
gerated in the works of scholars who ought to know much better. Allusions to
such demoniacal possession are exceedingly scanty in profane literature; it is
in Christian literature that they abound. But exactly there they have little or
no probative value, for the question at once arises, Is the Christian writer
speaking of familiar every-day physical diseases, or is he using religious phrases
and covertly referring to the disease of Idolatry?

To be sure, there must have been some cases of supposed demoniacal pos-
session, otherwise the First Christians would not have symbolized Idolatry
as such, but that they meant ordinary mental or physical malady by the term
in general does not follow by any means. For remember that exorcism, or
casting out demons, was the chief duty and occupation of the Primitive

® ].e., the Dr. Abbot who was in controversy with Thomas Huxley about 1890. Edizor.
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Preacher. It is especially stated that the Jesus gave his disciples power to cast
out demons and to cure all diseases (Matt. 10, Mark 16'7, Luke ¢'). When
the 70 return exultant they declare, “Lord, even the demons are subject unto
us in thy name. And he said unto them, I beheld Satan as lightning fall from
heaven” (Luke 10'"). Surely no one questions that this mission of the 70
typifies the general appeal unto Pagandom, and the fall of Satan specifically
represents the overthrow of Idolatry. Otherwise one would have not only to
think that the Disciples of these 70 were sent forth to heal bodily sickness, but
also to suppose that Paul and Barnabas and Apollos haunted the Synagogues,
lecture-halls and upper-chambers, in continual word-battle with the Jews
over the Scriptures, in pursuit of opportunities to show their medical skill in
healing lunatics, paranoiacs and other defectives.

Nol! a thousand times no! If such had been the original content of the
Christian Mission, we should have heard something about it in Acts, in the
Epistles, and elsewhere. As it is, there reigns unbroken silence. The apostle
never appears as a leech, nor is it ever hinted that Luke the “beloved physi-
cian” pursued his own practice after his conversion. All the records show these
men and their immediate successors engaged as teachers and not as body-
healers; their prime concern is with doctrine, to enlighten the mind, not to
cure nor to pamper the flesh.

It is affirmed, then, with confidence that the New Testament healings are
spiritual and apparently spiritual only, and especially that the casting-out of
demons typifies the overthrow of Idolatry, the rout of the pagan gods. A
striking confirmation of this interpretation is found in the observation that
in the Gospels we meet with no demoniacs in Judea, although in Galilee they
were “thick as autumnal leaves that strew the brooks in Vallombrosa.” The
reason seems obvious. Galilee was at least half-pagan and is the emblem of
Pagandom, “Galilee of the Gentiles,” where “the people were dwelling in
darkness, in the shadow of death” (Matt. 4'° * from Is. 9" 2); but Judea was
the home of Monotheism, the land of the One God YHVH. Had demons
stood merely for the causes of bodily disease, not for the heathen gods, there
would have been every reason for finding them in Judea as frequently as in
Galilee, and expelling them wholesale.

No less a thinker than T. H. Huxley writes thus of the main Synoptic
miracle: “When such a story as that about the Gadarene swine is placed be-
fore us, the importance of the decision, whether it be accepted or rejected,
cannot be overestimated.” Notice that it is with him only a question of ac-
cepting or rejecting; the question of the meaning of the marvel is not raised.*

® Quite so, Martin Luther would throw IV Ezra into the Elbe—because he could not accept
its revelations literally!! Certain of the Church Fathers did indeed perceive and even avow the
necessity for a spiritual or allegoric interpretation of much New Testament Scripture, but their
sound judgments were graciously forgiven by their successors as unhappy vagaries.
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But as soon as we recognize the parabolic character of the story, all talk of
accepting or rejecting falls out of consideration. We are dealing with ideas,
not with biographic facts—As well talk of accepting or rejecting the Parable
of the Prodigal Son.

Still more, if the demons typify heathen gods, then in the Gospel the over-
throw of these gods, the redemption of mankind from their sway, is repre-
sented as the main activity of the Savior Jesus and the main charge to his
Disciples, the main concern of his whole mission—all of which seems pre-
cisely as it should be and meets every demand of common sense. But if the
demons do not typify false gods but are mere names for supposed spiritual
causes of familiar diseases and abnormalities, then is the Gospel free from
any allusion to Idolatry, by far the supreme sin of the Age, but to which the
mission of the Savior from Sin has no reference whatever! This seems bizarre
and wholly absurd. The Gospel of Salvation from Sin must have alluded to
the principal Sin, i.e., to Idolatry: hence its demons must mean false gods or
idols.

Yet another most eloquent witness to the real significance of the demons is
found in the Fourth Gospel—which ignores them entirely! They glare
through their absence. The explanation is not far to seek. As everyone knows,
this Gospel inclines to favor the Gentiles wherever possible. To speak of the
heathen gods as demons would be to draw a line of distinction extremely com-
plimentary to the Jew, and this the author (whom we may call John) was
indisposed to do. Hence he avoids all reference to demons or exorcism, though
these were the burden of the Synoptics! This would be very hard to under-
stand if these demons stood merely for unseen influences causing bodily ills,
and if their exorcism meant merely the healing of such maladies, with no
allusion to the pagan divinities; whereas it is all self-explained on recognizing
the demons as symbols of the gods or idols and their exorcism as the over-
throw of Pagan Polytheism.

3. SymsoLic EvenTs

The like may be said of the other miracles. They are symbols of the Sal-
vation of Pagandom, wrought by the promulgation of the monotheistic Jesus-
Cult. As such they are eloquent, impressive, and sometimes beautiful; as facts
of a personal Biography, they would be impossible absurdities. The Con-
version* of the Gentiles is the burden of the Gospels from first to last, not

® Let the reader pause for a moment and consider; What other religious Conversion of the
Heathen was possible than from Polytheism to Monotheism? What other was actually accom-
plished? Undoubtedly moral betterment went along with this conversion, but morality was
surely a very secondary consideration; never could it have inspired a universal religious propa-
ganda.
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only in the Miracles but also in the Sayings, Parables, and Incidents. Very
often we find the Jew and the Gentile opposed, as (Luke 10*%#?) in the in-
cident of the two sisters, Martha (the Jew), Mary (the Gentile), in the Para-
ble of the Prodigal Son (who is patently Heathendom, the Elder Son being
Jewry, as indeed the Fathers perceived and avowed,—Luke 15'*%2), in the
Saying “The First Shall be Last and the Last First” (Mark 10 and parallels),
in the Parable of the Rich Man (Israel, the Jew, rich in the favor and gifts of
God) and the Beggar (Lazarus, despised Heathendom,—Luke 16'°3!). Most
exquisite of all perhaps is the story (Luke 7*¢%°) of the Sinful Woman with
her alabaster box of precious ointment, plainly typifying Repentant Pagan-
dom. (In Old Testament prophecy Idolatry and Adultery are well nigh ex-
changeable terms.) To accept this account just as it stands is to outrage com-
mon sense and to push modern literalism clean over the brink of absurdity. In
the Gospel narrative the early and highly poetic Christian imagination has
reared a shining and imposing temple of purely Symbolic Truth.

The necessity for this symbolic interpretation of the Gospels was first set
forth fully and emphasized in Ecce Deus (1911)* though recognized by the
writer in Der vorchristliche Jesus (1906) and even some years before. It is a
chief merit of Loisy’s later works to insist upon it strongly. The ancients
themselves perceived clearly that an allegorical meaning was present and
was the main meaning of the Gospels—as we might prove by abundant cita-
tion from the Fathers,—but they did not perceive or at least did not recognize
the obvious corollary, that to admit the symbolic content was to reject the
historic content; for it would be quite ridiculous to suppose (e.g.) that a Sin-
ful Woman actually went through all those motions, in order to symbolize
Converted Heathendom!! As much may be said of each and every emblematic
element in the Gospels. It is the conscious and deliberate creation of a poetic
fancy that would present the Glad Tidings, the Eternal Gospel, the Great
Message of Primitive Christianity, in a vivid and picturesque guise, impres-
sive and edifying especially to the oriental imagination.

4. DocMA DRAMATIZED

The Gospel, in fact, in its personal-historical form, the whole biographic
Gospel, was a concession to the weakness of human and particularly of
heathen nature; it was made for the Gentiles because of their hardness of
heart, their dullness of understanding for such spiritual Truth; it was excel-
lent “milk for babes in Christ,” who could not endure the strong food, the

® The Theologischer Jahresbericht Vol 31, p. 340 in reviewing Ecce Deus, says “Above all it is
in the demonstration of the original esoteric character of Christianity, and therewith of the neces-

sity for a far more thorough-going symbolic interpretation of the Gospels, that the permanent
value of Smith’s great work lies.” Cf. p. 132.
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meat for men, as says the Apostle, after declaring he had “determined not to
know anything among you, save Jesus Christ and him crucified” (I Cor. 22,
3" 2): “And, I brethren, could not speak to you as to the spiritual, but as to
the fleshly, as to babes in Christ. It was milk I fed you, not solid food,”—And
in all this, what was there to wonder at? Nothing whatever. The notion of
Idealized, Spiritualized, Universalized Israel, of the Individualized Genius
of a Race, of the “Righteous Servant of Jehovah,” doomed to death and
humiliation, ordained to Resurrection and heavenly glory, the Guilt-offering
for the sins of the whole world, the Torch-bearer for God Himself, His Light
to lighten the Gentiles—all this had been grasped and stamped upon the
pages of prophecy by the genius of a Younger Isaiah full five centuries be-
fore. Yet it remained withal a superlatively daring and difficult conception,
at which the ordinary intelligence of that time and clime must certainly reel
and stumble.

Besides, even the purely spiritual Resurrection of Israel and his Glorification
as the Religious Head of all Humanity was a doctrine extremely easy to mis-
understand and pervert into the conceit of some material and political exalta-
tion of the Jews as the Chiefs of the nations, as the rulers of men,—a conceit
abhorrent to the Gentiles and not to be tolerated for a single moment. It was
necessary, then, if the wondrous message of Salvation was to be preached
successfully to a lost and ruined world, to present it in a simplified, artless, in-
telligible Form, at which the heathen mind would not balk or rebel, but
would eagerly grasp and rejoice. There was one and only one device that
could meet the demand of the situation and at the same time lay close at
hand: and that was to follow up the precedent of Isaiah, so native and fa-
miliar to the Hebrew mind, so appealing to the oriental fancy, and to present
the Righteous Servant, the Torch-bearer, the Light for the Gentiles, as a Man,
a suffering son of earth, “tempted in all points in our likeness without sin”
(Heb. 4®).

Such (as we trust will be seen more and more convincingly hereafter) ap-
pears to be the Origin and such the Object of the Gospel-story, a perfectly
natural origin and a worthy religious object, a device that was well-nigh com-
pulsory under the actual conditions. That the missionaries, the Apostles
themselves recognized it as merely a handle, a temporary makeshift, is evi-
dent from such characterizations as “milk for babes,” already quoted, and
others of similar import. Now at length, it would seem, the time has come to
“put away childish things” (1 Cor. 13'"). Surely the Christian world is not
to remain always a babe blinking at the light and borne round helpless in the
arms of ignorant priests and princely-vestured ecclesiastical dignitaries.

Furthermore, as the “Righteous Servant” was to be the Torch-bearer of
Jehovah, His Light to lighten the Gentiles, to teach them the supreme truths
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of Monotheism and monotheistic worship and morality, of necessity the Jesus,
who impersonates that “true light that lighteth every man that cometh into
the world,” was pictured as preeminently the great Teacher, and on his lips
was laid all the higher Wisdom that could be gathered not only from the
Law, the Prophets, the Writings, and even the Sayings of the Fathers, but
also from the Greek Philosophy, which lined with silver the whole dark
cloud of sensual life that hung around the shores of the Mediterranean Sea.

If these miracles and these sayings shall become part of a biography, often
an incident must be feigned merely as a setting or framework for the miracle
or for the saying—a practice in great favor even today.

5. No OrHEr MEANINGS NEEDED

When to all the above we add the strong current of Gnostic and Philonic
speculation and mysticism that pours through the Fourth Gospel, the whole
content of the Great [Gospel] Quaternion is set in order and in its broader
outline is explained. There seems to be not one detail of the four Evangels that
does not become reasonably clear and intelligible in the light and setting of
the foregoing exposition. Conversely, there is not one Gospel incident or say-
ing that is made more understandable by the assumption of a personal his-
torical Jesus.

Is there not, then, an occasion to apply the Principle of Parsimony, the
Razor of Occam? It forbids the introduction of unnecessary suppositions or
principles of explanation (Entia non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem).
Now we know for certain that some of the Gospel accounts, in fact many, were
invented to fulfil the Hebrew Scriptures: the incidents are incredible in them-
selves, and it is expressly declared that they were intended to fulfil some
ancient Scripture—whose actual reference is in every case completely and
immeasurably another. The accepted principle of Occam, then, commands us
to apply this form of interpretation to as many Gospel accounts as possible,
and forbids us to apply any other mode of interpretation (as that the account
in question was the overdrawn legend of some actual occurrence) until the
impossibility of applying the other—already approved—method is established.



Chapter Five

Contributory Testimony

I. IsRAEL THE SoN oF Gop*
i. The Elder Thought

At the portal of Hebrew History (Ex. 4?%) stands this lofty pillar of a peo-
ple’s faith and hope: “Thus saith YHVH, My Son My Firstborn is Israel”
(B'ni B'kori Isracl). Likewise we read in Ps. 89?7, “I will also make him
(My) Firstborn,” and in the generous chapter of Jeremiah, “I am a Father to
Israel, and Ephraim is my Firstborn” (31). The notion is expressed a hun-
dred times indirectly, though hardly less emphatically. It may be truly said to
reign in both the Literature and the Life of Jacob. As the ages rolled by it
was echoed from soul to soul and inspired the Hebrew spirit to its highest
and widest flights of fancy, to its boldest deeds of heroism and adventure, and
most of all to its triumphant patience and fortitude under the persecutions of
near 3000 years.

We have already noted and quoted more than once the famous oracle of
Hosea, “When Israel was a child, then I loved him, and called My Son out of
Egypt” (11'), as well as the striking sentiment in the Psalms of Solomon,
“Thy chastening comes upon us as upon a Firstborn Only Son” (18*), where
the expression is strengthened by the insertion of Only,—at a certain logical
cost, for an Only Son would naturally be the firstborn. It is noteworthy that
the same addition, “Thy Firstborn, Thine Only Son,” is found in IV Ezra—
to be discussed later—thus showing how deeper and deeper the conception
was burning itself into the heart and mind of the Nation. In fact, we may
confidently say that without the continued and active presence of this Idea,
the whole history of the Hebrew Race would become a mystery, an insoluble
riddle, nay more, it would have been unachievable.

® The reader should hold carefully in mind that the problem of the appellation “Son-of-God”
carries back to an entirely different set of biblical and apocryphal antecedents than “Son-of-Man,”

so that it needs to be studied separately; hence also that conclusions drawn from it have the
force of independent evidence. Editor.
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So much understood, let us ask: Was it possible for the Jews of that day or
century, the first of our era, to think and speak habitually of the Son-of-God,
the “Son of His love,” without thinking at the same time of Israel, God’s
Only Son, Firstborn? For remember, according to the New Testament and
especially according to the Gospel sketch, the Disciples were enthusiastic na-
tionalists and religious patriots. The “Kingdom of Heaven,” whatever else
it might mean, certainly implied in their minds the restoration (apokatastasis)
of all things, (Acts 3?!) and glorification of the national life of the Jews. The
claims to be the Messiah (the Christ), and the triumphant Entry into Jerusa-
lem, both imply a splendid Jewish Messianic State—so much at the very least.

Moreover the query in Acts 1° is explicit and impossible to misunderstand:
“Lord, wilt thou at this time restore again the Kingdom to Israel?” Hereby it
is not affirmed that any of these alleged incidents are strictly historic. We are
concerned only with the indubitable fact that they certainly manifest the mind
and temper of the early Disciples, which is the one thing in question at pres-
ent.—We may instance further the songs and speeches in Luke I and 1I, as
well as large portions of Revelation. Thus, in Luke’s song of Mary, “He hath
given help to Israel his Servant—that he might remember mercy toward
Abraham and his seed forever” (1°*). Similarly the announcing angel: “He
shall be called Son of the Highest, and the Lord God shall give him the
throne of David his Father; and he shall reign over the house of Jacob for-
ever, and of his kingdom there shall be no end” (1%2)—all of which is a
personalization of the reestablishment of the Israel State. Likewise Zechariah’s
prophecy, “Blessed be the Lord, the God of Israel, . .. For he hath visited and
wrought redemption for his People, . .. And hath raised up a horn of Salva-
tion for us . . . In the house of his Servant David . . . Salvation from our ene-
mies, etc.” (1%% 71 #%) —_Once more, the Song of the Angels, “Glory to God
in the Highest. And on earth peace among men* of good pleasure” (2*).
The phrase in italics can hardly mean any other than Israelites; for centuries
they alone had been the “men of God’s good will.”

We ask, then, again: Can these zealous Israelites, burning with passion for
“the glory of Thy people Israel” (Luke 232), can they have spoken habitually
of the Son-of-God without recalling that “My Son My Firstborn is Israel?”

This is not all, however. The Divine Sonship of Israel, understood in the
sense indicated was not only a permissible poetic trope, familiar to the speech
and thought of the Chosen People, but in almost any other sense the locution
“Son-of-God” could have found little favor with the pious monotheistic Jew,
it would have savored too strongly of the hated polytheism around him. As is
well-known, the solidarity of the Race, the continuity of one generation with

® It seems not without interest to remark that this invocation, “peace among men,” is found
exactly so in Plato, Symposion, 197 C.
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another, was a cherished article of the ancient Hebrew creed. The parents
felt themselves as prolongations of far-off ancestry and as passing over with-
out interruption into their distant descendants,—a kind of unconscious cos-
mic philosophy, which one can hardly read the Old Testament, particularly
the Psalms, without sensing. To speak of this endless Racial Unity—in fact,
the species Homo theosebes (God-revering) in a figure as the “Only Son-of-
God” did not seem extravagant and did not suggest any pagan perversities. But
to speak of an Individual as God’s Only Son, no matter how honored or won-
drous he might be, would sound like a profanity, a blasphemy hardly possible
to a genuinely religious Hebrew. Certainly we should not attribute such
language to a pious Jew, unless under the coercion of irresistible evidence. Is
there any such evidence at hand? The answer is direct and unequivocal: There
is no trace whatever.

11. The Later View (Gospels)

Does someone say that the phrase “begotten son” is used in a double sense?
Is not this rather an arbitrary subterfuge?—Or that there is some mystic
union of all believers in the one Christ? Granted;—But that can never ex-
plain the identity of the believers with any individual personal Jesus the
Christ; far better however if the Christ is a Collectivity whose constituents
are the Believers. Regard this simple syllogism: Jesus the Christ was and is the
ONLY begotten Son (or Child) of God; but also EVERY true believer is a be-
gotten child of God; Does not the Collective Concept of the Christ relieve this
syllogism of its awkward paradox? Exactly this relation is what holds be-
tween Israel the Only Son-of-God and the individual Israelites. If then there
be any virtue in logic, it appears that the Christ the Only-Begotten of the
Father is the same as Israel the Firstborn the Only Son-of-God. The sole dif-
ference lies in the minds of Salathiel called Ezra and of the Evangelist John,
so-called, viz.: the latter has expanded and etherealized the concept of Israel
into an Israel of Faith rather than of lineage and of Law.

To be sure, in the biographic symbolism of the New Testament, especially
of the Gospel, the Jesus the Christ is presented as an individual and yet as the
Son-of-God,—witness the notable confession of Simon Peter at Caesarea
Philippi: “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God” (Matt. 16'%; other-
wise in Mark and Luke) ; but all this (as already so fully set forth) is a mere
matter of popular didactic form.

Now let the reader consider how utterly impossible as history the Caesarean
incident, at least the words ascribed to Simon (in Matt. only). Think of a
Jew fed daily on the Shema (Deut. 6*), “Hear, Oh Isracl! YHVH our God
YHVH is One”—think of his proclaiming a wandering Rabbi, as the “Son-
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of-God,” yet knowing all the while that “My Son My Firstborn is Israell”
Who can imagine it?

~  On the other hand, so soon as we face fairly the historical situation of that
day, recognizing that Israel alone had been known for a thousand years as
God’s Son and his Anointed, his Christ, whose holy mission it was to “en
lighten the Gentiles,” to redeem and to save the world, to suffer the most cruel
persecutions even unto death, and yet finally to be exalted spiritually to the
Throne of universal judgeship and dominion,—recognizing too that all this
was familiar to the First Christians, along with the urgent need of pictorial
personification to catch the heathen fancy in teaching—so soon as we fully
and clearly envisage this whole plight of the Apostles and Missionaries of
Monotheism, lo! everything falls into place in natural order, and we behold a
lucid, a rational, a self-consistent, however remarkable, Allegorical Whole.

t11. The Gnostic Tinge (Colossians and Ephesians)

In conclusion, one single example of the light thus shed even upon such
far-lying regions as the Epistle to Colossians: “giving thanks unto the Father,
who has fitted us (Gentiles) unto partaking of the heritage of the Saints in
the light, who delivered us from the power of the darkness, and translated
us into the Kingdorn of the Son of his love, in whom we have the redemption,
the forgiveness of sins, who is the image of God the Inv1s1blc, firstborn of all
Creation, etc.” (1*%1°),

It is notorious that this amazing Epistle has confounded commentary for
1700 years. Certainly it is Gnostic and mystical, but what is “the mystery the
hidden from the ages and the generations, . . . but now it is manifested to his
Saints” (12%), this mystery about which the writer has so much still more
mysterious to say? We can only glance at the enigma, but even a glance may
tell us much.—In the parallel To Ephesians we read, “ye (the Uncircumcision)
were at that time separate from Christ, alienated from the Commonwealth
of Israel . .. but now in Christ Jesus ye that once were far off are made
nigh. . ..” (2'2). Observe that Christ and commonuwealth of Israel are here
used as equivalents, and now return to the Colossian passage: Here the same
Conversion of Gentiles is described—“the Father fitted us to parzake of the
inheritance of the Saints in the light.” Here the “Saints” are the Chosen Israel-
Folk as everywhere in Canonic Scripture, which literally swarms also with
“inherit” and its cognates, as in Jer. 12M; “the inheritance which I have made
my People Israel inherit.”

By evangelization (or proselytism) the Gentiles are made to zake part in
Israel's heritage; hereby they are brought into “the light,” “delivered out of
the power of darkness (heathen idolatry) and zransferred into the Kingdom
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of the Son of his love,” that is, into the “commonwealth of (the new spiritual)
Israel,” which is here called “the Son of his love.” A striking expression, yet
now perfectly clear. Israel (as we have seen) is God’s Only Son, and as such
is the especial object of His unique and eternal love; the Old Testament
simply overflows with this idea; says Gunkel (already quoted), “the splendid
glorification of Israel, which is the final goal of the love of God.”

This locution “Son of his love” will allow no other interpretation. To as-
sume any reference to an imaginary Rabbi of Galilee is psychologically out
of the question. Where in the Gospels, even in the Fourth, does God show
any surpassing love for the Jesus? Where in truth any love at all? Nayj, it is
only in the History of Israel (as in so many Pss., 89, 103, 105, 136, etc.), of
Israel upheld through centuries of calamity and finally transfigured, glorified
as the Beacon-Bearer of YHVH unto the Gentiles, there alone that God re-
veals his love for his Son, “the Son of his love.” Notice further (Col. 1'%)
that this Son is the Image of God the Invisible (as also in IV Ezra 8**), an-
other idea pervading Hebrew literature, which recognizes Israel as the highest
if not the only form of humanity proper, and hence as the especial Image of
God.

Neither is this yet all. The Son is “the Firstborn of all Creation”—another
predicate of Israel, as in Fourth Ezra’s “Thy Firstborn, Thine Only Son,”
“in our behalf Thou hast made this first Eon,” “so also is Israel’s part: for
your sake have I created the Eon” (6°% 5, 1) ; witness also the Apocalypse of
Baruch (14*°), and especially Assumption of Moses (1'?): “For he has indeed
made the world for the sake of his People, but that same (People), the
Firstling of Creation (eam inceptionem creaturae), etc.,” where, about the
beginning of our era we find almost exactly the Colossian phrase applied to
the Israel-Folk.

As time went by, naturally the claims of the Elect People grew larger and
higher: at first their “inheritance” included only Canaan with perhaps a
margin of safety in neighbor lands; thence it spread in the prophetic and still
more in the apocalyptic imagination over all the earth. The “firstling of
creation” or “the firstborn of all Creation” is only an uppermost rung in a
lofty ladder.

The reader will of course not forget that the Israel so majestically though
mystically delineated in these two Gnostic Epistles is by no means the tiny
Israel of Judea or Palestine or even the Diaspora. As so often but not too often
repeated, it is Ideal Israel, the Israel of religious enthusiasm, personalized and
universalized as the Savior Christ, the Son-of-Man, the Son-of-God, “por-
trayed” as sacrificed on the Roman Cross, not merely to expiate the sins of
all mankind, but still more to break down all barriers, such as the Mosaic
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Law, between the Races and to unite all Humanity in the one Commonwealth
of Israel, in the one Christ the Head but also the Body.

It is seen that the imagination of the Epistolists has indeed run riotously
far, but the guiding reins of the traditional thought of the Old Testament
have not quite been thrown down hand-free on the necks of the horses. Even
such a passage as* Col. 2'°, perhaps the most refractory in the New Testament,
may now be found to yield some comprehensible meaning: “Having strippedt
off from himself the principalities and powers, he made show of them boldly,
triumphing over them in it” (the Cross). The writer would characterize the
renunciation (“stripping off from himself”) of all the material ambitions and
political hopes of Israel, of all pretensions to the physical lordship of the
world, its “principalities” and its “powers” (as promised in Ps. 2%: “I will give
thee the nations for thine inheritance, . . . and the uttermost parts of the earth
for thy possession. Thou shalt break them with a rod of iron, Thou shalt dash
them in pieces like a potter’s vessel”). All such the Christ, the Spiritual Israel,
the Son-of-God’s-love, renounced openly—such is the thought of the text,—
accepting instead the far higher honor of Crucifixion (in the flesh) at Ro-
man hands (the Death of the Israel-State) with the religious Leadership of all
mankind—a light to illumine all the dark places of earth.

2. FourtH Ezra AND THE SoN-oF-Gob
i. Introduction

The work known as Fourth Ezra (sometimes as Second Esdras) is one of
the frankest and sanest as well as one of the most poetic productions of the
Apocalyptic—one may even say of the Hebraic—mind. It consists of sixteen
chapters, of which the first two and the last two may be disregarded as being
additions—the first certainly and the last probably at Christian hands. Written
in Hebrew, it seems to have been translated into Greek and later into Latin
and other half “barbarous” tongues as Syrian, Arabian, Armenian, Aethiopian,
etc. Unfortunately both the Hebrew and the Greek versions have disappeared.
The Roman wars, especially the disasters of the year 135 ap, were followed
by a very strong reaction in the Synagogue—the sole remaining stay of the
Racial Soul—against all Apocalypses (so totally discredited by events), and
accordingly the Hebrew original vanished; a reaction not only, however,
against Apocalyptic but also against Hellenism as the foe of genuine Hebra-
ism, and so the Greek translation vanished likewise. But the Christian com-
munion received the Apocalypses with open arms and hearts, modifying

® For an carlier comment on this passage and its setting, sece Appendix, p. 208.

+ At this point, apparently in despair, the American Revisers take refuge in a false transla-

tion, “‘despoiled the principalities, etc.,” which is senseless and impossible, and even Lightfoot en-
wraps his own dead-lock in the robes of rhetoric: “the convict’s gibbet is the victor’s carl™
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them here and there to suit its own notions and purposes. Nevertheless the
close-following Greek theology became unfriendly, as it sniffed therein not
the Hellenic philosophy it loved so much, but rather the oriental mythology
it abhorred. Hence the Apocalypses disappeared in a measure from the cul-
ture-language of the Greeks, though persisting in the other translations named

above (Gunkel).

ti. Dialogues with Deity

Fourth Ezra (so-called) shared the lot of its class, though deserving a
kinder fate. The various versions have fastened the attention of the ablest
scholars and have provoked not a few ingenious attempts to restore, at least
in part, the Greek rendering and even its Hebrew base. With this splendid
display of learning we have here little or naught to do. Enough for us now
that the book opens (ch. 3) with the author “Salathiel called also Ezra”
(which strongly suggests revision or combination) in Babel (Rome), lying on
his couch in anguish at the sight (or thought) of Zion in ruins, with Babel’s
populace reveling in riches; and in his agony he prays earnestly, with vehe-
mence yet without extravagance, to the Most High, posing before Him, with
many suggestions of Job, the Paradox of History: the Weal of the Wicked,
the Suffering of the Saints—these latter of course the Jews. “Has Babel be-
haved better than Zion? Has any other People than Israel known Thee?”
“Weigh Thou our sins and the sins of the others in the scale, that we may see
which way the balance turns.” “Some few—we might name—Thou'lt find
have kept Thy commands; but of Peoples Thou findest none.” 631+ 34. 26,

Such the pathetic and eloquent complaint of his Reason; the answer comes,
of course, from his own religious self, but under the name of an Angel Uriel
sent by God from heaven. “But thou a mortal man, that livest in a fleeting
world (Eon), how canst thou comprehend the Eternal?” (4'). We are
reminded of Faust: “Thou’rt like the Spirit thou comprehendest—not me.”
Plainly it is the tale of Job again, but in these chapters it is avowedly the
Passion of Israel that rends the writer’s heart, the seeming absurdity of God'’s
choosing a Folk from all eternity as His Own, of making the world for the
sake of Israel His Son, of honoring his unique People with the unique knowl-
edge of Himself and His Law,—and then surrendering them all to the god-
less will and persecution of unholy heathen! No marvel he exclaims, “Where-
fore, oh Lord? Wherefore then was I born? ... Why was not my grave my
mother’s womb? . .. That I need not see the woe of Jacob . .. Nor distress of
Israel’s race.” (5%*).—We note in passing and must bear in mind that Ezra is
wholly absorbed in his People and speaks for them. As in Psalms so often,
the “I”” is “collective” and stands for Israel. So too, in Uriel’s replies, “Thou”
means the Race of Jacob.
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Again the Angel, who represents the Highest and speaks as God Himself,
is at his side to help him, to assure him of God’s boundless love for Israel as
His own supreme, eternal, and almost exclusive care. Thus the dialectic pro-
ceeds, with the gradual unfolding of a theodicy, a high-hearted essay to
“justify the ways of God to man.” Details may be passed by, especially as the
scheme fails to satisfy even the seer himself, but it is to be noted that the End
is to be forerun by countless amazing “signs,” and yet, with its solution of
the riddle of History, is nigh at hand, and also that the pity of the Seer some-
times overflows the borders of Israel and drenches the hosts of heathen (ap-
parently an Isaianic or Christian fringe). “Then shall the heart be changed
in the dwellers on earth and transformed to a new spirit . . . Then shall Evil
be expelled . .. And Deceit annihilated, . . . Then Faith shall be in bloom. ..
And Destruction overcome, . . . And Truth revealed that so long has borne
no fruit” (62*2®)—which may all well refer to the world-triumph of Monothe-
ism.

But in the “third vision” the Seer resumes complaint: “Thou hast said,
Thou madest this first world (Eon) on our behalf; all other tribes that spring
from Adam thou hast declared are naught, they are like unto spittle (LXX),
Thou hast compared their overswash to a drop on a bucket (Is. 40'°). Yet
now, O Lord, even these nations Thou hast held as naught overpower us and
tread us to pieces! And we, Thy People whom Thou hast named Thy First
born, Thine Only Son, Thy Friend, Thy Nearest, we are given into their
hand! If indeed the world be made on our behalf, why have we not this world
in our possession? How long shall it thus endure?” (65°-%9).

Herein the Israel-Consciousness is revealed with blinding brightness. And
what reply has the Angel? “There is a well-built city lying in a plain and full
of all that’s good; but the pathway to it is strait and leads along the edge of
abysses, where fire threatens on the right, and on the left deep water,—and
only a single path between the two, the fire and the water, and this path so
narrow that it can hold the footstep of but one single man! If now that city
be given to anyone as heritage, how can the heir take possession of his heir-
ship, unless first he has trodden the perilous path thereto? . .. Such, too, is
Israel's part. For their sake in truth I made the Eon, but when Adam trans-
gressed my commands, then was the Creation judged: Hence have the ways
in this Eon become strait and sad and toilsome, wretched and bad, full of
perils and nigh to great needs, but the ways of the Great Eon (the World-to-
come) are broad and sure and bear the fruits of life . . . Wherefore, then,
takest thou not the future to heart but only the present?” (7°1¢).

Here, then, the doctrine of the Two Ways, set forth in Matthew (%'3) and
the Teaching (1 ?), and long before by Prodikos (ca. 480 B.c.) in the Choice
of Herakles, but now disguised past recognition! Naturally, the parable is
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not convincing to Ezra, who is made to answer: “. .. So may the Righteous
well endure the Straitness,—for they hope for the Breadth; but the Godless
have suffered the Straitness—and shall never see the Breadth!” (7'®).—
Plainly it is not Ezra that speaks—Ezra of the preceding chapters and quota-
tions, nay rather the Soul of Orthodoxy wrestling as in modern times, and
just as vainly—but notice the zurn in thought: It is no longer the doom of
Israel, but of the Godless, the heathen persecutors of Israel, that vexes the
soul of Ezrall Surely a poser! The Angel answers: “Thou forsooth art no
judge over God, . .. No wise one over the Highest!? ... Rather let the multi-
tude of the living go to perdition than God’s command and prescript be
despised. For God hath solemnly enjoined the living on coming into life,
what they should do to obtain life and what they should observe, not to fall
under punishment. . . . But they disobeyed and gainsaid Him. . . . They
thought vain thoughts for themselves . . . And devised infamous lies (idols),
... Yea, affirmed there is no Highest . .. And bethought them not of His ways:
... His law they contemned, . . . His covenants they denied; . . . His com-
mands they did not believe, . .. His works they did not fullfill. ... Therefore, O
Ezra, ... Vanity to the Vain, . . . Fullness to the Fulfilled . . . (5!*%).

Is it possible to read such words and not recall the Apostle’s in Romans
(3*), “Let God be true, but every man a liar”? the denunciation that “all are
under sin,” with the long citation from scripture (3!%8)? as well as the heart-
less unfeeling paradox: “Who hath, unto him shall be given; who hath not,
what he hath shall be taken away” (Mark 4%°) >—In this #*® chapter are we
not breathing another air? Is not the atmosphere of Protochristianity around
us? On this, however, we need not insist, but may continue with the Speech
of the Angel: “For lo! Days come when the signs I have already told thee shall
occur. . . . Then will the invisible City appear . .. And the Hidden Land dis-
close itself, . . . And everyone that is saved from the plagues I foretold thee
shall behold My wonders. ?®For My Son the Christ shall reveal himself along
with all beside him and will give gladness to the Remnant four hundred
years long. 2°After these years shall My Son the Christ die and all that have
the breath of men. Then shall the World turn to the silence of primal Time,
seven days long, as in the first beginning, so that none shall remain over. But
after seven days shall the Eon that now sleepeth awake . . . And Perishability
shall itself perish (I Cor. 15°%). ... The earth shall give up who rest therein,
... The dust release who sleep within it, . . . The chambers restore the souls
entrusted to them, . . . The Highest appear on Judgment-Throne,” etc.
(72535).

Again it is the air of the New Testament, of Revelation indeed, that blows
about us. Whether or in what measure this seventh chapter, stretched to the
inordinate length of 140 verses, be interpolation, we have neither space nor
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need to discuss, but the Messianic verses (28) demand notice. If this be Ezra
speaking, then the interest of the passage is intense, for the question at once
starts up, who is this “Christus”? The answer can hardly linger, for he is
called “My Son,” and already in 6°® we have read, “But we Thy Folk whom
Thou hast named Thy Firstborn, Thine Only Son, Thy Friend and Fellow,”
—It seems impossible that, after this unequivocal definition of God’s Only
Son, he should introduce, just 29 verses later, without any forehint or warn-
ing, another “Son,” the Anointed (Messiah), of whom scarce another word
is said! Moreover, the only thing this “Son the Christ” does, to reign 400 years,
is exactly the longed-for lot of Israel the People. For we read in Gen. 15'%:
“And he (YHVH) said unto Abram, know of a surety that thy seed shall be
sojourners in a land that is not theirs, and shall serve them, and they shall
afflict them 400 years”; and again, in Ps. 9o'®, “Make us glad according to the
days wherein Thou hast afflicted us.” Hence the notion of Israel’s reigning
400 years. “All beside him” are of course the host of heaven, and we have
seen that Israel’s other self or fravashi, or guardian-Angel is spoken-of as
Prince Michael the Angel (Dan. 12! and especially Dan. 10'®2!, where Greece
and Persia have also their princes or spirit-guards). In Slavonic Enoch (33?),
dating from before 50 A.0., we find a special period or world-day of 1,000 years,
as also in Rev. 20% where the old Devil-Serpent Satan is bound for 1,000
years, during which the souls of those “beheaded for the testimony of Jesus,”
“reigned with the Christ a 1,000 years” (20*)—evidently a christianization of
the same thought of the kingdom of Israel—There seems then no reasonable
doubt that this remarkable passage—if Ezra’s—must confirm the interpreta-
tion of the Christ (Messiah) as essentially identical with Israel,—at the
furthest remove, only the heavenly Second Self or Prince or Angel-guard of
the People.

If the passage be interpolated, it might appear to lose some interest, but
the testimony remains unshaken; the interpolator has still the Ezra-sense in
mind (of Israel as God’s Only Son, 6°%) and merely gives it a slight Chris-
tian tinge, queerly representing the Israel-Christ as dying at the beginning of
the New Eon! This may startle as impossible for any Christian of today, but
—not to mention pagan analogues—it has close and distinguished kin even in
I Cor. 15%: “Then shall the Son himself be subjected unto Him that sub-
jected all to him—that God may be all in all.” Not strange in the Consumma-
tion, the new Eon, “the restoration of all things” (Acts 3?!), [that] the Israel-
Folk should die—be reabsorbed into the Father, Creator of all. To be sure, a
most inadequate philosophy or eschatology, yet not without some glimpse of
truth.

We must pass over much else of interest in this odd Chapter, merely glanc-
ing at the astonishing exclamation of the Seer: “O Earth, what hast thou
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borne when Reason (Nus, Mind) arose from the dust, like every other
creature!” These verses seem too notable to omit, though scarcely on our sub-
ject. One almost seems to hear the voice of some Holist or Emergentist of old,
some Neo-Darwinian before Darwin.

The doctrine of the seven-fold Pain and seven-fold Joy need not detain us,
nor the wail of the Seer, “Ah, Adam! What hast thou done!” (7*%), nor the
petition to God—against Damnation—in the name of His own seven Epithets
of Mercy (7'*%3%)—a petition that must give the Fundamentalist pause—
with the dread response: “The Highest has made this world for many, but
the future only for a few: much clay, but little gold; many are made, but
few are saved,” as compared with “many are called but few chosen” (Matt.
22'*). But we must harken once more and well to the genuine Ezra-voice of
protest (8'%): “Yet will I concede, as concerns men in general, Thou mayst
better know; but what concerns . . . Thy People—that gives me pain, . . .
Thine Heir, for whom I wail, .. . Israel—for him I moan, ... The seed of Jacob,
for him I complain.” There follows the wondrous prayer of Ezra for his
people (8°°3%)—which is hard to omit,—and the stern reply of Uriel compar-
ing Man to seed sown by the Plowman, with Ezra’s expostulation to God:
“But the child-of-man Thy hands have made, that is called Thine Image, be-
cause made like unto Thee, for whose sake Thou hast created all,—hast Thou
likened this to the plowman’s seed?! Nay, Lord our God! . .. Spare Thy
People! . .. Pity Thine Heir! ... Surely hast Thou mercy on Thy Creature!”
(845).

In this matchless pleading, for whom is the petition? The “Child-of-Man,*
etc.,,” sounds like all Humanity, but observe the reiterated claim of the Seer
that it was Israel “For whose sake Thou hast created all,”—and the closing
lines banish all doubt: “Spare Thy People, . . . Pity Thine Heir!”—these
words can apply to Israel and to Israel alone. The Angel (God) replies: “Now
for the Now-ones, . . . Once for the Once-ones. . . . For thou art very far from
being able to love My creation more than I (8*®).—Gunkel magnanimously
refers this “wonderful balm” to the “Love and only Love” that God cherishes
for the “whole world,” but no such notion is in the text. We find almost an
exact parallel in 5*: “So little canst thou comprehend My judgment, or the
goal of the Love that I have vouchsafed My People”—and this, Gunkel rightly
interprets thus: “That is, the glorious transfiguration of Israel, which is the
final goal of the love of God.”—Such, then, is the meaning—unless possibly

® Menschenkind? The Latin is very odd (sehr seltsam), hic pater et filius homo—which is
meaningless, but the Mazarin Ms. of 11th Century, has sic pat (for patitur), “So suffers,” which
would render an earlier Greek houtos paschei kai huios anthropos, and this last phrase must
render a Hebrew ben-Adam (thus far, Gunkel), Son-of-Man, and this brings us squarely and
flat-footedly to the darenosh of Daniel 718, the Son-of-Man, the Saints of the Most High, the
People-Israel. Stronger corroboration of our position could not reasonably be desired.
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a Christian hand has tampered with the text and introduced the term “Cre-
ation,” to include the Gentile world. The whole spirit of the Ezra-text re-
quires the reference to Israel, but of course it was the whole tendence of the
Christian Movement (the Prolongation of Proselytism), to widen the term
“God’s People,” to embrace all heathen converts.

The “Signs of the End” are well-known; they date back at least to Babylon,
they need not give us pause (9'*?), but it is important to note v. 22 in the
Angel-answer at close of the third Vision: “So, then, perish the multitude
born unto naught! But saved remain My Stem My Shoot, which I with so
much pains have prepared.” Does this sound like “Love and Love alone . . .
for all the world”? The case is clear as noon, that Gunkel (along with in-
terpolators) has unwittingly universalized the Seer.

111. Symbolic Visions

For brevity we must move along to the apocalyptic Lion who in Ezra’s
fifth vision overcomes the many-winged, three-headed Eagle of Rome: “Lo!
a lion rushes roaring from the wood and lifts as-it-were a Voice-of-Man against
the Eagle: ‘Hear thou Eagle as I speak, The Highest speaks to thee: Thou art
the last of the four Beasts I had appointed to rule my world and for the End
of my Times to come through them, Thou, though, the Fourth that is come,
hast surpassed all earlier Beasts. Thou hast lorded the world with great
affright, All earth with heavy oppression, . . . Therefore shalt thou, O Eagle,
vanish, With all thy frightful wings, etc. . .. So shall the whole world breath
easier freed from thy power, to await the judgment and the grace of its Cre-
ator’” (11°%4%),

Thereat the last of the three Heads of the Eagle vanished, etc.

But the Lion? “That is the Christ, whom the Highest preserves unto the
end of days, who shall arise and come forth from David’s seed to speak to
them, he will hold their godlessnesses up before them, . . . Punish their iniqui-
ties, Display their impieties before their eyes. . . . Then shall he place them be-
fore judgment alive; then after he has convicted, them will he annihilate. But
the Remnant of My People, who are left over in My Land, he will graciously
redeem and grant them gladness till the End, The Day of Judgment comes,
whereof I spake to thee at the beginning” (123%34).

Here there is an apparent distinction between the Lion or the Christ and
“My People,” but it is only apparent, like that in the popular ballad,

“Uncle Sam is rich enough . .. To give us all a farm,”

where “Uncle Sam” and “us” are the same despite the distinction.* The

“Lion that is of the tribe of Judah” (Rev. §°) is the Judah-tribe itself (the
* Quite so in 117 the Eagle “Speaks from his own body” to his own head and wings.
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9

Israel-Folk) personified as a Lion. Says Jacob in Gen. 49° “Judah is a lion’s
whelp.” So Israel-sway should be pictured as a Lion with Auman voice,
under whom the individual People are redeemed from oppression and
blessed with joy. Certainly it is not implied they should nor have a leader
(like Judas Makkabi); to be sure they might, but any such would have sig-
nificance only as representing the Folk as a whole. This Folk it is (whether
on earth or in its Second Self, its fravashi, in heaven) that is the Christ, pre-
served through all the ages, to be revealed in glory at the last, whether of the
flesh or the spirit or both. Such is the author’s consistent thought throughout.
To suppose he is thinking of a “supernatural person” unrelated to Israel
(save as a Ruler imposed from without), the Israel that is the pivot of all his
thought, is to suppose a sheer impossibility for our author as an intelligent
man.

So much for the famous Fifth Vision. The sixth follows at once—another
Dream—and lo! a mighty storm at sea, and all its surges aroused. And the
Storm bears up from the heart of the sea as-it-were a MAN, and behold he
flew with clouds of heaven (quite as in Dan. 7'®). Everything trembled at his
look, yea, all things melted that heard his voice, like wax when it senses fire.
“Then I looked, and lo there came from the four winds of heaven a countless
host of men together, to contend with MAN that had risen from the sea. I
saw how he struck loose a mighty mount and flew upon it. I exerted myself
to tell from what region or place the mount had been cut loose, but in vain.
Then I looked and lo! a great fright seized on all assembled to war against
him, but still they dared the strife. And as he saw the onrush of the host that
broke forth against him, lo! he lifted never a hand nor bared a sword or any
other weapon, but I saw only how as-it-were from his mouth he let loose as-
it-were a fiery stream, from his lips a breath of flame, and from his tongue he
let go forth a storm of sparks; but all these commingled together, the fiery
stream, the blazing breath, and the mighty storm. And all these fell upon
the assaulting host that was ready for the fray, and set them all aflame, so that
in the same moment there was naught to see of the countless host save dust
of ashes and the vapor of smoke. I saw, and horror fell upon me. Then I be-
held how that MAN came down from the mount (Matt. 8') and called an-
other peaceful host to his side. Then drew nigh him forms of many men,
some rejoicing, others sad, some in bonds, some leading others with them as
altar-gifts (proselytes?). Then I awoke, from fearful fright” (13!1%).

The Interpretation! “The Man from the heart of the sea,” “he it is whom the
Highest preserves for long ages, thru whom He will redeem Creation, who
will himself establish the new order among the Remnant. As thou hast seen
how Storm and Fire and Tempest (literally Weather) went forth from his
mouth, how he bore no sword nor any weapon and yet annihilated the on-
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rushing host that took the field against him, that means lo! Days come when
the Highest shall redeem the earth’s inhabiters. Then shall great commotion
seize the earth’s inhabiters, so that they plan wars against each other, city
against city, place against place, people against people, realm against realm
(cp. Is. 19 II Chr. 15°% Matt. 247). Then, when this happens and the signs
occur that I have foretold thee, then shall My Son appear whom thou hast
seen as MAN that arises. Then, when all the peoples hear his voice (Disper-
sion, Proselytism) will they forsake their lands and their mutual wars; so
then shall a countless host, as thou hast seen, assemble at one point (Har-
magedon? Rev. 16®), so that they come on of themselves and assail him. He
however himself shall tread upon the summit of Mount Zion; but Zion shall
appear and be revealed to all completely builded—as thou hast seen that a
mountain was hewed out with no human hands (Dan. 2344%). 3"He however,
My Son, shall punish for their sins the peoples that have marched against him
—that are like the tempest; he will hold up before them their evil-plottings
and their future pangs—which are as the fire, for he will easily destroy them by
his breath—which is like the flame.

“But if thou hast seen him call to himself and assemble another peaceful
host, these are the Ten Tribes that were deported from their land in the days
of King Josiah, whom Salmanassar King of Assyrians hath taken prisoners;
he brought them over the River (Euphrates), so they were transplanted into
another land. There they themselves took counsel to forsake the multitude of
the heathen and withdrew into another land still further away, where never
yet the human race had dwelt, that they might there at least observe their
statutes, which in their own land they had not kept. So they withdrew them-
selves—by small fords of the Euphrates River. For the Highest wrought won-
ders for them and held back the river’s floods till they were over (Jsh. 3'%).
But to that land the journey was a year and a half long, but the land is called
Arzaret (other-land, Deut. 29?®). There then they have dwelt till the latest
time; but now, since they are to come back once more, the Highest will again
restrain the River’s wells, that they may come across. Therefore hast thou
beheld a host in peace assembled.—*8At the same time, however, there are
also those that have remained over of thine own people—who are found in
My holy domain. #*So then, when he shall annihilate the host of the assembled
heathen, he will protect the people Israel, whatever is left thereof. Then will
he show them marvels many and mighty.

“Then said I: ‘Lord God, show me why I have beheld the MAN arise from
the heart of the sea.’ He spake to me: ‘As none can explore or experience what
is in the depth of the sea, so can no inhabitant of earth behold My Son or his
company (Angels) until the hour of his day’” (13**%%).
So far this famous Dream and its explication! It seems hard for any one to
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read the foregoing chapters and not perceive the wide chasm in thought and
style that separates them from this “interpretation.” Critics (as Gunkel) de-
tect the divergence and tell us “these explanations (v. 37) do not fit well” and
“this proposition seems to be a subsequent addition” (to v. 48). Other similar
observations may be made. It seems to be for the most part a tiresome appendix
or perhaps an unhappy overworking of some original that can not now be re-
stored. All this, however, is of relatively slight significance. The all-important
point is this: As any careful reader of the foregoing extracts (much more, of
the Apocalypse itself) must perceive, the great heart of the author is wholly
engrossed with the problem of Israel, the “Firstborn the Only Son” of God,
for whom the world and all within it were made. Some may smile and call
this an amazing conceit of Ezra’s—who indeed well represented his race. But
that makes little difference. His honesty and sincerity are transparent, and
his cosmic scheme is quite as rational as that of his severest critics.—Unless
then we are to suppose this deep thinker and eloquent pleader to have lost
his senses in this 13th chapter, he must in some way reveal the mental and
emotional mood that has swayed him thus far and inspired him to his bril-
liant dialogues with the Highest. He must preserve his essential ideas and
meanings; he must not cast them aside without warning and clothe wholly
other notions in their familiar garb.

Now it is certain that for him hitherto Israel has been God’s “Firstborn
Only Son” (6°®); he can not then in 13%* 37 mean something entirely differ-
ent, nay, he must mean essentially the same being, though of course a rhetori-
cal change in imagery is allowable and natural.—Moreover, the lofty aim, the
Redemption of Creation (13%¢), is hardly in harmony with the mind of Ezra.
His concern was for the Redemption of Israel from heathen persecutors, as
by all odds the main thing. It is true, this latter might be and even was ex-
tended and exalted into a spiritual Redemption of the Universe, at least of
all mankind, and in the Christian writings this sublimation was actually ac-
complished in the Great Transfiguration of the Messianic Propaganda. But
this was surely not in the thought of Ezra any more than in that of Daniel or
Enoch or the authors of Matt. 25* and the angel’s invitation to birds to attend
“the great supper of God” (Rev. 19'"2?), Nay more, it is the grimmest
travesty possible of a Redemption of Creation that blasts instantaneously into
dust and vapor the whole assemblage of Mankind from all the four winds of
heaven (13 1%:37).*

It appears, then, plain as day that this “Interpretation” has been re-edited
and christianized, to what extent none can say. The MAN from the heart of

* The Gentile reader may be reminded that this Ezra-precedent prevailed throughout the Jew-
ish Dark Ages (ull 1800); the mest pathetic hymns (Piyyutim) of the Prayer-book are Dialogues
betwcen “Israel complaining of its bitter lot and God assuring it of speedy redemption” (Green-
stone, The Messiah 1dea in Jewish History, p. 300).
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the Sea seems obviously parallel to the Eagle from the Sea; he figures the
Israel-Folk or Soul, as the Eagle figured the Roman State. As in Daniel, the
Israel-Commonwealth is also figured by the “cut-loose” mountain. These
varying phases of the same Reality are fused with some awkward effort in
the text: the Man cuts loose the Mount and flies to iz/—he also treads the peaks
of Zion. Such inconsistencies in imagery need not surprise us in oriental
poetry; they are far milder than the mixed metaphors that meet us in the
novels, addresses, and even literature of today. From such an amazing Man
one might expect something more than one destroying breath, but there the
story appears to end. Yet no wonder. For almost the sole concern of the
author is the vindication and glorification of the Israel-Folk—and that done,
what more? But that is done when the Man arises from the Heart of the Sea
and dissipates all opposition with the burning breath of his mouth. What more
then is left to be done? Only the Return of the Ten Tribes that 500 years be-
fore had vanished from history! The want of function for the sea-born Man,
after the extinction of Pagandom, shows clearly that the Seer had only the
Triumph of Israel, the Coronation of Zion, in mind.

1v. Conclusions from Fourth Ezra

It matters not, then, whether or how far this Ezra-book be interpolated—
at least, not for the argument in hand. If it be not interpolated, then assuredly
we must understand all the references to the Son-of-God in one and the same
sense, as defined in 6°%: Israel the “Firstborn and Only Son” of God; surely
it would require very explicit unequivocal and unanswerable proof to show
that Ezra recognized two distinct Beings, each the only Son-of-God!!—This
established, the next step is easy, for “My Son” is identified in 13%? with the
“Man that arises” from the sea, while in %?® the same “My Son” is twice
identified with “the Christ” (the Messiah, the Anointed), and lastly in 12%!
“the Christ” is explicitly identified with the Lion that springs roaring from
the wood. From beginning to end this symbolic representation or personifi-
cation appears quite as consistent as such pictorial poetry well can be.

On the other hand, if the chapters be indeed more or less interpolated and
christianized, then the case becomes even stronger still; for then we shall have
not merely a Pharisee picturing the Israel folk as the Christ the Only Son-of-
God, the End and Aim of all Creation, but also some Christian(s) adopting
his general conception and varying his phrases, if at all, not enough to disturb
the foregoing identifications necessarily implied in the text as it now exists.
In other words, we have not only the Jewish view of Israel as the Christ the
“Firstborn and Only Son” of God, but also the practical endorsement of this
view by the Christian Reviser or Revisers.
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The Christianization of this Apocalypse of Fourth Ezra would then con-
sist almost if not quite solely in the introduction at various points of some
humaner sentiments, more sympathetic with the Pagans—in fact, just such a
mitigation of Palestinian Particularism as meets us in the Epistle To Romans,
in parts of Revelation, at times in the Gospels, and even in Isaiah, Jonah,
Micah and others—the mitigation, in truth, that finally converted Jewish
Proselytism into Christian Propaganda.

View it then as you will, ke Fourth Book of Ezra is an impregnable bul-
wark to the central thesis of this volume.

3. REvELATION

A spirit notably kindred to the Fourth Evangelist, yet widely different
glimmers through the Apocalypse or Revelation, a Jewish document re-
worked to be completely though very imperfectly Christianized. Of course,
no attempt can here be made to penetrate its mysteries, thoroughly, but some
outstanding features may be noted. First of all is the entire absence of any
historical trace or allusion. “From Jesus Christ, the faithful witness, the first-
born of the dead and the ruler of the kings of the earth. Unto him that loved
us and loosed us from our sins in his blood. And he made us a kingdom,
priests to God and his Father: to him the glory and the dominion unto the
ages. Amen. Lo! he comes with the clouds; and every eye shall see him and
they that pierced him; and all the tribes of the earth shall mourn over him.
Even so, Amen!” (1%7). Such is the most personal reference, yet it does not
advance an inch beyond the bonds of dogma and symbolic faith, it tells noth-
ing of any history or Life. The phrase “comes with the clouds” shows that it
is the People Israel, the Danielic Son-of-Man, that swims in the writer’s fancy,
along with the extremely obscure words of Zechariah (12'°) we find an amaz-
ing figure of “the living One; and I was dead, and lo I am alive forever
more” (of the revived “Commonwealth of Israel”), a terrifying symbolism
without the remotest suggestion of an historic personality.

In the 5th chapter we find “the Lion that is of the tribe of Judah” identified
with “the Lamb standing as though it had been slain,” “the Lamb that hath
been slain from the foundation of the world” (13®). This latter mark seems
to identify the Lamb (20 arnion) as the Isaiah “Lamb that is led to the
slaughter” (537), the “Righteous Servant” Israel, of whom it might be justly
said, “slain from the foundations of the world,” from the beginning of his-
tory. That such was the idea of the Apocalyptist may be taken as certain; such
and such only is the Lamb of Revelation. There is no hint of any Carpenter of
Nazareth. The Lamb here is the same as the Lion and no less formidable and
terrifying for being a lamb. What we read in this Apocalypse is manifestly a
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(Christianized) glorification of the Chosen People. When the nations of
earth call out to the rocks and the mountains, “Fall on us and hide us. .. from
the wrath of the Lamb,” it seems as plain as any such “revelation” can be that
it is the long-delayed vengeance of the afflicted People on its persecutors that
is in mind, “the great day of wrath” of YHVH and His Son against the
heathen world. If this be not so, then the case of biblical interpretation is lost.

There follows (7th ch.) the sealing of all Israel (12 Tribes) and the count-
less Proselytes (Christians) “before the Lamb.” There is no more inconsistence
here than in Isaiah and everywhere else. It is the old story of the Many and
the One. The Lamb, the Righteous Servant, the Son-of-Man, the Son-of-God,
the Christ, all these stand for the People regarded as a Unity, which does not
deny the Multiplicity of the same People. We need not pause on the measure-
ment (Preservation) of the temple and altar and the worshippers therein or
the two witnesses, but only on the remarkable statement (11%): “the great city,
which spirstually is called Sodom and Egypt, where also their Lord was cruci-
fied.”—An historical reference! But also a patent interpolation. That the au-
thor of vv. 1, 2, to whom Jerusalem was “the holy city,” who hoped for the
preservation of its sacred heart (v. 1), should yet speak of it as “Sodom and
Egypt,” terms of the vilest designation, seems quite impossible. The italicized
words are a Christian gloss on a Jewish original whose spirit sounds clear in
v. 15: “the kingdom of the world is become that of our Lord (YHVH) and of
His Christ, and he shall reign forever and ever,” where His Christ is his Elect
One Israel.

We pass by the astrology of ch. 12, noting however that the man-child of
v. 5, who is “to rule all nations with a rod of iron” (Ps. 2°), is clearly the
People Israel or its representative Messiah, and the Danielic note is heard
plainly in v. 10: “Now is come the salvation and the power and the kingdom
of our God, and the authority of His Christ” (the Chosen Nation). The same
note sounds quite as distinct in the Wars of the Saints (Israel) with the
Beasts arising from the Sea (Heathendom). Note also that the Lamb “stands
on the Mount Zion” (14'), a clear identification with Israel. But most im-
portant of all is the Heathen Mission proclaimed in 14%8: “And I saw an-
other angel flying in mid heaven having Eternal Gospel to proclaim unto them
that dwell on the earth, and unto every nation and tribe and tongue and peo-
ple; saying with mighty voice, Fear God and give Him glory, for the hour of
his judgment is come: and worship Him that made the heaven and the earth
and the sea and fountains of waters.” This sounds as clear as possible, a
worldwide call to Monotheism, to the worship of the One God, and correctly
proclaimed as the content of the “Gospel Everlasting.” Is there anything more
luminous or more significant in the New Testament?—Note the utter absence
of any biographic allusion.
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The “second angel” confirms the message of the first by saying: “Fallen,
fallen is Babylon the great that hath drenched all the nations with the wrath-
wine of her fornication.” Of course, this Babylon is Rome, the seat of Idolatry,
the centre of Pagan worship,—both regularly represented as adultery by the
Hebrew, both in the Old Testament and in the New. Rome is again de-
nounced in very similar terms in ch. 17, as “drunken with the blood of the
Saints” (Israelites),*—to which the Christian interpolator adds “and with
the blood of the martyrs of Jesus”"—and her doom is foretold. The voice of
Daniel is heard again plainly in 14'*: “and on the cloud one sitting like unto a
son-of-man.” The “sharp sickle” of this verse and the following is taken from
Joel 3'3: “Put ye in the sickle; for the harvest is ripe,” “all the nations being
assembled” before YHVH for judgment. “The winepress of the wrath of
God” (upon the heathen) is “trodden without the city” (Jerusalem), which
indicates with all desirable clearness the strictly Jewish character of these
predictions. The ten kings that “war against the Lamb” are evidently the
Roman authorities that war with Israel, whom Israel the Lamb is to overcome,
“for he is the Lord of Lords and King of kings.” Any such reference at such
a date to “Jesus the Nazarene” is impossible.

The imagined victory of Israel over Rome is greeted with a Hallelujah
chorus in 19"®. The marriage supper of the Lamb (19°) is here intercalated
in anticipation of the full account in ch. 21. This latter is derived from the
prophets, as Is. 54*®%: “For thy Maker is thy husband. . . . For YHVH hath
called thee as a wife . . . even a wife of youth” . .. 61'%: “I (Israel) will re-
joice in YHVH ... as a bride adorneth herself with her jewels.” 62°: “. . . as
the bridegroom rejoiceth over the bride, so shall thy God rejoice over thee.”
Accordingly in this vision of “a new heaven and a new earth,” “the holy city,
New Jerusalem,” descends “out of heaven from God as a bride for her hus-
band.” In the prophetic thought the husband is God, and Zion or Jerusalem
is only another name for “the commonwealth of Israel”—in Christian phrase,
the Church, “the Body of Christ’—in the language of Revelation, the
Lamb.—But the late Christian Reviser was not satisfied with this representa-
tion (21'®), it was not explicit enough in its Christianism. Accordingly he
has added vv. g—27: “And there came one of the seven angels who had the
seven bowls, who were laden with the seven last plagues; and he spake with
me, saying, Come hither, I will show thee the bride, the wife of the Lamb. And
he carried me away in the Spirit to a mountain great and high, and showed
me the holy city of Jerusalem etc.”—Coming after the foregoing verses, this
description appears inane and superfluous, a mere show-off on the part of the
Recensor. Yet it is interesting that the names at the 12 gates are those “of the
12 tribes of the children of Israel” (v. 12), which would imply that the city is

¢ False and impossible as spoken of Christians,—before any considerable persecution.
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the People Israel. The confusion of the author’s thought, in his striving to
distinguish the City from the Lamb, though both typify Israel, and to picture
the City as the bride of the Lamb, though in the saner prophetic thought she
is the Bride of YHVH himself, is shown in v. 22: “And I saw no temple
therein: for the Lord God the Almighty, and the Lamb, are the temple
thereof.” The Lamb is the husband of the City, and also her templel No easy
task to dejudaize a thoroughly Judaic document.

Returning to ch. 19, we find (11-21) a particularly warlike and more than
Danielic or Enochian vision of the white-horse Rider, Faithful and True,
named also The Word of God, and also King of Kings and Lord of Lords
(already identified as Israel, 17'*), followed by the armies of heaven, treading
the winepress of the fierceness of the wrath of God, and ruling the nations
with a rod of iron—or rather slaying them with the sword of his mouth and
giving them to the fowls of heaven for prey. It would seem hard to find in this
vivid sketch any likeness to the meek and lowly child of Mary; if the author
has ever heard of any such child, he has surely forgotten all about it. The
“ruling with a rod of iron” leaves no doubt that the Rider is the Chosen
People or the Messiah that impersonates them (Ps. 2°). The 11 verses are
animated by the liveliest consciousness of the divine guidance and mission of
the Elect Race, along with the fiercest imaginable resentment against the
whole heathen world.

The 20th chapter as is well known, is inspired by the the Slavonic Book of
Enoch. The reigning with the Christ a 1,000* years is nothing but the rule
of Israel for a millennium over all the earth, the Sabbath of History. The tem-
per of the chapter is quite in key with that of the preceding. It seems amazing
that anyone could find any hint of Religion where all is Politics—The 22nd
chapter, with its River of Life harks back to Ezek. 47, but the Christian Re-
censor has improved on the original phrase “and the leaf thereof for healing”
(47'*) by writing “and the leaves of the tree were for the healing of the na-
tions” (the Gentiles)—quite though in harmony with Ezek. (47%?). The
strict Judaic character is glimpsed in the words of v. 9: “Worship God”—
the essential message of the whole Revelation. The national character of
the speaker Jesus is bared in the “I am the Root and the Offspring of David,
the bright, the morning star” (16), which describes the People Israel or its
authorized Representative.

It appears, then, that in this Apocalypse, professedly a message from Jesus
to the Church(es), there is absolutely nothing to suggest the Galilean Rabbi,
but a host of references that all converge upon the People Israel or its recog-
nized Symbols and Personifications. The temper of certain chapters is strictly
political, and their warlike passages are more than Danielic. The Chosen

®In IV Ezra only 400 years,
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People and the Messiah that impersonates them are symbolically identical
without the remotest suggestion of an historic personality.

4. STRAY STRAWS
5. James

Aside from John’s Gospel the remaining New Testament books call only
for brief notice. The Epistle of James is particularly distinct in its testimony.
Though written to the Jews, to “the 12 Tribes which are of the Dispersion,”
and supposedly by the Brother of the Jesus himself, it contains not the most
distant allusion to the Palestinian Life or Death, not any trace of the Gospel
at all; but instead the most satisfying definition of religion to be found in the
Bible (12"). How shall we account for the absence of everything distinctively
Christian? Moulton has ventured the hypothesis that the Epistle was not
written to Christians but to non-Christian Jews, whose feelings are spared by
omitting all reference to controversial matters! Certainly a spirit very dif-
ferent from that elsewhere displayed in the New Testament.

i1. Timothy

A few passages remain in which there are some slight apparent notices of a
Jesus-life; but they all prove to be only apparent or else they are late interpola-
tions. The most noteworthy isin I Tim. 6'3: “I charge thee in the sight of God,
who giveth life to all things, and of Christ Jesus, who before Pontius Pilate
witnessed the good confession, that thou keep etc.” This Pastoral Epistle is of
late date, how late none knows, and in no way represents a very early form of
Christianity; the verse in question was hardly written till many years after
the Pilate-legend had established itself in Christian circles; as Bultmann
would say, it is altogether “secondary” and bears no independent witness to
any trial before the Procurator. Moreover, the clause itself, “and of Christ
Jesus . .. confession,” reads much like an interpolation. It is pointless and ap-
parently suggested by “the good confession” in v. 12, where the phrase has full
meaning, while in v. 13 it appears strained and almost senseless. In no case
can the verse bear any testimony to the “Historicity of Jesus.”

111. “Went about doing good."*

One other passage must be noted. In the speech of Peter (Acts 10%44?), we
find it said, “. .. Jesus of Nazareth, how God anointed him with the Holy
Spirit and with power: who went about doing good and healing all that were
overpowered of the devil: for God was with him etc.” (38). This is a classic

® See Appendix, p. 203; also for dielthe see p. 201. Editor.
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of apology, and a more unhappy one were hard to discover. The whole speech
is recognized even by the leading historicist, A. Loisy, as a pure invention of
the Redactor, writing full three generations after the incidents in question:
not only so but it is an awkward patchwork of dogmatic phrases and catch-
words; it is hopeless in its Greek syntax, quite impossible to parse. The capi-
tal words “went about doing good” are held to describe the Galilean ministry
exactly. The Greek equivalent is two words, dielthen euergeton, literally, “trav-
ersed benefiting”—which sounds more technical. The phrase is apparently
Gnostic,t a favorite of Basilides (active at the date of this passage), used to
describe the descent of the heavenly Jesus from the Central Godhead, on
through the encircling Aeons to earth and man on his mission of mercy. He
did not merely pass through, said the Gnostic, he “passed through benefit-
ing,”* blessing as he went. A very intelligible expression of an intelligible
Gnosticism (as Gnosticism goes), but very unnatural as a description of a
Galilean ministry—“traversed benefiting!” Consider also the next item, “and
healing all those that were overpowered of the devil.” This may be accepted
as a pictorial expression of the Gospel-function (logon, 36), delivering all
heathen converts from the power of Satan (idolatry), as in Luke 108, “I beheld
Satan fallen as lightning from heaven”; but can any sane man, referring it
literally to exorcisms, regard it as a possible description of the career of any
professed Messianic Individual? Consider also the words “published through-
out all Judea,” whereas the Gospel account, even that of John, knows nothing
at all of any such publication save in Jerusalem and perhaps on the road to and
from Galilee. Plainly we are dealing with a perfectly frank fiction, intended
only to formulate a church-theory current in the second century.

5. PosT-ArostoLic AUTHORS
5. Didache

When we pass beyond the Canon into the sub-apostolic literature of the
Church, the case becomes if possible more convincing still. Surely if the Gos-
pel was originally biographic, if its content was the Birth, Life, Death (and
Resurrection) of a wholly unparalleled Personality, a Carpenter of Nazareth,
and if the secret of its origin and success lay in the totally unique and over-
mastering impression of this Personality on his immediate disciples, then we
should expect to find details, anecdotes, and exemplifications of all kinds not
only abounding in the preaching of the First Christians but filtering on down
copiously into the next and the next generation. What, however, is the actual

+ Compare with Gnostic hymn reproduced on p. 177. Editor.
® The conception of God as this Savior and Benefactor is a favorite with Philo (d. abt. a.p. 42),

appearing emphatically many times.
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case? Exactly the reverse, as complete as can be! We have already seen that the
New Testament writings, from Acts to Revelation, are practically destitute of
any allusion to or knowledge of a Life of Jesus, being concerned solely (be-
yond matters of conduct) with the Dogma of the Death and (Spiritual)
Resurrection of the Christ (the Genius of Israel), and now we face the further
fact that the earliest non-canonical Christian literature is equally void of any
such knowledge or allusion.

The general case is presented and discussed at length in Ecce Deus but can-
not and need not be repeated in this connection; yet there are two highly im-
portant documents that demand special emphasis and attention: the so-called
Teaching (Didache) and the Shepherd (Poimen, Pastor) of Hermas. The
former is the very earliest extant Manual of Christian practice. It is a com-
posite, the oldest portion dating back perhaps far into the First Century, the
latest coming down maybe into the first-quarter of the Second, so that its
testimony is very nearly synchronous with that of the Gospels. Nothing more
natural, on the historical hypothesis, than that this Teaching should overflow
with references to the Jesus, with appeals to his authority, with citations of
his Sayings, with colorful incidents from his Life, with allusions to his Dis-
ciples; in truth, it is hard to see how all these could be avoided. Yet what is
the fact? Exactly the reversel The work is quite void of any such elements. It
knows naught of any Life of Jesus, it makes no appeal to his authority or per-
sonality or disciples,—indeed, except in two or three interpolated phrases, it
makes no use even of his name! How is it possible to explain this perplexing
fact in harmony with the hypothesis of historicity?

1. Shepherd of Hermas

The case of the Shepherd is, if possible, even more impressive. This work
(learnedly and ably edited, 1923, by Dibelius as a “Supplement” to the New
Testament) appears to date from near the close of the first century,—it may
be a generation later,—and so is not far removed from the Apostolic Age, not
much later than much of the New Testament itself. It was held in the highest
repute, being especially popular in the Ancient Church, particularly at Rome,
which even then was beginning to exert a mild directive influence upon other
congregations. It was regarded by the greatest Fathers as inspired and nar-
rowly escaped canonization. Still more to the point, it was extremely popular
with the second-century Christians, was very widely read as a book of devo-
tion, and was treated almost as a vade mecum. What then was its testimony
to the Jesus, to his Life and Character and Work? The answer is almost too
astounding for belief, too amazing to write down. The testimony is abso-
lutely Nill The Shepherd knows nothing at all of the Jesus, never mentions
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the name, never alludes to any incident in his alleged life! It does speak once
of the “Son-of-God” whom it identifies with “the Law of God that is now
being preached throughout the world.” It seems useless to elaborate such an
astonishing fact. Let the reader pause and reflect upon it for a moment, if he
would feel its full significance. The author, Hermas, would seem to have
taken the Apostle and the writer to Hebrews at their word and to have felt
that it was high time to “put away childish things,” to lay aside the milk for
babes and to take the strong meat for men—hence he ignores entirely the
temporary “historical” makeshift of the Gospel stories and seeks to strengthen
his readers by feeding them solely on spiritual meat.

It is quite irrelevant to our argument, whether this experiment was well-
timed and successful. The point is that in Rome, the chief focus of the faith, it
was recognized about the close of the first Century that the day of milk for
babes had passed, and that the Gospel “history” might be shelved entirely and a
purely spiritual doctrine expounded and practiced in its stead. Nor was this
merely the wild conceit, the extravagant fancy, of one fanatic or even of a con-
siderable group merely. The unequaled popularity of the Shepherd for over
a century attests clearly that such was widely recognized as a worthy and
legitimate view of the matter. Even Tertullian himself, the most implacable
enemy of the Shepherd, did not oppose it on any historical grounds, but be-
cause of a certain alleged laxity or tolerance with respect to sexual irregulari-
ties, wherewith of course we have no concern.

Behold, then, the testimony of two very early and unimpeachable wit-
nesses. In our day the “historical documents” are regarded as the sole founda-
tion and support of the Truth, as the solid base, the irremovable Rock on
which the total structure of Christianity rests, without which the whole fabric
would fall and crumble into dust, yea, vanish into vapor. But at the beginning
of the Second Century, in the principal Church, in the most intelligent circles,
these “historical documents” could be and indeed were entirely ignored and
the so-called “historical Personality” was passed by without mention even as
if never existent! We have seen that all this becomes quite intelligible and
quite consistent with New Testament doctrinal precedents—but only on the
theory of Christian origins herein set forth and defended. On the traditional
hypothesis about the Rabbi of Nazareth, it remains anomalous, a riddle never
to be unraveled.

111, Ignatius
“At the mouth of two witnesses or three shall every word be established”;
and the third is even more important than both the other two. The Ignatians
are a group of 7 Epistles addressed to Churches of Asia Minor (one of them
to a Bishop), ostensibly written by St. Ignatius, second Bishop of the Church
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at Antioch, while a prisoner en route for Rome, about the year 108,* there to
be thrown to the wild beasts, as a martyr to his Christian faith. With much-
mooted questions concerning the two forms of the text (the Shorter and the
Longer Recensions), the details of interpretation, and the authenticity of the
whole, we are not now concerned; our opponents, at least, will not dispute the
genuineness of the Lezters. We are interested mainly in the following facts:

The Bishop, standing on the verge of his earthly life, is intensely and almost
exclusively engrossed with the orthodoxy (both in faith and in practice) of
the congregations to which he is bidding a final farewell; above all, he would
set them and leave them right in their conviction about the human career and
personality of their Divine Savior Jesus the Christ, and especially warn them
against Docetism, the dangerous doctrine of the Docetists (or Seemists), who
held that the Body of the Jesus was not substantial, not made of real flesh
and blood, but was only a Seeming, an Appearance (something like a rain-
bow, mirror-reflection or After-image).

This Apparition-heresy meets us in more than one hint of the New Testa-
ment. The incident of the doubting Thomas is a commonplace (John 20%*
24-20): “Reach hither thy finger and see my hands; and reach (hither) thy
hand, and put it into my side: and be not faithless but believing.” Similarly in
Luke 24%, “A spirit hath not flesh and bones as ye behold me having.” These
darts seem surely aimed directly at Docetism. Ignatius (in ch. iii, to the
Smyrneans) quotes the speech to Peter (referred by St. Jerome to the Gospel
of the Nazarenes) : “Take, handle me, and see that I am not a demon incor-
poreal.” Jerome himself declares in a well-known passage (Dial. ady. Lucif.,
23) that “while the Apostles were still living on earth, while the blood of
Christ was still fresh in Judea, the body of the Lord was declared to be a
phantasm.”t How extremely unlikely that such a “heresy” could have sprung
up so very early, in the bosom of the primitive Church, in the open face of
countless historic-biographic facts—if indeed there were any such facts at allll
And how perfectly natural it all appears from the viewpoint occupied in these
pages! The Docetists simply represented an elder (though not the eldest)
Christian Consciousness, which refused to mount the wave of Literalism, of

® If we accept the recent arguments that the Epistles of Ignatius really come from about 150
A.D., (cf. Henri de la Fosse, Lettres d’ lgnace d’ Antioche; 1927, Paris) this still does not remove
them from the documentary evidences. Their testimony still shows how unrealistic even the anti-
docetists were. Also they show either how long it took for our standard Gospels to become ac-
cepted, or else how much freedom of imagination religious writers were claiming to relate events
that conflicted with the accepted Gospels. The first alternative makes the standard Gospels so
late as to be little dependent on historic fact and greatly dependent on psychological forces and
other non-historic influences; the second alternative leaves the implication that early theologians
saw in the Gospels not facts but doctrines which could be variously represented, with vastly dif-

fering “factual” settings. Editor.
+ Cf. the teachings of Simon of Samaria, pp. 1836, and the Docetae, pp. 206-7. Editor.
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historization, on which Ignatius himself was riding, and still clung in some
measure to the original figurative sense of the Gospel-story. They were not
Progressives, but Reactionists rather; they were passé. One is reminded of
familiar “errors” of speech and spelling, which are often only untimely sur-
vivals of forms that were once in the best repute and usage.

Ignatius seems to have understood the true state of the case, for in writing
to Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna, he does not (as one would naturally expect)
denounce these “errorists” as innovators, but merely exhorts him (ch. 3) not
to “let those that seem to be trustworthy and teach other doctrine overthrow
thee. Stand firm as an anvil smitten.” Their offence was teaching, not a new,
but another doctrine—another than the Bishops themselves approved. More-
over, if the Bishop's doctrine was really firm-set in the Christian historic con-
sciousness and bulwarked therein by the unequivocal testimony and tradition
of numerous eyewitnesses, what room could there have been for a wild Docetic
fancy? How could it have been conceived? how born? how nurtured? how
propagated? What need to fear lest such illusionists “overthrow thee”? What
occasion to exhort—so grandly—“Stand firm as an anvil smitten”? If Ignatius
does not betray the weakness of his cause, his language seems strangely mis-
leading.*

Since the Bishop attaches such supreme significance to the orthodox dogma
of a real, not merely apparent (Docetic) body of flesh and blood, might we not
rely upon him, being the forceful personality that he was, to put his best foot
foremost in its defense, to marshal his facts, to summon his witnesses, to over-
whelm the “other-teachers” under a crushing weight of testimony? For was
he not barely sub-apostolic, born perhaps before a.p. 40? Dating almost back
to the famous Pentecost, as a youth he might, if not must, have known Peter
and Paul and Barnabas and Mark, have conversed with James and John, have
visited Palestine and Jerusalem (it was only a ten day’s journey thither) and
learned all that could be learned about the human career of the Saviour. For
surely no less would have beseemed a bold and confident leader, a Bishop of
the Church that gave the name Christian to the world and sent out its mis-
sionaries far and wide. Had he brought forward one single flesh-and-blood
fact of the human life, where so many must have abounded on every hand, in
the memory of a thousand eyewitnesses, it would have been decisive once
for all; a single child of the many that Jesus had “dandled in his arms” would
have stopped the mouths of the “Seemists” instantly and forever. Who does
not understand this? Is it possible that the Bishop, certainly a man of intelli-
gence, the dominating personality in a principal and primitive Church of
Christendom, is it conceivable that he did not understand it?

® For a fuller discussion, see The Open Court (Chicago), Vol. 27, pp. 351-363, 1913. Also see
S. Reinach, discussion of Docetism, in Cultes, Mythes, et Religions, Vol. 4, pp. 189—206, for an
appraisal of Ignatius similar to Smith's. Editor.
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Nay more, it appears from his own statement (to Philadelphians, 8?)
that he had been challenged by Docetists to produce some evidence in sup-
port of his faith. And what did he do? Did he produce or pretend to produce
it? He did not. Did he make any effort to secure attestation? None whatever.
What then did he do? How did he defend the Faith, the Dogma committed
to his charge? He reaffirmed it and retired within the citadel of Scripture! He
answered, “Gegraptai!” “It is written,” the well-known formula of appeal to
the Old Testament. That was all!

Does the reader ask for still clearer indication of the total inability of this
immediate successor of the Apostles to present any historic or documentary
refutation of the Docetic heresy? If so, let him read all these Epistles and note
how the Saint’s own view diverges hopelessly from any data to be found in
the New Testament and is plainly a figment of his own fancy. A single cita-
tion may here suffice, from chapters 18 and 19 of Ignatius to the Ephesians:

“Offscouring my spirit is of the cross, which is an offence to the unbeliev-
ing, but to us salvation and life everlasting. Where is a sage? Where a dis-
puter? Where boasting of those called prudent? For our God Jesus the Christ
was conceived by Mary according to dispensation (of God) as well of David’s
seed as of holy spirit, who was born and was baptized, that by the passion He
might purify the water. And hid from the Prince of this Aeon was the vir-
ginity of Mary and her bringing forth, likewise also the death of the Lord.
Three mysteries of shout, which in stillness of God were wrought. How then
were they* manifested to the Ages? A star.in heaven shone beyond all the
stars, and its light was ineffable, and its novelty produced amazement; and the
other stars along with sun and moon became chorus for the star, but itself in
its light was far surpassing all; and perplexity there was, whence the novelty
so unlike them. Whereby was dissolved all magic, and every bond of vileness
vanished away, ignorance was annulled, the ancient kingdom was destroyed,
God being humanly manifested unto newness of eternal life, and its begin-
ning received what with God had been prepared. Hence were all things com-
moved by taking death’s abolition in hand.”

What natural, what inevitable reflections arise on reading these verses thus
literally rendered? Surely none can fail to ask, what has Ignatius in mind? Is
he stating historic facts? Or even what he himself in heart regards as historic?
Is he telling what happened publicly in Judea, known and observed of all men,
notorious throughout all Palestine, proclaimed by apostolic witnesses through-
out the world? If so, then his language could hardly have been more unfor-
tunately chosen. If so, why does he call these three events, conception, birth
and death, “three mysteries of clamor”? Why does he say they “escaped the
notice of this age’s prince,” of Satan, who is commonly considered a keen, ac-

® Or “was He.”
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curate, and up-to-date observer, especially of such matters, in which he is par-
ticularly interested? And what of the heavenly manifestation and of the starry
choir? If these be meant as literal history, what would be meant as poetic
symbolism? Notice too the results of this manifestation. Are they anything
but the overthrow of idolatry, with all that is implied therein? Is not this
“cosmic,” “eschatologic” revolution, following straight upon this revelation,
is it not the conversion of the whole world from heathenness to the worship
of the One God, of “our God Jesus the Christ”? ... About details there may
be room for wrangling; concerning the general import there seems to be
none. Ignatius seems conscious that he is 7ot dealing with matters of earthly
experience, with a human life in Palestine, but with imaginery celestial hap-
penings, with spiritual doctrines enveloped in the sensuous robes of figurative
speech—Truly, Ignatius, “thy speech bewrayeth theel”



Chapter Six

The Spirit of the Fourth Gospel

THE SeiriT oF THE FourTH GoSPEL
i. John versus the Synoptics

At this point, our survey might be ended and our assembled conclusions
might be presented, but for the haunting problem of the Fourth Evangelist.
There still seems to hang a veil of mystery over his utterances. Of course, the
general inquiry into his Gospel is too large to be broached in this connection,
but on certain obscurities it may be possible to shed a little light. An unpub-
lished study which I have made appears to demonstrate that a deep Numerical
Symbolism reigns in nearly every chapter.* Numbers are never used in-
cautiously, but such as 3, 5, 6, 7, 38, 153 are laden in the Evangelist’s mind with
esoteric meaning. The probability of this pervading Symbolism amounts to
practical certainty.

Moreover, our study will next find beyond reasonable doubt that the Mir-
acles or “Signs” of this Gospel are all Symbols, that there is no biographic
actuality to be found or sought in any. Thus, the Resurrection of Lazarus, by
all odds the chief miraculous deed in the Gospels, is evidently a visualization
of the statement in the Parable of Lazarus (No-Helpt) and Dives, Luke 16%*:
“If they hear not Moses and the Prophets, neither will they be persuaded, if
one rise from the dead.” In this eloquent fable Dives (Plusios) is clearly the
Jew, “rich” in the favor, the knowledge, the oracles of God, and the No-Help
Lazarus is the miserable heathen, feeding on crumbs of Jewish proselytism.
Yet the heathen is really converted thereby, becomes the Chosen of God, and
is carried on high to Abraham’s bosom, while the proud race-minded Jew is
rejected into flames of Hades. There he looks up and beholds the Helpless in

heaven, whom he pleads in vain may be sent to cool his burning tongue, or at
® Unfortunately the manuscript referred to has not been found among the papers of W. B.
Smith’s estate. Editor.
t This in no way disputes the customary derivation from Eliezar, “God his help”; compare the
rendering of Livorno into English Leghorn. Editor.
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least to his “Father’s House” (Palestine), to warn his five brothers (Samari-
tans from Babylon, Cuthah, Avva, Hamath, Sepharvaim, “so these nations
feared YHVH,” II K. 17%**!)—but nay, “saith Abraham, they have Moses and
the Prophets,” etc.

It is not strange that this pericope appears quite dislocated in the third Gos-
pel, without any attachment* either this way or that. Luke (or his editor?)
would appear to have found it wafted round on the wings of Gentile fancy,t
and to have thought it too good to lose, the counterpart of his own far tenderer
Parable of the Prodigal Son and the Elder Stay-at-Home (the Gentile and the
Jew). Yet it seems he shrank from imputing such anti-Jewish sentiments to
the Jesus and accordingly has left it in his Gospel quite unrelated, floating in
the air.

Butitdid not escape the eye of John—as we may call the Fourth Evangelist.
He recognized great possibilities in the closing verse and proceeded to develop
them—turning prediction into history! No-Help becomes the brother of the
sisters Martha and Mary (Judaic and Gentile Christianity), he dies and is
raised from the dead—to convince the Jews, and lo! they are not convinced
but proceed straightway to murderous plans against the Resuscitator! “In
consequence the Pharisees plot to put Jesus to death” (John 11*%%%). Here,
then, the Pharisaic counsel and determination against the Jesus are traced
directly and unequivocally to this Lazarus-miracle—whereas such a person is
unknown to any Synoptic, is absent from the Gospel “tradition”]| But surely
the Synoptists must have known of the Lazarus-prodigy had it occurred, they
must have dropped some hint of the one decisive wonder. We must conclude,
then, with all confidence that No-Help’s story is a pure creation of Johannine
fancy charmed by the Parable preserved in Luke.

What now could be more instructive? The incident is much the most
minutely detailed to be found in any Gospel, preempting 57 verses, four pages
of Greek text, more than is given in Mark, Luke or John to the whole story
of the Crucifixion! And yet we are sure as can be that it is a deliberate inven-
tion from first to last, serving no other purpose whatever than to materialize
and vividly objectify a certain conceit of the author, to throw it on the screen!
Well, then, if such be the case with respect to zAis narrative, what may we,
what must we suppose in case of the others? What right have we to assume
an historical basis for a single incident, when the most emphatic and the most
vivid one of all turns out to be without any semblance of foundation in fact?

This is not nearly all, however. The Lucan Parable of Lazarus seems deeply

® “The connection here is not obvious"—which is Weymouth's modest way of saying it is non-

existent,
1 One can hardly repress the query, How many such tropes were there, of which we have
never heard even a faint echo? We know only the flotsam and jetsam of a literature wrecked far

out at sea.
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tinged with unfriendliness toward the Jew, but it implies his former religious
preeminence and his unique favor with God. So too the Fourth Gospel, late
in origin, and echoing, as we shall see, the bitterness of second century be-
lievers against unchristianized Jews, yet in its one and only use of the word
“Salvation” (4%?), it declares, “Ye worship what ye know not; we worship
what we know; for Salvation is (comes) from the Jews.” Then in verse 23,
“For the hour is coming and now is when the true worshipers shall worship
the Father in spirit and truth; yea, for the Father seeks such that worship him.
God is Spirit, and they that worship him, in spirit and truth must worship.”
There is perhaps no clearer enunciation in this Gospel. It is the proclamation
of a purely spiritual religion and theology, along with the apparent recogni-
tion that there are “such” worshipers scattered here and there, whom God
now “seeks” (in the Christian Propaganda). The local center of such true
worship has disappeared (the hour is coming when neither in this mount nor
in Jerusalem shall ye worship the Father 42!), the true worship is world-
wide—yet none the less, “Salvation comes from the Jews”)

Such seems to be a statement, as plain as well could be made under the
historical conditions, of the permanent religious Headship of Israel—pre-
cisely the doctrine we have found encysted everywhere in the deepest vitals
of the Primitive Propaganda. And all this from a source pronouncedly un-
favorable to the Jews. Seventy times John employs the term “Jews” (or “Jew”),
and almost always in a compromising connection, though it is of course ad-
mitted that there were some Jews that believed. In all the Synoptics the name is
used only 16 times; that is, John uses it about 15 times as often per page as the
Synoptics! Similarly he uses Pharisee about 20 times, never in compliment,
but Sadducee never once, thus loading all the responsibility on the Jews as a
whole and upon the more representative religious part. Now all this consists
exactly with the view herein set forth, that the Religious headship of Israel
was conceded and even taught once for all, but in this Gospel nothing more.
It was Israel whom God had used as the outstretched arm of his Salvation
(Is. 53') and revealed to all the heathen world as his atoning Sacrifice for the
sins of all mankind—all this unique function, this supremacy, was admitted,
yet it carried with it no love for the Jews, and no hint that God loved his own
Jew people!

Through this unmistakable Johannine animus is explained the extreme
anxiety of the Evangelist to keep the allegory of his Gospel concealed, and to
present the Jesus as a Man, as an Individual—which at first may seem strange
in view of the deep Gnostic and mystical tinge that colors the whole Gospel.
He would in fact obscure and blur what he will not openly deny. He worked
over the whole Gospel story in every detail to suit himself, to express his own
ideas,—as he had perfect right and title to do, seeing that the Gospel was not
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biography but Religious Teaching in the first place. He was distinctly con-
scious of feigning his facts from start to finish of his Gospel. Who could write
the Lazarus-story without knowing it was his own invention? And while
doing all this, he emphasized at every turn the personal individual aspect of
the Jesus, and so would cover up the national-racial character that constitutes
his being.

Thus, as already seen, he admits that “Salvation comes from the Jews”; he
proclaims of course also the deep foundation-faith of Israel in the One God, but
how does he express it? In an extremely daring figure that no one did or could
understand without knowing the central fact that the Son-of-Man was Ideal
Israel Personified. “Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his
blood, ye have not life in yourselves.” The flesh and blood of the Son-of-Man
was his doctrinal or concept-character as Ideal Universal Israel, the atoning
Sacrifice for Sin (Idolatry). To eat his flesh and drink his blood was to accept
and assimilate the great all-redeeming truth of Monotheism, which Israel had
so long and so vigorously represented.

All the Christian propagandists personalized this over-towering Concept,
but John would outdo all the rest in giving it an intensely Auman and physical
expression, over-shadowing and disguising the National-Racial idea to the
utmost. That his efforts have failed to hide the concept which they disguise, is
the most striking evidence both of the actual presence of the ground-idea, and
of the total absence of any strictly biographic element that could be utilized in
his structure. If he had known any actual facts in a life he would so vividly
portray, it seems inconceivable that he would not employ them, but would
resort instead to such transparent coinage as fills chapter after chapter of his
Gospel,—for such is the confession of criticism on every hand.

i1. Only the Meaning Signifies

Once more, we may now understand another fact that puzzled at least the
present writer for many years. Nothing seems plainer than the extreme in-
sistence of the Johannine Jesus upon expounding some doctrine apparently
deemed of transcendent significance, of life-and-death importance. Page after
page is given to this exposition. Over and over again we are assured that this
doctrine is the all-in-all, and beside it there is none other. The reader follows
on from chapter to chapter, eager to hear the vital message: but he hears it not,
at least not in words to be openly understood. In the last verse he is left long-
ing even as in the first. Anyone can test this for himself by a careful unpreju-
diced reading at a single sitting.—Thus, for such a reading, begin with the
first chapter:—

Chapter 1 opens like an oracle concerning the Logos, with bold and impos-
ing words, but it teaches nothing whatever—for who or what was the Logos?
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No answer.—It teaches no deep spiritual lesson to see a man under a fig-tree
(1%9).

In chapter 2, the miracle at Canal In symbol (of the Spiritualization of
Judaism by the Jesus, the water of mere rites and ceremonies turned into the
wine of the Spirit) it can have meaning, but said literally it is as a teaching a
mere nothing. That it has pagan parallels has long been known, and is also
without didactic significance—The cleansing of the Temple is another such
symbol, effectively conceived, of the Spiritualization (of Judaism) brought
about by Christianity. Others have made it abundantly clear that the actual
Temple was not so profaned* and required no such cleansing. But even if it
were strictly historical the incident would be didactically trifling. The mysteri-
ous words, “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up,” could
not have been spoken, but were necessarily written after the event.t

We come now (John 3) to the famous conversation with Nicodemus,—a
tissue of misunderstandings.} The answer in verse 3 has no pertinence what-
ever but merely states the familiar dogma of Jewish proselytism, that a Gentile
must be baptized and born again as an innocent babe before he can enter fully
into Israel, “the kingdom of God.” The misconception of Nicodemus is quite
incredible. But aside from this, what does the discussion teach? Nothing. It
merely affirms the necessity of a spiritual birth, but tells naught further. Verse
10 is unintelligible unless “these things” be only familiar Jewish doctrines
clothed in mysterious words. The following verses (11-21) are simply asser-
tions on assertions of mystical propositions that could neither be gainsaid nor
accepted, and give the hearer no information or instruction whatever. What
is said of the Son of God might fit eloquently on the lips of a second century
Preacher of the Gospel, but on the lips of the Jesus at the beginning of his
ministry it has no perceivable fitness—Nearly the same may be said of the
next incident and discourse (22-36). The Baptist’s words may express fitly
the reflections of a mystic of a following generation; as uttered by the Baptist
they seem scarcely credible, and in any case they were mere asseverations
without any attempt at grounding. They appeal only to a faith already formed.

Likewise (John 4) the detailed incident of the Samaritan woman. It repre-
sents the Jesus as if talking with a heavy veil before his face, hinting darkly
at wonderful truths that are never expressed. Perhaps the clearest statement
is (v. 18), “Thou hast had five husbands” (the five Assyrian nations that
were transported to Samaria and “these feared YHVH,” II Kings 17**4'). The
famous dicta about true spiritual worship are delivered with awe-inspiring

® Sce Gustaf Dalman, 1924, Orte und Wege Jesu, pp. 236—237. The words in Jer. 711 have no
reference to anything of the kind, but with a slight twist in meaning they furnish a good exam-
ple of a Scripture that “must be fulfilled.”

+ See Editor’s Orientation, p. xxi, item 8. Editor.
1 See also Appendix, p. 164, 209. Editor.
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solemnity, but teach us nothing new.* “God is spirit” had been wide-taught
for ages; “Lord of Spirits” is Enoch’s favorite phrase. The following verses
contain various cryptic utterances, as “the fields . . . are white already unto
harvest” (well-said of the expectant condition of the pagan world, its readi-
ness to receive the message of Monotheistic salvation)—all of which may be
understood as musings of later years, but have very little propriety on the lips
of Jesus at the inception of his ministry and certainly reveal to us no important
spiritual truth.

Verse 44 bewilders: “For Jesus himself testified, that a prophet hath no
honor in his own country” (Galilee?)—as a reason for going to Galilee! This
is inserted between two accounts of belief, one by Samaritans (39-43), the
other by Galileans (45). No hint of disbelief by any! And what was “his own
country”? Again, no hint! This becomes meaningful upon one supposition:
That we have here an obscure allusion to the Gentile acceptance of Christi-
anity and to its rejection by the Jews of Palestine (particularly of Judea). Still
the implication would seem to be that Judea, and not Galilee, was “his own
country”—directly against the Synoptics, and comprehensible only on recog-
nizing the Jesus as an Impersonation of Israel homed in Judea—Note in
passing that the Galileans believed (received him) “having seen all the things
that he did in Jerusalem at the feast” (45). This merely repeats 2%, but is
strangely silent as to what were the “things” that he did. The Synoptics tell
nothing of this “Passover,” apparently an invention of John.

The “second sign,” healing of the nobleman’s son at Capernaum (John 4*®)
teaches only the complete efficacy of (monotheistic) faith and notably dis-
plays not the least human feeling on the part of the Jesus.—The fifth chapter
is concerned solely with the third sign, the healing at the pool of Bethesda,
and its consequences, particularly the discourses of the Jesus (19-47). That
the cripple (for 38 years) symbolized Humanity powerless for 38 centuries
(the Jewish age of the world) seems transparent.—Notice the harsh feeling
in “the Jews sought the more to kill him” (18), compared with the recog-
nition of Moses, who “wrote of me” (46). But where and what did Moses
write of a Carpenter of Nazareth? Of what did he write? What was his sole
interest? The People Israel. “Thus saith YHVH: My Son, My Firstborn, is
Israel” (Ex. 4°%). Here then the old paradox again: God’s Agent of World-
Salvation, His Son, is the Ideal People Israel. This the Evangelist acknowl-
edges, though he mystifies it to his utmost. But the actual (temporal, tran-
sient) People, the Jews, are precisely the ones that reject the Propaganda—

® The words of Prof. Goetz of Basel—in his learned book on the Last Supper (Das Abendmahl,
etc., 1920), with reference to these verses—deserve to be quoted: “To be sure, these passages (John
423 and Rom. 121) can be derived perkaps not quite unjustly from Greek influence” (p. 48). The

words we have italicized (in German, allerdings vielleicht nicht ganz mit Unrecht) show with
what extreme reluctance the honest critic lets the truth escape him.
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and it seems that for this cause he condemns them. We need not pause upon
the long discourse—a series of mystical afirmations beyond the pale of dis-
cussion or comprehension, because of the complete absence of any pretension
to explanation or proof.

There follows (John 6'1%) the fourth sign, the miracle of the loaves and
fishes. The fair-minded man can hardly doubt that here again is a pure sym-
bolism, on whose details we need not dwell. The unreality of the whole
situation shines forth in verse after verse (as 3, 4, 5, 10, 13, 15). It is very pos-
sible that the Evangelist hid mystical meaning in all these strange items, but it
is also possible that he inserted some solely for the sake of particularity, to
render the account more plausible and picturesque.

Similar remarks apply to the fifth wonder, the walking on the sea (16-21),
which seems however hardly more wonderful than the departure of all the
5000 and the disciples, across the sea, leaving the Jesus absolutely alone in the
Mountain!! Surely the Evangelist must mean something by such a marvelous
procedure, but we need not discuss what, nor the walking on the waves, which
every open eye must perceive at once as solely symbolical. The following dis-
course, with its preparatory incidents (22-40), all quite unbelievable, merely
affirms the necessity of Faith in Him, without assignment of any reason what-
ever. All is in the last degree occult and quite incomprehensible as spoken of
any Individual. It may be understood of Ideal Israel as the Son of God (Hos.
11! and Pss.), but hardly otherwise. Eating manna and dying in the wilder-
ness (as did the “fathers”) may be meant as a contrast between the actual
Israel (Jews) and the Ideal Israel, the Eternal Spirit then illuming the World.
But on this we need not insist. Plainly, nothing is taught that the multitude
could learn.

The two following sections (41, 52) give the kaleidoscope another turn.
Not strange that the teaching is now admitted by the Evangelist to be sense-
confounding (60, 66). We may indeed assimilate it as the musings of a mystic,
a century after, who would shadow forth the astounding Paradox of the
Actual and the Ideal Israel, but as the veritable teaching of any historical In-
dividual to a throng of listeners out in the fields, it appears wholly impossible.

The 7th chapter would almost deepen a midnight gloom. His “brethren
(Actual Israel) did not believe on him,” but exhort him to go up to the feast
of Tabernacles, into Judea. But he positively refuses, declaring, “I go not up
unto this feast” (8). Yet “he also went up, not publicly, but as it were in
secret” (10). A manifest contradiction, which shocked the feelings of early
readers. Accordingly we find in some manuscripts the word oupo (not-yet)
inserted in v. 8 after ouk (not); but this is pointless and would reduce the
whole to triviality. One marvels though, at first sight, that the Evangelist
would deliberately impute a falsehood to Jesus—it is incomprehensible, in
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fact, if by “the Jesus” he really meant a Man, an Individual. Not so, however,
if by “the Jesus” he would indicate not so much an historic person as an his-
toric process, the Genius of Israel working throughout the ages, clothed now
in this now in that fleshly garb, and only in the latter days clearly recogniz-
able as the Universal and Eternal Sonhood of Man toward God. The rules of
individual morality might not apply to such a “supernatural person.”

The following sections shed no ray of light upon this “darkness visible.”
The teaching continues as obscure as words can make it. There seems some-
thing like subtle irony in the answer of “the officers the Pharisees sent to take
him”: “Never man so spake.” But it is literal truth and perhaps meant as
such. Surely no physically actual man, whatever the circumstances, ever spake
in such manner. Of a great Teacher that would bring light into the world it
is quite unbelievable. Moreover, the persistent attempts of the Pharisees to lay
hands on him, always followed by failure for no intelligible reason, if taken
literally, would be simply ludicrous. Nevertheless there flash out a few sparks
of suggestion. It is the Mission to the Gentiles that weighs upon the author’s
mind. Hence the question (v. 35), “Will he go unto the Dispersion among
the Greeks, and teach the Greeks?” Here the hidden meaning starts to peep
out—of course, still in heavy disguise. Another such allusion in v. 49; the
Pharisees ask the officers who have returned empty-handed, “Are ye also led
astray? Hath any of the rulers believed on him, or of the Pharisees? But this
multitude that knoweth not the law are accursed.” How could even Pharisees
so denounce a crowd that had come from afar up to Jerusalem, obeying the
Law, to the Feast of Tents? Is not this multitude unknowing the Law and
accursed but a harsh name for the Gentile World—whom yet God so loved
as to give for them his only begotten Son (His Israel, His Elect) ?

Another section in this darksome chapter bids us pause and consider,—the
scene on the great last day of the feast (37-44). “The Jesus” stands and cries
aloud: “If any man thirst, let him come unto me and drink. He that believes on
(into) me, as said the Scripture, out of his hollow* shall flow rivers of living
water.” Otherwise, with another punctuation, “and let him drink that be-
lieves into me. As the Scripture, etc.” The reference of “his” would then be
to “the Jesus” himself, as the well of living waters. We cannot discuss the
punctuation here; let the reader choose. Of course, the “living waters” sym-
bolize the Spirit, but one would need be more orthodox than Swift and full
as foul of mouth to relish the figure, which the later translators swaddle in
the phrase “from within him” in lieu of the literal rendering given. The
quoted Scripture is nowhere found in just such words.t In Is. 44® the “Servant
Jacob, Jeshurun whom I have chosen” is consoled with the promise, “For I

® Greek koilia, hollow of the belly.
1 Vide The Open Court, vol. 20, p. 640 (1906), A. J. Edmunds, for indications that the Evan-
gelist may here have been influenced at second or third hand by Buddhist symbolism, Edisor.
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will pour water upon the thirsty. ... I will pour my Spirit on thy seed,” which
would at least fix the reference to Israel.—Again in 55', “Ho, every one that
thirsteth, come to the waters, etc.” Duhm assures us the meaning is the same
as in 44° the restoration of YHVH’s effective favor, “the sure mercies of
David”—mark you—“David, i.e., his house and his kingdom,” says Duhm,
i.e., the Israel-State. A little less vague is 58", “And thou (Israel) shalt be
like a watered garden, and . . . like a wellspring of water, whose waters fail
not.” Here at last Israel is become a flowing fount or stream.—So in Ezek.
47"*2 we find the vision of the deepening waters of life that gush out from
under the Temple, “that all be healed and live,” an emblem of Israel (or
Israel’s Religion) as the Healer of the World—Quite similarly Zech. 14%:
“And it shall come to pass in that day that living waters shall go out from

Jerusalem,” half east and half west over all the earth. Even in the Song of
Songs (understood of YHVH and Israel), “Thou (Israel) art a fountain of
gardens, A well of living waters, And of flowing streams from Lebanon,”4'.

This metaphor passed over to the Apocalyptists. Thus IV Ezra 5* (in
speaking of God’s favor to Israel), “Before all deeps of the sea hast thou mag-
nified the one brook,” and again in Baruch’s vision of the Forest, the Vine-
stem, the Fountain and the Cedar (ch. 36), where Israel is figured doubly as
a Vinestem and a Fount, “And from under forth issued a fountain in peace,
and that fountain came even to the forest, and was made even unto mighty
floods and mightily that fountain prevailed” (3, 4).—So, too, in Additions to
the Book of Esther, in Mardachai’s Dream, 11°: “And they (Israel) cried to
God; and from their tears of grief arose as it were out of a little fount a great
stream of much water.” The fount has already been interpreted, at the close of
10%: “Esther is the stream, she, whom the King made his bride and queen”—
but Esther seems to represent the Jewish Folk.—It is plain, then, that the Well-
spring and living Waters are only names for the Chosen People. The Evangel-
ist has this in mind but is somewhat puzzled how to introduce it fittingly into
his personal picture; yet he must force the idea in some way, even if only by the
use of clumsy imagery, which none the less images Israel.

The Feast was that of Tents, commemorating Israel’s nomadic life in the
wilderness before settlement in Canaan. The 8th day is the 22d of Tisri (Oct.
13), a day of “solemn assembly” (Num. 29*®). On each of the seven preceding
days the priest had brought water in a golden bowl, holding over a quart,
from Siloam, and had poured it out in libation at the morning sacrifice while
the multitude sang Is. 12%: “Therefore with joy shall ye draw water out of the
wells of Salvation.” On the 8th day this rite seems to have been omitted;
hence the commentators like Lange tell us the people felt the need or absence
of water! and that Jesus seized upon the auspicious moment to proclaim him-
self as the true Fountain!—That the musing mystic, a century after, steeped
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in Old Testament allusions to Israel as the wellspring of living waters, should
take this occasion in his narrative to set forth his own conception of the Jesus-
Israel idealized as that Fountain, seems likely enough; but to fancy that the
Nazarene Carpenter did so and cried out to the crowd in such imagery (as a
method of teaching) seems too grotesque for consideration. Such passages
are important mainly as showing how foolish it is to take the Evangelist’s
words at their face value.

The famous incident of the woman taken in adultery (John 82!) next
claims our attention. Doubtless interpolated, it is yet in the Johannine spirit
and ben trovato. It is a bold but not quite successful attempt to outbid the Old
Testament type, to limn a Savior beyond Scriptural Suggestion. The woman
is plainly the idolatrous (adulterous) Gentile world; the stealthy departure
of her accusers conscience-smitten would denote the frequent lapses of Israel
from monotheism. Not strange that Ideal Israel should rebuke Actual Israel;
did not the prophets rebuke even the kings, much more the people? The in-
vention did not fully master the mind of the church; in some manuscripts it
found place at the end of the Fourth Gospel, in others in Luke, between Chs.
21 and 22, and in most it found no place at all. Though un-Johannine in its dic-
tion, we may still regard it as a twig on the tree of “genuine evangelic tradi-
tion,” a little outré in its growth, which is why the majority of the ancient
scribes would lop it off. An extremely instructive example.

In the conversation that follows (John 8'2-2%) the tone is precisely the same
as in so much of this Gospel, ominous denunciation and supreme self-asser-
tion, without ever the least glimmering of evidence of any kind. In verse 30
we read “many believed on (into) him.” Does he not rejoice’—for such belief
was the one object of his teaching, the requisite for salvation and eternal life.
But far from rejoicing, he at once leads these believers into the bogs of in-
credulity, by the will-o’-the-wisp of misguiding affirmations, such as “the
truth shall make you free”(32), and ambiguities about Abraham (37), which
pass over soon into unprovoked denunciation of these same believers as chil-
dren of the devil (44)! What can be the explanation? Surely it can only be
the anti-Semitic attitude of the second century Church! While the writer
condemns the actual Israel he still recognizes the unique position and mission
of the Ideal Israel as God’s own Son, “the light of the world” (12), of the
Gentiles, as in Isaiah.

This chapter concludes with the averment, “Before Abraham was born, I
am. They took up stones therefore to cast at him: but Jesus hid himself
(strictly ‘was hid’) and went out of the temple.” Surely it were amazing for
any one to write the like as history. A great crowd in the Temple, seizing on
stones (lying around loose in the Temple!), to stone him, but he is Aid and
passes out unharmed (as many ancient authorities add, “and going thru the
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midst of them went his way, and so passed by”)! What could be more in-
credible? And did not the Evangelist know it was so? Why then did he write
it? The only rational answer seems to be that he was concerned solely with
ideas and did not care for facts, which he shaped like putty to express his
thoughts. What, then, was his idea in this connection? It is hard to say, but
maybe what hovered in his mystical mind might be the notion of Israel’s
“hidden” unconscious Self as abandoning the ancient People and Worship
and passing out unscathed into the Larger Gentile World which “God so
loved” as to sacrifice his own Son (the Israel-Folk) to redeem it.

The gth chapter brings some relief in the story of the 6th sign, the miracle
of healing the man born blind. This we can grasp readily enough, as being a
transparent symbol of Gentile enlightenment by the Gospel preached to all,
as shines forth in the repeated words, “I am the light of the World” (as was
Israel alone, Is. 42°, 49° 60% etc.). With the details we are less concerned, as
with the word Siloam (“sent”), but it must be noted that any sinfulness of the
blinded is rejected: the blindness was only part of the Cosmic Scheme of God
for exhibiting His own work in the grand drama of Salvation. A most ex-
traordinary conception,—which must not however divert us from our path.

The following incidents and conversations (John ¢'**!) are designed to
vivify the picture and to enhance the iniquity of the Jews, hostility to whom
becomes clearer and clearer as the Gospel unfolds its pleading. Most re-
markable is verse 39: “For Judgement came I into this world, that they that
see not may see, and that they that see may become blind.” This indeed seems
clear as noon: it refers and can refer only to the confounding anomaly of his-
tory as seen in Christian doctrine, the exchange of places of Jew and Gentile,
the Re-incarnation of the Israel-Soul no longer in the sons of Shem but in
those of Japheth! Such indeed is the burden of the Apostle’s heart in chapters
9 to 11 of Romans, where he would gladly be accursed from Christ for his
brethren’s sake (¢®), where he finally cries aloud (112%2%), “so all Israel shall
be saved,” since God will “have mercy upon all,” and lifts on high the exultant
shout, “O depth of riches both of wisdom and of knowledge of God!” But the
Evangelist takes a sterner attitude: “Your sin remaineth” (g*!).

The tenth chapter opens with the mixed metaphor and the recondite doc-
trine of the Door, the Sheep, and the Shepherd. It is hard to think of as a unit;
how the same being can be at once both Door and Shepherd is puzzling. No
wonder “they understood not” (6). “I am the Door of the Sheep. All that came
before me are theives and robbers, but the sheep heard them not. I am the
Door; by me if any man enter in he shall be saved” (7). Again “I am
the good Shepherd: the good Shepherd layeth down his life for the sheep”
(11, 17). Follows the story of the hireling who flies at the sight of the wolf.
All this is recondite past measure, but we are forcibly reminded of Enoch and
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his long account of the Sheep (Israel) and the Seventy faithless Shepherds,
and of the final triumph of the “Lord of the Sheep” (89°°). Surely this must
have been in the writer’s mind, and he must have perceived that Enoch was
speaking of the Elect People Israel, for he says: “other sheep I have, which are
not of this fold . . . they shall become one flock, one Shepherd” (16).* Prof.
Charles admits the influence of Enoch in at least five other passages of this
Gospel (2%, 5227 12%% 14?), 50 it is not strange for it to be present here also.
—As there is nothing else in Enoch obscurer than the Seventy Shepherds, so in
this Gospel there is naught more confusing than this Door-and-Shepherd
pericope. It lies outside our purpose to consider whether it be intercalated.

There follows the incident in “Solomon’s Porch.” The Jews gather round
“the Jesus,” and say, “How long dost thou hold us in suspense? If thou art
the Christ, tell us plainly” (24). Surely a most relevant and natural request.
“The Jesus answered them, I told you and ye believe not” (25). But when
and where? The word Christ has indeed been used already 14 times, but
never by “the Jesus.” Then follow the condemning remarks, “ye believe not,
because ye are not of my sheep” whom “none can snatch out of the Father’s
hand. I and my Father are one” (26-30). It is not easy to imagine discourse
more provoking or less satisfying, unless it be vv. 32-38, after “the Jews took
up stones again to stone him” (31); whereupon “they sought again to take
him; and he went forth out of their hand” (39). In the mind of the author
this repeated escape out of their hand, where escape would appear impossible,
must have figured as a miracle, though not accounted among the formal signs,
seven in number.

At last we come (John 11) to the crowning event of this singular ministry,
the Resuscitation of Lazarus. Already we have alluded to it, and to evidence
showing it to be a pure invention from beginning to end,—his kinship, his
illness, death, and resurrection,—in order to fulfil the forecast that he found
in Luke’s parable of Lazarus (16%'):—“If they hear not Moses and the
prophets, they will not believe, not even if some one should rise from the
dead.” We must note, as we pass, that the Evangelist does not hesitate to lay
a second falsehood on the lips of Jesus: “This sickness is not unto death”
(11*), whereas he afterwards says “plainly, Lazarus is dead” (11**). Of course,
one may say, “but the Jesus intended all along to revive him.” Doubtless, but
that cannot modify the misstatement about his not dying. The best explana-
tion is to be sought along the lines already laid down in treating a similar
variance from truth in 7%, Certainly the author did not mean to attribute any
moral obliquity to “the Jesus,” but rather to exalt him into the regions of super-

® Such is the queer Greek, mia poimne, heis poimen. Modernizers, as Weymouth, mistranslate
it “one flock under one shepherd,” where the inserted preposition “under” changes both sense

and syntax. Apparently “flock” and *“Shepherd” are completely identified, as the allegory would
require. (See also Appendix, p. 166 and 177. Editor.)
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personality and super-morality.—We note also the sharp identification of
Mary of Bethany with the woman “who anointed the Lord with ointment and
wiped his feet with her hair,” as in the next chapter 12%. But Luke (7*%%%)
antedates this anointing by many months and attributes it to “a sinner,” by no
means to Martha’s sister. Mark 14® and Matt. 26° both locate the incident in
Bethany in the house of Simon the leper, and ascribe it to “a woman,” who
could scarcely have been the Sister of Martha, in whose house John apparently
places the anointing, 7ot in the house of Simon the leper (12?)—for it seems
hard to think of Martha as “serving” in the house of an unknown leper.

Here, then, is not indeed a falsification of facts, but a perfectly free handling
of familiar ideas to suit the whim of the author—to which there is neither
moral nor logical objection.—It is notable that the Evangelist seems to have
tried hard to make this story pathetic as well as vivid, with what success the
reader may be left to judge. One thing at least is certain, that we are taught
nothing whatever that is comprehensible concerning any historic person,
whether natural or “supernatural.”

Of the incidents in chapter 12 we need add little; they have been treated else-
where and do not bear directly upon our present inquiry—into testimony of
the Johannine Jesus concerning himself so far as it appeals to the ordinary
understanding.—The incident of the visit of the Greeks and their request is
remarkable as illustrating the habitual irrelevance of the Johannine discourses
of the Jesus, nearly always talking as it were to himself. No one that heard his
words that follow (23-36) could have detected the slightest pertinence to the
occasion. The Evangelist is still dreaming along Isaianic lines of the One Great
Mystery, the Metempsychosis of the Ideal Israel from Jew to Gentile; he
imagines the visit of the Greeks in order to furnish a setting to his own mus-
ings upon the wonder, and he puts these musings into the mouth of “the
Jesus.” The assemblage of index-words is remarkable. “Son-of-Man” heads
the list, the Ideal Israel; “the grain of wheat, etc.”, reminds us of Enoch’s
notion of the sowing of Israel (“And the congregation of the holy and the
elect will be sown”) (62%).—This sowing is here regarded as a burial (of
course, the conceit that the grain must die in order to sprout and bear fruit
is the very reverse of truth, but we cannot require the Evangelist to be a biolo-
gist). This burial refers to the national humiliation of Israel, to be followed
by his spiritual glorification in a converted Heathendom; “now is the judg-
ment of this world” of course recalls Daniel and Enoch; “the light among
you” re-echoes Isaiah’s conception of Israel as “the light of the Gentiles,” as
does “believe on the light that you may become sons of the light” (true
Israelites, 36). That Isaiah is dominating the writer’s thought appears in the
fact that the prophet is expressly quoted zwice and named thrice in vv. 38-41:
“he saw His glory and he spake of Him.”
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The anhistoricity of the whole crops out in the words, “Jesus spake these
things and departed and was hidden from them,” followed immediately (for
the verses between are the reflections of the Evangelist) by “And Jesus cried
and said, He that believeth, etc.” (36, 44). This hiding (or rather being
hidden) is hard to understand of an Individual Jesus, but it explains itself
when referred to the great Paradox, the Mystery of Salvation, the hiding of
the Son-of-Man. Also, one asks to whom did he cry? since he had just
hidden himself. The “cry” once more calls for Belief and proclaims Jesus as
“a light come into the world” (“Israel, light of Gentiles,” Isaiah), but there
is no didactic pertinence, no proof, no advance in thought.

Chapter 13 opens with the washing of the disciple’s feet (3-12), a symbolic
act explained in the following vv. 1320, the whole forming one of the most in-
telligible passages in the Gospel. But the obvious lesson of service and hu-
mility is strangely clouded with obscure references to the approaching sur-
render (not Betrayal). On these we may not dwell, but certain expressions
call at least for mention. The scene (21-30) has been immortalized by the
brush of the chief of modern geniuses, and the especial feature is the disciple
whom the Jesus loved, reclining on the Jesus’ bosom (23). Even if one accepts
this profound symbolism as mere matter-of-fact, the queries will arise, Who
was this disciple? Why did the Jesus love him? Did he not love all (with one
possible exception) ? All attempts to identify this disciple (unknown to the
Synoptics) as an Individual have proved quite futile. To the present writer
he seems to typify either the (Gentile) World or more likely that particular
phase of Christian faith represented by the Evangelist himself, which favored
the Gentiles and antagonized the Jews. The word World (Kosmos) is used
sparingly in the Synoptics: ¢ times in Marthew three times each in Mark and
Luke, with little peculiarity to excite attention. In John it is used 75 times, and
in 47 of these the sense is “metaphorical,” as in “God so loved the world” (3'®).
Again, in g2 verses of the First Epistle of John (more Johannine than the
Gospel itself) it is used 22 times, 16 times in “metaphoric sense.” Can all this
be accidental? Surely not. The Johannine teaching must have some special
interest in “the world.” A closer examination of the texts—for which there is
not space here—would show that the Evangelist has nearly always Pagandom
in mind, either in its converted or in its unconverted state. This double aspect
may somewhat confuse the modern reader, but it was by no means displeas-
ing to the Evangelist, who rejoices no less than Hegel in such antitheses.

111, Closing Scenes

Upon the departure of Judas (the Jew), Jesus for the firsz time addresses
the disciples as “Little Children” (33). Is this again a mere accident? As is
well-known, the expression was regularly used to designate heathen proselytes,
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“babes in Christ.” If Judas stands for Judean (Iudas for Iudaios), then the case
becomes clear: The Jew being gone, the Gentiles are called by a peculiar and
appropriate name.—We also notice that Judas is strangely represented as hold-
ing “the bag,” the contributions for the Feast or perhaps for the poor (29).
This recalls vividly the Acts, where we read much of contributions to the
poor Judeans from the Hellenistic churches. It seems hard to doubt that Judas
“the Surrenderer”* stands for the Judeans.

Atlength, in v. 34, we seem to find something definite and comprehensible:
“A new commandment I give unto you, that ye love one another.” This ap-
pears to be the acme of the Fourth Gospel. No one will question the basic
importance of the “commandment,” but is it new? Yes indeed, perhaps, to
the Gentile convert, but not to Israel; for we read in Lev. 19'8: “Thou shalt not
take vengeance nor bear any grudge against the children of thy people; for
thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself: I am YHVH.” And the group of
neighbors is quite as wide as that of disciples. The claim, then, to give a “new
commandment” is valid only if it be understood that by “Little Children” are
meant Gentile converts.

The 14th chapter is marked by a still deepening mysticism. “In my Father’s
house are many mansions” reminds us of Enoch 39*, “And here I saw another
vision, the mansions of the holy (Saints) and the resting-places of the right-
eous” (of course, Israel), and elsewhere, thus: “And I saw the Lord of the
Sheep till he brought a new house greater and loftier than the first” (go?),
“And I saw that house was large and broad and very full” (¢o*).—The Com-
forter, the Holy Spirit is promised, but no new truth is proclaimed, nothing
upon which a sane intelligence might rest as a basis. Only a gradual revela-
tion of truth is promised for the future (14%%).

The 15th chapter opens with a notable metaphor: “I am the true Vine, and
my Father is the Vineman” (1), and again, “I am the Vine, and ye are the
branches” (5), with many variants of the idea and much exhortation. As we
know, the figure of Israel as a Vine pervades the Old Testament. In Ps. 80518
the trope is set forth at length and in detail: “Thou broughtest a Vine out of
Egypt, Thou didst drive out the nations and didst plant it,” and it thrived.
But now alas! “The boar out of the wood doth ravage it, And the wild
beasts of the field feed upon it” (13). Clearly the Evangelist has merely
spiritualized the exquisite image. Again, Jer. 2*': “Yet I had planted thee a
noble Vine, wholly a right seed: how then art thou turned into the degenerate
branches of a foreign vine?” Ezekiel also (17'7°) speaks “a parable unto the
house of Israel” about a “Vine” ... “planted in a good soil by many waters, that
it might bring forth branches . . . and be a goodly Vine.” So also in 19%-14,
Likewise Hosea declares that “Israel was a luxuriant Vine that put forth

® A probable equivalent for Iscariot. See p. xix; also Ecce Deus, pp. 303—321. Editor.
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fruit freely” (10').—Similarly Isaiah’s “song of my beloved touching his Vine-
yard. ... For the Vineyard of Jehovah of hosts is the house of Israel” (5'7).*—
Such passages could not have been absent from the Evangelist’s mind as he
wrote this chapter. In declaring the Jesus to be the Vine, he identifies him un-
mistakably with Ideal Israel. So understood, the metaphor is full of truth and
beauty; and what other meaning can be assigned it that will appeal to reason?
Parenthetically it may be added that no historicist whose opinion is to be
quoted believes that any such words were actually spoken by any personal
Jesus; they are plainly the musings of a deep-thoughted mystic full two gen-
erations after the scene in question.

The next section (15°-16%*) is well described in 16°: “These things have I
spoken unto you in dark sayings (paroimiais, side-hints): the hour cometh
when 1 shall no more speak unto you in dark sayings, but shall tell you
plainly of the Father.” But that hour does not come in this Gospel. What
follows is just as deeply shrouded as what went before. The most that seems
clear is that a “supernatural person” is speaking; to attribute such language
to the Jesus of the “Modernists” would be to speak “as one of the foolish
women.” By an effort of the imagination it may all be ascribed to the Son of
God, the Son-of-Man, the Elect One of the Most High, the Righteous Servant
of YHVH, the universalized Israel personified,—and this ascription seems
positively required in many important instances. Therefore, by the Law of
Parsimony, we are required to adopt it in all.

All this must be said with especial emphasis of the famous Prayer in chapter
17. To whom was “authority” promised in the Old Testament and therefore
given along with “eternal life” (2) ? Unto Israel, Son-of-Man. Who was en-
trusted with the knowledge of “the only true God” (3) ? It was Israel alone.
Who in all the foregoing centuries “manifested Thy name unto men” (6)?
Who but Israel only? Who was the Loved of the Father before the founda-
tion of the world (24) ? Let Hosea answer (11'): “When Israel was a child
then I loved him, and called my Son out of Egypt”; also, “My Firstborn Israel”
(Ex. 4*%), whence Israel as “Firstling of Creation” (Assumptio Mosis, 1'?).
Who else than Israel could say, “O Righteous Father, the World hath not
known Thee’ but I have known Thee” (25)? Who but the Chosen People?—
Such are “the brand-marks of the Jesus,” and they are borne only by the Israel
of God.

The 18th chap. naturally contributes little to our inquiry. The story of the
Arrest and Trial is given with many minutiae, partly to vivify the narration,
partly to suggest various thoughts and shadow forth various ideas, at some

® Compare also IV Ezra §28; “I spake, Ah Lord God, out of all earth’s forest and all its trees
Thou hast chosen thee the one sole Vine.”
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of which we may with some probability guess. Especially vv. 15-27 seem
laden with hints of deep import, which however do not now concern us.

Queer questions arise about Barabbas, which we dare not digress to discuss
here. We pass to the 1g9th chapter, but again must not lose ourselves in the
countless queries that start up on every side. The evangelist, caring nought for
what any other may have written, has boldly changed the day of the cruci-
fixion from the Passover itself, as the Synoptists give it, to the eve of the Pass-
over, the Day of Preparation (John 19*')—from the 15th to the 14th of the
month Nisan,—thus presenting a patent contradiction which eighteen cen-
turies have striven in vain to abate.

It is important to us to note that the Jesus says unto his Mother* concern-
ing his beloved disciple, “Woman behold thy Son” (19*%), and to the Disciple,
“Behold thy Mother!” And from that hour the disciple took her into his own.
This impressive incident is original with our author. The Synoptics do not
mention it, and seem indeed to exclude its possibility. They (Matt. 27°%, Mark
15'%, Luke 23*?) tell us that “many women . . . from Galilee” were “behold-
ing from afar, including two Marys (Magdalene and the mother of James
the less and of Joses)”; Luke is rather more generous, saying “And all his
acquaintances (pantes hoi gnostoi autor), and the women that followed him
from Galilee stood afar off, beholding these things.” But only John knows of
the Mother and the Disciple as present, nor could they have conversed with
him “from far away” (apo makrothen). It seems unbelievable that all the
Synoptics could have overlooked or ignored such an incident, if historical.
Even the ancients recognized that our Evangelist must be speaking “spiritu-
ally,” and understood that the “Mother” must be the Mother Church at
Jerusalem. There seems indeed to be an allusion to the Israel-stock in this
term Mother, whereas the Beloved Disciple (as we have seen) appears to
stand for that form of Christianity that especially pleased the Evangelist him-
self, which he regarded as embodying the nerve and core of the new Doctrine.
The “Mother” is not unfitly commended to this “Disciple”; in this Isaianic
interpretation of the Ways of God to Man, Israel (at least believing Israel)
was to find a (sad?) consolation in its tragic fate.

We see how the Evangelist has loaded his story with recondite meaning at
every turn. Even to attempt to draw forth all to light would require volumes
and would be apart from the purpose of this study. The following verses
(28-30, 31-37, 38-42) relate several incidents with just one intent, to fulfil
Scripture, as is avowed in 28, 36, 37, and might also have been avowed in 39,

® We call her Mary, but we read (v. 25) “his mother and his mother’s sister, Mary.” Two sis-
ters, both named Mary!! John nowhere recognizes a Mary as the mother of Jesus; nor indeed does
the Synoptic Tradition; the “prchistories,” the first two chapters of Matrhew and Luke are con-

fessedly free inventions and the other mentions (Matt. 1355, Mark 63, Acts 114) are also later
insertions.



112 T he Birth of the Gospel

by a reference to Is. 53%,—but notice the exceeding art of the writer: he does
not quote as fulfilled the words “with the rich in his tomb”—four such con-
secutive citations might spoil the triad and become monotonous—but he
implies as much with all distinctness: not only was Joseph of Arimathea a
“rich man” who laid the body in his own new tomb (Matt. 27*%), but Nico-
demus also comes “bringing a mixture of myrrh and aloes, about a hundred
pounds” (39). Certainly a goodly portion; we are reminded of the six stone
waterpots of two or three firkins each (aggregating about 120 to 150 gallons),
all filled to the brim with water, which is then converted into wine—a copi-
ous supply for the close of a wedding feast (2%7?). On both occasions the
Evangelist would symbolize the unwasting fulness of the Spirit in its gifts
unto men. Here at the tomb he would similarly express the fulfillment of the
word of Isaiah, quite regardless of the fact that it reduces to absurdity the
datum of the Synoptics, that the women from Galilee, after they “beheld the
tomb and how his body was laid . . . returned and prepared spices and oint-
ments” (Luke 23, Mark 16').

The attitude of the author is clearly shown in vv. 31-37. These incidents
(of not breaking the legs and of piercing the side of Jesus) are quite unknown
to the Synoptics, unhinted by any. Certainly they are John’s obvious intentions,
to fulfill the Scriptures cited (Ex. 12'%, Num. g%, Ps. 34, Zech. 12!°). But he
feels that their total omission by the Synoptics must naturally suggest doubts
to the reader. What then does he do? He affirms confidently: “He that hath
borne witness, and his witness is true: and he knoweth that he saith true, that
ye also may believe” (35). Now why such intense earnestness? The alleged
facts, as facts, have no importance whatever; if exactly reversed, if the legs
were broken and the side not pierced, it would affect no man’s faith in the
least. Why then the purpose, “that ye also may believe”? Plainly it is some
dogma, some doctrine that is in mind, and not a mere fact or event—Again,
who is “he,” this witness? There is no hint, and no wonder; for it was only in
the “mind’s eye,” that all this was witnessed, and there was no other reason
for its being so, but one, which is given in the following vv. 36, 37: “For all these
things came to pass that the Scriptures might be fulfilled: ‘A bone of him
shall not be broken,” and “They shall look on him whom they pierced.’” The
first was first spoken of the Paschal Lamb, and afterwards, in Ps. 34%°, of
afflicted Israel, the Righteous: “YHVH keepeth all his bones, no one of them
is broken”; but for the Evangelist the Lamb was the Jesus (1% %%), i.e., Ideal
Israel, and hence the Scripture must be fulfilled in him (in the Spirit if not
in the flesh).—The second is found in a very obscure prophecy of Zechariah
(12'%), where the text is corrupt, but the better translation is “upon Me whom,
etc.”

To be sure these passages have not the remotest allusion to anything in
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Gospel-story, but it fell in with the Evangelist’s theory of past history to find
there a zype of the present, and accordingly without any scruple he devises the
incident of the pierced side, his only reason being “the Scripture saith, they
shall look on whom they pierced.”—What can be plainer than that his whole
account is made to order, the order of his theory of the Past as a premonitory
shadow of the Present? If cross-questioned, he would probably have ex-
plained that the Past Shadow was material, the Present Fulfilment purely
spiritual, that naught of the kind took place in the Present in any material
sense, but only in a spiritual sense, i.e., in the hearts and minds of the spiritu-
ally Enlightened, the Believers, the Saved—even as the ancient formula ex-
pressed it, that Christ was raised from the dead “for Ais disciples”—not for
the world at large. To us, the children of modern science, such an attitude or
frame of mind may look bizarre and well-nigh incomprehensible; but unless
we recognize its actuality at that day and age of the world, the New Testa-
ment Scripture and the Origin of Christianity must remain impossible
puzzles.

The 20th chapter tells the story of the Resurrection, or rather of the empty
tomb,—of course, in every particular at variance with the Synoptics. These
new features are all the author’s own inventions, and each has perhaps its
own subtle mystical meaning, though what that meaning is it may be too hard
to say. Four characters appear in the recital: Mary Magdalene, Simon Peter,
the Beloved Disciple, the doubting Thomas. Each of these seems to typify
some form of Faith current at the time or distinguished in the early history of
the Christian movement—each, of course, as the writer conceived it. If we
knew more about the internal features of the early Church, we might per-
haps recognize these types readily; as it is, we can only very vaguely guess.
The Beloved Disciple almost certainly stands for the deeper universal philo-
sophic mystical demi-Gnostic conception of the Doctrine, as the Evangelist
himself understood it. His race with Peter may represent the stages through
which the rival factions gradually grew up toward the general Catholic con-
ception of the “supernatural person.” Simon first enters the tomb, he beholds
the remains of the Resurrection, the outward signs, but it is not said that he
believed. It was only the Beloved Disciple, “who came first to the tomb”"—
but did not first enter in—that “saw and believed.” “For as yet they knew not
the Scripture,—that he must rise again from the dead” (g).

Fittingly enough, the account closes with the blessing upon pure Faith and
the warning against such as demand proof —"Because thou hast seen me, hast
thou believed?” Such belief, founded on fact, is not to be rejected, but it
brings no blessing. “Blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have be-
lieved.”—The writer seems quite conscious that he has no proof to offer for
the minute story he has told, he does not profess to have any proof. Indeed
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he cares little or naught for the story in itself, which is only the outward dress
of the inward sense. The one thing is to believe that “Jesus is the Christ, the
Son of God, and that believing ye may have life in his name.” Of course, this
can be understood in a mystical sense only. We must remember that the name
Jesus was understood to mean Savior and Savior only, and that the Christ, the
Son of God, was the Genius of Israel, the Son-of-Man, the Elect of God (Luke
9%, 23%%), and that it was the recognized Mission of that Chosen People to
bring Salvation and Eternal Life to the world through Knowledge of the
True and Only God.

tv. Ad Addendum

The following chapter (21) is generally conceded to be an appendix, but
is in the general spirit and style of the preceding. It is highly symbolic, as
plainly appears. Jesus manifests himself the zAird time to his disciples—seven
in number, Simon Peter, Thomas the Twin, Nathanael of Cana, the sons of
Zebedee, and two others—at the sea of Tiberias, in Galilee. Notice they have
not tarried in Jerusalem (Luke 24*°); the writer rightly regards the accounts
in Luke 24 and Acts 1 and 2 as pure fictions, good enough for Luke’s purpose
but unsuited for his own. Note also there is no hint of the Twelve or the
Apostles—this last a term not acknowledged by John, though he employs the
verb apostello nearly thirty times!—They have apparently given up all thought
of propaganda, but not really, for Peter says, “I go a-fishing”—that is, for
men? The others agree, but that night they catch nothing—which may sym-
bolize the collapse of Judean or Palestinian preaching. But as “day breaks”
(4), Jesus appears (unrecognized) and bids the “children” ... “cast the net on
the right,” where it is instantly filled with fishes. Whereupon the Beloved
recognizes it is Jesus hath commanded, and on hearing this Peter plunges
into the sea, while the others drag the net “full of great fishes, a hundred and
fifty and three” (11).

In II Chr. 2'7 we read that the number of sojourners (foreigners) in Israel
under Solomon was a hundred and fifty thousand and three thousand and six
hundred. Remember now the elepk (thousand) is also used often in the sense
of tribe or people, and that “sojourners” is also a term chosen to designate
heathen converts (“ye are no more strangers and sojourners, but ye are fel-
low-citizens with the Saints and of the household of God,” Eph. 2, i.e., are
true members of Universalized Israel), and it will seem plain that this coinci-
dence in the number 153 cannot be accidental, that the writer meant some-
thing by it, that he meant in fact all Aeathendom. What he has in mind is the
evangelization of the world, its union in the one Catholic Church—“and for
all there were so many, the net was not rent.” If such be not the sense here,
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then it would seem vain to seek for sense in the New Testament. We notice
also that it is Simon Peter that pulls “the net to land” (11), a recognition of
the primacy of the name (or what the name stands for) at the time, and of
the practical nullity of the rest of the Twelve.

But the Spiritual supremacy of Simon Peter cannot be conceded by the
writer. Accordingly he tells the strange story of a dialogue between “the
Jesus” and Simon of Joanes, with the closing exhortation or command “Fol-
low me” (19). Hereupon Peter turns round and beholds the Beloved Disciple
following,—him that had leaned on Jesus’ breast—and asked “Lord, but this
man,—what?” “The Jesus” answers, “If I will him to remain till I come,
what to thee? Do zhou follow me.”

If any will take this story at its face-value, we have no quarrel,—but hope
he may “grow” on the “guileless milk of doctrine.” But if any one doubt the
literal accuracy of this physical post-resurrectional activity of the Jesus on the
shores of Lake Tiberias, such a one will perforce seek for some meaning in
these words, as already in the emblems of the fishes and the net. Nor will he
likely escape the conviction that some kind of rivalry between two leaders or
two tendencies in the early church is shadowed forth here in these twilight
verses. Surely where the same question is thrice put there must be some doubt
that prompts it. Notice also the emphatic and repeated charge to feed, to tend
the lambs, the sheep, and no less to “follow Me.” No marvel that “Peter was
grieved.” We cannot specify with confidence, but there can be no reasonable
doubt that the writer is protesting gently but firmly against some ruling mode
of thought or form of faith in the Early Church, in some wise associated with
the name of Simon Peter.

He raises no standard of rebellion against this lordship, he allows its func-
tion of feeding and shepherding the flock of the Lord, but he cannot believe
that it must permanently endure; the time will come when it shall pass away,
grown old and helpless, and shall even glorify God by such an exit. On the
other hand, there is a much deeper, a quiet and reticent, conception that
nestles as it were in the very bosom of the Jesus himself, the inmost truth of
the Gospel, the Wisdom and the Word of God. The dominating Church-
tendency beholds this pensive contemplative Christianity following the Jesus
of its own accord, without any command or exhortation, and asks with a
faint impatience, “But what of this?” And the Jesus guardedly declares that
it is this, even this unpretending mystic spiritual conception that alone abides
forever, “till I come,” not interfering with the practical “business-like” aspect,
the faith of the masses and their overseers, but following its own path “the
way, the truth, the life.”

So understood, this Addendum, the 21st chapter, appears to be one of the
sanest as well as profoundest in all the New Testament; in truth, as a parable
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it is unsurpassed, if indeed anywhere equaled, in human literature. As a lit-
eral matter-of-fact history of post-resurrectional flesh and blood, it may still
serve some as milk—that has been, if not watered, at least most carefully
skimmed.

The closing verses (24, 25) seem to show clearly enough that the writer has
all along been speaking quite mystically, in symbols, and would warn the
reader against any literal interpretation. “This is the Learner that witnesses
of these things and wrote them, and we know that his witness is true. And
there are also many other things that the Jesus did, which if they were
written one by one, I do not deem the World itself could contain the books
so written.” The colossal hyperbole says plainly “Beware!” It is impossible to
take such words as they stand. Notice also “we know” and “I do not deem.”
And how could “we” know the witness was true, unless “we” ourselves had
witnessed? Surely it is a deep internal testimony, of the Soul and not of the
eye, that is meant by the author. It is to the inner sense divine that he would
make his appeal, an appeal to which all like-minded will hearken.

v. Viewed as a Whole

This Gospel then appears as a plea and a confession. Its author can not and
does not deny that another form of Christian faith than his own has taken
precedence and is in mastery of the minds of the Many. He passes no unkind
or unfriendly judgment upon it, thus displaying a Liberalism that deserves
high praise. But it is not the type of belief that appeals to his own spirit, which
is far more mystic and less practical. Naturally it is his own type for which
he pleads as the true, the unchanging, the eternal.

That his opposition was directed especially against some form of Church-
ism that appealed to Apostolic authority, seems visible in his utter silence as
to the Apostles; only once is the word used (13'®), and then not in the tech-
nical sense but in the general sense of “messenger”: “neither is the one sent
greater than he that sent him.” Here, indeed, there seems to be a covert allu-
sion, and one of depreciation. Similarly there is no mention of the choosing
and sending of the Twelve; the term itself seems to be avoided: only in 20%
(“Thomas . . . one of the Twelve”) and in a short section, 671, is the term
used (“Said the Jesus therefore to the Twelve, Would ye also go away?” and
again “Have not I chosen you the Twelve, and one of you is a devil? He
spoke of the Judas of Simon Iscariot, for he it was should deliver him up, one
of the Twelve”). These uses are by no means complimentary.

It has long been the habit to identify this Evangelist with the Beloved Dis-
ciple (Learner, Mathetes), and this latter with John, son of Zebedee, an
Apostle. Now there does seem to be some close relation between this Beloved
and the Gospel author: The Learner symbolizes the Religious Idea or theory
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which the Author holds and would set forth. But to seek for this Learner in
the Zebedean is to misunderstand the Gospel totally. Many have sought to
explain the minuteness of detail by the assumption that the Zebedean is giv-
ing personal reminiscences. But this appears altogether impossible. It sup-
poses that the Gospel is a careful record of biographic facts, a supposition for
which there is not a ghost of warrant. “In the beginning was the Logos, and
the Logos was with God, and the Logos was God.” Does that sound like the
opening of a Galilean Diary, or anything of the sort?

We have seen that many extensive portions of the narrative are beyond all
doubt pure invention (or parables) of the writer, and full to the brim of dog-
matic content or symbolic meaning. The discourses in general, as we have
also seen, are philosophic soliloquies, mystical musings, which the author
himself describes as “dark sayings,” without much or even any relevance or
fitness to the occasion, and which would have been quite unintelligible to any
Palestinian audience, even as they remain uncomprehended by the theologians
of today. The author employs certain familiar ideas and elements of the gen-
eral Gospel tradition or propaganda, but employs them with perfect inde-
pendence, making no attempt to conform his narrative to any Synoptic model
or even to the Synoptic data. As a result he has produced a representation that
is altogether his own, that not only defies any harmonization with all or any
Synoptics but also seems equally impossible as the figure of any Individual—
whether Man or God or God-man—inaugurating a Religious Revolution in
Judea or Galilee or anywhere else. The figure is dim, dark, and shrouded,
mysterious and miraculous, every way supernatural and nearly every way
enigmatic.

All this seems hopeless to understand of any conceivable Individual but
far from impossible to comprehend of a semi-Gnostic Allegorical Being, the
Impersonation of Ideal Spiritual Universal Israel, regarded not so much as the
Son-of-Man—as conceived by Daniel and Enoch, though this conception is
not rejected but only firmly subordinated—as the Righteous Servant of Isai-
anic prophecy, the Arm of Jehovah outstretched for the judgment but also
the Salvation of the World, the Light to lighten the Gentiles, and to exhibit
Love as the central Pillar of the Kingdom of Heaven, Love not only of man
for man and for God, but above all, of God for Man, particularly for the Gen-
tile World.

This latter idea is by far the most signal contribution of our Evangelist to
Religion and its Philosophy. The notion of God’s love for His own Elect, for
Israel His Son, was indeed in no way new, but not that of the same Deity’s
Love for the Heathen, the oppressors of His Own People. Our author, who
seems to have been a Greek or a completely Hellenized Jew, does not at all
deny or abate the religious pre-eminence of Israel or his destiny as the Agent of
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God, the far-reaching Arm of His Power. Nay, he is deeply versed in Scripture,
and he acknowledges fully the unique position and mission of Jacob. His
own explanation of the Paradox of Israel’s unhappy History and untoward
fate is that the overweening Love of God was not for Israel in particular but
for the World, the Gentiles! The Only Begotten Son is Israel, sacrificed for
the world. Such essentially is the idea that reigns in Deutero-Isaiah. Com-
pare also the Psalms of Solomon (18*): “Thy chastisement falls upon us as on
a First-born Only Son.”

The idea of Israel’s religious leadership and even glorification, while ad-
mitted in terms by our Evangelist, was not a favorite with him, and hence he
never dwelt upon it, but rather upon the Sufferings of Israel, of the Son of
God. He was familiar with the imaginings of Daniel and Enoch, and he ac-
cepted them, but only with notable reservations, or rather additions and shift-
ings of accent.

* * * * | ]

The reader may complain that the treasures of mystical thought discov-
ered do not repay for the quest, that the game is not worth the candle. Why
dive for pearls in unfathomable depths, when the gems brought forth are
only pinheads? The objection seems plausible and would be decisive—if our
concern were only for the individual pearls,—but that is far from being the
case. It is not they, each for itself, that we are seeking, but the necklace they
form, or rather the whole bejeweled robe over which they are sprinkled. This
garment of thought is an essential part of the elaborate vesture of the Early
Christian Mind. If we would understand the one, we must also understand
the other. Not the single minute gem but its connectivity with all the others
is of value. Of itself it would signify little that in John 21! the number 153
typifies the whole of Pagandom, that the nez typifies the Church, and its
unrent condition the Catholic unity then coming to light, that Simon Peter’s
pulling in the net points to the prevalence of a certain mode of clerical thought
and action, while the Beloved Learner adumbrates a deeper and more spirit-
ual conception of Christianity. It is the entanglement and interlacing of these
delicate strands of allusion with the entire drapery of Protochristian Experi-
ence that counts so much for our comprehension of the most far-reaching,
deep-piercing, all-shaping and enduring single development in the long his-
tory of human civilization.

As it appears, then, to the present writer, the work of John is in aim cor-
rectly conceived by Clement of Alexandria as a “spiritual Gospel.” It is a deep,
solemn, intensely earnest but not passionate protest against the final triumph
and exclusive recognition of the popular Catholic Ecclesiastical Governmental
Literalistic and Conventional type of Christianity that was coming to the
front more and more in those early days and at last issued in the two colossal
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organizations, the Roman Catholic and the Greek Orthodox Churches. Over
against these he would set—not directly to oppose, but rather to supplement—
a far profounder, a mystical, a half-gnostic conception, which he feels must
lie at the very heart of Christianism and constitutes its very essence and its
life.—It is the bane of the Mystic that his feeling, his sense, his intuition so
far outruns his logic, his expression, his ratiocination. The Evangelist pleads
earnestly and untiringly, but he never advances in thought, he merely wheels
round and round, circling his object again and again, viewing it over and
over, but never analyzing, never setting his thoughts into orderly relations.
His arguments consist in exclaiming, See there! Behold! If you do not see, he
does not show you, but merely deplores your dullness of sense. Hence his dis-
cussions are only a loose string of assertions, where the first may well be last,
and the last may as well be first.

The Evangelist seems to have been not all unconscious of this lack of
logical coherence in his exposition, and so he has sought to relieve it from
stage to stage by the introduction of narratives or explanations in narrative
form. Of course, all such must be virtual parables. “The deepest can be said in
symbols only.” And it is precisely such symbolism that is often the clearest
and most instructive feature of his impressive pleading. Neither does he
lack a certain literary sense and skill. He weaves into his recitals a number of
details that serve to enliven the symbolic picture and give it an air of original
autoptic testimony, though beneath these seeming trivialities he may have
hidden away many a subtle allegoric allusion that might have been detected
at the time, but is now covered too deep with the dust of centuries.

Herewith we neither raise nor prejudge any question as to the unity or in-
tegrity of the composition and the text, as they have reached us. There ap-
pears to be no good reason to suppose that the work has escaped the com-
mon fate of redaction and interpolation, but the re-editing seems to have been
wrought in the general spirit of the original, with here and there perhaps a
perceptible divergence.

The reader may perhaps wonder that the Evangelist should have ever at-
tained such airy or nebular conceptions, and still more that he should ever
have given them such studied and elaborate expression. What could he have
hoped to achieve by writing such a pamphlet and parading before a select
circle such a long procession of shadows in the cloud? But to insist on such
questions is to misunderstand the mystic mind, which joys in its own lucubra-
tions and delights to body them forth in words and symbols, and sometimes
the darker the better. It was as natural, one may say inevitable, for the Proto-
Christian to fall into symbol, parable, and allegory as for the modern after-
dinner speaker to arouse his audience with an amusing anecdote, an ancient
jest. Consider the long and lengthening list of Pseudepigrapha, practically all
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representing this literary drift and tendence. Consider among Christian or
quasi-Christian documents the Pistis-Sophia and a host of similars. Con-
sider the so-called Epistle of Barnabas and its fellows. Consider the learned
and in many ways admirable Epistle To Hebrews. Surely it cannot be neces-
sary to load the page down with the names of more such documents of that
day. Let the reader glance through the Book of Enoch and remember it is only
a partial compilation of works that went under his name. Let him read the
New Testament Book of Revelation and reflect that it also is a mosaic of such
compositions, a compilation of such apocalypses. Even the second Century
could produce the Shepherd of Hermas, exceedingly allegorical and just as
popular.

Whether we can comprehend it or no, the fact is indisputable that the Early
Christians no less and perhaps even more than their contemporaries were
devoted to mysticism both in thought and in expression. In Acts 21*® we read
that a prophet Agabus came to Caesarea and on meeting Paul took the latter’s
girdle and bound his own feet and arms with it, and said: “Thus saith the
Holy Spirit, So will the Jews in Jerusalem bind the owner of this girdle, and
will hand him over to the Gentiles.” A modern occidental would be content
to utter the prophesy, but not so the ancient oriental; he felt that he must enact
the process of binding to make the prophesy impressive, and may he not have
been partially right? Exactly so Zedekiah made him horns of iron and said.
“Thus saith YHVH, with these shalt thou gore the Arameans, until they be
consumed” (I Kings 22", II Chr. 18'). It must have cost some effort to
make such horns, however rudely, and to us the symbolism seems puerile and
ludicrous, but to Ahab it was vivid and forcible. So too the eating of one loaf
and drinking of one cup was regarded as a sacred and awful emblem of
brotherly unity (I Cor. 10'®) and has partially preserved its meaning even to
this day.

Enough. The Proto-Christian soul was fed on “dark sayings” daily (John
16%°), on signs, on allegory. This dominance of the symbol became absolute
in their use of the phrase Son-of-Man in metaphor, in which the urge to per-
sonify, to objectify, to mould abstract ideas into individual shapes, attains its
fullest bloom, its richest fruition. This concept, which they had adopted from
Enochian sources, they had profoundly modified by the Isaianic figure of the
Righteous Suffering Servant of YHVH, the Idealized Israel, the Only Son of
God, the Fullness of Him that filleth all in all.

Such mystical phrases are mere snapshots of a higher-dimensional Reality
—a transcendent conception that might well inspire a Paul, a Barnabas, an
Apollos to the boldest rhetoric, the most strenuous evangelization, but was far
too ethereal for the masses, and needed to be assimilated to a much humbler
order of apprehension, if it was to make any successful appeal to the average
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heart and mind. This necessary adaptation took the only guise that was pos-
sible under all the historical and cultural conditions, the form of a biographi-
cal allegory in which the Son-of-Man was presented as a Man moving about
among men. Both the outline and the details of the Life were supplied (here
in John as in the Synoptics) mainly by the Old Testament, which was essen-
tially the Story of the Life of Israel. The incidents and sayings were at first
devised in more or less clear consciousness that they were figments of fancy.
But this Symbolization met the common fate of all objectifications; the Sign
is mistaken for the Significate. Insensibly and yet speedily the fictions, the
parables and symbols, came to be received more and more as facts and their
underlying meaning forgotten; the guiding forces in the Church (like St.
Ignatius) came to accept the situation not merely as a transient stage (de-
picted in I Cor. 3%, Heb. 5®), but as a permanent condition (I Pet. 22 and the
Ignatian Epistles). This might well be called the Petrine tendency, long since
consummated in the Church of Rome, resulting in the most fixed and perfect
organization that cultured man has ever seen.

The merits of this Objectivism—and it had and has many—were recog-
nized by the Fourth Evangelist who still employed it himself, but he could
not regard it as a finality or as more than a metaphor, a likeness of the deepest,
innermost, divinest truth of the Christian doctrine and propaganda. Accord-
ingly he wrote his Gospel—the witness of the Beloved Disciple who lay in the
very bosom of the Jesus himself—as a Spiritual Gospel of eternal Truth and
eternal Life—the Beloved Learner being none other than himself, or rather
his own profounder mystical, more spiritual conception of the Christ, the
Son-of-Man. Unfortunately he was himself one of the most mystical of men,
and hence his own symbolic representation of the Life and Teaching of the
Jesus, while revealing often the keenness and depth of his spiritual intuition, is
in general woefully lacking in clearness, persuasiveness and convincing power.
By adopting largely its current form of speech, he halfway yields to the
tendency he would oppose, and turns the edge of his own argument, his pro-
test against the historic materializations of the Faith. Besides, we have found
that he was unhappily antisemitic, and failed to do any manner of justice to
the Jews. He transcended completely the Danielic-Enochian conception of the
Son-of-Man, abjuring every suggestion of Jewish favoritism, and outstripped
even the Second Isaiah in exalting God’s Love for the World. He strove hard
to humanize his picture of the Savior-God,—though with very indifferent suc-
cess—and to vivify his whole representation, by introducing minute insignifi-
cant details. The miracles he narrated are transparent parables throughout,
and present his thought much more impressively than do the discourses he
laid on the lips of the Jesus.

The writer of the Fourth Gospel is thus seen as presenting its story without
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the slightest hamper of biographic fact, and solely in order to express pic-
turesquely and forcefully his own idea. He cares little or nought for what any
other evangelist may have written or thought—as is signally shown, to give a
single example, by his boldly changing the day of Crucifixion. At times his
Gospel affirms events which the Synoptic statements render impossible; at
other times we have seen the claims made in this Gospel reduce to absurdity
the statements of the Synoptists. We must surely admire his daring, his
candor, and his self-sufficiency.—Nor has he any intention of deceiving any-
one: In his own esteem neither he nor any other evangelist was recording
history; they were painting doctrine.



Chapter Seven

The General Picture

i. The Great Personification

The exposition thus far sketched seems not only to show the practical cer-
tainty of the non-existence as @ man of the Jesus the Christ, but also to exhibit
with fair clarity both the Origin and the Content of the Primitive Propaganda,
and so it may be said to make a rift at last in the persistent cloud that has hung
for 1800 years about the Cradle of Christianity. But there are various other
considerations, of less constructive value, indeed, yet highly important as point-
ing one and all with converging indications to the impersonal and purely ideal
character of the Jesus. A number of these considerations have already been
examined at length in the two books, Der vorchristliche Jesus and Ecce Deus,
but some aspects still appear to deserve a survey.

Someone may inquire how, and when, and why, if there never was a
human person Jesus, this wonderful Christian movement could take its
origin. The answer, expressed in short, is that it was a continuation, pro-
longation, expansion, and intensification of the Jewish Proselytism, which may
be traced back distinctly as far as 139 B.c.* Its key note was the Great Per-
sonification, rooted many centuries earlier still in the Hebrew sacred litera-
ture. A brief backward look into earlier times will help us.

This Personification of Israel had long existed in Hebrew literature espe-
cially under the name of the “Anointed,” the Messiah, the Christ. Very natu-
rally and appropriately the title the Elect One, the Chosen, was also frequently
used, particularly by Isaiah, and in Deuteronomy. Hardly any other idea
(except, of course, that of YHVH) so dominates the Old Testament as that
of Israel the Chosen, and the resulting Personification was as natural and
familiar as possible. The Anointing was merely a token and seal of this Elec-
tion, so that Elect and Messiah (the Anointed Person) mean practically the

* In which year Simon, brother and successor to Judas Makkabi, sent an important embassy
to Rome.
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same. Moreover the controlling presumption is that the term “Mine Elect”
is uniform in its reference to Israel and Israel only.

Now every one knows that this Choice of Israel from among all the na-
tions of the earth carried with it the conception and therewith the lively un-
quenchable hope of the Glorification of the Chosen People beyond the power
of words to express or even of the mind to conceive. If YHVH, the One Su-
preme God, the Almighty, the Maker of heaven and earth, had indeed
elected Israel from among all the nations as His Only Son and had loved
him and reared him (Hos. 11') and revealed His Will and His Law unto
Israel and Israel alone, then it would seem impossible to exaggerate the dif-
ference or the distance between this People and all other peoples of the earth,
and the figurative representation (in Dan. 7) of the kingdoms of the nations
as monstrous beasts but of Israel as Human, as One-Like-a-Son-of-Man, would
seem not only natural but also necessary. This immense superiority carried
with it an altogether superlative and incomparable destiny. It could not be
otherwise than that the Eternal and Almighty had decreed his Chosen, His
Anointed, His Beloved Son to be the supreme Power on earth and to rule
the whole world as the Vicegerant of God Himself. Such was the obvious
conclusion, untouched by any exaggeration.

Indeed, the case appeared clear beyond all controversy, and yet it was pain-
fully contradicted in history at every turn by the most persistent experience;
—the Chosen People were not the rulers of earth, nay, they were subjugated
and oppressed, they were outcasts, a hissing and a byword, and their Holy
City was trodden under foot of the monstrous heathen. The nearly uniform
experience of national history subjected the Faith of Israel to such a test as
seems never to have been applied elsewhere in the annals of man, and that
the test was heroically and successfully endured appears to be the most re-
markable fact of its kind in human annals and to indicate a toughness of
racial fibre without parallel in the life of mankind.

As it appears to the present writer, the Old Testament is in the main the
reaction of the Hebrew Soul to this Paradox of History. Especially is this
true of the Psalms and the Prophets. Through it all, the faith of the prophets
(and psalmists) in the w/timate forgiveness, restoration, sanctification and
glorification of Israel seems hardly to have wavered for a moment. The De-
portation to Babylon was an inconceivable trial, but it was bravely borne and
triumphantly overcome. Yet it made an indelible mark upon one peculiarly
noble spirit. The Later Isaiah* confronted the problem of the Affliction of
Israel with a high-hearted resolve to master and comprehend it. His solution
of the problem may rank as perhaps the boldest and sublimest flight of poetic

® I.e., the author, roughly of Isa. 40-66 inclusive, dating about 400 B.c. A kindred—though by
no means a rival—spirit mects us in thc Book of Jomah—so learnedly discussed in Hans
Schmidt's Jona: Eine Untersuchung zur vergleichenden Religionsgeschichte (1907).
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imagination in human chronicle, well worthy the reverence of all ages to
come. He conceived of his People as indeed a Righteous and Suffering Serv-
ant, but especially as an Instrument wielded in the hands of the Almighty for
the Salvation of the Whole World, as a Light to lighten the gloom of Polythe-
ism that rested over all the globe, as bearing the Torch of Divine Truth far
abroad among the Heathen, into the dark and secret places of Idolatry, and
so spreading the knowledge of YHVH until it should fill all the earth as the
waters cover the sea.

This universal expansion of the Hebrew Monotheism, the conversion of the
whole world to Yahvism, could be attained in only one way, by dispersing
the Hebrews among the heathen, and this Dispersion involved the temporary
overthrow and Death of Israel as a Nation. This confounding calamity was
conceived as an act of God, His voluntary surrender and vicarious sacrifice
of his own People, His own dear-loved Son, to blot out the sins of the world,
and to make all men the children of the Most High, by bringing the Knowl-
edge (the Gnosis) of God unto all. Of course, the Victim has to be figured
as a willing Sacrifice, as perfectly submissive to the decrees of Heaven and at
least in large measure an innocent sufferer, as bearing the guilt of others and
atoning for their sins.

But the majestic conception of the Dying Atoning Sacrifice was not yet
enough in itself. A just and loving Father might indeed yield up His own
and only Son as a willing sacrifice for the sins of the world, to bring all wan-
dering humanity back to the fold of God, but that could not be the end of the
story. The Son whom He Loved could not be surrendered to Death forever;
nay, he must be raised from the dead and exalted to glory undreamed-of be-
fore. So at least the Prophet seems to have reasoned, for after it pleased YHVH
to bruise him, and to make his soul an offering for sin, yet “shall he prolong
his days,” yet “will I divide him a portion with the great and he shall divide
the spoil with the strong” (53'2).—Such seems to be the Theodicy of the
Younger Isaiah.

That the Righteous Servant is neither more nor less than Israel Idealized
appears to be quite beyond question; in many preceding passages the prophet
could hardly be more explicit (Is. 41®%, 441, 442", 45* 48, 49°). Indeed the
spirit of the whole twenty seven chapters (40-66, not strictly a unit) shows
beyond any dispute the intense patriotism of the seer (or seers) and his glow-
ing faith in the illustrious future of his People.

Yet his brilliant conception of Israel as YHVH’s torch-bearer to the Heathen
World carried with it of necessity certain modifications in the general theory
of Israel’s relation to the rest of mankind. The concept of Israel was to be
widened so as to include in some sense all the newly-enlightened pagans, to
be members of the Elect People, who might in time immensely outnumber the
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Hebrews themselves. Now this universalization of the Concept of the People
of God was a daring and difhicult undertaking. It seemed hardly in the nature
of things that complete and perfect equality should be granted, and yet how
could it be denied?

The Generalization of the Israel-Idea was conditioned by the development
of another process, which may be called the Spiritualization of the same Idea.
If the pagan was to be absorbed in Jacob and become a true Son of Abraham,
what did it mean? Surely so much at least, that such sonship was not accord-
ing to the flesh, that it was not a mere matter of physical kinship and com-
munion of blood, but a far deeper affiliation of soul; not a consanguinity but
a conspirituality. Israel was no longer a continuous series of generations of
flesh-and-blood men sprung from a single Abraham-stem, but an exhaustless
stream* of spiritual life, the Gnosis of God, welling up from the depths of
Deity itself, poured out upon the earth in Palestine, but spreading out thence
over every land and watering the whole world into the beauty of holiness, the
joy of the worship of Jehovah alone.

Thus it appears that the Idealization, the Universalization, and the Spiritu-
alization of Israel are only three sides of the one triangle, and are all alike
implied in the one great Isaianic imagination of the Righteous and Suffering
Servant of YHVH. But it must not be supposed that this involved the aban-
donment of the millennial hope of the Glorification of Israel proper. Had it
been so, the notion could never have found a foothold in the Hebrew con-
sciousness, it would have died in its birth, the words of Isaiah could never have
won lodgement in the Hebrew canon. The prophet himself is possessed with
the vision of the coming aggrandizement of his own People: he beholds Jeru-
salem arising from the ashes of widowhood and robing herself in the garments
of the Bride of YHVH (49'®).

Precisely how this dignification could be brought about and in what it
should consist, was left the future to determine, but meanwhile the individual
seer might fancy what he pleased and give his phantasies what literary ex-
pression he could.

Very different was the precedure of the prophet Daniel. He is scarcely
touched with Isaianism,—intelligible only to a few,—but maintains outright
the infinite superiority of Israel, expressing it most vividly by figuring the
great Heathen Kingdoms, including the Greek of Alexander and his suc-
cessors, as 4 Beasts, but Israel as one-like-a-Son-of-Man, z.e., a human being.
This latter, who “came with the clouds of heaven,” is brought into the pres-
ence of the Ancient of Days (the Eternal God), and receives “dominion and
glory and a kingdom, that all the peoples, nations, and languages should serve
him: his dominion is an everlasting dominion, and his kingdom that which

® Such seems to have been emphatically the notion of Philo, as appears in scores of passages.
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shall not be destroyed. ... And the kingdom and the dominion and the great-
ness of the kingdoms under the whole heaven shall be given to the People of
the Saints of the most High: his kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and all
dominions shall serve and obey him” (7% % 27),

Here the case is perfectly clear: Israel, the People of the Saints of the most
High, is the Son-of-Man, the higher and only real humanity in its nobler
sense, and to him “is given judgement” (%**), and he rules all other peoples
as God’s Vicegerent forever. There is no hint of sharing it with any re-
formed Gentiles.

Apparently it was under the inspiration of Daniel that a whole literature
sprang up under the name of Enoch of which a considerable block, the Si-
militudes, is occupied with what might be called the Revelation of the Son-of-
Man or of the Elect of God. We found in an earlier chapter that this is a
supernatural Being, kept hidden (politically obscured) for ages in the deep
counsels of God, but at last revealed, unto judgment, for unto him all judg-
ment, “the sum of judgment is committed” (En. 69*" 2°), as he “sits on the
throne of his glory.”—This Son-of-Man, so named 15 times in Enoch, other-
wise called the Elect One, 17 times, the Anointed twice, who acts as the
Vicegerent of the Head-of-Days (“Ancient of Days”) or Lord of Spirits, is
manifestly and by every token a Personification of the People Israel, one might
say the Israel Ideal, the Chosen of God.

Of course, he may be called the Messiah (Anointed), if by this term be
meant the same Personification. It cannot be too heavily stressed that in the
Similitudes of Enoch, the Elect One, the Son-of-Man, designated the People
Israel, idealised and personalised, but still all and only Israel, nothing more
nothing less, as the sole Agent of “the Head of Days,” of “the Lord of Spirits,”
in the final judgment of the world, though with functions and characteristics
somewhat milder and more beneficent towards the nations than appear in
the Danielic original. Indeed, the term Elect, seems decisive. The Son-of-Man,
when equated with “Mine Elect,” the Chosen-of-God, must be Israel and
Israel only.

Under close and constant touch with the Greek world of thought and
feeling, the Hebrew mind and world-view in the Dispersion underwent a
profound modification in the direction of the Isaianic idea. Slowly and gradu-
ally it came to be realised that the Greek world was worth saving, and that
Israel was to be God’s factotum in the Salvation (Jeshu-a) of the Gentiles. It
was also seen more and more clearly, at least by some elect spirits, that no other
honor could compare with that of being the Savior of the world, the spiritual
Head of all Humanity. The issue of this development was the Jewish Proselyz-
is, which we saw traced back nearly to the middle of the second pre-Christian
century, whence it spread forward over nearly 300 years. How exceedingly
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earnest and extensive it was we can never know, we can only judge from
scattered allusions here and there.

Now it seems impossible to understand the Early Christian Movement
without bearing this Jewish-Hellenistic Crusade for Monotheism constantly
in mind. Beyond question it prepared the soil in which the Gospel was sown
like a mustard seed, from which it sprouted and sprung and flourished with
a rank and overshadowing growth. As is well-known, the Jewish mind itself
was far from a unit on this subject of the Conversion of the Heathen. How
could it be otherwise with both Daniel and Isaiah in the Sacred Book? The
distant echoes of the strife are still heard in the book of Actzs. Naturally it
was in Palestinian circles that the conservative Danielic view prevailed most
strongly: the Jewish patriot longed intensely for the Coming (Parousy, pres-
ence) of the Son-of-Man, unto judgment, with the clouds of heaven, to be-
hold him seated on the throne of his glory, with all the subject nations of earth
assembled around him.

It was solely for the political deliverance of his people that such a patriot
yearned; he felt little or no interest in any personal Deliverer; it was the na-
tional Redemption, and not the Redeemer, for which he prayed. On the
other hand, all history, even of Israel, has one voice in teaching that tran-
scendent national achievements are effected only through transcendent na-
tional leaders. It was almost inevitable that such a leader or Deputy should
centre on himself the regard not only of apocalyptic writers here and there,
but far more, of the crowd at large, to whom the conception of the Nation as
a unit was hard, but the conception of a great Commander, easy and ready at
hand.

The imagination of some, possibly of many, might clothe such a spokesman
with preternatural powers, and might feign marvellous and even miraculous
stories about him. But one may feel pretty sure that only a powerful man of
action, a doer of daring and desperate deeds, could have spell-bound the gen-
eral popular fancy and inspired it to its unprecedented freaks of fiction.

Let anyone consider the turmoil that had prevailed in Palestine for over a
hundred years, the restless spirit of rebellion against foreign and especially
Roman power, which filled the mountains for generations with sicarii (knife-
men). Let him ponder the increasing ferment that led Mommsen to date the
catastrophic war not (as commonly done) from a.p. 66, but from the death of
Agrippa AD. 44; let him reflect on the demonic courage and contempt of
death that animated generation after generation of the Jews and urged them
on to sacrifices that now appear to have been well-nigh insane, and then let
him ask himself where else in history is there shown such a seething cauldron
of national feeling?

Doubtless there were many that still retained their poise and reason, but
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were they of the type to be excited to visions of a fellow-man raised from the
dead, ascended to heaven, and throned in glory at the right hand of the Maj-
esty on High? Assuredly not. To the present writer the notion of a dreamer-
Messiah at such a focus of ferment, of a gentle Rabbi straying along the shores
of the sea of Galilee, preaching repentance in the streets of Capernaum, debat-
ing in the synagogues, “dandling infants in his arms” climbing up mountains
to preach to his disciples(!), followed everywhere far out into the desert by
thronging listeners, the notion of such a man-of-words ever being figured in
the minds of the multitude in Palestine as an individual personal Messiah sent
to deliver his Chosen People from the thraldom of the Roman yoke,—such a
notion seems incredibly out of alignment.

To redeem such an idea for one moment from utter fatuity, we must invest
such a Rabbi with inconceivably miraculous powers, such as occupy the whole
stage in the Gospels, such as Fundamentalists (but none else) still accord him,
—and far more still we must endow him with a magical personality, at once
charming and overpowering, provoking alike to love and to terror, to awe and
to admiration. This obvious necessity was distinctly perceived by the ancients.
In Ep. 65.8 Ad Principiam Jerome declares, “Unless Jesus had had something
starry in his face and eyes, never would the apostles have followed him in-
stantly”; and in commentary on Matt. ¢° (calling of Matthew), he speaks of
“the radiance itself and majesty of hidden divinity that was shining also in
his human countenance”; and again, at the cleansing of the temple (Matt.
21'?), “for something fiery and starlike was flashing from his eyes and the
majesty of the godhead was shining in his face.”

Herein the learned Father was unquestionably right. Unless there was Deity
blazing forth from his visage and echoing in his every word, the literal Jesus
of the Gospels is entirely unintelligible in his relations with the people of
Palestine; nothing but a perpetual miracle of personality could make under-
standable a single day of his Galilean or Judean ministry. The efforts of lib-
eral criticism to rationalize this story in non-miraculous terms grow daily
more and more unsatisfying in spite of all the splendid powers deployed in
the attempt. From beginning to end it is Godhead, merely robed in flesh, that
walks through the chapters of the New Testament. Withdraw the Divinity,
eliminate the miraculous, and where is the superlative personality >—the
whole figure collapses in a heap. Again, leave aside the miracles—which in
any case were not human, but mere displays of supernatural power, entirely
devoid of any moral merit or any suggestion of human personality—and we
find not one single distinctly human deed of the great Master, not one single
exhibiton of any high order of human virtue, not one single trace of charm
or attraction, nothing that could humanly win us to devotion,—in fact we
find no personal traits whatever that would mark out a distinct impressive or
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fascinating character; what is more, we find no human character at alll*
It is true that an extremely high moral-religious teaching of a certain type
is at times ascribed to this Master; but it might just as well have been ascribed
to anyone else; the words might just as well have proceeded from an oracle,
or a statue. Not once does he ever exemplify or illustrate his teaching in his
own person or conduct. He never gives another his own coat, he never shares
his last morsel with another, he never shields another at his own personal risk,
he never grieves with another, he never displays a single noble or amiable
quality. He talks with wonderful beauty about love (in the Fourth Gospel),
but it is all only about a mystical divine love, not a human affection. He washes
his disciples’ feet (in the same Fourth Gospel), but it is only a symbolic action,
and it does not appear that the disciples either needed or desired the washing.
In truth, the whole Life, even in the Johannine representation, is singularly
devoid of human qualities; it is indeed not a human life at all, but the life of
an emotionless God walking up and down the earth, in human guise and
vesture. The reader may think of two or three trivial apparent exceptions,
which he will find carefully considered in Ecce Deus; they do not soften the
general verdict. No wonder that Bultmannt regretfully concedes that “the
Character of Jesus . . .1is for us no longer cognizable.”

It is, of course, the venerated rule to maintain the exact opposite, to regard
the Gospel Life as the one altogether perfect life, the Gospel portrait as the
One, the Only One, of perfect beauty and resistless charm. But this is all with-
out any warrant whatever. We have merely astributed to the portrait—itself
almost a formless and colorless blank—the features and qualities that please
us most, and have then exclaimed of our own idealization, “How infinitely
beautiful and sublime!” We forget his words allegedly addressed to his
mother, “What have I to do with thee, woman?” (literally, “What to me and
to thee, woman?”), or inadmissibly accoy it into “Leave it to me.” When
Peter remonstrates sympathetically against the Crucifixion, “Far be it from
thee, Lord,” the answer is immediate from the Jesus, “Get thee behind me,
Satan!”t Such harshness seems quite “unchristian” and unprovoked.

When the Scribes and Pharisees question his claims (entirely unsupported)
and trouble him with natural interrogations, he denounces them before the
multitude (Matt. 23) in an harangue almost unequaled for savage violence
and gross injustice: they are “hypocrites,” “blind guides,” “blind fools,”

* Extremely significant is the clear perception by R. Bultmann (see page 58, footnote) not
only of the “lack of the biographical,” but especially of the lack of personal interest, of character-
conception, in the Gospels.

+ Die Erforschung der Synoptischen Evangelien, p. 33, 1925.

1 The words that follow, “For thou mindest not the things of God but the things of men
(Mark 833) seem to be almost an exact echo of the words of Herodotos concerning the Lake-
daimonians obeying much against the grain a bidding of the Delphic oracle: “For they esteemed
the things of heaven more highly than the things of men” (v. 63).
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“white-washed sepulchres,” “serpents,” a “brood of vipers,” inevitably doomed
to the “damnation of hell.” If there is anything in any Gospel that would
seem to reveal some human personality in the Jesus, it would seem to be this
ferocious tirade in the temple. No wonder the honest and clear-sighted
Bultmannt thinks to find here in its merciless malisons, the genuine words
of Jesus— “if anywhere (wenn irgendwo).” Yet never once, unless by Weidel,
is it counted or included as part of the accepted Gospel Portrait!

To be sure, no such words were ever uttered in the Temple by the Jesus or
by anyone else; they echo in their allegory the animosities of a later period,
after the break between the two religions. But textually we have just as much
authority for ascribing them to the Jesus as for ascribing the Sermon on the
Mount or the final prayer for the Disciples before crossing the Kidron (John
17). It seems plain that the writers have had no historic person in mind but
have calmly consulted their own sense of the eternal fitness of things (which
is not always our sense!), and have laid upon the lips of the Jesus whatever
fancies of their own they would clothe with divine authority, regardless of
any original or even of any consistency itself.

Another consideration that seems decisive at once and for all time for the
unhistorical character of the Gospels, is the open indiputable fact, already
argued, that they were in large measure allegories or symbolisms. Of course,
every one is familiar with the commonplace that the “Jesus spake in Parables.”
Their abundance and their frequent exceeding beauty have been a theme of
endless comment, an object of amazed admiration to commentators for nearly
a score of centuries. But these Parables are only one phase of a general, in-
deed universal characteristic of the Gospels, the symbolic or allegorical. Such
illustrious Fathers of the Church as Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Augus-
tine and others, recognized the symbolic meanings in question without doubt
or hesitation and often expressed them clearly and forcibly. Unfortunately
they combined this emphatic recognition with fantastic theories of interpreta-
tion of the Scriptures as documents of multiple meaning, having sometimes as
many as four senses* quite distinct in the same passage, all of which were
equally justified! By such means they sought to save the ordinary historic
sense (the traditional “milk for babes”), while rendering some show of justice
to the undeniable symbolism. Certainly such a method cannot satisfy the
prosaic scientific mind of today, which will never believe that a symbolism
requires to be cautiously acted out! If it were, in every case the physical mar-
vel would have obliterated completely the deeper sense it was supposed or in-
tended to reveal. Just so the conservative theologian today, when he interprets

1 1In his Geschichte der Synoptischen Tradition, 1921.

® “Literal sense teaches facts; allegoric, what to believe; moral, what to do; anagogic, whither
we tend’—so says a noted couplet.
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the miracle as literal fact, forgets or even denies the inner meaning; believ-
ing it literally, he is shocked and horrified—with justifiable consistency—at
the suggestion that the story is an allegory or symbol.

We may conclude, then, confidently that, since the miracles, even accord-
ing to the most authoritative Fathers of the Church, were undoubtedly sym-
bols of spiritual truth, it is quite impossible they should have physically oc-
curred. What could be more absurd than to imagine the Jesus as wandering
round the country, speaking to the people in Parables in order that they might
not understand him (“that they may look and look but not see, may listen
and listen but not understand,” Mark 4'2, Matt. 13'%, Luke 8'°) and working
all manner of marvels symbolizing spiritual truths that they would be sure
never even faintly to suspect! That would be feeding not milk to the babes,
but water and water alone!

It seems impossible to stress this point too strongly, for it appears to be as
nearly decisive as any single consideration can be. The Gospel content is cer-
tainly in large measure purely symbolic. So much is frankly conceded by the
highest critical authority. Says the Theologischer Jahresbericht in reviewing
Ecce Deus: “Above all, however, it is in the demonstration of the original
esoteric character of Christianity, and therewith of the demand for a far more
thoroughgoing symbolic interpretation of the Gospels that the permanent
value of Smith’s great work lies.” Well, then, if the Gospels be to such great
extent symbolic, and if so far forth they are not the records of historic physical
facts but of religious truths and doctrines, what becomes of the Doer of these
marvels, the Hero of these incidents? The only answer seems to be that as
a spiritual force and entity He remains unshaken and even strengthened un-
shakably, but as a material physical fact He vanishes forever.

N T

In passing we should call attention to one phrase in the foregoing citation:
“the demonstration of the original esoteric character of Christianity.” This
“esoteric character” is given and manifest in the representation of the teaching
in parables as intended to enlighten the disciples without enlightening out-
siders, the folk at large—who could certainly not comprehend such teaching
without some help. There are many passages that imply as much. Thus, He
spoke in parables, “because it is given unto you to know the mysteries of the
kingdom of the heavens, but to them it is not given” (Matt. 13'!), “what
ye hear in the ear, preach ye upon the housetops” (Matt. 10%7), etc. All this
is perfectly comprehensible and in truth quite natural, if the Primitive
Preaching was of a refined spiritual doctrine or theory of divine providence,
far from easy to understand and requiring to be set forth at first in historic-
allegoric form, in order to win the mind and heart of the world at large,—
later to be exhibited in more reasoned and difficult terms—“But we speak of
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God in mystery, the hidden wisdom” (I Cor. 27), “If our Gospel be hid, it is
hid in the lost” (II Cor. 4®), “for there is nothing hidden, except to be mani-
fested” (Mark 4%?).—But it would be mere foolishness, if that Preaching
were of a set of biographic facts widely and generally known, familiar to the
folk, the town-talk of Jerusalem and of every Galilean village. And what pos-
sible motive in teaching so quietly and hiddenly the universal principles of a
sublime morality, at which the best minds of all the earth had been aiming
for so many hundreds of years? It is in the presence of such facts and reflec-
tions as these that Modernism and all its pretences are reduced to silence.
The requisition of secrecy becomes particularly self-justifying when we con-
sider two facts: That the Primitive Preaching was aimed directly at Poly-
theism, and that it was impossible to attack this latter openly without en-
countering danger and death. The Roman Law protected all forms of reli-
gious worship as ministering to the stability of society, so that it was hopeless
to assail the Gods openly; most of all, however, the Roman Emperor him-
self, as representing and embodying the Idea of the Roman State, was held
up as the one object of universal worship, as symbolizing a kind of political
Monotheism. The intensity of both Jewish and early Christian feeling towards
this State-Idolatary is well-shown in Revelation (e.g. see Rev. 13'7), where
the Beast arising from the Sea (the welter of history), which all the earth
worships, is the Roman Imperial Power, Embodied in the Emperors.

11, Zion versus Antioch

To return from this apparent digression, the Isaianic Jesus-figure of the
Gospels, as Teacher and Healer, has hardly any point of contact with the
Danielic-Enochian conception of the allconquering all-judging all-ruling
Son-of-Man, the Elect of God, the victorious Messiah or Christ. The concep-
tion was nevertheless expressed in them a number of times,—in one passage
with particular magnificence (Matt. 25*'™®),—but not duly fitted in with
the Jesus-form presented in the Gospels. Indeed militant Danielism is still
dominant at least in many hymns. In order to make room for this apocalyptic
conception, the Coming (Parousy) of the Son-of-Man had to be split in two
and all the Daniel-Enochian features of power, glory and judgment were
postponed to the Second Coming!! Of course, this was on its face entirely pre-
posterous, quite at variance with the whole body of earlier thought on the
subject, but it was none-the-less necessary—if both Isaiah and Daniel were to
be retained in honor! For it was in the contradiction of these two that the
divided fate of Judaism and Christianism lay concealed. And here surely
was a contradiction, if any contradiction is possible. Christianity was a labored
attempt to harmonize the opposition, with the accent on the Isaianic phase.
We might at first suppose that the Isaianists would be men of a far higher
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type of character than the Enochians: but that would be a very rash supposi-
tion. To be sure, the unbiased must admit that the Isaian view far surpasses
the other in every dimension, in spiritual height, in breadth of historic vision,
in depth of intellectual insight. Yet much remains to be said on the other side.
To the normal Judean it could hardly appear more than a splendid dream.
The acknowledged realities of history opposed it at every turn. The light of
Judaic monotheism might indeed be bright and clear, but the sphere of its il-
lumination seemed hopelessly small. There showed itself but little outlook for
any deep penetration of the surrounding polytheistic gloom.

Still more, however, to the honest Jerusalemite the Isaian theory had all the
appearance of an unpardonable mockery, a heartless travesty on the thousand-
year old faith of Israel. All the good things of life, wealth and power and
prosperity, with length of days and unfailing posterity, had been repeatedly,
emphatically, and solemnly promised unto Jacob by YHVH himself in the
words of his own inspired prophets. And what now was to be the boasted
reward of millennial fidelity, the prize of righteousness, the insight of Divine
favor and love? Whyj, to bring “light to the Gentiles,” to share with them the
prerogative of sonship to God, to make the murderer co-equal with his victim
in the eyes of YHVH. To the patriotic Palestinian Yahvist, whose outlook was
hemmed within the borders of the Holy Land, all this spiritualization might
well show forth as the bitterest of cynical irony. Such a Hebrew must cast in
his lot with the Zealots, the Apocalyptists, or else with the Quietists, he must
strive to right the crying wrongs of the day, relying upon his own strength
upheld by Jehovah,—or he must patiently await the inroad of Divine power
from without, a miraculous Coming of the Son-of-Man. The more thoroughly
logical and consistent he was both morally and religiously, the more unhesi-
tatingly would he adopt this view and course of conduct, which in all its hues
and varieties we may call the Palestinian.

Very different was the plight of the Hellenist, the Jew in the Diaspora, who
had lived, like his fathers perhaps, all his days in Alexandria or Antioch or
Damascus or Ephesus or even in Rome, who had forgotten his mother-tongue
and spake only Greek, who read his Holy Scriptures in the Septuagint trans-
lation only, who had come to know, however imperfectly, the literature, the
science, the art, in a word, the Culture of Hellas, the steady impression of con-
stant intercourse must have revealed the Gentile character as not by any means
wholly bad, as comparable at many points with the best that even Israel
could boast.

None of this implies that the unquestionable superiority of the Hebrew in
religion and in sexual morality was for a moment forgotten; nay, it was rather
stressed and enforced by the continual exhibition of these points of Gentile
weakness. But the Jew in the Dispersion found many pagans quite open to



The General Picture 135

conviction, many thoroughly dissatisfied with the countless deifications of
heroes and nature-powers and human ideas, and eager to welcome a doctrine
of One God and Father of all, Creator and Preserver, the Stay and Hope of
Mankind. Such was assuredly a keen-felt want of the Early Roman Empire,
and, far beyond the reach of Greek philosophy or Asiatic mystery-cult, the
Hebrew Monotheism supplied it in large measure and with imposing mag-
nificence of Law and Literature and Life.

True, there was much in Yahvism forever unacceptable to the heathen
heart. Among these especially was the persistent delusion that Israel was
destined to the lordship of earth, to rule the nations with a rod of iron, to dash
them in pieces like a potter’s vessel. Certainly the Gentiles could not patiently
bear with such an absurd conceit, and the Jew very quickly learned that such
a pretension was fitted for private use only, that it was an esoteric doctrine
that could be safest left at home.

Yet they were none the less eager to spread the glorious Truth in which
they exulted. They became more and more zealous, more and more success-
ful in proselytism. It would be a long story, if we could know and tell the
whole of it. The Fact of the wide-extended and intensely earnest propaganda
in the Dispersion is beyond dispute. All this, however, only in passing. Our
present concern is with the Conception of Israel as it had to shape itself under
the demands of proselytism and of the situation outside of Palestine. If the
appeal of the propagandist was to be in any manner or measure adapted to
the pagan consciousness, it must leave out entirely the national element, both
in its backward and its forward look, and must rest its cause on the ration-
ality and dignity of Monotheism as opposed to the irrational and grovelling
Idolatry; and that such was the actual appeal successfully made is amply at-
tested both by what we know of Jewish Proselytism and by the literature of
the earliest Christian Propaganda (as in Acts 147, 17 223, etc.).

In the Isaianic vision the uplifting and winging thought was that of Salva-
tion, primarily of the distressed Jewish People, but also of the whole Gentile
world. The words save, salvation, savior abound in the famous 27 chapters.
Salvation is used 20 times by the Younger Isaiah* in various forms: yeshu-ah,
yesha, (where instead of y and sh we may write 7 and s and the word tran-
scribes into Greek as Jesous, into English as Jesus). Very naturally, the same
word is also used frequently in the Psalms, 62 times.

In Isaiah (and Psalms) this Salvation is of course the work of YHVH, but
it is often spoken of objectively and might easily be regarded as personified,
as a savior sent from God. As is well-known, the habit of personification was
universal in Hebrew thinking. Well, then, on the basis of Hebrew usage and
in accordance with the regulative Hebrew Scriptures, the name Jesus was al-

® Is it a mere accident that the name Isaiah (Y’ska’yehu) means Savior-Yah?
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most of necessity given to a Being conceived as Jeshu-ah, Salvation personified.

But why any such Being at all? Why not be content with the abstract, why
not preach the simple truth of Monotheism and trust to its intrinsic strength
to sway the Gentile mind? There was every reason against such a procedure.
The “truth of Monotheism” was very far from simple, and in its bare presen-
tation it was by no means convincingly strong. It might be philosophically
sound and yet quite unpersuasive to the average mind, which felt much more
at home with a flock of peaceable deities hovering near, ready to render each
its appropriate aid.t Besides, the abstract is always hard to grasp: we natu-
rally turn for help to the concrete, we cry aloud for an example. More-
over, the pivotal passage in Isaiah (52'3-53"?) is the most concrete imaginable.
There the Son-of-God, the Son-of-Man, the Chosen People, the Righteous
Servant, is set forth and described minutely as a man, led as a lamb to the
slaughter, even as slain and buried with the rich in his deaths. That the Early
Christian Propaganda hinged on this passage is indicated distinctly in the ac-
count relating the Conversion of the Ethiopian treasurer (Acts 82%%°). An
angel directs Philip to meet him as he rides in his chariot and ponders vainly
the Isaian puzzle; Philip takes it as a text, explains it all, and the official is
instantly converted. To be sure, the story is a manifest invention but that mat-
ters not. It shows indisputably how the author regarded the famous verses of
Isaiah as related to the Proclamation of the Gospel.

Even this is not all, however. There is a still deeper reason. The Apostles or
Proselytizers were Jews, hellenized perhaps very strongly, but still Jews, and
still convinced that the Hebrews should “divide the spoil with the strong”
(Is. 53'%). They were preaching Yahvism, the doctrine of the One God
YHVH, God of the whole world, intent on the Salvation of all men, and yet
a tribal Jewish God! They could not possibly lay aside this national tint of
their propaganda, and yet they dared not display it, if they hoped for a Gentile
hearing. Once more, we have seen that they could not preach God as an Ab-
straction, as the Reason of the Universe. Such was not indeed their own no-
tion, nor could it have made any general or powerful appeal to heathen hear-
ers. These latter were used to biographic presentations of the Gods, each one
of whom had his own local habitation and his name, along with his own indi-
vidual history. Such could not be claimed for the One God of the Propa-
gandist, and yet could there not be some compromise, some temporary con-
cession to their hardness of heart until they were more grown in grace and
better instructed in the divine wisdom?

1 During all these centuries the Christian and even the Jewish mind (or heart) has itself been
far from satisfied with simple Monotheism, but has girded itself with a protective host of second-
ary divinities, under the name of Saints or Angels, with whom its relations have been far more

homelike and cordial than with the Lone King Jehovah at the vertex of heaven. A like observa-
tion might apply to Islam.
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Here again it was the Isaian oracle that offered a ready solution, which
could not fail to charm the oriental mind. There the Elect People found rep-
resentation by a single individual, the righteous Servant, the slaughtered
Lamb, the atoning sacrifice for the sins of the world. Why not then present
this figure to the waiting heathen? Why not tell them the story of Israel, God’s
well-beloved Son, his Anointed, as the Jesus the Savior of all men, under the
form of an earthly life of sorrow, suffering, death, and subsequent resurrec-
tion and ascension to glory? What could be more tempting to the Jew? What
could be more vivid and impressive to the Gentile? The hallowed example of
the Chief of Prophets was not only the complete vindication but even the
urgent recommendation of this policy, which thus had everything in its favor
and not the least thing against it. Accordingly there is nothing whatever sur-
prising in its employment; it would have been queer, uncanny and calling
for explanation, if it had not been adopted.

111. Meat? or Milk?*

The Gospels as we now have them present the final result of the wide-
spread, systematic, gradually growing, and long continued employment of a
symbolic exposition to conform the divine Truth of Yahvism to the temper
and prejudices of the Heathen mind and heart. In doing this, the Missionary’s
role was not without its modicum of candor. He did not disguise the fact that
the message he had to deliver was freighted with a heavy burden of spiritual
concepts, which it was beyond his power to make clear, understandable and
acceptable to the pagan soul untrained to breathing such mountain air. The
proselyte was regularly called and considered a new born “babe,” the emer-
gence from the baptismal wave was the vivid symbol of this second birth,—
hence the universal Christian adoption of this Jewish rite. The very nature of
the case seemed to require that the “babes in Christ,” in the spiritual “com-
monwealth of Israel,” should be fed on “the guileless doctrinal milk,” that
they might “grow unto salvation,” having tasted that “Chrestos is the Lord”
(I Pet. 227). This conception of the Gentile convert as a “babe” recurs fre-
quently in the New Testament as Matt. 11%, 21'%, Luke 10*!, Rom. 2%,
I Cor. 3!, Heb. 5'%, I Pet. 2%. Sometimes the term “little one” is preferred, as
we in affectionate mood often prefer it; thus, in Matt. 10*%, 18% %, Mark
9*?, Luke 17°. So also “Little children,” used about 10 times in the Epistles. It
is well-knownt that gazon, “little one” (as in Gen. 44*°) is a regular Talmudic
term for “proselyte” (Ecce Deus 118). The New Testament usage was com-
pletely natural.

® The greater part of the materials in this section and in Chapter VIII were published in

Smith’s article, “Milk or Meat?”, Hibbert Journal, vol. 31, pp. 372-383, 1933.
t Lightfoot, Horae Hebraicae, 111. 265.
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The Apostles were indeed using their Personification for the time-being,
but on their own statements we behold them waiting none too patiently for
the time to come when their converts might hear and comprehend the mystery
not as realists “through a glass darkly,” but as idealists, “face to face”; as in
I Cor. 3'%, “And I, brethren, could not speak unto you as unto spiritual, but
as unto carnal, as unto babes in Christ. I fed you with milk, not with meat;
for ye were not yet able (to bear it) : nay, not even now are ye able.” Here the
writer is willing to bear with them a while longer. The general spiritual na-
ture of his doctrine, the underlying spiritual truth, had already been darkly
hinted in the preceding chapter (2%%), the “mystery” of God’s wisdom, his
government of the world, which had the rulers of this world known, “they
would not have crucified the Lord of glory” (i.e., they would not have per-
secuted and slain the Righteous Servant of God, the Ideal Personified Israel).

The author of To Hebrews has had a similar experience, but he has far less
patience with the dullness of converts (Heb. 5'%'*): “For when, considering
the time, ye ought to be teachers, again ye have need that some one teach you
the rudiments of the beginning of the oracles of God, and are become such as
need milk, not solid food. For every one that partakes of milk has no experi-
ence of the word of righteousness: for a babe is he. But solid food is for full-
grown men.” Only I Pet. 2% seems content for the “Babes in Christ,” like the
“babes in heaven” to remain “babes” forever, a view of the matter that has
prevailed from that hour to this. The order of the day is now the question:
Shall this view continue to prevail indefinitely ? Shall the “carnal” mind domi-
nate the church to the end of time? Shall the “veil” never be lifted from the
face of Christianity? Shall the human race, in religion, always present an ex-
ample of arrested development? Shall we never dare proclaim the real doc-
trine of the Apostles, lest the brightness of its beam should blind us, and
must we always bow down before a graven image of the Truth rather than
the Truth itself? What were this but Paganry, worshipping an Idol instead
of God?—Despite the most desperate efforts of conservative and of Funda-
mentalist, the bondage of ignorance cannot be held permanently fast on the
eyes of civilized man. It is long since time-worn, and is fast falling in pieces
away.

We maintain, then, that the Gospel-story was a concession to the heathen
hardness of heart. The choice that the missionary made was from necessity,
expecting soon to set it aside, and it seems to have cost him profound dissatis-
faction. But it must not be supposed for a moment that the whole story, or
even any large part of it, came into being at any one time or place* or as the

®The “Teacher of Righteousness” in the Qumran scrolls is highly suggestive of this same
material, derived from Isaiah 53, though it is not used to attract proselytes, but only to edify the

initiated. Edizor.
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work of any one man. By no means. The intermediary stages may have dis-
appeared, but their existence at some time and in various forms is a necessary
postulate. It is now generally recognized that behind Mark and Q* there lay
many far simpler statements of elements of the Gospel story. It may (or may
not) be vain to imagine how this or that particular detail or feature was first
suggested, or by whom, or under what circumstances. In countless cases we
have seen sure indications that the impulse was a desire to fulfil some Old
Testament forecast or saying. These scriptural witnesses lent plausibility and
vividness to the narrative, and it seems very likely that collections of such
Testimonies (Rendel Harrist) were very early made, perhaps by many hands.
As time went on the incidents grew in number and in detail, and the later
extracanonics, no less than the modern romances called “Lives of Jesus,”
show to what exuberance it was possible to reach.

Though the earliest Missionaries found themselves in a manner constrained
to furnish “milk for babes,” to present and even adorn the great Personifica-
tion by Isaiah, yet they seem to have contented themselves with a few central
ideas and to have refrained at first from any formal presentation of a life. The
Apostle appears to have taught almost solely that the Christ suffered and died,
was crucified, and then exalted to glory. Details are well-nigh totally lacking.
The preaching filled exactly to the brim the cup of Isaian Prophecy. Not a
drop ran over. It was strictly “according to the Scriptures.” The Gospel “trans-
mitted to us at first, which I handed on,” begins with “Christ died for our sins
according to the Scriptures” (I Cor. 15* 4; the chapter is at best an interpola-
tion). The reference must be to Is. 537®, which personalized the sufferings
and death of the Nation Israel. The epistle tells nothing here about any life,
but only about the Death and Resurrection of the Christ, as forecast in the
Isaian text—Someone may cite the account of the Last Supper (I Cor.
11%82%) ; but this again deals solely with a closing scene just before the Death,
and is also transparently an interpolation, as appears in v. 23: “For it was
from the Lord that I received what I handed on to you.” How grotesquely
absurd to suppose that the ascended Jesus told Paul about the Last Supper!

The Pauline notion of the Eucharist is given clearly enough in I Cor. 10%%*:
“The bread that we break, is it not communion of the Body of the Christ? As
the bread is one, so we, though many, are one body; for we all partake of the
one bread. Consider Israel after the flesh, etc.” Plainly it is a rite of commun-
ion,} of fellowship, symbolizing the unity of the Christian community, “The

® The source, now lost, which Matthew and Luke drew upon for sayings not found in Mark.
“Q" stands for German Quelle, “source.”” Editor.

+ This reference is ambiguous; however see J. R. Harris (1919) Origin of the Doctrine of the
Trinity, p. 13. Editor.

1 See Ecce Deus, 150-152, Cp. also the rich-laden volumes of Gillis Pson Wetter on Alzchrist-
liche Liturgien (1921, 1922).
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Body of the Christ” very much as in the Teaching (Didache, Chs. g, 10, 14).
This “one Body” in which all share, “the Body of the Christ,” is nothing but
the Church or Christian Community, the new and true Israel.

An even more revealing witness is the repeated description, in Acts, of the
debates of Paul and Apollos with the Jews in the synagogue and elsewhere.
All these turn upon the interpretation of the Scriptures, whether they teach
the doctrine of a Suffering Messiah. This the Apostles affirmed strenuously
and the Jews (in some sense) just as strenuously denied. Thus (Acts 3'®), “But
what things God foreshowed by mouth of all the prophets, that his Christ
should suffer, He thus fulfilled”; and (Acts 172f), “And Paul as his custom
was . . . reasoned with them from the Scriptures, opening and alleging that
it behooved the Christ to suffer and to rise again from the dead, and that this
Jesus whom I proclaim unto you is the Christ.” Similarly Apollos (18%% %%).
So far as we can see, these vehement discussions with the Jews were con-
cerned solely with the interpretation of supposed prophetic Messianic ref-
erences. There is never anywhere the slightest allusion to any Palestinian pil-
grimage of the Jesus,—whose “amazing personality” does not enter into the
controversy, not even in the minutest measure.

Indeed it appears impossible that such prolonged reasonings “from the
Scriptures” should have concerned a Life about which Paul (and still less
Apollos) would seem to have known not a single item and about which he
seems to have cared nothing at all. And what more could his disputants in
Thessalonica and Berea have known? And what could they have found out
by examining the Scriptures daily, whether these things were so (17*') ? Noth-
ing whatever. From beginning to end it was a matter of Old Testament in-
terpretation solely, as to the prophesied nature, character and career of the
Messiah: The Missionaries held to the Isaianic, their Jewish opponents to the
Danielic view. It was a question of the Cosmic Function and Destiny of
Israel. No wonder they could not agree. This seems so natural as to call for
no explanation; it was precisely what was to be expected, but it appears for-
ever irreconcilable with the notion that the Apostle was preaching an historic
individual Jesus, a Galilean Teacher and Healer.

The story began with the Sufferings and Death, and this account of the
Passion has been developed with by far the greatest wealth of detail. Never-
theless even here the varying imaginations have quite failed to produce a
consistent and intelligible sketch. The version in Matthew leans very heavily
on the account, in Wisdom of Solomon (2'3*°), of the reproaches levelled
against “the Righteous” (Israel) by his calumniators: “He vaunts himself to
have the (true) knowledge of God, He names himself Servant of God . . .
and nameth boastfully God his Father! Let us see whether his words be true.
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Let us wait on the style of his exit! For if the Righteous be Son-of-God, then
will God take him to Himself and deliver him from the hands of his adver-
saries. With reproaches and ill-treatment let us put him to the test. . . . Let
us condemn him to disgraceful death. For according to his words protection
will fall to his lot.” The reader cannot fail to recall the parallel Gospel pas-
sages Matt. 26, 27%%* etc.). The resemblances are too close and too many to
be accidental. Of course there were other scriptural sources, some used more
in one Gospel, some more in another.

The stories of the Galilean life, the Ministry, were added one by one, made,
unmade and remade in various forms by various hands, but all in the same
general spirit, to express the slowly forming Christian Consciousness as it
took shape under the impulse of its original urge and the impress of its mainly
heathen environment. The later prehistories of Matthew and Luke, entirely
independent pure inventions, represent the latest canonic attempts to feign
a strictly human life for the Personality, that az the first was conceived as an
Impersonation, without any trace of ancestry, as accomplishing its sublime
task of Suffering, Dying, Rising—again into Higher Life without any ordi-
nary incidents of human life, /ater as appearing all at once on the scene of
action, as coming “into Galilee preaching,” stll later as born in hellenic
fashion of a virgin mother under the overshadowing might of God, and lazer
stll as disclosing even in childhood his supernatural powers.* With extra-
canonic extravagances we have no concern, further than to observe how the
process once begun goes on and on even to the writers of the present day.

We have figured only the bare skeleton of the process by which the Gospel
developed. In life itself skeletons are clothed in flesh and blood. Thus there
were many other collateral influences that determined countless more or less
important phases of the wonderful Propaganda. There were many varying
lines of faith and doctrine, perhaps almost as many theories as there were
theorists. Moreover the stamp of the pagan milieu was deep and general. The
Gospel, as we now have it, was mainly a Hellenistic creation, by Hellenized
Jews, and it not only took its shape at many points from external pressure,
but it actually absorbed no little from its environment. There was endosmosis
as well as exosmosis. We need not be startled to find many pagan crumbs in
the “pure doctrine” of the Gospel, but to enter into any discussion of such
elements is not feasible in this connection.t

The final product, the symbolic quasi-biography which the world knows

* Thus it appears that the Gospel story is a retrostruction, it is built up backwards, like a
dream. In the Fourth Gospel the structure is carried still further back, to the “Beginning”!

1 Says the enlightened Dean Inge: “It is useless to deny that St. Paul regarded Christianity as

at least on one side a mystery religion.” Compare also the deeply significant work of Reitzenstein,
Das iranishe Erlosungsmysterium, and Gillis Pson Wetter, Altchristliche Liturgien.
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as the Gospel, we have found was the literary precipitate of a long-continued
pictorial teaching that stretched all round the Mediterranean. These writings
become self-luminous when and only when we abandon the baseless assump-
tion of “historical documents,” and behold in them their manifest meaning, a

doctrinal “Milk for babes.”



Chapter Eight*

Summary

1. The main conclusion from our New Testament studies is that the Gos-
pels have full and appropriate meaning when and only when they are under-
stood as totally allegorical, portraying in symbol the one and only burden of
OIld Testament prophecy, the marvellous endurance, century after century, of
the Israel Folk in their steadfast witness for monotheism,—*“Thy Folk, which
thou has named Thy Firstborn, Thine Only Begotten Son.” Whenever we
admit this (or any) symbolic content we are obliged to reject to just the same
degree any and all historic content.

2. The nature of the allegorical impersonation was set in the first place in
the Isaian prophecies. The Jesus was the “Righteous Servant of Jehovah,” the
“Ebed YHVH?” of the Younger Isaiah, consequently none other than the
Hebrew Race itself, the People of God, the Genius of Jacob, the Israel-Folk
idealised, spiritualised, universalised, personalised. He is called “Christ” or
“Messiah,” as God’s “Anointed,” but more often “Jesus,” “the Jesus” as the
Saviour, the Salvation, of the Heathen World from the Sin of Idolatry. The
stem y-sk-, help, save, with which /esous was connected in the mind of that
day—Matt. 1*, “thou shalt call his name Jesus, for he it is shall save, etc.,—
abounds in the verses of the second Isaiah, and could hardly have failed to
reign in the thought of the primitive propagandists.

3. Under the term Son-of-Man this identification becomes mandatory. In
its various Semitic forms the expression of course signified “human being,”
but in its prophetic-apocalyptic-religious use it meant just one thing—the
People Israel, generally impersonated. Such was the uniform usage ever since
Dan. 7.

This Danielic conception prevails crystal clear throughout the Similitudes
of the Book of Enoch, whose thought and even speech have passed over so
often into the New Testament. To be sure, this Son-of-Man, “the Elect” (used

® Much of this chapter, as well as of the last section of the preceding chapter, had advance
publication in Smith’s article, “Milk or Meat?”, Hibbert Journal, vol. 31, pp. 372-383, 1933.
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constantly as synonyms in Enock), the Chosen People, is personalised and so
represented as an individual, often as a Conquering King. But the fact re-
mains that it is the Collective or Communal Consciousness, the National Race-
feeling always that objectifies itself in the phrase. “The Son-of-Man sitting on
the throne of his glory” (completely Enochian words), so vividly sketched in
Matt. 253149, is in Enoch inescapably the Elect People “Come to judgment,”
rewarding its friends among the heathen, annihilating all its foes. The echo
in Matthew cannot have any different meaning.

4. The Son-of-God means the same thing, an elder conception running
through all the literature of the People. The possible illustrations are many.
The early prototype is Exod. 4?2, “Thus saith YHVH, My Son My Firstborn
—Israel.” But see also Ps. 2"®, “Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten
thee. Ask of Me, and I will give thee the nations for thine inheritance, And
the ends of the earth for thy possession. Thou shalt break them with a rod of
iron; like a potter’s vessel thou shalt dash them in pieces.” Such words have
sense only as understood of the Israel-Folk—of course, perhaps represented
by a King at coronation, or some other dignitary.

These notions of Israel as Son-of-Man, and as Son-of-God, the especial
Child of His Love, pervade Hebrew literature, intensifying as the years drag
by, often to a superlative degree in the late Apocalyptic, of New Testament
times. It seems impossible that a deeply religious individual imbued with the
spirit of Jewry in our first century could have used such terms without feeling
in himself and arousing in his hearers the National Consciousness they ex-
pressed or implied.

5. This National Consciousness appears as a well-nigh unique fact in
human annals. And over against it, the Paradox of all time, the paralysing
fact of the disastrous Race-career, a tale of suffering and ruin, of political
humiliation, of dispersion, deportation, and death! The Danielic theory or
forecast, had no explanation to offer, it merely passed by, like priest and
Levite, on the other side, and sought forgetfulness in the prospect of a New
Eon to come, a New Platonic Year. But a loftier spirit, the Younger Isaiah, did
imagine an explanation and set it boldly forth: Israel was the “Servant of
YHVH,” His torch-bearer, a sacrifice for the Sins of the world. Israel’s suf-
ferings, his “deaths” (Isa. 53%) were seen as a part of an eternal and infinite
purpose of God to reveal the knowledge of Himself to all men, to illumine all
the dark places of the globe. “I scatter this folk among the nations, that it do
the nations good” (Apoc. Bar. 1*). Israel would certainly be glorified by
YHVH, not however as the political but as the Spiritual Head of Humanity.
(Isa. 53'%).

6. Such, in spite of a corrupt text, seems surely to be Isaiah’s thought, such
at least was fully understood as his meaning (Acts 8%°; Matt. 12'"%'). This
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plant budded and bloomed and ripened into fruit in the Dispersion: in Alex-
andria, Antioch, Cyprus, Cyrene, Damascus, Ephesus—wherever the wander-
ing Jew had settled his foot in the Greek cultured world. Hence the Jewish
Proselytism of which the final issue was the primitive Christian Propaganda,
—its message the “Eternal Gospel” of Monotheism, “Fear God and give Him
glory” (Rev. 147) joined up with the distinctive Isaianic doctrine of the “suf-
fering Servant of YHVH,” the Afflicted and Atoning Messiah. This latter
doctrine was a spiritual interpretation of the history of Israel, a dazzling
Transfiguration of the racial Christ. Very naturally it did not appeal to the
Palestinian, who was wedded to the Danielic-Apocalyptic hope of imperial
supremacy. No marvel the antagonism was intense, that the matter was de-
bated over and over by Paul and Apollos and a hundred others, daylong,
nightlong, in synagogue and public halls and upper chambers, and with no
final result! For the common and only arsenal of evidence was the Scripture
—*“it is written”—and each could prove his case from the Old Testament, for
there was Daniel as well as Isaiah! To suppose such a debate was about the
Life and Death and Resurrection of a Galilean Rabbi, whom devoted Jewish
monotheists like Paul and Barnabas and Apollos were blasphemously calling
Son-of-Man and Son-of-God, terms appropriate only to the Chosen People
Israel—a Rabbi moreover whom these Apostles had never seen and never
heard—but enough! To characterise such a supposition would be unparlia-
mentary.

7. It was natural, it was inevitable, that the Isaianist should “turn to the
Gentiles,” but in so doing he confronted a formidable problem. He wished
to convert Pagans from Polytheism to Monotheism (Acts 14'°17; 17°%3)
and certainly many, with some the very best, were willing and even eager to
be converted. But the One and Only God thus proclaimed was not simply
the God of the Universe, like related to all men: He was, or at least He had
been for many centuries, pre-eminently and peculiarly the God of Israel; It
was Israel that had functioned through all the ages and was functioning espe-
cially then as His Righteous Servant, His Agent and representative, the Light
to lighten the Gentiles, His Anointed (Christ), the Savior of all Mankind.
True, this Salvation had been prepared through centuries of humiliation and
suffering and sacrificial atoning “deaths,” but so much the more it constituted
Israel the Spiritual Head of Humanity and transfigured him into unique and
everlasting glory.

All this the Apostles might verily believe, and it might inspire them with a
missionary zeal that would burst all bounds. But such a doctrine could not pos-
sibly as such be made acceptable to the Gentiles, and to preach it to them
would have been unpardonable folly. If the Missionaries were to do the
heathen any good with their preaching, It was imperative to adapt the teach-
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ing to the pupils taught. And this the apostles to the gentiles did on the whole
with extraordinary prudence, earnestness, and sagacity, as attested by the
rapid and triumphant progress of their propaganda. They were not deceivers,
they were not deceived; they were religious zealots fully persuaded of the
overtowering importance of their “Eternal Gospel” of Monotheism and their
own calling as tools in the hands of the Almighty, for the dissemination of
His everlasting world-redeeming truth. But they understood perfectly that
any open proclamation of the Gospel, as they themselves conceived it, would
certainly defeat its own aim, and that they must adjust the Hebraic message
to the Hellenic mind.

8. This adjustment is what they named “feeding milk to babes,” Paul tells
the Corinthians (I Cor. 3! *) that he could not feed them meat, they were not
able to receive it; it was milk he was forced to feed them, as being only
babes. This metaphor of feeding milk to babes, for adapting instruction to
the instructed, seems to have been popular in Jewry; it was a favourite with
Philo. And what was this “guileless milk of doctrine”? It was the Gospel-
Story—not indeed at first precisely as we have it now. The present accepted
form was a very gradual growth, in which it is possible still to recognize a
number of earlier stages, like annual rings in a tree, such as the Logian, the
Marcan, the Matthean, the Lucan—and far out to one side, like a second stem,
the Johannine, little resembling any Synoptic. These are only a few among
many, and—to vary the figure—they are knotted together in a tangled skein,
which scholarship strives not vainly yet not quite successfully to unravel.
Back of these lie or lay many earlier simpler types, less artistic doubtless and
less pleasing to the cultured sense and fancy. Others, still later, pass over into
rococo and the grotesque. The Gospels represent the best that the literary skill
of a century could accomplish in devising the most effective allegory, in sup-
plying a rich, wholesome and palatable milk for babes.

9. The Hero of this “Old, Old Story” is rcally the People Israel idealised.
The incidents are imagined to reflect the history and character of that Folk as
found largely in the Old Testament, especially in those outstanding features
that seemed to determine and justify the propaganda of the Apostles, yet
were impossible to offer the Gentiles as bare historic facts. Such especially are
the legends of the Crucifixion and Resurrection of the Jesus. These formed the
pivot of the whole preaching, for they symbolised the central thought, the
sacrificial suffering, the atoning Death of Israel at the hands of the heathen,
the political Burial of the Hebrew State to be followed by the spiritual Resur-
rection of the true Ideal Israel and his ascension to Eternal Glory as the
Spiritual Lord of the whole earth, as the Captain of Salvation for all Mankind.

10. Along with all this exploitation of the Old Testament there runs
throughout an abounding Symbolism, especially in Luke and Jokn, con-
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cerned mainly with the Salvation of the heathen through the Gospel. It is
represented under the form of the Healing of the Afflicted by the Savior-God,
the Jesus, and especially as the Casting-out of Demons (Heathen gods) by
His Word (the Monotheistic teaching). Also, the relation of the Jew and the
Gentile is often and repeatedly figured in symbolic miracle and parable. Of
necessity, the Jesus who impersonates the bearers of the “true light that
lighteneth every man that cometh into the world,” was pictured as pre-emi-
nently the great Teacher, and on his lips was laid all the higher wisdom that
could be gathered not only from the Law, the Prophets, the Writings, and
even the Sayings of the Fathers, but even also from the Greek Philosophy.

Lastly we have found that taken as chronicles of actual events, the Gospels
themselves are full of contradictions and impossibilities, and that from first
to last they are deliberate coinages that became reasonable and meaningful
only when understood in symbolic terms, “Truth severe by fairy fiction
dressed.” This was all so natural as to be inevitable.

11. The writer of the Fourth Gospel (“John”) would alter the leading
trend of the Synoptic path; he would not renounce it, but turn it deftly to
face more toward Mysticism, Gnosticism, and a more spiritualized concep-
tion of the whole. The nature of the Jesus here is rarified into the intangible
vapor of a difficulty defined Logos.

12. So understood, the whole New Testament appears intelligible and
marvellously suited for its heathen hearers. We have found witnesses to the
correctness of this interpretation abounding on every hand, one might almost
say in every chapter of the Gospels. Only a very few simple specimens may
be brought back to mind. Thus, everyone must feel that the Fourth Gospel,
the most Hellenic of all, breathes condemnation of the Jews from first to last;
yet it avows the central thesis of the foregoing, that “Salvation is (proceeds)
from the Jews” (4%%). Also, it identifies the Jesus with Israel unmistakably in
using the Old Testament simile of the vine. It seems impossible that the
Evangelist did not have the imagery of Isaiah, Ezekial and Hosea in mind, and
accordingly, in declaring and repeating “I am the Vine” he affirms unequivo-
cally that the Jesus is Israel—yet in a guarded pictorial way, a “veiled” way
(II Cor. 4%), that would not revolt the Gentile consciousness. What other
sense but nonsense?

Again, the Transfiguration has meaning—and indeed, overpowering mean-
ing—when and only when it is understood of Israel metamorphosed from an
impotently struggling State into the spiritual Leader and Guide of all gen-
erations.

Once more, Paul declares he preached to the Corinthians naught “save
Jesus Christ and Him crucified” (I Cor. 2%); but he was then very properly
feeding “milk to babes.” Among the “fullgrown” he preached “theosophy in
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mystery,” a “hidden wisdom ordained of God before the worlds unto our
glory, which none of the rulers of this world hath known; for had they known
it, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory” (I Cor. 27f). This seems
to designate as plainly as Paul dared the course of Hebrew History—of
Israel “having not where to lay his head,” crushed, crucified. That such a
consciousness should have swayed the Apostle then and there, at that crisis
of Jewish history, appears so natural as to be almost necessary.

13. But how did the Apostle discover all these secrets which “the Archons
of this Aeon” had not known? Let him speak for himself: “none of the
rulers of this world hath known. . . . But unto us God revealed them through
the Spirit; for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the depths of God” (2'°).
Could he, dared he, make it plainer that it was all a matter of inner rumina-
tion, of musing, marvelling, pondering over the dark riddle of Israel’s His-
tory? The Apostle regarded the explanation he had reached as a revelation
of the Spirit. “The Gospel preached by me is not after man. For neither did I
receive it from man nor was I taught it save through revelation of Jesus
Christ.” This can only mean that it was the outcome of his own meditations.

14. The Last Coming of the Son-of-Man as foretold in the Gospel means
just what it means in Dan. 7', the long-delayed triumph of “the Saints of the
Most High”—Israel (Dan. 7' 21 % 25. 27) 'The triumph of Isaiah over Daniel
was never complete. The hope of a catastrophic and catastatic inroad from the
clouds of heaven has lingered on even to this day, and one must not be sur-
prised to find fragments of it strewn here and there throughout the New
Testament. Yielding to the exigencies of the situation the Christians split the
Coming (Parousy) in two—the First in Suffering, the Second in Glory. This
did indeed preserve the order of the seers, putting Isaiah in front with Daniel
following, but though in a measure a “spontaneous fission” it did no justice
to either prophet, for neither had ever dreamed of two “Comings.”

15. It is plain to see that the same Danielic conception prevails almost
though not quite exclusively in the Revelation of John. Thus, “and on the
cloud one sitting like Son-of-Man (14'*)—what is it but an echo of Dan. 7'*?
—“The Lion of the tribe of Judah” (Rev. 5°) also suggests the conquering na-
tion, while the (little) “Lamb slain from the foundation of the world” (13®)
provides an identification with the Righteous Servant Israel (in Isaiah) that
is “led as a lamb to the slaughter” (537). That the Lamb symbolises the
Chosen People seems plain from the angelic chant: “Worthy is the Lamb
that hath been slain To receive the power and riches And wisdom and might
And honour and glory and blessing” (Rev. 5'%). Surely it all has meaning and
propriety when understood of Israel however idealised and personalised; but
understood of a Galilean Carpenter—who dare say that it has any sense or
fitness whatever?
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16. The whole story did not come into being at any one time or place or
as the work of any one man. The earliest missionaries seem to have contented
themselves with a few central ideas and to have refrained from any formal
presentation of a life. The Apostles taught almost solely that the Christ suf-
fered and died, was crucified, and then exalted to glory, all “according to the
seriptures.” The Jesus whom Paul was proclaiming was the Jeshu-ah, the Sal-
vation by way of Israel, as revealed in the scrolls of Isaiah and the other
prophets. This Savior, confessedly the whole Hebrew people, was depicted
as a humble and suffering individual man.—Thus Israel, Transfigured out
of the worldly Danielic ambition into the sacrificial Isaianic role of World-
Atonement (having stripped off from himself the principalities and powers,
—Col. 2'%) was dedicated to be Crucified, crushed and trodden into dust
again and again, dispersed, deported; though politically Dead and Buried
(in homeless exile), yet destined for Spiritual Victory (anastasis), to Sit at
last on the Right Hand of God (triumphant parousy) in Judgment for the
(Spiritual) Salvation of the Peoples.

17. The apostles were using their Personification as a mere transient de-
vice, not as ultimate truth. They looked forward confidently to an early period
when they might discard these devices—milk for babes—and feed their con-
verts on solid food for men, on “Theosophy in Mystery,” pure Spiritual food
for the Spiritual-minded, a teaching it would seem, that set aside the Gospel
allegory, as in Didache and in the Shepherd of Hermas.

At this point they fed themselves, Alas! on delusion. The Carnal incline
to remain carnal, not merely for a few years but for many centuries. The poet
prefers his boyish theory of the rainbow to that of the physicist, and boldly
declares:—

I ask not proud Philosophy
To teach me what thou art.

The sensual pictorial objective Gospel, being once sown in the imagination
of men, it has struck its roots deeper and deeper into our whole nature, and
now it is feared that to tear it up would rock or crumble the whole fabric of
our civilization—so inveterately prone is Man to Symbolize, to make Signs,
and then to mistake the Sign for the Signified] Nevertheless—“and yet it
moves.” Even the Sequoia does not abide forever, and the colossal mustard-
plant of Sensual Christianity, that has sheltered and shadowed Europe and
America for so many centuries, now feels blowing through all its branches
the breath of the Spirit, which sooner or later must cast its sense-imagery to
the ground.
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Mightier for the children of men,
Brightlier build it again,

In thine own bosom build it anew!
Bid the new career

Commence

W ith clearer sense,

And let new songs of cheer

Be sung thereto.

William Benjamin Smith.
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The Chronology of the Early Gnostic Sects

A VINDICATION OF HIPPOLYTUS

I. Epitor’s ForREWORD

The Appendix here presented may be thought of as a sort of study-sheet, in which
William Benjamin Smith organized the evidence he could gather from Hippolytus,
while not yet arriving at his own final conclusions. Internal evidence places it
roughly in the period 1903-1904.

Since the time it was written, two highly significant ancient religious libraries
have been brought to light, that of the late Gnostic settlement of Nag Hamadi in
Egypt, and that of the supposedly Essene monastery at Qumran, by the Dead Sea.
It appears that the overlap of subject matter between these and Hippolytus is so
minimal that the latter’s testimony is not superceded, but is brought into enhanced
interest by the new perspectives offered.

Smith’s primary interest in Hippolytus was chronological. What sects, he was
asking, were early enough to exert a formative influence upon Christianity, and
what did they teach? Also what sects dated late enough to be recipients of influ-
ence from first and second century Christianity, and whatdid they receive from this
source? Hippolytus is literally the only available source of documentation for every
significant pre-Christian sect except the Essenes, and for all these questions he re-
mains to this day exceeded in importance by no other surviving authority.

Unfortunately the work of the nineteenth century critics was very detrimental
to the reputation of Hippolytus. Salmon, 1885, indicated that he found peculiarities
of diction that made him believe some early swindlers had foisted on Hippolytus a
large block of spurious writings, ascribed to Gnostics, but probably composed with
no purpose beyond to sell them at a profit to the collector, Hippolytus. In 18go this
idea was upheld vigorously and even expanded by Stihelin, in Germany. The
renowned Harnack, in 1893, accepted this hypothesis, and called it “probable that
(the account of the Naassenes in the Refutation) rests on falsified sources.” He re-
treated just a little from this severe appraisal in a footnote, in 1897, when he said,
in his discussion of Valentinus, “In my estimate the question is no longer to be
solved; yet there is more evidence than Stihelin believes against such a deception.”
Harnack’s surmises about the dating of the Gnostic sects are limited to deductions
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from the reports of other ancient authorities, the evidence in Hippolytus being put
down as too little trustworthy to employ.

A more recent example of the workings of the orthodox precenceptions may be
found in the annotations made by Francis Legge in his English edition of the
Philosophumena of Hippolytus, 1921. Although he vigorously defended the in-
tegrity of his author’s sources, he assigned most of them to late phases of their
respective sects, in order to allow for their incorporation of such masses of material
from “Christian” sources.

If, however, Smith can show by his close textual study that the Philosophumena
contains a fundamentally sound array of early Gnostic quotations, dating essen-
tially as Hippolytus affirms, we are at once challenged with a multitude of further
questions, the answers to which became a major preoccupation for William Ben-
jamin Smith. Herein we find the significance of the theses developed in this Ap-
pendix.

Addison Gulick

IT Avutiior’s INTRODUCTION

It is well known that the earliest heretics, particularly the Gnostics, no less than
the later, made frequent use of “Scriptures” and “Sayings” that agree almost or
quite exactly with portions of our present Scriptures, Evangelic, Apostolic, or other.
Thus far it has been assumed with practical unanimity, and as needing no argu-
ment, that in all such cases the Heretics were quoting from our Canonics.* The
counter hypothesis, that possibly, at least in some cases the Canonical Scripture
may have been a quotation from some heretical writing, has hardly been deemed
worthy of consideration. Consistently herewith the Heresies themselves have all
been assigned to later sub-apostolic times; or if their germs are admitted to have
sprouted in the days of the apostles, yet nothing more—they could not have been
sowed at any rate (so it is held) before the Pentecostal miracle, much less in pre-
Christian times. Hence, though it seemed to Neander that Euphrates preceded
Jesus, yet Bunsen dismisses such a notion summarily, because Hippolytus repre-
sents the Peratae as using sayings that are now Canonic (Hippolytus and his Age,
vol. 1).

Right or wrong, the prevalent opinions are seen to involve certain assumptions,
which may properly be called in question, which we may call on to show their
passports. We ask, then, these two questions:

(1) Do the historical data, so far as in any measure ascertainable, indicate that
Heresy, more especially Gnosticism, was an offshoot from the Christianity of the
first century, or does it indicate that Gnosticism preceded Christianity, that the
latter emerged from the former, rather than that the former diverged from the
latter?

(2) Do the Gnostic passages point back to the Canonical Scriptures as their ap-

® This statement is dated as of the period 1903-1904. But even today, the prevalent opinion
seems very nearly the same, under the predominant influence of Harnack. Ediror.
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parent source, or do they point beyond those Scriptures to well-heads now forever
sealed, from which they were drawn also by the Canonical scribes themselves?

These queries are most closely related, yet we shall endeavor as far as possible
to keep them apart in our discussion and not to let our judgment as to either be
warped by our judgment as to the other. It might be thought most natural to treat
the questions in the order of statement, but such was not the order in which we
were led to study them. It was the Phenomena presented by the alleged Quotations
that started the investigation, and these we shall now consider, banishing as far
as may be all preconception as to the dates of the Heresies in question.

In the beginning it may be well to note parenthetically that the critical school,
particularly of Tibingen, has been concerned in general to lower to the utmost the
antiquity of the Gnostics, in order to break the witness supposedly born by them
to the antiquity of the New Testament Scriptures. On the other hand, conserva-
tives have rejoiced at every token of the great age of Gnosticism, which was pre-
sumed to force back the Canonics always before it into but never beyond the
second half of the first century. Let us try to conduct our inquiry with an eye
single to the facts in the case, without any critical prepossession, and without any
regard whatever for consequences.

In the course of this study our first and our main authority must be Hippolytus,
and more specifically his Philosophumena, known also as the “EXeyxos kara macdv
aipéoews, or Refutatio Omnium Haeresium; others will be useful principally by
way of supplement. We might arrange our quotations in the order of importance,
but it is perhaps better to take them just as they come. In this way the reader will
observe the formation and growth of the writer’s opinion, how it actually arose
and developed.

III. ParaLLer TExTs CoMPARED
A. Brachmanes

The gleanings from Book I of the Refutatio are of course the very scantiest, for
Hippolytus is writing of the ancient Philosophers. But on page 46,* discoursing on
the Brachmanes, he declares: “They say that God is Light (ol7ot 7év Qedv pis
elvai ), not such as one sees, nor like sun and fire, but for them God is Logos, not
the articulate, but that of knowledge (4 Beds Adyos, obx & évapfpos, GANd & Tiis
yvéaews )> through whom the secret mysteries of nature are visible to the wise.
And this Light which they call Logos, God, they say themselves alone the Brach-
manes, know” etc. In John the Logos is repeatedly declared to be Light (¢ds); in
I John 1® the writer declares that the message we have heard from Him and pro-
claimed to you is 87t & Oeds s eéoriv. In I Tim. 6'® God is said to inhabit
Light unapproachable (¢&s olkdv é&mpéoerov). In II Cor. 4% we read of the “En-
lightening of the Gnosis (pwrioudv s yvdoews). It is certainly not likely that the
Brachmanes derived their notions from our Scriptures; it is not held that these latter

® Page numbers are those of the Greek edition by the Abbé P. M. Cruice, 1860. These num-
bers are recorded also in the English translation by Francis Legge, 1921.
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derived from the former; but since the ideas and expressions agree so nearly or
exactly, it seems that they must have been widely diffused, and little claim to
originality can be set up in any quarter.

A few lines further on (p. 47) it appears that they taught the doctrine of the
Incarnation or Incorporation of this Logos: “and this Logos which they named
God, (they say) he is embodied and clothed with body outside of himself (cwparikéy
€lvar, mepikeipevdy Te cdpa éfwlev éavrod), Furthermore there is warfare in this
enclothing body against passions, desires, and the like, and all men are captives of
their own congenital foes (alxpaldrovs elvar Tév lSlwy ovyyerdv moleuiwr).

He alone goes to God who triumphs over these. Here we are forcibly reminded
of Romans VII, especially verse 23 (alxpadwriforra pe év 73 vépw), as well as of
Is. 611, Luke 48, and the foregoing remarks apply.

B. Aratus

Book IV is concerned largely with Aratus (Phaenomena), a work also cited in
Acts (1728), and very highly esteemed by the ancients. On page 124, after a quota-
tion from Aratus (Phaen. v. 268) there is introduced by ¢noiy apparently a Jewish
allegorizer who declares that if the Adam confessing, and watching the head of the
beast (oD Onpiov) according to command of God, shall imitate the Lyre, that is,
shall follow after the Logos of God, that is, obeying the Law, he shall receive the
Crown placed beside him rovréort karakohovfnoe 7@ Aoyw Tob feol, TouTésTt
wefopevos TG vopw, Tapakeipevoy adT@d TOv arépavor Mmperar). But if he neglect,
he shall be hurled down along with the underlying Beast and have his portion
(saith he) with the Beast (7§ Yroxepévw Omplw, kai 76 pépos €e, onoi, pera
700 Onplov).

There is much more about Crown and Lyre and Serpent and Dragon and
Beast and Logos and the Engonasis and Adam-in-toils, which we need not quote;
and about the first creation according to the Adam-in-toils and the second accord-
ing to the Christ. It seems impossible to read such overwrought allegories without
thinking of the Apocalypse, where all these ideas continually recur, where the
Dragon, the Serpent, the Ancient, makes war in Heaven against the Woman with
the Crown and her child, and is cast down to earth; especially are we reminded of
Rev. 20!?, and 218%1°, where the wicked have their lot in the lake of fire and
brimstone where also is the Beast. Borrowing here on either hand seems to us un-
likely, but it also appears that both have drawn from a common treasury of
Phrase and Fable, perhaps Babylonian.

On p. 126 we read: “for few, he says, are they that journey upon the narrow
way. But they say that Cynosuris is narrow &c.” This we may more properly con-
sider later on (infra, p. 170, on Matt. 7'3-1%). Next (p. 127) it is said that
“Cynosuris is the 2d Creation,” the small, the narrow way, and that Canis is the
Logos, partly guarding and preserving the flock plotted against by wolves, (which
recalls John 107-®) partly generating the Universe (74 wérra), as in the Pro-
logue of John. More startling however (p. 128): “This Canis therefore, saith he,
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being a certain Logos divine, has been appointed judge of Quick and Dead” (od7os
odv, pnaiv, 6 Kiwv, Noyos is &v Beios, {bvrwr kai vekpdv kpitis kabBéorke). This
last remarkable idea is found three times in the New Testament:

Act. 10*2, 871t alros éoTw & dpiopévos dwd Tod Oeod kpirs FovTwy Kal vekpaw
I Pet. 4%, ol amoddaovow Noyov 76 é€roipws €xovte kpivar {wvras kal vexpols
II Tim. 4', Xptorob 'Inood 10D peéXhovros kpivew {@vras kal vexpous

and these seem quite independent of one another. There is no hint in Hippolytus
of any quotation from the New Testament; in fact, this character of Canis is de-
duced from certain alleged meteorological observations; it is highly unlikely then
that there has been any borrowing from Holy Scriptures; so that the noteworthy
turn of expression must have been a wide-spread usage and by no means peculiar
to Christians or even of Christian origin. On page 129 the plotting Beast ( 79
émrifovhov Onpiov ) re-appears to be slain by Perseus, the Logos, who frees the
woman Andromeda,—all of which winks at the ancient (Babylonian) mythical
basis of Rev. 12.

Further on (page 134) we find that the last member of Simon’s Hebdomad is
“He that stood, stands, will stand (8 éo7ds, o7ds, ornoduevos),” which is quite
parallel with the Apocalyptic Was and Is and Will be (18). Since Simon appears
to have died long before the earliest possible date for Revelation either the idea
and form of speech were familiar or else in Revelation they were derived from some
Simonian source. (See below.)

C. Naassenes

We now enter a region prolific of parallels. Book V opens with a discussion of
the Naassene or Ophitic Heresy. These Hippolytus regards as the very earliest,
who in fact antedated Gnosticism, and were only subsequently called Gnostics,
claiming alone (p. 139) to know the depths (pborovres pévor 7a Baln ywdhokew ).
Here we instantly recall the Apocalyptic Thyatirans (Rev. 22¢) who “knew not
the depths of Satan, as they say” (olrwes otk &yvwoav 7a Babéa 700 Zartavd, s
Aéyovour). Unless all signs fail, the Apocalyptist has here quoted the high preten-
sion of these Gnostics, perhaps adding “of Satan” of his own accord.

Of these Naasseni the central trait is the worship of Humanity: they honor the
father of all things else, the Logos, as Man and Son of Man (od7or 7@v &N\wy
amarTwy wapd Tov abT@r Aoyor Tindow &vlpwmov kal vidy &vplmov).

This Man is Arsenothene and is called Adam; and hymns arise to him many
and various, after this type: “From Thee (springs) Father and through thee
Mother, the two immortal names, parents of Aeons, thou Citizen of Heaven, il-
lustrious Man.” Aside from the famous locution “Son of Man,” we meet here with
the doctrine of the Heavenly Adam, elsewhere hinted at (I Cor. 15%%f), It seems
very unlikely that these doctrines are quite independent of each other; nor can we
believe that the Naassene is derived from the Pauline. For this latter is introduced
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in a way that presupposes it as already known, a familiar dogma that needs merely
to be hinted in order to be applied. Surely no one will contend that the doctrine
of the Adams as given in Corinthians is in and of itself intelligible; the explanation
must be sought elsewhere. On the other hand, we do not assert that the Epistolist
has derived from the Naassene; all that appears is that there was a more or less
familiar doctrine of Adam, the Type Human, with which both he and they were
acquainted and which both adopted in somewhat varying forms, the one as cen-
tral and regulative, the other as peripheral and occasional.

All the characteristics of this Naassene Man re-appear in Paulinism, though
merely as disjecta membra, not in collected consistent shape. Thus in Gal. 328 it
is declared there is not male and female (olx &t &poer kal 85\v), not to mention
IT Clement and the Gospel of the Egyptians. The citizenship in Heaven (7o\ira
olpavol, on p. 140) recurs in Phil. 320 (Judv ydp 78 woMlrevua & olpavols
dwépxer ), of which see below—and in I Cor. 15%7. This Human Nature was
tripartite in Naassene theory; rational, animal (psychic), earthy (76 uév voepby,
16 8¢ Yuxikdy, 16 8¢ xoixév). This is repeated in I Thes. (523) (Spirit and Soul
and Body), but not in I Cor. 15%f, where a strict dualism reigns, though all
the ideas are present: 76 wvevuarikdy, 76 Yuxikéy, & xotkbs. The presence of the
same elements, in such striking diversity of collocation, testifies that there has
been no direct borrowing, but the free use of common property.

It must not be supposed that these Naassenes identified Man and God; they
distinguished sharply and inserted this Ideal Humanity as an intermediate link
between actual humanity and Divinity, as is evident from their deep thoughted
aphorism (p. 140): “Beginning of Perfection is Gnosis of Man, but Gnosis of God
is Perfection consummated (&px® Te\ciboews yrdos &vOpdmrov, Oeod 8¢ yvdots
drnpriopévny Tehelwois). These words are enough to show that these Heretics were
by no means to be despised but were earnest and acute speculators, however gro-
tesque may have been some of their tenets.

All these three elements were united, he says (¢nel), in one man Jesus the be-
gotten of Mary, and these three men, saith he (¢noiv) used to speak at the same
time each of his own to his own. For according to them there are three kinds of all
things: angelic, psychic, earthy: whose names are Elect, Called, Captive.” Here we
revert at once to the Gospel of Jokn, where the notion of “Own” (1dos) is so
prominent, as in “He came to his own and his own received him not” (1'1), “when
he sneaks the lie he speaks of his own™ (844, also 131, 151?). But we observe that
John uses this phrase casually as something familiar and needing no explanation,
whereas in the Naassene speech it is articulated closely with their general doc-
trine. It would be very strange then if the Naassene had seized upon such an
idea and mortised it so cunningly into the structure of his own thought.—The
notion of the three churches does not appear in our Scriptures, but the distinction
of Elect and Called is conspicuous as, Matt. 208, 2214, Here must be added Barna-
bas, cited in Hom. Cl. 8, 4. Since in neither place in Matthew is the passage de-
manded by the context, and since its use in Barnabas is not apparently derived from
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Matthew, and since its torm is plainly proverbial, 1t seems unavoidable that here we
are dealing with a current saying, not without classical parallel: woANoi 7ot yap
Onkopopor, Bakxor 6¢_Te walpot.

With respect to the Naassene doctrine of Jesus, we cannot speak with confidence;
Hippolytus gives us only the faintest glimpse. Whether the phrase 7év & 77s
Mapias yeyernuévor be not his own addition is indeterminable. The doctrine of the
Jesus seems to have been a very old one and may well have found place in the
Naassene system; especially, as Jesus is continually spoken of as Son of Man in
the Gospel, and the Naassenes worshipped the Logos as Man and Son of Man.
Their doctrines and writings seemed to have been very extensive (7oA Gy wawv
Aéywv ); that they were “handed down to Mariamne by James the Lord’s brother”
is of course a fiction, but of what date is not clearly seen. It may have been a very
old or only a very late pretension—Hippolytus denies it, and with justice, all his-
toricity and proceeds to discover the proximate source of this doctrine in the mys-
teries (Teherds) barbaric and Hellenic whence the myth arose (80ev alrols oros
& pifos). With this aspect of the matter we are not now concerned.

Passing on we meet on page 144 with an extraordinary passage: “Therefore
that finally may be over-powered the mighty Man from above, from whom, as
they say, all paternity named on earth and in the heavens is constituted, there was
given him also a soul, that through the soul he may suffer &c.” Here the &¢’ ol
wdoa warpud bropalouérn émi yis kal & Tols obpavols suggests instantly the é ol
waoa waTpid év olpavols kal éml 'yﬁs_:évopd;‘emt. No one will pretend that the
phrases originated altogether independently; it seems equally clear that the phrase
in Eph. 3% is not original. For it is quite alien to its context, unsuggested by
anything before and suggesting nothing after. Hence our translators have been
quite at a loss how to render it. “Every (or the whole) family” has held its own,
though manifestly incorrect and meaningless; the last revisers have put “Father-
hood” in the margin. The commentators can make nothing out of it. On the other
hand, it is quite in place in the Naassene doctrine of the Primal Man, the Great, the
Illustrious, the Citizen of Heaven. We cannot then hesitate to pronounce the Naas-
sene the more original, and here is one instance where certainly an ancient Gnostic
expression has found lodgement in our Scriptures.

A few lines further on (in p. 145) we find: “Accordingly every nature of things
celestial (saith he) and terrestrial and subterrene yearns for soul” (wdoa ol
plots émovpaviwy, ¢nol, kal émiyelwy kal xataxfoviwv Yuxss opeyerar). The
phrase émvyeiwy kal xaraxfoviwy meets us again in Phil. 2!° Independent origin
is again unlikely, still more so the supposition that the original is in Philippians.
For the preceding observations apply. In Philippians the phrase, though not for-
bidden, is not invited by the context, it falls away naturally, and leaves the sense
and the structure improved (every knee shall bow and every tongue confess);
whereas it is entirely in place in the Naassene context, almost essential. The phrase
every nature yearns for soul (Yvxiis vyap, gaci, wdoca ¢@bois, aA\n 8¢ &N\ws
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bpéyerar) has just occurred in a well-reasoned scientific* connection. We must
allow then that the triple epithet belongs by preference to the Naassene, though
both he and the Epistolist may have drawn from a common source.

On page 146 we are told the the emasculation of Attis typifies this transit from
the earthy part of the lower creature below to the everlasting substance above
where (saith he) is neither female nor male but new creation, new man, who is
arsenothele (8wov, ¢moiv, odkx éoTw obre OfAv olre dpoev, &ANG kawy ktiots,
kawds avfpwmos bs éoTwv dpoevdinius). When we compare this with Clem. Hom.
p- 2, 12, where the “Lord himself” replies to one asking when the Kingdom
should come, “When two shall be one, and the without as the within, and the
male with the female, neither male nor female,” it becomes clear that we are
dealing with a wide-spread mode of thought and speech; that it is by no means
original in Gal. 328, (o0x &t &poev kal B7Av etc.) but is there a quotation from
some uncanonic source.

The next passage, a very long one (p. 147), the most important to be found in
Gnostic remains, has already been mentioned in the writer’s “Did Paul write
Romans?” (Hibbert Journal, January 1903, p. 322).

Naas. Té. vap bbpara abTol awd Tijs KTio€ws TOU KOG 1OV TOTS TOLYUATLY alTOD VoOUUEVa

Rom. “ “ “ ‘oo u . u “ “ “
Naas. xafoparat, 4 T€ &idios adTod dhvauts kal Oedrys, mpds 70 elvar
Rom. “ ITERT! “ “ “ “ “ els TR

Naas. abrods dvamoloynrovs. AwbTe yvbvres Tov Bedv, olx s Bedv E8btacar
Rom “ “ “ “ “ “ [TERT “ “

Naas. # nbxapicTnoay, &AN éuaTaidliy

'y i“ P ~ ~ ~
Rom. * éuarardlinoar év Tols daloyiopols abTdv, kal
Naas. 7 Gobveros alrdv kapdia” @ackovTes Yap €lvar oopol
Rom. &oxoriabn ' “ “ “ . — ¢ ‘e

Naas. épwpavfnoav, kal HANatav Tv 86fav Tob dpfaprov Beod &v

Rom " “ “ ‘“" “ ‘“ ‘" ‘“" ‘"

Naas. Opotbuagwy elkévos pfaprov avfphmov kal TeTewdv kal TeTpamodwy Kal
1 ‘" 13 ‘“ ‘“ i“ 113 13 13

Rom. Odupowwpart

Naas. épmeriv. A kal mapeédwkey alrols ¢ Beds

Rom. ‘" o_ N 8 rals embupias

Rom. 70v kapdowv abrév eis akabapoiav 7Tob &ripdlesfar 14 chpara

Rom. altév & alrols oltwes pernAhatarv 7iv aApfeiav Tob

Rom. Beod é&v 1§ Yebder, xai éoeBaolnoar kai éNatpevoav 74

Rom. «kticer wapa 7ov kticavra, 0s éoTw eONoynTds els Tols

Rom. alovas. "'Aunv. A TobTo mapédwkey adrols & Beds

Naas. €is wafn arpias’ al 7€ yap Onhear albrdr pernAafav 77w

Rom “w i“ “ “ ‘l ‘“ i“ i“ “ "

® le. wissenschaftlich. Smith at times makes the English “scientific” serve as equivalent to
this untranslatable German expression. Editor.
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Naas. guowiy xpiow els v waps @low.
Rom ‘“ “" i“ it “ i

Naas. ‘Opolws 8¢ kal ol &Gppeves Gopévres THv Quowkiy XpRow THs

“"
Rom.' " TE “ u{ } i“ ‘" i« “ ‘"

apoeves

Naas. Onhelas éexalfnoay & 7 Opéfer abrdv els aANnlovs,
Rom “ ‘" i il ‘" ‘" " [

Naas. dppeves & Gppeot THv Goxmuoolvny katepyalouevor, Kai Tnw

“ “ w
Rom. { appeow} “ “ “ 1] T

dpoeves ‘' adpoeowy

Naas. bvriuofiav iy e mis wAavys alTdv év éavrols dmolauSdavovTes.
Rom. H o “ Y adrols dmolauBavoves.

The Naassene agrees with Rom. 12°?7 but inserts 700 before xéouov, atrod be-
fore voobueva, puts mpos for eis before 76 elvatr, omits -gav & 70Ts daloyiouevols
abT@v kal éoxorioly, inserts yap after paokovres, puts opobuacwy for dpobuart,
inserts kai after 8.6, omits & Tais—0 feds vv. 24-25, puts 8¢ for 7e + None of

these changes worsen the text, the most better it decidedly; especially the omission
of 24, 25 which are manifest repetitions of 26, 27. On the face of it the Naassene
form seems older and preferable, and it seems hardly possibly a quotation from
Romans. This judgment is corroborated by the fact that according to Hippolytus
the Naassene did not quote this as from Paul or Romans but as “spoken by the
Logos” (76 Neybuevov Umd 100 Aoyov). It seems plain then that it was a fragment
of the extensive Wisdom—or Logos—Literature, which has been encysted in the
Epistle to Romans. We observe at this point that none of the sayings thus far
discussed are mentioned by Hippolytus as guoted from the Scriptures. Had they
been so quoted, it seems highly probably that Hippolytus would have said so. This
observation applies to all the passages hereafter discussed, except in case of spe-
cial mention to the contrary.

We merely note in passing the phrase “living water”} ({@vre Udar, p. 148)

used of 7dv Novéuevor (the baptized?).
At the turn of the page (bottom p. 148) we find an alleged citation from the
Gospel “according to Thomas,” found however in the edition neither of Fabricius

nor of Thilo.
Just preceding is found a deep and just thought: “the happy nature which in

® Lower line Wescott and Hort, upper line Tischendorf.

1 In agreement at this point with the text favored by Woide and Cowper. Editor.

1 The notion seems to be extremely ancient: in the Descent of Ishtar we read. “Sprinkle Ishtar
with the waters of life (mi balati) and take her from before me.” “Water of death” (mi mu-#) is
also conspicuous in the Gilgamesh-Epos, as at x 1, 2, 25: And deep the waters of death that be-
fore him encamp.
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fact (quoth he) is the sought-for Kingdom of heavens within man” ( pakapias
kpvBouévyy duod kal pavepovuevny, @low, fvmep, onot, THv évTds avbpwmoy
Bagilear obpavdw {nrovpévny ). In Luke 172! we find the similar 8od ydp %
Baothela Tob Beob évrds Vudv éoriv.But here the ¢rés means “among” (viz.
inter). If then the Naassenes have taken this idea and that of seeking the King-
dom from the Gospels, they have greatly refined it.

Concerning the Eternal, the “I Am what I Am,” “moving all things, himself
unmoved,” the Naassene says he alone is good (p. 150) and concerning him was
said what was said by the Savior (76 dmd 70D ocwriipos Neyduevor) “Why de-
clarest thou me good? One is good, my Father that is in the heavens, who makes
rise his sun upon just and unjust and rains upon saints and sinners.” It is well
known that with respect to this famous saying about the Good, our Canonics are not
agreed, Mark and Luke differing very slightly,* Matthew diverging widely.

Naas. Tt pe Aéyes byaBby;  €ls éoriv &yabds

Matt. 19171 Ti pe épwrds mepl 100 dyabod; els éoriv & &yalds

Mark 10 Ti pe Aeyes dyabby; oldels dyabos el pi) els
Luke 18" Ti pe Neyes dyabév; oldeis dyabos el un els
Naas. 6 waThp pov

Matt.

Mark o Bebs
Luke d Beds

Matt. 5% Swws yévnole viol 100 marpds Vudv

Luke 633 kai €orar & peolos udv mwoNls
Naas. d & Tols olpavols s

Matt. . TOD & opavols ot

Luke kat éoecle viol WigTov 87v alrds xpnords EoTw
Naas. dvaréNker Tov HAtov dvTod eml dwatods
Matt. Tov HAov alTol dvaTeéNhee  éml movnpods
Luke erl Tols dxapiorTovs
Naas. kal &dbikovs, kal PBpéxer émi doiovs kal duaprwlols

Matt. kal &yabBols, kal Bpéxer éml dikaiovs kal &dikovs

Luke Kal movnpols.

Here we have a third text, broadly divergent, and yet every way quite as good and

completely confirmed by Justin Contra Trypho Iud. 101, who gives it precisely as

the Naassenes! True, in the Apol. 1'® we read: None is good but God alone who

made the Universe (oldels dyafds el pn pbvos 8 Oeds & mounoas T& mévra) a varia-
* In factidentical in most editions. Edizor.

+ Matt. 1917 here is given according to the texts of Tischendorf and of Westcott and Hort.
Woide and Cowper, editors of Codex Alexandrinus, make Matt. 1917 the same as in Mark 1018,
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tion with respect to which it is needless to hazard conjecture. The Apol. is very
strongly interpolated. Similarly in the Clem. Hom. 18, St. Peter quotes it thus: Do
not call me good, for the God is one, the Father, that is in the Heavens (u9 pe
Aéve dyaBoy & yap els éoriv & marp & & Tés obpavois), and so Simon at 18!,
37, 17%. Likewise Irenaeus I, XII, 2: Ti ue Neyes dyabov, els éoriv dyafds o
Ilar)p é&v Tols olpavoils where it is uncertain and indifferent whether Irenaeus
quotes the Catholic or the Marcosian version. So too Valentinus in his epistle
quoted Cl. Str. 2, 488: €ls 8¢, and others of less significance.

Here all talk of lapse of memory and carelessness (Harvey) is out of order. The
attestation both catholic and heretic of the Gnostic text is much the oldest, so that
there can be no reasonable question that it is not borrowed, or corrupted from
either of the two irreducible Evangelic forms, but is a genuine independent form,
apparently more ancient than either. It is also plain that the idea, “Only one is
Good, the Heavenly Father,” was a favorite in Gnostic circles (witness Valentine,
the Naassenes, the Marcosians, and Simon), and it seems also clear that the
Matthaean text (Matt. 19! with its intentional ambiguity (4yafés == good per-
son, dyafovr = good thing, dyafol = of good thing or of good person) was
an after-thought. Here then we are sure of one Gnostic parallel not taken from
our Canonics, apparently the relation is the inverse.

Passing now to the second half of the pericope, and its parallel in Matt. 5:45,
we note first that the &s for értis very strongly attested by the versions and the
Church Fathers (as Irenaeus, Tertullian and Eusebius (da7ts) ); secondly, that Jus-
tin (Apol. 1, 15) gives duaprwlots xai dwkaiovs kal wovnpots and again (7r. 96)
d-yapiorous xar dukalous, xal Bpéxovta éwl dolovs kai wovnpols; still other fa-
thers quote frequently &yafois while the Codex Sinaiticus omits the whole clause
kal Bpéxer érl Sukalovs kal &dixous! Plainly then the idea was floating in the reli-
gious atmosphere, now taking this form, now that, nor is there the least reason for
supposing it borrowed by the Naassenes from Matthew. Thirdly, in Matthew the
whole verse 45 is apparently an interpolation, for the connection is close between
44 and 46, but very loose between 44 and 45 and 45 and 46.

We proceed to page 154. According to Hippolytus the Naassenes identified the
Logos with the Kyllenian Hermes of the Golden wand, who enchants the eyes of
the dead and rouses from sleep the slumberer. “Concerning these, he says, the
Scripture speaks: Awake, thou that sleepest, and arise and the Christ shall shine
on thee” (wepl TobTwy, Enalv, % ypaph Neyel” Eyepar & kabebdwy xal éeyéplnre
xal émpatoer gor & Xpiorés). “This is the Christ, he says, the (in all the begotten)
Son of Man portrayed from the unportrayable Logos.” Here the case is unmistak-
ably clear. From the phrase “The Scripture speaks,” we might think there was a
reference to Eph. 5%, but there it is also a quotation: 810 Neyer, €vepe & xaBebdwy
kal &véoTa & TOV vexplv, xal emipaboer cor & Xpiords. The Christian fathers, in
particular Jerome, sought in vain through their Scriptures for this saying; and no
wonder. It is Gnostic, most probably a fragment of one of those numerous hymns
for which the Heretics were noted. The Naassene idea that the Christ in every man
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(&v wdor 70ls yernrols) is the Son of Man (Humanity, bar nasha) portrayed from
the unportrayable Logos is remarkable and worthy of high Christian philosophy.

The phrase “to him all has been subjected” (ad7é wavravworérakrar) reminds
one of I Cor. 1527, but allows no conclusion since even there the writer is quoting
from Ps. 87 (wavra Umératev). Neither does the next concerning “the Stone, the
chief Corner Stone, become head of the corner,” but the following parenthetic
phrase (p. 155), “from which (brain) all fatherhood is fashioned” (&t ob wdoa
Tarpid, xapakrypiferar) is interesting as showing that this “all fatherhood” was
a favorite Gnostic notion and as increasing the likelihood, already so great, that
Eph. 3:15 is a Gnostic intercalation.

Immediately after this we meet with the locution “the inner man” (¢ éow
&vBpwmos), “thither (within the *hedge of the teeth’) fallen from the Primal Man
above, Adam” (8 ¢ow avfpwmos éketoe dromerTwrkds dwd Tov dpxavfplmwov dvwley
"Adauavros ). Here this idea is defined and fitted into a system of thought and
Scriptural interpretation. Far more probable then that it is original here than in
the Pauline Epistles (Rom. 7%2, II Cor. 4%, Eph. 3!®) where it is introduced
abruptly, without hint of explanation, as something perfectly familiar. Not that
the Epistolist has taken from our Naassene, but that the notion was a common one
in Gnostic circles.

Further on, of flight from Egypt across the Erythraean into the desert (p. 156),
“that is, from intercourse below to the Jerusalem above, which is mother of the
living” (rovréorw dwd 7is kaTw pitews éwl v dvw ‘lepovoaliu, fiTis €37l unTNp
tovrwr). At once our thought reverts to Gal. 428: % 8¢ avw ‘Tepovoaliu, ehevfépa
¢oriv, fimis éativ phryp [wévrwv] fudv. Perhaps no one will maintain that the
Galatian passage is quite intelligible; but the Gnostic is, and perfectly accordant
with Philo (De Agricul. 1.); also the word {dwrwy is altogether in place and could
not have come from the Epistle. The probable inference is that the Epistolist and
the Naassene have drunk from the same well.

Immediately (p. 157) we find a clear distinction between the two births: “For
mortal, saith he, is all generation below, but immortal that generated above. For
(he) is generated from water alone and spirit, spiritual not carnal; but he (gen-
erated) below is carnal; this is, saith he, what is written: the begotten of the flesh
is flesh, and the begotten of the spirit is spirit.* This is the spiritual generation ac-
cording to them.” It goes far back apparently to the Homeric yeveois 7e fedv yeveois
7’ &vfpomrwy the Oceanus with its circling flow, now up now down woré d@vw more
kaTw). It seems as intelligible as such a speculation might be expected to be. At
any rate, the thoughts, such as they are, are related and closely connected. Now
compare John 3%, Here the doctrine of generation from above (&vwfer ) is sud-
denly enounced without the slightest hint or preparation. When the astounded
Nicodemus asks about this birth, no answer whatever is given, but the doctrine
of the birth from water and spirit is enounced. Then follows “that which is writ-
ten.” What follows does not in the least clear up what goes before. No wonder

® In this connection compare page 209 of this Appendix.
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Nicodemus finally exclaimed, “How can these things be?”” There is no concatena-
tion of thought, no explanation of any kind. Moreover, that the passage is patch-
work peeps out in this fact: “Marvel not that I say unto thee, ye must be born
again.” This seems unnatural despite the generality of 5. Verse 6, is to all appear-
ances a quotation. It sits loosely in its context. Remove it, and the connection is no
worse, if not indeed better than before. It is therefore in high degree unlikely that
we have here any citation from the Fourth Gospel, but just such a use of proverbial
material as we have met with often before.

Again, page 159, we find spoken of the all-pervasive asexual humanity (8 &
waow Gpoevéhnhus &vfpwros) the famous wéwvra vép (¢not) 8’ abrob éyévero kal
Xwpls abrol €yévero obde &v. "0 8¢ ~vyéyovey &v abrd wn €oriv with which John
13 4 agrees exactly omitting the 8¢. The Naassene explains straightway that “This
life is the ineffable generation of the perfect men, which to the earlier generations
was not known. But the Nothing (78 8¢ o0dév) which without him came into being,
is the formal world” (6 kbouos dikés). We note that the Naassene text, by its 8¢,
decides positively against the accepted punctuation of Tischendorf and for that of
Westcott-Hort, which is most strongly supported by the versions and the Fathers.
Furthermore, the passage is articulated in the Naassene system, whereas in the
Gospel it is at best very loosely set in its context. That it is original in that context,
there is not the least probability. The Naassene does not cite it even as a “Scripture”
and has apparently drawn upon the general Gnostic consciousness.

On page 160 we find reference to the miracle at Cana: “and this is the water, in
those fair nuptials, which the Jesus turning made into wine. This, saith he, the
Great and True beginning of the signs, which the Jesus wrought in Cana of
Galilee, and manifested the kingdom of the Heavens. This, saith he, is the king-
dom of the heavens within us deposited as a treasure, as leaven hid away in three
measures of meal.” Here are notable contacts with John 21!, Luke 17?!, Matt.
1333%: 44, But the divergencies are equally notable “Kingdom of the heavens” is
unknown to John, “Kingdom of God” appears but twice (3 3 ®). The profound
conception of the kingdom hid away “within us” is lost in Luke, where the king-
dom is “among” the Pharisees. The notion of the likeness of the kingdom to the
hidden leaven is entirely different in Matthew and less subtle. There seems then
to be no evidence here that the Gnostic is using the Gospels; these rather seem to
be as it were popularizing the deep symbolisms of the Speculator spiritalis.

On page 161 we meet with this remarkable passage: “This is, saith he, what is
spoken (76 elpnuévor) by the Savior: unless ye drink my blood and eat my flesh,
not at all may ye enter into the kingdom of the Heavens: but even if ye drink, he
says, the cup that I drink, where I go there ye cannot enter.” This recalls vividly
John 653, Matt. 2022, Mark 10%8, John 82!, 1333, but how unaccountable the diver-
gencies! Do they indicate that the Naassene has derived from the Gospel? Far
from it! The saying remains undoubtedly very hard even in the Naassene form;
but the ancient phrase “kingdom of the heavens” indicates that this form is
older than the Johannine; it can hardly be an intentional variation, for the Gnostic
gloried no less than the Evangelist in the notion of Life; on the other hand, this
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latter has studiously eliminated everywhere the phrase “Kingdom of the heavens.”
On the face of it, then, the Naassene is the elder if not the better; as to the rest of
the passage we can only say that there is nothing to show clearly which form is
the nearer original.

On page 162 we find, “This is, saith he, the saying (78 elpnuévor) His voice we
have heard, but his form we have not seen” (pwviy uév abrod fxoboauey, eldos dé
alTob obyx éwphkauev ). Is it likely that this comes from “thou hearest the voice
thereof” (79 pwriy abrob dxobes) (John 38) or from (John 537), “Ye have neither
heard his voice at any time nor seen his form”? Certainly not!

On page 164, “therefore, says he, speaks the Jesus: I am the gate, the true one”
(eyd elpe § wONn % &Anfwn) Cl. Hom. has it: “Therefore himself being a true
prophetspake: I am the gate of Life; who enters through me enters into Life.” These
are much nearer to each other than is either to John 10°~—*“I am the door; through
me if any enter he shall be saved and shall pass in and pass out and find pasture.”
Some distant common origin seems altogether the most probable.

Immediately following thereupon we find the notion of the Perfect Man ( 7é\etog
&vBpwmos) as he that is portrayed above from the Unportrayable (6 &7d ot
dxapakrnplaTov, gnaly, Gvwley kexapakTnpiouevos TéNetos vfpwmos). This notion
recurs often in the New Testament but always as familiar though technical, need-
ing no explanation: as “we speak wisdom among the perfect” (I Cor. 28); “let us
therefore, as many as be perfect” (Phil. 3%16); “but solid food is for Perfect Man”
(Heb. 5'*); “if any stumble not in word the same is a Perfect Man (Jas. 32). The
perfect seem thus to be a distinct class, of whom Clement of Alexandria never tires
of speaking and calling distinctly Gnostic. Confidently then we may say the notion
is Gnostic.

On page 165 we find again the Philippian phrase (Phil. 21°) 7&v érovpaviwy kal
¢ruyelwr kal kaTaxfoviwy AeyovTwy; this then was a favorite with the Naassene,
and it seems incredible that he took it from the Epistles.

Immediately after we find the mandate of the Papa: rabe, rade, v dovupwrlay
Tob kbopov kal woinoov elpiryy Tols pakpbv, TouTéoTL Tols UAKOTs kal xoikols, Kal
elomvny Tols &yvybs, TouTésTL TOls wrevpaTikols kal voepols Tekeiots avfpamors. Here
the phrases “peace to those near” and “peace to those far” remind us of Eph. 217,
but in wholly different, almost opposed senses, namely, of Gentiles and Jews. Here
again the ideas of far and nigh are dealt with as familiar, but yet are explained
elaborately. To us the Epistle seems to be forcing new wine into old bottles; but
at any rate there is here no sign that the Gnostic has borrowed from Ephesians.
The phrases are taken from the Septu. Is. 579, elpijmy én’ elpiwp 7ols pakpdy kal
T0ts &yvyUs olot.

Immediately following, and the Phrygians call the same also corpse (vikvr), as it
were in a mausoleum and tomb, buried in the body. This, saith he, is the saying.
Tombs are ye, whited, full (saith he) within of bones of the dead, because there
is not in you the living man; and again, he says, they shall leap forth from the
graves the dead, that is, from the bodies of earthly, regenerated pneumatics, not
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carnal (70 elpnuévor’ TagoL éoTé Kexoviauévol, Yéuovres, gnoiv, éowler boTéwy
vexpav, [ parenthesis by Hippolytus| éalodvrar é 7@v pvnueiwy ol vexpoi). The
suggestion is of Matt. 237, but the Gnostic has not drawn from this latter. For
Justin twice (Tr. 17, 112) quotes this “saying” using the exact words of our
Naassene: rapod kexoviauévor, ééwler pawopevor wpalow (kal* Yéowler (8et) doréwy
vexp@v. This can hardly be accidental and attests the Gnostic as most probably the
earlier as it is the bolder and more natural form.} The saying “the dead shall leap
from their tombs” is not in the New Testament, though echoes may perhaps be
heard in Matt. 11%, Luke 722, Matt. 2752 %3, John 525,

Next we find (p. 166): “This gate (of Resurrection into Heaven) he says, Paul
the Apostle knew, having opened it in a mystery and said he had been rapt by
an angel and borne as far as the 2d and 3d heaven into Paradise itself and had
beheld what he beheld and heard words unutterable which it is not allowed for
man to speak.” These, he says, are the unutterable by all called mysteries which
(also we speak) not in words taught in human wisdom, but in (words) taught of
spirit, comparing spiritual with spiritual, but the psychic man receives not the
things of the spirit of God, for to him they are folly.”

Here for the first time we find an apparent quotation from our New Testament.
But we cannot be quite sure that the Naassene referred to in ¢noi actually refers to
Paul the Apostle, though he may well have done so, for his date is quite uncer-
tain. The Naassene work (or books) quoted may have been written in the 2d
century but yet have used materials two centuries older. Granting, then, it is the
Gnostic, not merely Hippolytus who refers to Paul, we note that the phraseology
departs widely from II Cor. 12%* and can hardly be a quotation: (Naassene)
npraclar vwd dyyélov, xal yeyovévar €ws devrépov xal Tpitov olpavol eis Tov
wapddeoov adTov, kal éwpakévar & éwpake, kal axnxoevar puata dppyra & olk éfdv
avfpdome elwety, Compare Il Cor. 1224 gprayévra 7év Towobrov éws Tpirov obpa—
vov. kai olda TOv TowobTov Gvfpwmor, — €iTe év TwpaTL €iTe Xwpls TOD CWRATOS
[olx olda,] & Beds older, — &é7i Mpwhyn els Tov wapadecor xai fjkovoer dppnTa
ppare 4 olk €dv dvfpimy Aalijoat.

Even here
then another form of the account is indicated. The same can not be said of the 2d
passage which gives the received text of I Cor. 2!3 14 exactly. Is the Naassene then
quoting from our Canonic Epistle? Very possible, for his date is unknown; but
by no means certainly. For the Corinthian passage and all its context seem to us at
least o be imported. Has even the genius of Holsten been able to interpret this
series of paragraphs, 11732, in relation either to each other or to the preceding and
following? Certainly not! We have spent many hours over them in vain, and have
written many pages in the effort to reconstruct the Gedankengang, all of which

*InTr. 17.

+InTr. 112,

1 Both in Matthew and in Justin the clause “that indeed appear fair without” (appearing fair
without) seems a later addendum, to adapt the saying to the Pharisees.
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are fit only for the fire. A very slight hint of the original detachment of our para-
graph is given by manuscripts F. and G. in the omission of & before kal Aalobper
(verse 13). This gives we suspect an older text. The @ has been deftly inserted to
attach the paragraph to the preceding xapwbférra. On this however we do not
insist. To this important passage and its context we hope to return in a paper
“Mysteries in the New Testament.”

Straightway we read: Concerning these (the Pneumatics), he says, the Savior
has spoken: No one can come to me, except my Father the heavenly draw some
one. Can this be corrupted from John 6**? Surely not! Such a departure from the

Naassene:
oldels dlvarar ENOetv mwpds pe, éav un Twa é\kbop & warnp pov & obpavios.

John 6%4:

obdels dvarar éNDely mpds éué éav un & warnp O wéupas ue éNkboy avTow.

sacred text seems wilful and unaccountable. Besides the Naassene form, the “celes-
tial Father,” seems much more likely original than the ¢ wéugas pe. Moreover, the
sentence is introduced abruptly in the Gospel and is best accounted for as a quota-
tion or apophthegm. Omit it, and the thought does not suffer.

On page 167: “And again, he says, spoke the Savior: Not every one &c.” pre-
cisely the received text of Matt. 7! Is it then a quotation from our Gospel?
Why so? Here in Matthew the saying is embedded in a concretion of such say-
ings. Why suppose it original in this connection rather than v. 19, which is
plainly a proverb, already used in Matt. 3%? The supposition is plainly gratuitous.

Continuing on this page: “And again, he says, he spoke: “The publicans and
the harlots precede you into the kingdom of the heavens’.” Comparing this with
Matt. 2131, we note that the Gnostic form 73 olpavav is apparently older than
the Matthean 700 feol. Again, there is little reason to think this saying original in
its Gospel context. It could scarcely be introduced more abruptly, without any
relevance to the foregoing, where again the text wavers forever between mp&ros
and éoxaros. There is no ground then for assuming any derivation of the Naassene
passage from our Gospel.

The interpretation of reA&vas (publicans) as from 7é\n (ends) seems extremely
fanciful and even ludicrous, but not more so than many that meet us in the pages
of the Fathers. “But, he says, we are oi 7eh@vac €is obs Ta TeAn TGV al@vwr KaTHvTIKE:
For 7é\n he says, are the seeds sown down into the world from the Unportrayable,
through which the whole world ouvrreeirar; for through them also it began to be.
The coincidence with I Cor. 10! is perfect but proves nothing; for the clause there,
though very well in place, sounds strangely like an apt quotation, and such we be-
lieve it is, a belief which can neither be proved nor disproved. The astonishing in-
terpretation of 7é\n seems unlikely to have originated in early Christian days, when
the rélos was eagerly anticipated. — Coming now to the famous parable: “Went
forth the sower for to sow, and some fell by the way and were trodden down; and
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some upon the stony places, and sprang up, (saith he), and through not having
depth it withered and died; and some fell, he says, upon the earth the fair and good
and brought forth fruit, some a hundred, some sixty some thirty. Who hath, saith
he, ears to hear, let him hear.”

Naassene:

"Eti\0ev & omeipwy TOD gmelpar Kkal T4 uév émece wapa THv 060y kal katemwarnly,
T 8¢ eml Ta weTplody Kal ekaverelke, [¢nol] kai Sia 76 un Exew Babos etnpavly xai
Gmebave Ta ¢ Emeoe [onaiv,] eml Tiv YHY THv kaljp kai dyabiy, kal émoiel kapmov,
O peév ékatov, 6 8¢ éknkovta, 6 8¢ Tpiakovta. ‘O €xwy, [enoiv,] Gra dxobew daxoberw.

We find the three Gospel forms very diverse. It will hardly be contended that all
three of the widely diverging Evangelic forms are the original; or any two; why
then any oner It is in fact quite impossible to derive any two from the other. They
must then have had some common ancestry, and rather remote, since they are so far
apart. Looking at the Naassene form, we see it is still farther divergent but much
simpler than any of the three, leaning rather 1o the Mutthew-Mark type (Matt.
1339, Mark 4%°?), but agreeing with Luke (8°%) in the important katewarnfy. It
omits entirely the thorns, but calls the earth both fair and good, whereas Matthew-
Mark call it fair and Luke calls it good. Examined carefully this Gnostic form seems
underivable from any or all the Canonics, but to have every appearance of greater
age and comparative originality. These three on the contrary seem unmistakably to
be diverse elaborations of a much simpler primitive.

We find on page 168: “This, saith he, is the saying (70 elpguévor): Every tree
that bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down and cast into the fire.” As this
recurs exactly in Matt. 3'Y and 7%, it is plain that it is neither more nor less than
a current “saying,” probably of very great antiquity. But “fruit” (kapwoi) is im-
mediately explained as only the rational (oi Aoykio;) the living man, [men] who
have entered through the third gate. Where it is well to bear in mind Rom. 113, Phil.
4'". Further on, “This is what he says,” saith he: “Cast not the holy to the dogs nor
the pearls to the swine” (u Balyre 70 dyiov Tols kvol undé Tols papyapiras Tols
xoipois). Compared with this, Matt. 7® is apparently a later and expanded form.
It also stands quite isolated, without any contextual attachment. Moreover, at
least the first half was a well known injunction—Sanctitates non redimuntur ut
canibus projiciantur in cibum. Schebuos F. 11, 2. It is palpable then that the
Naassene has not drawn from Matthew but that Matthew has taken up an adage.

On page 170 we find “the Jerusalem below” (79 katw ‘Iepovoadqu) defined as
“not the city in Phoenicia but the generation below, the mortal.” This is the nec-
essary complement of the Jerusalem above (@vw), but does not appear as such in
Gal. 425:28, This makes it probable, though not certain, that the Naassene idea
was earlier than the Pauline.

We need not dwell on the “perfect man the regenerate of water and spirit, not
carnal,” see supra, p. 164. At this point is repeated the splendid apophthegm of the
“Beginning of Perfection.”*

® Above, p. 158.
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After a good deal that is hard to understand we come, on page 173, to a pas-
sage of extreme significance. This (doctrine of Higher Humanity), he says, is what
they say that have been initiated into the Eleusinian mysteries. It is statutory
(Béopov) for those initiated into the less to be again initiated into the greater. For
greater dooms do greater doles obtain (ubépor ydp pelloves ueilovas poipas
Nayxavovor ). And small, he says, are the mysteries those of Persephone below, con-
cerning which mysteries and the way that leads thither, which is wide and broad
and conducts the perishing to Persephone . . . and the poet too says:

But under her is a pathway rough,
Hollow, miry; but ’tis best to lead
To lovely grove of high-honoured Aphrodite.

These are, he says, the lesser mysteries, those of the carnal generation, initiated
into which lesser (mysteries) men should pause and be initiated into the greater,
the heavenly. For they who have got the dooms there receive greater doles. For
this, he saith, is the gate of the heaven and this the house of God, where the good
God dwells alone, into which shall not enter, he says, any one unclean nor psychic
nor carnal, but it is kept for pneumatics alone, where need they that have come
to cast (Baletv ), or receive (AaBetv) their garments and all to become bride-grooms
emasculated through the the virginal spirit. For this is the virgin that bears in
womb and conceives and brings forth a son not psychic, not somatic, but a blessed
aeon of aeons. Concerning these, saith he, distinctly spake the Savior, that nar-
row and contracted is the way that leads into life, and few are they that fare into
it, but broad and spacious the way that leads into perdition and many are they
that thoroughfare through it.

Here there is much that is obscure, grotesque, ill-jointed, the last might be ex-
pected in such a mass of extracts. But some things are palpable and unmistakable.
The Naassene distinguishes between the lesser and the greater Eleusinian mys-
teries. The former he takes to represent the inferior carnal birth, the latter the far
superior birth spiritual. The former he also finds symbolized in the broad spacious
way which all men tread, which leads to death and to the “dark walled home of
Persephone”; the latter is symbolized in the narrow way that leads to God and
Heaven, to eternal, spiritual, pure human, asexual life. And this, he says, is the
reference of the famous words which “distinctly spake the Savior.” The tempta-
tion is great to say at once, “of course, he is quoting from the Sermon on the
Mount,” but in turning to Matt. 713 1* we find a wide difference. The text is very
uncertain, but as the great editors put it:

Naassene orevy kal TeOhiuuéevny éoriv 7 000s B &mwhyovoa es T {wiw, kai ONyor
elolv ol eloepxbuevor €ls alrny, wharela 8¢ kal elpixwpos 1 08ds 7 &wayovoa els
T dwdAear, kal moANol elow ol Siepxduevor O adris.

Matthew 71314 elgéNfare Sid s oreriis mOAns” 87e Thatela 1 TN Kal elpixwpos
7 000s 1) &dmayovoa els Ty dwdhewav, kal woroi elow ol elcepxbuevor 6’ alThs
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611 oTern) W) wOAnkal TeBhipuévy 1) 860s 1) awayovoa els Ty {wiy, Kai ONiyol &oly
ol evpiokovTes alTnv.

We notice that the clauses are reversed in order, that the Naassene contains no
“gate,” that Matthew has eloepxbuevor 8" abris and ebpiokovres avriy but the
Naassene the much superior eloepxouevor els adriv and diepxouevor 8’ abris. Not
one of these variations is easy to account for if the Naassene be quoting from
Matthew. Again, the repetition of d7¢ in Matthew is very strange and unnatural
and extremely hard to believe original. On the whole, the Naassene version seems
decidedly preferable and much nearer the polished form of an epigram. Matthew’s
looks like an elaboration akin to that which has overtaken the Parable of the
Sower.

Furthermore, the saying is absolutely isolated in the Gospel text, wholly unre-
lated to anything before or after. It seems impossible then that it should be primi-
tive in this connection. Still more, however, it is impossible to suppose that the
Jesus or any man would utter such mysterious words without a syllable of
preparation or explanation. If the ideas were not already familiar to the hearers,
these could not have understood them without interpretation. We hold then with
confidence that these verses in Matthew are not there in primal form or connec-
tion, but they belong in some now indeterminable fashion to the doctrine then
current of the Two Ways, of Life and of Death, and that there is no semblance of
reason for supposing them quoted from the Gospel by the Naassene. Whether this
latter’s relation of them to the Eleusinian mysteries and to the Ways of Carnal and
Spiritual generation have any element of correctness we need not discuss, but no
one can deny the dignity and elevation of his thoughts.

It may be as well to remark right here that the Naassene statement as quoted
by Hippolytus, that “the Savior spake” thus, cannot be understood to constate
any historic fact. Such expressions stand on a par with “God said,” “Jehovah
Spake,” “Oracle of Elohuin,” “The Logos spake,” “the Christ declared,” “the
Jesus says” (in the recent papyri), and was simply a formula of authoritative
prophetic or dogmatic deliverance. The prophets regularly opened their discourses
with a “word of the Lord.” Besides, “the Savior” was a notion distinctly Gnostic,
as we shall see. This however merely in passing.

“So,” he says, (p. 174) “the Phrygians call (the Father) ‘The Amygdalus’
(from é&pbttar = to rend), from whom proceeded and was born the Invisible,
through whom the Universe was made and without him was made Nothing. And
Syrictas, say the Phrygians, is what is generated thence, because spirit harmoni-
ous is what is generated. For spirit he saith, is God: wherefore, he saith, neither
do worship in this mountain nor in Jerusalem the true worshippers, but in spirit.
For spiritual, he says, is the worship of the perfect, not carnal. But the spirit, he
saith, is there where also the Father is named and the Son from this Father
(there) begotten.” The coincidence with John 12 has already been discussed. An-
other famous Johannine (42124) is also recalled, but the diversities are quite as re-
markable as the agreements. The fact that the Naassene says “in this mountain,”
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for which we know of no reference, might seem to point to the Gospel as the
original, since there we find “this mountain” mentioned. But we know nothing
of the Naassene context from which Hippolytus quotes, it may very well have
contained the “mountain” referred to. Again, the reference to “mountain” in
John 4!® may very well have been introduced to prepare us for the “mountain” of
v. 21, much in the manner of the Evangelist. However, let the circumstance have
its due weight. On comparing the two texts, it seems impossible to doubt that the
Naassene is the simpler, the older, and every way the superior. The thought is
absolutely unadorned, but the nakedness of the statue is the beauty of a god. The
same cannot be said of the other. Naturally, the text is very uncertain. Verse 22 is
plainly an additament extremely harsh and out of place. Unhappy too is the repe-
tition of “comes an hour” (épxerat dpa verses 21 and 23); unhappier the addi-
tion and repetition of “and the truth,” and not logically justified; most unhappy
the disorder and repetition of “those worshipping in spirit and truth”—in fact, the
whole v. 23 is palpably superfluous and misplaced;* the worst of all is the throw-
ing forward of all into the future—as if true worship had not always been in spirit.
Notice too the unintelligible final clause of v. 23. On the whole, the Johannine
passage is a jumble, and there appears not the slightest reason for thinking it the
original of the Naassene—au contraire.

Continuing with the next page, “this, he saith, is the many-named, myriad-
eyed Incomprehensible, for which every nature, but each in its own wise, yearns.+
This, he saith, is the Word of God, which, he saith, is Word of Announcement of
the Mighty Power (pfiua dropacews tijs neyéhns duvduews ). Wherefore it will be
sealed and hidden and concealed, lying in the habitation where the Root of the
Universe has been founded, of Aeons, Powers, Intelligencies, gods, Angels, Spirits
delegated, Entities, non-Entities, Generables, Ingenerables, Incomprehensibles,
Comprehensibles, Years, Months, Days, Hours, Point indivisible (Instant?) from
which the Least begins to increase gradually—the Point, he saith, being naught
and consisting of naught, being indivisible will become by self-intelligence (&avrj
émivoiar) a certain magnitude incomprehensible. This, he saith, is the Kingdom of
the Heavens, the grain of mustard (seed), the Point subsisting Indivisible in the
body, which none, he saith, hath seen save the Pneumatics alone.” This extraor-
dinary passage seems worth quoting for its prodigious conception, which almost
out-Hegels Hegel himself, of the Evolution of the Universe from the focal point
of Being by an act of self-intelligence. The good Bishop of Portus was evidently
impotent in the presence of such amazing metaphysics, and he merely says: “These
things thus they feign, . . . affirming all things are spiritual” (7ad0’ ofrws oxeded-
fovor 18 dmd mhwrwy &vfpdmev 'Neybuevh re ral ywbpeva, wpds tSiov vody,
wvevphTika phokovTes mévta yiveofar). But it is plain, even in the confused pre-
sentment of Hippolytus, that the Naassene is thinking connectedly and systemati-
cally. It is interesting then to note here certain turns of speech elsewhere recurring.

® As Blass now recognizes for entirely different reasons.
+ Cf. Rom. 822, Ediror.
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Thus the “Announcement of the Mighty Power” meets us again as a title of
Simon’s book; compare also Acts 81°, also Eph. 329, Col. 111.

Again (p. 180) we read: “This, he saith, is the water that is above the firmament,
concerning which, he saith, the Savior spake: If thou knewest who it is that asks,
thou would’st have asked of him and he would have given thee to drink living
water that leaps” (el fiéeis tis éorv 6 airdv ob v firnoas wap’ alrod, kal édwkey &y
oot mely {Qv Bdwp aANbpevor ). On comparing this with John 4'% 14, we find that
remarks similar to those already made apply. The Naassene form has every sign
of comparative originality, the Johannine seems worked over and elaborated but
by no means improved.

Lastly, “but if any one, he saith, is blind from birth (7vphos é yeversis) and has
not beheld the true light that lights every man coming into the world, . . .” Here
then are exact coincidences with John ¢! and 1% but on which side is the priority?
In the text there is nothing to determine. Our decision will depend upon our critical
tenets. If we regard the incident in John g as historical, we shall naturally think the
Naassene has taken thence his phrase; but if we regard it as unhistorical, as in-
vented merely as a frame work for the discussions of the chapter, then we shall see
no reason for believing the Naassene has borrowed thence; on the contrary.

Herewith then we close this list of Naassene agreements with the sacred text.
It is seen that they are very numerous, and often very exact. But we have failed
to find any indication worth mentioning that the sacred text has actually been
quoted. On the contrary, in the great majority of instances, the probability lay
heavily against such a proposition, and in not a few cases it seemed downright im-
possible. In only one case was the use of the Scripture suggested as at all probable
(IT Cor. 12%21), but there the relations remained obscure and doubtful. The over-
powering impression of the whole body of facts is that the Naassene writer has at
least in the main derived his material from sources much older than any of our
Canonic Scriptures; he may have done so in every instance, though it is possible
that in one or two cases a reviser has drawn from Canonic sources.

Such then is our provisional conclusion; and we now ask, is this conclusion
confirmed or refuted by the history of Naassenism so far as known to us? And
first we observe that the statement of Hippolytus is clear, positive, and unam-
biguous, that the Naassenes were the oldest of the Errorists, that from their
“dogma” many, detaching parts, have constructed with many subdivisions the
heresy which is one, inasmuch as they deliver the same things in various dogmas.
Against this testimony, very awkwardly worded but unequivocal in its import, it
is of no significance that Irenaeus mentions the “Sethians, whom some call Ophians
or Ophites,” in the penultimate place. The account of Hippolytus is broad day-
light compared with the pitchy dark of Irenaeus, who besides has followed an
inverted order, going back from the last (Valentinians) to the first. His testimony
then is not really opposed to that of Hippolytus, but rather confirms it. Epiphanius
mentions the Opbhites as the thirty-seventh heresy, but his order is not chronologic,
and his testimony not independent. Theodoret seems hardly to deserve mention.
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Hippolytus alone has attempted to follow the order of time and to let the heretics
speak in some measure, though disconnectedly, for themselves.

Now the Simonians occupy the fifth place in our author’s list. They must then
have followed the Naassenes at some considerable distance. But the Simonians were
at least as old as the Pentacost. For in Acts, at the beginning of the preaching of
Peter, we find Simon already well known in Samaria, worshipped as that so-called
Mighty Power of God, where he had been long time a wonder (Acts 8°11), More-
over all Christian tradition represents him as an elder contemporary of Peter
(Clem. Hom. and Recog.). We can see no motive for antedating him. Unless then
the record in Acts, and all tradition, be unaccountably at fault. Simon must date
at the latest slightly before the earliest proclamation of Christianity. Hence Naas-
senism, which must be still earlier cannot be brought down later than the birth of
Christ—a result of extreme importance.

Of course, it may be said that the doctrine was gradual in its development,
which is very true. Hippolytus bears witness that it ramified into many schisms
(woXvexidys ), but we are not concerned with remote developments, our business
is with the central dogma and its immediate corollaries. This was the dogma of the
Spiritual Humanity, the All-Father, the Citizen of Heaven, the Logos, the Christ,
the Jesus. If we may put any trust at all in the statements of the learned and dili-
gent Bishop, fortified at every point with profuse quotations from the Naassene
authority, this doctrine was the very heart of the whole system, from which all
else was offshoot. It is well to note that certain of these terms are well known else-
where as foci of Jewish-Hellenic speculation. Philo never wearies of the Logos,
nor does even the most ancient sage of Ephesus, Heraclitus. The Rabbis have much
to tell of the First and the Second Adam. It is not strange, then, that such ideas
should be central in such an early heresy.

We note further that Hippolytus is careful not to claim that the Naassenes
derived their ideas from apostolic preaching which they corrupted—a chronologic
absurdity that he carefully avoids. He declares (p. 141) that they have collected the
secret and ineffable mysteries of all the nations and slandering the Christ deceived
the ignorant. (tdwuev @s Ta kpvwrra kal dwéppnra TavTwy duol cuvdyortes odTor
pvoTnpia 7oV EBvav karTayevdouevor Tob XpioTob éfamaTdol Tols TabTa ok €ldoTas
T4 TOV Evav Spyia).

Now let us ask whether the Naassene doctrine as given by Hippolytus points to
an early or to a late heresy. The answer cannot linger for a moment. It is plain on
its face that this doctrine is not only old but very old, in fact, the oldest that we
meet with anywhere in studying the Origins of Christianity. This fact shines out
most clearly through the absence of so many ideas conspicuous in latter heresy. We
hear nothing of the Cross, nothing of the Death, nothing of the Resurrection, noth-
ing of the Aeons and their Procession, nothing of the infinite brood of Simon and
Basilides and Valentinus, nothing of the strife of Law and Gospel. The whole
theory revolves in a high but narrow sphere round a pivotal idea of the Spiritual
Man as the beginning and the end of History. The interpretation of Scripture is
quite parallel with the allegorizing of Philo, and had been familiar for genera-
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tions. The dependence is very great upon Gentile myth and literature, the affinity
very close with the ancient mysteries and the current philosophical-religious cults.
The constant reference to the Phrygians and even to the Samothracians, the fre-
quent quotations from the Greek writers, and the whole atmosphere of thought
direct us to Northern or central Asia Minor as the birth place or seat of this
speculation. The reverential use made of the Old Testament guarantees the Jewish
element, but for which we might take the whole heresy to be purely Pagan. We
must suppose it developed in the Jewish Diaspora; whether the author quoted be
Hellenized Hebrew or Hebraized Hellene, we cannot say. With only two merely
apparent exceptions already discussed we find not a single hint of a date later than
the beginning of our era. In its many outlines the doctrine seems to be much older
still.

The most fitting designation of this school would be the Pneumatics. So they
seem to have called themselves at first, but later Gnostics. The names Naassenes
and Ophites were perhaps given them by their enemies. Though their defamers
continually reproached them with serpent worship, it is plain that this is a mere
slander. The serpent was for them the mere symbol of water, the liquid substance
of the world, like the modern solid ether, (an idea taken from the illustrious
Milesian, Thales); the derivation of all temple worship from the serpent (Naos
from Nachash) is neither better nor worse than many other etymologies current
then or even now. However, it is very far from indicating that these Pneumatics
worshipped the Serpent, quite the contrary. They were merely explaining (fan-
tastically enough) the prevailing temple service as at best a merely half-conscious
worship of the principle of the Material Universe; but they themselves had tran-
scended all such ceremonies as merely of the formal world. They boasted that they
alone had sounded the depths, they alone worshipped in spirit a God who was
spirit. The unfriendly Bishop of Portus himself brings against them no charge of
immorality or unseemly deportment of any kind. Neither does he lay at their door
any corruption or perversion of Scripture, nor in fact any citation of canonic
Scripture. The sum of their offending seems to have been that they attempted a
comprehensive spiritual interpretation of ancient myths, rites, and doctrines,
thereby “slandering the Christ.”

Have we any historical evidence of the existence at or before the beginning of
our era of any such Pneumatics? The presumption is very strong in favor of their
existence. In all ages there have lived men much better, or at least more liberal
than their creeds. Of old it was declared, that to obey is better than sacrifice, and
to hearken than fat of lambs. And later “I hate, I despise your feasts and will not
delight in your assemblies. . . . But rather let justice roll down as waters and
righteousness as an ever-flowing stream.” “Thou delightest not in sacrifice, thou
hast no pleasure in burnt offering. The sacrifices of God are a broken spirit. A
broken and contrite heart, O God, thou wilt not despise.” Such examples might
be multiplied. But neither is the historical evidence wanting. In his story of Izates
(Ant. 20, 2, 4) Josephus tells how both he and his mother were brought over to
Judaism by a certain Jewish merchant Ananias, who nevertheless dissuaded his
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royal convert from circumcision as quite unnecessary, since he could “without the
circumcision worship the divine, for this is more important than to be circum-
cised.” Josephus himself had no sympathy with such liberalism, for he proceeds to
tell with manifest approval how Eleazor persuaded the young king to submit to
the rite; hence his testimony seems unimpeachable. Strabo, too (certainly devoid
of Jewish prejudices), (760, 761) tells of Jews who professed to go back to a
purer spiritual worship, the original Mosaic, free from all ceremonial circum-
cision, excisions, and other such enactments. There exists abundant rabbinical
evidence to like effect.

We may then regard the Pneumatics as historically assured.

Let us now consider into what difficulties the accepted theory leads us. Since
these Naassenes (as it is said) quote copiously from the Fourth Gospel, and since
no one places its composition earlier than about a.p. g6, it follows that the Naas-
sene heresy was active, and if not at the very beginning, at least in the bloom of its
youth as late as a.p. 100! And yet it foreran Simonianism which was at its height
not later than 60 years before! And yet it foreran Basilides and Valentinus and
Sethianism and Justinism, all of which saw the days of their strength in the first
quarter then of the second century! The anachronism is patent. Does any one really
belicve that these more than half-pagan heretics were quoting abundantly from
the Gospel of John almost immediately after its composition and fully half a cen-
tury before it obtained notable recognition in orthodox circles? How utterly
ridiculous! The impossibility of such chronology comes out clearly in Bunsen’s
scheme. He recognizes that the Naassenes must take the first place in the Hierarchy
of heresy, that they must precede the Simonians, and that they must be allowed
a chance to use the Johannine writings. Hence he put them down between
Ap. 70 and g9, giving them a scanty lustrum in which to learn and adopt the
Fourth Gospel! But how about Simon? He must come earlier, although he is
later! Hence Bunsen writes him down between 27 and 65! In other words he is
half a century older than his elders! The whole attempt to make room for these
Naassenes after the preaching of Christianity and the composition of the New
Testament Scriptures must forever issue in failure.*

A further evidence, and a very striking one, of the great antiquity of Naassenism
is found in the fact that, altho it was certainly of first class importance, as ap-
pears from its extensive literature, its numerous ramifications, the nobility of its
teachings, and the preeminence assigned it by Hippolytus, yet we hear of it in the
2d century practically not at all. No other historian of heresy has anything to tell
of it that is worth a moment’s notice. It seems plain then that its force was spent
long before the end of the first century, that it passed over into other schools and
lost its identity in the lap of its first and second century successors. The debt that we
owe to Hippolytus for exploring its literature and handing down to us even a
garbled and inadequate statement of its doctrine is great beyond all computation.

We must not close this discussion without noticing the extraordinary hymn
quoted by Hippolytus. According to Duncker the text is indeed hopelessly corrupt

® For additional on the dating of Simon the Samaritan, see the discussion of him later, p. 183 ff.
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(citra spem salutis corruptum). Never-the-less we find the general idea, spirit, and
intentions unmistakable.

A law generative of the Universe was the First Mind.
And the Second was of the First born the outpoured chaos.
And Soul in third place received operative law.
Therefore with nimble form enveloped

It succumbs to death with care overpowered.
Now kingdom-holding it beholds the light,
And now into misery whirled it weeps,

And now it bewails, rejoices,

And now it wails, is judged,

And now it is judged, dies,

And now becomes an exile, the hapless, of ills
A labyrinth has entered straying (wandering).
But Jesus said: Behold, Father,

A strife of ills upon earth

From thy breath wanders in.

(He) strives to flee the bitter chaos

And knows not how he will fare therethrough.
On this account send me, Father,

Bearing seals, I shall descend.

Ages whole shall make way through,

Mysteries all shall lay open,

And forms of Gods shall show

And the secrets of the holy way,

Having called it Gnosis, I shall deliver.

This we think is the first recorded appearance of the concept “Jesus” in re-
ligious history. This supernal Being, “in the bosom of the Father,” beholds with
compassion the strife and misery of the Soul upon earth and its inability to free
itself from the whirlpool of Time and Change in which it is caught, and he asks
the Father for permission to be sent down to earth to traverse the ages, to clear up
all mysteries, to reveal God to Man, and to teach the secrets of the holy path of
the lordly-named Gnosis.

In the presence of this most ancient hymn the prevailing liberal theory that the
Man Jesus was at first the Carpenter’s son, then a distinguished Rabbi, a Mighty
Teacher, then a crucified Messiah, then a spiritually or otherwise re-risen Lord,
then by degrees an exalted Saviour, Redeemer, Son of God, and second person in
the Trinity,—all this theory of the gradual deification of a remarkable human
personality, collapses instantly in the presence of this Hymn.

D. Peratae

We pass now to the Peratae. These “Transcendentals,” we are told, maintain
the doctrine of the “Triad” “called Perfect Good and Paternal Magnitude.” The
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text of Hippolytus is here corrupt and obscure, it seems clear only that he did not
understand what he would describe, but any way it is said “they maintain” that
“in the times of Herod,” “for reasons we shall later state,” there descended from
unorigination and the first world-segment a certain three-natured and three-bodied
and three-powered man called Christ (7pigvij Twa kai Tpisduaroy kai Tpidivauoy
avBpwmov kadobuevov Xpiorév)having in himself all the concretions and powers
(proceeding) from the three parts of the world. “And this he says is the saying
(p- 187): all the Fullness pleased to dwell in him beodily and in him is all the
Godhead of the Triad thus divided” (Ilav 76 wAfpwua ebébknoe katTowioar év
alTy owpartikds, Kal wACA éoTw év faz’)T@H BedTns s obrw Sippnuévys Tpbdos).
The parallel is of course Col. 2°—Because in him dwells all the Fullness of the
Godhead bodily, and Col. 1*®—Because in him pleased all the Fullness to dwell.
Here we are met by this same constantly recurring phenomenon, namely: the
Gnostic passage fits well enough in its context, however grotesque that context
may be; whereas the canonic passages are scarcely intelligible in their context and
have every appearance of being foreign importations. Thus 1'? is so clearly paren-
thetic and unconnected with either 18 or 20 that our translators have felt com-
pelled to throw in the phrase “of the Father” which however does not relieve the
difficulty. Similarly 2° seems plainly out of place, and the &r¢ assigns only the
vaguest of reasons. Moreover, the repetition of the wa» 78 wApwpa (Col. 1'® and
here) with no hint of explanation, marks it as a familiar and technical phrase.
From all of which it seems indubitable that there is no reason for supposing that
the Peratae took their saying from Colossians, but excellent reason for holding
that both verses have been imported into the latter.

Pursuing his thought, the Transcendental makes precise the mission of the
descending Christ, namely: to save the Triply Divided. “This, he says, is the say-
ing: for the Son of Man came not into the world to destroy the world, but that the
world might be saved through him.” In the Johannine parallel (3'") we find “For
God sent not his son into the world that he might judge the world, but that the
world might be saved through him.” By world the Transcendental here under-
stands the upper two-thirds of the Triad, the unbegotten and the self-begotten.
“But when it (the Scripture) says, he saith, that we may not be condemned with
the world, it speaks of the third part of the world, of the formal. For this third part
must perish, but the two upper-lying parts must be rescued from corruption.”

Once more we observe that the connection in John is better decidedly with v. 17
omitted. Moreover, the notion of the world is here introduced strangely in a dis-
course accenting individual faith and salvation. Elsewhere (9%?) it is said, “unto
condemnation (i.e. to condemn) came I into this world.” And again, “now is the
judgment of this world” (1231). But it is vain to seek for consistency in the
Johannine use of the notion “world.” The Peratic version seems markedly the
older also in its use of the phrases “the Son of the Man” and “Destroy.” Certainty
is here not attainable, but the probability is high that the Peratic has not taken
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from the Gospel, but both from a common fount. The second phrase (“not be con-
demned with the world”) which “the Scripture says,” is also unintelligible in its
Corinthian context (I Cor. 1132). It seems most likely that there too it is a quota-
tion, from what “Scripture” we know not.

A long leap brings us now, on page 201, to the expression “the God of this world”
and “The Master (deowérys) of this world.” The former is found in II Cor. 4*
(with aiwy for kéopos), the latter is of common occurrence in both John and Paul,
with dpxwv instead of deomdrys. The idea seems to be everywhere the same. It is
distinctly Gnostic, and was elevated into extraordinary prominence by Marcion.
Everywhere in the New Testament it is used as perfectly familiar, with no hint of
explanation. It seems impossible then that it should be original in its New Testa-
ment context; it must have been drawn from a circle of thought where it was
native and naturally in place and either self-explanatory or explained; that is, it is
taken from some Gnostic source.

Close upon this comes (in speaking of the Serpent set up by Moses, page 202):
“this is, he says, the saying: and what wise Moses lifted up the Serpent in the
desert, so must be lifted up the Son of the Man.” Here again we observe that “the
saying” is certainly better placed in the Peratic discourse on serpents than in the
Gospel, where it is unconnected with its context as it can be. Apparently this say-
ing is flotsam and jetsam of some long-wrecked treatise (or Gospel?) on the
“Son of Man,” and has been taken up into the Fourth Gospel (John 3*) as some-
thing too good to lose.

Almost immediately (pp. 202-3) follows the famous Johannine prologue from
& dpxfi to {wh éoTw; it is cited by the word elpnrac (has been spoken). Is the
Gospel quoted here? We have no reason to believe it. For even there the passage
is apparently a quotation, and we have yet found no ground for supposing the
Gospel older than the Heresy.

The next parallel has already been discussed (p. 159, 166); here it appears in the
negative form kal yvéoerar 7t xwpls abrod [o0dév] obre T@v odpaviwy obre Ta¥
éxvyelwy obre TGV karaxfoviwy ovvéornker whence it would secem that the triple
group was a current one and very improbably primitive in Philippians (21°).

The first phrase of Section 17 (p. 204), Alrn % waumoixihos copla r7s Mepa-
Tikis alpéows “this the manifold wisdom of the Peratic Heresy,” suggests instantly
the Ephesian locution “the manifold wisdom of God,” (Eph. 31°), but many pos-
sibilities lie open. Since Hippolytus is evidently writing sarcastically, he may be
playing upon the canonic expression, but this seems not quite consistent with his
reverence for the holy text; more likely that he is quoting a boastful expression of
the Peratics themselves, to which an edifying turn has been given, as so often, in
Ephesians.

From the quotations from “the Savior” (p. 206), “your Father which is in
the Heavens” and “your Father is a murderer from the beginning” (John 844), no
conclusions it would seem can be drawn, nor from the next (p. 207), “I am the
door.”
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E. Sethians

We pass to the Sethians. These also profess the dogma of the Triad, namely:
Light and Darkness, and the Spirit midway between; this latter conceived as an
all-penetrative power, a celestial fragrance, which bears the Light from above into
the fearful waters of Darkness below. The points of contact in Scripture are here
extremely few. We note (p. 214) that “Perfect God, who from unbegotten
Light above and Spirit is borne down into human nature as into a temple . . .
born of water commingled and commixed with bodies, as it were a salt of existents
(or created things, yevouévwr) and light of darkness. . . .” The noble thought that
human nature is the Temple of the Divine is also found in Corinthians (I 31 17;
619; II 61¢) and elsewhere; in the first passage the oik oidare shows that the writer
is citing a familiar doctrine. With the Sethians it is an integral part of their system.
Also the comparison of this “Light sown down from above with the Spirit’s frag-
rance” (76 kareomapuévor s avwlher pera THs Tod mvebuaros edwdias) to the salt
and the light of Darkness is perfectly natural and exactly in place. Will any man
say as much of the splendid verses in Matt. 5'3 14? Can any one fail to perceive
their inappositeness? Are they not visibly transplanted flowers? Again, “every
thought therefore and concern of the Light from above is how and what way it
may be absolved (droAufein) from the death of the evil and darkened body from
the Father that is below. . . .” Here we find suggested the strange language of
Romans 7?*: “who shall deliver me from the body of this death?” We strongly
suspect the existence of a common original, in neither case quite understood.

Further on (p. 216), discussing the descent of the “Perfect Logos” into the
sensible world, the Sethian declares; “a Beast’s is this the form of the servant
Bnpiov abry, ¢noiv, éoriv 7% Tod Sobhov pnopen) and this the necessity of the de-
scent of the Logos of God into a virgin’s womb.” There is here an unmistakable
agreement with the famous Christologic passage Phil. 27, but not apparently any
appropriation. We have already seen that the tenth verse contains a triple epithet
twice used by the Gnostics in connection more natural than the Philippian. Surely
no one can have failed to wonder that a passage of such immense technical import
should be found encysted in a body of very homely practical exhortations. That the
Apostolic mind made of its own accord such a short and sudden flight from the
earth into the highest regions of speculation and as suddenly dropped down to
earth again, is hard to believe. It is much more natural to look upon these verses as
a choice bit of Gnostic theory considered too good to be lost and so quoted by the
writer in a form modified to his own wishes.

The second clause expresses merely the familiar thought of the virginal birth as a
philosophic necessity. Two views are here possible. Did the historic fact call for
some theoretic explanation? Or did the theoretic necessity call for a traditional
fact? We are not yet in position to decide. Plainly, however, in any case there is no
reason to suppose here any reference to Luke or Matthew.

In the same paragraph we find “he drank the cup of living water that leaps”
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and “to invest himself with heavenly vestment” (érevdioacfar &vdvpa olpariov) as-
sonant to John 4771% and II Cor. 5%, but allowing no inference.

After some quotations from the Old Testament we find (p. 217): “But a
primitive law it is that says: Thou shalt not commit adultery, thou shalt not
murder, thou shalt not steal.” Here the order of the wouxeloeis and oveloes, as
compared with Ex. 203 1% and Deut. 5'7, is reversed; likewise also in Rom. 13°.
Butin the latter o0k émBuunoets is added. We see no clear reason for supposing that
either has borrowed from the other; most likely, both from some common source.

We note in passing (p. 221) that “storax and myrrh and frankincense” sug-
gest Matthew’s “gold and frankincense and myrrh.” (Matt. 211)

Further on, apropos of the Sethian doctrine of the composition and dissolution
of all things: “This, he says, is the saying: ‘I came not to cast peace on the earth
but a sword,’ that is, the dividing and separating the commingled. For separate
and distinguished is each of the commingled on reaching its own proper place.
For as there is one place of commingling for all animals, so also has been estab-
lished one of separation, which no one knows, he says, but we alone, the regener-
ated Pneumatics not Sarkics, whose is the citizenship in the heavens above.” Here
we are reminded of the famous Synoptic saying, Matt. 10%*. Has the Sethian
quoted it? or is it quoted in Matthew? We answer that it is very hard to belicve
such words were really uttered by the Prince of Peace. What then becomes of the
glorious Doxology, Luke 2#? The saying in Matthew is introduced most abruptly,
and the following explanation seems inadequate. In v. 38 we find the anachronism,
“He that does not take his cross &c.,” which shows clearly that the saying has been
put into the mouth of the Savior, it did not proceed thence. But if this v. 38, then
why not v. 347 The probability then is that both the Evangelist and the Sethian
have quoted and interpreted each in his own way a dark saying from the philo-
sophic-religious treasury of the day.

The like may be said of the renowned sentiment concerning citizenship (p.
222). Both here and in Phil. 3%V it secms clearly a quotation of a familiar senti-
ment; thus Philo (De Confusione Linguarum § 17) says of the souls of the wise
“their fatherland the heavenly region, in which they are citizens (év ¢ mohurebor-
rac).” The idea was certainly then not primitive with the Epistolist, but adopted.

Hippolytus refers us for these doctrines of the Sethians to a book Ilapappaocts
Znf. Of its date we know nothing, but there is no reason yet given for fixing it
later than any New Testament Scripture. We note that Hippolytus does not charge
them with perverting Scripture but only (p. 222) “Speeches” and “sayings” (amo

xpwuevor pmTols, els & Bedovar ouvayovres kaxds Ta kalds elpnuéva). Why does he
not accuse them, if they were really guilty?

F. Justinus the Gnostic

Passing now to Justinus, known only from Hippolytus, we find (p. 225) that
he administers an oath to his followers: “Swear now” (§¢) says Justinus, “if thou
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wilt know what eye hath not seen and ear not heard nor into heart of man has
ascended, him God above all, the Superior, to guard ineffable the secrets (otydpeva)
of the discipline”; and so he leads to the Good («xal ofirws éwi Tov ayaddv dyet).—
Here we are cast back in mind to the Corinthian passage (I Cor. 2°), which how-
ever is there professedly guoted. Whence? No one has ever been able to say. Hip-
polytus seems quoting from Justinus’ Book of Baruch. We know of no reason
why the expression may not have been original in that work, certainly it fits per-
fectly in its context. However, it may be that Justinus is quoting or adopting some
still more ancient saw. In any case we here have a clear and indisputable example
of a Gnostic saying quoted in our Canonic Scripture. We note further the promi-
nence of the notion of the Good Being (p. 226), afterwards so powerful in the
hands of Marcion.

Hippolytus charges that Justinianism is Paganism and derived from a legend
in Herodotus. There is commixed, however, a large element of allegorical interpre-
tation of the Hebrew Scriptures. Justinus seems to have set himself the task of
constructing a Philosophy of History in terms of Eastern and Western myths
spiritually understood. Of course, little success could attend any such attempt. That
he inserts (pp. 236—7) an account of Baruch’s being dispatched by Elohim, in
the days of Herod the King, to Jesus the 12 year-old Son of Joseph and Mary at
Nazareth feeding sheep, would at first seem to place the date of this book far
down in the first or 2nd century. But this whole paragraph may be a later addition
to much older work, or at least the words, “in the days of Herod the King,” which
are perhaps due to Hippolytus himself. The statement of the 12 years contradicts
the New Testament account, according to which Herod the King died in the in-
fancy of Jesus. But this account is extremely interesting by virtue of the suggestion
of the Temptation in the fruitless effort of Naas to seduce Jesus from allegiance to
Baruch and the Good, also in the distinct statement that Naas in revenge caused
Jesus to be crucified, as is hinted very vaguely in Luke 43; but far more in the
following: “He (Jesus) then having left the body of Edem on the tree ascended to
the Good. And having said to Edem: Woman, thou hast thy son (TUvat, dréxets
oov 7dv vibv) that is, the psychic man and the earthy, but himself having com-
mended the spirit into the hands of the Father, ascended to the Good.” To us it
seems every way impossible for John 1928 to be historical. More likely that the
Evangelist has seized upon some Gnostic phrase and given it pictorial setting.

Hippolytus seems particularly horrified by the profanities of this pseudognostic
Justinus, “though meeting with many heresies, beloved, not a man worse than
this have I met”; but this wickedness seems to have consisted solely in doctrinal
syncretism, no other dereliction is alleged. In conclusion the purpose is distinctly
declared (p. 241) to set forth in the following books (év 7als é&fis BiBAois) the
opinions of the heresies that followed Justinus (ras T&v dkololfuwv aipéoewr ).
There can be no question whatever, then, that according to the information at the
command of Hippolytus apparently a student of the sources, the Justinian and still
more the preceding three heresies sensibly antedated the Simonian and all the others
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that follow. Moreover the view of Hippolytus on the spot is fully confirmed by every
feature thus far observed in these heresies; for they all appear crude and unde-
veloped by the side of the more refined and elaborate systems now to be examined.
The one and only fact that might incline us to post-date these heresies is their
copious employment of sayings now read in our New Testament. But in a number
of cases it is absolutely certain that these “sayings” are taken in the New Testa-
ment from some older sources; in very many more it is most highly probable that
they were derived similarly; and in not one single case is such derivation excluded
or unlikely. Every logical consideration conspires therefore to recommend the
view that we have really been dealing with prechristian Gnostics, and that our
Canonics have drawn measurably from prechristian sources.

G. Simon of Gitta

Hippolytus, weary of insisting on the superior antiquity of the foregoing Ophites,
once more repeats that he will now deal with their successors and he begins with
the great arch-heretic Simon the Samaritan, of Gitta, already familiar to us from
Acts 8%2% and from Justin the Martyr, who says, speaking of men inspired by
demons and greatly honored: “A certain Simon, a Samaritan from the village
called Gitta (Tirr@v) who, under Claudius Caesar, through the craft of in-work-
ing demons, having exerted magic powers in this city of yours, Imperial Rome, was
deemed a God and was honoured by you as a God with a statue, which statue was
set up on the Tiber River between the two bridges, bearing this Roman inscrip-
tion: Simoni Deo sancto; and almost all Samaritans and a few also among other
nations confessing him (to be) the first god, also worship him.” Now the statue
pedestal dug up in 15%4 does indeed bear the inscription Semoni Sancto Deo. Fidio
Sacrum Sex Pompeius S. P. F . .. Donum Dedit, but this Semo was a Sabine god
of contracts (Ovid, Fast. VI?13 1), Granting that Justin erred as to the statue, there
seems yet no reason to doubt his other statement as to the date of Simon and his
presence in Rome under Claudius, hence before a.n. 54, with which agrees the
account in Acts 8%2%. As the Fathers and Apologists were particularly concerned
to idealize the early days of Christianity and to represent all heresy as a much later
device of Satan, it seems incredible that they should appreciably antedate the arch-
heretic Simon. Be this as it may, we pass to the New Testament Parallels.

The first is found (pp. 245-6) where Hippolytus proposes “teach the parrots of
Simon that Christ was not Simon, who stood, stands, will stand but was a man,
fromseed, offspring of woman from bloods ( @lpdrwy ) and carnal desire ( érfuuias
capkikis), just as also the rest are generated.” We think at once of the Apocalyp-
tic “Was and Is and Will be” (Rev. 48 etc.); the ideas are evidently equivalent and
seem to mean the Eternal, but neither seems derived directly from the other. We
quote this remarkable passage as showing that the Simonians identified or were
thought to identify Simon with the Christ regarded as a supernal Being, against
which sublimation Hippolytus protests energetically, afirming the complete hu-
manity in the most unequivocal terms with almost unnecessary bluntness. Can it be
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then that the whole earthly history of the Christ was a dogmatic reaction from an
all-too spiritual and supra-mundane theory of the Messiah?*

We note the beginning (apparently) of Simon’s work; “this the writing
(Ypéupa) of announcement of voice and name from intelligence of the great
Power, the Infinite. Wherefore it will be sealed, secreted, hidden, laid in the habita-
tion where the root of the Whole (7év 8\wv) has been founded.” Of this we
have already spoken. It is seemingly a quotation from an earlier Naassene work.
These hard words Simon proceeds to interpret. He divides the Universe (pages
247-8) into the sensible and the intelligible (after Plato and Aristotle). The former
he likens to the stem, branches, leaves, bark of a great Nebuchadnezzar-tree
(Ygdrasil?); the latter, apparently to the fruit, an extremely important concept in
Gnosticism. Those are flung into the flames of all-devouring fire, this is gathered
into garner. Here we are reminded of Matt. 31912, But it can hardly be that Simon
is quoting therefrom. Aside from the fact that his date is many years too early, the
Matthean passage could scarcely suggest such an elaborate philosophy, in which
this image belongs naturally, and moreover it is itself apparently quotation or re-
daction, as seen in v. 0. Does any one really think these verses have any fitness as
applied to Jesus?

It is interesting (p. 248) to compare Simon’s citation of Is. 40® with I Pet.
and Jas. 10, Peter has wdoa d6fa adris, with the Hebrew, but Simon 7wdca 86fa
oapkés, both against Septuagint &vfpdmov; also both Simon and Jas. insert adrod
(its) before éemeoe. Both Simon and Peter put “Lord” for the “Our God” of the
Hebrew and the Septuagint. The indication, then, is of independent quotation
from slightly varying versions.

Since Hippolytus says (p. 249) that Simon “denominates a perfect intelligible
in the Great Announcement” (& 7§ dmopboer T8 peyd\p ka\el Téhetov voepdy),
this latter, (4 'Amépacis % Mevaln) would seem to have been the title of his book.
In this work he finds the root of all being in the Unbegotten Fire. Whence six
roots in pairs: Mind and Intelligence (Nobv xal 'Ewivoiar), Voice and Name
(®wviy kal “Ovoua), Reasoning and Thought (Aoyioudr xal "Evfiunow). In these
six roots dwells together all the Infinite power (who Stood, Stands, Will Stand)
potentially, not actually. Without going further into this Heraclitean-Platonic-
Aristotelian Mosaism, it seems clear that any genesis of the same from the New
Testament at any early period, or indeed at any period at all, is entirely out of the
question; that it is far less elaborate than Valentinianism, of which it forms the
natural predecessor; that it is far more elaborate than Naassenism et al, of which
it might easily be the successor.t

Of the phrase “that we be not condemned with the world” (page 253) we have

124, 25

® Here Smith follows Macmahon’s rendering, which sees Hippolytus agreeing at this point with
Carpocrates, infra, p. 206, that Jesus was son of Joseph. Francis Legge interprets otherwise, that
Hippolytus was aiming at Simon, in refutation of his supposed supernatural claims. Edizor.

+ These six roots are elsewhere seen to be spiritualization of the six elements of creation:
Beaven and Earth; Sun and Moon; Air and Water—Gen. 11, 7,186,
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already spoken.* Simon refines upon the phrase, perhaps a very old one. He has
also the notion of generation from the Indivisible Point which would seem to
show him affected by Naassenism,—or perhaps both borrowed the notion from
the Pythagorean Monad, the one Jot or Tittle. Simon taught that in every one there
was a blessed and incorruptible element hid away, potential not actual, namely,
who Stood, Stands, Will Stand. Only through instruction (discipline) is it ac-
tualized, “is there perfect fruit, full-formed, equal and like to the Unbegotten and

Infinite Power. But if a tree abides alone ("Eav 8¢ neivy dévdpov poévor), not bearing
fruit, not full-imaged, it is annihilated. For, nigh somewhere, he says, is the ax by
the roots of the tree; every tree, he says, not bearing good fruit is cut down and
cast into the fire.” Here (p. 258) we are astonished to find the Johannine
phrase “abides alone” (John 122*) but spoken of a tree and in entirely differ-
ent connection. Moreover the Simonian thought is quite intelligible and suited to
its context and consistent with the system. The same can not be said of the Johan-
nine. The notion that a seed must die is of course false (in spite of Hegel). The
whole verse in John lacks all proper connection with its context. That it furnished
the original for Simon seems every way incredible. Far more likely that the Evan-
gelist has Christianized a Simonian original. The adage (p. 258) “every tree
&c.” appears thrice in the Scripture: Matt. 39, %1%, Luke 3°. In the second, Matt.
7%, it is plainly out of place, inserted because it spoke of trees. That it is primitive
in either of the other verses has not the least likelihood. The connection in Simon’s
use of it is better; but it is improbably primitive even there; more probably a very
ancient adage.

Simon’s interpretation of “Who Stood, Stands, will Stand” seems to show
clearly that he is in no wise dependent on the Apocalyptist: Stood-above in the
Unbegotten Power, Stands-in the flowing of the waters (Lebensfluthen—Tides of
Life?) begotten in image, Will Stand-above in the blessed Infinite power, if he be
effigiated.

In the same section (17) we find it declared (page 259) that the desire of mu-
table generation is named therefore to burn (wvpoboflar), which explains this term
used strangely in I Cor. 7° (better to marry than to burn) as well understood
without hint of explanation.

What follows offers few points of attachment to Scripture, and much of it is
ascribed not to Simon but to his imitators and disciples. It is declared (p. 265) they
“do whatso they will, as freemen; for they allege they are saved according to his
grace,” which suggests Eph. 27 (by grace ye have been saved). Palpably and ad-
mittedly, however, the Ephesian phrase is at best a parenthesis, without aim or fit-
ness in its context, on its face intercalated; whereas the passage fits perfectly in its
Simonian milieu. This latter, then, is much more probably original.

The story of Helen is apparently a mere fiction, perhaps a malicious historiza-
tion of Simon’s allegorical interpretation of the Homeric myth. That some Si-
monians perverted the doctrine of “Salvation by grace” into licence seems likely
enough; but that Simon himself was a sorcerer or magician or charlatan seems

® Sce Peratae, p. 178.
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nothing but a slander. On the contrary, he seems to have been a religious philoso-
pher, as philosophy went in those days, by no means feeble in power, certainly
noble in purpose and exalted in conception. Unclear he may very well have been,
without being at all worse than his contemporaries. Very interesting but extremely
difficult are the questions, How did he stand related on the one hand to Jesus
Christ, on the other to Simon the Apostle? To which we shall here attempt no
answer.

H. Valentinus

We now approach the realm of definable history. The system of Valentinus is
next treated by Hippolytus, who therein departs slightly from chronologic order,
for the evident reason that he regards it, and on good grounds, as merely a further
development of Simonianism. The six roots of Simon are confessedly, he says, ths
six Aeons of Valentinus, but under the new names of Mind, Truth, Logos, Life,
Man, Church. He might also have added that Silence (Zuv%), the contemporary
of Bythus, is the Valentinian mother of Nous and Aletheia, and that this same
“Sige invisible, incomprehensible” is the Simonian *“one root” whence the male
and female offshoots, Nous and Epinoia. That Simon then was a philosophic
father of Valentinus, seems certain. But Hippolytus finds other elements, Pythago-
rean and Platonic, in this great heresy. The imaginings of Valentinus were set in
a stiff numerical frame-work, and this was supplied by the great master of num-
bers. This latter asserted that Unbegotten Monad was the originating principle,
the Father; thence the Begotten Duad, Mother of all things begotten; thence the
Triad and the rest, up to Ten. In geometry this Monad becomes the Point, which
flowing out generates the Line and the Line the Surface, and the Surface the
Solid—these Four. Hence the Pythagorean oath:

By him that to our head Quaternion gives,
Fount that has roots of nature everlasting.

This Quaternion is the Principle (épx#) of all Sensibles, as the Monad of all In-
telligibles. The Quaternion generates the Perfect number, the Ten, thus: 1 - 2 +
3 -+ 4 = 10. Now the symbol for this Ten was iota (¢); “and there is according
to the Pythagorean the ¢ the one tittle (76 ¢, % pia xepala), first and lordliest of the
Intelligibles, substance intellectually and sensually perceived.” It is certainly star-
tling to meet here (page 271) the familiar Matthean phrase (Matt. 5'8), one
jot (¢) or one tittle (I&ra & 4 pla xeoaia), where the form 7 is the same, though
the meanings (or and the) are so different. Have the two expressions originated
independently? We do not think so. The Rabbis have much to sav of the com-
plaints of Jod and of the divine assurances given it of eternal stabilitv. Strongest
perhaps, at least nearest to the Gospel expression, is this (Talkut Rubeni F. 167.
2.3 and Schemoth R. 6. Thauchuma p. 681): Said God, “Solamon and a (100)
thousand like him shall perish from the world, and one apicle of the letrer Jod
shall not perish.” Again, the immense importance of the tittles in the Hebrew
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letters is often celebrated, as in Vajikra R. XIX: “If any one should change Daleth
in Deut. 6* into Resh (one into second), he would concuss the whole world.”
But nowhere do we find such an idea as “one jot or one tittle of the Law.” We
must add certain other considerations. It seems extremely hard to believe such
words are properly attributed to Jesus at any time, much less at the very begin-
ning of his ministry. In Luke they appear much later (16*7) and then in no
intelligible connection. Moreover, the text is uncertain. Clement (Hom. 3%),
Origen, Irenaeus, e¢ al add “and the prophets” (kal 7&v mpognrév); Luke has
only (7 70b véuov ulav kepaiav weoeiv) and the recently discovered most ancient
Syriac has in Matthew only “not one jot shall perish from the Law.” It seems plain
then that we are dealing with a saying that appeared in many slightly varying
forms, very probably influenced by the Pythagorean expression and most improb-
ably an original utterance of Jesus.

Again, speaking of the Pythagoreans, Hippolytus continues (p. 272) “Nought,
he says, of the Intelligibles can become known to us through perception (& aio-
0noews), for that (thing) neither eye has seen nor ear hath heard nor has known,
says he, of the other senses any whatsoever.” (See Isa. 64*; I Cor. 2°.)

Here the connection of this famous saying with its context is perfect, and we
seem to be plainly in the presence of a most ancient saw whose primary reference
was rather philosophic than religious. The same idea has been otherwise ex-
pressed by the Pythagorian Epicharmus: Nobs 6pfi kai vols dkober 7'@ANa kwed
kal Tvpha. Reason sees and Reason hears, all things else are deaf and blind. The
same thought is expressed by Empedocles.

It is interesting to note in passing (page 275) that Hippolytus accredits dis-
tinctly to Pythagorus the notion of Resurrection (dvédoraois): “And (he says) that
these (souls) are indeed mortal when they are in the body just as if buried asin a
tomb, but that they arise (@rioTacfar) and become immortal when we are loosed
from our bodies. Whence Plato having been asked by some one, What is philoso-
phy? Said: ‘Separation of soul from body.””

In studying the Gnostic fragments it is impossible not to be struck by the ex-
ceeding frequency and prominence of the notion of “Father.” Hence we are not
surprised that the “Monad Unbegotten, Incorruptible, Incomprehensible, Incon-
ceivable, Generating and the cause of the generation of all generated, is called by
them Father” (p. 280). Next we find the aloneness of this Father strongly ac-
centuated: warnp 8¢ fr wovos...&ANa v uévos. . .alTos év €avTd ubvos. . . amep
% povos. It is noteworthy how sparingly this idea is used in the New Testament.
Only in John 5%* (The glory that cometh from the only God ye seek not), where the
text is uncertain; John 17% (that they may know thee the only true God), which
is not quite to the point; and the Doxologies, Rom. 167 (pévew dopd Bed), I Tim.
117 (ubve B¢ed), Jude 25 (povd Bed ), all Gnostic in their leaning.

Again, (p. 281) “for Love, he says, he was wholly” (dyémy yap, ¢noly, #v 3\os);
we turn to I John 4% 16, God is Love” (6 Beds &yamn éoriv). The context seems per-
fectly fitting both in the Gnostic and in I John 48, though not in v. 16, where it reads
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strangely: “And we know and have believed the love which God has in us.” There
is at least nothing to indicate that the Gnostic has borrowed from I John.

It is well known that the vestibule to the Valentinian temple has eight pillars,
the Ogdoad. Father and Silence, Mind and Truth, Logos and Life, Man and
Church (p. 282). Most remarkably, at least five of these re-appear in John 1!-1$;
Father, Logos, Life, Man, Truth; Silence is absent, Nous seems represented by
Light, and Church by “as many as receive him” (600t éNafov airér); John has also
the Pleroma, and Grace, likewise a Gnostic notion (See p. 185). It is easy to sur-
mise that Valentinus has borrowed from the prologue, but Hippolytus does not say
so, does not think so, for he refers the Valentinian Aeons to the Simonian roots (p.
184), with obvious justice, as the important common element Sige shows. Now it
will hardly be contended that Simon borrowed from the Johannine prologue. Is
the latter then under obligation to Valentinus? Chronologically it is not forbidden,
but it seems more likely that the Prologue has merely worked up freely the gen-
eral idea of these abstractions as emanating from God, an idea widely diffused and
doubtless popular. Of the numerous other Valentinians only Monogenes (p. 282 and
285); Faith, Hope, Love (p. 283); and especially Paraclete (p. 283) are in-
teresting. The great trio reappear in I Cor. 13'3, very abruptly, in a way that long
ago forced us to pronounce the verse intercalated. It would at least be hard to
make it likely that the Valentinians have here copied from Corinthians, though
these secondary Aeons are perhaps later grafts on the Valentinian trunk. The Para-
clete appears five times in the New Testament, only in the Johannines; obviously
used as a familiar term, but interpreted as the Spirit of Truth. It cannot be made
out on which side is the dependence; perhaps it is on neither.

The last and for the Valentinian heresy most important of the Aeons, Sophia, is
most conspicuous in the New Testament, appearing 49 times, as already in the
later Hebrew writings as Chokmah the instrument of creation, and Valentinus re-
tains her in essentially this capacity. Most remarkable, however, is the technical
term (page 285) for the projection by this rash and presumptuous Aeon, of “Sub-
stance unformed and unprepared,” namely, &7pwua, “for so they call it.” This
word is found only once in the New Testament, I Cor. 152, though repeatedly in
the Septuagint, but severely condemned by Phrynichus. A very similar passage is
found in the Ignatian Romans g%, where Ignatius declares “I am ashamed to be
called one of them; for neither am I, being last of them and &rpwua.” The false
modesty renders this very suspicious. Moreover the verse sits too loosely in its con-
text. The use of both é&7pwua and €oxaros points to the Corinthian passage, and
the whole verse is best taken as an interpolation in this much redacted Epistle.
But the Corinthian passage remains unexplained. There the phrase is, “Last of
all, as if to zhe &rpwpa, he appeared also to me.” There is good authority for
omiting 7@ (Irenius, Origen, Eusebius, Epiphanius ef al.); but the omission seems
so natural and almost necessary, whereas the insertion seems utterly unintelligible.
In any case the article 7 appears to point to a well known idea and specific; we
know of none but this Valentinian. Not that the Corinthian writer took it from
Valentinus directly, but that the notion was already present and was adopted by
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both writers. The Valentinian use is every way the preferable; the Pauline is ex-
ceedingly forced and unnatural.

Next we note, passing over much, the “Joint Fruit of the Pleroma, the Jesus, the
High Priest the Great” (pages 287 and 298). This Fruit reminds one of the Pauline
fruit in Rom. 113, while the Great High Priest suggests Heb. 4'%. But we can draw
no conclusions. To our mind the whole treatment in Hebrews of this Melchize-
dekean High priesthood harks back to a prechristian and little known “Heresy,”
which attached itself to the mysterious High Priest and King of Righteousness of
Gen. 14'® (M. Friedlander), and with which the Auzhor ad Hebraeos was in more
or less remote sympathy.

It is worth while to note, as showing clearly that Valentinus or the Valentinians
operated with Rabbinic, and not solely by any means with Christian, conceptions,
that they called “the psychic substance” Topos (p. 290), as well as Hebdomad and
Ancient of Days. Now topos reappears in Philo (7pixds 8¢ émwoeirar Té6mos—De
Somniis, Maugey, I, 630) and is frequent in the Rabbis as Magom, Place, in Jalkut
117, on Gen. 2811, it is declared that God is so named because he is the Place of
the world, not the world his place. Hence too the notion of Pleroma, the Fullness
of Place (Space), i.e., of God.

At this point also the Valentinian writer identifies the Ogdoad, as the goal (of the
Soul?) fashioned like those above, with the “Heavenly Jerusalem.” This idea is
here plainly imported, but whence? Seemingly not from the New Testament but
from some common much older source.

Thus too the following notion (p. 291) of the “Ruler of this World” (8 &pxwr
700 kbopov TolTov) which in the New Testament appears as a known magnitude
requiring no definition or description. Here the text presents a lacuna, which estops
any further affirmation than that there is apparently no borrowing from the New
Testament.

Peculiar is the Valentinian notion (p. 290) of the “Day formed” (#Auépa pepop—
@opévn ) underneath the Ogdoad, where Sophia is, and the Joint Fruit of the Ple-
roma, but over above the Matter, of which (it) is Demiurge. This day reappears in
Barnabas XV, as the New World begun by the Resurrection and Ascension of Jesus.
“I will make Beginning of Eight Day, which is, Beginning of another world.
Wherefore also we keep the Day the Eighth for rejoicing in which also the Jesus up-
rose from the Dead and having been manifested ascended into heavens.” Observe
the phrases fuépa dy86ns and 19w Huépav v dy8émy, how close to the Valentinian
&vdoas! Here is some obscure genetic relation, we can not say what. Observe too
that Jesus arises and ascends on the same day, the Ogdoad, clearly an older notion
than that in Acts, where Arising and Ascending are separated by 40 days! Again, in
Ign. ad Mag. ¢! we find an extremely obscure perhaps adulterated passage concern-
ing certain persons who “came into newness of hope no longer sabbatizing but liv-
ing Lord’s (day)-wise (kara xvpaksp) in which (& 3) also our life arose through
him and his death which some deny.” Here the Day (understood) seems also to fig-
ure as a new Age, and strangely the Resurrection and Ascension are not mentioned,
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but only our life uprose (é&vérethev)—But in that chaotic era, what need surprise
us?

The phrase “Beelzebub Prince of Demons” (p. 291) occurs twice, in Matt.
1224, Luke 115, in the palpable proverb about casting out one demon by another
(See Eus. Contra Hieroclem ch. 30, daipovas yap dwehalver, &NAw d&N\ov, 7§ paot,
datuowt ). The Rabbis speak of various princes of Demons as Asmodaeus, Samael,
but not apparently of Beelzebub. The notion appears in the synoptics as familiar
and needing no explanation. Here in Valentinus as one of the Quaternion “fount of
everlasting nature, having roots”; “Sophia, called spirit; the Demiurge, called Soul;
the Devil (called) the Ruler of the World; Beelzebub (called the Ruler) of the
Demons.” To us it seems absurd to suppose that such a system finds its roots in
the New Testament, where these notions, if mentioned at all, are mentioned merely
casually as part of the domestic stock of ideas. The Valentinian sources lie aside
from the Scriptures.

Next (p. 292) we find this Sophia defined as “Mother of all the Living,” and
of “angels heavenly, citizenized in Jerusalem that is above, that is in heavens. For
she is Jerusalem that is without (the Pleroma), Sophia, and her spouse the Joint
Fruit of the Pleroma.” Here again the often recurring Gnostic notion of the Heav-
enly Jerusalem, which is visibly not original in Gal. 425 28; along with it the no-
tion of the “mother of all the living,” which likewise reaches far behind the Gal.
Epistle. What then of this Joint Fruit of the Pleroma (the Jesus) as Bridegroom
of this Sophia-Jerusalem-Mother? Does it come from Rev. 212? There we find no
implication of Bridegroom, the holy city Jerusalem descending new out from the
Heaven, from God is merely “adorned like a bride adorned for her husband,” but
the suggestion might be enough to start fancy a-working. This very passage then
might be the point of development for the Valentinian scheme, but no one knows
how old the passage is. It has been taken up into Revelation, but even after over-
working has remained pure Jewish, as appears from v. 12, 24, 27. It is plain from
the repetition of v. 1, 2 in g, 10 that there has been over-working; the later writer
has taken out the simile of v. 2 and developed it into a fact. Most probable would
seem the supposition that both Valentinus and the Apocalyptist have drawn on a
common stock of ideas.

At the heels of the quotation of Gen. 27 we find (p. 293): “This is according
to them the inner man, the psychic, dwelling in the material body, which is the
material, corruptible, imperfect (man), moulded from the devilish substance.”
Here the notion of the “inner man” is precisely defined. Still it is certainly not
original here, but taken from elsewhere. Yet it can hardly be taken from Rom. 422
or II Cor. 4'8. There the notion is used as well-known, and needing no definition,
and does not agree with this of Valentinus. The idea itself was very old and well-
established in Greek Literature. Plato (Rep. IX, 589 B.) says of the triple com-
posite 30ev Tov alpdmov & évTds avfpwmos éortar évkpatéoTartos (Whence the inner
may most be master of the man) Plotinus too (En. 11%) says 4 al pév robTov, al 52
0D ooy awbplmov, and V. 110 olov Neyer TINdrwy 7év elow EvBpwmov. Though
Plotinus be writing A.p. 250, it will hardly be said that he is following Scripture,
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but Plato. So also Jalkut Ruben F. 10, 3 declares: “Flesh is man’s inner vestment,
but spirit is inner man, whose vestment is body.” The thought is by no means far-
lying. Notice in proof of its familiarity the varying forms: é évrds dvfpwmos, Tov
elwow avfpwmov, & écwlev @vlpwmos, Tov évdov avlpwmov.

But now (page 294) follows a most important phrase. Apropos of the Valen-
tinian notion of the body as a habitation into which are sown down the Logoi from
above, Hippolytus says: “This is, he says, that which is written in the Scripture:
Toltov xapw KkduwTw T& Yovard pov mwpos Tov Oedy xaiz‘rra‘répa. kal Kkbptov TOU
kvplov Nudv 'Incot Xpioro, iva dwyn duiv & Beds katokfioar 7ov XpioTdy els Tow
éow dvlpwmov (Tovtéort TV Yuxwkdy, ob Tdv cwuatikév), lva EtoxbonTe voRoal,
ri 76 Babos (Smep éativ & maTnp T&Y SAwv), kal 7L 76 TAaTos, (Smep eativ & aTavpos
3 8pos T0d wAnpdpuaros), § Ti 78 pikos, (TovréoTi 7O TAjpwpa TGV aibvaww).”

Compare Eph. 31416, 17,18 ¢
14. TobTOU Xbpv KapwTw TG Yévatd pov wpds Tov marépa, (rob Kuplov nudv
"Incod Xpiarob,)

dum 70v TAoUTOV
16.va (0@ J dulv kata |70 mhobros ) Tis d6Ens aiTod, Suvauel kpatarwbijvar dia Tob

17. mvebparos abrov els 7ov éow dvfpwmov, katowioar T7ov XpioTdy dia Tis mioTEWS
18. & Tals kapdiaus Vudv év dyamrp éppulwpévor kal Tedepehiwpévor, tva ekoxlonTe
{m'icn }
katalaféocOar oVv \wdow) 7ols ayiows, 7i 70 wAatos kal pikos xai PBabos kal
tpos,

Evi-
dently the Valentinian text is related to Eph. 3'%:18-18 but how? As a quotation?
We might think so from the phrase 76 yeypaupévor év 74 ypaef but we have no
right to assume that this comes from Valentinus, it may just as well be from Hip-
polytus. But even if Valentinus did use the words, is it our Ephesians that he cites
as Scripture? There is no evidence; for elsewhere, as we have repeatedly seen, cita-
tions are made as Scripture that are not in our Scriptures. We are left then to the
internal evidence. On comparing Ephesians we find that the Gnostic form is much
shorter and in many ways preferable. “For this cause I bow my knees unto the
God and Father and Lord of our Lord Jesus Christ that to you God grant for the
Christ to settle down into the inner man, that ye be full strengthened to understand
what the depth and what the breadth or what the length.” We submit that it is
every way impossible to derive this sentence from the Ephesians; the subtractions
and the additions equally forbid. Common sense perceives at once that the
Gnostic idea is clear-cut, direct, comprehensible; whereas the Ephesians is over-
loaded, padded, dropsical, confused, inconsequential, and incomprehensible. We

* The main line is from the K. G. Woide and B. H. Cowper edition of Codex Alexandr.
Written above the main line is from the Scholz text. The comma after Tefepederwpévor is
from Scholz. The last phrase of verse 14 (in parenthesis), is not found in Woide and Cowper.

Editor.
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have already seen that v. 15 is simply high-sounding words; “strengthened with
power” 1is pleonastic; 17 simply repeats 16; “in love rooted and grounded,” is ir-
relevant and harsh in construction (the nominatives are in the air); “with all the
saints” is mere padding; and so on. The whole passage is plainly a very awkward
elaboration of some original which was also the basis of Col. 1911 and was very
near the Gnostic form. This comes out clearly in the impossible (so called preg-
nant) construction (Eph. 3'%) of eis in the clause kparaiwBirvar dida 700 wrevpaTos
ab7ob els 7ov €ow avfpwmor. The Gnostic phrase is perfectly clear xaroiijoar Tov
XpioTov eis Tov éow avfpwmor“for the Christ to settle down into the inner man,”
the reference being to the descent of the pneumatic powers into the psychic nature,
to redeem it. Moreover that this whole Ephesians chapter is a piece of over-working
is tangible in the repetition of roiTov xapw (verses 1 and 14). The sentence begun
in v. 1 is never completed; v. 2 wheels off the thought at right angles into a discus-
sion absolutely impossible for Paul writing to Ephesians, and without any obvious
pertinence to the context. The thought is resurmed after a parenthesis of 12 verses!
But for what cause? No one can find out from verse 1, but even if we had known
the cause at v. 1, we should have forgotten it before reaching v. 14. It seems hard
to imagine a much clearer case. Every consideration agrees in the indication that
the Gnostic text is incomparably nearer the primitive than the Ephesian. (Add
extreme text-uncertainty).

“Therefore he says: A psychic man receives not the things of the spirit of God;
for they are foolishness to him.” This agrees exactly (save as to é¢) with I Cor.
2%, which is embedded in a discourse (apparently of a Pneumatic) on The Spirit.
The whole of it seems to us an intercalation, unintelligible not in itself but as ad-
dressed to the Corinthians, Christians of two or three years, and without any
divinable relation to the preceding 1'%17. But this we cannot argue here. It is
enough that there is no apparent reason for referring the sentence to Corinthians
rather than to extra-canonic Gnostic literature which did certainly so abound.

In connection with the ignorance of the demiurge (p. 294), “Therefore, he says,
the Savior speaks: All that before me came are thieves and robbers, ( wavres 6t 7po
éuol ENnhvBores k\émrar kal Aporal eioi) and the Apostle: the mystery which to
the former generation was not made known.” The Johannine phrase (10%), marres
doot TNOov mpo énob k\émrTar eloiv kal ApoTai, exactly the same in sense, is markedly
different in form and could hardly have been quoted in the Valentinian form. On
close scrutiny it becomes plain as day that the v. 8 is intercalated. Could any man
in his senses originally say or write “I am the door of the sheep, all that come be-
fore me are thieves and robbers; but the sheep did not hear them, I am the door”?
What is the meaning of “all that came before the door”? In v. 11 is only a partial
explanation, “I am the good shepherd &c.” Put good shepherd for door, and the
image is saved, but not the sense. For why should and how could a good shepherd
come last, after thieves and robbers had done their worst? It seems plain that here
is a patch-work of ill-matched colors. We do by no means ever vouch for the
Valentinian interpretation, but certainly there is here no borrowing from John,
who has certainly borrowed from elsewhere.
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1O mvoTnpov 8 Tals mwporépais yeveals olk €yvwpiofn. This second sentence
brings up various memories of Pauline passages as Rom. 162%; Eph. 3% 5-9.10; |
Cor. 2%; Col. 128, 43. The closest is Eph. 35 8 (uvornpiov) érépars yeveals olk yvw-
piofn Tols viols 7dv dvBpirwy. Now we have just seen that this whole pericope
is an over-working and interpolation. In this phrase the cramped hand of the reviser
shows clear in the double dative “to other generations” “to the sons of men,” where
the rendering “in other generations” remains at best unnatural and contradicted by
the Gnostic form.

Next, on page 295:—“When accordingly the creation attained end, and there
needed finally to be made the revelation of the sons of (the) God, that is, of the
Demiurge, the (revelations hitherto) inveiled, which, he says the psychic man
veiled himself in and had a veil upon the heart,—when accordingly needed to be
lifted the veil and be seen these mysteries” . . .

Here again confronts us the ever recurring phenomenon (like Banquo’s ghost),
namely, a Scripture phrase found in connection almost entirely new, and yet more
natural in that connection than in the Scripture itself! The revelation of the sons
of God meets us in Romans 8%, but is not there intelligible by utmost effort of
critical faculty. It is plainly a technical phrase, familiar enough in the circles for
which the passage was primarily intended, but we can only guess at its meaning
now. The like must be said of the doctrine of the “veil,” II Cor. 31418, of which no
satisfactory exegesis seems possible, especially v. 17 seems certainly interpolated.
Of course, we are as far as possible from affirming that the Valentinian reference
is the original one. But that the Valentinians have not here taken from Corinthians
seems plain in two facts: the absence in Hippolytus of any hint to that effect, and
the utterly different applications of both phrases. Especially, it seems impossible
that a Valentinian, accepting II Cor. 3!%1% as an authority to be quoted, should
put such glaringly foreign sense upon the words.

Not quite the same holds of the next quotation, as of “the saying” (8 elpyuévor):
“Holy Spirit shall come upon thee (but Spirit is the Sophia), and Power of (the)
Highest overshadow thee (Highest is the Demiurge), wherefore that which is
born from thee, holy shall be called.” (cf. Luke 13%) In omitting kal and inserting

Gnos. wvebua dywov éreeboerar éml o€, kal Stvams Wiotov émioxidoe

Lukc (1 " (13 “ " " " " o
Gnos. oo &6 70 yevvwuevov éxk ool dywv kApfioerat.
Luke *“ * «kal “ . - — “ Uids Beob.

éx gov the Valentinian is strongly supported by very old authorities. It also seems
older in the omission of vids Beob. Since it will hardly be denied that these two
chaps. (Luke 1 and 2) are a late addition to the Lucan Gospel, there seems no
reason for supposing that Valentinus is here quoting from Luke, but rather again
that both are quoting from an older.

Immediately after (on page 296), in stating the doctrine of the occidental Valen-
tinians, Heraclean & Ptolomaeus, that the body of the Jesus was psychic, Hip-



194 The Birth of the Gospel

polytus quotes as their proof-text “the saying” (76 elpnuévov): “He that raised
Christ from (the) dead shall make alive also your mortal bodies.” Here the Valen-
tinian omission of ’Inoobr has the very strongest support, while the following
clause in Rom. 83, “through his indwelling spirit in you,” is condemned as unin-
telligible and by the existence of the equally well supported reading éta 76 évowody
ab7ob wrebua. Once more the indication is that both Valentinus and Romans

quoted from an ancient source, but Valentinus more closely.

I. Marcus the Gnostic

Passing over Secundus we come to Marcus, who seems to have been an im-
portant heretic, if we judge from the space accorded him by Hippolytus and
Irenaeus. He is represented as a juggler, a mere imposter, and this representation
is accepted even by Harnack (Marcus war wohl ein Schwindler), and it may be
correct, we cannot disprove it. But neither is it proved. For Irenaeus is such a parti-
san and heretic-hater that it is impossible to take his statements without salt. Hip-
polytus is far more temperate, but even his statements must be received with much
caution. The only jugglery that Hippolytus charges, seems to have been performed
over the Eucharistic cup, and to have involved some pretended transformation of
the liquid. It looks like discretion to hold judgment in reserve. The sentence of
consecration contains no more trace of jugglery than some much more modern
and in high repute. The doctrine of the second Baptism (of Redemption) pre-
sents no clear evidence of charlatanry. The vision of truth is evidently to be under-
stood metaphorically. It is noteworthy that the severe charges of Irenaeus are not
repeated by Hippolytus after close examination; on the contrary, it seems clearly
implied by the comparatives that Hippolytus did not approve of the “roughness”
of “the blessed Presbyter Irenaeus,” as well as that the Marcosians themselves
repudiated them. The language of Hippolytus is very obscure, but the interpreta-
tion of Bunsen seems correct. Harnack (U. u. B, p. 180) indeed says that “Hip-
polytus examined all exactly and found it confirmed,” but Hippolytus says no
such thing, his words are (pages 308-9): “for also the blessed presbyter Irenaeus
having approached the refutation too confidently (7wappnotairepov) set forth such
washings and redemptions. Stating too roughly (adpouepéorepor) what they do,
which (statements) some of them having happened on, deny that so they have
received, learning always to deny. Wherefore it has been our anxiety to inquire
more accurately and discover minutely what they deliver in the first bath so-called
(70 7owobro xahobwvres) and on the second which they call Redemption. But neither
has their ineffable (76 #oonTov abrdv) escaped us. But these things be forgiven
(cvvkexwphobw) to Valentinus and his school.”

The main counts in the Irenaean indictment Hippolytus has not repeated, nor
has he said he found them confirmed; but rather the contrary, and this is true,
even if we put “more” in place of “t00.”—The Marcosian numeral symbolism is
neither more nor less fantastic than much similar current in those days of “Ge-
matria.”
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*The gleaning in Hippolytus concerning Marcus is very scanty. More than once,
however, the Heretic is said to refer to the guardian angels, e.g., on page 311:
“These are the forms which the Lord called angels, (forms) that perpetually
(8unrexas) behold the face of the Father.” The passage in Matt. 18 is manifestly
out of place, and is omitted by the Anglo-Saxon translation. Apparently then it
was a floating saying, and not taken from Matthew, but inserted therein.

Irenaeus has given a sectionf (I, 13, 2) to alleged Marcosian perversions of the
Gospel. The first nearly agrees with L. 2%%, but has otdare for jideire and pe elvar
for elval pe. Inasmuch as this whole Prehistory is plainly a prefix to an earlier
form of the Lucan Gospel, it remains of course an open question whether the
Marcosians took from Luke or from Luke’s source.—The second example “why call-
est thou me good?” &c. we have already discussed (p. 162)—The third, “By what
power doest thou 2Ais?” substitutes dvvauer TovTo for éfovaia Tatra whence it cer-
tainly cannot be concluded that Matt. 2123 is quoted. The 4th instance is re-
markable: “But also in his saying, Often I desired to hear one of these words and
had not any to say it (7dv épobvra).” Irenaeus seems to cherish no doubt of the
authenticity of this “saying”; he puts it among “those lying in the Gospels” (7&w
&v 79 Ebayyehiw kepévwr), but it is not found in our Gospels. Certainly then the
Marcosians were here quoting from some other Gospel, and since in #A:s case, then
probably so in every case. The nearest Canonic parallel is in Luke 1722—"“Days
will come when ye shall desire to see one of the days of the Son of Man and shall
not see (it).” The two passages are hardly unrelated.—The sth parallel, “If thou

hadst known today the things of peace! But now they are hidden,” compares thus
with Luke 19*2:

Gnos. €l éyvws kal ov ofuepoy Ta mwPOs elpnyny

Luke “ * * “ xaiye & 7§ 7uépa oov ravry ¢ “ gov viw 8¢
Gnos. éxpiBn 6¢ &wd oov.

Luke o= bpflaluay

Here the divergence is considerable, and the Marcosian form is simpler and ap-
parently earlier.—The sixth is this: “Hither to me all that labor and are burdened
(and I will give you rest) and learn of me.” Here the Greek agrees exactly with
Matt. 1128 2% but omits “take my yoke upon you.” The Latin translation of
Irenaeus also omits “and I will give you rest,” and, we suspect, correctly. There
is no reason to suppose a quotation from Matthew. For the Matthean text has evi-
dently been over-worked. This is seen in the loose connection of its parts, and
especially in the double reason: “because &c.” and “for &c.”; also in the play on the
word xpnorés (Christ), a very unnatural word to use of “yoke,” the sense “easy”
is not known. The Marcosian form seems simpler and earlier.

® From here on. the account of Marcus given by Hippolytus is a word-for-word transcript
from the Greek of Irenacus Adversus Haereses. Editor.

+ Smith’s remaining Marcosian parallels are from Irenaeus, including paragraphs which Hip-
polytus omitted from his transcript. Editor.



196 The Birth of the Gospel

But as the very “crown of their hypothesis,” Irenaeus tells us they adduce the
famous passage: “I will thank (confess to) thee, Father, Lord of the Heavens and
the earth, because thou didst conceal from (the) wise and prudent and reveal
them to babes; yea, my Father, because in thy sight good pleasure it was. All
(things) are delivered me by my Father; and none has known the Father, but the
Son, and the Son but the Father, and to whom the Son may reveal.” Here the
resemblance is very close to the Matthaean—Lucan text (Matt. 112527, Luke
102122 but the variations are noteworthy:

efouohoynoouar for éfouoloyobuat

TQv obpavdv for Tod olpavod

amexprpas (with Luke) for é&kpuwlas (in Matthew)
Tabra omitted (but inserted in the Latin)

oba for vai

wov after & mwarnp.

in fact, the whole sentence

Gnos. "Efouoloynoouai got, maTep kVpLe TGV obpavdy kail TS
Matt. 112527 "Efouodoyodpai **, ‘' ‘° 70D obpavod ‘*
Luke 1021-22 “ oo ¢ o
Gnos. s, 6t amékpwpas amd gopv kal guverdv, kal

Mau. *“, “ &pwas rabra * oo o

Luke *, “ é&wexppas ** oo o

Gnos. amexdAvnpas abra vymios” oba, & warnp pov, &7t Eumpoohéy
Matt. “ “ “oocpad, Y —, Y obrws

Luke * ¢ e T

Gnos. oov ebdokia éyévero —. Ilavra pot mapedddn

Matt. — ¢ ‘' Eumposbey oov. oo

Luke — “ * “ - “ ‘ ‘

Gnos. Umd Tob waTpds wov, kal obdels  Eyvw — — 1 Tarépa
Matt. ¢ “ oMY meywohoke — — 'Y viow
Luke *“ * * YO ywhokee  Tis éoTw O vids
Gnos. €l un o vids, «kai — — 7TV vidV — €l un
Matt. ** *“ “ warqgp, otdé — — ' warépa Tis émyiborar 4"

o

Luke “ * * *“ | kal 7is éorw & mwarip —
Gnos. 6 marip kat @ & d vids dmoraliyy.
Matt. “‘ wvids ‘' &av BolAgrar ' ' dmokaifar.
Lukc ‘" “ ‘“ ‘“" &V “ “ " ‘o .

diverges widely from both Luke and Matthew, which diverge notably from each
other. It seems most improbable, almost impossible, that either Luke or Matthew
should be the original of the Marcosian quotation, which differs so strangely from
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both, while agreeing now with one, now with the other. Moreover, it is plainly
simpler than either, and so apparently more primitive, though itself showing signs
of overworking. The untranslatable Syrian exclamation of joy, ol&, seems distinc-
tively original as against va{; moreover it is remarkably reflected in the Lucan
#yaX\boaro (rejoiced, beginning of v. 21). Every consideration then points here
to the Marcosian as presenting an earlier type of this signal passage. This latter has
long been a crux to commentators. Notoriously it is out of place in its context, and
even unintelligible. That it really belongs elsewhere is clearly hinted in the absence
of radra in the Marcosian version, where airéd is object of both dmékprfas and
drexdAvfas. The lost preface to the prayer doubtless contained the proper ante-
cedent to ad7éd; the framers of our text, like the Latin translator of Irenaeus, en-
deavored to supply the defect with radra, but the question at once recurs, What is
the antecedent of 7atra? “These things”—but what things? Nesther Matthew nor
Luke gives any answer. Now add finally that “that season” in Matthew is wholly
different from that “same hour,” and that the two halves of the pericope, “I thank
thee” and “Come unto me,” in Luke are quite unrelated (cf. Luke 18'¢.) and it
must become superfluously clear that the whole pericope in both Matthew and
Luke, and in the Marcosian version has been borrowed from a much older source
and elaborated by each writer, but much less by the Marcosian.

If we are to be absolutely honest we cannot repress the question, Is there any
element of correctness in the Marcosian interpretation of this passage: “that the
Father of Truth was known to no one at any time before his (the Son’s) Parousy”?
and we must answer, there seems to be; apparently the Marcosians were right. It
is noteworthy that Irenaeus evidently felt the force of their pleading, for he makes
no answer either here or elsewhere. The passage would seem to be most genu-
inely a Gnostic one, but one which both Evangelists very properly thought too
good to lose.

These “heretics” seem to have laid great stress on the doctrine of Redemption
(&mobTpwats) symbolized in a baptism instituted by Jesus (Christ) for the sake of
Perfection. “And this it is concerning which he says: And another baptism I have
to be baptized (with), and eagerly I hasten to it.” This reminds us of one of the
most obscure passages, Luke 12%% 5% “Fire (it is) I came to cast upon the
earth; and what will I it were already kindled. But (and?) a baptism have I to be
baptized (with), and how am I straitened till it be accomplished!” The Lucan
words are plainly an importation, whence we know not. Can any one seriously
imagine they were really spoken by Jesus? That the Marcosian could have taken
from Luke, and corrupted, is unbelievable. For what object could they have in
such corruption? Moreover Epiphanius (784) represents his’Apetoparirar as saying
“that a cup I have to drink, and how hasten I until (&vs o) I drink it; and a
baptism I have to be baptized, and how I wish that already I were baptized.”
Whence it seems that this obscure idea of the Saviour’s mission to cast fire on earth,
to establish “another baptism” (of fire? Matt. 311) had obtained great currency and
expression in many forms, the most primitive of which have not reached us.
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J. Basilides and Lesser Gnostics

We pass now from this “mere imposter,” Marcus to one of the most imposing
figures in the history of Heresy. It is indeed charged that Hippolytus has violated
his professed chronological order in treating of Valentinus before Basilides, but this
charge is hardly just. Hippolytus expressly declares Valentinianism to be a mere
continuation or offshoot of Simonianism, even as Marcus and Colarbasus budded
off from Valentinus; and hence he naturally and properly follows up his Simon
Magus immediately with Valentinus and the latter with Marcus and Colarbasus.
It would have been absurd to thrust Basilides before Valentinus and then return
to the Simonian-Valentinian-Marcosian school. Besides, the time-relations are here
by no means certainly determined. Basilides may have been 15 years the senior of
Valentinus but they were practically contemporaries, along with the third, with
Marcion, whom Harnack dates thus 85-165(?). He too was then at the acme of
his power, side by side with Basilides and Valentinus (125-150). Of these three
Heresiarchs, Marcion appears to have been the most vigorous of affairs, the greatest
organizer of that century, but with the least turn for speculation; Valentinus would
seem to have had the most artistic temperament, the liveliest fancy, the richest
eloquence, perhaps the keenest spiritual insight; but Basilides strikes us as the
profoundest philosopher, the acutest metaphysician, the most comprehensive and
scientific®* world-thinker. Indeed, he is in many respects an earlier Hegel (we say
this, who are no disciple or admirer of Hegel), by no means an unworthy anticipa-
tion of the great Berliner. In reading of his doctrine of the Absolute, the Non Ens
(Odx "O v , it is impossible not to be reminded of the Hegelian Paradox, Das Sein
ist das Nichts. This was not a mere imagination with Basilides, but was deduced
from the Aristotelian doctrine of the Categories, from the nature of Predication
itself. We can not here enter into the subject of Basilidianism, though an attractive
one, further than to remark that, speaking broadly, Hippolytus seems to be right
in his derivation of the system from Aristotle, and that to imagine it started from
Romans or any other New Testament writings is just as preposterous as to suppose
that Hegelism started not from Kant, Fichte, and Schelling, but from the Gospel
of St. John.

The first parallel that Hippolytus affords us in his “Basilides” is a famous and
important one (page 348): “Was born (yéyove), he says, from non-existents the
Seed of the World, the Logos the Spoken (Aexfeis), ‘let there be light,” and this,
he says, is the saying in the Gospel: Was the light the true, which lightens every
man coming into the world.” He takes the principles (dpxés) from that Seed and
is lightened. “This is the Seed, which has in itself all the total seed-potency (omni-
semination, ravorepplar), which, says Aristotle, is genus divided into infinite
species (3¢éas ), as from the Animal we divide ox, horse, man—which (animal) is
non-existent.” Here, it is said, Basilides quotes from John 1°. But why so? It is not
claimed by Hippolytus that Basilides used any Canonic, but that both he and his
son Isidor footed on sayings reported by Matthias: “Basilides therefore and Isidor,

® In the sense, evidently, of the untranslatable German word wissenschafdlich. Editor.
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the true son and disciple of Basilides, say Matthias spoke to them sayings ( Aéyovs)
secret, which he heard from the Saviour, (having been) specially instructed.” And
again: “Which (Aristotelic doctrine) these afhirm as their own and something new
and some one of the secret discourses (Aéywr) of Matthias.” Of course, Hippolytus
must regard such claims as a calumny on Matthias and on Christ. Furthermore we
know that Basilides wrote twenty-four books of commentary (énynrikd) to the
Gospel, presumably this Matthian. Origen charges him, doubtless falsely, with
daring to write a “Gospel according to Basilides.” We are concerned only with the
fact that Basilides planted himself, not on the Johannine, but on another Gospel.
The fact that the sentence agrees exactly with John signifies nothing, unless a far
more ancient common source. The use of the plural “Gospels” weighs naught. We
cannot tell whether it is Hippolytus or the Basilidian that uses the word. In any
case no inference that Basilides has quoted from JoAn is for a moment allowable.

After mention of Basilides’ doctrine of the Spirit as an uplifting “wing”
wrepdy ), apparently taken from Plato’s Phaedrus, echoed also in the Hymn of
Clement, “Wing of unwandering birds” and “heavenly Wing of the all-holy
flocks.” Hippolytus goes on to say (page 351): “but as contra-natural and destruc-
tive to the fishes air pure and dry, so to the holy Spirit was contra-natural that
place at once of the non-existent God and the Sonship, place more unspeakable than
unspeakables and higher than all names.” This notion of the name (or here place),
surpassing all names we encounter at least three times in the New Testament:
“and made him to sit at his right hand in the heavenly (places), far above all rule
and authority and power and dominion and every name that is named” (Eph.
121), “Wherefore also God highly exalted him, and gave unto him the name
which is above every name” (Phil. 2%); “Having become by so much better than
the angels, as he hath inherited a more excellent name than they” (Heb. 1%). Not
one of these seems to be derived directly from the other; nor the Basilidian from
any. All seem diverse expressions of the same general idea of exalted being.* The
Basilidian is apparently the oldest, the Ephesian the youngest.

The phrase “wise master-builder” (oopés &pxirékrwr) (p. 354) is used ad-
mirably by Basilides of the Great Archon, the World-artificer. In I Cor. 31° Paul
is made to say “I indeed as wise master-builder laid foundation”; the image is also
here in place, though the time elapsed since the foundation of the Corinthian
church, not three years at most, would hardly seem to justify or suggest it. In any
case there is no reason to suppose any borrowing from Corinthians.

In the next chapter the (second) archon Arrhetus seems called Topos (Place)
and is called Hebdomad (p. 356). This Topos (Heb. magum) is a preferred
Rabbinic name of God, a fact mentioned here as pointing towards certain sources
of this system.

“And it was necessary for the (third) Sonship left behind to be revealed and
reinstated (p. 357). Speaking of the Revelation and reinstatement above there,
above the conterminous Spirit, near the Sonship, the refined and imitative, and the
non-existent, as is written (he says): and the creation itself groans together and

® This is not the place to discuss the significance of Name. (However, see p. 14-15. Editor.)
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travails together, awaiting the Revelation of the Sons of God, and Sons (he says)
are we the Pneumatics, lett down here to dispose and mould and rectify and per-
fect the souls below with nature to remain in this region. Therefore until Moses
from Adam reigned the Sin, as has been written. For the Great Archon reigned
that has his limit (7é\os) as far as the firmament, deeming himself to be God
alone, and beyond him to be nothing, for all things were guarded by unrevealed
silence (owmf ). This (he says) is the mystery, which to the former generations was
not made known.” We note first that the notion of the (ruler) Archon of this
world, the Hebdomad, as contrasted with the Great Archon, the Ogdoad, is here
developed and defined with as much precision as might be expected in such ele-
mental thinking, whereas in the New Testament the notion is assumed as well-
known and familiar—an already oft-repeated phenomenon. The first “Scripture”
quoted (p. 357) reminds us of Rom. 81%22; “For the earnest expectation of the
creation awaits the Revelation of the Sons of God. For the creation was subjected
to vanity, unwilling, but on account of the subjector, in hope. Wherefore also the
creation itself shall be freed from the bondage of (the) corruption into the freedom
of the Glory of the Children of God. For we know that all the creation groans to-
gether and travails together until now (700 »0v). And not only, but also ourselves
having the first fruits of the Spirit, we also ourselves in ourselves groan expecting
adoption, the redemption of our body.”

Gnos. kai 3 k7iots ab7y) ovoTevaler kal ouvwdivel
Rom. 822 — “ ' — oworevate '

Gnos. v droka v TGY viGy Tob feod exdexouévy.
Rom. 819 “ it 13 3 ‘" “ dWGK&éX(Tﬂ,L
Gnos. viol 8¢ €oTéy Tuels ol wrevuaTikol

Here it seems that the case is particularly clear. As a piece of original writing by
Paul to Romans the foregoing is impossible, if anything can be impossible. It is
incomprehensible even to the utmost efforts of the human intellect. There is no
consccution whatever of parts; the fors and wherefore are without any meaning.
That the writer is stating or trying to state some well known doctrine is perfectly
clear in the word oidauer (we know). Compared with this the Basilidean teaching
is lucidity itself. Moreover the Scripture of Basilides is perfectly natural in its con-
struction and could not have been taken from Romans, except by suffixing the last
half of v. 19 to the mid-half of v. 22, an extremely improbable procedure. And
how simple and transparent is the Basilidean “But sons are we the Pneumatics,” in
comparison with the unintelligible v. 23 with its xal avrol...kal avrol . .. éavrots
It seems to glare upon us that in these verses we find an old Gnostic text, incom-
parably more original in Basilides, here overworked in extraordinary sense-defying
fashion.

Passing now to the next parallel, we find this conclusion strongly corroborated.
The diversity is great between Basilides:—puéxpt pév olv Mwoéws dwd "Adau
¢Bagilevoey 1 dpapria and Romans &ANd éBacilevoer & Gavaros dwd 'Adau uéxp
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Mwoéws. How derive that from this? Furthermore, it is plain as can be that these
verses, Rom. 51214, have undergone repeated redaction: v. 12 has no connection
with v. 11, v. 13 no connection with v. 12; v. 14 no connection with v. 13! The
reigning of Sin lies much nearer at hand than that of Death, in v. 14. Every way
the Basilidian text is to be preferred. We strongly suspect that the original read not
unlike this: “Therefore through one (man) Sin came into the world; consequently
on the one hand (uév) even from Adam unto Moses Sin reigned.” There followed
doubtless a clause §¢ —“But on the other hand”; this however has been lost. Once
more, then, the indication seems plain that Basilides has quoted from an earlier
version than appears in our Romans.

Very remarkable is the Basilidean conception (pp. 358—9) of the entrance of
the Gospel into the world: “When accordingly, he says, we the children of God
needed to be revealed, concerning whom, he says, the creation groaned and trav-
ailed awaiting the revelation, there came the Gospel into the Cosmos, and trav-
ersed every rule ( @apxiis ) and authority and dominion and every name (that is)
named. But it came really (év7@s) even though nothing fared down from above,
nor departed the blessed Sonship of (from) that inconceivable and non-existent
God. Nay, for just as Indian Naphtha, seen merely from far enough remove, at-
tracts fires, so from below, from the formlessness of the heap attain the powers
even up to the Sonship.” Here we remark everything seems perfectly in place: how-
ever fantastic the notion of Basilides, yet his statement of it is natural and to be
expected. Now compare with Eph. 120-21;

Gnos. kal 6tjAfe Sua waons apxns kal etovalas
Eph. & 70ls émovpaviots dmepavw “ ‘ ‘" ‘"
Gnos. kal KkvptbtyTos, kal mwavrds  Ovbuatos dvouaouévou.

Eph. «kal dwépews * ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ “

Here in Ephesians is a single sentence, or rather a concrete of sentences of nine
verses of seventeen lines, inflated and dropsical, ungrammatical (“erldutert wird
dies v. 18 durch ein asyndetisch angefiigtes und darum parallel zweites Object zu
d¢m”"—Weiss; also at v. 22, “The previous participial construction passes over into
the finite verb”—Weiss.) unclear to the last degree. That this paragraph has been
overworked and intolerably padded seems palpable. Only consider such a phrase
as “unto us those believing according to the energy of the power of the might of
him which he energized in the Christ.” Where there is so much padding it seems
reasonable to think that the words kal duvduews are also intercalated and that the
Basilidian form is nearer the original than this Ephesian.*

At the top of page 360: “This is the wisdom spoken in mystery, concerning
which, he says, the scripture says: Not in words taught of human wisdom, but in
(words) taught of Spirit.” This parallel to I Cor. 2!2 has already been discussed.t

® Matt. 1282 provides a parallel to the last clause of Eph, 121,
+ Page 167.
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We have seen there is no reason to suppose it endotic to the Corinthian text. That
it is cited as Scripture would signify nothing, even if we were sure that it is not
Hippolytus that is responsible for ypag”, but Basilides or a Basilidean. For why
might not these cite a Gnostic original as Scripture?

The word émélauyer, used of the Son of the Great Archon, reminds us of ENauyer
in II Cor. 48, but no conclusion is allowed, as does the general notion of the il-
lumination of the Hebdomad through the Gospel: 'Ewel olv kal 7a & 77 éS0o-
péde whyvra wepwTioTo kal SuRyyeATo TO edaryyéhov alTols kTigels yap elot kaT’
abtd 7 StacThuaTa kar' adrods Amwepor, kal dpxal Kaiféw(was Kal étovoiat.
Here we must think of “principalities and powers” in Eph. 319, part of the long in-
terpolation between the two “robrov xapw” ’s. Hippolytus tells us in a parenthe-
sis of a long and prolix Basilidean treatise on these matters, partly astrological. The
point in the comparison with Ephesians is that the latter passage is plainly inter-
polated, and that it assumes this amazing notion of making known to the princi-
palities and the powers in the heavenly regions, through the Church, the manifold
wisdom of God, as a notion familiar enough to the readers not to startle them. In
the Basilidian system this idea is very properly in place and is read without special
wonder: the Gospel started from above and traversed all these regions on its way to
Earth; but in Ephesians it is “through the church” on earth that this notification is
now to be made to these same super-terrestrial existences. This is an extravagance,
and apparently a new turn given to the ancient Gnostic thought.

Similarly must we judge of the next parallel (p. 361): “But when, he says,
these things happened thus (Illumination and Gospel Announcement) it needed
also for the formlessness chez nous to be enlightened and for there to be revealed
to the Sonship, which was left behind in the Formlessness, as it were é&rpwpua, the
mystery which to the former generations was not made known, as is written, he
says, According to Revelation was made known to me the mystery, and I heard
ineflable words which it is not allowed man to speak.” It is impossible to deny that
this Basilidian doctrine of the cosmical range of the Gospel is clearly thought out
link by link, that it is at least a colossal doctrine and worthy to be named a “mys-
tery.” But in the parallel Eph. 33 we find this “mystery” explained as the mere
fact that “the Gentiles are co-heirs and co-members and co-partakers of the prom-
ise.” Once more, then, it would seem that the Epistolist has merely turned the edge
of an ancient Gnostic saying, and by blunting has made it harmless.

The next parallel, fixovoa dppnra piuara & olk éédv avfpamy elrely, agrees with
IT Cor. 12* except in fixovoa for fjxovoer and eimelv instead of NaAfjoac. No confi-
dent conclusion seems warranted. So far as they indicate anything at all, these dif-
ferences indicate some other source than Corinthians. If any one believes that the
Apostle was really rapt into Paradise, whether in the body or out of the body, and
heard unutterable things, then such a one will naturally think the Corinthian
passage the original of any such parallel, though such a conclusion would not
even then be necessary, since Paul might have elsewhere stated the same in writing
or orally. But if any one takes the expression as he would take it in dealing with
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ordinary Apocalyptics, whose name is Legion, as a mere fagon de parler, then he
will probably regard fixovea as the earliest form and will think that both Corin-
thians and Basilides have taken from some lost Apocalyptic. It seems at least
strange, if Basilides is quoting from Paul, that he does not say so.

“Descended (therefore) from the Hebdomad, the light that descended from the
Ogdoad above to the Son of the Hebdomad upon the Jesus the Son of Mary, and
he was enlightened, co-kindled by the light that shone into him. This is, he says,
the saying: Spirit holy will come upon thee, that from the Sonship through the
conterminous Spirit upon the Ogdoad and the Hebdomad came through unto the
Mary, and power of Highest shall overshadow thee, the power of the annointing
(xpicews for kpioews)” (p. 362).

Here is an exact agreement with Luke 13%,* but not the least reason for supposing
any borrowing therefrom. For it is late in the day to observe that the Lucan Pre-
history is a later addendum and purely fanciful; there is no reason to suppose the
phrases in question native to the Lucan context.

A few lines further on we find an idea frequent and central with Basilides, of
“all the Sonship, that left behind to benefit the souls in Formlessness and to be
benefited” (eis 70 ebepyereiv Tds Yuxds év duoppla kai ebepyereiofar). Here is sug-
gested a remarkable phrase standing quite isolated in Acts 10%8, “who went through
benefiting” (8s &uiN0ev"ebepyerdv). It is well known that this whole passage,
verses 35-39, is an inextricable tangle. Verses 34-35 are not continued either in
thought or in structure by verse 36; 7év Abéyor is without any governing word or
relation; “He is Lord of all” is clearly an interpolated parenthesis; verse 37 has no
grammatical connection with verse 36; the participle dptéduevos hangs in the air
without any possible attachment; in verse 38 ’Inoodv 7v dwd Nalapér is also
asyntactic, nothing governs it in the accusative and it is a pis alter to refer it to
priue (word) by apposition. The theme announced in verses 34-35 is never heard
or hinted again in the speech! That any one could have thought or spoken or
written so originally is incredible. The text is at best very uncertain: SAaokfpvryra
for Béwriopa etc. The paragraph is intelligible only and easily as rather rough
patchwork, in which edifying phrases are tacked together with little respect for
grammar or logic. Such a phrase seems to be this “who traversed benefiting.” We
note it follows immediately upon the phrase “how God annointed him with Holy
Spirit and power.” Here then we find a whole group of Basilidian ideas, and the
resemblance can hardly be accidental. In Basilides these ideas are all in place and
naturally connected; in Acts we have just seen that they are part of a patchwork.
The conclusion seems hard to resist that Acts has borrowed from some ancient
source also represented in Basilides. Wendt declares éptéuevos “grammatisch un-
méglich” and adopts dptéuevor, evidently a later correction to restore syntax. Weiss
recognizes redactor’s additions in 39a, 41b, 43b; Spitta and Jiingst in 36-43. Patch-
work, then, certainly. Note furthermore the word §4A\fev; This may of course be
rendered “went about,” but “went through” is the more natural, frequent, near-

® Compare p. 193.
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lying meaning, and it is repeatedly used in Basilides of the progress through the
Cosmos. In the sense “went about” it is not used in profane Greek, though used
of a report (Aéyos) by Thucydides and Xenophon; nor indeed without any limi-
tation is it used even by Luke of a single person. In Acts 84 it is used of the numer-
ous disciples that &ij\fov, some this way, some that; in Acts 20%® & ols limits
6i7iAfov, so that the bare phrase §itjA0ev ebepyerdr is highly improbable.

We now come to one of the most noteworthy Basilidean thoughts (pp. 362-3):
“When therefore, he says, all sonship shall have come and shall be above the
Conterminous, the Spirit, then shall suffer mercy (é\enfijoerat) the creation, for it
groans until (the) now and is tormented and awaits the revelation of the Sons of
God, that all may ascend thence the men of the Sonship. When (thus) this takes
place, he says, God will bring on the whole Cosmos the Great Ignorance, that all
(things) may remain according to nature and naught desire aught of the things
contrary to nature.” The process of history is thus conceived as an Evolution of the
Higher (the Sons or Sonship) through the midlying (Spirit) from the lower lying
Cosmos (world of sense). When this process is complete, when the throes of Crea-
tion at birth of this Sonship are over, God in mercy upon the residuum, which is
thus left behind as the dross of the Universe, will bring the Great Ignorance, will
release it from all desire for the unattainable. Thenceforword it will not be as a
fish would feed with Sheep on the mountains, but while all things abide within
their proper bounds all sorrow and grief and groaning will depart. “And so the
restitution will take place (d7woxkardoraois €orar) of all things that by nature have
indeed ( zév) been founded in the seed of the Unniverse in (the) beginning, but
(each) are to be restored at proper times” (p. 364). Here the philosophic idea of
Basilides is reasonably clear and is astonishingly sublime. We see precisely what is
meant by the travailing of Creation and the Revelation of the Sons of God. The
parallel passage, Rom. 8'%-25 has been discussed on page 193. All the Basilidian
ideas are found there, but in a form unintelligible. It is the old, old story.

How ancient is the idea that sorrow, grief, and groaning all proceed from striv-
ing beyond nature may be seen in myths of Genesis and in the exclamation of the
Psalmist: “O Lord I have not striven for things too high for me” etc.

The important notion of the restoration of all things (éwoxaréorasts wévrwy
pages 364 and 366) occurs again in Acts 3%}, a remarkably instructive passage: “Re-
pent therefore and turn (again?) that your sins may be blotted out, in order that
there come times of refreshing from presence of the Lord and that he send (you)
the (for you) predestined Christ Jesus, whom must heaven receive (retain) till
times of restoration of all things which God spake by mouth of his holy prophets
from eternity (A4eon).” We notice that this extraordinary idea of the “restoration
of all things” is made senseless by this appended relative clause “which God spoke
by mouth of his prophets from aye.” “Restoration of the Universe” has meaning;
but “restoration of the prophecies” has none. This clause must then be rejected as
addendum. We note again that the purpose of this repentance that God may send
them the predestined Christ Jesus, seems to show clearly that as originally preached
this sermon looked forward to a Messiah to come, not backward upon one already
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come. It is almost exactly the note struck by the Baptist, “Repent for the Kingdom
of Heaven is at hand.” With this the phrase “whom heaven must receive” is in
perfect accord. Since nothing has been said of any ascension of Christ Jesus to
heaven, the phrase cannot naturally have any other meaning. Any reference in
“may send” to a “second coming” seems extremely artificial. Whereas the notion
that Christ Jesus could not come at all “till the times of restoration of the Uni-
verse,”* is most natural and thoroughly in accord with notions then generally
prevalent. We believe then that the Basilidean notion has been here taken up and
worked in by the original writer of this sermon, which latter has been revised and
interpolated by the author of Acts. “And that, he says, each thing has its proper
times, sufficient (witness) is the Saviour’s saying (page 364): Not yet is mine hour
come,” “and the Magi gazing at the star; for himself was at the genesis of the
stars and of the restoration of the hours preconceived (of reason) ( wpohehwyiopé-
vos ) in the mighty heap.” We may not approve the Basilidian interpretation of
the aphorism, but it is certainly better than the Johannine. In John 2* no meaning at
all attaches to the words; they are instantly contradicted by the miracle wrought.
We must regard them therefore as a mystical saying attributed to “the Jesus,”
which each used and interpreted after his own fashion.

We note in passing the Basilidean definition of the inner man: “This one is ac-
cording to them the mentally conceived inner man pneumatic in the psychic
(man)—which is Sonship (that) there has left behind the soul, not mortal but
abiding there by nature, even as the first Sonship left above the holy Spirit the
conterminous—(that) has then thrown about it its own soul.” This may be un-
clear, especially Hippolytus’ parenthetical explanation, but it shows that these
“heretics” dealt with this notion as with something definite and definable.

Another more interesting definition is this (page 365): “Gospel is according to
them the Gnosis of the hypercosmical (things) as has been elucidated, which
(Gnosis) the Great Archon did not understand.” The word Gospel is now in our
Canonics about 75 times, mainly in the Epistles—4 times in Matthew, (7) 8 times in
Mark, twice in Acts, once in Revelation—once in I Peter—never in any Johannine
Gospel or Epistles, or James, or Hebrews, or Luke. This seems very extraordinary,
and demands closer investigation than we can here give it. In general the notion is
assumed as perfectly well understood. Only once is there any approach to a defini-
tion, in I Cor. 15111, a passage long ago strongly suspected as interpolation (Straat-
man). As here defined Gospel means “body of facts respecting Jesus Christ,” that
he died for our sins according to the Scripture, that he was buried, and that he
rose on the third day according to the Scriptures, and that he appeared to Kephas
and others, lastly to the writer as the Ektroma. That such is not the meaning of
Gospel in Matthew (as 9%, preaching the Gospel of the Kingdom) and in Mark (as
115, repent and believe in the Gospel) is plain beyond argument; neither has it any
relation whatever to the Eternal Gospel of Rev. 1487, “Fear God and give him
glory; for the hour of his judgement is come: and worship him that made the

* The completion of the great or Platonic year, the completed revolution of the Equinoxes;
whence the fundamental Equation of Eschatology: End = Beginning.
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heaven and the Earth and sea and fountains of waters”; neither can it be (since
the writer of First Corinthians received it by tradition— & xal mapéhafBor) the
Gospel preached to Galatians (Gal. 11 12) which was “not according to man, for
neither did I receive it from man nor was I taught it (o08¢ yap &yw wapa avfpi-
mov wapélafor aiTd) but by Revelation of Jesus Christ.” Elsewhere (II Cor. 114,
Gal. 1%) we read of “Another Gospel” than the Pauline. It seems vain then to seek
in the Scriptures for any definite sense of this term. Certain it is that Basilides could
not have gotten Ais notion from the New Testament. The word was probably first
used in Gnostic circles,—there seem to have been many Gnostic Gospels—, and its
content was most probably some Gnosis, some philosophico-religious doctrine. John,
Luke, and the Autor ad Hebraeos seem to have avoided the term, aware perhaps of
its origin.

Passing by Saturnilus and Marcion, of whom the discussion by Hippolytus is
strangely deficient, we note that the Christology of Carpocrates (p. 385) is
strikingly like that of the modern advanced critic: “(the) Jesus was generated
from Joseph and born like unto men, was juster than the rest, and his soul born
strenuous and pure remembered the things seen by it in its converse with the un-
begotten God, and therefore by that God was sent down upon it power, so that it
might be able to escape the world-makers (Cosmic powers); which power (or
soul) having passed through all, made free in all, reascended unto (God) Him-
self, and likewise the soul that embraces like things with it.” It seems hard to
believe we are not reading from some English Unitarian or from some German bi-
ographer of Jesus. But the important point, one that meets us repeatedly and can-
not be stressed too strongly, is this: We have in the Carpocratic a comparatively
late form of heresy (if we may trust Hippolytus, or Ir. 124, Ter. De An. 23-25,
Praescr, 48, Eus. IV?, Epiph. Haer, 272, Theod. Haer. Fab. 115, St. Aug. Haer, VII).
It approaches very close to the Catholic faith, especially in its accenting the earthly
life of Jesus and slurring his over-earthly metaphysical being. Compared with the
earlier heresies already discussed, Carpocrates is orthodoxy itself.

K. The Docetae

Passing over Cerinthus and a number of minor heresies and heretics, which con-
tribute only insignificant material for our consideration, we come to the Docetae (p.
396), evidently another grand division for Hippolytus. As to the date of this elab-
orate heresy there is no clear indication. Clement of Alexandria (Str. iii'®) refers to
Julius Cassianus (a pupil of Valentinus?) as princeps sectae Docetarum (& s
Soxfoews EEdpxwr), quoting from his work De Continentia vel De Castitate—But

we are not sure that éédpxwv means “originator,” perhaps only leader, nor can we
determine the date of Cassianus. The heresy resembles those of Valentinus and Basi-
lides, and was perhaps nearly contemporary, probably a little later. Clement
quotes Julius Cassianus as quoting from the Gospel according to Egyptians the
passage about male and female. The all-important passage in Hippolytus’s account
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of Docetism is this (p. 406): “Was born the (generated) from her as is written.
And that same generated he put on that came from above, and all things he did
so as in the gospels is written, bathed himself in (to) the Jordan, but bathed him-
self having received, type and seal, in the water of the body born from the virgin,
in order that when the Archon condemned his own figment (76 iov #Aédopa) to
death, to the cross, that soul (that had been) nourished in the body, having put off
the body, and having nailed (it) to the wood, and having triumphed through it
over the principalities and the authorities might be not found naked, but put on
instead of that flesh, the body (that had been) detypified in the water. This is, he
says, what the Savior says. Except a man be born of water and spirit, he shall not
enter into the kingdom of the heavens, because what is born of the flesh is flesh.”
(Cf. John 3%:8.) We are not concerned here with the unreal and fantastic in this
Dokesis. The point is that the doctrine is consistently thought out and intelligibly
expressed. If any one accepted at face-value the accounts “in the Gospels,” Canonic
or Apocryphal, and at the same time held to the metaphysical concept of Jesus, we
do not see why he should not think and write this way. The representations seem
to follow naturally, the one upon the other, nothing seems out of place or dragged
in by force. Now compare this with the following from Col. 2815, “See lest there
be any that spoils you through (the) philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradi-
tion of men, after the elements of the world and not after Christ; because in him
dwells all the fullness of the God-head bodily, and in him ye are made full, who
is the head of all principality and authority, in whom ye were also circumcized
with circumcision not made with hands, in the putting off of the body of the
flesh, in the circumcision of the Christ, having been buried with him in the bap-
tism, in which (whom?) also ye were raised together (with him) through the
faith of the energy of God, who raised him from (the) dead. And you being dead
(in) the trespasses and the uncircumcision of your flesh, he co-quickened you
with him, having forgiven us all our (the) trespasses, having blotted out the
handwriting against us (in) the ordinances which was contrary to us, and he took
it out from the middle, having nailed it to the cross, having put off from him-
self the principalities and the authorities*® he made show in confidence, having tri-
umphed over them in it.”

It is not too much to say that this passage is hopelessly unintelligible; human
understanding has never understood it and never will. Speaking of v. 15 Holtz-
mann (Eph. u. Kol. Briefe, 156) well says “welcher rein exegetisch betrachzet,
unauflosliche Schwierigkeiten bietet,” it stands, as Nitzsch remarks, “out of all
connection” with the foregoing, and Ritschl, Hofmann, Schmidt, have exploded
all attempts at elucidation. This is not nearly all, however; on its face the pericope
is a concretion of philosophenes and edifying phrases, without any internal co-
herence or evolution one from another. Thus, v. g does not follow from v. 8; v. 11
does not cohere with v. 10 and is made up of three appositives that are quite in-
congruent: the Colossians had not put off the body of the flesh, they were still in
it, and who could call such a putting off the circumcision of the Christ?—in fact

® Sce also comment, of later date, on pp. 72 and 149.
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every clause in the paragraph detains our reason and at times defies. That we are
dealing with a compaction, shines out in a number of details, as in the abrupt
change from 2d person to 1st in v. 13, and the repetition of “against us” in “con-
trary to us,” and the impossible airois of v. 15, which has no antecedent, even
Reuss has not hesitated to mistranslate #utv (us) by “vous,” and say nothing
about it!

This is not nearly all, however. On comparing the Canonic (especially v. 14, 15)
with the Docetic passage we observe that the ideas and phrases are far too closely
allied for any work of accident; the difference is that everything is in place in the
one and out of place in the other: thus, (Doc.) “that soul, having stripped off from
itself the body and nailed it to the tree,” bur (Col.) “having nailed it (the hand-
writing) to the cross and having stripped off from himself the principalities and
authorities, having triumphed through it (tree or body?) over the principalities
and authorities,” but “having triumphed over them (whom? apparently the prin-
cipalities and authorities, but these are fem. whereas adrods is masc.) in it” (the
cross? or in himself?).

Notice again the “lest it (the soul) be found naked,” introduced here perfectly
rationally and naturally. Compare now II Cor. 5 ff. Here the “we know” (olauev)
tells us that we are dealing with a well-understood doctrine, of the eternal un-
handmade home (of the Spirit) in the heavens. “Yea, for in this (7007w cannot re-
fer to olkia, to what then? to ax#vouvs before, or to olknr#piov after? Both seem
unnatural. A compilation? Weiss would translate on this account, which seems
quite inept) we groan (oTevalouev suggests this Basilidean notion of the groaning,
travailing Creation) yearning to put on over besides our habitation that is from
heaven.” Now comes the perplexing €l e (or elmep?) ral évdvoduevor, od yvuovl
eVpninabuefa where elrep is quite as strongly attested as €? e “if so be that having
put it on we shall not be found naked.” Here the tangle of ideas is inextricable.
If it were merely a question of putting on and putting off, we might think the
writer referred to death, when the soul (or spirit? ) might be said to put off its tem-
poral garment of flesh and put on an eternal body (of what?). But he distinctly
says this is not what he means: it is not putting on but putting on over ( érerdi-
oacgfar), he does not wish to put off but to put on additional, the immortal over the
mortal and swallowing it up. With this the simple “having put on” (évévoépevo) of
v. 3 is at hopeless variance. The idea of being “naked” is here dragged in visibly,
and the clause seems to be an unfortunate comment on the preceding. V. 4 then
takes up the thought, repeats and attempts to explain v. 2, quite disregarding v. 3!
Can any unbiased mind think this is original thinking? Have then the Epistolists
borrowed directly from the Docetist? Perhaps not, but the docetic notions and
phrases were in all likelihood very old, belonging at least to the 1st Century (even
tradition puts Cerinthus somewhere near a.p. 9o), and the Epistolists have sought
here as elsewhere to give them a new turn, to put new wine into old bottles. That
the Docetist has not despoiled the Epistolists seems doubly sure. For the latter can
make no pretence either to originality or to intelligibility, and even if they could,
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no genius was equal to the task of extricating the clear-cut docetic notions from the
jungle of Canonic phrases.
The next parallel,* and a close one, is found in John 3%€. It must be confessed
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that the Docetic form is superior at both points of divergence: “shall not enter”
against “is not able to enter,” and the “because” (§7¢), not found in John, while
the form “Kingdom of the heavens” seems older than “Kingdom of God.” But the
main point is that the Evangelic passage shows itself every way to be an over-work-
ing of older turns of speech. It seems inconceivable that a ruler of the Jews should
pay such a visit by night, should declare so early, as the general belief of Pharisees,
that Jesus was a teacher sent from God; still more, that Jesus should make such
an answer so utterly irrelevant; yet more, that Nicodemus should make so absurd
a reply, displaying such gross ignorance; even stranger still, that Jesus should at
once wheel off from birth from above to birth from water and Spirit, should re-
turn to birth from above in verse 7, and instantly fly away to birth from Spirit in
v. 8,—we may say these births are the same, but it is not said in the text, no rela-
tion is indicated; lastly, that Jesus should charge unfaith (vv. 11-12) precisely
where faith had been affirmed in v. 2} How can these things be? Surely every open
eye must see that this is compilation of a particularly patent variety. The conclu-
sion then must be that both Docetist and Evangelist have drunk at the public fount.
In a very remarkable paragraph (p. 408) Hippolytus closes his discussion of
the Docetae, making no attempt whatever at refutation, but merely asserting ( per-
haps correctly in a measure) that the Greek Sophists of old had at many points
anticipated this docetic dogma, as his readers might find out if they would.

L. Monoimus

Hippolytus now proceeds to Monoimus, apparently an important heretic, but
elsewhere not mentioned save by Theodoret. His was the doctrine of the Iota (pages
410-411): “(the) one Jot, the one tittle,” whence by Pythagorean or Cabbalistic
jugglery he derived the Universe. He seems to have been no inconsiderable
thinker. From his letter to Theophrastus we gather that his system was markedly

® Compare p. 99 and 164.
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Fichtean (his Iota or tittle seems to have been the ultimate irresoluble Ego), a kind
of early subjective Idealism. “Having abandoned seeking God and creation and
things like these, seek him from thyself and learn who is he that expropriates all
things absolutely (awafamwAds) within thee and says: My God, my mind, my un-
derstanding, my soul, my body (notice the anti-climax, the movement from God
to matter), and learn whence the grieving and the rejoicing and the living and
the hating and the waking unwilling (u7 @éhovra) and the nodding unwilling
and the being angry unwilling and the being unwilling, and if these things, he says,
thou researchest accurately, thou shalt find them in thyself, one and many, after
that tittle, from Himself the issue (8téfodor) that found.” His Iota centres in
itself all possibility of existence in pairs of contradictions.

Concerning the date of Monoimus we know nothing. Everything indicates that
he was very early. His allegorizing Moses seems parallel to Philo’s, but may have
been before or after. His aphorism, “This (tittle is) mother, this father, two im-
mortal names,” seems to relate him to the Naassenes, as well as his doctrine of the
“perfect invisible Man and of the Son of Man.” The suggestion of the Scripture
(New Testament) is the rarest in this heretic, who seems to have trod his lofty
path alone. But we find (p. 409): “And this is, he says, the saying ( elpnuévor ) in the
Scriptures, Was and Became (v xal éyévero), which is, Man was and his Son be-
came, as one should say, Fire was and Light became, timelessly and indeliberately,
unordainedly along with the being (of) the fire.” Here “alludere videtur ad initium
Ey. Joh.”—Duncker. Why so? To say that such a thinker evolved such a system
from this Prologue seems preposterous. The most that can be imagined is deduction
from a common source. Again, “For these, he says, are the multipartible ( woAvox:6-
€ls, Pp- 410, 411), numbers residing in that, the simple and uncompounded one
tittle of the Iota. And this is the saying (elpnuévor), Because (or that) all the Ple-
roma pleased to settle down upon the Son of (the) Man bodily. For such composi-
tions of numbers out of the simple and uncompounded one tittle of the lota become,
he says, somatic substances.” There are 2 verses in Colossians (117, 2°) (See Bernay’s
Ep. Crit.) that present a parallel, but there it is the Christ in whom all the Fullness
(of the Godhead) dwells (bodily). The repetition which is needless, occurring in a
passage already shown to be highly suspicious, shows that here we are dealing with
an important apothegm, and the varying form countenances only the supposition
that Monoimus was quoting not from Colossians but from the source of Colossians.

M. Later Heretics

From this point on our gleaning is very slight. Strange to say, the later heretics
seem to make not nearly so much use of “Scripture” as the elder! We must note
however the quotation made by Hippolytus himself (p. 419) against the Quarto-
decimans as to that which is spoken by the Apostle, in comparison with our pres-
ent text: 87t Stapapripopar wavrl mwepirepvoutvy 8L bpelhérns éoTi ToU whvTa
70v véuov wofioar. Compare Gal. 5% papripopar 8¢ waAw wavrl &vlplmw wepire.
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uvouévew, 871 dpeérrs éotiv Shov Tov vouov wofjoar. Here the divergencies are cer-
tainly considerable, but we might ascribe them to imperfect memory were it not
that a long line of authority agrees with Hippolytus in omitting wa\w, very many
put wAnpdoac for rofjoar, while Marcion® gives the more natural form oléé yap
ol mepireuvbuevor abrol vduov puldgoovat, “‘that a man circumcised is debtor to do
the whole law.” All this seems to indicate that the Hippolitan text of Gal. 53 most
probably differed from ours.

This conclusion is strengthened by another quotation made by Hippolytus ( page
422) against the Encratites, from I Tim. 45. This agrees exactly with our text
except at the beginning where it omits §7¢ and puts Vyiawolons ddagkalias for
wiorews. This too might be thought mere lapse of memory, but that Origen also
inserts $yeols and Ath. inserts four times {ywuvolons and Epiphanius has once
(1034) {yiawodons diéackadias and once (1053) dyiobs Sidaokadias whence it
would appear that Hippolytus presents really an early reading. We must also note
that the words, “But the Spirit expressly (d97@s) says” introduces this in I Timothy
as itself a quotation, whence we know not.

In deriving the tenets of Noetus (p. 425 ff) from Heraclitus, Hippolytus pre-
sents us the important saying of this obscure Ephesian (page 428): “Aeon is a
child, sporting, playing at draughts; of a child is the Kingdom” (7aidds # Bagt-
\ntn ). So that the idea and almost the expression of Matt. 19'* appears of immense
antiquity (also cited by Lucian, Vitz. Auct. 1, p. 554 Hemstech.)

Once more, Hippolytus attributes with great confidence the doctrine of the
resurrection of the flesh to Heraclitus (p. 431): “And he afirms even of flesh a
resurrection, of this palpable (flesh) in which we have been born, and God he
knows as this resurrection’s cause, thus speaking: Then needs it that (God) raise
them up and that they become guardians of the living and the dead.” The text is
unfortunately corrupt but seems to support fairly well the contention of Hippolytus,

In the description of the Esseni, which seems taken most probably from the
source of Josephus, we find many reminders of the New Testament, but we can-
not here enter into the Essene question. It seems worth mention, however, that
in summing up the teaching of the Pharisees (pp. 467-8) Hippolytus says: “They
acknowledge a resurrection of flesh and soul (as) immortal and judgement to come
and deflagration (éwlpwais), and (the) just will be imperishable but the unjust
punished in fire unquenchable.” All this sounds very Christian, and especially the
last words agree hardly accidentally with Matt. 312

IV. Fwar CoMMENT oN APPENDIX

As has already been observed, the later heretics seem to make not nearly so
much use of “Scripture” as the elder! Not less amazing is the phenomenon that
the earlier heresies depart incomparably farther from the Catholic Faith than the
later! How could such a thing be? If these heresies be really divergencies from the

® Cited by Epiphanius, Panarium, Ch. 42, the last citation in dcfense of Galatians.
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central primitive doctrine, like branches from the trunk of a tree, we should cer-
tainly expect to find the first forms least radical, the alienation more or less grad-
ual. Especially, if the earthly life, the historic personality of Jesus was the focal
point of emanation for all this doctrine, then we should certainly expect to find
the heresies laying gradually less and less emphasis on this history and moving
off from it into the region of speculation. In fact, any other development of heresy
on the basis of the scripture tradition seems positively inconceivable. The earlier
heresies have practically or absolutely nothing to do with the earthly historic Jesus,
they move in a realm of super-terrestrial entities, but the later heresies adopt more
and more the historical element and descend from the regions of speculation! We
hold that this phenomenon is forever irreconcilable with the current idea of the
genesis of heresy, whereas it is precisely what we should expect if the relations be
reversed, if we suppose the old Catholic Faith with its gradual deposit of quasi-
historical tradition to have emerged and settled down upon earth from an elder
region of hyper-physical speculation.

V. EpiTor’s SUMMARY OF APPENDIX, WITH PoSTSCRIPT

We assemble from Smith’s article the following principal conclusions:—

1. The extant portions of the “Refutation” by Hippolytus state very carefully
the temporal sequence of Gnostic groups (“sects”) as follows:—Naassenes, Pera-
tae, Sethians, Justinus the Gnostic, Simon of Gitta; after which was Valentinus,
succeeded by the Valentinian pupils Heraclean, Ptolomaeus, Marcus (head of the
Marcosans), Colarbasus, etc.

2. Less clearly dated by Hippolytus are Basilides and Marcion (both of them
placed from other sources as approximately contemporary with Valentinus), also
the later Gnostic Carpocrates and the Christian Docetic heresies. Monoimus, ap-
parently an early Gnostic, is not distinctly dated; neither are the Encratites, whom
Hippolytus treats only briefly.

3. Internal evidence powerfully corroborates the early date assigned to the Naas-
sene writings by Hippolytus. Their authors knew nothing of the cross, nothing of
a dying Savior, or a resurrection, or of a strife between Law and Gospel; equally
nothing of Simon’s Nebuchadnezzar Tree, or his six roots of all being, or his (or
Paul’s) doctrine of Salvation by Grace; again nothing of the later Gnostic specula-
tions upon the Aeons and their procession, or the numerological fantasies and the
infinite other “brood of Valentinus and Basilides,” characterizing the Gnostics of
the second century. Had the sources used by Hippolytus been written (or forged)
much later than Hippolytus represents, some echo of some of these concepts must
have crept in. Accordingly Smith credits the testimony of Hippolytus on the early
Gnostic chronology and the Gnostic sayings.

4. Second century authors knew little or nothing of Naassenism, hence by that
time it was either extinct or nearly so, or had lost identity, merging into other
schools.

5. Internal evidence shows the writings of the Peratae and Sethians quoted by
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Hippolytus to be a development out of Naassenism antecedent both to Paul and to
Simon of Gitta.

6. Simon of Gitta is revealed as no mountebanc but a religious thinker of merit,
his thought-pattern pre-Pauline in agreement with his date as known from other
sources. His most important contribution was the concept of Divine Grace, but
this did not include the Pauline pattern for salvation. Though hardly the “Father
of All Heresies,” he sowed the seed from which second century Valentinianism
sprouted.

7. No sure and precise cases have been detected of direct quotation of Christian
canonical writings by recorded Gnostics, or vice versa.

I Tim. 4% is a quote from somewhere, and may be from the Encratitic source
found ia Hippolytus. (p.211)

Eph. 35, “from whom all paternity” etc. seems to be from an original Naassene
phrase, here quoted. (p. 159, 164)

Eph. 5 is beyond doubt a quotation from an unknown Gnostic source. Both Paul
and the Naassene author indicate that they are citing “scripture.” (See p. 163)

I Cor. 2% is almost certainly a Gnostic quotation, but its source is in doubt;—pos-
sibly the Book of Baruch? (See p. 182)

I Cor. 2131% superficially appears to be an original for a Naassene citation, but is
itself probably an insert. (p. 167)

Rom. 822, “the whole creation groaneth,” etc., indicated by Paul to be a citation, is
Gnostic on strong circumstantial evidence. Whether Paul and Basilides borrowed
from the Naassenes, or all three from some unknown earlier source, is not clear.

8. There are innumerable Pauline, Johannine and Synoptic passages that con-
spicuously parallel the Naassene texts. Paul and the Fourth Gospel contain paral-
lels to the Peratae and Sethians. New Testament counterparts too close for accident
are observed in almost all the Gnostic schools. All but a very few of them are best
interpreted as coming independently from common sources earlier than any now
preserved.

9. A very high proportion of parallels show grammatical or literary symptoms
of being out of place in their New Testament setting. Usually the corresponding
passages appear to be in place in the Gnostic setting, and many of them are essen-
tial elements of the Gnostic reasoning. Accordingly they are most probably from
sources belonging to the Gnostic sequence, pre-Christian fore-shadowings of the
recorded Gnostics.

10. The writings of the early Gnostics are richest in parallel passages; with the
late sects they become sparce.

11. In the progressive growth from early to late sects, we see not a divergence
away from Christianity, but a convergence, starting rather remote from canonical
Christianity and moving ever nearer to Christian norms of belief. Christianity, it
seems, is not a parent religion from which they break away, through a process of
losing contact with its founder, but a sister movement, which step by step they
come to resemble more and more intimately.

12. Pre-Christian Gnostic schools, and among them especially the Naassenes,
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had an extensive lore about “the Jesus,” a supernatural being coming from highest
heaven, yet described as “Man,” and “Son of Man,” who descended as a heavenly
redeemer. “His voice we have heard,” says a Nassene text, “but his form we have
not seen.”

¢« & s e »

By way of postscript the point should be brought up that Smith’s later writings
considerably minimized the ties between early Gnosticism and primitive Chris-
tianity. The textual parallels have value to the investigator, he still insisted, as an
important part of the evidence as to their relative dates, and as indicating in which
direction their common concepts had been transmitted. But when broadly viewed
the differences between Gnostic writings and the Synoptic Gospels impressed him
as more important than the similarities. The early Gnostics were so much in-
fluenced by exotic mystery cults and Greek schools of philosophy that it is hard
to tell whether they arose among Hellenized Jews or perhaps in communities that
were largely Judaized Greeks. In contrast, Smith found the pattern of the Chris-
tian canonized writings and most particularly of the Gospels, to be determined by
the way in which their writers extracted symbolic elements not from Gentile but
from Jewish source materials,—materials which were derived in overwhelming pro-
portion from sources that Jewish opinion honored as scripture. He felt that this em-
phatically Jewish character of the primitive Christian movement refutes its deriva-
tion in any fundamental sense from the semi-pagan early Gnostics.

VI. List or THE NEw TEsTAMENT-GNosTIic PARALLELS HERE CoNsIDERED*

Hippolytus
Brachmanes page
I John 1% (“light”) (I Tim. 618; II Cor. 4%) 46
Rom. %% (“captives”) (Luke 48) 47
Aratus (directly quoted, Acts 17%8)
Matt, 718-14 126
John 18 127
John 1078 127
Acts 10*2 (IT Tim. 4%; I Pet. 45) 128
Rev. 124 129
Rev. 200 etc. (“beast™) 124
Naassenes
Matt. 310 (79; Luke 3% John 15%) 168
Matt. 548 (Luke 63%) 150
Matt. 78 169
Matt. 713-14 173

® Including a very few patent parallels which were not discussed.
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Matt, 719-21 167
Matt. 820 etc. etc. (“Son-of-Man”) 139
Matt. 133 (Mark 43%; Luke 85-8) 167
Matt. 133! (Mark 431; Luke 131?) 175
Matt. 1333 (Luke 13%1) 160
Matt. 1917 (Mark 1017-18; Luke 181?) 150
Matt. 213! 167
Matt, 2214 140
Matt. 2327 165
Matt. 275268 165
Luke 172! 148
Luke 17%? 160
John 13 159, 174
John 1° 180
John 111 140
John 2° 160
John 3® 157
John 38 157
John 38 (587) 162
John 410 (738; Rev. 717) 148
John 414 (410) 180
John 4% 174
John 644 166
John 658 161
John 821 (133%3) 161
John gt 180
John 10°? 164
Acts 810 (Eph. 320; Col. 1) 175
Rom. 13 (Gal. 522; Eph. 5?) 168
Rom. 120-%7 147
Rom. 722 (II Cor. 4'%; Eph. 36) 155
Rom. 822 175
ICor. 2% (Phil. 315; Heb. 54; Jas. 32) 164,170
I Cor. 21314 166
I Cor. 10! 167
I Cor. 15%7 154
I Cor. 15%° 139
I Cor. 15*7 (Phil. 320) 140
II Cor. 12% 4 166
Gal. 328 139, 146, 159
Gal. 4% 170
Gal. 428 156
Eph. 217 (viz. [sa. 57'°) 165

Eph. 315 144,155
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Eph. 54
Phil. 210
I Thes. 522 (but contrast I Cor. 15*5%)
Rev. 2%

Peratae

John 11-8

John 16 (Eph. 3% 4'%; Col. 11%; 2°)
John 314

John 3'7 (but contrast 9®® and 12%1)
John 8%

John 10°

I Cor. 1132

IT Cor. 4% (John 12%%; 14%%; 16'%; I Cor. 28; Eph. 22; 612)
Eph. 310

Phil. 21°

Col. 2? (119)

Sethians

Matt. 128 (Luke 127)
Matt. 211

Matt. 513 (Mark ¢%°)
Matt. 1034 (Luke 1251)
John 4'* (II Cor. 51%)
Rom. 7%%

Rom. 13°

I Cor. 3'7 (II Cor. 6'8)
Phil. 27

Phil. 320

Justinus the Gnostic

Matt. 197 (etc.)
Luke 48

John 1928

I Cor. 2°

Simon

Matt. 3'° (Luke 3% John 15%)
Matt. 10® (18'%; Luke 15%)

Matt. 1928 (Mark 143%; Luke 1827)
John 1224

Acts 810

154
145, 165
140

139

202-3
187

202, 206—7

187
206
207
187
201
204
203
187

216
221
214
221
216
214
217
214
216
222

226
237

237
225

248, 258
263

256

258, 260
245-6
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Acts 1511 (Eph. 28) 265
I Cor. 7° 259
I Cor, 11%* 253
Jas. 110 (I Pet. 13¢) 248
Rev. 1* (48) 250, 258, 261
Valentinus
Matt. 1'? (Luke 13%) 295
Matt. 31¢ (Mark 1'% Luke 3%2; John 18%) 296
Matt 53 283-4
Matt. 5'® (Luke 167) 271
Matt. 10% (1227; Mark 322; Luke 1118. 19) 291-2
Matt. 11'? (etc. etc., “Sophia”) 284
Matt. 13'® (Mark 411-1%) 299
John 1118 282
John 14 285
John 18 (Eph. 319; 413; Col. 1® 19; 2°) 281, 284, 286
John 5% (17%; Rom. 16%7; I Tim. 1'7; Jude 25) 280
John 108 294
John 1281 (143; 16'1; I Cor. 2%; II Cor. 4% Eph. 2%; 612) 292
John 141 (14%%; 1528; 167; I John 2') 283
Acts 42 (17%2; 23°) 275
Rom. '8 287, 298
Rom. 722 (11 Cor. 4'%) 293
Rom. 811 296
Rom. 81° 295
Rom. 162 (I Cor. 27; Eph. 33 5; Col. 1%%; 4%) 204
I Cor. 2° (Cf. Isa. 64%) 272
I Cor.alt 294
I Cor. 1318 283
I Cor. 158 285
I .Cor. 3® 295
II Cor. 131%; I John 48 16) 281
Gal. 42528 (Rev. 21%) 290, 292
Eph. 3! (Col. 1°-11) 293
Eph. 31618 204
Heb. 414 287

Marcus the Gnostic

Matt. 31! (Luke 124%) Iren. Adv. Her. 20?

Matt. 31 (Mark 1'°; Luke 322; John 132 318
Matt. 112527 (Luke 10?1-22) Iren. Adv. Her. (MASS) 20%

Matt. 112829 » " " (MASS) 20?
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Matt. 1810 311
Matt. 19'7  Iren. Adv. Her. (MASS) 202

Matt. 2123 ”» ”» » » »

Mark 10%8 (Luke 125°)

LUkC 249 »” ”» ” » »
Luke 1249-60 » » » » »
Lukc 1722 ” » » » »
LUkC 1942 » » » » »
Basilides

Matt. 133! (Mark 43'; Luke 1319) 346
Luke 138 362
John 1® 3489
John 24 364
Acts 32 364, 366
Acts 108 362
Rom. 51314 357
Rom. §19-28 362-3
Rom. 822 357
I Cor. 218 360
I Cor. 310 354
I Cor. 15110 (Matt. %%; Mark 1'%; II Cor. 11%; Gal. 1% 13;

Rev. 14%) (the “Evangel”) 365
I Cor. 158 361
II Cor. 4 360
Eph. 12021 3589
Eph. 1?2 (Phil. 2%; Heb. 1) 351
Eph. 335 (II Cor. 124) 361
Eph. 310 361-2

Saturnilius Smith omits comment on parallels found here.

Marcion Smith omits comment on parallels found here.

However see Gal. 5% and citation of Marcion in Panarium of Epiphanius.

Carpocrates Smith omits comments on parallels found here.

(Some of these were already discussed a propos of other sects)

Docetae
John 356 406
II Cor. 52 406

Col. 2%18 406
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Monoimus

Matt. 518 4112

Col. 1V (2°) 411
Quartodecimans

Gal. 53 419
Encratites

I Tim, 4*® 422
Heraclitus of E phesus and Noetus

Matt. 312 (13%2; 25%; Mark ¢*3) 432

Matt. 1g** 428

I Cor. 15%° (etc.) (bodily resurrection) 431

Essenes Smith omits comment.

Pharisees

Matt. 32 (ete.) (unquenchable fires) 468
I Cor. 153 (Resurrection of the flesh) 467






Index

Abbott, E. A., 61
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Adam, from, 200, 201

Adam, heavenly, 157, 174

Adam, heavenly, of Paul, 158

Adultery, woman taken in, 104

Acon (&), 188

Afterbirth (&7pwua), see Ektroma

Agabus, the prophet, 120

Agape (&yémn ), see Love

Aletheia (&MfJeca), see Truth

Allegory defeats modernism, 133

Allegory grew by degrees, 57, 137, 149
Allegory makes lucid, xix, 70

Allegory is never history, xx, 64, 132
Allegory permits inconsistences, 47

Allegory recognized early, 62 fn., 64, 131, 132
Allegory a temporary expedient, 138, 149
Amygdalus, 171

Angels, guardian, 195

Anastasis (&vdoraots) see Resurrection
Anastasis (4véoraois) see Triumph

Ancient of Days, 14, 18, 21, 54, 126, 127, 189
Andromeda, 157

Annunciation, 193, 203

Anointed, 8 fn, 15, 16, 28, 70, 127, 137, 143
Anthropos (&n9pwros), man xiii, 158
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Apocalypses, come into disrepute, 72
Apocalyptic writings, 4
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Apollos, preacher in Antioch, xvi, 1, 140, 145
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221
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Ascension, xix, 52, 53, 189
Ascension, day of, 189

Ass and foal, expunged miracle, xxi, 58-60
Astrology, 156, 202

Atonement, 149

Attis, 160

Augustine (354-430), 29, 131, 206
Ax at the root, 185
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Babes for ever?, 65,138, 149

Babes must outgrow milk, 65

Babel, see Babylon

Babylon, Babel = Rome, 73, 85
Babylonian influence, 31, 36
Baldensperger, Wilhelm, 30
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Baptism, another, 197

Baptism, second, 194

Barabbas, 111

Bar-enas, see also Bar-nasha, 32
Barnabas, Epistle of, 120, 189
Bar-nasha (see also Ben-adam), 11, 30, 34
Baruch, Apocalypse of, 16,24, 55, 71
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Beast, 156

Beasts, in Daniel, 11, 21, 25
Becoming, theory of, 210
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Belly, living waters from, 103
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Bertholet, Alfred, 7
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Beyschlag, Willibald, 30
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“Biography” through feigned events, 66, 98
Birth, second, xiv
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Blass, D. Friedrich, 172 fn

Blind from birth, 173

Blood, drink my, xiv, 52-3, 165

Body, putting off, 207
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Burkitt, F.C., 56 fn
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Called, 158

Cana, miracle at, 165
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Canon, Gnostic patchwork in, 88, 191, 192,
193, 202, 203, 204, 207-8
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191
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167,169, 173, 182, 192,193, 213

Carpenter, J.E., 31

Carpocrates, a “modernist”, 206, 212

Cassianus, Julius, 206

Cerinthus, 206, 208
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Cheyne, T. K., 7
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Christ, cosmic savior, 177, 178

Christ, Naassene, 163, 174
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Christ, Peter’s confession of, 69
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Christ, Valentinian, 191, 192
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Christian propaganda, 43, 135

Christianity, early, loved symbol, 120

Christianity, esoteric, xviii

Christianity, primitive, 35, 64

Christianity, roots essentially Jewish, 214

Christianity, wide-spread origin, 1, 2

Chronicles, Second, 114

Chronology, Epiphanius has no, 173

Chronology, Hippolytan, clear, 173

Chronology, Hippolytan, sound, 173, 174, 176,
184, 212

Chronology, the internal evidence, 182-3

Chronology of Irenaeus haphazard, 173

Chronology, problem of, 153

Church (éxxAyoia), 188

Church, body of Christ, 37, 72, 140

Church evangelizes the heavens, 202

Church fathers saw allegory, 62 fn, 64, 131,
132

Churches, three, 158

Circumcision, 4, 70, 176, 207, 210-11

Clement of Alexandria (d. abt 220), 9, 51, 118,
131, 163, 166, 174, 187, 199, 206

Coccejus, Johannes, 30

Colani, Timothée, 30, 33 fn

Colarbasus, 198, 212

Colossians, 70~72

Colossians, allegory required in, 72

“Come untome”, 195, 197

Comforter (7wapbxAyros), 109, 188

Coming, messianic, 11, 12, 17, 25, 35, 36, 38,
39, 41, 42, 47, 49, 51, 126, 128, 133, 197,
204, 205

Coming, “second”, 133, 148, 149

Commandment, “new”, 109

Communion rite, 139

Conversion, see Gentile

Couchoud, P.-L., xvi

Cowper, B.H., 161 fn, 162 fn, 191 fn

Cremer, Hermann, 30

Criteria for criticism, xx

Cross, anachronism of, 181

Cross, doctrine of, 174

Crown (oréparos),35 fn 156

Crucifixion, 53, 54, 60, 111, 146, 149, 182, 207

Crucifixion, according to Justinus, 182

Crucifixion, an allegory, 5, 54, 72, 146

Crucifixion, Docetic account, 207

Crucifixion, women at, 111
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Cup to drink, 197
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Cyprian (d. 258), 29
Cyrus of Persia, 8 fn, 15

Dalman, Gustaf, 31, 33 fn,99 fn

Danielic viewpoint, 10, 11, 126
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127

Danielic viewpoint in Gospels, 34, 39, 41, 43,
51, 133, 148

“Dark sayings,” 110, 117, 120

David is the Hebrew race, 6, 7

Dead Sea scrolls, see Qumran

Death, some shall not taste, 39

Decalogue, 181

Demiurge (Snuiovpyds) artzan, 189, 190, 193

Demonology, rabbinic, 190

Demons, exorcising, Jesus’ chief duty, 61

Demons, none in Jokn, 63

Demons, none in Judea, 63

Demons, polytheist gods vanquished, 61

Demons scanty in profane writings, 61

Depth (B48os ), 157, 191; (Bvdés), 186

“Desired to hear,” 195

Deuteronomy, 69, 123

Devil, 190

Diaspora, 134, 175

Diaspora, proselytism by, 135, 145

Dibelius, Martin, 89

Didache (Teaching), 74, 140, 149

Didache devoid of biography, 89

Dielthen (8:7Ader), 87, 201, 203

Dillmann, August, 20

Dives, Lucan parable, 64, 95-96

Disciple, beloved, 108, 111, 113, 114, 115, 118,
121

Docetic (detypified) body, 207

Docetism, 9, 91, 92, 206—209, 212

Docetism, an elder concept, 91

Docetism has no contrary witnesses, 91, 93,
209

Docetism, Ignatius on, 91

Docetism, Jerome on, 91

Docetists, left unrefuted, 209

Doctrine, “facts” fitted to, xxi

Door, see also Gate, 105, 192

Dragon (astrol.), 156

Drews, Arthur, xvi

Driver, S. R, 31, 33

Drummond, James, 17, 31
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Elect, xix, 9, 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 22, 26, 34,
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Encratites, 211, 212

Engert, 7
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Enoch, a “scripture,” 60, 120

Enoch, shepherds in, 20, 106
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Eon. new, 144
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of, 48

Ephesians, 70~71

Epicharmus, 187
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206, 211

Epistle, other than ours, 211
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Esoteric Christianity, xviii, 64, 65, 120, 132

Essenes, 211
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Exodus, 67, 144

Euergetein (ebepyereiv), benefit, 88, 203

Euphrates the Peratic, 154

Eusebius (abt. 264-340), 163, 188, 206
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Ewald, G. H. A. von, 30

Exorcism, a chief duty, 61
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“Eye hath not seen,” 182, 187
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Ezekiel, 10, 86, 103, 109

Ezra, Fourth, 16, 33, 62 fn., 67, 69, 71, 7283,
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Ezra, Fourth, fifth vision, 78-79

Ezra, Fourth, God favors only Israel, 74

Ezra, Fourth, God’s heir = Israel, 77

Ezra, Fourth, its history, 72-73

Ezra, Fourth, lion (Judah) = Christ, 78, 79

Ezra, Fourth, man on clouds, 79-82

Esra, Fourth, the narrow path, 74
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76,77, 82
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Ezra, Fourth, reason earth-born, 77

Ezra, Fourth, sixth vision, 79-82

Ezra, Ibn, 32-33

Fabricius, Georg, (1516-1571), 161
Faith (xio1is), 188

Father, 171, 174, 179, 187, 188
Father, except he draw, 168

Father, none knoweth, 196
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“Fear God,” 32, 84, 146

Feigned settings, 66

Fichte, J. G., (1762-1814), 198, 210
Fictions grow into “facts”, 121
Fiebig, Paul, 31

“Fire I came to cast,” 197

Fire, unbegotten, 184

Fire unquenchable, 15, 184, 211
Fires of Sheol, Enochian, 45
First-born, 53, 67, 68, 70, 76, 82, 100, 118
Fish, 153 great, 114

Fish out of water, 199, 204
Form, not seen, 166
Formgeschichte, s8 fn

Fosse, Henri de la, 91 fn

Fravashi, 33, 76, 79

Friedlinder, Moriz, 189

Fullness (rAMpwpa), 120,178, 189

Gate, see also Door, 166, 169, 171

Gentile, symbols of conversion, 27, 6163, 64,
95, 96, 100, 104, 105, 107, 147

Gentiles, into life, 52

Gerasa, demoniac of, 61, 62

Gilgamesh Epos, 161 fn

Gnostic forms from pre-canonic originals, 173

Gnostic literature abundant, 192

Gnostic parallels, older sources for, 173, 183
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ing, 162-3

Gnostic texts, whence derived? 154-5
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Gnostics, pagan influence on, 182, 214
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Hermes, 163

Herod, days of, 182

Herodotus, 130 fn, 182
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Hippolytus, unique source, 153, 155

History, to be explicable, viii
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Holsten, C., 31, 167

Holtzmann, H. ], 30, 207

Holy Spirit, speaking against, 44

Hope (é\xls), 188

Hort,F.].A.,161 fn, 162 fn, 165

Hosea, 54, 55, 110

Huxley, T. H., 62

“L,” collective, 7, 73

idios (3ios ), see Own

Idolatry, the leading sin, 63

Ignatius, 9g0—94, 188

Ignatius bewrays himself, 94

Ignatius, concern for orthodoxy, 91

Ignatius, date of writings, 91

Ignatius re Docetism, 91

Ignatius, To Ephesians, 93

Ignatius To Magnesians, 189

Ignatius on the nativity, 93

Ignatius, To Philadelphians, 93

Ignatius, To Polycarp, 92

Ignatius, To Romans, 188

Ignatius, To Smyrneans, 91

lliad, English, Smith and Miller, ix

Immortality in Old Testament, 24

Impartality needed, xx

Incomprehensible, the, 172

Inge, Dean, 142 fo

Inner man defined, 205

Iota, see also Jot, 186, 210

Iranian influence, 36

Irenacus, 163, 173, 187, 188, 194, 206

Irenacus, cities strange Gospel, 195

Irenaeus, unjust to Marcus, 194

Isaiah on affliction of Israel, 124

Isaiah ahead of times, 32

Isaiah vs. Daniel, 47, 128, 133, 140

Isaiah, personification started by, 135, 137

Isaiah, “salvation” in, 135

Isaiah, variant texts, 184

Isaianic viewpoint, see also Servant, 124-126,
135

Iscariot, who surrenders, xix, 109

Ishtar, 161 fn
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Isidor the Gnostic, 198

Islam, 136 fn

Israel, actual vs. ideal, 23, 24, 100, 104

Israel, “authority” belongs to, 110

Israel, the “body of Christ,” 37, 72, 140

Israel, claims odious to Gentiles, 136

Israel concept remade, 126, 135

Israel, “deaths” of, 46, 54, 144, 145

Israel, delusion of lordship, 135

Israel, final triumph of, 125

Isracl, firstling of creation, 71

Israel, glorification, 13, 34, 37, 39, 40, 41, 6s,
71,124 126

Israel, history a paradox, 124

Israel-idea, 8

Israel, king of kings, 8s, 86

Israel, light to the Gentiles, 22, 65, 104, 108,
125, 145

Israel, living waters, 103

Israel, lost tribes of, 80, 82

Israel, national consciousness, 59, 43, 144

Israel, only begotten, 9, 40, 76

Israel, redemption of, 51

Israel, salvation through, 114

Israel the sole beloved, 71, 74

Israel, sole topic of prophesy, 50

Israel, Son-of-God, 45

Israel, spiritual head of creation, 22, ss, 6o, 65,
97, 125, 126, 136, 144, 145, 146

Israel, spiritual resurrection of, 65

Israel spiritualized, 126

Irsael, submissive sacrifice, 125

Israel = Suffering Servant, 43, 125

Israel, widow seeking redress, 50, 126

Jalkut Rubeni, 186, 191

James, 87

James, definition of religion in, 87

James, devoid of biography, 87

James, brother of Jesus, 159

Jerome (abt. 342—420), 29, 91, 129, 163

Jerome, against Docetism, 91

Jerusalem, destruction of, 16

Jerusalem, heavenly, 85, 164, 169, 189, 190

Jesus, an allegory, xviii, 65, 98, 123, 132, 143

Jesus, baptism founded by, 197

Jesus, Basilidian, 204

Jesus, before Abraham was, 104

Jesus, birth legends, 56, 141

Jesus, celestial and immaterial, xviii, 174, 212,
214

Jesus, childhood legends, 141

Jesus, death, 149

Jesus, delivered up, 49, 51, 108

Jesus the door, 105, 166

Index

Jesus the elect, 52

Jesus, falsehoodsby, 101-2, 106

Jesus falsely accuses Pharisees, 130

Jesus, feet anointed, 107

Jesus, first-born of the dead, 83

Jesus, Gnostic, pre-Christian, 2134

Jesus, harsh traits, 130

Jesus, historic, an after-thought, 6o, 141, 149

Jesus, historic focus absent, 212

Jesus, the historic, vanishes, 132

Jesus, humanly a blank, 129-130

Jesus and Israel, brand-marks the same, 110

Jesus of Justinism, 182—-3

Jesus, miraculous or nothing, 129

Jesus, Moses wrote about, 100

Jesus, Naassene, xiii, 158, 159, 165, 166, 174,
177,214

Jesus, Naassene od e to, xiii, 177

Jesus, nativity, 56, 93, 141, 180, 193, 203

Jesus of Nazareth, notin Revelation, 8s, 86

Jesus, nonfactual, 56

Jesus not a personality, 117, 130, 140

Jesus an objectivation, xix, 5, 55, 60

Jesus, *own country,” 100

Jesus “passes unharmed,” 104, 106

Jesus, pierced side, 112

Jesus, pre-Christian, xv, xvi, 177

Jesus the root of David, 86

Jesus (Israel) sacrificed, 108

Jesus, salvation personified, 136

Jesus = Savior, xiii fn

Jesus, savior from idolatry, 63, 143

Jesus, sayings oracular, 130

Jesus, son of Joseph and Mary, 182, 206

Jesus, son of Mary, 158, 203

Jesus, a supernal being humanized, 177

Jesus, traverses the ages, 177

Jesus, symbolic, negates historic, 131, 132

Jesus, synonymy of, 143

Jesus as teacher, 66

Jesus, things of the, xvii, 1

Jesus, Valentinian, 189, 191, 193

Jesus walking on sea, 101

Jesus ben Sirach, 53

Job, 6,73

John, 51-54, 95-122, 147

John, the allegory disguised, 98

John alters passion date, 111

John, antisemitism of, 97, 104, 105

John, apostles omitted from, 116

John, ascension not recorded in, 52

John, biography lacking in, 98, 122

John, death scene symbolic, 111

John, demons missing from, 63

John dissents from Peter, 115
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JoAn,dogma become narrative, 95,98, 104, 122
John, “facts” consciously feigned in, 98, ros,

Keim, Theodor, 30, 33 fn
Kentucky, Univ. of; Smith at, vii

107, 117
John, Gnostic coloring, 51,53, 117, 119, 147
John, “God is spirit,” 100
John, God's love of Gentiles, 117
John, irrelevant text-fulfilments, 112
John, Isaianic viewpoint of, 107
John, Jesus allegorical in, 117
John, “Jew" in, 97
John, lavishness in, 112
John, “logos” in, 51, 117
John,Mary Magdalene in, 113
John, miracles are all symbols, 95
John, miracle at Bethesda, 100
John, miracle at Cana, 99
John, miracle of Lazarus, 95-97, 106
John, miracle of loaves, 101
John, miracle of nobleman's son, 100
John, miracle at Siloam, 105
John, mother of Jesus in, 111
John, musings of later years, 99, 100, 104-5

John, mysterious message of, 52, 53, 95, 98,

99, 101, 102, 111

John, Peter symbolicin, 113, 115

John, “Pharisee” in, 96, 97, 102

John, prologue, 179

John, sayings misfit situations, 107, 117
John, scripture fulfilments in, 59, 112, 121
John, a “spiritual” gospel, 51,53, 118, 121
John, symbolic numeralism in, 95

John, symbolic theory in, 113

John vs. synoptics, 57, 95, 96, 111, 117, 122

John, Temple cleansing symbolic, 99
John, Thomas symbolic in, 113
John, thought never advances, 119
John Baptist, 46,57, 99, 205

John, First, 108, 188
Jonah, 44, 124

Joseph of Arimathea, 112

Josephus, 176, 211

Josiah the king, 80

Jotor tttle, 186

Judaism, see also Israel, 3, 5, 73, 133
Judaism, limitations of, 4, 135, 136
Judas Iscariot “the Surrenderer,” xix, 109
Judas Makkabi, see Makkabi,

Judge, Israel as, 13, 85

Judge quick and dead, 157
Judgment, 14, 18, 26, 52, 75, 84, 105, 144
Jingst, 203

Justin Martyr, 162, 167, 183
Justinism, antiquity of, 176

Justinus the Gnostic, 181-183, 212
Justinus, syncretism of, 182

King of kings = Israel, 85, 86
Kingdom, coming of, 36, 37
Kingdom of their father, 45
Kingdom of God, 37

Kingdom of heavens, xiv, 162, 165, 172, 207,

209
Kingdom of the saints, 11
Klausner, Joseph, 57 fn
Knife-men (sicarii), 128
Koenig,F.E.,7
Koilia (xothla), see belly
Kuenen, Abraham, 33 fn

Lamb, a collective concept, 84

Lamb glorified, 85

Lamb = lion of Judah, 83, 84

Lamb = Righteous Servant 15, 83, 84, 148
Lamb, slain, 83

Lamb, vengeance of, 84

Lamentations, 50

Law, debtor to do, 211

Lazarus, invented miracle, 57, 95, 96, 97, 106

Lazarus, two presentations, xix, 95.6, 106

Leaven, parable of, xiv, 165

Legge, Francis, 154, 155 fn, 184 fn

Legge, anbiguous attitude, 154

Leitzmann, Hans, 33 fn

Life (¢wf), 179, 186, 188

Light (¢&s), 155, 180, 188

Light, true, 198

Lightfoot, J. B., 72 fn, 137

Lion, same as Lamb, 83, 148

Little one(s) (qaton), 48, 137

Little one (babe) means convert, 48

“Little children” symbolic, 109

Loaves and fishes, miracle of, 101

Logos (Aévos), xiii, xiv, 51, 98, 117, 147,
156, 157, 159, 174, 180, 186, 188, 198

Logos, sown, xiv, 169, 191

Logos, spoken by, 161, 171

Logos, unportrayable, 163, 166

Loisy, A., 58, 88

Loman, A.D., xvii fn, xix

Loofs, Friedrich, 4

Loon, J. van, xvii fn

Lord of Spirits, 13, 15, 19, 23

Love (&4vyémn), 187, 188

Love, God's, not personal, 8

Love exclusively for Israel, 71

Lucian, 211

Luke, angelic doxology, 181

Luther, Martin, 62 fn

Lyre (astrol.), 156
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Maccabees, sce Makkabi

Macmahon, J. H., 184 fa

Makkabi, Judas, 16, 26, 79, 123 fa

Male nor female, xiii fn, 158, 160, 206

Man, see also Anthropos, 79-82, 157, 188

Man, gnosis of, 158

Man, inner, 164, 190, 192

Man, perfect, 165, 166, 169, 210

Man, primal, 159

Man, psychic, 192

Man, a temple, 180

Man, tripartite, 158

Marcion, 206, 211, 213

Marcus the Gnostic, 163, 194-197, 212

Marcus, baptism of Jesus, 194, 197

Marcus, numerology of, 194

Marcus, eucharistic “juggling,” 194

Marcus, not an imposter, 194

Mariamne, 159

Martha and Mary, a parable, 64

Marg, Karl, 33 fo

Mary Magdalene, xx, 64, 111, 113

Mary, mother of Jesus, 29, 93, 111, 130, 158,
182, 203

Mary, absent from original Synoptics, 111 fn

Matthes, 7

“Meat for men” a “mystery,’

’

137, 138, 147~

8, 149
Meinhold, J. F. H., 33 fn
Melchizedek, 189
Merrill, Kathleen (Mrs. Smith), viii
Messiah, see also Coming

Messiah (“Anointed”) identfied, 15, 26, 28,
143

Messiah, crucified, 43

Messiah, doctrine of the suffering, 43

Messiah, dreamer inconceivable, 128

Messiah needs intense personality, 129

Messiah not personal, 6

Messiah, personalized, 16, 17

Messiah, the race personified, 26, 28

Messianic hope, 25-28

Messianic kingdom, 68

Meyboom, H. U, xvii fn

Michael, archangel, 12, 22, 33 fn, 42, 52, 76

Milk for babes (see also *“meat”), 61, 64-5, 90,
115, 116, 131, 137, 138, 139, 142, 146, 147

Milk, for ever? 65, 138, 149

Milk, not even, 132

Millennium, 76, 86

Mind (vods), 184, 186, 188

Miracle of ass and foal, xxi, 58—60

Miracles, not eliminable, xviii

Miracles, parables dramatized, xix, 63, 95, 132

Index

Missouri Univ., professorship at, viii

Missoun Univ., LL.D. from, viii

Modernism undone by allegory, 133

Mommsen, Theodor, 128

Monad, unbegotten, 172, 185, 187

Monist (magazine), viii

Monoimus, 209-10, 212

Monoimus, early date, 210

Monotheism, difficuldes of, 4, 135, 136, 145

Monotheism Jewish, 3, 4

Monotheism, proclamation of, xviii, 22, 39, 43,
52, 53, 63, 70, 84, 128, 145

Monotheism, uninviting when abstract, 136

Mors Mortis, ix

Moses, 100, 179, 200, 201, 210

Moses, Assumption of, 4, 71, 110

Moulton, James Hope, 87

Mountain, worship in this, 171

Mustard-plant o f orthodoxy, 149

Myrrh, 181

Mysteries, Eleusiniian, 170, 171

Naassenes, xiii, xiv, 153, 157-177, 184, 185,
212,213,214

Naassenes, from Asia Minor, 175

Naassenes, early date, xiv, 157, 212, 213

Naassenes, Jesus of, see Jesus

Naassenes, many schisms of, 173

Naassenes, none in 2nd century, 176, 212

Naassenes, pagan influenced, 175

Naassenes, post-Christian date absurd, 176

Naassenes, pre-Christian “errorists,” 174, 176,
213

Naassenes, primitive in doctrine, 174, 212

Naassenes, “Savior,” see Savior

Naassenes, Son-of-Man, see Son-of-Man

Naassenes, sources pre-canonic, 173

Nag Hamadi library, 153

Name (and naming), 14, 15

Name above all names, 199

Naphtha, 201

Nazarenes, Gospel of, 91

Nazareth, xvi

Neander, J. A. W. (1789-1850), 154

Nebuchadnezar tree, 184, 212

Netherland radical school, xvii fn

Nicodemus, dialogue with, 99, 112, 164, 165,
209

Nicholas, Saint, at Christmas, 6o

Nitzsch, Freidrich, 207

Noetus, 211

Nom de plume, Comrad Maschol viii

Nous (vobs ), see Mind

Numerology, Valentinian, 186
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Ode to Jesus, Naassene, xiii, 177

Ogdoad ( éydbas ), 188, 189

Old Testament, Israel its burden, 50

Olshausen, Justus, 7

Only begotten (uoroyerys), 188

Open Court (monthly), viii

Ophites, see Naassenes and Peratae

Origen (185-254), 29, 131, 187, 188, 199, 211
Own (15tos), 158,

Pagandom, repentant, in symbol, xviii, 61, 64

Palestine vs. Diaspora, 128

Palestine, limited influence, 3

Palestine, war in, 128

Palestinianism, justification for, 134

Palestinians, Daniel preferred by, 134, 145

Palestinians, zealots or quietists, 134

Palingenesis (raAwyevesla), sce regeneration

Parable: Dives, 64, 95—96

Parable: Prodigal Son, 63, 64

Paraclete (rapéxAnros), see Comforter

Parousy (rapovola), see Coming

Paternity (warpid ), 159, 164

Paul argued from scripture, 3, 140, 145

Paul, Gospel not after man, 148

Paul, salvation, 18s, 212, 213

Paulus, H. E. G,, 30

Peace, the things of, 195

Peace unto, 166

Peratae, xiv, 177-179, 212, 213

Peratae precede Paul, 213

Perfection, 158, 169

Persecution, fictitious, xv

Persephone, 170

Perseus, 157

Persian notions, §4 fn

Personality, tradition shows none, 88, 89, go

Peter, apology of, 87-88, 203~4

Peter, confession, 69

Peter fishing, 114

Peter, First, 138

Petrine school literalist, 118-19

Pharisees, 96, 97, 102, 130, 211

Philip and Ethiopean, 136

Philo Alexandrinus (abt. 20 B.C.—42 AD.),
xvii fn, 66, 88 fn, 126 fn, 164, 174, 181, 189,
a10

Philosophumena, o f Hippolytus, 153, 154, 155

Phos (pis), see light

Phrynichus, 188

Phrygian, see Naassene

Pierson, Allard, xvii fn

Pistis (wlo7is), see Faith

Pistis-Sophia, 120

Piyyutim hymns, 14 fn, 81 fn

229

Place (rémos), 189, 199

Plant of righteousness, 13

Plato, 68, 184, 18s, 186, 187, 190, 191, 199

Pleroma (x\pwp), see also Fullness, 189,
190, 210

Plotinus, 190

Plural, same meaning as singular, 14, 20

Pneumatics, see also Naassenes, 200

Point indivisible, 172

Polytheism among Gentiles, 3

Power, six roots of infinite, 184, 186

Prayer Book, Jewish, 7 fn

Prince, John D., 33 fn

Prodicos, 74

Prodigal son, 63, 64, 96

Propaganda, the primitive, 3, 4, 9, 34> 35, 46,
123, 135, 145

Prophesy, ex post facto, xxi

Prophesy, to be fulfilled, xxi, 5860, 66

Proselytism, Jewish, 3, 78, 123, 127, 134, 145

Protochristian, 17, 57, 75, 120, 128

Protochristian loved symbol, 119

Proverbs, 6

Psalms, impersonality of, 6-8

Psalms, racial significance, 6-9, 69

Psalms of Solomon, See Solomon

Pseudepigrapha, their traits, 119-120

Ptolomaeus, 193, 212

Purusha (universe), 54 fn

Pyrousthai (mwvpotodar) burn, 185

Pythagoras, 18s, 186, 187, 209

Qaton, see Little one
Q-document, 57, 139
Quartodecimans, 210~11
Qumran scrolls, 138 fn, 153

Reaper, Isracl as, 35

Redaction, symptoms of, xx

Redemption (&rorrpwats), 51, 197

Refutatio, see Philosophumena

Regeneration, 38

Reinach, Salomon, 92 fn

Reiwenstein, Richard, 36, 142 fn

Renan, J. Ernest, 30

Repentance, xviii, 64

Restoration (of all things), 27, 34, 46, 68, 204,
205

Resurrection (dvhoraots ), xvi, xix, 24, 40, 46,
65, 113, 146, 187, 189

Resurrection, alien to Enoch, 46

Resurrection of the body, 187, 211

Resurrection consonant with Isaiah, 46

Resurrection, symbolic meaning, xix, 40, 146,
149
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Reuss, Edouard, 7, 208

Revealing of Israel toitself, 23

Revelation, (See also lamb), 16, 35, 41, 68, 75,
83-87, 120, 133, 148 157, 190

Revelation devoid of biography, 83, 84, 86

Revelation, Jewish in origin, 83

Revelation lacks Jesus of Nazareth, 83

Revelation, lion of Juda, 83

Revelation, political animus in, 86

Revelation, a reworking, 83

Réville, Albert, 33 fa

Ritschl, Albrecht, 30, 207

Robertson, J. M., xvifn

Romans, xv, 48, 75, 160, 181

Romans, decalogue in, 181

Romans, late date, xv, 160

Ruler of this world, 179, 189, 190

Saints, 14, 18, 19, 20, 22, 70, 84, 193

Saints, judgment given to, 14, 18

Saints possess the kingdom, 37

Salmanassar, 8o

Salmon, George, 153

Salvation is from the Jews, 97, 98, 147

Samaria, five nations in, 96, 99

Samaritan woman, dialogue with, 99

Sanday, Wm., 31

Saturnilus, 206

Savior (cwr)p), 171, 179, 192

Savior, Naassene, 162, 165, 168, 170, 173

“Savior spake,” a formula, 171

Schmidt, Hans, 124, 207

Schmidt, Nathaniel, 32, 33

Schmiedel, Paul W., ix

Scholz, I. M. A., 191 fn

Schulthess, Friedrich, 31

Schirer, Emil, 33 fn

Scripture, inclusive content, 60, 140

Scripture, multiple meanings claimed, 131

Secundus, 194

Seed sown, 77, 198, 204

Sellin, E.F. M., 7

Semo, Sabine god, 183

Serpent, 156, 175, 179, 182

Servant (Isaianic), 15, 20, 25, 30, 31, 46, 54,
60, 65, 124-126, 137, 143, 144, 145

Servant, “deaths” of, 46, 54, 145

“Servant” of Isaiah too visionary, 134

Seth, Paraphrasis, 181

Sethians, xiv, 173, 176, 180-1, 212, 213

Sethians precede Paul, 213

Sheep (in Enoch), 26, 27, 48 fn

Shema, Jewish, 69

Shepherd, bad, 20

Shepherd, good, 192

Index

Shepherd of Hermas, “meat for men,” 9o, 120,
149

Shepherd of Hermas omits Jesus, 89, 9o

Sige (ouyn), see Silence

Silence (otyy), 186, 188

Similitudes, see Enock

Simon of Gitta, xiv, o1 fn, 157, 163, 183186,
188, 198, 212, 213

Simon of Gitta, Announcement, 172, 173, 184,
185

Simon of Gitta, antiquity of, xiv, 174, 176

Simon of Gitta, evidence of date, 183, 186, 213

Simon of Gitta, Helen and, 185

Simon of Gitta, salvation by grace, 174, 18s,
212, 213

Simon of Gitta, “supernal,” 183

Simonians “do what they will,” 185

Sinful woman, a parable, 64

Singular, see plural

Smend, Rudolf, 7, 33 fn

Smith, W. B., biblical studies, viii, ix

Smith, W. B., education, vii

Smith, W. B., family of, vii, viil

Smith, W. B., personality, ix

Smith, W. B., as philosopher, viii

Sodom, an interpolation, 84

Solomon, Psalms of, 16,67, 118

Solomon, Wisdom of, a “‘scripture,” 60

Solomon, Wisdom of, used by Matthew, 6o, 140

Son-of-God, xix, 14, 67-83, 137, 144

Son-of-God a blasphemy for Jews, 69

Son-of-God, exclusively Israel, 69—70, 144

Son-of-God, “out of Egypt,” 34, 67

Son-of-Man, xix, 10 ff, 210, 214

Son-of-Man, angels descend upon, 51

Son-of-Man, ascension, xix, 52, 53, 189

Son-of-Man, ashamed of, 47, 49

Son-of-Man, authority for judgment, 39

Son-of-Man, authority to pardon, 39

Son-of-Man, authority over Sabbath, 29, 39

Son-of-Man came tosave lost, 48, 49

Son-of-Man, cast out because of, 49

Son-of-Man, R. H. Charles on, 30, 31, 32, 34

Son-of-Man, coming with clouds, 11, 12, 17, 25,
35, 39, 42, 126

Son-of-Man coming in glory, 36, 38-39, 47

Son-of-Man, coming is sudden, 41

Son-of-Man, Daniel’s use, 11, 12

Son-of-Man, Danielic source, 10, 11, 30, 3I,
35, 36

Son-of-Man, the days of, 49

Son-of-Man, deeds fulfil prophesy, 46, 50

Son-of-Man delivered up, 40, 46, 49, 116

Son-of-Man, disputed meanings, 29-31

Son-of-Man, divine claims of, 36
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Son-of-Man, cat the flesh of, 52-3

Son-of-Man, Enoch’s use, 12-28, 31

Son-of-Man, Ezekiel's use, 10, 17

Son-of-Man in Fourth Ezra, 77,79

Son-of-Man fulfils prophesies of Israel, 34, 44,
56, 58, 112

Son-of-Man glorified, 54

Son-of-Man, gospel usage, 29, 51, 55, 121,
143-4

Son-of-Man “hath not where,” 40, 148

Son-of-Man, hidden, 22,23, 24

Son-of-Man identified as Israel, 17, 28, 33, 51,
55,127, 143

Son-of-Man in jJohn, s1-54

Son-of-Man, judge of world, 35, 36, 144

Son-of-Man “lifted up,” 52, 53, 54, 179

Son-of-Man, light of gentiles, 22, 54, 65

Son-of-Man, meaning set by Enoch, 34

Son-of-Man, Naassene, 157, 159, 164

Son-of-Man never cats, 44

Son-of-Man overthrows the heathen, 37

Son-of-Man parousy (coming), 49,133

Son-of-Man of Peratae, 178, 179

Son-of-Man pictured as transcendental, 39, 41
42, 45, 47, 51, 52, 102, 104, 117

Son-of-Man, portents of coming, 51

Son-of-Man reaps the harvest, 35

Son-of-Man receives all authority, 36

Son-of-Man, resurrection, see Resurrection

Son-of-Man revealed, 15, 24

Son-of-Man revealed to the Elect, 23

Son-of-Man, in Revelation, 35

Son-of-Man, N. Schmidt on, 32~33

Son-of-Man, second coming, 39, 41, 148

Son-of-Man, a “self-designation,” 36

Son-of-Man sends forth angels, 45

Son-of-Man the sower, 45

Son-of-Man standing at God’s right, 35

Son-of-Man, suffering, 47, 49

Son-of-Man, symbolic death, 40

Son-of-Man in Synoptics, 35-51

Son-of-Man in Talmud, 49 fn

Son-of-Man, the use summarized, 54-5, 124,
143

Son-of-Man, wine-bibber, 43-4

Sons of God, revelation of, 193, 200, 204

Sophia (gopia) Wisdom, 188, 190, 193

Sophia, mother of the living, 190

Sophists, 209

Soter (w®rhp), see Savior

Sower, xiv, 45, 168-9; cf. 191

Spirit, begotten of, 164, 209

Spirit vs. flesh, 53
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Spitta, Friedrich, 203

Stace, W. T, 20 fn

Stade, Bernhard, 7

Stahelin, Hans, 153

Stephen, martyrdom, 35

Stephanos (orépavos), see Crown

Stone, corner, 164

“Stood, stands, will stand,” 184, 185

Strabo (54 B.C.—24 A.D.), 176

Straton, 33 fn

Strauss, David, 30

Swine, Gadarene, see Gerasa

Swine, pearls to, 169

Subterrene, 159, 166, 180

Sword, to send a, 181

Symbol precludes history, xx, 64, 131, 132, 143
Symbol mistaken for reality, s5, 121, 138 149
Syrictas 171

Tabernacles, feast of, 101-103
Talmud, see also Tasnith, 49 fn
Tares, 45
Tasnith, Son-of-Man in, 49 fn
Teaching, see Didache
Teachings not new, xviii, 66, 109, 147
Tefillah, the, 7 fn
Temple cleansing, a fiction, 99
Temple at Jerusalem, 6
Theodoret (d. abt. 457), 173, 206, 209
Theophrastus, to, 209
“Theosophy in mystery,” 133, 147, 149
Thessalonians, First, 41
Throne, 12, 13, 15, 38, 127,128, 144
Tertullian (abt. 160-abt. 230), 90, 163, 206
Text,* Gnostic, lodged in canon, 159, 181
parallel, better phrased in the Gnostic, 170,
173, 186, 191, 194, 195, 195, 196, 197,
200, 2001, 204
better placed in the Gnostic, 158, 159,
180, 181, 182, 182, 185, 188, 192, 193,
195, 197, 199, 202, 203, 205
better used in the Gnostic, 162, 164, 164,
165, 165, 166, 169, 171, 178, 180, 184,
185, 192, 193, 193, 195, 207-8, 209
derived from a common fund, 165, 165,
166, 167, 168, 168, 169, 169, 173, 179,
179, 180, 180, 181, 183, 188, 188, 188,
189, 190, 193, 195, 198, 199, 202, 203,
204, 210, 211, 211
left indeterminate, 173, 179, 180, 181,
181, 187, 189, 189, 195, 202
possibly quoted by Gnostics, 167, 190

® Each Hippolytan citation that Smith appraises is recorded here once and only once.
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quoted by both Gnostic and canon, 161, 163,
164, 166, 184, 190, 2101, 211
seemingly Gnostic, borrowed by canon, 161,
162-3, 166, 168, 168—9, 170-1, 179, 202

Text parallels summarizad, 213

Thales, 175

Thieves, 193

Thilo, Joh. Karl (1794-1853), 161

Thomas, Gospel according to, 161

Thought (¢xlvoia), 184,186

Thucydides, 204

Thyatirans, 157

Timothy, First, re Pilate, 87

Timothy, Second, 48

Tischendorf, C. von, 161 fn, 162 fn, 165

Tittle, see Jot

Tomb, simile of, xiv, 166, 187

Topos (rémos ), see Place

Toy,C.H,, 33fn

Transfiguration, 4, 25, 34, 126, 135, 147, 149

Transfiguration, a gradual process, 50

Transfiguration, its meaning, xix, 50, 81

Tree, every, 169

Tree of healing, 86

Triumph, xvi, 149

Truth (&\9Pea), 188

Trypho, Justin's Dialogue, 162, 167

Tiibingen school of criticism, 155

Tulane University, New Orleans, viii

Twelve, saying hid from, 50

Vajikra, 187

Valentinus, 153, 163, 174, 176, 184, 186-194,
198, 206, 212

Valentinus derived from Simon, 186, 188

Valentinus, Resurrection o f Jesus, 189

Valentinus, six acons of, 186

Valentinus, sources not canonic, 190

Veil, 193

Vernes, Maurice, 33 fn

Index

Vine, 10, 109-110, 147

Vine (Jesus) = Israel, 110

Virgin, 180, 207

Volkmar, Gustav, 17, 31

Vorchristliche Jesus, der, ix, xv, xvi, 23, 45,
64,123

Washing of disciples’ feet, 108
Water, living, 102-3, 161,173,180
Water and spirit, 164, 207, 209
Watts, Isaac, hymn by, 38

Way, narrow, 156, 170
Weidel,Karl, 132

Woeiss, Bernhard, 201, 208
Wellhausen, Julius, 33 fn

Wendt, Hans H., 30, 203

“Went about doing good,” 87-88, 203
Westcott, B. F., 161 fn, 162 fn, 165
Wette, W. M. L.de, 7, 30

Wetter, Gillis Pson, xix, 139, 141
Weymouth, R.F., 57, 96, 106
Wing, heavenly, 199

Wisdom (chokmah), 188

Wisdom (oopla), 188

Wittichen, Karl, 33 fn

Woide, K. G, 161 fn, 162 fn, 191 fn
Words not speakable, 167, 202
Words taught of spirit, 167, 201
World = pagandom, 108

Worship in spirit, 171, 175

Written, itis, 93, 145

Xeniphon, 204
Year, Platonic, 144, 205 fn
Zaccheus, 48

Zechariah, 59, 68, 83, 103, 112
Zoe (I'M))-scclife
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