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PREFACE TO THE GERMAN EDITION

——

Or the various demands that have lately been made upon
Theology in name of the religious-historical method, there is
none so well known as the demand for an inquiry into the
dependence of primitive Christianity upon other religions.
Nor can any serious objection be offered to this on the ground
of principle: for the truth of an idea or the value of an
institution is surely altogether independent of its origin.
Moreover, it is quite conceivable & priort that, like the
Israelitish and Jewish religion, whose influence is self-evident,
other religions also have left their mark on the oldest form
of Christianity, even when it felt itself in the keenest ant-
agonism to them. And accordingly at the present day these
inquiries are in such favour that many will think it premature
if they are now to be provisionally summarized, or futile
if they are to be not only carried to a further stage, but
also subjected to criticism. Perhaps, however, the mode of
procedure can be improved where it has erred in any point
of detail or of principle.

I have just said that the dependence of primitive Christi-
anity upon the Israelitish and Jewish religion is self-evident,
and that consequently a fresh demonstration of this connexion
is unnecessary. But that religion (and indirectly, therefore,
Christianity as well) may have been influenced by still other
religions, which must be dealt with if our treatment is not to
be one-sided. So far, therefore, as they concern Christianity
in any degree, I shall examine also the influences to which
the Israelitish and Jewish religion may have been exposed,
but not those which would affect only the Old Testament or

later Jewish literature.
v
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Hitherto I have spoken only of other religions: but a
similar importance is at various points to be attached to
religious-ethical ideas, especially those of philosophical origin.
They, too, will have to be considered.

On the other hand, we have no concern with matters
that relate only to the mode of expression or the external
form in general. No doubt a term or expression has frequently
a specific idea linked to it; but apart from this aspect we
shall make no attempt to discover how far non-Jewish
influences have affected the language of the New Testament
or the literary form of its individual books.

Whether certain historical incidents that are of no
moment for the development of Christianity—and one may
take as an instance (its historicity being presupposed) the
mocking of Jesus—have possibly been drawn from other
sources, is a question outside our purview. I shall not,
however, limit myself to the opinions actually held by the
protagonists of Christianity or the writers of the New
Testament, but shall extend the inquiry to those which are
only presupposed, or even assailed, by them.

In the many fields of investigation external to Theology
that I have been compelled to enter in the course of these
researches, I should hardly have found my bearings had I
not been privileged to receive guidance from the representa-
tives of these various studies in this University. Once again
I thank all those who have assisted me with such counsel, for
their courtesy and kindness.

It has from the first been my peculiar misfortune that I
have been able to identify myself whole-heartedly with none
of the theological parties, alternately victorious and vanquished.
Not only in details, therefore, but also in its general attitude,
this book will please no one entirely: in spite of this, I
would fain hope that it may receive unbiassed and fair-
minded criticism.

CARL CLEMEN.

Boxw, 1st August 1908.



AUTHOR’S PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH
EDITION

———

Ir is a great pleasure and honour for me to be able to publish
an English translation of this work, the original of which
appeared in Germany four years ago under the title Zeligions-
geschichtliche Erklirung des Neuen Testaments. As I have,
not only in this but also in my other writings, so largely
profited by the labours of English and American scholars,
I welcome this opportunity of expressing my gratitude by
offering them, in their own tongue, such assistance as this
book may possibly afford. No one, it is true, will find it
easy reading: we Germans, and I in particular, do not possess
the fluent style which we value and admire so highly in
English and French works.

The German edition has had a very friendly reception,
not only on the Continent of Europe, but also from the
majority of its English and American reviewers. Where
any fault has been found, and where the criticisms were not—
like those, for example, of Dr. A. T. Robertson in The Review
and Expositor (an American journal), vol. vi, 1909—-based
upon misunderstandings, I have noted the points in this
English edition, and have replied to the objections raised.
I am particularly grateful to Dr. (now Professor) James
Moffatt, who, in the Review of Theology and Philosophy, vol.
iv, 1908-9, called my attention to some works (especially
by English scholars) that had not been cited by me. Any
one who attempts, as I have done, to take due account of all
the foreign as well as the German literature on a subject, is

certain to overlook occasionally some work or article that
vii
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deserved no such neglect. I have now examined the books
mentioned by Dr. Moffatt, at any rate all those accessible to
me, and, so far as they seemed to merit attention, I have
referred to them in the appropriate place. Of course I do
not profess to have given minute consideration to works that
are not specially concerned with the questions here discussed.

I have appended as ample references as I could to all
the relevant literature that has appeared since the publication
of the German edition, and have accordingly brought the
book up to date. Further, in places where I had been guilty
of any errors, or had altered my opinion, I have made the
necessary changes. This English edition, therefore, as com-
pared with the German, is to some extent a second and
revised edition, which may interest even those who possess
the work in its original form.

The translator of the book, Mr. R. G. Nisbet, has
bestowed much more upon it than is usually expected of a
translator. He has verified a large number of the quotations
and references, and has called my attention to several
passages in which T had not expressed myself with sufficient
clearness. I have myself revised the whole of the translation,
and can assure the reader that it truthfully represents my
meaning. If it reads better than the original, the credit is
entirely due to Mr. Nishet; and I would warmly thank him
once again for the great care with which he has performed
his task.

CARL CLEMEN.

Bonn, 1st September 1912.



TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE

—_——

IT is unnecessary, I think, to do more than remark on certain
points of detail.

The quotations from the Bible and the Apocrypha are
made from the English Revised Version, from which I have
not departed unless it was obvious that Professor Clemen was
following another reading or interpretation, and that the
difference had, or might have, some importance. The
numbering of the verses in the Old Testament is according
to the Hebrew text. For the Apocalyptic and similar
literature I have borrowed renderings from the following
standard translations :—Charles’s translations of the Book of
Jubtlees (Jewish Quarterly Review, 1893-5); the Dook of
Enoch (Eth. Enoch), 1893 ; the Apocalypse of Baruch, 1896 ;
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, 1908 : Morfill’s trans-
lation (edited by Charles) of the Book of the Secrets of Lnoch
(Slav. Enoch), 1896 : Ryle and James’s translation of the
Psalms of Solomon, 1891.

The spelling of names from Indian and Persian literature
conforms for the most part to that which will be found in
the Sacred Books of the East. This course has been adopted
merely to facilitate reference to the Index Volume of that
work. The scheme of transliteration there given involves an
elaborate use of italics; and when the whole of such a name
had, in conformity with other rules, to be printed in italics,
a point is placed below any letter which would have been
italicized if the rest of the word had been in roman type.
Thus the reader may find Bundahis and also Bundahis. The
main facts to observe are that s=DEng. sh; g=Eng. j
(=Germ. dsch), eg. GQatakas=Eng. Jitakas (= Germ.

x
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Dschitakas); £ =Eng. ch (= Germ. tsch), eg. Kandragupta
= Eng. Chandragupta (= Germ. Tschandragupta).

The paging of the original German edition is noted in
smaller figures at the top of each page (close to the inner
margin). I have also supplied references in the footnotes
to authorized English translations of German (and other)
theological works: but in one or two cases I have not had
access to the English translation, or I have found on con-
sulting it (eg. Jiilicher’s Infroduction) that the text on the
particular page had apparently been so altered in later
German editions as to make any reference to the English
translation misleading. Where actual quotations from such
works are given in the original volume, I have usually quoted
from the translation without change, but sometimes have
silently corrected mistakes, or altered certain expressions, or
recast the passage. For some parts quoted from the Epic of
Gilgamesh and kindred literature, I have borrowed sentences
or phrases from Jastrow’s writings. The excellent English
translation of Schweitzer's The Quest of the Historical Jesus
supplied me with half a page of difficult matter (a long
quotation from Seydel) on p. 7, and a phrase or two else-
where. And in the concluding summary, on p. 372, one or
two short clauses are borrowed from the review to which
there is a reference on p. 291, n. 3. These are my most
flagrant plagiarisms.

There are other obligations which I am no less bound to
-acknowledge. The author has read the translation most
carefully both in manuscript and in proof, and has patiently
answered my many inquiries. My friend Mr. W. King
Gillies, Senior Classical Master in the High School of
Glasgow, has very kindly read the proofs along with me, and
made a large number of valuable suggestions. And I ought
to add that my translation would have been neither begun
nor completed without the affectionate encouragement of my
wife, who has so often illumined for me the obscurities of

German idiom.,
ROBERT G. NISBET.

GrAsaow, 14th October 1912.
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PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY AND
ITS NON-JEWISH SOURCES.

INTRODUCTION.
1. Tug HisTorYy OF RELIGIOUS-HISTORICAL INTERPRETATION.

THAT primitive Christianity is directly or indirectly indebted
to non-Jewish religions, is a view that was held at a much
earlier date than is commonly supposed : it is, in fact, as old
as Christianity itself. For Philo, who elsewhere makes the
Greeks learn from Moses,! at one point (Vita Mos. 1. 5, ed.
Mangey, ii. 84) represents Moses as having learned from the
Greeks; and this statement, if worked out to its consequences,
would mean that Jesus and His disciples were indirectly pupils
of the same great teachers.

But the first to express the idea plainly was perhaps
Celsus, when, as Origen (Contra Cels. i. 4) tells us, he called
Christianity o0 ceuvév Tv kal rxawov pdOnua.?

Next, the worshippers of Mithras, whom the Christians
charged with having imitated their ceremonies, may have
returned the taunt: but their writings are no longer extant.?
When, however, as Augustine relates (In Joh. Ev. Tract.
vii. 1. 6), a certain priest of Cybele was accustomed to say:
“Et ipse Pileatus [ie. Attis] Christianus est ”—there was

1 Cp. Elter, De Qnomologiorum Graecorum Historia atque Origine, viii.,
1895, 224 f,
2 For other passages, see Keim, Celsus’ wahres Wort, 1873, 5, n. 2.
3 Cp. Cumont, Textes et monuments figurés relatifs aux mystéres de Mithra,
i., 1899, 341. :
1



2 PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY [1, 2

no intention, I think, pace Cumont, to assert the dependence
of Christianity upon the religion of Attis: and still less does
Augustine himself mean this when (Conf. vii. 9. 13 ., cp. 20.
26) he says: “Procurasti mihi . . . quosdam Platonicorum
libros ex Graeca lingua in Latinam versos: et ibi legi, non
quidem his verbis, sed hoc idem omnino multis et multiplicibus
suaderi rationibus, quod in principio erat verbum,” ete., or
(Retract. 1. 13): “Res ipsa, quae nunc religio Christiana
nuncupatur, erat apud antiquos nec defuit ab initio generis
humani, quousque Christus veniret in carnem, unde vera
religio, quae iam erat, coepit appellari Christiana.” This last
passage was, on the contrary, intended in the sense in
which it is understood by Spiess,2 who appeals to it as
vindicating his collection of “Parallels to the New Testament
from the writings of the ancient Greeks”: Soltau? therefore,
had no right to quote the passage in support of his dissimilar
view, which will be mentioned later.

It is only since the sixteenth century that the reproach
of Platonizing has again been started, in the first instance
only against the Fathers of the Church: Scultetus,
however, even declared that Taul was influenced by
Heraclitus.t In the eighteenth century, Greek learning in
general was more than once attributed to Paul® and such a
view is occasionally stated even in recent times.

But in regard to non-Jewish religions, it was Deism
which first took up the charge that had possibly been made
by those worshippers of Mithras, and alleged that Christi-
anity as a whole, or Judaism before it, was derived from
such faiths. We need not, however, refer to those Deists
who have given merely occasional expression to these
views.® The first separate publication that dealt with this

L Les religions orientales dans le pagomisme romain, 1906, 87.

2 Logos Spermaticds, 1871, xxv.

3 Das Fortleben des Heidentums in der alichristlichen Kirche, 1906, 21.

4 Cp. B. Bauer, Christus und die Cisaren, 1877, 40,

5 Cp. the short account in Reuss, Die Geschichte der h. Schriften N.T.s
(1842), 61887, 57. [Eng. trans, from 5th ed., History of the Sacrcd Scriptures
of the N.T., 1884, 55.]

6 Cp. Lechler, Der englische Deismus, 1841, 137 f., 875, 892 ; Troltsch, art,
“Deismus” (Prot. Realencykl® iv., 1898, 537 fI.),
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question was perhaps the anonymous work (attributed by
Lechler ! to Damilaville), Le Christianisme dévorld® 1t started
by making Moses an Egyptian—a matter with which we are
not now concerned: at a later point it represented also
the TPhoenicians, Persians, “ Chaldaeans,” Indians, Greeks,
and Romans as influencing Judaism and Christianity. “ Les
différentes nations,” we are there told,® “auxquelles les Juifs
furent respectivement soumis, les avoient infectés d'une
multitude de dogmes empruntés du paganisme: ainsi la
religion Judaique, Egyptienne dans son origine, adopta les
rites, les notions et une portion des idées des peuples, avec
qui les Juifs conversérent. . . . Le commerce des Juifs et
des Chrétiens avec les Grees, leur fit surtout connoitre la
philosophie de Platon, si analogue avec l'esprit romanesque
des Orientaux, et si conforme au génie d’une religion qui se
fit un devoir de se rendre inaccessible & la raison.” Then
in Germany, Herder,* writing with reference to Anquetil
Duperron’s translation of the Avesta, attempted to show how
great had been the influence of these “remains of the
wisdom of the Chaldaeans” on Judaism, and through it on
the fundamental ideas of the New Testament. “Every one
knows,” he says}? “ that the Jews came back [from exile] fully
conversant with this dialect and this mode of thought. Their
Hebrew and their Mosaic spirit were gone: the eyes with
which they now regarded their Scriptures, the hands with
which they handled the furniture of the temple, were
Chaldaean. Their hopes of the future, their new spirit of
interpretation and exposition, the Pharisaism which they
traced with so much pride from Sinai, had a Sinal not so
remote, Chaldaea.”

Dupuis® believed that he could derive the whole of |
Judaism and Christianity — dissolving its founder into !
mythical vapour — from other religions, particularly the
Persian. “La théologie des Juifs,” he writes,” “et celle des

1 Deismus, 442. 21767. 3 Christianisme, 40.

4 Erliuterungen zum N.T. aus einer neuentdeckten morgenlindisch. Quelle,
1775.

§ Herders simil. Werke, hrsg. v. Suphan, vii. 338.
8 Origine de tous les cultes, iii., 1794. 7 Ibid. 86.



4 PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY [3

Chrétiens, qui est établie sur elle, ne sont que des émanations
de la doctrine ancienne et primitive des Mages, et qu’ un
corollaire des principes constitutifs de la science mystique
des disciples de Zoroastre.” Or in a later passage:! “ Dans
leur théologie, comme dans leurs mystéres et leur légende,
il n’y a rien qui ne se trouve dans toutes les autres religions,
avec des formes plus ou moins différentes.” Of course, it
is only in reference to specific points that any attempt is
made to prove this: particularly in regard to the doctrine of
the Fall and Redemption (which, he alleges, is the central
principle of Christianity), and that of the Unity and Trinity
of God. Finally, Dupuis supplies an interpretation of the
Apocalypse under the title, Bxamen d'un ouvrage phrygien,
contenant lao doctrine apocalyptique des initids aux mystéres de
la lumiére et du soleil éguinoxial de printemps, sous le symbole
de Vagneaw ow d'aries, premier des douze signes.?

The view of these questions that was current in England
at the beginning of last century may be illustrated by a
sentence from Keats, which Moffatt ® quotes. In 1819 the
poet wrote to his brother and sister: “It is pretty generally
suspected that the Christian scheme has been copied from
the ancient Persian and Greek philosophers.”

In the same year there appeared Richter’s book, Christi-
anity and the Earliest Religions of the East* Its author had
satisfied himself® “that the fundamental doctrines of Christi-
anity had all been previously enunciated in India and
Persia.” ¢ Christianity,” he says more precisely,® “appears
to be nothing but a purified Essenism, and Essenism to be
a copy of the primeval religion of Brahmi, the most
important tenets of which had been preserved in the
mysteries and esoteric philosophizings of all peoples.”
Similarly Nork? is of opinion that “Jewish theology as a
whole is a compound of the most diverse dogmas and forms

1 Origine, iii. 137 f.

2 For a criticism of this, cp. Calkoen, Examen du systéme de Dupuis et Volney
sur Uorigine de la religion mosaique et chrétienne, 1802.

3 ¢ Zoroastrianism and Primitive Christianity,” Hibb. Journ. 1902-3, i. 763.

4 Das Christentum und die iltesten Religionen des Orients.

5 Ibid. iv. 8 Ibid. 307.
7 Biblische Mythologie des A, w, N.T.s, i., 1842, vi. 8,



3, 4] INTRODUCTION 5

of worship, belonging originally to foreign nations.” But
detailed proof is still more to seek than in Richter’s
volume.

I should perhaps not have cited these last works if
modern writers on religious-historical questions, e.g. Gunkel
and Jeremias,> did not expressly appeal to them: and, in
fact, it is not impossible that they contain some truth,
Similarly, as we proceed with our chronological survey,
works will occasionally be mentioned that have little or no
claim to be in such good company.

Bunsen ® revived the view that “ Chaldaeo-Persian” in-
fluences had affected Christianity ; subsequently he admitted
Buddhist influences as well: and in both points he was
followed by Burnouf* XKohut?® traced only Jewish angelology
and daemonology to foreign religions, and specifically to
Parsism : Jacolliot,” however, made Jesus a student in Egypt
and in India from His twelfth to His thirtieth year.

Schrader was the first to furnish a compilation of those
elements in the Old Testament which, in his opinion, were
borrowed from the Assyro-Babylonian religion. His work was
subsequently issued in a revised form by Winckler and Zimmern.”?
Winckler had previously published a history of Israel® viewed
from this standpoint, and various minor writings, in all of
which he had urged that this mode of interpretation related
only to the form; while Zimmern had been the author of
a brochure on the triadic expression “Father, Son, and Spirit”

1 Zum religionsgeschichtl. Verstindnis des N.7T.s, 1903, 1, n. 1.

2 Im Kampf wm Babel und Bibel, 1903, 25 ; Babylonisches im N.T., 1905,
3, n. 2.

3 The Hidden Wisdom of Christ, 1875 ; The Angel-Messiah of Buddhists,
Essenes and Christians, 1880, The latter work has not come into my hands.

4 ¢“Un essai d’histoire religieuse,” Revue des deux mondes, 1865, 1x. 712 ff.;
‘“Le Bouddhisme en Occident,” ¢bid., 1888, lxxxviii. 340ff. Cp. also La
science des religions, 41885, 105.

5 «“Uber die jidische Angelologie und Dimonologie,” Abhandlungen zur
Kunde des Morgenlands, iv. 3, 1866.

8 Lo bible dans U'Inde, 1868 ; Christna et le Christ (1874), 31874, 823, 1
have had no opportunity of consulting either of these works.

" Die Keilinschriften und das A.T. (1872), 31908, i., ii. [Eng. trans. from
2nd ed., The Cuneiform Inscriptions and the 0.T., 1885-8].

8 1895, 1900.
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in the New Testament,! and of an article, “ Bread of Life”
and “ Water of Life” in Babylonian Thought and in the
Bible.?  Since the revision of Schrader’s work, Zimmern has
made some slight contributions to the Babel-Bible controversy
(which will be mentioned below) and to the discussion of the
Christ-myth theory.?

E. Havet* and B. Bauer? the latter of whom had
already declared that the documents of Christianity were
all spurious and its founder mythical, derived it in all
its essemtials from Graeco-Roman philosophy. “The poets,
rhetoricians, and philosophers of early Imperial times,”
Bauer ¢ wrote, “ founded a spiritual Rome, in whose granaries
were matured the original ideas of those aphorisms
which afterwards, in the formulae of the Gospels and the
Pauline Epistles, were disseminated among the masses of
the Roman Empire.” And again, the second part of The
Freethinker’s Text-book, written by Mrs. Annie Besant, de-
scribed Christianity as only a poor imitation of various
forms of pagan thought; and Macfie carried this fanatical
parallelization still further when addressing the Sunday
Lecture Society in 1879.8

Seydel ? has the merit of having for the first time collected
with some completeness the Buddhist parallels to the Gospels
and the first two chapters of the Acts of the Apostles.
For the later history of Christianity he furnishes only
suggestions. He divided his parallels, originally at least, into
the following three main classes:1°

1 Vater, Sohn und Firsprecher in der babylonischen Gottesverehrung, 1896.

2 ¢‘Lebensbrot und Lebenswasser im Babylonischen und in der Bibel,”
Archiv f. Religionswiss., 1899, 165 ff.

3 Keilinschriften w. Bibel nach threm religionsgeschichtl, Zusammenhang,
1903 5 Zum Streit um die Christusmythe, 1910,

4 Le christianisme et scs origines, 1872-84.

5 Christus. 8 Ibid. 150. 71876 ff.

8 Religious Parallelisms and Symbolisms, Ancient and Modern. Neither of
the last two publications is at present accessible to me.

® Das Evangelium Jesu, in seinen Verhdltnissen zur Buddha-Sage und Buddha-
Lehre mit fortlaufender Ricksicht awf andere Religionskreise untersucht, 1882 ;
‘‘ Buddha und Christus,” Nord w. Sid, 1883, xxvil. 195 ff.—separately, 1884 ;
Religion w. Wissenschaft, 1887, 351ff.; Die Buddha-Legende und das Leben
Jesu nach den Evangelien, 1884, *(edited by M.S.) 1897,

1 Evangelium, 296.
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“(@) Those in which the points of resemblance can
without difficulty be explained as due to the influence of
similar sources and motives in the two cases.

“(b) Those which exhibit such a specific and unexpected
agreement that it appears artificial to explain it by the
action of similar causes, and the dependence of one upon
the other commends itself as the most natural explanation.

“(c) Those in which there exists a reason for the occur-
rence of the idea only within the sphere of one of the two
religions, or in which, at least, it can very much more easily
be conceived as originating within the one than within the
other, so that the inexplicability of the phenomenon within
the one domain gives ground for seeking its source within
the other.”

Further, within the second class, Seydel ! parted off those
cases “in which an independent parallel origination would
be the least plausible hypothesis” from those where it would
be possible, but still, “in view of the proof already given of
the priority of Buddhist narratives,” would not be correct.
Latterly he allowed this distinction to fall entirely into the
background ; and Lillie? also, in the judgment of van den
Bergh van Eysinga?® has “in many of his parallels jumbled
together ripe fruit and green, and [has] not invariably observed
the moderation of the scholar who preceded him.”

In the year 1889 classical scholarship began to share
in our investigations, at first, indeed, only in works that
did not bear exclusively or primarily on early Christianity
and Judaism—which, therefore, it would be premature to
cite at this point. Still, as it is chiefly concerned with
these religions, Hochart’s work, Etudes dhistoire religicuse*
may be named here. Steck ® expressed a view regarding the
relationship of Christianity to Buddhism in general agreement
with Seydel’s; Anrich examined the ancient Mysteries and
their influence on Christianity,® but, so far as primitive

1 Evangelium, 298 f.

2 Buddhism in Christendom, or Jesus the Essene, 1887.

3 Indische Einfliisse auf evangelische Erzihlungen (1904), #1909, 20.
41890,

° Der Einfluss des Buddhismus auf das Christentum, 1892.

¢ Das antike Mysterienwesen in seinem Einfluss auf das Christentum, 1894,
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Christianity is concerned, came to an essentially negative
result.

A further stage is marked by the appearance of Gunkel’s
Creation and Chaos,' a Religious-historical Study of Genesis, chap.
i, and Revelation, chap. xii., which attempted to derive these
and many other sections of the Old and New Testaments from
Babylonian thought. Subsequently there appeared from the
pen of the same author an article, The Inscribing Angel
Nabii in the Old Testament and in Judaism,? another work
entitled Aids to the Religious-historical Understanding of the
New Testament?® which treated many of the questions to be
raised here, and JIsrael and Babylonia! a contribution to the
Babel-Bible dispute.

Wobbermin published Religious-historical Studies on the
Influence exercised by the Ancient Mysteries upon Primitive
Christianity’ while Stave wrote on the influence of Parsism
on Judaism,® which has in its turn left its mark on Christi-
anity. In the same year, Edmunds’ began to publish his
studies of Buddhist parallels to the Gospels, which must
be mentioned at this point because here and there the
passages quoted are also regarded as the prototypes of the
New Testament narratives. The author wrote thus of
them in 1904 :% “ In my unpublished historical introduction ”
—it has appeared since that date, but is not accessible to
the present writer—“1 have admitted the possibility of a
knowledge of the Buddhist Epic on the part of Luke; but
his use of it, if actual, was very slight and almost entirely

1 Schipfung und Chaos, 1895.

2 ¢ Der Schreiberengel Nab(i im A.T. und im Judentum,” 4rch. f. Rel.- Wiss.,
1898, 294 ff.

3 Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Verstindnis des N.T.s, 1903,

4 Israel u. Babylonien, 1903.

S Religionsgeschichtliche Studien zur Frage der Beeinflussung des Urchris-
tentums durch das antike Mysterienwesen, 1896.

& (ber den Einfluss des Parsismus auf das Judentum, 1898.

7 Articles in The Open Court, 1898-1908 ; A4 Dialogue on Former Existence
and on the Marvellous Birth and Career of the Buddhas between Gotamo and his
Monks, (1899), 21908 ; Buddhist and Christian Gospels (1902), 21904, 31905,
41908-9. I know only the writings issued separately, the former in its
first, the latter in its second edition.

8 Gospels, 3.
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confined to his Infancy Section.”! More recently, however,
he describes two passages in John’s Gospel (738 123%) as
quotations from Pali writings,2 and remarks in general:3
“In Buddhist and Christian Gospels, p. 49, arve these words:
‘I would not, with Seydel, extend the Buddhist influence to
the entire Christian Epic, but limit it to the Gospel of Luke,
and perbaps John. Even in doing this much, 1 submit it
only as an hypothesis.” In the next edition the last sentence
will be cancelled, and the order of Luke and John reversed.
The case for John is now stronger than that for Luke.”
Barrows wrote on Mythical and Legendary Elements in the
New Testament.t

In the following year there appeared Robertson's first
work ® on this subject, in which he sought to explain almost
the whole Gospel history as mythical. The fundamental idea
of his second work ¢ is described by himself in these terms:
“(1) that the Gospel story of the ILast Supper, Passion,
Betrayal, Trial, Crucifixion, and Resurrection is visibly a
transeript of a Mystery Drama, and not originally a narra-
tive; and (2) that that Drama is demonstrably (as historic
demonstration goes) a symbolic modification of an original
rite of human sacrifice, of which it preserves certain verifiable
details.”

Van den Bergh van Eysinga, in a compendious work, dis-
cussed JIndian Influences on Gospel Narratives;” these influ-
ences he acknowledged in nine cases. At the same time,

! Cp. also, Can the Pdli Pitakas aid us in fiving the Text of the Gospels?
1906.

* Buddhist Texts quoted as Scripture by the Gospel of John, 1906.

3 Ibid. 20.

4 New World, 1899, 272 ff.

8 Christianity and Mythology, 1900. The third part, ¢ The Gospel Myths,”
has been published in German under the title Die Evangelien-Mythen, 1910.

8 Pagan Christs, Studies in Comparative Hierology (1903), 21911, xxi. The
criticism with which the author has favoured me on p. 435 ff. is directed only
against the methodological principles which follow in the second of my intro-
ductory sections : if these principles are correct, then I had no more need than
other writers to examine Robertson’s own assertions in detail. Still, in the
book which I published last year (1911), Der geschichtliche Jesus, 29f., I have
given some further instances of his positions.

* Indische invioeden op oude christelijke verhalen, 1901 ; German under the
title given on p. 7.



10 PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY [7, 8

Reitzenstein published Zwo Religious-historical Questions:?!
but only the second of these, namely, “ Myths of Creation
and the Doctrine of the Logos,” comes within our purview.
Of his later publications a paper on FHschatology and the
History of Religion ? should also be mentioned.

Boklen’s work, The Connexion of Judaco-Christion with
Persian Eschatology? does not primarily fall to be considered
here: for it is not its author’s intention “to pronounce a
judgment on the disputed question of the dependence of
Judaism wupon Parsism, or to give an explanation of the
similarity between the Jewish and the Persian religion.”*
But incidentally he also furnishes some “aids to the
solution of the problem of indebtedness”:® and in the
interests of this problem Moffatt® also examined other views
common to Zoroastrianism and primitive Christianity. In
the same year there appeared Delitzsch’s first lecture on
Bible and Babel” which did not, it is true, contain much that
was novel: but, as it attracted the interest of the German
Emperor, it caused a general stir, and greatly advanced the
study of religious-historical questions. We have already
had frequent occasion to mention writings which this Babel-
Bible controversy evoked: at this point in particular we
have to name those of Jeremias?® who, like Winckler, as
a general rule would derive nothing but the form from
Babylon. Nevertheless he secems to admit more than a
surface influence in the case of DPauline angelology and
eschatology,® though subsequently he says: “Passages like

1 Zwei religionsgeschichiliche Fragen.

2 ¢ Religionsgeschichte u. Eschatologie,” Zeitschr. f. d. neutest. Wiss., 1912,
ik

3 Die Verwandtschaft der jiidisch-chiristlichen mit der persischen Eschatologie,
1902.

4 Ivid. 4. 5 Ibid. 35, n. 2, 146.

6 Hibbert Journal, 1902-3, i. 763 ff. ; 1903-4, ii. 347 fF.

7 Bibel und Babel. The second lecture does not come within the range of
the present work ; the third (which, however, is not reckoned as such) appeared
in 1904 ; the so-called third in 1905 ; a final one, entitled Mehr Lickt, in 1907.
[Eng. trans., Bible and Babel, Two Lectures, 1903.]

8Cp. p. 5, n. 2 above; also Das 4.T. im Lichte des alten Orients (1904),
21906 [Eng. trans., The O.T. in the Light of the Ancient East, 1911]; Der
Einfluss Babyloniens auf das Verstindnis des 4.T.s, 1908.

® Babylonisches, 5, n. 2, 86,



8] INTRODUCTION 11

Jude %, 2 P 24 and, on the other hand, Jude ® (cp. Rev 127%"),
do not stand on the same footing as the Judaeo-Persian
teaching on the subject of angels. They are a product of
the same Oriental views as gave rise to Jewish angelology ;
however, they are not, like it, purely mythological, but stand
for religious realities.”* Here, as elsewhere, Jeremias has
left his exact meaning somewhat obscure.

In the year 1903 there began to appear also the series
of Inguiries relative to the Religion and Literature of the
Old and New Testuments? In the words of the prospectus,
the series was intended to furnish “a rallying-place for all
those works that unite in the endeavour to examine and set
forth the history of the religion of the Old and New Testa-
ments, in its connexion with those kindred religions of
antiquity that were nearest to it in time and location.” The
first number issued is from the pen of Heitmiiller, and bears
the title, «“ In the Name of Jesus,”? a Linguistic and Religious-
historical Inquiry relative to the New Testament, with special
reference to Baptism in early Christianity. Also his second
work, Paul's View of Daptism and the Lord’s Supper? is
described more precisely as “an account and a religious-
historical elucidation” of the Apostle’s doctrine. In 1903
there appeared also Radau’s article on Bel, the Christ of
Ancient Times® and the first of Mills’ works dealing with
Persian influences on Judaism.

O. Pfleiderer discussed Z%he Early Christian Conception of
Christ : its Significance and Value in the History of Religion)
and laid down even in the introduction the principle that

! Das 4.T., 374, n. 3 [Eng. trans, ii. 55, n. 2].

% Forschungen zvr Religion und Literatur des A. w, N.T.s.

3 Im Namen Jesu.

4 Taufe u. Abendmahl bei Poulus, 1904,

® Momist, 1903, 67 ff. ; separately, 1908.

& Zoroaster, Philo and Israel, i., 1903-4. Since then he has published
the following :—Zarathustra, FPhilo, the Achaemenids and Israel, 1906 ;
‘“ Avesta Eschatology compared with the Books of Daniel and Revelation,”
Monist, 1907, 321 ff., 583 ff.; “Exilic Jewish Eschatology: in how far was
it Zoroastrian ?”’ Imperial and Asiatic Quarterly Review, 1907, iii. 23, 98 fT. ;
““The ¢ Ahuna Vairya’ and the Logos,” ibid., iii. 24. 92 ff.

7 Das Christusbild des wrchristlichen Qlawbens in  religionsgeschichtlicher
Beleuchtung, 1903 [Eng. trans. under the title given above, 1905].
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“Jewish prophecy, Rabbinical teaching, Oriental Gnosis, and
Greek philosophy had already mingled their colours upon the
palette from which the portrait of Christ in the New Testa-
ment Scriptures was painted.”! In a later and separate work
he described the Preparation for Christianity in Greek Philo-
sophy.? On the other hand, Volter’s book, Egypt and the Bible?
in spite of its comprehensive title, does not come within our
purview : it is concerned only with aspects of the Old Testa-
ment that have left no after-effects in the New. DBut
Cheyne’s Bible Problems and the New Material for their
Solution * calls for particular mention: for the new material
is furnished by other religions. Cheyne makes a similar
distinetion to that drawn by Winckler and Jeremias. “The
form is derived from the pre-Christian Oriental and Jewish
tradition, and is fit matter for archaeological eriticism; the
spiritual contents appeal, not to the critic as such, but to
spiritual men.”5 Biblical belief in the witcheraft of names
was investigated by Brandt.® The present writer? collected
the most important religious-historical elucidations of New
Testament ideas that had till then been put forward—a work
which I name only here and shall not again refer to.
Bousset wrote in the same year on a similar subject,? and in
1912 on Christianity and Mystery Religion.® Kalthotf, who
had attempted to explain Christianity primarily by economic
conditions, added to these in a later work ¥ the influences of
Greek philosophy.

Among the religious-historical works published in the
year 1905, the most important was Gressmann’s study, Z%e

1 Christusbild, 4 [Eng. trans. 9]; also Religion u. Religionen, 1906, 208 ff.,
217, 232.

2 Vorbereitung des Christentums in der griechischen Philosophie, 1906.

3 dgypten und die Bibel (1903), 41909.

41904. 5 Bible Problems, 26.

8 ¢“De tooverkracht van namen in O. en N.T.,” Teylers Theol. Tijds., 1904,
3. 355 fI.; cp. also Deutsche Lit.-Ztg., 1904, 2338 ff.

7 Die religionsgeschichtliche Methode in der Theologie, 1904.

8 <“Die Religionsgeschichte u. das N.T.,” Theol. Rundschau, 1904, 265 ff.,
311 L., 353 ff.

9 ¢ Christentum u. Mysterienreligion,” Theol. Rundschau, 1912, 41 ff,

1 Die Entstehung des Christentums, 1904 [Eng. trans., The Rise of Christi-
anity, 1907).
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Origin of Israelitish and Jewish Eschatology! which is, of course,
at the same time Christian Eschatology: he found that it
had originated in foreign influences. Baljon ? examined the
religious-historical explanations of New Testament ideas that
had till then been advanced: Feine elucidated the relation
of Stoicism and Christianity,? and subsequently dealt with
Babylonian Influences in the New Testament : * similarly Fiebig,?
who followed in the footsteps of Jeremias. Butler wrote
on The Greek Mysteries and the Gospel Narrative ;¢ W, Kohler,
under the title The Keys of IPeter] “attempted a religious-
historical explanation of Mt 168 ”; W. B. Smith ® endeavoured
to show that the name Nazoraean was originally applied to
a deity, and in the following year he collected these and
other studies and published them in book form.

In the same year, Jensen issued the first volume of his
work, The Epic of Gilgamesh in the Literature of the World,”
the sub-title of which is “The Origins of the Old Testament
Legends of Patriarchs, Prophets, and Deliverers, and of the
New Testament Legend of Jesus.” For in his opinion the
matter may be summed up thus: “ A Jesus with a history
such as is related in the Gospels, who is the author of the
discourses there reported, . . . never really existed; conse-
quently there is no historical tradition regarding him.”® In
the brochure, Moses, Jesus, Poul* this mode of explanation
was extended to the third of these personages. Bolland 2

! Der Ursprung der israclitisch-jidischen Eschatologie.

2 De vruchten die de beocfening van de geschicdentis der godsdiensten oplevert
voor de studie van het nieuwe testament (1905) [German trans., ‘‘ Die Friichte
des Studiums der Religionsgeschichte, usw.,” in Stud. ». Krit., 1906, 50 ff.].

3 Theol. Lit.-Blatt, 1905, 73 ff.

4 «“Uber babylonische Einfliisse im N.T.,” Neue kirchl. Zeitschr., 1906,
696 ff.

5 Babel v, das N.T., 1905. 8 Nineteenth Century, 1905, lvii. 490 ff,

7 ““Die Schliissel des Petrus,” Arch. f. Rel.- Wiss., 1905, 214 ff.

8 ¢“Meaning of the Epithet Nazorean,” Monist, 1905, 25 ff. ; Der vorchrist-
liche Jesus, 1906.

9 Das Gilgameschepos in der Weltliteratur. 10 Jbid. 1026.

1 Moses, Jesus, Paulus (1909), 31910, Cp. also, Hat der Jesus der Evangelien
wirklich gelebt ? 1910.

12 Het cerste Evangelie in het licht van oude gegevens, 1906 ; Gnosis en
Evangelie, 1906 ; De evangelische Jozua, 1907 ; De achtergrond der evangelien,
1907 ; Het evangelie, 1910 ; De Thcosophie tn Christendom en Joderdom, 1910.
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began at the same time his attempts to derive the whole of
Christianity from Alexandrianism. Soltau investigated Zhe
Survival of Heathenism tn the Early Church! and that term
is intended to include the Church of New Testament times.
Miss Alice Grenfell 2 and Hollmann 3 described in detail the
influence of KEgyptian and DPersian religion. J. Bohmer
wrote on Zraces of the Kingdom of God among the Nations*
and examined the origin of the idea of the Kingdom of God;
subsequently, under the title Christianity and the History of
Religion,® he extended his inquiry to the origin of other ideas.
Metzger’s book, Les quatre évangiles, matériaur pour servir
& Uhistotre des origines orientales du Christianisme, is only a
collection of materials.®

In 1907 there appeared in the first place a work by
Hehn, Hebdomad and Sabbath among the Babylonians and in
the Old Testament ;7 then Jonak, a Study in the Comparative
History of Religion? by H. Schmidt; of smaller works an
article by Campbell on The Christtan Doctrine of Atonement
as tnfluenced by Semitic Leligious Ideas? and another by M.
W. Miiller on The Apocalyptic Horsemenl® The following
year witnessed the publication of Deissmann’s book, ZLight
Jrom the Ancient East' in which the non-literary records of
Roman Imperial times were made to contribute to the
understanding of the New Testament, not only in its linguistic
and literary connexions, but in its relation also to the
history of civilization and religion. In addition there was an
article by Jevons on Hellenism and Christianity.’? At the

1 For German title, see p. 2, n. 3 above.

2 ¢« Egyptian Mythology and the Bible,” Monist, 1906, 169 ff.

% ““Das Spitjudentum u. der Parsismus,” Zeitschr. f. Missionskunde, 1906,
97 ff., 140 f.

4 ¢‘Reichgottesspuren in der Vilkerwelt,” Beitrdge zur Forderung christ
licher Theologie, 1906, 1. 65 ff.

5 Christentum w. Religionsgeschichte, 1909.

6 T know this book only from the notice of it which appeared in the Z7eol.
Lit.-Ztg., 1907, 717 1.

7 Siebenzahl w. Sabbat bei den Babyloniern w. im A.T. 8 Jona.

9 Hibb. Journ., 1906-7, v. 329 fT.

10 ¢ Die apokalyptischen Reiter,” Zeitschr. f. d. neutest. Wiss., 1907, 290 ff,

U Licht vom Osten [Eng. trans. under the title given above, 1910).

2 Harvard Theological Review, 1908, 162 I,
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International Congress for the History of Religions, held at
Oxford, Bertholet delivered a paper on Zhe Religious-
hastorical Problem of Later Judaism}! and von Orelli another
on Religious Wisdom as cultwwated in Old Israel in common
with Neighbouring Peoples® Again, in the following year
there appeared T%he Christ-Myth,® by Drews, whose pronounce-
ments Bohtlingk supported in his brochure, Materials for the
Elucidation of the Christ-Myth:* both authors, as the names
of their writings indicate, controvert the historicity of Jesus.
Drews published the closing chapter of his book separately
under the title The Peter-Legend?® Heinrici wrote on
Hellenism and Christianity ;¢ Kennedy on Apostolic Preaching
and Emperor- Worship ;7 Briickner on Z%he Dying and Rising
God-Saviour in Oriental Religions, and their Relation to
Christianity ;8 Issleib propounded the question, Does the Story
of Christ's Dirth come from Egypt?°® In 1910, A. Bauer
wrote on Hellenism and Christianity,’® Jacoby on dncient
Mystery-Religions and Christianity* Xoch on The Influence of
Parsism on the Jewish and Christian Religion,'* while Lublinski
investigated The Eise of Christianity from Anecient Civilization,'
denying once more the existence of a historical Jesus. A
book by Carus on 7he Pleroma, an Essay on the Origin of
Christianity, has not come into my hands. Finally, in 1911
there appeared an essay by DPerdelwitz on Mystery-Religion
and the Problem of the First Epistle of Peter* and a paper by

Y Transactions of the Third International Congress for the Ifistory of Religions, -
1908, i. 272ff. ; also in German under the title Das religionsgeschichtlicht
Problem des Spitjudentums, 1909,

2 Transactions, i. 284 ff.

3 Die Christusmythe, 1909 [Eng, trans., The Christ Myth, 1910].

4 Zur Aufhellung der Christusmythe. 5 Die Petruslegende, 1910.

§ Hellenismusu. Christentum. 7 Expositor, 1909, 7Tthser., vii, 289 1T,

8 Der sterbende u. auferstehende Goltheiland, usw,

9 Protestantenblatt, 1909, 3 ff. = Eisenacher Zeitung of June 17, 1909 ; cp.
also ¢“Sind die Geburtsgeschichte Christi u. die christl. Dreieinigkeitslehre von
Agypten beeinflusst?” Klio, 1909, 383 1.

10 Vo Griechentum zum Christentum.

11 Die antiken Mysterienreligionen w. das Christentum.

12 ¢ Parsismens Indflydelse paa Jodedom og Kristendom,” Teol. Tidsskr.,
1910.

13 Die Entstchung des Christentums aus der antiken Kultur.

1 Die Mysterienveligion . das Problem des ersten Petrusbriefes,
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Loisy on The Christian Mystery ;' in 1912 a series of papers
by Kennedy on St. Paul and the Mystery-Religions? As for
reviews, I do not cite them at all, though many of them are
known to be as important as independent treatises or
writings ; and, of course, I do not refer to incidental remarks
occurring in works of a more general nature, which it is
still more impossible to name at this point. In their own
place they will be duly discussed. DBut, first of all, the
question must be raised, How is one to judge all these
endeavours after a religious-historical interpretation of the
New Testament, and by what principles are new attempts to
be guided ¢ This will be the subject of inquiry in the second
of our introductory sections.

2. Tug METHOD OF RELIGIOUS-HISTORICAL INTERPRETATION.

These attempts having been made to derive primitive
Christianity, directly or indirectly, from non-Jewish religions,
it may appear superfluous to examine in detail those of them
which start from untenable presuppositions or lead to un-
tenable consequences. And, in fact, my readers’ time and
; my own is too valuable to be spent on the ecriticism of
popular writings that do not even endeavour to prove
! their stupendous assertions. Can_one not in like manner
5 dispense with a scrutiny of works the writers of which—and
one may name not only B. Bauer, but also Bolland, Drews,
Jensen, Kalthoff, Lublinski, and W. B. Smith—reach the
conclusion that all the Pauline Epistles are spurious, and
that the whole, or almost the whole, of the traditional account
of Jesus is unhistorical? In another way, again, Seydel
has made his theory inadmissible for many, by postul-
ating, in his tenderness for its requirements, “a poetic-
apocalyptic Gospel of very early date, which fitted its
Christian material . . . into the frame of a Buddhist type
of Gospel,”3>—but Synoptic study has never put us on the
track of such a thing. And yet it is here particularly
evident that when the auxiliary hypothesis falls, it does not

1 Hibb, Journ.,1911-2, x, 45 ff, 2 Expositor, 1912, 8th ser., 1. 289 ff. etc.
3 Evamgelivm, 304,
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necessarily carry the whole theory along with it, just as
there may possibly be some truth in the other theories,in
spite of their impossible consequences. We shall therefore
at this point, with a view to our later treatment, lay down
only the following principle: A religious-historical explana-
tion is impossible if it necessarily leads to untenable conse)
quences or proceeds from untenable presuppositions.

A second principle ought to be no less obvious, this,
namely, that the sense of the New Testament passage, as well
as the contents of the non-Jewish idea, must first be fully
ascertained. This principle is stated here simply because
it is in fact so often violated: a Christian, or a Jewish, or,
it may be, an Old Testament idea is derived from a non-
Jewish one without any right understanding of either the
one or the other. No doubt this behaviour is intelligible in
view of the diversity of the subjects with which religious-
historical writers desire to be conversant; but a trustworthy
result is, of course, to be reached only when both of these
conditions are fulfilled. 1In the following pages, therefore,
I shall often first of all examine somewhat thoroughly
the meaning both of the New Testament ideas and of the
similar ideas in non-Jewish thought; and only thereafter
¢ shall I think of deriving the former from the latter.
Indeed, some further conditions must first be satisfied.

“We ought never to assume,” says Cheyne, “ that ideas
of an advanced religion have been altogether borrowed, until
we have done our best to discover any germs of them in the
native religious literature.” When, however, such germs
have been discovered, one must not necessarily suppose that
he has explained the whole idea: it may in the particular
case emerge in a form which points definitely to external
origin.  Accordingly Oldenberg ? insists that first of all the
question must be asked, “ Does the system of thought and
belief that is alleged to be the borrower—the early Christian,
let us say-—exhibit or fail to exhibit within its own domains
the conditions that would adequately explain the phenomena
in question without any hypothesis of dependence ?” and in

1 The Origin and Religious Contents of the Psalter, 1891, 269,

2 Indien u, die Religionswissenschaft, 1906, 17,
2
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the second place, “ Does the configuration of the phenomena
show any abnormalities, warpings, sutures, fissures, the
existence of which would confirm the view that foreign
elements are present ?” Gunkel! also is amply justified in
adopting the following method: “We argue . . . first of
all from the impression which the Jewish or Christian
material itself makes, and it is only at the end that we
produce our comparison with foreign religions, on which it is
the more general practice to base the whole or the greater
part of the demonstration.” For if one begins with the
comparison, one often derives from other religions what is
fully intelligible without external derivation:% one must
always, therefore, begin by proving that it is not fully
intelligible by itself; then and then only is the religious-
historical method justified in intervening, and in so doing
it really, as Bousset® says, “leads to its goal, 7., to con-
clusive demonstration.” But our list of rules is not yet
complete.

For, in the fourth place, the non-Jewish idea that is
brought in as explanation must really in some degree
correspond to the Christian one. This truism would require
no special mention were it not in point of fact so often
neglected. A comparison is made with ideas that have
hardly anything in common with the idea to be explained :*
in reality it remains unexplained. Yet here also one must

1 Verstindnis, 88.

"2 Kuenen laid down the principle that derivation from a foreign set of legends
is permissible only when it is clear that the range of ideas within which the
writer lives does not furnish an adequate explanation. To this Seydel, Buddha-
Legende, 4, raises the following objection: ‘‘A gold ring may have been
abstracted from a room by a raven, and equally well by a human inmate of the
house, if the latter no less than the former was in the vicinity and had access
to the room : one’s final judgment will depend on the preponderance of the
indicia one way or the other.” But we must observe that among these indicia,
vicinity and opportunity of access will take a foremost place. That there
is no necessary connexion between sayings verbally coincident is shown by
Hopkins, India 0ld and New, 1901, 150 f., by various instances from the Rig
Veda and the Old Testament.

3 Theol. Rundschaw, 1904, 318.

4 Nork, Biblische Mythologie, i. ix., even wrote : ‘‘ The author hopes that he
may have satisfied all reasonable demands, since he has endeavoured, by means
of the numbers of his proofs, to make amends for their individual insufficiency.”
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not expect too much: it is enough if the idea in question
corresponds in some degree to the Christian one. For an
idea has seldom been appropriated without some alteration :
but however great the dissimilarity, there must be an
element that corresponds in some degree.

And, in the fifth place, this element must have been
already in existence: an idea that is subsequent in its
emergence cannot, of course, have given rise to one previously
existent. If such ideas, then, are employed to explain the
New Testament, the explanation is a total failure: all that
we can do is to ask if the inverse relation is not the true
one. Yet even this principle must not be driven too far:
an idea may, of course, be of a much earlier date than the
source in which it first happens to meet us. But here again
it is one’s first business to show that this is certain or
probable : failing such proof, ideas of that sort must be left
out of the discussion.

Nor is this enough : it must, in the sixth place, be shown
in regard to any foreign idea that it was really in a position
to influence Christianity, or Judaism before it, and how. If
that cannot be proved, then the idea in question is of no use
for our purpose. Still in certain circumstances we must
dispense with such proof. “Personne, que je sache,” says
de la Vallée-Poussin,! “ne connait les voies suivies par les
fables dans leur voyage d’Occident en Orient, ou vice versa
ni n'est renseigné par aucun témoignage positif sur les
relations qui ont permis leur migration bien avant Alexandre.
On se tient néanmoins assuré de la commune origine d’une
partie du folk-lore indo-grec.” Thus in the religious domain
also a connexion, indeed a greater antiquity, and finally
even a corresponding idea, can often only be postulated: if
it is really required to account for some Christian idea, such
a postulation is perfectly legitimate. But, of course, much
greater conviction is produced if one can also demonstrate
the existence of such an idea, older than the one to be
explained, and capable of being its originating cause.

If the claims of several ideas have to be considered, we

! ‘Le bouddhisme et les évangiles canoniques,” Rew. bibl., 19086, 365 ; cp.
357.
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must not follow the common practice of deciding in favour
of the one that is simply the closest at hand, but we must
ask what idea could most readily influence Christianity (or
Judaism). However, as the same arguments would have to
be urged again and again, it will be better at this point in
our introduction to inquire once for all what religions or
what philosophic views deserve our consideration.

3. THE PRESUPPOSITIONS OF RELIGIOUS-HISTORICAL
INTERPRETATION.

Among the religions that may possibly have influenced
Christianity in its earliest form, we must, of course, first
name those with which the religion of Israel in its subsequent
career, t.c. after its institution by Moses, was brought in
contact. That there was such contact, however, during the
sojourn of the tribes of Israel in the wilderness, is not very
probable. The tablets found at Tell el Amarna contain, in
Babylonian characters and language, the correspondence of
the Pharaohs Amenophis 111. and 1v. with Babylonian, Assyrian,
Mesopotamian, and Cyprian kings, and with the Pharachs’
vassals in Canaan: and we know from this that for
centuries previously the Babylonians must have been pre-
dominant in Western Asia. More particularly, these clay-
tablets contain also Babylonian myths, which have manifestly
been studied in Egypt; and as there is mention made of
Ishtar being sent from Nineveh to Thebes, we may suppose
that there were other instances also at that time of the
spread of religious ideas from East to West. Still it remains
rather improbable that at a subsequent time, and before the
end of the sojourn in the Wilderness, these views influenced
the religion of the tribes of Israel, no matter whether they
are the Chabiri of the tablets or not. And, further, the
indigenous population of Canaan with which Israel then
came in contact had, as Stade?® tells us, not been Babylonized
to any great extent; accordingly, in spite of Gunkel? the
view can “not be accepted that the knowledge of Babylonian

1 Biblische Theologie des 4.7.s, i., 1905, 52 f.
2 @enesis (1901), 21902, 65, 114.
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myths and usages of worship was communicated to Israel
through this medium in the period following the immigra-
tion.”  The first religion with which Israel became connected
was no other than that of the inhabitants of Canaan.

And this religion in all likelihood really influenced Israel.
For Israel did not extirpate or expel that indigenous popula-
tion, as was afterwards believed, but settled in its midst, and
entered into relations of commercium and connubium with it.
It was therefore a matter of course, according to ancient ideas,
that the new settlers should join in the religious rites which
they found in Canaan: even the prophets (Hos 217 919 Jer
2%.) have not forgotten that Israel remained true to Jahweh
only so long as it was in the Wilderness. Subsequently,
under Solomon and the Omrids, other cults also were intro-
duced ; and although this statement applies primarily to the
Kingdom of the Ten Tribes, which was of no importance for
the later development, it is possible that such ideas may have
been kept alive even in Judah till after the reforms of Josiah.
Let ug inquire what these ideas may have been.

Your A,

Unfortunately we must at this point declare with Tiele:' , - = _
“The indigenous sources for our knowledge of the Semitic sfrwomdir’

religions of Western Asia . . . are scanty, of liftle signific-
ance for the history of religion, and for the most part belong
to a later period. They are nearly all epigraphic in character,
and for this reason have very slight importance, especially
for mythology. . . . Apart from the inscriptions, some figures
on monuments and coins deserve consideration, but the
majority of these date from a time when Hellenism had
essentially modified the native traditions.” Even the work
of Sanchuniathon, which Philo Herennius of Byblus is alleged
to have drawn upon in the time of Hadrian, is, if not
entirely fictitious, still not much older that Philo himself,
and so has little value for us. And in the same way in
regard to the Phoenician traditions, which Philo certainly
knows, we have always to ask first of all whether they
are as old as we require? Some ideas that we en-

! Qeschichte der Religion im Altertum, German trans. by Gehrich, i., 1896,

219f.
2 Cp. Baudissin, art. *“ Sanchuniathon,” Prot. Realencykl.® xvii., 1906, 452 ff,
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counter in our own day are undoubtedly of the earliest
antiquity : thus, one may in certain circumstances appeal
even to the primitive Semitic religion of to-day, as it is
sketched for us by Curtiss.!

In the eighth century, Israel became subject to the
Assyrians, who destroyed the Northern Kingdom in 722:
before the same fate overtook Judah, it was for a time a
vassal of the Egyptians. Even before this vassalage, Egyptian
religion may possibly have influenced Judaism directly or
through the medium of the Phoenicians, but the last oppor-
tunity for this was probably in the period just named.
Accordingly we have now to ask ourselves what (in the second
place) we know regarding genuinely Egyptian ideas.

For our knowledge of these the native sources are of
most account, while the reports of the Greeks and of Manetho
are only second-rate evidences. But even for the indigenous
sources one must distinguish between the different periods.
¢ Undoubtedly,” says Tiele? “no people surpassed the
Egyptians in conservatism. What was once established, was
held in the utmost reverence. But not only were new
additions continually made; we have also convincing proofs
to show that the sacred records were altogether differently
interpreted at different periods.” And one must, I think,
bear this in mind even for the restoration which was con-
summated in 663, when the twenty-sixth dynasty succeeded
to power >—an event, therefore, that falls within the period
in which Egyptian religion could for the last time have
influenced the religion of Israel.

That Assyrian cults (in the third place) were at the same
time introduced, is a fact of which we are expressly informed
(Jer Tt 322, Zeph 1%); in view of the ideas then current
it was perfectly natural. “The syncretistic movement,”
says Stade* “brought the piety of Israel into accord with
the international situation, which, viewed from the stand-

Y Primitive Semitic Religion To-day, 1902 ; German under the title Ur-
semitische Religion, 1903,
2 Qeschichte, 1. 80,

3 In regard to this, cp. thid. 108 ff. ; Lange in Chantepie de la Saussaye’
Lehrbuch der Religionsgeschichte, i. (1887), 31905, 244 1.
4 Theologie, i. 236.
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point of orthodox Jahwism, was quite incomprehensible.
It is through syncretism that religious feeling, which was
so much discomposed by subjection to the Assyrian yoke,
regains its calm.” Josiah, no doubt, abolished these foreign
cults; but they and the ideas connected with them may
still have been secretly kept alive; in fact, they meet
us afresh during the Exile, at any rate in individual cases
(Ezk 13v% 14'%)  The presence among the Jews, even
after this date, of designations that recall the names of
Babylonian divinities, may or may not be a token of this:
but it was obviously much more possible for such ideas to
gain a hold now, when the people lived entirely amid these
surroundings.

The chief authority for our knowledge of Assyro-
Babylonian religion is, of course, the cuneiform inscriptions:
in addition to them, and more important than Herodotus,
who is only to be used with caution, there are also the
fragments of Berosus, a contemporary of Alexander and his
first successors, who as priest of Bel had access to the
Temple Library, and the fragments of Diodorus Siculus and
Nicolaus Damascenus, both of whom lived in the time of
Julius Caesar and Augustus. It is true that these are
primarily evidences for a later time; and in other ways also
we have to distinguish between different periods. But there
is no doubt that the later kings, who are particularly important
for us, revived the ideas of previous times: the last in-
dependent king of Babylon, Nabunaid, devoted his thought
exclusively to ancient traditions and institutions; and at
the time when Cyrus was marching against his capital, he
was directing a costly search for the lost titles relating
to certain temple-endowments! Nor did the Babylonian
religion then disappear: “we can almost prove this,” says
Anz? “from the cuneiform inscriptions alone: those found
in the most recent decades have brought us always closer
to the beginning of our era. . . . Even in the time of Strabo
(Geogr. xvi. 1. 6, 739) and Pliny (Hist. Nat. vi. 30) there

1 Cp. Tiele, Geschichte, i. 141 f., 203 ff.
% ¢“Zur Frage nach dem Ursprung des Gnostizismus,” Texte u. Untersuch-
ungen, xv. 4, 1897, 59 ff,
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were in Babylonia three schools of priests, at Sippar, Uruk,
and Babel-Borsippa, which were strongly opposed to each
other in their astrological views. And even in the second
century after Christ we become acquainted with a novelist
Tamblichus, a Syrian by birth, who is said to have studied
the wisdom and language of Babylonia in Babylon.” So
Babylonian religion may have influenced Judaism, and all
the more because the national religions till then prevailing
had, as E. Meyer® shows, been rendered at once individual
and universal by the establishment of the Persian and Greek
world-empire. But more important than all else, a new,
a fourth, religion now came within the Jews’ range of vision,
that of the Persian conquerors.

That this religion was Mazdeism, is a view that has
been questioned by other scholars, and most recently by
Cumont ;2 but Tiele® has in my judgment proved that there
are good grounds for adhering to this opinion. It is true
that Cyrus, on the cylinder found in Babylon, allows himself
to be represented as the man whom Marduk has called to be
the deliverer of his people, who fears Marduk as his god,
and who expresses the hope that the gods whom he has
brought back to their dwelling, will daily implore Bel and
Nab@t on his behalf for length of days. But that was
possible even for a worshipper of Mazda, who regarded
Mithras and the Yazatas as standing alongside of Ahura,
and who identified these with the Babylonian divinities.
In fact, if Cyrus had not been such a man as this, Deutero-
Isaiah (45'%) could not have designated him as the called and
the favourite of Jahweh : the further circumstance that, accord-
ing to the uniform testimony of antiquity, he was buried in
Pasargadae, the city of the Magi, points to the same
conclusion.

Again, Cambyses left no Persian or Babylonian inserip-
tions, but according to Egyptian epigraphs he was a loyal

1 Qeschichie des Altertums, iii., 1901, 1681,

2 Textes, 1. 4 fI.

3 Qeschichte, ii., 1903, 371 ff. These conflicting views are reconciled by A. V.
Williams Jackson in Geiger and Kuhn's Grundriss der iranischen Philologie,
ii., 1896-1904, 625, 628, 688; and by L. H. Gray, ‘““The Religion of the
Achaemenian Kings,” Journal of the Amer. Or. Soc., 1901, xxi, 2. 177 ff.
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and humble servant of the gods of that country. In spite
of this he may have been a worshipper of Mazda: “what
the Egyptian priests choose to say of him in public records,
or put into his mouth, is no more a proof to the contrary
than what was ascribed to his father in Babylon disproves
the father’s Mazdeism.” !

If, finally, even the later Achaemenids occasionally sacri-
ficed to other gods, or at any rate spared their temples, this
was chiefly, I think, for political reasons, or because of
superstitious fear of those gods, sometimes out of sympathy
for a god whom they identified with their own. That they
reverenced Ahura Mazda before all others, they themselves
continually declare: nor do they see in him a Nature-god,
but a moral Being. And if alongside of him there appear
still other deities, Mithras and Andhita (from the time of
Artaxerxes Mnemon), one must always bear in mind that
in the Avesta also the Yazatas stand alongside of Ahura,
and among them Mithras and Anfhita occupy the foremost
places. “That Ahriman is not named in the inscriptions
of ancient Persia,” says A. V. Williams Jackson,? “is no more
astonishing than that the devil is not named in a royal edict
or presidential proclamation of to-day.” And Tiele® says:
“The marked repugnance against lying and deception, to
which Darins traces all wickedness, especially all opposition
to his authority, and every insurrection, and his advice that
one should always follow the straight path, are character-
istically Avestan and Zarathustrian.” Even when Darius
says of himself: “Then have I rebuilt the Ayadands which
Gauméita the Magian had destroyed,” 7.e. when he assumes
the existence of temples, which were at that time unknown
to the Persians, we must think of the abodes of the sacred
fire that were open only to the priests, abodes that must
have existed in rugged and rainy Iran. And if, finally, we
hear of tombs of the Achaemenids, although corpses were
generally thrown to birds and dogs, still their bones may
ultimately have been buried: or the Achaemenids were in
this matter (and perhaps in some others) not really orthodox

1 Tiele, Qeschichte, ii. 380. 2 Grundriss, ii. 628.
3 Geschichte, ii, 385.
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Mazdeans. But in general, as Tiele! justly remarks, they
deserved this name better than many a Byzantine emperor
deserved the name of Christian. The author of the Platonic
Dialogue The First Alcibiades is therefore warranted in
stating (121 E f.) that among the Persians the children of
royal descent were reared in the Magism of Zoroaster.

The other reports of the Greeks concerning the religion
of the Persians are certainly to some extent untrustworthy
or late. Herodotus (i. 131) regards “Mitra” as a goddess
of whom the Tersians had learned from the Arabians and
Assyrians, and whom the Assyrians called Mylitta, the
Arabians Alitta or Alilat; he has therefore probably confused
the God with Anéhita. Also his concluding remark (140):
oi 8¢ 8y Mdryor adToyeipin mdvta mAyy kuvos kal avBpwmov
kTelvovor, Kal dyovicua péya TODTO TotedvTal, KTelvovTes
opolws ulpunkds Te kal Spis kal TANAa épmeTd kal WeTewd
—1is not exact, but proves “that although the Greek author
does not speak of Ahriman and his evil spirits, and seems to
be unacquainted with the dualism of the Persians as a
doctrine, still the observances to which this dualism gave
rise have not escaped his notice.”? According to Diogenes
Laertius (Vita Philos., prooem. 6), Eudoxus, the contemporary
of Plato, and Aristotle knew the doctrine of the struggle
between Zeus-Ormazdes and Hades-Areimanios. 1In the
fourth century, too, Theopompus wrote his Philippica, to
which Plutarch refers in his deseription of Zoroastrian teach-
ing (De Is. 46 f). The later writers we need hardly
consider.

From the notices of the earlier authorities, however,
it must be inferred that the religion of the Avesta
cannot have arisen, as Darmesteter ® maintained, only in the
Christian era under the influence of Hellenistic philosophy,
particularly that of Philo. If Cumont* appeals, in support of
this view, to the statement of Basilius the Great (&p. 258
ad Epiph., ed. Migne, xxxii. 954), that the Magi in Cappadocia
never used religious books, he himself, on the other hand,

1 Geschichle, ii. 403. 2 Ibid. 368.

3 ““Le Zend-Avesta,” iil., dnnales du Musée Guimet, xxiv., 1893, 1. ff.
4 Textes, i. 4, n. 2,
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cites Pausanias (Descr. Graec. v. 27. 5) to prove that in the
Lydian temples of Anéhita liturgical books were commonly
to be found. And, above all, Cumont himself?! says that the
Cappadocian calendar came into existence about 400 B.C.:
but in it there already appear the Fravashis and Amesha
Spentas? Further, Jackson ® shows that we find names even
in the Achaemenid period which are compounds of the names
of the Amesha Spentas. Finally, Strabo (Geogr. xi. 8. 3, 512,
xv. 3. 15, 733) knows, if not Ameretit, at any rate Vohu
Mané ;* it is therefore for these reasons impossible that the
religion of the Avesta can have arisen only since the time of
Christ.

Other reasons may be added. “If the Avesta,” says
Tiele,5 “ is subsequent in date to the beginning of our era, it
is one of the strangest and most artful literary forgeries that
have ever been devised. One of the most artful: for its
authors have selected a language that was no longer spoken
and no longer understood by the people as a whole, a
language of which all the documentary evidence had been
lost. The passages which they wished to be regarded as the
most ancient, they have even written in an older dialect.
They have with consummate art so represented the religion,
which was their own invention, that in the songs (which
were considered as old) it is living and active ; in the writings
that were ostensibly of a later date, it is bound by strict
regulations ; finally, it is contaminated by all sorts of foreign
elements. In short, they have fabricated not only religious
records, but a whole religious development, and taken pains
that the history of the language which they employed should
keep pace with it. They have carefully avoided every-
thing that could be regarded as an allusion to their own
time, have named no names but those belonging to a mythical
antiquity, and have not once betrayed themselves. One of
the strangest of forgeries: for this work of deception was
within a few years generally accepted ; the creations of this
second-hand Theosophy became at once national gods, and

1 Textes, ii., 1896, 6. 2 Cp. wbid. i. 132f.

3 Qrundriss, ii. 634 f, 4 Cp. Cumont, Textes, i. 1301,
z P
5 Geschichte, ii. 47f.



28 PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY [19, 20

immediately thereafter were recognized by native and foreign
princes ; and in the schools where these works had their rise,
they were unable during that very period to produce any-
thing but an extremely inadequate translation, with a com-
mentary which not infrequently quite obscured the sense.”
Such a forgery is, in faet, impossible.

The actual date of the Avesta is a matter on which
scholars have, no doubt, held widely divergent views. At
all events the oldest parts are the Githas (Yasnae 28-34,
43-51, 53), the Yasna Haptanghiiti (¥Ysn. 35. 3—41. 6) and
gsome other portions from the same book, as also the metrical
parts of the Yasts! Of the Pahlavi literature, the Dinkard
dates only from the ninth ceutury, but gives in the eighth
and particularly in the ninth book copious extracts from the
lost parts of the Sassanian Avesta or rather of their trans-
lations in Pahlavi, so that one can still make use of it where
it agrees with the old texts. Moreover, while the Bundahis
does not belong to an earlier period than this, it probably
furnishes us with a translation of the DAmdid Nask, one of
the lost books of the old Avesta, and may therefore very
properly be cited with caution. On the other hand, the
Bahman Yast, even in what Bousset 2 accepts as its source, as
well as the Maindg-i Khirad, goes back only to the sixth
century, and is accordingly negligible for our purposes. But
even after the time of Alexander the Great, Parsism may
have influenced Judaism and Christianity ; and, further, from
that time one or both of these were exposed to Greek
influences, and Christianity later on to Roman influences as
well.

Greek religion (in the fifth place) possesses, in contrast with
the religions last discussed, what Holwerda?® describes as an
elusive Protean nature: there were hardly any prescriptions
of dogma or ritual that were recognized all over the Greek
world or embodied in writing. “Thus there is no great

1 Cp. Geldner in Geiger and Kuhn’s Grundriss, ii. 25 ff. ; Stave, Einfluss,
38ff. ; also Moffatt, Hibb. Journ., 1902-3, i. 765 f.

% ¢‘Beitrage zur Geschichte der Eschatologie,” Zeitschr. f. Kirchengesch.,
1900, 120 f.

8 In Chantepie de la Saussaye’s Lehrbuch, ii. (1889), 31905, 237.
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opportunity of being informed by the Greeks themselves
regarding the nature of their religious feelings and ideas.
We have, as it were, to overhear these secrets in incidental
remarks about religion and worship that occur in works of
quite a different character.” Now it was evident that the
older ideas from the fifth century onwards were in process of
dissolution.  Thucydides “made human destinies depend
solely on man, and traced out their causes and connexion
without taking account of divine influences. Kven the
oracles were in his eyes often deceitful, and only occasionally
did their responses come true.”! It is Euripides, above all,
who shows what uncertainty reigned in his time; for though
he looked for solace in Orphism, the last word of his muse
was resignation.

And all this (in the sixth place) influenced the Romans
as well : their religion also, when they came into contact with
Judaism and Christianity, presented a picture of utter ruin.
“ The most important priestly offices, those of a pontifex, augur,
or decemvir, had no longer any appreciable significance for
religious life. . . . Several priesthoods had ceased to exist;
others, like those of the fratres arvales and sodales Titii, had
even passed into oblivion. . . . The time-honoured office of
a flamen Dialis remained vacant for seventy-five years.
Certain cults, even the sacra privata, were neglected. Many
sanctuaries fell in ruins. It was only in the games that any
remarkable interest was still shown: the number of days
which they occupied increased fivefold during the last two
centuries of the Republic.”? Even the reforms of Augustus
made very little difference: the old faith certainly continued
to exist, especially in the provinces: but even there it was
always losing ground before the advancing tide of Emperor-
worship? And if this worship was partly a development of
Oriental ideas, in other ways also Oriental religions (our
seventh division) were always extending their influence
westward.

“ Before the time of Alexander, only a few foreign cults

! Chantepie de la Saussaye’s Lehrbuch, ii. 387.

2 Ibid. 479.
8 Op. also Wendland in Lietzmann’s Handbuch zum N.T. i. 2, 1907, 93.
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had found an entrance into Greece. Dionysus had brought
other Thracian and Phrygian gods in his train : eg. Cybele, who
as early as the fifth century was assimilated to the Athenian
mother of the gods, Bendis, Cotys, Sabazius. Adonis and the
Semitic Aphrodite, Ammon and Isis, were worshipped in
Athens and in other towns.”! 1In later times, however, it was
these last cults that made the greatest conquests, over an
area that extended as far as Rome, although their success
was greater in every other part than in Greece proper, where
there were indigenous mysteries enough.2  And this is especially
true of Mithraism, which had already spread as far as the
Eastern parts of Asia Minor in the time of the Achaemenids,
but even under the Diadochi had not been propagated farther.
It was probably through the pirates whom Pompey defeated
that it first gained a wider allegiance. We do not know
when it reached Tarsus, the religion of which was originally
Semitic: Dio Chrysostom (Or. xxxiii. 45) does not mention
it, but names only DPerseus, who was perhaps here as else-
where worshipped as the ancestor of the Persians. At any
rate, the worship of Mithras, to speak generally, was never
diffused through the Graeco-Roman world, in which subse-
quently it could not even hold its own. “Dans tous les pays
que baigne la mer Egde,” says Cumont,? noting a fact which has
hardly been sufficiently considered until now, “une dédicace
tardive du Pirée rappelle seule son existence, et 'on chercherait
en vain son nom parmi ceux des nombreuses divinités exotiques
adorées & Délos au IIe sitcle avant notre ére. Sous I'empire,
on trouve, il est vrai, des mithréums dtablis dans certains
ports de la cdte de Phénicie et d’Egypte, prés d’Aradus, &
Sidon, &4 Alexandrie; mais ces monuments isolés font ressortir
d’avantage I'absence de tout vestige des mystéres dans I'intérieur
du pays. La découverte récente d'un temple de Mithra a
Memphis parait étre I'exception qui confirme la régle, car le
génie mazdéen ne s'est probablement introduit dans cette

1 Lietzmann’s Handbuch, i. 2. 77.

2 Cp. Cumont, Les religions orientales, 261, n. 21.

3 Textes, i. 2411 ; cp. also Harnack, Die Mission w. Ausbreitung des
Christentums in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten, 1902, 534 ff. {Eng. trans., The
Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, 1905, ii. 447 ff.].
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antique cité que sous les Romains. Il n’est mentionné jusqu’
ici dans aucune inscription d’Egypte ou de Syrie, et rien ne
prouve quon lui ait ¢levé des autels méme dans la capitale
des Séleucides. . . . L’onomatologie grecque, qui fournit une
série de noms théophores rappelant la vogue dont jouirent les
divinités phrygiennes et égyptiennes, ne peut opposer aux
Ménophile et aux Métrodote, aux Isidore et anx Sérapion,
aucun Mithrion, Mithroclés, Mithrodore ou Mithrophile.
Tous les dérivés de Mithra sont de formation barbare!l Alors
que la Bendis thrace, la Cybele asianique, le Sérapis des
Alexandrins, méme les Baals syriens étaient accueillis suc-
cessivement avec faveur dans les villes de la Gréce, celle-ci
ne se montra jamais hospitaliére pour le dieu tutélaire de ses
anciens ennemis.

“Le plateau central de I’Asie Mineure, qui fut longtemps
rebelle & la civilisation hellénique, resta encore plus étranger
4 la culture romaine. A la vérité, la Cilicie avait été consti-
tude en province romaine depuis 102 a. J.-C., mais on n’occupa
a cette époque que quelques points de la cbte, et la conquéte
du pays ne fut complétée que prés de deux siécles plus tard.
La Cappadoce fut incorporée seulement sous Tibére, 'ouest
du Pont sous Néron, la Commagéne et la petite Arménie
définitivement sous Vespasien. Alors seulement s'établirent
des relations suivies et immédiates entre les contrées reculdes
et 'Occident. . . . Suivant Plutarque (Vita Pomp. 24), il est
vrai, Mithra se serait introduit beaucoup plus tot en Italie.
Les Romains auraient ¢été initiés & ses mystéres par les pirates
ciliciens vaincus par Pompée. Ce renseignement n’a réin
d’'invraisemblable. . . . Mais confondu dans la foule des
confréries qui pratiquaient des rites étrangers, le petit groupe
de ses adorateurs n’attira pas l'attention. Le yazata participait
au mépris dont étaient l'objet les Asiatiques qui le vénéraient.
L’action de ses sectateurs sur la masse de la population était
& peu pres aussi nulle que celle des sociétés bouddhiques dans
I'Europe moderne.

“Différents faits concourent & prouver cette longue obscurité.
. . . Strabon (GQeogr. xv. 3. 13, 732) et Quinte-Curce (Hist.
Alex. iv. 13. 48) ne parlent encore de Mithra que comme

1 In regard to this, cp., further, Cumont, Textes, i. 45 1.
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d’un dieu des Perses. Aucun autre auteur du siécle d’Auguste
ne dit un mot de lui, et & Pompéi, ot tant de monuments des
cultes égyptiens ont été mis an jour, on n’ a rien trouvé qui
rappelat Mithra. Les plus anciens auteurs qui le nomment,
voient encore en lui un étranger (cf. Stat. Z%eb. i. 719 s)
Plutarque (l.c.) place ses mysteéres sur le méme rang que les
pratiques barbares des Ciliciens (il n’eut point parlé ainsi
d’Isis), et au milieu du Ile siecle, Lucien (Deor. Cone. 9, Jup.
Trag. 8) s’exprime encore avec un dédain analogue.” Origen’s
judgment (Contra Cels. vi. 22), as Dieterich * thinks, may have
to be somewhat differently understood : still when all is said,
it is @ priori very improbable that the worship of Mithras
should have in any way influenced Judaism or primitive
Christianity.?

Further, in the eighth place, Greek philosophy may
have influenced both of these. 'We may note that in the
strange woman from whom, according to Pr 2%+ Wisdom
is to deliver a man, “the stranger which flattereth with
her words, which forsaketh the guide of her youth and
forgetteth the covenant of her God,” Sellin3 (who follows
M. Friedlinder*) sees the knowledge and culture that have
been introduced from abroad; and he finds that this culture
is presupposed also in the Book of Sirach. The xpumrrd
(MAeD3), with which men are warned not to busy themselves
(Sir 32%), might in fact be interpreted as erroneous speculations,
and particularly as Greek philosophy: the Talmud takes the
passage thus. But if that were so, foreign culture would not
be expected of a wise man in 39%%.  On the other hand, in
the New Testament one may look for the influences of Greek
philosophy especially in Paul, who came from Tarsus, at that
time one of the chief centres of philosophical study: for
though he certainly possessed no Greek learning, still he and
other Christian writers are likely to have come in contact
with contemporary philosophy. And that philosophy was

1 Eine Mithrasliturgie (1903), 21910, 88.

2 Cp. also Fries, ‘ Was bedeutet der Fiirst der Welt in Joh, 1251 14% 16112”
Zeitschr. f. d. newtest, Wiss., 1905, 169.

3 Die Spuren griechischer Philosophie im A4.T., 1905, 9, 15, 18.

$ Qriechische Philosophie tm 4.T., 1904, 68 ff,
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above all Stoicism, in the form which it had latterly assumed
under Platonic influences: in comparison with it other
tendencies are only of secondary importance.

Greek philosophy was closely associated (in the ninth
place) with the various religions of the time, even with the
Egyptian. For that Egyptian religion influenced the Hermetic
writings, as Granger! and Reitzenstein? maintain, is not
improbable, Zielinski® notwithstanding. Further, we must
remark that this Hermetic literature is in its beginnings
certainly earlier than has generally been supposed *—though
it is not nearly so old as Flinders Petrie® has recently
maintained. In particular, the introduction to the Mandata
of Hermas (V74s. 5) reminds one of the introduction to the
Poimandres in a way that, in spite of Bousset’s ¢ judgment, can
hardly be accidental. “The decisive point,” says Reitzenstein 7
justly, “is not that the revealing spirit comes unrecognized
to the musing prophet, is asked who he is, and is then
transformed ; not that he assures the prophet that he always
is, and always will remain, beside him ; but that he repre-
sents himself in the pagan author as the shepherd of men,
in the Christian as the shepherd of this definite man.” For
so it is in fact: the angel not only appears in the figure of
a shepherd, but calls himself by that name. That he plays
another role, and that accordingly his saying: “ 7 will dwell
with thee for the remaining days of thy life,” has another
meaning than in the Poimandres, does not disprove a con-
nexion between the two writings: a connexion and, in fact,
an indebtedness on Hermas’ part may be inferred from the
difference of the two in their use of the transformation motif.
“In the Christian author this is nothing but an unmeaning
masquerade ; in the pagan it is a matter of course that the

! ¢The Poemandres of Hernes Trismegistus,” Journ. of Theol. Studies,
1904, 395 ff.

2 Poimandres, 1904.

3 ¢“Hermes u. die Hermetik,” Arch. f. Rel.- Wiss., 1905, 321 ff., 1906, 25 ff.

4 A different view is held only by Aall, Der Logos, ii., 1899, 78, n. 4, but he
offers no proofs.

> “‘Historic References in Hermetic Writings,” Transactions of the Third
International Congress for the History of Religions, 1908, i. 224f. ; Personal
Religion in Egypt, 1909, 38 ff., 85 1L,

8 Gott. gel, Anz., 1905, 694, 7 Poimandres, 12.

3
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vovs, which is the Light, should reassume its cosmic mode
of manifestation.”! Further, when Hermas, who at other
times has visions at Rome or Cunae, is conducted (Svm. 9. 1. 4)
to a mountain in Arcadia, this is to be explained by the
Arcadian origin of Hermes; indeed, even the two names
Hermas and Hermes are perhaps connected. At all events
the two writings, as Lietzmann 2 also decides, are related to
one another, and the Shepherd, though not directly dependent
on the Poimandres, is dependent on its source. This being
80, we can occasionally make use of the Poimandres to
explain the New Testament as well.

Lastly (in the tenth place), writings or systems that are
Christian, or at any rate influenced by Christianity, may them-
selves be much later than the New Testament, and yet may
often contain ideas which are earlier than it, and which may
possibly have influenced it if they were present in its miliew.
Among these may be named not only the Gnostic systems and
Manichaeism, but also Mandaeism, whose sacred writings (and
fragments of these are still extant) date at the earliest from
the time of the Sassanids. If Kessler’s® view were correct,
that the term Jordan, employed in them for any flowing
water, was derived from the river in Palestine, one might
agree with him in the conclusion that in earlier times the
Mandaeans actually lived on the bank of the Jordan: but
Brandt ¢ holds, on the contrary, that the Old Testament term
j7¢7 is only a generic name with the article, which
appears as such also in Job 40%, Still, we may suppose that
the Mandaeans were at one time much more widely spread to
the West, and therefore, if they are so early in any form at all,
they may possibly have influenced Judaism and Christianity.

On the other hand, it is @ prior: unlikely that Indian
religions, and particularly Buddhism, have influenced these two
systems. Seydel? van den Bergh van Eysinga,® and Drews have,
I admit, pointed to many specific connexions between India

1 Poimandres, 13. 2 Theol. Lit.-Ztg., 1905, 202.
3 Art. ‘““Mandser,” Prot. Realencykl.® xii., 1903, 181.

4 Die manddische Religion, 1889, 66, n. 2.

5 Evangelium, 305 . ; Buddha-Legende, 46 ff.

8 Hinfliisse, 88 ff.
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and Greece, and shown that in various ways there was active
commercial intercourse between the two countries. But
that this served as a medium to convey Indian ideas to the
West—we are not concerned at present with India’s spiritual
importations—is hardly demonstrable.! The animal stories
already alluded to on p. 19 are perhaps the one exception.
Moreover, “ Buddhism,” says Zeller,? “ was so entirely outside
the Western range of vision, that in the whole of Greek and
Roman literature it is mentioned by only one known writer
in the first two centuries after Alexander, and in the
following four centuries by only a few others. About the
beginning of the third century before Christ, Megasthenes in
his ’Ivdikd gave an account not only of the Brahmans but
also of the Buddhists, or, as he calls them, the Sapuaves,
with whom he had become acquainted in Palimbothra when
he was envoy of Seleucus Nicator at the court of Kandra-
gupta (Savdparortos). 1In the first half of the first century
before Christ, they were mentioned by Alexander Polyhistor,
the learned compiler, who appears to have followed an
earlier source than Megasthenes’ "Ivdikd, since he did not
call them, like that author, Fapudves (Sanskrit Sramana),
but Sapavaior (Pali Samana). . . . Extracts from Megas-
thenes’ account were given by Strabo (xv. 1. 59, 712 C),
to whom we owe our knowledge of it”; Strabo, however, at
the same time laments the meagreness of the accounts of
India. Again, Asoka’s statement that he had sent mission-
aries to various Greek kings, friends of Antiochus II. of
Bactria, deserves not a particle of credit. “There is no
outside evidence,” says Hopkins,® “that such missionaries
ever arrived, or, if they did, that they ever had any
influence ; and scholars like M. Senart . . . incline to the
opinion that Acoka had simply heard of these kings through
his friend Antiochus, and had dispatched missionaries to
them, when he boasted of the conversion of the Western
world (within a year after the missionaries were sent), . . .

1 Cp. Hardy, Der Buddhisinus nach dlteren PAli- Werken, 1890, 112 ff,

2 ¢ Zur Vorgeschichte des Christentums,” Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol., 1899,
209 f.

3 India, 123 f.
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Up to the present no trace of any early Buddhistic
worship has been found in the West. The only known
monument, a reputed Gnostic tomb in Syracuse, is only
supposed to have been Buddhistic—two suppositions in regard
to a monument of comparatively late date.” And yet,
since Buddhism from the second century onward becomes
better known, it may have exerted some influence even before
that time—by way of Turkestan—always assuming that
the traditions concerned are of as early a date.

Seydel,! in his proof of this, starts from Asoka’s edict
engraved on the rock in Byrath near Bhabra, in which Asoka,
according to Kern’s translation, says: “All that our Lord
Buddha has declared, Sirs, is well declared, therefore he must
also, Sirs, be regarded as an indisputable authority: then
will the true faith long endure. Animated by this thought,
Sirs, I now present to you the following religious works:
Summary of Discipline (Vinaya), The Supernatural Powers
of the Master, Fears of the Future, The Hermit’s Song, On
Asceticism, The Questions of Upatishya, and The Address to
Rihula, concerning Mendacity, delivered by Buddha our
Lord.” Following Weber, he sees the Hermit’s song in the
Dhammapada, which is thought by others as well to be of
an early date, as also is the Sutta-Nipita which quotes
it, the MahA-parinibbina-Sutta, Mahi-vagga, Kulla-vagga,
Karandavytha, Magghima-Nikya, Samyutta-Nikdya, Patisam-
bhidi-maggo, and Buddhavamsa. The work “ On Asceticism ”
he identifies with fragments of the Mahi-vagga; but even
if this identification is doubtful, the writings mentioned
remain certainly pre-Christian.

That this is also true of the Abhinishkramana-Stitra, the
Buddha-karita-Kévya of Asvaghosha, and the Lalita Vistara?
Seydel attempts to demonstrate particularly from the
Chinese catalogues of Buddhist literature. According to
these the Lalita Vistara was translated into Chinese soon
after 63 A.D.,, but probably in an older form, which may be
the basis also of the other works just named, but which

1 Evangelivm, 47 ff. ; Buddha-Legende, 55 ff.

2 According to Seydel’'s Zafer view, at any rate, these three works were
produced in this order,
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cannot be reconstructed. So, too, the proofs formerly given
for the greater antiquity of the Lalita Vistara and the other
writings do not hold good of their present form: they must
not therefore be cited off-hand as pre-Christian.! Further,
Kanishka, whose counsellor was the traditional author of the
Buddha-karita-Kavya, probably lived as late as the second
half of the first century of our era;? and to suppose not only
that this author was earlier, but also that he was writing
long before this, is hardly possible. The date of the
Nidfinakathd, Divydvadina, the Avadinas and Gaina Slitras
is also uncertain. Again, the Stitra that deals with the story
of the Kinddla maiden can be shown to exist in a Chinese
translation only in the time of the Han dynasty (25-220
AD.), the Lotus of the Good Law in the time of the Tsin
dynasty (265-316); and although it may contain older
materials, they cannot be identified3 Further, the Gatakas
belong to the fifth century: it is only some of them that
can be shown to be earlier. But one must not say with
van den Bergh van Eysinga:* “Still the prefaces, which
inform us of the occasions on which Buddha narrated these
stories, certainly go back in substance to pre-Christian times.”

If there are similarities that cannot be accidental between
this later Buddhist literature and the New Testament, the
question would arise whether the former could not be depend-
ent upon the latter. Seydel rejects this supposition on the
ground that no elements of a foreign religion would have
been introduced into the old canon, which was idolatrously
reverenced : yet he himself continually supposes that the

1 Cp. Rhys Davids, Lectures on the Origin and Growth of Religion, 1888,
197: “As evidence of what early Buddhism actually was, it is of about the
same value as some mediaeval poem would be of the real facts of the Gospel
history.”

% Cp. Seydel, Buddha-Legende, 74. But Pischel in Hinneberg’s Diec Kultur
der Gegenwart, i. 7, 1906, 200, Leben und Lehre des Buddha, 1906, 18, assigns
him to the middle of the first century B.c.

8 Cp. Hopkins, Indie, 135: ‘It is quite justifiable to suppose that the
origin of the Lotus may be some centuries earlier ; but it is quite as unhistorical
to refer legends of our present Lotus to a pre-Christian era as it would be to put
the history of Herodotus into the eighth century because some of his stories
may have had a more antique form.”

4 Einfliisse, 53.
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Buddhist writings were re-edited. And now Hopkins 1—who
is perhaps occasionally a little too credulous of tradition—
shows that Christianity penetrated to India very early. “We
know . . . that Pantaenus was expressly sent to teach the
Brahmans in India, and found a Christian church already
established there in 190 A.D.;2 that in the sixth century there
was in South India a Christian church, which, according to
its own tradition, had been founded in the first century; that
Christian influence was perhaps strong enough in the North-
west to leave Christian scenes depicted in the Peshawar and
Kandahar sculptures of the fifth century; that in the seventh
century, missionaries were in middle India; and that about
the same century they were sent to China, where, indeed, as
in Tibet, it is probable that they had already been located
for some time.” And he remarks also:3® “Far from being
unchanging, all the Hindus, both Brahmans and Buddhists,
were mentally most progressive and receptive. They have
always taken new gods from outside their own pale, and
have always been prone to assimilate the thoughts and
traditions of those with whom they have come in contact,
especially in religious matters.”

This is also to be borne in mind for the relation of Krish-
naism to Christianity. Krishnaism can be recognized in the
Mahébharata, which in its present form is placed by Hopkins *

1 India, 141 ; cp. also Hardy, Buddhismus, 111.

2 With reference to Chrysostom’s statement, Hom. in Joh. 2. 2 (ed. Migne,
lix. 32) : d\\& kal Zdpot kal Alyimriow kal Ivdol kal Iépoar kai Alflomres kal uipia
&repa E0vy els THy adTdy peraBabvres YAOTTOY T4 Taps TovTOV dbyuarTa elcaxfévTa
euaboy dvbpwmor BdpBapor pihosopely, Lorinser, it is true, says (Die Bhagavad
Gita, 1869, 268): ‘‘One might be tempted to regard the significance of this
evidence as weakened by the addition xal udpia érepa vy : but this considera-
tion loses its force if one remembers that all the translations here mentioned,
with the single exception of the Indian one, can be traced in other ways as well,
and that they have even been preserved till our day.” But Tiele, ‘‘ Christus
en Krishna,” Theol. Tijdschrift, 1877, 71f., says: ‘At all events, such an
important circumstance as the existence of an Indian translation of the New
Testament as early as the third century A.D., no trace of which has ever been
found, must not be presumed on the strength of a more or less rhetorical out-
burst in a homily.” In regard to the well-known legend of the island of
the monotheists which Indians were said to have visited, cp. Tiele, ¢bid. 69 f.;
Hopkins, India, 160 f.

3 Idid. 140. 4 Ibid. 146.
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within the century or the two centuries, by Winternitz!
within the four centuries, that precede and follow the beginning
of our era. Thus there may possibly have been a contact
with Christianity ; but for the reasons stated above it is
probable that Krishnaism rather than Christianity was the
borrower.?

The other religions that may possibly have influenced
Christianity might now be examined successively, with a
view to discovering whether and where they have actually
done so. But this arrangement would involve the great
disadvantage that many passages or ideas of the New
Testament would have to be discussed more than once. It
is better, therefore, to start with the New Testament itself,
and first of all to examine those ideas that are common to
primitive Christianity as a whole, and afterwards the others,
which are to be found only in one or a few of its leading
representatives. Under the former head I distinguish the
ideas that were already present in Jewish thought, the new
ideas, and, finally, the institutions of primitive Christianity ;
and I regard Jesus, Paul, and the Johannine circle as its
leading representatives. Alongside of the preaching of Jesus,
the Synoptists’ own views will be discussed; then, before
proceeding to Pauline theology, I shall examine the stand-
point of the primitive Church, and at the same time discuss
the other parts of the Acts of the Apostles. From Pauline
to Johannine theology we can best pass by way of the post-
Pauline writings, even if they are in some measure later than
the Johannine. The whole may fitly be preceded by an
examination of the attempts to trace Christian thought in
general to foreign influences.

1 @eschichte der indischen Literatur, i., 1908, 403,
2 Cp. also Oldenberg, Indien, 20 f.






PART L

4.—CHRISTIAN THOUGHT IN SOME OF ITS MORE
GENERAL ASPECTS.

THE attempt to explain the whole of Christianity by non-
Jewish influences has been made only by B. Bauer, for in
view of the observations on p. 3{, Dupuis’ work need not
be further considered. Even the later author does not offer
much more than hints or suggestions, but these are far more
numerous than in the earlier. DBauer’s thesis, like Steck’s?
similar one regarding Paulinism, is untenable, since it involves
conclusions which critical scholarship cannot accept: never-

| theless, “Roman Hellenism” may possibly have influenced

the New Testament.?2 Even defenders of the essential trust-
worthiness of the Synoptic Gospels and the genuineness of
the chief Pauline Epistles have often expressed this view,
now incidentally, now as the basis of some comprehensive
inquiry. Others have merely compared classical literature
either with the New Testament as a whole, or with various
books, sections, and passages in it: but even from this some-

1 Der Galaterbrief, 1888, 376f. : *‘Roman Hellenism,” which (in the first
place) was lifted above the ordinary thoughts and aspirations of paganism by
the later Platonic philosophy, in the form in which Seneca maintained that
system in Rome,—which (in the second place) had gained a knowledge of the
dactrines of a purified Judaism from the Alexandrian Bible and the writings of
Philo,—and which (thirdly), with or without the formality of proselytism,
sympathized with Jewish monotheism and its purer ethics—* Roman Hellenism’
became the cradle of the first Christian Chureh in the capital of the world.”

2 Cp. also Wendland, Theol. Lit.-Zty., 1895, 495: ‘‘In view of modern
inquiries into the philosophic ‘diatribe,” one may without the least fear raise
the question whether even primitive Christian literature in its stylistic forms,
in its ideas, and particularly in its comparisons, was in some degree influenced by
this mode of thought and expression—not that that influence would necessarily
be transmitted by the medium of literature.”

41
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thing may perhaps be gained for our subject. In fact, it is
not impossible that the attempted proofs of the dependence
of later Stoicism on Christianity may here and there be
employed to prove the dependence of Christianity on
Stoicism. Some of these inquiries, it is true, do not pro-
perly come under the heading given above, but it is per-
haps best to exhibit them in a collected form at the very
beginning.

As for details of method, I do not in the first instance
specify particular ideas or groups of ideas that might be
derived from Graeco-Roman philosophy—in the widest
sense of that term—>but within the parts of the New Testa-
ment just mentioned I take the passages seriatim, guided in
the Synoptic Gospels by the earliest of them, the Gospel of
Mark, discussing what is peculiar to the Gospels of Matthew
and Luke (in this the order of their compilation) at the
points where they have inserted it in Mark’s account, and
dealing with the other books according to their chronological
order. Where I encounter an idea common to the whole
of the New Testament, or, at any rate, one that may be met
at other points, I at once deal with these additional passages :
if, again, an idea is ultimately derived not from Graeco-
Roman philosophy, but from a different source, I leave it for
the moment entirely on one side.

That this philosophy should have influenced the preach-
ing of Jesus or even the subsequent evangelical tradition, will,
I think, seem to most people highly improbable. Harnack !
rightly lays stress on the fact that “the whole Synoptic
tradition belongs to Palestine and Jerusalem, and has had no
connexion with Gentile-Christian circles except in the redac-
tion of Luke. The limits of the play of Hellenic influence
in the Gospels, in so far as that influence had not already
infected the very blood of Judaism, are thus sharply defined.”
Something, however, might have passed into Christianity
in this way: it is, in fact, possible that not only Luke or
Mark, but even Matthew and the author of the Discourse-
document (if this was originally written in Greek), occasionally
followed Greek models. Let us therefore study, first of all,

1 Lukas, der Arzt, 1906, 118 [Eng. trans., Luke the Physician, 1907, 166 £.].
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the Synoptic writers and their possible dependence on such
influences, which need not, in fact, have been transmitted
by a literary medium, but may have affected them and the
circles from which they sprang, merely through the spiritual
atmosphere of the time.

To begin our detailed examination—Zahn! would derive
the amovori@nTe of Epictetus (Diss. il. 16. 41) from the preach-
ing of perdvoia with which Jesus, like the Baptist, opened His
ministry : one might also by the reverse process trace the
form of this preaching to Stoicism, which in general did
teach the doctrine. But, as Wrede? shows, the Evangelists
no longer understood the term in its etymological signification,
but in the sense of repentance. Here then it cannot even be
said that the notions are identical. And it is surely clear
that the change of mind which John and Jesus actually
desired does not need to be derived from Greek philosophy.

Wetstein,? always the most exhaustive investigator in such
fields of inquiry, cites numerous parallels to the Beatitudes,
but does not fail to note that mercifulness was condemned
by the earlier Stoics. As for the expression in Lk 14%
“the savourless salt is not fit for the dunghill” the parallel in
Epictetus (Diss. ii. 4. 4 f.), which Jiilicher * compares, and
which in Zahn’s® opinion has been borrowed from Luke, is
altogether general in its nature.

Of the contrast drawn between the old and the new law
in Mt 521, B. Bauer says: “The timbers for this building
were prepared by Seneca, who, by one application after
another, sought to show the inexhaustible character of his
new conception of the law’s requirements.” And then he
cites various passages from ZXpist. xv. 3 (95) which (as
elsewhere) T quote in their original form : “ Factet quod oportet
monitus, concedo: SED ID PARUM EST, quoniam quidem nom 0
facto laus est, sed in eo, quemadmodum fiat (40). Audial
licet, quem modum servare in sacrificiis debeat, quam procul

1 Der Stoiker Epiktet u. sein Verhdlinis zum Christentum (1895), 21895, 39.
2 ¢« Miszellen,” Zeitschr. f. d. neutest. Wiss., 1900, 66 ff.

3 Novum Testamentum Graecum, 1751, i, 286 ff.

4 Die Gleichnisreden Jesu, ii., 1899, 69.

5 Epiktet, 43. 8 Christus u. die Casaren, 481,
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resilire a molestis superstitionibus: NUMQUAM SATIS PROFECTUM
ERIT, nist qualem debet dewm mente conceperit, omnia habentem,
omnie tribuentem, beneficum gratis (48).  Kece altera quaestio,
quomodo hominibus sit utendum. Quid agimus? Quae damus
praecepte ! Ut parcamus sangwint humano ?  QUANTULUM EST
et non nocere, cus debeas prodesse ! MAGNA SCILICET LAUS EST, st
homo mansuetus homint est (51).” But the resemblance to
the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew’s Gospel is far too
slight to warrant us in tracing it to Seneca, or any model
that Seneca may have followed.

Again, to explain the condemnation of the lustful look in
Mt 5%, there is no need of the parallels in Greek and Latin
cited by Wetstein * and Wendland >—nor even of the reference
to Job 51, which otherwise is much more apposite. The
saying that follows, regarding the removal of the offending
eye and hand, is probably, as the duplicate in Mk 9%,
Mt 185t shows, to be understood in the more general semse:
thus the passages quoted by Wetstein % are again inappropriate.
Nor can these words, or the saying addressed to the rich
young man in Mk 10% and par., be based upon Seneca’s
exhortation (&p. ii. 5 [17] 1) quoted by B. Bauer:* « Proice
omnie 1sta, st sapts, tmmo ut sapias, et ad bonam mentem magno
cursw ac totis viribus tende.  Si quid est, quo teneris, aut expedi
aut tncide.”

From the prohibition of oath-taking in Mt 53¢ which
recurs in Ja 5%, Zahn® would derive the corresponding ex-
pression in Epictetus (Znckh. 33. 5); Wendland ¢ shows that
the idea already occurs in Seneca, the philosopher Eusebius,
and Philo; while Bonhoffer 7 regards it as possible that the
later Stoics borrowed it from the Pythagoreans. The Pythag-
oreans are often represented as having had a special influence
on the Essenes, who, according to the authentic ® and generally

1 Nov. Test. i. 301.

2 Theol. Lit.-Ztg., 1895, 495, and in Lietzmann’s Handbuch zum N.T. i. 2,
1907, 53, n. 3.

3 Nov. Test. 1. 302f. 4 Christus, 49f.

5 Epiktct, 29, 43 f. 8 Theol. Lit.-Ztg., 1895, 494.

7 Die Ethik des Stoikers Epiktet, 1894, 113.

8 Cp. Wendland, ‘‘Jahresbericht iiber die nacharistotel. Philosophie der
Griechen, 1887-1890,” Arch. f. Gesch. d. Phil., 1892, 225 ff.
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trustworthy accounts of Philo (Quod Omnis Prob. Lib., ed.
Mangey, ii. 458) and Josephus (BJ ii. 8. 6, Ant. xv. 10, 4),
likewise condemned the oath. But such a connexion in this
matter is not demonstrable—mnot even from Clem. Hom.,
Contest. 2. 4, where the formula of adjuration has certainly
rather a Greek sound. Still that formula does not necessarily
come from HEssenism:' and the Essenes’ repugnance to the
oath may reasonably be traced to Jewish thought, in which
many similar expressions are to be found.? And it is there,
if anywhere, that we have to look for the origin of the
Christian ideas on the subject.

For the disapproval of retaliation, Mt 5% (cp. also
1 Co 67), there are certainly numerous parallels in later
Stoicism, as again Bonhoffer,® Heinrici,* and E. Klostermann °
show. Yet the first of these authorities emphasizes at the
same time the fact “that in their strength and warmth, as
well as in their potency, these ideas are far behind the New
Testament.” ¢ Further, it is undeniable that the idea of love
for one’s fellow-men, in the depth and purity with which it
meets us in Seneca, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurelius, had not
yet come to life in the earlier Stoa.” However, when he goes
on: “But its seeds and germs were present in the Stoic
system from the first: the men who with all their energy
championed, as against Epicureanism, a moral interpretation
of the idea of God, and emphasized in it in particular the
elements of goodness and loving solicitude, were bound to
shape their moral ideal accordingly "—we must not neglect
a notable difference. “If the Stoic speaks of a God and
Father of all,” remarks Heinrici ¢ justly,  he understands by
that the cohesive principle that unites all creatures to one
another: he expresses in this way his consciousness of

1 For the opposite view, sec Zeller, ‘ Zur Vorgeschichte des Christentums,”
Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol., 1899, 217 ff.

2 The most exhaustive treatment of this subject is to be found in Spitta, Zur
Geschichte w. Literatur des Urchristentums, ii., 1896, 142.

3 Die Ethik des Stoikers Epiktet, 101, 105 f.

4 ““Die Bergpredigt begriffsgeschichtlich untersucht,” Lpz. Zeformations-
programm, 1905, 46 ff.

5 In Lietzmann’s Handbuch, ii, 1, 1909, 193 f.

8 Bergpredigt, 54f,
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belonging to the whole.” For Jesus, on the other hand, God
is really the loving Father of all His creatures: accordingly
even the exhortation, v.*8 « Ye therefore shall be perfect, as your
heavenly Father is perfect ”—though its wording may have been
influenced by Greek philosophy, since in Luke °merciful’
replaces ‘ perfect, and the latter term is used nowhere else
in the New Testament as an attribute of God!-—has not
the same meaning as, for example, the well-known words of
Seneca (Kp. xv. 3 [95]. 50): « Vis deos propitiare ?  Bonus
esto.  Satis illos coluit, quisquis imitatus est.”

Too much stress, again, is laid by O. Holtzmann 2 on the
similarity between the Greek idea of God and Jesus’ idea—a
similarity which this scholar attributes to the dependence of
the latter on the former. He believes that we can interpret
the parables of the Lost Sheep, the Lost Piece of Silver, and
the Prodigal Son, in Luke 15, in this way, that one must
believe of God also that He does not allow His property
to be lost: but, in fact, these parables are only intended to
vindicate, in the face of any objections, His love for sinners,
whieh is, generally speaking, a certainty apart from that.
Also the saying in Mt 7% “If ye then, being evil, know
how to give good gifts unto your children, how much more shall
your Father which 1s in heaven give good things to them that
ask lim ?” (cp. Lk 11¥)—is not intended to prove God’s
love for the first time, but only to establish it in the presence
of doubt. And how could Jesus believe that “every man
has to expect from his God what he himself adheres to as
his ideal in practice ”?  The petition, “ Forgive us our debls, as
we also have forgiven our debtors” (Mt 62, Lk 11%), and other
similar sayings, are not based “on the judgment that what a
man regards in his conscience as right, he believes of his God,”
but wice versa: what a man believes of his God, he regards
also in his conscience as right. Jesus does not believe on
God because He wills the good, but He wills the good because

1 Bonhoffer’s objections (Epiktet u. das N.T'., 1911, 89) to this argument do
not appear to me conclusive, however grateful I am to him otherwise for having
so fully discussed my position with regard to the relationship between Stoicism
and the New Testament.

2 Neulestamentl. Zeilgeschichte, 1895, 225 ff. In the second edition (1906)
this detailed discussion, which was in fact irrelevant, is omitted.
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He believes on God: God is for Him the idea of the good, not
vice versa, In that case, however, His idea of God does not
suggest the Platonic idea so strongly that one would be
bound here “to note how Jewish thought (almost uncon-
sciously, we may admit) has borrowed out of [aus] Hellenism ”
—to say nothing of the fact that this idea of God was not
at all so prominent in Jewish thought.

So, too, when O. Holtzmann goes on to say: “Precisely
as . . . Paul” 2 Co 31% “gees in Christ the revelation
of God, Plato in the Phaedrus (249 D) regards the
Beautiful as the clearest and purest revelation of the Eternal
in the world. And precisely as Paul declares that we in
beholding this picture are always more and more transformed
into likeness with it, Plato says that the contemplation of
the Beautiful fits us to aspire after resemblance to Giod "—
we must point out that the agrcement is not very close.
Indeed, Paul does not here at all designate Christ as the
revelation of God: and God appears as a model for our
imitation only in Eph 5%, that is to say, in a non-Pauline
Epistle.

On the other hand, the passages finally quoted by O.
Holtzmann, Ja 113 7 1 I 29 2 P 1% are quite irrelevant
to the present discussion. In the first, God is only described
as untempted and the Father of lights; there is nothing said
of His being our example. In the second, the context, and
the passage Is 43%%, which is here drawn upon, prove that
the excellencies of God, which we are to show forth, must be
His glorious achievements.!  According to the third passage,
we are to become partakers of the divine nature—that is
certainly a terminus technicus of philosophy—Dby the precious
and exceeding great promises which the glory and virtue of
God have granted unto us. But in 1 Jn 17 we read again
that we must walk in the light as He is in the light, and in
1Jn 4% “He that loveth mot knoweth not God ; jfor God s
love” In the Fourth Gospel also (1'%) Christ is called the
revealer of God: but again nothing of all this is specifically
Greek.  Accordingly the influence which O. Holtzmann

1 Cp. Deissmann, Bibelstudien, 1895, 91ff. [Eng. trans., Bible Studies
(1901), 21909, 96 f.].
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declares to have been exerted by Hellenism on the Christian
religion, or on the Jewish religion before it (as he hastily
supposes), has not been proved in reference to this first
point.

Wetstein ! adduces many parallels from Greek and Roman
philosophers to the condemnation of external devoutness in
Mt 6; Heinrici 2 quotes in particular the proud characteriza-
tion which Kuphrates gives of himself (Epict. Diss. iv. 8, 17):
émi moND émepouny NavBdvew Ghocopdv kal v pot
TovTo péhpov. ITpdrov uév yap ydew, 6oa kaids émolovw
81t o0 Sia Tovs Bearas émolovy, dANa & éuavrov: Hobiov
épavt kal@s, rateaTaluévov elyov 7O [SNéupa, ToV
meplmaToy * wdvra épavtd kal fed. “ But in the last words,”
he continues, “the difference of the motivation stands out
clearly. The disciple of Jesus does not put himself alongside
of God, but comes to God as the child to his father. For
that reason he guides his actions exclusively by the thought
of God, where and when he can serve God. DBut whatever is
a matter between God and him, is not a matter for men’s judg-
ment.” So it is quite inconceivable that the New Testament
passage owes anything to philosophy. And even for Mt 68
“ Your Father knoweth what things ye have need of, before
ye ask him”—there is no need to suppose any indebtedness,
although here the parallels really correspond.

In reference to the logion regarding the laying up of
treasures in Mt 6% Lk 12%% Heinrici® says: *The
general truth of the image is one of the favourite ideas of
ancient popular philosophy. Epictetus says: &mov yap av
TO éyw kal TO éuobv, éxel dvdykn pémew To Ldov €l év capki,
ékel TO Kupiedov elvar el év mpoaipéoet, ékel elvar el év Tols
éetos, éret (il. 22. 19).  Plutarch puts the matter still more
graphically : 67c 8¢ &kaocTos év éavrg Ta Ths edfuulas ral
s Svoluulas éyer Tapela, . . . ai Siadopal Tév waldy
dnhotow (De Trang. Anim. 14). With special reference to
wealth, Socrates (Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 9) declares that wisdom
is more valuable than treasures of silver and gold (dpyvpiov

1 Nov. Test. i. 317 ff. ; cp. also E. Klostermann in Lietzmann’s Handbuch,
ii. 1. 197.
2 Bergpredigt, 63, 3 Ibid. 70f.
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kal xpvolov Onoavpol). This is worked out in detail in
Cyrop. viil. 2. 21, where Cyrus compares his wealth with that
of Croesus. DBut these and many similar sayings are dis-
tinguished from the logion in the Sermon on the Mount by
the nature of the contrast drawn. In the former case, wisdom,
friendship, the riches of the inner life are set over against the
possession of money and property: and in the almost ascetic
restriction which they put upon their wants, the Cynies
furnish the practical commentary to these ideas. But in the
Sermon on the Mount the earthly and the heavenly are
contrasted, as they are in the parable of the Rich Iool,
which concludes thus: ofitws o Onoavpilwyv éavrg xal uy
els feov mrovrdy (Lk 12'%)” Here also, then, there is
certainly no borrowing.

Again, in reference to the words regarding the service
of two masters, Mt 62! Lk 163, Jilicher ! remarks: “ The
protest against a non -committal policy in fundamental
questions of morality was made also in Greek philosophy ;
cp. Epict. Znchir. 13 and Diss. iv. 2, particularly § 4 [for
that, and not § 2, is the correct reference]: oidels émaudor-
epllwv Slvatar mporiyrar AN . . . el wpos ToUTw mive
Oéhews elvac . . . ddes dmavra Talha : further, § 10 : ov Stvacar
kal Oepaitny vmokpivaclar kal ’Ayauéuvova. To make this
protest, and by the contrast of God and Maminon to avow
so weightily and at the same time so sublimely the indivisible
unity of the religious and the ethical ideal, were possible only
for a man who in his service of God had advanced so far
that everything connected with Mammon was in his eyes
scarcely éndytoTov (Lk 1610%)”

With the warning which follows in Matthew’s Gospel
against un-Christian anxiety (ep. Lk 12%%) some scholars
are particularly eager to compare Epictetus’ censure (Diss.
i 9. 19): érav yopractire anuepov, kdbnole xhdovres mepi
s abpiov, mébev ¢dynre: but, as Heinrici ? justly remarks,
“when Epictetus proceeds: av un oyis, éfehevoy” uowkTas
7% BUpa, the sanction thus given to suicide reveals the broad
gulf between the Stoic-Cynic view of life and the Christian.”
The reference to the birds of the air (Luke speaks of the

1 Qleichnisreden, ii. 115. 2 Bergpredigt, 75.
4
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ravens) makes one think of Stoicism, but no more requires
to be derived from it (as O. Holtzmann * derives it) than the
similar saying in Mt 102t Lk 126-; the thought arises, in
fact, from Jesus’ new conception of God, and the illustration
employed would be much more fittingly traced to the Old
Testament (Job 384, Ps 147°). The parallels to Mt 6%
“ Be not anxious for the morrow,” which Wetstein 2 in particular
quotes, are based on other presuppositions, and are therefore
negligible.

So also the correspondences to the logia regarding judg-
ment, Mt 7%, do not indicate dependence: and if there
were dependence, one would think more readily of the
parallels from Rabbinical literature. =~ The same remark
applies to the parallels quoted for Lk 63° «“ Can the blind guide
the blind ?  Shall they not both fall into a pit?” Heinrici®
adduces many passages similar in import to Mt 76 « Give
not that which 1s holy unto the doys, neither cast your pearls
before the swine””  “Dog” and “sow” were a familiar com-
bination in antiquity, and particularly among the Greeks
and Romans; and this fact has determined the form of
expression here, as it has also suggested the “proverb” of
2 P 22 «“ The dog that turns to its own wvomit again, and the
sow that washes itself” (so we must probably translate) “ by
wallowing in the mire” (Aovoauérn eis xvhiouov BopBopov).
These last words, as Wendland * shows, are based upon an
apophthegm of Heraclitns, which, like the well - known
quotations from the Greek poets (1 Co 153 Ac 17%,
Tit 1'2), has, of course, reached the New Testament writer by
oral transmission, and which probably ran thus: ves 8¢ #dtov
BopBopw Novovrar i) Siavyel [or Siewdel] rai xabapd vdare.
“One must not object that it is so natural to speak of the sow
in the mire that the writer may have hit upon this phrase
himself. For the most natural expression, which is found in
sayings where there is no connexion necessarily with
Heraclitus, would be x«uvAiecbac and svhwdeighar, not
AovecBar. The choice of this word, as we have seen, is

1 Zeitgeschichte, 229. 2 Nov. Test. i. 337. 3 Bergpredigt, 82 f.
4 “«“Fin Wort des Heraklit im N.T.,” Sitzungsber. d. Berl. Akad., 1898,
788 fT.
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determined by the original phraseology and context of the
sentence from Heraclitus. And surely it is a decisive
argument that the author clearly indicates that he is follow-
ing some original, and the original that we have found agrees
with his quotation as closely as we have any right to
expect.” !

The saying in Mt 77, Lk 11° « Seek, and ye shall find,”
is, as finally Henrici 2 shows, proverbial among the Greeks,
but is, of course, not necessarily borrowed from them. Also
for Mt 712 Lk 63 «“ All things whatsoever ye would that men
should do unto you, even so do ye also unto them,” there are
parallels that are real and not merely apparent, unlike those
from the earlier Rabbis, whom Jesus may be thought to have
outbidden ; but, in fact, Jesus was the first who stated this
principle in downright earnest. And though the Two Ways
are described above all by the Greeks in the manner of
Mt 713 Tk 13%%—Cebes speaks (7ab. 1. 21{) at the same
time of a door—still the Greek uses this as an illustra-
tion of Virtue and Vice, Jesus of Life and Destruction. But
it remains possible, for the Discourse-document at any rate,
that there has been some borrowing of ideas, such as certainly
took place at a later time:2 and this remark applies also to
the saying in Mt 716 (Lk 6%) “Do men gather grapes of
thorns, or figs of thistles ?” with which we may at once associate
Ja 312 “Can a fig tree yield olives, or a vine figs?” The fact
that in the Old Testament, thorns and thistles on the one
hand, fig trees, olive trees, and vines on the other, are named
together, does not explain these references in the New Testa-
ment: they have their closest parallels in Greek and Roman
literature, as quoted by Wetstein,* Heinrici® and E. Kloster-
mann.® But the passages adduced by the second of these writers
in illustration of Mt 72, Lk 6% “ Not every one that saith
unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven ;
but he that doeth the will of my Father which is in heaven,”

1 “Ein Wort des Heraklit im N.T.,” Sitzungsber. d. Berl. Akad., 1898,
792f.

2 Bergpredigt, 84. 3 Cp. Dieterich, Nekyia, 1893, 191f,

4 Nov. Test. i. 343. 5 Bergpredigt, 91.

8 In Lietzmann’s Handbuch, ii. 1. 209.
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are neither very similar nor in any way necessary for the
elucidation of that saying.

The idea contained in Mk 2 and par.: “ They that are
whole have no need of « physician, but they that are sick ”—has
been expressed by many others, particularly by Diogenes
(Dio Chrys. Or. viii. 5). Sonny?! thinks that the aphorism
passed from the Cynics to the Christians ; and Jiilicher 2 comes
to the following conclusion: “ It may be that Cynic itinerant
preachers helped to naturalize this idea in Palestine as well,
although it was such an obvious one that different men may
quite well have stumbled wupon it independently. Yet a
comparison of the saying of Jesus with the parable in Dio
will illustrate all the more clearly the distinctiveness of
Jesus’ conception of His mission. Jesus speaks not of the
prudent man, but of Himself; not of the unwise, but of
sinners ; not of His coming for the purpose of rebuke and
correction, but tenderly of His calling men.”

Wetstein 3 cites various parallels to Mk 3%t and par. « If
a kingdom or house is divided against itself, it cannot stand” ;
but Mark need not be indebted to such foreign models. Zahn *
supposes that the designation of the traditionalists as vexpol
in Epict. Diss. i. 13. 5, and the admonitions of i, 19. 151.:
Seixvve wis elwbas év mholp yeypdleabar. Mépvnoar TavTys
hs Swawpéaews, bTav Yooy TO ioTiov Kal dvaxpavydays, dv
Tis G0l KakooyoNds Tds TapasTas elmy ‘ Méye por Tovs feods
cov & mpwny é\eyes' wi TL kakia éoTi TO vavayfoat, wi Ti
kaxias peréxov ;’ ok dpas EUNov évoeioers alTd ; ¢ Tl Huiv Kal
oot, avbpwme ; amoANiuela rai av éNOwy maileis’—are an
indistinet reminiscence of Mt 8%% or the parallel accounts;
it is unlikely that one will reverse the order and regard the
former passages as (indirectly) the model of the latter. The
words in Lk 42 « Physician, heal thyself,” have no parallel in
Greek or Roman literature that corresponds so closely as
that in Tanhumah (4. 2), which, no doubt, is a very late
Jewish work. Or has the parable in that work also been
borrowed ? That is not impossible.

1 4d Dionem Chrysostomwm Analecte, 1896, 180.

2 (leichnisreden, ii. 177. 3 Nov. Test. i. 391.
s Hpiltet, 43.



39] GENERAL ASPECTS OF CHRISTIAN THOUGHT 53

With Mt 114 « This generation is like unio children
sitting in the market-places, which call unto their fellows, and
say, We piped unto you, and ye did not dance ; we wailed, and
ye did not mourn,” Wendland ! compares Epictetus, Diss. i. 29.
31: 7ols maidlos, 8tav mwpoceNBévTa kpoth kai ANéyny ¢ arj-
pepov Satopvahia dyabdd,” Néyouev  odk €oTiv dyaba TadTa’;
oldauds’ dA\a xal avToi émikpoToduer. Butb this is no more
apposite than the passage quoted by Jiilicher 2 (i. 24. 20):
Wy yivov TOVY maldwy SethdTepos, aAN’ @s éxelva, dTav avTols
ui} dpéaky To mpdypa, Méyel < odrére malfw, kal gV, STav go
dalvyTal Twa elvar TowadTa, elmoy  olkéte malfw’ dmaihdo-
oov, uévwy 8¢ w) Bprvei—or even than iii. 15. 5: 8pa 81 ois
Ta wawbia dvactpadion, & viv pév dipras maile, viv 8¢
povoudyovs, viv 8¢ cahmilel, elta Tpaywdel & Ti dv 8y xal
Oavudey. It is to be remarked, further, that “danced ” and
“mourned ” in Aramaic give a play upon words, and therefore
the saying is undoubtedly native to Palestinian soil.

As a parallel to Mt 1236 « Every idle word that men shall
speak, they shall give account thereof in the dey of judgment,”
Wetstein 32 quotes the maxim of Pythagoras preserved by
Stobaeus (Anthol. iii. 34. 11, ed. Hense, i. 684): aiperarepov
ooi &aTtw ANfov elkii BdA\ew, 9 Moyov apyov: but it is, of
course, intelligible without this. And still less do I believe
—though Jiilicher * regards it as possible—that the word
“mouth” in the logion in Mt 15" regarding the things
that defile a man, is a reminiscence of a passage in Plato,
which Philo (De Opif. Mundi, 40. 119, ed. Mangey, i. 29)
quotes in this form : o7épatt, 8 ob glverar Ovmprav pév, os
épn II\dTov, eloodos, éEodos & adpbdprwr. 'Emeicépyerar péy
yap adrd outia Kal word, plapTod couares PplapTal Tpodal,
Noyor & éflaow dbavitov yuyis abdvaTor vépor, 8 Sv o
Noywkos Blos xvBepvatar. The mention of the mouth was
natural enough apart from this quotation.

The parable of the Sower, Mk 43% and par, is in W. B.
Smith’s ® opinion preserved in its original form in Hippolytus,
Philos. v. 5, and to be understood as the Naassenes afterwards

1 Theol. Lit.-Ztg., 1895, 495, and in Lietzmann’s Handbuch, i. 2. 53, n. 3.

2 Gleichmisreden, ii. 27. 3 Nov. Test. i. 394,
4 Qleichnisreden, ii. 62. 5 Der vorchristliche Jesus, 1906, 107 ff.
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interpreted it, namely, of the “seeds sown by ‘the un-
portrayable’ in the Cosmos”—which might be connected
with the Logoi of Greek philosophy. But that this is not
necessarily the original sense is deducible from the fact that
the Naassenes at the same time draw upon a passage from
the First Epistle to the Corinthians (10*): they seem there-
fore to have taken the parable from the Gospels as well, and
only subsequently to have explained it in the totally un-
natural sense given above. Smith, however, is right thus far,
that the comparison of the word with seed in 1 P 1%, Ja 1%
and probably also the statement of 1 Jn 39 « Whosoever is
begotten of God doeth no sin, because his seed abideth in him,”
may possibly go back not only to the parable of the Sower,
but also to the philosophic doctrine of the Aoyos omeppaTirds.

With the announcement of Jesus’ resurrection after three
days, or on the third day, and Peter’s protest, Mk 8% and
par., Spiess! compares the colloquy between Socrates and
Crito in Plato’s dialogue of that name (44 A, B): édoxes
Tis por yuvy mpogerbodoa, kaly kal evedis, Aevka (udTia
éxyovga, raléocar pe kal elmely & Soxpates, fuati rev
TpiraTe POy épiBwlov koo . . . AAN €7t kal viv éuol
meldov kal cdbnt. We shall, however, find on a later page
that the historicity of the Gospel tradition on this point
cannot be questioned. Also the words of Mk 8% and par,
“What doth 1t profit @ man, to gain the whole world, and forfeit
his life ?”—are not taken from Greek literature, where similar
expressions are often found: they are too much in harmony
with Jesus’ whole demeanour, a feature of the Gospel narrative
that is certainly historical.

In Mt 192 « There are eunuchs, which made themselves
eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's sake,” there is probably no
condemnation of marriage; and still less in the view expressed
in Mk 122 “ When they shall rise from the dead, they neither
marry, nor are given in marriage ; but are as angels in heaven.”
Yet we may fittingly at this point bring together the New
Testament passages where marriage is, in fact, regarded as
ethically inferior to celibacy: they are 1 Co 7 and Rev 14*;
in 1 Ti 2% 43 this view is controverted, but in 3% 12 5% and

1 Logos Spermaticds, 38.
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Tit 1% a second marriage for the clergy, at any rate, is dis-
approved ; and probably for the same reason also, in Lk 236,
emphasis is laid on Anna’s one marriage. Scholars are again
remarkably eager to refer these ascetic ideas to Essenism, in
which, generally speaking, they certainly prevailed,! and finally
to Pythagoreanism, from which Essenism is often said to be
largely derived. But, in the first place, the requirement of
celibacy is not proved for Pythagoreanism :2 it may well come
from Judaism, in which there are other evidences of its
existence.® “ For since the act of marriage as such made one
unclean and necessitated a Levitical bath of purification, the
effort to attain to the highest possible degree of purity and
holiness might well lead to the entire rejection of marriage.” *
Still less do the other distinctive features of Essenic life
suggest an origin in Pythagoreanism, which was, in fact,
directly opposed to daily ablutions. One is therefore com-
pelled to give up entirely this view of the origin of the
Essenes,” widespread though it is at present ; and even if it
could be maintained, the ascetic tendencies of early Christianity
(which had otherwise little in common with Essenism) would
not yet be explained. It would be a sounder course, in
Paul’s case at any rate, to trace them partially to Stoic
influences. For when he says in 1 Co 7% “ The time s
shortened : henceforth let those that have wives be as though they
had none,” a similar expression may be quoted from Epictetus
(Diss. i, 22. 69): TowavTys & odons kartacTdoews, ola vov
éotiv, ds év mapardfe, pij mor dmeplomwacTov elvar Sei Tov
Kuvikov 8hov wpos 17 Siakovia Tod feod, émiporrav avbpwmots
Suvduevov, ol mpocdedepévoy kabikovow (SiwTirols ol éume-
mheyuévor oyéoeaiy kT, : and Epictetus may here give us a
clue to the opinions of earlier Stoics. ZahnS® Lightfoot,”

1 For fuller details, cp. O. Holtzmann, Zeitgeschichte?, 216.

2 Cp. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, iii. 2 (1852), 21881, 145f.

3 Cp. Bousset, Die Religion des Judentums im neulestamentl. Zeitalter
(1905), 21906, 493, n. 1.

4 Schiirer, Geschichie des jiid. Volkes (1874), 3ii., 1898, 578 f. [Eng. trans., 4
History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ, 1885-91, 11. ii, 211f.].

5 So also Bousset, Religion, 527 ff. ; Wendland in Lietzmann’s Handbuch, i.
2. 106.

8 Epiktet, 43.

7 8t. Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians (1868), 61881, 316, n. 2.
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Heinrici, and J. Weiss 2 call attention also to the fact that in
Paul (1 Co 7%) the very word dameplomacTos (or its adverb)
recurs ; here then one is perhaps compelled—particularly in
view of a point which we shall raise later—to suppose collateral
influences from Stoicism. For the rest, however, Judaism
sufficiently explains this attitude of primitive Christianity
towards marriage, and even Paul’s injunction in 1 Co 7°
“ Defraud ye not one the other, except it be by consent for a season,
that ye may give yourselves unto prayer.” At all events, this
explanation is more natural than one which invokes the
corresponding pagan ideas, to which Lietzmann 2 refers.

If in Lk 10% we should have to follow & B C2 L in
reading : MdpOa, Mdpfa, pepiuvas xai GopuBdly mept wold,
oMiywy 8 éaTiw ypeia 7) évés, and to think that dAiyww, at any
rate, refers to dishes, we might compare, as Wetstein ¢ does,
the exhortations in Greek philosophy to simplicity of life.
But though older than the ordinary reading, even that is
probably not the original one:® in this matter, accordingly,
there is no connexion to discuss. So also the similarity
between the recommendation not to invite friends who could
make a recompense, 1412%- and the passages cited by Wetstein,®
is too unimportant. Again, the admonition to count the cost
of following Jesus (v.2%8) too little resembles Epictetus’
warning, which Jiilicher 7 compares, against a hasty conversion
to philosophy (Diss. iii. 15. 8 {f). The same remark applies
to the parable of the Unjust Steward (Lk 16'"), which
enforces the necessity of prudence, and the sentence from
that philosopher (Diss. i. 10. 1) cited by Bonhoffer:® e olrw
ocpodpis guvrerduela mepi TO Epyor TO éavtdy @s oi év
‘Poun yépovres mepl & éomovdiract, Tdya &v T fjviower ral
adroi. One would more readily follow Zahn®in comparing

1 ¢“Der erste Brief an die Korinther,” in Meyer's Kommentar @ber das N.T.
v. (1839), 81896, 243.

2 Die christliche Freiheit nach der Verkindigung des Apostels Paulus, 1902,
26.

3 Handbuch, iii. 105. 4 Nov. Test. 1. 726.

5 Cp. Merx, Die vier kanonischen Evangelien, ii. 2, 1905, 280 ff. ; J. Weiss,
Die Schriften des N.T'.s, 1. 1, 1906, 430.

8 Nov. Test. i. 752. 7 Qleichnisreden, ii. 214,

8 Ethik, 18, 49. ® Epiktet, 43.
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with Lk 16 e év 7@ alorpip mioTol ovx éyévesle, T0
vuérepov Tis Swoer vuiv, the distinetion so commonly drawn
by Epictetus between external geods as dAXotpia and moral
or spiritual goods as e (Yuérepa, od xTA.), Ench. 1. 21,
Diss.ii. 6. 24, 15. 1, iii. 24. 3, iv. 1. 81, 5. 7; but this
means only that the two writers have employed the same
usage of speech, a point which has no further interest for us
here. And even if in Mk 11% and Jn 102 Jesus were
described like a Greek philosopher (as J. Weiss! supposes)
who walks up and down as he teaches, one could hardly
regard this as indicating dependence upon foreign influences.

The original of the “first commandment of all ” (Mk 1 22
and par., cp. also Gal 5, Ro 13% B. Bauer? finds in the
passage from Seneca, Ep. xv. 3 (95). 511.: “ Quando omnia,
quae praestande ac vitanda sunt, dicam, cum possim breviter
hance i1 formulam humant officii tradere : omne hoc, guod vides,
quo divina alque humana conclusa sunt, unum est: membra
sumus corports magni.”  But this feeling of organic unity is
something very different from faith in the fatherly love of
God and the sense of the consequent moral obligation.

The contrast between words and deeds in Mt 233 is so
natural that it is unnecessary to recall, with Heinrici,? similar
passages in Epictetus (particularly Driss. iii. 24. 110): besides,
there are many Rabbinical parallels. Finally, Lightfoot * and
after him Zahn® compare with the parable of the Evil Servant
(Mt 2448 Tk 12%%) the declaration of the same Stoic (Diss.
ifi. 22. 3): 0d8¢ yap év oixia rkalds olxovuévy mwapeNbwv Tis
avTos éavrd Néyer ‘éué Oel  olwovopov elvas’ el 8¢
émiaTpagels o kbpios kal I8wv adTov coBapds Satacadpevor,
ékvoas éreper: but again the wording is too general. Only
in a few passages, therefore (Mt 71 16, Mk 27 and par., Lk 4%),
do the Synoptic Gospels come so close to Graeco-Roman
philosophy that one can think of a real connexion between
them, a connexion, I need hardly say, that owes nothing to
the medium of literature. And even in these passages we
have to do only with images or comparisons: the matter of

 Die Schriften, i. 1. 167. 2 Christus, 49.
3 Bergpredigt, 28.
4 8t. Paul’s Fpistle to the Philippians, 315, n. 6. 5 Epiktet, 43.
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the discourses of Jesus, and even of later Christian preach-
ing, is independent of philosophy.

In the Acts of the Apostles, B. Bauer?! derives the saying
of Peter: “ We must obey God rather than men” (4 5%) from
Plato’s Apology (29 D) ; “and just as the Athenian philosopher
proceeds, © Therefore so long as I breathe, I shall never cease to
devote myself to philosophy, the disciples of the Christian
Church also continue unflinchingly in their preaching after
being threatened by the council.” Yet this correspondence is
not further remarkable ; and even the principle stated in the
first of these quotations may have been expressed independ-
ently by two or by several writers, as cited, e.g. most exhaus-
tively by Wetstein.? On the other hand, the reproach that is
cast upon Paul in Athens (Ac 17®), “ He secmeth to be o
setter forth of strange gods” (which is then explained by the
reference to the preaching of “ Jesus and the resurrection ), is
actually, I think, borrowed from the story of Socrates.

The speech in v was illustrated by Wetstein ® by an
ample array of quotations from Greek and Roman authors ;
and more recently Norden,* Geffcken,® and Lietzmann 8 trace
it substantially to the popular philosophy of the time.
This is in reality the source of the polemic (v.2!) against
the temple, which recurs in Jn 4* and Rev 21%>—af any
rate, it is the partial source; for, as 7#% shows especially,
that polemic was derived in some measure from the Old
Testament. In the same way the attack on idols in
Ro 123 % is based primarily on the Book of Wisdom, and
no doubt in part on the Old Testament, but in part also on
Greek popular philosophy. It is of such philosophy that one
is reminded when Paul says in v.2 « They changed the glory
of the vncorruptible God for the likeness of an tmage of
corruptible man, and of birds, and four-footed Ubeasts, and
ereeping things,” or in v.%® “ They worshipped and served the
creature rather than the Creator”; for Seneca, as quoted by
Augustine, De Civ. Dei, vi. 10, proceeds on the same lines:
“ Sacros, immortales, inviolabilesque deos in materia vilissima

1 Christus, 59 1. 2 Nov. Test. ii. 478. 3 Ibid. ii. 568 fT.
4 Die antike Kunstprosa, 1898, 475, n. 1.
5 Zwei griech. Apologeten, 1907, xxxii. § Handbuch, iii. 9.
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atque immobilt dedicant ; habitus illis hominum, ferarumque
et piscium, quidam wvero mixtos ex diversis corporibus induunt "—
and as quoted by Lactantius, Div. Inst. ii. 2. 14 : “ Simulacra
deorum venerantur . . . et cum haec tanto opere suspiciant,
Jabros qui illa fecere contemnunt” (cp. vi. 25. 3). Further,
that God needs nothing, is literally the teaching of philo-
sophers; and that He giveth to all life and breath and all
things, that in Him we live and move and have our being—
that is Stoicisre, as far as the form is concerned; and so
it is here illustrated by a quotation from Aratus, which only
repeats a thought that already occurs in Cleanthes (Hymn.
in Jov. 5). Feine! calls attention particularly to Epictetus,
Diss. ii. 14. 27 (cp. also i. 13. 3), and compares with the
similar words of Ro 1136 éf£ adrol xat & aidrod xal els
adTov Ta wdvta, the thoroughly Stoic sentence in Philo (De
Viet. Of., ed. Mangey, ii. 242): djror &s &v Ta mavta 1) 670 €€
évos Te kal els &v—but does not fail to observe the difference
between this and the Christian idea of God.? Again, Curtius3
declares that the idea that God has determined for the
nations the bounds of their habitation, is unmistakably Greek ;
but against this Heinrici ¢ conclusively adduces Dt 328  All
the more, however, the idea that men ought to seek God,
expressed here and in 14' as well as in 1 Co 1%, Ro
1195 2148 comes ultimately from philosophy. In this last
passage of all, where Paul speaks of the work of the law
written in men’s hearts, that is singularly clear, as Feine ® in
particular shows ; and Norden, with special reference to these
words, justly points out that “this very idea passed into
the general consciousness through the agency of the Stoa.”
It appears to me doubtful, on the other hand, whether the

1 ¢‘Stoizismus u. Christentum,” Theol. Lit.-Blatt, 1905, 73, 77.

2 Wernle, Diec Anfinge unserer Religion (1901), 21904, 128 [Eng. trans.,
The Beginnings of Christianity, 19034, i. 182f.], says less clearly : [Along
with other features] ¢ the definition of God as the Being of whom, through
whom, and in whom all things are, proves that—albeit, of course, unconsciously
—Paul had submitted to the purifying influence of Greek speculation upon
Jewish thought.”

3 “Paulus in Athen,” Sitzungsber. d. Berl. Akad., 1893, 932.

S Theol. Lit.-Ztg., 1894, 209.

5 Der Romerbrief, 1903, 951f. 3 Theol. Lit.-Blait, 1905, 78.
§ Kunstprose, 497, n. 1.
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dictum, “ The times of tgnorance God overlooked,” is really, as
Geffcken ! maintains, intended to meet the Epicurean objec-
tion to a divine interference at a definite point of time;
besides, it was only in reference to the creation of the world
that this objection was entertained. But the fact remains
that philosophy has in many points influenced the speech in
Ac 17%E though probably for the most part through the
medium of Jewish apologetics.

With Paul’s words in Ac 20% “71 hold not my life of
any account, as dear unto myself, so that I may accomplish my
course, and the ministry which I received jfrom the Lord
Jesus,” Spiess 2 compares some sayings from DPlato (Crito,
48 B, 54 B, Gorg. 512 D, E) and Epictetus (Diss. ii. 6. 1).
The saying of Jesus quoted in v.® It is more blessed to give
than to receive,” is compared by Wetstein 3 and Heinrici # with
an utterance of Epicurus which Plutarch has transmitted
(Phrlos. Esse Cum Princ. 3. 778 C [Usener, Epicurea, 325]):
ToD €0 mdoyew TO €V woLely oU povov kdANlow, aNNG Kal TidLoy
eival ¢asgw. But neither of the New Testament passages
needs any such aid to make it fully intelligible.

Paul’s statement in Gal 2% regarding the Judaizers, that
they had come in privily to spy out his liberty and the
liberty of his churches, is neither in its matter nor its ex-
pression further remarkable. But it is noticeable that so
often elsewhere in this and the later Epistles (4% 26. 30 51.13
1 Co 7% 91 19 102, 2 Co 3V, Ro 62 7° 8?%), even in contexts
where the reader is unprepared for it, he speaks of his
freedom from the law and from other obligations, and this
always in the same words. Heinrici’ J. Weiss® and Feine 7
are probably right, therefore, in supposing that he is here
partially influenced by the Stoic doctrine of the Wise Man,
though J. Weiss traces to that doctrine much more than
it really contains. All that can be said is that Paul speaks
elsewhere of érevfepla and élevfepoiv in reference to sin
and corruption (Ro 6% 22 82) and that this is partially
accounted for by the predilection which he derived from

1 dpologeten, xxxil. 2 Logos, 200. 3 Nov. Test. ii. 600.
4 Bergpredigt, 4. 5 Theol. Lit.-Zty., 1894, 209 f.
$ Die christliche Freiheit. 7 Theol. Lit,-Blait, 1905, 79.
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Stoicism for this term. For the circumstance that freedom
has a very different basis with the Stoics and with Paul is
no reason why he should not partially—one must always
repeat this qualification—be indebted in his phraseology to
Stoicism, which had such a pre-eminent influence at Tarsus.

Steck ! compares with Gal 2% I have been crucified with
Christ” (cp. 52 6%, Ro 6%), Seneca, De Vita PBeata, 19:
“ i qui in se ipsos animadveriunt, quot cupiditatibus, tot crucibus
distrahuntur” ; but these two passages have only one idea
in common. And the resemblance (which is also noted by
O. Pfleiderer ?) between Gal 3%, Ro 13, where the Apostle
speaks of “putting on Christ,” and Seneca’s exhortation,
Ep.vii. 5 (67). 12: “induc magni viri animum et ab opinionibus
volg secede paulisper,” is one of expression only.

There is greater cause for recognizing with Feine?® the
influence of Stoicisn in the principle stated in Gal 32
“ There can be neither Jew nor Greek, there can be neither bond
nor free, there can be no male and female” (cp. Col 311),
although Paul’s Christian ideas were certain of themselves
to lead him to such a view. Still he has not drawn from
this the complete logical conclusion for the relation of man
and woman (1 Co 113, 1434); consequently his enuncia-
tion of the principle may have been partially due to another
influence. On the other hand, it is obviously out of the
question to suppose, with J. E. B. Mayor,* that it was
formulated in opposition to the alleged saying of Plato (Plut.
Vita Mar. 46. 1) that “he thanked his daemon because he
had permitted him to be a human being, a man, a Greek, and
a contemporary of Socrates.” Further, Seneca’s words (which
Steck ® quotes) contained in Ep. xv. 3 (95). 47 : “ accendere
aliquem lucernas sabbatis prohibeamus,” are so distant a parallel
to the disapproval of Jewish times of observance in Gal 4%
(ep. Col 2%9) that it is idle to suppose that Paul has borrowed
from the Stoic.

! Galaterbrief, 256 f.

% Das Urchristentum (1887), 21902, i. 41 [Eng. trans., Primitive Christianity,
1906-11, i. 57].

3 Theol. Lit.-Blatt, 1905, 78.

4 ¢“Plato and St. Paul,” Class. Review, 1896, 191,

® Qalaterbrief, 267.
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The doctrine of the odpf as the fountainhead of sin,
which meets us first in Gal 5% and afterwards above all
in Ro 718 2 83 12 j5 to be found occasionally in Jewish
thought. Thus the Book of Sirach 23% says: dvfpwmos
wopYos €v owpaT. capkos avtod ov wy waventar Ews v
éxkavon mwhp—or Eve in the Apocalypse of Moses, § 25:
KUpie, KUpLe, cDTOV pe, Kal ob uy émiaTpédrw els THY duap-
tiav Tis capkos—and the writer of the so-called Fourth
Book of Maccabees 7': Goor Tis edoeBelas mpovoobow €
d\ns kapdias, obToL povor Stvavrar kpatelv TAV TiS Capkos
mabdv (cp. also 1% 221).  Also the passage in the Slavonic
Book of Enoch 301 “7I knew his [Adam’s] nature, he did
not know lhis nature.  Therefore his ignorance s a woe to
him that he should sin”’—is, I think, to be understood in
this sense, whereas the doctrine of the evil propensity, and,
above all, of the body as the prison-house of the soul, is
not germane to the matter. And the passages just quoted
are isolated and in some measure exceptional, so that the
ideas prevailing in these circles will hardly furnish an ex-
planation, if explanation should be desired, of Paul’s general
theory of the origin of sin, which is such an important part
of his teaching.

Even Philo, who repeatedly expresses himself in the
same sense,! appears not to have influenced Paul directly,
though many allege direct influence.? So far as an explan-
ation is at all necessary, it is best, with Lietzmann, to
suppose a common source for both; and other writers as well
have found that source in Greek philosophy.

We must again, as in regard to other points already
discussed, think more particularly of Stoicism, which in its
later developments (in Panaetius and Posidonius) maintained
an anthropological dualism:?® This is found in its most
rigorous form in Seneca, who is on this account most
frequently quoted even by those who uphold the genuine-

1 Cp. Zeller, Philosophic, iii. 2, 399 f. ; Schiirer, Geschichie, iii., 1898, 559
[Eng. trans. 11. iii. 878] ; Lietzmann, Handbuch, iii. 36 f.

2 Cp., finally, Vollmer, Die alttestomentl. Zitate bei Paulus, 1895, 84 ff.

3 COp. Zeller, Philosophie, iii. 1 (1852), °1880, 564, 580f. [Eng. trans.,
History of Eclecticism in Greele Philosophy, 1888, 47, 64f.].
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ness of the Pauline Epistles, eg. O. Pfleiderer? and Titius.?
Still, even Seneca does not express himself in such general
terms as Paul: in Paul’s case, therefore, so far as any
connexion is to be supposed, the question will always be
merely whether Stoicism was in any way a buffress of his
thought. For with Neo-Pythagoreanism he appears hardly
to have come into contact ; his doctrine of the Flesh is there-
fore in the last resort distinctively his own.

In Gal 5" we find the first so-called list of vices, and
companion lists are given in Ro 1% 133 and Col 3% 8
while the enumerations in the Epistles to the Corinthians
(1 Co 50t 6%, 2 Co 1220%) are, for the most part at any
rate, accounted for by the special circumstances there pre-
supposed. With these enumerations, however, one may
compare 1 P 43, Eph 4% 535 Rev 21% 22¥ 1 Ti 1%,
and finally, in view of all these passages, Lk 18!: since
some at least of the expressions frequently recur, all these
catalogues go back, if not to one, still to several common
originals. Harris ® thiuks of the liturgy of the Great Day
of Atonement; Wernle* at least in general, of a Jewish list
of vices: but everything in this connexion that really
corresponds [in the Book of Wisdom (123% 14%f) the so-
called Fourth Book of Maccabees (12 215) and especially in
Philo] is shown by Lietzmann?’ to be traceable to similar
collections, first noted by Dieterich,® which are found in
Greek philosophy, particularly in Stoicism. If DPaul, as
Feine” also remarks, in Ro 1% employs the Stoic term 7a uy
kabnikovta in close proximity to one of these lists, it is quite
possible that in his enumeration of vices here and elsewhere
he was under partial obligation to this philosophical system.®

1 Urchristentum, i. 31f. [Eng. trans. i, 41£.].

2 Der Paulinismus unter dem Gesichispunkt der Seligkeit, 1900, 249. For
Seneca’s views in general, cp. especially Zeller, Philosophie, iii. 1. 710f. [Eng.
trans., Eclecticism, 219 ff.].

8 The Teaching of the Apostles, 1887, 82 ff.

4 Der Christ w. die Siinde bet Paulus, 1897, 63 f., 129 ff.

5 Handbuch, iii. 11. 6 Nekyia, 163 ff.

T Theol. Lit.-Blatt, 1905, 78.

8 Heinrici probably does not hold a different view when he says [ Der zweite

Brief an die Korinther,” in Meyer’s Kommentar, vi, (1840), 1900, 227]: “If a
man speaks extempore from the standpoint of a definite range of ideas, certain
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On the other hand, the fact that the lists always open with
sexual vices is in conformity with the detestation of these
which we find already in Jewish thought.!

With Gal 62 « Bear ye one another’s burdens,” B. Bauer? and
Steck 3 compare Seneca’s words (De fra,i. 5): “ homo in adiu-
tortum mutvum generatus est.” Wetstein * finds a parallel to Gal
6% « Let each man prove his own work, and then shall he have
his glorying in regard of himself alone, and not of his neighbour,”
in the words of Epictetus (Diss. iii. 18. 9): ‘Wréyer o€’ avTos
dvretar, wds mouel 70 {Stov €pyov. In both cases the resem-
blance is insignificant, and calls for no further remark.

How highly Paul valued his friends, one learns first from
the declaration in 1 Th 3%, that he had decided—obviously
with reluctance—to remain alone in Athens. It is possible
that his ideas on the matter were partially influenced by the
Stoie recommendation of friendship,® though such an explan-
ation is, of course, not in any way necessary.

The desire expressed in 1 Th 5% « And may your spirit and
soul and body be preserved entive, without blame at the coming of
our Lord Jesus Christ,” is not necessarily, and, at any rate, not
consciously, based upon the trichotomy originating with Plato.
It is more probable that that trichotomy is presupposed in
He 4%, which speaks of a “dividing of soul and spirit”; we
shall see later that it is precisely in this matter that Platonism
has elsewhere left traces of its influence. ILietzmann,® however,
Jjustly observes that it is not yet proved that these two ex-
pressions were used in pre-Christian times for two distinet
parts of man’s nature.

The behaviour of the so-called Corinthian parties (1 Co
11%) is perhaps in some measure to be traced to the example
set by contemporary philosophy, for petty wranglings between

fixed groups of these involuntarily form in his thought. It is therefore a
mistake to trace Paul’s ‘catalogue of vices’ in any especial degree to literary
originals.” Deissmann, Licht vom Osten, 1908, 230f. [Eng. trans. 320f.], on
the other hand, thinks of the vices named on the counters used in ancient games,
and the list in Plautus, Pseudolus (360 ff.).

1 Cp. Bousset, Religion, 489 f. 2 Christus, 51.

3 Galaterbrief, 257. 4 Nov. Test. ii. 235.

® Cp. Zeller, Philosophie, iii. 1. 289 f. [Eng. trans., Stoics, Epicureans, and
Seeptics, 1870, 298 ff.]; von Arnim, Stoic. Vet. Fragm. iii. 181f.

8 Handbuch, iii. 91.
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the various schools were very common. Accordingly, Paul
dealt at once (v.'") with the criticism passed in Corinth upon
his preaching, because it was compared with the discourses of
heathen philosophers and rhetoricians: and, as he proceeds,
he always associates the two features—the enthusiasm felt
for individual teachers and the importance attached to the
wisdom of this world (31f. 4. 18f. 228.)

In reference to 1 Co 21 « The natural man receiveth not
the things of the Spirit of God: . . . But he that ts spiritual
Judgeth all things, and he himself is judged of no man,” Heinrici,!
following Edwards, notes the passage from Plato’s Republic
(iii. 409 D, E): movmpla dperiiv 7Te kai alryy olmor av
yvoln, dpetr) 8¢ Pvoews maidevouévns xpove dua airis Te xal
movnplas émiaTiuny Mppretar.  And, in fact, Paul might here
also be indebted to the philosophical tradition. One would
the more readily believe this if, as Schnedermann and Heinrici
surmise, dvakpiveww was a catchword among the Corinthians,
who were so proud of their knowledge.

Again, as parallels to 1 Co 3 “ Know ye not that ye are a
temple of God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you 2" (cp.
6%)—one may, with Wetstein,® Spiess,? Steck,* and Heinrici,?
recall certain Stoic aphorisms; particularly, however, in
reference to v.2 “ All things are yours)” the ever-recurring
phrase, “ All things belong to the Wise Man.” Similarly, as
Heinrici ¢ and Lietzmann 7 show, the self-criticism of the Cynic,
which we find especially in Epictetus, exhibits many points
of comparison with 4!, For the enumeration of the apostle’s
sufferings, v.°% (cp. 2 Co 4%% 11%%) B. Bauer ® and Steck,?
following Scultetus, referred to Pseudo-Heraclitus and Seneca.
As regards 1 Co 4% “ We are made a spectacle unto the world,
and to angels, and to men,” the passages quoted by these au-
thorities from Seneca, Ep. 85, are less apposite, as Lietzmann 1
has recently observed, than the detailed exposition in De
Provid. 2: “ Ego vero non maror, st aliquando tmpetum capiunt

1 Der erste Brief an die Korinther, 109. 2 Nov. Test. ii. 111.
3 Logos, 258. 4 Galaterbrief, 254.
S Der erste Brief, 181f., 209, 6 Ibid. 140%, 142%,

7 Handbuch, iii. 95. 8 Christus, 52 L.

® Galaterbrief, 256. 10 Handbuch, iii. 96.

5
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dit spectandi magnos viros, colluctantes cum aliqua calomitate. . . .
Eece spectaculum dignum, ad quod respiciaé intentus operi suo
Deus : ecce par Deo dignum, vir fortis cum mala fortuna com-
positus, utique si et provocavit. Nom wideo, ingquam, quid
habeat in terris Jupiter pulchrius, si convertere animum wvelit,
quam ut spectet Catonem, iam partibus non semel fractis,
stantem nihilominus inter ruinas publicas rectum.” It is not
impossible that Paul had actually read earlier descriptions
of that sort, and had imitated them, though very freely.

When Wetstein ! compares with the warning (1 Co 511)
against keeping company at table with notorious sinners,
the saying of Epicurus [in Seneca, Ep. ii. 7 (19). 10]: “ Ante
circumspiciendum est, cum quibus edas et bibas, quam quid edas
et bibas "—the succeeding words, “ Nam sine amico visceratio
leonis ac lupi vite est,” show that the citation is irrelevant
here. Further, the words of Crates quoted by Steck? (and
before him by B. Bauer ® with reference to 2 Co 6'4) have
in Seneca’s account (£p. i. 10. 1) the following form : « Crates,
ut atunt . . . cum vidisset adulescentulum secreto ambulantem,
wnterrogavit, quid dllic solus faceret. Mecum, inquit, logquor.
Cui Crates : Cave, tnquit, rogo, et diligenter attende : cum homine
malo loquerts.” The meaning is therefore entirely different :
Paul, however, needed no one to be his model in imparting
such precepts.

On the other hand, the specific illustrations of the
principle, “ Let each man abide in that calling wherein he
was called” (1 Co TVYE), not only remind us, as Heinrici ¢
shows, of the form and matter of Stoic discourses, but
may also in part have been directly derived from these.
Scholars® have in particular been eager to compare with
vt « Wast thou called as o bond servant? . . . remain
rather in bondage,” and v.2% “ Henceforth [there is need) that
those that have wives be as though they had none,” etc.—the
well-known passages from Seneca, Ep. v. 6 (47). 17, Ad
Mare. 10, De Benef. iii. 20, and Epictetus, Diss. 1. 19. 81,

1 Nov. Test. ii. 119. 2 Galaterbrief, 255.

8 Christus, 51 f. 4 Der erste Brief, 229,

5 Cp. B. Bauer, Christus, 47 f. ; Steck, Galaterbrief, 254f. ; J. Weiss, Die
christliche Freihetit, 16 f., 26 ; Lietzmann, Handbuch, iii. 108,
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il. 23. 43, 1ii. 24, 60, iv. 1. 159; and the earlier Stoics, in
fact, expressed themselves similarly. As Paul is otherwise
influenced by them, he may in some measure have attached
himself to them in this matter also. The same judgment may
be passed on 1 Co 8'': dwol\vrat 6 acbevdv év T o) yrdaer,
6 a8endpds, 8¢ ov Xpioros améfavey, and the passage cited by
Heinrici! from Epict. Diss. ii. 9. 3: pa . . . pij 7( wos
@s Onplov moujoys: el 8¢ wij, amolegas Tov dvfpwmor—where
even the word &moAXvvac reminds one of Paul.

But with 1 Co 9% « Though I was free from aoll men, I
brought myself under bondage to all, that I might gain the
more,” B. Bauer 2 had no right even to compare Seneca’s recom-
mendation of compromise (Zp. i. 5. 2f.); for this passage
shows rather, as Heinrici 3 says, the difference between
Christianity and Stoicism. “The Stoic is brought by his
dornats to moral rigorism, devoid of love and compassion: as
for the Christian, his liberty, conforming to the standard of
the vopos XpeoTod, makes him the iron hero of self-denial”
Paul may have borrowed also from the Stoics, with whom it
was a favourite idea, the figure of the competitor in the
games (1 Co 9%, Ph 31%) as not only Steck* but also
Heinrici,” Feine,® and Lietzmann 7 suppose. We are reminded
of the Stoics, too, by the term xnpirTew, used here and else-
where of his vocation as a preacher’

When in 1 Co 11! and similarly in Ro 157 Christ is set
up as the best of all patterns, it is hardly likely that the
yearning of the age for a good man, to whose side men could
rally, has been a determining suggestion for this idea. But
the reference to “nature” in 1 Co 11 has, I think, a
Stoic ring; and the comparison with the body in 12% and
Ro 124 was, as Heinrici? in particular shows, an especial
favourite in this school.

On the other hand, when Steck,® with reference to
1 Co 13, cites not only the description of Eros in Plato’s

1 Der erste Brief, 264. 2 Christus, 63. 3 Der erste Brief, 287.
4 Qalaterbrief, 254. 5 Der erste Brief, 288.
8 Theol. Lit.-Blatt, 1905, 79. 7 Handbuch, iii. 119.

8 Cp. Heinrici, Der zweite Bricf an die Korinther, 220.
® Der erste Brief, 383, 386. © Qalaterbrief, 255.
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Symposium (178 ff.), but also a passage from Seneca (Ep.
88. 30), we must point out that the resemblance is
only slight, and calls for no further remark. Wetstein!?
quotes with more justification another passage [Ep. iii. 6
(27). 2]: “Clamo mihi ipse : numera annos tuos, et pudebit
eadem wvelle, quae volueras puer, eadem parare,” in illustration
of 1 Co 131 “ When I was a child, I spake as a child, . . .
now that I am become a man, I have put away childish things” ;
and Heinrici 2 compares with v.22 “ Now we see in a mirror,
darkly,” similar utterances of Greek philosophers. But
indebtedness is nowhere to be inferred. Indeed the well-
known injunction, 143* ¢ Let the women keep silence in the
churches,” sounds very different from Stoic teaching.

In the Second Epistle, the perapoppoiueda of 318
(cp. 5Y, Ro 122, Col 3%) finds a parallel in the words of
Seneca (Ep. 6. 1): « Intellego, Lucili, non emendari me tantum,
sed transfigurars —which in its turn may possibly go back to
earlier originals: but no original was needed for Paul. It is
probable, however, that, as Heinrici® supposes, Paul is
indebted to philosophy for his comparison of the body to an
earthen vessel or a tabernacle, 2 Co 47 5! and for the
distinction drawn between the éfw and the éow dvfpwmos, 416
Above all, it is to philosophy that the yearning for liberation
from this burden of the body (5% *) is ultimately to be traced.
The passage, however, which Paul chiefly has in mind is,
I think, Wis 9% “For a corruptible body weigheth down
the soul, and the earthly tobernacle lieth heavy on o mind
that museth wpon many things”; and this passage again is
certainly based on a sentence in Plato (Phaedo, 81 C):
so that E. Pfleiderer ¢ is justified in holding that “through
the Book of Wisdom, the finest work of classical antiquity,
viz. the immortal Phaedo, has been passed on into our
New Testament—and that not only in its thought, but
even with two of its verbal forms (émiyeios and Bapovuevor).”
The greatest similarity is, of course, again to be found in
a passage of Seneca, which Heinrici® compares, though he

1 Nov. Test. ii. 157. 2 Der erste Brief, 404.

$ Der aweite Brief, 156, 166, 171.
4 Die Philosophie Heraklits, 1886, 296, S Der zweite Brief, 191.
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does not regard it as the direct original of Paul’s words,
and which contains an application of this thought that
resembles 2 Co 5°  The passage (Ep. 102. 22, 29) runs
thus: “ Cum venerit dies ille, qui mixtum hoc divini humanigue
secernat, corpus hic, ubi invens, relinguam, ipse me dis reddam.
Nec nunc sine tllis sum, sed gravi terrenoque detineor. . . .
Haec cogitatio nihil sordidum animo subsidere sinit, nihil
humile, nihil crudele. Deos rerum ommniuwm esse testes ait.
1ilis nos adprobart, illis in futurum parari iubet et acternitatem
proponere”  And again, the fear that we might be found
naked (2 Co 53%), and the idea that in visions the soul is
frequently separated from the body (12%), are Greek,
and in view of all that has hitherto been said are not to be
traced (as O. Pfleiderer ! would trace them) to ‘ animistic
popular metaphysic.” Heinrici 2 and Titius ® emphasize, and
with perfect justice, the difference between the Greek and the
Pauline belief in immortality, but in an equal degree the
indebtedness of the latter to the former.

When, on the other hand, Spiess compares with Paul’s
refusal to vaunt himself (10%2%) the words of Epictetus (#rag.
21, ed. Schenkl): 8ia TodTov émaweiv’ Aypumrmivov Sikatov, 871
wheloTov dELos Avp gevopevos oldemwmoTe émyveder €avTov,
AN’ el Kkal dANos Tis avTov émyjves, npvfpla, it must be
pointed out that in this passage and in 1 Co 1% Paul is
drawing upon Jer 92, And in dealing with 2 Co 121 « [
will most gladly spend and be spent for your souls” (cp. also
Ph 2%7), there is still less need, with B. Bauer * and Steck,® to
seek for a model in the words of Seneca, Ep. 9. 10: “ In quid
amicum paro? Ut habeam, pro quo mori possim, ut habeam,
quem in exilium sequar, cutus me mortt et opponam et inpendam,”
—or in any similar writer previous to him.

In the Epistle to the Romnans, Wetstein ¢ compares with
2%t <« Ie is not a Jew which is one outwardly . . . but he which
18 one tnwardly,” the words of Epictetus (Diss. ii. 9. 20): oly
opds, wds &actos Ayerar 'Iovdaios, mds 3Spos, mas

! Urchristentum, i. 324 [Eng. trans. i. 455).

% Der zweite Brief, 192 f., 391*, 408.

3 Paulinismus, 64 fl., 245 ff. 4 Christus, 51.

5 Galaterbrief, 255 f. ¢ Nov. Test. ii. 35.
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Aiyimrrios ; Kal 6tav Twa émauporepilovta Bwuey, eidfapey
Néyew, ‘odk éomw ’Iovdalos, aAN  Umokplvetar’ “Otav
avahdfBy 1o wdbos 10 Tot BeBappévov rai fpnuévov, ToTe Kal
éori 7@ dvTi kal kakeitar "Tovdaios. But it is idle to think
of any connexion, even an indirect one, between the two
passages.

There is more plausibility in the view that Paul’s doctrine
of the universality of sin (stated in Ro 3% %, and already
implied in Gal 319) is partially derived from the similar idea
in later Stoicism.! He was, however, more deeply influenced
by his own experience, and by the thought (Gal 2%) that if
righteousness was through the law, Christ died for nought.
Accordingly no other explanation of these statements is really
called for.

Similarly, the estimation of death as a punishment for
sin (in Ro 5% and elsewhere) is much more probably due
to Jewish thought ? than to such a statement as that quoted
by Steck 3 from Seneca (Nat. Quaest. ii. 59), that death is “in
omanes constitutum capitale supplictum et quidem constitutione
wustissima,”  Further, the description of the consequences of
Adam’s Fall for the whole creation, Ro 8%*%—if it may be
dealt with here—is adequately explained by the similar specu-
lation in Jewish thought,* and Curtius’ reference 5 to Plato’s
description in the Critias (109 ff) becomes unnecessary.

If the pre-existence of the soul were (as Hilgenfeld
supposes) implied in Ro 7?9 é\fovans Tijs évrolfs 1) duapTia
dvétnoev, we should be compelled ultimately to seek the origin
of this idea in Greek philosophy. But the thought is only
this, that sin, after showing its power in others, came to life
again in Paul: accordingly no derivation from foreign sources
is required.

For the words of v.15 « That which I do, I know not; for
not what I would, that do I practise; but what I hate, that I

1 Cp. Zeller, Philosophie, iii. 1. 252f., 714 [Eng. trans., Stoics, ete., 256 f.,
Eeclecties, 221 1.} ; Windelband, Lehrbuch der Geschichite der Philosophie (1892),
81903, 189, n. 2 [Eng. trans., 4 History of Philosophy, 1893, 231, n. 2].

2 Cp. Clemen, Die christl, Lehre von der Siinde, 1., 1897, 242 ff.

3 Galaterbrief, 252. 4 Cp. Clemen, Siinde, i. 173.

5 Sitzungsber. d. Berl. Akad., 1893, 934.
8 ¢“ Der Romerbrief,” Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol., 1893, i. 146 f.
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do,” one would be better justified in quoting, with Lightfoot !
and J. Weiss,2 Epictetus’ description (Diss. ii. 26. 1): émwel o
apaprdvewy ol Oéher duaptdvew, aAla ratopfdcar, SHlov
87e & pév Oélev ob mouel (cp. 4), or similar passages; in fact,
this view was virtually implied in the dualistic anthropology
which we found ourselves compelled to trace in part to
philosophical influences.

On the other hand, the parallels cited by Spiess® and
Steck * to Ro 8% “ And we know that to them that love God all
things work together for good ”—from Seneca (De Provid. 1 ff.)
and Epictetus (Enck. 18), are essentially different. With
them the Wise Man himself makes all things serve his best
interests : with Paul a man’s confidence is placed on God.
This also distinguishes Paul’s saying, Ro 8% “ Who shall
separate us from the love of Christ? shall tribulation, or anguish,
or persecution, or famine, or nakedness, or peril, or sword ?”—
from Seneca’s (£p. 85. 26 f.) again quoted by Steck:® “ Quid
ergo, inquit, mortem, wvincla, tgnes, alia tela fortunae non
timebit 2 Non. Seit entm tlla non esse mala, sed videri. Omnia
ista humanae vitae formidines putat. Describe captivitatem,
verbera, catenas, egestatem et membrorum lacerationes vel per
morbum vel per iniuriam et quicquid altud adtuleris: inter
lymphatos metus numerat.” Only the general tone is the same
in the two passages—and the rhetorical form, with which we
are at present not at all concerned.

As for Paul’s deterministic views stated in Ro 9 (and
similarly in Ph 23), although they are primarily based on
the Old Testament, they may yet be collaterally derived
from Stoicism. And the same may be said, on still better
grounds, of the attempt made in Ro 922 to justify the
wrath of God—which, however, is long-suffering—as a means
of making known the riches of His glory; and it may be
said, too, of the expectation, which again certainly originates
in the Jewish consciousness, of an ultimate conversion of
Israel, 112", TFor the Stoics also, as Windelband ® says,

1 St. Paul's Epistle to the Philippians, 316, n. 2.

2 Die christl. Freiheit, 20 f. 3 Logos, 234.
# Galaterbrief, 252 1. 5 Ibid. 256.
¢ Lehrbuch, 161 [Eng. trans. 197].
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“while thus deducing vice as the necessary foil for the good
.+ . put it forward as a final consideration, that the eternal
Providence ultimately turns even the evil to good, and has
in it but an apparently refractory means for the fulfilment of
its own highest ends.”

The idea of Noyikn Aatpeia, 121, certainly comes from
philosophy : if Lietzmann ! refers in particular to the Hermetic
writings, this literature is so far not peculiar. Further, in
the exhortation, v.3: w2y vmepppovelv map’ & 8ei ppovely dANa
Ppoveiv eis o cwdpovelv, Paul may possibly have been in-
debted to such originals for the thought as well as for the
form: Wetstein 2 cites them in great numbers. On the
other hand, v.»® “Give place unto wrath: for it is written,
Vengeance belongeth unto me; I will recompense, saith the
Lord,” is not even indirectly to be traced to Seneca, as
Steck 3 and van den Bergh van Eysinga* maintain. For
when Seneca says (De Ira, iil. 12. 39): “ Maximum remedium
wrae dilatio est: ut primus etus fervor relanguescat et caligo,
quae premit mentem, aut residat aut minus densa sit . .
Primam tram non audebimus oratione mulcere : surda est et
amens ; dabimus il spatium,” it is human wrath, not divine,
that is spoken of ; in the passage “ Primam . . . spattum” it
is, in fact, the wrath of another.

That Paul, further, is indebted to Stoicism for his high
appreciation of the State in Ro 13 is very unlikely; for
latterly Stoicism encouraged men to take no part in civic
life.  Again, in regard to the exhortation of v.'* “ Now 4t 1s
high time for you to awake out of sleep,” there is no need, with
O. fleiderer,> to recall Seneca, Zp. vi. 1 (53). 8: « Expergis-
camur ergo, ut errores nostros coarguere possimus.” So, too, the
consistent and restricted vegetarianism which, according to
chap. 14, was found in the Church at Rome, has no con-
nexion with Pythagoreanism. As he is referring to the Church
at Eome, such a connexion would be in itself conceivable; but
the comparison of the weak and the strong with the circumeision
and the Gentiles, which is probably present in 15%, points

1 Hondbuch, iii. 61. 2 Nov., Test. ii. 78.
3 Qalaterbrief, 253. 4 Museum, 1910, 304.
5 Urchristentum, i. 34 [Eng. trans. i. 471
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rather—Ilike the rejection of similar requirements in Col 216
and He 13%¥—to true-born Jews. One may admit that
even they might have been already influenced by Greek
ideas; and in so far as the dualistic anthropology which
produced these ascetic requirements was of foreign origin,
- this may actually have happened. If that is so, we again
see how foreign influences have merely strengthened a
tendency already existing.

When Curtius ! on Ph 2% remarks: “ As the Academics
turned aside from the city that was polluted by the death of
Socrates and founded a new community, so Christians, though
in the midst of the old world, ought to be a new generation ”
—that is clearly very far-fetched: the expressions are ex-
plained by Dt 325  Further, in reference to Ph 3%
“ Becoming conformed unto his death ; if by any means I may
attoin unto the resurrection from the dead. Not that I have
already obtarned ”—DB. Bauer 2 and O. Pfleiderer® quote the
passage cited above (p. 68) from Seneca (Zp. 6. 1) with the
succeeding words: “ Nec koc promitto iam aut spero, nihil in me
superesse, quod mutandum sit”; but the resemblance is too
general. On the other hand, in Ph 4% « Whatsoever things
are true, are honourable, are just, are pure, are lovely, are of good
report ;. if there be any virtwe, and if there be any praise, think
on these things”—mnatural morality, as Haupt* expresses it,
is included in Christian morality. Paul was influenced by
philosophy, not merely in his figures of speech, but also, as
one would expect, in much of the substance of his thought,
although for the most part only in the direction which his
mind had taken, or would have taken, apart from philosophy.

When the Epistle to the Hebrews 12 calls the Son not
only (as Paul had already done in 1 Co 8% Col 1) the
First-born, through whom God also made the worlds, but at
the same time the very image of His substance, compares Him
with the angels, designates Him as “this day begotten,” and
then in 4% describes Him above all as the great high priest

! Sitzungsber. d. Berl. Akad., 1893, 934. 2 Christus, 50.

8 Urchristentum, i. 34 [Eng. trans. i. 47].

4 “Die Gefangenschaftsbriefe,” in Meyer’s Kommenltar, viii.-ix. (1841),
80171902, iv. 166.
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after the order of Melchizedek, who has neither father nor
mother (7%), who makes intercession for us (v.25), who is holy,
guileless, undefiled, separated from sinners (v.2)—in all this
it transfers to Jesus predicates which in Philo are applied to
the Logos! And, as finally Kirn 2 brings out in detail, the
extensive agreement—which the obvious differences cannot
annul—Dbetween the Philonic statements and the Gospel of
John, shows that there must be a connexion between them.
This does not, of course, mean that the Johannine litera-
ture—for the idea of the Logos appears 2 also in Rev 1912 and
1 Jn 1'—is directly dependent on Philo, still less that the
author of the Fourth Gospel, as Norden * and O. Pfleiderer 5
suppose, must have read the work of Heraclitus. But the
idea which the Johannine writings employ and the Epistle
to the Hebrews presupposes, is partially derived from the
philosophy of Heraclitus and the Stoics: from what source
the Johannine literature derived it in the first instance, and
how in all likelihood the idea obtained this particular form,
we shall see on a subsequent page (p. 354).

The Epistle to the Hebrews, the Fourth Gospel, and
the First Epistle of John show themselves indebted to
philosophy—the philosophy of Plato and his successors—
in this also, that they regard all this perishable world
as only an image or adumbration of the true heavenly
realities.  So too, when in Eph 3% it is said that every
family in heaven and on earth is named from the Father,
the fundamental idea is the same. On the other hand—if

1 For the fullest discussion, cp. Aall, Der Logos, ii., 1899, 381,

2 Art. *“Logos,” Prot. Realencykl.® xi., 1902, 602 ff.

3 Jiilicher, Einleitung in das N.T. (1894), 61906, 241, says: ‘‘Theexpress-
ion ‘the Word of God’ (Rev 19%%) as a name for Jesus probably does not offer
us a parallel to the connexion worked out in detail [durchgefiihrt] in Jn 11,
between the historical Jesus and the premundane Logos.” But I can only sub-
seribe to this view if a special emphasis is laid on the phrase *‘worked out in
detail.” And there seems to me to be still less ground for Bousset’s surmise
[‘¢ Die Offenbarung Johannis,” in Meyer’s Kommentar (1859), 61906, 431]: ‘It
is possible that this is merely the idle notion of some copyist who was only too
willing to solve for the reader the mystery of the unknown name.”

4 Kunstprosa, ii. 472 fl.

5 Urchristentum, ii. 339 [Eng. trans. iv. 7f.]. For the opposite view, see
also Wendland, Sitzungsber. d. Berl. Akad., 1898, 794 ; Gruppe, Gricch.
Mythologie w. Religionsgeschichte, 1906, 1629, n. 6.
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at this point a supplementary remark may be permitted in
order to complete the discussion—the description of Jewish
legislation in regard to meats and feast-days as a shadow of
the things to come, Col 27, cannot have this sense, which
is opposed to Paul’s general view.

In regard to 1 P 3% 6 xpumros Tis rapdias dvfpwmos
&v 16 adbdpre Tob mpabws ral fovylov mwreluaros, Feinel
notes the fact that the last two adjectives are to be found
in the description of the Wise Man in Stobaeus (Zel. ii. 6. 6).
Butb as in the First Epistle of Peter the words occur in an
exhortation to wives, the correspondence is, I think, ac-
cidental ; at any rate, the expressions have a different sense
in the two cases.

The exhortation to slaves and masters, Eph 6%, is traced
by B. Bauer ? to the imaginary dialogue in Seneca, which
O. Pfleiderer ® also compares. The passage runs thus [Zp. v.
6 (47). 1]: ““Servi sumt’ Immo homines. ‘Servi sunt’
Immo contubernales.  *Servi sunt”  Immo humiles amice.
¢ Servi sunt” Immo conservi.” One may at the most suppose
that Christianity, in its estimate of slavery, was influenced
by the view ordinarily held among the later Stoics.

On 1 Ti 5! “ Rebuke not an elder, but exhort him as a
Jather ; the younger men as brethren : the elder women as
mothers ; the younger as sisters, in all purity,” Wetstein*
quotes similar utterances from Greek and Roman thinkers,
while Deissmann ® quotes an inseription which no doubt is late
but is yet uninfluenced by Christianity. It commends a certain
Theocles as “ bearing himself to his equals in age as a brother,
to his elders as a son, to children as a father, being adorned
with all virtue” On the other hand, it is impossible to
suppose that the well-known words of 1 Ti 52 « Be no longer
a drinker of water, but use a little wine for thy stomack’s
sake and thine often infirmities,” are connected with the
advice of Seneca, De Tranqu. An. 15, which B. Bauer ¢ again
quotes : “ Aliquando vectatio tterque, et mutata regio vigorem

1 Theol. Lit.-Blatt, 1905, 79. 2 Christus, 7.
3 Urchristentum, i. 36 [Eng. trans. i. 49].

4 Nov. Test. ii. 339.

S Licht vom Osten, 224 f. [Eng. trans. 313]. 8 Christus, 64.
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dabunt, convictusque et liberalior potio: nonnumquam et
usque ad ebrictatem veniendum, mon ut mergat nos, sed ut
deprimat.”

In Ja 1Y the hexameter: wdoa ddais dyaby xal mwav
Swpnua Té\ewov, has often been regarded as borrowed, and is
thought by Fischer® to be a complete sentence (in which
éotiv is to be supplied). But, as Zahn ? remarks, this is to
attribute to the author unnecessarily a very pointless use of
a somewhat frivolous saying. The verse appears, therefore,
to have flowed from his pen unintentionally—a circumstance
not without parallel.

With reference to Ja 12 where the mere hearer is
likened to the man who beholds his natural face in a mirror
and then forgets what manner of man he was, Wetstein,?
Theile,* and von Soden® compare Plutarch, De Eecta Ratione
Audiends, 42 B, where, however, the following is the full
quotation : o yap ék wouvpelov uév avactdvra Sel T4 kaTémTpw
wapacTivar kal Tis xepalfis dyracOar THy mwepikoTRY TOV
TpuxGv émiokomodvTa Kkal THs Kovpds THv Siadopdv, ék Oé
dkpodoews amibvra xal ayolis olk ebBUs adopdv xp1) mpos
éavTov, kaTapavfdvovra Ty Yruxy €l TL TGV dYApOY dToTE-
Oeipévny ral wepirTadv éhadporépa yéyove kai Hdlwy. Still less
relevant are the words of Seneca (De fra, 2. 36): “ Quibusdam,
ut ait Sextius, tralis profuit adspexvisse speculim ”—or the
aphorism of Bias: Oedper domep év ratdmTpe Tas éavrod
mpakers. The passages cited by Theile® as parallels to the
general idea are no doubt apposite, but do not, of course,
require to be presupposed in order to elucidate the view of
our author here or in the succeeding context.

On the other hand, Tpoyos 7is yevéoews, 3% is and
certainly remains—as von Soden,” H. Holtzmann? and

1 ¢ Kin Spruchvers im Jakobusbrief,” Philologus, 1891, 377 ff.

2 Einleitung in das N.T. (1897-99), 21900, i. 85 [Eng. trans., Introduction
tothe N.T., 1909, i. 118].

3 Nov. Test. ii. 664.

4 Commentarius in Epistolam Jocobi, 1833, 83.

5 Hand-Kommentar zum N.T. iii. 2 (1891), 31899, 169; cp. also H.
Holtzmann, Einleitung in das N,T'. (1885), 31892, 338.

8 Commentarius, 84. 7 Hand-Kommentar, iii. 2. 198.

8 Einleitung, 338.
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Grafe! point out—a philosophical term, which the Orphics
in their Mysteries used in reference to the soul’'s “ecircle
of generation.” But the Epistle of James employs it in
the attenuated sense of “course of life”: it is idle, there-
fore, to speak here of an influence of philosophy on Christian
thought.

B.—~THE LEADING IDEAS OF CHRISTIANITY.

1. THE IDEAS INHERITED FROM JUDAISM.
a. God and Intermediary Betngs.

(a) God.—The fact that Christianity, like Judaism before
it, regards the Old Testament as authoritative, putting
Christian writings alongside of it only in the latest books of
the New Testament, can be completely explained by the
inner development of these two systems. “For the religions
that have produced a specifically religious literature,”
Schmiedel 2 justly remarks, “it is positively a natural law
that at a certain point in their development they should
form out of it a canon of absolute sanctity.” It may, how-
ever, be conceded to Kuenen? Stave,* and Cheyne?® that this
“work of collection and systematization . . . may very well
have been expedited by the circumstance that the Jews had
in their immediate neighbourhood (namely, among the
Persians), and within their view, a sacred literature in a
more or less developed form.” But this supposition is not
necessary.’

1 Die Stellung w. Bedeutung des Jakobusbriefes in der Entwicklung des
Urchristentums, 1904, 45, n, 1.

* Art. ““Kanon,” 4Ug. Encykl. d. Wiss. w. Kinste, ii. xxxii., 1882, 310.

% De Godsdienst van Isracl, ii., 1870, 64 [Eng, trans., The Religion of Israel,
1874-5, ii. 156].

4 Uber den Finfluss des Parsismus auf das Judentum, 1898, 135 f.

® Art. ¢ Zoroastrianism,” Encyclopaedia Biblica, iv., 1903, 5438.

8 Bellangé (Le judaisme et Uhistoire du peuple juif, 1889, 281f.) is reported
by Cheyne (The Origin and Religious Contents of the Psalter, 1891, 281) as
stating the view ‘‘that Judaism essaying in the Achaemenid epoch to speak of
alaw, a prophet, an Exodus, and one only God, in the very countries in which
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After this preliminary remark, which could most fittingly
be made here, we turn now to the proper subject of this
section. The first point to be noted is that monotheism
also, which Christianity inherited from dJudaism, finds an
entirely adequate explanation in the development of the
Israelitish religion itself.! Yet in recent times? an endeavour
has been made to explain it by foreign, and particularly by
Babylonian, influences. It is true that Delitzsch,® who at first
expressed himself definitely in this sense, now maintains
“that the Old Testament account of Jahweh is absolutely
correct, according to which the worship of Him who was
subsequently the national God of Israel, Jahweh-Jahu, goes
back to a time long before Moses ”—a point which we need
not investigate here. .Winckler,® on the other hand, says
expressly : “dJust as Christianity and its ideas have not been
confined to the soil of Judah, and its fundamental features
have developed themselves in other lands within the domain
of Oriental civilization, so, too, the fundamental ideas by
which Jahwism, monotheism, is distinguished from the pre-
vailing Oriental theory of the universe, cannot have arisen
in Judah alone, and above all cannot have been cultivated
there alone. The new ideas that determine the develop-
ment of humanity can find their expression only where the
human spirit is ripe for their genesis, where the surrounding
conditions supply the impulse. . . . A people that had just
emerged from the most primitive conditions of semi-nomadism,
a people for which the level of Canaanitish life was some-

Mazdeism developed, must have found in Mazdeism a powerful helper, and that
we must regard Judaism as a religion constamment imitatrice de la persane.”
Cheyne justly remarks: ¢ This is a manifest exaggeration.”

1 Cp., finally, Marti, Die Religion des A.T., 1906, 47 ff.

2 Cheyne, Origin, 284, refers to Goldziher as an earlier upholder of this view,
but I have not been able to find evidence for this.

3 Babel w. Bibel, 1., 1902, 44 ff. ; Anmerkungen zu dem Vortrag Babel u.
Bibel, 1908, 721., 77f. ; Babel w. Bibel, ein Riickblick w. Ausblick, 1904, 20.
[For some of these references, see Bible and Babel, 68ff., 130 {I., 192ff.] For
criticism of the older arguments, cp. especially Gunkel, Isracl u. Babylonien,
1903, 28 ff. ; Zimmern, Keilinschriften w. Bibel nach threm religionsgeschichil.
Zusammenhong, 1903, 34 : inreference to Delitzsch’s shifting position, see Konig,
Die Babel-Bibel-Frage . die wissenschaftliche Methode, 1904, 31 ff,

4 Die Keilinschrifien v. das 4.T, (1872), %1908, 2081,
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thing higher, could not develop or receive ideas that were
several planes removed from their daily needs and their
power of conception. These are the circumstances, however,
amid which Israel, and more especially Judah, lived; and
according to the statement even of the prophets who raised
their voice against them, these conditions prevailed among
the people till late historical times. . . . Accordingly, one
has to distinguish between the religious, monotheistic move-
ment, which had its beginnings and determining conditions
in the rest of the Eastern world, at the centres of spiritual
life, and the course of development followed by the people
of Judah and Israel, which took up this movement and
carried it on in a manner that has been decisive for their
own history as well as for the evolution of the idea. The
whole theory of the universe represented by monotheism is
originally foreign to the tribes that ultimately became Israel
and Judah, and did not take form in the minds of any of their
members so long as they guided the plough and tended the
flock. It was brought from the centres of civilization, where
the human spirit endeavoured to harmonize all the con-
clusions of a highly developed knowledge with all the appear-
ances of the surrounding world, and where new ideas were
at strife with old.” Winckler?! refers in particular to the
monotheistic reforms of Amenophis 1v., which, however, as he
himself says, were soon annulled, and which cannot be shown
to have influenced the development of the people of Israel.?
And if Jeremias,® on the other hand, endeavours once more to
exhibit “monotheistic currents within Babylonian religion,”
Biintsch ¢ points out that “ancient Oriental monotheism meets
us in the garb of a speculative doctrine, Israelitish monotheism
in the form of an open and clear religious confession of
faith in the one God.” What he himself proposes as a
substitute, we need not here examine, since it is alleged to

1 Keilinschrifien, 211 ; cp. Abraham als Babylonier, Joseph als Agypter,
1903.

2 Cp. also Spiegelberg, Der Aufenthalt Isracls in Agypten, 1904, 47.

8 Monotheistische Strimungen innerhalb der babylonischen Religion, 1905 ; cp.

also Verhandlungen des II. internat. Kongresses f. allg. Religionsgeschichte, 1905,
141 ff,

4 Altorientalischer w. israelitischer Monotheismus, 1906, 43,
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have influenced even Moses:! but monotheism was a point
of development that was reached in Israel only at a sub-
sequent date, and no derivation from foreign influences,
even as an additional and co-operating factor, is at all
necessary.

One would be more inclined to suppose, with Cheyne 2 and
Moffatt,® that at a later period such an influence was exerted
by Parsism, with its spiritual idea of God and a mode of
worship that, generally speaking, gave no place to graven
images. But Stave? justly remarks: “ However high Ahura
Mazda may stand as a moral deity with his demand for ¢ good
thoughts, good words, and good works,” and as creator of the
moral order of the universe, as author of all that is good in
the world and victor in the contest with Angra Mainyu, there
is quite clearly a qualitative difference between him and
Jahweh. This results, above all, from the fact that the idea
of the good and bad is not grasped in Mazdeism in its purity
and truth, but is still confused with the natural, so that the
good often appears as what is naturally living, pure, and
serviceable, and in harmony with this the bad often appears
as what is naturally dead, impure, and harmful.” Whether
Parsism has not by this very teaching influenced Judaism,
and indirectly also one tendency which doubtless becomes less
and less prominent in primitive Christianity, is a point which
can only be examined later.

Here the question arises whether certain designations of
God, in which definite ideas regarding Him find expression,
were of foreign origin; and whether these ideas were thus
reinforced from abroad. No doubt there may be some un-
certainty whether the first of these names to which such an
origin is ascribed, viz. “the Highest” (yrioTos), really

1 A similar remark applies to the views of Wilke, Die astralmythologische
Weltanschauwung w. das A.T., 1907, 27 ff. ; for he regards Abraham as a
historical personality.

2 Origin, 270 1f. ; but when he appeals to A. Réville and d’Eichthal for a
more sweeping assertion, he misrepresents at least the former of these. But cp.
p-77, n. 6 above.

8 ¢ Zoroastrianism and Primitive Christianity,” Hibd, Journ., 1903-4, ii.
355 f.

4 Einfluss, 1221.
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belongs to this category. Apart from Luke and the Acts of
the Apostles, this name is found only in Mk 57 (where, how-
ever, A and SyrP read {@vTos), and in He 7%, where it is
taken from Gn 148 ; and it is therefore described by Harnack !
as distinctively Lucan. Dut that is, I think, unjustifiable :
probably it is not only the original reading in Mark, but it is
also a term found in Jewish thought, though with varying
frequency at different times? However, it is still more
important that in every case in which it meets us elsewhere,
Schiirer ® and Cumont * and (in part at any rate) Lidzbarski
and Wendland ® trace it to Jewish influence. But Cumont him-
self points out that the name appears also in Syria, where there
is no presumption of such an influence ;7 and so, too, Gruppe 8
and Bousset ® regard it as independent of Judaism. And
indeed it appears to be of foreign origin even in Judaism and
Christianity. For there it comes fully into use only when
Jahweh was no longer regarded merely as the highest, but as
the only, God. For this very reason one will, of course, prefer
to derive it not from Marduk or Ahura Mazda, but rather
from a Syrian or Phoenician deity with whom the Jews were
really brought into connexion in later times, and to whom the
term was actually applied.

Not only in Mark (14°%), but also in three passages in the
Pauline Epistles (2 Co 118, Ro 1% 95—the others are of a
different character), God is called the Blessed (edAoynTos).
This also is a designation that already occurs in Jewish
thought and afterwards passed into common use, but it is found

1 ¢ Das Magnifikat der Elisabeth (Luk. 146-55) nebst einigen Bemerkungen zu
Luk. 1 u. 2,” Sitzungsber. d. Berl. Akad., 1900, 550,

2 Op. Charles, The Book of Jubilees, 1902, 213.

3 ““Die Juden im bosporanischen Reiche und die Genossenschaften der oeSé-
pevor Oedv Uynarow,” Sitzungsber. d. Berl. Akad., 1897, 200 ff.

4 ““Hypsistos,” Suppl. & la revue de I'instruction publique en Belgique, 1897 ;

“‘Les mystéres de Sabazius et le judaisme,” Comptes rendus de Uacad. des inscr.,
19086, 63 ff.

5 ¢‘Balsamem,” Ephem. f. semit. Epigr. i., 1902, 243 ff.

 In Lietzmann’s Handbuch, i. 2. 107 f.

" Hypsistos, 3, n. 1; ‘“Jupiter Summus Exsuperantissimus,” Arch. f.
Rel.- Wiss., 1906, 334, where, moreover, this last expression is otherwise
explained than in the earlier publication.

8 Mythologie, 1603, n. 7, 1608, n. 3.

? Religion, 856 f., 591, n. 2 ; Hauptprobleme der Gnosis, 1907, 90.

6
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also in inscriptions from Palmyra! One may therefore sup-
pose a foreign origin for it also; but obviously it would be a
question merely of the acceleration of a development within
Judaism, a development that would of itself have led, and
perhaps did lead, to the same result.

In concluding this section, I should like to mention
further the doctrine of creation by the word of God. It is
expressly maintained in He 112, and also assumed in 2 Co 4%
and perhaps in Ro 4!7; but the idea underlies other passages
as well, and may therefore be discussed at this point. The
doctrine goes back, of course, to the Old Testament; but in
the Epistle to the Hebrews especially, which here as else-
where exhibits a connexion with Philo, it may be that
Egyptian religion also (through the medium of Philo’s writings)
has been an influence at work. For in that religion, as
Maspero ? in particular shows, creation is from the first effected
by the divine word. On the other hand, such an influence as
Weber3 and Garbe* have attributed to Indian religion or
philosophy, is justly denied by Hopkins® and Grill® And
whatever Winckler? and his fidus Achates, Jeremias® may
say, the Babylonian Mummu, which appears in the Creation-
myth of the cuneiform inscriptions, first as an epithet of
Tidmat and then perhaps as a name of the son of Apsil, and
which, as we must admit, appears also in Damascius (De
Prim. Princ. 125) as vonros xdopos, has nothing to do with
the word of the creator. We must note especially that this
idea was adhered to in later times simply because there
was a disinclination to bring God into closer connexion with
the world ; and this transcendentalism has occasioned also one
speculation which had a much greater significance, and will

1 Cp., finally, Bousset, Religion, 360, n. 3.

2 Histoire ancienne des peuples de I'Orient classique, 1875, 147 £

3 Miscellen, 1; Indische Studien, ix., 1865, 473 ff.

4 Die Sdmkyaphilosophie, 1894, 103 f. 5 India, 147, n. 1.

8 Untersuchungen dber die Entstehung des vierten Evangeliums, 1902, 206,
n. 1.

7 Altorientalische Forschungen, iii. 2, 1905, 301.

8 Das A.T. im Lichie des alten Orients (1904), 21906, 82, n. 4 [Eng. trans.
i. 90, n. 1]. Also Robertson, Pagan Christs, 1911, 220, thinks ultimately of

Babylonian influence, but supposes it to proceed from the doctrine of the divine
name.
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therefore occupy us much longer than the doctrine of creation
through the word.

(B) Intermediary DBeings—Alongside of God, and still
more in God’s stead, beings resembling Him, and particularly
angels, are referred to in numerous passages of the New Testa-
ment. Doubtless these beings do not, generally speaking, play
an important part: it is only in the Book of Revelation that
they become very prominent—-clearly under the influence of
Judaism, to which this work is more indebted than any other
in the New Testament. Angels have there, in fact, an extra-
ordinary significance, even more than in the earlier religion
of Israel or the religion of the prophets. But already in
Ezekiel they come more definitely to the front, still more
so in Zechariah, and most of all in Judaic thought. In it
different groups of angels are differentiated, some even receive
distinet names, in short, we have a regular angelology.

And yet this fact, as we have already indicated, can be
traced completely and_primarily to a_development within
Judaism, viz. to the evolution of transcendentalism in its
doctrine of God. At the same time, there was a reanimation
of primitive polydaemonistic ideas, which had been preserved
among the common people and have been preserved even in
later times, in fact down to the present day. It may be, too,
that foreign ideas of a similar character have had some
influence : for Judaism actually came into contact with such-
beliefs.

The operation of this influence is most frequently
accepted in reference to the doctrine of the angels who
stand before God or His throne (Lk 11 26 Rev 1% 82), or the
seven spirits of God whom Jesus hath (3!). These two classes
are without doubt the same originally; and with the latter
class the seven lamps before God’s throne (4°) and the seven
eyes of the Lamb (5°) are to be identified. Already in Jewish
thought these angels are to be found: in To 12 Raphael
is called one of the seven angels who have access to the
glory of the Holy One; in Enoch, chap. 20 (according to the
Greek text, at any rate), all the seven are enumerated ; and
the Testament of Levi (chap. 8) knows them also. Even in
Ezekiel (chap. 9) there appear seven angels, in whom, accord-
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ingly, Bertholet,! Gunkel,? Zimmern,® Bousset,* Jeremias? see
the earliest trace of what were afterwards called archangels.
Gunkel, who is followed by the three scholars last
mentioned, traces these seven angels in KEzekiel, each of
whom holds a “slaughter weapon ” in his hand, to the seven
planets distinguished by the Babylonians (Sun, Moon,
Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter, Saturn). These, he says,
were frequently represented, armed with weapons, most
clearly on the rocks at Maltaya (Fig. 1). The one who is
clothed in linen and has a writer’s ink-horn by his side he
connects with Nabf, the god of knowledge and writing, who
is associated with the planet Mercury. Again, the fact that
this angel stands “in the midst” of the others is explained
in this way, that in the arrangement of the planets which
underlies our designation of the days of the week, Mercury
must have stood in the middle. As Zimmern 8 points out, this
arrangement cannot be shown to have existed among the
Babylonians: nevertheless the explanation might otherwise
be correct. However, as again Zimmern 7 himself admits, not
only is there no representation of the planet-gods on the
rocks at Maltaya, but they are absolutely nowhere depicted
together. Accordingly one need not trace the seven angels
in Ezekiel to them; and, in fact, Nab@i is the inscribing
god in a different sense from the angel here. The latter is
to mark those who are to be spared: Nabfi, on the other
hand, inscribes the tablets of fate, and thereby fixes destinies.
Again, to continue this last topie, the conception of the book
of life, which we meet in Ph 43, Rev 35 138 178 201 5 21%
(cp. Lk 1020), is certainly traceable to Babylonian thought;
and if in the Slavonic Book of Enoch 221% one of the
archangels is characterized in a way similar to Nabd, this god,

1 Das Buch Hesekiel, 1897, 51 ; Daniel u. die griechische Gefahr, 1907, 55.

2 Schipfung w. Chaos, 296, n. 1; *‘Der Schreiberengel Nabfi im A.T. u. im
Judentum,” Arch. f. Rel.- Wiss., 1898, 294 ff. ; Zum religionsgeschichtl. Ver-
stindnis des N.T.s, 1903, 40.

3 Die Keilinschriften und das 4.7T., 404, 624 .

4 Offenbarung, 292 ; Religion, 374.

5 Das A.T. ©m Lichte des alten Orients, 126, 589 [Eng. trans. i. 139, ii. 298] ;
Babylonischesim N.T., 24.

8 Keilinschriften, 624, 7 Ibid. 621.
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perhaps alongside of the Egyptian Thot, may possibly have
served as the model. Even for Ezekiel, chap. 9, this account
may be accepted : but that does not yet explain the heptad
of angels, the point with which we are here chiefly concerned.
Certainly that heptad does not come, as H. Duhm ! maintains,
merely from “the endeavour . . . to bring system and order
into the world of spirits,” but has a more definite reason:
what that is, we cannot yet say.

We are brought a step further by Zec 4%, where the
seven lamps on the seven-branched candlestick which the
prophet perceives, are identified with the eyes of Jahweh,
that run to and fro through the whole earth (cp. also 39);
for the expression “eyes of God” is a very obvious desig-
nation for stars, and”is therefore to be found elsewhere.?
 In that case, however, the seven-branched candlestick in the
f temple (Ex 2531) ought also to represent these, and likewise
| the seven candlesticks, lamps, eyes of the Lamb, and the
seven angels or spirits of the Book of Revelation with whom
‘those first three groups are identified (1% 1220 21 31 45 56 82),
Again, in 1620 2! there is express mention of seven stars
which the Son of Man holds in His right hand: these stars,
therefore, are the primary explanation of those other groups
which appear in similar relationships.

But what stars are intended ? Dupuis,® Richter,* and the
majority of the modern scholars already named think of the
so-called seven planets enumerated above. Gunkel® however,
regards it as possible that the seven stars of 16 are the
stars of the Little Bear, which Mithras—in the liturgy edited
by Dieterich ®—is described as holding in his hand. Jeremias?

1 Die bésen Geister im A.T., 1904, 55, n. 1.
2 Cp. Gruppe, Mythologie, 380 ; Gressmann, Ursprung, 108, n. 1.

3 Origine, iii. 211 f. 4 Christentuwm, 207 f.
® Verstindnis, 40, n. 3. Bousset, Offenbarung, 196, is not altogether precise
on this point. He says first, ‘“The figure here presented . . . belongs at all

events to the same category as the seven spirits, candlesticks, lamps, eyes”
(which he interprets as the planets). But then he proceeds, ‘It may, however,
be mentioned that in the ¢ Mithras-Ziturgy’ edited by Dieterich, the god Mithras
appears to the mystagogue karéx[wr] 79 defid xepl uboxov &uov xplaeov, 8s éorwy
dprros. . . . The seven stars form one constellation.”

¢ Eine Mithrasliturgie (1903), 21910, 14, 72, 76 f.

7 Babylonisches, 24, n, 4.
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rejects this theory, and explains the seven stars as the
Pleiades (as Dupuis! had already explained the seven angels
in chap. 15). Zimmern ? also points out “that this heptad
forms in Babylonian mythology a much closer unity than
the planet-deities. This is only natural, inasmuch as the
Pleiades at once strike the eye as a unity, whereas the com-
bination of Sun, Moon, and the five planets in one group is
based on reflection.” Buteven in Zimmern’s own opinion this
is indecisive: and there is as little to be said for Jeremias’
argument that the Pleiades belong to Taurus, and Taurus—so
one must suppose, in order to understand the reasoning at all
—originally represents the Messiah; for the last statement is
by no means demonstrable. But, above all, the seven stars
must originally denote the same as the other groups of seven,
and they can only be understood of the so-called planets.

In reaching this conclusion, I attach no particular weight
to the circumstance that Philo (Quis Rer. Div. Haer. 44,
ed. Mangey, i. 504) and Josephus (BJ v. 5. 5, Ans. iii.
6. 7, 7. T) give this explanation of the seven-branched
candlestick : for it was perhaps only conjecture on their part,
as Zimmern3 supposes. Further, “no great stress should
probably be laid on the late-Jewish traditions which connect
the seven archangels with the seven heavens (which are
situated below the seven planets), or associate them severally
with the days of the week and the planets corresponding to
them ”: and equally little stress on the description given of
these last as the seven stars in the Slavonic Book of Enoch
27% 303  On the other hand, it seems to me a decisive
argument, that one can understand of the planets, and only
of the planets, how they are referred to as candlesticks, as
lamps, as spirits that stand before God or spirits that Jesus
hath, and as eyes of the Lamb; and how they could thereby
be ranked as subordinate to God and Jesus (or the Lamb).

But at this point the prevailing idea that all such
reasoning is polemic against the Babylonian religion, has to
meet a new difficulty, to which Anz* was the first to call

1 Origine, iii, 265. 2 Keilinschriften, 620 f. 8 Ibid. 625.

4 ¢ Zur Frage nach dem Ursprung des Gnostizismus,” Texte w. Unfers. Xv. 4,
1897, 65,
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attention. “Nowhere,” he says, “are the seven planet-gods
named as a single aggregate, still less were hymns addressed
to them in that aspect. It is only in erudite lists that we
find them so combined.” The fact that these lists, as Hehn?
observes, date only from the time of Assurbanipal, is
negligible, though Gunkel 2 and Zimmern’s® statement that
even the ten (!) candlesticks of Solomon’s temple (1 K 74)
were seven-branched and signified the planets, cannot in my
opinion be proved. On the other hand, it is again very
remarkable that, according to Hehn, the combination of the
seven planets in one group is not at all a central idea of
Babylonian religion. And yet it must have been so in later
times, as Bousset * proves. This is shown by the well-known
statement of Diodorus (Bibl. Hist. ii. 30 f.); and it may be
inferred from the religion of the Sabians, a form of planet-
worship, which we find later in Mesopotamia and must trace
to Babylonian religion; or again from Gnosticism with its
archons who correspond to the planets—and in its earliest
form Gnosticism perhaps also originated in the Babylonian
lowlands. But the chief evidence lies in the part assigned
to the planets in Mithraism5 whereas in the DBundahis (3.
25, 5. 1, Sacred Books of the East, v. 19, 21 1) and also in
Mandaeism they are considered as subordinate to the most
high God. And in this we have at the same time an
analogy to, perhaps a prototype of, the degradation of the
planets in Judaism and early Christianity.

But has Christianity any perception of the original
meaning of the seven spirits ? Certain scholars believe that
it has, and attempt in this way to explain in the first
instance the various designations of Jesus in the letters to
the seven Churches (Rev. 21.), or even the characterizations
of these Churches.

This mode of treatment is followed by Dupuis® who,
however, at the same time connects the planets with the

! ““Siebenzahl u. Sabbat bei den Babyloniern u. im A.T.,” Lpz. semit.
Studien, ii. 5, 1907, 46.

2 Schopfung, 129. 3 Keilinschriften, 626.

4 Houptprobleme, 22 ff. 5 Cp. Cumont, Textes, i. 299 f.

® Origine, iii. 224 ff.
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signs of the Zodiac—a point which here may be passed over.
The angel of the Church of Ephesus, the city of Diana, he
identifies with the moon, and explains thereby the circum-
stance that it is said of him that he hates the works of the
Nicolaitans : immorality conflicts with the chastity of Diana.
The angel of the Church in Thyatira, on the other hand, is
Venus—* 1 will give him the morning star” are the words of
v.28; therefore the angel is reproached with suffering Jezebel
to commit fornication. “Si nous passons & la derniére église
(3™) et & son Génie tutélaire, nous y reconnoitrons presque
tous les traits, que I'Astrologie donnoit au vieux Saturne,
vieillard lent et glacéd. Firmicus (Math. iii. 5) parlant des
influences planétaires, dit de Saturne qu’il rend les hommes
lents et avares; ailleurs, qu'il est froid, obscur, réduit & la
plus grande indigence. L’auteur de 1'Apocalypse (3+) dit
de I'Ange ou du Génie tutélaire de la dernitre Eglise qu'il est
nud, pauvre, aveugle ; et il lui reproche sa tiédeur.”! Dupuis
supposes that future inquiries will establish connexions
between the remaining planets and Churches as well: for
the present we shall regard those that he has discovered as
merely imaginary.

Winckler 2 and Jeremias,® however, associate the designa-
tions of Jesus with the seven planets. “ He that holdeth the
seven stars in his right hand, he that walketh in the midst of
the seven golden candlesticks” (2Y)—that is the Sun; for it
corresponds, says Jeremias, to Marduk, as he does to Taurus,
to which the Pleiades (indicated by the seven stars) belong.
“The first and the last, which was dead and lived again” (v.2)
—that is, of course, the Moon; “/%e that hath the sharp two-
edged sword” (v.?) —that is, for a reason that will be
mentioned subsequently, Mars; “the Son of God, who hath
his eyes like a flame of fire, and lis feet are like unto burnished
brass” (v.¥)—Mercury-Nebo, the son of Marduk; “flame of
fire and burnished brass are appropriate to him, seeing that
he is the very image of Marduk, to whom he corresponds in
the Equinox ”; “he that hath the seven spirits of God, and the
seven stars” (3')—dJupiter-Marduk, the most high God; “%e

1 Origine, iii. 225 f. 2 Altorientalische Forschungen, ii., 1901, 389.
3 Babylonisches, 26 f.
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that s holy, he that is true, he that hath the key of Dawvid, he
that openeth and none shall shut, and that shutteth and none
openeth ” (v.")—Venus-Ishtar the wife of Tammuz, or Tammuz
himself ; finally, “the Amen, the faithful and true witness, the
beginning of the creation of God” (v.*)—Saturn. There is no
need to point out in detail how artificial and far-fetched this
parallelization is: the various designations of Jesus are ex-
plained, as' Bousset ! shows, at any rate in the second, third,
sixth, and seventh cases, much more naturally by the circum-
stances of the Churches in question.

The corresponding explanation of the seven seals and
trumpets in 6% 82% ig still more unsuccessful. Brandis,?
without adducing further reasons, connected the first of the
seals with the Moon; Winckler® and Jeremias* again
arrange the others alongside of those planets which among
the Babylonians are characterized by a colour identical with,
or similar to, that named in the Apocalypse. But in the case
of the seventh seal there is no colour mentioned at all—for
the golden altar and the golden censer (8%) have nothing to
do with the seals. Perhaps one should not attach much im-
portance to this: for it is certain that originally the seventh
seal denotes something else—the opening of it merely
oceasions a silence for the space of half an hour, because still
other signs are to follow. But independently of this, the
colours named in relation to the other seals are not in direct
correspondence with those generally associated with the
planets. For the colours for the planets are the following :
silver, dark blue, pale yellow, golden, rosy red, brown red,
black ;% in the Apocalypse, on the other hand, white, red,
black, yellow, again white and again black. Still more artificial
is the further interpretation of the seven seals, according to
which one planet is substituted for another: we shall see
later how these ideas and images have actually arisen. A
cognate topic may be mentioned here. Winckler® and

1 Offenbarung, 208 ff

% ¢* Die Bedeutung der sieben Tore Thebens,” Hermes, 1867, 283.
3 Forschungen, ii. 386 f. 4 Babylonisches, 24 1.

5 Cp. Zimmern, Keilinschriften, 616, n. 7, 617, n. 1.

8 Forschungen, ii. 387.
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Jeremias! explain the term Boawvnpyés (applied in Mk 317
to the sons of Zebedee) in this way, that in place of Jupiter,
who in Babylonian was called Zalbatanu—and from that the
name Zebedee is alleged to have come—Saturn-Nergal or
Nerig has been substituted. But even if the last name
really existed? all this is, at any rate, less probable than the
other explanations of the term, inadequate though they
may be. Besides, we should at once discover, in this the
first instance we have met of an astral-mythological ex-
planation of the narrative, how difficult it is in such a
matter to separate form and content.?

In the Apocalypse, finally, Winckler * associates some of
the trumpets, and Jeremias® all of them, with the planets.
“The destruction of everything green on the earth at the sound
of the first trumpet,” writes the latter, “is an allusion to the
moon, which is the lord of all verdure. At the sound of the
second trumpet, the mention of fire and blood which destroy
everything living in the sea, points to Mars; at the third
trumpet a star (1) falls from heaven (Mercury ?) and turns
a third part of the waters to wormwood. At the fourth
trumpet-call the presence of the eagle announces the Jupiter-
motif ; at the fifth there falls again a star from heaven (cp.
Is 1428 < How art thouw fallen from heaven, O day star, son
of the morning !’), which opens the entrance (fountain) of
the underworld. Here we have the same motif of Venus-
Ishtar-Tammuz as in the case of the fifth seal, 6°%., The
horses with heads of lions and tails like serpents, that appear
at the sound of the sixth trumpet, are to be explained as the
retinue of Nergal. The seventh trumpet-call announces
again the apotheosis: the kingdom of the world is become the
kingdom of the Lord and of his Christ.” Once more there is
no need to show in detail that none of these mtergretatlonks is
,concluswe the attempt to prove that Babylonian teaching
in regard to the planets has influenced any but the first-
quoted passages from the Apocalypse must, although even

1 Babylonisches, 24 ff.

2 Cp. Brandt, Mandiische Schriften, 1893, 45, n. 12.

3 Cp. also Wilke, Die astralmythologische Weltanschavung, 33 f.
4 Forschungen, ii. 388. 5 Babylonisches, 26.
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Zimmern ! admits that influence in_the case of the seals, be
Z described as an utter failure.

The writer of the Apocalypse then is no longer conscious
of the original meaning of the spirits, candlesticks, lamps, stars,
and eyes of which he speaks: otherwise he could not have
treated these “ existences ” [G'rdssen], which are really identical,
as distinct from one another. And this being so, when Paul
says in Col 2" that God put off from Himself the princip-
alities and the powers and made a show of them openly,
it is improbable—Bousset 2 notwithstanding—that he thinks
of that subjugation of the planets to which we have already
referred. But in view of the unconsciousness of the
Apocalyptic writer, it is not impossible that the seven angels
may be traced, quite apart from any connexion with the
Babylonian planets, to the Amesha Spentas who surround
Ahura Mazda. This is the theory put forward by Gunkel,?
Stave,t Beer,® O. Pfleiderer,® Zimmern,” Bousset,® Bertholet ;?
and, in fact, the doctrine of the Amesha Spentas was already
known in pre-Christian times. It is true that where it is
mentioned by Plutarch (De Is. 47), he does not appeal ex-
pressly to Theopompus; but, as we have seen (p. 27), others
even then know of it. Accordingly that theory would in itself
be possible; for there is little probability in the view still
acecepted by Oldenberg —in addition to the other scholars
already named, who no doubt have expressed themselves with
varying definiteness—that the Amesha Spentas are to be
traced in turn to the seven Babylonian planets, and that this
explanation, therefore, merges in the previous one. For the
Amesha Spentas are originally abstract ideas, hardly per-
sonified, which have nothing to do with stars; and if their
number should remind one of the seven Babylonian planets,

1 Reilinschriften, 626. 2 Hauptprobleme, H4.

8 Schipfung, 302, n. 1; Verstindnis, 42. 4 Einfluss, 217.

% In E. Kautzsch’s Die Apokryphen . Pseudepigraphen des A.T.s, 1900, ii.
251.

& Urchristentum, ii. 285, 288 [Eng. trans, iii. 405 f., 409].

" Keilinschriften, 625.

8 Offenbarung, 186, 292 ; Religion, 569 f. 9 Dandel, 55 f.

1 Die Religion des Veda, 1894, 193 ff. ; ¢ Zu Mythologie u. Kultus des Veda,”

Zeitschr. d. d. morg. Ges., 1895, 1771, ; ““Varuna u. die Adityas,” sbid. 1896,
431,
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we have already seen that the sacred character of that
number is not at all invariably traceable to them.! Indeed,
the Amesha Spentas were not always seven in number.
Originally there were only six—for the idea of putting
Ahura Mazda on an equality with them, though as primus
inter pares, cannot have arisen at the very first, when he
stood high above them.? If this be granted, and if the remarks
just made on the original character of the Amesha Spentas
be true, the alleged influence of this teaching on the Judaeo-
Christian speculation in question becomes again doubtful.
Following the example of Kohut? some scholars, it is true,
have endeavoured to find in the various statements regarding
the number of the Amesha Spentas the explanation of the
similar uncertainty in Jewish literature regarding the number
of the archangels; and, in fact, Jewish teaching in regard to
archangels may in this and other * respeects have been sub-
sequently influenced by the Persian doctrine. But it is
probable that originally—at any rate in the form that alone
concerns us here, the form which it displays in the New
Testament—it is derived from the Babylonian worship of
the planets. Yor if on monuments relating to Mithraism,
Ormazd also frequently appears surrounded by other gods?
and if, according to Minucius Felix (Oct. 26), «“ Magorum et
eloquio et megotio primus Hostanes . . . angelos, id est ministros
et nuntios Dei, . . . etus wvenerationi movit assistere,’® these
statements and representations are probably too late to
afford any trustworthy explanation.

It must be admitted that the names of the archangels
(which would prove the correctness of the proposed theory,
and must therefore be discussed here) are not capable of

1 Cp. also Tiele, Geschichte der Religion im Altertum, ii., 1908, 70f., 126 f.
The opposite theory of L. H. Gray, ‘‘The Double Nature of the Iranian Arch-
angels,” Arch. f. Rel.- Wiss., 1904, 345 ff., seems to me not to be proved.

2 Op. Tiele, Geschichte, ii. 140,

3 «{Uber die jiid. Angelologie u. Diimonologie,” Abhandlungen d. d. morg.
Qes. iv. 3, 1866, 3, n. 9.

4 Cp. also A. V. W. Jackson, ‘‘A Brief Note on the Amshaspands, or a
Contribution to Zoroastrian Angelology,” Arch. f. Rel.-Wiss., 1898, 363 L. ;
Reitzenstein, Poimandres, 1904, 280, n. 4.

5 Cp. Cumont, Textes, i. 129 ; Les religions orientales, 325.

6 For later passages to the same effect, see Cumont, <bid. 306.
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being explained in this way, although Jewish tradition (Jer.
Rosh Hash. 56a ; Beresh. Eab. 48) alleges that they come from
Babylonia. In the New Testament only two are mentioned,
and therefore come within our purview. They are Gabriel
and Michael, the former of whom is named in Lk 1'% 2 the
latter in Rev 127 and Jude ®. Further, the archangel who
will lift up his voice at the second coming of Jesus, and
(according to the probable interpretation) will blow the
trumpet (1 Th 41 cp. 1 Co 15%), is, as Bousset! and
Lueken 2 show, to be identified with Michael; whether (as
Lueken ® supposes) there are veiled references to him in some
other New Testament passages, is a question that may here be
passed over, all the more as we shall return on a subsequent
page to one of these (Ph 26). In any case, neither the one name
nor the other is to be derived from Babylonia. Kessler?! it is
true, connects Gabriel with one of the ten early kings referred
to in Berosus’ account (in Eusebius, Chron., ed. Schone, i. 7 1t
311£); but this identification is quite uncertain: and Michael
might even more probably be a Jewish name. Further, the
conceptions of Michael that we find in the New Testament
and even at an earlier time are probably, as Bousset ® believes,
the work of distinctively Jewish imagination, and not to be
derived (as Cheyne ¢ derives themn) from Babylonia or Persia.
Still there is one idea which possibly shows the working of a
foreign collateral influence. As we shall see later, Michael
in Rev 127 is originally thought of as the guardian angel of
Israel, as in Daniel (10220t 11! 12%),in Enoch (205), and
in the Rabbis.” That is not explained by the old belief in
national gods, which is the basis of the passage in Dt 328,
running thus (according to the Greek, and certainly the original,
text): dre Sepépiler o WriaTos EOvn, @5 Siéomeiper viovs

! Der Antichrist, 1895, 167 [Eng. trans., The Antichrist Legend, 1896, 248 1. ;
Religion, 376.

2 Michael, 1898, 50, 130.

8 Ibid. 137, 139, 148 ; cp. also Bousset, 4ntichrist, 151 [Eng. trans. 227 f.].

4 ¢¢ Mandaische Probleme nach ihrer religionsgesch. Bedeutung,” Verhand-
lungen des II. Kongr. f. Rel.-Qesch. 256ff.; also art. ‘‘Mandder,” Prot.
Realencykl.? xii., 1903, 166. 5 Religion, 570.

8 Bible Problems, 1904, 223 ff. ; ‘“The Archangel Michael in the Light of
Criticism,” Expositor, 1906, 7th ser., i, 207 ff.

7 Cp. Lueken, Michael, 15 ff.
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*Addpu, éotnoev Gpia é0vidv kata aplbudy dyyéawy feod. Kal
éyeriOn pepis Kuplov Naos adrod 'laxwf, oxolviopa kAnpo-
voutas avtod "Iopanh (cp. Sir 177). This being so, Stave !
believes that the idea of the guardian angel (of a nation) must
necessarily come from foreign influences, and, in fact, since
Babylonian religion certainly offers no parallel? from the
influences of Parsisn. But even there we have not the con-
ception of the guardian angels of separate peoples, but there
are “the awful Fravashis of the faithful, many and many
hundreds, many and many thousands, many and many tens
of thousands,” who, according to Y7. 13. 66, 68 (Sacred Books,
xxiil. 196), in times of danger exclaim, “ May our own country
have a good store and full joy! Moy my country grow and
“ancrease ! ”  DBesides, there is no need of such a foreign proto-
type for the Judaeo-Christian idea of guardian angels of all
the different nations; the general belief, however, in guardian
angels may be partially traced to foreign influences. DBut it
would be premature to speak of this here.
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