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It is interesting to note that Renan distinguishes betw~en 

(half) brothers and cousins and does not include t .he latter 

among the Brethren of the Lord~ He traces the cousinship 

through Joseph and not through Mary, as Lange does in the 

theory whioh wil1 be discussed next. 

This hypothesis or Lange is a variation ot the cousin 

theory. Most of the scholars who have written on this sub

ject since his time have taken note of this theo:t"y to a 

greater or less degree. Since it has al·so found some support 

in Lutheran circles, I shall devote some time to it. According 

to this view ~ames the brother of the Lord is a.lso identified 

a. James, the brother ot the Lord, or Obliam. This is the 
one mentioned Matt. 13:55; Mark 6:3; Gal. 1:19; 2:91 12; 
l Cor. 15:7; Acts 12:17, eta; James l:l; Jude l:l; and 
in Josephus and Hegesippus. 

b. Jude, mentioned Matt. 13:55; Mark 6:3; Jude 1:1; Hege
sippus in Eusebius' Hist.~- III. 19, 20, 32. From 
him were descended those two grandsons, bishops or 
different ohurohes, who were presented to the emperor 
-Domitian as descendants of David and relations of Jesus. 
Hegesippus in Euseb. III. 19, 20, 32. 

c. Other sons and daughters unknown. Matt. 13:56; Mark 
6:3; l Cor. 9:5 • 

. 2. Children of ~osaph (?) trom the marriage with Mary: 
Jesus. 

3. Children of Clopas and cousins of Jesus, probably from 
the father's side, sinoe Olopas, according to Hegesippus, 
was a brother ot Joseph, and may ha~e married also a 
woman by the name or Mary (John 19:25). 
a. James the Little (.2 .)..ll ~eo's), so called to distinguish 

him from his older cousin of that name. Mentioned Matt. 
27:56; Mark 15:40; 16:l; Luke 24:10; otherwi~e unknown. 

b. Joses, Matt. 27:56; Mark 15:40, 47, but erroneously(?) 
numbered amoDg the brothers of Jesus: Matt. ~3:55; 
Mark 6:3; otherwise unknown. . 

o.- Symeon, the seoqnd bishop ot Jerusalem (Hegesippus in 
Eus. III. ll, 22, 32; IV. 5, 22) also erroneously(?) 
put among the brothers ot Jesus by Matt. 13:55; Mark 
6:3. 

d. Perhaps other sons and daughters unknown. 
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with James the son of Alphaeus. Lange says: 

The assumption is highly improbable that James, 
the son of Alphaeus, should in so short a time, have 
v~µished from the stage past all tracing, without 
being thought worthy ev§i to have his death noticed 
by Luke, the historian, and that there should sud
denly have sprung up some non-apostolic Jam.es, who 
actually oooupied a prominent position among the 
Apostles. We are thus forced to maintain that it 
after the death ot the son of Zebedee, who was 
simply oalled James, there arose forthwith another 
James who went simply by that name, that James 
must have been the son or Alphaeus.25 

He quo·tes Il..&• IV, 22, to show that .Jam.es was a cousin 

of Jesus. Oonoerning this passage he writes: 

Hegesippus says that Simon the son of Cleophas 
succeeded James the Just as bishop, this one again . 
bei~ a descendant or the same uncle or the Lord 
( {hr OV o-uro{] referred to the next following O KJ'p I 05), 

and that all gave him this pr~fer~n/oe, as berng the 
second relative of the Lord (~vEy,os). -Cleophas, 
or what amounts to the same thing, Alphaeus (.2.!• 
Bretchne1der's Lexicon) was consequently our Lord's 
unole, James and Simeon (the same as Simon) his 
sons, James and Simon brothers, both the sons of 
Alphaeus, both cousins of the Lord, but the former, 
as appears from what bas gone before, igvered by 
the surname tthe brother or the Lord.' 

24. The argument trom silence is always dangerous. That 
is especially true in this case since there is no reason wby 
Aots should contain any references to James the son of Alphaeus. 
i"t'was not written to give us a complete historical account ot 
the early Church but rather to trace the spreading of the 
Gospel of Obrist from Jerusalem to Samaria and then to the ends 
of the earth. If that were not the case, how can we explain 
the tact that 'Luke., the hit:.torian,' permitted Joseph, Mary, 
and the great majority of the apostles to pass from the scene 
unnoticed? . 

25. J'.P. Lange and J'.J. Van oostersee, ~General.Epistle 
gl_ St. lames, p. 10. 

24. !J?!!•, p. 11. The meaning of this citation :trom 
Hegesippus has been widely disputed, however, its real ~ig
nifioance will be discussed in the following ~hapter as part 
of the testimony of Hegesippus. 



But to continue tho ~rgument of Lange, he points out 

that aooording to Hegesippus (!!.!!.• III, 11) Alphaeus or Clopas, 

the father of Symeon the second bishop of .Terusalem, wao the 

brother of Joseph. "Henoe the sons of Alphaeus were at the 

most oousins of the Lord in the legal sense through their 

father Alphaeus and J'oseph the foster father of J'eaus, while 

the sons of Zebedee were in all events His cousins in the 

stricter sense, as sons of Salome, the sister of Mary the 

mother of J'esus.n27 Yet the former were called the Brethren 

of the Lord while the latter were not. The reason for this, 

so Lange claims, is very easy to find. Olopas died, and his 

family was 'adopted' by his brother J'oseph. Thus the cousins 

of J'esus came to be regarded as His brothers.28 

This theory or Lange hinges largely on the above-mentioned 

passage from Hegesippus (!!.!!.• IV, 22). Here also is its most 

vulnerable spot in the eyes of its critics. Thus Mc Gitfert 

says: "Heges1ppus plainly thinks of J'ames and o,f Simeon, as 

standing in different relations to- Christ, -- the former his 

brother, tlle latter his cousin, -- and therefore his testimony 

is against, rather than for Lange's bypothesis.n29 It this 

27. Ibid., P• 13 
28. Variations of this "adoption hypothesis" are found in 

praotioally all of the cousin theories. However, it is usual.ly 
the two sisters (?), Mary the mother of Jesus and Mary the 
wife of Clopas who ·unite their families attar the death ot 
their respective husbands. In this detail the hypothesis ot 
Lange varies. 

29. A.O. Mo Giffert, footnote to Book I Chap. XII, ot 
Eusebius' H.E., in the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, P• 99. 
Both M.ayor-;-J"ames, pp. viii r., and Lightfoot, gp_. oit., PP• 
2761'. also claim that this passage cannot be translated in 
the way that Lange translates it. 
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1s trua. as it certainly seol!18 to be• the entire hypothesis 

falls to the ground, and mu.st be abandoned.. Such will be 

demonstrated in the t"ollow1ng chapter;. in considering the 

ref'eJ:-anoai:; l.n Hegesippus. 



CHAPTER II 

THE PATRISTIC ~'VIDENOE 

Having briefly discussed the theories themselves, we 

oan go on to examine them historically. The tinal test must 

come on the basis ot the Scripture passages involved, but 

before those are taken up it will be worthwhile to look at 
l the patristic evidence as best as that can be done. Such 

an examination will shed light on the view or the early church 

fathers and should also help to determine the origin of some 

or these theories. 

Gospel !2_ l!!!, Hebrews 

Unfortunately there is very little literature extant 

from the post-apostolic age, and so there are also not many

reterenoes to . the Brethren of the Lord from this time. How

ever, there are several unoanonioal gospels composed in this 

early period which contain re~erences to the Lord's brethren. 

Perhaps the earliest of these is the Gospel ~~Hebrews.2 

1. Perhaps the most complete oolleotion ot this evidence 
is ·round in Lighttoot's excellent dissertation to which re
peated reterenoe has been :made. 

2. "Clement ot Alexandria, Eusebius, and st. Epiphanius 
speak ot the •Gospel according to the Hebrews', which was 
the sole one in use among the Palestinian Judeo-Christians, 
otherwise known as the Nazarenes. Jerome translated it rrom 
the Aramaic into Greek. It was evidently very ancient, and 
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Lightfoot oalls it "one ot the earliest and most respectable 

of the apocryphal narratives,"3 and Zahn says that the Naza

renes had it not later than 150.4 Some reel it was an Ara

maic or Hebrew version of Matthew with which it was often 

oontused.5 

In a fragment of this gospel the story is told ot the 

appearance of the risen· Lord to His brother James. At the 

time or this appearance Jesus trees James trom the oath which 

he is represented as having taken to the effect that he would 

not eat bread "until he should see him risen again trom among 

them that sleep.116 This passage is of interest because it 

several of the above-mentioned writers associate it with st. 
Matthew's Gospe.1, whioh it- seems .to have replaced in the Jewish
Christian community at an early date •••• The surviving 
speoimens lack the simplicity and dignity or the inspired 
writings; some even savour of the grotesque. we are warranted 
in saying that whi~e this extra-canonical material probably 
has as its starting point primitive tradition, it has been 
disfigured in the interest ot a .TUdaizing Ohuroh." -- George 
J'. Re1d, "The Apocrypha," in~ catholic En.oyolope<lia, Vol. 
I, p. 608. 

3. Light toot , 2J?.. 2.U_ •. , p • 274. 
4. Theodore Zahn, Introduction !2, ~ li!.!, Testament, Vol. 

II, P• 520. 
5. Q!• Montague Rhodes James, 12!!., ApooryPhal fil!!_ Testa

ment, p. 3. 
6. The entire quotation, as it is preserved in Jerome's 

De Vir. Illustra. 2 1 reads as follows: "Now the Lord when he 
had~ven the linen cloth to the servant ot the priest, went 
unto James and appeared to him (tor James had sworn that he 
would not eat bread from that hour wherein he had drunk the· 
Lord's oup until he should see him risen trom among them that 
sleep) • " To this Jerome adds a 11 ttle turther on the words 
of Jesus to His brother: "'Bring ye, saith the Lord, a tabie 
and bread,' and immediately it is added, 'lie took bread and 
blessed and brake and gave it unto James the Just and said 
unto h·im: My brother, eat thy b.read, tor the Son of Han is 
risen from among them that sleep.''' -- Ibid.• P• 4. 



represents James as present at the Last Supper ("For Jamea 

had sworn that he would not eat bread trom that hour wherein 

he had drunk the Lord's cup untll he should see him risen 

again f'rom among thein that sleep.").7 It this quotation is 

exact and it it represents true traditions, it certainly 

speaks for an 1dent1f'ioat1on of' James the Lord's brother with 

the Apostle Jam.es. It would then favor the H1eronym1an (or 

Lange's) hypothesis. However, the historical. val.ue or aom.e 

of the details of this account have been seriously questioned, 

especially since this appearance is represented as being o~ 

of the first on Easter morning; contrary to the order of the 

Evangelists and Paul (l Cor. 15:5-8).8 There are those who 

7. Lightfoot quotes a part of this p~ssage differently: 
0 :h'or James had sworn that be wou,ld not eat bread from that 
hour in which the Lord had drunk the oup {biberat oalioem 
Dominus), till he saw him risen , tr~m the qead." Concerning 
this he says: "l have adopted t .he reading 'Dominus,' as the 
Greek translation has Kv'p,os, and it · .. ~:l,so suits ~he context 
.better; f'or the point or time which we should naturally ex
pect is not the institution of' the Euoharist but ·the Lord's 
death. Our Lord had more thB.P,- onot? spoken ot His suf'feri.ngs 
u11der the image of d1•aining the oup (Matt. 20 :22;:23; 26f39-
42; Mark l.0:38-39; 14;:36; Luke 22:42); and He is represented 
as using this metaphor here." -- Lighttoot, 21?.• oit., P• 29-4. 
--This translation and the arguments advanced in-rfs defense 
are worthy .of note. I believe Lightfoot ean IDAke a fairly 
good case tor hi~ view. Yet he stands alone among the scholars 
I have ·read on this passage. zahn also follows the tr:ansla
tion or James (quoted above) and says that this passage repre
sents .lames as present at the La~t Supper. -- Zahn, Intro • 
.t2, 2 ~. Vol.. III• P.• 227, note 12. 

a. Zahn says: "Vlenn der Herr . das· Leiohentuah, in das sein 
Leiohnam gewiokelt war (Mt. 27:59; Mr. 15:46; Lo. 23:53), dem 
l{neoht eines .Priestera (des Hohenpriesters?) abergibt. und 
sich darauf sotort zu dk begibt, 80 warden wir ~rrenbar in 
die ersten Augenbl.ioke nach der Auterstehung versetzt, und 
Jk 1st der erste JUnger, dem der Auferatand~nde er~chienen 
1st. Indem dies dem unateohtbaren zeugnis des Paulus und 



believe nevertheless that the story ot the oath ot .Tames is 

true.. While doubting some ot the details, Zahn says conoern-

1ng the oath: "'!'here is no reason tor questioning its histo-
. g 

rioi t.y." I do not agree with Zahn here and . :reel we cannot 

use this excerpt tor much more than a oontirmation of the 

c'iaim that the James, ;re!'erred to by Paul in l Cor. 15:.7, is 

the Lord's brother. That this James is represented as being 

present at the Last Supper and being the first one to whom 

J·es-«.1s appears seems to be an attempt to glorify the 'patron 

saint• of the Judaiatio Christians.10 Thus I do not be11eve 

the value of this quotation in determining the general tra

dition of this period is nearly so important as some woul.d 

claim it to be. 

Gospel 2! Peter 

Another very early unoanonioal gospel which oame into 

existence perhaps around the middle or the second century is 

. . 

aller kanon1schen flberlieterung widerspricht, erweiat es sioh 
ala eine zum Zweok der Verherrlichung dieses Jk ersonnene 
Diohtung." -- Theodore Zahn, Foraohupgen ,!!!!:. Gesohiohte !!!!_ 
neutestamentliohen Kanons, VI, p'. 2?8. · 

9. Zahn, Intro. 12. l!!!. ~' I, p. 110. 
10. ct. the words of Zahn in tootnote a. Light!'oot also 

mention-;-this as a possibility (if we read Domini instead or 
Dominus in this fragment). He says: "He may have assigned to 
him a sort or exceptional po·s1 tion such aa he holds in the 
Olementines, apart .trom and in some respects superior to the 
Twelve, and thus his presence at this ar1t10al time would be 
accounted tor." Furthermore, this seems probable, "since an 
appearance, which seems in real.ity to have been vouohsated 
to this James to win ~im over trom his unbelief, should be 
represented as a reward for his devotion.rt -- Lightfoot~ 21?.• 
~ •• p. 274. Thus Zahn (Forsohungen, VI, p. 278) also says: 
n1~s ware aber sehr unvors1cht1g, hieraus zu soblieszen, dasz 
die Naza-raer diesen Jk :f11r einen der 12 Apostel gehalten haben." 
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ll 
the Gospe~ ot Peter. Very little outside of the tew reter-

enoes to it in the early church fathers was known of this 

gospel. until. some tragme.nts of it together with other lost 

works were found in Upper Egypt in 1886 .. 12 Or'l" says: "The 

author knows and uses the Canonical Gospels, 1noluding john. 

but his narrative is largely independent, and departs freely 

from the reoeived tradition.»13 It is apparently a Gnostic 

document.14 Unfortunately the section which must have oon

tained the reterenoe to the Brethren ot th~ Lord 1s not ex

tant. However, Origen appeals to it together with the~

evanselium. 2!_ .ram.es as the source of the view that the brethren 

were sons of Joseph from a former marriage. Thus. it no doubt 

de.tini tely favored the Ep1phan·1an ll,ypothes1s .• 

Protevangelium 2! James 

AD.other very early apocryphal gospel.--at l.east 1n its 

11_. Eusebius in H.E. VI, 12, mentions the tact that Sera
pion, who was bishop o:r Antioch around 190 a.D., wrote against 
this gospel. It seems to have been in use tor some time when 
Serapion wrote his refutation ot its talse teachings. Thus 
Reid, 2P..~ .21!•, says: "Its ~ompas1t1on must be assigned to 
the first quarter or the middle or the second century of the 
Christian era." (p. 608) •. , 

12 • .Q!• J"ames Orr, "The New Testament Apocryphal Writings," 
p. xx, in lb!. Temple Bible • 

13. Ibid.,. p. xxi. . 
14. Ibid., There we read: .. The Gnostic stamp is al.rea~ 

apparent .in. such descriptions [as that of the Resurreotio~. 
But more direct evidence ot its origin in dooetic oiroles--
1.e., among those who held that Christ had but th~ semblanoe 
of a body--is ~ound in the statement that on the oroas .reaus 
was silent as one who felt no pain, and in His dying cry. 
'My Power, my Power, thou hast forsaken me.'" 

\ 

I 
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original rorm--is the Protevapgeliwn 2!. James.15 This gospel, 

or its predecessor, was perhaps in use already by the middle 

of the second century. However, "the Gospel 1n its present 

form can hardly (notwithstanding Tischendort) be put earlier 

than the third oentury."16 Concerning its contents Reid says: 

"It is based on the canonical Gospels which it expands with 

legendary and imaginative elements, which are sometimes puerile 

and tantastio."17 Thus Lightfoot calls it "purely tictitious."18 

This gospel, like the several other apocryphal works 

which seem to have it as their source, pictures Joseph as an 

old man with sons of his own at the time of his marriage to 
19 Mary. However, the value of its testimony in discovering 

the true tradition at this time is not very great, not onl.y 

because of the erratic character ot the work but also because 

of the obvious purpose for which it was written, namely, to 

glorify Mary.20 It is natural that such a work would establish 

15. !!!!g_., p. xiv, where Orr says it is the "oldest ot 
the extant Apocryphal Gospels." 

16. Ibid. 
17. Reid 1 12.2_. .2!!. • 
18. Lightfoot, 2R.• ~., p. 275. _ 
19. The passages in question reaa as fol.J.ows: Chap. II: 

"And the priest said unto Joseph: Unto thee hath it tall.en 
to take the virgin of the Lord and keep her · ror thyself. And 
Joseph refused, saying: I have sons, and I am an old man, but 
she is a girl." --Chap. A'YII: "And Joseph said: I will. record 
my sons: but this child, what shall I do with her? How shall 
I record her? as my wife? nay, I am ashamed. Or as my 
daughter? but all the Chil.dren ot Israel know that she is 
not my daughter·." '!"-Chap. XVIII: ''And he found a cave there 
and brought her into it, and set his sons by her." --~uoted 
from James, g,p_. cit. 

20. James Orr,op. ill•, P• xv, says: "A prominent motive 
of the composer is obviously to exalt the virginity or Mary." 
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a relationship between Jesus and His brethren whioh would 

preserve the virginity ot Mary. Therefore the taot that it 

follows the Epiphanian hypothesis shows that this explanation 

was lm.own at the time but does not necessarily give us any 

idea of the true tradition.21 

Gospel .2! Thomas 

One more apocryphal gospel, the Gospel 2!_ Thomas, is 

worthy or oomment. It is not quite as old as the above

mentioned ones but does come trom the second halt· or the 

second century. It was written to fill in the ·silent years 

in the oanonioal Gospels and is no doubt the source of the 

several other childhood gospels which appeared later on.22 

This apocryphal book speaks of James as the son of Joseph23 

and so supports the Epiphanian hypothesis. However, this 

Along much the same line, 1. Hutchinson in an article on "The 
Apooryphal Gospels," in the International Standard Bible Ency
clopedia, Vol. I, p . 198, says: ''In its· latest torms the docu
ment indicates the obvious aim of the \Yriter to promote the 
sanctity and veneration of the Virgin." 

21. Even the Roman Church warns against using such apo
cryphal mate~ial (or statements of the ohuroh fathers based 
on these books) in picturing Mary. See,!..!.&•, M.J'. Soheeben, 
Mariology, I, p. 43. There in a footnote~ says: "The con
clusion may be drawn that no historical. value oan be ascribed 
to the facts related 1n these books, unl.ess those tacts are 
confirmed by trustworthy testimonies apart from the influence 
of the apocryphal.." · 

22 • Orr, SU1.. .fil. , p • xi , says : "The blank 1n the narra
tive of the childhood and youth of Jesus was early tilled up 
w1 th an abundance of prodigies of the o:z;-udest and most pue-r-
1le kind. The parent of -this class of Gospels, or rather the 
earliest form of it, was the so-called Gospel of Thomas." 

23. In Chap. XVI we read: "And J'ose.ph senthis son J'ames 
to bind ruel and carry it into the house • .And the young child 
Jesus also -followed him." --Jam.es, 21!.• .2!!•• PP• 53t. 



story is found only in the Greek text "A" and is m1as1ng 1n 

the Greek text "B" and in the Latin text. That, together 

with the ~act that all three ot these texts are only late 
24 

o.atholio recasts, alao weakens the value or t ·his· work con-

siderably. 

Clementina 

Before passing over from the New Testament apocryphal 

gospels to the early church fathers, there 1s one more work 

among the apocryphal wri.tings which should be mentioned briefly, 

and that is the Clementina. These writings (the Clementine 

Homilies and the Reoognitio.ns) claim to oome from Clement of 

Rome, but were actually written at a much later time.25 Their 

purpose, as Lightfoot says, was ••to support a peculiar phase 

of Eb1onism. n26 

In the Homilies (XI, 25) James is spoken ot as the .one 
C ' > "\ ' who was "called the brother of the Lord," .(.£., AE 4 -fh,.s .J..O£Acpos 

" " 27 ~ \Zup1ov), an eXpression which Lightfoot says "has vari-

24 • Hut·ohinson, .212.. .ill_ •. , p. 199 • 
25. Uhlhorn s.ays: ·"It is impossible to assert the absolute 

priority or either the Homilies or the Recognitions, or to 
regard one as a working over or the other. Opinions as to 
the date of composition di.tter more widel.y than ever. Where 
there used to be practical unanimity 1n referring the w9rks 
to the second century, 170 or 180 at the latest, Harnack has 
said that they cannot go· :f'urther back than the first halt ot 
the third century. The importance or the Clementina tor early 
church history, asserted by Baur and Sohwegler, is now aban
doned." -- G. Uhlhorn, -'l'he "Clementina," in the I!!!. Schatt
Herzog Religious Encyclopedia, Vol. III, P• 143. 

26. Lightfoot., 2P.• .2!!.•, P• 276. 
27. The passage, in which Peter is the -reputed speaker, 

reads as follows: "Wherefore, above all, remember to shun 
apostle or teacher or prophet who does not first accurately 



ously been interpreted as favouring all three hypotheses, 

and 1El indeoisive in its.olt."28 However, the EJ>istle 2! 
Clement !E. James, which precedes the Homilies, begins thus: 

"Clement, to James, the lord,29 and bishop ot bishops, who 

rules .Jerusa.lem, the holy church ot the Hebrews., and the 

ohurches everyv,here excellently founded by the providence 

of God, ••• '' Lightfoot calls attention to the tact that 

here "James is styled not Apostle, but Bishop or Bishops, 

and seems to be distinguished trom and in some respects ex-

alted above the Twelve.n30 
In the Beoogn1tio.ns a similar 

attitude is taken toward .Tames. From Book I it seems quite 

apparent that the author clearly distinguished between J'amas 

the son of Alphaeus and Jwnes the Bishop of .Jerusalem.31 

Thus the Clementina, since they make this distinction, speak 

compare his preaching with l!!!l2! .James, who was called the 
brother of' my Lord, and to whom was entrusted to administer 
the ohuroh of' the Hebrews in J'erusalem." --Quoted from the 
translation of A~o. Coxe, in the Ante-Nioene Fathers, VIII. 

28. Lightfoot, l.2.£.• ill•, w~ere nevertheless in a foot
note he says: "The word ;;\e 4 9ets is most naturally taken, I 
think, to refer to the repute d brotherhood, as a consequence 
ot the reputed tatherhood of . .Joseph, and thus to favour the 
Epiphanian view." 

29. To this the following f~otnote is added by Coxe: "More 
probably 'the Lord's brother.' So it must have been in the 
text trora which Ruf1nus translated" (Coxe, 2£.• .2!!.•, P• 218). 

30. Lightfoot , !2.2.• .2!.t• 
31. In Chap. LIX, James the son ot Alphaeus 1s definitely 

mentioned nmong the disciples who disputed lVith a "certain 
Pharisee'' (not necessarily Caiaphas, as Lightfoot asserts, 
loo. cit.}. Yet in Chap . LXVI we read: "Now when we rthe 
Apostles] were come to our .J~e,r'. while we detailed to nim 
all thnt had been said and done Lin the dispute in which 
J'ames the son ot Alphaeus also took part] , we supped, and 
remained with him." 



against the H1eronym1an hypothesis and can be interpreted to 

favor either the Helvidiar1 or the Ep1phan1an view. HoV1ever, 

since both of them belong to thut type of apocrypha.l 11tera

tu1·e whioh tried to raise J'ames to a pos1 tion of' honor above 

the Apostles, the distinction mad6 between him and the Apostles 

cannot be pressed too stronsly. Yet I believe there is some 

basis for saying that these words do speak against the Hiero

nymian hypothesis. 

In looking over the references in the apocryphal litera

ture, one must admit that it is divided to some extent and 

not at all reliable. '!'he Gospel !2. !!!.!_ Hebrews, if taken as 

it stands, definitely seems to favor the Hieronymian hypothe

sis. However, its value must be seriously questioned. The 

Gospel 2!. Peter, the Protevangelium g!, J'ames, the Gospel 2,! 

Thomas, and several other unoanoniaal gospels definitely favor 

the Epiphanian hypothesis. However, one must again seriously 

question the testimony or these early writings, sinoe some of 

the MSS were changed in later decades and others were obvi

ously written to exal.t the virginity ot Mary • .B'inally, the 

01ement1na seem to speak against the Hieronym1an view, but 

also are not too reliable be·oause of the purpose tor which they 

were written. This apooryphal literature does show, however, 

that the Epiphanian hypothesis oan be traced baok to at least 

150 A.D., and that it is therefore a very old tradition. 

Nevertheless this does not give us the answer to the problem, 

since the tradition is tound 1n apocryphal literature of such 

a questionable nature. 


