Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis

Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Master of Sacred Theology Thesis Concordia Seminary Scholarship

5-1-1949

The Brethren of the Lord and Their Relation to Jesus

Norman Wangerin

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/stm

b Part of the Biblical Studies Commons

Recommended Citation

Wangerin, Norman, "The Brethren of the Lord and Their Relation to Jesus" (1949). Master of Sacred
Theology Thesis. 212.

https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/212

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Master of Sacred Theology Thesis by an
authorized administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact
seitzw(@csl.edu.


https://scholar.csl.edu/
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm
https://scholar.csl.edu/css
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F212&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/539?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F212&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/212?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F212&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:seitzw@csl.edu

THE BRETHREN OF THE LORD
AND
THEIR RELATION TO JESUS

A Thesis Presented to
the Faculty of Concordia Seminary
Department of New Testament

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
liaster of Sacred Theology

By
Y
Norman P.lygggerin.
May, 1949

@?”

Approved by: S Ffene .
U arsis /%.Z;;g§¢5a4h"




E.
F.
G
H.
I.
Je
K.
L.
M.
N,
0.

Conclusion « ¢ o « o

Mark 6:1-6 . «

Mark 3:20-22, 31=35

John 7:2-8 . .
Aots 1:13-14 .
1l Cor. 9:5 « «
1l Cor. 15:7 .
Gal. 1:18-19 .
Gale 2:9 ¢ o«

.

Luke 6:14ff.; Acts

1:13

L]

John 19:25; Matthew 27:56; Kark 15:40

John 19:26f.

[ ]

® L ] -* * o L L ] L] L] . *

Bibliography s o s & e e in e wilier alie e s st e

63
66
69
74
75
78
80

86
88
93
26
101



INTRODUCTION

"And his mother and his brothers came; and standing é
outside they sent to him and called him. And a crowd was
sitting about him; and they said to him, *Your mother and
your brothers are outside asking for you.' And he answered,
'Who are my mother and my brothers?!" -- kk. 3:31-33. These
words of the evangelist can well serve as an introduction for
this thesis. Tfue, when Christ asked this question, He was
using these words in a spiritual sense. Thus He answered
it Himself with the words, "Whososver does the will of God
is my brother, and mother, and sister."™ But the question
concerning the blood relationship to Him of those of whom
the people spoke He did not answer. While no one doubts that
Mary was the mother of Jesus, not all will answer the ques-
tion, Who are His brothers? in the same way.

This question concerning the Brethren of the Lord and
their exact relationship to Him is not something new. True,
in the past decades one view has been gaining ground among %‘
Protestant scholars, but it is not a new one. It goes back i
into the first few centuries of the Christian era, as do the
two other chief views concerning this problem. In fact, the

three same solutions have stood more or less side by side




for all these centuries, ever since they have been put for-

ward by their respective champions. Lightfoot in the excel-

1

lent dissertation he has on the subject™ has named them after

their chief exponents the Epiphanian, the Helvidian, and the

Hieronymian® theories.® These names are still applied quite
generally to this day to the theories and will also be used
in this thesis to identify them. At times some noted indi-
vidual has championed some variation of one or the other and,
thus in a sense, put forth his own, but none of these varia-
tions have taken hold to any appreciable extent and so will
only be referred to in passing.4
While all three views go back at least as far as the
days of Jerome, not all of them have held egual prominence
in the history of the Church in subsequent centuries. Since
the time of Jerome (340?-420), his view (the Hieronymien

theory) has been accepted as the correct one in the Roman

Church. It was therecfore also quite naturally taken over

l. J.B. Lightfoot, in his commentary on Saint Paul's
Epistle to the Galatians, pp. 252ff.

2. This theory is named after its chief exponent, Jerome,
Hieronymus being the Latin name of Jerome.

3. According to the LEpiphanian hypothesis the Brethren
of the Lord are sons of Joseph from a former marriage. The
exponents of the Helvidian view, on the other hand, say that
the word 'brother' is to be taken in its most literal sense,
the Brethren of the Lord, then, being actual sons of Joseph
and Mary; while the Hieronymian theory assumes that the word
tbrother' is to be taken in the wider sense of cousins.

4. Lightfoot says concerning them: "These however have
been for the most part built upon arbitrary assumptions or
improbable combinations of known facts, and from their arti-
ficial character have failed to secure any wide acceptance™

(Ibid., p. 254.).




into most of the Protestant churches at the time ér the Refor-
mation. The Epiphanian view, which apparently goes back much
further (especially if the apocryphal literature ié taken
into consideration), is still the dominant one in the East-
ern Orthodox Churches.’ The third view was championed by
Helvidius, a contemporary of both Jerome and Epiphanius. In
fact, the only things we know of him and his views are ﬁhose
which are found in the strong article written against him by
Jerome .

There is one more point in connection with this problem
which must not be forgotten. As we consider it today, we
can sit back and look at it objectively, weighing the evidence
on each side and then accepting that view which seems to satis-
fy us best. Controversies and differences of opinion of this
sort, however, have never arisen simply for the sake of con-
troversy. There has always been something behind them which
has prompted the men involved to take the views they did take.
So also the problem of the Brethren of tﬁe Lord is not an
isolated matter about which men have argued because they have
had nothing better with which to occupy themselves. On the
contrary, each view is definitely bound up with other more
important matters. Helvidius argued the way he did because
he was opposed to the asceticism and grdwing disapproval of

marriage in his day. Both Epiphanius and Jerome, on the other

5. Thus the East hés followed the lead of the Greek father
of the Church, Epiphanius, even as the West has to a large
extent followed the lead of Jerome.




hand, were interested in preserving the perpetual virginity
of Mary when they put forward their views. While it is true
that this does not effect the merits of either of the hypo-
thesis, yet it must be kept in mind in evaluating them.

It is my purpose to examine these various hypotheses
in the light of tradition and Scripture. Thus the theories
themselves will first be discussed briefly. Next they will
be sxamined on the basis of the references to this problem
in the. literature of the early Church. Finally, the Scrip-
ture passages whioh have a bearing on the subject will be
taken up. The correct interpretation of these passages 1s

after all the real key to the problem.



CHAFTER I
THE THREZ THEORIES

Before we can come to any conclusions concerning the
merits of these various hypotheses it will be necessary to
glve an outline of them. This will simply be an objective
statement of some of the points advanced in their favor.
Once these facts are known, it will be possible to evaluate
their merits and demerits more easily.

The Hieronymian hypothesis might also be called the
cousin theory. As was mentioned before, Jerome was the first
chief exponent of this theory. In fact, there are those who
feel that there is no real evidensce for this theory before ;
the time of Jerom.e.l It was he who maintained that they were
cousins of the Lord over against the view of Helvidius, whose
claims Jerome countered with his article on "The Perpetual
Virginity of the Blessed Mary." The first section of this
work contains Jerome's counterarguments against Helvidius.

He then takes up the problem of the persons called James in

1o Cf., ©<g+, Lightfoot, op. sit., pp. 258f. and note,
P« 273. 1In this footnote he discusses at length the supposed
reference to the Hieronymian hypothesis in the writings of
Paplas. He proves conclusively "that the passage was written
by a mediaeval namesake of the Bishop of Hierapolis, Papias,
the author of the 'Elementarium,® who lived in the 1lth century.”




the New Testament. He says that there are two by that name
among the Apostles: James the son of Zebedee and brother of
John, and James the son of Alphaeus. This latter one is also
called James the Less. This shows that there were only two

by this name. How, then, can we account for the other promi-

nent James, who is called the Lord's brother? He must be one
of these two, especially since he is called an Apostle in

Gal. 1:19. Since at this time James the son of Zebedes was
already dead, we must identify James the Lord®s brother with
James the son of Alphaeus, who is also known as James the
Less. He 1is mentioned together with his brother Joses as a
son of iary (Mk. 15:40; Matt. 27:56). Since we know that this
James was the son of Alphaeus, "the only conclusion is that

the Mary who is described as the mother of James the less was
the wife of Alphaeus and sister of Mary, the Lord's mother,

the one who is called by John the Evangelist *Mary of Clopas,'
whether after her father, or kindred, or for some other reason™
(Chap. 15).2 Thus James and the other *brethren of the Lord?
were cousins of Jesus, for they were sons of His mother's
sister. Jerome then goes on to show how it happens that they
are called 'brothers.' He says: "In Holy Scripture there are
four kinds of brethren--by nature, race, kindred, love. . . .
Moreover, they are called brethren by kindred who are of one ‘

family, that is rerp!d, which corresponds to the Latin pater-

2. The translation of Jerome's treatise which I have used
is that of W.H. Fremantle in the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers
of the Christian Church, 3enry_Wace & Philip Schaff eds., VI.




nitas, because from a single root a numerous progeny proceeds"

(Chap. 16). He mentions as proof Gen. 13: 8, 11, Abraham's

|
|

words to Lot ("For we are brethren"). To Jerome, then, "it
is clear that our Lord's brethren have the name in the same
way that Joseph was called his father" (Chap. 18).

These are the essentials of the cousin theory, as Jerome
propounded it. However, as Lightfoot points out, there are
several other important additions which were made later on
to this theory. One of these is the identification of Alphaeus
with Clopas. It is held that they are simply different fbrms‘
of the same Aramaic word, "Chalphai.“3 This explains the
difficulty otherwise involved in James being called the son
of Alphaeus in the lists of the Apostles and the son of Clopas
(1f the Mary mentioned in Mk. 15:40, is to be identified with
the ifary of John 19:25). That Jerome did not make this identi-
fication of names is evident, since he says that if you think
they are two persons, "you havé still to learn that it is cus-
tomary in Seripture for the same individual to bear different
names” (Chap. 15). Furthermore, Lightfoot sayé "In his trea=-
tise on Hebrew names too he gives an account of the word Al-
phaeus which is scarcely consistent with this identity.
Neither have I found any traces of it in any of his other

works, though he refers several times to the subjaot."4

3. Cf. F. Bochtel, "The Brethren of the Lord," in the
Catholic Emcyclopedia, Vol. I, p. 767; or Lightfoot, op.
cito’ PP 256f.
= 4. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 257.
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Another addition to this theory also involves an iden=- i
tification. The Judas, who is one of the Brethren of the !
Lord, is identified with the apostle Judas, whom Luke refers !
to as Tovias Tauwpov (Lk. 6:16; Acts 1:13). This also fits

in perfectly with the opening verse of the Epistle of Jude.

There its author calls himself the brother of James. Thus
according to this view this epistle was written by am Apostle.
1t has therefore been readily accepted by those who wish to

make the author of the Epistle of James an Apostle also.

Some have even identified the Simon mentioned among the Breth-
ren of the Lord with Simon Zelotes in the list of the Twelve
in Luke 6:15.°

A further slight variation is referred to by Bechtel in

his article in the Catholic Encyclopedia. While maintaining

that the Brethren of the lLord are cousins of Jesus, he is not
so sure 1f they are related through Joseph or through Hary.
Thus he says:

James, Joseph, and Jude are undoubtedly His
gousins. If Simon is the same as the Symeon of
Hegesippus, he also is a cousin, since this writer
expressly states that he was a son of clopag the
uncle of the Lord, and the latter's cousin.® But
whether they were cousins on thelr father's or
their mother's side, whether cousins by blood or
merely by marriage, cannot be determined with cer-
tainty. Mary of Clopas is indeed called the sister i
of the Blessed Virgini (John 19:25)7 but it is un- '

5. Ibid., pp. 257f.

6. This statement of Hegesippus will be discussed in Chap.
II in connection with the testimony of the Church fathers.

7. Provided this passage refers to only three persons
and not to four, as many scholars maintain.




certain whether 'sister' here means a true sister
or a sister-in-law. This would favor the view that
Mary of Clopas was only the sister-in~law of the
Blessed Virgin, unless it be true, as stated in uSS.
of the Peshitta gersion, that. Joseph and Clopas
married sisters.

Before going on to the view of Helvidius, 1t should be
recalled that Jerome maintained his theory for a specific
purpose.  The title of the treatise in which it i1s found:

"The Perpetual Virginity of the Blessed Mary," shows the rea-
son for this theory in the thinking of Jerome. Thus he states

his purpose as follows:

I must call upon the Holy Spirit to express His
meaning by my mouth and defend the Blessed Mary.
I must call upon the Lord Jesus to guard the sacred
lodging of the womb in which he abode for ten months
from all suspicion of sexual intercourse. And I
must also entreat God the Father to show that the
mother of His Son, who was a mother before she was
a bride, continued a Virgin after her son was born.

(Chap. 2)

The Helvidian Theory

As was already mentioned, Jerome wrote his treatise on
"The Perpetual Virginity of the Blessed Mary" against Helvi-
dius, a contemporary of his in Rome. This Helvidius héd argued
quite strongly against celibacy. In so doing he had used the
example of the mother of Jesus and had referred to her sons
and daughters to show that the raising of a family was some=
thing quite honorable and not Somathing to be discouraged.
Thus, understood correctly, the Helvidian theory might also

8. Bechtel, loc. git.,
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be called the brother theory, since it assumes that the Breth-
ron of the Lord are sons of Mary and Joseph, born in the
natural way after the miraculous birth of Jesus.

Jerome appealed to Scoripture to show how the passages
involved could be interpreted according to his view. In so
doing he attempted to refute Helvidius, who had also appealed
to the statements of the passages themselves to show that the
Brethren of the Lord were children of Joseph and Mary. The
exponents of this theory, then, as it is still developed today,
appeal to the simplest and most natural meaning of the words
and phrases involved.g Besides Matt. 1:25 and Lk. 2:7 all
those places where the Brethren of the Lord are actually men-
tioned are important.lo Two points are brought out in con=-
nection with these paséages. In the first place, the uss of
the word 'brother? (3551203) is stressed. Thus Plummer says:

No instance in Greek literature has been found , 7
in which "brother" (36&A9ds) means "cousin" (Svey0s),
which ocours Col. 4:10; and it is to be noted that

the ancient tradition preserved by Hegesippus (c.

A.D. 170) distinguishes James the first overseer of

the Church of Jerusalem as the "brother of the Lord"

(Eus. HeEe II. xxiii. 1}, and his successor Symeon
as the "cousin of the Lord" (IV. xxii. 4). Could

9. "This [the view that they are real brothers| is exege-
tically the most natural view favored . . . by the obvious
meening of Matt. 1:25 « « o, and Luke 2:7 + « .+, a8 explained

standpoint of the evangelist, who used these terms

fgoﬁuigevigw of the subsequent %istogi of Mary and Jesus."
~--Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, Vol. I,

. 2721,
= 10. John 2:12; Mk. 6:1-6 (of. Matt. 13:54-56; Lk. 4:16-30;
Jn. 6:42) ; Mk. 3:20-22, 31-33 (cf. Matt. 12:46-59; Lk. 8:
19-21); Jn. 7:2-8; Acts l:14; Gal. 1:18f.; 1 Cor. 9:5.

11. So also J.B. Mayor, The Epistle of St. James, P. Xiv.




Hegesippus have written thus if James were really

a cousin? If a vague term such as "kinsman" were

wanted, tigt also might have been used, Luke 1:36,

58; 2:44.

The second point worthy of note in the argument of the
advocates of the Helvidian view is that the so-called brothers
and sisters of Jesugxgiwaya mentioned together with Mary.
They go down to Capernaum with Jesus and His mother and His
disciples in the early days of His ministry (Jn. 2:12). They
are mentioned by the inhabitants of Nazareth as brothers (and
sisters) of Jesus, when He taught in their synagogue (Mk. 6:
1-6 and parallel pass.). They oome with liary to seize Jesus
when they felt that He was beside Himself (Mk. 3:20-22, 31=-
33 and parallel pass.). Finally, they are mentioned together
with Mary and the disciples after the resurrection (Acts 1l:14).

In the third place, those who hold to the Helvidian
view maintain that the Brethren of the Lord are always dis-
tinetly separate from the Twelve, while the ocousin theory
assumes that at least two and perhaps three were Apostles.

In Jn. 2:12, they are mentioned as a separate group from the
disciples when they went down to Capernaum. Later on their
growing opposition (Mk. 3:20-22, 31-33 and parallel pass.)
set them off from the Apostles. Finally, the statemsnt of
the evangelist John: "For even his brothers did not belleve

in him" (Jn. 7:5) seems to show that they could not have been

members of the Twelve. Also Acts 1:14 and 1 Cor. 9:5, seem

-

12. Alfred Flummer, The Epistles of St. James and St. Jude,
Pe 28,




'to put them in a separate class.

There is yet one final point which the advocates of the
Helvidian hypothesis have argued in its favor. If the Brethren
of the Lord were cousins of Jesus and sons of Mary and Clopas,
why are they never mentioned in connection with their reputed

parents but always with the mother of Jesus?15

This point

as well as the others already mentlioned are real difficulties
which the defenders of the Hieronymian hypothesis must face.
However, it must be remembered that there is yet another theory,
that of Epiphanius; and, as will be seen, most of these argu-
ments can also be used in support of this theory.

The Helvidian hypothesis has been gaining ground among
Protestant scholars in recenﬁ years. It is entirely unaccept=-
able, however, to the Roman Church as well as to the Greek
Orthodox Churches, because it is contrary to the doctrine of
the perpetual virginity of Mary. In fact, some of the Protes-
tants who have not accepted it have plainly admitted that they
preferred to maintain the perpetual virginity of Mary, as did

Luther and the other Protestant reformers.

The Epiphanian Theory

The third important theory, that of Epiphanius, takes
a niddle-of=-the-road course between the two just mentioned.
It assumes that the Brethren of the Lord were His half brothers,
children of Joseph from a former marriage. Its chief exponent

was Epiphanius, who was born in Palestine about 315 and died

13. So argues Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 262.

N\



near Cyprus in 403. Thus he was a Greek father, and so 1t
might be expected that the Eastern Orthodox Churches would
follow him, as has also happened.

Like the other theorles, so this one involves a doctrine.
Epiphanius in advancing it wanted to maintain the perpetual
virginity of Mary. For that reason, too, it is still accepted
in the Eastern Church today (and also by some Protestants who
feel this doctrine should be maintained). While this does
not necessarily speak for or against the theory, it should be
kept in mind together with the doctrinal implications of the
other theories. This viéw of Epiphanius occuples a middle
position from the point of view of doctrine. iWhile preserving
the perpetual virginity of Mary, it does not go as far as the
theory of Jerome. The latter maintains not only the virginity
of Mary but that of Joseph alao.14

Although it has this one point in common with the Hiero-
nymian hypothesis, the Epiphanian theory has several things
in common with the Helvidian view. Concerning this Lightfoot
says: "They both assign to the word brethren its natural
meaning; they both recognize the main facts related of the
Lord*s brethren in the Gospels--their unbelief, their distinct-
pess from the Twelve, their connsexion with Joseph and Mary--

and they both avoid the other difficulties which the Hierony-

14. "You say that Mary did not continue a virgin: I claim
still more, that Joseph himself on account of Mary was a virgin,
so that from a virgin wedlock a virgin son was bora" --Jerome,
op. ¢it., Chap. 2l.
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mnian theory creates.“ls

The strongest argument advanced in favor of this theory
is that from tradition. Before the days of Jerome it seems
that the view which Epiphanius adopted was quite generally
accepted., 1t perhaps goes back the farthest of any if we
wish to consider the apocryphal gospels. Some of the earliest

of these, like the Gospel according to the Hebrews and the
16

Protevangelium of James,™ both dating from around the middle

of the second century, definitely speak of Joseph's children
from a former marriesge. It is to these that men like Qrigen
appealed for support for the half=-brother theory. However,
as will be shown in the ﬁext chapter, one must be very care-
ful in relying too strongly on the testimony of these apocry-
phal writings.t!

Besides this argument from tradition, which certainly
does carry some weight with 1t, there are also others advanced
from the language of Soripture. Some feel that Mary's words
to the angel: "“How shall this be, seeing that I kmow not a
man?" (Lk. 1:34),.imply that Mary had devoted herself to a life
of virginity even in marriage. Again others say that the

attitude of the brothers toward Jesus is that of older brothers

15. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 265.
16. These apocryphal books will be discussed together with

all the patristic evidence in the following chaptler.

17. Jerome in his Comm. in Matt. xli. 49, "taunts those
who considered the Lord's brethren to be sons of Joseph's
[sict] by a former wife, as 'following the ravings of the
apooryphal writings, and inventing a certain Melcha or Escha!
(for Joseph's first wife)." -- Mayor, Jemes, pp. xi f.
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and not of younger ones toward an elder brother. An examina-
tion of the passages involved seems to point to this ceccnelusion,
and so this is definitely something in favor of the Epiphanian
view, To these arguments Lightfoot adds another from the nega-
tive side., After ruling out the Hieronymian theory, he shows
how one objection, in his words, "has been hurled at the Hel-
vidian theory with great foree, . « « which is powerless
against the Epiphanian.“la This objeetion involves the story
of the Crucifixion. There we ars told that Jesus turned Mary
over to John, His beloved diseiple, so that she would be cared
for. Lightfoot feels that this is reconcilable with the Epi-
phanian but not with the Helvidian theory and so speaks for
the former.t®

These, then, are the three chief theorles concerning
the Brethren of the Lord. Jerome claimed that they were cousins
and thus maintained the virginity of both Mary and Joseph.
Helvidius argued on the basis of the apparent meaening of the

Scriptures that they were real sons of Joseph and lMary.

i8. Lightfoot, op. git., p. 272.

19. This incident in the 1life of Christ has always been
a erux in the whole problem of the Brethren of the Lord. I
believe it causes the same difficuliy no matter which of the
major theories one accepts. Certainly there is a real prob-
lem here for the Helvidian hypothesis. However, I bslieve
the same problem remains for those who consider the breithren
to be step-children of Mary, especially when viewed in the
light of Acts 1l:14, where they are once more mentioned together
with her. Even the cousin theory, especially if it assumes
that the two sisters (Mary the mother of Jesus and Mary the
wife of Clopas) combined thelr households after the death of
their respective husbands, must face this difficulty.
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Epiphanius avoided some of the main objections to both of
thess theories by advocating the traditional view of his
time, By making them children of Joseph from a former mar-
riage, he did not have to explain the word 3.55)\4’03 in any
unusual manner and yet he preserved the perpetual virginity
of Mary inviolate.

Other Theories

Besides these three principal theories, many others,
the majority of which are simply variations of these, have
been advanced.zo Kost of thesa can be passed by without con-
slderation. However, two of them are worthy of mention, one
because it shows how involved one can make this problem, and
the other because of the ingenious way in which it appeals to
tradltion and thus deserves notice.

The first of these variations 1s the theory of Renan.
It 1s found in an appendix of his ng.evgggiles.al It "assumes
four Jameses, and distinguishes the son of Alphaeus from the
son of Clopas. He holds that Joseph was twice married and
that Jesus had several older brothers and ec;usine.."22 Thus

it is a combination of the Hieronymian and Epiphanian theories .S

20, Cf. Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 254, for a brief summary

of some of these variations.
21. I am indebted to Philip Schaff for the information

concerning this theory. He mentions it in his History of
the Christian Church, Vol. I, p. 273.

22. Ibid.

23. The lineup of cousins and brothers according to Renan

is as follows:
1. Children of Joseph from the first marriage, and older

brothers of Jesus:
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It is interesting to note that Renan distingulshes between
(half) brothers and cousins and does not include the latter
among the Brethren of the Lord. He traces the cousinship
through Joseph and not through Marj, as Lange does in the
theory which will be discussed nexte.

This hypothesis of Lange 1s a variation of the cousin
theory. Most of the scholars who have written on this sub-
ject sihoe his time have taken note of this theory to a
greater or less degree. Since it has alsovfound some support
in Lutheran circles, I shall devote some time to it. According

to this view James the brother of the Lord is also identified

a, James, the brother of the Lord, or Obliam. This is the
one mentioned Matt. 13:55; Mark 6:3; Gal. 1:19; 2:9, 12;
1 Cor, 15:7; Acts 12:17, etc; James l:1; Jude 1l:1; and
in Josephus and Hegesippus.

b. Jude, mentioned Matt. 13:55; Mark 6:3; Jude l:1; Hege=-
sippus in Zusebius' Hist. Eccl. III. 19, 20, 32. From
him were descended those two grandsons, bishops of
different churches, who were presented to the empseror
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; 1 Cor. 9:5.

2. Children of Joseph (?) from the marriage with Mary:
Jesus.
3, Children of Clopas and gousins of Jesus, probably from

the father's side, sincee Clopas, according to Hegesippus,

was a brother of Joseph, and may have married also a

woman by the name of Mary (John 19:25).

a. James the Little (0 sixpos), so called to distinguish
him from his older cousin of that name. Mentioned Matt.
27:56; Mark 15:40; 16:1; Luke 24:10; otherwise unknown,

b. Joses, Matt. 27:56; Mark 15:40, 47, but erroneously (?)
numbered among the brothers of Jesus: MNatt. 13:55;
Mark 6:3; otherwise unknown. :

o. Symeon, the second bishop of Jerusalem (Hegesippus in
Eus. III. 11, 22, 32; IV. 5, 32) also erroneously (%)
put among the brothers of Jesus by Matt. 13:55; Mark
6:3.

d. Perhaps other sons and daughters unknown.



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
vanished from the stage past all tracing, without
being thought worthy evgz to have his death noticed
by Luke, the historian, and that there should sud-
denly have sprung up some non-apostolic James, who
actually occupled a prominent position among the
Apostles. We are thus forced to mailntain that if
after the death of the son of Zebedee, who was
simply called James, there arose forthwith another
James who went simply by that name, ghat James
must have been the son of Alphaeus.2

He quotes H.lk. IV, 22, to show that James was a oousin

of Jesus. Concerning this passage he writes:

Hegesippus says that Simon the son of {leophas
succeeded James the Just as bishop, this one again
bei a descendant of the same uncle of the Lord,
(Deiov +d7rol referred to the next following o Kvpios),
and that all gave him this preferenge, as being the
second relative of the Lord (dveyids), -Cleophas,
or what amounts to the same thing, Alphaeus (cf.
Bretchneider's lLexicon) was consequently our Lord's
uncle, James and Simeon (the same as Simon) his
sons, James and Simon brothers, both the sons of
Alphasus, both cousins of the Lord, but the former,
as appears from what has gone before, sgvared by
the surname 'the brother of the Lord.?!

24. The argument from silence is always dangerous. That
is especially true in this case since there is no reason why
Acts should contain any references to James the son of Alphaeus.
It was not written to give us a complete historical account of
the early Church but rather to trace the spreading of the
Gospel of Christ from Jerusalem to Samaria and then to the ends
of the earth. If that were not the case, how can we explain
the fact that 'Luke, the historian,' 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, The General Epistle

of St. James, p. 10.

26. 1bid., P 1l The meaning of this citation from ]
Hegesippus has been widely disputed, however, Its real sig-
nificance will be discussed in the following chapter as part

of the testimony of Hegesippus.
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But to continue the argument of Lange, he points out
that according to Hegesippus (H.E. III, 11) Alphaeus or Clopas,
the father of Symeon the second bishop of Jerusslem, was the
brother of Joseph. ™"Hence the sons of Alphaeus were at the
most cousins of the Lord in the legal sense through their
father Alphaeus and Joseph the foster father of Jesus, 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 Jesus."27 Yet the former were called the Brethren
of the Lord while the latter were not. The reason for this,
so lLange claims, is very easy to find. Clopas died, and his
family was 'adopted' by his brother Joseph. Thus the cousins
of Jesus came to be regarded as His brothers.28

This theory of Lange hinges largely on the above-mentioned
passage from Hegesippus (H.E. IV, 22). Here also is its most
vulnerable spot in the eyes of its oritics. Thus Mc Giffert
says: "Hegesippus plainly thinks of James and of Simson, as
standing in different relations to Christ, -- the former his

brother, the latter his cousin, -- and thersfore his testimony

is against, rather than for Lange's hypothesis."29 If this

27, Ibids, ps 13
28, Variations of this ™adoption hypothesis"™ are found in

practically all of the cousin theories. However, it is usually
the two sisters (%), Mary the mother of Jesus and Mary the

wife of Clopas who unite their families after the death of
their respective husbands. In this detall the hypothesis of
Lange varies.

29. A.C. Mc Giffert, footnote to Book I Chap. XII, of
Kusebius' H.E., in the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fethers, p. 99.
Both Mayor, James, pp. viili f., and Lightfoot, op. cit., DPe
o76f. also claim that this passage cannot be translatec¢ in

the way that Lange translates it.
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is true, as it certainly seems to be; the entire hypothesis
falls to the ground, and must be abandoned. Such will be
demonstrated in the followlng chapier, in eonsidering the

references in Hegeslippus.



CHAPTER II
THE PATRISTIC EVIDENCE

Heving briefly discussed the theoriss themselves, we
can go on to exdamine them historically. The final test must
comeé on the basis of the Scripture passages involved, but
before those are taken up it will be worthwhile to look at
the patristic evidence as best as that can be don.e.1 Such
an examination will shed light on the view of the early church
fathers and should also help to determine the origin of some
of these theories.

Gospel to the Hebrews

Unfortunately there is wvery little literature extant
from the post-apostolic age, and so there are also not many
references to the Brethren of the Lord from this time. How-
ever, there are several uncanonical gospels composed in this
early period which contain references to the Lord‘'s brethren.

Perhaps the earliest of these is the Gospel to the ggbraws.a

l. Perhaps the most complete collection of this evidence
is found in Lightfoot's excellent dissertation to which re-
peated reference has been made.

2. "Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius, and St. Epiphanius
speak of the 'Gospel according to the Hebrews', which was
the sole one in use among the Palestinian Judeo-Christians,
otherwise known as the Nazaremes. Jerome translated it from
the Aremaic into Greek. It was evidently very ancient, and
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Lightfoot calls it "one of the earliest and most respectable

of the apocryphal narratives,"s

and Zahn says that the Naza-
renes had it not later than 150.4 Some feel it was an Ara-
maic or Hebfew version of Matthew with which it was often
confused.5

In a fragment of this gospel the story is told of the
appearance of the risen Lord to Hls brother James. At the
time of this appearance Jesus frees James from the oath which
he 1s represented as having taken to the effect that he would
not eat bread "until he should see him risen again from among

them that sleep."6 This passage is of interest because it

several of the above-mentioned writers associate it with St.
fatthew's Gospel, whioch it seems to have replaced in the Jewish-
Christian community at an early date. « . « The surviving
specimens lack the simplicity and dignity of the inspired
writings; some even savour of the grotesque. ¥We are warranted
in saying that while this extra-canonical material probably
has as its starting point primitive tradition, it has been
disfigured in the interest of a Judaizing Church." -- George
J. Reid, "The Apocrypha,” in The Cathollic Encyclopedia, Vol.
I, p. 608,

Se LighthOt, OpD. Q_i_t_q. P 274.

4. Theodore Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, Vol.
11, p. 520,

' 5. Cf. Montague Rhodes James, The Apocryphal New Testa-

ment, P. 3.

é. The entire quotation, as it is preserved in Jerome's
De Vir. Illustra. 2, reads as follows: "Now the Lord when he
had given the linen cloth to the servant of the priest, went
unto James and appeared to him (for James had sworn that he
would not eat bread from that hour wherein he had drunk the
Lord*'s cup until he should see him risen from among them that
sleep)." To this Jerome adds a little further on the words
of Jesus to His brother: "'Bring ye, salth the Lord, a table
and bread,! and immediately it is added, 'He took bread amnd
blessed and brake and gave it unto James the Just and said
unto him: My brother, eat thy bread, for the Son of Man is
risen from among them that sleep.'" == Ibid., p. 4.




represents James as present at the Last Supper ("For James
had sworn that he would not eat bread from that hour wherein
he had drunk the Lord's cup until he should see him risen
again from among them that sleep.").7 If this quotation is
exact and if it represents true traditions, it certainly
speaks for an identification of James the Lordt's brother with
the Apostle James. It would then favor the Hieronymian (or
Lange's) hypothesis. However, the historical value of scme
of the details of this account have been seriously questioned,
especially since this appearance is represented as being one
of the first on Easter morning,; contrary to the order of the

Evangelists and Paul (1 Cor. 15:5-8).8 There are those who

7. Lightfoot quotes a part of thls passage differently:
"For James had sworn that he would not eat bread from that
hour in which the Lord had drunk the cup (biberat calicem
Dominus), till he saw him risen from the dead." Concerning
this he says: "I have adopted the reading *'Dominus,' as the
Greek translation has Kvpios, and it also suits the context
better; for the point of time which we should naturally ex-
pect is not the institution of the Eucharist but the Lord's
death. Our Lord had more than once spoken of His sufferings
under the imags of draining the oup (Matt. 20:23=23; 26233~
42; Mark 10:38-39; 14:36; Luke 22:42); and He is represented
as using this metaphor here." =- Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 274.
--~This translation and the argumeénts advanced in its defense
are worthy of note. I believe Lightfoot can maeke a falirly
good case for his view. Yet he stands alone among the scholars
I have read on this passage. Zahn also follows the transla-
tion of James (quoted above) and says that this passage repre-
sents James as present at the Last Supper. =~- Zahn, Intro.

1o the N.T., Vol. III, p. 227, note 1l2.
8. Zann says: "Wenn der Herr das Leichentuch, in das sein

Leichnam gewickelt war (Mt. 27:593 Mr. 15:46; Lc. 23:53), dem
Knecht eilnes Priesters (des Hohenpriesters?) Ubergibt, und
sich darauf sofort zu Jk begibt, so werden wir offenbar in
die ersten iugenblicke nach der Auferstehung versetzt, und
Jk ist der erste Jdnger, dem der Auferstandende erschienen
ist. Indem dies dem unafechtbaren Zeugnis des Paulus und



believe nevertheless that the story of the cath of James is
true. ihile doubting some of the details, Zahn says concern-
ing the oath: "There is no reason for questioning its histo-
rioity."9 I do not agree with Zahn here and fesl we cannot
usé thils excerpt for much more than a confirmation of the
elaim that the James, referred to by Paul in 1 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
Jesus appears ssems to be an attempt to glorify the *patron
saint' of the Judaistic Chriatians.lo Thus I do not believe
the valus of this quotation in determining the generzal tra-
dition of this period is nearly so important as some would
claim it to be.
Gospel of Peter
Another very early unoaﬁonical gospel which came into

existence perhaps around the middle of the second century is

aller kenonischen Bberlieferung widerspricht, erweist es sich
als eine zum Zweck der Verherrlichung dieses Jk ersonnene
Dichtung." == Theodore Zahn, Forschungen zur Geschichte des
neutestamentliohen Kanons, VI, p. 278,

9. Zahn, Inhro. to the N, T., I, p. 110,

10. ¢f. the words of Zahn in rbotnote 8. Lightfoot also
mentions this as a possibility (if we read Domini instead of
Dominus in this fragment). He says: "He may have assigned to
him a sort of exceptional position such as he holds in the
Clementines, apart from and in some respects superior to the
Twalve, and thus his presence at this critical time would be
accounted for." Furthermore, this sesms probable, "since an
appearance, which seems in reality to have been vouchsafed
to this James to win him over from his unbelief, should be
represented as a reward for his devotion." -- Lightfoot, op.
cit., p. 274. Thus Zahn (Forschungen, VI, p. 278) also says:
"iis wire aber sehr unvorsichtig, hieraus zu schllieszen, dasz
die Nazar#ler diesen Jk fir einen der 12 Apostel gehalten haben."
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the Gospel of Peter. Very l1little outside of the few refer-

ences to it in the early church fathers was known of this
gospel until some fragments of it together with other lost
works were found in Upper Egypt in 1886.12 Orr says: "The
author knows and uses the Canonical Gospels, ineluding John,
but his narrative is largely independent, and deparés fresly
from the received tradition.“l3 It is apparently a Gnostic
document.** Unfortunately the section which must have con-
tained the reference to the Brethren of the lLord is not ex-
tant. However, Origen appeals to it together with the Prot-

evangelium of James as the source of the view that the brethren

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

definitely favored the Epiphanian hypothesis.

Protevangelium of James
Another very early apocryphal gospel--at least in its

1l. Eusebius in H.B. VI, 12, mentions the fact that Sera-
pion, who was bishop of Antioch around 190 i.D., wrote againsti
this gospel. It seems to have been in use for some time when
Serapion wrote his refutation of its false teachings. Thus
Reid, op. oit., says: "Its composition must be assigned to
the first quarter or the middle of the second century of the
Christian era." (p. 608). .

12, ¢f. James Orr, "The New Testament Apocryphal #ritings,"
P» XX, in The Temple Bible.

13. Ibid., pe. xxi. -

14, Ibid., There we read: "The Gnostic stamp is already
apparent in. such descriptions [hs that of the Resurreotioﬁ].
But more direct evidence of its origin in docetic circles--
i.e., among those who held that Christ had but the semblangce
of a body--is found in the statement that on the cross Jesus
was silent as one who felt no pain, and in His dying oy,

'My Power, my Power, thou hast forsaken me.'"



26

original form--is the Protevangelium gg.Jamas.ls This gospel,

or its predecessor, was perhaps in use already by the middle
of the second century. However, "the Gospel in its present
form can hardly (notwithstanding Tischendorf) be put earlier

than the third century."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 fantastic."L? Thus Lightfoot calls it "purely fictitious.wS
This gospel, like the several other apooryphal works

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

0ld man with sons of his own at the time of his marriage to

Mary.l9 However, the value of its testimony in discovering

the true tradition at this time 1s not very great, not only

because of the erratic character of the work but also because

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

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

15. Ibid., pe xiv, where Orr says it is the "oldest of
the extant Apocryphal Gospels."

16. Ibid.

17, Reid, logc. cit.

18. Lightfoot, '920 El;b_o’ Pe 275.

19. The passages in guestion read as follows: Chap. IX:
"Aind the priest sald unto Joseph: Unto thee hath it fallen
to take the virgin of the Lord and keep her for thyself. 4ind
Joseph refused, saying: I have sons, and I am an old man, but
she is a girl." =--Chap. XVII: "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 Children of Israel kmow 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." --Quoted
from James, op. cit. -

20. Jemes Orr, op. ¢it., p. Xv, says: "A prominent motive
of the composer is obviously to exalt the virginity of Mary."
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a relationship between Jesus and His brethren which would
preserve the virginity of Mary. Therefore the fact that it
follows the Epiphanian hypothesis shows that this explanation
was knmown at the time but does not necessarily give us any
idea of the true tradition.zl

Gospel of Thomas

One more apocryphal gospel, the Gospel of Thomas, is

worthy of comment. It is not quite as old as the above-
mentioned ones but does come from the second half of the
second century. It was written to fill in the silent years
in the canonical 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 .Toseph23

and so supports the Epiphanian hypothesis. However, this

Along much the same line, J. Hutchinson in an article on "The
Apocryphal Gospels,” in the International Standard Bible Ency-
clopedia, Vol. I, p. 198, says: "1In its latest forms the docu-
ment indicates the obvious aim of the writer to promote the
sanctity and veneration of the Virgin.®

21. Even the Roman Church warns against using such apo-
cryphal material (or statements of the church fathers based
on these books) in picturing Mary. See, ©.2., M.J. Scheeben,
Mariology, I, p. 43« There in a footnote he says: "The con-
clusion may be drawn that no historical valuse can be ascribed
to the facts related in these books, unless those facts are
confirmed by trustworthy testimonies apart from the influence
of the apocryphal."

22. Orr, op. cit., p. xi, says: "The blank in the narra-
tive of the childhood and youth of Jesus was early filled up
with an abundance of prodigies of the crudest and most puer-
ile kind. The parent of this class of Gospels, or rather the
earliest form of it, was the so-called Gospel or Thomas."

23. In Chap. XVI we read: "And Josep"E‘L‘senT;"h""'""ia son James
to bind fuel and carry it into the house. 4ind the young child
Jesus also followed him." --James, op. ¢it., pp. 53f.




story is found only in the Greek text "A"™ and is missing in
the Greek text "B" and in the Latin text. That, together
with the fact that all three of thesé texts are only late
catholic reeasts.z4 also weakens the wvalue of this work con-
siderably.

Clementina

Before passing over from the New Testament apoeryphal
gospels to the early church fathers, there is one more work
among the apocryphel writings which should be mentioned briefly,

and that is the Clementine. These writings (the Clementine

Homilies and the Recognitions) claim to come from Clement of
25

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

purpose, as Lightfoot says, was "to support a peculiar phase
of Ebionism."26
In the Homilies (XI, 25) James 1s spoken of as the one

< N
who was "called the brother of the Lord," (o AexPels dbeAQOs

ToU \{UPQU),ZV an expression which Lightfoot says "has vari-

Z4. Hutehinson. Ope. c_i_t_-. Pe 199.

25, Uhlhorn says: "It is impossible to assert the absolute
priority of either the Homilies or the Recognitions, or to
regard one as a working over of the other. Opinions as to
the date of composition differ more widely than ever. Where
there used to be practical unanimity in referring the works
to the second century, 170 or 180 at the latest, Harnack has
said that they cannot go further back than the first half of
the third century. The importance of the Clementina for early
church history, asserted by Baur and Schwegler, is now aban-
doned." -- G. Uhlhorn, The "Clementina,” in the New Schaff-

Herzog Religious Encyclopedia, Vol. III, p. 143.

26. Lightfoot, op. cit., 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



cusly been interpreted as favouring all thres hypotheses,
and is indecisive in itself."2® However, the Epistle of
Glement to James, which precedes the Homilies, begins thus:

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

rules Jerusalem, the holy church of the Hebrews, and the
churches everywhere excellently founded by the providence
of God, « « « " Lightfoot calls attention to the fact that
here "James is styled not Apostle, but Bishop of Bishops,
and seems to be distinguished from and in some respects ex=-

30

alted above the Twelve." In the Recognitions a similar

attitude is taken toward Jamss. From Book I it sesms quite
apparent that the author clearly distinguished between James
the son of Alphaeus and James the Bishop of Jerusalem.31

Thus the Clementina, since they make this distinction, speak

compare his preaching with that of James, who was called the
brother of my Lord, and to whom was entrusted to administer
the church of the Hebrews in Jerusalem." -=-Quoted from the
translation of A.C. Coxe, in the Ante-Nigcene Fathers, VIII.

28. Lightfoot, loc. git., where nevertheless in a foot-
note he says: "The word Aez9e15 is most naturally taken, I
think, to refer to the reputed hrotherhood, as a consequence
of the reputed fatherhood of Joseph, and thus to favour the
Epiphanian view."”

29. To this the following footnote is added by Coxe: "iore
probably 'the Lord's brother.' So it must have been in the
text from which Rufinus translated"™ (Coxe, op. ¢it., p. 218).

30, Lightfoot, loc. cit.
3l. In Chap. LIX, X, Jamés the son of Alphaeus is definitely

mentioned among the disciples who disputed with a "certeiln
Pharisee" (not necessarily Caiaphas, as Lightfoot asserts,
loc. cit.). Yet in Chap. LXVI we read: "Now when we | the
Apostleé] were come to our James, while we detailed to

all that had been said and done |[in the dispute in which
James the son of Alphaeus also took part | , we supped, and

remained with him."




against the Hieronymian hypothesis and can be interpreted to
favor either the Helvidian or the Epiphanien view. However,
since both of them belong to fhut type of apocryphal litera-
ture which tried to raise James t0 a position of honor above
the Apostles, the dlstinctlon made between him and the Apostles
cannot be pressed too atrongly. Yet I believe there is some
basis for saying that these words do spesk 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. The Gospel to the Hebrews, if taken as

it stands, definitely seems to favor the Hieronymian hypothe-

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

Gospel of Feter, the Protevangelium of James, the Gospel of

Thomas, and several other uncanonical gospels definitely favor
the Epiphanian hypothesis. However, one must again seriously
question the testimony of these sarly writings, since some of
the KSS wers changed in later decades and others were obvi-
ously written to exalt the virginity of Mary. Finally, the

Clementina seem to speak agalnst the Hieronymian view, but

also are not too reliable because of the purpose for which they
were written. This epocryphal literature'does show, however,
that the Epiphenian hypothesis can ba traced back 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 found in apocryphal literature of such

a questionable nature.
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Hegesippus
Outside of the apoecryphal references to the Brethren

of the Lord the first writer to touch on this subject is
Hegeslppus, a Jewish-Christian, who lived in Palestine around
the middle of the second century. Unfortunately very little
is known about him, his life, work, or the exact time when

32

he was active. e must rely almost entirely on the quota-

tions by Eusebius from his ijpomnemata33 for our information

concerning him. Among these quotations there are soms which
have a bearing on this subject and which must be discussed,34
especially since they are the earliest references outside of

the apocryphal literature. They are all taken from Eusebius'

32+ On the basis of H.E., IV, 22, 1-3, it has been deter-
mined that Hegesippus wrote his work during the time that
Eleutherus was bishop of Rome (174-189). See Zahn, Forschungen,
P. 250,

33. Weizsdcker says: "Eusebius quotes him frequently as
a witness of the true faith, and always from one work, known as
the Upomnemata, and composed of five books, written at dif-
ferent times and fused into unity in the course of their
development. A careful examination of what Eusebius tells
of it and what he quotes from it leads to the conclusion that
it was not a history in any strict sense of the word, but
rather a historiocal apology, purporting to contain a true
account of the traditions received from the apostles. . . .
What he tells of his own time has historical value in the
strict sense; his relation to earlier events has conditional
value as a sometimes obscure tradition, but substantive im-
portance as reflecting the ideas entertained about that period
in the middle of the second century." -- C. Weizsfcker, "He-
gesippus,” in the New Schaff-Herzog gggzg;ggggig_gg_gg%igaggg
Knowledge, Samuel Macauley Jackson ed., Vol. V, pp. 201f,

34, I am indebted to Zahn for the complete list of these
quotations. In his Forschungen, Vol. VI, pp. 226=281, he has
a thorough discussion of Hegesippus in connection with this
problem. This is the best collection of these passages that

I knowe.
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Ecclesiastical History.

The first of these (H.,E., I1I, 23, 3-19) is a long quota~
tion which deals with the death of James. It begins thus:
"The charge of the Church passed to James the brother of the
Lord, together with the Apostles.35 He was called the 'Just!
by all men from the Lord's time to ours, since many are called
James, but he was holy from his mother's womb . "36

In this passage Hegesippus seems to distinguish James
from the Apostles. The modifying phrase 'the brother of the
Lord' is put in direct apposition with James. The limiting
phrase 'who was called,' whiéh is found in several of these
early references, 1s lacking in this case, but no.significance
can be attached to this because of the following words in
the sentence .S’

It is, however, interesting to note that one reason
why the title 'the Just' was used, was to distinguish him
from others with the same name, 'since many are called James.”"

This is inconclusive in itself, though one might argue from

/.

35. To this MeT® TOv aToaToAwv A,C, MeGiffert remarks:
ntwith the apostles'; as Rufinus rightly translates, cum
apostolis. Jerome, on the contrary, reads post apostolos, ,
Tafter the apostles,' as if the Greek were ucrd Toys AmwocTo =
2oUs « This statement of Hegesippus is correct. James was
a leader of the Jerusalem church, in company with Peter and
John, as we see from Gal. 2:9," --A.C, McGiffert, "The Church
History of Eusebius,"™ in the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers
of the Christian Church, Henry Wace and P. p Schaff eds.,

second series, vol I, p. 1235, note 8.
%6. The translation of sections of Eusebius, unless other-

wise indicated, are the work of Kirsopp lLake, in the Loseb
Classical Library, E. Capps, et al, eds.
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it that he was distinct from the Apostles, especially when it
is viewed in the light of the first section of this quotation.
The following part of this sectioh, though it speaks of the
death of James, adds nothing to the ﬁroblem under considera-
tion. The only significance which it might have would be to

cause one to question the value of the entire passage bscause

of the obvious apocryphal character of these last-words.38

The next fragment continues, as 1t were, the thought of
the preceding one. In H.E. III, 11, 1, we read:

After the martyrdom of James and the capture of
Jerusalem which irmediately followed, the story goes
that those of the Apostles and of the disciples of
the lord who were still alive came together with
those who were, humanly speaking, of the family of
the Lord, for many of them were still alive, and
they all took counsel together as to whom they ought
to adjudge worthy to succeed James, and all unanimously
decided that Simeon, the son of Clopas, whom the
Scripture of the Gospels also mentions, was worthy
of the throne of the diocese there. He was, so it
was sald, a cousin of the Saviour, for Hegesipggs
related that Clopas was the brother of Joseph.

38, "It is manifestly legendary, and possibly comes from
Essene Ebionites, who appear to have been fond of religious
romances. It is sometimes accepted as historical, as by
Clement in the passage just guoted; but its internal improba-
bilities and its divergencies from Josephus condemn it." ==
Plummer, James & Jude, pp. 36f.

39, There is some doubt as to whether this passage is
really a fragment of Hegesippus or not. Zahn seems to feel
that the information came from other sources also. He says:
"Da Eus. den Heg. augricklich nur flir eine ergdnzende Be-
merkung als Gewahrsmann anfiihrt, kann nicht dieser allein die
einzige (uelle sein." --Forschungen, p. 238. Yet he feels that
the indirect origin of this quotation is Hegesippus (Ibid.)

On the same subjegt Lawlor says: "All the statements in these
chapters |1l & 12] are in thg oratio obligua, and depend on
'it is recorded' (A6yos kaTéxer, implying a document), or on
'Hegesippus relates.' It is in fact probable that these two




There arse two things to be noted in this passage. Ac-
cording to Hegesippus three classes participated in the‘
- election of a successor to James: the Apostles, the disciples,
and those of the family of the Lord.4o In this last group
the word {Eﬁ@vs is in itself indecisive. It can refer to a
wider relationship as well as to an immediate one, though one

/
night have expected JVIyEVEI4sS if the former was meant. However,

it is always dangerous to argue about what word the writer
should have used. It should be noted in connection with this
phrase, though, that Hegesippus once more seoms to separate
the Apostles, and even the wider circle of the disciples, from
the relatives of the Lord.

The other point worthy of note in this guotation 1is the
relation of Simeon, the second bishop, to Jesus. "He was, so
it was said, a cousin of the Saviour, for Hegesippus relates
that Clopas was the brother of Joseph.” Here the word'§¥535§§
is used to fix his relation to the Lord definitely. No where
is he called a *brother' of the Lord as are James and Jude

by Hegasippus.4l Thus there is no reason on the basis of this

phrases are identical in meaning. If so, the whole passage
is derived from the Memoirs of Hegesippus." --Hugh Jackson
lawlor, in Eusebius, The nhoclesiastical istory and ths Mar=-
tyrs of Palestine, II, pp. 84f. There he also states tha
the reason for this conclusion is the result of a comparison
of the varlous gquotations from Hegesippus with this one. 1t
might also be added that the content of this section fits in
well with the aim of his work: to show the unity of the Church
(Gf. H%Eal Iv, 22, l)\. / N y A /
T 40. om& TOTS TTPOs YEVOUS KdTd gdpkd TOY fﬁﬁl_o_l/.

41. See H.B, I1I, 32, 5-6; 1V, 22, 4, below for a further

discussion,
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passage for identifying him with Simon, mentioned among the
Bretkhren of the Lord in Mk. 6:3. Finally, the phrease, "He
was, 80 it was said (13:5_ .I.éiﬂ): a cousin of the Lord,"
causes some diffioulty. It does not necessarily express
doubt concerning his relationship. It way be simply a phrase
used to show that Simeon was known as a cousin of the Lord.
Then the word 'cousin' would become & title. That would ex-
plain the somewhat strenge way in which the phrase is intro-
duced. There is also the possibility that Hegesippus was con-
scious of the virgin birth and so used this phrase to make it
clear that the line of relationship which passed through Joseph
was no more than a legal one.

In He.B. III, 20, Buseblius tells the story of the perse-
cution of the grandsons of Jude by Domitian. Thsy were sum-
moned before him but were released because he saw that they
were only poor farmers and no threat to his government. This
section begins with the words: "Hegesippus relates exactly as
follows: 'Now there still survived of the family of the Lord
grandsons of Judas, who was said to have been his brother
according to the flesh.'"*® Here Jude (like James in H.E.

Ii, 23, 4, above) is mentioned as one of the family of the
Lord and is specifically qallad a tbrother of the Lord.!

This passage is also inconclusive in determining the

attitude of Hegesippus toward this problem. The limiting

phrase, "who was said to have been his brother according to

] \ ’ -~ ’ < \
42. eTi &¢ Trepvﬁa-dv of A0 y&vovs ToU Kuplov ulwvol Tovdx

TOU KT odPKa AeyoUMEVOY dUT0T) ASEAPOV o
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the flesh,” a variation of which is used by other writers of
the early Church, causes some difficulty. Lightfoot finds in
1t support for the Epiphanian hypothesis,?3 though I do not
believe his line of argument can be pressed too strongly. The
explanations mentioned in connection with the similar phrase
used to introduce Simeon in H.E. III, 11, 1, above, could also
be used here, 1 do not believe therefore that any inference
can be drawn safely from this passage as to the relation of
the brethren to Jesus.

In H.E, 111, 32, 5~6, the grandsons of Jude are again
mentioned as is also Simeon the son of Clopas.44 This section
continues the story of the "grandsons of one of the so-called

brethren of the Saviour named Judas" (grékovs iﬂ@gokus £vos

TOv Pepoucvwy AEeAPDv Tod cwTnpos) and of the "son of the Lord's

uncle [¢ £k Deidoy 100 wupiov], the aforesaid Simon, the son of

Clopas," and shows how they were martyred under Trajan. In this

account Hegesippus in no way intimates that Jude and Simon

43. He says, op. cit., p. 277: ™"In this passage the word
'called! seems to me to point to the Epiphanian rather than
the Helvidian view, the brotherhood of these brethren like
the fatherhood of Joseph, being reputed but not real.”

44, The passage reads as follows: "The same writer says
that other grandsons of one of the so-called brethren of the
Saviour named Judas survived to the same reign after they had
given in the time of Domitian the testimony already recorded
of them in bshalf of the faith in Christ. He writes thus:
'They came therefore and presided over every church as witnes-
ses belonging to the Lord's family, and when there was complete
peace in every church they survived until the reign of the
Emperor Trajan, until the time when the son of the Lord's uncle,
the aforesaid Simon the son of Clopas, was similarly accused
by the sects on the same charge before Atticus the Consular."



were brothers.

the latter a cousin of Jesysg, This again seems to indicat
cate

that Hegesippus considered this g+
Simeon to he
¥ > outside the circle

of the Brethren of the Lorg,
There ls vet one more fragment or Hegesippus which deals

with this matter. It is perhens the most important of all ang

is certainly the most widely ?eferred to passage. 1In H.E. IV,
22, L, we read: "And after James the Just had suffered martyr-
dom, as had elso the Lord, on the samse account . . ., again , .
. the son of His [§r hié}uncle, Symeon, the son of Clopes,
was appointed bishop; whom all put forward, being a cousin
of the Lord, as the second[}ishog] « « « For this reason
they used to call the church a virgin: for she had not yet
been corrupted by vein teachings."us

This passage has been translated and thus interpreted
in several different ways. The difficulty lies in the proper
trenslation of two words: &)V énd éeﬁTZﬁp% The supporters
of the Hisronymian hypothesis have rendered both words with
'another.' Thus the passage would mean thet "another son of
His uncle, Symeon, the son of Clopas, was appointed bishop;

!
whom all put forward because he was another cousin of the Lor*d."**'6

I5. This translation is not that of Lake. I have used the
onc of J.E, Oulton instead (Lawlor and Oulton, op. cit.) since
I do not agree with the intorppptation of Lake in thi% instance,
The Greek reads as follows: kgL J_{;r_{,ﬁ M LTVl Lo K WBeV TOV -

‘xetgV. WS kel b KUPros,Ef) €d #0t9 Xoxy XY b 2K DeloV gVt oV
EVue: £578 To0 Ko KaD/TATA Errlrsaros 30 O Bt s
OVTA 24Nty ToD KuPfov ALEDTEPOY.

6. See Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 277, note 2.
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Then James and Simon would be brothers, both sons of Clopas
and cousins of the Lord. This would mean that one of the
so-called Brethren of the Lord would actually be His cousin,
and so the way would be open for the Hieronymian hypothesis.
The other possible way of construing<é££TTE£bVis to
supply ZﬁﬁéjﬁoﬁbV("was elected second bishop"). From the
point of view of Greek both constructions are possible. In
both instancesgiéﬁfff}Vstands at the end of the sentence for
emphasis and can be construed in either way. However, Mayor
has called attention to two somewhat parallel passages in
Busebiush? in both of which J£U7€f oy 1s used to signify the
eviscopal succession.48 These citations definitely give weight

S8
to the interpretation which would supply fﬂ?dﬂkoﬂéfwith<A§JT€ﬁwﬂh9

47. In H.E. III, 22, we read: "Moreover, at the time men-
tioned, Ignatius was famous as the second at Antioch where
Envodius h