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THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

vs

PHILONISM AND STOICISM

with a few notes on the relation

of Gnostlicism and Zorastrlanism to the New Testament.

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of
Concordia Seminary
in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the
Degree of Master of Sacred Theology. 1924.
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Introductory.

The study of Comparative Religlons and the application of
the evolutionlstic principle to the field of religion have in the
last decades lent tremendous impetus to inquiries into the origin
of Christianity and the philosophical background of the New Testament.
Every remmant of the ancient phllosophic literature has been care-
fully examined by wrlters with a naturalistic tendency in order to
discover some natural explanation for the thbught and phraseology of

the Newl Testament. An examination of these alleged points of

contact, which are s'upposed to have exerted such a tremendous influence

on nascent Christilanity, together with a critlcal estimate of this
influence on the actual making and meaning of the New Testament will

be the purpose of the present inquiry.

1 It can only- be regretted that thls examination must confine
itself to the philosophical thought. The claim of Christlanity to
be absolutely original has been contended from many points of view,
of which the topic of this inquiry includes only a fraction. Thus,
for example, modern writers greatly emphasize the influence of the
Mystery Religions, of Emperor Worship, of contemporary Judalsm, etc.-
all with a more or less patent ignoring of relevant facts. The
contention that the Mystery Religlons influenced the meking of the
New Testament shatters on the question of chronology; that of the
E1.1Pe:¢'t>:?Wo:mship on the rigid .exclusiveness of Christianity, and thgt

of contemporary Judaism, on the openly expressed hostilityso often

expressed in the Gospels.
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Plato and Jesus,

By way of Introduction to the alleged points of contact
between later Greek phllosophy and Christianity, which shall be
examined in a more detailed manrier, it will be convenient to
contrast the basis of all Greek phllosophic systems, Platonism, with
Christianity.

As early as the days ofl Celsus the charge was made that
Christianity found its origin in the system of Plato. One illustration
always given is our Lord's utterance®: "It is easier for a camel
to go through the eye of a needle, than for a rich man to enter
the kingdom of God." This, Celsus says, 1s taken from Plato's
words: "That for one who is very good also to be rich is impossible."
Origen finds no difficulty in answering this charge, and in this
particular instance shows that the point of the remark is greatly
weakened in Plato by his not réferring to the camel. Origen algo
shows that Christien writers, even before his day, had argued
that it was the philosophy of Plato that was not original, but
that it was borrowed from Hebrew sources vhich Plato may have
studied during his sojourn in Egypt. Plato 1s charged with
borrowing his distinction between Being that 1s only and never
becomes from the name of Jehovah, "I am that I am"; and also

with deriving his ideas from the law given to Moses on Mt. Sinai.

& Contra Celsum (ed. Mosheim) pp. 410, 604-610,

2 Joid. pe. 619.
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Origenl, though he doeg not insist on these views concerning the
-origin of certain Platonlc tenets, does not dissent from them.
However, modern scholars for the most part do not allow an'y
contact between Plato and Hebrew thought in Egypt.

But be that as it may, there can be no doubt that vhatever
vague resemblances there are t_)etween Platonism and Christianity,
they lie entirely in the field of morallty, which alone could
never have created Christianity. We find no consciousness of
sin in Plato and the 1dea of immortality, while expressed, !;
appears vague and fluctuating. However, Plato's whole moral ‘:.
system, even granting that it was accurately reproduced in
Christianity, which is hardly the case, could at best be only the
ethical presupposition of the Christian religion. It has been
pointed out, and very correctly, that Mohammed could, with far
more ease, have gotten all he wanted in Plato, than the alleged

human authors of Christianity.

The absence of every definitely Christian doctrine in

Plato cannot be emphasized too strongly. The Trinity has been

1 Contra Celsum (ed.Mosheim): p. 410:
"Ich lasse es Ubrigens dahin gestellet sein ob Plato

selbst auf diese Einfalle geraten sel; oder ob das wahr sel,
ch Egypten mit

bekannt

was einige glgu'ben, das er auf seiner Relse dur
e»1‘11831'1 in der Jl'idischen Religion erfahrenen Leuten,

geworden sei, und vieles von denselba gelernet habe."
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suggested, but the resemblance 1s merely verbal.l The doctrine
as well as the name Logos 1s not found, and any idea of an

Incarnation is precluded by Plato's depreciation of matter.

‘There 1s absolutely no foreshadowing of the doctrine of the

Atonement. Undoubtedly Plato's description of the fate of the
perfectly righteous man is very remarkable: "They will say that

in such a situation the Jjust man will be scourged, racked,

fettered, wlill have his eyes burnt out, and at last, after suffering

every kind of torture, will be crucified, and thus learn that 1t
is best to resolve not to be, but to seem just." This has

often been pointed out as an unconscious prophecy; but it is

far more reasonable to believe that it was the death of his

great master Socrates that led Plato to express this truth. From
his tragic end Plato had learned what he graphically described

as the fate of the truly good man. As to any idea of Atonement,
it 1s not only entirely absent in Plato but also in those later
Christian theologlans most profoundly influenced by him and Neo-
Platonism. Butler remarks®; "They abound with noble thoughts
nobly expressed, but they are all marked with the characteristic
defect of Platonized Christianity - a forgetfulness or inadequate

1 Contra Celsum p. 608.

2 Is the Evolution of Christianity from Natural

Sources credible? p. 1l4.
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commemoration of the most tremendous proof this part of the
universe has ever been permltted to wltness of the reality of
the Divine hatred for sin - the fact of the Christian atone-
ment. " |

The Resurrectlon of the body 1s not only unknovn, but
excluded from the system of Plato by his deprecilation -of all
matter, including the body. With these essential and distinctive
features of true Christlanity entirely absent in Platonism,
it is Impossible to trace any relation between the two.

In view of these facts, 1t 1s hardly necessary to raise
other difficultiesl as to how Christ, or the writers of the
New Testament, treated in this connection from a merely
human point of view, could have become acquainted with Plato
and his writings. These differences and difficulties have
been so widely recognized in our day that no serious critic

any longer attempts to point out alleged resemblances between

Christianity and Platonism.

1 contra Celsum: p. 619 f.
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I. Alexandrianism and the New Testament
1l-a. Philo.

In order to gain a complete plcture of the Jewlsh-
Alexandrlan school of thought it will be necessary to review
briefly the life and characteristics of its outstanding exponent,
Philo Judeeus.

1 was born about the year 20 B.C. of a

rich and wellknown familyz. Of his 1life very little is known

Philo Judaeus

outside of his visit to Rome as the leader of an embassy to
complain of the brutality of the Prefect Flaccus. This visit
occurred in the year 39 A.D.5 Some time prior to this event and
during the lifetime of our Lord he pald a visit to Jerusalem
where his priestly birth secured him the privilege of offering

sacrifices in the Temp1e4.
With a lifetime of leisure at his command he wrote

1 The surname "Judaeus" was given him early in the
second century to distingulsh him from a Christian bishop of
Alexandria. (Cf. Eusebilus.

2 His brother , the Alabarch Alexander, 1s mentioned
by Josephus several times: Antt. 18, 6 §3. 19,5 § 1.
20, 5 §a2a.

o Philo himself has left us a complete record of that
expedition in the two works which comprise the political section
of his writings: Legatio ad Galum; Contra Flaccum.

4 Eusebius: Pramep. Evange. VIII, 12.




numerous works which GfOrert excellently divides into four

general classes:-- 1. Philosophic (De mundi incorruptibilitate;

Quod omnis probus liber; De vita contemplativa); 2. Historical

B (De mundl opificio; De vita Mosis; De Decalogo; De Monarchia;
De Cilrcumcisione; De legibus specialibas; De praemiis et poenis
etc.); 3. Allegorising (Liber Legum allegorlarum; De somniis etc.);
4, Political (Legatio ad Gaium; Contra Flaccum).

It is certainly difficult to define Philo's exact position
in the history of Philosophy. While he was undoubtedly the fore-
most exponent of Jewlsh Hellenism, which is supposed to have
exerted such a profound influence on the New Testement writers, ';‘
he was by no means 1its founder and originator.2 The whole period5
of which Philo is the central figure was characterized by eclectism,-

1 philo: 1, 7-37. i
2 Traces of the peculiarities and characteristics of ]
the Alexandrian school of philosophy can be found in the extra-
caconical books of Wisdom which undoubtedly antedate Fhilo.
For example,the author of the "Wisdom of Solomon" repestedly
exhibits the influence of Greek phllosophy. cf. 8,7.

5 Windelband in his "History of Philosophy“ calls the
2. period of Philo the "Religilous Period". This is very evidently a
misnomer; this period can hardly be called Religious. Its eclectism
naturally also absorbed some religion but lts theistic conception
was nevertheless always metaphysical rather than ethical, and it never

even in its ethics transcended metaphysics, but ever remained a matter

of contemplation and thought, never becoming a matter of worship

and conscience.
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a peculiar attempt to reconclle and harmonize religion with
philosophy. Among the predecessors of Philo, Aristobolus, who
was religious enough to present one of the Ptolemies with a
copy of the Septuagint, constantly appeals to verses in Orpheus
and linus in Homer and Hesiod as having equal authority with
the Pentateuch. With Philo himself, the great men of Greek
philosophy appear side by side with the 014 Testament, as bearers
of wisdom. His unbounded admiration for Plato appears when
he calls him Tov feplurmrav wavT@”l,  In the same
passage he uses the significant appellation: Tov v 8“/‘{‘8""’"

f-‘-'f-"’ro('rull &:’mo—ov

Philo's own reasoning was so deeply affected by

his admiration for the Greek philosophers that he must properly

Cf. Also "Quis Rerum Divinarum heres sit", 43.

1 noyuod ommis probus 1liber" = it is probably the second
half of a work on the freedom of the just according to Stoic
principles. Although its genulneness has been disputed by
Frankel, Gratz ("Geschichte" etc. III, 464ff) and Hilgenfeld

(Zeitschrift fl'J'.r Wissenschaffliche Theologie 1888 pp. 49-T1)

1t 1s now accepted by Wendland, Schilrer and others.




. who overemphasize his influence on the New Testament Fhllo has always

- begins only with the world. Timaeus 38B:)

|
:

be classified as a phllosopher and not a theologian.l In entire
keeping with the fundamental characteristic of the Jewish-Hellenists

1 To give a lengthy defense of this conclusion at this point
would carry the present inquiry too far afleld. To students of Philo

been a great theologian and "forerunner of Christiani_'l:y“. However,

the valldity of the above conclusion will become apparent in the

e e —— . i —— s ¥

course of this study. In general, hils dualistic contrast between God
and the world, between the finite and the infinite, so evident through-,
out his works, appears also in Neo-Pythagorism. The influence of ,
Stoicism is unmistakable in the De Allegoriis Legum III, 3, doctrine
of God as the only efficient .cause, in De Cherubim 8 34, that of divinez
reason immanent in the world, in that of the powers emanating from God '
and suffusing the world. His conception of matter as dead, Inert and l
even non-existent harmonizes in its essentials with the Platonic and .
Stoic views. Tre influence of Plato!'s "Timaeus" 1s strongly evidenced
in his account of the Creation (De Oplficlo Mundi), in his exposition
of the world as having no beginning and no end and in his placing the
act of creation outside of time ,.on the Platonic ground that time

P"“ﬁ A ,..-_-r':.,.u.?. re'yored

The influence of Pythagorism appears in his frequent symbolical use

of mmbers. To prove our contention that FPhilo freely adopted Greek

philosophical concepts which were absolutely contradictory to the

Jewish religion, we need only point to his fluctuating conceptlion of
the humaen soul. At one point he adopts the Stoic division of the soul

into eight faculties, then again he uses the Platonic trichotomy of
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of Alexandria Philo's system™ was essentlally eclectic, a mixtum

compositum of platonic, stoic and Neo=-pythagorean principles. The

(Cont'd)

reason, courage and desire or the Aristotelian division of the
vegetative, emotive and rational souls. To Philo the body and all |
matter was per se evil, which conception is based on the Neo-
Pythagorean doctrine and anticipates the Gnostics and Manicheans. Hils

ethics and allegories (on the latter we shall dwell more fully in

L

connection with Paul) exhibit strong traces of the influence of
Stoicism. Conclusive proof for our estimate of FPhllo is his own ad- ;
mission that he owes.hls real learning to Greek phllosophers (see |
"De Congressu Quaerendae Eruditionis Gratiae" 6; "De Specialibus
Legibus" II, 229). Schirer remarks p. 547: "Philo leitet alle philos,
Lehren, die er tatsachlich von den griechischen Philosophen sich

angeeignet hat, formell aus dem Alten Testament ab."

l_Dr. Gaenssle, in his valuable article in the "Theologlical

Ouarterly VIII, 65 on "The Logos", makes the pertinent remark that
"Philo has no system; he is full of contradictions and incongruities.

God is & 7o a;f&‘ﬂ!ﬂﬁo}. 2KaTL AnTTos ; to predicate any

qualities of Him would be to reduce him to the finite. In

this respect Philo anticipated the omnis determinatio est negatio of

Baruch Spinoza" p. 69.




tremendous Influence of hls Graeco-phllosophical tralning can
be seen even in his language; Siegfried remarks: "die Einwirkung
der platonischen Schriften auf Phllo auch in lexikalischer und
phraseologischer Hinsicht ist sehr erheblich zu nenneh.l“
When Philo applies the results of his philosophical
training 1-,6 the exposition of the 0ld Te-stament his incon-
grulties become glaring. He 1s an ardent exponent of the verbal
Inspiration; yet, in spite of this principle he uses the sacred
text very freely - omits words, allegorizes others, changes
some, etc., thus exhibiting two entirely irreconcllable attitudes.
For example:2 In Gen. 15,6 for the clause, "it was counted to
him for his righteousness", he substitutes "he was considered
righteous." In expounding Gen. 2,2l: "And he took a rib", etec.
he remarks: "The literal narrative in this case 1s mythical, for,
could anybody aceept the story that woman was made out of the rib

of a man?" Instances of this sort could be multiplied®; whatever

1 siegfried: Philo S. 32. The same author, who was
a profound student of Philo, remarks in the Jewish Encyclopaedia
sub verbo Philo Judaeus: "Philo formed his language by means of
extensive reading of the classics. "His works offer an
anthology of Greek phraseology of the most different periods;
and his language, in consequence, lacks simplicity and puri‘tY-

2 Leg. Alleg. II, 19 (Yonge's translation).

3 A complete catalogue of these changes in the text

may be found in Ryle: "Philo and Holy Scripture."

i
]
}
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.doctrine he promulgated or language he used it is nevertheless

T L e

evident that in reallty he accepted as much of the literal text as
suited his scheme of thought, and had no hesitation in explaining away a
D what proved incompatible with that. Here, then we find his principle

s s i

of the twofold interpretation of the Word of God - the literal and
the allegorical. The letter of the text could be held fast as

long as it presented no contradictions to the Greek philosophies.

As soon as 1t did, whether those contradictions were real or apparent,

-

the 1iteral meaning of the text must be given up and the allegorical

—t te st m o E

interpretation 'adopted. With vastly more enthusiasm than calm

judgment Philo threw himself Into the task of allegorizing Seripture
in such a way as to make it speak.the language of Greek phllosophy.
This tendency exhibits itself throughout his writings - in fact

it 1s the  impelling power of his work. His treatise "De Opificio

o — i e — i e B o A ————

Mundi" is an open endeavour to bring the cosmogony of Gen. 1 :lﬁ'bo '
harmony with the views of Plato in his Timaeus. His "De Vita Mosis”
and the cognate tracts "De Decalogo" and "Legum Allegoriarum Libri"
exhibit throughout an earnest, yet at times ridiculous, effort to
réconcile the “'I'iqorgh" with the moral and ethical precepts of Plato.
Of the greatest importance in Philo is his doctrine of
the "Logoi" or "Logos"; and it is this point which is of particular |
’ interest to the student of Christian origins, since it 1s supposed
to6 have supplied the basis for the ddctrine of the Logos in the
New Testament.

In order to gain the proper perspective for the argument ,

it will be convenient to trace the Logos-idea to 1ts original source.




Its history begins with Heraclitus of Ephesus (535 - 475 B.C.).
To him the Logos was reason or reallty, or the ciivina soul of
the world. His idea 1ls somewhat narrowed down by Anaxagoras
in whom the Logos (or wvowvs , the two terms being evident-
ly synonymous and interchangeable) 1s strictly the divine
Intelligence.

With the advent of Stolclsm the Logos-1dea recelved

‘a somewhat more definite form. Regarding fire as the primordial

substance, early Stolcism called it the Adyos o-ireppmatiKos

the seminal Reason, since it was concelved as being endowed with
inherent productive activity. This /\o'yoj o TEP p kT Kos
manifests itself in the various phenomena of nature, consequently
we have here for the first tiﬁe the plural, Afvyo- ri'i'éf/l-d'rl o)
While the earlier Stolcism undoubtedly distinguished between

the 1\5705 :-. §,o 8o 5 , the potential, unmanifested

Reason, and the Ao’yos ',7{“, P op: Kos , reason in actlon,

manifested, 1t nevertheless cannot be emphasized too
U4
strongly that in no remnant of Stoic literature does Xoyos

ever lose 1ts first meaning for philosophy, that of "Reason,

Thought." |
Taking over this conception from the Greek philosophers

Philo poured into it the various elements of his contradictory

system. He adopted the Stoic conception of the ILogos as
at work in the Kdauas

reason manifested, the divine vous

-

S T
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’ ’
as the efficlent cause, the Aeyes &7&paTt Kos 1

However, besides this phllosophical concept Philo also in-

corporated three other distinet lines of thought into his doctrine

of the Logos: the platonic doctrine of the archetypal ideas
or the T8€a 78eWyv , the 014 Testament doctrine of angels
and the .Greek conception of demons. Out of all these elements
Philo constructed his own pecullar doctrine of the Logos.
Following Heraclitus he calls the Logos the /\5\/65 "'0/'-";5
which calls the various objects into being by a combination of
-contrasts.z Imitating Plato the Logos is the idea which

1 To the Stoics it was the operative principle that

pervaded all matter. To 1t the phrase was applled o wou 305
Adyos & Six wkvrwv c;oXa’/«v.EUa)o To this Stolec conception
we must undoubtedly ascribe the preponderance of influence in

the fornlation of the Logos doctrine of Philo. Zeller
remarks (Philosophie der Griechen, III, 2 S, 385): "Man durfte
nur dieser stoischen Logos-lehre durch die Unterscheldung

des Logos von der Gottheit ihr pantheistisches, durch selne
Unterscheidung von dem gebildeten Stoff, lhr materlallstisches
Geprage abstreifen, und der philonische Logos war fertig.®

2 "quis Rerum Divinarum - Heres sit", paragrapl_l 43,




includes all other id_.easl, the power which includes all others.

He 1s neither created nor uncreated.® He is the mediator"", the

4

archangel who reveals God to man®, the means by which God has

created the wor'ld.5 Of particular interest is the f-act that Philo

1l phe 18 > Sediv : "De Migratione Abrahami"
paragraph 18. De Speclalibus Legibus" - paragraph 36.

2 "guis Rerum Divinarum Heres sit", I: oUTE xyevvn‘raj

wS 08805 w‘/ OIITE YEIIII'I\Taj “’S llf.i.ls “AAQ
al!'a'oj Tewo v au(/ouhl at'/a- cprrt'fdls O/A.'n./oEIluh/
% "ouis Rerum Divinarum Heres sit", I: u/ﬂfﬂ'fé'"‘ﬁ'tj

L -

Toy ;75/"‘;""5 7;‘::5 7o ff‘irn KooV

n

Leg. All. I, 122: Tov cxyyelov as EoTi Ad}/d}'

De Confusione Linguarum", paragraph 37: 7oV W ul:ayawv xdT0Y
h"yqu 7o x),re)\..o:l 77, e'a-ﬁdl“TaV alj ary q[oxayye:\ov

”d;\l.lulv

/‘a‘/ v /rdf/(auml

S Leg. All. I, 106: oKX O8cos §c s\ yos U TOV
Ee TV, cu Kot Bo TEp a[oyawo lf""t\’f""'“/"e"";
‘K"'/“"’ 7ol . De Opificio Mundi, passim. In De Opificio
Mundi the Logos plays an important part; not only is it the pattern
9| after which the vaés of man is created, but also the power by
vhich God ereated - a logical and metaphysical necessity for Philo,
since God, essentially good, cannot come into immediate and direct
contact with matter, essentlally evil. Gaenssle: l.c. pPeo 70: "This
intermediate . agent is the only bond by w_hich he can unite his ethere-

alized God with the finite world."

Bam
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calls the Logos fKCTHS and 'ﬂ'«fo'! K AnTos 1 Tn several of these |

passages the Logos 1s very evidently hypostasised; in others,

again, 1t 1s just as evidently not. Zeller remarks:> "Die
Bestimmungen, welche nach den Voraussetzungen unsers Dmﬁené dle
Persgnlichkeit des Logos fordern wﬁrden, kreuzen sich bel Philo

mit solchen, die sile umngglich machen, und das Eigent{'mliche seiner
Vorstellungsweise besteht gerade darin, das er den Widerspruch
beider nicht bemerkt, das der Begriff des Logos zwischen persgnliohem
und unpersc':'onlichem Sinn unklar 1In der Mitte schwebt. Diese Eigen-
tﬂmlichkeit wird gleich sehr verkamnt wenn man den philonisc;hen

Logos schlechtweg fur eine Person ausser Gott hilt, und wenn man

umgekehrt annimmt, das er nur Gott unter eine bestimmten Relatlon,

nach der Selte seiner.Lebendigkeit , bezeichne. Nach Philo's Meimung

ist er beides, eben deshalb aber keines von beiden ausschliesslich;

" und das es unmgglich seil,diese Bestimmungen zu einem Begriff zu

verlmupfen, sieht er nicht . « « Philo kann aber auch diese
Bestimmngen gar nicht entbehren. Der Logos 1ist ja fur ihn, wie
alle gdttlichen Krifte, nur deshalb notwendig, well der nochste Gott
selbst in keine unmittelbare Bem':{hrung mit dem Endlichen treten
Kann, er soll zwischen belden stehen und ihre gegenseltige Beziehung

g - — > s
1l "pe Migratione Abrahami", paragraph 45: Tov “f)‘"f‘f‘

)w'yo-f « "Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres sit", I, 42:
\8’“ 105 .KETES ,u-t-:v 5,_-,-, 7oV &rn‘l‘o‘; anﬂnv.vfoj
£ 7’—(“ erv. '
Also: Dg Vita Mosis III, 14,

2 mpnilosophie der Griechen" ITI, 2 S. 378-380.
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vermitteln; wie kdnnte er dies, wemn er nicht von beiden ver-

schieden, wenn er nur eine bestimmte ggttliche Eigenschaft ware?

In dlesem Fall hatten wir ja wieder dle unmittelbare W:i.rkung
Gottes auf die endlichen Dinge, welche Philo fur unzulé'.ssig er-
klédrt. Andrerseits muss der Logos nun freilich asuch wieder

mit den Glledern des Gegensatzes, den er vermitteln soll,
identisch sein; er muss ebenso eine Eigenschaft Gottes, wie éine
In der Welt wlrkende Kraft sein. Beldes widerspruchslos zu

vereinigen, konnte Philo nicht gelingen."

It is this copceptionl, then, vague, philosophical and v
fluctuating, to which, it is alleged, the Prologue of the Gospel

according to St. John as well as the Logos doctrine in other

. There are in Phlilo's works 62 references to the Logos.
Of these 26 seem with any clearness to speak of the Logos as
distinct from God. The other 36 can hardly be classified except
that in them the concept is never hypostasized. 1In one
peculiar passage Philo identifies the Logos with the world,
De Opificio Myndi 6: "It is manifest also, that the archetypal
seal, which we call the world, which 1s perceptible only to the
intellect ,-must itself be the archetypal model, the 1dea of

1deas, the Reason (Logos) of God." (Yonge's translation,

Vol. I, 6).




parts of the New Testament 1s greatly indebted. Dean Inge
writesl: '"The large oblligations of the author of the Fourth

Gospel to the Philonilan school cannot reasonably be denied,
@ though they have often been questioned. It is clear from the
tone of the Prologue that Philo's conception of the Logos, or
something akin to 1t , was already famlllar to those for whom ‘
the Evangelist wrote. No explanation of the word Logos is given 5
and almost every verse in the Prologue migﬁt be parallelled '
from Philo. Technical terms from Philo (o-cﬂ'oéyls and |
Tl‘a(,ac:KA\nTaj are examples) abound in the Gospel. Indeed, the
whole treatment adopted by the Evangelist presupposes the Jewish-
Alexandrian philosophy of religion and would be unintelligible

without it." Schurer remarks®: "Schon das Neue Testament

zeigt unverkennbare Spuren phllonischer Weisheit; und

fast alle griechischen Kirchenvdter der ersten Jahrhunderte, dle
Apologeten so gut wie die Alexandriner, dle Gnostiker so gut wie
ihre Gegner, und auch noch die grossen griechischen Theologen der
spateren Jahrhunderte haben bald mehr , bald weniéer, sel es

n

direkt oder indirekt, bewusst oder unbewusst, aus Philo geschdpft.
Harnack® is very definitely radical: "The writer of this prologue

_Q 1 Hastings Encycl. of Religion and Ethics, sub verbo

Logos.
2 Schurer:"Geschichte des jlldischen Volkes" III, 562.

S Quoted by Dr. Gaenssle in Theo. Quarterly VIII, p. 66

from "Das Wesen des Christentums", p. 127ff.




is the forerumner of those Christian teachers who, prior to their
convers_ion to Christlanity, had been adherents of the Platonic -
Stolc philosophy, and, to whom, therefore, ﬁhe ldea of the Logos
was an inalienable ele:ﬁent in thelr Weltanschauung. The
identification of the Logos with Jesus Christ was the most
important step ever taken In the history of Christian dognma.
Instead of the wholly unintelligible term 'Messiah! a more in=-
telligible one was found at a single stroke; Christology,
fluctuating by reason of its multifarious modes of expression,
recelved a fixed form; the worid—sigrlificance of Christ was
established, his mysterioué relation to the Delty made clear;
Cosmos, reason and ethics were gathered together in one central
idea." Dr. Gaenssle also quotes the historlan Gibbon]': "A prophet
or apostle inspired by the Delty Jcan alone exercise.a lawful
dominion over the faith of mankind; and the theology of Plato
might have been forever confounded with the philosophical visions
of the Academy, the Porch, and the Lycaeum, if the name and
divine attributes of the Logos had not been confirmed by the
celestial pen of the last and mosﬁ sublime of the Evangellists.
The Christian revelation, which was consummated under the relgn
of Nerva, disclosed to the world the amazing secret that the

Logos, who was with God from the beginning, and was God, who had

305 f.

1i.c. p. 67 from Decline and Fall Vol. I, Pe.




made all things, and for whom all' things had been made, was
incarnate in the Person of Jesus Christ."

Bécause of the fact that the Prologue of John's Gospel
has aroused the attention of speculatlve mindst throughout the
ages, the literature on the au‘b;ject2 1s tremendous and quotations,
on the order of the above, could be multiplied indefinitely.
The writer who today rejects all:influence of Philo on John 1s

1 Already Augustine remarks that the Neo-Platonlsts were
deeply impressed with it (De civitate Del X, 29) and very early
John was desiénated by the symbol of the eagle because "he alone
had soared above earthly considerations into tine realm of 1ldeas
and true Gnosis." Celsus, the heathen philosopher, also refers

to it.. (Keim, Celsus! wahres Wort, p. 223 ff).

2 In this connection Hilgenfeld's assertion that the
i’rologue exhiblts trades of Valentininianism (Gnosticism) is only
worthy of passing notice, since it has never received any
support. .Cf. Hilgenfeld: "Das Johamnes-evangelium" p. 19 ff. The
theory shatters on the first expression of the Prologue v :'PX;
which was hypostasized by Basilides, Valentlnus and Marcion,
thus creating three distinct entities in V. 1, the ev :‘/’Xi the
Ao’yo_s and 9 865 . To ascribe such an idea to John

is ridiculous.




by far the exception.l

In the consideration of the Prologue it is of prime

3' importance to keep in mind the fact that it 1s not metaphysical
or speculative. The Johannine authorship of the Fourth Gospel,
although the storm center of New Testament criticism for many
years, has only been more firmly established by the assaults
upon it, and there are few who will deny that John, the peaceloving, :
the Apostle of Love, the disciple whom Jesus loved, was never a
speculative philosopher. From all that we inow of his character
and tendencies,it 1s farthest removed from the realm of actual
fact that he should be excogitating for himself a religio-
philosophic view of the world, a "Weltanschauung". On the
contrary, it can be definitely shown, that he 1ls intensely
practical, that he has a double and most practical purpose in

= Dr. Sanday in his "Commentary on Fourth Gospel"

holds the unique view that the author drew his doctrine of the
Logos from the combination of the 0ld Testament, the Apocrypha,
the Memra of the Targumims, and Philo; although this last
connection was probably derived more from personal intercourse
=4 than from reading. That this view is untenable, if for no
other reason than tﬁai: it attempts to combine and unify widely

divergent and contradictory conceptions, is apparent.




writing his whole Gospel - the open proclamation of the
delity of the Savior, and that thls proclamation might serve

: : §
to bring men to faith. This double purpose he himself ex-

presses in 20,31l:. "But these are written, that ye mighf:
believe that Jesus 1s the Christ, the Son of God; and that
believing ye might have 1life through His name." This, then,
i1s also the purpose of the Prologue - a purpose so intensely
practical that metaphysical speculation can have no place
iIn it.

In this connection 1t is also worthy of note that
John at no time exhibits weak, ten_lporizing tendencies, which
would lead him to a favorable attitude toward Greek philosophical
systéms. He throughout emphasizes most strongly the absolute
deity of Jesus Christ; he alone records the conversation
with Nicodemus in which the indispensable condition of entering
the kingdom of God is "that a man be born again®; to him faith

1 pr. L. Flirbringer: "Einleitung": "Dieser
Zweck lasst sich deutlich erkennen aus den von ilm in
jedem Kapitel mitgeteilten Taten und namentlich Reden Jesu."
Vgl. besonders 1, 1-18. 49; 2, 1ll. 13-22; 3, 13-18;

4, 14. 42; 5, 17-47; 6, 35-58; etc. (p. 34).




and love are of prime importance and not any vague philosophical
conception of "virtue'.

) Although the examination of John'!s purpose, characterl ‘and .
tendencies makes the theory that he {vas influenced by Greek
philosophy most implausible from the very outset, the insistence

of s0 many writers makes a detalled consideration of the phraseology

and thought of the Prologue imperative.
The word itself, A.’,Ya S 1s found in our prologue four ~#

times, three times in the opening sentence: Ev x ,{n 3 3 )\oyo_g
Kei S A"Y‘_S nv n/oa; +ov Ocouy KXy 360_; aY O )\oyo;

and once in the closing sentence o

t\olyds o—.?(/aj € VEVETD. ~In these sentences 1t stands
absolutely while in Rev. 19, 13 and 1 John 1, 1 we find 1t modified

by Tev B=ov  ang Ths {w‘:l s respectively.

1 Zahn: "Kommentar zum Johannesevangelium" - p. 100:
"Hitte Johannes von dem wunderlichen Gebrau aus stoischen und
platonischen Gedanken und misbra{uchten'wOr-_ben des Alten Testaments,
welches man alexandrinische Religionsphilosophie nennt, dberhaupt
gewusst , S0 wirde er sich mit Abscheu davon abgewandt haben, so

gewiss er das Bild eines schlichten Verstandes, eines entschiedenen

n
Charakters und einer stets auf dle Hauptsache gerichteten religiosen

und ethischen Betrachtung ist, welches uns in allem was uns sonst

von dem Apostel Johannes aus den Tagen selner Jugend und aus den

"
Jahren seines Greisenalters Uberliefert 1st, entgegentritt.
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The first phase of our problem is presented by Dean Inge ¥
in the words "the cenception of the Philonic Logbs was undoubtedly
famili.ar to the readers." Based on the fact that John introduces
"the term so abruptly, evidently very confident that it would be
properly understood, the contention has arisen that his readers
must have been accustomed to its usage from the realm of
philosophy.

However, this assumption is amenable to conclusive con-
tradiction. There can be no doubt that when John wrote his
Gospel, the name Logos constituted a part of the Chri_stian
vocabulary as a current designation of Jesus Christ although *

the fact that it appears only in the Johannine writings points
to a qomparative]:y late origine. . '

The question then arises: can_we find a plausible ex-
planation of the origin and use of the term in the early Christian
church? The following offers the only possible one: '

If there was any doctrine for which the early Christians -
had to contend most earnestly and insistently, both over against
Judaism and paganism, it was the doctrine of the delty of Jesus
Christ. Therefore we can well:conceive of them adopting a
name for their Savior which would at one and the same time d

express the fulness of His deity and distinguish Him from God the

‘Father; and such a.designation they in the case,specifically

John, found in the name Logos, the "Word", based entirely on

the 01d Testament revelation. This explanation demands more

detalled consideration.
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In the New Testament the only definition possible for
Logos is "Word"; never is it used of' "reason".. The evident
para-llelisml of Gen. 1,1: "In the beginning God created the heaven
and the earth™ with John 1,1: "In the beginning was the Word and
the Word was with God and God was the Word" in conjunction with
an examination of Ps. 33,6: "By the word of the Lord were the
heavens made and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth"
makes the conclusion inevitable that the word Logos comes from
01d Testament® sources. This conclusion becomes all the more
reasonable when we note that John here could only have chosen
a name which would be in entire accord, first, with his purpose, -
and secondly, with the grandeur and sublimlity of the whole prology
Hengstenberg® remarks: "Hierher gehgrt nur ein solcher Neme 4
durch den das vorweltliche Dasein, die innige Gemeinschaft mit
Gott, die Gotthelt bezeichnet wird, und aus dem sich die Tellnahme

1 The & v %px® of Jom 1,1 so clearly points back
to the N° C:-‘-‘\' )1 of Gen. 1,1 that the conclusion is inevitable

‘l'. .
that also the AOYoS§ -points back to the VDAF?7 of V. 3.

2 The quasi-personality ascribed in many passages of the
0ld Testament to the Word of God as the principle of His
action points in the samé direction; cf. for example, Is. 55, 11

and Ps. 107, 20.

S Komm. zum Johannes Evangelium: p. 43.




an der Weltscﬁgpfung unmittelbar ergibt." The name Logos then

_* .connoted for the early Christlians and John the highest that could’
possibly be sald of Christ;* everywhére where the name Logos appeai-s
it stands In connection with the highest and most divine that can

be predicated of Ghristl. This would be entirely inexplicable if the
early Christians had derived it from extra-Biblical sources, if

the name were such an one which could denote merely a medlating

power; the name Logos connotes the divine nature and fulness of Christ? |

1 Note also the contrast to :ro(,o{ in V. 14 and 1 John 1,1:
Ao,yosfa'i Beov and Rev. 19, 13: Ao’yo; TR swis
That the latter passage refers to Christ 1s denied by Baur
(Neutestt. Theologle p. 216 ff) for insufficient reasons.

2 This point 1is def_ined more closely by Dr. Firbringer
(Notes on Prov. 8): "Bel dem Begriff Logos ist die Bezlehung auf die
Welt nicht das Erste. Christus als Logos ist das in dem Inneren und
Wesen Gottes Gesprochene und dann aus dem Inneren Gottes Hervor-
gehende." Bengel remarks: "Der Name Jesus zelgt besonders seine
Gnade und der. Name Logos besonders seine MaJestgt an., Wie tlef
i mss das, was durch diesen Namen bezeichnet wird in der unerforsch-
lichen Gottheit liegen! Ein Wort eines Menschen ist nicht nur
desjenige, das er mit dem Munde asusspricht und durch des Gehdr
vernehmen 1#sst, sondern auch das was er bei sich und in seinem
Sinne hat und in seinen Gedanken lieget. Wenn dleses inwendige
Wort nicht wlre, so kmnte es in xeine Reds und_Aussprache gofasst

werden.
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L can therefore only keep 1ts full meaning and import for us if

we trade its source back to Gen. 1 and Ps. 33,6 to which v. 3:
"All things were made by him; and without him was not any thing

made that was made," so evidently points.
If, then, we have traced the origin of the designation
Logos to 1ts source in the 01d Testament, we are now prepared to

note whether John connected any graeco-philosophical conceptions

with his usage of the name. And here, in spite of the fact that
the co‘nnection has often been so strongly emphasized we can note
only the most amazing divergencles. John's conception of the
Logos.differs toto caelo from that of Philo. The following
points will serve to bear out thils conclx.xsion.

l. With John the term Ao’y og , as we have seen, means
"Word". With i’h;lo , the meaning of the term never transcends |
that of "Reason". When he wishes to give the designation
the meaning "Word" he invariably adds /:'v‘\'/m . In describing
the creation he says that God has made all things through His

A"'Y ? /hi/uan 1, The creation itself is ascribed to
the p % T Bzov . ' _

2. In John the Logos 1s clearly hypostasized. It denotes

a very definite person, Jesus Christ, the Messish.? Now Philo

& De Opificio Mundi 1 and passim.

2 Tt 1s amazing to note that Philo never mentions the

Méssish, not even under the name "the Son of Han." This fact also

serves to bear out our conclusion that Philo was pre-eminently

influenced by his graeco-philosophical training,




doesnot only never identify his Logos wilth the Messiah, but even
his hypostasing of the Logos is always vague. Niednerl summarizes
his conclusions on this point in the significant words: "No
passage In Philo demands a hypostasising differentiation between
God and '_Ehé Logos, but the greater majority absolutely exclude

~

such an idea."

3. In John's Prologue the word Logos, besides expressing Y.

the deity of Jesus Christ, also includes the Biblical truth that
He who 1s designated by this appellation is the only true Mediator
between God and the world, i.e. that only through Him can men come
to faith and a knowledge of God. This idea, in spite of many
high-sounding phrases and expressions, 1s entirely absent in
Philo; he does not need any mediator, 1_.n fact, to Phillo, such an
one would have been entirely superfluous. According to him, the
"sage" enters into communion with God, attains to a lmowledge of

God, not through any mediation, not even by a process of logical

- thought, but rather by a process of mystic enthuslasm in

which the reasoning faculty and self-consciousness are entirely

' o ’ ’ "
1 "De subsistentla 7w GE"P AO)"*}J "‘l’."‘\

Philoneam tributa", Quaestiones Philoneae II, p. 3.
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suspended and the individual subject coalesces with the object -
God.l In thls respect Phllo 1is the forerunner of Plotinus and
later Neo-Plai:onists. The doctrine of John stands in tremendous -
contrast: all access to God is impossible excépt by the Logos;
ef. 1,12; "But as many as recelved him, to them gave he power
to beco_me the sons of God, even to them that believe on His
name", and 14,6: "Jesus salth unto Him, I am the way, the truth,
and the life: no man cometh unto the Father, but by me".

4. The crovming dilvergence between Philo and John
appears when the words of v.l4 are taken into consideration:
K&} o )\0705 ,q/,§2,,éum . John tells his readers
that the Logos, who was with God in the beginning, ly'whom all

. "Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres sit"; 69 and 70:
"If a yearning come upon thee, 0 soul, to possess the good,
vhich is Divine, forsake not only thy !'country!, the body,
and thy 'kindred', the sense-life, and thy 'father's house!, the
reason, but flee from thyself, and depart out of thyself,
in a Divine madness of prophetic inspiration, as those possessed
with Corybantic frenzy. For that high lot becomes thine
when the understanding is rapt 1n‘ecstasy, feverishly agitated
with a heavenly passion, beside itself, driven by the power of
Him who is true Being, drawn upwards towards Him, while truth
leads the way." (Yonge's translation). This passage also

furnishes a good example of Phllo's allegory.

.
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things were made, became flesh, 1.e. became a human beihg, a

man. To Philo matter was per se evill and the Logos, in the_

few cases In which 1t might be hypostasised, must alweys remain

above the sensuous world; to him then the wordg ° -\o'y.o, o-;-ssft'véfb

would have been absolutely abhorrent. Baur, a strong exponent

of the theory that Philo's influence 1s noticeable in the Prologue,

felt the force of thi; objection so keenly that he sought to

explain away v. 14 altogether on the basis that John meant to say

that the Logos became visible by a kind of theophany, thereby

accusing John of Docetism. However, John's owvn Gospel furnishes

the best commentary on what he means i)y v. 14: He pictures Jesus

é.s a true man - Jesus is weary and asks the Samaritan woman for

a drink 1.'.0 quench his thirst (4, 6 and 7); He sheds tears at

the grave of a friend (11, 35); He 1s moved and troubled (11,33).
The tremendous importance of the words K« & /\0')/0;

o-;t,o{ Z‘yéve‘:‘a in shattering the theory we are examining 1s

recognized by sober criticism on all sides;. Edersheim remarks:2

"St, John stillkes the pen through Alexandrianism when he lays 1t

down as the fundamental fact of New Testament history that 'the

1 Bentwich in his "Philo Judasus", a defense of Philo

from the Jewish point of view, attempts to deny this fact. However,

Philo was so strongly influenced by Plato, also in this particular,

that any denial of the presence of this conception in his works
1s entirely untenable. It was for thils reason that matter,

flesh, 1s essentially evil that Philo first had recourse to his Logol.

2 11fe and Times of Jesus the Messiah: Vol. I. p. 56.




Logos was made flesh! just as St. Paul does when he proclaims
the great mystery of 'God manifest in the flesh!'." Farrar saysl:
"Philo's misty and everchanging Logos 1s an intellectual H
possession for Judaising philosophers, but 1s almost inconcelvably |

removed from the Divine Redeemer, the Savior of all the world . . .

"The four words of St. John "The VWord became flesh" created an

epoch. They tell us more, and are of infinitely more value to

us than all the pages and volumes on the "Logos" which Philo

and his contemporaries ever ﬁrote. They summarize and concentrate
the inmost meaning of the 0ld Testament revelation.” %

One objection advanced by modern criticism still remains
to be answered briefly: If John did not get his doctrine of
Logos from Alexandrianism, where did he find it?

We have already attempted to show that the expression

Logos finds its basis in the Old Testament; and, leaving the

Py T e SR TSSO

question of inspiration entirely aslde for the moment, we can with
equal certainty point to the O0ld Testament as ‘the source also

for John's doctrine of the Logos.

In considering this point the 01d Testament doctrine of
the Angel of the Lord is of importance since 1t was undoubtedly
one of the phases of 0ld Testament revelation which John had in
mind when he penned the Prologue. The -T_',\'ih: (e 5; first
appears in Gen. 16. From 16,7 we gather that to the expression
"and Jehovah appeared to him", we must add "in His Angel" as,
for example, also in 18, 1l. Ve arx;ive at the same conclusion

by other methods. For example, in Gen. 28, 11-22 Jehoveh appears

1 The Early Days of Christilanlty I, p. 276.




to Jacob. In Gen. 31, 13 the "Angel of the Lord" calls himself
the God of Bethel, referring back to the episode in Chap. 28.
In Ex. 23, 21 he 1s designated as the angel in whom the "Name of
the Lord" 1s, i.e. God Himself. In Josh. 6,2 he is called
Jehovah, In Josh. 5,14 he appears as the "ruler of the armies
of Jehovah" since the powers of heaven are subservient to Him.
In v.15 he ascribes to himself divine ponor by commanding
Joshuah to unloose his shoes since the place where he stands
is holy. In Is. 63,9 he is called the Angel of the Presence,
l.e. the angel in whom God reveals Himself, in whom the face
or presence of God is manifest. In Hos. 12,4 the person who
wrestled with Jacob 1s called Elohim, just as in Genesls, but
In v.5 he is called "the angel". In Zechariah 11 the personal
appearance of the "angel of the Lord" among His people is
foretold. Finally, according to Mal. 3,1 the "angel of the
covenant" will come to His temple.

There can be little doubt that John had this 0ld
Testament doctrine in mind when he penned the Prologue; very
often in his Gospel Christ appears as "being sent by God". He
undoubtedly refers to 1t in 12,41 vhen he says that Isalah
saw Christ's glory; the passage to which he refers is |
Is. 6,1 in which the prophet speaks of the glory of Jehoveh.

However, the locus classicus for our conclusion

that the ILogos doctrine of John 1 rests on 01d Testament

. revelation is Prov. 8,22-31 which contains not merely a poetlcal,



but a real, personoficationl of the Chokma and rerqrs clearly
to the second Person of fhe Trinity. This is undoubtedly the
01d Testament passage most closely connected with John 1, 1-14
and 1t, on cofijunction with Gen. 1 and the doctrine of "the Angel
of the Lord", furnishes us with sufficient grounds to definitely
reject any Philonic influence on the Prologue. As far as the
Logos of Philo or of Stoicism is concerned, John created hils con-

ception of the Logos out of nothing.

1 To present a detalled defense of this conclusion
would carry the present inquiry too far afield. Dr. Firbringer
(Notes on Prov. 8): "Die Christliche Kirche hat immer dle Stelle
messianisch verstanden und die Weishelt hier als Bezelchnung des '
Sohnes Gottes vor seiner Menschwerdung gefasst. Sie hat dle
Chokma je und je personlich gefasst und dlese Stelle als Grund-
lage ﬁ'J'.r dle neutestt. Ausfﬂhrung des Logos-begriffs angesehen ...
Die Spgtere jt'idische Kirche hat diese reale Fassung von der
Weisheit als Person. So die Apo]_nfyphen: Weisheit 7, 26. 8, 6.
9, 9. 8, 3. 9, 1 and 2. " Jesus Sirach: 1, 4 and 9. 24, 1-4 ...

Das Neue Testament nimmt deutlich Bezug auf Prov. 8: Luk. 11, 49

and 50. Vgl. dazu Matth. 23, 34 and 35. Matth. 11, 19. Luk. 7,

35. 11, 31. Matth. 12, 42. 1 Kor. 1, 24'% 30. Kol. 2,3.
Especially the comparison of Luke 11, 49 & 50 with Matth. 23,34

& 35 clearly shows that Christ in the former passage designates

" Himself as the wisdom of Prov. 8 appearing in the flesh.
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If, then, the Prologue of the Gospel of St. John can
only .be. contrasted with Philo, 1t 1s from the outset very probable
that the remainder of the Fourth Gospel exhibits no traces of
Alexandrianism, whether in the thought or in the vocabulary.

Dr. H. A. A. Kennedy in "Philo's Contributiion to Religion"
P. 47 ff. is the only author we have found who 1s ardent enough
in hls defense of the Alexandrian influence on John to attempt
to £ind certain cognate elements in the two. He remarks: "Beside
Philo's constant emphasis on the significance pf numbers, 6.g.
on the number 4 (De Opificio Mundi 45-55), on 7 (ibid. 89-106),
on 10 (De Decal. 18-31), may be placed, with some reservation,
the six waterpots at Cana, the five husbands of the Samaritan
woman, and the five porches at Bethesda. What may be called
the 'esoteric'! element in the vocabulary of the Fourth Gospel

embracing such terms as tz}w 2 avw ey, v V’“’é';""" - 2o *nos,

g’dwf b} a", o‘i Vflrfu' has parallels in Philo's mystic use

of Tomog (De Somniis II, 61-68) &¢evrg (De Migr.ABr. 32)
and 73 Y"; (De Fuga 177 f£.). Specially noteworthy in Fhilo

1s his elaborate symbolism of names. Names and their component

parts, he says ( De Mut. Nom. 65) are really tdistinctive marks
of capacitiest! ( Xaquryf{g dﬂqr/nw_y ) and, on this
principle, such proper names as Egyp"b , Joseph, Leah, Rach_el,
etc. designate certain definite qualities or characters. The
Interpretation of Siloam 'bfr the Evangelist suggests an allied

standpoint and possibly, if we had a'clue to the usage of his



circle, the same might be said of such names as Nathaniel and
Nicoderms. Curiously enough, Philo shows the same kind of
reticence about Jacob's son, Judah, whom he usually describes
as 'the fourth in age! (e.g. De Josepho 15, 189), without
mentioning him by name, as the Fourth Evangellst with regard
to 'the disciple whom Jesus loved.!'" '

It 1s evident that throughout thls passage Dr. Kennedy
employs very guarded and cautlous language - and properly so -
for the weakness of his attempted parallelism becomes apparent
at a glance. Any comparison between Philo's emphas'is on numbers
and John's uée of them in the passages mentioned is entirely
out of the question; John in these passages speaks merely as
the historlan and does not look upon these numbers as symbolical.
To Philo the numbers four, seven and ten in the passages mentloned
are fraught with symbolical meaning upon which he dwells at
great length. To J;ohn the six waterpots at Cana, the five husbands
of the Samaritan woman, the five porches at Bethesda, are
historical facts and are set down as such.

Dr. Kennedy calls attention to the "esoteric element"
in the Gospel according to St. John. An examination of his
contention reveals the following facts: _

1. John's use of 4p< 1in 7,30 and 8,20 (cf. 16, 21)
i1s parallelled absolutely by its usage in Matth. 26, 45 and Mark
14, 35.41.

2-2\'-09:\! . John alone is supposed to use it in the

sense of "again": John 3, 3 and 7: v ev yévwy Ogvac .



However, «vw&cv  1s used in Acts 26, 5 in the sense "from
; the beginning, from the first", a meaning evidently closely
L connected with ¥vw@ev in John 3,3: "to begin again, anew,
; ' over again." Of especilal import 1s also Gal. 4,9: 7wdiv :fvwéspv
' the two words together meaning "again".
Se 'fhyw@-?,'veu. :. 1t 1s used in.J'ohn of the elevation
of Jesus on the cross, John 3,14. 8,28. 12,32. syw&7vec
iIn this meaning is confined to John; however, in these passages,
especially in 12,32 it includes the conception that through the
elevation on the cross Jesus will also be raised to glory - and
this is closely parallelled by Acts 5,31 and especlally Acts 2,33:
'7.‘; dr;;é; 795 G0 3-;«0 G?uj- « The concept 1s then not

absolutely peculiar to John.
4, vv:a. ¢t05 : In John 3,29 John the Baptist applies

this term to Jesus. However, in Matth. 9,15, Mark 2,19, Luke 5,

3¢ and Matth. 25, 1.5.10 Jesus calls Himself vyugros ; the
conception, therefore, being not confined to the Fourth Gospel.

5. Icl'JWf v : 5«/«1’ swhns 1s used in Rev. 21, 6.
22, 1.17;3dep v appears in John 4, 10 f££. and 7,38. Although
this partiéular term is confined to John we need not go to

extra-biblical sources for the basis of his flgurative application;
?D the 0ld Testsment expression O -’-‘aé. L% .,Q (Gen. 26, 19;
. Lev. 14,5) furnishes a sufficilent explanation.
6. 0C \)zkfm.' . This term is used so often in the

New Testament also in a spiritual sense, that it cannot be termed

peculiar to John. Cf. Rom. 6, 13. Eph. 5,14 etc.
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This examination leads us to the following conclusion:
Since these terms (with the possible exception of g'dqo swv )
are not pecullar to John, but are also found in the Synoptics and
Paul, and are evidently understood by the vast and widely divergent
body of readers fér which they wrote, they can furnish no basis
for an alieged parallelism between John and Philo. The terms were
undoubtedly current throughout the early Christian church 'am.i
vere introduced by our Savior Himself. And only by a manifest
ignori_ng of historical facts can any influence of Philo be predicated
of our Lord and the Synoptics, esﬁecially ﬁatthew and Mark.
Alexandrianism was abhorrent to the inhabitants of Palestine and

it can be definitely asserted that it was desplsed throughout the

+ Holy Land. Philo's work was never accepted by Judaism as he himself

tells usl: "rhe sophlsts of literalism opened thelr eyes super-
ciliously" when he explained to them the marvels of his exegesis.
It is altogether improbable that Matthew and Mark knew anything of
Philo.Z Noteworthy 1is also the fact that Philo, vhen I.xe uses words
in a figurative sense, invariably expounds them while the
Evangelists and Paul take for granted that they are understood.

1 De Somniis I, 16-17.
2 For the very same reason we would, from the very outset,
question anyinfluence of Philo also on Luke and Paul. There can

be 1ittle doubt that Alexandrianism during the time of the

New Testament hardly extended its influence beyond the confines

of the city which gave it its birth.
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Dr. Kennedy's further suggestion that John's inter-
pretation of Hebrew names shows an allied stendpoint 1s also
entirely untenable; John mei'ely explains these terms and
names for the benefit of his readers who lknew only Greek.

The contentlion that Philo shows the same kind of reticence
about Judah as the Fourth Evangelistl does about "the

disciple whom Jesus loved" is ’true; however, the cause for the
reticence iIn John, his modesty, differs toto caelo from

the occult reason that Philo may have had for his peculiar

method with regard to Judsh.
Just as the prediction of any Philonic influence on

the vocabulary of St. John is entirely untenable, so 1t can
also be shown that the thought of the Fourth Gospel exhibits
no traces of Alexandrian influence. The following comparison
between passages in Philo and John pearins on various

subjects will justify this conclusion:

o Dr. Kennedy evidently does not believe that John, the

Apostle, wrote the Fourth Gospel.




On God.

Philo.
‘ Legum Allegoriarum Librl I,
811: "There 1s nothing equal to-

;bGod, and nothing superior to Hinm,

and nothing 1s combined with Him
vhich 1s worse than Himself ...
God exists according to oneness
and unity."

Ibid. I, 102: "The most
universal of all things is God.
But other things have an exist-
ence only in word, but indeed
they are at times equivalent

to that which has no existence."

The contrast is apparent;

‘métaphysical tendenciles from his

John. .
John, 3,16: "For God so loved the
world that He gave Hls only-
begotten Son, that whosoever be-
lieveth in Him should not perish
but have everlasting life."
John 10, 30: "I and the Father

are one."

John 16,27: "For the Father Him-
self loveth you, because ye have |
loved me and have believed that I
came out from God."

John 6,44:"No man can come to me

except the Father which hath sent

me draw him.,"

Philo cennot even dissociate his

conception of God. To him God is

the one pure Being, "das reine Sein", and therefore incapable of

eontact with the finite world.

‘dlametrically opposed premises; to him God 1s the "Father",

John's conception of God rests on

Whose every

?’essen"e 1s love and Who stands in direct relation to the world because

'°f His desire to save it through His only begotten Son.

—

1 The numbers refer to the volume and page O

ranslation which has been used throughout this sestion of the

f the Yonge
inquiry.




On the Holy Spirit.

Philo.

Do Gigantibus I, 333: "But
the spirit of God 1s spoken of .
in one mamer as being air ‘flow-
ing upon the earth, bringing a
thi.rd element in addition to
vater. In reference to which,
Moses says in his account of the
creatio.n of the worlc: -'The
spirit of God moved upon the
face of the waters,! since the
alr, as it is very light, is

raised and borne aloft, having

wvater, as it were, for its found-

ation; and, in another manner,
unalloyed knowledge 1s said to

be so0, of which every wise man

‘naturally paptakes. And Moses

shows us this when speaking of
the Creator and maker of the
holy work of the creation, in |
these words: 'And God summoned
Bezaleel, and filled him with
his Holy Spirit, and with wis-

dom and understanding, and

knowledge, to be able to devise

- and it abode upon Him. And I knew

John.
John 1, 32 & 33: " And John bare |
record, saying, 'I saw the Spirit |

descending from heaven like a dove,

Him not; but He that sent me to

.y e a
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baptize with water, the same said
unto me, 'Upon wvhom thou shalt see
the Spirit descending, and remaining '
on Him, the same is He which bap‘l:'fl.zei:hg
with the Holy Ghost.'" i
John 14,26: "But the Comforter :
which is the Holy Ghost, whom the i
Father will send in my name, he shall ;
teach you all things,end bring all

things to your remembrance, whatsoever

I have said unto you."

John 15,26: "But when the Comforter
1s come, whom I will send unto you
from the Father, even the Spirit of
truth, which proceedeth from the
Father, he shall testify of me."




Philo.

every work.!"

Ibid. I, 334: "Now the
spirit which 1s upon him (Moses) |
is the wise, the divine, the
indivisible, the undistribut-
able, the good splirlt, the
splrit whlich is everywhere dif-
fused, so as to fill the univer-
se, which, which it benefits
others, 1s not injured by having
a participation in 1t given to
another, and’if added to some-
thing else, either as to 1its
understanding, or its knowledge,

or its wisdom."

To be noted 1s the faet that Philo speaks of the "spirit"
a8 air and then again as the Holy Splrit, the vagueness so character-
1stic of him being evident here also. With John there is no
vagueness; the Holy Spirit is plainly the Comforter, the Third
Person of the Godhead, Vho will guide His people "into all truth",
John 16,13,

Righteousness and Sin.

Philo. John,

De Opificio Mundi I, 21: "Of John, 3, 19 & 20: "And this is

'xisting things there are some the condemnation, that light is

come into the world and men loved

"that partake neither of virtue




Philo.
or of vice; as for instance,
plants and irrational animals;
the one because they are de-
stitﬁte of soul, and are re-
gulated by a nature vold of
sense; and the other because
they are not endowed with mind
or reason. But mind and reason
may be looked upon as the abode
of virtue and vice; as it 1s in
them they seem to dwell. Some
things alone partake of virtue
alone, being without participa-
tion in any kind of vice; as for
instance the stars ... Some
things again are of mixed nature,
like man, who 1s capable of
oppésite-qualities, of wisdom
and folly, of temperance and
dissoluteness, of courage and
cowardice, of justice and in-
Justice, in short of good and
evil, of what is honorable and
What is disgraceful, of virtue
and vice."

Legum Allegoriarum Libri I,

68: "In these words Moses in-

John,
darkness rather than light, because
thelr deeds were evil. For everyone
that doeth evil hateth the light,
nelther cometh to the light, lest
his deeds should be reproved.

John 8,24: "I sald therefore
unto you, that ye shall die in your
sins, for if ye belleve not that I
am he, ye shall die in your sins.”

John 8, 44-47: "Ye are of your
father the devil, and the lustxz of
your father ye will do. IHe was a
marderer from the beginning and
abode not in the truth, because there

is no truth in him. When he speaketh

a 1lile, he speaketh of his own; for
he is a liar and the father of it.
And'becauge I tell you the truth,.
ye helleve me not. Which of you
convinceth me of sin? And 1if I say
the truth, why do ye not believe me?
He that 1s of God heareth God's
words: ye therefore hear them not,
because ye are not of God."

John 15,22-23: "If I had not come
and spoken unto them, they had not

had sin: but now they have no cloak



Philo. |
tends to stretech out the par-
ticular virtues. And they are

also four in number: !'prudence, '

temperance, courage, and justice.!

Now the greatest river from
vhich the four branches flow off
is generic virtue, which we have
already called goodness."

De Plantatione I, 381l: "I
will cut down all the trees of‘
folly, and temperance, and
injustice, and cowardice: and
I will eradicate all the plants
oi_‘ pleas_ure , and appetite, and
anger, and passion, and of all
similar affections, even if they
have raised their heads as high

as heaven.,"

John.
for thelr sin. He that hateth
me hateth my Father also."

John 16, 8-11: "And when he
(the Comforter) is come, he will
reprove the world of sin, an& of
righteousness, and of Judgmenté of
sin because they believe not on
me; of righteousness, because I go
to my Father, and ye see me no
more; of judgment because the

prince of this world is judged.”

Again the contrast is glaringly obvious; Philo does not

Soar above the graeco-philosophical conception qf virtue and vice;

John emphasizes sin, defines 1t as unbelief in the Son of God,

and

announces judgment for the source of sin, the devil.

S - B
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The Relation of Men to God.

Philo. John. :
Legum Allegoriarum Libri III, John 3,5 & 6: "Jesus answered,
454: "When one has erred, then to  Verily, verily, I say unto thee,

;' change so as to adopt a blameless Except a man be born of water and
course of life for the future is of the Spirit, he cannot enter into-
the part of a wise man, and one the kingdom of God. That which 1is
who 1s not altogether ignorant born of the flesh is flesh and that
of what 1is expedient." which is born of the spirit is

Ibld. III, 456: "It is a very spirit."
beautiful exchange and recompense John 3,36: "He that belleveth on
for this choice on the part of the Son hath eternal life: and he
man thus displaying anxiety to that believeth not the Son shall
serve God, when God thus without not see life; but the wrath of
any delay takes the suppliant to God abideth on him."

himself as His own, and goes forth John 8,24: "I sald therefore

to meet the intentions of the man unto you, that ye shall die in your

who, in a genuine and sincere sins: for if ye believe not that I

_ _ :
spirit of piety and truth, hastens am He, ye shall die in your sins.

to do Him service."

The passages adduced from Philo under this heading represent

# the best he has to say on the subject and i1t is important to note the

vast gulf separating him from John. On this fundamental point, the

relation of man to God, Philo does not tpanscend ethics while John

affirms that only through faith in the Son of God can men enter into

the Proper relationship to God. Also in this particular then John

is untinged by Alexandrianism.




. Faith. .
Philo. John.
De Migratione Abrhhami II, 72: John 8, 24: "I said therefore
"Thou shalt fear the Lord thy God, unto you, that ye shall die in
) and Him only shalt thou serve; and your sins: for if ye believe not
thou shalt cleave to Him." What that I em he, ye shall die in your

then is thls cleaving? What? . sins,"

Surely it is piety and failth; for John 11, 25 & 26: "Jesus said

these virtues adapt and invite the unto her 'I am the resurrection,

mind to incorruptible nature." and the 1life: he that bellieveth in
Ibid. II, 111: "Do not me, though he were dead, yet shall

attribute to unworthy persons that he live: and whosoever liveth and

most perfect of virtues, faith ... believeth in me shall never die.

To anchor firmly and unchangeably Bellevest thou this?!'"

on the only living God is a thing John 14, 11: "Believe me that I

to be admired among men." am in the Father, and the Father in

De. Praemiis et Poenis: III, 462: me: or else believe me for the very
"What can anyone conceive to be works! sake."

either more useful or more re-

Spectable than to belleve in God

and throughout 'one's whole 1life to

be continmually rejoicing and be-

'g_| holding the living God."

While Philo in his definition of falth exhibits his lmowledge of

the 014 Testament , yet it will readily be seen that also here his graec

philosophic training plays an important role. "po adapt and invite the

mind to incorruptible nature" 1s a thought foreign to the 01d Testament

John's distinet definition of falth as the belief in the incarnate

Son of God stands in sharp contraste




The Fundamental Principle of Conduct

Toward God and Men.

Philo.

De Virtutibus III, 524: "To
choose what is right and to avold
what 1s wrong, using a threefold
variety of rules and criteria,
namely, the love of God, and the
love of virtue, and the love of
mankind."

De Migratione Abrahami II, 71l:
"As God commands, in that very
manner does the wirtuous man act,
guiding the path of his life in .
a blameless way, so that the
actions of the wise men are in
no respect different from the
divine commands."

Quoted by Eusebius, Praep.
Evang. 7,7: "What you hate to

suffer, do not do yourself."

John.

John 6, 63: "It is the spirit
that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth
nothing: the words that I speak unto .
you, they are spirit, and they are
life."

John 8, 24: "I said therefore
unto you, that ye shall die in your
sins: for if ye believe not that
I am he,ye shall die in your sins."

John 15, 4 & 5: "Abide In me and

I in you. As the branch cannot

bear fruit of itself, except 1t
abide in the vine; no more can ye,
except ye abide in me. I am the vine,j"
ye are the branches: He that abideth '
in me and I in him, the same bringethi

forth much frult: for without me ye

can do nothing."

In accord with his philosophical background Fhilo evidently takes

no account of the corrupt nature of man,

matter of wisdom."

only expressed negatively.

Notable is also the fac
John emphasizes falth in t

making "a virtuous life a
t that the golden rule 1s

he Redeemer and

union #ith Him as the fundamental principle of conduct toward God and

men,
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The Kingdom of God.

Philo.
De Execrationibus III, 495:

"When they come, cities will be re~

?I built which but a short time ago

were in complete ruins, and the
desert will be filled with in-
habitants and the barren land

vill change and become fertile, and
the good fortune of theilr fathers
and ancestors will be looked upon
as a matter of but small import-
ance, on account of the abundance
of wealth of all kinds which they
will have at the present moment, -
flowing worth from the graces of
God as from ever-running fountains,
which will thus confer vast wealth
Séparately on each individual,

and also on all the citizens in
common, to an amount beyond the

reach even of envy."

John.
John 3, 3: "Jesus answered and
sald unto him, 'Verily, verily, I

say unto thee, Except a man be born

- w— . . -2 g — —
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again, he cannot see the kingdom
of God." v. 5: "Jesus answered,
'Verily, verily, I say unto thee,
Ex-cept a man be born of water and
of the Spirit, he cannot enter into
the kingdom of God.'"

John 18, 36: "Jesus answered,
'My kingdom is not of this world;
if my kingdom were of this world, |

then would my servants fight, that

I should not be delivered to the
Jews: but now is my kingdom not

from hence.!"

L NN IS *e =

Philo's vague description is difficult to interpret and, in

view of his usual philosophising attitude, amazlngly materialistic. On

this point he evidently shared the misconception of contemporaneous

Judaism concerning the earthly kingdom of the coming Messiah. John

emphasizes the spirituality of the kingdom of God.




The Son of God.

Philo. John,
De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia John 1, 18: "No man hath seen Gad,
I1I, 31: "Even 1if there be not at any time; the only-begottenSon,
anyone who 1s worthy to be called vhich is in the bosom of the Fath_er.*i;

a son of God, nevertheless let him  he hath declared him." 1
labor earnestly to be adorned John 1, 34: "And I saw-and bare |
according to his firstborn Logos... record that this is the Son of God!.'f_.

Even 1f we are not yet suitable to John 11, 4: "When Jesus heard i
be called the sons of God, still that, he sald, 'This sickness 1s
we may deserve to be called the not unto death, but for the glory
children of his eternal image of God, that the Son of God might
of his most sacred Logos; for be glorified thereby.'" .

the image of God is his most

ancient Logos." . ';
De Fuga et Inventione II,216: ‘

"He (i1.e. the Logos) has received

imperishable and wholly pure

parents, God being his father, who 1

1s also the father of all things,

and wisdom being his mother."

L

According to Philo the Logos evidently, especially in the

3 latter passage, 1s the Son of God; however, hardly in any particular

sense, so that an identification withthe Messiah would become possible

for he adds "who is also the father of all things." The assertion that

" thpows en interesting light on his
o emphasize the

|
"wisdom is the mother of the Logos i
|

Conception of Prov. 8 and at the seame time serves t
To John the Son of God is the Redeemer,

difference between him and John.

the Logos, the Chokma.
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The Messlah

Philo.

De Execrationlibus III, 494:
"when they have recelved this
unexpected liberty those who
buf a short time before were
scattered about in Greece, and in
the countries of the barbarians,
in the 1slands, and over the
continents, rising up with one
impulse, and coming from all the
different parts imaginabhle, all
hasten to one place pointed out

to them, being guided on their

_vay by some vision, more divine

than is compatible with its
being of the pature of man, in-
visible indeed to every one else,
but apparent only to thosé who
Sére saved, having thelr separ-
ate Inducements and intercessions,
by whose intervention they might
obtain a reconciliation with God."
De Praemiis et Poenis III,
477: "A man will come forth, says
the word of God, leading a host
and warring furiously who will

Subdue great and populous nations,

John,

In the Gospel according to St.John
the references to Jesus Christ, the
Son of God, and the Messiah are numer-
ous and variegated.

Ccf. John 1, 17. 19. 20. 41;

3, 28; 4, 25. 28. 29; 7,.25-27;

-
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God sending that assistance

which is sultable for pious

men .. He will have an

irresistible power of dominion

so as to be able to benefit

the people subject to him, who

may become so, whether out of 3

good will, or out of fear, or

out of shame; for he will have

in him three things of the

greatest importance, all con-

tributing greatly to rendering

his authority indestructible, r
namely, dignity, and terror and
beneficence, by means of which
qualities the ends above mentioned

will be gained.”

These two passages in Philo are commonly supposed to refer to

the Messiah and it is entirely possible that they do. However, an
examination of their contents proves that they present a deterioration
of, rather than an advance on, 01d Testament prophecy. Philo does not
f mention the Messiah by name and he completely emptied all 0ld
Testament prophecy concerning Him of 1its glorious meaning. It is

evident that also. in this particular John could have borrowed

nothing from the Alexandrian.




The Future of the World and of the

Wicked.

Philo.,

De Plantatlone I, 423-424: "A
road to travel along, leading to
virtue, and having for 1its end
life and immortality; and another
road leading to vice, having for
its end the loss of 1life and imfl
mortality, that 1s to say death."

De Praemiis et Poenis III,472:
"Men look upon death as the
supreme limit of all punishments,
but in the view of the divine
tribunal it 1s scarcely the be-
gimning of them ... For there are
two kinds of death: the one that
of belng dead, which is either
good or else a matter of indif-
ference; the other that of dying,
which is in every respect an evil;
and the mo;e protracted the dying
the more intolerable the evil."

De Excrationibus III, 491:

"The man of noble descent who has
adulterated the courage of hils
noble birth, will be dragged dovm

to the lowest depths, being hurled

i -
1
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John,

John 3,18: "He that believeth on
Him 1s not condemned: but he that
believeth not is condemned already
because he hath not believed in the
name of the only-begotten Son of God"

John 3, 36: "He that believeth on
the Son hath everlasting life: and
he that belleveth not the Son shall
not see life; but the wrath of God
abideth on him." .

| John 5, 28 & 29: "Marvel not at
this: for the hour is coming, in the
which all that are in the graves
shall hear his voice, and shall come
forth; they that have done good,
unto the resurrection of life; and

they that have done evil, unto the

resurrection of damnation."




Philo. ~ Tohn~
down to Tartarus and profound
darkness, in order that all men

who behold this example may be

corrected by it." -

Here particularly the oftquoted proverb of Suldas applies:
"Either Philo platonises, or Plato phlilonises." The passa-ges quoted
above could just as well have been penned by Plat'o - so little does
Philo betray his birth and so completely has his philosophy overwhelmed
the religi-ous thought of his people. John is untouched by his vague
generalities.

Vie have endeavored to present a comparison between Philo's
views on certain matters in the fleld of religion, and the thoughts
of the Gospel according to St. John. From the subject-matter of
the passages quoted above, religion, i1t is already evident that they
present the best and the noblest expressions found in the works of
the foremost exponent of Alexandrianism; and yet, 1t is impossible

to note anything but the most glaring divergencies. In view of the

result of this examination we can only conclude that any theory which
sees in Philo a connecting link between the 0ld Testament and the

G°3.I>el according to St. John or predicates any Alexandrian influence

on John,entirely ignores the most relevant facts - the only facts

upon which such a theory might rest - a comparison of the Gospel -

with the works of Philo. The "disciple whom Jesus loved" lived and
the vague speculatlve

died entirely oblivious to, and untarnished by,
Phllosophy of Philo.
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Philo and Paul

The predication of Philonlan influence on the part of modern
historical criticism 1s concerned primarily with the Johannine
literature because of the eminent position of the Logos-doctrine.
However, modern criticism is not content to stop there; it is alleged
that during the gradual dissemination of Philonlian literature in .
the course of the first century of the Christian era also Paul came
under the influence of the Alexandrian, possibly not to the exfent
to which John was "led astray" but nevertheless very noticeably. This
influence manifests itself along two distinct lines: first, in the
vocabulary, and secondly, in the thought.l

Ignoring for the moment the acknowledged weakness of the
vocabulary argument it may be noted in general that there can hardly
be any close relationship between the vocabulalry of Philo and that
of Paul. Philo assimilated his vocabulary from the Hellenlstic
philosophers and, as we have noted above, it was very much like his
system, essentially eclectic. Paul used nothing but the Kow7' » the

1anguagé of the people, which was in common use wvherever Rome held. sway.

1 gférer in Philo p. 299 ff asserts confldently that Paul
had read Philo's works. That this allegation is entirely without

foundation in fact, will become apparent in the course of this

inquiry. The supposition already shatters on the question of
preasonably suppose that the works of Pnhilo

chronology; no one can
had received any degree of attention before the year 60 A.D.




An examination of a few detalls will immeéiately bear out
this conclusion. For example, a discussionl of the titles for God
in Paul, as well as throughout the New Testament; shows that the
g‘ conception of God 1s distinet from the philosophical and religious
conceptions of the Deity as presented by Philo. The following
compilation of the designations for dod is of interest:

God , Lord Father Almighty

New Testament 1136 ' 43 215 10
Philo 4000 30 75 2

(Besides these Philo uses Creator 124 times, King 11 times, First
Cause 18 times, besides many other sporadic designations such as
Ruler, Governor, Elder, Benefactor, Deity, Divine Providence, Judge,
Master and Supreme Being.) |

At first sight this tabulation does not present any striking
divergencies between Philo and Paul. However, an examination reveals

the following facts concerning the usage of the terms:

1. Lord (Wupres )« The definition of this term as
given by Philo 1s the opposite of that found in such modern writers
as Hengstenberg, Kurtz and Green. De Plantatione 20 he says: "The
title Lord 1s that power existing in the living God according to
which he governs; and the other is God, according to which he is
@ beneficent." The use of the term by Philo corresponds with his
definition and stands in striking contrast to its usage in the Pauline

1 For this particular section, especially for the collation
of numbers, we are greatly ilndebted to Dr. R. D. Wilson's article in

the Princeton Theological Review Vol. XIX, p. 392 ff.

v
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Epistles where 1t invarlably designates Jesus Christ, the Second
Person of the Trinity. Dr. Wilson remarks:l "That Christianity was
not due to the "Zeitgeist", or spirit of the times, is apparent when

we contrast the use of Lord in the New Testement with its use op |

ﬁ non-use in ‘the contemporary literature." '

TR S ORTERRN p—

2. Father. The independence of the New Testament, speci-fically

Paul, appears also in 1ts use of thls term as an appellation of God.

Philo uses Father alone 30 times; Father of the Universe 9 times;
Father and Creator of the Universe 19 times; in isolated instances

he has Father and Ruler of the Universe, Father of that which is the
father of time, Father and Creator- and governor of all this system,
Father and Creator of all things, Father and Sovereign of the Universe,
etc. From these compounds with Father it is evident that Philo used
the term in the same sense as Plato, that 1s, as the equivalent

of Creator, the Father of the Universe. In fact, Philo explains his

use of the sppellation himself in De Opificio Mundi I, 45%: "The
Creator of the Universe is the Father of hls creatures ... tye Mother
was the knowledge of the Creator with whom God unlting became the
father of the creation." This usage can only be contrasted with that
of Paul in which God is the father of all men and especially of those
who believe, and in a more particular sense still, of Jesus the Son
of God.,

bl 9« The appellation "pAlmighty" Philo borrowed from the 0ld

Testament with which Paul was far better acquainted.

[rr—

1 1.0. p. 393.

Yonge's translation.




The concluslion is therefore lnevitable that Paul's
appellations for God, as well as those of the entire New Testament,
are entirely independent of Philo.

Of the utmost Importance is the fact that Dr. Kennedy finds
g a relat'ionship between Philo and Paul in their usage of the terms

WETun 5 TELS - ?")('7' ’ V"‘;S , end the corresponding
adjectives. He remarks:’ "There 1s nothing to show that Philo re-
garded matter as per se evil. This fact 1s important for its bearing
on the significance of the Pauline antithesls between Flesh and
Spirit ... Philo anticipates St. Paul in usinga'd'fg s "flesh", to
denote the lower side of human nature as realised and felt in an
ordinary experience ... In De Gigantibus 29 Philo says: "The supreme
cause of lack of knowledge 1s the flesh and intimate assoclation with
the flesh. Indeed God himself acknowledges this when he affirms
that "because they are flesh" (Gen. 6,3) the Divine spirit (Fvedreee )
cannot abide with them." This is a usage extraordinarily akin to
Paul's regular contrast between 0’4}’5 and Wfﬁ/us «e« In Philo
VdU:g' is often interchangeable with 1’"[7' , although, of course,
it usually stands for the higher aspect of the soul. Here Paul also

approximates to his older contemporary."

An inquiry into Dr. Kennedy's allegations leads to the

w following conclusions:
1. As we have noted above, to Philo all matter is per se

evil, therefore also the body. His Platonic training so completely

> Dr. H. A. A. Kennedy "Philo's Contribution to Religion",

p‘ 74 ffo
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dominated his entlre thought that this is the only conclusion
possible. In De Migratione Abrahami I, 9 he exclaims: "Away my

friend, from that earthly vesture of yours, escape from that. accursed
prison, the body, and from 1ts pleasures and lusts, which are your
'g Jailors." It is the body which 1s inherently bad.

2. Accordingly then Philo cannot anticipate Paul in his usage

of C"‘llfg' « In De Gegantibus 40, Philo says: "Contrast the 'good!
of the flesh with that of the soul (¥Yf75 ) and that of the whole. |
That of the flesh 1s irratiopal pleasure, but that of the soul snd of |
the whole is the reason of the universe, even God." Here Philo sets
Vd’f_g' and \}N’X'}; . 1In antithesis, as usage never found in Paul. Philo
completely shared the feelings expressed by Plato that true blessedness
1s achieved only by'getting rid of the body - an 1ldea vhich is en-

tirely foreign to Paul. To Paul the body is indeed inferior to the

soul and needs to be kept in subjection and there is a force in man

that makes for evil; his natural corrupt state, which he calls 0"4;05'

yet this force is not to be identified with the body.®
3. Philo uses 'l’”f'} in a sense foreign to Paul. For the

’ ~
Alexandrian it is very often equivalent to veog or 7ZVedwx and the
terms seem to be synonymous and interchangeable. By 1t he means

the highest element in human nature, an element which 1s to be

_5 1 Lietzmann in his "Romerbrief" p. 38 asserts that "the

ape in Philo 1s viewed entirely from the intellectusl standpolnt,

in Paul from that of pure religion." While his statement is true in

the greater majority of instances, 1t is hardly tensble throughout -
in several instances Philo exhibits religious tendencies in his use

of U« a}og .
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distinguished from mere animal life. Paul rarely uses ?”1‘7' 1
except in the sense of "life" or "personality" for which " ¥/ g B <
constantly stands in the 014 Testament and 1s generally rendered in
thls connection by 1»"’;71’ in the LXX.

4. In the usage of 7véea Paul and Philo differ toto caelo.
In Philo 1t designates the higher element, the vau’g s the ?vxrj

the "mens" - in fact the term i1s typlcally Philonian, vague and fluc-

tuating. With Paul the #v€Jma (in this particular sense®) is 1

1 paul uses it about eight times: Rom 11, 3; 16, 4; 2 Cor. 1,23;
Phil. 2,30, 1 Thess. 2,8; Rom. 13,1; 1 Cor. 15,45; 2 Cors 12,15, The ° |
only doubtful vpassage is 1 Cor. 15,45 where he carefully follows the
LXX of Gen. 2,7 which translates 51 W P 7Z with &is YVy7V
§woxv ., Here he deliberately contrasts ‘PUJ;) with 7"“3/"“

and 1t is evident that Y"X-é stands for the life of man as un-
touched by the Holy Spirit. The contrast to Philo is apparent.

2 Wle are not considering thé use of rvttia,w as an appellation
for the Third Person of the Trinity. However, the contrast between
Philo and the entire New Testament, as pointed out by Dr. Wilson,

1s most interesting: ;
' Spirit Holy Spirit Spirit of God Spirit of the Lord

New Testament: 120 ol 15 5
01ld Testament: 30 2 15 26
Philo: 1 2 5 0

Tt is evident that the New Testament doctrine of, as well as

the .appellations for, the Holy Spirit, rest on the 01d Testament.

Furthermore, in every case in which Philo uses the above terms he 1s

comenting on 01l1ld Testarnént passages.

-
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invariably the regenerate part of man which cannot be cons:ld:ered .
apart from the working of the Wvevaa 700 Ocod .
7V£-l7/l—“ in Paul, Luther says:l "is the highest and noblest .part
}  of man, which qualifies him to lay hold of incomprehensible, in-
visible, eternal things; in short, it is the house where Faith and

God's word are at home."

If then the fundamental meanings of 7Tvﬂ7/b& and a'u'f_; .
differ in Philo and Paul 1t is evident that there can be no
Philonian influence on St. Paul's antithesis between 7veZew and

G'atlf_; « In the usage of all these terms as well as the de-
finltions of the relation between them, Paul is either entirely
original or gives evidence of a thorough knowledge of the 0ld

Testament .~
It can well be affirmed then that Alexandrianism exerted

no influence on the phraseology of Paul. However, 1t has been
repeatedly asserted that there is a close relationship between the

thought of Philo and Paul.

Dr., Kennedy has collated and emphasized the various points

at which "there is a common point of view." Of these the most

important are the following:
1. Faith. Dr. Kennedy remarks:> "Faith in Philo is an

'amelioration of the soul at all points!, but 'of the soul resting
‘and established on the Cause of all things who is able for anything,

1 Nuoted by Thayer sub verbo Tv::'}ow .

2 l.c. P 122 f.



.main Philo's v:l-ew accords with the 0ld Testament account of Abraham!'s u

but who wills the best.!'" (De Migratione Abrahami I, 268). In the

faith. His description of it is most significant for his entire §
outlook. "He first is saild to have believed God, since he was the

c
first to possess an unwavering and stable notion (VFGA-;,’ giv )

that the sole Cause is the highest and that his providence is over
the universe and all that belongs to it. So having come to possess

falth, the most stable of the virtues, he entered into possession of ~
|

all the others along with it." (De Virtutibus I, 216) "This is ...

in remarkable agreement with Paul's lnterpretation of the same story."

The weakness of the attempted parallelism becomes apparent

at a glance; Paul's description of Abraham's faith, the promise, and
its relation to the law in Rom. 4,16 ff. and Gal. 3,7 ff. 18 differs
toto caelo from that of Philo both in the terminology and in the thought.
The passage in Philo quoted by Dr. Kennedy is by far the bestl in his
works inasmuch as, in this particular point, he adheres most closely
to the 01d Testament. However, even in this passage his terminology

is permeated with the phrases of Greek philosophy and could impossibly

1 At other points his definitions are so vague that Dr. Bigg
concludes that Philo assoclates Faith with a lower stage of spiritual
life and points to" Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres Sit 21' in support of
his contention. ("Christian Platonists of .Alexandr:la" p. 26). In
the passage to vhich he pefers Philo 1s expounding Gen. 15,8: "And
he said, L.ord God, whereby shall I know that I shall inherit it?"
and points out that "doubt is often assoclated With falth before the

soul comes into full commuhion with the Ruler of the Universe."




have provided a starting-point for Paul. Paul's conception of faith
throughout his wriltings is so concrete and so personal, for the simple

reason that 1ts object is always the living person: of the living Lord,
'! that 1t i1s virtually impossi_blé to predicate of him a lack of
originality in this particular.
2. Grace. Dr. Kennedy remarks:l "Paul's great wat chword:

'By grace are ye saved, through falth, and that not of yourselves.

God's is the gift!' (Eph. 2,8) can be rendered directly in terms
of Philo's thought, if we discount the Apostle's definitely Christian f
background. Preclsely as in Paul's view, Philo regards man as having
nothing in which he can glory in God's presence. Even anything good {
vhich he achieves - and Philo, like Paul, recognizes the importance of
such achlevement - must ultimately be ascribed to Divine influence. |
For it is impossible for a human creature to rid himself of his
defilement.! "What period would suffice to wash away these stalns? f
I cannot tell ... What eternity could transform the impurity of a soul |
into a well-ordered 1life? Not even an eternity, but God alone, to

whom are possible the things which with us are impossible.' (De
Specialibus Legibus II, 281 f.) The words have an extraordinary

affinity with New Testament positions."
Dr. Kennedy's argument is amenable to the following criticism:

' (1) 1In a consideration of Philo's and Paul's attitude toward
| grace we cannot "discount the latter's definitely Christian background."

Such a procedure is manifestly unfair as Paul's attitude toward grace

1 1pid. p. 150 f.




cannot be dlssoclated from the teachings of Christianity. Paul
affirms that "by grace are ye saved" - i.e. salvation 1s the prime
gift of God's grace. Such an idea is entirely foreign to Pnilo, in
whose system "salvation by grace" has no place. Consequently, the
twvo differ in their cardinal conception of the value of grace.

(2). Philo's depreciation of man is entirely philosophical
and metaphysical, springing from his Platonic training. He never says
that the whole being, the whole personality of man is the recipient
of God's. grace, but only the soul, for which his designatlon is
fluctuating; - sometimes he calls it the VOU'_S‘ , then again 1"’)('7; »
then again ﬂ'vsa;aw . Paul's emphasis on God's gr;ce springs from
an entirely different motive - from the deep consclousness of the fact
that the natural man, soul and body, 1s corrupt, hostile to God.
According to Paul the function of the grace of God is to save the
body and soul of man from eternity; when he uses 0'«}_;‘ he does not
mean the body as such, but rather the corrupt natural state of man.

3. Immortality. Gathering his material from Plato and from
the 01d Testament, Philo has sev.eral references to immortalityl , which,
Dr. Kennedy remarks® "remind us vividly of St. Paul." It is true
that Philo includes this point in his system; however, no relationship
to Paul can be based on these few isolated references. Dr. Kennedy

himself says:° "The fact cannot be ignored that Philo's conception

1 Do Sacpificiis I, 5: "When Abreham left the mortal state, he

was gathered to the people of God, (Gen.
the text) reaping immortallty, made 1ike unto the angels."

2 Tpid. p. 138.
3

Ibid. p. 1l4l.
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of immortality 1s far less rich in content than that of the Apostle.

This 1s partly due to his failure to connect the Hope in any definite

- fashion with the consummation of the Kingdom of God and those spacious
moral p'rocesses of the Divine governﬁent of the world which find" their
climaxamere. It is surrounded by too rarefied an .atmosphere .

i philosophlcal rather than religious. And thus, while it strives to

express, as we have seen, a genulne religious need, its undue in-
tellectualism narrows it down to something less impressive even than
the Jewish-Apocalyptic conception of immortality."

It will be seen then that in his cardinal conceptions Paul
betrays no evidence of Philonian influence; both in terminology and

| thought his writings are entirely independent of the great Alexandrlan.

In fact, 1t may be saild that the whole modern endeavor to search out
groups of parallel ideas or formulas in Philo and Paul 1s a most use-
less one and can never lead to any important results. Entirely too
mich, as we have endeavored to show, depends on the background against
which they stand and a true conception of Philo's training. Words and
phrases mean 1ittle when this point is left out of consideration.

Repeated attempts have been made to trace a relationship between
Philo's method of allegory and that used by Paul. In a consideration
of this .contenti.on the followlng points.demand attention:

1. Philo employs allegory throughout his exposition of the 0ld
Testament since it was for him an absolute necessity; the .Pentateueh
could not be made to speak the language of Greek philosophy if the
literal text was held fast. Consequently, every detail of the hlstory
of the Pentateuch 1is allegorized, approaching in its vagueness and

ridiculous character only the later Rabbinical writers.

5. As far as this method of allegory is concerned, it 1s based




entirely on the Stolc method who applied it to Homer and others in

order to remove the offensive anthropomorphisms and other difficulties ’
precisely the same reason for which Philo employed it.
With these two facts in mind a comparison with qt. Paul's
standpoint at once presses itself on our attention. Very rarely
does he have recourse to the allegorical method; the most notable
Instance 1s, of course, the allegory of the two covenants under
the names of Sarsh and her handmaid, Gal. 4, 21-31, In this
passage Paul uses the verb '-’eM-:; yafs}‘v ¢+ "0 express or explain
one thiiag under the image of another;" pass. "to be so explained
1.e. under the image of another." Meyer, De Wette, and most
modern commentators attempt to represent this whole phrase as a
subjective 1.e. an erroneous interpretation of St. Paul arising either
from his mbbinical education or from an acquaintance with Philo.t
Both contentlions are beside the po:lni;: l. Paul was not
influenced by his Rabbinical education for it must be remembered
that he is. declaring, by inspiration of the Holy Spirit (of which
he was at all times c-onscious, cf. 1 Cor. 2,13) that the passage
he has cited has a second and deeper meanihg than it appears to
have: that it has that meaning 1s, then a positive, objective and
Indisputable truth. | :
2. Paul could not have been influenced by Philo; the fact
that he was educated at Jerusalem precludes all knowledge of Phllo's

1 ce. Meyer in loco. Also Vielss.




worka:-l'. Furthermore, Philo more than once allegorlzes the same

story but on totally different 1ines.? Thus, for him, Sarah stands
for complete virtue, with whom Abraham, the learner, cannot at first
be frultfully unlited. He must first wed Hagar i.e. preliminary
instruction. The difference in the two methods as well as the results
arrived at, is apparent. Phllo allegorizes the story merely to make
room for some Platonic ldeas; Paul uses 1t to drive home the truth
concerning the difference between the law and the promise.

In comparing Philo and Paul, Dr. Kennedys finds a parallel:lm
between the two in the fact that both believed in the 11te_ra1 in-
spiration and divine validity of the 0ld Testament and both were
driven away from this position by a development in their theology.
First Paul held that the Law was necessary to intensify the consclous-
ness of sin (Romans); then he compares Jewlsh Legalism to pagan
ritualism (Galatians); finally, (Colossians) he sternly sweeps away '
the entire principle of Legalism as something inherently valueless.
In analyzing Paul's attitude in Romans (Rom. 7,13. Rom. 5,20) and

1 Here again this point cannot be emphasized too-strongly -
the Palestinian rabbis were absolutely hostile to the Alexandrian

philosphy. The commemoration of the completion of the IXX, which

was annually celebrated in Alexandria, was to the Rabbis of Palestine

a day. of fasting and humiliation. Fhllo was despised in the schools

in which Paul received his education.

2 De Congress. Erud. Grat. esp. 11-24., A precisely similar

use of the story is made by him in Quaestt. in Gen. III, p. 190-191.

gion" Pe 44f1f.
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Galatlians( 4, 4.8-13) and Colossians (Col. 2,14) Kemnedy says: "Thus
as in Ph:llo-' s case, Paul 1s driven by ph_e inexorable logié of ex-
éerience, probably without any formal recognition of what was
happening, far away from his original position." This, to say the
least, is a very subjective judgment: Philo's position toward the

Law was always the same and Paul's changed 1ts aspect only with

the various uses which he finds for the lessons of the 0ld D!._spen-\
sation. His fundamental position, that the Law is abrogated, never
changed - the attempted parallelism with Philo '1 entirely out of
the question.-

The conclusion is then inevitable that St. Paul and Phllo
more in two entirely different spheres, both linguistically and
doctrinally. Their language has nothing in common; St. Paul makes
but the most subordinate use of the allegoric method, which with
Philo is all in all; to Philo Abraham becomes a mere ldealised
virtue, to Paul he is an historical person; Philo addresses his
esoteric electicism to the illuminated few; St. Paul regar'@a all
alike as the children of God. Dean Farrar' says: "In Philo we
see the impotence of Hellenising rationalism; in St. Paul the power
of spiritual truth; Philo explains and philosophizes Iin every
direction; St. Paul never recolls before a paradox, and leaves
.antinomies unsolved side by side. Philo, like St. Paul, speaks of
falth; but the 'faith! of Phllo is something .far short of a t_ran-
forming principle, while that of St. Paul 1s a regeneration of the

1 Farpar "Life and Work of Paul" Appendix: Excursus IV,

P. 704,
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whole nature through unlon with Christ.' The wrltings of Philo
are a collection of cold abstractions, those of St. Paul a living

spiing of spiritual wisdom." Prof. Jowétt remarks’: "Philo was
an eclectfl:c, St. Paul spoke as the Spirit gave him utterance.
Philo was an Eastern mystic, St. Paul preached the resurrection °
of the body. Philo was an idealiser, St. Paul a spiritualiser
of the 0ld Testament. Philo was a philosopher, St. Paul was a
preacher; the one taught a system for the Alexandrian Jews, the
other a unlversal religion. The one may have gulded a few. more
solitaries to the rocks of the Nile, the other has changed the
world. The one i1s a dead, unmeaning literature, lingering amid
the progress of mankind; the other has been a principle of

life to the intellect as well as to the heart. While the one
has ceased to exist, the other has survived, without decay, the

changes in governmment and the revolutions in thought of 1800 years."

———

1 sowett "Cormentary on Romans" p. 416.
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Phillo and the Author of Hebrews.
The so-called "Alexandrian or Philonian coloring" of the

Epistle to the Hebrews has ever recéived a tremendous amount of
attention also from conservative scholars because of the eviden.t
fact that the whole question 1s bound up with the authorship of
the Epistle. - Consequently, we find those who would make Barnabas
or Apollos the author of the Eplstle most vigorously emphasizing
the Philonian characteristics of the letter, while those who reject
Apollos or Barnabas as the author naturally tend to minimize
the Alexandrian element. In this connection, however, it is very
significant that more conservative scholars who hold that Apollos
was the author, such as Tholuck and Bleek, are very careful not to
Place much emphasis on the alleged Philonian characteristics, pre-
ferring to hase their arguments on .other considerations. We shall
endeavor briefly to consider the supposed Alexandrian elements in
the Epistle entirely detached from their bearing on the authorship.
The following points are stresseél in a defense of the
Philonian character of the letter to the Hebrews:
1. The fact that the author quotes the IXX exclusively,

although he himself is a Hebrew.l This reason is by no means decisive;

1 Heb. 13, 19: "But I beseech you the rather to do this, that

I may be restored to you the sooner." Since the letter was most prob-

ably addressed to Jews in Palestine {Cf. Dr. Firbringer: Einleltung

P. 82) 1t 1s indeed plausible that £he.author himself is a Hebrew,

timate acquaintance

most probably from Jerusalem, because of his in

with the Temple and its ritual.
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St. Paul also uses the LXX freciuently, although not exclusively; the
difference 1s therefore only relative, not absolute: to base a close
‘ relation to Philo on this point is qminently unreasonable.
E - 2. The allegorical method oi; exegesis. We would first
b point out. that this method 1s not exclusively Alexandrian, but also
Palestinlan and Pauline. We have already‘pointed out an example o:f
allegory in Paul, Gal. 4, 211’1’1. At this partiaiar point it ﬁould
also be well to clearly distinguish allegory and typology, for 1t
i1s apparent that on this particular point the whole modern mis-
understanding of the whole Epistle rests. An 0ld Testament type 1s
a real prefiguration of a New Testement fact, as the Jewlsh taber-
nacle explained in Heb. 9, or Melchizedek etc. Cf. also James 3,14.
Rom. 5,14. 1 Cor. 10, 6.1ll. An allegory exhibits figuratively the
ideal character of a fact. The type allows no latitude of inter-
pretation. The allegory lends itself to various interpretations.
NowPhilo allegorizes, often foolishly a;nd extravagantly; the
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews uses a divinely sanctioned
typology. The stricter the distinction between these two methods
1s upheld, the more apparent it becomes that there is a tremendous
diffe.rence between the vague allegorizing of Philo and the typology
of the Epistle to the Hebrews. And 1f passages can be pointed out
in which the language is closely related to the language of Philo

3 it sti1l mast be very evident that the spirlt is entirely diff'ez"ent.

Mynster correctly remarks2: "der Gelst Philo's ist himmelwest

of the 014 Testeament

1 Pau1 doubtedly takes certain' passages
from theirm;on%relxgu and agapts them to his use - always inspired by

the Holy' Ghost.
2 Studien und Kritiken II, 2 S. 333.




verschieden und Richtung und Art der Betrachtung deutet gewiss nicht
auf dleselbe Schule." Tholuck says:l "Philo!'s Allegorien haben
einen verschiedenen Charakter von der Typik unseres Briefes."

3. The relation in language. This point merits somevhat
closer attention. Bleek2 has carefully prepared a list of 22 phrases
which are supposedly exclusively Philonian. Upon examination a number
of these alleged parallels are sufficiently explained on the ground
of Philo's and the author's knowledge of the LXX. Another group is
also found in the Pauline writings.® 8Still others are not distinct-
ively Philonian but are common in Greek usu-xp_;e.4 The most important

1 Hebraerbrief S. 66. His remark is all the more important
since he upholds the theory that Apollos was the author of the Epistle.

2 Einleitung in das Neue Testament - paragraph 189ff.

3 Tholuck: op. cit. p. 67: «es "S80 wenn zu Heb. 1,2 eine

Stelle verglichen wird in der Philo den Logos cixwv Oeos  nemnt,

Lo ot nju.ru_; ° ""‘)"'05 :"?"“f""" was ja auch paulin:!.sch ist, wenn

Zu’' V.3 ¢£}"W T Ty T als Parallele angegeben wird: & 7« siv
Sv 7w ‘P*‘;"wv Hat T TRV 7 yfvvﬁv , wilhrend doch Kbl. 1 eine
Sachperallele bildet, und $epsiv in dem dort obwaltenden Sprachge-
brauche jener Zeit ganz gewlhnlich 1st."

4 Thus, for example,/tr/n:ahw (5,2) 77'/’"7“ yﬂf’E” b5

(5 »10), the combination of J£7¢£5"7'£ Hoac u(t-r-,fmg c(/cqrwr:

flrddmw_g urmvcv (10,26), ws sn; edETV (7,9) and others.

=
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point, however, 1is Heb. 13,5 where it is alleged that the gquotation

i1s not found in the LXX, nor in the Hebrew, but only in Philo.

The passage reads: 05/4"7 43 ;v&‘i, 0ad’ 0y /% 7gE E’ynurudu'n‘w
and 1s a quotation from 1 Chron. 28,20 whe_re the LXX has nv'faqg o 91‘55

% > > ’ > 2
/&ou/ll.tru Covu OoVN «y 7 TEL G'E‘ oad dd/(,"rl (73 fyna-ruﬁvy.

Deut. 3,16 and Is. 1,5 are to be compared with 1 Chron. 28,20. In
these three passages the whole quotation stands in the third person
while in Philol and the Epistle to the Hebrews 1t stands in the
first person. Howevér, it is easlly possible that in a citation the
oratio directa could be transposed into the oratio indirecta. A
comparison of Acts 13,22 and 1 Sam. 13,14 shows tt;at Paul has trans-
posed the words, which, in the 01d Testament passage, stand in the
third person, into the first person. A similar case is found in
1 Cor. 1,19 which 1s a quotation from Is. 29,19. This point, then,
does not prove that the author of Hebrews had read Phllo. The language
used in the Epistle to the Hebrews in introducing quotations, whille
not Pauline, is on the other hand,l not Philonlan.

| 4. The relation in thought. Ha.yes2 introduces a number
of striking parallels between Philo and Heb. 1, 2.3.4.6.8. 4,14,
7, 25,26. 5,10. 7,3. 4,12; nowever, not one of these parallels
cannot be explained on the basls of the thorough knowledge of the
014 Téstament that they undoubtedly had in common. Especlally the
reference to Melchizedek, which is.prominent in Philo, can easily
he explained on t.‘.ne basis of Gen. 14,19 and Ps. 110, 4 - especially

1 De Confusione Linguarum I, p. 344.

2 Hayes: New.Testament Eplstles p. 45ff.
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the latter, which the author of Hebrews undoubtedly considered
Messianic.

. To summarize, then, we would find in the Epistle to the
Hebrews no "unhesitating appropriation of Philo's system", as Hayesl
would. The most that can be said of the character of the Epistle
to the Hebrews is that 1t was written by an educated Jew of the
Pauline circle, a master of Greek, well acquainted in Jerusalem,
and a past-master of 0ld Testament interpretation. He has absolutely
no conmmection with Philo.2 beyond the effect that the Alexandrian
vocabulary may ﬁave had on' any educated man of that time. The
purposes of the two wrlters are also entirely different: Philo
wishes to harmonlze 0ld Testament revelation and Greek philosophy;
the author of Hebrews does not consider the Gentiles at all in

his Eplstle but addresses himself exclusively to the Jews.

1 mpid. p. 44.

2 Tholuck in his Hebr#erbrief p. 67 (note) makes the
very pertinent remark: "Verhidlt es sich so mit der Behauptung
das der Urheber des Hebrferbriefs mit den Schriften des Philo
bekannt gewesen seil, wie viel weniger wird man dles mit irgend

. > r 7
einer Wahrscheinlichkeit bei Johannes, dem mﬂw—rv,s behaupten

k8nnen.




II. Stoicism and the New Testament.

It 1s but natural that the most powerful system of Philosophy
in the first century A. D. should often be compared with Christianity.
By modern writers on the subject, however, the coincidences in language
or in thought are often overemphasized. To determine the frue value
of the alleged coincidénces and points of déntact between Stolcism -
and Ghrisﬁianity will be the purpose of the present séction of this
inquiry.

) A brief resume of the history and teachings of Stoicism will
be necessary by way of introduction.

The Stolc school was founded at Athens by Zeno of Cyprusl
(ca. 340-265 B.C.) and was so named from the porch (ITox Worwidzy )
where Zeno taught. Of his followers Chrysippus,who died in 206 B.C.,

1s especially known for his extraordinary productions, and for the

1 1t 1s important to note that he was a native of

Citium, a Phoenician colony in Cyprus and was probably of
Semitic origin, for he is commonly called the Phoenician. Cf.

-
2

w

Diog. Laert. VII, 3, where Crates-addresses him as - tlmfyﬂs,
dowvimidiay 3 also II, 114: Z-q'vwv«. Tov (inn'vura.

Lightfoot remarks (Comm. on .Philipplans p. 273): "Babylon, Tyre,
Sidon, Carthage reared some of his most illustrious successors.

Cilicia, Phrygla, Rhodes, were the homes of others. 'Not a- single

Stolc of any name was a native of Greece proper." These facts

will be of importance ﬁhen we consider the ethics of Stolcism.
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ability with whlch he systematized and defended the Stoic principles.
The Stolc system 1tself existed properly in two forms: first
the original system of Zeno and Chryslppus, and secondly, the
modified Roman Stolcism of the first century of the Christian- era.
A glance at 1its metaphysiqs imnediately makes the inference ﬁost
plausible that 1t contained little or nothing in harmony with
Christianity. It was clearly a revival of the Heraclitic Pantheism.l
Nothing exists but matter. The soul itself is a corﬁoreal entity.
The universe 1s one and is governed by one, all-embracing law.
Matter and the Delty are identical - the same princliple in
different aspects. The Delty, that 1s, the lmmanent, creative force
in ﬁatter » al:nrays acts according to law. This power or force

which organized all things was to the Stolcs an all-permeé.ting material

% That the Stolcs are essentially pantheilsts 1s the result
of logical necessity; for 1f God permeates and interpenetrates the
whole universe then God and the universe are convertible terms.
The universe is one being, animate and rational, endowed with the
faculty of perception. This latter conclusion Diogenes Laertius

(VII, 143) arrives at by abstract reasoning: "A 1living being is better,

more efficient, than a non-living belng; nothing is better than the
universe; therefore the universe must be a living being. And it 1is
animate, as is clear from our vitallty being a detached particle
(3'70’7'7/«0'/4—06 ) of the universe." Sin_ce we are a part of the

universe there is somethlng divine in us also. (Seneca, Eplstolae,

92, 30).



substance, ether, gas, heat, reason, God - call it what you will;
by them 1t was often called the Aolyos' TTEfpexT 14 "’S containing
within itself the—gemination of all organic life and the cause of all
happenings, past, present and future. The world itself, proceeding
yrevolution from primitive fire, .eventue.lly returns to its source
through a universal confiagration, and the same process 1s to be
renewed in an endless series of cycles. Fate rules everything. '!'he
world is an organic unity; considered as a whole, it 1s perfect.
Evil, when looked at in relation to the entire system, is good. The
denial of free agency; and of immortality, was a corollary. As to
the personality of the minor gods, the old Stoics were vaclllating.
Now they are spoken df as functions of nature, and now as persons.
But if personal, they share the fa'i_:e of men; they dlsappear in the
final conflagration.

In view of this rigldly pantheisticl logic it is amazing to
note the emphasis placed on ethics and morals in the Stolc system.
And here is the most important point in a study of Stoicism; the truth
18 that the Stoilcs did not derive their ethics from their physlcal
and metaphysical theories, but were indebted from them to their
Eastern and Oriental origin and affinities. To this fact must be
aseribed the intense moral earnestness which is its most honorable
characteristic. Lightfoot remarks:Z "If the later philosophers
generally, es distinguished from the earlier, busled themselves with

1 1 reality 1t was a form of naturalistic monism: Deus

slve Natura.

2 Lightfoot: "Comm. on Philippians" P. 273.
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ethics rather than metaphysics, wlth the Stoles this was the one

absorbing passion. The contrast between the light reckless galety
of the Hellenic spirit and the stern, unbending, almost fanatical
morallsm of the followers of Zeno 1s as complete as could well

be imagined. The ever active consclence which 1s the glory, and
the proud self consclousness which 1s the reproach, of the Stoilce
school are alike alien to the temper of ancient Greece. Stoleism
breathes rather the religious atmosp]:iere of the East, which fostered
on the one hand the inspired devotion of a David or an Isalah, and
on the other the self-mortification and self-righteoﬁsness of an
Egyptian therapeute or an Indian fakir: Stoicism may be described
as the contact of Oriental influenceswith the world of classical
thought . "

But though the gerrﬁ of Stoicism was derived from the East,
its systematic development and its practical successes were attalned
by transplantation into western soil. It is only when Stolcism
comes to Rome and the West that i1t gains importance for the student
of the New Testament. This latest, or Roman, period of the school
is the one which has chiefly attracted attentlon, not only because
1ts practical influence becomes most manifest, but also because

this stage of its history is most adequately illustrated by extant

writings of the school. And of this stage in its history Seneca

1s without doubt the most striking representative.
Before comparing the thought of Seneca with that of the
New Testament it would be well to examine the repeated allegations

that certain words in the Epistles are derived from Stoic termlnology.
"The ethical use

Dr. Blgg, commenting on 2 Peter 2, 11, says:




TR

of Cap 5  In the Epistles may have come frop Epicurus and from
the Stoics_ - Evictetus II, 23, 20: 77#/:49037« -;/u'.'v A:y:'ra/ ,rfé-r:r-rw
!::l;-ru 7@V ow Ty v G'a{fﬁru ; Marcus Antoninus II, 2: 7wv /-Ev Vafm'wv
rrufaffo'vyv'av « A large number of New Testament words are found
In Epictetus, da'y/cu, lrewa:v, G'W’S'tv"éx(.’ Szzratblvo'éuo’ ﬁ/v.mf'-n:uzm
‘Wlf';“’"“' (- to preach, 4.6.23), ‘7':‘5' -2'7"’4;5 Tob G056
(IV, 7,17) kaAeiv  (of Goa II, 1,39) &wmioria (II, 14.8),
/ﬂ;fﬂ{s (II, 24,113), ;yyezlqs- (III, 22.33), nv;we_g gso:s-
(II, 16o15)"f";"/€ -Z""7°'0V (II, 7.12). Some Christian words _
evidently come from Stoleism, such as Vfaarofg' in Phil. 1,25;
HaTopOwpa  (Acts 24,3 615 Heb. 5,14 (though the Stolcs dis-
tinguished this word from dca:éso";s ); disvoca 1 Pet. 1,13;
¢>z;075 Ocia » 2 Pet. 1,4. No doubt there was a certain amount
of give and take."

Dr. Blgg's whole allegation 1s rendered valueless by the questior
of chronology. Eplctetus, in whose writings the gi-eater majority
of the parallelisms with the vocabulary of the New Testament are
found, lived and wrote about the- year 100 A.D.,far too late to |
mfiuence the vocabulary of the New Testament. In fact, the whole
matter may be just the opposite; we have little doubt that Epictetus,
a8 well as the later melancholy Antonine, Marcus Aurelius, both on

8@ mich higher plane than Seneca, had some knowledge of Christian

writings, L

1l In fact, Epictetus, the lame philosopher of Nicopolis in Epir-:
ey : : "Then it is from |
us has one distinct allusion to theChristians: "

Insanity that someone may be disposed toward these things (l.e. is

d the Galileans
to treat the dearest things of life as mere shells) an
from habit" (swe £6oous ) - he belittles their motive in enduring

martyrdom as "mere habit."
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However, it 1s eminently unreasonable to suppose that
Paul was entirely oblivious to hls surroundings and that the
terms used also 1ﬁ Stolcism did not have any effect on his
vocabulary. It can be seen that he gradually becomes familiar
with certain philosophical terms. None of the following are
found in the Epistle to the Thessalonians: YVI;;WS‘GO¢5'¢-
GIIVIEV‘I;'Gava'dqa'{;’ 0'7(77/(4; » all of which are found in 1 Cor.
and later Epistles. The followlng also are not found in the
Epistle to the Thessalonlans, but are found in one or more of
the Epistles which are later than 1 Cor. : az%‘é7a'5-, didvoc x
9510'7*75, ,maf-¢7' " sz_;"s . However, in thils comnnection two
facts must never be lost sight of: first, Paul uses these words
in an entirely different meaning, and secondly, it is most
improbable that he became acquainted with these terms through the
reading of Stoic literature. By far the most plausible and

acceptable explanation is that these terms had gradually become

part and parcel of the cur_rent vocabulary.




II - 2

Jesus and Seneca.

As was noted above, in a consideration of the relation of
Stolcism to Christianity, Senecal 1s by far the most arresting
flgure. Born probably in the year 7 B.C. (although the exact date
1s somewhat uncertain) in the clty Corduba of the Spanlsh province
Baetlca, he was carried to Rome at the tender age of two years, where
he received hils entire training probably under the Stoic Attalus.

At thls point one might indulge in the interesting speculation

1 Throughout the ages he has aroused so mucl_l Interest,
that already the earliest of the Latin fathers, Tertullian, writing
about a century and a half after Seneca's death, speaks of him
as "often our own" (De Anim. 20: "Seneca saepe noster.") Some two
hundred years later Jerome omits the qualifyling adverb and calls
him broadly "our own Seneca". (Adv. Jovin. I, 49: "Scripserunt
Aristoteles et Plutarchus et noster Seneca de Matrimonio Libros"
etec.). Living midway between these two writers Lectantius points
out several coincidences with the teaching of the Gospel in the
writings of Seneca, whom he nevertheless styles "ths most determined

of the Roman.S’coics." (Div. Inst. I, 5: "Annaneus Seneca ‘qui

.ex Romanis vel acerrimus. Stoicus fuit.") In the council at

Toues in the year 567 he 1s quoted with.an amazing deferen.ce.
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whether Seneca, like so many other Stoics, had not Semitic blood
in his veins. The whole district from which he came was thickly
populated with Phoenician settlers. The name of his native province
Baetica, the name of his native city Corduba, are both said to
be Phoenlclan. Even his own name, though commonly derived from the
Latin,_may perhaps have a Semitic origin; for'it is borme by a
Jew of Palestine early in the second century.l _
It is the general practise of wrﬂ:erg who examine the relation
of Seneca to Christianity to point out certain general and
often very vague resemblances of sentiment without narrowlng these
down to definite parallelisms. It will be readily seen that this
process can carry ‘little weight and achleve no' results in the
solution of the problem presented, since the context as well as the
exact meaning of the terminology employed is of the utmost importance.
One of the most important as well as ridiculous assertions |
which are made in an examination of this subject is the one presented
by Hastings'! Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethies sub verbo Stoicism:
"While the doctrine of the Trinity 1s somevwhat dimly adumbrated by

Paul, it has long ago been noted that its principle finds full

expression in the earlier writings of Seneca." The passage to

which the writer refers 1s found in Ad Helviam VIII, 3 and reads:

"Quisquis formator universi fuit, sive 1lle Deus est potens omnium

sive Incorporalis ratio ingentium operum artifex, sive divinus
spiritus per omnia maxima ac minima aequali intentione diffusus, sive

fatum et immutabilis causarum inter se cohaerentium series.” The

writer quoted has found the doctrine of the Trinity here; however,
he significantly ends his quotation with "diffusio” mittﬁg the

1 The name Zevveads  or Sevewis  occurs in the list

of the early bishops of Jerusalem, Eusebius H.E. IV, 5.
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all important clause "sive fatum" etc. which robs the attempted
parallelism of all its welght.

However, the purpose of this section of the inquiry will best
be served and the moral teaching of Seneca wlll be brought out most
clearly by cbllating the "parallels" between his writings and the

words of our Savior.

Seneca. Jesus.

Ep. Mor. lxxxvii 21: "The Matth. 5,8: "Blessed are the pure
mind, unless it is pure and in heart: for they shall see God."
holy, comprehends not God. e

De Beneficiis V, 14: "A man Matth. 5,21f: "Ye have heard that
is a robber even before he 1t was saild by them of old time, Thou
stains his hands; for he 1is shalt not kill; and whosoever shall
already armed to alay, and has kill shall be in danger of ;]udgfnent:
the desire to spoil and kill." But I say unto you, That whosoever is

angry with his brother without a
cause.shall be in danger of the
judgment; and whosoever shall say to
his brother Raca, shall be in danger
of the council: but whosoever shall

say, Thou fool, shall be in danger
of hell-fire."

Ep. Mor. LI, 13: "Cast out Matth. 5,29: "And if thy right
whatsoever things rend thy eye offend thee, pluck it out, and

heart: nay, if they could not cast it from thee: for it 1s profit-

ers
be extracted otherwise, thou able for thee that one of thy member

e
shouldst have i:lucked out thy should perish, and not that thy whol

s




heart 1tself with them."

De Const.Sap. 14: "What will
the wise man do when he 1s
buffeted (colaphis percussus)?
He wlll do as Cato did when
he was smitten on the mouth.

He did not burst. into a passion,
did not avenge himself, did

not even forgive 1it, but denied
i1t having been done."

De Vita beata 20: " I will
be agreeable to friends, gentle
and yielding to enemies."” De
Otio 1: "Give ald even to
enemies."

De Beneficiis I, 1l: "Let us
follow the gods as leaders, sO
far as human weakness allows:
let us give our good services
and not lend them an usuryess

How many are unworthy of the

body should be cast into hell,"

Matth. 5,39: "But I say unto you,
That ye resist noﬁ evil: but whosoever
shall smite thee on thy right cheek,
turn to him the other also." |

Matth. 5,44: "But I say unto you,
Love your enemies, bless them that .
curse you, do good to them that hate
you, and pray for them vhich despite-
fully use you, and persecute you."

Matth. 5,45: "That ye may be the
children of your Father which 1s in
heaven: for he maketh his sun to rise
on the evil and on the good, and
sendeth rain on the just and on the

unjuste."

light: and yet the day arises.....

This is characteristic of a
great and good mind, to
pursue not the fruits of a
kind deed but the deeds them-

selves."




De Beneflciis IV, 25 & 26:

"We propose to ourselves to

follow the example of the gods.

See what great things they
bring to pass daily, what
great gifts they bestow, with
what abundant frults they
fi111 the earth... With vhat
suddenly falling showers they
soften the ground ... All
these things they do without
reward,without any advantage
aceruing to themselves... Let
us be ashamed to hold out any
benefit for sale: we find the
gods glving gratultously. If
you imitate the gods, cdnfer

benefits even on the unthank-

ful: for the sun rises even on

the'wicked, and the seas are

open to pirates."

De Beneficilis V, 8: "One ought

so to give that another may

receive. It is not glving or

receiving to transfer from the

right hand to the left."

De Beneficiis II, 10: "This

is the law of a good deed

Luke 6,35: "But love ye your enamh;}
and do good, and lend, hoping for | f
nothing again; and your reward shall |
be great, and ye shall be called the |
children of the Highest: for He 1is
kind unto the unthankful and to the

evil. "

Matth. 6,3f: "But when thou doest
alms let not thy left hand know what
thy right hand doeth: That thine alms
may be in secret: and thy Father
vhich seeth in secret himself shall

peward thee openly."
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between two: the one ought at
once to forget that it was con-
ferred, the other never to forgét
that it was received."

Ep. Mor. lxxiv 20: "Let what-
soever has been pleasing to.God,
be pleasing to man."

Ep. Mor. V, 1,2: "Do not, like

those whose desire is not to make

progress but to be seen, do
anything to attract notice in
your demeanor or mode of life.
Avoid a rough exterior and un-
shorn hair and a arelessly

kept beard and professed hatred

of money and a bed laid on the

ground and wla tever else

affects ambitious display by a
Preverse path..'Let everything
within us be unlike, but let our
outward appearance (frons) re-
semble the common people.”

Ep. Mor. CX 18: "Apply thyself
rather to the true riches. It
1s shameful to depend for a
happy 1ife on silver and gold."

De Vita beata 24: "Let thy

Matth. 6,10: "Thy will be done

in earth, as it is in heaven."

Matth,6,16: "Moreover when ye
fast, be not, as the hypocrites, of a
sad countenance: for they disfigure
their faces, that they may appear
unto men to fast. Verily I say unto

you, They have their reward."

Matth. 6,19: "Lay not up for your-

selves treasures on earth, where moth

and rust doth corrupt, and vhere

_thieves do not break through pon

steal."



good deeds be invested like a
treasure deep-buriled in the
ground, which thou canst not
‘bring to 1light, except it be
necessary."

De Vita Beata 27: "Do ye
mark the pimples of others,
being covered with countless
ulcers? This is as if a man
should mock at the moles or
varts on the most beautiful
persons,' when he himself is
devoured by a fierce scab."

Ep. Mor. XCIV 43: "Expect
from others what you have
done to another."

De Beneficiis II,1l: "Let
‘U8 80 give as we would wish to
receive."

Ep. Mor. lxxxwvii 24,25:
"Therefore good things can-
not spring of evil... good does
‘not grow of evil, any more than
a flg of an olive tree. The

fruits correspond to the seed."

Matth. 7,3f: "And why beholdest
thou the mote in thy brother's eye,
but considerest not the beam in
thine own eye? Or how wilt thou say
to thy brother, Let me pull out the
mote out of thine eye; and, behold,
a beam is in thine own eye?

Matth. 7,12:"Therefore all things
whatsoever ye would that men should

do to you, do ye even so %o them:

for this is the law and the prophets.”

Matth. 7,16£: "Ye shall know them

by their frults. Do men gather
grapes of thorms, Or figs of thistles?
Even so every good tree bringeth

forth good frult: but a corrupt tree

bringeth forth evil fruit."



Nor are these coincidences of thought and imagery cbnfinéd
to the Sermon on the Mount; Lightfootl says: "If our Lord compares
the hypocritical Pharisees to whited walls » and contrasts the
scrupulously clean outside of the cup and platter with the inward
corruption, Seneca also adopts the same images: "Within is no good:
If thou shouldest see them, not vhere they are exposed to view but
where they are concealed, they are miserable, filthy, vile, adorned
without 1ike their own walls... Then it appears how much real foulness
beneath the surface this borrowed glitter has concealed."® If our
Lord declares that the branches must perish unless they abide in the
vine, the language of Seneca presents an eminently instructive
parallel: "As the leaves cannot flourish lrthemselves but want
a branch wherein they may grow and whence they may draw sap, 8o those
Precepts wither if they are alone: They need to be grafted in a sect."™
Agaln the parables of the sower, of the ms;tard-seed, of the debtor
forgiven, of the talents placed out at usury, of the rich fool,
have all their echoes in the writings of the Roman Stoic: "Words

. must be sown like seed which, though it be small, yet when it has

found a suiltable place unfolds its strength and from being the least
Spreads into the largest growth... They are few things vhich are
spoken: yet if the mind has received them well, they gain strength

and grow. The same, I say, is the case with precepts as with seeds.

They produce much and yet they are scanty..."4

1l comm. on Phlilipplans p. 285.

2 pe Ppovidentia 6.
3 Ep. Mor. XCX 59. With thils remark Seneca virtually condemns

and abandons the proud Stolc self-suffilciency.
4 Ep. Mor. XXXVIII, 2.
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"Divine seeds are sown in human: bodies. If a good husbandman receives

them, they spring up like the:!:r origin...; if a bad one they are
killed as by barren and marshy ground, and then weeds are produced
in place of grain.l" "We have received our good things as a loan.
The use and advantage are ours, and the duration thereof the Divine
disposer of his own bouni:y regulates. We ou.ght to have in readiness
what He has given us for an uncertaln period, and to restore it, when
summoned to do so, without complalnt. He 1s the worst debtor, who
reproaches his creditor."® "As the moneylender does not summon some
creditors whom he knows to be bankrupt... So I will openly and per-
sistently pass over some ungrateful persons nor demand any benefit
from them in turn." "0 how great is the madness of those who em-
bark on distant hopes; I will buy, I will bulld, I will lend out,

I will demand payment, I will bear honors: then at length I will
resign my old age wearied and sated to rest., Believe me, all things
are uncertaln even.tothe prosperous. No man ought to promise
himself anything out of the future. Even what we hold slips throug_h

our hands, and fortune assails the very hour on which we are

‘pressing."4 If our Master declares that "it is more blessed to

give than to receive", the Stoic philosopher tells his readers that

5
"he would pather not receive benefits, than not confer them,"” and

1 rpia. 1xxiii 16.
2 pAd Marc. 10.

3 De Beneficiis V, 2l.
4 Ep. Mor. CI, 4. This passage 1s typical of the Stolc

despair of all things.
5 po Beneficiis I, 1.
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that "'f-l.t 1s more wretched to the good man to do an injury than to
receive, one. "L If our Lord reminds his hearers of the Secriptural
warning, "I will have mercy and not sacrifice", if He commends the
poor widow's mite thrown into the treasury as a richer gift than the
most lavish offerings of the wealthy, if His whole life is a comment
on the prophet's declaration to the Jews that God "camot away with
thelr sabbaths and new moons" so also Seneca writes: "Not even in
victims, though they be fat and their brows glitter with gold, is
honor paid to the gods, but in the pious and upright intent of the
worshippers."  The gods are "worshipped not by the wholesale slaughter
of fat carcasses of bulls nor by votive offerings of gold or silver,
nor by money poured into their treasuries , but by the pious and
upright intent."® "Let us forbid any one to light lamps on sabbath-’
days, since the gods do not want light,and even men take no pleasure
in smoke... he worships God, who lmows.Him."4 And lastly, if the
dying prayer of the Redeemer is 'Father, forgive them, for they know
not what they do' some have discovered a striking counterpart (I can
only see a mean carricature) of this expression of triumphant self-
sacrifice in the language of Seneca: "There is no reason why thou

shouldest be angry: pardon them; they are all mad."®

At first sight this amazing array of coincidences in

language and thought is most striking. However, there are a number of

1 pe Beneficiis IV, 12. VII, 3l.32.
2 pe Benef. I, 6.
5 Ep., Mor. CXV 5.
4 gp. Mor. CXV 47.
5 De Benef. V. 17.
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considerations which tend to minimize this impression. Because

of the evident fact that all the colncidences in language and
thought between Stoicism and the New Testament must be subjected to
one and the same kind of examinat_ion, we shall first proceed to
point out the paralle}.s between Paul and Seneca and then open

the discussion.

II "3.
Paul and Seneca.

The most striking coincidences between Paul and Seneca are

tfle following:

De Superstitionel 31: "They Rom. 1,23: "And changed the glory
consecrate the holy and immortal of the incorruptible God into an
and inviolable gods in motion- image made 1like to corruptible man,

less matter of the vilest kind: and to birds, and fourfooted beasts,

they clothe them with the forms and creeping things."

of men, and beasts, and fishes."

Ep. Mor. XXXIX 6: "They are even Rom. 1,28.32: "And even as they
enamored of their own 11l deeds, did not like to retain God in theinr
which is the last i1ll of all: and knowledge, God gave them over to a

then 1s theilr wretchedness com- reprobate mind, to do those things

Plete, when shameful things not which are not convenient; Vho lmowing

only delight them but are even the Judgment of God, that they which

approved by them." commit such things are worthy of

death,not only do the same, but
have pleasure in them that do them."

1 This quotation.appears In Augustine's De Civitate Dei VI, 19.




De Ira II, 28: "The. tyrant is
Amgry with the homicide, and the

‘alerileglous man punishes thefts."

Ep. Mor. X, 2: "Hope is the

1@ame for enuncertain good."

De Beneficiis 7,31: "Pertina-

Zous goodness overcones evil

T S ew i

e

Rom. 2,21f: "Thou therefore
vhich teachest another, teachest thou !
not thyself? Thou that preachest a :i‘i
man should not steal, dost thou steal? :
Thou that sayest a man should nct 1
commit adultery, dost thou commit
adultery? Thou that abhorrest ldols,
dost thou commit sacrilege?"

Rom. 8,24: "For we are saved by
hope: but hope that is seen is not
hope: for what a man seeth, why doth
he yet hope for?"

Rom. 12,21: "Be not overcome of evil,

|

but overcome evil with good."
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Ep. Mor. XCVIII, 3: "What
blows do athletes receivelin
theif face, what blows all over
thelr body. Yet thgy bear all the
torture from thirst of glory.
Let us also overcome all things,
for our reward 1is not a crovm
or a palm branch or the
trumpeter proclaiming silence
for the announcement of our name,
but virtue and strength of
mind and peace acqulred ever
after."

De Vita Beata 15: "To obey
God is liberty."

Ep. Mor. 1XXXiv 18: "Not only

corrected but transfigured.”

Ep. Mor. XCIV 48: Wihat 1s
man? A cracked vessel which
will break at the least fall."

Ep. Mor. XXXII, 2: "This 1is

salutary; not to assoclate with

1l Cor. 9,25: "And every man
that striveth for the mastery is
temperate in all things. Now they
do 1t to obtaln a corruptible

crown; but we an incorruptible.”

2 Cor. 2,17: "Now the Lord is
that Spirit: and vhere the Splrilt

‘of the Lord is, there is liberty."

2 Cor. 3,18: "But we all, with
open face beholding as in a glass
the glory of the Lord are changed
into the same image from glory to
giory, even as by the Spirit of-
the Lord."

2 Cor. 4,7: "But we hafe this
treasure in earthen vessels, that
the excellency of the power may
be of God, and not of us.™

2 Cor. 6,14: "Be ye not unequally

yoked together with unbelievers:




those unlike ourselves and

having different desires.”

De Beneficiis I, 7: "That
gift is far more welcome which
is given with a ready than that
vhich is given with a full
hand."

Ep. Mor. I, 1l: "Gather up and
preserve the time."

Ep. Mor. XIV, 1l: "I confess
that love of our own body is
natural to us."

"Which comes

De Vita Beata 7:

or passes away very a ickly, de-
stined to perish in the very
using (in ipso usu sul periturum).”
Ad Helv. matr. 16: "Neither
jewels nor pearls turneci thee
aside." (Addressed to Seneca's

mother. )

Ep. Mor. IXXX, 2: " I reflect
how many exercise their bodies,

how few their minds."

for what fellowship hath righteous-
ness with unrighteousness? and .
vhat commnion hath light with
darkness? }:
2 Cor. 9,7: "Every man according !
as he purposeth in his heart, so '
let him give; not grudgingly, or
of necessity: for God 1ov§th a
cheerful giver."

Eph. 5,16: "Redeeming the time,

because the days are evil."

Eph. 5,29: "For no man ever yet
hated his own flesh; but nourisheth 1
it and cherisheth it, even as the |
Lord the church.”

Col. 2,22: "Which are all to
perish yith the using; after the

cormandments and doctrines of men, "

.1 Tim. 2,9: "In like manner also,

that women adorn themselves 1n

modest apparel, with shamefacedness
and sobriety; not with bralded hair,
n

or gold, or pearls, or costly array:

1 Tim. 4,8: "For bodily exercise

profiteth little: but godliness is
profitable unto all things, having




Ep. Mor. CXII; 3: "It is a
foollish occupation to exercise
the muscles of the arms ...
Return quickly from the body
to the mind; exercise this,
night and day." |

Ep. Mor. XXIII 9: "They live
illnwho are always learning to
live."

Ep. Mor. XXXIII, 9: "How long
wilt thou learn?

begin to

teach."

pPromlse of the life that now is,
and of that which is to come."

2 Tim. 3,7: "Ever learning, and
never able to come to the knowledge

of the truth.

Finally, In the speech on the Areopagus:

De Beneficiis VII, 7: "The
whole world is the temple of
the immortal gods"... "Temples
are not to be bullt to God of
stones piled on high: He must be

consecrated in the heart of each

man.,"

Ep. Mor. XLI, 1: "God is near
thée: He is with thee; He 1s

within."

.--—1

Acts 17,24 f£: "God that made the
world and all things therein,
seelng that He i1s Lord of heaven
and earth, awelleth mot in temples
made with hands; neither is wor-
shipped with men's hands as though
he needed anything, seeing “he
giveth to all life, ahd breath,
and all things."

Acts 17,27: "That they should
seek the Lord, if haply they might

feel after him, and find him, though

he be not far from every oneof us."




)

Ep. Mor. XXX, 1ll: "Thou shalt Acts 17,29: "Forasmch then as

not form Him of silver and gold: we are the offspring of God, we

a true likeness of God ca..nnot ought not to think- that the God-
be moulded of this material." head is like unto gold, or silver,
or stone, graven by art and man's

device."

As we have noted above the first impression made by this
series of parallels is amazing. They seem to show a tremendous
colncidence both in language and thought with the vritings of the
New Testament. However, in a consideration of t.hese coincidences
the following facts must not be lst sight of:

1. The question of chronology. In investigating the
obligations of one author to another the dates of the several
writings are obviously a most important element in the decision.
In this particular case the chronology is involved in considerable
difficl;.lty because the dates of Seneca's various works cannot be
determined definitelv. Roughly, hoz--:ever, the period of his
literary activity covers the same time as the writing and
dissemination of the Synoptic Gospels and the Epistles. With this
fact in mind 1t becomes obvious that there could hardly have
been any direct exchange of thought between the two groups; that
is, Seneca could hardly have been in possession of the Gospels,

and the Evangelists and St. Paul could not have had copies of

Seneca's works.




2. Seneca's obllgatlons to older writers. Seneca was evidently
a voraclous reader and gathered much of his material from the
writings of others. The parallels between him and Plato, Aristotle,
and the older Stolcs,as well as the Pythagoreans are numerous
and striking. Some of the most striking passages cited are direct
quotations from earller writers., and therefore can have no direct
connection with Christlan ethics. This point again brings us
back to the old question: "Where did the earlier philosophers
obtain those brilliant flashes of ethical sentiment which Seneca
reproduces?"” We cannot but ascribe them to the falnt reflection
of the truths which God had implanted in man at his creation.

The conscience of the heathen, although in the vast majorlity of
cases gone pitifully astray, could undoubtedly have prompted these
occasional flights into the realm of ethics.

3. The context. This consideration is of the utmost im-
portance; coincidence in language and thought when detached from
their context and the backgrounds against which they stand, are
often most illusory and fallacious. In spite of the parallelisms
of expressions quoted .above, the ethics of Christianity and
Stoicism present a direct contrast. Only when Seneca completely
deserts the Stoilc platfo-rm does he rise to the level of Christianity.

. When he does not do that he presents nothing but the grossest

.'%'\'\t:

opposition to Christianity. He i{s a pantheistic naturalist; he

identifies God with the world, with fate, with necesslty, with



nature;l his language concerning God must therefore be interpreted
according to his tenets; it entirely loses its theological meaning
and becomes merely an allusion to physical facts. Hence also
language which, to a Christlan, would be shocking blasphemy, is
consistent and natural on the 1ips of Seneca. "The good man" he
say52 "differs from God only in length of time." "He is like God
excepting his mortality.":"

Because of this absence of belief in a personal God, it is
impossible for Seneca to have any consclousness of sin; he cannot
vi_ew i1t as an offense against a righteous God. Hence, also his
numerous distinctions between "right and wrong" lose all value and
could well be translated into the terms of our owm thought "what
is expedient and what is not."

Again Seneca's morﬁls, in spite of hls language, betray
all the repulsive features of his school. His fundamental maxim
is not to train and guide nattlu-e but to overcome il.'l:..4 The passions
and affections are not to be directed, but to be crushed. It is

immediately obvious that this tone leaves no place for repentance,

1 ¢cf. especially De Beneficiis IV, 7.8: "Natura, inquit,
hoc mihi praestat. DNon intellegis te, cum hoc dicis, mitare nomen
deo? Quid enim aliud est natura quam deus et divina ratio toti mundo
partibusque eius inserta? ... Hunc eundem et fatum si dixeris, non
mentieris.. Sic nunc naturam voca, fatum, fortunam, omnia eiusdem del

nomina sunt varie utentis sua potestate"; De Vita Beata 8: "Mundus

cuncta complectens rectorque universi deus."
2 De Providentia I.

S Ep. Mor. XXXI. “
4 De Brevitate Vitae 14: "Hominis naturam cum Stoicis vincere.
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for forgiveness ». for restitution, on which the foundations of the
Gospel rest.

These conslderations lead to the patent conclusion that
many even of the most obvious parallels in Seﬁeca's language are
really no parallels at all because of the diametrically opposed
background against which they stand.

4. Stolcism's Eastern origin. This fact, which was
already mentioned above, becomes most important in this connection. .
If the principal Stoic teachers, whom Seneca followed, were all
from the East, i1t is obvious that the stamp of their Oriental origin
is also borne by Seneca's writings. Dr. Lightfoot remarks®: "One
Stole teacher comes from Scythopolis, a second from Apamea, a third
from Ascalon, a fourth from Ptolemais, twoothers from Hlerapolis,
besides several from Tyre and Sidon or their colonles, such as
Citiam and Carthage." In view of these facts 1t would indeed be
strange if, 1living on the confines and even within the borders of
the home of Judaism, the Stolc teachers escaped all influence from
the high standard of ethics and morals of the 0ld Testament. It is

probably no extravagant assumption to say that the Stolcs,

specifically also Seneca, owed those ethlcal maxims and coincidences

with the morals of Christianity which cannot be explained in any other

way, to their Eastern origin and to their acquaintance with the

1
' flourishing Jewish schools of their age, founded on the teaching
of the 01d Testament.
1 corm. on Philippians p. 299.
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5. Paul and Senecas The above considerations are sufficient
to explain the few parallels between Seneca and the New Testament
which really req_ui're some explanation. However, in this connection
another interesting point suggests itself: the possibility of a
_d:i.rect meeting between Paul and Seneca.l Although we personally
would. .reject the possibllity for lack of convincing evidence, yet
there are certain polnts which have often been pointed out which
lend a certain amount of plausibility to the theory. Already in
the early church we find a legend extant that Seneca was a
Christian and that Seneca and Paul had met; there 1s a correspondence
between the two (vhich is, however, patently spurious); at Corinth
Paul was brought before Gallio, Seneca's brother, with vhom Seneca
corresponded; aﬁ Rome Paul was q.elivered to Burrus the prefect
of the praetorian guards, the Intimate friend of Seneca; lastly,
when Paul was brought before Nero for trial, Seneca must have been
present as the emperor's adviser and may have become interested
in such a singular prisoner. However, these are all conjectures
and the matter must remain unsolved.

To sum up: In spite of all the seening parallels 'betreen
Stoicism and Christianity there cah be no connection between the
two - they are diametrically opposed. . Stoic philosophy with all'
its high-sounding phrases and seemingly beautiful teaching wholly

1 An indireet acquaintance with Christianity Seneca may

have possibly gained from conversation with slaves in his household.

He himself says that he often "engaged them in familiar conver-

sation (Ep. Mor. X1VII) and 1t is at least possible that there

were Christlans among them.
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failed to present to the world a Christian ideal, and could never
have formed a basis from which the spirit and 1ife of Christ and the
Apostles could have been derived. Seneca's own life shows i:his 3 iIn
splte of the heights to which he occasionally rises he was far from
being above reproach; to the weakling Nero he played the submissive
sycophant, he amassed a vast fortune, and finally fell so low as to
become the author of the shameful document in which Nero's matricide
was covered with falsehoods. In Stoicism heathen philosophy made its
last desperate stand against Christianity; Bishc;p Lightfodt saysl:
"Like all the later systems of Greek philosophy, Stoicism was the off-
spring of despair. Of despair in religion: for the old mythologies

had ceased to command the belief or influence the conduct of men.

of despair in politics: for the Macedonlan conquest had broken the

independence of the Hellenlc states and stamped out the last sparks
of corporate life. Of despair even of philosophy itself: for the
older thinkers, though they devoted their lives to forging a golden
chain which should link earth to heaven, appeared now to have
spent their strength in weaving ropes of sand." Contrast this with

Christianity, essentially the religion of hope, and the vast gulf

separating the two becomes apparent at once. To the Stoics as well

2 N - ¢ Y]
as to the Greeks "who sought wisdom" (€7&rd7 wac EAAyves Togixv

7 s000rv 1 Cor. 1,22) the message of Christianity was and remained

foolishness (/w’o,’a 1 Cor. 1,18).

1 Comm. on Philippians: p. 271 f.



III.

Gnosticism and the New Testament.

_During the last century the claim was repeatedly advanced

3: that there are cebtain very definite traces of Gnosticism in the
New Testament. The books which were especially examined were
Paul's ipistle to the Colosslans and his Pastoral Letters. The
allegation that there were evidences of Gnosticism in these letters
gained tremendous importance from the fact, that, 1f it were true,
it would very definitely place these books at a much later date
than the traditional one. To examine the strength of this theory
will be the purpose of the present section of this inquiry.

It will be necessary to briefly define Gnosticism in order
to gain a view of its predominant cﬂaracteristics. Our kmowledge
of this peculiar mixture-of Christianity and philosophy comes

almost entirely from secondary sources, from their opponents,

> - ’ i 4
Irenaeus (140-200; his treatise Erltr;g- frote 3va1,».f-7 THs YEvdwvd oo

| yva;(fe oG Hyppolytus ( HaTx TTRXTLDY ar;z{ltwv E’M:’ xes )

Tertullian (Adversus Valentinianos) and others. Of treatises by
Gnostics themselves, only one, and that by an unknown author, 1s
extant, T/‘lc'ﬁ{;- G'acft'oo . Partly because of these secondary sources
and partly because of the extremely indefinite character of this

potent anti-Christian influence i1t is extremely difficult to

\ 3 .1
present an exact definition of its doctrines. Orr remarks: "Phe

infinitely varied shapes assumed by the systems render it almost

impossible to classify them, or even to give an account of thelr

1 Jemes Orr: "The Progress of Dogma" p. 58.
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leading 1deas which shall not be open to objection. Ve might a s well
try to classlfy the products of a tropical jungle, or the éhapes
and hues of the sunset ciouds, which change under our view as we
look at them."

A general definition of Gnosticism may best be given in the

15 "Gnosticism may be described generally

words of the same author
as the fantastic product of the blending of certain Christian

ldeas - particularly that of redemption through Christ - with
speculations and imaginings derived from a medley of sources

(Greek, Jewish, Parsic; philosophies, religions, theosophies, mysteries)
in a period when the human mind was in a kind of ferment, and when
opinions of every sort were jumbled together in an unimaginable
welter. It involves, as the name denotes, a claim to "knowledge",
knowledge of a kind of which the ordinary bellever was incapable
and in the possession of which"salvation" in the full sense -

consisted. This knowledge of which the Gnostic boasted, related
to the subject ordinarily treated of in religious philosophy;

Gnosticism was a species of religious philosophy."
Though the exact definition of the entire Gnostic system

* is a matter of extreme difficulty, a few of its chief tenets may

readily be pointed out:
1. A claim on the part of the initiated to a special

knowledge of the truth, a tendency to regard knowledge as superior

to faith.

5. The absolute separation of matter and spirit, matter

1 James Orr: "The Early Church" p. 71.
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belng per se evil and the sourc-e of all evil. This tenet was very
evidently derived from Greek philosophy or even Philo.

3. An attempt at the solution of the problem of the creation
and of the origin of evil by the conception of a Demiurg‘el l.e. a
Creator or Artificer of the world as distinct from the Supreme Deity,
and also by means of emanation's (Aeons) extending between God and the
visible universe. <

4. A denial of the true humanity of Christ, a docetic
Christology, which looked upon the earthly life of Christ and especially
his sufferings on the cross as unreal. .

5. The denlal of the personality of the Supreme God, and the
denlal also of the free will of man.

6. The teaching, on the one hand, of asceticism, as the means
of attaining to spiritual commnion with God, and on the other hand,
of an indifference which led directly to licentiousness.,

7. A syncretistic tendency which combined certain more or

less misunderstood Christian doctrines, various elements from Oriental,

1 The creation of the world of sense is portrayed by Valentinus,
quoted by Windelband "History of Philosophy" p. 254 in the following
theogamic-cosmogonic poetic invention: "When the lowest of the Aeonms,
Wisdom (90 4”’4- ), in overhasty longing, would faln have plunged into
the original Ground and had been brought back agaln to her place by the
Spirit of Mea.sure (:fos ), the Supreme God separated from her her
passionate longing (Wﬂ'gﬂ_s ) as a lower VWisdom (mt'rw 0‘0¢;f; ), called
Achamoth, and banished it into the 'vold'. This lower Ga4n’¢. s hever-
theless, impregnated by 3;'05 for the redemption, bore the Demlurge
and the world of sense.” It 1s difficult to determine the meaning of -

this conglomerative nonsense which, however, is typical of Gnosticism

because of 1ts eclectlc tendencles.




‘Jewlsh, and other sources. _

8. The 0ld Testament was escribed to the Demiurgel or inferior
Creator of the woz.-ld, who was the God of the Jews, but not the trme God.

The Gnostic system did not reach the apex of 1lts power and in-
fluence until well in tﬁe 2" century A.D. However, it is entirely
plausible that it was already extant several decades, perhaps even longe
before this time. In fact, as we have noted abov:ie!['ﬂbingen school has
made 1t a definite factor in the Colossian heresy2 and finds traces of

it in the Pastoral letters.

1 this term itself is Platonic.

- The Colossian heresy has naturally received wide attention
and, because of the Apostle's mildness in correcting it when compared
with hls sternness in rebuking the Judalzers in Galatians, the attempts
at an exact definition of it have differed widely. Baur thinks they
were "Gnostic Ebionites"; Mayerhoff "Cerinthians"; Lipsius "Christian
Essenism in its 'progress to Gnosticism"; Nitzsch "A connecting link
between Essenes and Cerinthians" s Hoitzmann "Ascetics and Theosophists
of the Lssene school"; Ritschl "precursors of the Christian Essenes";
Heinrichs "disciples of John the Baptist"; Michaelis and Storr "Essenes™
Neander "speculatists who endeavored to combine Oriental theosaphy and

asceticism with Christianity"; Tertullian calls them "philosophers";

Eichhorn "Jews"; Grotius "heathen followers of Pythagoras.” A number

of these conclusions can evidently be thrust aside immediately; the 5
Apostle's mild tone makes the conclusion inevitable that the heretics l
L

were st1ll Christians of a sort and that the heresy 1tself had not

taken deep root.




An examination of the exact nature of the Colossian heresy
will be necessary before it can be analyzed for Gnostic elements.
The first definlte characteristic of it was undoubtedly a pretentious
phllosophy which affected an esoteric knowledge, recelved through
tradition, and which abandoning Christ the Head, indulged in vain
speculations and idle imaginings concerning_ the number and nature
of the. beings in the spiritual world (Col. 2, 8, 18). The second
element was a strict Judaistlic observance of all the Jewish
ordinances (Col. 2,16. 20-22). The third characteristic may be
defined as the practice of ascetic regulations.

At first sight these elements seem incongruous and
mitually exclusive.l However, the eplstle itself contains no hint
that the Apostle had more than one set of antagonists view; besides
1t is most improbable that in such a small commnity as that at
Colossae two or even three parties could exist side by side.
Therefore the problem before us is not to define two or three distinct

heretical tendencies but rather to analyze the separate elements

of a single heresy.

The theory that there 1is a Gnostic element in the Colosslan
heresy rests on the following points vhich we shall examine

briefly:
1. The term f‘?’f”/—“— « It is maintained that

this term 1s a technlcal expression in Gnosticism and that Paul's

1 qudaizers were not lable to entertain speculative

gnosis or ascetic tendencies, while ascetics were hardly favorable

to the Pharisaical-o:dinances.



-of this term in Colossians as well as the emphasis plac

correotll use of 1t springs from the desire to c;orrect a Gr_matic
perversion of it. However, thls theory is hardly tenable; although .
the heretics at Colossae undoubtedly connected erroneous tendencie;l
with this term, maintaining that only a single divine power, a
fraction of the pleroma, resided in our Lord (Col. 1, 19) yet this
usage of the term is far from being Gnostic. Cerinthus definitely
treats the pleroma as a locality, a higher spiritual region, from
which the divine power, tjrpified by the dove-like form, issued forth
as on wings and to which it ever reascends. With Valentinus the

pleroma is very definitely a locality, a region, an abode of the
divine powers. Nothing could be farther from the meaning of the term

for the Colossian heretics. " \

2. The term yv@oss . While this aristocracy of intellect,
this emphasis on esoteric knowledge, on the gnosis in oppositionito
m’aT‘S was undoubtedly an element in Gnosticism, it was by no means
peculiar to it. This spirit was, so to speak, in the air; 11_:._
animated allthe anclent religions as well as the heathen phildsophies;

it was a part of Philo's system and was prominent in Stolcism,~
ileged few was all in all.

e that the appearance
ed on 1t by
heresy.

knowledge, wisdom, reserved for the priv

It is therefore eminently unreasonable to Suppos

the heretics forces one to predicate Gnostic elements of the

This also was & prominent element in Gnosticism,

3. Asceticism.

made by isolated

tendencies.
radical writers that Paul himself is guilty of Gnostic

stle's language
The theory ignores all the relevant factors in the Apo

and thought.




However, here also our remarks_l concerning the former term are
pertinent. A certain asceticism, a tendency to flagellate the body
was part and parcel of almost every sect and philosophical party
of the vast Roman emplre. Such tendencies were notlceable in the
My_stery Religions, in the varlegated and numerous sects which sprang
up in the fruitful soll of Eastern mysticism. It is therefore
obviously a most subjective and tendential judgment to find a Gnostic
characteristic 11; the Colossian heresy because of its asceticism.

4. The intermediary J'vva:/,us , spirits, angels in the
Epistle to the Colossians. These, it is alleged, correspond to
the Gnostic aeons or emanations linking God to the universe. However,
we cannot reasonably take the word <yyedoe in any way but its usual
meaning; by far the most plausible explanation is that these are
entirely the manifestations of a local tendency, finding its an-
tecedent in the worship of river spirits at Golossae.'l Colossae
evidently was a hotbed for speculation, especially in this line;

2
in later years we find Colossae the center of worship of St.Michael

as i1ts patron saint. The theory of emanations is therefore excluded

from the Colossian heresy both by the terminology and the reasonable-
ness of other explanationé for the J'uwysrg .

The results of this examination are evident; we have found

nation is that these duwyons
of the Jewish Hellenist,

1 Another reasonable expla
/
are local modifications of the vague Aayoc.

Philo.
i 4stence in the Middle Ages. In the

2 His temple was still iIn ex
gainst the worship of

35" Canon of the Laodicean Council directed a

the gmf:'a. of the
angels, Theodoret has a note concerning

archangel Michael 4n Phrygia and Pisidia.
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none of the dominant Gnostic characteristics noted above in the
Epistle to the Colossians except asceticlism and the emphasis on
gnosis, nelther of which are peculiar to Gnosticism and are in

fact so widespread that they could come from various sources. -

The Colossian heresy was evidently a combination of Judaistic
tendencies with some elements of purely local speculation concerning

angelology.
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Gnosticism in the Pastoral Epistles.

Neander was the first to find traces of Gnosticism in: the
Pastoral Epistles. Baur followed him in this and attempted to build

up and expand this view. The words of JMlicher are typical of this
tendency’: "Selbst wenn nicht 1 Tim. 6,20 geradezu die fdlschlich
sogenannte Gnosils erwdhnt wirde, kBnnte kein Zweifel sein, dasz es
gnostisierende Ketzer sind, von denen der Verfasser schweres Unheil
in der Kirche bereits erlebt hat und noch befﬂ;:-chtet. Antignostisch
gestimmt ist alles, was von Theologle des Verfassers selber etwa
greifbar wird; 1 Tim. 2,4 klingt wie ein Protest gegen der gnostische
Vertellung der Menschen in 2 or 3 Klassen, von denen fir die eine, die
Hyliker, ein Errettung schlechtweg ausgeschlossen ist; die Schwldrmerei |
fir die I'}berlieferung und die antidoketischen Allsserungen stimmen
damit dberein. Noch deutlicher erkennen wir Jedoch die Gnostiker

aus den Pastoralbriefen. Glelchviel ob ehemalige Juden (Titus 1,10.14)
oder Hellenen, renommieren sie mit lhren tiefsinnigen Mythen, unend-
lichen Genealoglea, imponieren durch ihre dilalektischen Kinste und
ihre Fdhigheit, immer neue Probleme aufzustellen und zu l8sen; das
Gesetz benutzen dlese neumodischen Gesetzeslehrer, 1 Tim. 1,7; 2 Tim.
3,15-17, zu unnitzen Spekulationen oder berufen sich gar auf dasselbe
um Menschengebote (Titus 1,14) durchzusetzen, wie das Verbot von

Ehe, Wein und Fleischgenusz 1 Tim. 4,3; 5,23. Eine zukinftige
Auferstehung leugnen sie 2 Tim. 2,18, da die wahre schon stattgefunden
habe, jedenfalls in der "Erkenntniss.” Nun passen freilich die

1 Einleitung p. 125f; Quoted by Wohlenberg "Die Pastoral-

briefe™ p. 24.
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i :zusammengetragenen Zlge nicht alle auf ein einzelnes gnostisches Systen,
vetwa des Baslilides oder des Karcion, aber wir kemnen zashlreiche
.gnostlsche Systeme nur dem Namen nach, und die Einzelheiten will der

] ‘'Verfasser gar nicht genau besprechen, prinzipiell beschrﬂnkt er sich

: solchem Gift gegentlber mdglichst auf andeutende Behandlung; und man

verkennt die Postition der Pastoralbriefe grindlich, wenn man in ihnen

3 Klassen von Irrlehrern zurechtdrﬂckt eee Nun ist aber der Kampf um

die Existenz zwischen der rechten gesunden Lehre der apostolischen '

Tradition und dem Sub jektivismus erst im 2" Jehrhundert die Hauptaufgabe

der Kirche geworden, wie denn auch die straffe Organisation der Gemeln-

{ den mit den Interessen dieses Kamﬁfes zusammenhidngt; 1st der Verfasser

der Pastoralbriefe ein Mamm, der an solchem Kampf den lebendigsten An-

teil nimmt und, weil er dle Grdsse der Gefahr ermisst, kein Bedenken
trdgt, im Interesse der Abwehr sogar zu dem bedenklichen Hittel der

Unterschiebung paulinischer Briefe zu greifen, so0 k8nnen die Briefe

nur nach 100 entstanden sein. Der sllsseren Bezeugung wegen bleiben

wir beim ersten Viertel des 2" Jahrhundert stehen.'
JUlichers judgmex.ﬂ: is typlcal of the tendency to find

Cnosticism in the Pastoral Epistles. An examination of the facts leads

to the following conclusions: |
the same discussion as in

1. The term yv?«Toqg is amenable to

- o ° W-
Colossians. It is by no means a Gnostic technical term: Cf. abo

wertvollen, von

Erkenntniss.
Jesus', und den Aposteln2 selbst gebilligten und empfohlenen

Wohlenberg remarks: "Im tbrigen ist der echten,

38; 13,7;
1 cf. Matth. 13,11; 11,25; 16,3; 24,52, John 10,585 2913

1'71 3-25.
2 John 6,69; Rom. 15,14; 1 Cor. 1,5; 8
14,6; 2 Cor. 6,6; 8,7; 11,6.

1.7.10.f; 12,8; 13,2.8;




‘frihzeitig eing 1hre Schranken vergessende, die lauteren Quellen
verabsaillmende oder trilbende und darum auf Abwege kommende und andere: ,
darauf fihrende Richtung auf Wissen und Erkennen entgegengetreten."

2. That 1 Tim. 2,4 should refer to the Gnostic division of
men Into classes 1s ridiculous. The Passage simply refers to God's
grace which 1s extended to all men. If Jilicher's contention were
correct it would follow that "the klngs and those in authority"
mentioned in v. 2 have less opportunity £o be Eaved.than.others.

5. The repeated emphasis on the Apostolic doctrine in the
Pastoral Epistles would obviously not be-necessary only against
Gnostics, but against all heretical tendencies.

4. The famous yevexdoysac Z@pavroc 15 Titus 3,9 and
1 Tim. 1,4, which are supposed to be the Gnostic genealogy of aeons,
do not betray any of the characteristics necessary to support this
'contention. They are undoubtedly the noted and overemphasized
Jewlsh genealoglies which occupiled a ridiculously dominant place in
the thought of the Judaizers.l '

In short, to the unprejudiced observer there are no traces
of Gnostlicism in the pastoral letters. We find no evidences of
the dualism between matter and spirit, of the doctrine of emanations,
of the differentiation between the Supreme God and the Demturge,lor
between the God of the 0ld Testament and the Father of Jesus Christ.
The heresy combated in the Pastoral Eplstles is closely related to
the Colossian heresy and has Judaizing tendencies, with a mixture of

vague philosophical ideas added.

1 The Book of Jubilees gives sufficient evidence of this

.tendency.
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Zoroastrianism and the Apocalﬁse.

Of late years the modern critical study of tixe Apocalypse
hes resulted in the predication of Zorastrian influence on its making
and meaning. Although the detailed examination of this theory would
properly be the subject of a special inquiry, we would note a few
of the ?mst prominent facts in this connection, since Zoroastrianism,
while often called a religion, 1s in reality an attempt at a
philosophical explanation of the cosmos, as well as the origin of
good and evil. '

Dr. Moffattl in the Expositor's New Testament remarks: "Zoroas-
trian influence is strongly marked, though not so strongly as V_Blter, _
In his latest volume (pp. 29f. 63f. 86f. 116f.) would make out.

This, like that of Babylonia reaches back not simply to the indirect
channel of the post-exillic Judaism, but apparently to an almost direct
relationship. In Zoroastrian angelology and eschatology alqne,

for example, does anything ad?quate correspond to the sort of con-
ceptions which in thelr present shape are peculiar, or almost |
peculiar, to the Apocalypse: viz. l. the binding or noosing of thel

fiend (Apoc. 20, 1f); 2. the blasting of the third part of the

earth (Apoc. 8,7f); 3. the seven spirits of God (Apoc. 1,4); 4. the

guardian "fravishes" of the churches (see note on 1,20 - quite an
Avestan touch); 5. the recrudescence of evil genii before the con-
summation (Apoc. 20,7f); 6. the emphasis on the millenium period;

7. the renewal of the universe. See, further, notes on 1,15; 2,5;

1 other writers who hold this view are Gunkel and Moulton,
although the former predicates chiefly the Babylonian influence.
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4,3; 7,17; 11,5f; 14,7f; 16, 13.20."

The above allegation is subject to one all-embracing
sweeping criticism: Thé tradltional view that the Apostle John is
the authbr of the Apocalypse 1s by far the most acceptable; now,
if John wrote the book, it is practically impossible to say that he
was influenced by Zoroastrian demonology or eschatology. That
John, the qulet peace 1oviqg disciple of Christ, 'the 7dm'r75 should
have been interested in the Zend-Avesta 1s eminéntly unreasonable.
Before considering the details of such an allegation as the above,
Dr. Moffa.tt'may well be asked the following questions: Had the
Zend-Avesta gone beyond its native soll at that early date? Had it
been translated (for it is impossible that John could have been able
to read Zend, a sister language to the Sanskiit)? It 1is evident that
before these and similar questions are answered satisfactorily, the
alleged verbal coinc.idence » often based on sub;]ective. judgments and
arbitrary translations, can carry no weight. Ve might add that
all the coincidenées which Moffatt points out (except the seven
spirits of God) are natural conceptions in Zoroastrianism_because
of its dua]:ism; nothing could be farther from John's mind than

to propose an explanation for the origin end existence of evil. )
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