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The question of Paul's last years is onc which
har heen negtoting the rinds of’Eible sclioclars £or nany
Jgealr. The Tollurce of Noly VWrdit 1o ive us any definite
information as to the tine and nlzce of Mis death 1s to
a great extent responsible Tor this controversy. Tradition,
likewise, while it is unaninous on some points relating
%o the Apostle's lasg days and death, leaves us in the
lurch when we approach the question of the exact date of
Paul's de::th. The result of this uncertainty is not merely
a contention regarding the date of Paul's martyrdom, but
it involves muci more, namely, the question whether the
Book of Acts records the end of Paul's activity, or whe-
ther there is a release from the captivity, a subsequent
activity, and a second imprisonment, in which the Apostle
met his death; for we may say now that the death of the
Apostle in a Roman captivity is the one point on which
tradition is unanimous.

The chief source-=book for the liBe of St.
Paul is the Book of Acts, as written by Luke. We have
in this record almost a short biography of the great
missionary, from his conversion to the time of his
Roman captivity. But there the account ends very abruptly,
neither directly stating, nor even plainly intimating,
vhat happencd after those two years spent by Paul as a
captive in Rome.

To the cursory rcader of Seriptures, the
abrupt close of Acts would prove very puzzling, and, in-=
deed, it has proved puzzling to many a theologian. But
if the rcader then heard that tradition relates that
Paul suffered martyrdom under Nero, and that this capti-
vity also falls into the time of Nero, he would believe
to have found the key to the situation, even though he
could not explain why the Book of Acts failed to record
the death &f it followed upon the captivity there mentioned.

If the question were indeed as simple as that,
we could stop here, and there would be no necd of entering
into the following rather lengthy discussion. But let us
sce whether there are any biographical records regarding
Paul's later years which lead us to supposc that he did
not die at the end of that capiivity. We soon find that
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there are traditions which evidently postulate a relecase

from the first Roman captivity. That makes the question more
complicated, and we shall now have to investigate these
traditions to sec whether they can possibly be Titted into
the Biblical situation, or whether they arc perhaps spurious.

But the Dool of Acts is not our only Bibhlical
source of information regarding Paul's carecer. There are
also his epistles, from which we garncr many facts, otherwise
unrecorded. There are, all in all, thirtcen cpistles which
¥e generally accept as definitely Pauline and as canonical,
and all but three of these fit very well into the course of
events as depicted in Acts. Those theec are the so-called
Pastoral LEpistles, the two to Timothy and one to Tituse.

How about thesec threce? If those three enistles were written
by Paul, but we have difficulty in placing them into the
known record of his lifc, when were they written? Evidently
in some period not recorded in Acts. And so we shall also
have to consider these Pastorla Epistles carefully to sece
Whether they have any bearing on the question of St. Paul's
last years,

S50 the question resolves itself to this:

Did st. Paul suffer death at the end of
the captivity desoribed in the Book of
Acts, or was he recleascd and did he
enjoy another period of activity into
which we can fit the traditions and the
Pastoral Epistles?

It shall he not a small part of our program
to test the genuinc character of the epistles mentioned
and the trustworthiness of the traditions involved, and,
in the case of the unreliable character of the traditions,
to look into the possibilities of finding a place for the
epistles under consideration in the coursec of events as we
know it definitely, in other words, into the period comered
by the Book of Acts.

Before we begih with the main part of our dis-
cussion, however, let us note whether there are any state-
ments in the New Testament which forbid the supposition of
a releasc etce. If therc werec any such, they would, of course,
change the huc of our investigation. While we are doing
that, we shall at the same time take note of any indications
outside of the Pastorals which suggest the possibility and the
probability of a rclecasec.
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So we shall ‘consider the following topics:

1. Biblical evidence outside of the Pastorals
for or against a release from the first
captivity.

2. Lvidence of the Pastorals.
a) Their authenticity.
D) Their histerical situation, and what

it demunds,.

3. LEvidence from tradition.

4. On the basis of the above investigation, a
short account of the Apostle's life after
his captivity.

While tiiis subject is generally treated in the
reve:-sc order from that which I have adopted, I feel that
this is the satisfactory method. If we have established
the authenticity of the Pastorals, we can quote their
statements as absolutely amthoritative, and we have sure
ground underfoot. If we begin with the traditions,on the
other hand, we must always limit our statements by the
possibility of the untrustworthiness of the tradition,
and the case would still have to be scttled by Biblical
evidence. We merely use the traditions to show that
extra-Biblical writers corroborate Biblical evidence.

On the other hand, the matter shall be presentec so,
that éhe case will not lose its force for anyone who re-
fuses to admit the Pastorals as inspired authori.ty.
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The first point whi.h we shall take up
under the subjecct of Biblical evidence outside of the
Pastorals is that of the closc of the Book of Acts.
The words read as follows: "And Paul dwelt two whole years
in bis own hired house, and received all that came in unto
him, preaching the kingdom of God, and teacining those
things which concern the Lord Jesus Christ, with all con-
fidence, no man forbidding him." Aets 28, 80. 31. As men-
tioned in the introduction, this close is very abrupt
and leaves us absolutely at a loss as to the possible out-
come of Paul's imprisomment after the two years.

WYhat, if anytuing, can we take out of this
peculiar closc? Somec conclude that Paul met his death
at the cnu of the two years there mentioned; Tor, say
they, Lulke wouldi not have broken off so abruptly if
Paul had been released and had continued his missionary
activities. ITf asked why Paul's death is not mentioned
in a few short words in order to make the account com=
plete, they reply that it was only the author's purpose
to show thespren’ of the gospel thru the Roman Empire,
and that purposc hai been accomplished. Some also ans-
wer that Luke dic not wish to closc his bhook, which had
recorded the triwaph of the Gospel,with somethine alkin
to a defeat, something that would becloud the else so
cheerful and sanguine atmosphere of his account. Those.
who see in Luke's work an attempt to show the relation
of harmony wiiich existed between the civil authorities
and Christianity explain his omission of a death-notice
by saying that his exccution would have contradicted
this purpese. As to the argument advanced, Luke did not
know of Paul's death, that is almost ridiculous; for,
surely, if he could definitely say "two ycars®, he must
have known what brought those two years to a close.

All these answers fail to satisfy.

On the other hand, people have drawn the
opposite conclusion from this ending. It is clear, they
say, that 2 change camc about in the Apostle's situation
at the close of the two ycard, as indicated a few lines
ahove. If that change was brought about by Paul's death,
it would indeced be difficult to explain why Luke did
not record it as a fitting climax to his narrative. The
other possibility is that he gained his freedom. And
there the other side asks why Luke didn't reccord that.
That question is also not so easy to answer, but we can
say that there was no special reason for relating the
liberation as long as he did not wish to continue Paul's

. P he had closcd his pook w he deliverance
g%sggg A %ﬁclgigﬂi agagn asi wBy Le &ianﬁbontinue.
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In my mind, the closc of &ctis is less peculiar under the
assumption of Paul's relecasc than under the assumption of
his Martyrdom.

In this connection, we might mention the
very interesting hypothesis of a third book to bhe written
by Luke. This theory, admanced, or rather championed by
men like Zahn, Conybcare and Howsom, and Frey (Die letzten
Lebens jahre Pauli.), takes up the idea of a continued ac-
tivity of Paul and says that Luke hadl the intention of re-
cording Paul's relecase and his subsequent labors in a third
book. While this theory has no hold in the realm of fact, it
is based on the Tov «tv TpoTeY Al yov of Acts 1,1, It is
true, that one would expcct »péripsv of a finished writer
like Luke, but onc must 21so not forget that in many cases
the supcrlative encroached upon the rights of the more correct
comparative, and no absolute argument whatsocver can be
dravn from the words in question.

Outside of its closing words, Acts also
speaks for Paul's acquittal. The entire judicial procece-
dings, from Jerusalem to Rome give not so much as a hint
that Paul is facing death. Yes, there.is not a single
featurc of the degcription of the journey to Rome that
would point te its being a death-journey.

The words of Paul, Acts 20, 25, have always
been considered a stronghold by those who opposc the second
captivity. They point to the fact that Paul is there expec-
ting death, and that he says, "I know that ye all = = = =
shall sce my facc no more." These people stress the oidx of
this passage,and they claim that the Apostlie is here speaking
with Apostolic prescience. Especially do they say that Luke
would not have rccorded those words if they had not come
true. But let us note that Paul is expeceting death in
Jerusalem and n-t in Rome. So why did Luke reccord that
expeetation, sincc, as every onc must confess, it was not
realized. Almost the same argument might be applied to the
statements of Paul, Rom. 15, 24. 28. in regard to his going
to Rome, wuich, if they were fulfilled, would speak for the
second captivity. The difference is, however, that the words
in Romans were not written post eventum am were those of Acts.
The strongest point against those who insist that this
had to be realized, is the oisx of Phil. 1,25., where we
rea the strong statement, Ke! reory 7FiWorbay OI& ) O ukriv
Kol Fapeusvi; TRerr vuiv . S0 we will have ois« agalnst ofsx,
wiich will, at best neutralize the argument. One should
expect, however, that the sccond olS« would reseind the
former. The o018« — argument is good only ofir such as believe
that Luke invented the speeches of Paul after his death. (7% )

In the above paragraph we mentioned the
Epistle to the Philippians. This epistle contains another
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strong indication that Paul was released from prison.
This epistle is quite generally admitted to have been
written near the end of Paul's two years' captivity in
Rome. Now, anyone rcading Phil. cannot escape the spipit
of optimism wnich pervades this letter, and he must be
struck by the confidence witi: which Paul hopes to again
see the rhilippians. (Note esp. Phil. 1,25; 2, 24) So
The letter to Philecmon, also written from the captivity
shows a similar situation, for there Paul make reserva-
tions for his lodging during his projected visit to
Colossac, Philemon v.22. :

As a possible indication of further journcys
one mig:t quote the previously mentioned passages from
Romans. (15. 24. 28.) Vhile it is admitted that thesc words
contain no proof of a visit to Spain, they,nevertheless,
show that such a journey was in Pauljs mind, and that he
would not consider his mission finished until he had reached
Spain.

To sum up, we would say that Biblical evidence
outside of the Pastorals specaks détrongly for a possible re-
lease from the Roman captivity, and there is no positive
indication agninst ite.
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And now we shall procced to a consideration of
the Pastoral Epistles of St. Paul. As was mentioned before
in passing, the Pastorals present all sorts of difficulties
when we attempt to place them into the period of Paul's
activitiy covered by Acts. It shall now be our object to
examine thesc epistles closely to see vhat bearing they
have on our subject. Duc to the Tact tuat these epistles
have been more widely rejected than any other of Paul's
epistles, it will be well to Tirst look into the matter
of their authenticity, so that we may have firm ground
on vhich to base our arguments.

The criticism of the Pastorals was rcally
begun by Schleiermacher, who denied the authenticity of
1 Tim, He was followed by Eichhorn and DeWette, wno went
hin one better and rejected all three letters of this -
group. Baur was the next one to take up the hammer, and
after he was through, the letters had not been written
before the middle of the second century, in fact, could
not have been written hefore that time. BeWette, while he
had denied the Pauline character of the letters, still ad-
witted the possibility of their having been written in
the first century.

Let us , in the first place, now answer the
objections of thesc eritics. One of their first arguments
is that the historical situation which they demand cannot be:
fitted into the lifc of Paul. But they themselves are
beginning with the assump$ion that Paul died in the first
Roman captivity, which is almost equivalent to begging
bhe question. In the second place, however, that is just
a reg.on why they should be genuine, for surely a forger
would, his writing to the actual facts.

The critics maintain that the language is un-
like that of thc other Pauline writings. They point to the
"hapax legomena", which occur in these letters with unusual
frequency. Zut that can be explained by the change of time
and ‘-cireunstances, by difference in subject-matter and ad-
dressees. Smith has a very interesting argument in regard
to these words. He calls attention to the fact that twenty-
eizght of the "hapax legomena" in the Pastorals are words
otherwise found only in Luke, and he points out that many
of them aremedicinal terms, which perhaps went ower into
Paul's vocabulary due to his frequent intercourse with
Luke, thc beloved physician, during his last years. The
Dictionary of the Apostolic Church (Vol. II, p. 143f)
remarks that Paul has morc "hapax legomena" the longer
he writes. Thus, therc ar~ five per chapter in Thessalo-
nians, seven in Romans, eighteen in Eph. and vol., ten
in Phil., and thirtecn in the Pastorals. Thus, a really
conclusive argument might have been drawn if the number
of thesc words had been small,

e
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It can als8%c denicd that therc is o decided
change of stylc in the Pastorals. Shouldn't Paul have the
privilege of changing his style in the coursc of ycars, and
according as he is writing to one person or to another, and
upon one subject or another. A. T. Robertson says very well
%n his article on St. Paul in the Inter. Stand. Bible Ency.,

Style is a function of the subject as well as a mark of a
man., Besides, style changes with onc's growth. It would have
been remarkable if all Tour grouns (of Paul's letters) had
shown no change in vocabulary #@nd style. o « « « « The Past.
Eps. belong to Paul's old age and deal with personal and
ecclesiastical matters in a more or less reminiscential way,
with less of vehement cnergy than we get in the carlier
ggisttcﬁ, but this situation is what one should presumably

Xpect.

AlTord, in his Prolegomena to the Pastorals,
believes to find striking cvidence for their genuincness
Just in their language. He believes these letters to nuve
been ¥ricicn by Paul's own hand, and he gains his argument
by comparing them with other supposcdly autographic epistles.
While I dc not thinlk much of thls argument for the genuine-
ness, 1t does mofo show that one can prove almost anything
by means of the "Sprachbeweis". >

Zahn points out in this conncction that a for-
gor would have betrayed himself by trylng to imitate Paul,
in vhich procecs some blunders would have crept in. But we
o not find such blunders. He likewise stresses the fact
that 2 Tim. has a peculiar stamp and character of its own,
vhich would be hard to explain if all three were the work
of a forger, but easy to explain if 2 Tim, werc written by
Paul under different circumstances.

So we sce that the argument from language by ho
means scttles the unauthentic characteir of these epistles.

An argument advanced especially by DeWette is that
the Lpistles arc without a definitc object, or that they do
not keep th:t objcct consistently in view. This objection
neced scarcely be answered since it is difficult te ascertain
vhere DeWette gets the right to arbitrarily set up an "object"
as he does, for each epistle. For example, he says that the
object of the 1 Tim. is to fight against herctics, that of the
2. to tcll Timothy to come to Rore . We shall losc nothing
by admitting that raul does not always keep DeBette's object

consistently in view. .

£t is opposed te the Pastorals also, that more
crphasis is lalid on the hierarcnical element of the church
than in Paul's other epistles. Ve should, however, expe ct
this close to the end of the Apostolic Age. Ve Iknow that in
the period following it was, humanly speaking, saved fron
destruction by its admirable organization. Paul foresaw this
necessity in the thrcatéing heresies. Morcovey, as the Apos-

to be withdrawn, Paul had to sce tc & re= i
:éﬁ?agigﬁ g¥°%ﬁat°orcer WLg°ﬁthéy themselves had suppggea ﬁihhertu.
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It was formerly maintained with great
vehemence that \Wbe state of ecclesiastical government- in
the Pastorals was much tco far advanced for Paul's time.
This argument has, however, becn dropped even by many
Negative crities. Alford shows clearly that therc are no
traces of the later monarchical episcopacy in these
epistles, as was claimed by some opponents. The simplest
governnent is referred to herc. Ramsay says in an article
in the Expositor pertaining to thas subject, "The organ-
ization of tiie Churen in the Pastoral EFpistles, thercfore,
is not advanced apparently onc step beyond that of the
churches in “hilippi in Ae. D. 61."

The institution of an order of widowhood
( 1 Tims 5, 9) is not probable in so early a period, say the
criticsy But we say that "the institution, (as far as it is
implied in 1 Tim) is just what migiit be expected to arise
inmediately from the establishment of -a class of widows
supported by the churchifActs 6, 1.), such as existed from
the very earliest period of the churen." (Conybeare and
llowvsor: App., No. 8, £, #8). (On Baur's confusion of this
order with the order of wicovhood mentioned hy Ignatius,
Smyrn. c. 12, sce also the above refercnce.)

The argument that Timotheus could hardly
have heen considercd young after the first captivity is,
of course, a very doubtful and subjective one, due to the
relative meaning of the word "young" or "youth"., While
Timothy was, no doubt, over thirty, he might still be young
for the responsible position which he held, a position
in which he had to deal with many who were much older.

The somevwhat deprecitatory tone in which
Paul speals of Tirothy, as opposed th the good opinion
which he expresses of him otherwise, is urge? against
the Pauline authorship. But Paul has, no doubt, scen so
mich defection (2 Tim. 4, 16) that he would expect it of
anyone. Timothy may even have shown some reluctance
about unnccessarily exnosing himself to danger. Above all,
however, what interest would a forger have in thus depic-
ting a man, whosec memory was probably held sacred by those
to whom he was writing.

But the favorite suliiect. of Baur was the
Gnostic herecsy, which he says is attacked in tne Pastorals
whereas it didn't exist till towards the close of the
first century. Yes, Baur even claimed that Marcion was
attacked, an’ he camec much later. On this latter point, he
has again bheen forsaken by many of his friends. We say in
regard té this entire argument, however, th&t gnostieism is
not attacked, but only an inciplent form of it. of. 1Cor. 8&,1.
The heresies can - so says Purves - be well explained if we
assume Jewish falsc teachers similar to those of Colossians.
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In fact, they suit the first century better than the sccond.
As Zahn shows very well, there i a Judaizing tendency in
these heresies which is opposed to the later gnosticism. The
similarity of these teacuers with those of Colossians is alse
2 refutation of the negative argument. Alford explains
;hat'both tenets and practices predicated of them will best
ind their explanation by rogarding them as the marks of a
state of transition between Judaisnm through its ascetic form
and gnosticis: proper, as we afterwards find it developed.Thgy
are not the Judaizers of former epistles, nor the gnostics

of a later day.

The Tact that the heretics are vaguely de-
scribed as future, yet occasionally as present,: tiie pre-
g?nt and future sceming to be blended, is easily explained
v the fact that the heresies were still mn their incipient
form, and th:t worse was still to come.

Having thus answered the main arguments ad-
vanced by the impugners of the genuine character of the
Pastorals, lect us now turn to, consideration of the internal
testirony for their authenticity.

In the first place, the &pponcmts have not
been able to find a sufficient reason for their forgery. If
they are dirccted against gnosticism, this is not evident.
There 15 no organization suggested different firom that which
"as usually found in the churches, and which might be es-
peciaily Titted to cope with the dangers of the gnostic he-
resy. At least, this does not appear from the remarks of
these epi=tles.

The early date is proven, rather than dispro-
ven by the synonyrmous use of the terms vrfw-fsfuf-_,- and sr.'m.r., o

There arc about twenty people mentioned in the
eplstles. If these .etters were written about 90 A. D., were
not some of these peonle siill living, who might have shown
up the forgery?

Again, the eniire manner in which the author
refers to personal matters points to the fact that he is mot
a forger. It is generally admitted that the circumstances of
these letters do not fit intc Acss. Now, if a forger were try-
ing by his writing to establish new conditions, or, let us
say, to prove that Paul was active after his first Roman cap-
tivity, it is inconceivable that he should not have made this
object more evident, instecad of merely casting down casual
remarks f'rom which we must with difficuliy deduce the his-
torical situation whicu his writing implies. On the other
hand, if he wished merely to gain Apostolic authority for
his letter, would it not have been simpler for him to fit
his letter into some known portion of Paul's life, which

he, no doubt, knew as well as we do?
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Again, if a man were trging to artifi-
clally place himseclf into Apostolie times, he would have
hod to emphasize thic nature of hercsics to make himself
understood in his time, when thosc conditions no longer
prevailed. We find, howcver, that the conditions are only
referred to in such a manner as though they were well known.
FurtBermore, if a man were trying to influence the church
government of his time, and would, in orde~ to avoid ana-
chronisms rei'er to the church government of Paul's time,
the intention to avoid anachronisms would stand in direct
conflict witih the intenticn to influence the present by the
assumption of Paul'snhame. To use Lincoln's famous phr-se,
it would be a house dividedagainst itself.

In short, a comparison of the congrega-
tional conditions and oi'ficers #in the Pastorals with
actual conditions shows that they can well fit into Poul's
time, that they must have been written before 100 AJDa,
And since o forgery would surely have been deteeted if
made before the year 100, there is no reason @idrfloubting
the genuincness of the Pastorals.

Let us now turn to the extrrnal testi=-
mony. Herc we find that the external sestimony is equally
gs strong as that of many other aucepted epistles, e.G.
omans.,

They arc contained inh the Peschito Syriac
version which was made in the second century, and in the
Canon Muratori. they are counted amnong the epistles of St.
Paul, Irecnacus hegins his preface with a citatien of 1 Tim
1, 4, adding,ka ., ¢ axgéerredl; ¢Ynnv. He also quotcd B Tim 4,
9-11 and ®it 3, 10, Clement of Alexandria quotes them ai-
rectly, and quotations are found in Tertullian. Eusebius
includes a3l thi‘ce among the universally accepted
canonic:l writings (horologoumena) H. E. III, 25. Ve
likewise find various allusions more or less clear in the
earlier Fathers, scme of whicii are however doubtful. A
good collation of quotations will be fouind in Alford's
Prolegomena. :

In view tuem, of this strong external
evidence and in view of the fact that only the gnostics
are known to have rejected them, and they for obvious
reagons of their falsc doctrine, and in further view of the
fact that the arpuments advanccd against the Pastorals can
either be demonstrated tc be false or, at least, shown to
be merely subjecctive hypotheses, and that, on the other hand,
the epistles bear no earmarks of forgery, but have all the
marks of a bon: fide letter, and that the conditions presup-
psed fit in very well with Paul's time, we sce no reason wuy
ve shouldm't accept them as truly Pauline episiges.
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And nowv we shall devote ourscives to a
congide:ation of the historical situation of thesc writings.
And therc we find that the Pastorals demand a later time
than the activity of P:ul previous to his first imprisonment.
It is impossible, without commitiing violence on the text
and on all rules o. cormon-scnse to place them in that por=
tion of Paul's carcer rccorded in Acts.

The difficulties have bheen stated morc clearly
by noone than by Zahn, and we shall follow him quite closely
in our expositicn.

The First Epistle to Timoyhz.

0f the threec epistles, 1 Tim has the least
perscnal references, but even at th-t, these few references,
vhen combined with the data of the other two epistles, suf-
fice to show the impossibility of placing it before tne first
captivity. : v
BeTore we procred any farther, however, let
us state that it is a quite gencrally acceptcd opinion among
erities to-day, boi:: o negative and positive ground, that
because of the great similarity of the three epistles in
thought, form,and,diction, and the great points of difference
from the other rauline epistles, these three letters cannot
be widely separated. This is especially true of 1 Tim and Tit,
and in a lesser degree also of 2 Tim. So says Alford,e.g., on
the positive side, and Jueclicher on the negative side.

The chief crux in 1 Tim is the staterment
of 17Ti: 1, 3. IJ,{.‘:;-‘.; ﬁ'lff,l’#(.dqul TE TpeTu tive| iv ’Ef:r.‘y,ropr.v 0’,34_:»:; sif ﬂagggg”fg!_
This trip cannct be that of Acts 20, 1, for at tnat time
Timothy had not been in Iphesus for some time, as is pre-—
supposed 1Tim 1, 3.; But Timothy, who had just returned to
Ephesus from a tri» to Macedonia and Corinth, accompanied 5./
Paul on this journey to iiacedenia and Greecec. (2 Gor 1,1, 83 7. 5.)
And so ‘imothy also accompanied Paul on his return, Acts 20,3.4.fi.
It can therefore not well be placed in this journey. &
Some plage it in the three years activity at
Ephesus. So Mosheim would place it in the early part of this
activity, and he says that this journey lasted nine months,
the difference betwemn Acts,19, 8. 10. and the three years
of Acts 20, 21, \icseler, however, thinks that the false
teachers could not have gotten so strong in that time.
of 1 Tim 1, 2ff. Schradror thinks that #aul stayed in Ephe-
sus to Acts 19, 21, tihen took journey hinted at through
Macedonia to Corinth, then to Crcte, where he left Titfus,
to Nicopolis in uilicia (from there 1Tim and Tit.), to
Antioch, and so through Galatia back to Ephesus. The great
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objecticn to this theory, besitdes its rother fanciful charac-
ter, is the inscrtion of so long a journey (two years accor-
ding to Schrader himself) between Acts 19, 21 and 12, 23,
without any intimation from Luke that this plan was carried
out then. Wieseler himself, who has gathered the various

data for placing the PPastorals before and in the first
captivity, believes that 1 Tim is to be placed in an unre-
corded visitation-tour uich took place in the latter part

of Paul's stey in Ephesus. Th's touy tool him to Macedonia
(he might very liely go that way in view of his desire to
see tiie Thessalomians), then to Corinth, returning via Crecte,
whgre he left Titus, thence back to Ephesus. He then wrote
J.;im from !lacedonia or Achaija and Titus from Ephesus. Dr.
vaviNdson has the same view, only that he assumes a separate
visit to Macedonia and a scparate one to Crete, which we
shall consider later. VWiescler places these letters into

the latter part of raul'sstay in Ephesus hecause of the
advance:l stage of the heresies. He, however, places them
before the first Hpistle to the Corinthians.

: f we had only 1 Tim to deal with, tuis expla-
nation might sount Teasible, but evern at that there are
grave objectincns. 1) It makes Paul write 1 Cor soon after
his unrccoriod visit, and this is nccessary to give false
teachers a chance to arisc. 2) In Acts 20, 29 we find Paul
prophesyingz the false teachers, whoreas here they have al-
ready done théir damage. 3) The whole charaster of the
eplstle shows that it belongs not to a brief absence, but
to one originally intended to last for a long time. 4)

Why should Paul write this letter to Timothy at'ter he had
Just left, unless Timothy sent him some questions, which
1s, however, not implied in thic letter? 5) Davidson's
theory would insert a trip to lMacedonia purely for the

sake of' 1 Tim, while VWicseler's hypothesis would require

a trip of such proportions that the silence of Acts would
appear peculiar, yes, it would make the record of the Ephe-
sian activity appear inaccurate. (Acts 12, 8-10; 20, 13. 31)
6) The presence of many tried Christians militates against
the theory of an early composition. 7) How could the false
teachers have gained such prominence if Paul had just left,
and how could Paul have left if conditions werec so bad?.

So regardless of the other Pastorals, 1 Tim
cannot be nlaced in any portion of Paul's activity prior to
his imprisonment. There are, however, also relations.
between 1 and 274im, which was probably written after 68 A.D.
%as we shall see presently), that make an interval of iive or
six years seem impossible. We shall later see also hor in
combination with tne letter to Titus it cannot be dated be-
fore 63. As to when and under what circunstances it was
written, that question we shall reserve until we have inves-
tigated the other Pastorals. Of course, we cannot avoid the
conclusion that if 1 Tim was written by Paul, as we have all
reason tobelieve, and it cannot be placed in the rccord of

it must have been written after that time, and that

Acts
zguyierggu Stéchalpage from his first captivity. But 1Tim
%88 t* cHA R §C thelink. Let'us look at 2T
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The Second Lpistle to Timothy.

The first thing that presents itself to us when
ve stuly 2Tim is that it was written from a captivity. This &t
onée suggests the idea of trying to place it with tiae other
captivity letters. (GLph.,@ol., Phil., and Phileman) Let us see
vhether that is rossible.

It appears that he his been in eaptivity for
some time, 1,8.16; 2, 9., and at liome 1, 17. The final cause
mas the fulfilling of his Apostolic duties, 1, 12, The situa-
tlon is, howvever, altogether different from that of Eph, vol,
and Philenion, and also from that of Phil. Every precaciiing
activity is precluded. (This is not contradicted by 2, 9)
2y 9_we find him chained 1like a eriminal. Zahn points out that
OPeslphorus had trouble in finding hin, and that he had to
Silow preat courage in order to bring Paul relicef. This would
agree with the tradition that Paul was confined in the Mamer-
tine Prison durin-~ his sccond captivity, but it scems to , 3
me that Zahn takes a little téo much out of the Freviwiw, ISaTrcsrac
of 2 ®im 1, 17, although the addition of the ¥« c¥psy glives him
some hold for his cxegesis. It seems to imply that not even
the Christians in Rome kmew of Paul's exact whereabouts, for
surely Onesiphorus would have inquired of theme.

Al ter Onesiphorus' visit, it scems that Paul's
isol:tion has stopped. Luke is with him, 4, 11, and he would
be able to enjoy the ninistrations of Timothy and Mark, ii they
came in time, 4,9. 1., 21, His personal conditicn is still
such, however, that personal fricnds are tempted to deny any
connection. Demas (Col4, 18) has forsaken him,4, 10. Timothy
mst he earnestly admonished not to be ashamed, but to en-=
dure, 1.8. 12; 2, 3, 12; 3. 10-12; 4, 5. The vhole context
shows that Paul was in a captivity which at first isolated
him, and which proeved so dangerous that all unreliable friends

thought it bhest to disavow all connections.

A further comparison with Phil will show thit

there the Gospel was benefitted by Paul's captivity,Phil 1,12-
18, the Christians were encouraged by the conduct of Paul's
casc. Paul's attitude at that time was one of assurance of , |
release; he now sees no fate but martyrdom. Cf. Phil 2, 17, xAdx
£t Kei WV 5ot ;Jr;, ri.‘ ﬂurl'.c e l]l;t.v'or:'gx Ty TierTiw, ('I,«.GV,

"wo das Opfer als Ziel scines irdischen Lebens dargelegt :
wird" (Zahn), and ® Tim 4, 6, Fyw y=«- »¥n mirfeuus fuai § Kepeg

IRS aradocd; wmov tffcTniKEr. He sces aheal only o 75y dwwioriras
rrefavor ~ (ve 8) Although Paul expects his case to drag
out scveral montiis - he hopes to see Timothy -, yet, an
essential change in his situation seems precluded. The only
relecasc which he can expect is that which will take him to haa-
ven, 4, 13, The fact that Paul has so many admonitions to
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Timothy whici he can scarcely cxcoute on the way, seems to
noint to the fact that he is not so spre that he will sce
%‘ﬁnothy. He, however, does not wish to discourage Timothy
Yy any dismal forebodings. He writes this letter like a
sort of testament. Zahn points out that this conception
8grees with the fact that Paul lets his mind wander back
to his and Timothy's past so frequentlys Under sich facts
of the past, of which Paul only reminds Timothy, Zahn also
includes the statement, 4, 16ff.

Ve read 1in this passage, 'zfa'frlﬁnv ix oromares Aborre, usy
These words state unequivocally that Paul was saved from the
utmost danger by the help which the Lord gave him at that
time, Zahn says that the »5 #P<rn wev % 7odopimvre Cannot re=-
fer to a first trial in the present case, dftcr which he
remained in the severe durance described in 2 Tim, for then
they would be memninrsless, empty words. No matter how bril-
liantly he defendd himself by the ald of the Lord, if he
vas still facing deatn, that could scarcely be termed an
P”"f‘;"'w it crimare, Afovrey. It must have been release of
Which the Apostle i% here speaking. I would be disinclined
to doubt the strenpgtihh of Zahn's conclusion merely on the
basis of the words thensclves, and, in fact, many exegectes
vho hold that 2 Tim was written from a second captivity, do
not refer it to relcase from the first captivity, but to an
anquittal on a first charge in the present srial. So vong-
beare anc dowsom, B. Veiss, Steinmetz. Yct we fin’ some who
share this opinion of “ahn, which is first founl in Eusebius.
So J. Veiss, Frey. Vhat makes me decide for tiuls opinion are
glhc words, 4, 17, where the purpose is given to V. 16 as
LY« 80! 50l To xihouyana HhAwpotfs nOn 1A, This end had evi-
dently not been ‘attaincd at the time of that apology. That
1t should be attained wns an established fact for Paul as
for any Christian. If Paul dici, then it would be done by
another. But that it night happen just through Paul and not
through others, as the emphatic 3:.'s«s0 shows, God helped
him at that time and delivered him from the jaws of the lion.
It couldn't refer to deliverance from the fanaticism of the
Jews, Acts 28 and 26, for that did not have as a result the
bringing of the Bospel to a single new people. Rome was also
not the end of the world nor the goal of lhige missionary plans
whicn the Apostle had cherished for years. On the other hand,
he could not hope at that writing to still carry out his
pland, as it is clear that he expects nothing but decath.

. ‘ Enoke's explanadien exvlm‘.ns the afvf‘;"" EX
cTopato; dSovToy a5 g peference to Daniel's deliverance,
vhere the X h2s a similar phrase.to zgvo¥av i< or. A5
Just as Persians, so says Knoke, learned oif' Jehovah through
Daniel's delivery, so Paul was saved that by him (5:° 3wed
by his conduct and by the succor which he received, the pro-
elnma.tioq of the Gospel might be fully and completely carried
oute S’ s.c0v @oesn't say that he did it peirsonally, but hhat
he personally receivecd the ajd which caused this. - This scens
to me an extremely weak explanation for the term rznfngfap’vtﬁg..
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S0 it secems to Tollow from the passage under
consideration that the p2ans of the Apostle,vwhich had not
been carried out bhefore his captivity, had been carried out
after he had been freed from the moutin of thglion, and now,
in this ecaptivity, had been attained; i.8. Paul resumed his
mission-work after his rclcase and preached the Gospel in
countries previously untouched either by him or by some other
missionary. 4, 7 gives immecdiate testimony to this. In Phil,
he is sure he will be reloased. Here, rov §piscov cirfinpw o Ani
the ditrference between .Phil and 2 Tim is not the result of 2
gloomy state of mind, it is the result of facts. Naw, it is
known from Rom 15, 15-29 that Paul had plans of going west of
the Adriatic. Rome, however, was fo be only a stypp%ng-point.

Thus we_infer from Roml5, 24, wy v ”ﬁf’éﬁy””f 2L

Yo 26 W LALeTD ey K ¢' Ve Dy EL

zny ir«n'o(/.

that if Paul

Jocv ey -

wrote Rom 15 and 2 Tim 4, then 2 Tim 4, 7 shows that he was

set free and alsc got to Spain.

Tiie Tact that he was deserted in the first
apology is not in contradietion to Philippians, for the con-

ditions

there arc the result of the favorable trom which

Paul's trial had taken. In Phil also no friends are mentioned,
he had to fight alone. Phil 1, 12f7; 16,

50 if we assume the
scens a fact that the captivity in
time was not o continuation of his
that he realized his hope of heing
evangelizing worlk.

2 Tim also contains
Pnul was in the Orient under other
the account of Acts. The strongest
statement 4, 20 that Paul had left

genuineness of 2 Tim, it
whiehh Paul was at that
former captivity, but
freed and caried on his

very strong evidence that
conditions than those of
argument for this is the
Trophinus sick at Miletus.

On the journey of Paul to Jerusalem, in the course of which

he passed through Miletus , Trophimus had accompanied him,

and he is expressly mentioned as in Jerusalem, Acts 21, 29.

Ve take tinis as sufficient evidence that Trophimus was with
Paul in =Jderusalem, but if anyone docs not wish to accept the
testimony of Acts, we ask him why Paul should have wri.tten this

to Timothy about five years later,
" companion of Paul on that journey,

witn Paul in Rome. Coi 1,1; Phil 1, 1; -2,

whereas Timothy was also a
and had since then becen
19-23: Philcmon 1.

So Paul, we co»clude, nust have bheen in !liletus witin Trophi-

mus after his relcase from prisone.

Knoke, on2 of the strongest exponents of the
first captivity theory, gets around this dirficulty by sta-ting

that the reading is wrong, and that ev M.An7rw
« Ii would then rei'er to the journey of Paul to

Ev MexiTn

should read

Rome from Cac~sarca. This would alleviate some difficulty,
but Xnoke has, it seems, no other reason for changing the
text thah that the change might easily have crept into the text.

Wiescler's explanation is ingenious enough to
demand a hearing. He explains the Trophimus passage of 2Tim4, 20
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[4
by, referring to Acts 2@, 2: ;—;Jru%vry 5 ’44;?/ Adpxsuvrr nvew
,uta\ko\rt: ALy '?. -r'a'u- 16 e T ot ,,:.v Acn'u-r 'r"lr‘auf w r:“-p”n.l&a:r-
The ship in which Paul wi:s was one going to Adramyttum, near
Troas, and they first intended to visit the cilities along the
Asiatic coast, and so they would have comec to iiletus alsol
But when they got to liyra in Lycia, the centurion found a
ship which was pgoing direcctly to Italy,and ue changed plans.
Acts 27, 6. Trophimus had accompinied Paul to Myra, but
there he became sick. So Paul left him on the other ship to be
land~d at Miletus. So Paul could say that he had left him in
Miletus since he had left nim at Myra witin the express under-
standing that he was to be left at Miletus. While this is
again a rather forcer explanation, we can grant that it is a
possibility of explaining this one passage.

The statement, &, 20 that Erastus had remaiddd
at Corintii, presents another similar argument, since this also
could not have heen news to Timothy if Erastus had remained
therec on Paul®s previous journey to Jerusalem. This argument
Wieselei* anii Xnoke answer somewhat better, by stressing the

/A in sensc of, he stayed there, I, e., e didn't come
to Rome. lnoke says that Timothy thought that Erastus was in
Rome and sent grcetings. This is Paul's ansver. Hnoke does
not have the difficulty ef Timothy's beins in Rome since he
believes that Col, Bph , and I’hilemon were written from
Caesarea, ami that Philippians was written after 2 Tim.
Wieseler accepts that. Timothy was in Rome, and he suggests
that Timothy, on his journey to Ephesus perhaps conveyed a
sumons from Paul to Erastus. In this letter, Paul tells Tim=
othy that Erastus did not come. So while we take the two
atatements of 4, 20 in connection with one another, VWiescler
and Knoke treat them as two altogether independent notices.

AN

A further point infthe study of 2 Tim is that - -
the scending of Tychicus to Ephesus, 4, 12, canno$ be iden-
tical with his being sent to Asia, Eph 6, 21, Col 4, 7., for
Timothy would have known that also. Consequently, it must have
been a later dilspatching.

The stay in Troas, imnp.ied 4, 13, must be a
late: one than that of A cts 2(). We can't imagime Paul's
leaving those manuscripts there five years and then being so
very anxious for them now. Tychicus had becen sent to most
congregations o Asia during the first captivity, and he prob-
ably returncd to Rome. He could surc}y have gotten those objects.
Outside of that, there would have been many opportunities to 2
get those objects in five years.(Onesiphorus,Epaphras, Col 1,7:;4,i2)
The only logical conclusion, says Zahn, is that Paul was in
Troas sho:tly before writing 2 Tim.

; In co 'clusion, since we have scen that he was
in Troas, liiletus, and probably in Corinth without Timothy
shortly bhefore he wrote this epistle, we conclude that the
captivity must have been a different one from that of sfets 28,
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The Lpistle to Titus.

: The Bpistle to Titus presents a peculiasb
difficulty inasmuch as it speaks of 2 sojourn of Paul at a
place in which he is never known to:'labored., namely, on the
1sland of Crete. We only hear of his having touvhed upon the
island onc~, and that was on his journey to Rome. At that
time, however, he did not land. So it is clear that he is
not referring to that visit.

The difficulty of placing a visit of Piul in
Crete does not appear so great when we consider all the
hiatl which occur in Acts. But if we examine the epistle a
little more closcly, we shall sce that it presupposes a
personal comncction between 5t. Paul and Apollos, 3, 13,
and it also speaks of wintering in Nicopolis. Acts never
tells us anytuing of a wintering in Nicopolis, and this:es-
pecially improbable aficr the time wien Paul had gotten in
touch with Apollos.

As te the Nicopolis here mentioned, it is
nost likely thie Nicopolis in Epirus wiich is meant since
that was the most famous. Any other Kicopolis would almost
require definition uniess the party writing happened to be
in the eity, which is evidently not the case, else Paul
would not have written that he hoped to winter Enxel ,

Several of the possibilities for placing
Paul's visit to Crete hefore his first captivity were
congidered under 1 Tim, and indeed the problem is very
similar to that of 1 TiM. For the sake of brevity we
shall refrain from giving a detailed account of all the
possibilities. Let it suffice to say that.as in the case
of 1 Tim we find ourselves thwarted at every turn when we
try to place this epistie into the Book oi Acts. And it
will scarcely be nceessary for us to enter into a lengthy
discussion here, for 1 Tim and Tit are so closely related
that the proof which applics to one applies to the other.
If 1 Tim could not ha-e becen written before the first
Roman captivity, the some rmst be said of Titus. One
could,aiso the relation between 2 Tim and our epistle.
8ince we founxi that 2 Tim was most likely written from
& second captivity, Bit must have been written somewnere
between the :irst and second eaptivity. We have also gained
twvo new stopping-places for Paul on his trip to the Orient
after his release, Crete and Nicopolis.
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From our discussion of the Pastorals, we
would now draw this conclusion. If the Pastorals are genuine,
as we have scen good reasons to assume, then it is imperative
that we accept that Paul wa: released from the first captivigy,
as 18 norne out hy the expectations ~xpressed in FPhilipnions,
By the attitude of the Roman of"icials in the account of
Acts, = in order tha: he might continue his activity as
implied in -1 Tim and Tit and in the Tov fpiuer TeTlidn e of
3 Tim 4 in reclation to Rom 15, 24. 28, ée also reacn the con-
clusicn from 2 Tim that he was re-imprisoned in Rome, and the
vhole spirit of this epistle leads us to believe that he
suff'ered death in this imprisonment.

VVhile we have no dircct statements upon whibh
to base these conciusions, the cumulative evidence is so
strong that mlmost all cxegetes and Bible-historilens of the
present time whe accept the authenticity of the Patorals,
incline towards the sccond captivity theory. VWeiss has
stated the situation as Tellows: 1)}Die Hypothese einer
zwveiten Gefongenschaft lassst sich nur durch die rastoral-
briefe, wenn sic echt sind, erweisen. 2) Die Echtheit der
Patoralbriefe lacesst sich nur durcih dic Annahme jener
Hypothese erveisen. Aus diesem Zirkel kann die Kritik nicht
heraus."( p 1€65) 5o Veiss akso adiits that the Pastorals
prove the sccond captivity, but he denies that the authen-
ticity of the lPasterals can be proven. But we Christians need
no mathematical proof for the authenticity or a book of Scrip-
tire such as Veic=s demands, and thus we c.n get out of Weiss'
circle and accept both the muthenticity of the Pastorals and
bhe second captivity.

It should he stated, however, that the ar-
gunent Tror: the Pastorals is not wholly dependent upon their
authenticity. From the entire mode of presentation it appears
that the author is dealing with facts well-known to his readcrs.
They understand the situation. This shows that there were
eEtant at that time well-=defined tracitions supporting our theory.
And there can surely be no doubt that a forger who shows as
much - ability as thec writer of the Pastorals would have enough
cormon-scnse to fit his letters into conditions as they were
known. Thus says Schaff: "Why should a forger invent diffiecul-
ties when he might as well have fitted his ficticns in the
frame of" the situation known from the Acts and other Pauline
Epistles."

Granted then that our rcasoning in regaré to
the various personal notices of the Pastorals was essentially
correct, we have a gur@ casc for the second captivity if the
Pastorals are genuine, for then our case would rest on di-
vine inspiration; but even though the Patorals were not
genuine, we should still have a strong case.
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Sinece wve have now come to this conclu=
sion by a consideration of divinely inspired sources, let
us now look at thec traditions and uninspired sources whien
pertain to the subject, to sce to what extent they either
corrohorate or contradict our conclusions.

There is quite a gehcral sentiment among
all traditions that Paul died a martyr in Rome under Nero,
but the exact time of his death is not so definitely set-
tled. If we could settle this question that would aid us
materially in deciding the question of the first captivi-
ty vs. the second captivity. :

Before attacking this question, however,
We mist determine in what ycar Paul arrived in Rome as a
prisoner. There has been much disecussion on this point,
due especially to an either false, or falsely understood,
dating given by Fuschius. Comparimg all sources, however,
it seems hest to date the arrival at Rome either in 60 or
61 A. D. Ramsay dates the beginring of KFestus' procurator-
gship in 59 a.D., and he therefore places Paul's arrival in
Rome in the year 60. Others scem to have good reasons for
adopting 6@, while some go as far as 62. Ve may be quite
certain on this point then, that Paul's two years in Rome,
Aets 28, ©all somewhere between G0 and 64, and since only
a few go as Tar as 62 for the arrival, wec will go safe by
adopting 61-63. (60-62 would not essentially change ounr
conclusions,)

Now, there is a late tradition which
states definitely that Peter and Paul died in the Neronian
Persccution, which bersan in the summer of 64. This tradi-
tion, however, does not appear definitely until the end of
the 5th century. It was definitely established as the
corrcct dating by Roman Pontiffs, who did not always in-
vestigate such matters critically and often pronounced
rather unscientific anathemas., s we go farther back in
history, we find that the tradition of Peter's and Paul's
labering and dying in Rome persists, but there is no clear
statement as tc when this happencd. The truth of the matter
is that if Paul arrived in Rome in 61, he would have had
plenty of chamce to escape before the Neronian Persecution
broke out, assuming, of course, that he was - released. On
the other hand, those people who point to this tradition to
prove that rAul died in the first Roman captivity will
have difficulty in explaining how the two years carried
him into the persesutions under Nero. They are almost
foreed to explain his execution in another; which is, of
course, not impossible. Huther tries to place Paul's post-

captivity activity intec the time between his release and
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and the year 64 or the first part of 65. This, however,
allcws almost too little time to permlt Paul to make the
trips wvhich we have scen it is nccessary to place into this
time., About the only thing definfite we can ascertain re-
garding the dating of Paul's death is that reliable tradi-—
tion Iknows nothing definite. The dating becomcs more definite
in the course of time. The first very definite date which we
have is that of June 24, however without she year, for the
death of both Peter and Paul. The fact, however that this
date is eclearly the result of a comuon burial of the true
(or alleged) bones of these bwo Bpostles, shows that there
was no definite tradition as to the date extant in the year
268, when this performance took place. So, all in all, we
may safcly discount the tradition of Paul's death in the
Neronian Perseccution, in case we find from more reliable
sources that his death could not have occurred at that time.

The first indication of the common working
and dying of Peter and aul we have in a writing of Diony-
siusr Bishop of Corinth, ca. 170., who calls Peter and Paul
the "Tounders of the Roman and Corinthian Churches", and
says that they both taught in Rome together and suffered
martyrdom k«rx ror «urev M-f-,o-"' « (Quoted in Eusebius,
He E. IX, 25) Ve are inclined to discredii this report
entirely duc to the wild statement of Peter's and Paul's
founding the Roman Ghurch, and also of Peter's having had
a share in the founding of the Corinthian congreg~tion.
There is an evident tendency in these words which weaken
their argumentative value. Steinmetz believes, however,
that one ean safely take out of these words an indication
that Paul died in Rome, but little more. It seems to me,
EEchcr, that the main point with Dionysius is the "toge-

er”,

After Dicnysius, t::e legends become still
morc positive on thiks point, as in Irenaeus (Adv. Haer.,
I1I, 3), Tertullian. (Scorp. 15 and Pracscriptio adv.

Haer. 36), and in others, until Eusebius accrediisit,

and Jerome says, "codem dic quo Petro", namely, did Paul
die. From all this traditicn we can merely establish that
Paul's death in Rome is the Benerally accepted tradition,
and they also all either point to or dircctly place his
deatn under Nero. ]

For a closer discussion, we shall limit our-
selves to a few statements of earlier Fathers, and since
they give us no definite information regarding the death
of Paul, try to piece what information they do give with
the informaticon gained from the Pastorals, and then to
arrive at the probable date of Paul's death indirectly.

The passage which we shall consider first in
this connection are the well-known words from the Epistle
. of Clement to the congregation at Corinth. The words which
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concern us especiall; in this connection read as follows:
s . 2 > LY > 7
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Fron these words of ulcment we cen draw seve:ral conclusions
prertaining to cur subject. That Paul died a martyr is indi-,
cated in several ways. kany maintain that the term « & p Ak Sy
here means sufier martyrdom, and that is not contrary to

the usage of the word. This word may, however, mean simply
testifying, as before o court, of course, it would refer to
testimony for Chirist. But aside from this term the general
context shows that Paul died a martyr, for tue author is
speaking of' such as "strove until death" becsuse of envy

and strife, and among them he mentions Peter and Paul. The
entire passage specaks very clearly for Paul's martyrdomn, -but
since that fact is hardly to be disputed, we nced not devote
more time to that questicn. It further appears from these
words, however, that thc death occurred in Rome, but, this

1;5 n::t’ indicated quite so clearly, The expressions €7/ 7& .y
nydvuev ey s hefore the rulers, however, speaks clearly

for the Roman martyrdom. Is there any indication that it

was under Nero? We should say yes, for in verse 8. we have

a description which can refer only to the Neronian Persecu=
tion, and since the death of ieter and Paul is mentioned in
connection with these deaths, the inference is that they
suffered death under the same general conditions. The conelu-
sion, however, that Peter and Paul died before the persecution,
which; conclusion is sometimes drawn from the aorist »Cpcierlz
in v. &, ,AT0Y the grouping mey be merely o rhetorical one.

On the other hand, since Clement generally placestE%ul

ahead of Peter but in this case names Peter first,,may be
taken as a good indication that Peter'sdeath preceded that

of Paul. What concerns us heremainly is that the Clement pas-
sage indicates that Paul died 'a mebtyr in Rome, and most
likely under Nero.

Vhat interests us almost more than this in the
quotation from Clement is the statement z#7 7¢ 7ifux 7ap 3woiw

1) 0y , which is predicated of Paul as something which
preceded his death. The great question here is, Vhat is
meant by r¢ 7EéfQwus 7+ dV7E«wr; ? The "end of the west"

might mean several things, and in fact opinions differ con-
siderably on just this question. If we study contemporary

literature, we find e.g. in Strabo, II, 1, that the Pillars
of Hereules are called 7 §fxix Tvij 2we¥«scrn; , while -
Villeius Pater calls Spain "extremus nostri orbis terminus,
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Therefore, there is no reason why the egtpression here

used could not refer to Spain if there were any reason

for that assumption. What other possibilities are there? ;
Many say it means Rome, saying that there were two ré pura T ]
to Paul's missionary activity, Jerusalem being the eastern
Tcﬂfﬂf and Rome the western one. Others, in referring it

to ome, say that the expression in itself ocould refer to

Rome. Ve admit that it might if it came from the pen of

an Oriental writer, but coming from a Roman, it scems im-
probable that it would in itself signify Rome. Again we may

say as to the former sunposition, that Paul's western termi-

nus was not Rome but SpaiN. Of course, Clement is here

speaking in the 1lip t of fulfillment, and he would probably
speak of the actual terminus and not of the intended ter-

minus. But we have another reason for not accepting this 2
expl‘anat:l.on. In v.6 we rcad, m’l,—..,g«- JEvimirey Er ve 77 YracTeAT
K’wi &y Tn v Jer. This would surely cover Rome, and even

in a rhetorical passage suchh as this there could be no reason
for such redundance. The writer qust haye had_a special ,
object in view when he sald, 27+ 70 Téfma 77 FOTtw £
and this special object was to show that the Apostle had
gotten as far west as the 7¢ 7sfeax 75 IWocw; = Spain.
This, in view of the expressed hope of ?hul, Rom 15, seems
to me is not imposing an undue burden upon the words of
Clement, especially dn th? light of/ the preceding words,

-flﬂ;ll:f“/q/ Fedax et A0y TOr 54’0"40. .
] .

)(ﬁuff,

Some people try to maintain that if we wish
to insist on a litcral interpretation of clenﬁlt's expression,
we should have to refer it to Britain, but we leave it to
them to prove that. The counter-argument that if these words
131dic?.te a Spanish journey, that then the <«=prvpnsey 2w/ rar
NyIIME VsV would also have to have taken place there,
is not at all indicated in the text.

We lay much stress on the testimony of Cle-
ment, and why? Because Clement is in all probability a
contemporary of “t. Paul, and there is good reason for
believing that he is the Clement mentioned Phil 4,2. Origen
and others attest to this fact. His letter, according to the
best dating, was written before the year 100. There were,
thereforc, at the time undoubtedly many living who would
have exposed his lies in cuse he did not abide by the
facts. The manner in which Clement merely refers to these
events in so indefinite a manner, shows that he had no in-
tention of conveying news,but he simply alludes to them as
generally Imown cxamnles, so generally known,in fact, that
their merc citation stands as proof. That Clement has more
information than wg do is also shown by the statement 1
57‘7‘;‘&':; o‘t-"l;uar ‘ﬁﬂf‘trg -

: So while Clement does not directly stade that
Paul was releascd from the first captivity, yet his words
imply that, yes, demand that, for a trip to Sgain could hot
have taken place before his first captivity. Clemmnt, therefore,
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in no way contradicts the conclusions which we drew from
Seripture evidence, but he does confirm our conclusion of

the second captivity by his refcrence to Paul's trip to
Spain. Paul's death in Rome under trying conditions is
likewise attested by him. While critics cannot deny the age
of the Corinthian ¥Epistle of Clement, they discount it as

far as the trin to Spain is concerned. We shall have to admit
that withoui the Pasterals it furnishes only a weak argument,
but the two together form a strong chain.

The strongest proof for the journey of Paul -to
Spain we have reserve:i until now, namely, a statement of
the fragment Iknown as the Canoniuratori. This fragment,
which we have only in copy form, dates back in the ori=-
ginal to the second century.(Steimmetz - pp. 65. 68)
Its testimony therefore, in regard to the Canon of the
New Testament, and also its witness in regzard to the
Spanish journey of Paul will be very important, at least,
it will be worthy of closer consideration.

Steimmetz goes into a detailed exeresis of the
words which speuk of Paul's trip to Spain, and he finally
decides upon the following as the most probable correct
Tform of the text: ( I shall not gquote tie original, since
the words can be found in many histories and books on :
Introduction) "Acta autecm omnium apostolorum sub uno libro
scripta sunt. Lucas optimo Theovhilo comprendit, quia subt
praesentia eius singmla gerehantur, sicuti et scmota pas-
sione Petri evidenter declarat sed et profectione Pauli
ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis." He translates as
follows: "Die Taten aber aller Apostel sind in einem Buch
geschirieben worden. Lukas stellt sie fuer den vielvermoe-
genden Theophilus Kurz dir, weil sice in sciner Gegenwart
im Einzelnen geschahen, wie er auch augenscheinlicn dar-
tut durch die Auslassung des Martyriums Petri aber auch
der Reise Pauli, da er von Rom nach Spanien reiste.”

The scnse of the pass:ige in this reading would be that
Luke wrotc the Acts of all the &postles as eye-witness
because they hapwened in his presence. That he reports
as eye-witness of happenings at which he was present,

he clearly shows by not referring to two events which

happened and which were surely worth mentioning.

Wheseler takes the opposite view and tries
to prove the unhistorical character of Paul's trip to
Spain Trom tue vanon Huratori. Otto, on the other hand,
goes tdo far and attempts to prove from these words that
the writer of the Canon is expressly trying to uphold
the historical character of the facts mentioned, as an
object in itsclf. I say Otto is going too far because it
seems evident that the fragmentist is merely speaking of
the books of the New Testament and is neither trying to
prove or disprove any of these facts. We may, nevertheless,
take this much out of these words that for the writer of
the Cinon it was not only an established fact personally
that Peter died a martyr and that Paul journecyed to Spain,
for elsec he would not have merely alluded to these events,

‘- -
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in so cursory & manner, but they must have been gcnerally
accepted facts with those people to whom he was writing;
for he is trying to prove something, and in order to

prove it, he could not refer to matters about which his
readers were in doubt or ignorance, or, at least, he would
have to enter into a proof of the facts themselves in that
case. Only then could the failure of Luke to mention Paul's
journey to Spain and Peter's martyrdom be an argument for
his theory of the Book of Acts, if his readers were sure
that those things hat happened. We must grant, therefore,
that there must have been a tradition of Paul's journey to
Spain and, sonsequently, of his sccond captivity extant in
the circles among which the writer of this fragment moved,
(probably Rome or vicinity - Zahn, Steinmetz) or even in
the church at large, at the end of the second century.

The question now arises whether this tradition
of a Spanish journey mizht not be the result of the state~
ment of Rom 15, 24. 2¢. This is claimed by most negatiwe
critics (DeWette, v. Soden), by positive impugners of the
second captivity theory f£inoke), ani even by some defen-
ders of she sccond captivity(VWeiss). It is possible that
such a tradition should arise from such a cause, but let
us note whether the words contain anything which leads us
to suppose that the author used other sources for his
statencnt,

Steimmetz remarks that it is noteworthy
that the writer does not speak of the death of Peter and
the death of Paul, the omission of which must appear more
noticeahble than the omiéission of his Spanish journey.

This would lead us to suppose that Luke had a well-defined
source at his command which stated that Luke did not
accompany Paul on this trip, and to $o a little farther,
that he was probhably present at Paul's death. Zahn refers
especially to the Acts of the Aposties of Gnostic origin,
and calls attention to the fact that thcy do not ascribe
Paul's journcy to Spain to Rom., 15 but to a special revela-
tion from God. These Acta Petri relate the departure of
Paul to Spain in clos:e connection with the passio Petri.
So it may bc very likely that the author of the U. M.

used these apocryphal writings. In addition, he may have
employed the Acta Pauli, for in them it seems to pre-
supposed that Luke did not accompany Paul to Spaiu, but
also that he was present at Paul's death. So there is no
reason for supposing that the author of the C. M. was de-
pendent upon lom. ®8 for his statement regarding Paul's
Journey to Spain, while there is some reason for supposing
that he had other sources.

v

We have by this discussion of the iura-
torian Canon gained added proof for the trip of Paul to
Spain and thereby for the release from the first captivity.
And so we find also new corroboration of the Pastoral
ipistles, altho this evidence comes as a second source_ and
is absolutely independent of the Pastorals, while supplementing

them,
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It may bhe mentioned that we lack refer-
ences to the Spanish journey in some latcr Fathers (Irenaeus,
Ignatius, Tertullian), while others again refer to it. While
the silence of the Fathers of the thiri century is no
negatl ve proof against the Spanish trip, the testimony of
later Wathers is also worthless as they almost all quote
Eusebius. Chrysostom has a direct refernce to this event in
his remarks to 2 Tim 4, 20 which is noteworthy because he
speaks of the trip to Spain as a surc hanpening while he is
in doubt wiether Paul cver re-visited the Bast.

The much quoted words from Eusebius follow:
v n.,,o)al)-n 7 dmsvor ar}:&t ; it TV 7ou A’ir/v}marg
Frk wev for ¥ yof ekl Pt SFu; TV AT"’"'/"J', .:"':f:-rr,/wr F 1 L ydaty 7a
'!;ﬁ’c(?l'r"); redee, e xoT' TEA uwf/"";""z"“'/""’/"‘-“’ iy & Fscmey
LYOwirpg, oy 0 5 TLreolison .Frvrz'/aarr cisTiANny Fuy reres :

rd L1
70 15 ecxy
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One must here note that Eusebius does not quote a sousrce for
this statement, as e. g. Clement, as he would surely have
done if he had had that letter, but he merely says Adjyor &pec.
This shows that there was a tradition regarding t.is matter
and onc which Rusebius followved. It has frequently been
interposed that Euscbius proves the sccond captivity from

the 7gewr5 cov fwodoy'ia of 2 Tim 4, 16, and that would make
his testimony only as reliable as his exegesis of that pas-
sages. The fact is, however, that hc does not prove the fact
from the Timothy passage, but he says Aoje xé 5, and then
quotes those words of ST. Paul in substantiation.

A stock-argument of all opponents against
the activity in Spain is the fact that there are no indica-
tions to be found in Spain that Paul had ever been there.We
shall not go into that question but merely refer to Stein-
metz's investization of the matter. (Diec zweite roemische
Gefangenschaft Paulk., P. 86ff.) ;

So in my estimation, the upshot of the
traditional reports is this, that the best sources speak
for 2 trip to Spain and indirectly, thercfore, for a
second captivity. Euscbius even makes refercnce to the re-
lease., On the contrary, there is no reliable source which
opposes this tradition, and those few wiich do oppose it,
cﬁn bﬁ readily shown to be the result of tendencies in the
church.

This testimony then, which comes as a
second source and wholly independent of the Pastorals,
coupled with the testimony of the Pastorals concerning
Journeys in the East after his first captivity gives us
a credible story of Paul's last years. This shows that
these sources (Canon Mur., and vlement) must have had
a common basis, namcly, a generally known report of the
fate of Paul's last years. To suppose that this account
was a result of iom. 15, 24 28, instead of a result of

facts, is foolish.

_
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Af'ter we have thus rcached these verious conelu-
slons concerning the activity of Paul in his last years,
there remains for us to form some sort of plcture of the
events which entered into this activity in the order in
vhich they probably occurred. The peculiar thing,is, however,
that after we have gone through this long discussion, we
stlll have so very few sure facts that it is almost impos-
sible to establish an itinerary with any degree of assurance
that it is correct.. We can merely present one theory or the
other which will take ecarc of all the facts that are known
and be content with the fact that it is possible to place
all the facts into the time at our disposal.

Let ts note Zahn's solufion of the problem,which
while it is a very sane one,yet takes care of all the data.
One might supposc, says Zahn, that in accordance with his
promise expressed in Phil and Col, Paul woull go east at onee.
But this consideration must take a back-seat before the
circumstances that 1)the statement of 2 Tim 4, 13. 20 whmld
apperr most unnatural, if hetween the there-mentioncil facts,
S$he stay of Paul in Miletus and Troas, and the writing of.

2 Tim, not only the winter in Nicopolis but also the activity
in Spain, which must have taken, at least, several monthss
shou;d have taken place.

Now, if Paul didn't leave Rome at oncc (Phil 2,

19-23), but waited for the return of Timothy from Philippi,
ggen, a; hbe .st, 1e could have gone to Spain i: the fall of

s perha tyunki ring of 64. In neither case

ould theagggge;‘yhﬁié“gggljig]thatgofgﬁ3-64, scarcely that of 64=-
6, for then one should have to press the Spanish and Oriential
activity into one year and perhaps less than a year. So, if
the winter in Nicopolis is, at the earliest, that of 65-66,
then the winter before which Paul wished to see Timothy
was, at best, that of 66-67. If he then realized his expec-
tations, then he will have scen the beginning of that winter
and then have died soon after. - In order to visualize the
result of his investigation, Zahn gives the following as the
probable order of individual events. If Timothy returned to
Rome in the fall of 63, then he left for Spain in the fall
of 68 or in the spring of64. If the refercnce of the Acta
Petri is correct, he spent a year in Spain. From there, in
the fadl of 64 or in the spring of 65, he left for the East.
Whether he hit Rome on this trip or not cannot be determined.
Fhe order in which he visited the eastern citles is not to be
definitely fixed. In the coursc of these visits,however, he
wrote 1 Tim and Tit. The winter of 65-66 he probably spent in
Nicopolis in Epirus, together with Titus. When he left jphere,
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in the summer of 66, Titus ma; have left for Dalmatia. In
summer of 66 came the new captlivity, the visit of Onesi-
phorus to Rome, the writing of 2 Tim. At the earliest in
66, Paul met his death. But we shalIAt is question later.

Conyheai'e and Howsom present a much more
detailed and elaborate itinerary, which is, of course,
very problematical. They have Paul visit the East irmediate-~-
ly after his release, and then Spain. In order to eliminate
the difficulty of having too long a time hetween the facts
mentioned in 2 Tim and the writing of the enistle, they have
Paul revisit the Bast in 68, and it is during that second
visit that 1 Tim and Tit are written. In order to allow
more time Tor tiie happenings of the sccond capbivity, they
assume that Paul did not spend the whole winter in Nicopolis,
but that he was taken captive in Nicopolis i mid-winter and
then taken to Roume at once.

David Smith agrees with Conybeare and Howsom
on the twofcld visit to the East, but he indulges in many
more suppositions as to possible stopping-places, thus
having him go as Far as Antioch. He adduces some reason
for all his assumed stopping-places, but nothing will be
gained by piving a detailed account of his itinerary and
of' his rcasons.

As to Paul's sccond imprisonment and death,

" we have ve:y little definite information. How he happened
to fall into the second captivity is nowhere even hinted
at, and it is uscless to indulge in all sorts of hypotheses.
Ve do know, however, that the conditions of his second
nprisonment werc much more scvere than those of the former
onc. Ve learn this from2 Tim. There is a report that during
this second period of confinement he suffered in the Mamertine
Prison. Besides agreeing with the $eneral situation of 2 Tim,
this would also lend color to Zahn's hypothesis regarding
the 7oy § /vy f n7¢7» ~ of Oesiphorus.

There can be no doubt that Paul died in Rome.

Tradition is unanimous on that point, beginning with
Clement, where it is only implied. This also agrees with
2 Tim. In accordance with Paul's rights as a Roman citizen,

~ tradition has him meet his death by decapitation and not

"by crucifixion. Thus Orosius, Hist. VII, 7, says, "Paulus
Eladio occidit." Jeromes statement is the most explicits:
Hic ergo decimo quarto Neronis amno (eodem die quo etro),
Romae pro Christo capiue et truncatus sepultusgue est in
Viz Ostiensi." (Catal. Script.) This statement loses some
force by the parenthesis, but since therec is nothing in the
rest of the statement which opposes former tradition, we
miy accept its testimony, especially since it does not
claim that Paul died in the Vatican with Peter. As Jerome
states, so the best tradition speaks for a martyrdom suffered
along the Road to Ostia, about two miles from the city walls.
The basilica of uit. Paul's, outside tine gates of Rome,

e
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cormemorates the place of tiie execution, while the tradi-
:iogii spot of the martyrdom is the "tre fontane" near the
asilica,

The question of the date of Paul's decath is
an uncertain one, anﬁfbun only approximate it by a reckon-
ing from other known dates. The martyrdom in the Neronian
Persecution we have scen to be merely :omish fiction, as
also the synchronistic martyrdom with Peter. This would not
allow for his activity in Spain and the East, and would also
not agree with his being beheaded. Under the excitement of
& persccution, we cannot imagine that a Roman citizen would
reccive any special consideration, although it is not im-
pos$ible. Yet, the other reason is sufiicient to show that
he could not have die. in the persccutions of 64. This{much
does seem to be truc, however, that he died during the riéign
of Nero, as is intimatcd by Clement and expressly stated by
other rathers. From the discussion of the order of events
of the last activity, we saw that his death could scarcely
have occurred beforec 66, and since Nero died in Junec 68,
we may saf'ely place Paulds death between 66 and 68 A. D.
Euscbius'date of 67 for the martyrdom is not reliable, due
especially to the fact that the remark is added that it
occurred in the Neronian Persecution, which had however
alrecady taken plice in 64-G5. It may be that Eusebius hac the
date 67, and that his mistake lies only in placing Paul's
death in the perseccution. At any rate, 67 scems to he the
best conservative dating.

Thus closcd the life of the greatest
miissionary since the days of aim who said, "Go ye there-
fore, and teaeih ail nations". His end is veiled in compa-
rative obscurity; but what matters it to us whether we know
just the hour in which he died. We know that he was faithful
unto the end, and we are sure that he gainedéd the ¢ 7r s
Siawreryrn, 7¢fere;, which the great Shepherd of the sheep,
under.whom he hacd been a trusted under-shepherd, had reserved
for him in heaven. May his untiring zeal, his unflinching cmu-
rage, his whole-soulcd devoticn inspire many to follow in his
footsteps. VWVho thus serves the ilaster witn his whole heart,
and in the ve:ry fTace of deatu can not cease preaching Christ,
an@ Him crucified, need not carc when or how he dies. His
death may be an ignoble one, therec may be noone to mourn,
but he can be sure of one thing, namely, that for him also
there is reserved a crown of righteousness in heaven.

ST INGE
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