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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE FPROBLEM

1 Pet. 5:13 reads: "The church that is at Babylon, elected to-
gether with you, saluteth you; and so doth Marcus my son." There are
many historical problems comnected with an interpretation of this
verse. First, who 1s N rwvsndexrn? Second, where is Babylon? Third,
who is Marcus whom Peter addresses as "my son"?

The problem discussed in this paper is the second one: Where is
Babylon? Three theories have been advanced: "Babylon® is: (1) Home,
(2) Babylon in Mesopotamia, and (3) Babylon on the Nile River in Egypt.
Each of these theories is discussed in a separate chapter. The word-
ing of 1 Pet. 5:13 does not make it mandatory to say that Peter was in
Babylon, wherever it is, at the time he wrote his first epistle., This
is particularly true if the Egyptian theory is accepted. The greetings
from the church at Babylon could have come through Mayk. Howsver, the
natural thing is for Peter to be sending greetings as the result of
personal contact with the church at Babylon. We have so little infor-
mation on the life of Peter that it is theoretically possible that he
visited any of the three places mentioned, In this paper, we have as-
sumed that Peter wrote his first epistle in the "Babylon" whose church
sends greetings,

The story of this thesis began last summer when I was in Caireo,
Egypt. I was directed to the Coptic churches in Babylon by a friend
ldving in Cairo at that time, Mr. Arthur Sechwantes. Through Mr.
Schwantes I met the Rev, Mr. Hoepner, the pastor of the German Pro-
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testant Church in Cairo. In giving us final directions for our excur-
sion to Babylon, iir. Hoepner remariced that this was the Babylon men-
tioned by Peter at the end of his first epistle., Tho remark interested
me very mch, because the only theories I had ever heard on Peter's
Babylon were the Roman and the Mesopotamian theories, My curiosity
compelled me to spend two afternoons and a moming looking around Fort
Babylon and its six churches, The first afternoon, my companion, Dean
Iueking, and I visited some of the churchos with the assistance of an
officer of the law and his rifle. Our graciocus guide balked at taking
us to the Jewish synagoguc; We assumed he was afraid that the combina-
tion of our pale faces and a visit to the Jewlsh synagogue would be too
much even for his trusty weapon: the people might not wit to ask
whether we were Yiankee" or "Englees", The next aftermoon, the two of
us decided to brave the dangers of Old Cairo, specifiecally Fort Babylon,
without the protection of our official friend. We walked around the
fort, plowing through the desert sand which comes right up to the fort.
A little boy led us to the synagogue where the rabbi's assistant pro-
ceeded to give us a tongue lashing for coming arcund the back way.
The following morning, I visited the Coptic Museum and the library of
the mseun, In the library I found the writings of A. J. Butler upon
whom I depended a great deal when writing the chapter on the Egyptian
theory. Because of this personal association, I have spent most time
diucuad.pg the Egyptian theory. The muin points of the Roman and
Mesopotamian theories have often been treated and therefore can be
summarized more briefly.

Concerning r‘tﬂwdt"‘?n’, I agree with J, E, Huther and the vast
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majority of commentators that this refers to the church at Babylon and
not to some lady.t Actunlly, the problem has no direct bearing on the
location of Bsbylon,. |

The identity of Marcus could conceivably have something to say
about the location of Babylon. Babylon and Marcus svem to be closely
related. This is particularly so if the Egyptian theory is accepted,
Where we folt it necessary in discussing the various theories, we brought
in the problem of *arcus.

This thesis is written with certain basic assumptions, Ve assumed
that 1 Peter was written bty Peter, the apostle of Jesus Christ. We
feel that the evidence for the Potrine authership of the letter as pre=
sented by many earlier scholars and recently restated by Edward Gordon
Selwyn? is conclusive. It was necessary to assume the Petrine author-
ghip if the inquiry into the location of Babylon is to have any meaning
at all, %We have further assumed that Peter wrote this leiter before
68 A.D. TUhether, as Seluyn suggests, Silvanus wrote the lstier for
Peter or Peter wrote it himeelf, is unimportant for this paper.3

1;, E. Huther, "Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the General
Epistles of James, Peter, John, and Jude," Meyer Commentary, trans-
lated by Rev. Faton J. Gloag et al. (New York: Funk and Wagnalls,
1337)’ Ps 189, -

2Edward Gordon Selwyn, The First Epistle of St, Petor (london:
Macmillan and Cos Ltde, 1947), PPe 27=33. i

3Mt: PPs 9=17.




CHAPTER IIX
THE ROMAN THEORY

The Roman theory of the Babylon of 1 Pet. 5:13 seems to be the
zost popular and the most commonly accepbed theory. J. E, Huther, in

the Meyer Commentary, says that the three principal reasons supporting

this view eve: (1) tradition, (2) the designation of Rome as Babylon
in Revelation, and (3) the fact that there were no Jews in the

Hesopotamian Bebylen ot this time.# We will use most of this chapter
Lo discuss the first tiwe points; the third point will come under con=-

sideration when we speak of the Mesopotomlan theory.
The Authorities

The Roman theory has by far the greatest list of authorities sup—
porting it, Paplas, Hieronymus, Oscumenius, Beda, Luther, Thiersch,
Wiesinger, Bweld, Schott, Hoffman, Huther,” Sieffert, Keil,® Selmon,

L3, Ee Huther, "Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the General
Epistles by James, Peter, John, and Jude,” Meyer Commentary, translated

P, 340,
SIbid,

60arl Friedrich Keil, Commentar ueler die Briefe des Petrus und
Judas (Leipzig: Doerffling and Franke, 1883), Pe 25¢

e e
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Ramsay,’ Swete,® Selwyn,? Kuhn,10 Stoeckhardt,ll nmk;lz Beare,13
Zahn, 1 Qullinen,l5 Grotius, Loxdner, Cave, Semler, Hitzig, and Farrar,16
hold to the Roman theory,.
Edward Goxrdon Selwyn says that Babylon ds "a gobriouet for Rome® 17
Kerl Ceorsg Xuhn in Kititel's Weerterbuch says tliat only Rome can be

thought of with regard to 1 Pet. 5:13,18

7G. T, Manley, "Babylon on the Nile," The Evangelical Quarterly,
(April 19“&): HI: 1‘020 3

8Henry Barclay Swste, The Gospel According to St. Mark (London:
Macmillan and Co, Ltde, 1909), p. X

Yidvard Gordon Selwyn, The First Eplstle of St. Pster (London:
Macmillan and Co, Ltdes 1947), DPs 243«

10Karl Georg Kuhn, "Babylon," Theologishes Woertorbuch zum Heuen
Te compiled by Gorhard Kittel (Stutthart: Verlag wvon W. Eohl-

hermer, 1933), I, 5lL.

1, Stosckhardl, Kommentar ueber den Ersten Brief Petri (St. Loulss
Concordia Publishing House, 1912), pp. 7=8.

12Friedrich Hauek, Die Briefe des Jekobus, Petyus, Judos und Johannes
Kirchenbriefe (Goettingen: Vandenhoeck und Bnprocht, 1949)s Pe 3be

13Francis Wright Beare, The First Epistle of Feter (Oxford: Basil
Blaekmll, 191&7)3 Pe 31.

1iTheodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, translated from
the third Germsn edition by John Moore Trout et al., (Edinburghs T. and
?, Clark, 1901), II, 159-140. -

150scar Cullman, Peter, translated from the CGerman by Floyd V.
Filson (Philedelphla: The Westminster Press, 1953), pp. 83-8L.

16Frederick W. Farraer, The Eerly % ianity (New York:
Csssell, Pettar, Calpin and Coss 138?% I, 515 n,

Y75eluyn, ope Sikes Pe 2U3e
18guhn, ope Citey Pe 5lhe



6

W. Mo Ramsay's reason for saying that 1 Peter was written from Rome
is that the letter is "impregnated with Roman thought."l9 As we are go-
ing to see in Chapter 3, it is very likely that a letter written from
Babylon in Egypt would also be tainted with Roman thought concerning
"the relation to the state and its officers,"l9 because Babylon, Egypt,
was the location of one of the three Roman legions stationed in Egypt.<

Francis Wright Beare, who accepts the Roman theory, does not ascribe
the suthorship of 1 Peter to Peter. He thinks that it was written by a
presbyter of the area to which it is addressed, The mention of Babylon
was part of the pseudonymity of the letter. Under these conditions Rome
is the only possible interpretation. His view is further explained with
the fact that he accepts & late date for the writing of this letter.2d
The later the dating of the letter, the more probable the Roman theory
becomes, as we shall see when we discuss the use of the metaphor. Beare
says; "There is nothing to comnect the memory of Peter with either Egypt
or Hesopotamia,"22

The Catholic Biblical Encyclopedia New Testament uses a process of
elimination to interpret Babylon as Rome. S 4

There is no reason to believe that he (Peter) ever visited or
evangelized the Mesopotamlian metropolis then shorn of its
. former glory, noyr the imperial fortress of the same name not

1%, M. Ramsay, m%mmm (New York: G. P.
Putnam's Sons, 19]25, PDe =287 « orneh

20Manley, op. cit., ps 138
2lBeare, op. cit., ps 3¢

&Md” Pe 183«
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far from the site of the modern Cairo, whereas it is highly .
probable that. he was in Rome at the time of the composition i
of the Epistle,23 i

Howaver, the Roman theory is not dependent on this negative type of
arguing,

Tradition

The first mention of Babylon as Rome is made by Eusebius, the father
of Church History who lived from about 260 to 341.2% Eusebius (Ecclesias-
tical History, II, 15. 2) reports a story told by Clement of Alexandria
about the origin of Mark's Gospel in Rome during the time when Peter was
preaching there. This story is supported with the testimony of Papias,25
From Euseblus' ageount, Oscar Cullman in Peter attributes to Clement the
belief that 1 Peter was written in Rome and that Babylon is a cryptic
word for Rome,20 Theodor Zahn says that it is wrong to say that Clement
was of this opinion; because elsewhere Clement identifies Babylon with
the ancient city in the land of the Parthians, MNoreover, Zahn says that
Clement has nothing to say about the place from which 1 Peler was written
in his comments on 1 Pet, 5113.27 On the basis of this same section in

23John E. Steimmeller and Kathryn Sullivan, ®Babylon," Ca
Biblical Encyclopedia New Testament (New York: dJoseph F. Wagner, Inc.,
195)5: Pe 586 :

24y, J+ Baochus, "Eusebius of Caesarea,” The Catholic
edited by Charles G, Herbermann et al. (New York: Robert Appleton
Company, 1907), V, 617. The Ca Encyclopedia hereafter referred

to as C, Es
25Zahn, op. gites Pe 163
26Cullman, op. eit., pe 117,
27Zahn, op. cite.p pe 163,

1 AFF MEMORIAL LIBRARY g
| COWCORULA SUBLRIARY
e T AATITIC N

PRIT



8

Eusebius, Selwyn says that Paplas understood 1 Pet. 5:13 as referring to
Rome,?8 Zahn is not so boldj he says that "probably" Papias understood
Babylon in 1 Pet. 5:13 as referring to Rome.2? Papias lived from about
69 to about 140. He was Bishop of Hierapolis, a disciple of John the
Apostle, and a friend of Polycarp.30 As Zahn points out, it was cuite
natural for Papias to use the Roman interpretation. Being a disciple of
John, he naturally placed high value on the Apocalypse and John's use of
the term Babylon for Rome, Papias also interpreted many other biblical
passages allegorically. His preference for the allegorical interpretatien
may have led him to interpret 1 Pet. 5:13 allegorically.3l The evidence
for Papias holding the Roman theory is not strong. Furthermore, whether
Papias' background and method of interpretation diminish his testimony
for the Roman theory or not is a matter which could be argued both ways,
Papias is the cornerstone for the traditional argument of the Roman theory.

Zehn says that the Roman theory "was from the first the prevailing
one in the Church, and contimied to be 80."32 Selwyn says that it "was
universal both in east and west until the Reformation.”33 The reason for
the change in interpretation at the time of the Reformation-—-elthough,
as said before, Iuther, the Great Reformer, accepted the Roman theory-——

2Bselwyn, op. cit.; pe 23¢

29zahn, op. cit.s Pe 163.

30John Chepman, “Pepias,” C. E«y ops git., XI, 457-459.
31Zghn, op. ¢it., p, 163.

321big. A\
33gelwyn, op. cit., ps 243« \
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was that 1 Pet. 5:13 was being used by the Romanists to prove that Peter's
Roman episcopate lasted from twenty to twenty-five years. Ultimately, it
wes being used to substantiate the primacy of the pope. Zahn points out
that the origin of the Roman interpretation did not arise from an attempt

to prove the long Roman sojourn of Peter. Such attempts did not arise

i

until the fourth century,3% Howover, if one were to decide that Papias
was influenced by his association with John and his flair for allegorizing
and not by the histordical fact, as G. T. Manley points out, "the support
which this would give to the tradition of Peter's episcopate ot Rome is ?

quite sufficient to account for its adoption by later writers . . . 739 !
There is some tradition for the Mssopotamian theory, but it is late
and usually not accepted, Zahn says,
For centuries nothing was known in the tradition of the Syrian
Church as to a residence of Peter in Babylon, until some scholars 1
of the Middle Ages undertook to prove it from 1 Pet, v.13."36 |
The Antiochian school knows no such tredition,37
The Agts of Philip, which were not written before 400, mention that
Philip found Paeter in the land of the Parthians., However, Zahn says that
the Acts of Philip are "sbsurd" in charecter,38

The lack of strong tradition for any other place leaves the field

3hzahn, op. citey PP 159-160.
3%Manley, op. cit., p. 142.
36Zahn, op. git.sy Pe 159«
371bid., pp. 163-16l.

381pid,
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open to the Roman view, Zahn points ocut,

If there had existed such traditions as made possibie tho literal
interpretation of the name Babylon, which was 2lso the most
natural cne, the interpretation tuat mukes 1 Pat. v.13 refer to
Rome=-wilch came more and more Yo b2 accepted, and which can be
traced back to the begimming of the sscond century--could certainly
nolb have bzen universally accepted; in fact; could scarcely have
arisen at all. The entire absence of such traditions makes it
impossible to believe——more so, in case the letter is spuriocus,
than if the letter is gemuine~=thst the writer would lead his
readers to suppose thet he wes in Egypt or Babylonia.39

If the Babylon at the southern extremity of the Nile delts, or
the ancient city of that name on the Buphrates, long destroyed,
be meant, it is impossible to explain how every trece of the
tradition of the work of Peter on the Kile or the Euphrztes
could diseppear from the Church as & whole, and, in particular,
from the Churches of the lands in question,’®
In the sixth or seventh century, this tradition finds its way into
ona of the New Testament manuseripts which reads, "the end of the letter
of the apostle Peter, written from Rome,"4l
The Syriac "Teeching of the Apostles™, which Zahn deserites as being :
"of a somewhat late date," describes 1 Peter as "what Sinon wrote from

Rome,® thus interpreting Babylon to mean Rome, 42 i

Zahn says:

The confused views about Rome or Rhode, a daughter of Peter, of i
waich Barhebrasus gives an account in comnection with 1 Pet. v.133 ]
Acts xii, 12, 13, amtobetmoedbackutgimtelytotheinter-

pretation of Babylon to 1ean ROMS « « « «

Bar Hebrasus, or Barhebraeus, was & Jacobite Syrian bishop and historian

392&!’1“, OP. f_&w) PPe 159-160.
thid., Pe 159, S

ll1pag,, p. 164. (Wright, Catsl, p. 82)

hZmig,

Wrea4,
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who was born in 1226 and died in 1286.4k

The Metaphor

According to the Roman theory, the word Babylon is a metaphor for
Rome, Luther says that this metaphor is used in the sense of thronging
corruption, He says that Peter has here called Rome "a confusion, or
Babel, since there was also such disorderly conduct, and a confused mil-
titude of all kinds of shameful practices and vices; and whatever in the
whole world was scandalous had flown together there."l45

Zahn sayss

Just as the Jews called Rome and the Roman Empire Edom;, and just
as among Christians Jerusalem and Zion were typical designations
of their commonwealth, which centers in heaven and has its future
upon earth, so Babylon, which among Greeks and Romans was the
proverbial type of a great hwmrious city, under the influence

of historical tradition and O. T. prophecy, came to be used by
Jews and Christians as the figurative name for the capital of

the world-empire which was hostile to the Church of God » » . « 46

Selwyn liste three points of comparison between Babylon and Rome
vhich would have prompted the use of this metaphor. First, Babylon was
the place of exile in Jewish history; Peter thinks of himself as an
exile. Second, both Babylon and Rome combined wealth and wickedness,

Third, there are comparisons between their oppressiveness and £a11,47

M’R. mtin, "Bar Hebraeus," C. E., op. ﬁ_o, I, 29’5-

LSMaytin Inther, I and II Peter, preface by E. H. Gillett (Harlem,
1859)3 po 237t

46zann, op. eit., p. 178.

“7301\!111, QP ¢lt., p. 30L,
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The use of metaphorical designations of persons and places in the
Bible is very common, Selwyn lists Elijah and John the Baptist (Mark 9:
11-13), the Christien Church as the Jerusalem above (Gal. 4126),
Israel for God's chosen religious commnity, Mount Zieon for the
place of His worship, Jerusalem for the place of His presence

on earth, Soggm for wickedness, and Egypt for materialism and
worldliness.

Peter himself uses metaphors in this letter, cf. 1 Pet., 1l:l; 2:4. 9;
5:13; etc.4? However, nowhere does Peter use a metaphor for the name of
& place. He describes in a metaphorical way people whom he explicitly
identifies.

1 Pet, 5:13 is not an isclated examples of Babylon being used for
Rome, Cullman collects the uses:

It occurs above all in the Apocalypse of John, where there can be
no doubt that in chs. 14383 16:19; 17:5 £f; 1812 £f, Rome is mesant
by "Babylon®, ¢ + « We further find "Babylon" as a figurative
designation for Rome in the pssudepigraphic late Jewish literature,
It appears, for example, in the Sibylline Oracles V, 159, where it
is said: %"The deep sea will burn, and so will Babylon itself and
the land of Italy;® in the Apocalypse of Baruch 1l1:1; and in Fourth
Egdras 3:1 ff. + « o In addition, the word “mystery®, which in
Rewvelatlon 17:5 refers to the saying concerning Babylon-Rome,
appears to indicate that this covert manner of expression was
already known to Christisns,”

However, it mst be stated that this is not comclusive evidence that
in 1 Pet. 5:13 the word Babylon msans Rome, Salwyn and Cullman agree
that if Babylon means Rome here, it is the first such use of the term

k8Tbid.s pps 303-30ks
49steinmieller, ops cites Ps 58
”cmm, op. cit., pp. ‘M-
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Babylon. Cullman says:

Both in the Apocalypse of John and in the late Jewish texta, of"

course, we are dealing with writings which can hardly be earlier

than our First Epistle of Peter. Neverthsless, they belong to

approximately the same period.5l
Selwyn sayss:

If Babylon in v. 13 means Rome, this is presumably the earliest

oceurrence of this appellation or cryptogram in Jewish or Chris-

tian literature; for though it is found in Or. Sib. v. 143, 152

and Apoe. Bar., xi. 1, and in N, T, in Rev, xiv. 8, 8, xvi. 19, xvii,

and xviii,, there is little coubt that these passages are later

than 1 Peter,5?
Because this is the first time that the tem is used in a metaphorical
sense--if it is so used-- nothing can be proved from the usage of the
metaphoyr concerning the interprotetion of 1 Pet. 5:13. The most that can
be said is that because we have records which show that the term Babylon
became a popular metaphor for Rome after 70, it mey also have been popular
in Peterts time. Those who date the letter of Peter after 70 can use the
later usage of the temm as evidence for the metaphorical meaning of the
word in 1 Pet, 5:13.

In concluding this section on the metaphor, we want to answer the
question, why might Peter be prompted to use the word Babylon for Rome?
Zahn says that this statement in 1 Pet, 5:13 was not

« ¢ » intended as news, by which the readers are informed for the

first time of Petor's plaoe of residence, Such commmnisation

would be without parellel in all other N, T. epistles, and totally

different in form from similar commnications in other letters,
Zahn says that Peter used this tem to describe the conditions by which

the Church where he resided was gwandod.ﬁ Selwyn suggests that

SlIbid,., ppe 03~84s

523013'.711: ﬂo_ﬂkn. Pe m.
53Zahn, op. 2&&-. PPe 158=159,
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prudence caused Peter to use a symbolic name, "as the letter might have
to pass the censorship of police officers."4 Cullman also offers this
suggestion.’> K. Heussi, however, ¥ar Petrus in Rom?, p. 38, is against
the censorship idea. He "does not see the reason for such a hide-and-
seek geme."56

Some people try to make a case against the Roman theory by saying
that Peter was not in Rome very long or that Mark could not have been
with Peter in Rome, These are two problems which have a bearing on the
interpretation of Babylon as Rome, But they seem %o ms to be problems
which mst be teken up separately and mot included in the scope of this
paper. This mach can be said: if it can be shown that Babylon is a
metaphor for Rowe, it is possible to make the known schedule of Peter's
life fit such an interpretation, as Zahn does.?7 If it 1s proved that
Babylon is Rome and thai Peter was in Rome at this time, it 1s possible
to .fif the little we know about Mark's schedule imto such a scheme,58

In suppert of the Roman theory, some use the listings of the travel-
ings of Peter which came out sbout the fifth centuay and later. But by
this time the primacy of the Roman bishop is being discussed, and this
could have infiuvenced the campilers either for or against a Roman inter-
pretation., Thers are also extant at this perdod listings which are con~
sidered absurd, €.g., the Agts of Fhilip which we wentioned earlier. On

ShSelwyn, op. git.s Pe 243¢
25Cullman, ope Site, Pe 83
S6mbid., p. 83 n. 7
5TZahn, op. git., pp. 160-165.
581bid, I

P T L T Y S P S S ey et
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the other hand, we must not discard as unrelisble all literature of this
period because some of it is faulty. The problem is to welgh each source
carefully.
The Roman theory does not, however, depend upon either of these last
two matters, Rather, as we sald at the begimning of this chapter, the
Roman theory is based upon tradition and the use of the metaphor.
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CHAPTER I1I
THE MESOPOTAMIAN THEORY

The Mesopotamian theery is the mest popular of the two literal ine-
terpretations of 1 Pet, 5113. This theory is based on the fact that it
is a literal interpretation.

The Avthorities

Erasms, Calvin, Gerhard, Heander, Delletto-Brueckner, Wieselar,
Weiss, Eleek, Reuss, Frommwoller, Huther,5? Bongel, Iightfoot, and
A120ra%0 favor this literal interpretation,

Calvin says in favor of the Mesopotamlan theory end against the
Roman theorys

But as the persuasion had preveiled, that he (Peter) had moved
from Antioch %o Rome, and that he died at Rome, the ancients,
led by this sele argument, imagined that Rome is here sllegor-
icadly called Bebylon, bBut as without any probable conjecture
they rashly believed what they have said of the Romen epiecopate

of Peter, =0 also btlhiis allegorical figment ought to be regarded
&3 nothing.

Fredevic ¥. Farrar does not favor the Mesopotarian theory, but he
says in defense of the theory:

593, E. Huther, "Critical and Fxegetical Hendhook to the Genersl
Epistles of James, Peter, John, and Jude,” Heyer Commentory (Hew York:
Funk and Wagnalls, 1857), p. 340.

60G, T, Menley, "Babylon on the Nile," The Evangelical Quarterly
April 1944), XVI, 138=lib.

613ohn Calvin, on the
by the Rev, John Owen (Grend Rapide: Wm. B.
Company, 1948)s pps 22-23.

lic Epistles, translated
Publishing

Wi

.
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Parthians, Medes, Elamites, and dwellers in lMesopotamia, had
been among his hearers on the day of Pentecost, and there is

nothing intrinsically improbeble in the notion of his ha
gone to vieit these crowded canmnities of the Disperaion.

Iiteralness

Pater 'sonds grestings trom Babylon in 1 Fet, 5:13. The obvious in-
terprebaction is that Feter is giv:lixg the name of a place. There were
two places with the neme Babylon at the time of Peter. The péople of
Asia Minor to whom Peter wrote this letter were undoubtedly well-acquainted
with Babylon in Mesopobamia, Babylon piayed an mportent pert in secular
history and in the history of the Jews, being the capital city of the
world for many years. Another Bebylon was lecated in Egypt on the Nile
River. We shall discuss the Egyptian Babylon in the nexi chapter,

There is 1ittle that need be said Lo prove that Babylon in Eesopotamia
i@ a literal inberpretation of 1 Pet, 5:13. It is obvious that this is
s0. The question, of course, ruised by the interpretetion ias vhether
Peter meant the name to be teken literzlly or whether the people to whom
the letter wes writien understiced it in a literal way. Defore accepting
an allegorical interpretation, there should be some strong proof that a
literal interprebation is cut of the question. In the previcus chapter
wo discussed same of the factors which play into an allegorical inter—
pretation, and ssw that the situation does not demand an allegorical
interpretation,

Theodor Zahn favors the traditional Romen theory, tut he says that

62prederic W, Farrer, The Ear  of Christianity, (New York:
Cassell, Petter, Galpin and co,;i%z!%f“u!! s 515
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the literal interpretation is the most naturel interpretation,63

QOscar Cullman, who also favors the Roman view, says:
It mst be said, however, that it is not completely certain that
the expression must here be understood in a figurative way.

We cannot fully exclude the possibility that the long ama
ancient Mesopotamian eity of Babylon was really meant,

Existence of Babylen

The lesopotamian theory mst defend itself against the charge that
Babylon in Mesopotamia was no longer in existence in the first century
A.JD. Strabo, the Roman geographer who lived about 25 B.C.,55 applies
to Bebylon, Assyria, the verse, "The great city has become a wilderness."
Pausanius (probably the Greek traweller and geographer of the second
century A.D.)%6 says with reference to the time of the founding of Seleucis,
312 B.C.,67 that only the walls of Babylon were left,%8 G. T. Manley says,
"Ancient Babylon was then in ruina,"69

Jack Finegan, who does not assem to be inwolved in the 1 Peter argu-

63Pheodor Zahn, Int gg_n« Testament, translated by
the Rev, John Owen iGrmd Eapida: Be Eerdmans mbliuhing Company,
1948), pp. 22-23,

6logcar Gullmann, Peter, translated from the German by Floyd V.
Filson (Philadelphias ﬁ‘e';mmmr Press, 1953), PPe 84~85.

6551 fred J. Butler, Ancient Coptic Churches (Oxford: Clarendon
P"". M), I’ 17&0

66Jjohn Edwin Sandys, "Pausanius,® Brdtanndea,
{Chicago: Encyelopaedia Britannica, Inc., 1951), XViI, 400. Encyclopeedis
Britannica hereafter referred to as E. B,

671, H, Dudley Buxton, "Seleucis," E. B., op. cit., XX, 30L.
687ahn, op, git., pp. 162-163.
69&!:101, oD« git., p. 3.
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ment, says, "Babylon was so prominent in many later periods that its name
is attached permanently to the region."70 Therefors, it is possible that
Peter was calling cities in the territory around the ancient city Babylon.
Frederic W. Farrar mentions this point. |

It iz not proved that St. Peter may not have used the word "Babylon®
to describe the gountry or district, as is done by Fhilo (Lsg. ad

Gaium, 36), so that he may have actually written from S or
Ctesiphon « « + or even from Nehardea or lisibis « + « «
Jews

Since Peter, according to Gal. 2:7. 8, was the apostle to the Jews,
the presence of Jews must be taken into consideration with ea.ch theory.
For the story of the Jews in the Mesopotamian Babylon, we shall refer to
Josephus and his Antiquities of the Jews. According to Josephus (Ant,
XVe 2¢ 1), about the year 35 B.C., "there were Jews in great mmbers" at
Babylon,72 William Whitson, the translator of Josephus, says in the notes
at this point that the city of Babylon spoken of by Josephus must be one
which was built upon the Tigris long after the utter destruction of old
Babylon. He says that it was not far from Seleucia.?3

Josophus (Ant. xviii, 9. 8) relates the disaster which came upon the
Jews in Babylon about 100 years later. The name of Agrippa, 37-ik A.D.,

70Jack Finegan, t from the Angient Past (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1946), p. 10,

n!hmr, OB« 2-1&0, Pe 515.

T2F1aviue Josephus, "Antiquities of the Jews," of Flavius
Josspins, trenslated by Williaa Wnitson (Pt The o O
Winston Co.); ppe bhli~hi5.

B,
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is mentioned in comnection with the story. Manley and Farrar say that
the event occurred during the reign of Caligula, 37«41 A.D.74 At this
time,

» « o the Zabylonians attacked the Jews, which made those Jews

so vehemently to resent the injuries they received from the
Babylonians, that being neither able to fight thar, nor bearing

to live with them, they went to Seleucia, the principal eity of
those parts o o« ¢« « The Jews . « o lived there five years, without
any mdsfortunes. Babt on the sixth year, a pestilence came upon
these at Bebylon, which occasioned new yemovals of men's habita~
tions out of that city; and becauss they came to Seleucia, it
happened that a still heavier calamity came upon then on that
account, which I an going to relate immediately,’?

Josephus continues the story (paragraph 9), saying that the Greeks and
Syrians in the city of Seleucia attacked the Jews of that city

« » o and slew about fifty thousand of them; nay, the Jews were

all destroyed, excepting a few who esceped, either by the com=

passion which thelr friends or neighbors afforded them, in order

to let them {fiy away. These retired to Ctesiphon, a Grecian

city, end situated nsar Selencia . + » « New the whole nation

oi the Jews were in fear both of the Babylonians and of the

Seleucians . « s 80 the most of them gathered thenselves together,

and went to leerda and Nisibis, and obtained security there « , + «

Arnd this was the state of the Jews at this time in Babylonia.7?

From Josephus! record we can say with definitensss that there were

Jews in the Masopotamian world at the time of the writing of the first
epistle of Peter., However; it seems very doubtful that there were Jews
in the e¢ity of Babylon. It seems doubtful that there were any in Seleucia.
Some lived in Ctesiphon, but most in Neerda and Nisibis, Ctesiphon can
still be included in the region of Babylon, but to clalm that a person

writing from the other two cities would say that he is writing from

7%.3" QP. _G_’-_t_'o, Pe m, and Famr’ 9P P&c’ FBe 51%=~515.
75!’083&!18, ops gite, pe 558,
76mid,



21
Babylon arxl that the peoople who received the letter would understand
Babylon in that sense, would be opon to much dispuie, It would seem to
bhe stretching Finegan's statement to make it applicable to such a wide
area, (I was able to locate Nisibis on 2 mop, tut not Neerda, I am as—
suming that they were close together, as Selsucia and Clesiphon are, ) Keil
and Fayrar say thal it would not have been impossilble for the Jews to re=-
tura to Bzbylon during the twenty yesrs before Pster wrote his letter,77
This seems to me to be grasping at straws.

Objections to the Theory

Proponents of the Mesopotamian theory mist defend their stand against
powerful attacks on the theory« We hawve included sore of the major attacks
on the theory in preceding sections, Hera'we shall ineluds a few more,

Farrar lists "four poworful argtmédbs" against ths Mesopotamian |
theory. |

(1) There is not the faintest tradition in these regions of any
visit from St. Peters (2) If St, Peter was iu Babylon at the
time when his Epistle was written, there is great difficulty in
accounting for hiv famillarity with the Epistle to the Ephesians,
vhich was not written till A.D, 63. (3) It becomes difficult to
imegine circumstances which could have brought him from the Far
Kast into the very crisls of the Neronlan persecution in the
Babylon of the West. (4) If "Hareus" be the Evangelist, he was
with St, Paul between A.D. 61-63 (Gol. iv. 103 Pnilem, 2), and
probebly wejoined him just befors his martyrdon in A.D. &8 (2 Tim,
ive 11). Ve should not, thg_gefore, expect to find him so far
avay as Babylon in A.De 67.

Ticarl Friedrich Keil, Commentar ueber die Erdefe des Petrus und
Judas (leipsigs noor:mn& and m‘;%a 5 and Farrer, ﬂ,
pPpPs 5Lh~515. :

78Farrer, op. gits, Pps 515-516s
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There is considerable difference of opinion in dating the later
parts of the life of Peter and Paul. In the Dictionary of the Rible,
edited by James Hasbinga,; A, J, Maclean detes the letier to the Ephesians
about 60 or 6l. The death of Panl is placed in 64 by Barmack, 6465 by
Turner, and 67 by Lightfoot.?? According to R. A. Falcones, Foter came
to Rome after Panl's death and died about 64, The First Epistle of Peter
is dated before A.D. 64.f0 David Smith puts Peterts death at Rome in
68.81

Retumming now to Farrar's four arguments, the tredition comnected
witk the various theoyies was dlscussed in the preceding chapter; we will
not repeat it here, Concerning argument wmumber two, J, E. Huther says,
"The couposition of the epistle in Rome is not by any means proved by so
uncertain an sesertion,”8? The uncertainty of this assertion would be
Petert's faniliarity with the Epistle to the Ephesians as a presupposition
for this lettor. Arguments three and four are very theoretical. WUe know
very little about Peter's movements, and why he went where and when. That
1 Peter was written in 67 (6l according to Falconer) is very important for
the Roman theory, bscause that is the time when Peter was in Rome., If a
person doee not accept the Roman theory, however, it could have been

written earlier,

794, J. Maclean, "Paul. the Apostle,” Dicticnery of the Bible,

edited by Jomss Hastings (Edinburgh: T, and T. Clark, 1914), p. 690.
80R, A, Falconer, “The First Epistls of Peter,® Ibid., p. 717.
- 8lpgyid Smith, "Simon Poter," Ibid., Pe Tihe

%har, OD« _c}_ﬁo’ Pe 340,




CHAPTER IV
THE EGYPTIAN THEORY

The third, and least mecepled, view concerning the Babylon of 1 Pet,
5:13 1s tho theory that Babylon wes located in Egypt oz the Wile River,
Because Lhz facts pertaining to this view are little knowm, we chall try
to go into greater detail than we have with the Homan and Hesopobania

Yalley theories.
The Authorities

The Fgyption theory ssems to receive most of its little recognition
from English scholars.
"Alford cuotes Leclere, Mill, Peaxson, Caloviuz, Pobl, Burion and
Gressuell, as favoring the Egyptian Babylom, lul he disalgses it,
chiefly bocause this Bebylon was swall and 1ittle lmown."83
J. Es Huther in the Meyer Commentary remarks,
nThe view that by Babylon is meant the Babylon in Egypt mentioned

by Stravo has nething to commend it, the less so that this BEabylon
was simply a military garrison."Sk

Charles Bigg in the International Critical Comnenbary agrees with
Huther and says that it is "the last place where we should expect to find

St, Peter and his friends,"S5

&g, T, Mar&e&, "Babylon on the Nile," The Evangelical Quarterly,
(April 1944), XVI, 2.

8hg, E. Huther, “Critical and Bngebicl% Bang}.vuk to thetGmora:d
Epistles of James, Peter, John, and Jude," Meyer Commentary, transla
by Rev, Paton J. éloag _e_%&., fﬁew York: Fupk and Wagnalls, 1887), p. 340,

8%Rev, Charles Bigz, "A Critical and Exegetical Commantary on the
Epistles of St. Peter and St, Jude," Critical Commentary,
(New York: Charles Seribmer’s Sons, 1905); Pe 75.
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Edwexrd Gordon Selwyn, eontemporery English exsgete, calls the
Egyptian theory very unlikely, His complaint ageinst the Ezyptian theory
seems to b2 that the name Bebylon was given tho fort in Egypt by the
Roman legionaries, according to their custom of naming places efter
military stations where they had previously been on c‘m‘t-:r.eﬁ
Cscar (ullmar. says that the Egyptian theory mst "thecretically . »
« he considered.” He speaks of it as a “wllitary camp™. He soys that
ione can scarcely accept® it, because it is an "obscurc® place.87
Montague Fowler in his history, Christian Egyot, does mot try to
prove the Egyptian theory, bul he mokes this stotement:
"The church that is at Uabylon," of which St. Peter spoaks, was
¢learly intonded to rofor to the Christians of Egypt, the dis-
ciples of the Apostle’s frdend and amermensis, St. Mark, and not
(as is commonly stated) to some obscure body of converts at
Babylon in Chaldaea.b8
The reason for an apparent lack of interest in the Egyotian theory
mey be that until the beginning of the present century little was known
of Bobylon in Egypb. Fowler, writing in 1901, says, |
It is remaxkable theb, until within comparatively recent years,

the existence of Eabylon in Egypt eppears te heve been almost
entirely unimown.59

86Edward Gordon Selwyn, The Pirst Epistle of St. Peter (Londen:
¥acrdllan and Co. Ltde, 1957); Pe 2436

8T0scar Cullman, Deber, translated fyom the German by Floyd V.,
Filson {Fhilsdelphis: The Westminster Press, 1953)s Pe 85«

88ontague Fowler, Christian Egypt, (London: Church Newspaper
Company, Lid., 1901), ppe 192-193.

§91dd., p. 292.
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The case for the Egyptien theory is based upon iis naturalness,
Feter sends greetings from Babylom., In Egypt, in 2losz proximity to
Palestine and Jerusalem, is a city at Psterts time with the historical
name, Babylon, For those who demand a literal interpretation wherever
feasible; this theory demands consideration,

E preaenting the case for the Egypiisn theory, wo want to bring
out six mein points. By presonting the history of Babylon we want to
produce some of the evidence (1) that there actuelly was 2 Flace in
Eeypt called Bubylon ai Peter's time, (2) that it was & place of im-
portance, (3) that it wes & city, If the evidence produced proves this,
we have answered wost of the objections to this theory. ‘Hoat- objections
are based on labylon being merely a militery camp, obscure; and of little
importance, By discusesing (L) the geographicel commeation of Egypt and
Falestine, we vant to show ils nearness to and <asy connection with the
cenier of Christianity, Palestine and especially Jerusalem. Sinece Peter
is named in Gal, 217. & 2s the apostle to the Jews, we want (5) to look
ab the evidence for the exlstenco of Jews in Bobylon, 3By discussing
Mark's essociation with Fgypt and the evidence thet Egypl wae zn early
stronghold of Christienity, we want (6) to point out the early begimnings
of the Church in Igypt and Babylén's pﬂ‘b in its ecarly growth,

‘the History of Babylon
Crdgin

Seversl legends of the carly ordgin of Bebylen zre mmed by
A Sauh,-fhe Aymenian patriarch, who lived during the last years of
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the twelfth and the early years of the thirteenth genturies.’® In the
book Cmyches and Monasteries of Egyph, which is stiributed to him, Adm
Salih says:

The city of Misr, cutedde of which is Madinat ash-Shams, was

founded by Misraim, the son of Cansan, the son of Ham, the son

of Nosh, the son of lamech the Hlind, and it _ealled after

the name of the king of the Egyptians, Hizraim,
Misy is the Frankish Romen name for Habylon the Fortress.’2

A% another place, Abu Sallh says:

I found it written in the history of Mahbub idn Enstantin Al

in the first part, that a king named Aftutis, in the time of Issss

son of Abraham, was the first who discovered books and sciences

and astronomy and arithmetic , « + + AL the same tims, Sodom and

wmmnt;mmdnmmnmthﬁmmm”

Alfred J. Butler, in his footnotes to the book of Alu Salih, msntions
that this stery of the foundation of Babylon, Egypt is not gererally so-
cepted 74 In his own books, Butler does not concern himself with this
problem tut disposes of it by saying, "I eamoct pretend to say what is

the earliest mention of Babylon in history.*?5

90Atu Salih (sttrituted to him) and
mtm‘mmmwﬁ. m mﬁ
Alfred J. Butler (Oxford:s umcmmnnm,mﬂn-n

9lata Salih, ops eibey Ps 86« In the footnotes Butler reports
that NMadinat Ash-Shame mmmmmua@e&aau,
the classical Heliopolis.

MI”CMA‘

Pmid,

hIid., pe 90 B,

”m:.mmgu(m at the Clarendon
Press, 1904); Po
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Diodorus Siculus, the Greek historian? who wrote about 50 B.C.,
says that a mumber of prisoners were brought from Asiatic Babylon by
Sesostris, king of Egypt,97 to carry out his public works in Egypt, and
were driven by the hardships of their task to rewclt, Thereupon they
selzed a strong position on the Nile, carried on war against the Egyptians,
and harried the country round: but they were finally amnestied and founded
a settlement on the spot which they called Bahylon.?8

Diodorus says that Ctesias, Greek historian of the 5th century B.C.,%9
gives a different account, According to Ctesias, Babylon was founded by
some of those who came to Egypt with Semiremis,100 a famous Assyrian
princess of about 800 B,C. around whom many fantastic legends sprang up,l0l

Jossphus, writing perhaps about 80 A.D.; when speaking of the Israelite

mdus, says that t.he Hebm joumeyod
KaTa. An‘rovj Wdlhv v!en/uov To're adrav - Eqpul,wv rne/ %
UO'TQo,V lchfnm. é‘ftd'( Kﬂ/vp""‘”u Kn‘rttcrrpd'tﬂo/weuau Tnv

Ay vmrov.
“Josephus (Ant, ii. 15. 1) says that Babylon was btuilt by Cambyses when
he conguered Egypt in 525 B.C,"102

9“Mmsm“%&m(m: Encyclo-
paedia Britannica, Inc., 1951), VII, 394, Encyelopaedia Britannice here-
after referred to &as E. B.

97uSesostris, o5 XXy 377

98patler, op. cit., ppe 6T«

99Cresias,” E. B., op. cit., VI, 832,
100putler, ops gites Pe 7»
10lvgerdramis,® E, B.y op. Citey XX, 3lhe
102putler, op. cite, P« 8.
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Eutychius (Annales i, p. 267), the Melchite patriarch of Alexandria
who u2e born at Babylon in 876,100 says thet the Persien king, Avbaxerxes
hchua, built Fort Babylon 1Ok .

*Styabo (G20g. xvii. chep. i), the Roman geogrepher of 25=24 B.C.s
says some vevelted Bebylonlans obtuined & seltlameont there from the kings
of Egypt«™05 The weraion of Dioderus Siculns agrees with this,

Batler cuotes John of Niklou, an Egyptian chronicler of the latter
part of the seventh century,lCC ts the effect thet the originsl foundations
of the fortrass of Dahylon wers laid by Nebuchadnermzar, who named it after
his capital.i07

John of Nisibis, who livsd in the seventh century 4.D,, says that
Babylen wwms twilt by Nebuchadnezzer after the f211 of Jerusalew, and con-
nects it with the Jewish axile into Kgypt in the days of Jeremish,108

The Gilfersnces in tne verdous recoris in ne wory aifect the poimt
wideh we are trying to make, nawely, that Babylon is a very old eity in
Bgyot, dedlug bock at least 500 years before Christ, Nebuchadnessar and
other Babylonians seen t¢ have had great infiuence on the history of the

103sdrdan Forteseue, "Eutychius," The Catholic Hncyole (New
York: Kobert Appleton Company, 1919), V. 639, The Catholic Encyclopaedia
heresafier referred to as C. E. ¢

10kManley, op. cit., p. 138,
105H, Havernat, "John of Nildiu," Cs Ees Ops ¢ib.s VIII, 475.

106p1fred J. Batler, The Areb Conguest of Egypt (Oxford: st the
Clarendaon Press, 1902), ppe 243=244.

107pifred J. Butler, The Ancient Coptic Churches of Egyph (Oxford:
at the Clarenden Press, 183L), 1, 172

108pat1er, The Avab Conguest of Egypt, ope 2h3~ke
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place. This accounts for its name, Babylon. It also accounta for the
fact thet Strabo (Geoge. xvii. 812) in 25 B.C. called the inhabitants of
the place Babylonians.m9 The historic evidence all points to the fact
that Babylon was a settlement where people lived as well as a fort.

Pauly, in the Real-Encyclopsedie, contends thet Sabylon was merely a
fanciful name given to the city without any historical background., As
Butler points out, however, it is more reasonable to suppose that such a
change was made by FPersians during & Porsian occupabion of Egypt, whether
under Cambyses, as erggested by Josephus, or under Nebuchadnezzar, as al-
loged by John of Nikiou and several other writers.iiO

The Romans

Egypt was made a Roman province in 30 B,C, In the year 25-24 B.C.,
Strebo, the Roman geographer, made a trip up the Nile to the first Cataract
in the company of his friend Aclius Gallus, the prefect.ll Strabo
(Geography xvii. 1, 30) writes of his txip: '

Having sailed farther up the river, cne ccumes to Babylon, & strong-
hold, where some Babylonians had withdrawn in revolt, snd then suc-

cessfully sought permission Prom the kings to build a setilement;
at nosﬁ%t is an encampment of cne of the three legions that guard

Egypt.
Of particular interest in this quotation is the fact that Dabylen was
"a gtronghold”, In fact, it was one of the three Rouan strongholds in
Egypt. This mskes Bebylon & pﬁco of importance, Strabo also says that

109Butier, Babylon of Egypb, Pe 7e
110Bstler, Babylon of Egypt, ppe &-9.
lpatlier, Ancient Coptie Churches, I, 174
YN2Manley, ope eites Pe 138.
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the Babyloniens built "a settlement® which implies more then merely a
fortified position. Oae can hardly think of an army camp them; as today,
without thinking of a eity nearby. There must bLe sume place where the
soldiers can find enterieinment and spend their moncy. Iif Roman soldiers
can at all be thought of as the G. I.'s of their day, there were plenty
of merchants around to take their money from them. One can hamdly imagine
Jews, if there were any in Egypt, overlcoking such a profitsble location,
He I. Bell in the laorverd Theological Heview, although he rejects the

Egyptian theory, does offer proof of Jews transactiang business in Babylon
in the year 59 A.D.s vwhich is very near the date of Peter's epistle.

It is true that in P. Ham, 24, dated in A.D. 59, we Zind three

Jews acknowledgzing g depogit of money in a contract drawn up

&n’ Ay CAVO nev Elen VALY TAplgw] Cedrs TRs Neos

quud Jve 108 HAcomodeiTor vouesy but the deposit is made by a

Roman cavalyyman, and the Jews may have visited the camp merely

in order to conclude this transaction, though the presence of

an aporanomog does augsest o perwenent civil population 3

The premains of the Roman fort still standing Uoday are probably not

the fort thet Strabo sawe The fort still standing was build by Trajan in
100 A.D. The story of Trajan, who greatly inereased the importance of
Babylon, is not pertinent to this study, Trajan lived at the turn of the

century, which puts him afier the time of 1 Pster,
Jesus and Babylon

According to tradition, Babylon played a part in the life qf Jesus.
Babylon is on the sastern border of Egypt, one of the Egyptian cities

1134, I, Bell, “Evidences of Christianity in Bgypt during the Roman
Period," The Harvard Theological Review (July 194k), XXXVII, 167-18.
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closest to Palestine., The road to Egypt known to the prophets crossed
the Nile kiver at Babylon,dk:

If we think of the gecgraphical features and political importance
of Babylon, it becomes the natural place for the Foly Family to take up
residence during their exile in Egypt. There would be no reason why they
should either cross the river or travel further south into Upper Egypt.
The presence of the Romen garrisou would give them as much protsction as
they could find in all of fgyph.}l5 Ancient tradition asserts that Joseph
gtopped at Rabylon with ¥Msry and Jesus, No other place has ever made
claim to this distinction, This indieates that the tradition was established
at a very early date.36 In the Church of Abu Sargah, or St, Sergius, in
Rebylon, there is a ¢rypt which according to legend was the resting place
of the Holy Family during their stay in Egypt.117
In concluding his book Babylon of Egypt, Butler indicates that
Babylon was more than "samzll and little kmown" (Alford) and more than
tsivply & military garrison (Huther and Bigg). Dubler says:
L seeus eshtablished
(1) that on the site of Ancient Misr or 0ld Cairo there
originally existed in Phayaonic times a city of some importance,
marked by Egyptian momuments « « o3

{2) that in the sixth cenbury before our era there was a
Babylonian military settlement rade and a fortress erected
vpon the rocky height « ¢ « ¢

(3) that from this settlement the name Babylon spread over
the adjacent region, and became the normal designation of a
great town extending far enough northward of Ar Rasad to

1lanley, op. cits, pps 136-139.
U5pad., pe Ul

Népg,, p. Ul

L17mutler, Angient Coptic Churches, I, 161.
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touch with its outlying suburbs the southern environs of the
mighty but decaying city of Hellopolis,li8

The history of Babylon scems to indicats that it was a city before it
becane = fort.

Pioleny, the geographer and historian of the second century, remarks
#that the River of Trajan (. « . the canal connaecting the Nile and the Red
Sea) flows through Heroon Polis and the city of Babylon,"119 Butler says
that the evidence from Ptolemy indicates that Babylon was a ciﬁy, and that
it was widespread end intersected by the canal, This, he says, is proved
irrefutebly. Fiolemy wrote with local knowledge, being an Egyptian and
spending most of his life in Alexandria,t?0 |

There is & little difficuliy, however, in applying this information
to the present study., Ptolemy's last recorded observation was in 151 A.D.3320
this puts him alaost 100 yoars after the writing of the letier of Peter,
Howeveyr, in view of the history of Babylon, it seems unlikely that the
cliy of Babylon was non-existent 200 years before Ptolemy.

As to spplying the nams Babylon to a large area surrounding the city,
Putler proves this only from the time of Ptolemy omard.}2l The fact that
such referances are not found before Pholemy does not nscessarily mean
thet the erez did not have this name during the first century. Howsver,

neither does it prove the point,

1i8mutier, Bzbylon of Egyphs, Pe 62.
D91vid,, pe 9o

1201bid., p. 1.

12pstier, Bsbylon of Egypt, Pe 3he
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Zahn, although he rejects the Egyptiun theory, says that Babylon ™was
a ¢ity of no amall importance"s At this point he quotes Epiphanius (Mon,
Ed. Dressel, p. 6) who calls it "the great Babylon®,122
G. T. Manley says that from the records it may be taken as certain
that in the time of Christ a settlement called Babylon was in existence,
and had already existed for seﬁex;al centuries,}23

Geographical Conneetion between Egypt and Falestine

Gs As Frank Xnight has written a large volume on the geographical con-
nections betwesen Palestine and Egypt. He says that ™o territory enjoyed
closer relations with Palestine than Egypt."124 He says that because they
were sepazrated from each other only by a short strip of easily traversable
desert, the art and civilizgtion, the customs and religious practices, the
political ideals and domsstic institutions, the literature and the politics
of the one region reacted with no small forece upon the other,125

Knight also says, "It is certain that the tidings of the new Faith
which was sweeping through Syria was fully communicated to the thronging
millions of Jews in the Nile Valley." He calls Eusebius' statement that
Mark intvoduced Christianity to Alexandria improbable. IHe says that it
is mich more likely that the news of Christ reached Egypt by the inmumerable

122Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, irenslated from
German by John Moore Trout cb al. (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clerk, 1901),
II’ 162‘

1232&&111631’, OPe. ﬁo, P. 138.

12lgev, Go A. Fravk Knight, Nile and Jordan (london: dJames Clark
& Co. Itd., 1921), p. 502.
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fapily connections kinding the Jews of the Delte to the recple of Canaan,
and through the anmwa) pilgrisvages of the Egyptiau Jews to the great feasts
at Jeruselem,126

The connection of this informstion with our probiem is that if s &8
Knight says, the Gospel nessage cams overland [rom Palestine to BEyPpL,
Babylon, being wi Lupertant eity and one of the first cities a person would
come Lo in Egypt, would hardly be by-psssed by the bearers 61’ the Goopel,
This would make the supposition of Christisns in Rabylon zt this perdod

strong,.

Jews in Egypt

Since Peter did most of his evangelizing among Jews, the question of
whether there were Jews in Bayph, specifically Babylon, becomes an important
coneideretion,

¥e have slieady quotad one referance Lo Jows trensacting lusiness in
Babylen 227 That this was no isolated incident, b that thore wore meny

Jews in Tgypt, is whal we want t2 prove in this soction.

There i1s much evidence to prove tnat many Jews lived in Egypt at the
beglnning of the Christian ecra. '"Jossphus testllies (Ant, xive 7+ 23
xix, 54 2) to the size and influence of their colonies:" in Alexandria
one £ifth of the population was Jewlsh; in Cyrene, one quarter. The Jews
had their own rulers and enjoyed considerable frecdom and meny privileges.
Edershein computes the total mumber of Jews in Egypt to cbout one millien

1261big,, ppe 502503
1272‘.- Ps 3:0-
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(Milo. In Flaccum, 6, 8), or one eighth of the population, The Gospels
and Acts bear testimony to the conglant comsmication in both dirsctions
betwyeen Libyn, Egypt and Pelestine (Merk 15:51; Acle 2:10; 6193 8127 £f.;
1311),.128

Henley fecls that "there is evidence, amounting to practical certainty,
that & Jewlsh coleny existed in Babylon from early times.® From the days
of Jercboem {1, Kings 11:40), a constant stream oi people coming and going
connsebed Egypt and Falestine, The main route for this traffic went from
Mermphis through Babylon and Heliopelis along the Pelusiac or eastern branch
of the Nile delta o Pelusium, and from there near the sca coast to Uaza.
Cunpleote cvidonce for Lhe use of this routs axists in the books of Jeremiah
and Tackiel (Jore 21165 4335 £1e3 4631L; Emelce 30:114=18).129 In view of
thege last twe facts, it would be surprising if thore had been no Jews in
Babwlon, The Rawan garrison stationed there made it a place of commercial
importonce 130

Thet there were Jews in Babylon st this time ie proved by the existence
of a synagogue in 0ld Cairo whose story, ascording to E. L. Butcher in The
Story of ihe Chureh of Bgyphk, gocs back to the time of Christ, Tradition
carries it back to tho time of Jeremlsh, El Makrizi, a historian of the
ninth century, states that this synagogue was built forty-five years before
the second destruction of Jerusalem, and thet in it wes 2 copy of the
Pentatsueh written by Zzre the prisst. Ha also states that there existed.
an inscription saying that the bullding wes erected in the year 336 of the

%ﬂ."" aps g_i‘_tl_-’ Pe 140.
mw"’ Pe 139,
mlbid.,. Pa 110,
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era of Alaxender, which mesns avout 24 A.D. About 1882 two Furopesn ardie
quariens ssw the roll of the law referred to above, and noted that it was
of great anticuity. Thelr atbtempt Lo get possession of it emnded in failure,
and it was removed to en unknown place.d3t Tredition meintains thaet the
tomb of the prophet Jeremizh is locsted in this synagogue.m

dark

The greeting iu 1 Pete 5:13 cames from "the elect together with you
in Dabylon and Mark, my son,® : It is natural to surmise that Mark was
closely connected with Babylon. Therefore, a study of Hark's comneetion:
with Egypt is pertinent to the Egyptian theory.

Bell claims that the tradition that St. Hark was the found;r of the
Alexandrian Church rests on insecure evidence, Although Busebiue (H. E.
ii, 16) mentions that Marlk founded the church at Alexandria, earlier Alex=-
andrian writers like Clement and Origen make no ellusion to this taet;

Bell admits that this is an argument fyom silence and, therefore, precarious.l3

According to Coptic traditlon; Mark's father lived in ligypt befors
coming to Jexusalem, This might account for his Latin nawe Marcus, Epi-
phanius (Hae—r.. 51. 6) stobes that Mark was sent to Egypt by Peter and there
founded the chuxch of Alexandria. FRusebius (H. E. ii. 16) aiso tells of

his coming to Alexandriz and adde (ii. 24) that he was martyred there in
L,

1311‘2&3"1‘33, Sl E_i_{!:‘.’ Pe 140,
132Fcuier, ops cibey pPe 75-1Te

133&11’ g. _c_i.'_b.’ Pe 1870

PP T ——



37

the eighth yesr of Nerc.idk Theophilus, who may be the old Antiochian
bishop and apologete of about 180, seems to agree with this, According
Yo Crazer, Nicetas, aad obthers, Pever sent Mark as his substitute from
Roae Lo Bgypt.+35

dcht says that the tradition zccording to which Mark preached the
Goapel in Igypt end became the ilrst bishop of Alsxandria "is ancient and
very little coniradicied, so that it is to be given a certain amount of
credence; Lhough its dalte and circumstonces cannot be detormined with
exactueas, Wh306

Youler, who accepts the Agyptian theory, says that Mark, the Evangelist,
wenl (o Alexandris. He distinguishes between John Mark and Mark, the Evan-
geliut, ilo aleo says that Egyptian iradition malnbaing; without any author—
ity, thai Lhe origlnel of Mark's Gospel was written in the Coptic language,137

The agte lorel pictures iMark arriving from Rome and going to the Jow=
ieh querter in Alexandyda, where his first comvert is s Jewish shoemaker,138

Coplic Lradition names Annimmus, a shoemsker, as Mark's first convert.
He was ordained i 4y A.D, and put in charge of the church in Alexandris

when lark visited and founded other churches in Egypt.t39

134 anley, op. cites PPe 1h3-Lik,
135Zatn, op. ¢ib., p. 443,
1361544, , py 431

137sanley, ops cit., s ik
138Fouier, ons Cites DPPe I-iie
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Egypt, a Stronghold of the Early Church

Earlier, we quoted Knight to the effect that Egypt was one of the
first places to receive the Gospel.l® In the land of Egypt, Christianity
is supposed to have appeared first in the c¢ities of Babylon and Alexandria,
"The whole Jewish commnity of Babylon is reported to have adopted the new
faith . « » "4l Butler eays; "The Copts were among the first to welcome
the tidings of the Gospel, to make a rule of life and worship, and to erect
religious buildings."142

Butler says that the churches of the Copts had clustered within the
walls of Fort Babylon "from the very beginnings of Christianity."l43 Later
Babylon became the seat of a bishopric.lih The area became a strong center
of Christianity. The territory northward from the fort was later dotted
with churches and convents,l45 A1l of these facts point to a strong early
church at Babylon.

An indication of the strength of early Christianity in Egypt is the
Egyptian orizin of the Apoeryphal Gospel of Peter and the Apocalypse of

1%. Pe 330

141y, T, Whitley, "The Christianizing of Egypt, Northumbria, China,"
The Review and Expositor (July, 1929), XXVI, 323-328,

1i2patler, Ancient Coptic Churches of Egypt, I, p. vil
143Butler, The Areb Conguest of Egypt, p. 238.
1ikputler, Babylon of Egypt, Pe lh.

1h5patler, The Arab Conquest of Egypt, P. 243.
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Peter,146 This could also be an indication that Peter was in Rgypt or

was in close contact with the Church in Egypt, if other evidence to such
& relationship is accepted.

Comminication between Asia Minor and Egypt

A matter which must be considered in connection with the Egyptian
theory is that of transportation between Babylon and Asia Minor. Word
seems to have reached Peter from Asia Minor prompting him to write. Could
word have reached Babylon from Asia Minor easily, if Babylon is pleced in
Egypt? :

Acts 2 indicates that there was easy communication with Jerusalem; at
least there were Jows from three of the five places mentioned in the address
of Pster's letter present in Jerusalem during the festival of Pentecost.
Verse 9 mentions Cappadocia, Pontus, and Asia.

An excellent road ran from the Ciliclan Gates northwards through Cap-
padocia and Galatia to Amisus on the Duxine.l47 By mesns of this road a
person could easily get to Jerusalsm, We have already pointed cut how
easy it was for a person to get from Jerusalem to Babylon in Egypt. In
fact, tho parents of Jesus made the trip with Jesus when He was still very
young.

Anindicatinnthatthenmalﬁmywmmanonbymbwm
Asia Minor and Egypt is that Appian (Hist. Cou.) calls the Pamphylians,

%ullnn, 9Re git., P. 85

1i75award G, Selwyn, The First Epistle of St. Peter (London:
Macmillan and Coe Itdes 1946)s Pe hbs
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Lycians, and people living in Caria as far as Ionia "the people who loock
to the 'Egyptian Sea',"l48

In presenting the case for the Babylonian theory, we've tried to
bring out six main points favoring the theorys (1) that there actually
was a place called Babylon in Egypt at the time Peter wrote his first
epistle, (2) that Babylon, Egypt, was a place of importance, (3) that
Babylon, Egypt, was not only a fort but also 2 eity, (i) that there was
constant and easy communication between Palestine and Babylon, Egypt,
(5) that there were Jews living in Babylon, Egypt, when Peter wrote his
first epistle, and (6) that Babylon played an important part in the be-
gimnings and early growth of Christianity in Egypt. The Egyptian theory
offers a literal interpretation of 1 Pet. 5113, and mich circumstantial
evidence to back up such an interpretation.

UBrnig,




CHAPTER V
Evaluation

The evidence which we have presented for the three interpretations of
Babylon in 1 Pet, 5:13 mekes it impossible for us to say with any finality
thet one of these places 1s the Babylon from which Peter sent greetings,
All three theories stand on circumstantial evidence, which is never con-
clusive,

The two legs on which the Roman theory stands are tradition and a
metaphorical interpretation. We have shown that the early tradition of
the Boman theory is very weak, and that nothing can be proved about the
uge of the metaphor because there is no use of this metaphor antedating
Pelerts letter,

The only support for the Mesopotamian theory is that it is a literal
interpretation. We have proved that there are two literal interpretations:
the Hesopotamian Babylon and the Egyptian Babylon., The Mesopotamian
theory seems to be the weakest of the three,

Although there is much circumstantial evidence for Babylen, Egypt,
circumstantial evidence, as we said before, is never conclusive, It
seems to us, however, that the circumstantial evidence supporting the
fact that it is a literal interpretation gives this theory great strength:
The other two theories are old and generally accepted theories; they are
aleo battle-scarred. As Gi T. Menley points out, the commentators when
interpreting Babylon as Rome or the city in Mesopotamia base thelr theory
"not so mich on positive evidence, which they admit to be slender, as
upon the difficulties in the way of the alternmative solution.™49 The
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Egypbian theory has, generally apsaking, not been tested and found wanting;
it has usually been pronounced out of the question from the start. We
have not proved the Egyptian theory. There may be tremendous holes in the
theory which we have overlooked, Our aspirations for this thesis are humble:
we hops that we have presented the material honestly and clearly encugh to
prove that the Egyptian theory ought to "be conceded to be worthy of more
consideration than it has received,"150

¥We believe that the Mesopotamian theory has very little merit, If
one accepbs the tradition and metaphoricel interpretation of the Roman
theory as valid, the Roman theory will be strong, For the person who
demands & literal interpretation, the Egyptien theory is the best. We
should like to repeat what we sald when discussing the literal interpre-
tetion: before accepting a metaphoricel interpretation it is necessary
to prove that the literal interpretation is imposeible.

J. E, Huther congsidered the Mesopotamisn and the Eoman theories the
only possibilities, He said that the question is "by no means settled
as yet,"151 The addition of a third theory serves, at the least, to show
how far from settled the question actually is.

149G, T, ¥anley, “Bsbylon on the Nile,* The Evengelical Quarterly
(Aprdl 1944), XVI, L.

1501bid,., ppe Li5=1ib,
1513, E. Huther, "Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the General

Episties of James, Peter, John, ami Jude," translated
from the German by Pov, Paton J. Gloag et al. ¢ Funk and

Wagnalls, 1887), p. 189,
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