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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
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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

13%anloy, ope gibes Pe Like
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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,




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Atu Salih, the Armenian (attrituted to him). The Churches and Monasteries
of Egypte Translated from the Arabic by B. T. A. Evetts, with notes
by Alfred J, Butler. Oxford: at the Clarendon Press, 1895,

"Babylon," Kirehliches Handlexilon, Edited by Carl Meusel et al, Leipzig:
Verlag von Justus Naumann, 1887, P, 265,

"Babylon," The Catholic Encyclopedia. II. Edited by Charles G, Herbermamn
st al, New York: Robert Appleton Company, 1907, P. 179.

Beare, Francis Wright. The First Epistle of Peter. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 191;70 .

Bell, H, I, "Evidences of Christianity in Egypt during the Roman Peried,”
The Harvard Theologieal Heview, XXXVII (July, 194k), Pp. 185~208,

Bigg, Rev. Charles, "A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the

Epistles of St. Peter and St. Jude," International Critical Commentary.
New Yorks Charles Scribner's Sons, 1905.

Butler, Alfred J. Babylon of Egypt. Oxford: at the Clarendon Fress,
191k,

Butler, Alfred J., The Ancient Coptie C hes of Egypt. 2 wvels.
Oxford: at the Clarendon Preas, .

Butler, Alfrod J, The Arxeb Conquest of Egypt. Oxford: at the Clarendon
Press, 1902,

Buxton, L. H. Dudley. "Seleucia," Encyslo Britannica. XX,
Chicago: Encyclopaedia Bri ca, Inc., 1951. P. 304.

Calvin, John, Commentaries on the Catholic Epistles. Translated by
the Rov, Johm Owen. Grand Rapids: Wn. B. Berdmans Publishing

Company, 1948.

“Gtesian," E tannica., VI, Chicago: Encyclopaedia
Bri{micagg:m:ig%., o s

Cullman, Oscar. . Translated from the Gsrman by Floyd V. Filson.

Fhiladelphia: Westminster Press, 1953.

"Diodorus Siculus," &r,mliw Britannica, VII. Chicago: Encyclo-
pﬂﬁ’iﬁ mta;nm, *y 1951. Pe 39‘&0

/ Faloonsr, Re A. "The First Epistle of Pester," Dictionary of the Bilble.
Edited bmec.Hutinal:? Edinburght T. end T. Clark, 1914. Pp. 717 £f.

Farrar, Frederic W. The mgl%ﬂgn. 2 wols. KNew York:
Cassell, mm,m%fmco.. g




(7R

Finegan, Jacks. Light from the Ancient Past. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1940.

' Fortescue, Adrien, 'fmtychma," The Cat %ogg Encyclopedia. V. NHew York:
Robert Appleton Company, 1919. P. 639.

Fowler, Montague, Christian Egypt. Iondon: Chmrch Newspaper Company,
Lidey 1901,

Gregory, Caspar Rene. Canon and Text of tho New Testament, Edinburgh:
T. and T, Clark, 1907,

Hardy, Edward Rochie, Christian Egypt, New York: Oxford University
Press, 1952.

Hauck, Friedrich. Die Briefe des Jakobus, Pstrus, Judas und J
Kirchenbriefe. Guetiingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1949.

Huther, J. E. "Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the General Epistles
of James, Peter, John, and Jude," Meyer Commemtary., Translated by
Rev, Paton J. Gloeg et al., New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1887.

Hsvernat, H., @John of Nikiu," The Catholic Encyclopedia, VIII. New York:
lobert Appleton Company, 1919. Pe 475

Josephus, Flavius, W"intiquities of the Jews," %
Josephus, ITranslated from bhe Greek by W Whiteon. Philadelphim
The John C. Winston Company, n.de

/,
Keil, Carl friedrich. Commentar usber die Briefe des Petrus und Judas,
Leipzig: Doerffling und Franke, 1863,

Knight, Rev. G. A. Frark. #iile and Jordan. lLondon: James Clarke and
cm’ Ltd., 1921.

’ Kuhn, Karl Georg. “Babylon," Theologishes Woerterbuch mua Neuen

*Pestament. Gompiled by Gerhard Kittel. Stutigarts Verlsg von

We Kohlhammer, 1933.

Iuther, Merbine I and II Peter, Preface by 8. H. Gilleit, Harlem, 1859.

Maclean, A, J. "Paul the Apostle,® Bible.
James Hasting, Edinburght T. and T cm&': 1914. Fp. 690 .
Manley, G, T, "Babylon on the Nile,® The Evangelicel Quarterly. XVI.
(April, 1944), pps 138-1lk6.

* Preuschen, D, Erwin. "Die Apostelgeschichte," Handbuch sum Neuen Testament,
Tuebingen: Verlag won J. C. B, Mohr, 1912,

Ramsay, W. M, The Church in the Romsn Empire. G. P. Putnam's Sons:
New York and Londont The Kmicke Knickerbocker Press, 1912,

E



45

Sendys, John Edwin, “Pausanius," Encyclopaedia Britannfca, XVII.
Chicago: Encyclopeedia Britannica, Incs., 195L. Ps 400.

Selwyn, Edward Gordon. m M Epistle 9-{_5_&- PG“EQ londont
Meenllizn end Company, Lude, 1947

"Semiramis," Encyclopaedia Britemnice. XX. Chicago: Encyclopasdia
Britannica, Inc., 1951, P. 31k,

"Sesostrie," Zncyclopaedia Britannica, XEZ. Chicago: Encyclopaedia
Bﬁtms&, Ir&c., 19510 Pe 377.

Smith, David, "Simon Peter," Dicbionery of the Bible. Edited by Jaues
Hasbings. Bdinburght T. and T. Claxk, 191k. Pp. 714 £f.

~8teinmueller, John E, and Kathryn Sulliven, "Babylon," Catholic Bl
Encyclopedia New Testament. New York: Joseph ¥. Wagner, Inc., 1950.

7/ Stoeckhardt, Dre G. Hommentar ueber den Eysten Brief Petri. St. Louis:
concorcis Publimf liouse, 1912,

Swete, Henry Barclay. The Gospel Aceording to St, Hark. ILondon:
¥eemillan and Company, Ltd., 1909.

Whitley, W. . "The Christianizing of Egypt, Nortlnmbria, China,®
The Beview and Expositor, XXvI. (July, 1929), pp. 323=328.

/ Zahm, Theodors Inotrxeduction to the lew Testament, < vols, Translated
from the third Germen editien by John Meore Trout ot al.
Ed-i]lbuz‘ﬁhg Te end T, c]ﬂrk' 1901, e —




