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Preface 

The  Monastery  of  Mar  Saba  is  located  in  the  Judean  desert,  a  few  miles  southeast 

of  Jerusalem.  In  its  tower  library  there  are  a  number  of  Greek  manuscripts  and  early 

printed  books  containing  manuscript  supplements.  When  I  visited  Jerusalem  in  the 

summer  of  1958  His  Beatitude  Benedict,  Patriarch  of  Jerusalem,  kindly  gave  me 

permission  to  spend  a  fortnight  at  the  monastery,  study  this  material,  and  publish  it. 

Let  me  begin  this  book  with  my  sincere  thanks  to  His  Beatitude,  to  Archimandrite 

Seraphim,  the  Hegoumenos  of  Mar  Saba,  and  to  the  brothers  of  the  monastery.  My 

greatest  debt  of  thanks,  to  the  late  Custodian  of  the  Holy  Sepulchre,  Archimandrite 

Kyriakos,  is  one  which  can  no  longer  be  paid. 

The  manuscripts  of  Mar  Saba  proved,  on  examination,  to  be  mostly  modern.  This 

was  no  surprise,  since  it  was  well  known  that  the  rich  collection  of  ancient  manuscripts, 

for  which  the  monastery  was  famous  in  the  early  nineteenth  century,  had  been 

transferred  to  Jerusalem  for  safekeeping  in  the  eighteen-sixties.  Little  seems  to  have 

been  left  behind  at  that  time  except  scraps  and  printed  books.  But  in  subsequent 

years  there  has  been  a  gradual  accumulation  of  other  manuscript  material,  both  new 

and  old.  During  my  stay  I  was  able  to  examine,  label,  and  describe  some  seventy 

items.  Besides  these  there  were  some  twenty  distinct  manuscripts  and  two  large 

folders  full  of  scraps  which  I  did  not  have  time  to  study.  My  notes  on  the  collection 

have  been  printed  in  an  article,  “'Ελληνικά  χειρόγραφα  iv  τη  Μονή  τον  άγιον  Σάββα,” 
translated  by  Archimandrite  Constantine  Michaelides,  in  the  periodical  of  the 

Patriarchate  of  Jerusalem,  ΝΕΑ  ΣΙΩΝ  52  (i960)  1  ioff,  245ff.  To  this  article  readers 

must  be  referred  for  a  description  of  the  manuscript  material  as  a  whole. 

Among  the  items  examined  was  one,  number  65  in  my  published  notes,  of  which 

the  manuscript  element  consisted  of  two  and  a  half  pages  of  writing  at  the  back  of  an 

old  printed  book.  The  writing  begins  with  the  cross  which  Greek  monastic  scribes 

commonly  set  down  first  of  all.  Then  comes  a  heading,  “From  the  letters  of  the  most 

holy  Clement,  the  author  of  the  Stromateis;  to  Theodore.”  Then  comes  the  text  of 

part  of  a  letter,  certainly  not  complete,  since  it  breaks  off  in  the  middle  of  a  sentence. 

The  content  of  this  text  is  so  surprising  that  if  Clement  (who  wrote  at  the  end  of  the 

second  century)  really  was  its  author  the  consequences  for  the  history  of  the  early 

Christian  Church  and  for  New  Testament  criticism  are  revolutionary. 

The  present  book  is  an  attempt  to  describe  this  document  and  to  set  forth  the  major 
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elements  which  must  be  considered  in  judging  it.  The  first  chapter  describes  the 

manuscript.  The  second  studies  the  relation  of  the  letter  to  the  commonly  ac¬ 

knowledged  works  of  Clement.  The  similarities  and  differences  are  examined  in  a 

word-by-word  commentary;  then  the  results  thus  attained  are  summed  up  and  other, 

general,  considerations  added.  This  examination  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the 

letter  is  correctly  attributed  to  Clement,  and  this  conclusion  is  made  the  point  of 

departure  for  the  third  chapter,  which  studies  the  letter’s  quotations  from  a  secret 
Gospel  it  attributes  to  Mark.  After  considering  the  external  evidence  relevant  to  this 

Gospel,  the  study  proceeds,  by  way  of  a  detailed  commentary  on  the  quoted  texts, 

to  establish,  first,  their  stylistic,  then,  their  structural  relations  to  the  canonical 

Gospels.  The  fourth  chapter  deals  with  the  historical  value  of  both  letter  and  Gospel, 

especially  with  their  importance  as  evidence  concerning  the  secret  side  of  early 

Christianity.  A  final  chapter  presents  what  little  evidence  can  be  found  concerning 

the  history  of  the  text  of  both  Gospel  and  letter,  and  indicates  some  of  the  hypotheses 

with  which  this  evidence  may  plausibly  be  filled  out.  Important  bodies  of  evidence, 

too  large  for  presentation  in  the  text,  have  been  added  in  a  series  of  appendices. 

Appendix  B,  in  particular,  contains  the  complete  dossier  of  Carpocrates  and  his 

followers,  who  played  an  important  role  in  the  history  of  the  new  Gospel  material. 

For  convenience  of  reference,  the  photographs  of  the  manuscript,  with  facing  trans¬ 

criptions  and  translations,  have  been  placed  at  the  very  end  of  the  volume. 

My  thanks  are  due  to  the  Columbia  University  Council  for  Research  in  the  Social 

Sciences  and  to  the  Department  of  History  of  Columbia  University  for  grants  which 

helped  me  in  the  preparation  of  the  present  work.  Mr.  Stanley  Isser  verified  the 

references  throughout  the  first  four  hundred  pages  of  the  manuscript,  Mr.  Levon 

Avdoyan  gave  me  much  help  in  the  preparation  of  the  indices,  and  Professor 

Jacob  Neusner  of  Brown  University  read  the  entire  text  and  made  many  corrections; 

I  sincerely  thank  them  all.  Many  different  scholars  have  helped  me  in  different 

aspects  of  the  work;  my  indebtedness  to  them  is  recorded  and  my  thanks  are  offered 

at  the  beginnings  of  the  chapters  with  which  they  have  been  concerned.  I  thank  Mrs. 

Elisabeth  J.  Munck,  Professor  Zeph  Stewart,  and  Mrs.  Mailice  Wifstrand  for  per¬ 

mission  to  publish  quotations  from  the  letters  of  the  late  Professors  Johannes  Munck, 

A.  D.  Nock,  and  Albert  Wifstrand.  I  am  grateful  to  the  Akademie  Verlag,  the 

British  Museum,  the  British  and  Foreign  Bible  Society,  and  Usines  Brepols  for  per¬ 

missions  to  reprint  sections  of  their  publications.  Finally,  I  am  indebted  to  the  Harvard 

University  Press  for  its  consent  to  publish  and  care  in  publishing  this  difficult 

manuscript. 

I  shall  of  course  want  to  follow  the  discussion  of  this  text;  I  therefore  hope  that 

scholars  who  write  about  it  will  be  so  kind  as  to  send  copies  of  their  publications  to 

me  at  the  Department  of  History,  Columbia  University,  N.Y.  10027,  U.S.A. 

New  York,  igyo 

Morton  Smith 
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The  Manuscript 

The  pages  on  which  the  text  is  written  are  reproduced  in  actual  size  on  Plates 

I— III.  The  book  in  which  they  are  found  is  an  exemplar  of  Isaac  Voss’s  edition  of 
the  Epistulae  genuinae  S.  Ignatii  Martyris  (Amsterdam:  J.  Blaeu,  1646).  Its  front  cover 

and  title  page  have  been  lost,  but  Voss’s  name  is  given  at  the  end  of  the  dedication; 
I  was  able  to  identify  the  edition  by  photographing  the  first  preserved  page  (p.  2) 

and  the  last  numbered  page  (p.  318)  and  comparing  these  photographs  with  the 

corresponding  pages  of  complete  copies.  The  manuscript  was  written  over  both 

sides  of  the  last  page  (which  was  blank)  of  the  original  book  and  over  half  the  recto 

of  a  sheet  of  binder’s  paper.  The  binding  was  of  that  heavy,  white  paperboard  so 
often  found  on  books  bound  in  Venice  during  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  cen¬ 

turies.  From  the  remains  of  it,  I  should  guess  that  it  was  approximately  contemporary 

with  the  book  itself.  Therefore  the  date  of  the  book,  plus  about  fifteen  or  twenty 

years  (1660  or  1665),  may  be  taken  as  the  date  after  which  the  manuscript  insertion 

was  probably  made. 

As  for  the  date  at  which  it  was  probably  made,  that  can  be  settled  only  by  dating 

the  hand.  For  assistance  in  this  my  thanks  are  due  to  A.  Angelou  and  G.  Dimaras 

of  the  Greek  National  Foundation,  the  late  A.  Delatte  of  the  University  of  Liege, 

G.  Kournoutos  of  the  Ministry  of  Education  of  Greece,  M.  Manousakas  of  the 

Archives  of  the  Academy  of  Athens,  the  late  A.  D.  Nock  of  Harvard  University, 

M.  Richard  of  the  Institut  de  Recherche  et  d’Histoire  des  Textes,  V.  Scouvaras  of 
the  Gymnasium  of  Volos,  G.  Soulis  of  the  Dumbarton  Oaks  Library,  and  P.  Topping 

of  the  University  of  Cincinnati.  All  these  scholars  were  so  kind  as  to  examine  photo¬ 

graphs  of  the  manuscript  and  give  me  independent  opinions  about  the  date  of  the 

hand.  Their  opinions  varied  from  the  late  seventeenth  or  early  eighteenth  century 

(Kournoutos  and  Manousakas)  to  the  late  eighteenth  or  early  nineteenth  (Delatte, 

Scouvaras,  Topping),  but  all  would  agree  on  an  eighteenth-century  date  as  possible. 

Delatte  and  Scouvaras,  while  thinking  it  possible  that  the  writer  may  have  written 

in  the  nineteenth  century  as  an  old  man,  think  it  certain  that  the  hand  was  formed 

in  the  eighteenth  century.  Kournoutos  and  Manousakas  think  it  all  but  impossible 

that  the  writing  was  done  in  the  nineteenth  century.  The  consensus,  therefore,  would 

date  the  hand  about  1 750,  plus  or  minus  about  fifty  years. 

The  hand  is  generally  agreed  to  be  that  of  an  experienced  writer  and  a  scholar.  The 
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small  size  of  the  letters  together  with  the  rapidity  at  which  they  were  evidently 

written,  the  remodeling  of  the  letters  to  fit  the  flow  of  the  hand,  their  unusually  even 

alignment  and  the  tasteful,  but  economical,  placing  of  the  text  on  the  page,  all 

testify  to  the  writer’s  experience.  He  shows  considerable  skill  in  observance  of  a 
right-hand  margin  and,  like  many  writers  of  the  eighteenth  century,  fills  out  his 

short  lines  with  two  dots  (:)  to  keep  the  margin  straight.  His  tiny  writing,  too,  is 

an  eighteenth-century  trait  and  one  closely  connected  with  scholarship.  That  century 

produced  innumerable  manuscripts  of  classical  Greek  texts  with  interlinear  transla¬ 

tions  into  modern  Greek  or  with  scholia  in  hands  so  minute  that  it  is  impossible  to 

read  them  without  a  glass. 

That  the  writer  was  a  scholar  is  also  shown  by  his  spelling.  Although  confusion  of 

the  various  vowels  sounded  as  e  was  common  in  his  time,  he  has  only  once  fallen 

into  it  (ε’ξαντλ ήται,  for  εξαντλείται,  II. g,1  unless  έξήντληται  is  to  be  read).  He  always 
writes  iota  subscript  and  writes  it  as  subscript.  He  usually  writes  the  coronis.  He 

frequently  distinguishes  grave  from  acute  accents,  and  does  so  correctly;  there  is 

only  one  misplaced  accent  in  the  whole  text  (βλασφημόν  for  βλάσφημον,  II. 7),  and 

this  is  probably  due  to  haste  rather  than  ignorance,  as  is  his  use  of  0  for  6  in  the 

preceding  line  and  his  omission  of  the  accent  of  καί  at  the  ends  of  lines  (1.2,7  and 

III.  1 1 ) .  That  he  consistently  accentuates  Μάρκος  rather  than  Μάρκος  reflects  the 

usage  common  in  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries.  His  most  frequent  fault 

is  one  to  which  modern  Greeks  are  especially  liable — failure  to  notice  rough  breath¬ 

ings.  He  has  written  what  are  probably  smooth  breathings  in  four  places  where 

rough  breathings  should  have  appeared  (1.23,26,  II. 2 1,22),  and  he  once  has  ούκ 

instead  of  ούχ  before  a  rough  breathing  (III.  13).  These  errors  do  not  prove  that  the 

manuscript  he  copied  was  incorrect  in  these  points;  nor  does  the  usual  correctness 

of  his  spelling  prove  that  it  was  generally  correct.  He  probably  copied  by  reading 

the  phrases  and  then  repeating  them  as  he  wrote  them  down.  Therefore  it  is  not 

surprising  that  what  he  wrote  should  sometimes  reflect  either  his  knowledge  or  his 

pronunciation,  rather  than  the  reading  of  the  text  he  w2s  copying. 

That  he  was  a  scholar  is  shown  also  by  the  shapes  of  his  letters.  The  whole  style 

of  the  hand  shows  the  influence  of  the  Greek  typography  of  western  Europe.  I  am 

indebted  to  A.  Angelou  for  the  observation  that  the  shape  of  the  nu ,  in  particular, 

is  characteristically  western.  Western  influence,  however,  is  no  proof  of  western 

origin,  and  here  the  basic  hand,  on  which  the  influence  has  been  exercised,  seems  to 

be  native  Greek.  Most  of  the  larger  and  many  of  the  smaller  Greek  monasteries 

stocked  their  libraries,  during  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries,  with  western 

editions  of  the  Church  fathers,  and  the  type  used  in  these  editions  perceptibly 

influenced  monastic  hands.  Professor  Scouvaras  has  produced  an  eighteenth-century 

ecclesiastical  document  in  a  native  Greek  hand  strikingly  similar  to  that  of  our 

manuscript.  (See  Plate  IV.)  A  number  of  the  nus,  in  particular,  are  practically 

identical.  Since  Scouvaras’  document  is  an  autograph  codex  of  the  Oecumenical 
Patriarch  Callinicus  III  and  was  written  about  1760  in  the  Phanariot  hand  which 

i .  References  in  this  form  are  to  the  plates  at  the  end  of  the  volume  and  to  the  lines  of  the  text  as 

shown  on  the  plates. 
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had  been  formed  in  Constantinople  shortly  before  that  time,  we  may  suppose  with 

some  probability  that  the  writer  of  the  present  letter  had  been  trained  in  the  Patri¬ 

archal  Academy  in  Constantinople. 

Further  proof  of  the  writer’s  scholarship  is  his  familiarity  with  many  of  the  older 
Greek  manuscript  abbreviations  and  ligatures.  A  list  of  all  his  abbreviations  and  a 

number  of  his  more  drastic  ligatures  will  be  found  in  Appendix  A;  it  contains  perhaps 

slightly  more  of  these  forms  than  would  normally  be  found  in  a  manuscript  of  the 

mid-eighteenth  century.  The  writer’s  usage  of  these  special  forms  is  universally 
correct,  though  sometimes  ambiguous.  The  use  of  a  flourish  to  indicate  both  the 

smooth  breathing  and  the  circumflex  reduces  both  -ου  and  οΰ  to  /  or  ;  the  cir¬ 

cumflex  combined  with  the  rough  breathing  is  sometimes  no  more  florid  than  without 

\  oy=  ου  or  -ου).  In  general,  the  hand  is  remarkably  cursive. 

As  the  manuscript  progresses  the  cursive  character  of  the  hand  becomes  more 

marked.  The  writer  was  evidently  in  a  hurry.  It  may  be  that  lack  of  time  forced 

him  to  break  off,  as  he  did,  in  the  midst  of  a  page  and  of  a  sentence;  on  the  other 

hand,  the  text  he  was  copying  may  itself  have  been  a  fragment  and  have  broken  off 

at  this  point.  The  copyist’s  haste  appears  unmistakably  in  the  greater  size  and  sweep 
of  the  letters  at  the  end  of  his  text,  by  comparison  with  those  at  the  beginning.  It 

is  shown  also  by  a  number  of  minor  mistakes  of  writing  besides  those  already  men¬ 

tioned.  ταταυτοΰ,  probably  for  τα  αύτοΰ,  in  1. 19  may  reflect  uncertainty  rather  than 

haste,  and  αποθνήσκων  written  over  άττοθανων  ( ?)  in  1. 28  may  be  a  deliberate  correction 

of  the  reading  of  the  manuscript  he  was  copying.  But  in  II. 20  τών  seems  to  have 

been  omitted  by  haplography  after  αυτών  (though  such  omission  of  the  article  is 

not  uncommon  in  later  Greek  prose),  and  on  III  the  curious  υς  ligature  at  the  end 

of  the  first  word  probably  results  from  correction  of  a  minor  slip  of  the  pen,  immedi¬ 

ately  after  it  was  made;  the  7 τ  of  ini  in  1 1 1. 8  shows  another  slip  of  the  pen,  uncorrected, 

and  the  T  of  eonv  in  III.  17  shows  yet  another,  caught  and  corrected  at  once.  For 

the  most  part,  however,  the  text  is  amazingly  correct,  especially  considering  the 

small  size  and  obvious  speed  of  the  writing.  These  characteristics  prove  it  to  be  a 

copy  of  some  earlier  manuscript.  That  anyone  in  the  seventeenth  or  eighteenth 

centuries  should  have  written  such  Greek  at  such  speed  as  an  original  composition 

is  incredible. 

From  all  these  observations  taken  together  it  would  seem  that  our  text  was  copied 

probably  in  the  eighteenth  century,  by  a  monk  (he  began  his  work  with  a  cross) 

who  pronounced  his  words  in  modern  Greek  fashion  but  had  an  excellent  knowledge 

of  patristic  Greek.  His  handwriting  had  been  influenced  by  his  study  of  patristic 

texts  in  western  editions  which  were  presumably  available  to  him  in  his  monastery 

and  had  probably  come  by  way  of  Venice.  He  was  interested  not  only  in  patristics, 

but  also  in  the  beginnings  of  western  critical  scholarship,  for  the  book  into  which 

he  copied  our  text — Voss’s  edition  of  the  genuine  epistles  of  Ignatius — was  no  mere 
reprint  of  a  standard  author,  but  one  of  the  most  advanced  works  of  scholarly 
criticism  of  its  time. 

Since  the  copyist  was  a  scholar,  it  is  impossible  to  decide  how  far  his  copy  owes 

its  amazing  orthographic  correctness  to  him.  For  the  same  reason  it  is  difficult  to 
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say  whether  the  avoidance  of  hiatus  by  elision,  when  it  is  thus  avoided,  is  due  to 

the  copyist  or  to  the  original.  Admittedly  the  copyist  was  in  a  hurry  while  he  copied, 

but  he  might  previously  have  studied  the  text  and  inserted  minor  corrections.  For 

the  time  being  we  shall  assume  that  his  corrections,  if  any,  were  minor.  With  this 

assumption  we  proceed  to  the  primary  test  for  authenticity — examination  of  the 
wording. 
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I.  Text  and  commentary 

The  following  commentary  illustrates  the  relationship  between  the  style  of  the 

letter  and  that  of  the  generally  accepted  works  of  Clement  of  Alexandria.  However, 

it  does  not  present  the  parallels  to  extremely  common  expressions,  which  could  be 

paralleled  from  any  good  Greek  author  of  the  period;  these  seemed  insignificant  for 

the  question  of  authenticity.  Similarly,  when  Clement  has  provided  plentiful  parallels, 

the  usage  of  other  authors  has  not  been  cited.  The  discussion  of  points  of  content, 

likewise,  has  been  limited  as  far  as  possible  to  the  presentation  of  evidence  relevant 
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1. 1 THE  LETTER 

to  the  question  of  authenticity.  The  work  for  this  chapter  was  completed  in  1961, 

at  which  time  I  turned  from  Clement  to  study  the  Gospel  fragment.  Since  that  time 

I  have  made  only  minor  changes  in  the  text  and  have  not  attempted  to  take  account 

of  recent  publications  on  Clement,  of  which  I  should  mention  as  particularly  valuable 

A.  Mehat’s  Etude.  I  have  not  been  persuaded  by  P.  Nautin’s  attempt  to  redate  the 

events  of  Clement’s  later  life  ( Lettres ,  1 39f )  though  the  traditional  dates  are  certainly 
dubious  (Barnes,  Origen ,  314  f.) 

The  first  draft  of  the  following  commentary  on  the  text  of  the  letter  was  read  by 

E.  Bickerman,  Columbia  University;  W.  M.  Calder  III,  Columbia;  H.  Chadwick, 

Oxford;  B.  Einarson,  Chicago;  L.  Fruchtel,  Ansbach;  R.  Grant,  Chicago;  M. 

Hadas,  Columbia;  W.  Jaeger,  Harvard;  G.  Lampe,  Cambridge;  C.  Mondesert, 

Lyon;  J.  Munck,  Aarhus;  A.  D.  Nock,  Harvard;  J.  Reumann,  Lutheran  Theological 

Seminary,  Philadelphia;  M.  Richard,  Paris;  C.  Richardson,  Union  Theological 

Seminary,  New  York;  R.  Schippers,  Amsterdam;  W.  Volker,  Mainz;  and  A. 

Wifstrand,  Lund.  I  am  indebted  not  only  for  their  kindness  in  examining  the  text 

and  expressing  their  opinions  on  its  authenticity,  but  also  for  a  great  many  corrections 

and  suggestions  in  matters  of  detail.  I  sincerely  thank  them  for  the  help  they  have 

given  me.  My  thanks  are  due  also  to  a  number  of  scholars  who  have  commented 

on  particular  passages  and  whose  help  is,  at  those  passages,  acknowledged.  All 

substantial  comments  are  included  in  square  brackets  and  followed  by  the  initials 

of  the  commentator;  the  initials  are  explained  in  the  list  of  abbreviations  at  the 

end  of  the  volume.  Bracketed  comments  are  not  exact  quotations  except  when  set 

within  quotation  marks;  I  have  often  taken  the  liberty  to  summarize  or  to  translate, 

the  more  so  because  the  untimely  deaths  of  a  number  of  the  commentators  have  made 

it  impossible  for  them  to  approve  small  rectifications  in  the  wording  of  their  state¬ 

ments.  Moreover,  besides  the  bracketed  comments,  many  minor  corrections  have  been 

accepted  and  incorporated  in  grateful  silence. 

I.11 +  €κ  των  βπιστολών 

€κ  τών  επιστολών.  Citations  from  Clement’s  letters  appear  in  the  Sacra  Parallela 

attributed,  perhaps  rightly,  to  John  of  Damascus,  who  worked  at  Mar  Saba  from 

about  715  to  750  (Beck,  477,  482).  Among  the  lemmata  to  them  given  by  Stahlin, 

III  .223fj  are  Κλημεντος  Στρωματεως  εκ  της  κα  επιστολής  and  Κλημεντος  Στρωματεως 

επιστολή.  Ishodad  of  Merv  reportedly  refers  to  a  writing,  possibly  a  letter,  against 

heretics  who  rejected  marriage,  and  such  were  the  Garpocratians ;  but  Stahlin,  Ill.lxff, 

thinks  the  reference  merely  an  inference  based  on  Eusebius,  HE  III. 30,  where  the 

passages  cited  come  from  the  Stromateis. 

i.  Numerals  refer  to  plate  and  line.  The  dot  between  the  two  numbers  is  located  over  the  point  at 

which  the  new  line  begins. 
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THE  LETTER 

1. 1-2 
1.2 

τοΰ  αγιωτά του  Κλήμβντος  τοΰ  στρωματβως *  Θβο8ώρω.  καλώς  βττοίησ ας 

έπιστομίσας 

τοΰ  άγιωτάτον.  Clement  is  cited  as  τοΰ  άγιωτάτον  in  collections  of  patristic  material 

attributed  to  Maximus  the  Confessor,  fl.  620-650  (Beck,  437);  citations,  III. 219k2 
For  Maximus  he  is  also  μακαριώτατος  (III.220;  cf.  Osborn,  Philosophy ,  190,  191  ni); 

for  Anastasius  of  Sinai,  ιερός  καί  άποστολικός  (ibid.) ;  and  for  the  Chronicon  Paschale, 

όσιώτατος  (III.2 1 6) .  Already,  in  his  own  lifetime,  Alexander  of  Jerusalem  called 

him  μακάριος  and  Ιερός  (Eus.,  HE  VI.  1 1.6;  14.9).  The  use  of  άγιώτατος  for  ecclesias¬ 

tical  personages  appears  in  Athanasius  (Muller,  Lexicon  s.v.)  as  a  development  from 

the  earlier  Christian  usage  of  the  absolute  (Williger,  84ff). 

τοΰ  στρωματεως.  See  above,  on  επιστολών.  Also  used  by  Maximus  (III. 220.5, 12; 

224.15),  John  Moschus  (III. 196.21),  codex  Laura  184  B  (III. 218. 15),  and  Palladius, 

HL  60;  also  (according  to  Cedrednus)  by  Sextus  Julius  Africanus  (about  a.d.  225). 

Africanus,  although  a  friend  of  Origen,  placed  Clement’s  activity  in  the  time  of 

Commodus,  180-192  (Routh,  II. 307). 

Θεοόώρω.  Unknown?  The  name  was  common  in  Jewish  and  thence  in  Christian 

circles  and  could  easily  have  been  that  of  a  correspondent  in  Palestine.  Clement,  before 

coming  to  Alexandria,  had  studied  in  Palestine  under  a  teacher  of  Jewish  ancestry 

(II. 8. 23)  whom  he  listed  among  those  who  had  received  the  Christian  tradition  by 

straight  descent  from  Peter,  James,  John,  and  Paul  (Eus.,  HE  V.  1 1.5).  Clement  was 

also  a  friend  of  a  subsequent  bishop  of  Jerusalem  (Eus.,  HE  VI.  1 1.6;  13.3;  14.9),  to 

whom  he  dedicated  a  book  against  Judaizing  heretics  or  Jews  (Photius,  1 1 1).  He  may 

have  had  other  connections  in  the  city. 

καλώς  εποίησας.  As  the  beginning  of  a  letter,  with  the  following  aorist  participle, 

Libanius,  Epistulae  (ed.  R.  Foerster,  Leipzig,  1903-1927,  vols.  X,XI)  51,679,  etc. 

Baur,  I.584,  lists  8  instances,  including  one  from  Athanasius  and  two  from  Basil. 

[This  is,  of  course,  a  common  formula  in  papyrus  letters  of  the  period.  C.H.R.] 

επιστόμιό  ας.  1. 187. 8,  τούς  χρωμενονς  αυτή  (αισχρολογία)  επιστομιστεον’,  again 

Ι.192.22.  This  is  perhaps  a  reminiscence  of  Titus  1.11  where  pseudo-Paul  declares 

that  Jewish  libertine  teachers  should  be  shut  up  (οΰς  8εΐ  επιστομίζειν).  Clement 

cited  Titus  1.10  (II.27.14f),  in  an  attack  on  libertine  heretics,  and  Titus  1.12  (II. 37. 

25ff)  in  an  attack  on  Hellenizers.  επιστομίζω  normally  has  for  its  object  a  person  or  an 

animal — so  always  in  Clement — but  it  is  used  with  an  inanimate  object  often  in  Philo, 

of  the  passions,  and  in  Josephus,  AJ  XVII. 251  :  την  ’ Ιουδαίων  νεωτεροποιίαν  επιστο- 
μιοΰντες. 

2.  Hereafter,  numerals  thus  given  refer  to  the  Stahlin  edition  of  Clement  by  volume,  page,  and,  if  a 
third  number  is  given,  line. 
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1.2-3 THE  LETTER 

1.3 

τάς  άρρητους  διδασκαλίας  των  Καρποκρατιανών.  ουτοι  γαρ  οι  προφήτευ¬ 

σβντες  άστερες  πλανηται , 

άρρητους.  1.17-5?  °f  Eleusinian  mysteries,  emphasizing  their  sexual  symbolism. 

I.I  7.2  I,  of  the  worshipers  of  Dionysus,  /χόρια  άρρητα  ώς  αληθώς  ύπ  αισχύνης  άναισχυντως 

σεβουσιν. 

διδασκαλίας.  Ι·47·3?  ο-ΰται  των  συμπορνευόντων  ύμΐν  Θεών  αί  διδασκαλίαι. 

τών  Καρπό κρατιανών.  Referred  to  as  a  sect  (αϊρεσις),  II.  197.27;  200.5.  (For  Carpo- 

crates  and  the  question  whether  he  or  Epiphanes  founded  the  sect,  see  below,  II. 3-4; 

for  testimonia  and  literature,  Appendix  B.)  The  letter  agrees  with  Clement  not 

only  in  its  general  moral  judgment  of  the  Carpocratians,  but  also  in  identifying  them 

as  the  heretics  attacked  in  the  Epistle  of  Jude  and  in  associating  them — probably — 

with  the  Nicolai  tans;  see  the  commentary  on  the  following  lines.  The  letter  also  agrees 

with  Irenaeus’  report  (Harvey,  1. 20. 3  =  Stieren,  1. 25. 5)  that  the  Carpocratians 
claimed  to  be  the  possessors  of  a  secret  apostolic  tradition  which  justified  their  libertine 

practices,  τον  Τησοΰν  λεγοντες  εν  μυστηρίω  τοΐς  μαθηταΐς  αύτοΰ  καί  άποστόλοις  κατ'  ιδίαν 
λελαληκεναι,  etc.  Liboron,  4^5  conjectured  that  this  claim  was  based  on  Mk.  4.1 1 ;  the 

present  letter  confirms  at  least  the  conjectured  relationship  of  the  sect  to  Mark. 

ουτοι  yap.  II.  195. ΙΟ,  ουτοι,  φασίν,  είσίν  οί  εκ  γενετής  ευνούχοι  (initial,  as  in  the  letter) ; 

II. 1 78. 14,  ουτοι  yap  01  (initial). 

οί  προφητευθεντες.  II.  1 35.24,  Christ  is  ό  ύπδ  νόμου  προφητευθείς ;  cf.  Ι.249·23· 

άστερες  πλανηται.  Jude  1 3.  Jude  is  cited  by  Clement  (I.262.  igff;  II. 200.  25ff)  where  it 

is  said  to  refer  to  the  Carpocratians,  as  it  does  in  this  letter.  A  similar  interpretation  of 

this  passage  of  the  epistle,  referring  it  to  libertine  heretics,  is  probably  condensed  from 

Clement,  III.2o6ff,  esp.  208.  In  a  different  connection  Riedinger,  165,  has  remarked 

on  how  consistently  Clement’s  exegesis  follows  a  certain  line  of  thought  when  directed 
against  certain  opponents,  and  how  each  line  of  thought  is  regularly  associated  with 

certain  biblical  passages.  That  Clement  used  Jude  in  the  Stromateis  and  the  Hypotyposes 

is  remarked  by  Eus.,  HE  VI.  13b  Clement  also  compares  sinners  to  planets  in  1. 5 1.2  iff 

(believers  in  astrology)  and  probably  177.5  (gluttons,  lechers,  and  drunkards); 

similarly,  Theophilus  of  Antioch,  To  Autolycus  II.  15  end.  [Cumont,  Egypte  168  ni, 

notes  the  use  of  πλανήτης  for  victims  of  demoniacal  possession.  C.H.R.  This  passage 

recalls  Plutarch,  De  genio  Socratis  59id-f,  where  stars  disappearing  into  a  chasm 

represent  souls  completely  plunged  into  the  body.  Could  άστερες  πλανηται  possibly 

refer  to  shooting  stars?  B.E.] 
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THE  LETTER 

1-3-4 

1.4 

ol  άπο  της  στενής  των  εντολών  όδοϋ  είς 

άπό.  Clement  does  not  use  άπό  with  πλανασθαι ,  but  he  might  well  have  done  so  in 

the  fashion  of  this  letter,  since  the  usage  here  is  part  of  a  reminiscence  of  Wisdom  5.6, 

where  the  wicked  say  άρα  επλανήθημεν  άπό  όδοΰ  αλήθειας,  καί  το  της  δικαιοσύνης  φως  ούκ 

ελαμφεν  ήμΐν.  This  in  turn  is  based  on  Dt.  11.28  (LXX).  There  are  reminiscences  of 

Wis.  5.6  in  James  5.19  and  II  Peter  2.15.  Clement  cites  Wis.  5.3-5  in  II. 287. 4-8  and 

echoes  5.6  in  1. 145.  ΙΟ :  φώτιζε ι  τοΐς  πλανωμενοις  την  αλήθειαν.  [W.M.C.  notes  πλανασθαι 

άπο  του  λόγον ;  Plato,  Politicus  263a.] 

των  εντολών.  Inserted  adjectival  genitives  are  frequent  in  Clement:  e.g.,  II. 423.10b 

The  road  “of  the  commandments”  here  is  paralleled  by  that  “according  to  the 

commandments”  in  II. 346. 6,  a  reminiscence  of  Dt.  11.28  (see  the  preceding  para¬ 
graph)  where  the  road  is  that  of  the  commandments.  [Expressions  of  this  type,  a 

metaphor  with  an  adjective  attribute  and  an  explicative  genitive,  are  for  the  most  part 

Christian.  In  pre-Christian  prose  there  are  no  instances  save  in  Philo,  where  the  usage 

begins.  They  arise  easily  out  of  allegorical  exegesis.  In  the  New  Testament  there  are  a 

few — e.g.,  I  Peter  5.4.  Clement  has  them  sometimes;  e.g.,  1. 5. 5:  τον  πράον  καί 

φιλάνθρωπον  της  θεοσεβεί ας  .  .  .  ζυγόν,  this  in  connection  with  a  phrase  from  the 

Gospels,  as  above  with  της  στενής  .  .  .  όδοΰ;  again  I.197.I,  τω  σωφροσύνης  άμβροσίω 

χρίσματι.  In  later  Christian  Greek  they  become  more  common,  and  instances  appear 

also  in  the  later  neoplatonists.  A.W.] 

όδοΰ.  The  στενή  όδό?  comes  from  Mt.  7.13b  The  simile  was  a  favorite  with  Clement; 

see  Stahlin’s  Citatenregister  to  Mt.  7. 1 3f  and  index  s.v.  οδός.  In  III. 67. 6  heretics  are 
particularly  condemned  for  having  left  the  right  (ορθή)  road,  which  is,  for  Clement, 

the  road  of  the  commandments — he  is  particularly  hostile  to  antinomians  (Buri, 

Clemens  36).  The  broad  road  of  carnal  sins  and  pride  appears  in  II.  263.i2ff;  346.6. 

The  letter  may  also  have  been  intended  to  recall  Prov.  2. 13-14  (LXX),  ώ  οι  εγκατα- 

λείποντες  οδούς  ευθείας  τοΰ  πορευεσθαι  εν  όδοΐς  σκότους,  οι  ευφραινόμενοι  επί  κακοΐς  καί 

χαίροντες  επί  διαστροφή  κακή.  Proverbs  was  one  of  Clement’s  favorite  Old  Testament 
books ;  he  cited  it  more  often  than  any  others  save  Psalms  and  perhaps  Genesis.  He  cites 

2.3-7  II.17.20ff,  and  2.2ifin  II.169.6ff. 

εις.  Clement’s  regular  usage;  Mossbacher,  56.  With  πλανασθαι:  πεπλανημενα  .  .  .είς 

την  δεύρο  γενεσιν,  11.239· Ι2· 
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1-4-5 THE  LETTER 

άπβρατον  άβυσσον  πλανώμζνοι  των  σαρκικών  και  ενσωμάτων  αμαρτιών. 
Ι·5 

πεφυσιωμένοι  γάρ  εις  γνώσιν. 

άπερατον.  Dubious  whether  άπερατος,  “impassable,”  or  άπερατος,  “limitless.”  The  latter 

appears  in  the  scholion  on  Aristophanes  Nubes  3,  and  in  perhaps  two  passages  of 

Philo,  De  fuga  57  and  Quis  rerum  212.  [But  see  the  note  of  F.  Colson  and  G.  Whitaker 

on  the  latter  passage,  where  they  would  read  απέραντος,  in  their  edition  of  Philo 

(Loeb  Library)  IV.572.  A.D.N.]  Philo  greatly  influenced  Clement.  Clement  uses 

απέραντος  of  God  (II. 380. 14);  but  in  III. 137. 15  he  explains  Dan.  3.55  (LXX), 

Ευλογημένος  εί  6  βλεπων  αβύσσους,  καθη μένος  επί  Χερουβίμ,  with  the  words  ό  Δανιήλ 

λεγει,  όμοδοζών  τω  Ένώχ  τω  είρηκότι  “ καί  είδον  τας  ύλας  πάσας ,”  άβυσσος  γάρ  το 
άπεράτωτον  κατά  την  Ιδίαν  ύπόστασιν,  περαιουμενον  δε  τη  δυνάμει  του  Θεού,  αί  τοίνυν 

ούσίαι  ύλικαί,  άφ’ών  τα  επί  μέρους  γένη  καί  τα  τούτων  είδη  γίνεται,  άβυσσοι  είρηνται.  Here 

άπεράτωτον  almost  certainly  means  “quite  without  limit”  (as  it  does  in  Plutarch  and 

Damascius,  LSJ  s.v.)  and  περαιουμενον  means  “being  limited”  or  “bounded,”  the 
process  of  limitation  being  that  by  which  particular  genera  are  separated  from 

undifferentiated  matter.  For  this  meaning  of  περαιόω  see  LSJ  s.v.,  II.  [In  the  letter 

the  meaning  “limitless”  seems  indicated  by  the  contrast  with  στενή.  B.E.  In  any 
event,  the  two  senses  are  very  close  in  Clement,  Philo,  and  elsewhere,  as  in  this 

text,  where  they  are  almost  equivalent.  C.M.] 

άβυσσον.  The  abyss  into  which  the  errant  stars  are  cast  for  punishment  appears 

in  Enoch  21.2;  cf.  the  use  of  Enoch  in  the  preceding  paragraph.  Enoch  is  referred  to 

in  Jude  14,  and  Jude  13  has  been  quoted  just  above.  Clement  by  implication  compares 

drunkenness  to  an  abyss  in  I.206.21,  but  this  is  hardly  a  parallel. 

πλανώ μενοι.  Many  instances  of  metaphorical  use  in  connection  with  sensual 

indulgence,  IV. 649-650.  See  below,  on  τον  ζόφον  του  σκότους. 

σαρκικών  καί  ενσωμάτων.  II.3i8.i7f,  της  αμαρτίας  καί  απείθειας  σαρκικής  τε  ουσης  καί 

ενσωμάτου  καί  νέκρας  καί  διά  τούτο  βδελυκτης. 

πεφυσιωμένοι.  1. 104.28,  οι  εις  γνώσιν  πεφυσιωμένοι  ;  cf.  1 .  1 2  1 . σφάς  τελείους  τινες 

τολμώσι  καλεΐν  καί  γνωστικούς  .  .  .  φυσιουμενοί  τε  καί  φρυαττόμενοι.  All  three  passages 

come  from  I  Cor.  8.1,  η  γνώσις  φυσιοΐ.  For  the  type  of  sentence  incipit  (nominative 

participle  +  γάρ  +  dependents  of  participle  +  verb),  see,  e.g.,  II.204.9flf;  this  was 
a  structure  Clement  favored. 
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THE  LETTER 

I.5-6 
1.6 

ώς  λ βγουσιν,  "  των  βαθβων  του  Σατανα ”  λανθά νονσιν  βΐς 
w  \ τον 

ζάφ 

ον  του 

σκοτους , 
// 

ώς  .  .  .  Σατανα.  Apoc.  2.24,  εγνωσαν  τα  βαθεα  του  Σατανά,  ώς  λεγουσιν,  of  heretics 

whose  doctrines  lead  them  to  commit  adultery  and  eat  things  sacrificed  to  idols. 

These  are  the  followers  of  a  prophetess  whom  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse  calls 

Jezebel  (2.20).  He  elsewhere  attacks  a  party  called  the  Nicola'itans  and  accuses  them 

of  teaching  the  same  practices  (2.i4f).  Therefore  the  Nicolai' tans  and  the  followers 

of  Jezebel  have  often  been  identified.  Clement  knows  the  Nicola'itans,  attributes 
to  them  similar  practices,  and  therefore  associates  them,  as  this  letter  probably  did, 

with  the  Carpocratians,  whom  he  accuses  of  practicing  community  of  wives  (II.  177. 

2ff;  207.17-208.9).  His  attempt  to  rescue  the  reputation  of  Nicholas  is  probably 

a  sign  of  embarrassment  that  his  opponents  should  be  able  to  cite  an  authority  so 

near  the  apostles.  Clement  knows  the  Apocalypse  and  quotes  it  often;  Stahlin, 

Citatenregister  s.v.  The  claim  to  know  the  deep  things  of  Satan  is  akin  to  Paul’s  claim 
to  know  the  deep  things  of  God,  I  Cor.  2.10,  which  is  taken  up  by  Clement  (II.  1 16. 

2 5f ;  517.26!),  probably  in  deliberate  contrast  to  gnostic  claims  (cf.  below,  II.  14, 

the  conclusion  of  the  note  on  άποκρίνου  and  the  note  on  πρός).  Perhaps  the  contrast 

was  not  so  great  as  the  terminology  suggests  [ του  Σατανά  was  presumably  an  abusive 

comment  by  the  Christian  author— A. D.N.].  And  in  II.363.1-1 2  Clement  warns 

that  το  βάθος  της  γνώσεως  is  not  to  be  revealed  to  those  whom  it  might  scandalize 

(a  theme  which  recurs  in  II. 495. 2 if;  evidently  this  secret  doctrine  was  likely  to 

be  misunderstood).  Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  V.6,  says  the  name  “gnostics”  was 
taken  by  those  φάσκοντες  μόνοι  τά  βάθη  γινώσκε ιν;  and  Irenaeus  (Harvey  II. 32. 6  = 

Stieren,  II.22.1)  attacks  the  Valentinians  for  their  claim  “adinvenisse  profunda 

Bythi”  (cf.  Tertullian,  Adversus  Valentinianos  1. 4).  The  Nicola'itans  who  appear  in 
the  Middle  Ages — 1-333-30,  scholion  on  1. 224. 27— are  probably  irrelevant  to  the 

present  discussion. 

λανθάνουσι.  1. 195.25;  251.16;  etc.,  with  participle  as  here. 

εις.  See  below,  on  άπορρίπτοντες. 

τόν  ζόφον  του  σκότους.  Continues  the  quotation  of  Jude  13;  see  above,  on  άστερες 

ττλανηται.  The  combination  of  πλανηται  and  σκότος  made  appropriate  the  intervening 

reminiscence  of  Wis.  5.6;  see  above,  on  από.  The  metaphor  was  a  favorite  with 

Clement:  e.g.,  1.63.17!,  του  σκότους  ...  τους  π  εττλανη  μένους  διανί στησιν.  “ εγειρε ” 

φησίν,  “ό  καθευδων  .  .  .  καί  επιφαυσει  σοι  ό  Χριστός ,”  and  especially  the  conclusion 

to  Book  III  of  the  Stromateis — the  book  which  deals  particularly  with  libertine 

heretics  and  notably  the  Carpocratians:  “μη  πλανάσθαώ'  φησίν,  “ούτε  πόρνοι  ούτε 

είδωλολάτραι  ούτε  μοιχοί  ούτε  μαλακοί  ούτε  άρσενοκοΐται  .  .  .  βασιλείαν  Θεού  ου  κληρονο- 

μησουσ ιν,”  και  “  ημείς”  μεν  “  άπελουσάμεθα  ”  .  .  .  οι  δε,  εις  ταυτην  απολουοντες  την 

άσελγειαν,  εκ  σωφροσύνης  εις  πορνείαν  βαπτίζουσι  .  .  .  φευδωνυμου  γνωσεως  προσηγορια 

την  εις  το  εξώτερον  σκότος  οδοιπορίαν  επανηρημενοι  (II.  246—247)?  c^·  ΠΙ. 65. 2  iff. 

I  I 
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τον  φευδους,  εαυτούς  αττορρίπτοντες'  καί  καυχώμενοι  ελεύθερους  είναι, 

του  φεύδους.  This  looks  like  a  gloss,  but  may  possibly  be  original.  There  is  a  similar 

instance  of  abrubt  explanation  in  Clement’s  Paedagogus  1. 1 29.1  iff:  καθυλομανεΐ  γάρ 

μη  κλαδευομενη  η  άμπελος,  ούτως  δε  καί  6  άνθρωπος,  καθαίρει  δε  αυτόν  τάς  εζυβριζούσας 

παραφυάδας  6  λόγος,  η  μάχαιρα,  καρποφορεΐν  .  .  .  άναγκάσας.  The  equation  of  darkness 

with  falsity  is  a  commonplace  and  is  therefore  common  in  Clement’s  works:  L4.11; 

20.24k  (with  πλανάσθε,  from  the  Sibylline  Oracles)',  81.20;  106.22;  etc.  [Perhaps  του 
φεύδους  is  not  an  appositive  explanation  of  του  σκότους,  put  in  the  same  case  and 

to  be  included  in  commas.  It  could  be  an  explicative  genitive  to  the  metaphor 

σκότους,  so  that  here  το  σκότος  του  φευδους  is  put  in  the  genitive  through  the  connec¬ 

tion  with  τόν  ζόφον.  Cf.  το  της  άγνοιας  σκότος,  I.2o6.i2.  For  two  genitives  in  succession, 

the  one  dependent  on  the  other,  cf.  Blass-Debrunner,  no.  168;  also  Dio  Cassius, 

L .  1 2 . 7?  rrpo  του  στόματος  του  κόλπου  του  Άμπρακικοΰ.  For  a  single  word,  like  του 

φευδους  here,  adhering  to  a  quotation  as  an  explanation  and  grammatically  connected 

with  the  words  of  the  quotation,  cf.  Clement,  1. 57. 20,  μητραγύρτης.  A.W.  However, 

the  two  genitives  ζόφον  του  σκότους  του  φευδους  sound  too  clumsy  for  this  elaborate 

style.  If  not  a  gloss,  του  φευδους  may  perhaps  be  a  variant  to  σκότους.  Either  gloss 

or  variant  seems  likely.  W.J.  On  the  other  hand,  τοΰ  φευδους  seems  necessary  to 

provide  a  contrast  to  γνώσιν.  B.E.] 

εαυτούς  άπορρίπτοντες.  1 1. 454.9^  ol  εν  "Αιδου  καταταγεντες  καί  εις  απώλειαν  εαυτούς 
εκδεδωκό τες  καθάπερ  εκ  τίνος  νεώς  εις  θάλασσαν  εκόντες  άπορρίφαντες. 

καυχώμενοι.  II. 2 18.25,  as  here,  the  participle  with  a  dependent  infinitive.  Used 

of  heretics  who  deny  marriage.  Clement  rather  favored  the  word  for  abusing  heretics 

(IV. 508,  eight  references).  This  is  a  Pauline  trait. 

ελεύθερους.  I.269.31,  etc.  [The  accusative  in  this  construction  is  frequent  in  Greek 

of  this  period;  see  Radermacher,  181,  and  Schmid,  II. 57;  III.81;  IV.83,620. 

εαυτούς  may  be  supplied.  A.D.N.  Nevertheless,  the  construction  in  this  letter  is  difficult. 

The  parallels  in  Radermacher  and  Schmid  have  for  the  most  part  expressed  subjects 

of  the  infinitives  and  are  not  so  hard  as  this  instance,  where  the  nominative  participle 

is  immediately  followed  by  the  accusative.  Similarly  Thucydides,  I.12.1  and  IV.84.2, 

where  predicate  adjectives  of  the  infinitive  are  put  into  the  accusative,  are  easier 

than  that  of  this  letter.  If  the  text  here  is  right,  I  can  understand  it  only  as  influenced 

by  the  εαυτούς  of  the  preceding  line.  A.W.]  Cf.  Apoc.  3.9:  των  λεγόντων  εαυτούς 

’ Ιουδαίους  είναι.  In  the  preceding  phrase,  the  writer  had  been  thinking  of  Apoc.  2.24. 
[If  the  text  is  corrupt,  a  possible  emendation  would  be  ελευθεροΰσθ at.  C.H.R.]  The 

content  of  the  letter  here  is  paralleled  in  II. 2 16.24,  where  gnostic  libertines  are 

described  as  λεγόντων  ελευθερίαν  την  υπό  ηδονης  δουλείαν. 12 
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δούλοι  yeyovaaiv  άνδραποδώδων  επιθυμιών,  τουτοις  ούν  άντιστατεον 

πάντη  τε  και  πάντως,  εί  γάρ  καί  τι  αληθές 

δούλοι.  Slaves  of  the  passions  (also  with  the  perfect  of  γίγνομαι ),  1.26. 12;  cf.  II. 2 16.24 

in  the  preceding  paragraph.  II.  14.20,  of  the  Greeks  who  seek  after  wisdom.  Frequent; 

see  Tsermoulas,  58. 

γεγόνασιν.  γεγόναμεν,  III.  15. IO. 

ελεύθερους  είναι,  δούλοι  γεγόνασιν.  [The  style  is  antithetic  throughout,  but  not  in 

the  naive,  early  rhetorical  way  of  Attic  prose.  The  antitheses  are  calculated  to 

contrast  words  and  reality,  or  different  meanings  of  a  word,  apparent  and  real 

meaning,  and  so  on.  E.g.,  I.8f:  he  contrasts  άληθεα  with  αλήθεια  in  a  deeper  sense 

and  summarizes  the  contrast  by  saying  (1. 9)  ού  γάρ  πάντα  τάληθη  αλήθεια.  We  might 

compare  the  truth  of  certain  facts  of  science  with  that  of  which  the  Christian  gospel 

says,  “I  am  the  truth.”  And  going  even  beyond  that,  he  can  contrast  the  seeming  truth 
of  human  δόξαι  and  the  true  truth  ( άληθης  αλήθεια)  which  is  based  on  faith.  This 

sophisticated  rhetoric  should  therefore  not  surprise  us  by  its  repetition  of  the  same 

word,  which  indeed  is  not  Clement’s  usual  manner,  but  should  be  valued  as  a  gen¬ 

uine  play  on  the  various  meanings  of  one  and  the  same  word  ( άληθης-άληθεια ).  W.J.] 

άνδραποδω 8ων.  1. 1 76.2 1  (of  belchings). 

επιθυμιών.  II. 237. 27)  επιθυμία ις  δεδουλω μένους.  Frequent. 

τουτοις  οΰν.  Initial,  Ι.27.1,  etc.  Again  below,  II.  10. 

άντιστατεον.  Frequent  (II. 2 12.19;  213.17;  240.18)  in  argument  with  the  gnostics. 

The  form  does  not  appear  in  Stahlin’s  index,  but  Clement  was  fond  of  these  verbal 
adjectives  (see  below,  on  προκριτεον  in  1. 10).  Here  the  use  of  the  verb  is  perhaps  a 

reminiscence  of  I  Pet.  5.9,  ( τω  διαβόλω )  αντί στητε.  Clement  quotes  I  Peter  often, 

5.7  in  II.52. 1 6  and  5.10  in  III.206.16.  The  directive  to  oppose  the  Carpocratians 

with  might  and  main  is  repeated  below,  II.  10;  it  appears  also  in  Epiphanius’  attack 
on  the  sect,  Panarion  XXVII. 7,  δει  τοίνυν  τουτους  άνατρεπειν  παντι  σθενει.  Evidently 

it  was  a  rule  accepted  in  the  Church. 

7 τάντη  τε  και  πάντως.  Verbatim,  II. 51 1.24. 

ei  γάρ  καί  .  .  .  ούκ  αν.  Both  with  optatives,  as  here,  in  a  “future  less  vivid”  construc¬ 

tion,  II.420.20f.  ei  γάρ  καί  concessive  and  initial,  with  indicative,  1. 48. 22;  49.24; 

57.8;  etc. 

τι  αληθές,  αληθές  τι,  III.89.21;  τι  followed  by  an  adjective,  1. 254.2  (τι  βελτιον) ; 

TO  αληθές  is  frequent  in  Clement,  though  not  indexed  by  Stahlin.  The  way  the  letter 

in  the  following  lines  harps  on  αληθές  and  its  cognates  is  unlike  Clement’s  usual 
concern  for  variation  of  terms  (Tengblad,  4ff),  but  Clement  sometimes  uses  repetition 

for  emphasis  (Tengblad,  4,22ff).  Cf.  the  note  on  αλήθεια  in  the  following  line  and 

Jaeger’s  note  on  ελεύθερους  είναι,  δοΰλοι  γεγόνασιν,  above. 

!3 
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λβγοιβν  ούδ’ οΰτω  συμφωνοίη  αν  αύτοΐς  6  της  άληθβίας  Ιραστης.  ουδέ  γάρ 
Ι.ιο 

πάντα  τάληθη  αλήθεια.  ούδε  την  κατά 

λέγοιεν.  Clement  uses  λέγω  in  the  present  active  optative  nine  times,  according 

to  Scham,  13.  The  use  of  the  optative  here  in  a  “future  less  vivid”  conditional 
clause  is  classically  correct  and  is  paralleled  in  II.30.13.  This  is  a  general  considera¬ 

tion.  When  the  text  comes  to  the  particular  case,  in  lines  12-13  below,  it  will  use 

the  indicative,  περιέχει. 

ονδ’οντω.  Neither  ουδέ  nor  οΰτω  is  fully  indexed  by  Stahlin,  Ast,  or  Leisegang, 
but  the  combination  with  this  sense  is  classical  (Thuc.  II. 76. 3;  Lysias,  1. 14). 

συμφωνοίη  άν.  With  the  dative,  II. 233. 20.  The  use  of  av  is  normal.  (Clement’s 
use  of  av  is  studied  in  Hort  and  Mayor  in  their  Appendix  B.) 

6  της  αλήθειας  εραστής.  III. 67. 3,  τω  της  αλήθειας  εραστή,  in  polemic  against  those 

who  force  Scripture  to  suit  their  own  ends,  without  being  orthodox.  [The  phrase 

is  an  echo  of  Plato,  Republic  Vl^oid.  W.M.C.]  The  notion  that  6  γνωστικός  δέ 

αλήθειας  έρα  (II.252.8f)  is  fundamental  to  Clement’s  thought  and  is  developed  at 
length  in  the  Stromateis,  especially  in  Book  IV. 

ουδέ  γάρ  .  .  .  ουδέ.  Neither  .  .  .  nor,  I.4.5. 1 1  f  (initial,  as  here),  etc. 

τάληθη.  II. 517. 14;  III. 1 62. 1 1,  with  erasis;  II. 465. 14;  III. 66. 5,  without  crasis;  these 

irregularities  in  the  use  of  crasis  are  probably  scribal,  but  Stahlin  notes  them  also 

in  the  other  MSS  of  Clement,  IV.223  s.v.  αλλά.  Άληθη  without  the  article,  as  a 

substantive,  III. 39. 14,  where  Clement  explains  that  the  true  Christian  will  some¬ 

times  lie,  as  might  a  doctor,  for  therapeutic  purposes — a  principle  he  justifies  by 

appeal  to  the  example  of  St.  Paul  (Acts  16.3;  I  Cor.  9.igf).  [Cf.  Philo,  Questions  ...  on 

Genesis  IV. 204.  J.R.]  It  is  characteristic  of  Clement  to  talk  most  of  truth  when 

recommending  falsity. 

αλήθεια.  For  the  contrast,  τάληθη  άληθεια,  cf.  II.509.22ff,  οϋκουν  ποτέ  τάς  επί  μέρους 

άληθείας,  καθ' ών  η  άληθεια  κατηγορεΐται,  αυτήν  δέ  την  άληθειαν  πολυπραγμονητέον:  that 
is  to  say,  one  should  study  theology  and  not  the  subordinate  sciences.  This  sort  of 

play  on  words  is  a  favorite  of  Clement’s;  Tengblad,  80,  goes  so  far  as  to  restore  it 

by  analogy  when  it  is  lacking;  cf.  Jaeger’s  note  on  έλευθέρους  είναι,  above  in  1. 7. 
(On  the  various  meanings  of  άληθεια  in  early  Christian  usage,  Bultmann,  άληθεια, 

242ff.  The  contrast  here  is  evidently  between  his  meanings  [3]  “  wirklicheTatbestand” 

and  [5]  “die  rechte  Lehre,  der  rechte  Glaube”  or  [61  “gottliche  Wirklichkeit, 

Offenbarung.”) 

κατά.  Mossbacher,  66 :  numerous  examples  of  this  use. 

14 
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1. 1 1 

τάς  άνθρωπίνας  δόξας  φαινομενην  αλήθειαν  προκριτεον  της  αληθούς  αλή¬ 

θειας  της  κατά  την  πίστιν.  των  τοίνυν 

άνθρωπίνας  δόξας.  II.365.15,  to  describe  the  secret  doctrines  of  the  mystery  cults. 

(As  these  are  hidden  from  the  ignorant,  how  much  more  should  the  holy  science  of 

Christianity  be  hidden!)  III.69.15,  heretics  who  have  not  learned  the  mysteries  of 

Christian  gnosis,  and  are  not  able  to  grasp  the  greatness  της  αλήθειας ,  are  motivated 

by  άνθρωττίναις  δόξαις  (cf.  67.13 αιρέσεων  ανθρωπίνων) .  Δόξα  opposed  to  αλήθεια , 

III. 46. 3i.  [CH,  Extr.  IIA.7 — the  whole  of  Extr.  IIA  illustrates  this  contrast  between 

truth  and  human  opinion.  A.D.N.] 

κατα  τας  άνθρωπίνας  δόξας.  [The  same  phrase,  but  in  the  singular,  Plato,  Sophista 

229a.  This  is  skillful  irony.  Plato  contrasted  doxa  with  philosophia ;  Clement  now 

identifies  Plato’s  philosophia  as  doxa.  W.M.C.] 

φαινομενην  αλήθειαν.  ΙΙ.473Ί5,  μερικής  οΰν  τυγχανουσης  της  κατά  την  'Ελληνικήν 
φιλοσοφίαν  εμφαινομενης  άληθείας,  ητω  οντι  αλήθεια  (differs  from  it) .  Cf.  II. 63. 2,  χωρίζεται 

δε  η  'Ελληνική  αλήθεια  της  καθ'  ημάς,  and  ours,  of  course,  is  truer.  III.64.27ff,  one 
must  distinguish  την  τω  οντι  αλήθειαν  from  the  teaching  of  the  heretics  as  true  from 

wax  fruit,  and  as  το  αληθές  από  του  φαινομένου,  φαινόμενος  meaning  “seeming,” 

i. e.  “false,”  is  frequent  in  Clement;  contrast  classical  usage,  where  δοκεΐν  is  usually 

“seem  and  be  not,”  φαίνομαι  usually  “appear  to  be  and  be.”  [In  II. 473. 15  there  is 
truth  in  the  εμφαινομενη  αλήθεια;  its  fault  lies  in  being  particular.  Here,  however, 

φαινομενη  is  “apparent”  as  opposed  to  “real.”  Clement  perhaps  did  not  here  say 

δοκοΰσαν  because  that  might  have  introduced  a  certain  cacophony— δόξας  δοκοΰσαν. 

But  the  very  word  δόξας  seems  to  have  suggested  to  him  the  opposition  of  apparent 

to  real.  B.E.] 

προκριτεον.  Clement  is  fond  of  these  verbal  adjectives  in  -τεος  and  -τεον,  e.g., 

II. 3. iff;  III.64.25ff  (7  in  13  lines).  This  particular  verb  in  this  form,  with  genitive 

and  accusative,  as  here,  occurs  in  1. 223. 19.  [For  the  ablatival  genitive,  cf.  Plato, 

Apology  35b,  and  Kiihner-Gerth,  1. 393.  W.M.C.] 

της  αληθούς  αλήθειας.  The  play  on  words  is  reminiscent  of  Plato,  Theaetetus  162a, 

171c.  See  above,  on  αλήθεια.  Clement  cites  Plato  more  often  than  any  other  author 

outside  Scripture;  of  his  citations,  those  which  stand  nearest  Theaetetus  162-171  are 

i55e  in  II.348.4ff;  173c  in  II.391.7ff. 

της  κατά  την  πίστιν.  II. 64. 3?  V  κατά  την  πίστιν  αλήθεια  is  contrasted  to  the  inferior 

truth  attained  by  Greek  philosophy. 

των.  Initial  των  with  participle  followed  by  τά  μεν  .  .  .  τά  δε,  ΙΙΙ.94*2 1  ff ?  °f·  24f> 

95.4f,i8ff,2  7f.  Further  examples  in  Tengblad,  47. 

τοίνυν.  Thus  in  1. 9. 24;  10.20;  etc.  Frequent. 

15 



I.i  i— i 2 THE  LETTER 

1. 12 

θρυλονμβνων  rrepl  του  θζοπνβυστου  κατά  Μάρκον  evayyeX ίου, 

θρυλουμενων.  Frequently  contemptuous,  as  here;  e.g.,  II.  13.5,  τά  θρυλουμεν a  πρός 

τινων  άμαθώς  φοφοδεών,  213.28,  etc. 

περί.  Mossbacher,  69:  many  examples,  περί  with  the  genitive  is  used  thus  with 

θρυ λεΐν  in  Epicurus  (H.  Usener,  Epicurea  frag.  423).  Aristotle,  Historiae  animalium 

I.36,  620b.  I  of  (τά  .  .  .  θρυλουμενα  περί  τον  βάτραχον  .  .  .  εστιν  αληθή )  is  interesting  as 

proof  that  our  author  sometimes  did  not  use  accusatives  for  which  there  were  prece¬ 
dents. 

θεόπνευστου.  III.73.5ff,  an  attack  on  those  who  τά  προσφυή  τοΐς  θεοπνευστοις  λόγοις 

υπό  των  μακαρίων  αποστόλων  τε  καί  διδασκάλων  παραδιδόμενα  ε κοντές  είναι,  σοφίζονται  δά 

αιρεσιν  συστήσ ασθαι.  Explicitly  of  Scripture,  with  quotation  of  II  Tim.  3. 1 6f,  in 

I.65. 7f.  Again,  III. 7 1.23. 

κατά  Μάρκον  ευαγγελίου.  Verbatim,  III.  163. 13.  Nothing  is  said  in  the  recognized 

works  of  Clement,  or  anywhere  else  in  the  heresiologists,  about  special  use  by  the 

Carpocratians  of  a  peculiar  Gospel  attributed  to  Mark.  Hippolytus,  Philo sophumena 

VII. 30.  i,  speaks  of  refuting  Marcionites  by  pointing  out  that  the  Gospel  according 

to  Mark  does  not  contain  material  they  had  evidently  claimed  to  find  in  it — but 

probably  had  found  by  exegesis.  The  material  was  hostile  to  the  demiurge  εκ  τής 

άντιπαραθεσεως  αγαθού  καί  καλού.  This  phrase  might  conceivably  reflect  material 

from  the  Carpocratian  tradition  quoted  below  (II. 3-4,  at  the  end  of  the  note  on 

Carpocrates),  “opposing”  things  truly  good  to  things  commonly  believed  to  be 
so;  but  it  might  equally  well  reflect  Marcionite  doctrine,  more  or  less  misunderstood 

(especially  if  κακού  be  read  for  καλού).  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  III.11.10  =  Stieren, 

III.  1 2.7)  speaks  of  those  qui  autem  Iesum  separant  a  Christo ,  et  impassibilem  perseverasse 

Christum ,  passum  vero  Iesum  dicunt ,  id  quod  secundum  Marcum  est  praeferentes  evangelium. 

This  could  have  come  from  canonical  Mark,  1.10  +  15.34  [but  it  is  not  likely  that 

Irenaeus  read  Mark  in  this  way — A.D.N.].  Irenaeus  could  have  had  the  Carpocra¬ 

tians  in  mind,  but  he  adds  cum  amore  veritatis  legentes  illud ,  corrigi  possunt ,  and  this 

is  not  like  the  things  he  said  elsewhere  about  the  Carpocratians;  see  Irenaeus 

(Harvey,  I.20.2  =  Stieren,  I.25.3),  ad  velamen  malitiae  ipsorum  nomine  abutuntur.  On 

the  other  hand,  Irenaeus  is  not  always  consistent.  It  is  interesting  that  Harvey, 

in  his  note  on  this  passage,  was  led  to  postulate  the  existence  in  Egypt  of  a  secret 

Gospel  according  to  Mark — a  conjecture  which  the  present  text  confirms.  But,  al¬ 

though  no  special  connection  with  the  Carpocratians  is  reported,  the  Gospel  according 

to  Mark  was  the  most  popular  of  the  canonical  Gospels  with  the  gnostics  in  general 

(which  may  account  for  its  comparative  neglect  by  the  orthodox).  Swete,  xxxi,  remarks 

on  this  and  cites  evidence  of  its  use  by  Heracleon  and  other  Valentinians,  certain 

docetists,  the  Gospel  of  Peter ,  and  the  Clementine  Homilies ,  esp.  XIX.20.1:  εΐπεν  ήμΐν 

“τά  μυστήρια  εμοί  καί  τοΐς  υίοΐς  του  οίκου  μου  φυλάξατε .”  διό  καί  “ τοΐς  αυτού  μαθηταΐς 

κατ'  ιδίαν  επελυε  ’  ’  τής  των  ουρανών  βασιλείας  τά  μυστήρια.  This  probably  uses  Mk.  4. 1  I 
16 



THE  LETTER 

I.I2-I3 

τα  μεν  φευδεται  ττα ντελώς,  τα  si 

αληθώς  παραδίδοται, 

Ι*ΐ3 

et  καί  άληθη  τιν α  περιεχει,  ουδ’  ούτως 

and  4-34  as  Pr°of  of  secret  teaching  by  Jesus  (Sanday,  Gospels  1 79Γ) ,  and  it  quotes 

the  preceding  agraphon  as  if  it  came  from  the  same  Gospel.  Now  Clement  of  Alexan¬ 

dria  quotes,  from  some  unknown  author,  a  quotation  of  the  same  agraphon  (in  the 

form  μυστήριον  όμόν  όμοί  καί  τοΐς  υίοΐς  του  οίκου  μου )  as  written  ev  τινι  εύαγγελίω 

(II.368. 27.  Ropes,  Spriiche  is  mistaken  in  thinking  the  quotation  continued 

from  the  preceding  sentence,  which  comes  from  Barnabas  6.10.  His  attempt  to  explain 

τοΐς  υίοΐς  του  οίκου  μου  as  derived  from  a  mistranslation  of  *»V  is  ludicrous.) 

Resch1  correctly  noted  the  Semitism,  which  suggests  translation  from  a  Hebrew 

original  (i67ff).  Taken  over  from  Clement  or  the  Clementina  (?)  and  hellenized — 

τοΐς  όμοΐς — the  agraphon  spread  through  Christian  tradition,  is  preserved  in  Hilary 

Jerome,  Chrysostom,  Theodoret,  and  John  of  Damascus  and  in  a  contamination 

of  some  MSS  of  Symmachus  and  Theodotion  on  Is.  24.16 — where  a  literal  mistrans¬ 

lation  of  the  Hebrew  had  yielded  το  μυστήριόν  μου  όμοί;  Field,  II. 470  n24;  Resch1, 

i67ff,  logf,  282. 

φζυδεται.  Clement  uses  the  verb  in  III. 40.6,  as  here;  1. 22. 25;  etc.  The  usage  is 

classical,  LSJ  s.v.  A.  II. 

παντελώς.  Final,  following  verb,  as  here,  1. 2 74. 16;  II. 3 1.6. 

cl  καί.  In  a  concessive,  inserted  clause,  with  the  indicative,  as  here,  II. 201. 7.  In 

both  instances  what  is  conceded  is  probably  no  more  than  the  facts  of  the  particular 

case,  el  γάρ  ...  ου  δη,  both  with  indicative,  1. 221. 9-1 2. 

άληθη  τινα.  II. 55. 10,  ev  δε  τοΐς  φευδεσιν  καί  άληθη  τιν  α  ελεγον  οι  φευδοπροφηται. 

7Γ€ρΐ€χ€1.  Of  books,  II.  13·1 ;  70*7;  71-23;  235-23; etc- 

ουδ’  ούτως.  With  the  indicative  following  εί  καί,  II. 305. 3 1-306.1 ;  classical  examples 
plentiful,  LSJ  s.v.  ούτως. 

άληθώς.  III. 43.29,  etc.  Frequent.  The  use  here  was  determined  by  the  concern 

to  play  on  άλήθεια. 

τταραδίδοται.  The  same  form  of  the  verb,  III.41.11.  Clement  uses  the  verb  for 

traditions  he  believes  true,  but  he  must  have  been  aware  that  the  heretics  also 

handed  down  their  teachings.  Like  θρυλουμόνων,  which  is  also  used  for  the  doctrines 

of  a  sect,  the  word  here  suggests  not  commonly  known,  but  specifically  sectarian, 
tradition. 

17 
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1. 14 

συγκεκραμόνα  γάρ  τάληθη  τοΐς  πλάσμασι  παραχαράσσεται  ώστε- 

Ι.ϊ5 

8η  το  λεγόμενον — "  καί  το  άλας  μωρανθηναι." 

-τούτο 

συγκεκραμενα.  The  perfect  middle  participle  (singular),  III. 125. 12  [Extracts  from 

Theodotus).  For  the  structure,  see  above,  1. 5,  πεφυσιωμένοι  γάρ. 

πλάσμασι.  Cf.  Clement’s  usage,  III. 70. 7,  where  the  gnostics  πάμπολλα  συγκαττυουσι 
ψευσματα  και  πλάσματα,  which  are  evidently  synonymous.  In  the  present  instance 

the  choice  of  πλάσμασι  was  probably  determined  by  the  desire  not  to  repeat  too 

often  forms  cognate  with  ψεύδομαι.  Tengblad,  4IF,  collects  examples  of  Clement’s 
use  of  such  deliberate  variation.  [Further,  the  word  πλάσματα  had  been  used  for 

religious  fictions  throughout  pagan  Greek  theological  language.  Xenophanes  of 

Colophon  (Diels,  frag.  1 .22)  calls  impious  myths  about  the  immorality  of  the  Homeric 

and  Hesiodic  gods  πλάσματα  των  προτέρων.  For  the  way  in  which  Critias  imagined 

such  πλάσματα  to  have  been  introduced  into  religious  thought,  see  the  great  fragments 

taken  from  his  satyr  play,  Sisyphus  (Diels,  frag.  25),  and  the  comments  in  Jaeger, 

Theology  r86ff.  W.J.] 

παραχαράσσεται.  II.208.i9ff,  καί  των  του  κυρίου  φωνών  διαφεύδονται  οί  της  άσελγείας 

κοινωνοί,  οι  της  λαγνείας  αδελφοί,  όνειδος  ου  φιλοσοφίας  μόνον ,  άλλα  και  παντός  του  βίου, 

οί  παραχαράσσοντες  την  αλήθειαν  μάλλον  δε  κατασκάπτοντες  ώς  ο  ιόν  τε  αυτοί?’  οί  γάρ 

τρισάθλιοι  την  (τε')  σαρκικήν  καί  (την)  συνουσιαστικην  κοινωνίαν  ίεροφαντοΰσι  καί  ταυτην 
οίονται  εις  την  βασιλείαν  αυτούς  άνάγειν  του  Θεού.  Both  the  metaphor  expressed  by 

παραχαράσσεται  and  this  verb  to  express  it  were  favorites  with  Clement.  Stahlin  cites 

nine  uses  of  the  verb  ( Register ,  s.v.). 

ώστε.  Stahlin  (IV.827  s-v·)  remarks  Clement’s  frequent  use  of  ώστε  with  a  following 
infinitive. 

τούτο  δη  το  λεγόμενον.  Verbatim.  Interjected,  as  here,  to  introduce  a  following 

conventional  expression,  1. 8. 9;  51.13. 

καί  τό  άλας  μωρανθηναι.  Mt.  5. 1 3,  έάν  δε  το  αλα?  μωρανθη,  εν  τίνι  άλισθησεται',  =  Lk. 

14.34·  The  text  here  is  closer  to  Lk.,  which  differs  from  Mt.  by  beginning  εάν  δέ 

καί.  Behind  the  choice  of  this  proverb  probably  lies  not  only  recollection  of  the 

context  of  these  Gospel  passages  (and  Mk.  9.50),  which  declare  corrupted  Christians 

fit  only  to  be  cast  out,  but  also  recollection  of  Jeremiah  28.17  (LXX)  (=  10.14  Heb.) 

εμωράνθη  πας  άνθρωπος  άπό  γνώσεως  .  .  .  οτι  ψευδή  εχώνευσαν,  ούκ  εστιν  πνεύμα  εν 

αύτοΐς  (and  ff),  which  made  the  verse  particularly  appropriate  for  use  against 

gnostics  who  had  corrupted  the  Scriptures.  This  sort  of  multiple  biblical  allusion 
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1. 15 

6  γοΰν  Μάρκος 

is  typical  of  Clement  and  would  be  very  difficult  for  a  forger  to  imitate.  In  III.183.23ff 

Clement  identifies  as  “the  salt  of  the  earth”  those  “more  elect  than  the  elect,”  “who 

hide  away,  in  the  depth  of  thought,  the  mysteries  not  to  be  uttered.”  The  passage 
is  clearly  a  description  of  orthodox  gnostics,  and  the  application  to  the  Carpocratians 

of  the  saying  about  corruption  of  the  salt  suggests  that  Clement  saw  the  Carpocratian 

secret  society  as  a  perverted  parallel  of  similar  secret  groups  within  the  Church. 

The  same  suggestion  is  brought  to  mind  by  I.28i.25ff,  where  Clement  argues  that 

“we  are  the  salt  of  the  earth”  (see  below,  II. 17,  “we  are  the  children  of  light”) 
and  therefore  should  not  follow  the  libertines  in  their  abuse  of  the  Christian  liberty 

of  kissing.  In  quoting  the  phrase  from  the  NT,  Clement,  like  this  letter,  uses  αλα?, 

elsewhere  άλς.  Greek  proverbs  frequently  begin  with  καί;  e.g.  Stromberg,  Proverbs 

38,  60,  67,  73;  Leutsch-Schneidewin,  Corpus  1. 505;  II. 809-8 10.  It  is  possible  that 

the  Gospel  saying  reflected  a  popular  proverb.  Talmud  Babli  (hereinafter  i?),  Bekorot 

8b,  has,  in  a  trial  of  wits,  the  question 

,νγρπόϊ  Nnbmn  mb  ,nb  mb»  xmo  m  xnbm 
.mo  m  Nnbmi  ,Nnnmb  anbrn  mi 

“<(They  asked  R.  Joshua  ben  Hananya,  ca.  a.d.  90:)  ‘When  salt  has  lost  its  savor, 

with  what  can  it  be  salted?’  He  said  to  them,  ‘With  the  after-birth  of  a  female  mule.’ 

<(They  said,)  ‘But  does  any  female  mule  have  an  after-birth?’  <(He  said)  ‘And  does 

salt  lose  its  savor?’”  Billerbeck,  on  Mt.  5.13b,  saw  a  slur  on  the  story  of  the  virgin 

birth  in  the  reference  to  a  she-mule’s  giving  birth  (a  possibility  which  is  also  dismissed 
as  absurd  in  the  sentence  just  preceding  the  quotation).  This  may  be  correct,  but 

even  so  the  exchanges  quoted  may  reflect  either  the  popular  saying,  or  polemic 

against  the  Christian  one,  or  both.  (The  literature  in  Bauer,  Wb.  s.v.  άλας,  to  which 

add  Bauer,  Sal,  and  Nauck,  Salt,  does  not  suffice  to  decide  the  question.)  Note  the 

five  successive  long  syllables  in  the  clausula;  Clement  often  uses  this  ending,  as  it 

is  used  here,  for  emphasis. 

6  γοΰν.  Initial,  1. 201. 19;  II.  188.27;  190.23;  III.  165. 15.  Clement  often  used  it  thus 

for  introducing  proof. 

Μάρκος.  We  have  three  reports  that  Clement  gave  this  account  of  the  origin  of 

the  second  Gospel.  Two  come  from  Eusebius  (HE  II.  15  and  VI.  14.5-7),  and  one 
from  the  Latin  Adumbrationes  Clementis  Alexandrini  in  Epistolas  Canonicas,  a  translation 

and  adaptation  of  parts  of  Clement’s  Hypotyposes,  made  in  the  early  sixth  century 
(III. XL).  These  three  are  arranged  on  the  two  following  pages  in  parallel  columns 

with  Eusebius’  report  of  the  same  account  as  given  by  Papias  of  Hierapolis  in  Asia 
Minor  in  the  early  second  century. 
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!·ΐ5 

Adumbrationes  Clementis  Alexandrini  in  Epistolas 

Canonicas  (III.206.17ff) 

Marcus,  Petri  sectator  praedicante  Petro 

evangelium  palam  Romae  coram  quibusdam 

Caesareanis  equitibus,  et  multa  Christi  testi¬ 

monia  proferente,  petitus  ab  eis,  ut  possent 

quae  dicebantur  memoriae  commendare, 

scripsit  ex  his,  quae  a  Petro  dicta  sunt, 

evangelium  quod  secundum  Marcum  voci¬ 
tatur; 

sicut  Lucas  quoque  Actus 

Apostolorum  stilo  exsecutus  agnoscitur, 

et  Pauli  ad  Hebraeos  interpretatus  epistolam. 

Eus.,  HE  II.  15 

Οϋτω  δη  ούν  επιδημησαντος  αύτοΐς  του  θείου 

λόγον  η  μεν  του  Σίμωνος  άπεσβη  καί  παραχρημα 

συν  καί  τώ  άνδρί  καταλελυτο  δυναμις.  Τοσοϋτον 

δ'επελαμφεν  ταΐς  των  ακροατών  του  Πέτρου 
διανοίαις  εύσεβείας  φέγγος ,  ώς  μη  τη  εις  άπαξ 

ίκανώς  όχειν  άρκεΐσθαι  άκοη,  μηδε  τη  άγράφω 

τοϋ  θείου  κηρύγματος  διδασκαλία,  παρακλη- 

σεσιν  δε  παντοίαις  Μάρκον,  ου  το  ευαγγελ ιον 

φερεται,  ακόλουθον  όντα  Πέτρου, 

λιπαρησαι  ώς  αν  καί  διά  γραφής  υπόμνημα 

της  διά  λόγου  παραδοθείσης  αύτοΐς  καταλείφοι 

διδασ καλίας ,  μη  πρότερόν  τε 

άνειναι  η  κατεργάσασθαι 

τον  άνδρα,  καί  ταυτη  αίτιους  γενεσθαυ  της  τοϋ 

λεγομένου  κατά  Μάρκον  ευαγγελίου  γραφής, 

γνόντα  δε  το  πραχθεν  φασι  τον  άπόστολον 

άποκαλυφαντος  αύτώ  τοϋ  πνεύματος,  ησθηναι 

τη  των  άνδρών  προθυμία  κυρώσαί  τε  την 

γραφήν  εις  εντευξιν  της  εκκλησίας.  Κλημης  εν 

εκτω  των  'Υποτυπώσεων  παρατεθειται  την 

ιστορίαν,  συνεπιμαρτυρεί  δε  αύτω  καί  ο 

' Ιεραπολίτης  επίσκοπος  όνόματι  Παπίας.  τοϋ 

δε  Μάρκου  μνημονεύει  τον  Πέτρον  εν  τη 

προτερα  επιστολή,  ην  καί  συντάξαι  φασίν  επ' 

αυτής  'Ρώμης,  σημαίνειν  τε  τοϋτ  αυτόν,  την 
πόλιν  τροπικώτερον  Βαβυλώνα  προσειπόντα  διά 

τούτων,  άσπάζεται  υμάς  η  εν  Βαβυλώνι 

συνεκλεκτη  καί  Μάρκος  ο  υιός  μου. 

20 



THE  LETTER 

Eus.,  HE  VI.  14.5-7 

Αΰθις  .  .  .  περί  της  τάξεως  των  ευαγγελίων 

παράόοσιν  των  ανέκαθεν  πρεσβυτερών  τεθειται, 

τούτον  εχονσαν  τον  τρόπον,  προγεγράφθαι 

ελεγεν  των  ευαγγελίων  τα  περιεχοντα  τάς 

γενεαλογίας,  το  8ε  κατά  Μάρκον  ταύτην 

εσχηκεναι  την  οικονομίαν.  Τού  Πέτρου  8ημοσία 

εν  'Ρώμη  κηρύξαντος  τον  λόγον  καί  πνεύμα tl 
το  εύαγγελι ον  εξειπόντος ,  τούς  παρόντας, 

πολλούς  όντας,  παρακαλεσαι 

τον  Μάρκον,  ώς 

αν  άκολουθησαντα  αύτω  πόρρωθεν  καί 

μεμνημενον  των  λεχθεντων,  άναγράφαι  τα 

είρημενα.  ποιησαντα  8ε,  το  εύαγγελ lov 

μεταόούναι  τοΐς  8εομενοις  αυτού,  όπερ  επιγνόντα 

τον  Πέτρον  προτρεπτικώς  μήτε  κωλύσαι  μήτε 

προτρεφασθαι . 

Eus.,  HE  111.39-15  (Papias) 

καί  τούτο  ό  πρεσβύτερος  ελεγε · 

Μάρκος  μεν 

ερμηνευτής  Πέτρου  γενόμενος,  οσα 

εμνημόνευσεν  ακριβώς  εγραφεν  ου  μεντοι 

rage ι>  τα  νττο  του  Αριστου  η  Λβχυβντα  ή 

πραχθεντα.  ούτε  γάρ  ηκουσε  τού  κυρίου,  ούτε 

παρη κολουθησεν  αύτω,  ύστερον  8ε,  ώς  εφην, 

Πετρω,  ος  προς  τάς  χρείας  εποιεΐτο  τάς 

8ι8ασκαλίας  άλλ’  ούχ  ώσπερ  σύνταξιν  των 
κυριακών  ποιούμενος  λογιών,  ώστε  ού8εν 

ημαρτε  Μάρκος  ούτως  ενια  γράφας  ώς 

άπ εμνημόνευσεν.  ενός  γάρ  εποιησατο  πρόνοιαν, 

τού  μη8εν  ών  ηκουσε  παραλιπεΐν  η  φεύσασθ αί 

τι  εν  αύτοις.  Ταύτα  μεν  οΰν  ίστόρηται  τώ 

Παπία  περί  τού  Μάρκου.  Περί  8ε  τού  Ματθαίου 

ταύτ  εΐρηται.  Ματθαίος  μεν  οΰν  ' Εβραΐ8ι 
8ιαλεκτω  τα  λόγια  συνεγράφατο,  ηρμηνευσε 

αυτα  ως  ην  δυνατός  έκαστος.  Κεχρηται  ο 

αυτός  μα ρτυρίαις  από  της  Ίωάννου  προτερας 

επιστολής  καί  από  της  Πέτρου  ομοίως. 
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Eusebius  remarked  the  similarity  of  Clement’s  account  to  that  of  Papias.  The 
parallels  between  the  passages  make  it  seem  that  Clement  relied  on  Papias  for  his 

statement  about  Mark  and  for  the  proof  of  it  from  I  Pet.  5.13,  which  may 

have  been  the  source  of  the  whole  story  (though  Papias  attributed  it  to  one  John 

of  Ephesus,  a  presbyter  and  a  “disciple  of  the  Lord,”  albeit  not  an  apostle; 
Eus.,  HE  ΙΠ.39.4,15).  But  Clement  had  other  sources,  which  he  preferred  to  Papias, 

for  his  statements  about  Matthew  and  Luke,  Acts  and  Hebrews.  Moreover,  even  in 

respect  to  Mark  he  did  not  follow  Papias  closely.  Papias  wanted  to  defend  Mark 

from  charges  of  confusion,  misrepresentation ,  and  omission  (charges  which  become  sig¬ 

nificant  in  the  light  of  the  present  letter) .  Clement  wants  to  excuse  him  from  writing 

down  oral  tradition  and  so  making  it  potentially  public — a  charge  against  which 

he  had  to  defend  himself  too;  Stromateis  Ei-17.  He  therefore  develops  the  basic 

story,  given  by  Papias,  in  his  own  fashion.  His  account  has  been  further  rewritten 

by  Eusebius,  especially  in  Π.15  (note  the  rhetorical  larding  and  the  contradiction 

of  the  report  of  Peter’s  reaction  given  in  VI.  14.7).  Harnack,  it  is  true,  denied  that 

Eusebius’  account  in  HE  II.  15  came  mostly  from  Clement  and  Papias.  He  maintained 
that  the  repeated  φασίν  in  the  text  there  must  refer  to  a  secondary  tradition.  The  one 

solid  piece  of  evidence  in  his  argument  was  the  statement  ( Pseudopapianisches  160  n2) : 

“For  Clement,  Babylon  means  the  real  Babylon.”  For  this  statement,  however,  I 
can  find  no  justification.  On  the  contrary,  the  passage  from  the  Adumbrationes  cited 

above  (III.206.17ff)  is  a  comment  on  I  Pet.  5.13  and  clearly  supposes  that  the 

“Babylon”  mentioned  in  that  text  is  Rome.  This  disposes  of  Harnack’s  denial  that 
the  repeated  φασίν  in  Eusebius  ( HE  II.  1 5f)  refers  to  Clement  and  Papias.  It  is  not, 

of  course,  necessary  to  suppose  that  both  witnesses  said  everything  there  reported; 

Eusebius  is  writing  a  summary  based  on  both  their  reports.  [“In  comparison  with 
the  older  descriptions  of  the  importance  of  Peter  for  the  Gospel  of  Mark,  the  letter 

stresses  what  Mark  has  done  .  .  .  Here  nothing  is  said  of  Peter  as  the  source  of  the 

Gospel  of  Mark.  After  Peter’s  death  Mark  goes  to  Alexandria  with  his  own  and 

Peter’s  hypomnemata— a  remarkable  change  in  the  situation  of  the  hermeneutes  of 

Peter — and  there  he  composes  his  second,  more  spiritual,  Gospel;  cf.  the  Canon 

Muratori,  quibus  tamen  interfuit  et  ita  posuit ,  if  these  words  are  to  be  understood  as 

meaning  that  Mark  had  been  an  eyewitness  to  some  of  the  doings  of  the  Lord.  In  this 

way  Mark  is  connected  with  Alexandria,  and  Mark,  not  Peter,  is  the  authority  behind 

his  Gospel.  As  the  general  trend  of  patristic  thought  is  to  stress  the  part  of  Peter 

in  the  composition  of  the  Gospel  according  to  Mark,  this  letter  seems  to  be  an  Alex¬ 

andrian  statement.”  J.M.]  See  below,  Chapter  Five,  section  I. 
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I.I5-16 

1. 16 

κατά  την  του  Πέτρου  iv  'Ρώμ,η  διατριβήν, 
ρίου, 

ανέγραψε  τάς  πράξεις  του  Κυ- 

κατά.  For  synchronism,  Ι.42.15;  107.3;  etc.;  Mossbacher,  65. 

του  Πέτρου  έν  'Ρώμ,τρ  III.  ΐ97·2ΐ  in  Eusebius’  summary  of  Clement’s  account, 
HE  VI.  14.6.  Use  of  έν,  1. 35. 23,  etc.;  Mossbacher,  60. 

διατριβήν.  In  this  sense,  1. 242.11. 

ανέγραψε.  In  Eusebius’  summary,  HE  VI.  14.6,  the  Christians  of  Rome  beseech 

Mark  άναγράψαι  τα  ειρημένα.  Clement  uses  the  verb  often,  IV. 232-233.  See  further 

the  comment  by  J.M.  on  πνευματικώτερον  εύαγγέλ ιον  below,  in  1.2 1—22. 

πράξεις.  Perhaps  by  analogy  from  τάς  πράξεις  των  άποστόλων,  which  Clement 

often  cites  by  title,  IV. 668  s.v.  πράξις  end.  However,  the  usage  here  may  reflect  the 

influence  of  Papias,  whose  account  of  the  origin  of  Mark’s  Gospel,  we  saw,  probably 
influenced  Clement.  [Papias  said  Mark  wrote  τα  υπό  τοΰ  Χριστοΰ  λεχθέντα  ή  πραχθέντα 

(Eus.,  HE  ΙΙΙ.39- 1 5) ?  whh  which  compare  Acts  I.I,  τον  μεν  πρώτον  λόγον  έποιησ άμην 

περί  πάντων  .  .  .  ών  ήρξατο  6  Ίησοΰς  ποιεΐν  τε  και  διδάσκειν.  A.D.N.]  Another  source 

of  influence  may  have  been  Roman  imperial  usage.  The  Res  gestae  divi  Augusti , 

for  instance,  became  in  translation  πράξεις  .  .  .  Σεβαστού  θεού;  Bauer,  Wb.  s.v. 

[πράξεις  were  an  established  literary  form,  which  the  author  of  our  πράξεις  άποστόλων 

followed  as  his  example.  In  retrospect,  referring  to  both  pagan  and  early  Christian 

πράξεις,  the  author  of  this  letter  here  calls  the  Gospel  πράξεις,  and  perhaps  he  is 

right  in  assuming  that  the  Christian  Gospel  form  developed  under  the  influence  of 

such  earlier  types  of  writing.  W.J.] 

του  Κυρίου.  Κύριος  for  Jesus;  Stahlin  has  over  six  columns  of  references  to  particular 

instances,  IV.529-533,  nos.  3,  6,  10,  11. 
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1.17 

ον  μέντοι  πάσας  έζαγγελλων,  ουδέ  μην  τάς  μυστικας 

ον  μεντοι  πάσας  εξαγγελλων.  [“Origen  in  his  commentary  on  Mt.  < GCS ,  Origenes, 

vol  io,  1.2,  p.  441)  by  his  treatment  of  the  parable,  Mt.  20.1-16,  showed  himself 

convinced  that  Matthew  knew  the  secrets  (or  mysteries)  of  this  parable  as  well 

as  those  of  the  parables  of  the  sower  and  of  the  tares,  but  kept  silent  about  them. 

He  did  not  make  known  everything  which  was  revealed  because  he  was  aware  of 

the  danger.”  J.M.,  comparing  Origen’s  defense  of  Matthew  to  the  praise  of  Mark 
in  this  letter.] 

ού  μεντοι.  “Not,  however,”  1. 208. 28;  see  also  II. 329. 28. 

όξαγγελλων.  Clement  uses  this  only  once,  II. 43. 9,  for  a  prophet’s  declaring  the 
decree  of  the  goddess  Lachesis  (Fate),  Plato,  Republic  6iyd.  The  use  here  is  probably 

determined  by  the  word’s  connotation,  “betray  a  secret”  ( LSJ  s.v.).  It  is  used  else¬ 
where  with  this  sense  concerning  the  mystery  cults;  e.g.,  Epictetus  (Arrian),  III. 21. 16, 

where,  having  assimilated  the  teachings  of  philosophy  to  the  secrets  of  the  Eleusinian 

mysteries,  the  philosopher  complains,  συ  δ’  εξαγγέλλεις  αυτά  καί  εξορχη  παρά  καιρόν, 

παρά  τόπον,  άνευ  θυμάτων,  άνευ  άγνείας·  ούκ  εσθητα  0χεις  ην  δει  τον  Ιεροφάντην,  etc. 

ουδέ  μην.  “ Nor  yet.”  Frequent.  Following  ού,  1-45-6 ;  50·2 1  ff;  206.5  i  etc.  μέντοι  .  .  . 
ούδε  μην  I  have  not  found  in  Clement. 

μνστικάς.  Clement  uses  this  often,  both  in  the  sense  of  “secret”  and  in  that  of 

“pertaining  to  the  mysteries”;  it  is  impossible  to  prove  which  is  intended  here. 

Clement  uses  it  in  II.496.17  of  Jesus’  teaching:  The  Holy  Spirit  spoke  obscurely 
through  the  prophets  in  order  to  prove  that  all  gentile  sages  ignored  την  εσομενην 

του  κυρίου  παρουσίαν  και  την  απ'  αυτού  παραδοθησομενην  μυστικήν  διδασκαλίαν.  But 

this  probably  refers  to  all  his  teaching,  as  hidden  from  former  ages,  while  the  reference 

in  the  letter  is  to  certain  actions  as  symbolic  or  secret  or  connected  with  a  mystery, 

by  contrast  with  others  which  were  not.  [Most  likely,  as  having  symbolic  meaning, 

but  the  use  with  πράξεις  is  surprising.  A.D.N.  C.M.  also  thinks  that  the  sense  of 

μυστικάς  is  “having  symbolic  meaning”;  Clement  considers  the  person  and  the 
actions  of  Jesus  himself  as  being  par  excellence  the  μυστήριον  εμφανες.\ 

[If  the  letter  is  by  Clement,  it  may  be  that  an  original  τε  καί  λεξεις  following 

πράξεις — as  in  Acts  1.1 — has  dropped  out.  A.D.N.]  The  combination  of  πράξεις 

καί  λεξεις  not  only  is  found  in  Acts  and  Papias  (who  was  ignorant  of  Luke-Acts), 

but  also  is  adumbrated  in  Mk.  6.2,30.  Cadbury  ( Making  50)  thinks  it  may  be  older 

than  Lk.  Although  Clement  does  not  use  μυστική  with  the  general  term  πράξις  he 

does  use  it  with  terms  indicating  particular  actions,  things,  or  rituals:  μυστικόν 

φίλημα,  I.281.9;  τό  μυστικόν  του  άρτου,  1. 1 1 7.29.  Julius  Pollux  lists  as  usual  usage 

έργων  μυστικών  (1. 1 7)  and  τέλη  μυστικά  (1. 36). 
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I.I7-18 

I.l8 

ύποσημαίνων  άλλ’  βκλβγόμβνος  ας  χρησιμωτάτας  βνόμισβ  προς  αυξήσω 

ύποσημαίνων.  Clement  uses  the  verb  to  mean  “indicate,”  with  no  connotation  of 

obscurity,  II. 250.1 — τοΐς  οδόν  άπιούσιν  ην  ονκ  ΐσασιν  άρκεΐ  την  φορούσαν  ύποσημηναι 

μόνον.  (Here  the  context  shows  the  meaning  is  “merely  indicate,”  as  opposed  to 

“describe  in  detail.”)  III.  162.5,  ,(77/’  έσχατη  σάλπ ιγξ  ύι τοσημηνη  .  .  .  της  εντεύθεν 

εξόδου;  I.ioi.8f,  τοϋτό  tol  <(an  extremely  dubious  significance  of  νηπιος'}  σαφέστατα 
6  μακάριος  Παύλος  ύπεσημηνα το  είπών  <(Ι  Thess.  2.7 )>·  In  spite  of  the  σαφέστατα  Paul 

did  not  say  it  explicitly,  but  perhaps  implied  it.  The  implicit  contrast  with  εξαγγελλων 

in  the  preceding  phrase  of  the  letter  probably  determines  the  meaning  here  as  the 

classical  one,  “indicate  obscurely”  or  “hint  at”;  so  LSJ.  Clement  also  uses  ύποση- 

μείωσις — although  in  a  different  sense — in  a  context  where  the  general  thought  and 

vocabulary  are  so  close  to  this  letter  as  to  deserve  quotation  at  length  (Il.g.qff) : 

'AXX  οι  μεν  την  άληθη  της  μακαρίας  σωζοντες  διδασκαλίας  παράδοσιν  ευθύς  από  Πέτρου 
.  .  .  ηκον  δη  συν  Θεω  και  εις  ημάς  τα  προγονικά  εκείνα  και  άποστολικά  καταθησόμενοι 

σπέρματα’  και  ευ  οίδ ’  ότι  άγαλλιάσονται,  ούχ ι  τη  εκφράσει  ησθέντες  .  .  .  μόνη  δε  τη 
κατά  την  ύποσημείωσιν  τηρησει.  ποθουσης  γάρ  οίμαι  φυχης  την  μακαρίαν  παράδοσιν 

άδιάδραστον  φυλάττειν  .  .  .  η  και  ου  κεκώλυκεν  6  κύριος  άπο  άγαθοϋ  σαββα τίζειν, 

μεταδιδόναι  δε  των  θείων  μυστηρίων  καί  τού  φωτός  εκείνου  τού  άγιου  τοΐς  χωρεΐν 

δυναμενοις  συγκεχώρηκεν'  αύτίκα  ου  πολλοΐς  άπεκάλυφεν  ά  μη  πολλών  ην,  ολίγοις  δε, 

οίς  προσηκειν  ηπίστατο  .  .  .  τά  δε  απόρρητα,  καθάπερ  ό  Θεός,  λόγω  πιστεύεται,  ου 

γράμματι  .  .  .  τά  μυστήρια  μυστικώς  παραδίδοται  .  .  .  Ή  μεν  οΰν  τώνδέ  μοι  των 

υπομνημάτων  γραφή  .  .  .  επαγγέλλεται  .  .  .  ούχ  ώστε  ερμήνευσα ι  τά  άπόρρητα  ίκανώς, 

πολλοΰ  γε  καί  δει,  μόνον  δε  το  ύπομνησαι.  [it  should  be  noted  that  in  the  letter  the 

explicit  contrast  is  between  both  εξαγγέλλων  and  ύποσημαίνων  on  the  one  hand  and 

εκλεγόμενος  on  the  other.  A.D.N.] 

άλλ\  For  emphasis  after  a  string  of  negatives,  II.117.18f;  241.20;  465.136^  etc. 

έκλεγόμενος.  Frequent  in  middle  with  accusative,  IV. 373.  With  χρήσιμον,  II.  i  14.29, 

το  εξ  άπάσης  παιδείας  χρήσιμον  εκλεγόμενους  ημάς  εχειν,  see  1 1 . 2  1 . 7 · 

χρησιμωτάτας.  The  superlative,  II.  113.15?  with  πρός,  1. 264.21;  II.  1 7.32 ;  Moss- 

bacher,  73-74. 

ενόμισε.  Judge  to  be,  consider,  1. 17.25;  II.  12.20. 

αύξησιν.  Frequent  in  Clement.  With  πίστις,  II.327.8ff,  φαίνεται  οΰν  ό  απόστολος 

διττήν  καταγγέλλων  πίστιν,  μάλλον  δε  μίαν,  αύξησιν  καί  τελείωσιν  επιδεχομένην.  The 

context  declares,  as  does  the  text  here,  that  faith  can  be  increased  by  learning. 
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της  των  κατηχουμένων  πίστβως.  τον  Se  Πέτρου  μαρτυρησαντος , 

κατηχουμένων.  Used  thus  as  a  technical  term  for  persons  receiving  instruction  pre¬ 

paratory  to  admission  to  the  sacraments,  II.  13.25;  476.19.  The  motivation  ascribed 

to  Mark  here,  by  the  letter,  is  strikingly  similar  to  that  Clement  claims  for  himself, 

II.476.  i8f,  τα)  δ'άπανθι ζομένω  το  χρειώδες  εις  ωφέλειαν  των  κατηχουμένων .  In  11.494· 
iif  Clement,  arguing  from  the  example  of  St.  Paul,  implies,  as  does  this  letter,  that 

catechumens  may  be  left  without  full  information — not  to  say  misinformed — in 

order  to  protect  their  faith:  αύτίκα  6  Παύλος  τον  Τιμόθεον  περιέτεμεν  διά  τούς  εξ 

’ Ιουδαίων  πιστεύοντας ,  ΐνα  μη,  καταλύοντος  αυτού  τα  εκ  τού  νόμου  σαρκικώτερον  προειλημ- 

μένα,  άποστώσι  της  πίστεως  οι  εκ  νόμου  κατηχούμενοι,  ειδώς  ακριβώς  ότι  περιτομή  ου 

δίκαιοι’  τοΐς  πάσι  γαρ  πάντα  γίγνεσθαι  ώμολόγει,  κατά  συμπεριφοράν  σωζων  τά  κύρια 

των  δογμάτων,  ΐνα  πάντας  κερδηση.  (Cf.  Acts  1 6. 3;  Gal.  5»2ff;  I  Cor.  9. 1 9— 22.)  [The 

sense  of  κατηχούμενοι  in  II.494.11ff  seems,  however,  to  be  general  rather  than 

technical,  and  it  is  the  general  sense  which  the  term  in  the  letter  probably  has,  if 

the  letter  is  by  Clement.  A.D.N.  So,  too,  C.M.  On  the  other  hand,  W.J.  wrote,  in 

substance:  It  is  interesting  to  see  how  Clement’s  classification  of  early  Christian 
literature  takes  for  granted,  as  a  criterion,  the  suitability  of  each  book  for  the  classes 

of  Alexandrian  religious  instruction,  κατηχούμενοι  and  τελειούμενοι  (inf.,  1.  22).  Such 

classification  perhaps  produced  the  concept  of  a  secret  Gospel,  which  Mark  did 

not  disclose  to  the  simpliciores.  This  concept,  in  turn,  may  have  caused  imaginative 

people  to  interpolate  the  canonical  Gospel  of  Mark  and  add  to  it  their  particular 

kind  of  gnosis,  like  that  of  the  Carpocratians.  Clement  himself  believes  in  a  secret 

Gospel;  he  objects  only  to  the  Carpocratian  “mixture”  by  interpolation.  Such 
Christian  fictions  of  secret  or  esoteric  versions  of  their  accepted  holy  books  seem  to 

follow  the  trend  of  Greek  philosophers  in  Hellenistic  times,  to  distinguish  an  exoteric 

from  an  esoteric  kind  of  Pythagoreanism  and  Platonism,  and,  finally,  to  forge  such 

a  pseudoliterature  as  we  still  have  under  allegedly  ancient  Pythagorean  names.  Also, 

the  misinterpretation  of  Aristotle’s  λόγοι  εξωτερικοί  (dialogues) — as  opposed  to  the 

esoteric  writings  (treatises)  which  were  “hypomnemata” — must  be  understood  as 
a  consequence  of  this  later  trend.] 

τού  δέ  Πέτρου.  With  the  article,  I.116.11 ;  277.5;  283.5;  etc.  τού  Πέτρου  in  genitive 

absolute,  beginning  a  sentence,  III.  197.21  (Eusebius’  summary  of  Clement).  Genitive 
absolute  in  the  beginning  of  a  narrative  to  indicate  the  time  after  which  the  events 

occurred,  III.  188.3,12.  The  repetition  of  proper  names,  found  here  and  again  below 

(ο  Μάρκος )  is  a  marked  characteristic  of  both  the  Eusebian  summaries  (above,  1. 15). 

μαρτυρησαντος.  The  only  reference  to  Peter’s  death  in  Clement’s  recognized  works 

has  κοιμάω,  III. 1 06. 24,  but  the  context  there  would  make  a  reference  to  the  martyr¬ 

dom  intrusive.  Clement  regularly  uses  μαρτυρεΐν  as  a  technical  term  with  the  sense 

it  has  here — to  undergo  martyrdom,  II. 254. 27;  285.14;  etc.  [The  earliest  use  in 
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1.18-19 

I-I9 

παρηλθεν  els  ’  AXe£av8peiav  ό  Μάρκος,  κομίζων  και  τά  [τ]  αΰτοΰ  και 

this  technical  sense  seems  to  be  not  in  the  NT,  but  in  Clement  of  Rome,  First  Epistle 

to  the  Corinthians  5.4;  therefore  this  appearance  in  Clement  of  Alexandria  is  interesting. 

W.J.]  Swete,  xxv,  remarks  that  Clement  of  Alexandria  differs  from  the  Asiatic 

tradition  about  Mk.  (Irenaeus — Harvey,  III.  1.2  =  Stieren,  III.  1 . 1 ,  etc.)  by  repre¬ 

senting  the  Gospel  as  composed  before  Peter’s  death.  The  present  letter  shares  this 
Clementine  peculiarity.  [This  is  an  important  argument  for  authenticity.  E.B.] 

παρηλθεν.  II.96.13;  cf.  LSJ  s.v.  Ill,  “pass  on  and  come  to  a  place,”  which  is  the 
sense  here. 

εις.  Regularly  used  with  παρέρχομαι ;  see  the  passages  cited  in  the  preceding 

paragraphs  and  Mossbacher,  55. 

'Αλεξάνδρειαν.  Without  the  article  after  εις,  1. 37.17;  after  εν,  II. 86. 8;  92.12. 

Μάρκος.  The  tradition  that  Mark  came  to  Alexandria  does  not  appear  in  the  pre¬ 

served  works  of  Clement,  but  Clement  and  Papias  were  probably  the  sources  from 

which  it  was  drawn  by  Eusebius  ( HE  II.  16).  The  φασίν  which  now  stands  in  the 

first  sentence  of  II.  16,  if  not  used  impersonally,  should  refer  to  Clement  and  Papias, 

who  were  named  as  the  sources  of  information  in  the  preceding  sentence.  [C.M. 

thinks  this  suggestion  concerning  the  subject  of  φασίν  plausible.  J.M.,  however,  argued 

that  because,  “we  have  no  tradition  .  .  .  about  Mark’s  connection  with  Alexandria 

before  Eusebius  {HE  II.  16),”  therefore  this  letter  depends  on  Eusebius.] 

κομίζων.  In  Clement  this  verb  usually  means  “provide”;  but  the  sense  it  has  here, 

“carry  away  so  as  to  preserve,  carry,  convey,  bring”  ( LSJ  s.v.  II),  is  common  in 
classical  authors  and  perhaps  appears  in  metaphor  in  II.29.16f,  ό  δέ  προς  τον  βίον 

άναφέρων  έκαστα  τον  ορθόν,  εκ  τε  των  'Ελληνικών  και  των  βαρβαρικών  υποδείγματα 

κομίζων,  πολύπειρος  οΰτος  της  αλήθειας  ιχνευτής',  cf.  II. 256.96,  σοφίσματα  εις  μέσον 

κομίζοντες.  [The  verb  is  often  used  of  introducing  and,  in  that  sense,  “bringing”  a 

doctrine;  Bonitz,  Index  402b23ff.  Here  it  seems  to  mean  simply  “bring”  from  one 
place  to  another,  but  the  extension  of  this  meaning  to  the  former  is  well  illustrated 

by  the  passage.  W.J.]  Jerome,  De  viris  inlustribus  8,  writes  of  Mark,  “adsumpto  itaque 

evangelio  quod  ipse  confecerat  perrexit  Aegyptum.”  Swete,  xix  ni,  thinks  this  an 
inference  from  Eus.,  HE  II.  16. 

καί  .  .  .  τ’  .  .  .  καί.  [If  one  reads  και  τά  r’  a υτοϋ  καί  τά  του  Πέτρου,  which  I  find 

preferable  to  τά  έαυτοϋ,  the  καί  .  .  .  καί  cannot  mean  “both  .  .  .  and,”  because  a  τέ 
cannot  be  combined  with  a  καί  in  this  manner,  but  the  last  καί  must  be  connected 

with  the  τέ  and  the  first  καί  is  connected  closely  with  κομίζων  and  stands  for  “also.” 

He  carried  with  himself  also  his  own  and  Peter’s  hypomnemata.  A.W.] 
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τα  του  Πέτρου  υπομνήματα 

τα  αύτοΰ.  MS,  ταταντοΰ.  [A.D.N.  would  read  τά  τ’  αυτόν ,  on  the  supposition  that 
the  copyist  did  not  understand  the  letters  he  found  in  his  MS  and  so  reproduced 

them  en  bloc.\  This  would  suggest  that  he  may  have  had  before  him  a  MS  without 

accents  and  breathings.  [But  had  that  been  the  case,  there  would  have  been  many 

more  instances  of  omitted  accents  and  of  false  divisions.  I  suspect  that  an  ancestor 

had  τά  αύτοΰ,  which  became  ταντοϋ.  This  can  represent  either  τά  αύτοΰ,  or  του  αύτοΰ. 

To  show  that  it  represented  τά  αύτοΰ  someone  superscribed  τά — hence  ταταντοΰ. 

καί  τά  τ’  αύτοΰ  καί  is  odd  Greek;  I  should  expect  καί  τα  αύτοΰ  or  (omitting  καί )  τά 

τ €  αύτοΰ.  Β.Ε.]  Stahlin,  I.XXXVIf,  remarks  on  the  frequency  with  which  his  manu¬ 

script  used  αύτοΰ,  etc.,  after  articles,  in  place  of  the  reflexive  forms,  and  omitted  the 

coronis  in  erasis.  However,  I  think  the  error  here  must  be  given  an  explanation 

which  will  accord  with  the  amazing  correctness  of  the  rest  of  the  MS.  I  should 

suppose,  therefore,  that  the  writer  found  a  folio  of  an  uncial  MS  with  few  or  no 

explanatory  signs  or  word  divisions.  Therefore  he  studied  it  carefully,  correcting 

the  spelling,  marking  the  divisions,  adding  accents,  breathings,  and  the  like.  Along 

with  his  other  changes  he  indicated  by  a  superscribed  τά,  as  B.E.  suggests,  that 

Τ  ΑΥΤΟΥ,  which  stood  in  his  text,  was  to  be  understood  as  τά  αύτοΰ.  Then  he  copied 

his  corrected  text  into  his  book.  He  was  pressed  for  time  when  he  copied,  and  therefore 

made  a  number  of  minor  mistakes,  of  which  ταταντοΰ  was  one. 

ύπο μνήματα.  Clement  uses  this  often  for  his  own  writings,  occasionally  for  those 

of  others;  e.g.,  II. 73.25.  He  apparently  uses  it  to  mean  “notes”  or  “papers,”  as 

it  probably  does  here  [and  this  is  the  regular  usage — W.J.].  Eusebius,  in  his  summary 

of  Clement,  HE  II.  15,  describes  the  cononical  Gospel  according  to  Mark  as  a 

ύπόμνημα.  [The  word  is  normally  used  in  the  singular  to  mean  simply  “book.” 
W.J.  J.M.  thought  it  derived  from  Eusebius;  see  his  comment  on  πνευματικώτερον 

εναγγελιον  below,  1.2 1-22.]  For  the  customary  use  of  ύττομνήμ ατα  to  describe  either 

private  notebooks  or  works  composed  without  attention  to  arrangement  of  material, 

or  not  in  finished  form,  Lazzati,  24;  Lieberman,  Hellenism  87;  Munck,  Untersuchungen 

39;  Jaeger,  Studien  135;  Hyldahl,  75ff.  The  term  could  also  mean,  generally,  “docu¬ 

ments”;  e.g.,  Eus.,  HE  VI. 1 2. i.  Justin  Martyr  knew  απομνημονεύματα  “of  Peter,” 

Dialogue  106.3  [and  “of  the  apostles,”  First  Apology  67.3 — W.V.]  and  quoted  from 
them  material  now  to  be  found  only  in  Mk.  3.16!  Clement  quotes  as  statements  of 

Peter  material  from  Mt.,  Mk.,  Acts,  I  Tim.  (!  I.233.ioff),  I  Pet.,  the  Preaching  of 

Peter,  and  the  Apocalypse  of  Peter',  but  he  also  had  a  good  deal  of  information  about 
Peter  from  a  source  or  sources  now  lost,  and  he  seems  to  have  made  use  of  this 

information  in  those  of  his  own  works  which  have  also  been  lost — or  suppressed: 

I.220. 15;  453. 1 1 fT;3  III.46. iff;  196. 12 (?) ;  22ff;  197. 1 7ff ;  32ff;  198.201!;  1 99.2 1  ff 

3.  Probably  not  from  the  Preaching·,  it  differs  in  type  of  content  from  the  Preaching  material  which 

precedes  it  in  this  passage  of  Clement,  and  it  circulated  separately  (Eus.,  HE  V.18.14,  where  it  is 

reported  as  ώς  εκ  παραδόσεως) . 
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(cf.  II.466.9);  2o6.i7ff;  230.2ff(?).  Of  these  11  passages,  the  last  8  come  from  works 

of  Clement  now  lost,  and  at  least  1  is  of  typically  gnostic  content — III.  199.2 if, 

from  Eus.,  HE  1 1 . 1 . 4E,  which  reports  that  Clement  said  Ίακώβω  τω  δικαίω  και  Ιωάννη 

καί  Πέτρω  μετά  την  άνάστασιν  παρέδωκεν  την  γνώσιν  6  κύριος.  It  is  precisely  from 

these  apostles  and  Paul  that  Clement  claims  his  teachers  had  received,  evidently 

by  private  tradition,  and  handed  on  to  him  the  essential  teachings  of  the  Lord. 

Thus  1 1 . 9  ·4ίΤ :  Οι  μεν  την  άληθη  της  μακαρίας  σώζοντας  διδασκαλίας  πα ράδοσιν  ευθύς 

άπο  Πέτρου  re  και  ’ Ιακώβου ,  Ίωάννου  re  και  Παύλου  των  αγίων  αποστόλων  παΐς  παρά 
πατρος  έκδεχόμενος  .  .  .  ηκον  δη  συν  Θεω  και  εις  ημάς  τα  προγονικά  έκεΐνα  και  άποστολικά 

καταθησόμενοι  σπέρματα.  This  is  not  merely  the  public  Christian  tradition.  See  the 

context  of  the  passage  (it  has  been  quoted  above,  on  ύποσημαίνων,  1. 17).  It  definitely 

refers  to  a  body  of  secret  doctrine.  Other  gnostics  also  claimed  to  have  secret  tradi¬ 

tions  derived  from  Peter;  Clement  mentions  particularly  the  followers  of  Basilides, 

whose  teacher,  Glaucias,  had  been  Peter’s  “interpreter”  (III. 75. 16),  and  those  of 

Valentinus,  whose  teacher  had  been  Theodas,  an  acquaintance  of  Paul’s.  The  books 

accepted  as  authoritative  by  Clement  and  his  friends — those  books  of  which  some 

eventually  became  “The  New  Testament” — seem  to  have  said  nothing  of  Glaucias 
and  Theodas,  but  some  books  accepted  as  authoritative  by  Basilides  and  his  friends 

similarly  said  nothing  of  Peter’s  “interpreter,”  Mark  (Eus.,  HE  III. 39. 15)  or  of 

Paul’s  acquaintance,  Luke  (unknown  even  to  Papias),  from  whom  the  party  Clement 
represents  claimed  to  have  gotten  their  traditions.  And  Basilides  (fl.  ca.  135)  was 

considerably  earlier  than  Clement  (fl.  175-200).  The  claim  to  have  apostolic  tradi¬ 

tions  was  common  in  the  ancient  church  and,  since  new  apostolic  traditions  were 

discovered  to  settle  new  disputes  as  they  arose,  it  must  have  been  believed  that  the 

traditions  had  been  secret  before  the  times  of  their  fortunate  discovery.  Therefore, 

this  common  method  of  doctrinal  argument  presupposes  a  general  belief  in  a 

considerable  body  of  secret  apostolic  traditions  to  which  privileged  members  of  the 

clergy  [and  perhaps  other  privileged  persons — J.R.]  had  access.  For  example,  see 

the  material  quoted  from  Eusebius  by  Holl,  175,  on  the  claim  of  a  secret  tradition 

about  the  date  of  the  Pascha  [and  cf.  Eus.,  HE  V.25 — A.D.N.].  The  system  by  which 

the  dates  of  the  festivals  were  set  was  a  most  important  element  of  the  secret  doctrine 

of  the  Samaritans,  and  probably  also  of  the  Qumran  sect  (Bowman,  Calendar  24,27), 

as  of  rabbinic  Judaism.  On  the  public  tradition  about  secret  traditions,  see  A.  D. 

Nock  in  Gnomon  29  (1957)  527-528. 

έξ  ών  μεταφέρων.  Έκ  is  used  to  refer  to  taking  material  from  a  book  or  books, 

in  II. 435. 3;  again,  with  μεταφέρειν,  as  here  (II.442.20f)  Αριστοφάνης  .  .  .  iv  ταΐς 

πρώταις  Θεσμοφοριαζούσαις  τά  έκ  των  Κρατίνου  Έμπιπραμένων  μετηνεγκεν  έπη.  The 

context  is  concerned  with  examples  of  plagiarism,  so  the  verb  almost  certainly  means 

“took  over,”  not  “remodeled”;  cf.  line  10  of  the  same  page,  Εύροις  δ’  αν  .  .  .  "Ομηρον 

.  .  .  κατά  λέβιν  μετενηνοχότα  παρ'  Όρφέως  έκ  του  Διονύσου  άφανισμοΰ. 
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βϊς  τό  πρώτον  αυτόν  βιβλίον  τα  τοΐς  προκόπτουσι  περί  την  γνώσιν 

els.  Clement  uses  with  μεταφερε iv,  but  metaphorically,  III.  17 1.3 1.  The  literal  use 

is,  of  course,  well  established;  e.g.,  Plato,  Timaeus  73c. 

πρώτον.  For  πρότερον;  so  II.442.20ff,  quoted  above;  also  III.  118.4;  noted  by 

Stahlin,  IV. 691.  [Cf.  Acts  1.1.  W.M.C.] 

βιβλίον.  Frequent  in  this  sense  in  Clement;  II. 5 1.3,  etc. 

προκόπτουσι  περί.  II.473.9ff,  °^κ  άπολειφθησεται  τοίννν  <(ο  γνωστικός')  των  προκοπ- 

τόντων  περί  τάς  μαθήσεις  τάς  εγκυκλίους  και  την  'Ελληνικήν  φιλοσοφίαν.  Parallels  to 
the  use  of  περί,  Mossbacher,  70b  [That  προκόπτουσι  is  to  be  understood  here  in 

accord  with  this  usage  of  Clement’s,  as  meaning  “whatever  things  make  for  headway” 

rather  than  “the  persons  advancing”  toward  gnosis,  is  proved  by  the  concluding 
phrase  of  the  sentence,  where  των  τελειουμενων  makes  the  antithesis  to  των  κατηχου¬ 

μένων  above.  Were  not  the  sense  of  προκόπτουσι  that  indicated  by  the  Clementine 

parallel,  the  antithesis  would  be  spoiled  by  its  intrusion  and  the  last  phrase  would 

be  tautologous.  Parallels  are  found  in  Thuc.,  IV. 60. 2,  and  Sextus  Emp.,  Pyrroneion 

Hypotyposeon  II. 240.  A.D.N.  C.H.R.  comments,  “ προκόπτω  appears  with  τα  έργα  as 
its  subject  in  a  third  century  papyrus  quoted  in  F.  Preisigke,  Papyrusworterbuch;  but 

I  find  it  very  hard  to  take  it  here  otherwise  than  in  a  personal  sense.”  A.W.  is  of  the 

opinion  that  τοΐς  προκόπτουσι  “ must ”  stand  for  “the  persons  advancing.”  He  ob¬ 
serves  that  the  προκοπτόντων  in  Thuc.  IV. 60. 2  has  a  personal  subject,  while  in  Sextus 

Emp.  Pyr.  Hyp.  II. 240  the  subject  is  τόν  λόγον.  W.V.  is  of  the  same  opinion,  remark¬ 

ing  that  if  τοΐς  προκόπτουσι  refers  to  the  persons  we  have  an  orderly  progression,  των 

κατηχουμένων — τοΐς  προκόπτουσι — των  τελειουμενων ,  in  which  this  second  term  is  a  nec¬ 

essary  connective  between  the  first  and  the  third.]  But  if  so,  how  are  we  to  explain 

that  by  adding  to  his  text  things  suitable  for  τοΐς  προκόπτουσι  he  produced  a  gospel 

for  the  use  of  των  τελειουμενων ?  This  difficulty  seems  to  me  to  require  either  the 

unlikely  equation  of  τοΐς  προκόπτουσι  with  των  τελειουμενων  or  the  translation  pro¬ 

posed  by  A.D.N.  and  confirmed  by  the  striking  parallel  in  Clement.  [But  why,  then, 

κατάλληλα?  Wouldn’t  τα  προκόπτοντα  περί  την  γνώσιν  be  enough?  Β.Ε.]  No,  the 

meaning  is  not  the  same.  Clement’s  point  is  that  Mark  did  not  write  down  the  essen¬ 
tials  of  the  secret  doctrine,  but  merely  things  suitable  to  lead  the  initiates  toward 

these  essentials.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  Clement’s  wording  here  is  precise 
(and  precisely  answers  the  objection  that  the  letter  cannot  be  by  him  because  he 

thought  the  gnostic  tradition  unwritten;  see  below,  on  συνεταξε). 

γνώσιν.  III. 36. 29  ;  Ι42·3>  πίστεως  καί  φόβου  προκόφας  εις  γνώσιν  άνθρωπος.  This 

phrase  expresses  those  conceptions  of  faith  as  inferior  to  knowledge,  and  of  the 

believer’s  advance  from  faith  to  knowledge,  which  are  also  implied  by  the  letter 

and  by  many  other  passages  in  Clement’s  works:  e.g.,  III. 41-42;  II.187.33f. 
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κατάλληλα  συνέταξβ 

κατάλληλα.  Frequent  with  the  dative,  and  of  spiritual  suitability:  e.g.,  1. 149.25; 

268.2;  etc. 

συνεταξε.  Clement  regularly  uses  this  for  the  composition  of  books,  IV. 734  (13 

instances).  A  tradition  that  Mark  wrote  in  Egypt  is  preserved  by  Chrysostom  and 

certain  NT  MSS;  Swete.  xxxix.  [In  this  account  of  Mark’s  writing  a  second,  “more 

spiritual,”  Gospel  W.V.  finds  the  principal  theological  motive  of  the  letter  and  the 
conclusive  proof  that  it  is  not  by  Clement.  Clement  knows  a  gnostic  tradition  within 

the  Church,  but  for  him  the  characteristic  of  this  tradition  is  that  it  is  unwritten; 

cf.  Volker,  363b  Gnosis  is  that  κατά  δια δοχάς  els  ολίγους  εκ  των  αποστόλων  άγράφως 

παραδοθεΐσα  (II.462.28f).  Accordingly,  Clement  says  explicitly  ούκ  εγραφον  δε  οί 

πρεσβυτεροί  (111.144*26),  and  only  this  fact  explains  why  the  Stromateis  begin  with 

Clement’s  self-defense  for  having  broken  with  this  custom  and  written  down  the 
tradition.  Consequently  III.  145. 5-1 5  cannot  mean  that  the  gnostics  within  the 

Church  had  secret  books;  the  reference  must  be  merely  to  written  confirmatory 

evidence  of  the  oral  tradition,  in  the  sense  of  Stromateis  1. 1  ( =  II.  1 . 1  ff ) .  Consequently, 

too,  the  present  letter  is  not  by  Clement.  Further  evidence  for  this  conclusion  is 

found  in  the  fact  that  the  letter  reflects  a  Church  more  highly  institutionalized  than 

that  known  to  Clement — one  which  inherits  property  and  of  which  presbyters  are 

ecclesiastical  officials  rather  than  spiritual  teachers  (see  below,  on  1. 28  and  II. 5). 

The  date  of  the  letter  is  to  be  determined  by  two  considerations:  on  the  one  hand, 

the  gnostic  controversy  is  still  a  living  issue;  on  the  other  hand,  the  ecclesiastical 

organization  has  become  fixed  and  established  in  the  ways  mentioned.]  However, 

it  must  be  pointed  out  that:  (1)  This  letter  does  not  say  that  Mark,  in  his  second 

Gospel,  wrote  down  the  gnostic  tradition.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  careful  to  deny 

that  he  did  so  (1. 22-24).  He  merely  added  to  his  former  Gospel  material  he  knew 

would  serve  as  points  of  departure  to  those  instructed  more  fully  (see  above,  end 

of  the  paragraph  on  τοΐς  προκόπτονσό).  (2)  Mark  was  not  a  presbyter,  and  there  is 

no  doubt  that  Clement  thought  Mark  did  write,  so  Clement’s  statement  that  the 
presbyters  did  not  write  is  no  evidence  as  to  what  Clement  thought  Mark  wrote. 

(3)  Stromateis  I.i  is  not  an  apology  for  breaking  with  the  tradition  that  instruction 

should  be  oral  only.  Clement  never  in  this  chapter  mentions  any  such  tradition; 

on  the  contrary,  he  repeatedly  takes  for  granted  that  Christian  instruction  is  already 

both  oral  and  written  (II. 4.24^  6.12;  8.3).  He  could  hardly  do  otherwise,  since  he 

goes  on  in  the  Stromateis  to  quote  a  great  deal  of  written  Christian  literature.  Moreover, 

Harnack  agreed  with  Mercati  that  even  some  of  the  passages  Clement  reports  as 

“traditions”  were  before  him  in  written  form  {Fragment  903).  Whether  or  not 
Clement  thought  any  secret  Christian  material  was  in  writing  he  does  not  explicitly 

say  in  this  chapter;  but  his  concession  that  it  is  impossible  that  secret  material,  if 

written  down,  should  not  fall  into  the  wrong  hands  (II.  1  i.qf)  would  be  more  under¬ 

standable  if  he  had  known  of  some  material  which  had  done  so — for  instance, 

Mark’s  second  Gospel,  which  the  Carpocratians  had  got  hold  of.  Further,  Clement 
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ττνζυματικώτερον  euayyeAi ov 

does  not,  in  Stromateis  I.i,  defend  himself  for  writing  down  the  gnostic  tradition. 

Instead,  he  is  at  pains  to  say  that  he  did  not  write  down  this  tradition,  and  he  says 

so  in  words  strikingly  similar  to  those  used  in  this  letter  to  say  the  same  thing  about 

Mark  (compare  Clement  II.10.17— i  i.ii  with  the  letter  1. 22-24  and  27).  Clement’s 
defense  in  Stromateis  I.i  is  against  the  charge  of  presumption,  which  might  be  brought 

for  his  writing  at  all,  the  charge  of  indiscretion,  for  making  the  truth  available  to 

the  wrong  people,  and  the  charge  of  frivolity,  for  decking  out  Christian  doctrine 

with  philosophic  argumentation.  Volker’s  misunderstanding  is  admittedly  the 
communis  opinio  (recently  repeated  by  Osborn,  Teaching  340) ;  but  I  can  find 

nothing  in  the  text  to  justify  it,  nothing  which  says  or  even  implies  that  Clement’s 
undertaking  was  a  radically  new  departure  or  that  there  were  no  previous  Christian 

writings  of  the  same  sort.  (Since  there  certainly  were,  and  Clement  knew  them 

and  had  made  excerpts  from  them,  it  is  not  surprising  that  he  does  not  deny  their 

existence.)  (4)  III.  144.26-145. 15  deserves  quotation  at  length:  Ούκ  εγραφον  δε 

οι  π  ρεσβύτεροι  μήτε  άπα  σχολεΐν  βουλόμενοι  την  διδασκαλικήν  της  παραδόσεων 

φροντίδα  .  .  .  μηδε  μην  τον  .  .  .  καιρόν  καταναλίσ κοντές  εις  γραφήν,  τάχα  δε  ουδέ 

της  αυτής  φύσεως  κατόρθωμα  τό  συντακτικόν  καί  διδασκαλικόν  είδος  είναι  πεπεισμένοι 

τοΐς  εις  τούτο  πεφυκόσι  συνεχώρουν.  τό  μεν  γάρ  άκωλύτως  καί  μετά  ρύμης  φερεται  ρεύμα 

του  λεγοντος  .  .  .  τό  δε  υπό  των  εντυγχανόντων  εκάστοτε  βασανι ζόμενον,  ακριβούς  της 

εξετάσεως  τυγχάνον,  άκρας  καί  της  επιμελείας  άξιοΰται,  καί  εστιν  οίον  ειπεΐν  έγγραφος 

διδασκαλίας  βεβαίωσις,  καί  εις  τούς  όφιγόνους  ούτως  διά  της  συντάξεως  παραπεμπομενης 

της  φωνής,  η  γάρ  των  πρεσβυτερών  παρακαταθήκη  διά  της  γραφής  λαλοΰσα  υπουργώ 

χρηται  τω  γράφοντι  προς  την  παράδοσιν  ζείς  σωτηρίαν')  των  εντευξομενων  .  .  .  φθόνος  δε 
άπείη  γνωστικού,  διά  τούτο  γάρ  καί  ζητεί  πότερον  χείρον ,  άναξίω  δούναι  η  άξίω  μη 

παραδούναι ,  καί  κινδυνεύει  υπό  πολλής  της  αγάπης  ου  μόνον  παντί  τω  προσηκοντι, 

άλλ’  εσθ’  οτε  καί  άναξίω  λιπαρώς  δεομενω  κοινωνησειν,  ου  διά  την  δεησιν  .  .  .  άλλά  διά 
την  επιμονήν  τού  δεόμενου  μελ ετώντος  εις  πίστιν  διά  πολλής  της  δεησεως.  This  seems  to  me 

reasonably  plain  and  complete  justification  for  my  statement  below  (II. 5)  that 

Clement  thought  the  teaching  of  the  presbyters  “had  been  oral,  but  now,  written 
down,  formed  part  of  the  body  of  secret  Christian  tradition — and  was  sometimes  in- 

discretely  communicated  to  the  unworthy.”  How  Volker  knows  that  this  can  not 
mean  that  the  gnostics  in  the  Church  possessed  secret  books,  I  do  not  understand. 

Accordingly,  his  basic  reason  for  supposing  the  letter  not  by  Clement  fails  to 

convince  me.  On  the  other  considerations — the  Church’s  inheritance  of  property,  the 

use  of  “presbyter”  to  refer  to  a  church  official — see  below,  on  I.28  ( κατελιπε )  and 
II. 5  (πρεσβύτερον) . 

πνεύμα τικώτερον  εύαγγελ ιον.  III.  I97-27ff>  τον  μεντοι  Ίωάννην  έσχατον  .  .  .  πνεύμα  τι 

θεοφορηθεντα  πνευματικόν  ποιησαι  εύαγγελ  ιον.  This  is  Eusebius’  report  ( HE  VI.  1 4. 7) 

of  what  Clement  said  in  the  lost  Hypotyposes ;  it  is  confirmed  by  the  Latin  version  of 

Clement’s  Adumbrationes  on  I  John  (III.  209. 25Q ,  Consequenter  evangelio  secundum  Iohannem 

32
 



THE  LETTER 

1.22 

£ts“  την  των  τ€λ€ίουμ€νων  χρησιν 

et  convenienter  etiam  haec  epistola  principium  spiritale  continet.  Clement  uses  the  comparative 

form  of  the  adjective  in  II. 465. 34^:  στοιχειωτικη  τις  εστιν  ή  μερική  αυτή  φιλοσοφία, 

της  τελείας  όντως  επιστήμης  επεκεινα  κόσμον  περί  τα  νοητά  και  ετι  τούτων  τα  πνευ- 

ματικώτερα  άναστ ρεφομενης.  πνεύμα τικώτερον  as  an  adverb,  to  describe  an  under¬ 

standing  of  the  hidden  sense  of  Christian  teachings,  II.370.18f.  Here  it  is  used  to 

describe  Mark’s  second  Gospel  as  “more  spiritual”  than  his  first  because  it  contained 

or  indicated  more  of  the  hidden  sense  of  Jesus’  teachings  and  actions.  [Contrast, 

however,  the  opinion  of  J.M. :  “The  central  feature  of  the  letter  ...  is  the  importance 
ascribed  to  .  .  .  Mark  in  Alexandria  and  his  authority  as  a  writer  of  gospel  literature 

.  .  .  We  have  no  tradition,  as  far  as  I  know,  about  his  connection  with  Alexandria 

before  Eusebius  ( HE  II.  16).  Some  details  could  be  used  to  argue  in  favor  of  the 

dependence  of  the  author  of  the  letter  on  Eusebius :  When  Eusebius  tells  about  the 

spiritual  Gospel  of  John  ( HE  VI.  14.5-7  ·  ·  ·)  after  speaking  of  the  Gospel  of  Mark,  a 

later  author  identifying  Mark  with  John  (‘John,  called  Mark,’  Acts  12.25;  1 5-37) 
could  understand  this  text  as  meaning  that  Mark,  after  writing  his  canonical  Gospel, 

had  composed  another  more  spiritual  Gospel.  As  smaller  items  I  should  like  to 

mention  the  use  of  αναγράφω  in  HE  VI.  14.6  and  in  the  letter  1. 16,  and  Eusebius’ 
use  of  the  word  υπόμνημα  about  the  Gospel  of  Mark  (HE  II.  1 5.1)  and  the  use  of 

the  word  in  the  plural  in  the  letter  I.igf.  It  is  possible  that  the  letter  tries  to  combine 

the  two  traditions  about  Mark — that  he  wrote  his  Gospel  before  the  death  of  Peter 

(Clement)  and  after  it  (Irenaeus) — by  stating  that  Mark  wrote  one  Gospel  before 

and  another  one  after  the  death  of  Peter  (both  opinions  are  mentioned  by  Eusebius).”] 

εις  .  .  .  χρησιν.  III. 36. 2,  εις  την  τούτων  χρησιν  .  .  .  τα  πάντα  γεγονεν.  Clement  regu¬ 

larly  uses  είς  to  indicate  objectives;  Mossbacher,  56f. 

των  τελειονμενων.  These  might  be  baptized  persons,  as  opposed  to  the  catechumens 

above.  Thus  I.i05.2oflf  lists  the  immediate  consequences  of  baptism:  βαπτιζόμενοι 

φωτιζόμεθ α,  φωτιζόμενοι  υίοποιουμεθα ,  υίοποιουμενοι  τελειουμεθα,  τελειουμενοι  άπαθανα- 

τιζόμεθα.  [But  if  τελειονμενων  referred  to  baptism  it  would  mean  either  persons  in 

the  process  of  being  baptized  or  those  on  the  road  to  it,  who  would  be  identical 

with  the  catechumens.  A.D.N.  But  C.F.D.M.  suggests  that  the  participles  in  this 

passage  are  “frequentative”;  κατηχουμένων  =  “any  who  (from  time  to  time) 

become  catechumens”;  προκόπτουσι  =  “any  who  (at  any  given  time)  are  advanc¬ 

ing,”  and  so  τελειονμενων  and  μυονμενονς,  cf.  Gal  6.13.]  Richardson’s  discovery 
that  Mk.  10.13-45  was  probably  a  lection  for  a  baptismal  service  makes  it  not 

unlikely  that  τελειονμενων  here  means  “persons  in  the  process  of  being  baptized” 
and  that  Clement  thought  the  additions  were  made  to  adapt  the  Gospel  for  catechetic 

and  liturgical  use  in  the  Christian  initiation.  However,  the  questions  raised  by 

Richardson’s  discovery  require  more  discussion  than  can  be  undertaken  in  this 

commentary;  they  will  be  dealt  with  in  section  III  of  Chapter  Three.  Here  it  is 

enough  to  say  that  Clement’s  notion  of  τελείωσις  is  very  hard  to  define  and  certainly 
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makes  possible  the  interpretation  of  τελειουμενων  as  referring  either  to  baptism  or 

to  some  initiatory  ceremony  other  than  baptism  or  to  a  long  process  of  perfection 

in  gnosis.  The  last  of  these  possibilities  is  clearly  indicated  by  the  discussion  in  I.105- 

12 1,  following  the  passage  quoted  above.  There  Clement  explains  that  the  conse¬ 

quences  he  has  listed  are  present  only  potentially  (io6.3of,  ούδεπω  .  .  .  άπείλ ηφεν 

την  τελείαν  δωρεάν)  and  that  even  Paul  had  to  say  (l2I.Ioff)  “ουχ  οτι  ηδη  ελαβον  η  ηδη 

τετελείωμαι,  διώκω  δε  εί  καί  καταλάβω  ”  .  .  .  καί  τελειον  μεν  εαυτόν  ηγείται,  ότι  άπηλλακται 

τοΰ  προτερου  βίου ,  εχεται  δε  του  κρείττονος,  ούχ  ώς  εν  γνώσει  τελειος ,  άΛΑ’  ώς  του  τελείου 
εφιεμενος.  Developing  the  thought  of  this  passage,  Clement  conceives  of  τελείωσ ις 

as  a  process  which  may  affect  only  one  or  another  aspect  of  a  Christian’s  life — 
one  may  be  perfected  in  piety  or  endurance  or  prophecy,  and  so  on  (II.305.  igff; 

307.i8ff) — but  when  he  writes  of  “perfection”  without  further  specification  he  means 
perfection  in  gnosis  (Volker,  30 if).  He  sharply  distinguishes  the  gnostic  from  the  mere 

believer  (II.298.23ff  and  often,  esp.  485,  487;  III. 37. iff;  42.8;  60.2;  etc.)  and  thinks 

of  the  gnostic’s  being  perfected  as  a  process  normally  continuing  throughout  the 

Christian’s  earthly  life  (cf.  Volker,  151,  esp.  n2).  E.g.,  II.307.4ff,  σπευστεον  άπανδροΰ- 
σθαι  γνωστικώς  καί  τελειοΰσθαι  ώς  οτι  μάλιστα  ετι  εν  σαρκί  καταμενοντας,  εκ  της 

τελείας  ενθενδε  ομοφροσύνης  μελετησαντας  συνδραμεΐν  τω  θέλημα  τι  τοΰ  Θεού  εις  την 

άποκατάστασιν  της  τω  οντι  τελείας  εύγενείας  τε  καί  συγγένειας  εις  το  πλήρωμα  τοΰ 

Χριστοΰ.  But  he  thinks  its  goal  can  be  anticipated  by  the  gnostic  already  in  this 

life,  III.30.30ff,  6  γνωστικός  παρά  ολ ον  εύχεται  τον  βίον,  δι'εύχης  συνεΐναι  μεν  σπευδων 
Θεώ ,  καταλελοιπεναι  δε ,  συνελόντι  ειπεΐν,  πάντα  όσα  μη  χρησιμεύει  γενομενω  εκεί ,  ώς 

αν  ενθενδε  ηδη  την  τελείωσιν  άπειληφώς  τοΰ  κατά  άγάπην  (ήν^δ  ρω  μενού  (accepting  the 

emendations  of  Tengblad,  96,  and  of  Stahlin,  against  Lazzati,  92).  The  achievement 

is  never  absolutely  complete  on  earth  (II.330.13),  but  is  made  almost  complete 

(II.467.15ff;  468-469;  485ΙΪ)  by  the  gift  of  gnosis.  Both  Clement  and  this  letter 

conceive  the  gift  of  gnosis  as  a  process  of  instruction  in  elements  of  the  Christian 

tradition,  including  the  Lord’s  teaching  (III. 42. 5) — instruction  given  only  to  chosen 
candidates  after  considerable  probation  and  leading  eventually  to  deification  (II. 

367.3;  460.20;  462.24).  So,  esp.,  III.40.2iff-4i.25:  "Εστιν  γάρ.,.η  γνώσις 
τελείωσίς  τις  ανθρώπου  ώς  άνθρώπου ,  διά  της  των  θείων  επιστήμης  συμπλ ηρουμενη  κατά 

τε  τον  τρόπον  καί  τον  βίον  καί  τον  λόγον ,  σύμφωνος  καί  ομόλογος  εαυτη  τε  καί  τω 

θείω  λόγω,  διά  ταυτης  γάρ  τελειοΰται  η  πίστις  .  .  .  καί  τά  μεν  άκρα  ου  διδάσκεται,  η 

τε  άρχη  καί  το  τέλος ‘  πίστις  λέγω  καί  η  άγάπη,  η  γνώσις  δε  εκ  παραδόσεως 

διαδιδόμενη  κατά  χάριν  Θεοΰ  τοΐς  άξιους  σφάς  αυτούς  της  διδασκαλίας  παρεχομενοις  οίον 

παρακαταθήκη  εγχειρίζεται  .  .  .  όθεν  επί  τελεί  η  γνώσις  παραδίδοται  τοΐς  εις  τοΰτο  επιτη- 

δείοις  καί  εγκρίτοις  διά  το  πλείονος  παρασκευής  καί  προγυμνασ ίας  δεΐσθαι  καί  προς  το 

ακούε ιν  τών  λεγομένων  καί  εις  καταστολήν  βίου  καί  εις  το  επί  πλέον  της  κατά  νόμον  δικαιο¬ 

σύνης  κατ'  επίτασιν  προε  ληλυθεναι’  αυτή  προς  τέλος  άγει  το  ατελεύτητου  καί  τελεί  ον, 
προδιδάσκουσατην  εσομενην ημΐν  κατά  τον  Θεόν  μετά  Θεών  δίαιταν  .  .  .  Θεοί  την  προσηγορίαν 

κεκληνται,  οι  σύνθρονο ι  τών  άλλων  Θεών,  τών  υπό  τω  σωτηρι  πρώτων  τεταγμενων, 

γενησόμενοι.  For  further  discussion  of  the  problem  see,  besides  Volker,  especially 

the  articles  of  Butterworth,  Lebreton,  Moingt,  and  Wytzes.  Particularly  important  is 

Mehat,  Ordres,  which  shows  that  Clement  distinguished  three  classes  of  “philosophi¬ 

cal,”  that  is,  Christian,  material:  the  protreptic,  for  complete  outsiders;  the  pedagogic 
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(paraenetic) ,  for  catechumens  and  ordinary  Christians ;  the  didascalic,  for  the  advanced 

students,  the  gnostics.  Mehat  concludes  that  this  classification  of  philosophical 

material  reflects  the  system  of  instruction  used  in  Clement’s  church.  He  comments, 

p.  357:  “It  is  surprising  to  see  that  (within  this  system)  the  catechumenate  does 
not  constitute  a  peculiar  phase.  On  the  other  hand,  the  distinction  between  the 

neophytes,  still  subject  to  elementary  instruction,  and  the  more  advanced  Christians 

who  are  initiated  into  the  true  doctrine,  ought  to  be  given  more  attention  than  it 

has  hitherto  received.  For  my  part,  I  think  the  origin  of  this  distinction  lies  in  a 

common  practice  of  the  Church,  established  long  before  Clement’s  time,  and  going 

much  further  back  than  is  generally  supposed.” 

ούδεπω.  Initial,  II.385.21;  meaning  “not  yet,”  i.e.,  “he  did  not  go  so  far  as  to,” 

II.460.29;  469.23;  483.19.  [So  A.W.  and  B.E.  C.F.D.M.  here  observed:  “It  seems 
to  me  that  a  case  can  be  made  (though  I  could  not  make  it  with  deep  conviction) 

for  Clement’s  intending  three  documents:  (1 )  το  πρώτον  βιβλίον  (i.e.  canonical  Mk.) 

compiled  at  Rome  during  Peter’s  lifetime  and  containing  select  praxeis;  (2)  the 
πνευματικώτερον  ευαγγελ ιον,  an  enlarged  edition  of  (1)  amplified  by  such  material 

from  Peter’s  and  Mark’s  hypomnemata  as  Mark  thought  appropriate  for  any  who 
made  progress  in  knowledge  and  were  initiates,  or  candidates  for  initiation;  (3)  a 

mystic  gospel,  an  enlargement  of  (2)  by  additional  praxeis  and  logia  of  a  mystical 

sort.  The  arguments  that  might  be  used  for  distinguishing  (3)  are  as  follows:  (a) 

ουδέ πω  όμως  seems  naturally  to  imply  not  less  than  two  preceding  stages,  ‘yet, 
not  even  now  .  .  . ;  (b)  my  no.  2  is  called  πνευματικώτερον  and  related  to  ol  τελειουμενοι, 

whereas  there  are  other  and  more  ‘mystic’  terms  which  only  begin  to  appear  at 

my  stage  (3),  viz.  τά  απόρρητα,  η  ίεροφαντικη  διδασκαλία,  μυστ αγωγεΐν  (and  the  whole 

of  that  phrase),  αυτοί  μόνου  OL  μυουμενοι  τα  μεγάλα  μυστήρια,  το  μυστικόν  εύαγγελιον', 
(c)  to  achieve  a  reference  to  only  two,  one  has  to  make  several  rather  difficult 

assumptions,  viz.  (1)  ούδεπω  means  ‘not  yet  (and  indeed  never)’;  (2)  the  άλλα 

clause  which  follows  (including  the  ετι  phrase  in  it)  has  to  be  taken  in  a  ‘but  only’ 
sense  and  treated  as  a  mere  amplification  of  what  has  already  been  described  in 

rather  different  terms— terms  relating  only  to  οι  τελειουμενοι  and  to  praxeis  without 

logia;  (3)  since,  by  assumption  no.  1,  αυτά  τά  απόρρητα  never  were  written  down  by 

Mark  and  to  a υτοϋ  σύγγραμμα  does  not  represent  them,  the  rest  of  the  Clement 

fragment  must  be  about  something  less  than  the  most  esoteric  material.”  This 
interpretation,  however,  Moule  abandoned  after  discussion  with  Maurice  Wiles, 

who  argued  to  the  contrary  that  in  Clement’s  view  τά  απόρρητα  ought  not  to  be 

written  down  ( Stromateis  1. 13.2;  VI. 6 1.3),  that  Clement’s  mention  of  them  was 
intended  to  assure  Theodore  that  although  the  Carpocratians  had  got  hold  of  the 

secret  Gospel  they  had  not  learned  the  highest  secrets,  and  that  the  use  of  ούδόπω 

rather  than  ουδέποτε,  although  surprising,  was  not  a  serious  objection.]  To  the  best 

of  my  recollection,  only  one  other  reader  of  the  letter,  Richardson,  thought  it  might 

possibly  refer  to  three  versions  of  the  Gospel,  and  he  also  gave  up  the  notion. 

35 



1.22-23 
THE  LETTER 1.23 

όμως  αυτά  τά  απόρρητα  βξωρχησατο,  ούδβ  κατόγραψβ 

όμως.  Postpositive,  with  the  sense  it  has  here,  I.283.21,  where,  as  here,  it  follows  a 

vowel. 

τά  απόρρητα.  Τά  δε  απόρρητα  .  .  .  λόγω  πιστεύεται,  ου  γράμματι  (this  of  Jesus’  teaching). 
II.  ΙΟ.3;  I0.l7ff,  η  μεν  οΰν  τώνδε  μοι  των  υπομνημάτων  γραφή  .  .  .  επαγγέλλεται  .  .  .  ούχ 

ώστε  ερμήνευα αι  τά  απόρρητα  ίκανώς,  πολλοΰ  γε  και  δει,  μόνον  δε  το  ύπομνησαι.  This 

use  of  τά  απόρρητα  for  the  mysteries  of  Christian  teaching  is  frequent  in  Clement. 

εζωρχησατο.  II.i4.i3ff,  μεγας  ό  κίνδυνος  τον  απόρρητον  ώς  αληθώς  της  όντως  φιλοσο¬ 

φίας  λόγον  εξορχησασθαι.  This  was  a  common  word  for  revealing  the  rites  of  mystery 

cults  (Lucian,  De  saltatione  15),  and  Clement  uses  it  of  them  as  well  as  of  Christian 

mysteries,  I.ii.io.  [See  Nilsson,  I2. 656.  A.D.N.  For  the  content,  see  Origen’s  state¬ 
ment  on  Mt.  20.1-16  that  Matthew  knew,  but  withheld,  the  secret  interpretations 

of  the  parables,  GCS,  Origenes,  vol.  10,  1. 2,  p.  441.  J.M.] 

κατέγραφε.  In  this  sense,  II. 302. 15;  used  of  formally  written  records,  Plato,  Laws 

74 1 c.  Clement  believed  that  in  Christian  tradition  ην  γάρ  τινα  άγράφως  παραδιδόμενα, 

ΙΙ.368.2;  and  he  insisted  that  it  was  this  unwritten  tradition  which  was  most  important 

for  the  instruction  of  the  gnostic,  II.462.24ff;  498.15!^  In  this  the  letter  and  Clement 

agree.  Clement’s  claim  to  a  secret  tradition  has  been  emphasized  by  Lebreton,  4936^ 
and  is  recognized  even  by  Lazzati,  69;  Bardy,  Origenes  73;  and  Mondesert,  Clement 

47-62,  1 10  and  Symbolisme  161,  176-180;  etc.  The  most  penetrating  study  of  the 

problem  is  that  of  Mondesert,  who  begins  (51-55)  by  pointing  out  that  many 

supposed  instances  of  this  claim  are  really  examples  of  propaedeutic  method  or 

reflections  of  the  Platonic  tradition  and  of  the  allegorical  theory  of  exegesis;  but 

he  goes  on  to  recognize  that  beside  these  explanations  one  must  admit  that  Clement 

claimed  there  was  a  secret  body  of  doctrine,  revealed  by  Christ  to  Peter,  James, 

and  John,  and  handed  down  orally  to  Clement’s  own  time  (56-57).  This  secret 
doctrine  is  not  the  ordinary  ecclesiastical  tradition  (no),  but  is  linked  with  a  special 

Christian  initiation  by  which  it  is  communicated,  not  to  all  Christians,  but  to  a 

chosen  few.  It  thus  constitutes  a  “second  gnosis,”  distinct  from  the  philosophical 
gnosis  of  which  Clement  usually  wrote  (161,  176,  180).  Mondesert  points  out  that 

this  notion  is  contradictory  not  only  to  the  philosophical  system,  but  also  “to  the 

profound  thought  and  even  to  the  mentality  of  Clement” — his  sympathy  for  all 

men,  his  belief  in  God’s  universal  self-revelation,  etc.  (57).  Mondesert  also  remarks 
that  this  notion  is  absolutely  contrary  to  the  Christian  concept  of  tradition  as  the 

living  magistracy  of  the  entire  Church  (58),  a  concept  beginning  to  prevail  in  the 

Alexandrian  Christianity  of  Clement’s  time  (though  it  may  not  have  been  so  impor¬ 
tant  earlier).  These  observations  are  acute  and  from  them  it  follows  that  Clement 

did  not  himself  invent  this  secret  doctrine  and  its  claims;  nor  did  he  derive  it  from 



THE  LETTER 

1.23 

the  contemporary  tendencies  of  the  church  of  Alexandria.  Whence,  then,  did  he 

get  it  ?  And  why  did  he  feel  that  he  had  to  accept  it  in  spite  of  its  contradiction  of 

his  own  temperament  and  theories?  Presumably  it  was  there  and  he  believed  its 

claims.  Mondesert’s  suppositions  that  it  was  merely  pretense,  “an  esoteric  attitude,” 
or  that  Clement  thought  he  had  a  secret  doctrine  although  he  actually  did  not  (61) 

are  implausible  in  the  face  of  his  own  observation  of  the  fact:  in  Clement’s  theory  the 
secret  doctrine  is  an  alien  and  intrusive  element.  This  fact  can  be  understood  in  the 

light  of  the  present  letter.  [Commenting  on  this  paragraph,  C.M.  wrote:  “Je  suis 

d’accord  avec  tout  votre  commentaire  dans  son  ensemble  et  meme  pour  votre  re- 

marque  sur  la  page  61  de  mon  livre.”  See  also  W.J.’s  remarks  in  the  following 

paragraph.  J.M.,  on  the  other  hand,  wrote:  “The  most  important  objection  against 
ascribing  the  letter  to  Clement  is  that  he  knew  only  the  apostolic  writings,  e.g.,  the 

Gospel  of  Mark,  and  the  oral  tradition  from  the  apostles  which  he  had  obtained 

through  his  teachers,  the  presbyters  ( Stromateis  I.ii.iff).  Every  link  in  this  transmis¬ 

sion  of  the  tradition  was,  in  his  words,  ‘a  son  receiving  it  from  his  father.’  The  great 
change  in  the  transmission  is  effected  by  Clement  himself  by  his  writings  where  he 

publishes  the  tradition  from  the  apostles  which  his  teachers  had  given  him.  I  find 

it  impossible  to  believe  that  Clement  could  write  that  Peter  and  Mark  left  υπομνήματα. 

In  that  case  his  words  on  the  transmission  of  the  apostolic  tradition  in  the  Stromateis 

would  be  completely  un-understandable.  The  author  of  the  letter  has  divided  the 

Christian  tradition  into  three  parts,  the  first  being  represented  by  the  Gospel  of 

Mark  where  some  of  the  acts  [πράξεις)  of  the  Lord  have  been  written  down,  not  all, 

and  not  the  mystical  acts,  but  those  which  were  most  useful  to  help  the  faith  of  the 

catechumens.  The  second  way  of  expressing  the  Christian  tradition  is  found  in  the 

mystical  Gospel  of  Mark.  Here  Mark  introduced  material  from  his  own  and  Peter’s 

‘notes’  .  .  .  and  in  this  way  he  brought  together  a  more  spiritual  gospel  to  be  used 
for  those  who  are  being  initiated  .  .  .  The  third  kind  of  tradition  is  characterized  by 

the  subjects  which  Mark  did  not  include  in  his  more  spiritual  gospel  (1. 23).  I  do 
not  think  Clement  would  consent  to  a  threefold  division  of  the  Christian  tradition 

by  which  the  oral  tradition  was  divided  up  in  an  already  written  tradition  from  those 

who  had  been  eyewitnesses  to  the  acts  of  the  Lord  (Peter  and  Mark)  and  then  the 

tradition  which  was  transmitted  only  orally.  But  this  threefold  division  might  be 

more  natural  at  a  later  time  in  the  history  of  the  Church.”]  When?  After  Clement 
the  determination  of  the  canon  goes  forward  steadily.  Consequently  Clement,  of  all 

early  Christian  writers  who  can  pretend  to  orthodoxy,  is  the  one  most  receptive 

of  “noncanonical”  writings  claiming  apostolic  authorship.  About  Peter  he  undoubt¬ 
edly  believed  that,  besides  his  canonical  Epistle,  the  apostle  had  left  his  Apocalypse , 

his  Preaching ,  and  considerable  other  material,  some  of  which  he  thought  preserved 

in  written  form;  see  above,  1. 19-20,  on  υπομνήματα.  Consequently  I  see  no  justifica¬ 

tion  for  Munck’s  confidence  that  Clement  cannot  have  believed  that  Peter  left 

“papers”  and  that  material  drawn  from  these  was  incorporated  into  a  second  edition 

of  Mark’s  Gospel.  As  for  the  common  misunderstanding  of  the  beginning  of  the 

Stromateis ,  see  item  (3)  of  my  comments  on  Volker’s  remarks,  in  the  paragraph  on 
συνετά ξε  above,  1.2 1. 
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την  ίβροφαντικην  διδασκαλίαν 

ιβροφαντικήν.  1. 1 6.3,  of  pagan  mysteries;  cf.  1. 84.25,  ιβροφαντβΐ  8e  6  κύριος,  of 

Christian  mysteries.  [On  this  W.J.  wrote,  in  substance:  The  letter  seems  to  contradict 

those  who  have  a  tendency  to  interpret  away  or  attenuate  the  existence  in  Clement 

of  a  theory  of  an  esoteric  Christian  doctrine,  because  they  feel  that  it  is  not  consistent 

with  his  belief  in  the  Christian  religion  as  a  universal  message  to  all.  I  would  not  dare 

to  expect  in  Clement  anything  like  logical  or  philosophical  consistency;  and  Christian¬ 

ity  would  remain  a  message  to  all,  by  the  way,  even  if  it  had  room  for  some  kind  of 

esoteric  knowledge.  The  truth,  as  all  the  fathers  of  the  Church  believed,  is  not 

communicable  to  all  men  in  the  same  way  and  by  the  same  means,  and  the  capacity 

of  the  human  mind  to  understand  these  things  is  very  limited  at  best.  Whoever 

assumes  different  levels  of  interpretation  must  differentiate  also  between  those  who 

can  see  only  the  literal  meaning  and  others  who  can  penetrate  deeper.  We  should 

refrain  from  letting  our  modern  ideas  or  preferences  influence  our  historical  judgment. 

There  was  a  strong  tendency  at  Clement’s  time,  and  in  him  most  of  all,  to  construe 
Christianity  as  a  philosophy;  and,  as  I  have  said  before,  contemporary  philosophical 

schools  insisted  on  finding  an  esoteric  and  an  exoteric  form  of  teaching  in  almost 

every  system.  This  must  have  influenced  the  way  Christians  looked  for  their  own 

“philosophy”  from  the  beginning,  and  every  new,  private  interpretation  given  by 
individual  Christians  or  gnostics  could  be  justified  only  by  saying  that  it  was  not  to 

be  found  in  the  previous  tradition  of  the  Church  because  it  had  been  kept  secret. 

The  letter  makes  clear  that  Clement  does  believe  in  an  esoteric  Christian  tradition 

and  thinks  that  the  gnostics  have  something  to  do  with  it,  but  have  got  their  knowl¬ 

edge  of  it  in  an  illegal  way  and  have  corrupted  its  content.  Most  striking  is  the 

consistent  use  throughout  the  letter  of  terminology  derived  from  the  mysteries;  this 

is  found  in  Clement’s  other  works  as  well,  but  is  more  concentrated  in  this  letter 
than  elsewhere  because  the  letter  deals  with  this  question,  and  the  words  are  not 

merely  a  stylistic  device.  I  have  always  felt  and  taught  that  Clement’s  polemic 
against  pagan  religion  is  most  violent  when  he  impugns  the  mystery  religions.  It  is 

obvious  that  they  were  to  him  the  only  serious  competition  for  Christianity,  since 

they  were  still  living  religion,  involving  a  personal  relation  of  the  individual  believer 

to  God.  But  this  letter  proves  that  the  competition  of  Christianity  with  the  mysteries 

has  influenced  the  form  of  the  Christian  religion  itself  most  strongly,  so  that  a  Gregory 

of  Nyssa  could  say  that  in  the  Christian  religion  the  mystery  is  far  more  important 

than  the  dogma.  He  saw  it  in  the  Christian  worship,  which  he  interpreted  always 

in  this  sense.  So  he  solved  the  problem  of  the  “few”  and  the  “many.”  In  Clement 

they  were  still  sharply  divided.]  See  also  Jaeger’s  published  remarks,  Christianity  56f 
and  n22. 

διδασκαλίαν.  This  is  Clement’s  favorite  word  for  “teaching”;  he  rarely  uses  διδαχή, 
the  common  early  Christian  term.  He  often  uses  διδασκαλία  with  του  Κυρίου,  IV. 340 

(io  references). 
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I.24 

τοΰ  Κυρίου ,  άλλα  ταΐς  ττρογεγραμμεναις  πράξεσιν  βτηθβίς  καί  άλλας ,  eri 1,25 

προσεπηγαγε  λόγια  τινα  ών  ηπιστατο 

αλλά.  A  favorite  conjunction  of  Clement’s,  used  probably,  on  an  average,  more  than 

once  a  page;  so  I.3.15;  4.4  and  18;  5.3  and  19;  7.10  and  14;  8.1 ;  9.4;  etc. 

π  ρογζγ  ραμμόναις .  Not  in  Clement’s  preserved  works,  but  twice  in  Eusebius’  reports 
of  his  lost  statements,  III.  197. 19;  201.22.  [C.H.R.  observes  that  προγβγραμμόνος, 

equivalent  to  the  English  “aforesaid,”  is  so  common  from  the  fourth  century  onward 
in  documents  of  all  kinds  that  he  would  lay  no  weight  on  its  occurrence  here.  W.M.C. 

remarks  on  the  frequency  of  forms  of  the  perfect  tense  in  this  letter,  by  contrast  with 

their  comparative  rarity  in  classical  Greek,  for  which  see  Cloud.]  This  frequency  is 

paralleled  in  the  recognized  works  of  Clement.  It  is  probably  an  atticizing  trait;  see 

Kilpatrick,  Atticism  136.  The  letter,  apart  from  the  quotations  from  the  secret  Gospel, 

has  12  perfects  in  about  560  words  (or  13,  if  όξψτληται  is  read  in  II. 9) ;  the  first  two 

pages  sampled  in  Stahlin — II. 64-65 — yielded  11  perfects  in  approximately  450 
words. 

7 τράξζσιν.  Cf.  above,  on  1. 16. 

όπιθβίς.  The  same  form  is  used,  as  here,  of  literary  addition,  with  the  dative  and 

accusative,  II. 305. 6.  [However,  in  II. 305. 6  the  όπιθβ ίς  occurs  as  part  of  the  set 

phrase  όπιθεϊν αι  τον  κολοφώνα.  Apart  from  this  phrase,  επιθεΐναί  τι  τοΐς  π  ρογεγ  ραμμενοις 

is  not  very  common  in  Clement’s  time;  the  ordinary  word  would  be  προσθεΐναι;  but 
cf.  Apoc.  22.18.  A.W.] 

άλλας.  “Others  of  same  kind,”  e.g.,  1. 3. 6  and  8,  etc. 

ετι.  The  sentence  structure  (participle,  ετι,  main  verb),  III.  169. 17  (also  in  negative 

form,  II. 233. 2 if). 

προσεπηγαγε.  The  same  form,  as  here,  of  literary  addition,  1. 265. 10. 

λόγια.  Clement  has  τά  λόγια  του  κυρίου  in  III. 161.14  and  probably  1.225.46  Here  he 

might  have  felt  the  specifying  genitive  was  adequately  replaced  by  the  context;  he 

evidently  did  so  in  1. 289. 2  7,  where  τά  λόγια  are  the  sayings  of  Jesus. 

ών.  The  relative  pronoun  in  the  genitive  as  a  connective,  1. 256. 21  (also  with 

€7τ ίσταμαι  and  infinitive). 

ηττίστατο.  The  same  form,  also  with  infinitive,  in  a  strikingly  similar  context, 

II.  10.  if,  αύτίκα  ου  ττολλοΐς  άπεκάλυφεν  <(ο  'Ιησούς )>  ά  μη  πολλών  ην,  όλίγοις  δε,  οίς 

77 -ροσηκζίν  ηπίστατο ,  τοΐς  οΐοις  τ€  όκόόζ ασθαι  και  τυπωθηναι  προς  αυτά. 
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την  εζηγησιν  μυσταγωγησειν  τούς  άκροατάς  εις  το  άδυτον  της  επτάκις 

όξηγησιν.  Of  τά  λόγια  του  κυρίου,  III.l6l.I4· 

μυσταγ ωγησειν.  Also  in  III.  16 1. 1 8  where,  as  here,  it  refers  to  advanced  instruction 

evidently  effected  by  “exegesis”  of  “the  Lord’s  sayings.”  Again,  with  the  same  sense, 
in  II. 320. 7,  where  the  mystery  imagery  is  further  developed  with  emphasis  on  the 

άρρητα.  Gnostic  teachers  are  described  as  μυσταγωγοί  in  III. 75. 7.  That  Clement 

conceived  of  documents,  especially  the  books  of  Scripture,  and  their  interpretation 

as  means  of  gnostic  initiation  is  shown  by  Volker,  354ff.  The  method  which  the  letter 

ascribes  to  Mark  is  that  followed  in  the  earliest  period  of  rabbinic  mystical  speculation 

but  already  being  abandoned  in  the  time  of  Clement.  Scholem  writes,  Gnosticism  3 1 : 

“Tanna'itic  tradition  has  it  that  a  pupil  who  is  found  worthy  to  begin  a  study  of 

mystical  lore  is  given  .  .  .  only  .  .  .  ‘beginnings  of  chapters,’  whose  function  is  only  to 
point  to  the  subject  matter  to  be  dealt  with  and  leaves  to  the  student  the  task  of 

proving  his  understanding.”  For  this  Scholem  finds  evidence  in  the  Talmud  Terushalmi 
(hereinafter  J.)  Hagigah  II.  1  (77a),  and  he  concludes  that  texts  giving  full  accounts  of 

secret  doctrine  are  post-Tannai'tic  (third  century  or  later)  “even  though  much  of  the 

material  itself  may  belong  to  the  Tanna'itic  period — which,  of  course,  was,  at  the  same 

time,  the  flowering  season  of  Gnosticism.” 

άκροατάς.  Frequent  (and,  as  here,  without  technical  sense),  IV. 2 19. 

εις.  Not  used  with  μυσταγωγεΐν  in  Clement’s  preserved  works,  but  the  usage  was 

probably  standard.  Photius  ( Lexicon  s.v.)  gives  as  a  meaning  of  μυσταγωγεί,  “εις 

μυστήρια  άγει." 

τό  άδυτον.  Clement  was  fond  of  άδυτα,  IV.207  (9  references).  The  same  complex  of 

ideas — το  άδυτου  της  αλήθειας  with  the  veil(s)  concealing  it  from  most,  even,  of  the 

chosen  people — is  found  in  1 1 . 3 3 S .  2  7 f^?  rV$  όπικρυφεως  τον  τρόπον,  θειον  όντα  ώς 

αληθώς  και  αναγκαιότατου  ημΐν  (διά  τόν)>  εν  τώ  άδυτα»  της  αλήθειας  άποκείμενον  ιερόν 

άτεχνώς  λόγον,  Αιγύπτιοι  μεν  διά  των  παρ'  αύτοΐς  άδυτων  καλούμενων,  'Εβραίοι  δε  διά 

του  παραπετάσματος  ηνίξαντ ο,  <(δι*  ου^>  μόνοις  έξην  επιβαίνειν  αυτών  τοΐς  ιερωμενοις. 

επτάκις.  ΙΙ.505.2.  According  to  Β.  Ketubot  106a,  inf.,  there  were  seven  veils  at  the 

seven  gates  of  the  Temple  in  Jerusalem.  Goodenough  has  seen  a  reference  to  them  in 

the  seven  walls  of  the  Temple  represented  in  the  Dura  synagogue  (panel  WB3, 

Jewish  Symbols  XI  pi.  XI),  and  these  were  probably  the  seven  περίβολοι  of  the  Temple 

which  Clement  knew  from  Jewish  tradition  and  interpreted  as  symbolic  of  the  ways 

in  which  the  truth  at  the  heart  of  Scripture  is  concealed:  II.347.3ff,  αντίκα  ομολογεί 

την  επίκρυφιν  η  περί  τον  νεών  τον  παλαιόν  τών  επτά  περιβόλων  πρός  τι  άναφορά  παρ' 

'Εβραίοις  ιστορούμενη.  (This  passage  is  part  of  a  long  list  of  examples,  assembled  from 
pagan  and  Jewish  tradition,  to  prove  that  wise  men  always  keep  their  essential 
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κβκαλνμμένης  αλήθειας. 

1.27 

όντως  ovv  προπαρεσκβυασβν,  ού  φθονβρώς  ουδ* 

teachings  secret;  the  list  began  with  the  passage  cited  in  the  preceding  paragraph, 

II.338.27ff.)  [With  επτάκις  compare  Apoc.  5. if — the  book  sealed  with  seven  seals — 

and  also  Clement,  II. 349. 13.  C.M.] 

κεκα λυμμενης  αλήθειας.  Clement  uses  κάλυμμα  for  the  outer  veil  of  the  Temple’s 
adyton  in  II. 347. 7,  the  immediate  sequel  of  the  passage  referred  to  above.  In 

II.347. 19  and  348. 1 3f  he  explains  the  veil  as  a  means  of  keeping  the  unworthy  from 

knowledge  of  the  divine  secrets  ( κάλυμμα  κώλυμα  λαϊκής  απιστίας) .  In  II. 340*28  the 

style  of  Greek  poetry  ( ? — ποιητική  ψυχαγωγία)  is  a  curtain  which  concealed  the 

theology  of  the  poets  from  the  vulgar.  In  II.13.26f  the  manuscript  of  the  Stromateis 

reads  αξιόπιστος  .  .  .  η  τοιαύτη  ψυχαγωγία,  δι'ης  κακουμενην  οι  φιλομαθείς  παραδέχονται 
την  αλήθειαν.  Wilamowitz  emended  κακουμενην  to  κεκαλυμμενην,  Stahlin  and  Mon¬ 

desert,  Stromateis  I,  accepted  the  emendation;  it  is  now  confirmed  by  the  reading  of 
the  new  text. 

ούτως  οΰν.  Initial,  II. 237. 26;  282.2. 

προπαρεσκεύασεν.  II. 422. 1 7.  Since  LSJ  s.v.  reports  the  absolute  use  only  of  the 

middle  forms  of  the  verb,  some  object  (“the  text”?  “matters”?)  is  probably  to  be 
understood  here.  [An  object  is  similarly  understood  in  Aristotle,  Historia  animalium 

6i3a4·  Cf.  the  use  with  όπως  and  a  verb  in  the  future,  Plato,  Gorgias  503a,  5iod. 

A.D.N.] 

ού  .  .  .  ουδέ.  With  adverbs,  II. 289. 31 ;  with  participles,  II. 244. 25. 

ψθονερώς.  Clement  also  defends  from  the  accusation  of  envy  his  own  practice  of 

teaching  only  in  part,  II. IO. 32-1  1.3:  ταϋτα  δε  άναζωπυρών  ύπομνημασι,  τα  μεν  εκών 

παραπεμπομαι  εκλεγων  επιστημόνως ,  φοβούμενος  γράφειν  ά  και  λεγειν  εφυ λαξάμην,  ού  τί 

που  φθόνων  (ου  γάρ  θεμις),  δεδιώς  δε  άρα  περί  των  εντυγχανόντων,  μη  πη  ετερως  σφαλεΐεν, 

etc.  [And  in  the  same  connection  he  lays  down  the  principle  φθόνος  δε  άπείη  γνωστικού, 

διά  τούτο  γάρ  και  ζητεί  πότερον  χείρον,  άναξίω  δούναι  η  άξίω  μη  παραδοΰναι.  III.  Ι45· Ι0^· 

A.D.N.].  He  also  quotes  Barnabas  to  the  same  purpose,  in  defense  of  the  secret 

teaching  of  Jesus:  Άλλα  και  Βαρνάβας  ...  ηδη  σαφεστερον  γνωστικής  παραδόσεως 

ίχνος  παρατιθέμενος  λεγει.  .  .  “  εύλογητος  (ό)  κύριος  ημών,  άδελφοί,  ό  σοφίαν  και  νοΰν 

θεμενος  εν  ημΐν  των  κρύφιων  αύτοΰ.  λεγει  γάρ  ό  προφήτης  ‘  παραβολήν  κυρίου  τις  νοήσει, 

εί  μη  σοφός ’  .  .  .”  επει  ολίγων  εστι  ταΰτα  χωρησαι.  “ου  γάρ  φθόνων ,”  φησ ί,  “ παρηγγειλεν 

ό  κύριος ”  εν  τινι  εύαγγελίω,  “ μυστήριον  εμον  εμοι  και  τοΐς  υιοΐς  τού  οικου  μου ” 

(II. 368. 12-28).  Clement  has  the  adjective  φθονερός  (in  similar  context,  II.  116.29) 

but  not  the  adverb  φθονερώς,  which,  however,  appears  in  Plato  ( Phaedrus  243c)  and 

other  classical  authors  ( LSJ  s.v.).  The  tradition  goes  back  to  Odyssey  XI.38of.  By 

contrast,  Clement  accuses  the  gnostics  of  secretive  jealousy;  Osborn,  Teaching  336. 

41 



1.27-Π.ι 
THE  LETTER 

1.28 

άπροφνλάκτως ,  ώς  ζγώ  οιμαι.  καί  άποθντ/σκων  κατέλίπβ  το  αύτοΰ 
II. ι 

σύγγραμμα  rrj  βκκλησία  rfj  Ιν  '  Αλεξάνδρειά  οπού  εισετι  νυν 

άπροφνλάκτως.  Not  in  Clement.  LSJ  cites  Dio  Cassius,  XXXVIII.41,  and  Achilles 

Tatius,  VIII. i.  In  the  latter  it  has  the  same  meaning  as  here,  “incautiously.” 

ώς  άγω  οιμαι.  Verbatim,  I.26.10;  etc.,  but  the  simple  οιμαι,  inserted  without 

reference  to  the  construction,  is  much  more  frequent  in  Clement’s  works  (IV. 592). 

άποθνησκων.  Frequent.  Stahlin,  IV.262,  cites  1 1  examples  and  marks  his  entry  as 

incomplete.  Here  the  writer  of  the  MS  seems  to  have  written  first  άποθανων  and  then, 

over  avtur,  νησκ.  The  form  άποθνησκων,  therefore,  may  represent  a  deliberate  correction 

by  the  writer  of  what  he  found  in  his  text. 

κατελιπε.  II. 3. 5,  πότερον  δ’  ουδ’δλαι?  η  τισι  καταλειπτεον  συγγράμματα  ’  with  the  dative 
as  here,  [κατελιπε  in  the  letter  is  an  unmistakable  claim  to  legitimate,  testatory 

inheritance,  no  doubt  by  implicit  contrast  to  the  gnostics.  A.D.N.  That  a  particular 

church  at  this  time  should  be  heir  to  such  a  secret  document,  and  should  entrust  its 

presbyters — in  the  sense  of  church  officials — with  the  custody  of  it,  is  altogether 

contradictory  to  the  practices  of  the  period  and,  at  about  the  year  200,  quite  un¬ 

thinkable.  W.V.]  Volker  gives  no  evidence  to  support  his  comment,  and  I  do  not 

know  of  any.  Long  before  Clement’s  time,  the  letters  of  Paul  had  been  sent  to 
particular  churches  and  presumably  preserved  by  them  (Goodspeed,  Introduction 

2i5ff,  who  remarks  that  the  practice  of  Paul  in  directing  letters  to  individual  churches 

was  followed  by  Ignatius  and  the  author  of  the  Apocalypse). 

σύγγραμμα.  The  singular,  meaning  “composition,”  “work,”  II. 59. 22;  404.8.  The 

συγγράμματα  of  the  apostles,  II. 307.28.  Cf.  below,  II. 4,  on  Καρποκράτης. 

εκκλησία.  For  single  communities,  IV.371,  sec.  2b.  The  five  passages  referred  to  by 

Stahlin  all  refer  to  churches,  in  the  plural,  but  the  usage  here  is  exactly  paralleled  by 

many  passages  in  the  NT,  e.g.  I  Cor.  1.2;  II  Cor.  1.1;  Col.  4.16;  I  Thess.  1.1. 

τη  εν  ’Αλεξάνδρειά.  II.92.12,  την  εν  ’Αλεξάνδρειά  .  .  .  βιβλιοθήκην. 

οπού.  IV.6oo.  Frequent. 

εισετι  νυν.  1.8. 4;  ίο. 3;  15*26 — postpositive  and  used  with  the  present,  as  here.  This 

claim  on  behalf  of  the  church  of  Alexandria  is  not  unparalleled:  the  church  of  Ephesus 

claimed  to  have  the  original  manuscript  of  the  canonical  Gospel  according  to  John 

( Chronicon  Paschale ,  Migne,  PG  92.77C,  μάχρι  του  νυν  πεφνλακται).  Sometime  in  the 
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ασφαλώς  ev  μαλα  τηρβΐτα t,  αν αγινωσ κάμινον  προς  αυτούς  μόνους  τούς 

μυουμόνους 

480s  the  body  of  the  apostle  Barnabas  was  found  in  Cyprus,  with  a  copy  of  the  Gospel 

according  to  Matthew  which  Barnabas  himself  had  made;  this  copy  was  taken  to 

Constantinople  (Lipsius,  Apostelgeschichten  II. 2. 292).  Cf.  also  Tertullian,  De  prae¬ 

scriptione  haereticorum  XXXVI.  1.  As  late  as  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  century  a 

library  in  Prague  claimed  to  possess  a  fragment  of  Mark’s  original  MS  (actually  a 
good  sixth-  or  seventh-century  copy  of  the  Vulgate;  Metzger,  Survey  4);  the  history 
of  this  fragment  is  given  in  Acta  Sanctorum  Aprilis  ΙΙΙ.348Γ. 

ασφαλώς.  Only  (according  to  Stahlin)  in  II. 30. 5,  where  it  means  “inerrantly.” 

Clement  uses  ασφάλεια  and  ασφαλής  in  the  senses  of  “security”  and  “safe”  (1. 269. 23; 

II.  100.29),  and  he  could  have  found  ασφαλώς  in  the  corresponding  sense — “securely” 

— in  Mk.  14.44;  Acts  16.23;  or  Tobit  6.4.  [Or  in  many  classical  authors,  e.g., 

Sophocles,  Oedipus  tyrannus  613.  W.M.C.] 

ευ  μάλα.  Frequent.  To  strengthen  an  adverb,  as  here,  1. 280. 34;  II.  105.8;  III. 46. 3. 

τηρείται.  Of  keeping  secrets  safe,  II. 332. 20;  1. 123.32;  etc.;  objects,  1. 83. 29;  178.2. 

That  the  orthodox  Christian  “gnostics”  of  Alexandria  had  certain  books  which  they 
were  supposed  to  keep  secret  from  the  unworthy,  and  that  sometimes  one  or  another, 

yielding  to  entreaties,  “leaked”  one  of  these  books  to  some  unworthy  person,  is 

indicated  by  Clement  in  his  Eclogae  propheticae  27  (III.  145.6-15),  quoted  above,  at  the 

end  of  the  paragraph  on  συνεταξε,  1.2 1. 

άναγινωσ κόμενον.  IV.231  (i2  references,  and  the  entry  is  incomplete).  The  present 

passive  participle  used  of  reading  Scripture,  III.  145.20. 

προς.  Regular  usage  with  verbs  of  speaking,  saying,  etc.;  see  Mossbacher,  73.  With 

άνα γινώσκειν,  I  Esdr.  9.48;  Jer.  3.12;  Aristophanes,  Ranae  53. 

μόνους.  Frequent.  Declined,  e.g.  II. 455. 20,  where,  as  here,  it  means  “alone.” 

τούς  μυουμενους.  II.497.l6fF,  τώ  δε  μη  πάντων  είναι  την  άληθειαν  επικρυπτεται  (η 

προφητεία )>  πολυτρόπως,  μόνοις  τοΐς  εις  γνώσιν  μεμυημενοις ,  τοΐς  δι'άγάπην  ζητοΰσι  την 

άληθειαν,  το  φώς  άνατελλουσα.  Cf.  1. 84-236^5  άύ  τών  αγίων  ώς  άληθώς  μυστήριων  .  .  . 

άγιος  γίνομαι  μυουμενος,  ίεροφαντεΐ  δε  ό  κύριος.  It  need  not  be  supposed  that  the 

participle  μυουμενους  refers  to  a  very  short  period  of  time.  Compare  the  provisions  in 

Hippolytus,  Apostolic  Tradition  XX:  at  unspecified  dates,  persons  who  have  made 

sufficient  progress  in  the  catechumenate  are  chosen  and  set  apart  to  receive  baptism. 

At  this  time  their  behavior  while  catechumens  is  to  be  examined.  If  it  proves  to  have 

43 



II.2 THE  LETTER 

τά  μεγάλα  μυστήρια. 

been  morally  satisfactory,  “ then  let  them  hear  the  Gospel”  (XX. 2,  my  italics).  What 
Gospel  it  was  that  the  catechumens  might  not  hear  before  this  time  neither  Dix  nor 

Botte  declares.  After  hearing  the  Gospel  they  were  exorcised  and  hands  were  laid  on 

them  daily  for  at  least  a  week  before  baptism.  During  all  this  time  they  were  pre¬ 

sumably  μυουμενοι. 

τα  μεγάλα  μυστήρια.  ΙΙ.249·8>  τά  μικρά  προ  των  μεγάλων  μυηθεντες  μυστηρίων  (of 

instruction  by  degrees  in  the  secrets  of  Christian  doctrine;  a  reminiscence  of  Plato, 

Gorgias  497c).  Clement’s  use  of  μυστήριον  has  been  studied  by  Marsh,  who  concludes 

(66)  that  for  Clement  “there  were  two  types  of  Christian  μυστήρια,  the  one  reserved” 

for  the  true  gnostics,  “the  other  revealed”  to  all  believers.  This  seems  to  Marsh  clear 
from  II.367. 19 fT,  and  by  means  of  this  he  explains  (68)  the  passages  in  which  Clement 

distinguishes  between  μικρά  and  μεγάλα  μυστήρια,  e.g.  that  cited  above  and  especially 

II. 373. 23-374. 4,  ούκ  άπεικότως  άρα  και  των  μυστηρίων  των  παρ'  "Ελλησιν  άρχει  μεν  τά 

καθάρσια,  καθάπερ  και  <(τών  παρά')  τοΐς  βαρβάροις  <^i.e. ,  the  Christians)>  το  λουτρόν. 

μετά  ταΰτα  δ’ εστί  τά  μικρά  μυστήρια  διδασκαλίας  τινά  ύπόθεσιν  εχοντα  και  προπαρασκευης 

των  μελλόντων,  τά  δε  μεγάλα  περί  των  συμπάντων  ού  μανθάνειν  <( ούκ)ετι  υπολείπεται, 

εποπτευειν  δε  καί  περινοεΐν  την  τε  φυσιν  καί  τά  πράγματα.  This  distinction  seems  to 

Marsh  (69)  to  explain  the  fact  that  while  Clement  usually  “emphasizes  .  .  .  that  the 
μυστήρια  are  to  be  concealed  from  all  save  the  privileged  few,  even  among  the 

members  of  the  Christian  Church  itself,”  he  nevertheless  in  the  Protrepticus  “seems  to 

invite  his  heathen  hearers  to  a  revelation  of  the  μυστήρια ,”  without  indicating  that 
some  might  still  be  hidden  from  those  who  had  passed  through  the  Christian  initiatory 

rites.  The  explanation  is  that  Clement  took  for  granted  among  the  heathen  the 

expectation  of  a  series  of  graded  initiations  and,  further,  that  he  concealed  from 

“those  without”  even  the  existence  of  the  higher  “mysteries.”  Marsh  then  concludes 

(80),  “there  is  nothing  to  suggest  that  in  Clement’s  works  the  term  <( μυστήριον )  was 
ever  applied  to  either  Baptism  or  the  Eucharist  as  a  description  peculiar  to  them  and 

distinct  from  the  other  uses  of  μυστήριον .”  In  this  connection  the  passage  quoted  above 
is  particularly  valuable  since  it  clearly  shows  baptism  (το  λουτρόν)  interpreted  as 

part  of  a  series  of  “mysteries,”  but  as  the  preparatory  cleansing  rather  than  itself  one 

of  the  initiations  [cf.  the  preliminary  rites  at  Eleusis — A.D.N.].  Belief  in  and  practice 

of  mysteries  allegedly  greater  than  baptism  and  the  eucharist  were,  of  course,  frequent 

in  gnostic  circles;  see  Pistis  Sophia,  passim  (especially  chs.  1 41-142)  and,  for  a  survey, 

Fendt.  Discussion  of  the  mystery  terminology  in  Clement  and  Philo  has  too  often 

begun  from  the  presupposition  that  either  this  terminology  refers  to  a  series  of  secret 

rites  or  it  is  merely  allegorical  description  of  the  stages  of  philosophical  instruction. 

Therefore  it  has  been  taken  for  granted  that  if  the  philosophical  significance  could 

be  demonstrated,  the  possibility  of  the  series  of  rites  would  be  eliminated.  But  the 

alternative  is  not  justified:  philosophical  instruction  and  secret  rites  could  be  com¬ 

bined.  Philo  has  described  such  a  combination  in  his  treatise  On  the  Contemplative  Life. 
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τών  δε  μιαρών  δαιμόνων  όλεθρόν  τω  των  ανθρώπων  γενει  πάντοτε  μηχα- 
νώντων. 

Clement  hints  at  something  similar  in  the  passage  quoted  above,  and  something  of 

the  sort  seems  to  be  supposed  by  the  text  of  our  letter.  [C.M.  agrees  with  this  note  in 

general,  and  in  particular  with  the  above  conclusion,  but  adds  that  one  should  speak 

not  only  of  “philosophical  instruction”  but  also  and  especially  of  “ religious ” — his 

italics — “and  theological  instruction.”]  A  brief  and  brilliant  survey  of  pagan, 
Jewish,  and  Christian  usage  of  mystery  terminology  is  given  in  Nock,  Mysteries. 

Unfortunately,  the  conclusions  Nock  reaches  are  open  to  a  number  of  objections,  one 

of  which  is  particularly  relevant  here:  even  if  the  authenticity  of  this  letter  be  denied, 

the  parallels  between  it  and  the  recognized  works  of  Clement  suffice  to  show  that 

Clement’s  adoption  (or  inheritance)  of  mystery  terminology  to  describe  Christianity 

had  been  considerably  more  than  “slight”  (Nock,  Mysteries  202).  With  Nock’s 
conclusions  contrast  the  remarks  of  Jaeger,  above,  on  1. 23. 

τών  .  .  .  μηχανώντων.  Initial  genitive  absolute  indicating  cause  or  prior  condition 

(“since”),  I.go.2f.  Genitive  absolutes  are  rare  in  Clement,  but  occasionally  he  uses  a 

number  in  quick  succession,  e.g.  II. 2 12.29-2 13.4  (5  in  8  lines).  They  appear  in  his 

narrative  style,  as  here,  in  III.  188.3  and 

μιαρών  δαιμόνων.  I.30.16,  el  γάρ  ovv  δαίμονες,  λίχνοι  re  και  μιαροί.  Clement  often 

refers  to  demons  (IV. 382,  almost  a  full  column  of  references)  and,  though  he  nowhere 

says  explicitly  that  they  always  plot  the  destruction  of  men,  he  describes  them  as 

hostile  to  men  (1. 31. 17,  μισάνθρωποι;  so  33.3,  etc.),  destructive  ( ολέθριους ),  and 

plotting  (ibid).  Presumably  he  was  familiar  with  this  theory,  which  had  been  the 

leitmotif  of  Justin’s  First  Apology,  e.g.,  ch.  26,  where  the  demons  were  represented  as 
having  instigated  Simon  Magnus,  Menander,  and  Marcion,  as  they  do  here 

Carpocrates.  For  further  parallels  in  the  apologists  see  Wey. 

όλεθρον.  I.253.  i g,  etc·  Always  without  article,  as  here, 

τω  τών  ανθρώπων  γενει.  Verbatim,  11.277-4*  Clement  often  spoke  of  “the  race  of 

men”:  IV.307  s.v.  γένος,  ii  references,  listing  not  complete. 

πάντοτε.  Meaning  “at  every  moment,”  1. 255. 28. 

μχηανώντων.  Clement  uses  the  middle  in  1. 261. 25,  with  dative  (ημϊν  understood) 

and  accusative,  as  here.  The  active  appears  only  in  poetry,  άτάσθαλα  μηχανόωντας 

(Odyssey  XVIII.  143),  which  was  echoed  by  Apollonius  Rhodius,  III. 583,  and  of 

which  the  phrasing  of  the  letter  may  be  reminiscent.  [Cf.  the  echo  of  Sophocles, 

below,  II. 1 4-1 5;  the  active  of  μηχανάω  appears  also  in  Sophocles,  Inachus  21  (SP 
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6  Καρποκράτης 

III. 24)  and  Ajax  1037.  On  the  latter  passage  Kamerbeek,  Ajax,  remarks,  “It  would 
seem  that  the  rare  active  use  here  raises  the  verb  above  the  all-too-human  sphere  .  .  . 

Note  also  the  sinister  associations  of  ambush  and  guile  inherent  in  the  verb  μηχανάνΤ 

The  uses  of  the  passive  in  Sophocles,  Trachiniae  586  and  elsewhere,  also  imply  the 

existence  of  an  active.  W.M.G.]  Clement  frequently  quoted  and  paraphrased  Homer 

(IV.4if,  four  columns  of  references,  including  a  quotation  of  Odyssey  XVIII.  130  in 

II  .202.7),  and  his  prose  contains  many  words  described  in  LSJ  as  primarily  poetical 

and  appearing  in  prose  only  in  the  work  of  “late”  writers,  that  is,  writers  of  about 

Clement’s  time.  Besides  these  words,  Clement  uses  in  prose  a  considerable  number  of 

words  cited  in  LSJ  only  from  poetry.  Of  these  latter,  inspection  of  Stahlin’s  index 

from  α—αμ  alone  has  yielded  άεικίζω,  1. 40. 6;  άθυρόγλωσσος,  I.253.13,  etc.;  άλετρίβανος, 

1. 155.20;  and  αμβρόσιος,  1. 1 97.  i.  Therefore  this  use  of  a  poetical  form  is  not  atypical 

of  Clements’  style.  [On  this  point  I  am  particularly  happy  to  record  the  agreement 

of  C.M.,  who  has  had  so  much  experience  in  edition  and  translation  of  Clement’s 
Greek.] 

ό  Καρποκράτης.  II. 1 97. 1 6  and  19;  199.29  (with  article,  as  here);  200.15;  207.18; 

221.6.  (For  testimonia  and  literature,  see  ch.  4,  sec.  XIII.)  In  the  first  three  of  these 

references  (pp.  1 97—  1 99)  Clement  agrees  with  the  present  letter  to  the  extent  of 

representing  Carpocrates  as  an  Alexandrian  (citizen?) — the  letter  shows  him  working 

in  Alexandria — from  whom  the  sect  of  the  Carpocratians  derived  at  least  its  name; 

further,  he  describes  the  Carpocratian  doctrine  of  free  love  as  expounded  by  Epi¬ 

phanes,  the  son  of  Carpocrates,  and  he  declares  that  Epiphanes  was  the  founder  of 

the  sect  (l97.26f,  καθηγησατο  δε  της  μοναδικής  γνώσεως,  άφ’ού  και  η  των  Καρπο- 
κρατιανών  αΐρεσις)  or  at  least  the  cofounder  (197.16,  οι  δε  από  Καρποκράτους  και 

’ Επιφανούς  άναγόμ€νοι).  In  the  later  references  (pp.  200-221)  he  says  nothing  of 
Epiphanes  and  speaks  of  Carpocrates  as  the  founder  and  lawgiver  of  the  sect  (200.15, 

νομοθετεΐν  .  .  .  εδει  implies  that  he  did  give  other  laws,  as  do,  also,  κατά  Καρποκράτην, 

207.18,  and  η  δε  Καρποκράτους  δικαιοσύνη,  221.6).  Since  Clement  says  Epiphanes  died 

at  seventeen,  it  would  be  plausible  to  explain  this  contradiction  by  supposing  that  the 

father  and  son  cooperated  in  founding  the  sect  and,  after  the  son’s  death,  the  father 
carried  it  on  so  long  and  conspicuously  that  it  came  to  be  known  by  his  name.  At  all 

events,  the  letter  says  nothing  of  Epiphanes,  and  the  recognized  works  of  Clement  say 

nothing  of  Carpocrates’  use  of  a  secret  Gospel  by  Mark.  (Given  the  embarrassment 
which  the  author  of  the  letter  felt  in  writing  privately  on  this  subject — below, 

II.  1 0-19— it  is  hardly  to  be  expected  that  he  would  mention  it  in  his  published 

works.)  Irenaeus,  however  (Harvey,  I.20.3  =  Stieren,  I.25.5),  speaks  of  Carpocratian 

documents  representing  τον  Ιησοΰν  .  .  .  εν  μυστηρίω  τοΐς  μαθηταΐς  αύτοΰ  και  άποστόλοις 

καΤ Ιδίαν  λελαληκεναι,  και  αυτούς  άξιώσαι  τοΐς  άξίοις  και  τοΐς  πει θομενοις  ταϋτα 

παραδιδόναι.  διά  πίστεως  .  .  .  και  αγάπης  σώζεσθαι.  τά  δε  λοιπά  αδιάφορα  οντα.  κατά  την 



THE  LETTER 

Π.4-5 

f  > 

V7T 

H-5 

αυτών  8ώαχθβΙς  καί  άπατηλοΐς  τβχναις  χρησάμβνος,  οΰτω  πρεσβυτβρόν 

δόζαν  των  ανθρώπων,  πη  μεν  αγαθά ,  πη  δε  κακά  νομίζεσθ αι,  ούδενος  φύσε ι  κακού  υπάρχοντος. 

On  Clement’s  thoughts  about  heretics  in  general,  see  Riither,  Kirche. 

[“The  description  of  the  Carpocratians  in  the  letter  is  completely  different  from 
what  Clement  writes  about  them  in  Stromateis  III.  It  is  possible  with  de  Faye 

( Gnostiques  4i4f)  to  doubt  that  Carpocrates  and  his  son  Epiphanes  had  anything  to  do 

with  the  Carpocratians  known  through  other  sources.  The  only  thing  in  Clement  .  .  . 

of  interest  for  the  letter  is  that  Carpocrates  was  an  Alexandrian  (II.  197.20).  In  the 

letter  the  expressions  used  about  the  Carpocratians  are  vague  and  uncharacteristic. 

Anybody  could  be  ‘corrupted  by  the  Devil’  (cf.  Eus.,  HE  IV. 7. 10),  could  get  a  copy 

of  a  secret  gospel  through  an  ‘  enslaved  ’  presbyter  and  have  a  ‘  blasphemous  ’  doctrine 

{ibid.)  and  so  on.  I  have  taken  some  parallels  from  Eusebius’  description  of  the 
Carpocratians,  but  I  do  not  find  the  expressions  so  characteristic  <(as  to  suggest)  that 

the  author  of  the  letter  must  have  known  Eusebius.  Anybody  could  use  language  of 
that  kind  about  the  heretics. 

ύπ*  αυτών  διδαχθείς.  The  aorist  passive  participle,  1. 26 1.8;  sensu  malo ,  1. 248. 35- 
249.1;  the  passive  with  υπό,  II. 222. 24;  363.1;  etc.;  elision  of  the  o  of  υπό,  Moss- 

bacher,  46.  Demons  lead  men  astray,  1. 33. 10;  48.2 7ff.  That  magical  arts  in  particular 

were  taught  by  demons  is  explained  in  Enoch  8f,  and  the  theory  was  adopted  by 

Clement,  II.332.16ff  (and  extended  to  include  philosophy,  II.53.5ff). 

άπατηλοΐς  τεχναις.  1. 47. 28,  απατηλόν  τέχνην,  of  art  used  to  make  images.  Here  too 

the  adjective  is  of  the  second  declension.  In  the  letter  it  probably  refers  to  magical 

practices  [though  A.D.N.  thinks  this  reference  not  certain].  Clement  uses  it  with  this 

reference  in  1. 4. 23,  etc.  The  Carpocratians  were  widely  accused  of  magical  practices, 

Irenaeus  (Harvey,  1. 20. 2  =  Stieren,  1. 25. 3);  Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  VII. 32; 

Epiphanius,  Panarion  XXVII. 3;  etc.  Clement  in  his  recognized  works  does  not 

mention  the  accusation,  but  he  had  no  occasion  to  do  so. 

χρησάμενος.  Frequent  in  Clement,  IV.812  (about  60  references). 

οϋτω  .  .  .  ώστε.  III.  1 68. 1 4f,  with  both  verbs  in  the  indicative,  as  here. 

πρεσβυτερον.  II. 485.10,  πρεσβυτερος  .  .  .  της  εκκλησίας.  In  this  passage  Clement 

allegorizes  the  title,  but  the  fact  that  he  does  so  proves  that  he  knew  it  as  a  title,  as  it 

is  used  here.  He  often  refers  to  presbyters  as  ecclesiastical  officials  (IV. 669c,  9 

references).  He  also  speaks  of  presbyters  in  a  more  general  sense  as  elder  leaders  of 

the  Church,  particularly  those  of  earlier  generations,  whose  teaching  had  been  oral, 

but  now,  written  down,  formed  part  of  the  body  of  secret  Christian  tradition — and 

was  sometimes  indiscreetly  communicated  to  the  unworthy,  III.  144.26-1 45. 15.  It  is 
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τινα  της  εν  'Αλεξάνδρειά  εκκλησίας  κατεδουλωσεν  ώστε  παρ' αυτόν  εκό- 

μισεν 

not  surprising  that  the  official  presbyters  should  have  been,  as  the  letter  represents 

them,  custodians  of  the  books  in  which  the  traditions  of  the  earlier  presbyters  were 

recorded.  The  term  πρεσβυτεροι  is  found  frequently  in  second-century  papyri, 

regularly  as  a  title  of  pagan  priests — particularly  those  in  charge  of  financial  matters, 

who  often  furnished  to  the  Roman  authorities  lists  of  personnel  and  of  temple 

property  evidently  under  their  supervision  (Hauschildt,  237,  239;  cf.  241).  According 

to  Eus.,  HE  VI.  1 3.9,  Clement  in  his  published  works  referred  to  presbyters  especially 

as  custodians  of  oral  traditions;  see  below,  II.  19,  on  ούκ  όκνησω  end,  and  III.  139.20; 

i44.26ff  (Harnack,  Geschichte  1. 29 iff).  Irenaeus  similarly  quoted  presbyters  as  sources 

of  unpublished  apostolic  traditions  (Harvey,  IV. 42. 2;  49.1  =  Stieren,  IV.27.1 ;  32.1). 

Papias  similarly  specifies  presbyters,  evidently  in  some  technical  sense,  as  the  source 

of  his  oral  traditions  about  Jesus;  Eus.,  HE  III.39.3ff  (on  which  see  Munck, 

Presbyters) .  The  role  of  presbyters  in  Clement’s  works  as  bearers  of  secret  tradition  is 

noted  by  Lazzati,  34f;  Zahn,  158;  Lebreton,  495;  etc.  Hornschuh’s  denial  of  it 
(. Anfange  359ff)  is  based  on  implausible  arguments  from  silence.  On  the  evidence  of 

11.485.  i  off  it  has  sometimes  been  supposed  (e.g.  by  Wytzes,  230)  that  Clement’s 
gnostic  group  had  its  own  presbyters,  as  opposed  to  those  of  the  main  church  of 

Alexandria.  Some  presbyters,  probably  of  a  church  in  Alexandria,  showed  Celsus 

βιβλία  βάρβαρα  δαιμόνων  ονόματα  εχοντα  και  τερατβίας ,  Origen,  Contra  Celsum  VI. 40; 

this  about  A.D.  175. 

της  εν  ’Αλεξάνδρειά  εκκλησίας.  II.92.12,  την  εν  ’Αλεξάνδρειά  ...  βιβλιοθήκην.  On 
εκκλησία  see  above,  Ι.28.  The  repeated  specification  of  Alexandria  (instead  of  the  use 

of  “here”)  is  perhaps  for  solemnity.  Or  perhaps  the  letter  was  not  written  from  that 

city;  cf.  οπού,  above,  II.  1.  It  may  date  from  the  period  following  Clement’s  flight 
(ca.  202?). 

κατεδουλωσεν.  Twice,  in  the  middle,  of  evil  spirits  enslaving  men,  1.8. 3;  III. 5. 14. 

The  active  (II  Cor.  1 1.20;  Gal.  2.4)  is  classical  ( LSJ  s.v.) ;  more  important,  it  is  used 

in  PGM  IX,  line  4,  as  here,  for  enslaving  the  soul  by  magical  means.  A  presbyter 

“deceived”  (not  “enslaved”)  by  a  demon  acting  through  a  would-be  heresiarch 
appears  in  Cyprian,  Epistulae  LXXV.10. 

τταρ’.  Use,  construction,  and  elision  are  all  paralleled  in  Clement;  Mossbacher, 

45f,  67f.  With  κομίζειν,  III.  141.7b 

εκόμιζεν.  Meaning  “get,”  II. 29. 17;  of  writings — as  it  happens,  those  of  Epiphanes, 

the  son  of  Carpocrates — II.197.18f,  where  it  means  “be  in  circulation,  be  preserved.” 
A  similar  story  (without  the  magical  motif)  seems  to  lie  behind  the  textual  confusion 

of  the  Πράξεις  Παύλον  καί  Θεκλης,  I.  Against  Vouaux,  147  n7,  the  Latin  versions  are  to 
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II. 6 

άπόγραφον  του  μυστικόν  ευαγγελίου,  ο  και 

be  preferred:  Paul  did  not  suspect  the  hypocrisy  of  Demas  and  Hermogenes  which 

made  them  unworthy  of  his  secret  doctrine  (as  opposed  to  his  public  preaching). 

Therefore  he  taught  them  things  they  should  not  have  been  permitted  to  learn. 

[W.V.  objects  that  the  gnostics  had  their  own  chains  of  tradition  and  therefore 

did  not  need  to  borrow  from  the  Church.]  However,  that  in  Clement’s  time  some 

gnostics  did  claim  the  same  apostolic  authorities  as  the  “orthodox”  is  proved  by 

Clement’s  grudging  report  of  Basilidean  appeal  to  Peter,  and  Valentinian  to  Paul, 
III.75.15ff.  The  Carpocratians  known  to  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  1. 20. 2  =  Stieren, 

I.25.4)  would  seem  to  have  used  Mt.  5-25f  or  Lk.  12.58b  Moreover,  even  if  we  suppose 

the  letter  to  be  by  Clement,  we  need  not  suppose  its  statements  about  Carpocrates 

entirely  true.  Clement  was  faced  with  the  problem  which  now  faces  us :  How  did  the 

Carpocratians  come  by  a  Gospel  strikingly  similar  to  a  secret  Gospel  accepted  by  the 

church  in  Alexandria  and  by  it  attributed  to  Mark?  Clement’s  statement  tells  us 
only  the  answer  his  party  gave  when  forced  to  give  an  answer. 

άπόγραφον.  Not  in  Clement — who  has,  however,  άπογράφεσθαι ,  meaning  “to 

copy,”  II. 47 1. 7.  άπόγραφον  meaning  “copy”  or  “imitation”  is  used  by  Cicero,  Ad 
Atticum  XII. 52  end  (overlooked  by  Oksala,  158);  άπόγραφος  with  the  same  meaning 

appears  in  Dionysius  Hal.,  Usener-Raderm.,  Isaeus  11.  In  Diogenes  Laertius,  VI. 84, 

άπόγραφος  is  taken  by  R.  Hicks,  in  the  Loeb  translation,  to  mean  “an  imitator”  [but 

more  likely  it  means  “a  copy” — B.E.].  άπόγραφον  is,  in  the  preserved  literature,  a 
rare  word;  one  can  hardly  believe  that  an  imitator  would  have  chosen  it  instead  of 

the  common  άντίγραφον.  [But  the  rarity  of  άπόγραφον  is  no  argument  against  Clement’s 
possible  use  of  it.  A  great  many  words  which  must  have  been  common  in  ancient 

everyday  usage  are  extremely  rare  in  the  preserved  literature;  see  the  numerous 

examples  in  the  vocabulary  of  Krauss,  Lehnworter.  A.D.N.  Moreover,  άπόγραφον  (-ος) 

has  a  contemptuous  sense  not  found  in  άντίγραφον.  Thus  in  Cicero,  Diogenes,  and 

perhaps  Dionysius  άπόγραφον  is  dyslogistic.  B.E.  With  this  opinion,  however,  A.D.N. 

disagrees,  contending  that  Cicero  was  only  “apologizing  whimsically  for  his  philo¬ 

sophical  works,”  and  that  “when  you  speak  of  a  man  as  being  a  copy,  you  imply 

inferiority;  it  is  not  so  with  a  book.”]  But  the  usage  in  this  letter  seems  to  support  the 
opinion  of  B.E. 

μυστικόν.  Above,  1. 17· 

ευαγγελίου.  Above,  1. 1 2,  21—22. 

ο  καί.  This  stringing  together  of  sentences  by  relative  pronouns  is  not  uncommon 

in  Clement,  e.g.  II. 7.24^  ης  ούδε  .  .  .  αλλά;  17*24,  ην;  20.12;  2ΐ.2;  27*131  etc· 
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έξηγησατο  κατά  την  βλάσφημον  καί  σαρκικήν  αυτόν  δόξαν,  €τι  δέ  και 

Π;9 

έμί ave,  ταΐς  άχράντοις  και  άγίαις  λέξβσιν  άναμιγνύς  αναιδέστατα 

όξηγησα το.  Frequent  with  the  sense  “interpret,”  IV.397,  over  20  examples,  listing 
incomplete.  Aorist,  II. 232. 18,  etc.;  reference  to  a  specific  document,  II. 308. 4; 

280.10;  168.3;  etc.  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  1. 20. 3  =  Stieren,  1. 25. 5)  speaks  of  the  Carpo- 

cratian  doctrine  concerning  the  secret  teaching  of  Jesus  as  something  which  εν  τοΐς 

σνγγράμμασιν  αυτών  όντως  άναγεγραττται  καί  αυτοί  όντως  εξηγούνται. 

κατά.  Usage  regular;  Mossbacher,  66.  Used  as  here  to  indicate  the  principle  of 

interpretation,  II. 495. 4. 

βλάσφημον.  II.  1 1 3.23;  III. 72. 29  (of  the  utterances  of  libertine  heretics);  etc. 

σαρκικήν.  Frequent,  IV.697,  30  references.  Not  used  directly  of  teachings,  but 

cf.  1 1. 1 5 1. 1  if,  σαρκικώς  νοονντες  τάς  γραφάς. 

δόξαν.  Frequent  of  heretical  or  false  philosophical  teachings,  IV.35of  (20  examples, 

listing  incomplete).  The  φευδεΐς  δόξας  of  libertine  heretics,  who  misrepresent  the 

Scriptures  to  make  them  accord  with  their  own  desires  and  doctrines,  are  attacked  in 

I
I
I
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καί  .  .  .  ετι  δε  καί.  1 1 . 1 89. 1  7 — 1 8,  etc. 

εμίανε.  IV.568,  6  times  (4  refer  to  defilement  of  holy  things).  None  in  the  aorist 

active,  but  the  identical  form  appears  in  Philo,  De  virtutibus  199  end. 

άχράντοις  καί  άγίαις.  1.44.3^  το  άχραντον  εκείνο  καί  το  άγιον  (these  are  divine 

attributes).  Elsewhere  άχραντος  is  used  of  Jesus,  the  soul,  marriage,  etc.,  and  άγιος  of 

Scripture,  as  here  (1. 289. 19,  ταΐς  βίβλοις  ταΐς  άγίαις).  The  sayings  in  the  sermon  on  the 

mount  are  άγιοι  λόγοι ,  1. 77.20;  cf.  289.24. 

λεξεσιν.  Of  Scripture,  1. 125. 22;  II. 385. 15  (meaning  “saying”);  498.29  (probably 

meaning  “words”);  III.3.11  and  16. 

άναμιγνύς.  I.2J8.J,  άναμίγνυσθαι  (sic).  LSJ  s.v.  gives  άναμίγνυμι  as  the  prevailing  later 

form  (see  under  άναμείγννμι).  Clement  uses  the  active  in  1. 37. 52;  he  uses  the  verb  of 

literary  composition  in  II.  1 3.1,  ττεριεξουσι  δε  οί  Στ  ρω  ματ  εις  άναμεμιγμενην  την  αλήθειαν 

τοΐς  φιλοσοφίας  δόγμα  σι.  He  also  complains  of  heretical  interpolations  in  Christian 

material;  see  above  on  θεοπνευοτον,  I.xi. 

αναιδέστατα.  5  uses  of  άναιδης  in  the  absolute  and  2  in  the  comparative,  IV. 234.  The 

superlative  was  used  by  Plato,  Laws  729C. 
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II. 10 

φευσμ ατα.  του  δε  κράματος  τούτον  εξαντλείται  το  των  Καρπό κρατιανών 

δόγμα,  τουτοις  οΰν ,  καθώς  και  προείρηκα ,  ουδέποτε 

φεύσματα.  III. 70. 7,  of  heretics  who  make  up  false  stories  in  order  to  reject  the 

prophecies:  αμελεί  πάμπολλα  συγκαττύουσι  φεύσματα  καί  πλάσματα. 

κράματος.  IV. 520  (7  references).  Genitive  singular,  1.177*24·  Of  literary  or  doc¬ 

trinal  mixture,  as  here,  1 . 1 74* 3^?  τ°  κράμα  του  νόμου  του  παλαιού  καί  τού  λόγου  τού  νέου. 

τούτου.  Similar  use  of  a  postpositive  demonstrative  at  the  beginning  of  a  sentence, 

to  express  contempt,  II.  197. 18,  Έπιφάνης  οΰτος  (referring  to  the  son  of  Carpocrates). 

For  this  function,  the  position  after  the  noun  is  customary;  Palm,  Funktion  I2f. 

Similar  sentence  structure,  II. 493. 6,  etc. 

εξαντλείται.  The  MS  reads  εξαντληται,  or  perhaps  εξηντληται.  The  latter  is  paleo- 

graphically  much  less  likely,  but  if  it  should  be  the  correct  reading  then  εξηντληται 

could  be  read  by  mere  change  of  accent.  And  Clement’s  fondness  for  perfects  is  an 
argument  for  εξηντληται,  see  above,  1. 24,  on  προγεγραμμεναις.  But  I  prefer  to  follow 

the  more  likely  reading.  Clement  uses  the  verb  in  II.9.12,  τά  φρεατα  εξαντλούμενα 

διειδεστερον  ύδωρ  άναδίδωσι.  This  fits  the  meaning  “drain,  draw  off”  given  by  LSJ 

and  suggested  by  the  pejorative  context  of  the  letter,  where  the  verb  may  be  a 

sarcastic  reminiscence  of  Jn.  2.8,  αντλήσατε  νυν,  in  the  miracle  of  Cana.  [The  letter’s 
metaphoric  use  of  εξαντλεω  is  rare,  but  cf.  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  In  Canticum  Canticorum  p. 

457,  line  7,  Langerbeck  (col.  1108  Migne).  A.  W.  Also  Cicero,  Academicorum  II. 34 

(108).  W.M.C.] 

Καρποκρατιανών .  Above,  1.2. 

δόγμα.  IV. 349,  1 6  times  with  reference  to  teachings  of  philosophers,  6  times  to 

teachings  of  the  Church,  1 7  times  to  teachings  of  heretics,  as  here.  The  singular  is 

used,  as  in  the  letter,  to  refer  to  the  whole  dogmatic  system  of  a  heretical  school,  in 

III. 68. 34b 

τούτοις  οΰν.  Above,  1.7. 

καθώς  καί  προείρηκα.  1. 1  io. 24,  καθώς  προειρηκαμεν ;  the  letter’s  use  of  the  singular 
is  less  formal.  For  the  addition  of  καί,  1. 237. 3,  καθώς  καί  ό  Παύλος  μαρτυρεί.  With  or 

without  καί,  καθώς  is  a  regular  form  of  cross-refernce  in  Clement,  II. 75. 24;  79.1; 

91.6  (all  three  without);  241.1  (with);  etc. 

ουδέποτε.  II. 516. 12;  III. 52. 26;  etc. 
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II. 1 1 

€lkt €ov y  ov8e  ττροτβίνουσιν  αύτοΐς  τα  κατζφευσμβνα  συγχωρητβον  τον 

II.  1 2 

Μάρκου  βΐναι  το  μυστικόν 

εικτεον.  IV. 365  lists  5  usages  of  εΐκ ω,  none  of  this  verbal  adjective,  but — as  re¬ 

marked  above  (1. 10,  on  προκριτεον) — Clement  was  very  fond  of  the  form. 

ούόεποτε  .  .  .  ούδε.  This  I  have  not  found  in  Clement.  [But  it  is  perfectly  good 

Greek  and  Clement  might  well  have  used  it.  A.D.N.] 

προτείνουσιν.  Meaning  “allege,”  11.329-5  (cf.  130.29).  The  form  προτείνουσι 
11.173.27f. 

κατεφενσμενα.  Clement  uses  the  verb  once,  1. 267. 6,  in  the  present  participle.  The 

perfect  participle,  used  by  the  letter,  is  frequent  in  Philo  (13  references  in  Leisegang 

s.v.).  The  meaning  common  to  Philo  and  Clement — something  false,  an  imitation — 

has  here  been  extended  to  include  something  falsified;  or  perhaps  the  reference  is 

especially  to  the  passages  peculiar  to  the  Carpocratian  Gospel,  and  the  writer  wished 

to  indicate  that  those  were  imitations  of  the  true  text.  [One  should  consider  the 

possibility  of  τα  κατε φενσμενα  belonging,  as  sometimes  happens  in  Greek,  both  to 

προτείνουσιν  and  to  the  infinitive  clause  dependent  on  σνγχωρητεον.  If  it  does  so,  one 

should  perhaps  translate  as  follows:  “a  ces  gens-la,  il  ne  faut  done,  comme  je  l’ai 
deja  dit,  jamais  ceder  ni,  quand  ils  presentent  eux-memes  leurs  falsifications,  ac- 

corder  que  e’est  la  Γ  ‘Evangile  mystique’  de  Marc:  au  contraire,  il  faut  meme  le 

nier  avec  serment.”  This  is  followed  by  a  string  of  scriptural  texts  which  recall  the 

ideas  of  spiritual  pedagogy  so  dear  to  Clement  and  which  are  cited,  in  Clement’s  way, 
without  introduction  or  words  of  transition.  The  reason  for  the  above  translation  is 

the  text’s  report  that  Mark  made,  at  Alexandria,  a  second,  more  “spiritual,”  re¬ 
daction  of  his  Gospel ;  and  that,  besides  these  two  redactions ,  there  was  also  the  secret 

oral  tradition.  C.M.  See  also  the  comment  of  C.R.,  below,  on  μεθ *  όρκου .] 

σνγχωρητεον.  Meaning  “concede,”  II. 173. 20;  III. 90. 24;  III. 72. 31  (sarcastically). 
In  II.  1 73.20  it  has,  as  here,  the  indirect  object  αύτοΐς  and  the  direct  είναι  without  τό. 

The  form  found  in  the  letter  appears  in  1. 204. 9. 

Μάρκου.  Above,  1. 15. 

είναι.  With  genitive,  of  a  work’s  being  “by”  its  author,  II. 81. 2,  Όνομάκριτος  ...  ου 

τά  εις  Όρφεα  φερόμενα  ποιήματα  λεγεται  είναι. 

μυστικόν.  Above,  I .  I  7. 
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II. 12 

ζύαγγέλ ιον,  άλλα  και  μβθ'  ορκου 

εύαγγελι  ον.  Above,  1.2 1— 22. 

άλλα  καί.  “But  moreover,”  1. 121.24;  11.197-45  etc. 

μεθ'  ορκου.  This  I  have  not  found  in  Clement,  μετά  πολλών  όρκων  occurs  in  Plato, 

Phaedrus  240c;  μεθ '  όρκων  in  II  Macc.  4.34  and  14.32;  μεθ '  ορκου  in  Mt.  14.7. 
[Preisigke,  Papyrusworterbuch,  notes  an  instance  in  an  official  document  of  the  third 

century  b.c.  C.H.R.]  Clement’s  use  of  μετά  is  normal;  Mossbacher,  67.  Linguistically, 
therefore,  the  phrase  presents  no  difficulty.  But  in  III. 37. 19-38.27  Clement  says  the 

true  gnostic  will  never  (or  hardly  ever)  swear,  and  certainly  never  swear  falsely.  In 

I.279.26-27  he  forbids  the  ordinary  Christian  to  use  oaths  in  buying,  selling,  and 

similar  transactions;  and  in  II. 391 . 19-392.6  he  finds  the  Judeo-Christian  tradition 

to  be  the  source  from  which  Plato  derived  his  prohibition  of  oaths.  On  the  other 

hand,  Christians,  of  course,  did  swear  (see  Nock,  Sacramentum ),  and  in  III.  190. 12 

Clement  represents  the  apostle  John  as  swearing;  in  II. 494.1  iff  he  approves  deception 

practiced  for  a  good  purpose  (citing  Paul’s  claim  to  have  been  all  things  to  all  men) ; 

and  in  III. 39. 12-40. 10  (the  sequel  of  the  first  passage  cited  above)  he  modifies  his 

previous  statements  to  the  extent  of  teaching  that  the  true  gnostic  will  tell  the  truth 

“except  sometimes,  when  it  is  a  matter  of  helping  {someone),  he  may,  as  does  a 

doctor  .  .  .  lie,  or,  {to  distinguish)  as  the  sophists  {do),  ‘say  what  is  false.’”  This 
exception  he  again  justifies  by  the  same  example  of  Paul,  and  finally  he  insists  that  the 

true  gnostic  always  tells  the  truth.  (See  further  the  paragraphs  on  the  following 

quotations).  This  ambiguous  attitude  toward  truth  becomes  even  more  ambiguous 

when  we  recall  that  the  true  gnostic  is  partially  an  ideal  figure,  and  the  account  of  his 

achievements  in  the  Stromateis  describes  a  perfection  which  Clement  himself  probably 

did  not  hope  to  realize  fully  in  this  life.  Accordingly,  the  contradiction  between 

Clement’s  principles  as  expressed  in  his  published  works  and  the  practical  advice 
given  in  this  evidently  private  letter  should  not  be  exaggerated,  especially  since  the 

practical  advice  was  in  accord  with  much  philosophical  teaching  (During,  Chion  20). 

Compare  the  reports  concerning  the  Essenes,  that  there  is  no  swearing  among  them 

(Josephus,  BJ  II.  135;  Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  IV. 22)  and  that  they  bind  their 

initiates  with  hair-raising  oaths  ( BJ  II.  1 39-143;  Philosophumena  IV. 23-24).  [“Tout  a 

fait  d’accord  avec  votre  conclusion:  il  ne  faut  pas  exagerer  la  portee  de  certaines 

contradictions  chez  Clement.”  C.M.  “Surely,  however,  Clement  is  too  devious  to 
advocate  unnecessary  and  downright  perjury.  One  could  legitimately  (as  the 

Sophists  say!)  take  an  oath  to  the  effect  that  precisely  what  the  Carpocratians  have  is 

not  Mark's  secret  gospel.  I  find  it  hard  to  suppose  that  Clement’s  oath  is  a  denial  that 

Mark's  is  the  Church’s  secret  gospel,  with  the  consequent  admission  that  the  Church 

has  a  secret  gospel,  but  it  is  by  someone  else.”  C.R.;  compare  the  similar  suggestion 

by  C.M.,  above,  on  κατεφευσμενα .]  I  think  the  denial  is  intended  to  give  the  impression 

that  Mark  did  not  write  any  secret  Gospel,  and  that  consequently  the  one  which  the 

Carpocratians  have  is  a  fake.  The  one  the  Church  has  should  not  be  mentioned, 
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άρνητβον.  "ου  γάρ  άπασι  πάντα  αληθή  λβκτβον." 

since  the  Church  has  kept  its  existence  a  secret  even  from  the  lower  grades  of 

Christians;  thus  Theodore  did  not  know  of  it  heretofore.  However,  I  agree  that 

Clement  would  have  wished  to  avoid  perjury.  Therefore  I  think  the  suggestions  of 

C.M.  and  C.R.  correct  in  pointing  out  the  deliberate  ambiguity  of  the  Greek.  [J.R. 

comments:  “I  assume  the  oath  to  be  an  example  of  the  ‘economic  behavior’  (κατ' 
οίκονομίαν)  emerging  in  the  Alexandrian  fathers  as  an  ethical  stance,  developing  in 

part  from  pagan  backgrounds.”  See  his  article  Οικονομία ,  37off.] 

άρνητβον.  Meaning  “deny,”  IV. 275  (13  references,  listing  incomplete).  The  piling 

up  of  forms  in  τβον  here  (el '.kt<eov,  σνγχωρητβον,  άρνητβον,  λβκτβον)  is  typical  of  Clement; 
see  above,  on  προκριτάον,  I.io,  and  the  passages  cited  there. 

ον  γάρ.  A  favorite  formula  of  Clement’s  for  beginning  sentences,  e.g.,  II. 22 1.26; 

222.24,29;  223.1;  224.12. 

ου  γάρ  .  .  .  A €kt€ov.  This  saying  appeared  in  Philo,  Questions  .  .  .  on  Genesis  IV. 67, 

from  which  it  was  quoted  by  Procopius  in  his  commentary  on  Genesis  in  the  form  ου 

πάντα  αληθή  λβκτβον  άπασυν.  Philo’s  text,  according  to  the  preserved  Armenian 

translation,  went  on  to  elaborate  the  principle  and  to  teach  (in  IV. 69)  that  “the  wise 
man  requires  a  versatile  art  from  which  he  may  profit  in  imitating  those  mockers  who 

say  one  thing  and  do  another  in  order  to  save  whom  they  can ”  (my  italics).  This  text 

strikingly  parallels  Paul’s  claim  in  I  Cor.  9.22,  “I  became  all  things  to  all  men  that 

I  might  by  all  means  save  some .”  Since  influence  of  Philo  on  Paul  or  of  Paul  on  Philo  is 
almost  out  of  the  question,  it  would  seem  likely  that  these  two  passages  derive  from 

a  single  source.  The  common-sense  idea  behind  them  had  long  been  familiar  in 

ancient  philosophy.  Diogenes  Laertius,  VIII.  15,  quotes  from  Aristoxenus,  as  a 

saying  of  certain  Pythagoreans,  μή  elvat  προς  πάντας  πάντα  ρητά ;  for  further  examples 

see  Reumann,  Οικονομία.  From  philosophy  and  common  sense  alike  it  was  taken  over 

by  early  Christianity,  where  the  example  of  the  Apostles — and  especially  that  of 

Paul — is  often  cited  to  justify  the  use  of  deception  for  good  ends  (Bauer,  Recht- 

glaubigkeit ,  4 if;  cf.  above,  on  μβθ'  ορκου).  Clement,  as  remarked  above,  shared  this 
early  Christian  belief,  which  he  summed  up  with  the  words  τω  μή  πάντων  elvai  τήν 

άλήθααν  (ΙΙ·497·ι6)  and  understood  as  a  principle  even  of  divine  revelation;  cf. 

Sibylline  Oracles  XII(X).290f,  το  δ’  ούχ  άμα  πάντως  ίσασιν.  ου  γάρ  πάντων  πάντα. 
Clement  was  deeply  indebted  to  Philo  (IV.47ff,  7  columns  of  citations — more  than 

any  other  non-Christian  author  except  Plato,  who  has  10).  Both  his  similarity  to 

Philo  and  his  borrowing  from  him  have  resulted  in  considerable  confusion  in  medieval 

MSS,  where  many  passages  now  found  only  in  Philo  are  attributed  to  Clement 

(III.LXXI-LXXXII).  Among  these  are  at  least  two  from  Questions  ...  on  Genesis 

(III.LXXIV,  no.  51 1.15;  LXXX,  no.  339).  Moreover,  Clement  himself  appropriated 
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διά  τούτο  η  σοφία  τού  Θεού  διά  Σολομώντος  παραγγβλλ€ί ,  "  άπο κρίνου  τω 

μωρώ  βκ  της  μωρίας  αυτού " 

without  acknowledgment  two  considerable  sections  of  Questions .  .  .  on  Genesis 

(II. 474. 1-20;  474.23-475.11).  Therefore  this  saying  may  have  come  into  the  letter 

from  Philo;  cf.  Reumann’s  note  on  τ αληθή  above,  on  1. 10.  On  the  other  hand,  it  may 
have  been  a  popular  proverb  (though  it  does  not  appear  in  the  Corpus  paroemio- 

graphorum).  For  further  parallels  to  the  idea  see  Nock,  review  of  Goodenough  V-VI, 

527ff  and,  for  the  relation  of  Paul  to  Philo,  Chadwick,  St.  Paul  and  Philo.  On  2g7f 

Chadwick  discusses  the  question  of  veracity;  he  has  an  additional  parallel  to  the 

present  passage  ( Cherubim  15). 

διά  τούτο  .  .  .  παραγγελλει.  I.  iq6.9f  (also  following  a  quotation),  διά  τούτο  φνλάττεσθ cu 

τοΐς  νηπίοις  διά  Σολομώντος  παραγγελλει  followed  by  Prov.  1. 1 off  as  here  by  Prov. 

26.5;  cf.  also  Lk.  1 1.49,  quoted  in  the  following  paragraph.  For  the  structure  of  this 

whole  sentence  (διά  τούτο  .  .  .  διδάσκουσα)  see  below,  on  δεΐν  .  .  .  διδάσκουσα. 

ή  σοφία  του  θεόν.  1. 172.13^  ή  θεία  σοφία.  .  .  παραγγελλει,  followed  as  here  by  a 

quotation  from  Prov.  (23-2of);  cf.  II. 294. 5,  ή  θεία  σοφία  .  .  .  λεγει,  followed  by  Wis. 

3.2ff.  ή  σοφία  του  θεόν  probably  comes  from  Lk.  1  1.49,  διά  τούτο  και  ή  σοφία  τοΰ  θεόν 

εΐπεν,  followed  by  a  quotation  from  some  lost  sacred  book.  [The  Christians  of  Clement’s 

time  often  quote  Proverbs  as  “Wisdom”  and  also  share  Clement’s  fondness  for 

Psalms;  see  my  remarks  on  “  Traditio ,”  AJP  67  (1946)  365!!.  A.D.N.] 

διά  Σολομώντος  παραγγελλει.  See  the  two  preceding  paragraphs  and  1. 138.4,  ταυ'ττ / 
τοι  και  διά  Σολομώντος  παραγγελλεται,  followed  by  Prov.  23*14  a  f°rm  differing 

considerably  from  LXX.  Again  1. 142.28,  προτροπή  6  παιδαγωγός  διά  Σολομώντος, 

with  Prov.  8.4,6,  also  in  a  variant  form.  The  διά  Σολομώντος  formula  is  frequent — 

especially,  as  here,  to  introduce  quotations  from  Proverbs. 

άποκρίνον  .  .  .  αύτον.  Prov.  26.5.  Clement  was  particularly  fond  of  Proverbs  (IV.6f, 

three  and  a  half  columns  of  citations,  which  ties  it  with  Genesis  for  second  place  among 

the  books  of  the  OT ;  Psalms  comes  first  with  over  4  columns,  and  Isaiah  third  with 

3).  In  II.338.8f  Clement  quotes  this  same  verse  (26.5)  in  this  same  form,  which 

differs  widely  from  that  of  LXX  ( άποκρίνον  αφρονι  κατά  την  άφροσυνην  αυτόν).  [This 

is  of  capital  importance.  An  imitator  would  be  likely  to  know  Proverbs  and  unlikely 

to  give  Clement’s  form  of  the  text.  E.B.]  In  II.338.8f  the  exegesis  is  also  basically  the 
same  as  in  the  letter — like  is  to  be  given  to  like;  this  implies  deception  of  the  wicked, 

and  again  the  justification,  besides  this  verse  of  Proverbs,  is  the  example  of  Paul  who 

was  all  things  to  all  men.  See  the  preceding  paragraphs  on  μεθ ’  ορκου  and  ου  γάρ  .  .  . 
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προς  τους  τυφλούς  τον  νουν 

λεκτεον  for  Clement’s  other  uses  of  I  Cor.  9.22b  to  excuse  deception.  In  II. 338.8^ 

however,  the  other  consequences  of  the  same  principle  are  the  more  fully  developed. 

Since  like  is  to  be  given  to  like,  truth  is  to  be  presented  to  those  who  desire  it  in 

whatever  form  their  training  and  tradition  make  most  acceptable.  But  there  can  be 

no  question  that  toward  hostile  or  heretical  outsiders  Clement  advocated  the  same 

policy  of  secrecy  as  does  this  letter.  He  makes  that  plain  in  another  passage  which 

leads  to  a  quotation  from  Proverbs:  II.116.  25ff,  oi  μεν  τό  άγιον  πνεύμα  κεκτημενοι 

ερευνώσι  “τα  βάθη  του  Θεού”  <(cf.  above,  1. 5)’  τουτεστι  της  περί  τάς  προφητείας 

επικρυφεως  επηβολοι  γίνονται,  των  8ε  αγίων  μετα8ι8όναι  τοις  κυσίν  απαγορεύεται ,  εστ’άν  μενη 
θηρία,  ον  γάρ  ποτέ  εγκιρνάναι  προσηκει  φθονεροΐς  και  τεταραγμενοις,  άπίστοις  τε  ετι  ηθεσιν, 

εις  υλακήν  ζητησεως  άναιδεσ ι,  του  θείου  καί  καθαρού  νάματος,  του  ζώντος  νδατος.  “μη  δη 

ύπερεκχείσθω  σοι  υδατα  εξω  πηγης  σου,  εις  δε  σάς  πλατείας  διαπορενεσθω  σά  υδατα .” 

Prov.  5.  16.  Even  in  his  dealings  with  fellow  Christians  Clement  advocated  and  claimed 

to  have  followed  the  policy  of  concealing  certain  aspects  of  Christian  doctrine  or 

practice.  He  declares  in  the  Stromateis  that  he  has  no  intention  of  writing  what  he 

would  hesitate  even  to  say  (II.  1 1 .  if),  and  in  his  major  justification  of  the  practice  of 

secrecy  in  religious  teaching  ( Stromateis  V.IV-X  =  II. 338-370)  he  makes  clear  that 

one  of  the  reasons  for  secrecy  within  Christianity  is  the  difference  between  “common 

faith”  and  “gnostic  perfection,”  II.342.2ff.  The  latter  is  not  for  every  believer, 

II.367.24;  370.10-16;  indeed,  ignorant  believers  may  be  deceived  by  the  gnostic  for 

their  own  good,  II. 494. 1 1-16.  Hort  and  Mayor,  lvi-lvii,  remark  that  this  attitude 

flourished  especially  in  Alexandria.  (See  above  II. 2,  on  μυστήρια.) 

πρός.  With  επικρυπτεσθαι,  of  concealing  truth  from  the  unworthy,  II. 363. 5.  The 

passage  is  an  exegesis  of  Ex.  21.33E  “If  any  man  open  a  pit  .  .  .  and  do  not  cover  it, 

and  an  ox  or  donkey  fall  into  it,  the  owner  of  the  pit  shall  pay.”  ινα  οΰν  μη  τις  τούτων 
<( those  without  understanding)  εις  την  υπό  σοΰ  διδα σκομενην  γνώσιν  άκρζο  ?)>ατης 

γενόμενος  της  αλήθειας,  παρακουση  τε  καί  παραπεση,  ασφαλής,  φησί,  περί  την  χρησιν  τοΰ 

λόγον  γίνου,  καί  πρός  μεν  τους  άλόγως  προσιόντας  απόκλειε  την  ζώσαν  εν  βάθει  πηγην,  ποτόν 

δε  ορεγε  τοίς  της  αλήθειας  δεδιφηκόσιν.  επικρυπτόμενος  δ’ούν  πρός  τους  ουχ  οΐους  τε  όντας 

παραδεξασθαι  τό  “ βάθος  της  γνώσεως ”  {see  above,  1. 5)  κατακάλυπτε  τον  λάκκον.  ( ακροατής 

for  άκρατης  is  Heyse’s  emendation,  accepted  by  Stahlin  but  not  by  Fruchtel.)  The 
connections  with  the  passage  quoted  in  the  preceding  paragraph  are  striking. 

τους  τυφλούς  τον  νουν.  1 . 75* 1 2 ?  τνφλοί  μεν  τον  νουν,  κωφοί  δε  την  συνεσιν  of  idolaters, 

just  previously  called  Sodomites.  The  metaphor  of  mental  blindness  was  one  Clement 

often  used:  1. 67. 16;  164.10;  III. 70. 4;  182.20;  etc.  [Here  it  may  be  a  reminiscence  of 

Sophocles,  Oedipus  tyrannus  37 1 ;  such  reminiscences  of  classical  authors  are  frequent 

in  Clement.  W.M.C.] 
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το  φως  της  αλήθειας  δεΐν  εττικρυπτεσθαι  διδάσκουσα ,  αυτίκα  φησί,  "  του Ο  \  V  >/  >  /3  /  // 

de  μη  εχοντος  αρυησεται, 

το  φως  της  αλήθειας.  Verbatim,  ΙΙ.502.4;  ΙΙΙ.70.2,  η  φυχη  τοΐς  παρά  φυσιν  θολωθεΐσα 

δόγμασιν  ονχ  οΐα  τε  το  φως  της  αλήθειας  διϊδεΐν  ακριβώς,  etc.  The  frequency  of  the 

metaphor  in  Clement’s  works  is  noted  by  Tsermoulas,  2gf. 

δεΐν  .  .  .  διδάσκουσα.  II.189.8ff,  a  sentence  of  almost  exactly  the  same  structure  as 

that  in  the  letter:  όθεν  6  ’ Αβραάμ  .  .  .  φησίν  .  .  .  <(Gen.  20.12)>  .  .  .  τάς  ομομήτριους  μη 
δεΐν  άγεσθαι  προς  γάμον  διδάσκων.  Another  sentence  of  the  same  type,  and  also  similar 

in  content  to  that  of  the  letter,  is  found  in  II.490.15ff,  αυτίκα  6  Δαβίδ  .  .  .  γράφει  <(Ps. 

I  7. 1 2f)>  .  .  .  επικεκρυμμενους  τούς  αγίους  λόγους  είναι  διδάσκων.  Both  δεΐν  and  διδάσκειν 

are,  of  course,  frequent  in  Clement’s  vocabulary. 

επικρυπτεσθαι.  A  favorite  verb  of  Clement’s,  IV.411  (17  references,  listing  incom¬ 
plete;  all  but  2  in  middle  or  passive).  Some  of  the  passages  in  which  it  is  used  fit  the 

teaching  of  this  letter  exactly,  e.g.  II.35.15  επεί  δε  μη  κοινή  η  παράδοσις  καί 

πάνδημος  .  .  .  επικρυπτεον  οΰν  “ την  εν  μυστηρίου  λα λουμενην  σοφίαν ”  ην  εδίδαζεν  ό  υιός 

του  Θεού.  II.  497· 1  7’  τ<-θ  ̂   πάντων  είναι  την  αλήθειαν  επικρυπτεται  πολυτρόπως,  μόνοις 

τοΐς  εις  γνώσιν  μεμυημενοις ,  τοΐς  δι  αγάπην  ζητοΰσι  την  αλήθειαν ,  το  φως  άνατελ λουσα. 

αυτίκα  φησί.  Verbatim  and,  as  here,  intial,  to  introduce  a  Gospel  saying,  II.  138.28. 

The  phrase  is  used  thus  very  often,  and  Clement’s  use  of  αυτίκα  both  with  and  without 
φησί  is  so  frequent  and  so  peculiar  that  it  was  discussed  by  Mayor  in  appendix  A 

(36 iff)  of  his  edition  of  Stromateis  VII.  Of  the  peculiarly  Clementine  uses  of  αυτίκα 

distinguished  there,  this  is  evidently  that  which  should  be  translated  “further”  or 

“again”  (363-364). 

του  .  .  .  άρθησεται.  Mt.  25.29  ||Lk.  19.26.  The  text  is  considerably  shorter  than  that 

now  found  in  the  Gospels.  This  might  be  the  result  of  deliberate  abbreviation. 

However,  Clement’s  text  of  this  verse  probably  differed  in  much  the  same  way  from 
that  preserved.  He  quotes  the  first  half  twice  (II.  10.21  and  III. 41. 7),  both  times  in 

the  form  τω  εχοντι  προστεθησεται,  which  differs  from  the  preserved  forms  of  the  first 

half  as  the  text  of  the  letter  does  from  those  of  the  second.  Moreover,  Clement’s  text 
and  that  of  the  letter,  put  together,  yield  a  simple,  epigrammatic,  rythmically 

balanced  version  of  the  verse;  the  Matthaean  and  Lucan  forms  are  unbalanced  and 

cluttered.  This  does  not  prove  the  simple  form  the  original  form.  [Simplicity  is  often 

the  result  of  revision — A.D.N.]  But  it  strongly  suggests  that  the  letter,  since  it  con¬ 

tains  the  second  half  of  the  simple  form,  comes  from  Clement,  in  whose  works  we  find 

the  (parallel)  first  half  of  the  simple  form.  (II.  100.  iff  and  263.25,  which  Stahlin  took 

as  references  to  this  passage,  are  probably  from  an  extracanonical  logion,  combined 

in  263.25  with  Mt.  6.33  ||  Lk.  12.31.  The  tradition  of  the  saying  is  extremely  complex; 

see  Lindeskog.  Logiastudien.) 
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καί  "ο  μωρός  iv  gkot€l  πορβυβσθω/'  ημβΐς  8e 

καί.  As  sole  connection  of  two  quotations  from  different  sources,  II.  10.21;  125.1; 

221.16,20;  etc.  But  καί  πάλιν  is  much  more  common. 

The  use  of  a  group  of  quotations,  after  a  long  stretch  relatively  free  of  them,  is 

typical  of  Clement;  for  example,  Stromateis  II: 

Ch.  I,  3  quotations 

Ch.  II,  25  quotations 

Ch.  Ill,  no  quotations 

Ch.  IV,  lines  1-50,  8  quotations 

Ch.  IV,  lines  51-80,  1  quotation 

Ch.  IV,  lines  81-120,  9  quotations 

Ch.  V,  23  quotations 

These  figures  are  approximate. 

Ch.  VI,  lines  1-6,  3  quotations 

Ch.  VI,  lines  7-64,  2  quotations 

Ch.  VI,  lines  65-87,  8  quotations 

Ch.  VI,  lines  88-1 1 7,  1  quotation 

Ch.  VII,  lines  1-34,  3  quotations 

Ch.  VII,  lines  35-55,  10  quotations 

ό  μωρός  .  .  .  πορενεσθω.  Ecclesiastes  2.14.  Clement  quotes  Eccles.  in  II.37.3ff 

(i.i6ff)  and  8f  (7.12),  and  in  II.385.18ff  (1.2),  each  time  in  texts  almost  identical 

with  LXX.  The  text  in  the  letter  differs  from  LXX  by  substituting  μωρός  for  άφρων 

(as  did  the  above  quotation  from  Prov.  26.5)  and  πορενεσθω  for  πορεύεται.  The 

Hebrew  text  has  holek,  ( πορεύεται )  and  no  variants  are  noted,  so  this  latter  difference 

may  be  interpretive.  [It  may  also  have  been  motivated  at  least  in  part  by  stylistic 

considerations.  The  imperative  is  more  vigorous  Greek.  A  writer  with  atticizing 

traits,  like  Clement,  would  prefer  it.  Similarly,  De  sublimitate  IX. 9  has  γενεσθω  φως  .  .  . 

γενεσθω  γη,  where  LXX  has  γενηθήτω.  W.M.C.]  Clement’s  willingness  to  alter 
scriptual  quotations  to  suit  his  purposes  is  noted  by  Kutter,  22;  Tollington,  II.  178; 

and  others.  [It  may  well  have  been  subconscious,  since  he  quoted  from  memory. 

A.D.N.]  His  use  of  an  OT  quotation,  as  here,  to  follow  and  clinch  a  NT  one,  is 

found  in  II. 131.20-29  (the  “NT”  one  is  from  Barnabas )  5135.23-31 ;  141.22-24;  etc. 

ημείς  δε.  In  Christian  self-congratulation,  as  here,  to  contrast  a  preceding  unfavorable 

OT  quotation  with  a  following  favorable  NT  one,  1 . 1 12.12 fT,  “μη  κανχάσθω  ό  σοφός 

εν  τη  σοφία  αυτού”  <(etc.,  Jer.  9*22f)>  ημείς  δε  “  θεοδίδακτοι  ”  (1  Thess.  4·9/>·  With 

slightly  different  form,  contrasting  two  verses  of  Paul,  II.246.23ff,  “μη  πλανάσθε  .  .  . 

ούτε  πόρνοι  .  .  .  βασιλείαν  θεόν  ου  κληρονομήσονσιν”  <(Ι  Cor.  6.9— Ιθ)>  καί  ημείς  μεν 

“  άπελουσάμεθα','>  <Τ  Cor.  6.1 1).  This  comes  at  the  conclusion  of  Stromateis  III, 

Clement’s  major  attack  on  libertine  gnostics,  in  which  he  gives  most  attention  to  the 

Carpocratians.  There  may  be  an  echo  of  this  letter  in  Apostolic  Constitutions  VI.  10  end- 

1 1 ,  where  the  author  concludes  a  list  of  the  abominable  teachings  of  the  heretics  with 

an  unmistakable  reference  to  those  of  the  Carpocratians,  then  declares,  οΰτοι  δε  πάντες 

τον  ιερόν  καί  εύθη  λόγον  κηρνσσοντες  .  .  .  and  follows  this  up  with  a  declaration  of  the 

mysteries  of  Christian  doctrine  which  is  really  an  expanded  baptismal  creed. 
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\\  t  \  I 

/  //  ·) 
/  /  λ  >>  */  / 5  N / 

Vi  οι  φωτός  βσμβν,  πεφωτισμένοι  τρ  ες  υψους  ανατολτ)  του  πνεύματος 
II.  1 8 

του  Κυρίου. 

υιοί  φωτός.  This,  with  the  preceding  ημείς  and  the  following  εσμεν,  is  an  adaptation 

of  I.  Thess.  5.5,  νμεΐς  υιοί  φωτός  εστε  (in  contrast  to  the  sinners  of  the  preceding  verses, 

cf.  the  preceding  note).  I  Thess.  5.5  is  quoted  by  Clement,  I.206.13.  He  uses  the 

metaphor  viol  φωτός  again,  1. 206.24^  deriving  it  from  Jn.  12.36,  and  he  also  uses 

τέκνα  φωτός  from  Eph.  5.8  (1.68. 1 3).  The  quotation  there  is  introduced  exactly  as 

here,  without  any  reference  or  identification  either  before  or  after  it.  Kutter,  35, 

comments  on  this  manner  of  quotation  as  typical  of  Clement.  The  metaphor  was 

commonplace  in  the  early  Church;  e.g.,  the  fragments  of  Hippolytus’  work  against 

Gaius  argue  that  believers  are  “children  of  light”  who  do  not  “walk  in  darkness” 
and  should  therefore  not  be  treated  as  unbelievers  (Harnack,  GwynrCschen  122). 

However,  it  seems  to  have  been  particularly  popular  in  semignostic  circles  in  Egypt; 

Sophia  JC,  126;  Epistula  Apostolorum  28(39);  39(50);  etc.  Hornschuh,  Anfange  87, 

238ff,  suggests  an  Essene  background.  [So  does  J.R.] 

πεφωτισμένοι.  I.2o6.6,  in  the  context  of  Clement’s  quotation  of  I  Thess.  5.5  (above), 
ό  πεφωτισμένος  describes  the  initiated  Christian  gnostic.  Clement  uses  the  verb  often 

(IV. 806,  26  references).  For  the  thought  and  the  connection  with  sonship,  I.i05.2of, 

βαπτιζόμενοι  φωτιζόμεθ a,  φωτιζόμενοι  υιοποιουμεθα,  cf.  above,  on  τελειουμενων  in  1.22. 

Illumination  by  the  spirit,  as  here,  II. 295. 23;  502.5;  etc. 

τη  εξ  νφους  ανατολή.  The  same  metaphor,  II. 36.I  if,  φωτός  δ’,  οίμαι ,  ανατολή  πάντα 
φωτίζεται,  of  the  Logos  as  the  source  of  all  wisdom.  Here  it  is  reminiscent  of  Lk. 

1.78,  which  Clement  echoes  in  I.8o.i6ff  and  refers  to  in  II.84.20f.  Clement’s  fondness 
for  metaphors  using  the  sun  and  light  is  noted  by  Tsermoulas,  296  Christ  as  il¬ 

luminator  is  compared  to  the  rising  sun  in  1 .63. 1 7fT ;  78. 1  pfT ;  8 1.2 iff;  etc. 

του  πνεύματος  του  Κυρίου.  This  interprets  Lk.  1.78  as  a  prophecy  of  illumination  by 

the  gift  of  the  spirit,  normally  in  baptism,  for  which  see  above,  on  πεφωτισμένοι,  εξ 

υφους  was  no  doubt  justified  by  Mk.  1.10  and  parallels  (τδ  πνεύμα  .  .  .  κατ αβαΐνον  sc. 

εξ  ουρανών),  and  Acts  2.2ff  (εκ  τοΰ  ούρανοΰ  ήχος  .  .  .  πνεύματος  αγίου)',  cf.  Acts  8.16; 

10.44;  1 1  - 1 5  (έπεπεσεν  τό  πνεύμα);  etc.  Clement  regularly  interpreted  Lk.  1.78  as  a 

prophecy  of  the  illumination  of  Christians  (see  the  passages  listed  in  the  previous 

paragraph),  and  he  regularly  conceived  of  the  spirit  as  illuminating  and  as  coming 

from  without  and  from  above  (Frangoulis,  16,  citing  I.io6.22ff).  Clement  uses 

πνεύμα  κυρίου  in  II. 502.4^  τδ  γάρ  φως  της  αλήθειας  φως  αληθές,  άσκιον,  άμερώς 

μεριζόμενου  πνεύμα  κυρίου.  In  II. 295-22  he  quotes  Prov.  20. 27  as  reading  πνεύμα 

κυρίου  λύχνος,  and  develops  the  idea,  but  it  was  one  for  which  he  evidently  had  no 

special  fondness.  Its  use  here  is  dictated  by  the  following  quotation  of  II  Cor.  3.17,  of 

which  the  first  half  (not  quoted)  identifies  the  Lord  with  the  spirit  (δ  δε  Κύριος  τό 

πνεΰμά  εστιν).  This  makes  it  possible  to  reconstruct  the  sequence  of  the  writer’s 
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\  \  t  f  \  '  ^  ~  T7-  f  '  w  >  «  »\  η  /  "  "  '  " 
ου  de  το  πνβυμα  του  Κυρίου,  φησίν  e/ce ι  eΛeυuepLa,  παντα Π.ι9 

\\  Γ\  \  λ  β  Λ  // 

καυαρα  tols  καοαροις. 

γαρ 

thought:  Dangerous  facts  should  be  concealed  from  the  heretics — let  the  fool  walk 

in  darkness — but  we  are  children  of  light — illuminated  by  the  dayspring  (from  on 

high) — the  dayspring  is  Jesus — Jesus  is  the  Lord — the  Lord  is  the  spirit  (from  on 

high) — therefore  we  are  illuminated  by  the  dayspring  of  the  spirit — but  where  the 

spirit  is,  (there)  is  liberty.  This  sort  of  exegetic  stringing  together  of  texts  is  typical  of 

Clement.  The  close  relation,  approaching  interchangeability,  of  πνεύμα  and  λόγος 

in  the  thought  of  Clement  is  noted  by  Frangoulis,  14b 

ov  8e  .  .  .  ελευθερία.  II  Cor.  3.17b.  εκεί  is  read  by  the  koine,  G  and  most  Greek 

manuscripts,  the  Vulgate  and  some  Old  Latin  texts,  and  the  Heraclean  Syriac.  Here 

it  may  be  a  sign  of  affinity  with  the  “western”  text  or  a  “correction”  by  the  copyist. 

The  (unsupported?)  του  is  probably  a  copyist’s  blunder.  Clement  often  quotes  II 
Cor.,  but  never  this  particular  verse.  [H.C.  comments:  Its  use  here,  like  that  of  the 

following  Titus  1.15,  is  a  piece  of  self-justification  for  revealing  the  secret.  When  a 

secret  gospel  has  been  corrupted  by  heretics,  the  true  gnostic,  being  enlightened  by 

supernatural  gifts,  is  able  to  distinguish  the  authentic  from  the  false  and,  in  virtue  of 

the  ελευθερία  conferred  by  his  pneumatic  state,  can  be  freer  with  such  dangerous 

material  than  a  Christian  of  inferior  status,  to  whom  the  apocryphon  would  be 

impure  and  a  pollution  to  read.  The  like  opinion  is  found  in  Origen,  Commentariorum 

Series  in  Matt.  28,  middle,  and  Prologus  in  Canticum,  end,  and  something  similar  per¬ 

sists  even  to  the  time  of  Isidore  of  Seville  (cf.  Chadwick,  Sextus  123).  Therefore  in 

describing  Clement’s  motivation  here  it  is  not  enough  merely  to  emphasize  his 
concern  to  justify  concealment  of  truth  from  the  nonelect.  This  may  be  too  simple  an 

account  of  his  implied  reasoning.  Of  course  he  believed  in  reserve  in  the  communica¬ 

tion  of  religious  knowledge,  and  it  is  a  short  step  from  keeping  silence  on  certain 

topics  to  saying  what  one  does  not  oneself  wholly  believe  because  it  is  pastorally 

expedient  for  the  audience  addressed.  But  he  is  also  seeking  to  justify  his  own  status 

as  a  true  gnostic  who  is  therefore  free  to  handle  the  secret  gospel,  and  besides  this  he 

wants  to  make  clear  to  his  correspondent,  Theodore,  that  he  too  must  regard  the 

ensuing  quotations  as  confidential  matter.  H.C.  also  calls  attention  to  III.183.16ff: 

πάντες  ούν  οί  πιστοί  καλοί  καί  θεοπρεπεΐς  ...  οι)  μην  άλλ’  είσίν  η8η  πνες  καί  των  εκλεκτών 
εκλεκτότερου.  All  the  faithful  are  elect,  but  some  are  more  elect  than  others.] 

φησίν.  This  use,  interrupting  a  quotation,  is  frequent  in  Clement,  e.g.,  II. 115.24; 

1 1 6. 1 6 ;  121.28;  124.20;  etc. 

πάντα  .  .  .  καθαροΐς.  This  stringing  together  of  quotations  without  connectives 

appears  often  in  Clement’s  works,  e.g.,  1. 206. 3-1 7;  II.io8.i6ff;  150.26-151.6; 
216. 4ff;  382.20;  etc.  Here  the  quotation  is  Titus  1.15,  quoted  by  Clement  in  II.246.20 
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11.20 

σοι  τοίνυν  ούκ  όκνησω  τά  ή  ρωτημένα  αποκρίνασθαι ,  0ι  αυτών  <τών> 

where  it  is  used  as  here,  in  polemic  against  libertine  gnostics,  including  the  Car- 

pocratians.  The  same  purpose  as  here — to  justify  concealment  of  truth  from  the  non¬ 

elect  and  revelation  of  it  to  the  chosen  few — is  served  by  a  similar  scriptual  quotation 

in  II.495.2f,  “άπαντα  ορθά  ενώπιον  τών  συνιέντων”  φησίν  η  γραφή  (Prov.  8.9).  This 

justifies  Jesus’  teaching  outsiders  only  in  parables,  which  he  explained  to  his  disciples. 

σοί.  Sentences  beginning  with  aoi  in  epistolary  style,  e.g.,  Epistolographi  Graeci , 

Alciphron,  1. 39,  Anacharsis,  6;  Libanius,  Epistulae ,  570,  668,  988. 

τοίνυν.  Thus  used  in  1. 10.20;  59.7;  95.26;  119.8;  etc. 

ούκ  όκνησω.  Another  epistolary  cliche;  Libanius,  Epistulae  56,251,  etc.  Frequent  also 

in  Clement,  IV. 593,  fifteen  references.  The  future  with  a  dependent  aorsit  infinitive, 

as  here,  II.  11.22;  Libanius,  Epistulae  251.  An  exact  parallel  in  content  to  the  present 

passage  appears  in  Epistula  Apostolorum  8(19),  “Behold,  therefore” — because  of  the 

false  teachings  of  Simon  Magus  and  Cerinthus — “we  have  not  scrupled  to  write  you 

concerning  the  testimony  of  our  saviour,  Christ,  that  which  he  did.”  This  also  leads 
to  the  revelation  of  allegedly  secret  tradition.  The  same  form  was  used  in  a  similar 

connection  by  Papias,  as  quoted  by  Eus.,  HE  III. 39. 3,  ούκ  όκνησω  δέ  σοι  και  όσα 

ποτέ  παρά  των  πρεσβυτερών  καλώς  έμαθον  .  .  .  συντάξαι  ταΐς  έρμηνε ίαις,  δια βεβαιούμενος 

υπέρ  αύτών  αλήθειαν,  ού  γαρ  τοΐς  τα  πολλά  λεγουσιν  εχαιρον  .  .  .  άλλα  το ΐς  τάληθη  διδάσκουσιν, 

etc.  Further,  Eusebius  (HE  VI.  13.9)  reports  that  Clement  used  a  similar  form, 

καί  εν  τω  λόγω  δε  αυτού  τω  περί  του  πάσχα  εκβι ασθηναι  ομολογεί  προς  των  εταίρων  ας 

ετυχε  παρά  των  αρχαίων  πρεσβυτερών  άκηκοώς  παραδόσεις  γραφή  τοΐς  μετά  ταΰτα 

παραδοϋναι.  The  general  tradition  (with  φθόνε ω  instead  of  όκνεω)  goes  back  to  Odyssey 

XI.38of;  see  the  use  of  φθονερώς  above,  I.27. 

τά  ηρωτημενα.  Clement,  uses  the  verb  often  (Stahlin  does  not  index  it  fully)  and  has 

the  perfect  middle  passive  in  III.  163.32.  The  perfect  participle  meaning,  as  here,  “the 

questions  which  have  been  asked”  is  found  in  Plato,  Laws  662e. 

αποκρίνασθαι.  Thus  used  in  II. 32. 1 1.  Frequent  in  Clement;  not  indexed  by  Stahlin. 

The  question  to  be  answered  is  regularly  indicated  by  the  accusative,  Plato,  I 

Alcibiades  Ii4d  (τά  έρωτώμενα) ,  etc. 

δ ι  αύτών  .  .  .  ελέγχων.  Strikingly  paralleled  by  II. 248. 25-249. 3,  πολλαί  δε  ημάς  αί  προς  τούς 

ετεροδόξους  αντιρρήσεις  έκδέχονται  πειρωμένους  τά  τε  ύπ ’  αύτών  προκομιζόμενα  εγγράφως 
διαλύεσθαι,  πείθειν  τε  αύτούς  καί  άκοντας,  δό  αύτών  ελέγχοντας  τών  γραφών. 

< τών ).  Possibly  omitted  by  the  copyist  through  homoioteleuton;  cf.  II. 495. 4. 

[A.W.  thinks  its  insertion  necessary,  especially  if  one  thinks  the  letter  written  by 

Clement.  B.E.  also  suggests  it.  A.D.N.  disagrees.] 
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II.2I 

του  ζύαγγελ ίου  λβξβων  τα  κατεψβυσμένα  ελέγχων.  αμελεί  μετά  τό,  "  ήσαν 11.22 

ε  εν  τη  οοω  αναραινοντες  εις  Ιεροσόλυμα ,  καί  τα  €ςης  εως ,  μετά 

τρεΐς  ημέρας  άναστησεταί ''  ώδε 

του  ευαγγελίου .  Above,  1.2  1—22. 

λέξεων.  Above,  II. 8. 

τά  κατεφευσμένα.  Above,  II.  1 1 . 

ελέγχων.  Above,  on  hi  αυτών.  Clement  uses  the  verb  often,  IV.379  (40  references, 

listing  incomplete).  The  present  active  participle,  1. 141.22;  240.13;  etc.;  with 

accusative,  ibid,  and  often  (IV.379);  with  διά  and  genitive,  see  above. 

αμελεί.  Meaning  “for  instance.”  Clement  uses  it  frequently  in  this  sense,  often  to 

introduce  quotations,  e.g.  1. 191.24;  455.22;  U.39. 1  ( ?) ;  150.18.  A  closely  related 

meaning,  which  it  often  has  in  Clement  and  which  is  also  possible  here,  is  “thus”  or 

“similarly,”  e.g.  1. 6. 23;  99.18;  1 1 5.3 ;  194.6. 

μετά  .  .  .  επιφέρει.  II. 332. 7;  408.20;  497.2;  etc. 

τό.  Before  citations,  as  here,  1. 1 10.19;  1 20.22 ;  II. 461. 10;  463.26;  etc.  The  accentua¬ 

tion  before  quotations  (whether  to  or  to)  is  dubious  here  and  in  III.  1 1  and  14;  I  have 

followed  the  appearances,  but  they  may  be  deceptive. 

ησαν  .  .  .  f Ιεροσόλυμα .  Mk.  io. 32.  Identical  with  Nestle’s  text,  which  records  no 
variants  for  these  words.  [R.S.  remarks  that  the  only  variants  recorded  by  von  Soden 

are  omission  by  K  1038.]  Clement  quotes  10.31  in  III.  176.27.  άναβάίνείν  εις ,  III. 

36.16. 

καί  τα  έξης  εως.  Verbatim  and  frequent,  II. 115.12;  1 19.14;  1 35* 1 4 ?  Ι5°·5;  etc· 

Mondesert,  68,  mentions  this  sort  of  citation  with  this  formula  as  characteristic  of 

Clement. 

μετά  .  .  .  άναστησεταί.  Mk.  10. 34  end.  μετά  τρεις  ημέρας  is  read  by  the  principal 

representatives  of  both  the  “western”  and  the  “Alexandrian”  texts;  the  koine  has 
τη  τρίτη  ημέρα. 

ώδε.  Frequent  for  the  introduction  of  quotations,  ώδε  εχεί  κατά  λέξίν  to  introduce 

one  from  the  NT,  II. 263. 17.  Other  examples:  II. 43. 12;  65.7;  331.13;  359.4;  366.15; 
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Π.22-ΙΙΙ.Ι3 

επιφερει  κατά  λεξιν,  II.23-III.11  Quotation  from  the  secret  Gospel 

[III.  1 1  continued] III. 12 
>  \  \  / 

επι  μεν  τουτοις  επεται  το,  και  προσπορευονται  αυτω  Ιακωρος  και ΙΠ.Ι3 

Ιωάννης,"  καί  πάσα  η  περικοπή,  το  δε 

4Ο5.Ι4)  etC·  With  67TL  φέρει,  II.303.25f.  Π.  1 99 * 3 1  but  verbatim,  ώδβ  πως  επιφέρει 

κατά  λέξιν ,  and  introduces  a  quotation  from  the  works  of  Epiphanes,  the  son  of 

Carpocrates. 

επιφέρει  and  κατά  λέξιν.  See  above,  on  ώδε.  Both  are  very  frequent,  IV.421,  539. 

The  κατά  A έξιν  formula  or  an  equivalent  was  used  by  Clement  particularly  when 

quoting  heretics;  with  the  passage  in  the  preceding  note  compare  his  quotations  of 

Isidore,  the  son  ofBasilides,  and  of  Valentinus,  II.  174.23  (κατά  λέξιν) ;  174.30  ( αύταΐς 

λέξεσι),  and  again  of  Isidore,  196.1  (κατά  λέξιν),  and  again  of  Epiphanes,  199.10 

(ταΰτα  είπών  κατά  λέξιν,  πάλιν  ομοίως  αύταΐς  ταΐς  λέξεσιν  επιφέρει)  ;  Cassianus,  238.  iof 

(κατά  λέξιν);  Valentinus,  458.12  (κατά  λέξιν) ;  and  again  Isidore,  458.20. 

επί .  .  .  τουτοις.  Of  literary  sequence  and,  as  here,  initial,  II. 248. 15,  επί  τουτοις  .  .  . 

έξιστορητέον.  The  phrase  is  fairly  common  in  the  terminal  expression,  καί  τά  επί 

τουτοις ,  1.26. 29;  61.4;  Ι43·235  277·^5  etc· 

μέν  .  .  .  δε.  Frequent,  II.251.16f;  255·30_25^·5  (loosely  connected,  as  here);  236.16 

(the  δε'  never  appears) ;  264.6;  etc. 

έπεται.  Frequent  (IV.422,  36  references).  Of  literary  sequence,  II. 119.20,  τά 

τουτοις  έπόμενα  (i. e.,  the  rest  of  the  passage).  Regularly  with  επί ,  LSJ  s.v. 

to.  Above,  II.21. 

καί  προσπορεύονται  .  .  .  Ιωάννης.  Mk.  1 0. 35.  No  variants. 

καί  πάσα  η  περικοπή.  Verbatim  and  used  in  exactly  the  same  way,  II.  154.8-9. 

Stahlin  cites  8  other  uses  of  περικοπή  (IV. 639). 

τό.  Above,  II.21. 

δε'.  Above,  III.  1 1. 
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"  γυμνός  γυμνά) " 

γυμνός  γυμνώ.  Aelian,  De  natura  animalium  16.28,  in  FGrHist ,  no.  564F3,  Καλλίας 

εν  τω  δεκάτω  των  Περί  τον  Συρακουσών  Άγαθοκλεα  λόγων  φησί  τούς  κεράστ ας  οφεις 

δει  νους  είvai  το  δήγμα,  άναιρειν  γάρ  καί  ζωα  άλογα  καί  ανθρώπους,  εΐ  μη  παρείη 

Λίβυς  άνηρ,  Ψύλλος  ων  το  γένος,  οΰτος  γοΰν  εάν  τε  κλητός  άφίκηται  εάν  τε  καί  παρη  κατά 

τύχην  καί  θεάσηται  πράως  ετι  άλγοΰντα,  την  πληγην  [η  το  δήγμα)  μόνον  προσπτυσας,  είτα 

μεντοι  την  οδύνην  επράυνε,  καί  κατεγοητευσε  το  δεινόν  τω  σιάλω.  εάν  δε  €υρη  δυσανασχε- 

τοϋντα  καί  άτλητως  φεροντα ,  ύδωρ  άθρόον  σπάσας  είσω  των  όδόντων  καί  χρησάμενος 

αύτω  του  στόματος  κλυσματι,  είτα  τούτο  ες  κύλικα  εμβολών  δίδωσι  ροφησαι  τω  τρωθενττ 

εάν  δε  περαιτέρω  καί  τ ουδέ  τού  φαρμάκου  κάτισχνη  το  κακόν,  ό  δε  τω  νοσοϋντι  παρακλίνεται 

γυμνω  γυμνός,  καί  τού  χρωτός  οι  τού  ίδιου  προσανατρίφας  την  ισχύν  την  συμφυή,  είτα  μεντοι 

τού  κακού  πεποίηκε  τον  άνθρωπον  ε ξάντη .  The  practice  is  attested  also  by  some  verses 

of  Nicander’s,  which  Aelian  goes  on  to  quote.  See  Kings  1. 17.21 ;  II. 4.34^  Lucian, 
De  syria  dea  55;  Sulpicius  Severus,  Vita  s.  Martini  ( CSEL  I)  7.3;  8.2;  Vita  secunda  s. 

Samsonis  ( AnBoll  VI. 97)  i6ff,  and  Daiches,  492b  This  type  of  miracle  has  been 

discussed  by  Bieler,  esp.  237-243,  and  by  Weinreich.  The  above  references,  except 

that  to  Lucian,  appear  in  Bieler.  Weinreich,  247fT,  adds  that  the  method  is  implied 

in  Plutarch,  De  Iside  17  (357D),  and  the  underlying  idea  in  Plato,  Symposium  I75c-e: 

τον  ούν  Άγάθωνα — τυγχάνειν  γάρ  έσχατον  κατακείμενον  μόνον — Δεΰρ* ,  εφη  φάναι,  Σώκρατες, 

παρ'  εμε  κατάκεισο,  ΐνα  καί  τού  σοφού  άπτόμενός  σου  απολαύσω,  ο  σοι  προσεστη  εν  το ΐς 

προθυροις.  δηλον  γάρ  ότι  ηύρες  αυτό  καί  εχεις’  ου  γάρ  αν  προαπεστης.  Καί  τον  Σωκράτη 

καθίζεσθαι  καί  είπείν  ότι  Ευ  αν  εχο ι,  φάναι,  ώ  Άγάθων,  εί  τοιούτον  ειη  η  σοφία  ωστ  εκ 

τού  πληρέστερου  εις  το  κενωτερον  ρεΐν  ημών,  εάν  άπτώμεθα  άλληλων,  ώσπερ  το  εν  ταΐς 

κυλιξιν  ύδωρ  το  διά  τού  ερίου  ρεον  εκ  της  πληρέστερος  εις  την  κενωτεραν.  εί  γάρ  ούτως 

έχει  καί  η  σοφία,  πολλοΰ  τιμώμαι  την  παρά  σοί  κατάκλισιν  οίμαι  γάρ  με  παρά  σοΰ  πολλής 

καί  καλής  σοφίας  πληρωθησεσθαι.  Plutarch,  De  Iside  17  (357-^)  an<^  x9  (358E), 

reflects  the  story  that  Isis,  after  recovering  the  body  of  Osiris,  lay  upon  it  and 

revived  it  to  such  an  extent  that  she  conceived  from  it  the  child  Harpocrates. 

The  story  is  related  to  a  number  of  magical  and  erotic  passages,  e.g. :  PGM 

vol.  I,  p.  71,  n7;  also  no.  IV,  lines  1 1  pfT,  40off;  no.  XXXVI,  lines  288ff; 

DMP,  col.  XV,  lines  14-20;  Anthologia  Palatina  V.  128;  Anthologia  Latina  430 

(Riese) ;  Kerenyi,  39ff.  All  this  material  accords  with  what  was  said  about  the 

Garpocratians,  both  by  Clement  (II.  197. 16-200. 15)  and  by  Irenaeus  (Harvey, 

I.20.2  =  Stieren,  I.25.3-4).  And  the  Garpocratians  are  said  to  have  interpreted 

resurrection  allegorically  as  initiation  into  their  sect,  Irenaeus,  (Harvey,  II. 48. 2  = 

Stieren,  II. 3 1.2).  It  is  not  unlikely,  therefore,  that  the  Garpocratian  text  here  had  an 

account  of  a  resurrection  effected  by  Elisha’s  somewhat  indiscreet  method,  but  used 
to  justify  liturgical  or  extraliturgical  practices  of  their  own.  [H.G.  refers  to  the  attempt 

to  strip  a  dead  body  in  a  tomb,  reported  in  Acta  Ioannis  70-80.]  This  is  an  account  of 

an  attempted  assault  prompted  by  necrophilia,  but  it  stands  in  contrast  to  the  sub¬ 

sequent  raising  of  the  body  by  the  apostle;  and  the  raising  follows  the  model  in  this 

letter,  not  that  in  John — the  apostle  enters  the  tomb  and  takes  the  hand  of  the  dead. 

It  is  possible,  therefore,  that  the  story  of  the  assault  may  be  polemic  against  the 
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III. 13-14 

III.I4 

καί  τάλλα  περί  ών  εγραφας  ούχ  εύρίσκεται,  μετά  δε  τό,  "  και  ερχεται  εις 
Ιζριχω, 

Carpocratians  and  their  ritual.  And  since  De  Iside  17  reports  the  occasion  of  the 

conception  of  Harpocrates,  was  it  merely  by  a  scribal  error  that  Origen  made  Celsus 

refer  to  the  sect  of  the  “ Harpocratians”  ( Contra  Celsum  V.62) — or  was  this  polemic? 
Clement  often  uses  γυμνός  metaphorically  of  the  state  in  which  the  soul  must  approach 

God,  IV. 321  (some  15  references);  he  also  uses  it  in  its  liturgical  sense,  1. 255. 15,  etc. 

[The  metaphorical  use  is  often  part  of  the  theme  of  the  restoration  of  the  original 

condition  of  humanity  in  paradise,  as  is  the  notion  of  the  disappearance  of  the 

difference  of  the  sexes.  A.D.N.]  The  metaphorical  use  is  relevant  to  the  requirement 

of  actual  nudity  in  Christian  and  Jewish  proselyte  baptism  (Hippolytus,  Apostolic 

Tradition  XXI. 5  and  11,  ed.  Dix;  Werblowsky,  Rite  ggf).  The  same  conjunction  of 

metaphorical  and  literal  meaning  appears  in  the  Egyptian  youth’s  account  of  his 
joining  the  gymnosophists,  Philostratus,  Vita  Apollonii  VI.  16:  μειράκιον  γενόμενος  τα 

μεν  πατρώα  τοΐς  βουλομενοις  άφηκα,  γυμνός  δε  Γυμνοΐς  επεφοίτησα  τούτοις,  ώς  μα θησόμενος 

(sc.  their  secret  doctrine).  In  this  respect  Carpocratian  practice  seems  to  have  been 

similar  to  that  of  Hippolytus’  church,  which  required  that  both  the  initiate  and  the 

baptizing  presbyter  be  nude  (XXI. 11).  See  below,  pp.  1 75 — 1 77,  and  the  discussions 

of  Mk.  1 4.5 if  and  of  Clement,  Excerpta  66  referred  to  in  the  Index  of  Passages 
Discussed. 

ταλ λα.  For  Clement’s  usage  (or  that  of  the  copyists  of  his  works)  as  regards  con¬ 
tractions,  see  above,  1. 9,  on  τάληθη. 

περί  ών  εγραφας.  I  Cor.  7.1a,  which,  however,  has  εγράφατε.  No  variants.  (7.1b  is 

quoted  by  Clement,  II.240.12f.)  εγραφας  is  an  epistolary  commonplace;  Weichert, 

8f.  περί  τίνος  γράφείν ,  in  Clement  II.222.6f;  341. iof;  402.7;  etc. 

ούχ.  The  copyist  wrote  ούκ. 

εύρίσκεται.  εύροις  dv  of  finding  in  Scripture  is  rather  frequent  in  Clement,  II.  187.20; 

442.8;  448.19  (εύροίμεν  δ’άν) ;  etc.  The  form  εύρίσκεται  is  used,  not  of  Scripture,  in 
II.316.8  and  466.14;  it  is  used  of  things  being  found  written  εν  τη  εκκλησία  τού  θεού , 

which  here  practically  means  “in  Scripture,”  in  a  quotation  from  Valentinus, 
11.458.  14.  [Both  εύρίσκεται  and  ούχ  εύρίσκεται  with  this  meaning  are  common  in 

grammarians  and  scholiasts.  A.W.] 

μετά  δε  τό.  Above,  II.20-21.  Initial,  II. 507. 23  (without  τό).  μετά  with  επάγειν  in 

citation,  II. 406. 56 

καί  ... 'Ιεριχώ.  Mk.  10.46.  ερχεται  is  read  by  the  “western”  text  (D,  Sinaitic 

Syriac  [R.S.  adds  788 — of  the  Ferrar  group — and  some  Old  Fatin:  a  b  ff 2  r2  i]); 
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THE  LETTER 

επάγει  μόνον,  III.14-III.16:  quotation  from  the  secret  Gospel 
III. 17 

τά  δε  άλλα  τά  πολλά  ά  εγραφας  φευσματα  και  φαίνεται  και  όσην. 
ΙΙΙ.ιδ 

η  μεν  οΰν  άληθης  και  κατά  την  άληθη  φιλοσοφίαν  εζηγησις 

έρχονται ,  by  the  rest  of  the  tradition.  Clement  quotes  10.45  in  ̂  * 1 39-3°^  and  10.48 

(perhaps)  in  II. 498. 33. 

επάγει.  Very  frequent  in  citations,  IV.401  (28  references). 

μόνον.  Frequent,  IV.571,  not  fully  indexed. 

τά  δε  άλλα.  Not  found  as  the  beginning  of  a  sentence  in  Stromateis  IV-VI  inclusive. 

και  τα  μεν  άλλα ,  II. 281.3;  τά  μεν  οΰν  άλλα,  303*12;  τά  δ’  ομοια  (following  citations, 

to  indicate  further  literary  material),  333.5;  339.3;  409.4  (no  δε);  τά  δ’  έξης,  384. 15- 
All  these  are  beginnings  of  sentences.  The  absence  of  elision  is  noteworthy;  cf.  the 

earlier  usage  of  the  letter  (1.8,9,27;  II. 4, 6, 12;  etc.).  Does  this  indicate  that  the  earlier 

cases  were  due  to  the  manuscript,  not  the  copyist? 

εγραφας.  Above,  III.  13;  further  examples,  1. 22. 22,  etc. 

φεΰσατα.  Above,  II. 9. 

και  φαίνεται  και  εστιν.  For  the  contrast,  III.64.32fF,  όιακριτεον  8ε  .  .  .  το  αληθές  από 

του  φαινομένου.  See  above,  I. ίο.  The  expression  here  might  be  an  ironic  reminiscence 

of  Plato,  Hippias  Major  294a— c,  esp.  c,  καί  είναι  καί  φαίνεσθ at.  [However,  φαίνεται 

καί  εστιν  is  so  common  that  it  need  not  have  come  from  the  Hippias.  Could  its  usage 

here  be  due  to  this:  Clement’s  correspondent  had  said,  “These  seem  ( φαίνεται )  to 

be  falsifications,”  and  Clement  now  answers,  “They  not  only  seem  to  be  so,  they 
are ”?  B.E.] 

η  ..  .  εξηγησις.  II. 249. 1  I,  η  γοϋν  κατά  τον  της  αλήθειας  κανόνα  γνωστικής  παραόόσεως 

φυσιολογία  (also  the  beginning  of  a  sentence). 

μεν  οΰν.  At  the  beginning  of  a  sentence,  following  an  article,  II.347.18,  etc. 

άληθης.  Above,  I.9. 

κατά  την  άληθη  φιλοσοφίαν.  Verbatim,  II. 3. 2;  1 12.5;  247.15;  421. 15f;  422.3f. 

Clement’s  standard  description  of  his  own  theories. 

εξηγησις.  II. 495. 5  (with  κατά) ;  498. 1 2  ( τών  γραφών — and  so  the  preceding  instance) ; 

361.1  (of  profane  writings);  9  other  references,  IV.397. 
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II.  Synthesis  of  findings 

Of  the  scholars  to  whom  the  preceding  commentary  was  submitted,  most  concluded 

that  the  manuscript’s  attribution  of  the  text  to  Clement  was  probably  correct — so 
Bickerman,  Calder,  Chadwick,  Einarson,  Friichtel,  Grant,  Hadas,  Jaeger,  Lampe, 

Mondesert,  Reumann,  Richard,  Richardson,  Schippers,  and  Wifstrand.  Nock  was 

inclined  to  deny  this  attribution,  though  basing  his  opinion  only  on  “instinct,”  and 
Munck  and  Volker  denied  it  emphatically,  for  the  reasons  discussed  in  the  com¬ 

mentary.  To  me,  the  evidence  in  the  commentary  seems,  if  judged  by  the  standards 

customarily  used  in  questions  of  literary  authenticity,  to  justify  attribution  to  Clement. 

Moreover,  there  is  further  evidence  which  points  in  the  same  direction. 

A.  Linguistic  and  Stylistic  Data 

The  similarity  of  the  letter  to  the  recognized  works  of  Clement  in  many  details  of 

language  and  style  has  been  illustrated  frequently  in  the  commentary.  These  details 

must  now  be  summarized  and  general  considerations  added. 

I .  VOCABULARY 

Index  I  lists  the  words  of  the  text  and  indicates  whether  or  not  they  occur  in  the 

works  of  Clement  and  of  Athanasius.  (A  comparison  with  Philo  was  attempted,  but 

Leisegang’s  index  omits  too  many  words.)  The  “letter”  (that  is,  everything  except 
the  heading  and  the  quotations  from  the  secret  Gospel)  has  a  vocabulary  of  258 

different  words,  of  which  7  are  not  in  Clement,  28  not  in  Athanasius;  by  contrast, 

the  quotations  from  the  secret  Gospel  have  a  vocabulary  of  only  82  different  words, 

but  of  these  4  are  not  in  Clement  and  only  3  not  in  Athanasius.4  It  appears,  therefore, 
that  the  vocabulary  of  the  letter  is  somewhat  closer  to  Clement  than  is  that  of  the 

secret  Gospel,  and  is  much  closer  to  Clement  than  it  is  to  Athanasius.  This  is  shown 

by  the  following  table  (see  next  page). 

4.  The  different  figures  given  in  the  preliminary  report 
material. 

were  based  on  a  different  division  of  the 
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Not  in  Clement Not  in  Athanasius 

Heading 

Secret Secret 

Letter Gospel 

Heading 

Letter 
Gospl 

αναιδέστατος άποκυλίω 

Κλημης 

άναιδεστατος άποκυλίω 

άπερατος 
Βηθ  ανία 

στρωμ  ατευς 
άναμίγνυμι 

όφία 
άπόγραφον 

εμβλεπω 

άνδραποδώδης 

Σαλώμη 

άπροφυλάκτως 
οφ  ία 

απατηλός 

μηχανάω  (act.) 
άπερατος 

προσπορευομαι άπόγραφον 

φθονερώς άπροφυλάκτως 

εζα ντλεω 

όξήγησις επτάκις 

εραστής 

ζόφος 
Ιεροφαντικός 

Καρπό  κρατιανός 

καταδουλόω 

κράμα 

μηχανάω  (act.) 

μυεω 

παραχαράσσω 
πλανήτης 

πνευματικώτερος 

προπαρασκευάζω 

προσεπάγω 

προσπορευομαι 

ύποσημαίνω 

φθονερώς 

φιλοσοφία 

χρησιμώτατος 

The  results  above  are  confirmed  by  consideration  of  the  words  in  the  text 

which  occur  less  than  five  times  in  either  Clement  or  Athanasius.  Here  it  seems 

worthwhile  to  report  also  those  usages  recorded  in  the  index  to  Philo.  This  has 

yielded  the  table  on  the  opposite  page,  where  P,  C,  and  A  stand  for  Philo,  Clement, 

and  Athanasius.  The  plus  signs  indicate  incomplete  entries  in  Stahlin’s  index. 

In  sum,  the  letter,  of  its  258  words,  has  63  (a  quarter)  which  are  rare  in  either 

Clement  or  Athanasius.  But  of  these  words  680+  uses  are  recorded  in  Clement,  376 

in  Leisegang’s  incomplete  index  to  Philo,  and  only  142  in  Athanasius.  By  contrast, 
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From  the  letter 

Ρ C Λ Ρ C A 

άβυσσος 3 6 3 Καρπό  κρατιανός 
— 2 — 

άδυτου 
28 9 2 

καταγράφω — 2 2 

άλας — 2 2 καταδουλόω 3 3 — 

αναιδέστατος — — — καταφευδομαι 

ΐ9 

I 

21 

άναμίγνυμι 
— 4 — 

κράμα I  I 7 — 

άνδραποδώδης 
— I — 

μηχανάω  (act.) 
— — — 

απατηλός 4 
ΙΟ — 

μυεω 

14 

13 

— 

άπερατος 3 
— — 

μυσταγωγεω 3 4 2 

άπόγραφον 
— — — 

μωραίνω 

I 4 1 

απόρρητος 

ιΊ 

ι5 

I 

μωρία 

3 I 5 

απορρίπτω 
— 

15 

4 
όλεθρος 

31 

3 8 

άπροφυλάκτως 
— — - 

πάντη 

— 

*5  + 

3 

ασφαλώς 
— I 5 πάντοτε — 

6  + 

3 
αύτίκα — ΙΟΟ 2 

παραχαράσσω 4 9 — 

διατριβή 9 7 3 

πλανήτης 
— 

7 — 

ε'ίκω — 
5 4 πνευματικώτερος — I — 

είσετι — 6 I προγράφω 
- 2 5 

εκλεγώ 
- 

37 4 προπαρασκευάζω 
— 

5 
— 

ενσώματος I I 2 προσεπάγω 
- I — 

εξαγγέλλω 
— I 2 προσπορευομαι 

- — — 

εξαντλεω 
— I — Σατανάς — I 7 

εξηγησις 
I 

12 
— στενός — I 

10 

εξορχεο  μαι 
— 3 2 συγκεράννυμι 6 2 3 

επιστομίζω 

ΐ5 

3 I 

συμφωνεω 
3 3 8 

επτάκις I I — 
ύποσημ  αίνω 7 3 

— 

εραστής 47 

12 

— 
ύφος 

23 

64- 

3 

ζόφος 7 2 - 
φθονερώς 

— - — 

θεόπνευστος — 4 

ΐ3 

φιλοσοφία 
C.  ΙΟΟ 

c.300 
- 

* Ιεριχώ 
— I I 

φυσιόω 

— 3 I 

'Ιεροσόλυμα 
7 6 4 

χρησιμώτατος 

2 I — 

ίεροφαντικός 
— I — 

φεΰσμα 
3 2 2 

Καρποκράτης 
— 6 2 

376 

68ο  4- 

142 

From  the  secret  Gospel 

Ρ C A Ρ C A 

απέρχομαι 
— 2 60 

κήπος 

— I 2 

άποκυλίω — — — 

μνημείου 

12 
2 I  I 

Βηθ  ανία 
— — I νεανίσκος I 4 2 

εμβλεπω 5 
— I 

όφ  ία 

— — — 
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the  secret  Gospel,  of  its  82  words,  has  12  (only  a  seventh)  which  are  rare  in  either 

Clement  or  Athanasius,  and  of  these  words  there  are  only  2 1  4-  uses  in  Clement 

and  23  in  Philo,  but  90  in  Athanasius.  This  shows  that  the  letter  is  much  closer  to 

the  peculiar  language  of  Clement  and  Philo  than  it  is  to  the  later  Alexandrian 

tradition  as  represented  by  Athanasius.  (Indeed,  from  the  above  figures  the  letter 

would  seem  closer  to  Clement  than  to  Philo,  but  the  figures  for  Philo  cannot  be 

pressed.)  It  further  appears  that  the  quotations  from  the  secret  Gospel  use  a  vocabu¬ 

lary  of  which  the  affiliations  are  quite  different  from  those  of  the  letter.  This  suggests 

that  the  different  vocabularies  came  from  different  authors,  but  it  is  not  conclusive, 

for  the  difference  of  vocabulary  might  be  explained  as  a  result  of  content  and  of 

imitation  of  Mark. 

The  rare  words  in  the  letter  have  been  discussed  in  the  commentary;  the  more 

significant  cases  may  be  recalled  here,  άπέρατος  meaning  “boundless”  (1. 4)  probably 
appears  in  Philo,  whose  influence  on  Clement  is  well  known;  the  superlative 

άπεράτωτον  seems  to  be  used  in  the  same  sense  by  Clement,  άπόγραφον  meaning ‘ ‘  copy 

(II. 6)  and  άπροφυλάκτως  (1. 27)  are  rare  in  the  preserved  literature  and  not  found 

in  Clement’s  preserved  works;  they  would  probably  not  have  been  used  by  an 
imitator  anxious  to  avoid  questionable  traits,  but  they  are  evidenced  by  contemporary 

usage  and  Clement  himself  could  well  have  used  them,  αύτίκα  (II.  15)  appears  in 

one  of  the  senses  distinguished  by  Mayor  as  peculiar  to  Clement,  who  was  abnormally 

fond  of  this  word,  μηχανάω  in  the  active  (II. 3)  is  extremely  rare  (in  prose  otherwise 

unknown?);  that  it  should  have  been  used  by  an  imitator  is  almost  incredible,  but 

Clement  himself  might  have  used  it  as  a  deliberate  echo  of  Homer — he  was  very 

fond  of  Homer  and  often  uses  poetic  verb  forms  in  his  prose.  The  three  remaining 

words  not  in  Clement,  Philo,  or  Athanasius  are  προσπορευομαι  (III.  1 2)  quoted 

from  Mk.  10.35,  and  αναιδέστατος  (II. 8)  and  φθονερώς  (1. 27),  both  in  Plato,  who  was 

the  chief  pagan  influence  on  Clement.  The  words  in  the  letter  and  Clement,  but 

not  in  Philo  or  Athanasius,  are  άναμίγνυμι  (II. 8),  άνδραποδώδης  (J-.j),  εζαντλεω  (II. 9), 

and  προπαρασκευάζω  (1.27)?  a^  in  Plato;  ιεροφαντικός  (1. 23)  in  Iamblichus;  προσεπάγω 

(1. 24)  in  Polybius;  and  Καρποκρατιανός  (1.2)  and  πνευματικώτερος  (1.2 1)  from 

the  Christian  vocabulary,  πλανήτης,  Philo  πλανήτες,  scarcely  belongs  in  the  list, 

especially  since  the  letter  uses  it  in  a  quotation  from  Jude.  By  contrast,  the  words 

peculiar  to  the  secret  Gospel,  άποκνλίω  (III.  1 )  and  οφία  (III. 7),  are  both  in  LXX; 

but  neither  is  in  Plato.  There  is  only  one  word  shared  by  the  secret  Gospel  and 

Clement,  but  not  listed  for  Philo  or  Athanasius:  the  name.  Σαλώμη  (ΙΙΙ.ιβ) — a  name 

particularly  important  in  the  gnostic  side  of  Egyptian  Christianity  with  which 

Clement  was  involved.  It  will  be  discussed  below  in  the  commentary  on  the  secret 

Gospel. 

[JR.  here  remarks:  “Though  I  find  myself  convinced  by  the  cumulative  arguments 
for  the  authenticity  of  the  letter  ...  I  fear  the  statistics  here  might  only  point  to  a 

date  for  the  document  in  the  centuries  between  Philo  and  Athanasius.  A  comparison 

with  Origen,  if  an  index  verborum  existed,  would  be  more  significant.”]  With  this  I 
agree,  but,  as  things  are,  the  comparisons  with  Philo  and  Athanasius  seemed  the 

most  relevant  that  could  easily  be  made. 
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2.  VERBAL  ASSOCIATION 

Not  only  do  the  letter  and  Clement  use  the  same  words,  but  they  associate  them 

in  the  same  ways: 

σαρκικών  καί  Ενσωμάτων,  of  sins  (1. 4) 

πεφυσιωμένου  εις  γνώσιν  (1. 5) 

καυχάομαι,  of  libertines  who  boast  of  their  freedom  (1.6) 

πάντη  τε  και  πάντως  (1.8) 

ο  της  αλήθειας  εραστής  (Ι.9) 

άνθρωπίνας  δόξας  and  φαινομένην  αλήθειαν  (Ι.ΐο)  as  opposed  to  τη  αλήθεια  τη  κατά 

την  πίστιν  (1. 1 1) 

αϋξησις  πίστεως  (1. 17-18) 

τα  προκόπτοντα  περί  ( τινα )  =  those  things  which  make  for  (I.2of) 

πνευματι κξώτερ^ον  ευαγγέλι ον  (1.2 if) 

α ντους  μόνους  τούς  μυονμένονς  τα  μεγάλα  μυστήρια  (II. 2) 

μιαρός,  of  demons  (II. 2-3) 

απατηλός,  of  the  black  art  (II. 4) 

τω  των  ανθρώπων  γένει  (II. 3) 

άχραντος  και  άγιος  (ΙΙ.8) 

κατά  την  άληθη  φιλοσοφίαν,  as  a  description  of  the  writer’s  opinions  (III.  18) 

Associations  of  words  similar  to  all  of  these,  but  not  usually  identical  and  usually  in 

different  contexts,  are  to  be  found  in  Clement  and  are  cited  in  the  commentary. 

This  letter  has,  also,  many  of  Clement’s  stock  phrases — ώς  εγώ  οΐμαι  (1.2  7),  εΐσετι 

νυν  (ΙΙ.ι),  εύ  μάλα  (II. ι),  etc. — which  belong  rather  to  vocabulary  than  to  verbal 

association.  Against  these  similarities,  I  have  found  in  Clement  no  parallels  for  the 

following  associations  in  the  letter:  παραδιδόναι ,  of  the  traditions  of  heretics  (1. 13); 

έξαγγέλλειν,  of  an  evangelist’s  publication  of  Jesus’  teachings  (1. 16);  μυστικός,  of 

Jesus’  πράξεις  (1. 16-17);  επιτίθημι,  of  addition  to  a  literary  work  (1. 24).  It  is  to  be 
expected  that  any  work  of  any  author  will  show  some  peculiar  traits,  and  these 

seem  within  the  range  of  Clement’s  possible  usage. 

3.  COMPARISONS  AND  METAPHORS 

The  following  are  found  both  in  the  letter  and  in  Clement’s  preserved  works: 

sinners  to  planets  (1. 3) 

the  road  of  the  commandments  (1. 3,  a  favorite  of  Clement’s) 
wandering  into  sensual  indulgence  (1. 4) 

depths  of  knowledge  (1. 5) 

casting  oneself  into  damnation  (1.6) 

the  darkness  of  falsity  (1.6) 

slaves  of  the  passions  (1. 7) 

counterfeiting  the  truth  (1. 14) 

salt,  as  a  symbol  of  goodness  (1. 15,  NT) 

dancing  out  mysteries  which  are  not  to  be  spoken  (1. 23) 

Jesus  a  hierophant  (1. 23) 
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instruction  acts  as  a  mystagogue  (1. 25) 

the  veiled  adyton  of  the  truth  (1. 26;  confirming  Wilamowitz’  conjecture) 

unbelief  is  mental  blindness  (II.  14.Γ,  a  favorite  of  Clement’s) 
the  light  of  the  truth  (II.  15,  another  favorite;  Tsermoulas,  29Q 

the  evil  walk  in  darkness  (II.  16,  OT) 

right  believers  are  children  of  light  (II.  17,  NT) 

the  coming  of  the  spirit  of  Christ  is  sunrise  (II.  1 7f ) 

moral  purity  (II.i8f,  NT) 

Clement’s  works  do  not  speak  of  drawing  off  a  doctrine  from  a  book  (letter,  II. 9), 
nor  (clearly)  of  the  abyss  of  sin  (letter,  1. 4).  That  men  are  enslaved  by  magic  or  by 

evil  spirits  (letter,  II. 5;  Clement,  1. 8. 3;  III. 5. 14)  may  not  be  metaphorical.  The 

frequency  with  which  the  letter  uses  metaphors  and  similes  and  its  failure  to  develop 

them — the  way  they  are  merely  suggested  by  a  word  or  two  and  then  abandoned — have 

both  been  remarked  as  typical  of  Clement’s  style  (Tsermoulas,  108;  Murphy,  xif). 

Along  with  metaphor  may  be  mentioned  two  other  characteristics  of  Clement’s 
style:  his  fondness  for  plays  on  words,  conspicuously  illustrated  in  the  letter  by  the 

play  on  αλήθεια  (1. 7-13,  see  the  note  on  I.9),  and  his  deliberate  variation  of  nouns 

when  referring  repeatedly  to  the  same  thing,  illustrated  in  the  letter  by  the  change 

from  φεΰΒος  to  πλάσμα  (1. 1 2- 1 4). 

4.  FORMS  OF  REFERENCE 

The  following  forms  used  in  the  letter  are  either  closely  or  exactly  paralleled  in 
Clement: 

ovToi  γάρ  ol  προφητευθεντες,  identifying  figures  of  Clement’s  world  as  those  referred 
to  by  a  cryptic  phase  of  Scripture  (1. 3) 

το  κατά  Μάρκον  εύαγγελ ιον  (1. 1 2) 

τούτο  Βη  το  λεγόμενον,  as  an  interjection  to  introduce  a  conventional  expression 

(1. 14) 

του  .  .  .  τούτον,  for  contemptuous  reference  to  an  object  previously  indicated  (II. 9) 

καθώς  και  προείρηκα  (II.  I  θ) 

η  σοφία  του  Θεοΰ  .  .  .  παραγγελλει,  to  introduce  a  quotation  from  Proverbs  (II.  13) 

διά  τούτο  .  .  .  διά  Σολομώντος  παραγγελλει,  to  introduce  a  quotation  from  Proverbs (II· i 3)  _ 

αντίκα  φησί,  to  introduce  a  quotation  from  a  Gospel  (II.  15) 

φησίν  interrupting  a  quotation  of  Scripture  (II.  18,  very  frequent  in  Clement) 

δι’  αυτών  (των  γραφών')  λεξεων  .  .  .  ελεγχων,  introducing  scriptural  quotations  to 
refute  heretics  (II  .20) 

μετά  το  .  .  .  ώΒε  επιφερει  (II. 2  I—  22) 

καί  τα  έξης  εως  (II. 2  if) 

κατά  λεξιν  (11.22) 

επί  τουτοις  and  επεται  (III. ι ι) 

καί  πάσα  ή  περικοπή  (III. 12) 

τά  δβ'  (III. 13) 
μετά  Βε  τό  and  επάγει  (III.  1 4) 
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Besides  these  there  are  4  instances  in  the  letter  (1.6  and  II.  16, 17, 18)  in  which 

Scripture  is  quoted  without  any  introduction,  or  with  only  καί  or  γάρ  to  connect  it 

to  what  precedes;  this  way  of  quoting  Scripture  is  frequent  in  Clement’s  works 
(see  II.  1 8).  Like  Clement,  the  letter  quotes  Philo  without  mentioning  him  (II.  12). 

The  letter’s  only  form  of  reference  not  paralleled  in  Clement  is  the  epistolary  common¬ 
place  περί  ών  εγραφας  (III.  1 3). 

5.  FORMULAS  BEGINNING  SENTENCES 

Of  26  such  formulas,  17  are  found  verbatim  in  Clement: 

ουτοί  yap  oi  (1-3) 

τούτους  ovv  (1. 7;  II. io) 

εΐ  yap  καί,  c.opt.  (1.8) 

ουδέ  γάρ  (1. 9) 

6  γοΰν  (1. 15) 

ούδεπω  (όμως)  (I.22) 

ούτως  ovv  (1.26) 

του  8ε  .  .  .  τούτον  (ΙΙ·9) 

ον  γάρ  (ΙΙ.Ι2) διά  τούτο  (ΙΙ.Ι3) 

αύτίκα  φησ ί  (II.  15) 

ημεΐς  8ε  (II.  1 6—1 7) 

αμελεί  (II  .20—2  I ) 

επί  (μεν')  τούτους  (III. 1 1 ) 
μετά  8ε  (III. I 4) 

η  /  το  μεν  ούν  (ΙΙΙ.17-18) 

Of  the  remaining  9,  5  are  exactly  paralleled  in  structure,  though  the  words  used 

are  different;  these  are  beginnings  with  initial  participles  or  with  nouns  in  the  genitive, 

1.5,11,13,18;  II. 2.  Two  are  epistolary  cliches  not  found  in  Clement’s  preserved  works 
(which  contain  only  brief  fragments  of  two  letters)  but  frequent  in  the  imperial 

epistolography  ( καλώς  εποίησ ας,  1.2;  σοί  τοίννν,  II. 19).  One  is  a  quotation  of  II  Cor. 

3.17  (in  II.  18).  The  one  unaccounted  for  is  τά  8ε  άλλα  (III.  17).  Of  those  found  in 

Clement,  αμελεί  and  αύτίκα  φησί  are  so  often  used  by  him  as  to  be  characteristics  of 

his  style. 

6.  PREPOSITIONS 

The  uses  of  prepositions  are  customarily  classified  by  cases  and  meanings;  by  those 

criteria,  all  the  uses  found  in  the  letter  are  found  also  in  Clement.  Of  the  25  uses 

of  prepositions  with  verbs — l.^,4,jbis,io,i  1, ig,2obis, 21, 26;  II. 2, 4,6, 7, i^bis,  16,20 

2 1 (μετά), 2 1 (εις) ;  III.  1 1 ,13,1 4bis — Clement  has,  for  at  least  the  17  italicized,  the 
same  preposition  in  the  same  sense  with  the  same  verb.  The  rest  are  all  to  be  found 

either  in  LXX  and  NT  or  in  standard  Hellenistic  and  classical  authors.  The  preposi¬ 

tional  phrases  in  1.15,22,  II.  1 2, 1 3,2 1  (eV),22bis  were  excluded  from  the  above  list 

because  they  are  standard  adverbial  constructions,  practically  independent  of  the 

verbs  with  which  they  are  used.  Of  these  constructions,  those  in  1.15,22,  II.  13  and 

κατά  λεξιν  in  11.22  are  all  found  in  Clement,  while  εν  τη  68ω  (II.2i)  and  μετά  τρεις 

ημέρας  (11.22)  are  quoted  from  the  NT;  only  μεθ *  ορκου  (II. 1 2)  remains,  and  it  is 
found  in  Mt.  Thus  the  individual  uses  of  prepositions  in  the  letter  are  always  in 

accord  with  Clement’s  general  usage  and  often  exactly  paralleled  in  his  works.  But 
the  situation  is  complicated  by  the  question  of  the  relative  frequency  with  which 

particular  prepositions  and  cases  are  used.  This  was  studied  for  Clement’s  works  by 
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Mossbacher,  who  listed  18  prepositions  in  order  of  frequency,  with  estimated  totals 

for  the  uses  of  each  (p.  7).  The  first  12  items  of  his  list  appear  in  column  M ,  below; 

column  L  lists  the  prepositions  used  in  the  letter  (excluding  the  heading  and  the 

secret  Gospel)  and  column  C  the  prepositions  in  a  sample  passage  from  Clement,  of 

approximately  the  same  length  as  the  letter  (II. 243-246).  In  the  L  and  C  columns 
the  totals  are  broken  down  to  indicate  the  number  of  uses  with  each  case,  the  cases 

being  indicated  by  the  initals  A  (accusative),  D  (dative),  and  G  (genitive). 

L  M  C 

είς  gA 

κατά  jA 

’  i-TV 

κατά  1995 

διά  1956 

r TP  T  *7  Ί  O 

διά  13A  iG 
εν  ηΏ 

επί  3 A  2D 
κατα  4A 

είς  4  A 

εν 

μετά  3 A  iG 
διά  2G  iA 

εν  i/  45 

els  1589 
6771  !239 

ΊΤρΟζ 

rV 

προς  1059 

1  TTUU$ 

από  I G 

υπό  I G 

αντί  I G 

άνευ  I G 

5G  9^  26Α 

€K  JVjr 

€K  933 

7 T£.UL  jL,  vJT  1 1\. '  _ περί  /5<j 

Ί  i  GIl/  (a-  X  vX 

2  _  1  τ  Γ' 

παρα  505 

LL1T  (J  1  V_X  '  " 

επί  iD 

<  >  ,  (~Λ 

(X  V  /  U  ZLd·  j 

/X€T(X  404 

UTT  O  1  vjr 

1 1 G  6D  24A 

Uli  U  iLvJ  4 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  12  prepositions  which  occur  in  the  letter  are  precisely  the 

same  as  the  12  Mossbacher  found  Clement  used  most  often,  and  that  the  relative 

frequency  of  their  uses  in  the  letter  is  roughly  in  accord  with  Mossbacher’s  report 

of  their  relative  frequency  throughout  Clement’s  works.  In  both  these  respects  the 

letter  agrees  with  Mossbacher’s  table  much  better  than  does  the  passage  of  Clement 

chosen  for  comparison-an  atypical  passage  chosen  deliberately  to  show  that  the  letter 

is  well  inside  the  range  of  variations  from  which  Mossbacher’s  averages  were  compiled. 
On  the  other  hand,  according  to  Mossbacher  (p.  9)  the  average  frequency  of  cases 

throughout  Clement’s  works,  is  1.8  genitives  and  2.7  accusatives  for  every  1  dative. 
The  letter  has  1.8+  genitives  and  4  accusatives  for  every  dative,  and  Clement, 

II.243-246,  has  .55  of  a  genitive  and  almost  2.9  accusatives  for  every  dative.  Since 

the  use  of  the  accusative  increased  sharply  in  the  centuries  after  Clement’s  work, 
and  that  of  the  dative  declined  even  more  sharply,  the  high  relative  frequency  of 

accusatives  in  the  letter  would  be  a  trait  almost  certain  to  be  found  in  a  later  imitation; 

it  seems  to  me  the  chief  ground  for  doubting  the  letter’s  authenticity.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  uses  of  είς,  κατά ,  and  μετά  which  account  for  this  are  almost  all  determined 

by  content  and  individually  paralleled  from  Clement’s  undoubted  works,  and 
isolated  passages  of  Clement  would  be  expected  to  show  considerable  deviation  from 

averages  based  on  the  whole.  In  particular  one  might  expect  to  find  a  private  letter 
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somewhat  further  along  the  line  of  linguistic  change  than  its  author’s  published 

works.  It  is  also  possible  that  some  of  the  letter’s  accusatives  were  introduced  by 
medieval  copying;  see  below,  on  τον  Ίησοΰν,  in  II. 24. 

7.  SYNTAX 

The  sentence  structures  of  the  letter  can  all  be  paralleled  from  Clement  and, 

generally,  from  many  Greek  writers  of  the  imperial  period ;  so  can  the  letter’s  use  of 
moods  and  tenses.  For  the  most  part  these  present  nothing  extraordinary.  The 

exact  parallel  in  Clement — with  quite  different  words  and  context — to  the  rather 

odd  sentence  form  in  II.  13— 15  (διά  τούτο  .  .  .  παραγγέλλει  .  .  .  δεΐν  .  .  .  διδάσκουσα) 

deserves  notice.  So  does  the  grammatical  slip,  καυχώμενοι  ελευθέρους  είναι, ,  in  1. 6-7, 

which  could  hardly  have  been  made  by  a  careful  imitator  capable  of  writing  the 

rest  of  the  text,  but  is  more  understandable  in  a  private  letter.  Besides  these  details, 

the  most  conspicuous  grammatical  characteristics  of  the  letter  are  the  fondness 

for  the  perfect  (1. 24)  and  for  verbal  adjectives  in  -τέος  and  - τε'ον  (I.io),  both  charac¬ 
teristics  of  Clement. 

8.  EUPHONY 

The  letter’s  practices  are  common  to  Clement  and  to  later  Greek  generally,  but 
may  be  due  to  the  copyists  rather  than  the  writer.  Thus,  although  the  letter  agrees 

with  Clement  (Mossbacher,  45-47)  in  neglecting  hiatus  before  prepositions  and 

avoiding  it  after  them  (II. 4, 6, 12,20),  no  importance  can  be  attributed  to  this;  so 

does  the  secret  Gospel  (II. 26;  III. 5, 6). 

9.  CLAUSULAE 

Appendix  C  shows  the  results  of  a  study  of  the  quantitative  rhythms  at  the  ends 

of  the  sentences  of  the  letter  and  of  Stromateis  III  (chosen  because  it  is  closest  in 

content  to  the  letter).  Quotations,  sentences  introducing  quotations,  rhetorical 

questions  of  less  than  four  syllables,  and  passages  textually  corrupt  have  been  excluded. 

Of  the  remaining  314  sentences  of  Stromateis  III,  the  quantities  of  the  last  five  syllables 

have  been  tabulated.  Five  syllables  can  display  only  32  patterns  of  longs  and  shorts. 

If  these  32  patterns  occurred  at  random  in  the  314  sentence  endings,  each  pattern 

should  occur  about  9  or  10  times.  Actually,  however,  there  are  6  patterns  which 

account  for  more  than  a  third  of  the  endings,  and  9  patterns  which  together  make 

up  only  a  ninth.  This  looks  like  the  result  of  deliberate  preference  and  avoidance. 

Now  the  letter  contains  2 1  indubitable  sentence  endings  (apart  from  those  in  quota¬ 

tions  or  introducing  quotations)  and  to  these  may  be  added,  for  the  sake  of  complete¬ 

ness,  the  endings  διδασκαλίαν  του  κυρίου  (I.23Q  and  ουδέποτε  είκτέον  (II.  I ο),  which 

may  perhaps  conclude  sentences,  and  αληθή  λεκτέον  (II.  13),  the  end  of  an  unacknowl¬ 

edged  quotation  from  Philo  which  this  author  has  probably  rephrased.  Of  the 

resultant  24  units,  10  come  from  Clement’s  6  favored  patterns,  11  from  Clement’s 

1 7  neutral  patterns,  and  only  3  from  Clement’s  9  avoided  patterns.  All  his  favored 
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patterns  are  represented  in  the  letter,  but  only  two  of  his  avoided  patterns  appear 

there.  The  6  favored  patterns  account  for  slightly  more  than  four-twelfths  of  the 

endings  in  Stromateis  III  and  five-twelfths  of  those  in  the  letter,  while  the  9  avoided 

ones  make  up  only  a  ninth  of  the  endings  in  Stromateis  III  and  an  eighth  of  those  in 

the  letter.  Thus  the  clausulae  of  the  letter  are  those  we  should  expect  in  a  composition 

written  by  the  author  of  Stromateis  III. 

B.  Conclusions  from  the  linguistic  and  stylistic  data 

When  taken  together,  the  above  similarities  between  the  letter  and  the  works 

of  Clement  virtually  prove  that  the  letter  is  either  genuine  or  a  deliberate  and  careful 

imitation.  There  can  be  no  question  here  of  accidental  misattribution  to  Clement  of 

a  nameless  document  which  some  scribe  assigned  to  a  familiar  author  by  a  plausible 

guess.  For  that,  the  similarities  are  too  great.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  justify 

the  notion  that  we  have  here  a  genuine  letter  expanded  by  interpolation:  the  text 

is  uniform  and  closely  knit  throughout.  So  the  letter  is  either  entirely  genuine  or  a 

deliberate  imitation  of  Clement’s  style.  But  if  it  be  an  imitation,  its  freedom  is  no 

less  amazing  than  its  accuracy.  There  is  no  passage  of  Clement’s  extant  works  from 
which  it  could  have  been  derived  by  adaptation.  Nor  could  it  have  been  made  up  as 

a  cento  by  putting  together  snippets  of  sentences  taken  from  Clement.  Except  for 

a  few  fixed  phrases  and  a  considerable  number  of  syntactic  expressions  which 

Clement  used  over  and  over,  it  almost  never  uses  Clement’s  exact  words,  though 
it  constantly  uses  his  vocabulary,  his  phraseology,  and  his  metaphors. 

Thus  the  relation  of  the  letter  to  the  undoubted  works  of  Clement  is  one  of  close 

similarity  without  either  quotation  or  paraphrase.  Now  this  is  quite  different  from 

the  relation  of  the  letter’s  passages  of  the  secret  Gospel  to  the  text  of  the  canonical 
Gospel  according  to  Mark.  The  secret  Gospel  passages  are  largely  made  up  of 

phrases  which  coincide  almost  word  for  word  with  phrases  of  Mk.  If  an  imitation, 

it  is  an  imitation  of  the  simplest  and  most  childish  sort. 

But  this  difference  of  relation  is  the  opposite  of  what  we  should  expect.  Mk.  is 

written  in  simple  Greek  with  many  striking  peculiarities;  it  should  be  easy  to  imitate 

freely.  On  the  other  hand,  Clement’s  style  is  often  difficult,  but  has  few  striking 
peculiarities  which  an  imitator  could  exploit.  Without  profound  study  it  could  not 

be  imitated  with  assurance  of  accuracy  except  by  taking  whole  phrases  and  piecing 

them  together  or  by  taking  a  whole  section  and  making  minor  changes  in  it.  So  if 

one  imitator  had  written  the  whole  document,  we  should  expect  his  imitation  of 

Clement  to  be  a  cento  or  an  adaptation,  and  we  should  not  be  surprised  if  his  imita¬ 

tion  of  Mark  were  considerably  freer.  That  we  find  the  reverse  of  this  means  that 

if  the  letter  is  an  imitation ,  then  the  letter  and  the  Gospel  fragments  were  not  composed  by  the 
same  man.  No  man  who  could  write  such  a  free  and  skillful  imitation  of  so  difficult 

an  author  as  Clement  would  then  write  such  a  slavish  imitation  of  so  easy  an  author 
as  Mark. 
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But  what  if  the  letter  should  be  genuine?  Then,  too,  it  would  follow  that  the 

letter  and  the  Gospel  fragments  were  by  different  hands.  For  Clement’s  works  make 
clear  that  he  would  never  have  invented  these  Gospel  quotations.  No  doubt  he  was 

of  less  than  perfect  honesty — see  above,  on  II.  12 — but  neither  his  conscience  nor 

his  feeling  for  Greek  style  would  have  permitted  him  to  forge  fragments  of  the  sacred 

Scriptures.  Therefore  if  the  letter  is  genuine ,  the  letter  and  the  Gospel  fragments  were  not 

composed  by  the  same  man. 

Now  as  remarked  above,  we  must  suppose  either  that  the  letter  is  genuine  or 

that  it  is  an  imitation.  Since  both  these  suppositions  have  led  to  the  conclusion  that 

the  letter  and  the  Gospel  fragments  are  not  by  the  same  man,  we  are  justified  in 

discussing  them  as  separate  compositions.  We  can  therefore  deal  here  with  the  letter 

by  itself  and  reserve  consideration  of  the  secret  Gospel  for  the  following  chapter. 

Returning  to  the  question  of  the  letter’s  authenticity,  we  first  remark  its  title: 

4  4  From  the  letters  of  the  most  holy  Clement,  the  author  of  the  Stromateis,  to  Theodore.” 
If  the  letter  is  not  genuine,  this  title  must  be  the  result  either  of  deliberate  falsification 

or  of  a  mistaken  guess — some  copyist  found  an  unidentified  letter  “to  Theodore” 
and  attributed  it  to  Clement  on  the  grounds  of  content  and  style.  But  it  has  already 

been  shown  that  the  mistaken-guess  theory  is  unlikely  because  the  style  of  the  letter 

is  so  close  to  Clement’s  that  the  work  must  either  be  his  or  a  deliberate  imitation, 
and  if  it  were  an  imitation  the  imitator  would  have  provided  the  title.  Moreover, 

the  words  “from  the  letters”  suggest  (but  do  not  absolutely  require)  that  the  letter 
at  some  time  came  from  a  collection  of  letters  by  Clement,  and  a  collection  is  less 

likely  to  have  been  misattributed  than  a  short,  isolated  text.  On  the  other  hand,  “to 

Theodore”  argues  against  falsification,  for  no  Theodore  is  known  to  have  been 
associated  with  Clement;  nor  was  there  any  eminent  Theodore  who  lived  about  his 

time  and  with  whom  he  might  plausibly  be  supposed  to  have  corresponded.  The 

name,  especially  because  of  its  acceptability  to  Christians  of  Jewish  background, 

fits  very  well  with  the  content  and  finding-place  of  the  letter;  but  a  forger  would 

probably  have  attempted  something  more  spectacular — would  have  made  Clement 

instruct  his  reported  pupil  Origen  or  his  undoubted  friend  Alexander,  Bishop  of 

Jerusalem.  Of  Theodore  one  can  say,  as  Lebon  said  of  Dositheus  ( Fragments  17  n58), 

“This  name  is  neither  rare  nor  illustrious  at  this  period;  there  is  nothing  about  it 

which  would  have  tempted  a  forger.” 

C.  Content 

I.  KNOWLEDGE  AND  USE  OF  SCRIPTURE 

The  letter  refers  to  the  canonical  Gospels  as  θεόπνβυστοί  (I.ii)  and  αγία  (II. 8); 

so  did  Clement.  It  uses,  besides  the  four  Gospels,  the  Pauline  epistles,  the  Pastorals, 

I  Peter,  Jude,  and  the  Apocalypse.5  All  these  were  accepted  by  Clement.  Among 

the  letter’s  quotations  of  the  NT  are  a  number  Clement  also  used  (1.3,5;  H-i6, 

5.  See  Index  II  for  the  quotations  and  reminiscences  in  the  letter. 
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17#«·,  19),  and  its  quotations  show  points  of  contact  with  the  western  text  (II.  18,22; 

III.  14),  as  did  Clement’s  (Barnard).6  Its  quotation  of  Mt.  25.29  ||  Lk.  19.26  suggests 
that  its  author  had  the  same  peculiar  form  for  the  first  half  of  the  verse  as  did  Clement 

(II. 16).  Of  the  NT,  it  uses  Mk.  4  times;  I  and  II  Cor.  together  3;  Lk.  3;  Mt.,  Titus, 

and  Jude  2  each;  Jn.,  I  Thess.,  I  Pet.,  and  Apoc.  1  each.  The  prominence  of  Mark 

and  Jude  in  this  list  is  determined  by  the  subject  matter  with  which  the  author  had 

to  deal.  Clement’s  order  of  preference  (by  columns  of  references  in  Stahlin’s  index) 
is:  Mt.  9  cols.;  I  and  II  Cor.  together  7;  Lk.  5.5;  Jn.  and  Rom.  4  each;  Mk.  2.5. 

(Stahlin’s  index  is  not  always  accurate  in  its  assignment  of  material  to  the  various 

biblical  books — cf.  Appendix  D.) 

Of  the  OT  (and  Apocrypha)  the  letter  uses  Prov.  three  times  and  Jer.,  Wis., 

and  Eccles.  once  each.  Clement’s  favorites  were  Pss.,  4.5  cols.;  Prov.  and  Gen., 
3.5  each;  Is.,  3;  but  there  is  more  than  a  column  of  Jer.,  and  Wis.  and  Eccles.  are 

both  represented.  The  letter  quotes  Prov.  26.5  in  a  form  in  which  it  is  quoted  by  no 

writer  save  Clement,  and  interprets  it  as  Clement  did  (II.  14).  It  has  what  may  be 

a  reminiscence  of  one  passage  of  Enoch ;  the  particular  detail  recalled  is  one  for  which 

Clement  explicitly  referred  to  Enoch  (I.4). 

Besides  Enoch ,  the  letter  accepts  as  Scripture  the  secret  Gospel;  Clement  is  out¬ 

standing  among  Christian  writers  for  his  acceptance  of  OT  and  NT  pseudepigrapha. 

Zahn  wrote  of  him,  “His  amazingly  uncritical  attitude  to  apocryphal  literature 

exceeds  anything  to  be  found  in  other  Church  fathers”  ( Forschungen  III.  156).  This 
judgment  is  documented  involuntarily  even  by  the  minimizing  and  incomplete 

studies  of  Kutter,  5off,  and  Ruwet,  Clement  4o6f  (neither  of  whom  noticed,  for  ex¬ 

ample,  that  Clement  reportedly  said  Luke  composed  the  Dialogue  of  Jason  and 

Papiscus :  so  Maximus  the  Confessor  on  Dionysius  Areopagi tes,  Μυστικής  Θεολογίας  i 

end).  Of  all  important  early  Christian  writers,  Clement  was  the  one  most  likely 

to  have  accepted  a  secret  Gospel.  His  objection  to  a  saying  used  by  the  heretic 

Cassianus,  Πρώτον  μεν  ουν  eV  το ις  παραόεόομόνοις  ήμΐν  τβτταρσ ιν  εύαγγελ ίοις  ονχ  εχομεν 

το  ρητόν ,  άλλ’  εν  τώ  κατ’  Αιγυπτίους  (II.238.27f),  does  not  preclude  his  acceptance  of 
a  further,  secret  document  to  which  he  would  not  refer  in  public  dispute.  Compare 

his  statement  that  the  story  of  the  rich  young  ruler  is  found  in  all  the  recognized 

(άνω μολογη μόνοις)  Gospels,  which  would  exclude  Jn.  (III.163.13ff;  cf.  Mondesert, 

Clement  1 18  n2).  The  attitude  shown  by  the  author  of  the  letter  is  credible  of  Clement; 

it  would  be  incredible  of  Athanasius,  a  century  and  a  half  later. 

The  letter  not  only  has  the  same  sacred  literature  as  Clement,  but  also  uses  it 

in  the  same  connections,  for  the  same  purposes  (see  the  passages  cited  above,  esp. 

6.  Barnard’s  conclusions  must  now  be  modified  by  the  findings  of  Swanson,  Text ,  who  has  argued 

that  in  the  Stromateis  Clement’s  use  of  a  text  of  western  type  is  demonstrable  only  in  his  quotations  from 
Lk.  In  quoting  Mt.  and  Jn.  he  demonstrably  used  a  text  closest  to  the  Egyptian  type  (represented  best 

by  X).  His  quotations  from  Mk.  have  points  of  contact  with  the  western  text,  but  are  not  sufficient  to 

permit  determination  of  the  type  of  text  used.  The  long  quotation  of  Mk.  in  QDS  seems  to  have  come 

from  a  mixed  text  (pp.  97-102,  i67ff).  These,  at  least,  are  the  conclusions  set  forth  by  Swanson.  I  have 

not  attempted  to  check  his  work  in  detail,  but  a  number  of  its  aspects — especially  the  choice  of  evidence 

(see  the  notes  to  Appendix  D) — do  not  incline  me  to  be  confident  that  these  conclusions  are  conclusive. 

Nevertheless,  my  thanks  are  due  to  Professor  Metzger  for  calling  my  attention  to  Swanson’s  work. 
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II.  14  and  18),  and  interprets  it  in  the  same  ways.  Its  peculiar  interpretation  of 

Prov.  26.5  has  been  mentioned.  It  also  shares  with  Clement  the  habit  of  using  an 

OT  quotation  to  follow  and  clinch  one  from  the  NT  (II.  16).  Further,  it  agrees  with 

Clement  in  interpreting  Jude  as  referring  to  the  Carpocratians  (Ι.βίΓ)  and  in  asso¬ 

ciating  the  Carpocratians  with  Nicolai  tans  of  the  Apocalypse  (1. 5).  The  beginning 

of  its  peculiar  tradition  about  Mark  agrees  with  that  which  Eusebius  found  in  Papias 

and  Clement;  moreover,  in  making  Mark  write  during  Peter’s  lifetime  it  agrees 
with  Clement  against  Papias  (1. 15). 

It  is  in  Clement,  also  (III.  162. 19-163. 12),  that  we  find  the  quotation  of  a  long, 

uninterrupted  section  of  Mk.,  like  the  letter’s  quotation  of  the  secret  Gospel.  Moreover, 

the  section  of  Mk.  (10. 17-31)  quoted  by  Clement  is  adjacent  to  10.34  and  46,  where 

the  letter  locates  in  Mark  the  pericopae  it  quotes  from  the  secret  Gospel.  And  yet 

more:  This  was  the  one  part  of  Mark  in  which  Clement,  for  some  reason,  was 

especially  interested.  Stahlin’s  list  of  Clement’s  quotations  from  Mark  is  not  reliable; 
it  includes  passages  probably  quoted  from  the  other  synoptics  or  from  extracanonical 

sources.  A  revision  of  it  will  be  found  in  Appendix  D.  The  revised  list  shows  no 

certain  quotation  of  any  verse  prior  to  8.38  (the  last  verse  of  ch.  8).  The  certain 

quotations  are  of  8.38;  9.7;  9.29  (?);  10. 17-31  and  14.61b  Of  the  possible  quotations 

listed  by  Stahlin  there  are  13  prior  to  8.38,  25  from  chs.  9  and  10,  and  14  from  11.1 

to  the  end.  Allowing  for  the  fact  that  1 1  of  the  25  occur  in  the  exegesis  of  10. 17-31 

in  QDS ,  it  remains  clear  that  Clement  was  extraordinarily  interested  in  Mk.  9-10, 

particularly  in  10,  the  chapter  from  which  this  letter  quotes  the  additions  in  the 

secret  Gospel.  (The  reason  for  this  interest  in  Mk.  9-10  will  be  discussed  later.) 
Both  the  letter  and  Clement  are  much  fonder  of  allusions  and  reminiscences  than 

of  direct  quotations,  and  even  when  they  quote  directly  they  often  do  not  specify 

the  source.  Stahlin  recognized  79  quotations  of  Mk.  as  against  100  reminiscences 

(and  about  25  of  his  “quotations”  belong  in  the  reminiscence  category — see  Appen¬ 
dix  D).  Of  his  79  quotations  only  2  carry  with  them  explicit  references  to  Mk.  The 

letter  has  18  quotations  as  against  19  reminiscences,  and  only  one  of  the  quotations 

is  accompanied  by  a  reference  to  the  author  (though,  of  course,  the  4  quotations  of 

Mk.  used  to  locate  the  sections  of  the  secret  Gospel  are  themselves  specific  references). 

The  reason  for  the  higher  percentage  of  quotation  and  specific  reference  in  the 

letter  is  its  polemic  content;  in  polemic  passages  Clement,  too,  makes  more  use  of 

specific  reference  and  allegedly  precise  quotation  (1. 22).  The  less  precise  practice 

of  reminiscence  had  an  advantage  which  recommended  it  both  to  Clement  and  to  the 

author  of  the  letter:  it  made  possible  their  favorite  practice  of  multiple  reference, 

of  combining  a  number  of  OT  and  NT  passages  so  as  to  suggest  that  each  should 

be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  the  rest  and  that  all  should  be  applied  as  the  writer 

applied  them  (1.3^6,14-15;  II. 13-19;  further  examples  and  comment  in  Ruwet, 
Clement  253). 

2.  KNOWLEDGE  OF  THE  CLASSICS 

Besides  scriptural  learning,  the  letter  shows  considerable  knowledge  of  the  classics; 

for  this  Clement  was  praised  by  Eusebius,  Jerome,  Cyril,  Socrates,  Anastasius  of 
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Sinai,  and  Photius  (Stahlin,  I.IX-XVI).  The  letter  has  three  or  four  reminiscences 

of  Plato  (see  Index  II),  one  or  two  of  Philo  (1.2,4;  II·1 1 , 1 2— 1 3) ,  and  one  each  of 

Homer  and  Sophocles.  Clement’s  favorite  authors  were  Plato  (10  columns  of  refer¬ 

ences  in  Stahlin),  Philo  (7),  Plutarch  (5.5),  Chrysippus  (5),  and  Aristotle  and  Homer 

(4  each),  but  Sophocles  has  more  than  half  a  column.  As  already  remarked,  Clement 

usually  quotes  Philo  as  the  letter  does — without  acknowledgment.  Of  all  the  works 

to  which  the  letter  probably  refers,  there  is  only  one  (apart  from  the  secret  Gospel) 

to  which  Clement  does  not  refer:  Plato’s  Hippias  Major. 
Because  they  were  learned  in  classical  as  well  as  Christian  literature,  both  Clement 

and  the  author  of  this  letter  had  to  face  the  problem  of  contradictions  between 

faith  and  worldly  knowledge  (Marrou,  Humanisme) ,  and  both  met  it  by  distinguishing 

two  kinds  of  truth — the  inferior  being  that  recognized  by  human  opinion,  the  superior 

“the  truth  according  to  the  faith,”  a  phrase  they  both  use  (1. 9-1 1 ;  cf.  Osborn, 
Philosophy  1 13).  As  possessors  of  this  higher  truth  the  Christians  are  a  privileged  group, 

illuminated,  as  both  writers  say,  by  the  spirit  (II.  17).  Both  writers  call  themselves 

and  their  fellow  Christians  “children  of  light”  and  like  to  follow  unfavorable  com¬ 
ments  on  outsiders  with  favorable  ones  on  Christians  introduced  by  the  complacent 

words,  “But  we  .  .  .”  (II.i6f). 

3.  KNOWLEDGE,  FAITH,  AND  GNOSIS 

Even  within  the  Christian  community,  however,  both  writers  distinguish  higher 

and  lower  degrees.  Both  speak  of  Jesus  as  a  “hierophant,”  a  teacher  of  mysteries 

(1. 23),  and  the  Christianity  of  both  has  not  only  mysteries  but  “great  mysteries,” 
probably  by  contrast  with  the  preliminary  ones  (II. 2).  Both  connect  admission  to 

the  great  mysteries  with  progress  in  “gnosis”  (1. 21 ;  II. 2;  Stahlin,  II.249.8ff;  367.1911; 

373-374).  Both,  moreover,  think  that  progress  in  this  gnosis  is  effected  by  instruction, 

inter  alia  instruction  as  to  Christian  tradition,  having  as  its  point  of  departure  exegesis 

of  stories  about  Jesus  (1. 25).  This  μυσταγωγία,  as  both  call  such  exegesis,  is  not 

given  to  all  Christians,  but  only  to  suitable  candidates  (1. 22;  II. 2). 

[Jacob  Taubes  remarks  that  one  striking  similarity  between  Clement  and  the 

author  of  the  letter  is  the  ambivalence  of  their  attitude  toward  gnosticism;  both 

combine  violent  abuse  of  gnostics  with  claims  to  enjoy  the  true  gnosis  and  possess 

the  true  secret  doctrine;  among  the  fathers  of  the  Church  this  ambivalent  attitude 

is  most  typical  of  Clement  and  is  better  suited  to  Clement’s  time  than  to  any  later 
period.]  Clement  himself  was  almost  certainly  attacked,  in  his  day,  as  a  gnostic, 

and  not  without  some  reason  (Buri,  Clemens  16,  io6ff).  For  the  letter’s  use  of  γνώσις 

in  both  good  and  bad  contexts,  compare  1. 5  and  I.21;  for  Clement’s,  the  citations 

there  and  II.247.12,  etc.  H.C.  suggests  that  the  author’s  purpose  in  his  catena  of 

texts  (II.  1 7-19)  was  partly  to  make  clear  that  he,  as  a  true  gnostic,  was  free  to  handle 

the  secret  Gospel.  Clement’s  demi-vierge  position  in  the  gnostic  controversy  can  be 
seen  by  comparing  his  private  excerpts  from  Theodotus  with  his  attacks  on  the 

Valentinians  in  the  Stromateis;  see  also  the  remarks  of  Photius  (in  Stahlin  I.XIVf,  on 

which  Casey,  Clement,  and  the  suspicious  scholion  1.317.36^  and  such  passages  as 
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III.  1 83.24,  where  Clement  adopts  the  Valentinian  concept,  σπέρμα  (further  examples 

in  Buri,  Clemens  33,  3gf?  61,  73,  etc.).  Such  ambiguities  became  rare  after  the  work 

of  Irenaeus,  Tertullian,  and  Hippolytus.  After  the  middle  of  the  third  century, 

moreover,  this  whole  complex  of  concerns — the  inner  circle  of  higher  initiates,  the 

secret  apostolic  tradition,  the  opposition  of  gnosis  to  mere  faith,  and  so  on — is 

overshadowed  by  questions  of  church  discipline  and  organization.  Later  still  it 

almost  disappears  as  interest  turns  to  the  trinitarian  controversy.  The  letter’s  con¬ 
ception  of  Christianity  and  its  main  concerns  are  more  like  those  of  Clement  than 

of  any  other  Christian  writer  I  know. 

4.  THE  SECRET  TRADITION 

In  the  battle  over  gnosticism  which  raged  throughout  the  second  century  and 

reached  its  climax  at  Clement’s  time,  private  letters  played  an  important  role. 
Many  were  written;  a  few  are  preserved.  References  to  the  preserved  examples  are 

collected  in  Bauer,  Rechtglaubigkeit  1 7  7fF.  This  was  also,  as  remarked  above,  the 

great  age  of  secret  Gospels  (Bauer,  i8iff).  So  the  literary  forms  no  less  than  the 

content  of  these  documents  are  appropriate  to  the  time  to  which  the  heading  attri¬ 
butes  them. 

Neither  Clement  nor  the  author  of  the  letter  identifies  the  true  gnosis  (sc.  his) 

with  a  purely  philosophic  position.  This  was  already  demonstrated  for  Clement 

by  Daehne  (60-67),  who  also  pointed  out  what  has  since  been  generally  recognized: 
that  Clement  claimed  as  the  source  of  his  gnosis  a  secret,  oral  tradition  derived 

from  Jesus  through  the  principle  apostles  (Il.g^ff;  462.28ff;  III.  199.2 iff';  further 
passages  collected  in  Camelot,  Foi  goff).  Exactly  such  a  tradition  is  supposed  by 

this  letter  (1. 22).  As  pointed  out  ifi  the  commentary  (1. 23),  Mondesert  saw  this 

claim  was  alien  to  Clement’s  inclinations  and  to  the  structure  of  his  thought.  Therefore 

the  claim  cannot  be  explained  as  Clement’s  invention;  he  must  have  accepted  it 
because  he  found  it  established  in  the  church  in  Alexandria.  The  letter  implies  that 

it  was.  Both  the  letter  and  Clement  think  this  secret  oral  tradition  contains  the 

highest  truth,  which  can  be  revealed  only  to  the  gnostic  (see  the  passages  cited  above 

and  I.26).  Both  agree  that  this  tradition  and  other  important  elements  of  Christianity 

should  be  hidden,  not  only  from  outsiders,  but  even  from  catechumens  and  unworthy 

Christians:  it  is  a  Christian’s  duty  to  conceal  the  truth  (1.18,22,27;  H-2, 1 3 — 1 5) - 
Clement  makes  clear  that  he  has  no  intention  of  writing  down  the  innermost  secrets 

(II. 1 1. iff)  and  in  his  published  works  will  exercise  such  discretion  that  only  the 

careful  student  will  be  able  to  make  out  the  significance  even  of  what  he  does  say — 

a  promise  he  kept  too  well  (II.  1  i.gf).  This  policy  he  describes  and  defends  in  words 

strikingly  similar  to  the  letter’s  description  and  defense  of  Mark’s  actions  (1. 16— 18). 

However,  both  from  Clement’s  writings  and  from  the  letter  it  appears  that  some 

works  containing  at  least  important  hints  about  this  secret  doctrine  had  been  written, 

and  some  of  these  written  works  had  fallen  into  the  hands  of  the  unworthy  (I.21; 

II. 6).  The  least  worthy  are  the  heretics,  the  worst  heretics  are  the  gnostics,  and 

the  worst  gnostics  are  the  libertines — on  these  points  Clement  is  explicit  ( Stromateis 
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III),  and  the  same  judgments  are  implied  by  the  letter  in  its  initial  sentences.  The 

letter  agrees  with  Clement  that  the  knowledge  claimed  by  these  gnostics  is  false 

and  their  alleged  freedom  is  slavery  to  the  passions  (I.^fF) .  Both  the  letter  and  Clement 

accuse  the  gnostics  of  corrupting  the  Christian  tradition  by  interpretation  and  by 

interpolations  (I.n  and  14;  Buri,  Clemens  21-23),  and  both  profess  to  refute  the 

gnostics  by  quoting  the  exact  words  of  genuine  documents  (II. 20  and  22). 

5.  ATTITUDE  TOWARD  THE  CAR  POOR  ATI  ANS 

Of  all  libertine  gnostics,  the  particular  sect  of  most  concern  to  the  letter  and  to 

Clement,  but  to  no  other  known  Christian  writer,  are  the  Carpocratians.  Clement, 

in  his  major  attack  on  all  gnostics  in  Stromateis  III,  took  the  Carpocratian  sect  as  the 

outstanding  example  of  libertine  gnosticism  (cf.  Buri,  Clemens  19).  It  is  therefore 

plausible  to  suppose  that  they  are  referred  to  by  many  of  his  slurs  elsewhere  at 

unspecified  libertines;  sometimes  they  certainly  are  (III.  143.20).  In  the  works  of 

Irenaeus  they  are  less  important  than  the  Valentinians.  In  Tertullian  and  later 

heresiologists  they  are  of  quite  minor  importance.  In  Alexandria  itself  they  seem 

to  have  been  almost  annihilated  by  the  great  persecution  which  drove  Clement 

from  the  city  (about  202?).  Origen,  a  generation  later  than  Clement,  said  he  had 

never  been  able  to  meet  a  Carpocratian  in  spite  of  his  efforts  ( Contra  Celsum  V.62). 

The  letter  is  entirely  concerned  with  them.  Clement  and  the  author  of  the  letter 

are  at  one  in  referring  to  them  the  abusive  passages  of  Jude  (1. 3),  in  associating  them 

with  the  Nicolai'tans  attacked  in  the  Apocalypse  (1. 5),  and  in  declaring  that  they 
have  cast  themselves  into  darkness  (1.6).  It  appears  from  both  Clement  and  the 

letter  that  Carpocrates  worked  in  Alexandria  and  the  sect  arose  thence  (II. 3). 

6.  DIFFERENCES,  REAL  OR  APPARENT 

So  far  we  have  seen  that  the  letter  has  Clement’s  knowledge  both  of  the  Scriptures 
(including  the  pseudepigrapha)  and  of  the  classics,  uses  them  as  Clement  does, 

and  adjusts  them  to  each  other  as  Clement  does.  It  also  has  Clement’s  notion  that 
within  Christianity  there  is  a  secret  tradition  reserved  for  the  few  true  gnostics 

(among  whom  the  author,  like  Clement,  includes  himself),  and  it  consequently 

shares  Clement’s  hostility  to  the  competing  gnostic  groups,  particularly  the  Carpo¬ 
cratians.  Now  we  must  consider  the  differences  to  be  found  between  it  and  Clement’s 
works. 

Of  course  there  is  much  material  found  in  Clement  but  not  in  the  letter;  a  document 

of  three  pages  is  not  likely  to  reflect  all  the  content  of  a  corpus  of  three  volumes. 

Of  the  material  found  in  the  letter  and  not  in  Clement,  the  most  surprising  part 

is  the  information  about  Mark’s  secret  Gospel  and  the  Carpocratian’s  corruption 
of  it.  The  letter  presents  this  as  confidential  and  even  directs  that  Markan  authorship 

of  the  secret  Gospel  (or,  at  least,  of  the  Carpocratian  secret  Gospel)  is  to  be  denied 

on  oath  (II.  12;  see  also  the  comments  on  κατεφευσμένα,  II.  1 1).  Therefore,  if  Clement 

were  the  author  of  the  letter  we  should  not  find  this  information  in  his  published 

works.  To  maintain  that  because  it  is  not  in  his  published  works  it  could  not  have 
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been  in  his  private  letters,  one  would  have  to  maintain  that  Clement  was  extra¬ 

ordinarily  outspoken  and  veracious.  But  we  have  seen  that  he  was  not  (commentary 

on  II.  1 2).  On  the  contrary,  he  thought  the  concealment  of  truth  to  be  part  of  his 

Christian  duty — a  part  he  said  he  intended  to  perform  (Stahlin,  II. 11).  Among 
the  texts  Clement  used  to  justify  this  opinion  were  some  which  the  author  of  this 

letter  used  for  the  same  purpose — 1.18,22,27;  H-2, 1 3— 1 5.  Accordingly,  it  is  consistent 

with  Clement’s  character  that  we  should  find  in  one  of  his  private  letters  material 
at  which  his  published  works  barely  hint. 

Moreover,  the  material  found  in  the  letter  sometimes  does  seem  to  be  hinted  at 

by  passages  which  are,  or  once  were,  in  Clement’s  published  works,  and  on  other 
occasions  it  is  supported  by  historical  facts  and  by  statements  in  the  heresiologists. 

(This  does  not  imply  that  the  heresiologists  ever  saw  the  letter,  but  does  show  that 

the  letter’s  information  about  the  Carpocratians  has  some  claim  to  reliability,  as 

Clement’s  certainly  would— Chadwick,  Alexandrian  Christianity  26ff).  In  the  first  place, 

there  is  reason  for  thinking  the  Hypotyposes  contained  the  letter’s  statement  that 
Mark  went  from  Rome  to  Alexandria  (1. 19).  That  Peter  died  a  martyr  would  be 

common  “knowledge.”  That  the  canonical  Gospel  according  to  Mark  was  designed 

for  the  use  of  catechumens  (1. 17-18)  looks  like  good  tradition  (Weiss,  Christianity 
690).  That  canonical  Mk.  omits  or  barely  hints  at  important  elements  of  Christian 

teaching,  which  Christians  attributed  to  Jesus  even  before  it  was  written,  is  clear 

from  a  comparison  of  Mk.  with  Paul  and  ζ)  (this  question  will  be  discussed  in  the 

following  chapters).  That  a  secret  Gospel  according  to  Mark  was  circulating  in 

Egypt,  and  that  the  Carpocratians  appealed  to  Mk.  for  their  claim  to  have  the  secret 

teaching  of  Jesus,  were  conjectures  made  by  Harvey  and  Liboron  from  the  statements 

of  Irenaeus  (1. 2  and  12).  These  conjectures  are  now  confirmed.  That  the  Carpocra¬ 

tians  practiced  magic  is  asserted  by  Irenaeus  and  others  (II. 4).  Clement  says  that 

most  of  those  who  appealed  to  Jesus  for  help  addressed  him  as  “son  of  David”  (II. 498. 
32ff) ;  this  form  of  address  is  rare  in  the  preserved  Gospels,  but  the  portion  of  the 

secret  Gospel  quoted  in  the  letter  adds  another  case.  Clement  says  ού  γάρ  φθόνων 

(compare  1. 27)  φηοί,  παρηγγειλεν  6  κύριος  εν  τινι  ευαγγελίω,  μυστήριον  εμόν  εμοι  και 

τοΐς  υίοΐς  του  οίκου  μου  (see  above,  on  1. 12)  and  the  Clementine  Homilies  quote  the 

logion  together  with  material  from  Mk.  (19.20. 1).  Clement  speaks  of  the  rich  young 

ruler  as  υπό  του  κυρίου  συντελειου  μένος  and  says  εδιδάσκετο  δι*  αγάπην  μεταδιδόναι 
(II. 22ΐ. 27);  the  secret  Gospel  represents  him  as  loving  Jesus,  receiving  him  in  his 

house,  and  then  being  initiated  by  him.  Trying  to  prove  the  Catholic  Church  older 

than  the  heresies,  Clement  says  that,  after  Marcion,  Simon  Magus  was  for  a  short 

while  an  auditor  of  Peter’s  (III. 75. 18-76.1).  Since  this  is  clearly  false  the  passage 
has  to  be  emended,  and  a  number  of  scholars  have  conjectured  that  Μαρκίων  should 

be  corrected  to  Μάρκος;  cf.  Stahlin,  ad  loc.,  who  rejects  this  emendation  but  marks 

the  text  as  corrupt.  It  may  be  that  a  phrase  has  fallen  out  after  συνεγενετο.  Perhaps 

Μάρκος  δε  τω  Πετρω  και  τω  Παυλω  ώς  νεώτερος  συνεγενετο.  The  letter  goes  to  confirm 

a  conjecture  of  this  sort:  it  shows  why  Clement,  when  the  secret,  “gnostic”  tradition 

of  the  Church  was  in  question,  appealed  to  the  authority  of  Mark — not  Matthew 

or  even  John.  Finally,  the  Carpocratian  version  of  the  secret  Gospel  had  an  account 
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of  Jesus’  teaching  a  favored  disciple  the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God  privately 
and  γυμνός  γυμνω.  Clement,  though  he  wrote  to  Theodore  that  this  phrase  did  not 

stand  in  the  true  text  of  the  secret  Gospel,  nevertheless  chose  to  note  down,  when 

he  was  reading  the  gnostic  Theodotus,  the  statement  '0  σωτηρ  τούς  αποστόλους 
έδιδα σκβν,  τα  μεν  πρώτα  τυπικώς  καί  μυστικώς,  τα  δε  ύστερα  παραβολικώς  καί  φνιγμενως, 

τα  δε  τρίτα  σαφώς  καί  γυμνώς  κατα  μόνας  (III.  1 28.24ff)·  Did  he  note  with  approval? 

As  remarked  above  (on  III.  13),  his  usage  of  γυμνός  was  usually  metaphorical. 

These  are  trivialities  to  none  of  which,  taken  alone,  one  would  attach  importance. 

But  given  the  document  which  confronts  us,  and  taken  together,  they  may  be  thought 

significant. 

More  significant  are  the  obvious  differences  which  at  first  sight  look  like  contra¬ 

dictions  between  statements  in  the  letter  and  statements  in  Clement’s  published 
works.  Clement  says  the  true  Christian  will  never  swear;  the  letter  recommends  use 

of  an  oath  to  deceive.  But  we  have  seen  that  Clement’s  statement  is  so  hedged  by 

modifications  as  to  be  compatible  with  the  letter’s  recommendation  (II.  12).  Clement 

says  the  founder  of  the  Carpocratian  sect  was  Carpocrates’  son  Epiphanes,  who  died 
at  the  age  of  seventeen  after  having  written  a  blasphemous  book  from  which  the 

Carpocratians  derived  their  doctrine  (II.197.26ff).  The  letter  says  the  doctrines  of 

the  Carpocratians  are  derived  from  the  secret  Gospel  of  Mark,  which  Carpocrates 

got  from  a  presbyter  of  the  church  in  Alexandria  and  corrupted  by  his  own  inter¬ 

polations  (II.3-10);  there  is  no  mention  of  Epiphanes.  Obviously  the  account  in 

the  letter  admits  that  the  position  of  the  Carpocratians  is  considerably  stronger  than 

it  would  appear  from  the  account  in  the  published  work.7  Their  teachings  come  not 
from  the  philosophizings  of  an  adolescent,  but  from  that  same  secret  Gospel  reserved 

by  the  church  of  Alexandria  for  those  being  initiated  into  its  “great  mysteries.” 
Of  course  the  Carpocratians  are  said  to  have  corrupted  this  Gospel ;  but  even  so  the 

admission  is  obviously  embarrassing.  We  should  need  no  explanation  of  its  non- 

appearance  in  the  published  work,  even  if  the  letter  did  not  order  that  it  be  kept 

secret  (an  order  which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  in  accord  with  Clement’s  character  and 
teaching).  Moreover,  as  shown  in  the  commentary  (II. 3),  it  appears  from  Irenaeus 

that  the  Carpocratians  did  claim  to  derive  at  least  some  of  their  doctrines  from  secret 

apostolic  teaching.  Why  did  not  Clement  discuss  this  claim  in  his  published  work? 

Was  he  ignorant  of  it?  Or  was  it  too  embarrassing?  We  also  saw  that  Clement,  after 

disposing  of  Epiphanes,  spoke  of  Carpocrates  as  the  lawgiver,  if  not  the  founder,  of 

the  sect.  It  should  be  remembered  that  Photius  said  the  Hypotyposes  contradicted  the 

Stromateis  in  many  points  (Stahlin,  I.XV  inf.;  cf.  Casey,  Clement).  The  letter  supposes 

Carpocrates  had  doctrines  of  his  own  by  which  he  interpreted  and  corrupted  the 

Gospel  to  produce  the  mixture  from  which  it  then  says  the  Carpocratian  doctrines 

are  drawn  (II. 9) ;  it  cannot  be  carefully  worded.  So  the  statements  in  the  letter  and 
the  statements  in  the  Stromateis  could  have  come  from  the  same  man. 

The  most  important  thing  about  the  apparent  contradictions  between  the  letter 

and  the  Stromateis  is  that  they  are  apparent — at  first  glance  they  would  cause  a  reader 

7.  The  Stromateis  was  not  an  esoteric  document — Molland,  9;  Volker,  31 ;  to  the  contrary,  Lazzati,  35. 
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familiar  with  the  Stromateis  to  doubt  the  attribution  of  the  letter  to  Clement.  Therefore 

no  imitator  who  intended  to  pass  his  letter  off  as  Clement’s  would  have  included  these 
contradictions  unless  he  were  ignorant  of  what  the  Stromateis  said  on  these  subjects, 
or  unless  the  points  made  by  the  contradictory  elements  were  his  main  concern.  But 

the  letter  is  so  close  to  Clement  in  style  and  content  that  ignorance  cannot  be  supposed 

(especially  since  it  is  closest  of  all  to  Stromateis  III,  where  the  material  on  Epiphanes 
and  Carpocrates  is  found).  And  the  contradictions  are  partly  on  what  seem  to  be 

side  issues.  An  imitator  could  have  substituted  Epiphanes  for  Carpocrates  or  could 

have  avoided  the  apparent  recommendation  of  perjury  without  altering  the  main 

import  of  the  text.8  Therefore  it  seems  most  likely  that  the  letter  is  not  an  imitation: 

it  resembles  Clement’s  work  in  many  trivial  details  which  an  imitator  might  neglect; 
it  differs  in  conspicuous  points  of  content  which  an  imitator  would  never  have 

neglected;  and  all  of  its  differences  can  easily  be  explained — if  it  is  genuine — by  its 
private  character  and  stated  purpose,  but  they  would  be  difficult  to  explain  as 

consequences  of  any  purposes  which  could  plausibly  be  attributed  to  an  imitator. 

Who  could  such  an  imitator  have  been?  And  why  would  such  an  imitation  have 

been  produced  ?  Munck’s  suggestion,  that  the  text  was  produced  to  glorify  the  church 
of  Alexandria  as  possessor  of  the  true  secret  Gospel  written  by  its  founder  Mark 

(commentary  on  1. 15),  would  be  credible  only  if  the  church  of  Alexandria  ever 

had  claimed  to  possess  such  a  Gospel.  (Otherwise  the  church  would  have  been  faced 

with  the  charge  of  having  lost  this  invaluable  document.)  But  so  far  as  I  know,  the 

church  of  Alexandria  never  made  any  such  claim.  Therefore,  given  the  absence  of 

any  plausible  explanation  as  to  why  this  document  would  have  been  forged,  and  the 

absence  of  any  strong  evidence  in  the  document  itself  to  indicate  forgery,  and  the 

many  strong  reasons  reviewed  above  for  thinking  it  genuine,  we  can  proceed  on 

the  assumption  that  the  manuscript’s  attribution  of  the  letter  to  Clement  is  correct.9 

8.  Contrast,  in  this  respect  and  in  the  matter  of  obvious  contradictions,  the  forgeries  of  Pfaff 

(Harnack,  Pfaff ’schen).  Learned  forgery  was  not  rare  in  the  eighteenth  century,  but  was  customarily 
edifying  and  tendentious;  this  text  is  neither. 

9.  This  conclusion  is  further  supported  by  the  character  of  the  Gospel  fragment  which  the  letter 

quotes.  To  this  I  have  not  referred  above  because  a  reference  would  have  anticipated  the  argument  of 

the  following  chapter.  However,  I  quote  here  the  comments  of  Stendahl,  to  whom  I  submitted  only  the 

chapter  on  the  Gospel  fragment:  “Not  having  seen  your  part  on  the  Clement  problem  as  such,  let  me 
volunteer  the  impression  that  I  cannot  imagine  a  late  forgery  (of  the  Clement  letter)  containing  this 

type  of  Gospel  text.  Nor  could  such  a  text  originate  in  a  time  when  Mark  was  definitely  canonized.  So, 

indirectly,  all  I  have  seen  strengthens  my  trust  in  the  letter.  If  this  material  be  related  to  baptism  it  may 

well  be  an  Alexandrian  piece  which  was  so  related  and  believed  by  Clement  to  be  properly  Markan. 

Whether  Mark  had  been  in  Alexandria  is  another  question  to  reconsider.” 
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Secret  Gospel 

During  the  academic  year  1962-1963  this  chapter  was  discussed  in  several  meetings  of  the  Columbia 

University  Seminar  for  the  Study  of  the  NT ;  my  thanks  are  due  to  the  members  of  the  Seminar  for  their 

consideration  of  the  material  and  for  helpful  suggestions.  Professors  Pierson  Parker,  Cyril  Richardson, 
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I.  Date,  form,  and  affiliations 

The  assumption  that  the  letter  was  written  by  Clement  entails  the  consequence, 

remarked  upon  above  (commentary  on  1.23),  that  the  secret  Gospel  was  not  written 

by  Clement,1  but  was  accepted  by  him — rather  against  his  personal  inclinations — 

i
.
 
 

In  his  last  long  letter  to  me,  dated  September  20,  1962,  A.  D.  Nock  wrote:  “I  don’t  think  that 

anyone  could  suggest  that  Clement  had  written  the  secret  Gospel.  The  alternatives  
are  either  your  view 

or  the  hypothesis  of  a  later  person’s  writing  the  whole  thing.  If  that  is  the  case,  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  it  might  be  a  job  done  with  no  specific  tendency,  but  mystification  

for  the  sake  of  mystification.  
A 

curious  instance  is  P.  Oxy.  412,  where  the  learned  Julius  was  either  duped  or  faking  for  faking’s  sake. 
.  .  .  Another  possible  point  of  comparison  is  the  work  of  the  people  responsible  for  the  Clementine  Homilies 

and  Recognitions.  I  think  that  they  had  no  tendency,  like  the  author  or  authors  of  the  Grundschrift,  and 

at  the  same  time  they  were  not  seeking  personal  fame  like  Euhemerus.” 
P.  Oxy.  412  contains  the  conclusion  of  the  eighteenth  book  of  the  Kestoi  of  Julius  Africanus,  including 

a  quotation  of  Odyssey  XI. 34-43  and  48-51  expanded  by  insertion  of  a  transitional  passage  and  a 

magical  incantation;  the  incantation  is  re-edited  with  commentary  as  PGM  XXIII.  Julius  says  the 

whole  of  the  inserted  material  (29  verses)  was  to  be  found  in  MSS  in  Jerusalem  (Aelia  Capitolina)  and 

at  Nysa  in  Caria,  and  the  first  13  verses  of  it  in  a  MS  in  Rome,  in  the  library  at  the  Pantheon.  Such  a 

brief  interpolation  in  the  text  of  Homer  is  obviously  something  quite  different  from  the  sophisticated 

composition  which  confronts  us  if  the  letter  and  its  quotations  are  taken  as  the  work  of  a  single  forger. 

The  Clementine  Homilies  afford  a  better  comparison,  but  the  comparison  tells  against  the  argument,  for 

they  make  no  effort  to  imitate  the  style  of  the  genuine  Epistle  of  Clement·,  nor  do  they  set  their  pretendedly 
early  material  in  a  speciously  later  frame.  The  most  serious  objection,  however,  against  any  such 

argument  is  that  it  is  unnecessary.  Almost  any  work  of  ancient  literature  can  be  supposed  a  forgery 

(cf.  L.  Wiener,  Tacitus'  Germania  and  Other  Forgeries  [Philadelphia,  1920],  a  work  of  great  learning,  or  the 

attacks  on  Aristotle’s  Constitution  of  Athens  referred  to  by  von  Fritz  and  Knapp,  p.  4,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
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because  he  found  it  already  accepted  by  that  church  in  Alexandria  to  which  he 

attached  himself  when  he  came  to  the  city,  probably  about  the  year  175.  (Julius 

Africanus  said  that  Clement  was  already  a  prominent  figure  in  Alexandria  during 

the  reign  of  Commodus,  180-192;  Routh,  II. 307.  Clement’s  canon  was  contrasted 
with  that  of  the  Alexandrian  church  by  Harnack,  Origin  no.)  It  would  seem  likely 

that  the  church’s  acceptance  of  the  secret  Gospel  antedated  Clement’s  arrival  by  some 
considerable  time;  the  composition  of  the  secret  Gospel  of  course  antedated  its 

acceptance.  To  allow  twenty- five  years  for  these  two  intervals  and  so  put  the  com¬ 

position  back  to  150  would  not  be  implausible. 

But  Clement’s  letter  indicates  an  earlier  date.  It  says  the  secret  Gospel  was  first 
written  by  Mark,  then  stolen  and  corrupted  by  Carpocrates. 

Christians  of  Clement’s  party  were  always  accusing  their  opponents  of  corrupting 
and  misinterpreting  the  Scriptures  (Williams,  Alterations  31;  Bauer,  Rechtglaubigkeit 

186).  Presumably  their  opponents  brought  the  same  charges  against  them,  and  the 

charges  of  both  sides  were  occasionally  justified :  all  parties  among  the  early  Christians 

revised  the  texts  of  their  Scriptures  to  meet  their  doctrinal  needs — omitting  em¬ 

barrassing  details  and  inserting  words  they  thought  desirable — and  imposed  on  these 

texts  interpretations  which  were  often  false  (against  Bludau,  Schriftfalschungen,  see 

Williams,  Alterations  25-53;  Bauer,  Leben  492-504  and  passim;  for  Clement’s  own 

practice,  Buri,  Clemens  io8ff).  Consequently,  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  Clement’s 

statement  that  Carpocrates  “corrupted”  the  text  of  the  secret  Gospel.  Nor  is  there 

any  reason  to  doubt  that  Clement’s  own  text  of  the  Gospels  had  been— in  the  jargon 

of  modern  criticism — “adapted  to  the  needs  of  the  growing  Church.” 
We  saw  above  that  the  letter  contradicts  the  published  writings  of  Clement  by 

admitting  that  the  Carpocratians  derived  their  doctrines  from  the  secret  Gospel. 

This  is  a  damaging  concession  by  the  writer  and  therefore  most  likely  true.  The 

specious  contradiction  between  the  letter’s  two  statements,  that  Carpocrates  mis¬ 
interpreted  the  Gospel  according  to  his  doctrine  and  that  the  Carpocratians  drew 

their  doctrine  from  the  Gospel,  is  merely  a  consequence  of  Clement’s  shifting  from 

his  own  account  of  what  happened  to  a  sarcastic  paraphrase  of  the  Carpocratians’ 
claims.  His  account  was  that  Carpocrates  corrupted  and  misinterpreted  the  Gospel 

according  to  his  own  doctrine.  The  Carpocratians’  claim  was:  “Our  doctrine  is 

derived  from  this  source.”  Clement  paraphrases  the  claim,  without  bothering  to  deny 
it,  because  he  has  just  declared  the  source  polluted.  That  the  Carpocratians  did 

claim  to  derive  their  doctrine  from  the  secret  Mark  is  suggested  by  Celsus’  reference 

to  “the  Harpocratians  who  follow  Salome”  (Origen,  Contra  Celsum  V.62,  with  Chad¬ 

wick’s  note,  ad  loc.).  “The  Harpocratians”  are  pretty  certainly  the  Carpocratians  (the 

assault  on  the  Dead  Sea  documents  by  which  S.  Zeitlin  has  more  recently  made  himself  more  ridiculous). 

But  the  supposition  of  forgery  must  be  justified  by  demonstration  either  that  the  style  or  content  of  the 

work  contains  elements  not  likely  to  have  come  from  the  alleged  author,  or  that  some  known  historical 

circumstances  would  have  furnished  a  likely  occasion  for  the  forgery.  In  the  case  of  the  letter,  no  such 

demonstration  seems  possible,  and  the  supposition  therefore  rests  on  nothing  more  than  the  feeling  that 

this  just  cannot  be  genuine.  That  feeling  may  be  correct — given  Nock’s  knowledge  of  Greek  and  his 

amazing  intuition,  one  hesitates  even  to  doubt  it — but  it  is  not,  by  itself,  conclusive. 
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god  Harpocrates  also  appears  as  “  Carpocrates” ;  Nock,  review  of  Harder  221)  and 
Mark  is  the  only  one  of  the  canonical  Gospels  in  which  Salome  appears.  She  appears 

again  in  the  fragments  of  the  secret  Gospel  quoted  by  Clement,  and  the  Carpocratian 

text  seems  to  have  given  her  a  considerably  larger  role  than  Clement’s  did  (III.  1 4-1 7). 
However,  she  also  appeared  in  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyptians ,  and  Gelsus  may 

have  been  referring  to  Carpocratian  use  of  that  text  or  some  other  now  unknown  to 
us. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  story  of  how  Carpocrates  got  the  secret  Gospel  (inspired 

by  demons  and  using  magic,  he  so  enslaved  a  presbyter  of  the  church  in  Alexandria, 

etc.)  is  evidently  of  the  cock-and-bull  species.  No  doubt  the  Carpocratians  were  else¬ 

where  accused  of  practicing  magic  (commentary  on  II. 4)  and  did  practice  it — the 

practice  and  the  accusation  seem  to  have  been  almost  equally  common  in  ancient 

Christian  circles.  But  the  story  reports  that  the  magic  was  efficacious.  And  if  this  be 

excused  as  Clement’s  notion  of  what  had  happened,  yet  the  basic  facts  reported  are 

polemic:  Carpocrates  got  the  secret  Gospel  from  a  presbyter  “of  the  church,”  i.e., 

of  Clement’s  party.  This  claim  is  intended  to  prove  Clement’s  party  the  original 
possessor.  Therefore,  though  not  incredible,  it  is  suspect,  being  so  strongly  motivated 

that,  even  if  it  cannot  be  proved  false,  it  cannot  be  accepted  as  true  without  further 

confirmation.  Nevertheless,  it  is  important  because  of  what  it  does  not  say. 

It  does  not  say  that  the  secret  Gospel  was  introduced  into  the  Carpocratian  sect  at 

some  recent  date.  This  is  a  charge  Clement  would  have  been  happy  to  make  had  he 

known  any  excuse  for  it  and  might  have  made  without  excuse  had  he  thought  it 

would  be  believed.  But  his  words  in  II. 7  (εξηγήσατο)  suggest  there  was  a  commentary 

supposedly  by  Carpocrates  on  the  secret  Gospel,  which  would  be  further  evidence 

that  the  sect  had  possessed  it  ever  since  Carpocrates’  time.  (In  Irenaeus’  time  the 
Carpocratians  did  have  an  interpretation  of  writings  which  reported  secret  teachings 

of  Jesus  [Harvey,  1. 20. 3  =  Stieren,  1. 25. 5,  εξηγούνται].  Basilides,  whom  Eusebius 

thought  a  contemporary  of  Carpocrates,  wrote  twenty-four  books  of  εξηγητικά  “on 

the  Gospel”;  and  Papias,  probably  an  older  contemporary,  wrote  five  books  of 

εξηγήσεις  of  “ dominical  sayings”:  Eus.  HE  III. 39.1 ;  IV. 7. 7  and  9;  Stahlin  II. 284. 5, 

etc.)  At  all  events,  the  important  fact  is  Clement’s  admission  that  the  Carpocratians 
have  had  the  secret  Gospel  ever  since  the  time  of  Carpocrates  himself. 

The  date  of  Carpocrates  will  be  discussed  below  in  Chapter  Four.  He  evidently 

worked  in  or  before  the  time  of  Hadrian  (117-138).  Moreover,  if  he  adapted  the 

secret  Gospel  to  his  own  purposes  and  represented  it  as  the  basis  for  his  teachings, 

which  Clement  indicates  he  did,  he  must  have  got  hold  of  it  at  an  early  stage  in  his 

career — at  the  latest,  one  would  guess,  before  125.  Moreover,  unless  we  suppose 

Clement’s  church  took  its  secret  Gospel,  for  use  in  its  “great  mysteries,”  from  the 

Carpocratians,  we  must  suppose  either  that  Carpocrates  got  it  from  Clement’s 

church — as  Clement  says  he  did — or  that  both  Carpocrates  and  Clement’s  church 
got  it  from  some  common  source.  In  either  event  we  shall  have  to  suppose  the  secret 

Gospel  somewhat  older  than  Carpocrates’  adoption  of  it.  Thus  acceptance  of  the 

letter  as  Clement’s  entails  admission  of  a  probability  that  the  secret  Gospel  described 
by  the  letter  was  in  existence  well  before  125. 
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Besides  indicating  this  terminus  ante  quem  for  the  secret  Gospel,  the  letter  gives  us 

some  notion  of  what  this  Gospel  was  like.  First,  it  was  a  Gospel  “according  to  Mark” 
— this  was  the  claim  of  both  the  Garpocratians  (I.nf)  and  of  Clement  (I.2iff).  It 
certainly  included  at  least  parts  of  the  present  canonical  Gospel  according  to  Mark : 

to  such  parts  Clement  gives  precise  references  (II. 21, 22;  III.  1  if,  14).  It  probably 

contained  all  of  canonical  Mk. — Clement  says  it  was  composed  by  additions  to  the 
canonical  Gospel,  but  says  nothing  of  omissions  (I.2of,24ff).  The  additions,  Clement 

says,  were  made  by  Mark  himself,  of  material  from  his  “notes”  (υπομνήματα,  I.i  90 
and  those  of  Peter.  The  new  material  did  not  exhaust  these  notes,  but  was  chosen 

from  them.  It  consisted  of  “things  suitable  to  those  studies  which  make  for  progress 

toward,  knowledge ”  (τά  τοΐς  προκόπτουσι  περί  την  γνώσιν  κατάλληλα ,  I.20f),  both 
of  stories  (πράξεις,  1. 24)  like  those  in  the  canonical  Gospel  and  sayings  (λόγιά  τιν a, 

I.25)  of  which  the  exegesis  would  lead  the  hearers  to  the  hidden  truth  (1. 26).  It  did 

not  contain  τά  άπόρρητα  (I.22f),  nor  “the  hierophantic  teaching  of  the  Lord”  (I.23— 

24,  probably  identical  with  τά  άπόρρητα) .  The  expanded  text  constituted  a  “more 

spiritual  Gospel”  (πνεύμα τικώτερον  ευαγγελ ιον,  1.2  if),  which  was  intended  to  be  useful 

to  those  who  were  being  “perfected”  or  “initiated”  (τελειουμενοι,  1.22). 

This  text  was  kept  secret  by  Clement’s  church  in  Alexandria  and  read  only  “to 

those  being  initiated  ( μυουμενοι )  into  the  great  mysteries”  (II. 2).  It  was  in  the  custody 
of  the  presbyters  of  the  church,  or  they  had  had  access  to  it,  so  that  one  of  them  had 

been  able  to  secure  an  inferior  (?)  copy  ( άπόγραφον )  for  Carpocrates  (II. 5-6).  Cle¬ 

ment  himself  either  had  a  copy  or  knew  the  text  by  heart  or  had  access  to  it;  he 

could  quote  it  verbatim  to  Theodore. 

The  Carpocratians  also  had  a  text,  but  it  differed  from  that  of  Clement’s  church. 
Clement  perhaps  ascribed  some  of  the  differences  to  errors  of  the  original  copy  (this 

may  be  implied  by  pejorative  connotations  of  άπόγραφον,  1 1. 6),  but  his  words  give 

the  impression  that  he  thought  the  more  important  differences  due  to  additions  he 

described  as  “most  shameless  lies”  (άναιδεστατα  φευσματα,  II. 8— 9).  The  adjective 
may  be  intended  to  characterize  them  as  obviously  false,  or  obscene,  or  both ;  γυμνός 

γυμνω  in  III. 1 3  suggests  obscenity,  but  the  obscenity  may  have  originated  in  Cle¬ 

ment’s  interpretation.  What  would  a  hostile  interpreter  have  made  of  the  rubric  in 

Hippolytus,  Apostolic  Tradition  (XXI.11):  “And  let  them  (the  initiate  and  the 

presbyter  who  is  baptizing  him)  stand  in  the  water  naked”?  [A.D.N.  thought  “false” 

was  right,  not  “obscene.”]  At  any  rate,  the  Carpocratian  text  was  longer  than 

Clement’s  in  at  least  two  instances  (III.  13  and  17)  and  in  the  latter  of  these  two  it 

contained  a  good  deal  of  additional  material  (τά  δε  άλλα  τά  πολλά,  III.  17 — unless 

this  refers  to  a  number  of  unspecified  citations,  which  is  unlikely  in  view  of  the  parallel 

to  III. 1 3  where  τάλλα  refers  to  additional  material  in  the  passage  discussed). 

I  mentioned  above  Irenaeus’  report  that  the  Carpocratians  had  writings  allegedly 

containing  the  secret  teachings  of  Jesus,  which  they  interpreted  (Harvey,  1. 20. 3  = 

Stieren,  1. 25. 5).  Irenaeus  says  nothing  of  these  works’  being  secret  and  writes  as  if 

he  had  seen  them.  However,  he  seems  to  have  seen  a  good  many  “secret  books  of 

his  adversaries,  so  his  knowledge  of  these  does  not  disprove  their  secrecy,  which,  given 

his  description  of  the  Carpocratian  sect,  is  a  priori  likely.  How  it  happened  that  some 

91 



THE  SECRET  GOSPEL 

Carpocratians  used  their  Gospel  according  to  Mark  in  their  argument  with  Theodore 

we  do  not  know.  Compare  Clement’s  accusation  είσί  δ’οι  λεγοντες  είναι  γνωστικοί  τοΐς 
οικείοις  φθονοΰσι  μάλλον  η  τοΐς  εκτός  (III.  1 45· 1 6f) .  This  use  of  φθονεΐν  for  those  who 

keep  things  secret  appears  also  in  the  letter,  1. 27.  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  1. 20. 4  =  Stieren, 

I.25.6),  followed  by  Epiphanius  ( Panarion  XXVII. 6),  identifies  those  who  call  them¬ 

selves  “gnostics”  as  the  Carpocratians,  but  elsewhere  other  identifications  are  given 

[A.D.N.  suggests  that  this  passage  in  Clement  may  refer  to  “people  who  say  they 

are  gnostic  in  Clement’s  ideal  sense”]. 
Most  important  in  the  information  afforded  by  the  letter  is  the  fact  that  the 

Carpocratian  text  of  the  secret  Gospel  and  the  text  of  it  used  by  Clement’s  church 
were  basically  the  same.  This  was  the  most  embarrassing  fact  the  letter  had  to 

explain;  therefore  it  is  the  least  dubitable  of  the  data.  Moreover,  Clement’s  admission 

is  confirmed — the  two  texts  differed  from  canonical  Mk.  at  the  same  places  and 

about  the  same  things.  Therefore,  in  spite  of  their  differences,  the  two  must  have  had 

— as  Clement  said  they  had — a  common  original.  Accordingly,  the  question  of  their 

differences  from  this  common  original  and  of  its  differences  from  the  text  of  canonical 

Mk.  is  a  question  of  the  history  of  the  text  of  the  NT.  The  letter’s  evidence  shows 

that  in  Clement’s  time  there  were  at  least  three  forms  of  the  text  of  Mk. :  a  short  form 

(preserved  in  our  canonical  text)  and  at  least  two  longer  forms  (one  the  possession 

of  Clement’s  church,  another,  of  the  Carpocratians).  The  longer  forms  differed  con¬ 
siderably  from  each  other,  but  were  both  developments  of  a  single,  original,  longer 

text  which  itself  had  differed  considerably  from  the  short  one.  There  is  reason  to 

think  that  this  longer  text  was  in  existence  well  before  125.  How,  then,  did  it  come 

into  existence  and  what  was  its  relation  to  the  short  text  which  has  survived?  Was 

the  longer  text  produced  by  expansion,  or  was  the  short  text  an  abbreviation,  or 

were  both  derived  by  different  changes  from  some  common  original  ? 

These  questions  Clement  has  answered  in  his  letter.  He  says  the  longer  text  was 

l  expansion,  produced  in  Alexandria,  of  the  short  text  which  had  first  been  written 

Rome.  Both  the  expansion  and  the  short  text  were  the  work  of  Mark,  and  so  on, 

as  stated  above.  The  incredible  element  in  this  story  is  the  claim  that  both  texts  were 

written  by  Mark.  This  claim  is  almost  certainly  false  for  the  short  text — i.e.,  the 

canonical  Gospel — therefore  it  can  hardly  be  true  for  the  long  one  (Bultmann, 

Geschichte  1-4,  362-376;  against  Taylor  cf.  my  Comments  and  Nineham,  Eyewitness). 

Clement’s  credulity  about  apostolic  authorship  has  already  been  noticed  (above, 
1. 19  etc.).  The  statements  that  Mark  came  to  Alexandria  and  wrote  the  longer  text 

there  may  be  guesses  to  explain  why  the  longer  text  was  preserved  (or,  known  to 

Clement)  only  in  Alexandria.  However,  Mark’s  journey  to  Alexandria  may  have 
been  reported  by  Papias  (above,  on  1. 15).  The  statement  that  the  longer  text  was 

produced  by  Mark’s  expansion  of  the  short  one  may,  again,  be  a  guess;  or  it  may 
reflect  local  tradition,  which  merely  imposed  a  famous  name  on  an  essentially  correct 

report. 

Apart  from  the  reference  to  Mark,  the  story  is  not  implausible.  All  Christian 

Scriptures  at  this  time  seem  to  have  been  kept  secret  from  non-Christians  (Tertullian, 

De  testimonio  animae  1. 4),  and  the  moment  in  the  training  of  the  catechumens  when 
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they  were  first  (?)  permitted  to  hear  the  Gospel  was  evidently  an  impressive  one 

(Hippolytus,  Apostolic  Tradition  XX.2).  Therefore  if  Clement’s  church  had  further 

“great  mysteries”  beyond  the  primary  initiation  (1. 22;  II. 2;  cf.  Origen,  Contra 
Celsum  III. 59)  it  might  have  developed  a  special  Gospel  to  be  used  in  them.  And 

Mk.  would  have  lent  itself  to  such  development  because  of  its  well-known  esoteric 

traits  (Wrede,  Messiasgeheimnis  i46ff;  cf.  Wikgren,  ΑΡΧΗ). 

Accordingly,  there  is  nothing  improbable  in  Clement’s  report  that  the  longer  text 
of  Mk.  originated  in  Alexandria,  by  addition  of  material  hinting  at  secret  doctrines, 

and  that  Carpocrates  then  got  hold  of  it  and  adapted  it  to  his  own  purposes.  But 

there  is  nothing  improbable,  either,  in  the  notion  that  Clement’s  church  should  have 
made  up  the  story  of  Markan  expansion  to  cover  its  ignorance  of  the  actual  origin 

of  the  longer  text,  just  as  the  story  of  Markan  authorship  was  made  up  to  cover 

ignorance  of  the  actual  origin  of  the  short  text.  We  have  already  noted  the  polemic 

motivation  for  the  story  that  Carpocrates  got  his  Gospel  from  Clement’s  church. 
Invention  of  such  stories  is  usually  observant  of  probabilities;  therefore  only  the 

credulous  will  find  in  these  probable  stories  more  than  a  possibility  of  truth.  To  one 

who  looks  for  objective  evidence  the  preservation  of  the  longer  text  in  Alexandria 

will  seem  an  argument  for  its  Alexandrian  origin,  but  the  weight  given  this  argument 

will  depend  on  a  study  of  the  relation  of  the  longer  text  to  the  short  one. 

This  relation  is  not  unique.  Of  OT  books,  Jeremiah,  Esther,  Daniel,  and  Ezra- 

Nehemiah;  of  uncanonical  pseudepigrapha,  the  Testaments  of  the  Twelve  Patriarchs 

and  II  Enoch;  of  early  Christian  literature,  the  Ignatian  epistles  and  the  Didascalia 

Apostolorum :  these  are  only  a  few  of  the  many  texts  which  have  survived  in  several 

redactions.  Even  more  are  proved  by  internal  evidence  to  be  either  abbreviations 

or  expansions  of  texts  now  lost.  The  literary  procedures  which  produced  these 

phenomena  are  admirably  analyzed  in  Bickerman’s  Esther. 
Of  NT  books,  the  text  of  Acts  is  preserved  in  two  forms  so  different  that  many 

critics  have  thought  one  a  deliberate  revision  of  the  other  (Hatch,  Text  ioff).  On 

the  analogy  of  Acts,  Blass  suggested  that  the  differences  between  the  “Alexandrian” 

and  the  “western”  texts  of  Mk.  might  indicate  that  there  had  been  two  editions  of 

Mk.  ( Acta  33).  Other  scholars  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion  from  study  of  the 

synoptic  problem  (recently  Brown,  Revision).  But  even  if  this  conclusion  were  accepted 

it  would  not  be  directly  relevant  to  the  problem  facing  us,  for  the  differences  between 

the  two  editions  thus  postulated  would  be  small,  while  the  differences  between  the 

two  texts  of  Mk.  known  to  Clement  were  so  great  that  his  church  treated  the  longer 

text  as  a  different  Gospel.  The  two  texts  must,  therefore,  have  differed  at  least  as 

much  as  would  the  two  editions  of  John,  for  which  evidence  has  been  found  in  the 

preserved  Gospel  (Parker,  Two  Editions). 

During  the  past  century  it  was  often  thought  that  the  present  text  of  Mk.  had 

been  produced  by  extensive  expansion  of  a  shorter  Gospel.  The  most  famous  pres¬ 

entation  of  this  theory  was  probably  Wendling’s  Ur-Marcus\  the  most  recent  known 

to  me  is  Trocme’s  Formation  (ιβρίΓ).  Trocme’s  book  appeared  in  1963?  when  this 

chapter  of  the  present  work  had  been  substantially  completed;  the  agreements  ob¬ 

servable  hereinafter  are  the  results  of  independent  consideration  of  the  evidence  and 
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as  such  may  have  some  evidential  value.  Fortunately,  however,  we  need  not  rely  on 

analysis  of  the  present  text  of  Mk.  for  evidence  that  the  Gospel  texts  were  often 

extensively  revised.  Two  longer  texts  of  Mk.,  generally  believed  to  have  been  produced 

by  expansion  of  the  canonical  text  but  differing  so  greatly  that  they  are  commonly 

treated  as  different  Gospels,  have  been  preserved — they  are  the  canonical  Gospels 

according  to  Matthew  and  Luke.  These  are  generally  supposed  to  date  from  the  last 

quarter  of  the  first  century  or  the  opening  years  of  the  second  (Leipoldt,  Geschichte 

1. 108 ;  Jiilicher-Fascher,  286-319).  It  is  a  likely  guess  that  they  owed  their  preservation 

primarily  to  their  acceptance  by  particular  churches — Lk.  perhaps  in  Greece,  Mt. 

in  Syria  (Harnack,  Origin  68ff).  The  longer  text  of  Mk.  produced  in  Alexandria  was 

not  preserved,  no  doubt  because  of  its  intimate  connection  with  the  esoteric  inter¬ 

pretation  of  Christianity  which  seems  to  have  dominated  the  churches  of  Egypt  during 

most  of  the  second  century  (Bauer,  Rechtglaubigkeit  5  iff;  cf.  Hornschuh,  Anfange  32off). 

Esoteric  practice  limited  this  longer  text  to  an  inner  circle  and  so  prevented  its 

attaining  even  in  Egypt  the  sort  of  regional  pre-eminence  to  which  Mt.  and  Lk.  may 

have  owed  their  ultimate  acceptance  by  the  whole  Church. 

Since  Mt.  and  Lk.  are  generally  supposed  to  have  been  produced  by  an  expansion 

of  canonical  Mk.,  Clement’s  account  of  the  origin  of  the  longer  Alexandrian  text  is 
supported  by  analogy,  and  further  analogies  might  be  found  in  the  yet  further  ex¬ 

panded  texts  produced  by  Tatian  and  Theophilus  of  Antioch.  The  process  had  not 

stopped  in  Clement’s  day;  he  knew  some  “who  alter  the  Gospels”  and  quoted  with 
approval  some  of  their  alterations,  which  were  expansions  (II.266.25ff).  Moreover, 

the  same  process  has  been  thought  to  have  produced  canonical  Mk.  itself,  which 

Dodd,  Framework ,  has  represented  as  the  expansion  of  a  primitive  outline  by  addition 

of  various  pericopae — a  theory  still  plausible  in  spite  of  the  attacks  on  it  by  Nineham, 

Order ;  Robinson,  Quest  48!!;  and  Trocme,  Formation  23ff.  But  analogy  is  not  con¬ 

clusive  evidence.  In  textual  history  abbreviations  are  no  less  common  than  expansions. 

The  Ignatian  epistles,  for  instance,  underwent  both.  So  did  the  text  of  Mk. :  even  the 

expanded  forms  produced  by  Matthew  and  Luke  show  abbreviation;  Matthew  often 

condenses  the  Markan  stories  and  omits  some;  Luke  omits  a  large  section  of  the  text 

(Mk.  6.44-8.26).  The  expanded  form  produced  by  Luke  was  abridged  by  Marcion 

and  the  abridgment  was  represented  as  the  original  text — a  claim  which  still  finds 

occasional  defenders  (Knox,  Marcion).  The  expanded  form  produced  by  Matthew 

seems  to  have  been  abbreviated  by  the  Ebionites  (Hennecke-Schneemelcher,  100). 

Another  abbreviation  is  probably  represented  by  the  so-called  “Fayyum  fragment” 
(ibid.,  74).  The  canonical  text  of  Mk.  itself  is  often  supposed  to  have  been  abbreviated 

at  the  end,  if  not  elsewhere  (Williams,  Alterations  44f;  Taylor,  610).  Dionysius  of 

Corinth,  about  170,  complained  that  his  own  letters  in  his  own  lifetime  had  suffered 

both  deletion  and  interpolation;  hence,  he  said,  there  was  no  reason  to  wonder  that 

even  the  Scriptures  of  the  Lord  had  been  tampered  with  (Eus.,  HE  IV.23.12). 

Accordingly,  the  question  whether  the  longer,  Alexandrian  text  was  an  expansion, 

or  the  shorter,  now  canonical,  text  an  abbreviation,  will  have  to  be  considered  care¬ 

fully.  At  this  point  all  to  be  said  is  that  Clement’s  account  of  an  expansion  (except 
for  its  claim  of  Markan  authorship)  is  consistent  with  the  probabilities  of  the  situation 
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in  Alexandria,  with  the  history  of  early  Christian  literature  in  general,  and  in  par¬ 

ticular  with  the  history  of  the  canonical  Markan  text  as  indicated  by  the  other  synoptics. 

Additional  evidence  in  support  of  Clement’s  account  could  be  brought  from  the 
fragments  of  the  apocryphal  Gospels,  of  which  some  show  further  modifications  of  the 

basic  texts  of  the  synoptics,  although  others  may  be  (like  the  canonical  Gospel  accord¬ 

ing  to  John?)  wholly  or  partially  independent  compilations  from  cognate  oral  tradi¬ 

tions  (Mayeda,  Leben-Jesu-Fragment,  in  spite  of  Benoit’s  review;  Dodd,  Historical 
Tradition  328  n2;  Hornschuh,  Anfange  I7ff;  Hennecke-Schneemelcher,  34,  47ff,  57ff, 
104).  Fortunately,  however,  there  is  no  need  to  rely  on  this  material  of  which  the 

interpretation  is  so  uncertain.  The  Gospel  described  by  Clement’s  letter  was  un¬ 
questionably  a  variant  form  of  Mk.  In  structure  its  closest  analogues  would  seem  to 

have  been  the  other  synoptic  Gospels.  By  vocabulary,  style,  and  content  it  is  obviously 

connected  with  the  synoptics  rather  than  the  apocryphal  Gospels.  Accordingly,  the 

importance  of  the  apocryphal  Gospels  to  the  following  discussion  is  chiefly  as  evidence 

that  from  75  to  125  the  production  of  Gospels  was  not  limited  to  the  canonical  four, 

and  traditional  material  about  Jesus  was  not  limited  to  the  many  Gospels  produced. 

On  the  contrary,  all  the  Gospels,  canonical  and  apocryphal  alike,  are  but  partial 

representatives  of  an  oral  tradition  which  still  outranked  them  in  the  time  of  Papias 

(ca.  125;  Eus,  HE  III. 39. 4)  and  lived  on  at  least  in  isolated  figures  to  the  end  of  the 

second  century.  (Irenaeus,  in  Eus.,  HE  V. 20.5-7,  was  still  “chewing”  this  “cud.” 

See  also  Klijn,  Survey  164-165.) 

This  background  of  oral  tradition  is  reflected  not  only  by  the  apocryphal  Gospels, 

but  also  by  the  agrapha  in  the  apostolic  fathers,  of  which  Roster’s  study  has  led  him 

to  the  conclusion  that:  “The  source  of  the  synoptic  tradition  .  .  .  is  .  .  .  the  community, 
which  from  its  practical  needs  not  only  hands  down  and  uses  the  synoptic  material, 

but  also  recasts,  transforms,  and  increases  the  material  already  available.  Actually, 

moreover,  this  whole  development  is  still  far  from  completion  at  the  time  when  our 

Gospels  are  composed,  i.e.,  toward  the  end  of  the  first  century.  It  continues,  indeed, 

not  only  on  the  basis  of  the  now  developed  Gospel  texts,  but  also  alongside  them” 
( Uberlieferung  257).  Acceptance  of  this  thesis  by  reviewers  so  different  as  Moule  and 

Martin  is  significant.  Substantially  the  same  thesis  was  advanced  by  Dodd  as  an 

explanation  of  Johannine  parallels  to  the  synoptics  ( Herrnworte  75).  The  same  con¬ 

clusion  was  reached  by  Duplacy,  from  his  survey  of  recent  work  on  the  history  of  the 

NT  text:  “More  and  more,  today,  the  redaction  of  the  Gospels  and  of  Acts  appears 
as  one  stage,  albeit  essential,  of  written  fixation  in  the  course  of  a  tradition  partly 

written,  partly  oral,  which  preceded  these  works,  contained  more  than  they,  and  did 

not  disappear  after  their  redaction.  The  same  tradition  which  moulded  the  sources 

of  these  works,  and  impregnated  the  minds  of  their  authors,  continued  to  act  on  the 

transmission  of  their  text;  the  sources  themselves  did  not  disappear  overnight,  and 

they,  too,  can  have  influenced  the  text”  ( Ou  en  est  II. 274).  See  also  the  remarks  of 
Robinson,  ΛΟΓΟΙ  ΣΟΦΩΝ  88f,  on  the  multiplicity  of  sources  available  to  the 

apostolic  fathers. 

This  background,  then,  of  oral — and  in  part,  as  Duplacy  observes,  written — tradition 

is  of  fundamental  importance  for  the  following  study.  In  the  first  place,  it  prohibits 
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hasty  conclusions  as  to  literary  relation  on  the  basis  of  occasional  identities  in  wording. 

Verbal  reminiscences  of  the  sort  which  in  classical  literature  are  indications  of  sources 

may  here  be  evidence  of  nothing  more  than  the  common  tradition  of  the  community 

or  the  contamination  of  the  manuscript.  In  the  second  place,  as  Koster  pointed  out 

in  his  crushing  critique  of  Jeremias  ( Herrenworte  222f),  the  question  of  priority  is 

reduced  to  comparative  unimportance.  Once  it  is  admitted  that  all  Gospels  alike 

are  abstracts  from  the  traditions  of  the  early  churches,  then  the  fact  that  one  was 

written  down  ten  or  fifteen  years  before  or  after  another  does  not  make  much  differ¬ 

ence;  the  later  document  can  easily  contain  the  more  important  tradition — as 

Clement  said  the  later  text  of  Mark  did.  So  we  have  two  questions  before  us,  the 

literary  and  the  historical.  They  are  at  least  partially  independent.  We  now  turn  to 
the  former. 

Postscript ,  1965:  The  above  argument,  written  in  1962,  can  now  be  strengthened  by 

the  authority  of  Dodd  and  by  his  demonstration  in  Historical  Tradition  that  the  fourth 

Gospel  is  not  directly  dependent  on  the  synoptics,  but  derives  from  another,  similar, 

body  of  material.  Particularly  important  are  his  remarks  on  oral  tradition  (pp.  7ff) : 

“It  is  important  to  realize  that  we  are  not  dealing  with  a  primitive  period  of  oral 
tradition  superseded  at  a  given  date  by  a  second  period  of  literary  authorship,  but 

that  oral  tradition  continued  to  be  an  important  factor  right  through  the  New 

Testament  period  and  beyond.  Papias,  in  the  first  half  of  the  second  century,  still 

preferred  oral  tradition,  where  it  was  available,  and  Irenaeus,  towards  the  close  of 

that  century,  could  cite  with  great  respect  that  which  he  had  ‘heard  from  a  certain 

presbyter  who  had  heard  it  from  those  who  had  seen  the  apostles’.  .  .  .  The  early 
Church  was  not  such  a  bookish  community  as  it  has  been  represented.  It  did  its 

business  primarily  through  the  medium  of  the  living  voice,  in  worship,  teaching  and 

missionary  preaching,  and  out  of  these  three  forms  of  activity — liturgy,  didache , 

kerygma — a  tradition  was  built  up,  and  this  tradition  lies  behind  all  literary  production 

of  the  early  period,  including  our  written  gospels.  The  presumption,  therefore,  which 

lay  behind  much  of  the  earlier  criticism — that  similarity  of  form  and  content  between 

two  documents  points  to  the  dependence  of  the  later  of  these  documents  on  the  earlier 

— no  longer  holds  good,  since  there  is  an  alternative  explanation  of  many  such  simi¬ 

larities,  and  one  which  corresponds  to  the  conditions  under  which  gospel  writing  began, 

so  far  as  we  can  learn  them:  namely,  the  influence  of  a  common  tradition.  To  estab¬ 

lish  literary  dependence  something  more  is  needed — some  striking  similarity  in  the 

use  of  words  (especially  if  the  words  are  somewhat  unusual)  extending  over  more 

than  a  phrase  or  two,  or  an  unexpected  and  unexplained  identity  of  sequence,  or  the 

like.” Also  of  great  importance  for  what  will  follow  here  is  the  argument  Dodd  uses 

again  and  again:  “It  is  impossible  to  treat  any  one  of  the  Synoptics  as  the  primary 
source  of  the  Johannine  version  .  .  .  since  he  (sic)  is  sometimes  closer  to  one  and  some¬ 

times  to  another  of  the  three  .  .  .  The  hypothesis  of  literary  conflation  of  documentary 

sources  seems  less  probable  than  that  of  variation  within  an  oral  tradition”  (p.  79). 
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Of  greater  importance  for  the  present  work  than  for  Dodd’s  own  are  his  passing 
remarks  on  the  probability  that  elements  from  floating  oral  tradition  entered  the 

established  Gospel  texts  as  interpolations  (e.g.,  p.  355  n2,  with  reference  to  the 

insertions  at  Lk.  6.5  and  9.56,  though  the  great  example  is,  of  course,  Jn.  7.53-8.1 1). 
Further  points,  on  particular  questions,  will  be  noted  hereinafter. 

The  extent  of  agreement  between  Dodd’s  and  my  own  estimates  of  the  history  of 
the  composition  of  the  Gospels  is  not  only  a  source  of  gratification  to  me,  but  also, 

since  the  estimates  were  independent,  a  piece  of  historical  evidence.  Consequently, 

I  have  in  general  left  the  present  text  just  as  it  was  before  my  reading  of  Dodd’s 
book,  changing  it  only  by  insertion  of  references  to  his  work  and  by  correction  of  a 

few  errors.  The  reader  will  see  that  in  spite  of  the  large  agreement  there  is  consider¬ 

able  difference.  In  particular,  the  new  material  seems  to  me  to  indicate  literary 

relation  as  well  as  dependence  on  similar  oral  traditions.  How  far  my  conclusions 

should  be  modified  in  the  light  of  Dodd’s  study  of  the  Johannine  evidence,  or  Dodd’s 
in  the  light  of  the  new  material,  are  questions  for  others  to  discuss. 

II.  Stylistic  comparison  with  the  canonical  gospels 

A.  Text  and  commentary 

The  literary  problem  before  us  is:  To  determine  the  relation  of  the  shorter,  now 

canonical,  text  of  Mk.  to  the  longer  text  which  Clement  referred  to  as  “the  secret 

Gospel”  and  of  which  Clement’s  church  and  the  Carpocratians  possessed  somewhat 

different  forms.  This  question  cannot  be  stated  as  one  of  “authenticity.”  Contrast 

the  previous  question  about  the  letter.  To  ask  whether  or  not  the  letter  is  “authentic” 
is  to  ask  whether  or  not  it  was  written  by  a  known  individual,  Clement,  from  whom 

we  have  a  large  body  of  original  compositions  which  provide  criteria  for  authenticity 

and  make  the  term  “authentic”  meaningful  when  used  of  works  attributed  to  him. 

But  “Mark,”  the  hypothecated  writer  of  the  canonical  text  of  the  second  Gospel,  is 
not  a  known  individual,  we  have  no  work  of  his  save  this  one  text,  and  this  text  is 

far  from  a  wholly  original  composition.  It  combines  many  different  kinds  of  material 

written  in  considerably  different  styles  (Wohleb,  Beobachtungen;  Guy,  Sayings;  etc.). 

The  combination  probably  arose  by  stages  (Bultmann,  Geschichte,  passim;  Guy,  Origin 

i22ff;  Schille,  Formgeschichte  nf);  and  the  present  text  may  be  thought  as  much  the 

work  of  a  “school”  (a  preaching  or  teaching  tradition)  as  of  an  individual  editor — - 
Stendahl,  School ,  has  shown  that  even  the  comparatively  well-ordered  Mt.  has  such 

a  tradition  behind  it.  Perhaps  the  strongest  argument  for  this  estimate  of  Mk.  is 

afforded  by  recent  efforts  to  maintain  the  contrary:  Marxsen,  Evangelist ,  Farrer, 

St.  Mt .,  Carrington,  Mark ,  are  principally  interesting  as  examples  of  the  extravagance 

of  exegetic  fantasy  needed  to  transform  “  Mark”  from  an  editor — or  a  series  of  editors 

— to  an  author.  Therefore  (as  indicated  in  the  conclusion  of  the  preceding  chapter) 

the  question  before  us  is  not  to  decide  the  “authenticity”  of  the  new  material,  but 
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to  determine  its  relationship  to  the  evidently  long  process  of  writing  and  editing 

which  produced  the  present  text  of  the  second  Gospel. 

Let  us  begin  by  comparing  the  vocabulary  and  style  of  canonical  Mk.  with  those 

of  the  letter’s  quotations  from  the  longer  text.  Data  for  the  comparison  are  collected 

in  Appendix  E,  of  which  the  figures  are  based  on  Moulton-Geden  and  Yoder  and 

have  been  checked,  when  possible,  against  Morgenthaler.  In  the  event  of  differences 

(which  were  frequent)  Morgenthaler’s  figures  were  preferred.  It  is  my  impression 
that  the  differences  are  not  sufficient  to  affect  the  substance  of  the  conclusions.  I  hope 

this  will  be  true  also  of  the  errors  which,  in  spite  of  checking,  have  doubtless  crept  in. 

Collection  of  statistics  about  common  phrases  is  difficult  not  only  because  of  its 

monotony,  which  induces  error,  but  also  because  of  the  frequency  with  which  such 

phrases  have  been  introduced  into  some  MSS  by  scribal  corruption.  In  the  following 

pages  and  in  Appendix  E  the  notes  on  textual  variants  are  from  Nestle-Kilpatrick 

and  (somewhat  abridged)  from  Legg’s  editions  of  Mt.  and  Mk.  I  was  not  ignorant 

of  the  crticisms  made  of  Legg’s  editions — e.g.,  Massaux,  Etat  7oqf — but  had  nothing 
better  to  use.  I  was  ignorant  of  the  criticisms  of  the  Nestle-Kilpatrick,  but  those  I 

have  heard  to  date  do  not  seem  to  justify  such  reworking  of  the  following  figures  as 

would  be  required  by  the  change  of  a  basic  text.  The  data  collected  in  Appendix  E 

are  discussed  seriatim  in  the  following  commentary.  They  include  material  for  com¬ 

parisons  with  Mt.  and  Lk.  as  well  as  Mk.  Since  the  style  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  is 

very  close  to  that  of  the  synoptics,  but  has  only  tangential  connections  with  that 

of  Jn.,  data  on  Johannine  usage  are  not  included  in  Appendix  E  but  are  given  in  the 

following  commentary  when  they  deserve  notice. 

Before  proceeding,  one  observation  must  be  made :  we  know  the  longer  text  only  in  an 

eighteenth- century  copy  of  Clement's  quotations  of  it.  Now  one  of  the  commonest  phenomena 
in  MSS  of  the  Gospels  is  harmonization  of  the  text  of  one  Gospel  with  that  of  the 

others  (Williams,  Alterations  iff;  Dodd,  Historical  Tradition  77  nq,  1 65E,  etc.;  Trocme, 

Formation  169  ni);  and  the  peculiar  readings  of  Mk.,  because  Mk.  was  the  least 

familiar  of  the  Gospels,  suffered  particularly  from  harmonization  (cf.  Hills,  Caesarean 

Text).  Further,  when  Clement  quoted  Mk.  he  usually  contaminated  his  quotations 

with  reminiscences  of  Mt.  and  Lk.  This  is  shown  clearly  by  the  notes  in  Appendix  D 

on  Clement’s  quotations  from  Mk.,  and  even  more  clearly  by  the  comparison  in 

Appendix  F  between  Clement’s  text  of  Mk.  10. 17-31  (III.  162. 19-163. 12)  and  Nestle- 

Kilpatrick’s.  It  is  also  interesting  to  see  how  in  III.i62ff,  after  having  quoted  the 
Markan  text  correctly  in  his  main  quotation,  Clement  carelessly  slips  into  the  Mat- 

thaean  text  when  he  comments  phrase  by  phrase  (see  especially  III.  166.24).  Ac- 

cordingly — in  spite  of  the  κατά,  λάξιν  in  II. 22 — we  should  expect  Clement’s  quotation 
of  the  longer  text  to  show  signs  of  similar  contamination  deriving  from  Clement  him¬ 

self,  and  we  should  expect  our  single  MS  of  Clement’s  quotations  to  show  traces  of 
the  harmonizations  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  to  more  familiar  texts,  not  only  of  Mk., 

but  also  of  the  more  familiar  Gospels.  And,  last  of  all,  it  must  be  remembered  that 

even  the  text  of  Clement’s  Stromateis  rests  almost  entirely  on  one  eleventh-century 

MS;  therefore,  as  Swanson  observed,  “it  is  impossible  ...  to  determine  ...  to  what 
extent  the  New  Testament  passages  cited  by  our  author  have  been  altered,  acciden¬ 

tally  or  intentionally,  by  the  copyists”  ( Text  2). 
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11.23 

n.23  ̂  
καί  βρχοντ ac  els  Βηθανίαν,  καί  ην  6Κ€Ϊ  μία 

και  έρχονται  εις.  Mk.  has  και  έρχονται  4  times  (2  at  the  beginning  of  a  pericope— 

3.31  and  12.18)  and  και  έρχονται  εις  6  or  7  times  (5  or  6  times  at  the  beginning  of  a 
pericope).  Neither  Mt.  nor  Lk.  uses  the  expression  at  all.  This  Markan  formula  cannot 

be  taken  as  proof  of  borrowing  from  any  particular  passage  (cf.  Turner,  Usage 
26.225!^) ·  That  the  subject  (Jesus  and  the  people  following  him)  must  be  understood 

from  the  general  pattern  of  Gospel  stories  and  not  from  the  immediate  context  is 

typical  of  Mk.  (cf.  Doudna,  Greek  5ff).  Another  example  occurs  below  in  II 1. 6,  ηλθον. 

Βηϋ' ανίαν.  Nesbitt,  Bethany ,  has  not  succeeded  in  showing  that  the  Bethany  stories 

in  the  Gospels  are  based  on  a  special  body  of  traditions,  but  the  notion  is  not  certainly 
false.  Mk.  uses  the  name  4  times,  Mt.  2,  Lk.  2.  Both  of  the  Matthaean  and  one  of 

the  Lucan  usages  are  in  parallels  to  Mk.  It  would  seem  that  the  name  was  more 

prominent  in  the  Markan  material.  Jn.  has  it  3  times  in  connection  with  Lazarus 

(11.1,18;  1 2. i ;  perhaps  1.28 — the  text  is  dubious).  Besides  these  usages,  D  and  it. — 

major  witnesses  to  the  “western  text” — at  Mk.  8.22  have  και  έρχονται  εις  Βηθανίαν, 
the  phrase  found  in  the  longer  text.  But  the  reading  of  D  and  it.  is  wrong;  the  place 

name,  as  given  by  all  other  witnesses,  should  be  Beth  Saida.  Yet  there  is  nothing  at 

8.22  to  suggest  Bethany.  Why,  then,  did  the  scribe  of  the  archetype  of  D  and  it. 

make  such  a  blunder?  Was  it  because  he  knew  the  longer  text?  D  is  characterized 

by  contamination  of  texts  from  similar  passages  (Hatch,  Text  12;  Williams,  Altera¬ 
tions  1). 

και  ην  εκεί.  Verbatim  in  Mk.  3.1,  as  the  beginning  of  the  second  sentence  of  a  story 

following  an  initial  statement  of  place,  as  here.  The  same  words,  but  with  a  different 

meaning  (“and  he  stayed  there”)  occur  in  Mt.  2.15.  More  relevant  is  the  occurrence 
in  all  three  synoptics  of  ην/ησαν  δε  εκεί  as  a  narrative  formula:  Mt.  27.55,61;  Mk. 

5.1 1  I]  Lk.  8.32.  Matthew  has  introduced  the  formula  where  Mk.  did  not  have  it. 

It  is  a  formula,  not  a  sign  of  literary  dependence.  [W.M.G.  questions  this  conclusion, 

remarking  that  Mk.  3.1  also  has  the  same  sentence  structure  as  this  phrase  of  the 

longer  text:  copula,  verb,  adverb,  subject,  attribute.]  But  substantially  the  same 

sentence  structure  is  also  found  in  Mt.  27.55,61  and  Lk.  8.32.  Evidently  it  went  with 

the  formula. 

μία.  Mk.  has  this  adjectival  use  of  εις  for  τις  in  12.42,  ελθονσα  μία  χήρα  πτωχή, 

but  it  is  more  common  in  Mt.  (4  instances,  with  a  fifth  in  the  western  text,  Ode 

Sy.c,s*  Arm.).  Hawkins  ( Horae  4,  30Q  lists  it  as  a  Matthaean  trait,  but  it  is  probably 

a  Semitism  (no  instances  in  Lk.),  not  a  sign  of  literary  dependence.  (There  are 

occasional  occurrences  in  classical  Greek — cf.  Aristophanes,  Aves  1292,  and  van 

Leeuwen’s  note — but  the  Semitic  usage  was  so  common  that  its  influence  is  probably 

to  be  supposed.)  εις  for  τις  in  other  constructions  ( εις  των  προφητών,  εις  εκ  του  δχλον, 

etc.)  is  common  in  all  the  Gospels,  as  in  the  papyri.  Since  the  decision  as  to  the 

number  of  instances  depends  on  the  subjective  judgment,  whether  or  not  the  author 
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γυνή  ης  o  a θ€λφος  αυτής 

intended  to  emphasize  the  singleness  of  the  object  referred  to,  there  will  be  differences 

of  opinion  about  the  lists  in  Appendix  E,  which  give  14  or  15  instances  in  Mk., 

14  or  18  in  Mt.  and  13  or  15  in  Lk.  Cf.  Moule,  Idiom-Book  125  and  176;  Blass- 

Debrunner-Funk,  no.  247.2;  Doudna,  Greek  33b 

γυνή.  Women  come  to  Jesus  in  Mk.  5.27  (the  woman  with  an  issue);  7.25  (the 

Syrophoenician) ;  14.3  (the  anointing  in  Bethany);  16.2  (the  resurrection).  To  these 

Mt.  adds  20.20  (the  mother  of  James  and  John) ;  Lk.  adds  7.37k  (the  Lucan  anointing 

—that  the  woman  came  is  implied  if  not  stated);  10.40  (Martha’s  complaint); 
23.27  (the  women  of  Jerusalem) ;  Jn.:  11.20  (Martha,  in  the  raising  of  Lazarus); 

11.32  (Mary,  in  the  same);  20.1  (the  Johannine  resurrection).  Besides  these  the 

adulteress  is  brought  to  Jesus  (Jn.  8.3)  and  there  are  a  number  of  meetings  with  women 

or  mentions  of  them  in  Jesus’  entourage.  Evidently  they  played  a  large  part  in  early 
Christian  tradition.  The  multiplicity  of  these  stories  makes  it  impossible  to  be  sure 

that  the  story  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  was  drawn  from  any  one  of  them. 

ης  .  .  .  αύτης.  Redundant  αυτός  following  ός  in  the  oblique  cases  is  found  twice  in 

Mk.,  once  in  Mt.,  and  twice  in  Lk.  (one  Markan),  always  in  the  genitive,  ης  .  .  .  αύτης 

appears  only  in  Mk.  7.25.  The  same  construction  appears  again  in  III.  15,  below, 

in  the  accusative.  It  is  probably  a  Semitism  rather  than  a  sign  of  literary  dependence; 

there  are  10  instances,  in  all  three  oblique  cases,  in  Apoc.  (These  figures  do  not 

include  the  peculiar  readings  of  codex  Bezae;  Yoder’s  concordance  has  not  indicated 
the  peculiar  usages  of  αυτός.)  Both  the  instances  in  the  longer  text,  and  all  those  in 

canonical  Mk.,  have  in  common  a  trait  which  Doudna  was  not  able  to  find  in  the 

papyri,  “namely,  the  fact  that  the  redundant  possessive  pronoun  follows  its  noun 

immediately”  [Greek,  38).  See  also  the  note  on  III.  15,  ον  ηγάττα  αυτόν. 

γυνή  ης  .  .  .  αύτης  .  .  .  ελθοΰσα.  This  verbal  sequence  appears  also  in  Mk.  7.25  (the 

Syrophoenician).  However,  it  would  be  hasty  to  conclude  that  either  passage  is 

dependent  on  the  other,  because:  (1)  γυνή  .  .  .  e’A θοϋσα  appears  again  in  Mk.  5.25k; 
(2)  ελθοΰσα  in  our  text  is  not  part  of  the  same  sentence  as  γυνή  ης  .  .  .  αύτης  but  is 

part  of  the  formula  ελθοΰσα  ττροσεκύνησεν,  of  which  there  are  7  variants  in  Mt.  (see 

below);  (3)  αύτης  in  Mk.  7.25  is  omitted  by  RDW/ΙΘ  Pap.  45,  fam.\,fam.  13(^.124), 

28.225.237.253.475**.565.569.7oo.tf/.jfrtfW£.zhvg.Cop.sa'bCKGeo.  (so  Legg).  Now  if  we 
suppose  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  to  have  been  compiled  from  texts  of  the  types  known 

to  us,  we  should  suppose  the  compiler  to  have  used  a  text  akin  to  the  archetype  of 

D  and  it.,  since  only  from  such  a  text  could  he  have  gotten  και  έρχονται  εις  βηθανίαν 

(above).  But  the  archetype  of  D  and  it.  evidently  did  not  have  the  redundant  αύτης 

in  Mk.  7.25.  So  there  is  some  difficulty  in  supposing  that  both  similarities  resulted 
from  imitation. 
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II.24 

άπβθανβν  και  βλθοΰσα  προσβκυνησβ 

άττεθ ανεν.  The  form:  2  in  Mt.,  6  in  Mk.,  5  in  Lk.  This  perfective  meaning  for  the 

aorist  (“had  died”  or  “was  dead”)  appears  in  Lk.  8.53  and  possibly  in  Mk.  9.26 
and  15.44  (in  spite  of  the  fine  distinction  made  by  Swete  and  accepted  by  Taylor; 

the  emendations — τεθνηκεν  W@  472.1342  and  τεθνήκε i  D,/253 — show  how  the  copyists 
understood  the  Greek).  It  is  regular  in  LXX:  Ex.  16.3;  Num.  14.2;  20.3;  Judges 

8.33b;  9-55 (?)  ?  II  Sam.  13.39;  etc·  The  sentence  structure  here,  with  the  verb  at 

the  end,  is  thought  typically  Markan  by  Turner,  Usage  29·352ίΓ. 

καί  +  participle  of  έρχομαι  in  the  nominative  +  finite  verb:  5  in  Mk.,  12  in  Mt. 

(only  one  Markan)  and  5  in  Lk.  (none  Markan).  These  figures  would  be  larger  if 

account  were  taken  of  the  instances  with  δε  instead  of  καί  or  with  compounds  of 

έρχομαι  (εις-,  προσ-,  εξ-) .  This  standard  construction  cannot  be  taken  as  evidence 

of  dependence  on  any  particular  passage.  For  the  same  construction  with  other 

verbs  see  below,  on  καί  όργισθείς  (II. 25).  The  use  of  redundant  participles,  especially 

ελθών  and  άναστάς  (III.  10),  is  studied  by  Doudna  ( Greek ,  55ff  and  1 1 7fT)  as  charac¬ 

teristic  of  Mk.’s  style. 

προσεκυνησε  και  λεγει.  [W.M.C.  notes  the  connection — by  καί — of  an  aorist  with  a 

historical  present  and  remarks  that,  though  unusual,  it  does  appear  in  Thuc., 

VI. 4. i.]  In  Mk.  it  is  common,  particularly  so  with  λεγει  (1.37,41,43!,  etc.),  as  here 

in  the  longer  text.  In  III. 7,  below,  it  recurs  with  ερχεται,  as  in  Mk.  6.1.  [For  a  study 

of  earlier  examples  W.M.C.  refers  to  von  Fritz,  Present  esp.  195b] 

προσεκυνησε.  προσκυνεΐν  after  έρχομαι’.  7  or  8  in  Mt.,  never  in  Mk.  or  Lk.  In  5 

of  the  7  instances  it  follows  a  participle.  One  instance  (15.25)  is  particularly  close 

to  the  above:  η  δε  ελθοΰσ  a  προσεκυνει  a  ύτω  ( ττροσεκννησε  LKXd  Φ  0119V  Ι57·5^5·β^· 

pier. it.  pc. wg.  pier.  Sy.Cop.b0,Aeth.Or. ;  αυτόν  /1174.1515).  This  again  is  the  story  of  the 
Syrophoenician  woman.  If  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  was  compiled  from  the  canonical 

texts,  the  compiler  took  his  first  sentence  from  Mk.  7.25  and  his  second  from  Mt. 

,15.25,  which  he  revised  by  substitution  of  initial  καί  for  δε— not  a  likely  procedure. 

Matthew’s  interest  in  proskynesis  is  remarkable;  but  the  verb  cannot  be  taken  as 
proof  of  dependence  on  Mt.,  especially  since  it  here  governs  the  accusative,  which 

it  never  does  in  Mt.  except  when  he  is  quoting  the  OT.  Mark  also  represents  suppliants 

as  approaching  Jesus  with  proskynesis  (5.6,  governing  the  accusative)  and  might 

have  used  the  καί  ελθών  formula  to  introduce  them  [R.S.  calls  attention  to  Mt. 

20.20,  τότε  προσηλθεν  a  ύτω  η  μητηρ  των  υιών  Ζεβεδαίου  μετά  των  υιών  αυτής  προσκυνούσα 

καί  αίτοϋσά  τι.  This  introduces  a  proskynesis  by  a  woman  into  the  story  (=  Mk. 

1 0.35—45)  which,  according  to  Clement,  immediately  followed  the  present  quotation 

from  the  longer  text.  Moreover,  the  woman  introduced — the  mother  of  the  sons 

of  Zebedee — replaces  Salome  in  Mt.’s  parallel  to  Mk.’s  list  of  the  women  who 

witnessed  the  crucifixion  (Mt.  27.56  ||  Mk.  15.40).  Her  request,  in  Mt.  20.20,  was 
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τον  Ίησονν 

refused.  Salome  is  one  of  the  women  who  appears  in  the  next  section  of  the  longer 

text  (immediately  following  the  pericope  introduced  by  Mt.  20.20) ;  there  she  comes 

to  see  Jesus  and  is  refused.]  This  suggests  that  Matthew  incorporated  in  20.20  traces 

of  the  preceding  and  following  stories  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  His  introduction 

of  the  mother  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee  is  commonly  explained  as  a  consequence  of 

reverence  for  the  apostles :  where  Mk.  reported  their  ambition  and  rebuke,  Matthew 

reported  their  mother’s  ambition  on  their  behalf  (so,  for  example,  McNeile).  But 

Matthew  associated  the  sons  with  their  mother’s  request,  and  the  rebuke  is  still 

addressed  to  them  (Mt.  20.22ff).  And  it  is  Matthew’s  way,  when  abbreviating  Mk., 
to  use  the  introduction  of  an  omitted  story  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  story;  for 

example,  he  retains  Mk.  5.18a  (=  Mt.  9.1a),  omits  5.i8b-20,  and  uses  5.18a  to 

introduce  Mk.  2.1  ( =  Mt.  9.  ib).  He  also  takes  details  from  omitted  episodes  and  uses 

them  elsewhere:  thus  Mk.  1. 21-22  in  Mt.  7.28b(f);  Mk.  1.24,  ήλθες,  in  Mt.  8.29; 

Mk.  1.28  in  Mt.  4.24a;  etc.  Therefore  it  is  noteworthy  that,  besides  introducing 

in  20.20  his  substitute  for  Salome— making  proskynesis — he  has  also  introduced  into 

the  story  of  the  Syrophoenician  woman  the  appeal  not  found  there  in  Mk. :  ελεησόν 

με,  κύριε,  υιός  Δανειδ  (Mt.  15.22).  The  story  of  the  Syrophoenician  was  that  of  which 

the  beginning  most  closely  resembled  that  of  the  story  in  the  longer  text  where  the 

appeal  is  found.  These  two  pieces  of  evidence  (20.20  and  15.22)  fit  together  and 

suggest  that  Matthew  knew  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  Somewhat  similar  conclusions 

have  been  reached  on  other  grounds  by  several  scholars  (Parker,  Gospel·,  Vaganay, 

Absence’,  etc.).  Further  evidence  suggesting  that  Matthew  may  have  known  the 
longer  text  of  Mk.  appears  below,  on  άπεκύλισε  (III. if). 

τον  Ίησοΰν.  The  accusative  after  προσκυνεΐν  was  the  classical  Greek  construction 

(Blass-Debrunner-Funk,  no.  15 1.2)  and  appears  in  Mk.  5.6,  where,  however,  there 

is  minority  support  for  the  dative.  In  Mt.  and  Lk.  it  is  found  only  in  quotation  of 

Dt.  6.13  (Mt.  4.10  =  Lk.  4.8,  κύριον  τον  θεόν  σου  προσκυνήσεις) .  However,  besides 

the  variants  noted  in  Appendix  E,  most  relevant  passages  have  one  or  two  minuscule 

variants  replacing  the  dative  by  the  accusative;  this  was  the  tendency  of  later  Greek. 

In  studying  the  letter  we  saw  that  its  chief  difference  from  Clement’s  usage  lay  in 
the  preponderance  of  accusatives  after  prepositions.  If  some  accusatives  there  and 

the  one  here  were  introduced  by  a  medieval  copyist,  they  would  hardly  have  been 

eliminated  by  a  later  corrector.  [T.B.  remarks  that  “in  Aik.  5.6  it  is  especially  the 
Alexandrian  group  that  testifies  for  the  accusative:  BCL ΔΨ  892,1241.  Beside  these 

MSS  we  find  additional  testimony  in  the  I-group  of  von  Soden:  A, 047, 1 79,230,273, 

482,495,544,659,700,1346,1574,1588,1606,  of  which  A,  at  least,  testifies  to  the 

Alexandrian  reading.  This  would  be  an  indication  for  the  Alexandrian  source  of  the 

secret  gospel.”]  Or  of  classicism  in  the  Alexandrian  revision?  But  see  below,  on 
και  ευθύς  (III.  i ) ,  where  the  agreement  with  the  Alexandrians  is  in  a  detail  contrary 

to  classical  usage. 
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Π.24-25 

/cat  λβγβι  αύτώ  vie 

Π.25 

Δαβίδ  βλέησόν  μβ.  oi  Se  μαθηταί 

καί  Χεγει  αύτώ.  8  in  Mk. ;  in  Mt.  6  or  7  (only  2  Markan) ;  never  in  Lk.  Not  evidence 

of  dependence  on  any  specific  passage,  λέγω  is  often  used  in  the  Synoptics  to  introduce 

e\ εησον  (but  almost  always  with  some  other  verb  of  utterance,  usually  κράζειν — a 

fact  to  which  my  attention  was  called  by  T.B.).  In  Mt.  17.15,  however,  it  stands 

alone,  as  here.  The  parallelism  probably  results,  not  from  dependence,  but  from 

the  presence  in  both  instances  of  another  verb  form  (indicating  motion).  Three 
verbs  together  are  cumbersome. 

VL€ 
.  με.  This  form  of  appeal  is  found  in  Mk.  10.47,48  ||  Lk.  18.38,39.  In  Mt. 

9.27;  15.22;  20.30,31  (although  20.30,31  are  Markan  and  9.27  may  be)  the  wording 

has  been  changed,  probably  under  the  influence  of  the  liturgical  use  of  κύριε  εΧ εησον 

(also  used  in  appeals  to  pagan  deities,  Epictetus,  Dissertationes  II.7.12).  On  15.22 

see  above,  s.v.  προσεκύνησε  end.  Clement,  II.498.32ff,  arguing  that  gnosis  is  not 

to  be  made  available  to  everyone,  says,  άμεΧει  και  τών  επιβοωμενων  τον  κύριον  αυτόν 

οι  μεν  ττοΛΛοι  vie  Δα  pio,  ελεησον  με  ελεγον ,  ολίγοι  οε  υιόν  εγιγνωσκον  του  σεου ,  κασαπερ 

6  Πέτρος ,  ον  και  εμα κάρισεν.  This  is  surprising  because  the  canonical  Gospels  contain 

many  instances  of  Jesus’  being  recognized  as  son  of  God  (Mk.  3.1 1 ;  5.7  and  parallels; 
15.39  and  parallels;  Lk.  4.41 ;  Mt.  14.33;  etc.),  while  the  appeal  to  the  son  of  David 

appears  only  in  Mk.  10. 47k and  parallels,  Mt.  9.27  and  15.22.  Perhaps  Clement  may 

have  had  in  mind  also  Mt.  21.9  and  15 — see  his  vague  exegesis  in  I.97.10-13. 

Nevertheless,  his  mistake  is  surprising  in  one  who  knew  the  Gospels  so  well.  Surprising, 

too,  is  his  choice  of  the  Markan  form  of  the  appeal  rather  than  the  more  frequent 

form  in  Mt.,  his  favorite  Gospel.  Are  both  these  surprising  details  to  be  explained 

by  his  knowledge  of  additional  Markan  material,  including  the  selection  quoted 

in  the  letter,  in  which  other  speakers  beside  Bartimaeus  appealed  to  Jesus  as  “son 

of  David”?  [W.M.C.:  The  omission  of  ώ  before  the  vocative  would,  in  classical 
Greek,  have  been  impolite  and  indeed  insulting.]  In  the  Gospels  ώ  with  the  vocative 

has  become  a  sign  of  emotion  (Blass-Debrunner-Funk,  no.  146).  In  Mk.  it  appears 

only  in  ώ  γενεά  άπιστος ,  None  of  the  eight  canonical  appeals  to  the  son  of 

David  (listed  above)  has  ώ. 

οι  δε  μαθηταί.  Initial,  with  an  immediately  following  verb,  in  Mk.  10.13  and  24. 

Mark  has  a  habit  of  using  the  same  construction  several  times  in  quick  succession : 

see  the  distribution  of  ευθύς  in  his  text.  If  the  quotations  from  the  longer  text  stood 

where  the  letter  says  they  did,  their  usage  of  ol  δε  μαθηταί  would  form  a  third  member 

of  the  above  group.  Mt.  19.13  is  Markan,  but  Mt.  has  the  construction  independently 

in  1 2.  i  (whence  it  has  been  taken  into  Mk.  2.23  by  a  few  MSS)  and  in  28. 16  ( -f  ενδεκα) 

and,  modified,  in  14.26.  D<9 it.  have  it  in  Mk.  14.4,  where  it  may  be  original — censor¬ 

ship  (altering  passages  discreditable  to  the  Holy  Apostles)  would  explain  the  common 

text.  Never  in  Lk. ;  in  Mt.  and  Mk.  evidently  a  standard  locution. 
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επβτίμησαν  a vrfjm  καί  οργ ισθείς 

επετίμησαν.  The  verb,  9  times  in  Mk.,  6  or  7  in  Mt.  (all  Markan),  and  12  in  Lk. 

(5  non-Markan).  In  Mk.  and  Mt.  rebukes  are  connected  with  the  danger  of  revealing 

secrets.  The  demons  are  rebuked  that  they  should  not  make  him  known,  Mk.  3.12 

and  parallels;  the  disciples  are  rebuked  that  they  should  not  declare  what  Peter  has 

said,  Mk.  8.30  and  parallels;  Peter  rebukes  Jesus  for  teaching  openly  that  the  Son 

of  Man  must  die,  Mk.  8.32  and  parallels  (note  the  reading  in  c  and  k,  ne  cui  haecjilla 

diceret)',  Ebeling,  Messiasgeheimnis  1 36Γ,  thinks  the  followers  of  Jesus  rebuked  Barti- 
maeus  for  declaring  Jesus  the  son  of  David,  Mk.  10.48  and  parallels.  That  the 

disciples  should  have  rebuked  Lazarus’  sister  for  blurting  out  the  same  title  is  therefore 
in  accordance  with  Markan  practice. 

ol  δε  μαθηταί  επετίμησαν.  Verbatim  in  Mt.  19.13  and  many  MSS  of  Mk.  10.13 — - 

combination  of  a  common  verb  with  a  standard  locution  for  a  customary  purpose. 

καί  +  nominative  participle  +  finite  verb.  One  of  the  most  common  sentence 

structures  in  the  Gospels.  Matthew  was  fond  of  it  with  participles  of  έρχομαι,  (see 

above,  on  καί  ελθοΰσα,  II. 24),  but  a  check  of  occurrences  with  all  verbs — in  Mk. 

1-3  and  10,  Mt.  4,  8,  9,  19,  and  20,  and  Lk.  4,  5,  6.1-11,  and  18 — suggests  that 

it  is  most  common  in  Mk.  In  these  chapters  Mk.  has  33  instances,  against  22  in  Mt. 

(10  Markan)  and  20  in  Lk.  (8  Markan).  καί,  participle,  ό  ’ Ιησούς,  verb,  without 
interruption,  occurs  in  these  chapters  3  or  4  times  in  Mk.,  2  in  Mt.,  and  2  in  Lk.; 

but  both  Lucan  instances  are  the  cliche  καί  άποκριθείς  6  Ίησοΰς  είπεν. 

όργισθε  ίς.  [Mark  did  not  eliminate  emotions  of  Jesus,  as  the  other  evangelists  did: 

cf.  Mk.  1.41,43;  7.34;  8.12;  10.14,16,21  with  the  parallels.  R.S.]  Hawkins,  Horae 

1 19,  notes  that  except  for  the  western  reading  in  Mk.  1.4 1,  οργή  is  nowhere  in  the 

Gospels  ascribed  to  Jesus  save  in  Mk.  3.5.  Therefore,  although  Mt.  uses  the  verb 

οργίζω  3  times  and  Lk.  2,  their  usage  is  probably  irrelevant  to  the  use  here  in  connec¬ 

tion  with  Jesus.  The  aorist  passive  participle  occurs  in  Mt.  18.34  ( καί  οργ ισθείς  6 

κύριος  αύτοΰ  παρεδωκε  ν)  and  in  Lk.  14.21  in  a  similar  construction:  τότε  όργισθε  ίς  ό 

οικοδεσπότης  είπεν.  It  is  used  of  Jesus  in  the  D  text  of  Mk.  1 .4 1  :  καί  όργισθείς  εκτείνας 

την  χεΐρα  αύτοΰ  ηφατο  αύτοΰ,  with  support  from  it.,  Tatian,  and  Ephraem.  However, 

όργισθείς  in  Mk.  1.41  is  hard  to  explain  (Eitrem,  Demonology  4.2) ,  whereas  σπλαγχν ισθείς, 

the  reading  of  all  other  MSS,  fits  the  context  (which  contains  no  trace  of  opposition). 

In  the  letter’s  longer  text  of  Mk.,  however,  όργισθείς  is  easily  explicable:  Jesus  could 

have  been  angered  either  by  the  use  of  his  secret  title  or  by  the  disciples’  rebuke  of 

the  suppliant  (cf.  Mk.  I0.l3f).  καί  προσεφερον  αύτω  παιδία  ΐνα  αύτών  αφηται’  οι  δε 
μαθηταί  επετίμησαν  αύτοΐς.  ιδών  δε  6  Ίησοΰς  ηγανάκτησεν.  If  the  Story  in  the  longer 

text  is  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  its  όργισθείς  corresponds  to  ενεβριμησατο  in  Jn. 

11.33.  And  εμβριμησάμενος  occurs  in  Mk.  1.43.  Perhaps  the  archetype  of  DzY.  intro¬ 

duced  όργισθείς  into  Mk.  i. 4 1  inadvertently,  by  reminiscence  of  the  longer  text 
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II.25-26 

II.26 

6  'Ιησούς  άπηλθεν  μετ'  αυτής  εις  τον  κήπον  οπον  ην  το  μνημεΐον. 

and  anticipation  of  εμβριμησάμενος.  The  reminiscence  would  be  facilitated  by  the 

fact  that  the  following  words  in  Mk. — εκτε ίνας  την  χ€Ϊρα  αυτοϋ  ηφα το  αύτοϋ — are  soon 

paralleled  in  the  longer  text:  εζετεινεν  την  χεΓρα  καί  ηγειρεν  αυτόν.  Βηθ ανίαν  in  II. 23 

suggested  that  the  archetype  of  D it.  in  Mk.  8.22  was  corrupted  by  a  reminiscnece 

of  the  longer  text.  Since  DzL  are  representatives  of  the  western  text,  which  was  used 

by  Clement,  and  since  Clement  knew  the  longer  text,  these  suppositions  are  not 

unlikely.  It  is  interesting  that  Westcott  and  Hort,  II. appendix. 23,  supposed  όργισθείς 

in  Mk.  i. 41  “perhaps  suggested  by  verse  43,  perhaps  derived  from  an  extraneous 

source.”  Can  it  be  that  we  now  have  the  source?  [C.F.D.M.  thinks  more  likely  a 
suggestion  he  heard  from  W.  Howard:  that  οργισθείς  in  Mk.  1.41  originated  as  a 

marginal  gloss  on  εμβριμησάμενος.] 

άπηλθεν.  This  form,  9  in  Mk.,  7  in  Mt.  (2  Markan),  and  6  in  Lk.  (2  Markan). 

It  is  followed  by  μετά  with  the  genitive  only  in  Mk.  5.24.  There,  as  here,  Jesus  goes 

off  with  a  suppliant  (Jai'rus)  to  raise  a  dead  relative.  However,  the  construction  is 
normal  and  can  hardly  be  taken  as  evidence  of  literary  dependence.  LXX:  II  Sam. 

16.17;  To.  14.12;  Siracides  14.19.  Άπελθεΐν  els  is  common. 

κήπος.  In  the  synoptics  only  in  Lk.  13.19,  όμοια  εστίν  ζη  βασίλεια  τον  θεού}  κόκκω 

σινάπεως ,  ον  λαβών  άνθρωπος  εβαλεν  εις  κήπον  εαυτοΰ.  This  may  be  an  adaptation 

of  the  mustard-seed  parable  to  the  story  of  Jesus’  burial  in  and  resurrection  from  a 
κήπος,  Jn.  1 9.4 iff.  ην  δε  εν  τω  τό πω  όπου  εσταυρώθη  κήπος,  καί  εν  τω  κη πω  μνημεΐον 

καινόν,  κ.τ.λ.  Interpretation  of  the  Lazarus  story  as  foreshadowing  Jesus’  resurrection 

may  have  led  to  the  location  of  Lazarus’  tomb,  too,  in  a  κήπος.  Tombs  in  gardens 
near  Jerusalem  are  mentioned  in  Josephus,  AJ  IX. 227  and  X.46.  [Burial  in  gardens 

was  common  in  the  Greco-Roman  world  and  was  reflected  by  the  Greek  words, 

κηποτάφιον  and  κηπόταφος  or  κηπόταφον,  and  the  Latin  cepotaphium,  LSJ  s.vv.  A.D.N.] 

όπου  ην.  όπου,  1 5  times  in  Mk.,  13  in  Mt.,  5  in  Lk.  όπου  rjv  occurs  in  Mk.  5.40  (as 

here,  of  Jesus’  going  to  raise  the  dead),  in  Mk.  2.4,  and  twice  in  the  D  text  of  Lk. 

(4.16  and  5.19 — the  second  Markan).  6  uses  in  Jn.  One  is  in  the  Lazarus  story 

(1 1.32),  one  in  a  reference  to  Bethany  όπου  ην  Λάζαρος  (i2.i),  and  one  in  a  reference 

to  the  κήπος  where  Jesus  was  arrested  (18. 1).  It  is  difficult  to  be  confident  that  the 

expression  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  was  taken  from  any  one  of  these  possibly  relevant 

passages. 

το  μνη μεΐον .  6  in  ML.,  7  in  ML,  and  7  in  Lk.  (MLrgenthaler) ,  Yoder  adds  3  in 

Mk.  and  3  in  Lk.,  from  D.  The  only  reference  to  Jesus’  having  raised  a  dead  man 

from  a  tomb  is  in  the  Lazarus  story,  where  μνημεΐον  occurs  3  times  (Jn.  1  i.i7,3L3^) 

and  is  subsequently  mentioned  in  the  popular  report  of  the  miracle  (12.17)· 
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III. i 

/cat  ευθύς  ηκούσθη  εκ  τού  μνημείου 

καί  εύθύς.  As  the  beginning  of  a  sentence  or  independent  clause,  25  in  Mk.,  2  in 

Mt.  (both  instances  Markan),  never  in  the  best  supported  text  of  Lk.  Of  the  instances 

in  Mk.,  D  has  only  1.30,  4.5,  and  11.3.  D  omits  both  the  well  supported  instances 

in  Mt.,  but  is  unique  (?)  in  reading  καί  εύθύς  in  Mt.  13.5  (also  Markan)  and  almost 

unique  in  reading  it  in  Lk.  5.6.  Otherwise  it  consistently  substitutes  ευθέως,  or  omits. 

The  longer  text’s  repeated  use  of  εύθύς,  therefore,  links  it  not  only  with  Mk.,  but  with 

a  small  MS  tradition  of  the  Markan  text — once  again  that  of  the  Alexandrian 

MSS.  See  Appendix  E,  and  T.B.’s  remark  on  τον  Ίησοΰν  above,  on  II. 24.  Since  the 
longer  text  is  right,  against  D,  in  this  characteristic,  it  seems  more  likely  that  the 

corruptions  of  the  D  text  noted  above  (Βηθ  ανίαν  and  οργισθείς ,  cf.  1 1.2 3  and  25) 

were  derived  from  the  influence  of  the  longer  text,  than  that  the  latter  derived  these 

details  (which,  in  it,  do  not  seem  to  be  corruptions)  from  the  archetype  of  D,  to  which 

they  were  peculiar,  καί  εύθύς  immediately  followed  by  a  finite  verb,  1  in  Mt.,  9  in 

Mk.  The  entry  in  Moulton-Geden  for  Mk.  7.35  is  contradicted  by  the  readings  in 

Legg.  In  the  present  usage  in  the  longer  text,  ενθυς  seems  to  be  a  connective  rather 

than  an  adverb  of  time;  so  it  is  in  Mk.  (Kilpatrick,  Notes  4Q. 

ηκούσθη.  The  form  occurs  in  Mk.  2.1  and  in  Mt.  2.18,  where  the  subject  is,  as 

here  φωνή — ( φωνή  εν  'Ραμα  ηκονσθη,  LXX  Jer.  38· 1 5) — probably  coincidental.  [T.B 

remarks  that  in  some  “western”  texts  ηκονσθη  is  added  where  the  normal  Greek 

texts  read  only  φωνή:  so  Mt.  3.17  (Sy.s·) ;  17.5  (Sy.c·) ;  Mk.  1.11  (0.pauc.);  Lk.  3.21 

(Sy.s‘).]  Influence?  άκονω  follows  ευθύς  in  Mk.  7*25,  ύλλ’  ευθύς  άκονσασα  γυνή  περί 
αυτού  (XBLd  33·579·^925  ευθέως  D it.  ;  άκονσασα  γάρ  rell. ),  in  the  story  of  the  Syro- 

phoenician  woman,  which  paralleled  the  letter’s  Gospel  above  in  II. 23-24.  However, 
given  the  difference  of  the  constructions  and  the  frequency  of  both  ευθύς  and  ακούω 

in  Mk.,  this  similarity,  too,  is  probably  coincidental. 

καί  ευθύς  ηκούσθη.  The  following  story  shows  many  traits  in  common  with  resur¬ 

rection  stories — voice,  youth,  stone,  etc.  On  these  see  the  comment  below  on  ό 
νεανίσκος,  III. 3. 

εκ  τού  μνημείου.  The  local  sense  of  εκ  after  ακούω  does  not  occur  in  the  Gospels. 

(Cf.,  however,  Jn.  12.34.)  But  the  construction  is  common:  Apoc.  10.4.8;  11.12; 

etc.  On  μ νημεΐον  see  above,  on  II. 26.  εκ  τού  μνημείου  does  not  appear  in  the  synoptics 

(though  Mt.  and  Mk.  have  εκ  των  μνημείων) ,  but  is  used  3  times  in  Jn.  Note  Jn. 

12.17,  τον  Λάζαρον  εφώνησεν  εκ  τού  μνημείου,  and  3 · 2Bf,  πάντες  οί  εν  τοΐς  μνημείοις 

άκούσουσ ιν  της  φωνής  αύτού  καί  εκπορεύσονται.  These  verses  reflect  the  Johannine 

version  of  the  story,  in  which  Jesus  cries  out;  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  the  voice 

comes  from  the  tomb.  This  contentual  relationship  will  be  discussed  later. 
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III. 1-2 

III.2 

φωνή  μεγάλη,  καί  προσελθών  6  ’ Ιησούς  άπεκυλισε  τον  λίθον 

φωνή  μεγάλη.  \  in  Mk.,  2  or  3  in  Mt.,  6  in  Lk.  (one  is  omitted  by  D,  but  another 

is  added).  Of  the  3  Matthaean  usages,  the  2  certain  ones  are  Markan;  of  the  5 

certain  Lucan  usages,  3  are  Markan.  All  the  uses  in  the  synoptics  are  in  oblique 

cases.  The  phrase  is  used  in  Jn.  only  once,  in  11.43:  φωνή  μεγάλη  εκρανγασεν  <ζό 

Ιησούς),  Λάζαρε ,  όεΰρο  εξω.  Since  the  phrase  was  not  a  common  element  in  John’s 

vocabulary  but  was  in  Mark’s,  John  is  more  likely  to  have  derived  it  from  a  Markan 
story  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus  than  Mark  from  a  Johannine  one.  (The  rarity  of  the 

phrase  in  Jn.  is  the  more  remarkable  because  of  his  fondness  for  φωνή  in  other 

constructions,  noted  by  Dodd,  Historical  Tradition  282.) 

καί  προσελθών.  Initial,  1  or  perhaps  2  in  Mk.,  in  Mt.  5  or  6  +  1  in  D,  in  Lk.  2. 

Of  these  instances  the  dubious  one  in  Mk.  corresponds  to  the  dubious  one  in  Mt. ; 

the  rest  are  independent — evidently  the  locution  was  standard.  In  Lk.  7.14  (the 

young  man  of  Nain)  the  actor  is  Jesus  and  the  following  action  is  a  raising  from  the 

dead,  as  here;  but  there  is  no  other  contentual  similarity,  so  these  are  probably 

irrelevant.  In  Mk.  1.31  the  following  words  are  ηγει,ρεν  αυτήν  (Peter’s  wife’s  mother), 
but  she  was  raised  only  from  a  sickbed.  By  requiring  exact  parallel  in  form  and 

position,  the  above  figures  obscure  Matthew’s  characteristic  preference  for  προσέρ¬ 
χομαι.  Moulton-Geden  list  52  uses  in  Mt.,  6  in  Mk.,  and  11  in  Lk. ;  Morgenthaler 

lists  52  uses,  5  and  10,  respectively. 

καί  προσελθών  6  Τησοΰς.  Verbatim,  as  the  beginning  of  a  sentence,  in  Mt.  28.18. 

Followed  by  the  charge  to  make  converts  of  all  nations.  Here  also  we  have  καί 

προσελθών  +  explicit  subject  +  verb,  without  interruption,  as  in  Mt.  4.3  and  8.19 

and  the  longer  text  of  Mk. 

καί  προσελθών  άι τεκνλισε  τον  λίθον.  Found  in  the  middle  of  a  verse,  in  Mt.  28.2 

(the  angel  at  the  resurrection),  καί  is  omitted  by  many  MSS,  including  D.  One  form 

or  another  of  άποκυλίειν  +  τον  λίθον  appears  once  or  twice  in  both  Mk.  and  Lk., 

the  usages  in  Lk.  being  Markan.  The  λίθος  closing  the  entrance  of  the  μνημεΐον 

appears  also  in  Jn.’s  raising  of  Lazarus  (ii.38ff)  and  there,  too,  is  removed.  Mt. 

28.2  is  not  a  parallel  to  Mk.,  but  may  be  an  attempt  to  explain  what  Mk.  reports. 

Mt.’s  angel  of  the  Lord  coming  to  raise  Jesus  is  much  like  Jesus  coming  to  raise 

Lazarus.  Where  did  Matthew  get  the  idea?  Not  from  the  Markan  resurrection  of 

Jesus;  nor  from  the  Johannine  story  of  Lazarus.  Perhaps  from  the  longer  text  of 

Mk.  ?  That  he  did  not  copy  thence  από  της  θυρας  τον  μνημείου  is  not  surprising. 

He  did  not  copy  it  from  Mk.  16.3,  either;  his  way  was  to  abbreviate.  The  details  of 

the  Style  in  the  longer  text  suggest  Mk.,  άπεκυλισε  .  .  .  από ,  μνημεΐον  .  .  .  μνημεΐον  .  .  . 

μνημεΐον.  Compare  the  examples  at  the  end  of  the  note  on  κρατησας  της  χ^ιρός, 

below,  on  I II. 3-4. 
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ΙΠ.3 

OL7TO  της  θύρας  του  μνημείου  καί  είσελθών  εύθυς  οπού  ην 

από  της  θύρας  του  μνημείου.  Verbatim,  Mk.  16.3  CDW01/7  fam.  1 3 (exc.  1 24) *543· 1 57* 

(cor.**).  14.472.51 7. Eus.dem,Greg.Nyss.,  with  ab,  it.vg.;  εκ  XABLX/M/7T1?  minusc. 
pier.  The  reading  από ,  native  to  Mk.,  crept  by  contamination  into  Mt.  28.2.  The 

contaminated  reading  is  exactly  that  of  the  longer  text  with  από,  not  εκ.  The  stages 

of  the  contamination  are  shown  in  Appendix  E.  When  complete  it  produced  καί 

προσελθών  άπεκύλισε  τον  λίθον  από  της  θύρας  του  μνημείου,  word  for  word  parallel 

to  the  longer  text,  except  for  the  absence  of  ό  * Ιησούς .  But  this  complete  form  appears 
only  in  the  later  versions  and  uncials,  and  in  minuscules.  Therefore — unless  it  be 

one  of  the  rare  examples  of  early  readings  found  only  in  late  MSS  (Williams,  Altera¬ 

tions  32) — it  cannot  have  influenced  the  longer  text,  already  known  to  Clement, 

nor  can  it  reflect  the  influence  of  the  longer  text,  almost  unknown  after  Clement’s 
time.  Thus  one  of  the  most  striking  parallels  between  the  longer  text  and  a  canonical 

Gospel  cannot  be  explained  by  direct  dependence  on  either  side.  Among  the  many 

possible  explanations  are  (1)  that  the  author  of  canonical  Mk.  also  wrote  the  longer 

text  and  repeated  himself — as  he  often  did  in  canonical  Mk.;  (2)  that  the  longer  text 

was  produced  by  the  same  process  of  conflation  which  later  produced  the  contami¬ 

nated  text  of  Mt. ;  (3)  that  the  longer  text  was  conformed  to  that  of  Mt.  by  some 

medieval  copyist.  [H.K.  remarks  that  Lk.  24.2  also  has  από  του  μνημείου.]  Therefore, 

it  is  likely  that  Mt.  and  Lk.  reflect  a  text  of  Mk.  which  had  από  rather  than  εκ, 

but  the  phrase  is  so  commonplace  that  no  secure  conclusion  is  possible. 

καί  είσελθών /οΰσα  (etc.).  Initial,  5  or  6  in  Mk.  +  1  in  D  and  Sy.s·;  1  in  Mt. ;  4  in 

Lk.  (1  Markan)  4-  1  in  D.  A  standard  introductory  phrase  most  favored  by  Mark; 

hardly  useful  as  a  sign  of  authorship  and  not  evidence  of  borrowing  from  any  par¬ 

ticular  passage.  This  conclusion  is  confirmed  by  the  frequency  of  εισέρχομαι  in  all 

forms:  Mt.  36,  Mk.  30,  Lk.  50  (Morgenthaler).  καί  είσελθοΰσα  ευθύς,  initial,  appears 

in  Mk.  6.25,  but  the  passage  (Salome’s  approach  to  Herod)  has  no  contentual 
similarity  to  the  text  here.  Therefore,  given  the  frequency  of  both  εισέρχομαι  and 

ευθύς,  the  coincidence  is  probably  accidental,  είσελθών,  without  καί  and  not  initial, 

introduces  in  Mt.  9.18  the  raising  of  Jai'rus’  daughter — which  has  a  number  of 
verbal  parallels  to  the  present  passage,  probably  because  of  similarity  of  content. 

See  below,  on  κρατησας. 

όπου  rjv.  See  above,  on  II. 26.  Mk.  2.4  and  5.40.  The  second  occurs  in  the  raising 

of  Jai'rus’  daughter,  where  it  follows  είσπορεύεται  and  precedes,  as  here,  κρατησας 
της  χειρός.  The  conjunction  of  these  conventional  phrases  in  the  same  sequence  is 

explained  by  the  common  content  of  the  passages.  [W.M.C.  remarks  that  in  είσελθών 

.  .  .  όπου  the  εις  is  pleonastic,  ελθών  would  suffice.]  However,  as  already  stated,  Mk. 

5.40  has  the  same  construction  with  είσπορεύεται;  and  similar  pleonastic  constructions 

with  είσπορεύομαι  and  εισέρχομαι  preceded  by  οπού  occur  in  Mk.  6.10,56,  and  14.14 

but  not  in  the  other  Gospels.  This  seems  to  be  a  Markan  trait. 
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III.3-4 III.4 

ο  νεανίσκος  εξετεινεν  την  χεΐρα  καί  ηγειρεν  αυτόν ,  κρατησας  της  χειρός. 

6  νεανίσκος.  2  in  Mk.,  2  in  Mt.,  i  in  Lk.  All  of  these  νεανίσκοι,  have  traits  which 

relate  them  to  the  present  story.  The  one  in  Mk.  14.51,  wearing  a  sheet  over  his 

naked  body,  was  (almost)  caught  with  Jesus  late  at  night;  the  one  in  Mk.  16.5, 

wearing  a  white  garment,  was  found  in  Jesus’  tomb  and  announced  his  resurrection; 
the  one  in  Mt.  ig.2off  was  loved  by  Jesus  (Mk.  10.21,  εμβλεφας  αύτω  ηγάπησεν 

αυτόν )  and  was  rich  (Lk.  18.23,  Vv  Ύ^Ρ  πλούσιος) ;  the  one  in  Lk.  7.14  was  raised 

from  the  dead,  and  the  story  contains  the  verbal  sequence  καί  προσελθών  ηφατο  .  .  . 

νεανίσκε  .  .  .  εγερθητι  (but  this  is  probably  mere  chance).  Another  νεανίσκος  was 

raised  or  saved  from  death  in  the  D  text  of  Acts  20.12.  Yet  none  appears  in  a  story 

so  close  to  the  present  one  as  the  story  of  Lazarus,  and  in  the  canonical  Gospels 

Lazarus  is  not  called  a  νεανίσκος.  This  multiplicity  of  partial  parallels  suggests 

narration  in  traditional  patterns  with  traditional  vocabulary,  rather  than  compilation 

from  written  sources.  [H.K.  agrees,  remarking  that  a  similar  variety  of  parallels — 

voice,  youth,  stone,  etc. — appears  also  in  the  earliest  apocryphal  Gospels,  especially 

Peter,  and  probably  for  this  same  reason.  For  a  study  of  these  parallels  he  refers  to 

L.  Brun,  Die  Auferstehung  Christi  (1925),  which  I  have  not  seen.] 

εζετεινεν  την  χεΐρα.  εκτείνειν  +  χειρ,  3  or  4  in  Mk.  (one  with  χεΐρα  merely  implicit), 

6  in  Mt.  (3  Markan,  χεΐρα  once  implicit),  and  5  in  Lk.  (2  Markan,  2  from  D). 

The  exact  combination  εξετεινεν  την  χεΐρα  seems  to  have  stood  in  the  achetype  of 

Sy.  and  some  MSS  of  it.  at  Mt.  12.13.  The  story  there  (the  man  with  the  withered 

arm)  has  no  similarity  to  the  present  one,  so  the  identity  of  wording  was  probably 

coincidental.  More  striking  are  the  western  variants  to  Mk.  1.3 1,  the  only  place 

where  εκτείνω  precedes  εγείρω.  On  these  see  below,  on  κρατησας.  Taking  the  hand 

and  raising  the  dead  is  frequent  in  Acta  Ioannis :  1 1,  47,  79,  83,  1 12.  There  are  many 

pagan  parallels  (emperors  raising  the  afflicted,  gods  welcoming  the  deified  dead, 

etc.);  see  Schrade,  Ikonographie  iogff. 

ηγειρεν.  εγείρω  Mk.  19;  Mt.  36;  Lk.  1 8.  ηγειρεν  appears  only  in  an  OT  reminiscence 

in  Lk.  1.69  and  in  Mk.  1.31  and  9.27  (ηγειρεν  αυτόν) ;  on  these  see  the  following  note. 

καί  ττροσελθόντες  ήγειραν  αυτόν  in  Mt.  8.25  (stilling  the  storm)  is  a  coincidence,  as 

is  κρατήσει  αυτό  καί  εγερεΐ  in  Mt.  1 2. 1 1  (the  man  with  the  withered  arm)  and  νεανίσκε , 

σοι  λέγω,  εγερθητι  in  Lk.  7.14  (the  young  man  of  Nain). 

κρατησας  της  χειρός.  Verbatim,  2  or  3  in  Mk.,  I  in  Lk.  (Markan).  κρατεω,  Mk. 

15,  Mt.  12,  Lk.  2.  χειρ  as  an  instrument  of  supernatural  help,  10  or  11  in  Mk.  (  +  1 

in  the  long  ending),  7  in  Mt.  (5  Markan),  5  in  Lk.  (2  Markan  +  1  in  DzT).  ά-πτω 

in  the  same  use,  Mk.  1 1,  Mt.  9,  Lk.  10.  Neither  χειρ  nor  άτττω  ever  has  this  use  in 

Jn.  The  exact  phrase  κρατησας  της  χειρός  is  always  used  in  the  Gospels  in  connection 

with  εγείρω : 
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Mk.  1.31  ( Peter's  mother-in-law)  ||  Mt.  8.13;  Lk.  not  similar. 
KBL  καί  προσβλθων  ήγειρεν  αυτήν  κρατήσας  τής  χειρός. 

D  καί  προσβλθων  eKrelv ας  τήν  χειρα  κρατήσας  ήγετρεν  αυτήν. 

W  καί  ττροσβλθών  £κτ ίνας  (sic)  τήν  χεϊρα  καί  όπιλαβόμ€νος  ήγειρεν  αυτήν, 

bq  ille  autem  venit  et  extendens  manum  adprehendit  eam  et  levavit, 

r 1  et  veniens  extensa  manu  adpraehensam  elevavit  eam. 

Mt.  8.15  καί  όλθών  .  .  .  ήφατο  τής  χειρός  αυτής  .  .  .  καί  ήγόρθη. 

Mk.  5.40/  (Janus'  daughter )  ||  Mt.  g.25  ||  Lk.  8.34. 
KB,  etc.  καί  εισπορευεται  όπου  ήν  το  ττα ιδίον  καί  κρατήσας  τής  χειρός 

του  παιδιού  Aeyei  .  .  .  eyeipe. 

DzT  καί  eianopeoeTo  όπου  ήν  το  παιδιού  καί  κρατήσας  τήν  χεϊρα 

του  παιδιού  (eius,  it.)  Aeyei  .  .  .  eyeipe. 

Mt.  9.25  KB,  etc.  εισελθών  όκράτησ€ν  τής  χειρός  αυτής  καί  ήγόρθη  το  κοράσιον. 

D  όλθων  €κράτησ€ν  τήν  χεϊρα  αυτής  καί  ήγόρθη  τδ  κοράσιον. 

it.vg.  intravit  et  tenuit  manum  eius  et  dixit  puella  surge. 

Lk.  8.54  αυτός  Se  κρατήσας  τής  χειρός  αυτής  δφώνησβν  λόγων,  ή  παΐς,  eyeipe. 

Mk.  g.2y  (the  demoniac  boy).  Mt.  and  Lk.  not  similar. 

KBDLZl ΘΨ f am. i.  Jam.  13 (exc.  1 24)  .28.53.543.565.892.7.^g.Sy.hier·  Cop.sab0Geor. 

Arm.  ό  Se  5 Ιησούς  κρατήσας  τής  χειρός  αύτοΰ  ήγειρεν  αυτόν. 

ΑΟΝΧΥΓΠΣΦ^  22.ι 24.33· I57-579-700-I07I-^*/,^r*Sy.s'pesh'hl'  Aeth.  δ  Se  7 ησοϋς 

κρατήσας  αυτόν  τής  χειρός  (+  αύτοΰ  C*Sy.s  etc  Aeth.)  ήγειρεν  αυτόν. 

(On  Mk.  i. 3 1  see  Couchoud,  L'Evangile  174.  Pernot,  Pretendu  50,  supposes  D  influenced 

by  Mk.  1.4 1,  but  this  is  unlikely:  the  verses  are  not  sufficiently  similar.  Couchoud’s 
reply,  Marc  latin  294.) 

Here  the  words  in  boldface  type  appear  in  the  same  forms  in  the  longer  text  of 

Mk.  To  attribute  this  fact  to  deliberate  compilation  from  the  multiplicity  of  written 

texts  is  implausible.  Evidently  the  similarity  of  the  longer  to  the  shorter  text  of  Mk., 

like  the  similarity  of  the  different  passages  of  the  shorter  text  to  one  another,  is 

the  product  of  free  composition  in  a  standard  form  and  with  a  standard  vocabulary. 

It  is  hard  to  believe  that  any  compiler  would  have  produced  the  awkward  repetition 

χεϊρα  .  .  .  χ€ΐρός.  The  D it.  text  of  Mk.  1.31  might  be  a  deliberate  revision  of  this, 

and  the  W  text  a  further  revision  of  D.  Can  it  be  that  here,  again,  memory  of  the 

longer  text  contaminated  the  archetype  of  D  and  produced  a  text  reading  e/creiVa? 

τήν  χεϊρα  κρατήσας  τής  yei ρός  ̂ yeipev  αυτήν,  of  which  various  corrections  now  appear 

in  DWzi?  Pleonasm  is  a  well  known  trait  of  Markan  style  (Hawkins,  Horae  1 39fT) ; 

so  is  verbal  repetition  (above,  on  μνημ€Ϊ ον,  in  III. 2).  Both  the  later  synoptists  and  the 

later  MS  tradition  tended  to  eliminate  these  traits  by  choosing  one  or  the  other 

half  of  Mark’s  redundant  expressions.  For  example: 

Mk.  1.22 

1.26 1.29 

I-34 

διδαχή  .  .  .  διδάσκων,  om.  διδάσκων,  Lk. 

φωνήσαν  φωνή,  om.  Lk. ;  κράζαν/ ας  ΑΟΌΓΔΘΠΣΦή>  fam.l  .al.pler. 

€κ  .  .  .  e£eA θόντ€ς,  om.  Mt.  Lk. ;  e\ θόντ€ς  73· 

δαιμόνια  .  .  .  δαιμόνια,  om.  second  δαιμόνια  Lk.0Dz7.yg.Sy.s’Aeth. 
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III.4 

6  δε  νεανίσκος  εμβλεφας  αύτώ  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν 

ΐ·35  εξήλθεν  καί  άπηλθεν,  om.  άπηλθεν  Lk.B28*<2/. ;  om.  εξήλθεν  καί  W it.vg. 

1.43  α ύτώ  .  .  .  αυτόν,  om.  Mt.,  Lk.,  W b.c;  om.  αύτώ  349.517 a.e.vg.;  οπι.  αυτόν 

255Sy.s· 2.9-12  άρον/άρας  τον  κράββατον  ter,  om.  first  Mt.,  Lk.,  W  544. 692.fi. ;  om.  third 
Mt. 

2.15  πολλοί  .  .  .  ησαν  γάρ  πολλοί,  om.  ησαν  γαρ  πολλοί  Mt.,  Lk. 

2.15—16  τελώναι  καί  αμαρτωλοί  ter,  om.  second  Mt.,  Lk.,  W;  τελωνών  tant.  6gal. 

2.18—19  νηστεύοντες  .  .  .  νηστεύουσιν  .  .  .  νηστεύουσιν  .  .  .  νηστεύειν  .  .  .νηστεύειν, 

om.  νηστεύοντες  Mt.,  Lk. ;  om.  second  νηστεύουσιν  Lk.  543  it.  pane.', 

om.  first  νηστευειν  Mt.;  om.  second  νηστευειν  Mt.,  Lk.  DU^ W  fam.  1  [exc. 

I3I)33-700.^-^r*Sy.pesh'Ge°r.2 
Further  examples  in  Hawkins,  Horae  I39ff.  For  the  tendency  of  the  later  synoptists 

and  the  MS  tradition  to  make  the  same  or  similar  corrections  of  Mk.,  see  Turner, 

Usage,  passim. 

6  8ε.  Morgenthaler  counts  160  instances  of  8ε  in  Mk.,  1078  of  καί.  In  the  quotations 

from  the  longer  text  there  are  3  uses  of  8ε  and  18  of  καί.  Thus  the  proportions  of 

δε  to  καί  are  1 :6.j  in  canonical  Mk.  and  1 :6  in  the  longer  text.  This  coincidence 

in  proportion  can  scarcely  be  considered  significant,  since  the  quotations  of  the 

longer  text  are  so  short.  However,  its  καί .  .  .  καί .  .  .  καί,  with  an  occasional  8ε 

thrown  in,  is  paralleled  in  many  Markan  stories :  for  example,  that  of  Bartimaeus 

(Mk.  10.46-52),  which,  according  to  Clement,  immediately  followed  the  second 

quotation.  (See  Hawkins,  Horae  i5off.  on  Mk.’s  characteristic  preference  of  καί  to δε.) 

νεανίσκος.  See  above,  on  III. 3.  Mark  was  fond  of  diminutives  (Turner,  Usage 

29-349)· 

εμβλεφας  αύτώ  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν,  εμβλεφας/α  at  the  beginning  of  a  sentence,  with  a 

following  finite  verb:  3  in  Mk.,  3  in  Mt.  (1  Markan),  and  1  Lk.  In  Mk.  the 

sequence  is  twice  εμβλεφας/α  +  verb.  Two  of  the  Markan  usages  (10.21,27)  come 

close  together,  immediately  before  the  place  where  the  letter  locates  this  usage 

(following  10.34).  This  accords  with  Mark’s  habit  of  using  the  same  construction 

several  times  in  quick  sequence.  (See  above,  on  κρατησας  της  χειρός,  and,  in  Appendix 

E,  the  distribution  of  καί  ευθύς.  [But  other  writers  also  have  this  habit,  notably  Paul 

and  Luke.  H.J.C.]  αγαπάω  is  frequent  in  the  Gospels,  Mk.  5  (+  iL)),  Mt.  8  (2 

Markan),  Lk.  13  (none  Markan,  2  omitted  by  Dii.).  Therefore,  on  stylistic  grounds 

the  fact  that  the  clause  εμβλεφας  αύτώ  ηγάπησεν  αύτόν  occurs  in  Mk.  10.21  is  no 

reason  to  deny  that  Mark  might  have  repeated  it  after  10.34.  The  question  of  the 

significance  of  the  repetition  must  be  postponed  to  the  discussion  of  the  content 

of  the  quotations  from  the  longer  text. 
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111.5 

/cat  ηρζατο  παρακαλεΐν  αυτόν  cva  /xer’  αυτου  fj 

ηρξατοΙήρξαντο.  With  following  infinitive:  26  in  Mk.  (D it.  omit  3  but  add  3  others), 

9  in  Mt.  (6  Markan),  19  in  Lk.  (2  or  3  Markan)  -fi  4  (2  Markan)  in  the  D  text  of 

Lk.  Turner  ( Usage  28.352ff)  and  Hunkin  (άρχομ at)  remark  that  the  use  of  ηρξατο/ντο 

with  the  present  infinitive  as  a  substitute  for  the  imperfect  is  typically  Markan. 

/cat  ήρξατο  as  the  beginning  of  a  sentence  is  particularly  so:  10  in  Mk.,  3  in  Lk., 

never  in  Mt.  or  Jn.  (For  comparisons  with  classical  Greek  and  LXX  see  Doudna,  Greek 

5 iff  and  1 1  iff.) 

παρακαλεΐν.  Meaning  “entreat,”  9  in  Mk.,  6  in  Mt.  (4  Markan)  +  1  D it.,  5  in 

Lk.  (3  Markan)  of  which  1  is  omitted  by  XD al.,  but  D it.  also  add  an  instance. 

παρακαλεΐν  regularly  governs  the  accusative.  Followed  by  a  ΐνα  clause  and  the 

subjunctive:  5  or  6  in  Mk.,  1  in  Mt.  (Markan),  2  in  Lk.  (both  Markan).  LSJ  cites 

the  construction  from  Aristeas,  Arrian,  and  others;  in  the  Gospels  it  seems  a  Markan 

trait.  Turner  thought  Mk.  characterized  by  fondness  for  ΐνα  and  use  of  it  with  other 

than  “its  proper  sense  of  purpose”;  he  included  the  uses  after  παρακαλεΐν  in  his 
long  list  of  examples  ( Usage  29.356). 

αυτόν  .  .  .  αυτόν.  The  repetition  is  particularly  noticeable  since  it  follows  αυτώ  .  .  . 

αυτόν  in  the  preceding  line.  Doudna,  Greek  36,  remarks:  “One  of  the  outstanding 
features  of  the  Greek  of  the  gospels  is  the  frequency  of  the  oblique  cases  of  the  personal 

pronouns;  Mark  shares  this  to  a  slight  degree” — and  so,  as  he  shows,  do  the  papyri. 
Kilpatrick,  Atticism  136,  takes  the  frequency  of  αυτός  as  one  sign  of  a  well-preserved, 

primitive  text. 

ΐνα  μετ'  αυτόν  f.  Mk.  regularly  speaks  of  Jesus  as  acting  μετά  των  μαθητών/τών 
δώδεκα  (3·7 »  8.  ι  ο ;  ι  ι.ι  ι ;  1 4* 1 4? 1 7)  *  But  there  seem  traces  of  a  tradition  which  spoke 

of  the  disciples  as  ol  μετ'  αύτοΰ.  Thus  the  twelve  are  “made”  ΐνα  ώσιν  μετ'  αυτόν 

(3.14)5  the  Gerasene  demoniac  beseeches  Jesus  ΐνα  μετ'  αύτοΰ  fj  (5.18);  when  Jesus 

goes  in  to  raise  Jai'rus’  daughter  he  takes  with  him  only  her  parents  and  τούς  μετ' 

αύτοΰ  (5.40) ;  when  he  leaves  Capernaum  he  is  pursued  by  Simon  and  ol  μετ'  αύτοΰ 
(1.36,  although,  as  H.J.C.  notes,  the  reference  here  is  not  certain;  Lohmeyer,  ad 

loc.,  plausibly  compares  16.7,  τοΐς  μαθηταΐς  αύτοΰ  καί  Πετρω).  Cf.  also  2.19;  9*3^j 

14.67.  [Of  the  preceding  passages,  in  1.36;  3.14;  5.18;  5.40;  8.10,  and  11.11,  Mk.’s 
μετά  is  not  paralleled  in  Mt.  or  Lk.  R.S.  is  therefore  justified  in  seeing  here  a  Markan 

trait.]  The  phrase  μετ'  αύτοΰ  with  this  sense  appears  also  in  Mk.  16.10  and  Jn.  9.40 
(cf.  6.66)  and  perhaps  Lk.  22.59  (c^·  Jn·  16*26).  Further  traces  of  the  same 

usage  may  perhaps  be  seen  in  Mt.  12.30  and  parallels;  26.51,69,71;  28.2o(?); 

Lk.  22.21,28,33;  23.43;  Jn.  13.8,33;  14.9;  15.27;  16.4;  17.12,24.  Therefore,  that 

ΐνα  μετ'  αύτοΰ  fj  should  appear  both  in  Mk.  5.18  and  in  the  longer  text  is  not  surprising. 

Moreover,  we  have  here  another  near-coincidence  with  a  false  reading  of  D  and  its 

allies.  In  Mk.  5. 1 7f  the  great  majority  of  texts  read  καί  ή p  ξαντό  (sc.  the  Gerasenes) 1 12 
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111.5-6 

111.6 

και  βξζλθόντβς  βκ  τοΰ  μνημείου  ηλθον  εις  την  οικίαν  του  νεανίσκου' 

παρακαλεΐν  αυτόν  απελθειν  .  .  .  καί  .  .  .  παρεκάλει  αυτόν  6  δαιμονισθείς  ίνα  μ  ετ'  αύτοΰ  η. 
But  D  (with  considerable  support)  reads  παρεκάλουν  αυτόν  ίνα  άπελθη  .  .  .  καί  .  .  . 

ηρξατο  παρακαλεΐν  αυτόν  6  δα ιμονισθείς  ίνα  η  μετ'  αύτοΰ.  This  shift  in  the  position  of 
the  ηρξα{ν)το  construction  could  hardly  have  been  motivated  by  considerations  of 

style  or  meaning;  it  may  reflect  a  memory  of  the  longer  text.  Many  D  variants 

indicate  that  the  D  text  of  Mt.  and  Lk.  was  corrupted  by  the  scribe’s  memories  of 
canonical  Mk.  (e.g.,  those  at  Lk.  5.14  and  6.1;  cf.  below,  on  καί  εξελθόντες,  III. 5; 

μεθ *  ημέρας,  III. 6-7;  etc.);  similar  corruption  by  memories  of  the  longer  text  is 

therefore  possible.  [H.J.C.,  however,  comments:  “Memories  of  short  Mk.  affected 
scribes  of  Mt.  and  Lk.,  yes,  but  perhaps  oftener  memories  of  Mt.  and  Lk.  affected 

scribes  of  short  Mk.”] 

καί  εξελθόντες.  Initial,  with  a  following  finite  verb:  7  or  8  in  Mk.  (in  3  D it.  have 

δε) ;  7  in  Mt.  +  1  in  D,  1  in  KBCL0,  etc.  Both  these  additional  instances  are  Markan, 

but  only  one  of  the  7  secure  readings  is  so;  more  contamination — see  the  preceding 

note.  Only  2  in  Lk.,  and  of  these  22.62  may  be  a  gloss  taken  from  Mt.  Of  the  8  in 

Mk.,  3  are  followed  by  εκ  and  2  of  these  by  έρχομαι.  Of  the  certain  instances  in  Mt., 

3  (and  in  B al.  a  fourth)  are  followed  by  εκ  or  its  compounds,  and  one  by  εισέρχομαι. 

Lk.  has  εξω  after  εξελθών  in  22.62. 

καί  εξελθόντες  εκ  τοΰ  μνημείου  ηλθον.  Not  found  verbatim  in  the  Gospels,  but  in 

Mt.  28.8  all  uncials  except  KBCL(9,  and  most  minuscules,  have  καί  εξελθοΰσαι  από 

τοΰ  μνημείου',  and  Mk.  16.8  has  καί  εξελθοΰσαι  εφυγον  από  τοΰ  μνημείου  (of  the  women 

after  their  Easter  morning  visit),  while  Mt.  27.53  has  καί  εξελθόντες  εκ  των  μνημείων 

.  .  .  είσηλθον  (of  the  dead  raised  along  with  Jesus).  [P.B.  compares  also  Mk.  1.29, 

where — after  the  cure  of  a  demoniac — the  text  goes  on,  καί  ευθύς  εκ  της  συναγωγής 

εξελθόντες  ηλθον  εις  την  οικίαν  Σίμωνοςό]  In  view  of  these  multiple  parallels  it  seems 

plausible  to  explain  the  text  as  free  composition  in  conventional  style  rather  than 

direct  borrowing  from  any  one  passage,  or  word-by-word  compilation  from  several. 

[T.B.  points  out  that  the  western  text  of  Mt.  27.53,  especially  in  the  Syriac,  is  very 

close  to  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  Sy.paL  omits  μετά,  την  εγερσιν  αύτοΰ,  DSy.palsLat. 

( partim )  have  ηλθον  instead  of  είσηλθον,  and  the  Syriac  κ*ια=^3  canbe  under¬ 

stood  as  a  singular.  Perhaps  the  western  variants  may  reflect  some  recollection  of 

the  longer  text.]  On  εξελθόντες  .  .  .  ηλθον  as  a  Markan  usage  see  Turner,  Commentary 

155.  On  the  subject  of  ηλθον,  see  above,  on  II.23,  καί  έρχονται. 

εις  την  οικίαν,  οικία,  Mk.  18,  Mt.  25?  Lk.  25*  οίκος,  Mk.  12,  Mt.  IO,  Lk.  33·  Again 

the  longer  text  goes  with  Mt.  and  Mk.  against  Lk.  References  to  particular  houses 

which  might  be  called  “historical”  (by  contrast  to  those  in  parables  or  sayings) 

with  οικία :  6  in  Mk.  (+  2  in  D),  9  or  10  in  Mt.  (only  3  Markan),  9  or  10  in  Lk. 
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rjv  γάρ  πλούσιος. 

(+  i  in  D;  only  2  Markan).  Often  these  follow  forms  of  (εις)  έρχομαι  with  εις:  2 

in  Mk.  +  2  in  D,  5  in  Mt.  (1  Markan),  3  in  Lk.  (1  Markan.)  This  reference  to 

going  into  a  house  often  connects  two  scenes,  as  it  does  here:  Mk.  1.29;  2.15;  9.33; 

Mt.  9.23;  9.28;  13.36;  17.25.  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  this  transition  borrowed 

from  any  one  of  its  many  parallels.  Kilpatrick,  Notes  5ff,  kindly  put  at  my  disposal 

an  unpublished  study  in  which  he  concludes  that  in  Mk.  οΐκος  corresponds  to  “home,” 

οικία  to  “house.”  He  observes,  however,  that  the  two  are  sometimes  interchangeable, 

as  “home”  and  “house”  in  English.  This  would  seem  to  be  the  case  here. 

ην  γάρ  πλούσιος,  ήν/ήσαν  γάρ,  as  introduction  of  an  appended  explanation;  9  or 

10  in  Mk.  (1  omitted  by  D it.,  etc.,  1  by  XB,  etc.),  5  in  Mt.  (all  Markan),  4  in  Lk. 

(+  i  in  D,  only  1  Markan).  It  is  a  Markan  trait  (Turner,  Usage  26.i45ff;  Zerwick, 

U nter sue hungen  i3off;  Bird,  γάρ)  and  Mk.  might  have  used  it  with  πλούσιος  as  a 

predicate  adjective.  The  canonical  text  of  Mk.  uses  πλούσιος  twice  (a  third  use 

appears  in  a  variant).  However,  πλούσιος  is  typical  of  Lk.  (1 1  uses,  against  2  in  Mk. 

and  3  in  Mt.),  and  rjv  γάρ  πλούσιος  σφοδρά  [Sy.0,  omits  σφοδρά — R.S.]  appears  in 
Lk.  18.23,  where  Mk.  and  Mt.  have  rjv  γάρ  εχων  κτήματα  πολλά.  This  is  the  young 

man  in  Mk.  10.22  of  whom  Mk.  uses  the  phrase  εμβλεφας  αύτω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν, 

also  found  in  the  longer  text,  above.  Mk.  10.22  preceded  by  little  the  present  passage 

of  the  longer  text,  which  stood  after  10.34.  Given  Mark’s  habit  of  repeating  himself 
after  short  intervals,  he  probably  would  have  repeated  εχων  κτήματα  πολλά,  rather 

than  have  summarized  it  with  πλούσιος.  The  longer  text  here  may  have  been  cor¬ 

rupted  by  a  copyist’s  memory  of  Lk.  or  by  a  gloss.  Perhaps  the  latter  is  more  likely, 
since  the  rest  of  the  text  shows  no  knowledge  of  Lk.  (except  in  the  concluding  clause 

of  the  second  quotation,  which  is  probably  spurious;  see  below,  on  III.  16).  Yet 

another  possibility  is  that  Clement  misquoted;  for  the  contamination  of  his  quotations 

of  Mk.  by  his  memories  of  Mt.  and  Lk.,  see  Appendix  L.  On  the  other  hand,  the 

dangling  phrase  is  in  Mark’s  manner  and  makes  sense:  They  went  to  the  young 

man’s  house,  for  he  was  wealthy  (and  therefore  able  to  receive  the  company  which 
traveled  with  Jesus).  Cf.  Zacchaeus,  Lk.  19. iff.  [W.M.C.  remarks  that  the  subjects 

of  εξελθόντες  .  .  .  ηλθον  εις  την  οικίαν  are,  strictly,  only  Jesus  and  the  youth.]  However, 

as  Turner  noted  ( Usage  26.231),  Markan  reports  of  the  movements  of  Jesus,  even 

when  the  verb  is  in  the  singular,  are  normally  to  be  understood  as  implying  that 

his  followers  went  with  him.  See  the  note  on  και  έρχονται,  in  II. 23,  above.  The  notion 

that  πλούσιος  is  a  copyist’s  corruption  can  be  supported  by  the  fact  that  a  similar 
corruption  has  introduced  πλούσιος  into  Mk.  10.17  in  AKMW0/7,  many  minuscules, 

and  some  MSS  of  the  Old  Latin,  Syriac,  Coptic,  Armenian,  and  Georgian 

translations.  [My  attention  was  called  to  the  variant  by  R.S.]  Turner,  Readings  6, 

thought  the  κτήματα  in  Mk.  10.22  a  corruption  introduced  from  Mt.  19.22  and 

maintained  that  the  correct  reading  was  χρήματα,  preserved  by  the  western  text 

and  Clement  and  repeated — as  usual — by  Mk.  (in  the  following  verse,  10.23). 
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III.7 

καί  μεθ'  ημέρας  εξ  επεταξεν  αντω  ο  ’ Ιησούς *  καί  όφίας  γενομενης  ερχεται 

καί  μεθ’  ημέρας  έξ.  Mk.  is  characterized  by  its  separation  of  events  from  eath  other 
by  precise  numbers  of  days,  intervals  it  indicates  by  μετά  with  the  accusative:  5 

instances.  Mt.  has  only  3  (2  Markan  and  27.63 — probably  an  echo  of  Mk.);  Lk. 

has  only  2  (and  9.28  seems  a  deliberate  correction  of  Mk.).  DzY.  have  2  more  instances 

in  Mt.  and  one  more  in  Lk.  (another  example  of  the  corruption  of  their  archetype 

by  the  influence  of  Mk. ;  see  above,  on  μετ  αύτοΰ).  Per  contra,  the  Matthaean  usage 

(with  the  dative)  has  corrupted  the  later  uncials  of  Mk.  If  Lk.  9.28  is  a  deliberate 

correction  of  Mk.  9.2  (so  Rengstorf  on  Lk.  ad  loc.),  there  was  some  tradition  about 

these  intervals  and  some  importance  attached  to  them.  Therefore  the  specification 

of  the  interval  may  be  a  datum  of  tradition,  not  an  echo  of  Mk.  9.2,  where  the  same 

words  occur.  On  Mark’s  fondness  for  giving  specific  numbers,  Turner,  Usage  26.337flf. 

έττέταξεν.  The  verb:  4  in  Mk.,  never  in  Mt.,  4  in  Lk.  (1  Markan)  +  1  in  D.  The 

person  commanded  is  always  in  the  dative.  The  form  έπέταξεν  occurs  twice  in  Mk. 

and  in  the  D  variant  to  Lk.  (8.55).  έπέταξεν  6  ’ Ιησούς  αύτοΐς  is  found  in  D it.  to  Mk. 
6.39  (where  other  witnesses  lack  ό  Ίησοΰς).  These  parallels  demonstrate  merely  that 

the  word  was  used  normally  by  Mk.  and  Lk.  The  peculiarity  here  is  the  failure  to 

specify  the  content  of  Jesus’  command;  that  is  understood  from  the  context,  as  in 
Mk.  1.27;  Lk.  4.36;  8  25.  [C.F.D.M.,  however,  remarks  that  έπέταξεν  αντω  without 

direct  object  is  odd,  and  the  parallels  adduced  here  are  not  quite  similar  for  in 

all  of  them  the  content  of  the  verb  is  perfectly  clear.  Moreover,  why  did  the  young 

man  have  to  come  to  Jesus  and  stay  with  him,  if  Jesus  was  at  his  house?]  The  direct 

object  may  have  been  part  of  the  secret  oral  teaching.  It  will  be  argued  later  that 

the  young  man  came  to  Jesus  to  receive  baptism,  conceived  as  a  magically  efficacious 

rite.  If  so,  he  had  to  come  to  Jesus  becauses  Jesus  had  to  prepare  (purify?  exorcise?) 

the  area  and  the  materials  for  the  rite.  The  story  suggests  a  large  house,  perhaps  a 

villa.  The  young  man  was  rich.  Jesus  and  his  followers  may  have  been  given  awing 
for  themselves. 

καί  όφίας  γενομενης.  όφίας  γενομενης  as  a  genitive  absolute  at  the  beginning  of  a 

sentence:  4  in  Mk.  (3  introduced  by  /cat),  6  or  7  in  Mt.  (6  with  8έ,  never  with  καί), 

never  in  Lk.  or  Jn.  It  is  followed  by  έρχεται  in  Mk.  14.17  (the  introduction  to  the 

last  supper — a  secret  ceremony,  like  the  one  here,  but  this  may  be  chance),  by  ήλθεν 

in  Mt.  27.57  (Joseph  of  Arimathea),  έλθών  in  Mk.  i5-42f  (also  Joseph  of  Arimathea), 

and  προσηλθον  in  Mt.  14.15  (the  introduction  to  the  feeding  of  the  five  thousand). 

By  contrast  with  these  stylistic  affiliations,  the  content  of  this  story  resembles  Jn.  3: 

Nicodemus  ηλθεν  ττρός  αυτόν  νυκτός  and  received  instruction  on  baptism  as  necessary 

for  those  who  would  enter  the  Kingdom  of  God. 

έρχεται.  As  a  historical  present:  10  in  Mk.  (+  1  in  X*A,  etc.,  and  2  in  D it.,  etc.), 

4  in  Mt.  (2  Markan),  1  in  Lk.  ||  έρχονται,  historical  present,  in  Mk.).  Recognized  as 

a  distinctively  Markan  trait  by  Hawkins  ( Horae  143).  It  is  so  frequent  that  its  con¬ 

junction  with  the  also  frequent  καί  όφίας  γενομενης  is  no  evidence  for  dependence  on 

Mk.  14.17. 
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ΠΙ.9 

συν  αυτω  την  νύκτα 

6  νεανίσκος.  See  above,  on  III. 3.  This  is  the  fourth  occurrence  of  the  word  in  6 

lines.  More  Markan  repetition. 

προς  αυτόν,  πρός  after  έρχομαι :  12  in  Mk.  ( +  i  in  D  &it.) ;  12  in  Mt.  (+  1  dubious); 

9  in  Lk.  Only  2  of  the  Matthaean  and  2  of  the  Lucan  constructions  are  Markan. 

Therefore  it  would  at  first  sight  seem  pure  chance  that  πρός  αυτόν  after  έρχομαι 

occurs  7  or  8  times  in  Mk.,  once  in  Lk.,  and  never  in  Mt.  But  προσέρχομαι  was  used 

52  times  by  Mt.,  5  by  Mk.,  and  10  by  Lk. 

περιβεβλη μένος  σινδόνα  επί  γυμνού.  Verbatim  in  Mk.  1 4.51  (except  that  W  fam. 

i.r.LSy.sCop.sa·  have  discreetly  omitted  επί  γυμνού ,  while  Θ  fam.i^[exc.  124]. 543, 

565.Sy.p  Eth.  have  accidentally  replaced  it  by  the  γυμνός  of  the  following  verse).  In 

14.51,  too,  the  subject  is  νεανίσκος  τις — the  young  man  in  a  sheet  who  was  with  Jesus 

at  the  time  of  his  arrest  and  who,  on  being  seized,  fled  naked  (an  episode  both  Mt. 

and  Lk.  chose  to  omit).  All  the  words  in  the  phrase  (except  επί)  are  comparatively 

rare  in  the  synoptics:  περιβάλλειν ,  Mk.  2,  Mt.  5,  Lk.  2;  σινδών,  Mk.  4,  Mt.  1,  Lk.  1 ; 

γυμνός,  Mk.  2,  Mt.  4,  Lk.  o.  Consequently,  the  occurrence  of  the  phrase  both  in  the 

longer  and  in  the  canonical  texts  of  Mk.  can  hardly  be  explained  as  an  accident 

of  free  composition.  Either  the  phrase  was  a  fixed  formula  in  the  life  of  some  early 

church  (a  baptismal  rubric?)  or  its  presence  in  both  texts  is  evidence  of  some 

historical  connection. 

εμεινε.  2  in  Mk.,  3  in  Mt.,  7  in  Lk.,  40  in  Jn.  Of  the  3  in  Mt.,  2  are  Markan; 

of  the  7  in  Lk.,  1.  εμεινεν  δε  .  .  συν  αύτη  ώς  μήνας  τρεις,  in  Lk.  1.5b  (the  visitation), 

καί  παρ'  αύτω  εμειναν  την  ημέραν  εκείνην,  in  Jn.  I ·39  (the  first  disciples),  καί  εμεινεν 

εκεί  δυο  ημέρας,  in  Jn.  4·4°  (Jesus  in  Samaria;  cf.  10. 40;  1 1.6),  and  κακει  εμεινεν 

μετά  των  μαθητών  in  Jn.  1 1.54  (after  the  raising  of  Lazarus)  testify  to  common  usage 

rather  than  literary  dependence.  (Some  historical  fact  of  Jesus’  practice  may  underlie 
the  similarity  with  the  story  of  the  first  disciples;  or  the  basis  may  be  some  early 

church  usage,  or  mere  chance.)  μένω  was  affected  byjn.  because  of  its  theological 

connotations  (e.g.,  1 5.4fT) ,  which  probably  had  some  connection  with  baptism  and 

might  be  relevant  here;  but  the  word  is  too  common  to  justify  speculation. 

συν.  To  indicate  the  person  accompanying  or  accompanied:  5  in  Mk.,  2  in  Mt., 

23  in  Lk.  Cf.  πρός  αυτόν  in  the  preceding  line.  Another  instance  of  Mt.’s  preference 
for  compound  verbs. 

νύκτα.  4  in  Mk.,  9  in  Mt.,  7  in  Lk.  +  1  D it.  (11.30).  In  the  accusative  of  extent 

of  time:  3  in  Mt.  and  Lk.  11.30.  Cf.  also  the  adverbial  accusatives  νύκτα  καί  ημέραν 
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€K€LVr]V. 

6eov. 

ΙΙΙ,ιο 

€θίόασκ€  γαρ  αυτόν  ο  Ιησούς  το μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  του 

in  Mk.  4-27  and  Lk.  2.37?  and  τάς  8ε  νύκτας  in  Lk.  21.37.  These  parallels  are  insig¬ 

nificant;  the  longer  text  probably  derived  its  phrase  from  common  usage,  not  from 

a  literary  source. 

e κείνην.  The  position  after  the  noun  is  normal  in  Mk.,  as  shown  by  Kilpatrick, 

εκείνος. 

ε8ί8ασκε  γαρ  αυτόν.  8ι8άσκειν :  Mk.  1 7,  Mt.  1 4,  Lk.  1 7.  The  form  ε8ί8ασκεν  used  of 

Jesus:  6  in  Mk.,  2  in  Mt.  (neither  Markan),  2  (+  1  D)  in  Lk.  (none  Markan).  In 

Mk.  9.31  it  is  followed  by  γάρ  and  refers  to  the  secret  teaching  of  the  passion.  This 

follows  the  stories  of  the  transfiguration  and  the  raising  of  the  demoniac  boy,  both 

of  which  have  similarities  to  the  story  in  the  letter’s  Gospel.  Note  especially  the  se¬ 
quence  9.27  ό  8ε  Ίησοΰς  κρατησας  της  χειρος  αύτοΰ  ηγειρεν  αυτόν  .  .  .  (. 3 °).  κάκεΐθεν 

εξελθόντες  .  .  .  ούκ  ηθελεν  ΐνα  τις  γνοΐ  (31),  ε8ί8ασκεν  γάρ  τούς  μα  θήτας  αύτοΰ ,  etc.  Mk. 

9.27-3 1  precedes  by  little  the  place  (10.34)  where  the  letter  locates  its  Gospel  frag¬ 

ment,  and  the  recurrence  of  similar  constructions  after  short  intervals  is  typical  of 

Markan  style.  As  to  content,  on  the  other  hand,  the  synoptics  never  represent  Jesus 

as  teaching  a  single  person;  but  accounts  of  his  having  done  so  are  prominent  in  Jn. 

(3,  Nicodemus;  4,  the  woman  of  Samaria;  etc.).  Kilpatrick,  Mission  i49ff,  points  out 

that  Mk.  frequently  uses  verbs  to  begin  sentences.  [W.M.G.  here  finds  “the  interlaced 

word  order  (verb — outer  object — subject— inner  object)  .  .  .  contrived.”]  It  is  not 
precisely  paralleled  in  Mk.  in  sentences  of  which  Jesus  is  the  subject,  but  Mk.  often 

has  the  similar  order:  verb — indirect  object — subject — direct  object — 1.25;  2.19; 

6.4;  12.24;  14.27,30.  In  all  these,  as  in  the  longer  text,  the  verbs  imply  speaking,  the 

first  object  is  the  person  spoken  to,  Jesus  is  the  speaker,  and  the  second  object  is  the 

thing  said. 

το  μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  του  θεοΰ.  μυστήριον  is  used  only  once  in  each  of  the 

synoptics,  and  in  both  Mt.  and  Lk.  its  use  is  a  parallel  to  Mk.  4.1 1,  ύμΐν  το  μυστήριον 

8ε8οται  της  βασιλείας  του  θεοΰ  (+  γνώναι ,  C2Dzh9T0b[  exc.  Κ]  fam.l.22.fam.l^.^^. 

28*33· 1 57·5^5·597·700· 1  °7 1  ml.  pier. it.vg.SY.peshMCop.h0-aliq-Geo.Aeth.  Arm. ;  τά  μυσ¬ 

τήρια ,  ΟΣΦ  fam.i. 67.106.1 15.201. 235*258.5I7*5®9*Sy-hl’Arm.).  Cf.  Mt.  13.11,  ύμΐν 

8ε8οται  γνώναι  τά  μυστήρια  της  βασιλείας  των  ουρανών  ( mysterium  a.C.d.f.  ff2.g1.l.q.aur.Vg. 

[3  MSS.]Sy.c,t,pesh  Geo.Aug.serm·165 ;  sacramentum  k);  Lk.  8.10,  ύμΐν  8ε8οται  γνώναι  τά 

μυστήρια  της  βασιλείας  τοΰ  θεοΰ  ( γνώναι  transp.  post  θεοΰ  D,  om.  <2;  το  μυστήριον  Cit.vg. 

Sy.Clem.Iren.).  The  uses  of  το  μυστήριον  in  MSS  of  Mt.  are  further  examples  of  the 

early  corruption  of  the  western  text  by  reminiscences  of  Mk.  Matthew’s  interpretation 

of  the  Markan  phrase,  by  changing  το  μυστήριον  to  τά  μυστήρια  and  adding  γνώναι, 
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€K€ Wev  8e  άναστας  επέστρεψβν  els  το  πέραν  του  * Ιορδάνου . 

got  into  Lk.  (where  the  secondary  character  of  γνώναι  is  indicated  by  the  difference 

as  to  its  position)  and  almost  got  into  Mk.  The  use  of  το  μυστήριον  in  the  longer  text 

of  Mk.  is  either  a  Markan  trait  or  evidence  that  το  μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  του  θεού 

was  a  fixed  phrase  in  some  circles  of  early  Christianity.  Its  significance  will  be  dis¬ 

cussed  below,  in  the  section  on  content.  [W.M.C.  remarks  that  we  never  hear  what 

happened  to  the  youth’s  sister.]  Such  disappearance  of  minor  characters  is  typical  of 
Markan  narratives:  so  Simon,  Andrew,  James,  and  John  in  i.4off;  the  men  who 

brought  the  paralytic  in  2.3ff;  Levi  in  2.i5ff;  etc. 

εκεΐθεν.  5  in  Mk.  (and  κάκείθεν ,  in  9. 30),  12  in  Mt.,  3  in  Lk.  (and  κάκεΐθεν,  in  1 1.53). 

With  a  participle,  as  the  beginning  of  a  sentence,  3  in  Mk.  (+  2  more  in  D),  5  in 

Mt.  (only  1  Markan),  1  in  Lk.  In  Mt.  the  participle  always  precedes  and  is  never 

άναστάς.  In  two  of  the  well  attested  uses  in  Mk.  (7.24  and  10.1)  the  participle  is 

άναστάς  and  follows  εκεΐθεν,  as  διαπεράσαντες  in  the  western  text  (Dz7.)  of  Mk.  6.53, 

and  εξελθόντες  after  κάκεΐθεν  in  9. 30.  The  usage  here  is  characteristically  Markan. 

The  exact  phrase  εκεΐθεν  δε  άναστάς  appears  in  Mk.  7.24;  IO.I  has  και  εκεΐθεν  άναστάς 

[and  R.S.  remarks  that  it  is  followed  by  ερχεται  εις  .  .  .  πέραν  του  ’Ιορδάνου]. 

άναστάς.  The  participle  used  pleonastically,  imitating  the  LXX  translation  of  Dp, 

with  a  following  finite  verb  (Blass-Debrunner-Funk,  no.  419.2);  4  or  6  in  Mk.,  2  in 

Mt.  (both  Markan),  11  or  12  in  Lk.  (only  1  Markan).  Certainly  not  a  Matthaean 

usage.  See  above,  on  II. 24,  καί  +  participle. 

επεστρεφεν.  The  verb:  4  in  Mk.  (1  with  εις,  13.16),  4  in  Mt.  +  2  D,  7  in  Lk.  +  1  D 

(with  είς,  2.39;  17.31  ||  Mk.  13.16).  The  usage  is  normal. 

εις  τδ  πέραν  του  ’Ιορδάνου.  Not  found  in  the  synoptics.  Mk.  5.1  has  εις  τδ  πέραν  της 
θαλάσσης;  Lk.  8.22,  εις  το  πέραν  της  λίμνης;  the  Alexandrian  text  of  Mk.  IO.I,  διά  τοΰ 

πέραν  του  ’ Ιορδάνου.  Otherwise  the  usage  is  either  το  πέραν  with  no  following  genitive 
(Mk.  4.35;  5.21 ;  6.45;  8.13  and  parallels),  or  πέραν  τοΰ  Ιορδάνου  without  the  article 

(Mk.  3.8;  10.1 — see  variants  in  Appendix  E).  These  seem  to  represent  the  normal 

Markan  usage,  and  the  expression  is  predominantly  Markan:  Lk.  has  it  only  once, 

where  he  takes  it  from  Mk.  and  modifies  it;  Mt.  has  7  uses,  all  Markan  except  4.15, 

a  quotation  from  LXX  Is.  8.23.  Accordingly  it  might  be  argued  that  the  words  τοΰ 

’ Ιορδάνου  in  the  letter’s  Gospel  are  an  epexegetic  gloss.  But  all  the  Markan  uses  of 

το  πέραν  alone  refer  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  Sea  of  Galilee  and  are  explained  by  the 

context,  while  in  the  letter’s  Gospel  the  determinant  τοΰ  Ιορδάνου  is  required  by  the 
context.  Mk.  5.1  is  a  parallel  case. 
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With  the  above  words  the  first  of  the  letter’s  quotations  from  the  secret  Gospel 

concludes.  There  follow  the  comments  :  επί  μεν  τουτοις  επεταυ  τό,  “  καί  προσπορευονται 

αντίο  ’ Ιάκωβος  καί  'Ιωάννης ,”  <(Mk.  10.35)*  Ka'L  πάσα  η  περικοπή,  τό  Se  “ γυμνός  γνμνω ” 

καί  τάλλα  περί  ών  εγραφας  ούχ  εΰρίσκεταν  μετά  Se  τό,  (i  καί  ερχεται  είς  ' Ιεριχώ  ”  (Mk. 

10.46a)  επάγει  μόνον  (III.  1 1 — 1 4) *  These  have  been  discussed  in  the  commentary  on 

the  letter  in  Chapter  Two,  above.  The  letter’s  second  quotation  from  the  secret  Gospel 
reads  as  follows : 

ΠΙ· 15 

καί  ήσαν  εκεί  η  αδελφή  του  νεανίσκου  ον  ηγάπα  αυτόν  6  Ίησοΰς 

καί  ησαν  εκεί.  See  above,  on  καί  rjv  εκεί,  in  II. 23.  For  the  plural  the  closest  parallels 

are  Mk.  2.6,  ησαν  Se  τινες  των  γραμματέων  εκεί,  where  Sy.pesh,hL  perhaps  read  εκεί 

before  τινες,  and  Mt.  27.55  Vaav  &ε  εκεί  γυναίκες  where  SyAAeth.Geor.1  put  the 
conjunction  at  the  beginning.  Such  phrases  are  narrative  cliches  and  can  hardly 

serve  as  evidence  of  dependence.  [T.B.  queries:  Is  it  coincidence  that  in  Mt.  27.55 

the  phrase  also  introduces  a  group  of  women,  and  that  this  group  also — to  judge 

from  the  parallel  in  Mk.  15.40 — once  contained  Salome?]  It  is  not  impossible  that 

Matthew  may  have  used  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  Cf.  the  remarks  on  προσεκυνησε, 

above,  II. 24. 

ή  aSeX φη  του  νεανίσκου.  Unparalleled.  Sisters  of  a  specific  brother  (other  than  Jesus) 

appear  only  in  Jn.  11 — the  Lazarus  story — and  νεανίσκος  only  in  the  synoptics;  see 
above. 

ον  "ηγάπα  αυτόν  6  Ίησοΰς.  See  above,  on  εμβλεφας,  in  III. 4·  Although  all  the  Gospels 

use  αγαπάω  frequently,  the  synoptics  only  once  speak  of  Jesus’  loving  anybody — the 
man  who  questioned  him  in  Mk.  IO.21  :  o  Se  Ίησοΰς  εμβλεφας  αύτω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν. 

Jn·  says  Jesus  loved  (ηγάπα)  Martha  and  her  sister  and  Lazarus  (11.5)  and  his  dis¬ 

ciples  (13.1,34;  15.9,12)  and  the  Father  (14.31)  and  an  unnamed  disciple  ον  ηγάπα 

ό  Ίησοΰς,  thus  referred  to  4  times:  13.23  (in  the  last  supper);  19.26  (at  the  cross); 

21.7,20  (the  resurrection  appearances  at  the  Sea  of  Galilee).  Cf.  the  άλλος  μαθητης 

of  1 8. 1 5f  and  20.2ff.  It  has  often  been  argued  from  Johannine  evidence  that  the  un¬ 

named  “beloved  disciple”  was  Lazarus  (e.g.,  recently,  Eckhardt,  Tod  11—20).  The 

longer  text  strengthens  the  argument  by  first  telling  a  version  of  the  Lazarus  story 

in  which  the  dead  youth’s  sister  plays  an  important  role  and  the  youth  is  said  to 

have  loved  Jesus,  and  then  locating  shortly  after  this  a  reference  to  the  disciple  whom 

Jesus  loved  and  his  sister.  So  the  Markan  and  the  Johannine  traditions  here,  as  often, 

are  remotely  similar.  Therefore  it  is  not  surprising  that  the  same  traditional  formulas 

should  occur  in  both,  ον  ηγάπα  ό  Ίησοΰς  is  a  fixed  periphrasis  in  Jn.  and  the  reader 

will  immediately  suppose  that  the  longer  text  got  it  from  Jn.  But  then  the  reader 

will  have  to  explain  why  the  longer  text  shows  no  other  trace  of  John’s  peculiar 

phraseology.  Matters  of  plot  are  not  in  question  here ;  they  will  be  dealt  with  in  the 
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/cat  yj  μητηρ  αύτοΰ  καί  Σαλώμη,  καί  ουκ  άπβδβξα το  αυτά?  6  Ίησοΰς. 

next  chapter.  The  present  question  is:  When  an  isolated  Johannine  phrase  occurs 

in  a  text  which  otherwise  shows  no  important  traces  of  Johannine  phraseology,  is  the 

isolated  phrase  to  be  taken  as  proof  of  dependence,  or  is  the  absence  of  other  traits 

to  be  taken  as  proof  of  independence?  Are  we  to  prove  the  dependence  of  ζ)  on  Jn. 

by  Mt.  n.25f  II  Lk.  io.2if?  [H.J.C.  compares  also  the  Johannine  ούδε  6  υιός,  cl  μή 

6  πατήρ ,  in  Mk.  13.32  and  the  parallel  between  Jn.  3.3-5  and  Justin,  First  Apology 

61.4-5.]  Notice  also  the  similarities  to  John  in  the  phraseology  of  the  Dead  Sea 

documents  (Brown,  Schrolls),  and  the  phrases  of  canonical  Mk.  which  appear  in 

section  IV  of  Appendix  G  with  parallels  only  from  Jn.  Evidently,  a  number  of  phrases 

best  known  to  us  as  “Johannine”  were  taken  by  John  from  his  Christian  and  Jewish 
environment.  One  of  these  phrases  seems  to  have  been  the  periphrasis  ον  ήγάπα  6 

* Ιησούς ,  which  apparently  was  a  fixed  formula  in  at  least  two  strains  of  early  Christian 
tradition,  like  (o)  cl ς  των  δώδβκα  as  a  designation  of  Judas:  Mk.  14.10,20,43;  Mt. 

26.14,47;  Lk.  22.47;  Jn·  6-7 1  (+  eV;  cf.,  however,  20.24,  where  the  same  formula 

refers  to  Thomas).  An  early  date  for  the  periphrasis  is  suggested  by  its  anonymity. 

(Cf.  Bultmann,  Geschichte  72,  256^  etc.  Turner’s  argument  to  the  contrary — Usage 
26.338 — from  the  practice  of  rhetoricians  is  irrelevant.  The  Gospels  were  not  written 

by  rhetoricians  and  their  content  shows  the  authors  did  multiply  names.)  Further 

evidence  that  the  longer  text  did  not  get  its  formula  from  Jn.  appears  in  the  pleonastic 

αυτόν ,  to  which  the  uses  in  Jn.  afford  no  parallel,  and  which  a  writer  familiar  with 

Greek  would  hardly  have  added;  it  is  probably  a  Semitism — cf.  ής  .  .  .  αυτής  in  II. 23, 

above,  and  the  note  there.  [P.B.  would  distinguish  the  examples  of  this  construction 

in  the  longer  text  and  in  Mt.,  where  he  thinks  them  Semitisms,  from  those  in  canonical 

Mk.,  where  he  thinks  them  emphatic,  and  would  find  in  this  distinction  evidence  that 

the  letter’s  Gospel  is  not  by  Mark.]  The  distinction  seems  to  me  so  fine  as  to  be 

subjective;  it  escaped  Moule,  Idiom-Book  176,  and  Blass-Debrunner-Funk  no.  297. 

ή  μήτηρ  αύτοΰ.  Verbatim  in  Mk.  3.31 ;  Mt.  13.35;  Lk.  1,60;  2.48,51 ;  8.19  (XDzfiSy.) ; 

Jn.  2-5,·  2;  19.25.  The  phrase  is  standard  and  cannot  be  referred  with  confidence 

to  any  single  source. 

Σαλώμη.  Salome  appears  in  the  NT  only  in  Mk.  15.40  and  16.1,  in  both  as  the 

final  figure  in  a  list  of  female  witnesses  of  an  important  occasion  (15.40,  the  cruci¬ 

fixion;  1 6. i,  the  discovery  of  the  empty  tomb).  In  15.40:  Μαρία  ή  Μαγδαληνή  καί 

Μαρία  ή  ’ Ιακώβου  του  μικρού  καί  Ίωσήτος  μήτηρ  καί  Σαλώμη.  In  16.Ι  :  Μαρία  ή  Μα- 

γδαληνή  καί  Μαρία  ή  ’ Ιακώβου  καί  Σαλώμη.  (There  is  considerable  difference  between 

MSS  as  to  the  spelling  of  the  second  Mary’s  name  and  her  connection  with  James 
and  Joses.)  The  list  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  is  of  the  same  type  as  the  other  two, 

and  may  be  of  the  same  women.  Luke  (23.55;  24.1)  has  omitted  both  the  lists  pre¬ 

served  in  canonical  Mk. ;  Matthew  has  deleted  the  name  of  Salome  from  the  first  list 
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(27.56)  and  deleted  her  altogether  from  the  second  (27.61;  28.1);  John  (19.25)  has 

replaced  her  by  “the  sister  of  his  (Jesus’)  mother”  (or?)  “Mary  of  Klopas.”  [R.S. 
remarks  that  if  we  suppose  the  lists  to  be  of  the  same  women,  and  if  we  suppose  the 

beloved  νεανίσκος  here  to  be  the  same  as  the  loving  νεανίσκος  in  the  former  fragment, 

and  if  we  therefore  suppose  him  to  be  Lazarus,  then  his  sister  here  would  be  the  Mary 

Magdalene  of  the  other  Markan  lists.  And  since  Mary,  Lazarus’  sister,  anointed 
Jesus  in  Bethany  in  Jn.  12. iff  (cf.  Mk.  14.3;  Mt.  26.27),  and  a  woman  who  was  a 

sinner  anointed  Jesus  in  Lk.  7.36,  it  would  follow  that  Mary  Magdalene,  Lazarus’ 
sister,  was  the  sinner  <(from  whom  also  seven  devils  were  driven  out,  Lk.  8.2 — she  had 

an  eventful  life.)  Again,  Mary,  the  mother  of  James  and  Joses,  of  the  other  Markan 

lists,  would  be  “his  mother”  in  the  list  in  the  longer  text,  and  “his”  would  be  Jesus’, 
since  James  and  Joses  were  his  brothers:  Mk.  6.3,  ονχ  οΰτός  εστιν  ό  τεκτων  6  νιος  της 

Μαρίας  καί  αδελφός  ’ Ιακώβου  καί  Ίωσητος  καί  ̂   Ιούδα  καί  Σίμωνος.\  If  this  latter  iden¬ 

tification  be  not  accepted,  Mk.  did  not  mention  the  mother  of  Jesus  among  those· 

who  witnessed  his  passion  and  burial  and  discovered  his  resurrection.  On  the  other 

hand,  by  similar  reasoning  Salome  would  be  both  “the  mother  of  the  sons  of  Zebe- 

dee,”  who  replaces  her  in  Mt.  27.56,  and  “the  sister  of  (Jesus’)  mother”  (or?)  “Mary 

of  Klopas,”  who  replaces  her  in  Jn.  19.25.  [In  favor  of  at  least  the  former  of  these 

identifications,  R.S.  points  out  that  “the  mother  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee”  appears 
in  Mt.  20.20,  where  she  may  again  be  a  Matthaean  substitute  for  Salome,  who  played 

a  similar  role  in  the  following  story  of  the  longer  Markan  text.  See  above,  on  II.24.] 

The  role  of  Salome  in  early  Christian  polemics  will  be  discussed  later  in  this  chapter 

(section  III.  D.4,  “evidence  for  abbreviation  at  mk.  10.46”). 

άπεδεξατο.  In  the  NT,  αποδέχομαι  is  found  only  in  Lk.-Acts.  Lk.  8.40  (άπεδεξατο), 

of  the  crowd’s  giving  a  good  reception  to  Jesus;  9.1 1,  of  Jesus’  receiving  the  crowd 
kindly.  5  uses  in  Acts,  of  which  3  (18.27;  2  ί .  ϊ  7 ;  28.30)  have  the  same  sense  (receive 

a  person  kindly)  and  the  same  construction  (an  immediately  following  accusative  of 

the  person  received).  [With  the  whole  phrase  here,  C.F.D.M.  compares  Lk.  9-53? 

καί  ούκ  εδε ξαντό  αυτόν,  of  the  Samaritans’  refusal  to  receive  Jesus.]  This  clearly  Lucan 

trait  contrasts  as  such  with  the  preceding  text,  which  is  almost  entirely  free  of  Lucan 

traits  (the  only  very  probable  one  being  πλούσιος,  above,  III. 6).  Clement  uses  the 

verb  often  in  the  cognate  sense,  “approve  of”  a  person — that  is,  of  what  he  says  or 

does — L178.27;  186.8;  223.10;  265.3;  II.3.8;  4.13;  235.25;  237.21.  A  number  of 

these  citations,  particularly  the  last  two,  show  the  disciplinary  connotation — almost 

“accept  as  communicants” — which  the  word  has  in  Clement’s  usage.  It  is  this  con¬ 

notation  which  the  word  is  meant  to  carry  in  the  above  text  of  the  letter’s  quotation, 

and  which  is  necessary  to  give  force  to  the  otherwise  trivial  ending.  The  story,  as 

Clement  quotes  it,  is  quite  unlike  any  other  NT  story  because  it  has  no  apparently 

significant  content.  There  is  no  miracle,  no  saying,  nothing  but  Jesus  refusal  to 

receive,  on  one  occasion,  three  women.  Therefore  the  story,  as  it  stands,  can  have 

been  invented  and  preserved  only  as  polemic  against  these  women  or  their  followers 

or  persons  who  appealed  to  their  authority  (as  the  Carpocratians  did  to  that  of 

Salome:  Origen,  Contra  Celsum  V.62).  But  that  such  a  bare  polemic  notice  was  what 
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originally  stood  in  the  longer  text  is  almost  incredible :  it  is  too  little  like  the  patterns 

of  Gospel  stories.  The  original  text  must  have  gone  on  to  report  some  action  or  saying 

of  Jesus.  Accordingly,  this  final  phrase  with  its  sudden  change  of  vocabulary  and  its 

anachronistic  church  discipline  is  to  be  attributed  to  Clement  or  some  editor  of 

almost  Clement’s  time  and  vocabulary  who  deleted  the  original  ending  of  the  story 
as  it  stood  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  and  substituted  this  Lucan  phrase  (with  its 

second-century  meaning)  for  what  he  had  deleted.  What  he  had  deleted  we  can  only 

guess  from  the  preceding  context  and  from  the  following — and  last  preserved — 
sentence  of  the  letter:  τα  δε  άλλα  τα  πολλά  ά  εγραφας  φευσματα  καί  φαίνεται  καί  εστιν. 

Most  likely  it  was  a  conversation  with  Salome  (again  see  below,  in  section  III). 

B.  Synthesis  of  findings 

I.  INFLUENCE  ON  THE  WESTERN  TEXT 

Perhaps  the  most  surprising  of  the  facts  revealed  by  the  above  commentary  is  the 

evidence  for  the  influence  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  on  the  western  text  of  the  canonical 

Gospels  (or,  in  Klijn’s  terminology— Survey,  4 — the  “western  readings”  of  the  fathers 
and  the  Gospel  MSS).  The  relationship  of  the  two  texts  was  independently  discovered 

by  Prof.  R.  Schippers  and  myself.  There  are  three  cases  in  which  an  apparently 

wrong  reading  in  the  western  text  affords  the  closest  parallel  to  an  apparently  correct 

reading  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk:  καί  έρχονται  εις  Βηθ ανίαν  II. 235  καί  οργισθείς  II. 25 5 

and  καί  ηρζατο  παρακαλεΐν  αυτόν  'ίνα  μετ’  αύτοΰ  η  III .4 — 5 *  ̂et  °ther  cases  appear  in 
III. 4  εζετεινεν  την  χεΐρα  καί  ηγειρεν  αυτόν  and  III. 7  επεταξεν  αύτω  6  Ίησοϋς,  but  in 

III. 4  the  parallels  are  so  loose  and  in  III. 7  the  wording  is  so  banal  that  neither 

constitutes  evidence.  By  contrast,  the  error  of  Βηθ  ανίαν  in  Mk.  8.22  and  the  difficulty 

of  οργισθείς  in  i. 4 1  demand  explanation,  while  the  extent  of  the  paralleled  phrase 

in  III. 4-5  makes  the  supposition  of  influence  not- unlikely  (but  does  not  prove 

it;  see  above  on  III.  1-2).  The  conjunction  of  the  three — not  to  say  five — cases  is 

impressive.  As  to  the  question,  Which  influenced  which  ? — it  is  surely  more  probable 

that  the  bad  readings  of  the  western  text  were  produced  by  contamination  from  the 

longer  text,  than  that  the  good  readings  of  the  longer  text  were  produced  by  a  selec¬ 

tion  of  the  errors  peculiar  to  the  western.  As  already  remarked,  contamination  is 

characteristic  of  the  western  text  (Williams,  Alterations  if;  Glasson,  Mt.  i8of),  and 

contamination  of  MSS  of  the  canonical  Gospels  by  uncanonical  material  has  often 

been  demonstrated  (Black,  Aramaic  204  and  214;  Williams,  Alterations  7,  i2ff,  23). 

Qpispel  ( Thomas  198;  Hebraer  euangelium  142),  has  argued  that  the  western  text  was 

influenced  by  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews ;  a  fortiori,  it  might  have  been  in¬ 

fluenced  by  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  Further,  the  longer  text  shows  a  number  of  readings 

which  are  nonwestern:  γυνή  ης  .  .  .  αυτής  .  .  .  ελθοΰσα  (II. 23),  ηγειρεν  αυτόν  κρατησας 

της  χειρός  (III. 3-4);  καί  ευθυς  (II. 26-in.  ι ;  III. 2).  If  the  longer  text  be  supposed  to 

derive  from  the  western,  these  nonwestern  readings  can  hardly  be  accounted  for. 

Therefore  the  more  probable  explanation  of  the  facts  would  seem  to  be  that  the 
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archetype  of  the  western  text  was  contaminated  by  the  scribe’s  recollections  of  the 

longer  one.  [But  the  influence  may  have  been  more  contemporary  than  “recollections  ” 
implies.  H.J.G.]  This  explanation  accords  with  the  fact  that  Clement  both  quoted  the 

longer  text  and  used  the  western  (Barnard;  Klijn,  P.  Bodmer  //,  327,  332,  334). 

[Moreover,  as  Pierson  Parker  pointed  out  to  me,  if  Clement  did  not  use  the  western 

text  of  Mk— a  possibility  which  Swanson,  Text  102,  leaves  open — then  the  western 

readings  in  the  longer  text  cannot  be  corruptions  due  to  Clement,  but  must  come 

from  an  earlier  tradition.]  The  theory  that  the  western  text  was  shaped  by  the  longer 

text  of  Mk.  also  accords  with  the  date  reached  above  for  the  longer  text  (before  125) 

and  with  the  current  dating  of  the  western  text,  which  is  now  thought  to  have 

originated  in  Egypt  about  a.d.  150  (Duplacy,  Ou  en  est  I.43of).  It  also  suggests  both 

that  the  scribe  who  produced  the  archetype  of  the  western  text  regarded  the  longer 

text  of  Mk.  much  as  he  did  the  canonical  Gospels,  of  which  he  also  conflated  the 

readings,  and  that  the  sections  of  the  longer  text  quoted  by  Clement  had  some  im¬ 

portant  role  in  the  life  of  the  scribe’s  church,  since  so  many  recollections  of  them 
turn  up  in  his  text.  The  importance  of  the  sections  quoted  by  Clement  might  have 

been  inferred  also  from  the  facts  that  they  played  a  leading  part  in  the  argument 

between  Theodore  and  the  Carpocratians  and  that  Clement  chose  to  reassure  Theo¬ 

dore  particularly  about  them.  To  the  question  of  what  their  importance  was  we  shall 
return  later. 

Postscript:  Further  evidence  for  these  conclusions  is  now  afforded  by  the  addition  to 

the  Latin  translation  of  Origen’s  commentary  on  Mt.,  to  which  Klijn,  Question ,  has 
called  attention.  It  quotes  from  a  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  a  text  closely  related 

to  Mt.  i g.  1 6ff  but  deviating  from  it  in  details  which  agree  with  or  approximate  the 

western  text  (Sy.  and  Diatessaron ).  Klijn  (154O  thinks  these  details  would  indicate 

its  priority  to  the  Diatessaron ,  but  he  then  rejects  this  conclusion  as  “inconceivable.” 

Now  Mt.  i  g.  1 6ff  is  the  synoptic  parallel  to  Mk.  io.iyff— the  story  of  the  “rich  young 

ruler”  which  stood  shortly  before  Clement’s  quotation  from  the  longer  text  and  was 
closely  connected  with  it,  as  will  be  shown  below.  It  is  just  possible,  therefore,  that 

this  fragment  may  be  another  scrap  (more  or  less  rewritten)  of  the  longer  text.  The 

close  relation  to  Mt.  and  the  attribution  to  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  both  fit. 

2.  VOCABULARY,  PHRASEOLOGY,  AND  GRAMMAR 

This  establishment  of  the  dependence  of  the  western  text  on  the  longer  text  of 

Mk.  enables  us  to  rule  out  further  consideration  of  the  parallels  peculiar  to  the 

western  text.  Turning  now  to  the  relation  between  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  and  the 

Nestle-Kilpatrick  text  of  the  canonical  Gospels,  we  observe  that  the  parallels  pointed 

out  in  the  above  commentary  are  of  two  sorts: 

On  the  one  hand  there  are  many  brief  parallels  of  words  or  phrases,  like  /cat 

έρχονται  et<r,  καί  e/cet,  and  so  on,  which  are  most  frequent  in  one  or  anothei  of  the 

synoptics — usually  Mk.,  occasionally  Mt.,  very  rarely  Lk.  or  Jn. — but  which  are  so 

commonplace  that  they  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  of  dependence  on  any  particular 
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passage.  Perhaps  it  is  not  strictly  impossible  that  a  compiler  should  have  picked  them 

out  from  remote  parts  of  different  Gospels  and  pieced  them  together  in  a  mosaic 

(where,  nevertheless,  there  are  no  abnormal  joints,  no  irrelevant  words,  no  clear 

signs  of  mosaic  composition!).  But  it  is  more  plausible  to  suppose  them  the  result  of 

free  composition  by  an  author  to  whom  the  formulas  of  Markan  style  came  as  easily 

as  they  did  to  “Mark”  himself.  (Gf.  the  similar  judgments  of  Dodd,  Historical  Tradi¬ 
tion ,  passim.) 

On  the  other  hand  there  are  several  exact  parallels  of  considerable  phrases.  Con¬ 

spicuous  examples  are  vie  Δαβίδ  βλβησόν  μβ,  πβριβββλη  μόνος  σινδόνα  βπί  γυμνόν.  These 

cannot  be  explained  as  accidental  results  of  free  composition  in  a  vocabulary  full 

of  fixed  formulas.  Either  they  must  be  evidence  of  literary  relationship  to  the  passages 

where  they  stand  in  the  canonical  Gospels,  or  they  must  come  from  the  technical 

terminology  and  fixed  tradition  of  early  Christianity.  In  either  case  they  have  some 

special  theological  significance.  Consequently,  their  relation  to  their  parallels  in 

the  canonical  Gospels  must  be  thought  meaningful.  (Contrast  the  cliches  like  καί 

'έρχονται  βις,  of  which  the  use  in  one  or  another  story  is  a  mere  matter  of  chance, 
signifying  nothing.) 

Unfortunately,  the  dividing  line  between  these  two  groups  is  not  clear,  όμβλόψας 

αύτω  ηγάπησβν  αυτόν  almost  certainly  belongs  to  the  latter,  άπβκυλισβν  τον  λίθον  and 

από  της  θυρας  του  μνημβίου  doubtless  result  from  assimilation  of  the  Lazarus  story  to 

the  Easter  story,  or  vice  versa,  but  just  when  the  assimilation  took  place  is  hard  to 

say.  rjv  γαρ  πλούσιος  may  be  anything  from  ancient  accident  to  medieval  corruption. 

The  γυνή  ης  .  .  .  αυτής  .  .  .  βλθοΰσα  προσβκυνησβ  sequence  is  probably  a  mere  collection 

of  cliches  of  which  the  arrangement  was  determined  by  content.  And  other  cases 

suggest  yet  other  relationships. 

Consequently,  we  shall  first  collect  the  evidence  afforded  by  the  vocabulary,  the 

phraseology,  and  those  grammatical  traits  which  have  been  picked  out  as  charac¬ 

teristic  of  one  or  another  of  the  evangelists.  This  sort  of  evidence  is  the  most  objective, 

it  will  include  the  shorter  parallels,  and  it  may  yield  some  results  which  will  be  help¬ 

ful  in  the  more  difficult  questions  raised  by  the  longer  parallels. 

The  bulk  of  the  vocabulary  is  made  up  of  common  words,  and  the  different  num¬ 

bers  of  their  occurrences  in  the  several  Gospels  usually  reflect  the  different  sizes  of 

the  Gospels.  The  fragments  of  the  longer  text  are  so  short  that  arguments  from  the 

numbers  of  times  it  uses  words  are  mostly  worthless  ( βυθός  and  perhaps  καί  and  δβ 

may  be  exceptions:  see  above,  on  III. i  and  4).  The  distribution  of  νβανίσκος  is 

remarkable  but  accords  with  Mark’s  habit  of  rapid  repetition;  cf.  the  distribution 

of  διαστβλλομαι  (4  from  Mk.  7.36-9.1,  i  in  Mk.  5.43,  i  in  Mt.,  none  in  Lk.  or  Jn.), 

κβντνρίων  (3  from  Mk.  15.39-45»  none  elsewhere),  κράββατος  (4  in  Mk.  2.4-12,  1  in 

Mk.  6.55,  none  in  Mt.  or  Lk.,  4  in  Jn.),  and  so  on. 

That  12  words  from  the  longer  text  are  not  in  Jn.,  as  against  3  not  in  Mk.,  4  not  in 

Mt.  and  3  not  in  Lk.,  is  further  evidence  of  the  remoteness  of  the  longer  text  from 

Jn.  Mk.  io.26b-34  (which,  henceforth,  we  shall  call  CS — canonical  sample )  has  4 
not  found  elsewhere  in  Mk.  ( αδύνατος ,  βκατονταπλασίων,  μαστιγόω ,  and  συμβαίνω) ,  3 

not  in  Mt.,  3  not  in  Lk.,  and  14  not  in  Jn.;  the  similarity  of  these  two  sets  of  figures 
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a.  Vocabulary* 
SG Mk. Mt. 

Lk. 

Jn· 

SG Mk. 

Mt. 
Lk. 

Jn. 

αγαπάω 2 5 8 

13 

38
 

εύθυς  adv. 
2 

42 

7 I 3 
αδελφή I 5 3 3 6 

ήμερα 

I 

27 

45 

83 

31 

άδελ  φός I 
20 39 

24 

14 

Θεός 

I 

48
 

51 

122 

83 

ακούω I 
44 

63 

85 

58
 

θυρα 

I 6 4 4 7 
ανίατη  μ  l 

I 

17 

4 26 
8 

Ίησοϋς 7 81 150 

89 

237 

άπερχομαι I 

23 

35 

19 

21 

ίνα 
I 

85 

41 46
 

147 

από I 47 

113 
127 

40 

’ Ιορδάνης 

I 4 6 2 3 
άποδεχομ  at I — — 2 — καί 

ι8 

1078 

1169 

M55 
818 

αποθνήσκω I 9 5 
10 

28 
κήπος 

I — — I 4 
άπ  ο  κυλίω I I I I — 

κρατεω 

I 

15 

12 

2 2 

άρχω 
I 

27 

!3 

31 

I 
λέγω 

I 
202 

289 
217 

266 αυτός 
ιβ 

758 
906 

I074 

750 

λίθος 

I 8 I  I 

14 

6 

βασιλεία I 
20 

55 

46
 

5 μαθητης I 

46
 

73 

37 

78 

Βηθανία I 4 2 2 4 

μεγας 

I 

15 

20 26 

5 

γάρ 2 

64 

124 

97 

64 

μένω 

I 2 3 7 

40 

γίγνομ  at 
I 55 75 

129 

51 

μετά 

3 55 

70 

83 

55 

γυμνός 

it 

2 4 — I μήτηρ I 

17 27 

17 

I  I 

γυνή I 16 

29 

41 

17 

μνημεΐον 

4 6 7 7 

16 

Δαβίδ I 7 

17 

13 

2 
μυστήριον 

I 1 I I — 

δ  e 3 160 

491 548 

196 νεανίσκος 
5 2 2 I — 

διδάσκω I 

17 

14 

17 

9 

νυξ 

I 4 9 7 6 

εγείρω I 

19 

36 

18 

13 

r  (  / 

0,  η,  το 

32 

1504 

2777 

2629  : 

2144 

εγώ I 

104 

210 

215 

485 οικία I 18 

25 

25 

5 
>  r 

ειμι 6 192 
288 

36 1 
442 

όπου 2 

15 

13 

5 

30 

εις 4 

167 

216 

223 

182 

οργίζω 

I — 
3 2 — 

Τ  t  tt 
εις,  μια,  εν I 37 66 44 39 

e/  e/  e/ 

ος,  η,  ο 2 

85 

122 182 
1 52 

εισέρχομαι I 

30 

36
 

50 

15 

ου I 

117 204 

174 

286 ) 
εκ 2 

67 

82 

87 

165 

οφ  ία 

I 5 7 — 2 
)  λ 
εκεί 2 I  I 

28 

16 
22 

παρακαλεω 
I 9 9 7 — 

εκεΐθεν I 5 
12 

3 2 πέραν I 7 7 I 8 

εκείνος I 

23 

54 33 

70 

περιβάλλω 
I 2 5 2 I 

εκτείνω I 3 6 3 I πλούσιος I 2 3 

I  I 

— 

ελεεω I 3 8 4 
— 

πρός I 

83 

41 

165 

IOI 

εμβλεπω 
I 4 2 2 2 προσέρχομαι I 5 

52 

10 I 

Η I I I 2 3 
προσκυνάω 

I 2 

13 

2 I  I 

εξέρχομαι 
I 39 43 44 

29 

Σαλώμη 

I 2 — — — 
>  / 
67 TL I 73 120 160 

33 σινδών I 4 I I — 

επιστρέφω 
I 4 4 7 I συν I 6 4 

23 

3 
επιτάσσω I 4 

— 4 
— 

C  / VLOS 

I 34 

89 

77 55 

επιτιμάω I 9 6 

12 

— 
φωνή 

I 7 7 Μ 

15 

έρχομαι 4 
86 I  I  I 100 

156 2 

25 
24 

26 

15 

*  Figures  from  canonical  Gospels  from  Morgen  thaler;  for  longer  text  of  Mk.  see  Index  I,  s.v.  Secret  Gospel  ( SG ). 

f  Two  more  uses  of  γυμνός  appeared  in  the  Carpocratian  version  ( γυμνός  γυμνω). 
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Vocabulary  (figures  from  Morgenthaler)  of  the  1 75  words  of  canonical  Mk.  preced¬ 

ing  the  first  quotation  from  the  longer  text  (i.e.,  Mk.  io.26b-34). 
Mk. Mt. Lk. 

Jn· 

Mk. Mt. 
Lk. 

Jn· 

αγρός  2f 9 
16 

9 
— θεός  2 

48
 

51 

122 

33 

αδελφή  2 5 3 3 6 ιδού  2 7 

62 

57 4 

αδελφός  2 
20 

39 

24 

14 

'Ιεροσόλυμα  2 10 

I  I 

4 

12 

αδύνατος  I 1 1 1 — 
Ίησοΰς  3 

8ι 

150 

89 

237 

αιών  I 4 8 7 

13 

καί  22 

1078 
"69 1455 

818 

αιώνιος  I 3 6 4 

ιΊ 

καιρός  I 5 

10 

13 

3 

άκολουθεω  2 18 

25 

17 
ΐ9 

κατακρίνω  I 3 4 2 — 

αλλά  I 43 37 35 ΙΟΙ 

λαμβάνω  I 20 
53 22 

46
 

αμήν  I 

ι3 

31 

6 

50 

λέγω  4 

202 

289 
217 

266 άναβαίνω  2 9 9 9 ι6 

μαστιγόω  I 

I 3 I I 

άνθρωπος  2 

56 

1 12 
95 6ο 

μέλλω  I 

2 

10 

12 12 

ανίατη  μι  I 

ΐ7 

4 26 
8 

μετά  2 

55 

70 

63 

55 άποκτείνω  I I  I 

13 

12 12 

μή  1 

79 

129 

142 

1 17 

άρχιερευς  I 
22 

25 

15 

21 
μήτηρ  2 

17 

27 

17 

I  I 
άρχω  2 

27 

13 

31 

I νυν  I 3 4 H 

28 

αυτός  1 0 

758 906 

1074 

750 

ό,  ή,  τό  19 
:5°4  2777  2629 

2144 

άφίημι  2 34 47 

31 

Μ 
οδό?  I 

l6 

22 

20 

4 

γάρ  I 

64 

124 

97 

64 

οικία  2 
l8 

25 

25 

5 

γραμματευς  I 
21 

22 

14 

— tf  e/  f/ 

ος,  η,  ο  I 

85 

122 182 *52 

W  3 
ι6ο 

491 
548 

196 ΟΤΙ  I 
101 

141 

173 

271 διωγμός  I 2 1 — — 

ού/ούκ  I 

“7 

204 

i74 

286 δύναμαι  I 33 

27 

26 

36 

ουδέ  ίς  I 

26 

19 

33 

52 

δυνατός  I 5 3 4 
— οΰτος  I 

78 

147 

230 

237 

δώδεκα  I 

*5 

13 

12 

6 πάλιν  I 

28 

17 

3 43 ">  / 
εαν  I 35 66 

29 

59 

παρά  3 
16 18 

29 

33 

εγω  I 

104 

210 

215 

465 παραδίδομι  2 

21 

31 

17 

15 

έθνος  I 6 

15 

13 

5 παραλαμβάνω  I 
6 

16 

6 3 
»  /  . 

ειμι  4 
192 

288 

36 1 442 

πας,  πάσα,  παν  2 

67 

128 

152 

63 

εις  2 

167 

216 

223 

182 πατήρ  I 
18 

64 

56
 

1 37 

εκατονταπλάσιων  I 1 — I — 
Πέτρος  I 

J9 
23 

18 

34 

εμβλεπω  I 4 2 2 2 πολύς  I 

57 

50 

51 
36
 

εμπαίζω  I 3 5 5 
— 

προάγω  I 
5 6 I — 

εμπτυω  I 3 2 I — 
πρώτος  2 

10 

J5 

10 

5 
εν  3 

*37 

291 
354 

220 
συ  I 

89 

207 
224 

151 

ενεκα  ( ενεκεν )  2 5 7 5 
— 

συμβαίνω  I 
I — I — 

έρχομαι  I 
86 I  I  I ΙΟΟ 

156 σώζω  I 

*5 

15 17 

6 

έσχατος  2 5 
ΙΟ 

6 7 
τεκνον  2 9 

14 

14 

3 

εύαγγελι  ον  I 8 4 
— — ΤΙ?  I 

71 
90 

I  14 

79 

ζωτ}  I 4 7 5 

36
 

τρεις  I 
7 

12 

10 

4 

ή'  6 33 

67 

45 

12 
f  / 

uio?  I 34 

89 

77 

55 

ημείς  I 

24 

49 

89 

48
 

υμείς  I 75 

247 

220 

255 

ήμερα  I 

27 

45 

83 

31 

φημί  I 

6 

17 

8 3 

θαμβεω  I 3 
— — — 

φοβεομαι  I 

12 

18 

23 

5 
θάνατος  1 6 7 7 8 

t  The  numerals  following  each  word  indicate  the  number  of  its  occurrences  in  Mk.io.26b~34. 
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is  striking.  The  occurrence  in  the  longer  text  of  a  good  number  of  John’s  favorite 
words  should  not  be  made  an  argument  for  relationship.  John  is  notorious  for  the 

frequency  with  which  he  uses  his  favorite  words,  of  which  the  longer  text  of  Mk. 

contains,  αγαπάω ,  αποθνήσκω,  εγώ,  ειμί,  εκ,  εκείνος,  έρχομαι,  'Ιησούς,  ΐνα,  μαθητής,  μένω, 
μνημεΐον,  οπού,  ου,  and  προσκυνάω.  It  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  the  uses  of  these 

common  words  in  the  other  Gospels  were  signs  of  Johannine  influence.  GS  has  the  5 

underlined  above,  plus  αιώνιος,  αλλά,  άμήν,  ζωή,  λαμβάνω,  νυν,  on,  ούδείς,  πάλιν,  πατήρ, 

and  Πάτρος.  Similar  collections  can  be  made  for  Lk.  (Longer  text,  γίγνομαι,  ήμερα,  θεός, 

ος,  πλούσιος,  πρός,  συν,  φωνή’,  GS,  ημείς,  ήμερα,  θεός,  νυν,  ός,  ούτος )  and  Mt.  (Longer 

text,  γάρ,  εγείρω,  εκεΐθεν,  εκείνος,  ’ Ιησούς,  προσέρχομαι,  προσκυνεΐν  ’,  GS,  άμήν,  γά ρ,  ή, 

'Ιησούς,  λαμβάνω,  παραλαμβάνω,  φημί)  and  are  equally  insignificant. 

Of  Mk.’s  favorite  words  (as  listed  by  Morgenthaler,  181,  on  grounds  of  frequency 

only)  the  longer  text  contains  ευθύς,  ΐνα,  κρατεω,  and  όπου’,  GS,  άλλά,  δύναμαι,  δώδεκα, 
πάλιν,  and  πολύς.  The  brevity  of  these  lists,  by  comparison  with  those  from  the  other 

Gospels,  is  explained  by  the  small  number  of  “favorite  words”  to  be  found  in  Mk. 
Mk.  has  the  largest  vocabulary  in  proportion  to  its  size  of  any  of  the  Gospels:  1,345 

words  in  11,200.  Mt.  has  1,691  in  18,300,  Lk.  has  2,055  in  19,400,  and  Jn.  has  only 

1,011  in  15,400:  (Morgenthaler,  164).  Therefore  Mk.  uses  most  words  least  often, 

Jn.  least  words  most  often.  Accordingly,  the  list  of  Jn.’s  favorite  words  contains  75 

items,  and  any  NT  text  is  sure  to  show  a  substantial  “Johannine”  vocabulary.  Lk. 
has  62  favorites,  Mt.  37,  and  Mk.  only  18  (so  Morgenthaler,  18 if).  Thus  the  15 

“Johannine”  words  in  the  longer  text  (or  the  16  in  GS)  are  a  fifth  of  the  75;  the  8 

“Lucan”  words  are  about  an  eighth  of  the  62  (the  6  in  GS  are  a  tenth);  the  7 

“Matthaean”  (7  also  in  GS)  are  about  a  fifth  of  the  37,  and  the  4  “Markan”  (5  in 
CS)  are  about  a  quarter  of  the  18.  Here  again,  the  similarity  between  the  figures  for 

the  longer  text  and  those  for  CS  is  obvious;  and  the  longer  text,  like  CS,  contains  a 

slightly  higher  percentage  of  the  list  of  Mk.’s  favorite  words  than  it  does  of  the  list 

of  any  other  Gospel’s.  This,  however,  may  be  no  more  significant  than  the  other  data 
concerning  these  frequencies. 

Morgenthaler’s  18  Markan  favorites  occur  444  times  in  Mk.,  that  is,  about  once 

every  25.22  words.  Of  the  longer  text  we  have  just  175  words  (181  less  the  final  inter¬ 

polation  και  ούκ  άπεδεξα  το  αύτάς  ό  '  Ιησούς,  on  which  see  the  commentary).  An  average 

175  words  of  canonical  Mk.  should  contain  6  or  7  uses  of  Mk.’s  favorite  terms.  The 
175  words  of  the  longer  text  contain  6  (2  of  εύθυς,  i  of  ΐνα,  i  of  κρατεω,  and  2  of 

όπου) ;  the  1 75  words  of  CS  contain  5  (one  each  of  άλλά,  δύναμαι,  δώδεκα,  πάλιν, 

and  πολύς).  This,  again,  is  perhaps  insignificant,  not  only  because  of  the  banal 

character  of  most  of  the  “favorites,”  but  also  because  so  small  a  sample  might  be 

expected  to  diverge  widely  from  the  average.  Consequently,  its  agreement  with  the 

average  may  also  be  mere  chance. 

Parker,  Gospel,  has  made  a  careful  study  of  the  vocabulary  characteristic  of  both 

Mk.  and  Mt.  and  has  condensed  the  results  into  four  tables  (pp.  41,  245-250)  listing 

with  considerable  duplication  some  1 19  expressions.  Of  these,  1 1  appear  ̂ n  the  longer 

text  [άπερχομ at,  εκεΐθεν,  εκτείνω,  επιτιμάω,  εύθύς/-εως,  ' Ιορδάνης ,  κρατεω,  οφ ία,  παρα- 
καλεω,  πέραν,  and  υίε  Δαβίδ),  while  only  8  appear  in  GS  (ά γρός,  άρχιερεύς,  άρχω, 
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γραμματέας,  εμπαίζω,  εν  rfj  όδώ,  εύαγγέλι ον,  and  προάγω).  Thus  the  longer  text,  with 

only  a  sixty-fourth  of  Mk.’s  11,200  words,  contains  about  a  tenth  of  the  Matthaean- 

Markan  expressions  in  Parker’s  list,  while  CS  contains  only  a  fifteenth.  This  may 
possibly  be  significant  in  view  of  the  evidence  seen  above  (on  προσεκύνησε,  in  II. 24) 

for  supposing  that  Mt.  knew  the  longer  text.  Again,  however,  the  commonplace 

character  of  most  of  the  words  and  the  brevity  of  the  quotations  from  the  longer  text 

make  it  impossible  to  build  on  these  data. 

The  studies  of  Hawkins  [Horae)  and  Turner  [Usage)  have  been  most  valuable 

because  they  take  into  account  not  only  relative  frequencies  of  usage,  but  also  the 

ways  in  which  words  were  used — questions  of  syntax  and  style.  For  the  same  reason, 

however,  their  data  are  more  difficult  to  classify,  since  some  belong  properly  in  the 

sections  on  phraseology  and  grammar.  Nevertheless,  since  Hawkins’  classification  of 

his  material  was  primarily  lexical,  his  results  may  be  stated  here.  He  listed  95  “words 

and  phrases  characteristic  of”  Mt.  (pp.  4-8).  Of  these,  5  [γυμνός,  εΐς  for  τι?,  εκεΐθεν 
in  narrative,  προσέρχομαι,  and  προσκυνάω)  appear  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  (none 

appears  in  GS).  Among  these,  Hawkins  thought  προσέρχομαι  a  “most  distinctive  and 

important”  trait  (p.  7 — he  did  not  explain  how  it  happened  to  occur  10  times  in 

Lk.)  and  γυμνός  “less  important  than  the  rest,  because  mainly  or  entirely  accounted 

for  by  the  subject  matter”  (p.  4).  For  Mk.  he  listed  41  characteristics,  of  which  3 
[ερχεται/ -ονται  historic  present,  εύθυς,  and  κρατεω)  appear  in  the  longer  text,  4  in 

CS  (eV  rfj  όδώ,  εύαγγελι ον,  θαμβεω,  and  πάλιν).  He  thought  εύθυς  and  ερχεται  “most 

distinctive,”  κρατεω  “less  important.”  Five  is  one-nineteenth  of  95,  3  one-fourteenth 

(and  4,  one-tenth)  of  41 ;  so  these  figures  show  CS  markedly,  and  the  longer  text 

slightly,  more  Markan  than  Matthaean.  The  41  Markan  characteristics  appeared  in 

Mk.  357  times,  about  once  every  31.5  words.  In  both  the  longer  text  and  CS  they 

should  therefore  have  appeared  between  5  and  6  times.  They  actually  appear  5 

times  in  the  longer  text  (2  έρχομαι  in  historical  present,  2  εύθυς,  ι  κρατεω),  4  in  CS  (one 

each  of  the  traits  listed  above).  Hawkins  listed  151  characteristics  of  Lk.  (pp.  16-23) ; 

of  these  only  3  (redundant  άναστάς,  πλούσιος,  and  συν)  appear  in  the  longer  text  of 

Mk.  and  only  1  [νυν)  in  CS.  This  seems  to  go  beyond  chance  and  to  indicate  clearly 

that,  like  CS,  the  longer  text  has  little  or  no  connection  with  Lk.  Besides  his  lists, 

Hawkins  devoted  a  chapter  to  minor  Markan  peculiarities.  One  of  these  (p.  119)  is 

the  fact  that  οργή  is  attributed  to  Jesus  nowhere  in  the  Gospels  save  Mk.  3.5  and  the 

western  reading  in  1.4 1.  The  latter  now  seems  to  have  been  derived  from  the  longer 

text.  Another  peculiarity  Hawkins  noted  was  Mark’s  preference  for  καί  as  against  δε 
at  the  beginnings  of  sentences.  It  was  shown  above  (on  ό  δε,  in  III. 4)  that  the  proportion 

of  καί  to  δε  in  the  longer  text  is  almost  the  same  as  in  canonical  Mk. 

Turner,  Usage,  concerned  himself  chiefly  with  grammar,  but  included  a  number 

of  lexical  observations;  he  noted  Mark’s  fondness  for  numerals  (26.337),  his  use  of 
ηρξατοβντο  as  a  substitute  for  the  imperfect  (28.352),  his  preference  for  εκ  as  against 

από  (Matthew  and  Luke  prefer  the  latter,  29.281),  his  use  of  εκ  after  εξέρχομαι  [ibid.), 

his  fondness  for  diminutives  (29.34911 — cf.  νεανίσκος) ,  and  his  fondness  for  iva  and 

“improper”  use  of  it  after  παρακαλεω  (29.356).  All  these  are  found  in  the  longer  text 
of  Mk. 
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To  these  observations  a  few  may  be  added,  αγαπάω ,  of  Jesus’  loving  another  man, 
is  found  in  the  synoptics  only  in  Mk.  άποκνλίω  is  a  rather  rare  word  which  Matthew 

and  Luke  seem  to  have  derived  from  Mk.  Βηθ ανία,  as  noted  in  the  commentary,  was 
more  prominent  in  Mk.  than  in  the  later  synoptics.  Mk.  uses  έμβλέπω  twice  as  often 
as  any  other  evangelist,  and  3  out  of  4  times  in  the  έμβλέφας  αυτωβοΐς  construction 

used  in  the  longer  text,  μυστήριον  is  another  word  which  Mt.  and  Lk.  use  only  when 
they  parallel  Mk. ;  in  the  longer  text  the  use  of  the  singular  is  specifically  Markan. 

Σαλώμη  is  peculiar  to  Mk.,  the  later  synoptists  chose  to  omit  her  name,  σινδών  is  4 

times  as  frequent  in  Mk.  as  in  Mt.  or  Lk.  (Moulton-Geden  omits  the  first  instance  in 

15.46).  Whenever  Mark  mentions  the  word  he  repeats  it;  in  any  other  author  this 

would  be  thought  emphatic,  χειρ  as  an  instrument  of  supernatural  help  is  typical  of 
Mk. :  10  or  11  times,  7  in  Mt.  (5  Markan),  4  in  Lk.  (2  Markan). 

Combining  the  above  observations  with  the  lists  of  Morgenthaler,  Parker,  Hawkins, 
and  Turner,  we  have: 

αγαπάω  (of  Jesus) 

*  άπέρχο  μαι 
άποκνλίω 

άρχω  (for  imperfect) 

Βηθ  αν  ία 

εκ  ( VS .  άπο) 
*εκε  ΐθεν 
'i  / 

*€KT€LVOJ 

έμβλέφας  (α υτω) 

έξ  ( qua  numeral) 

εξέρχομαι  εκ 

*  έπιτιμάω 

έρχεται/ -οντ αι  (historic  present) 
ενθνς 

ΐνα 

*  Listed  by  Parker  as  characteristic  of  both  Mk.  and  Mt. 

In  all,  29  of  the  82  words  listed  can  claim  to  be,  at  least  in  one  construction  or  an¬ 

other,  characteristically  Markan.  Here  it  may  be  objected  that  to  consider  special 

constructions  confuses  the  data  on  vocabulary  with  those  on  phraseology  and  gram¬ 

mar,  and  has  resulted  in  some  overlapping  of  the  above  list  with  those  in  the  preceding 

and  following  sections.  The  objection  is  justified.  However,  it  seemed  impossible  to 

exclude  consideration  of  special  constructions  from  an  account  of  the  vocabulary, 

since  vocabularies  differ  not  only  by  the  words  used,  but  also  by  the  special  meanings 

given  them.  If  this  be  granted,  it  follows  that  the  vocabulary  of  the  longer  text  is 

preponderantly  Markan. 

Indeed,  it  is  so  preponderantly  Markan  that  it  must  be  explained  as  the  result 

either  of  the  same  stream  of  tradition  which  produced  Mk.,  or  of  deliberate  imitation 

*Ίορδάν  ης 

καί  (initial,  vs.  δέ) *κρατέω 

μυστήριον 
νεανίσκος  ( qua  diminutive) 
οπού 

οργίζω  (of  Jesus) 

*οφία 

*παρακαλέω 
*πέραν  (το) 
Σαλώμη 

σινδών *υίέ  Δαβίδ 

χειρ  (with  supernatural  power) 
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b.  Phraseology * Mk. 
Mt. Lk. 

Jn. 

καί  'έρχονται  εις 

6/7t 

— — — 

καί  ην  έκεΐ 
I 

(It) 

— — 

( ην/ησαν  be  e/cet§ 
I 2 

I) 

— 

καί  +  participle  of  έρχομαι  +  verb 5 
12 

5 — 

έρχομαι  +  προσκυνεΐν 
— 

7/8 

— — 

καί  Xeyei  αύτω 
8 

6/7 

— — 

οι  be  μαθηταί  initial  +  verb 

2/3 

3/4 
— — 

0770 υ  ην 2 — 2 6 

καί  ευθύς  initial 

25 

2 — — 

έκ  του  μνημείου 
— — — 3 

φωνή  μεγάλη 4 

2/3 

6 I 

καί  προσελθών  initial 

1/2 

4/6 

2 — 

καί  εί σ€λθών  initial 
6/8 

I 4 — 

εισέρχομαι/ -πορεύομαι  οπού 
4 — — — 

έκτε iveiv  την  χ€Ϊρα 3/4 
6 5 — 

κρατησας  της  χειρός 

2/3 

— I — 

έμβλέφας  +  verb 
3 I I — 

ηρξατο/ -αντο  -f-  infinitive 26 
9 

1 9/23 

— 

καί  ηρξατο/-αντο  initial 

10 
— 3 — 

μετ  αύτοΰ,  of  Jesus’  followers 
4 — 

i(?) 

1/2 

καί  έξελθόντες  initial 

CO 

7/9 
2 — 

ην/ησαν  γάρ  explicative 

9/lO
 

5 

4/5 
— 

(καί)  μετά  .  .  .  ημέρας  +  numeral 5 3 I — 

όφίας  γενομένης  initial 4 

6/7 

— — 

καί  όφίας  γενομένης  initial 3 — — — 

έρχομαι  +  πρός 

12/13 

I  I  /  I  2 
9 — 

έρχομαι  +  προς  αυτόν 

7/8 

— I — 

(προσέρχομαι 5 

52
 

10) 

— 

μένειν  συν 
— — 2 — 

(μένειν  παρά 
— — — 

4) 

(μένειν  μετά 
— — I 

I) 

έάίάασκεν,  of  Jesus 6 2 

2/3 

I 

η  βασιλεία  του  Θεού 

14. 

4 

32
 

2 

έκεΐθεν  +  participle,  initial 3/5 5 I — 

(In  Mt.  the  participle  always  precedes,  in Mk.  and  in the  longer  text  it  follows.) 

το  πέραν 5 4 I — 

πέραν  του  ’ Ιοράάνου 
2 3 — — 

η  μητηρ  αύτοΰ 
I I 3/4 

— 

*  For  details  see  Appendix  E. 

f  6/7  means  “6  or  7,”  and  so  hereafter.  The  uncertainty  reflects  textual  variants. 
J  In  a  different  sense. 

§  The  indented  expressions  in  this  list  are  not  found  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk. 
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of  Mk.  (Composition  as  a  cento  seems  unlikely;  the  parallels  come  from  too  many 

places,  are  combined  and  modified  too  freely,  and  fit  together  too  well.)  If  imitation, 

it  was  imitation  of  a  very  simple  sort.  The  imitator  must  have  known  Mk.  almost  by 

heart  and  deliberately  told  his  story  as  much  as  possible  in  the  words  and  phrases  of 

the  original.  Therefore  we  should  expect  his  work  to  show  almost  no  other  words  or 

phrases.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  longer  text  were  a  free  product  of  the  same  stream 

of  tradition,  we  should  expect  it  to  differ  from  canonical  Mk.  at  least  as  far  as  canonical 

Mk.,  in  its  various  parts,  differs  from  itself.  Now  the  quotations  from  the  longer  text 

contain  only  3  words  not  in  Mk.,  and  of  these  three  αποδέχομαι  was  picked  out  in 

the  commentary  on  III.  16  as  part  of  a  later  addition,  κήπος  and  οργίζω  remain.  But 

Mk.  uses  some  634  words  once  only  (Morgenthaler,  166)— approximately  one  word 

in  every  17.8.  The  quotations  from  the  longer  text  (excluding  the  addition  containing 

αποδέχομαι)  have  1 75  words  and  should  therefore  have  about  10  not  found  in  Mk. 

That  they  actually  have  only  2  non-Markan  words  suggests  that  they  were  produced 

by  imitation  of  canonical  Mk.,  not  by  independent  composition.  But  this  evidence, 

again,  is  not  conclusive:  GS  has  only  4  words  not  found  elsewhere  in  Mk.  The  per¬ 

centile  originality  of  Mk.’s  vocabulary  would  probably  decline  as  the  amount  of 
material  increased;  the  contentual  similarity  of  the  main  story  in  the  longer  text  to 

the  other  stories  of  cures  and  resurrections  would  make  for  the  use  of  many  of  the 

same  words;  and,  above  all,  the  distribution  of  hapax  legomena  is  uneven  and  the 

quotations  from  the  longer  text  are  so  short  that  their  variation  from  the  average 

might  be  mere  chance.  Compare  Jn.,  of  which  Parker  states  that  “the  number  of 

words  occurring  in  only  one  chapter  .  .  .  ranges  from  2  in  chap.  17  to  47  in  chap.  19” 
( Two  Editions  306  ng). 

The  evidence  yielded  by  this  list  is  clear,  especially  since  Mk.  contains  only  about 

11,200  words,  Mt.  about  18,300,  Lk.  about  19,400  (Morgenthaler,  164),  and  the 

figures  for  Mt.  and  Lk.  should  therefore  normally  exceed  those  for  Mk.  by  7/1 1  and 

8/1 1  respectively.  In  the  above  list,  of  the  33  entries  which  represent  usages  found  in 

the  longer  text  of  Mk.  there  are  18  in  which  the  number  of  parallels  from  canonical 

Mk.  is  greater  than  that  from  either  Mt.  or  Lk.,  and  9  more  in  which  it  runs  so 

close  to  the  largest  number  from  either  Mt.  or  Lk.  that  the  difference  is  insignificant: 

οι  δέ  μαθηταί,  δπου  ην,  έκ  τον  μνημείου ,  φωνή  μεγάλη,  έκτείνειν  την  χ€Ϊρα,  και  έξελθόντες, 

όφίας  γενομένης,  έκεΐθεν  +  participle,  and  πέραν  τοΰ  Ίορδάνον. 

Of  the  6  remaining,  3  are  most  frequent  in  Lk. :  μένειν  συν,  η  βασιλεία  τοΰ  θεοΰ,  and 

η  μητηρ  αυτόν.  The  differences  in  frequency  of  these  are  determined  by  content,  not 

style,  and  are  insignificant  for  the  question  of  the  written  sources  of  the  longer  text 

of  Mk. — which  should  not  be  supposed  to  have  derived  its  references  to  η  βασιλεία 

τοΰ  θεοΰ  or  η  μητηρ  αύτοΰ  from  Lk.  simply  because  Lk.  uses  these  phrases  most  often. 

μένειν  συν,  too,  is  ordinary  Greek  and  need  not  be  thought  to  have  been  derived  from  Lk. 

The  list  clearly  shows  the  distance  of  Lk.  from  the  style  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  Of 

the  33  items,  1 1  are  not  represented  at  all  in  Lk.,  6  others  appear  in  Lk.  less  often  than 

in  either  Mk.  or  Mt.,  and  for  2  others  Lk.  is  tied  with  the  lower  of  its  competitors. 

Mt.  is  much  closer  than  Lk.  to  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  (as  it  is  to  canonical  Mk., 

Parker,  Gospel  32-43).  And  the  traits  to  which  most  parallels  appear  in  Mt.  are  usually 
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traits  of  style,  not  content  (/cat  +  participle  of  έρχομαι  +  verb,  /cat  προσελθών  initial, 

/cat  εζελθόντες  initial,  όφίας  γενομενης  initial,  εκεΐθεν  +  participle,  initial).  To  a  num¬ 

ber  of  these  data  Parker  called  attention  in  his  preliminary  report  to  the  Society  of 

Biblical  Literature  and  Exegesis  at  its  New  York  meeting  in  December,  i960 — an 

unpublished  report  to  which  this  study  is  often  indebted.  However,  in  comparison 

with  the  full  list,  the  Matthaean  traits  are  insignificant.  Mt.  leads  in  only  9  out  of  33 

instances.  In  6  of  these  9  (ot  δε  μαθηταί,  εκτείνειν  την  χοΐρα,  καί  εξελ θόντες,  όφίας 

γενομενης,  εκεΐθεν  -f  participle,  πέραν  του  Τορδάνου)  there  are  so  many  Markan  in¬ 

stances  that  the  trait  cannot  be  considered  typically  Matthaean.  In  two,  indeed,  there 

are  minor  peculiarities  which  distinguish  the  Markan  from  the  Matthaean  usage, 

and  the  longer  text  has  Markan  form  (/cat  όφίας,  not  όφίας  δε;  εκεΐθεν  before  the  par¬ 

ticiple).  Therefore,  as  truly  Matthaean  traits  we  have  only  the  sentence  structure 

/cat  +  participle  of  έρχομαι  +  verb,  έρχομαι  followed  by  προσκυνεΐν,  and  initial  /cat 

προσελθών.  Of  these,  however,  canonical  Mk.  uses  the  first  5  times  and  the  last  1  or 

2,  so  they  are  not  alien  to  Markan  style.  The  only  Matthaean  trait  found  in  the 

longer  text,  but  not  in  canonical  Mk.,  is  the  use  of  έρχομαι  to  introduce  προσκυνεΐν. 

Since  Mk.  5  times  uses  έρχομαι  to  introduce  other  verbs,  and  once  uses  προσκυνεΐν 

of  a  petitioner  coming  to  Jesus,  it  is  not  improbable  that  a  Markan  text  should  have 

combined  these  constructions.  That  the  longer  text  is  Markan  rather  than  Matthaean 

even  in  this  detail  is  suggested  by  the  fact  that  in  it  προσκυνεΐν  governs  the  accusative, 

as  it  does  in  Mk.  5.6,  but  never  in  Mt.’s  13  uses  except  once,  when  he  is  quoting  the 
OT.  This  argument  is  not  conclusive,  because  the  accusative  in  the  longer  text,  and 

also  in  Mk.  5.6,  may  be  corrupt.  However,  against  the  one  Matthaean  trait  of 

έρχομαι  +  προσκυνεΐν  must  be  set  the  list  of  non-Matthaean  traits  ( και  έρχονται  εις, 

και  ευθύς,  καί  είσελθών,  εισέρχομαι  όπου,  κρατησας  της  χειρός,  ηρζατο  +  inf.,  καί  ηρζατο 

initial,  οι  μετ'  αύτοΰ  of  Jesus’  followers,  βασιλεία  του  θεού),  most  of  which  are  typically 

Markan.  In  Hawkins’  list  of  expressions  characteristic  of  Mt.  ( Horae  4ff)  there  are 
27  of  which  one  example  each  appears  in  canonical  Mk.;  it  should  be  expected, 

therefore,  that  a  longer  text  of  Mk.  would  contain  additional  examples  of  such 

isolated  Markan  usages  of  expressions  common  in  Mt. 

The  letter’s  occasional  contacts  with  John  are  clearly  insignificant  for  the  question 
of  its  style  (as  opposed  to  content),  εκ  του  μνημείου  and  η  μητηρ  αύτοΰ  are  determined 

By  content  and  have  no  stylistic  peculiarity;  όπου  rjv,  while  more  frequent  in  Jn.,  is 

also  found  in  canonical  Mk.  and  is  ordinary  Greek.  Those  who  would  see  in  such 

occasional  parallels  proofs  of  dependence  should  look  at  section  IV  of  Appendix  G, 

where  it  appears  that  πέραν  της  θαλάσσης  of  Mk.  5.1  has  3  parallels  in  Jn.,  none  else¬ 

where;  so  does  ύπηντησεν  αύτω  of  Mk.  5.2;  ούδείς  εδύνατο  in  Mk.  5.3  has  5  parallels 

in  Jn.,  i  in  Mt.,  and  none  elsewhere;  τί  εμοί  καί  σοί  in  Mk.  5.7  has  a  verbatim  parallel 

only  in  Jn.  2.4.  Yet  no  one  would  take  these  as  proof  that  Mark  used  Jn.  or  John, 

Mk.  See  also  the  Johannine  parallels  to  the  material  from  Mt.  9,  in  section  V  of 

Appendix  G,  and  the  remarks  above  in  the  commentary  on  III.  15. 

Finally,  it  has  not  seemed  worthwhile  to  undertake  a  detailed  comparison  between 

the  quotations  from  the  longer  text  and  the  “apocryphal”  Gospels.  Of  the  latter, 
Thomas,  being  in  Coptic,  does  not  admit  of  close  verbal  comparison.  The  earliest 
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material  in  Greek — the  fragments  of  Thomas ,  the  pericope  De  adultera ,  P.  Egerton  2, 

the  Gospel  of  Peter ,  etc. — are  obviously  much  more  remote  from  canonical  Mk.  than 

is  the  longer  text.  Therefore  close  comparison  of  their  vocabularies  and  phraseology 

is  unnecessary. 

c.  Grammar 

Many  of  the  grammatical  peculiarities  of  the  text  have  already  been  mentioned: 

under  phraseology,  several  types  of  sentence  structure;  under  vocabulary,  the  use  of 

ήρξατο  with  the  present  infinitive  as  a  substitute  for  the  imperfect,  the  pleonasms 

(εξέρχομαι  εκ,  cf.  άποκυλίω  από ),  the  use  of  the  historical  present  ( ερχεται ,  λεγει),  of 

Iva  with  the  subjunctive  after  παρακαλεω,  and  of  initial  καί.  To  these  can  be  added 

the  use  of  the  accusative  after  π ροσκυνεΐν  (unless  it  be  a  later  corruption  of  the  dative 

used  by  the  other  evangelists— see  the  commentary,  II. 24).  All  these  have  been  noted 
as  Markan  traits. 

In  his  preliminary  report,  Parker  used  the  relative  rarity  of  historical  presents  as 

an  argument  against  assigning  the  longer  text  to  the  Markan  tradition.  Disregarding 

verbs  in  subordinate  clauses  and  quotations,  the  text  has  3  historical  presents  (all  in 

formulas,  καί  έρχονται,  καί  λεγει  αντω,  ερχεται),  3  imperfects,  and  16  aorists.  Again 

disregarding  verbs  in  subordinate  clauses  and  quotations,  the  story  of  the  rich  young 

ruler,  with  which  the  longer  text  is  closely  linked  by  location  and  content,  has  3 

historical  presents  (all  λεγει),  3  imperfects,  and  7  aorists;  the  prophecy  of  the  passion, 

which  followed  it  and  immediately  preceded  the  first  quotation  from  the  longer  text, 

has  no  present,  4  imperfects  and  1  aorist;  the  story  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  which 

stood  between  the  two  quotations,  has  2  presents  ( προσπορεύονται  and  λεγει)  and  6 

aorists;  Mk.  10.46a,  which  introduced  the  second  quotation,  has  a  historical  present 

( καί  έρχονται) ;  the  story  of  Bartimaeus,  which  followed  the  second  quotation,  has  1 

historical  present  (φωνοΰσιν) ,  \  imperfects,  and  7  aorists.  It  appears  that  in  this  section 

of  his  Gospel  Mark  was  using  historical  presents  almost  exclusively  in  formulas  ( λεγει , 

έρχονται,  etc.)  and  using  the  imperfect  and  aorist  “correctly”  in  the  body  of  his 

narratives.  That  is  just  what  we  find  in  the  quotations  from  the  longer  text  and  is 

also  characteristic  of  most  passages  of  Mk. ;  see  the  study  of  Zerwick,  U liter suchungen 

49 ff.  It  may  be,  however,  that  the  small  number  of  historical  presents  argues  against 

the  supposition  that  the  longer  text  was  a  deliberate  imitation  of  Mk.,  for  the  fre¬ 

quency  of  historical  presents  in  many  sections  of  Mk.  is  just  the  sort  of  thing — at  once 

obvious  and  easy — which  an  imitator  would  affect.  That  in  this  respect  the  quotations 

should  accord  with  the  sections  of  Mk.  adjacent  to  them,  and  not  with  the  popular 

notion  of  Mk.’s  style,  suggests  they  were  not  imitations  but  products  of  the  same 
tradition. 

As  other  grammatical  peculiarites  of  the  longer  text  may  be  mentioned  three 

Senfitisms:  the  use  of  μία  for  τις  in  II. 23,  found  in  Mk.,  but  most  frequent  in  Mt.  and 

reckoned  by  Hawkins  ( Horae  5  and  30)  as  a  Matthaean  trait;  redundant  αυτός  in 

II.23  and  HI.  15,  almost  evenly  distributed  through  the  synoptics;  redundant  άναστάς 

in  III.  10,  which  Hawkins  (16)  considered  a  Lucan  trait,  though  there  are  5  or  6 
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instances  in  Mk.  On  all  these  see  the  commentary,  ad  locc.  This  frequency  of  Semitisms 

in  the  longer  text  might  be  a  sign  either  of  early  material  or  of  late  imitation — 

Semitisms  catch  the  eye  and  are  easy  to  copy. 

Less  conspicuous  are  a  number  of  grammatical  details  noted  by  Turner,  Usage ,  as 

Markan  traits:  (i)  The  frequency  of  parenthetical  explanatory  clauses,  especially  of 

γάρ  clauses  like  those  in  the  longer  text,  III. 6  ήν  γάρ  πλούσιος  and  Ill.qf  εδίδασκεν 

γάρ  αυτόν  6  Ίησοϋς,  etc.  (26.145).  (2)  The  use  of  the  plural,  usually  of  έρχομαι,  to 

denote  the  movements  of  Jesus  with  his  disciples  and  the  crowd  (26.225).  (The  later 

synoptists  and  MS  tradition,  concentrating  on  the  Master,  regularly  replace  this 

with  the  singular.)  There  are  3  examples  in  the  longer  text,  II. 23  και  έρχονται,  III. 5 

και  εξελθόντες,  1 1 1.6  ηλθον.  (3)  The  use  of  the  singular,  referring  to  movements  of 

Jesus,  immediately  followed  by  a  reference  to  the  disciples  or  the  crowd  (the  reference 

is  usually  eliminated  by  the  later  tradition— 26.231).  Of  this  the  longer  text  as  it 

stands  does  not  provide  an  example,  but  the  conclusion  of  the  first  quotation,  III.  1 1 

και  άναστάς  επεστρεφεν,  was  immediately  followed  by  και  προσπορευονται  αντω  ’ Ιάκωβος 

και  * Ιωάννης ;  this  is  paralleled  by  Turner’s  examples  from  Mk.  1.35^  2.23;  6.1.  (4) 
Location  of  the  verb  at  the  end  of  the  sentence  (29.352).  In  the  longer  text,  II. 23 

ης  6  ά8ελφος  αύτης  άπεθανεν.  On  this  Turner’s  comments:  “It  is  not  suggested  that 
these  instances  are  typical  of  Mark  in  the  sense  that  this  order  of  words  is  his  normal 

usage:  but  they  are  not  inconsiderable  in  number”  (29.355).  Kilpatrick,  Mission  149^ 

found  that  “for  Mk.  13,  the  normal  position  for  the  verb  is  the  initial  one,”  but  he 
reports  a  count  of  verbs  in  five  pages  of  Mk.  which  yielded  40  initial,  66  medial,  24 

terminal.  In  Mk.  10.17-52— -the  immediate  context  of  the  quotations  from  the  longer 

text — 52  verbs  in  independent  clauses  are  preceded  by  expressed  subjects  or  objects, 

18  have  no  expressed  subject  or  object,  and  23  are  followed  by  expressed  subjects 

or  objects  (these  figures  do  not  include  the  OT  quotation  in  verse  19).  Evidently 

Mk.’s  usage  in  this  respect  differs  greatly  from  one  pericope  to  another.  See  further 
Zerwick,  Untersuchungen  75ff,  whose  careful  critique  of  Turner  leads  him  to  conclude 

that  in  this  question  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  any  characteristically  Markan 

practice. 
This  concludes  our  survey  of  the  evidence  from  vocabulary,  phraseology,  and 

grammar.  I  think  it  has  shown  that  the  longer  text  is  related  to  canonical  Mk.  not 

only  by  a  few  conspicuous  parallels,  but  also  by  a  multitude  of  small  details  which 

are  more  like  the  details  of  Mk.  than  of  any  other  evangelist.  The  vocabulary  shows 

a  distribution  of  Markan  and  non-Markan  words  almost  identical  with  that  in  an 

adjacent  section  of  equal  length  from  canonical  Mk.  More  than  a  third  of  the  words 

listed  are  themselves  characteristically  Markan  or  appear  in  characteristically  Markan 

constructions.  The  phraseology  is  yet  more  clearly  Markan:  18  items  most  frequent 

in  Mk.,  9  in  Mt.,  4  in  Lk.,  and  2  in  Jn. — and  these  gross  figures  require  modifications 

which  incline  the  balance  even  further  to  the  Markan  side.  The  grammar  throughout 

accords  with  Markan  usage  and  shows  half  a  dozen  typically  Markan  constructions. 

Above  all,  there  is  nothing  in  the  text  (except  the  terminal  interpolation)  which  on 

stylistic  grounds  requires  us  to  suppose  knowledge  of  any  Gospel  save  Mk.  The  text 
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could  not  have  been  written  by  anyone  who  was  not  familiar  with  the  tradition 

represented  in  Mk.,  but  someone  familiar  with  the  Markan  tradition  could  have 

written  it — so  far  as  the  style  is  concerned — without  knowing  Mt.,  Lk.,  or  Jn.  This,  I 
think,  is  as  far  as  the  stylistic  evidence  will  take  us.  Accordingly,  we  now  turn  to  the 

major  parallels. 

3.  THE  MAJOR  PARALLELS  TO  THE  CANONICAL  GOSPELS 

The  major  parallels  differ  from  those  already  discussed  either  by  size,  being  so 

long  that  it  is  difficult  to  explain  them  as  chance  collections  of  cliches,  or  by  peculi¬ 

arity  of  content,  containing  some  unusual  element  which  requires  explanation.  Since 

these  distinctions  are  matters  of  degree,  there  will  be  differences  of  opinion  as  to 

which  parallels  should  be  discussed  here. 

To  begin  with,  there  are  those  parallels  to  the  western  text  which  seemed  evidence 

for  its  dependence  on  the  longer  text  of  Mk. :  καί  έρχονται  els  Βηθ ανίαν  (11.23), 

καί  όργισθείς  (II. 25)?  καί  ηρξατο  παρακαλεΐν  αυτόν  ΐνα  μετ’  αυτού  η  (III. 4— 5),  and 
possibly  εξετεινεν  την  χ€ΐρα  καί  ηγειρεν  αυτόν  κρατησας  της  χει ρός  (III. 4)  and  επεταξεν 

αυτω  ό  ’ Ιησούς  (III. 7).  If  these  are  evidence  of  the  influence  of  the  longer  text  of 
Mk.,  they  throw  no  light  on  its  origin,  save  to  locate  it  before  that  of  the  western  text 

(in  other  words,  before  150?)  and  probably  in  the  same  area  where  the  western  text 

arose  (Egypt?). 

Next  there  are  the  similar  (but  reverse)  cases  where  the  present  text  of  Clement’s 
quotations  seems  to  have  been  corrupted  by  the  influence  of  the  texts  of  the  canonical 

Gospels:  ην  γα p  πλούσιος  in  III. 6  is  the  most  likely  example,  καί  προσελθων  .  .  .  άπε- 

κυλισε  τον  λίθον  από  της  θυρας  του  μνημείου  in  III.  1—2  may  be  another,  but  καί  προσελθων 

is  a  cliche  and  the  rest  of  the  parallel  is  so  fixed  by  content  (and  appears  so  late  and 

so  sparsely  in  the  history  of  the  canonical  text)  that  no  confidence  as  to  the  origin 

of  the  parallelism  can  be  justified.  In  any  event,  such  corruptions  from  the  texts  of 

the  canonical  Gospels  are  similar  to  those  found  in  Clement’s  quotations  from  canon¬ 
ical  Mk.,  as  shown  in  Appendix  F,  and  therefore  yield  no  evidence  as  to  the  origin 

of  the  longer  text,  into  which  they  were  probably  introduced  by  Clement  himself 

or  some  later  copyist  (see  above,  section  II. A,  end). 

Elimination  of  these  leaves  the  following: 

I

I

.

 

2

5

 

 

υιε  Δαβίό  ελεησόν  με  (2  in  Mk.,  2  in  Lk.,  4  in  Mt.) 

I

I

I

.

 

 

4  εμβλεφας  αυτω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  (Mk.  1 0.2  I ) 

III.5—6  καί  μεθ’  ημέρας  εξ  (Mk.  9·2) 
III. 8  περιβεβλημενος  σινδόνα  επί  γυμνού  (Mk.  14.5O 

III.  ΙΟ  το  μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  τού  θεού  (Mk.  1 1) 

III.  15  όν  ηγάπα  αυτόν  6  ’ Ιησούς  (4  in  Jn.) 

To  these  might  be  added  III. 3-4  καί  ηγειρεν  αυτόν  κρατησας  της  χειρός  (Mk.  Ι.31) 

and  καί  εξελθόντες  εκ  τού  μνημείου  (Mk.  16.8),  but  the  parallels  to  these  are  only 

approximate,  that  to  the  former  is  found  only  in  part  of  the  textual  tradition  (XBL, 
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etc.),  and  all  the  elements  of  both  are  cliches,  except  for  ηγειρεν  αυτόν  and  του  μνημείου, 

which  are  determined  by  content;  accordingly  these  are  not  of  the  same  class  as  the 

six  listed  above.  Of  those  six,  υίε  Δ αυίδ  ελεησόν  με,  το  μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  του  θεού, 

and  ον  ήγάπα  αυτόν  ό  * Ιησούς  probably  were  fixed  phrases  of  early  Christian  tradition. 
(That  the  third  did  not  come  from  John  is  indicated  both  by  the  general  absence  of 

Johannine  traits  from  the  longer  text  and  by  the  fact  that  the  form  in  the  longer  text 

preserves  a  Semitism,  αυτόν,  which  the  Johannine  form  has  eliminated.)  The  appear¬ 

ance  of  these  fixed  phrases  in  the  longer  text  is  no  more  evidence  of  imitation  than  it 

is  of  originality.  But  the  other  three,  εμβλεφας  αύτω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν,  και  μεθ ’  ημέρας 
εξ,  and  περιβεβλημενος  σινδόνα  επί  γυμνοΰ,  are  phrases  of  Markan  narrative  and  their 

recurrence  requires  special  explanations. 

Explanations  are  suggested  both  by  Mark’s  practice  of  self-repetition  and  by 
repetitions  of  Markan  material  in  the  earliest  of  the  expanded  texts  of  Mk.  which  are 

still  preserved  (that  is,  in  Mt.  and  Lk.).  As  shown  above,  Mark  frequently  repeats 

individual  words,  narrative  phrases,  and  basic  sentence  patterns.  He  also  tells  stories 

so  much  alike  that  they  are  generally  thought  different  accounts  of  the  same  event 

(the  feedings,  the  prophecies  of  the  passion),  but  in  these  different  accounts  he  does 

not  usually  duplicate  exactly  much  of  the  wording.  He  often  tells  several  stories  of  the 

same  type  and  when  he  does  so  he  is  apt  to  use  the  same  phrases  for  similar  situations 

(see  above,  on  εξετεινεν  την  χ^ΐρα  and  κρατησας  της  χειρός).  Within  individual  stories 

he  is  fond  of  repeating  phrases  or  even  clauses  (2.5,9,11,12,15,16,  etc.;  note  in  Ap¬ 

pendix  G,  section  IV,  the  parallels  to  Mk.  5  from  Mk.  5  and  6).  Finally,  in  different 

stories  he  will  repeat  striking  phrases  or  entire  sayings  to  indicate  some  connection 

between  the  different  events:  Mk.  r.11  ||  9.7  φωνή  εγενετο  .  .  .  ό  υιός  μου  ό  αγαπητός 

at  baptism  and  transfiguration;  1.24  ||  5.7  τι  ημΐν  καί  σοί,  ’ Ιησού ,  the  demons’  con¬ 
fession;  4-9  II  4·23  II  7·  ός  εχει  ώτα  άκουειν,  άκουετω,  to  indicate  that  something  has 

been  withheld;  5.31  II  IO.52  V  πίστις  σου  σεσωκεν  σε',  5*43  II  8.36  K0LL  διεστείλατο  αυτοις 

.  .  .  ίνα  μηδείς/ μηδέν ι;  6.15  ||  8.28  Ιωάννης  ό  βαπτίζων  .  .  .  άλλοι  .  .  .  ’ Ηλείας  .  .  .  άλλοι  δε 

.  .  .  εις  των  προφητών,  9-2  ||  14-33  παραλαμβάνει  .  .  .  τον  Πέτρον  καί  τον  ’ Ιάκωβον  καί  τον 
Ίωάννην  (cf.  5-37)  ?  9-35  II  ΙΟ·44  TL$  θελει  πρώτος  είναι  εσται  πάντων  .  .  .  διάκονος. 

In  most  of  these  the  MS  tradition  shows  a  tendency  to  eliminate  differences  between 

the  parallels.  A  similar  tendency  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  at  work  in  the  trans¬ 

mission  of  the  letter’s  quotations  from  the  longer  text.  [However,  as  H.K.  observes, 
the  longer  text  was  not  copied  so  often  as  the  canonical  text  and  was  not  subject  to 

the  same  theological,  liturgical,  and  political  pressures.  It  was  therefore  less  exposed 

to  contamination.] 

Of  these  sorts  of  Markan  repetition,  the  last  is  closest  to  what  appears  in  εμβλεφας 

αύτω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  and  περιβεβλημενος  σινδόνα  επί  γυμνοΰ.  Particularly  close  to  the 

latter  is  Mark’s  repetition  of  an  OT  formula  in  order  to  identify  the  Baptist  as  Elijah 
without  stating  the  identification  directly:  Mk.  1.6  ενδεδυμ ενός  .  .  .  ζώνην  δερματίνην 

περί  την  όσφύν  αύτοΰ',  II  Kgs.  1.8  ζώνην  δερματίνην  περιεζωσμενος  περί  την  όσφύν 

αύτοΰ.2  If  the  περιβεβλημενος  phrase  be  a  formula  connected  with  baptism  (a  question  to 

2.  The  omission  of  the  Markan  phrase  by  Oit.  does  not  seem  to  me  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that 

it  is  an  interpolation. 
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be  discussed  hereafter,  in  the  section  on  content),  then  this  method  of  identifying  the 

two  youths  by  their  clothing  as  baptizandi ,  without  stating  the  fact  directly,  is  in 

Mark’s  manner.  So  would  be  the  repetition  of  the  temporal  specification  μεθ'  ημέρας 
εξ,  to  equate  the  secret  revelation  given  by  the  transfiguration  with  the  teaching  of 

the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God  (Mk.  g.2ff  ||  III. 7-10) ;  but  here  the  parallelism 

may  be  due  to  some  Sabbatarian  interest.  Such  repetitions  both  presuppose  and  expect 

exegesis  of  the  sort  known  in  the  Hellenistic  world  as  συγκρισις  προς  Ισον  and  in  the 

midrashim  as  gezerah  shawah  (on  which  see  Lieberman,  Hellenism  58ff),  a  technique 

which  takes  even  minor  identites  of  wording  as  indications  of  relations  between  the 

content  of  the  passages  concerned.  Such  use  of  repetition  in  Mk.  is  therefore  important 

as  an  indication  that  the  Gospel  was  expected  to  be  a  text  for  teaching  and  that  (as 

Clement  said  in  his  letter,  1. 25)  some  things — in  this  case,  the  significance  of  the 

repetitions — were  deliberately  left  to  be  explained  by  the  teacher. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  repetition  of  εμβλεφας  αύτώ  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  remains  some¬ 

what  peculiar,  because  the  action  is  attributed  in  Mk.  10.21  to  Jesus  and  in  the  longer 

text  to  the  youth  in  the  tomb,  whereas,  of  the  above  examples  of  Markan  self¬ 

repetition,  all  are  attributed  to  the  same  person  except  that  in  6.15  (to  the  people)  | 

8.28  (to  the  disciples — who,  however,  are  reporting  what  the  people  say).  Here  the 
relation  between  Mk.  and  the  longer  text  is  more  like  that  between  Mk.  and  the 

later  synoptics,  from  which  Hawkins  made  a  large  collection  of  such  “words  differ¬ 

ently  applied”  ( Horae  67ff;  cf.  Dodd,  Historical  Tradition  331)  which  he  considered 
evidence  for  oral,  as  against  written,  tradition.  Of  his  examples,  the  closest  is  the 

parallel  of  Mk.  10.21,  where  Jesus  says  to  the  rich  man  (whom  he  loved)  εν  σε  υστερεί, 

with  Mt.  19.20,  where  the  same  man  asks  Jesus  rt  ert  υστερώ;  (though  here  the  change 

is  probably  due  to  deliberate  correction  rather  than  oral  tradition).  In  Acts  we  find 

stories,  already  told  about  Jesus  in  the  Gospels,  retold  about  Peter  (Acts  9-33ff  ||  Mk. 

2-3ff;  9·3βίΓ  ||  Mk.  5.2  iff),  and  even  one  of  Jesus’  miraculous  commands  put  in  the 
mouth  of  Peter  ( ταλιθα  κουμι  Mk.  5.41  ||  Ταβειθα  άνάστηθι,  Acts  9.40).  Thus  the  change 

of  speaker  in  the  repetition  of  εμβλεφας  αύτώ  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  suggests  a  relation  be¬ 

tween  Mk.  and  the  longer  text  similar  to  that  between  Mk.  and  Mt.  or  Acts.  On 

the  other  hand,  the  use  of  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  recalls  John,  for  in  Jn.  Jesus’  love  of  in¬ 
dividuals  and  theirs  of  him  is  often  mentioned;  but  in  the  synoptics,  although  άγαπάω 

is  common,  only  4  of  its  27  uses  refer  to  specific  persons  and  only  2  of  these  may 

refer  to  Jesus  (Mk.  10.21  and  perhaps  Lk.  7.47).  However,  neither  the  parallel  to  Jn. 

nor  that  to  the  relationship  between  Mk.  and  the  later  synoptics  and  Acts  can  be 

considered  decisive.  We  must  leave  the  problem  open  for  the  present,  remarking  only 

that,  since  αγαπάω  is  used  of  Jesus’  personal  relations  in  the  synoptics,  the  usage  can¬ 

not  confidently  be  attributed  to  Johannine  influence.  Moreover,  as  remarked  above, 

the  εμβλεφας  formula  is  a  common  Markan  introduction.  How  much  theory  can 

safely  be  built  on  its  recurrence  with  the  two  words  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν? 

In  sum,  then,  the  major  parallels  between  the  longer  text  and  canonical  Mk. 

seem  mostly  due  to  textual  contamination,  either  of  the  western  text  of  Mk.  by  the 

influence  of  the  longer  text  (5  possible  instances)  or  of  the  longer  text  by  the  influence 

of  Lk.  and  perhaps  Mt.  (2  possible  instances).  Of  the  6  remaining  major  parallels, 
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4  (υίε  Δαβίδ  ελεησόν  με,  τδ  μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  τον  θεοΰ,  ον  ηγάττα  αύτδν  6  ’ Ιησούς , 

and  περιβεβλη  μένος  σινδόνα  επί  γνμνοϋ)  are  probably  phrases  fixed  in  the  usage  of 

certain  early  Christian  circles.  Their  repetition  by  the  original  author  is  no  less  likely 

than  their  use  by  an  imitator;  indeed,  it  can  fairly  be  said  that  the  repetition  of  such 

fixed  phrases  is  a  Markan  trait.  On  the  other  hand,  μεθ ’  ημέρας  εξ  is  probably  derived 
from  a  recurrent  theological  pattern  and  εμβλεφας  αντω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  remains  a 

problem.  Thus  the  evidence  from  the  major  parallels  confirms  that  from  the  minor 

stylistic  traits :  it  points  almost  always  to  Mk.  as  the  source  of  the  material,  shows  no 

strong  reason  to  suppose  knowledge  of  any  other  Gospel,  and  leaves  the  alternatives 

still  open— either  a  free  composition  by  the  same  school  of  tradition  which  produced 

canonical  Mk.,  or  an  early  imitation  of  material  now  found  in  the  canonical  Gospel. 

Again,  too,  the  evidence  slightly— but  not  decisively — inclines  to  the  side  of  early 
imitation. 

4.  THE  FREQUENCY  OF  PARALLELS  TO  THE  CANONICAL  GOSPELS 

It  remains  to  consider  the  frequency  of  parallels  and  their  distribution  in  the  mate¬ 

rial.  This  is  an  important  question,  for  one  of  the  commonest  results  of  imitation  is 

a  product  too  much  like  the  genuine  article.  Thus,  among  the  strongest  reasons  for 

thinking  the  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians  a  forgery  are  the  facts  that  it  parallels  Colossians 

far  more  closely  and  in  different  places  than  any  undoubtedly  Pauline  epistle  parallels 

any  other.  Cognate  questions  are  raised  by  the  other  cases  of  NT  parallelism :  the 

relationship  of  Jude  to  II  Peter,  of  the  transfiguration  in  II  Peter  and  the  last  supper 

in  I  Cor.  to  those  in  the  Gospels,  and  so  on.  These,  together  with  the  synoptics  and 

their  parallelism  to  Jn.  have  provided  evidence  for  many  different  hypotheses.  The 

hypothesis  of  deliberate  imitation  can  appeal  to  the  example  of  Ephesians  and  the 

clumsier  Pastorals;  Mt.  and  Lk.  show  several  more  or  less  faithful  sorts  of  copying 

combined  with  omission  of  occasional  passages  and  addition  of  material  apparently 

from  other  traditions  (though  Parker,  Gospel ,  has  made  a  strong  case  for  a  close 

relationship  of  some  of  the  Matthaean  material  to  the  tradition  which  produced  Mk.) ; 

jn.  was  variously  interpreted  as  reworking  of  synoptic  material  or  independent  de¬ 

velopment  of  cognate  traditions  until  Dodd,  Historical  Tradition ,  practically  settled 

the  question  in  favor  of  independent  development.  Reworking  is  seen  again  in  II 

Peter’s  use  of  Jude,  and  independent  development  in  the  various  stories  of  the  trans¬ 
figuration  and  last  supper. 

To  choose  between  these  hypotheses — and  others  also  possible — it  is  necessary  to 

determine  the  frequency,  type,  and  distribution  of  the  parallels  between  the  longer 

text  of  Mk.  and  the  canonical  Gospels,  and  to  compare  these  with  the  frequency, 

type,  and  distribution  of  the  parallels  between  a  similar  passage  of  canonical  Mk. 

and  the  canonical  Gospels.  Evidence  on  these  points  is  given  in  Appendix  G. 

Unfortunately,  Mk.  does  not  afford  an  exact  parallel  even  for  the  miracle  story 
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in  the  longer  text.  Markan  miracle  stories  are  of  several  kinds,  but  none,  in  point 

of  style,  is  exactly  similar.  Miracles  told  in  connection  with  stories  of  legal  arguments 

or  of  sayings  are  obviously  irrelevant  here,  as  are  miracles  of  which  Jesus  is  himself 

the  subject  (baptism,  transfiguration)  and  miracles  told  only  generally,  in  summary 

accounts  of  Jesus’  work.  The  rest — the  true  miracle  stories — fall  into  two  groups 
distinguished  by  their  style.  Those  of  the  one  group  are  told  verbosely,  with  much 

realistic  detail,  repetition  of  phrases,  and  so  on;  those  of  the  other,  briefly,  almost  in 

outline,  with  little  more  than  the  necessary  data-occasion,  parties  concerned,  trouble, 

and  means  of  relief  (Dibelius,  Structure  158-163;  Dodd,  Appearances  9-10). 

Of  the  first  of  these  two  groups,  the  story  of  the  Gerasene  demoniac  has  been 

chosen  for  comparison  with  the  longer  text  because  of  the  many  similarities  between 

the  two — similarities  pointed  out  in  Parker’s  preliminary  report.  Of  the  second  group 

the  story  of  Peter’s  wife’s  mother  has  been  chosen,  also  because  of  its  parallels:  eV  .  .  . 
e£eX θόντβς  ηΧθον  ας  την  οικίαν  .  .  .  καί  ευθύς  .  .  .  καί  ττροσεΧθων  ηγείρεν  αυτήν  κρατησας 

της  χαράς. 

Comparison  of  the  ways  in  which  these  two  stories  are  paralleled  by  the  rest  of  the 

material  in  the  Gospels  with  the  ways  in  which  the  longer  text  is  so  paralleled  reveals : 

(1)  There  are  more  parallels  to  the  longer  text  than  to  the  canonical  texts.  (2)  Con¬ 

versely,  the  longer  text  has  less  of  the  peculiar  details  which  individualize  the  canonical 

stories.  (3)  The  elements  paralleled  in  the  longer  text  are  usually  longer  and  more 

significant;  many  of  the  parallels  to  the  canonical  text  are  little  more  than  elements 

of  vocabulary  (διά  τό  with  infinitive,  ύπ  αύτοΰ,  διά  παντός,  etc.),  while  in  the  longer 

text  whole  phrases  are  paralleled.  (4)  In  the  canonical  texts  the  parallels  are  chiefly 

to  transitional  formulas,  elements  of  framework  at  the  beginnings  and  ends,  technical 

phrases  ( ττνεΰμα  ακάθαρτον,  the  formula  for  exorcism,  etc.),  and  an  occasional  fixed 

saying  like  τι  εμ,οί  καί  σοί,  * Ιησού ,  which  evidently  circulated  in  the  tradition  since 
variants  of  it  turn  up  in  various  stories.  In  the  longer  text  not  only  the  transitional 

formulas  and  framework,  but  also  the  main  narrative  elements  are  mostly  paralleled; 

the  parallels  continue  throughout  the  stories,  and  the  number  and  individual 

length  of  the  paralleled  technical  expressions  and  fixed  sayings  is  conspicuously 

higher. 

These  differences  must  not  be  exaggerated.  Canonical  Mk.  sometimes  does,  briefly, 

parallel  itself  very  closely.  Consider,  for  instance,  Mk.  8.22-24:  καί  φερουσιν  αύτω 

τυφλόν  καί  παρακαλοΰσιν  αυτόν  ΐνα  αύτοΰ  αφηταί  καί  αττίλα βομενος  της  χείρος  του 

τυφλοΰ  εζηνεγκεν  αυτόν  εζί ο  της  κώμης  καί  τττυσας  εις  τα  ομματα  αύτοΰ ,  εττίθείς  τας  χεΐρας 

αύτώ ,  €7 τηρωτα  αυτόν,  ε’ί  τι  βλ εττείς',  καί  αναβΧεφας  εΧεγεν.  Here  the  underlined  words 

are  paralleled  (solid,  verbatim;  dotted,  approximately)  in  Mk.  7.32-34,  the  cure 

of  the  deaf  mute.  Nevertheless,  even  in  these  stories  there  are  peculiar  details — 

the  men  as  trees  walking,  the  use  of  εφφαθα — which  individualize  the  episode,  as 

the  cure  of  Peter’s  wife’s  mother  is  individualized  by  the  specification  of  the  parties 

concerned.  In  the  more  verbose  Markan  stories,  like  that  of  the  Gerasene  demoniac, 

such  peculiar  material  is  conspicuous.  (Therefore  only  the  first  sixteen  verses  of 

that  story  have  been  presented  in  Appendix  G;  they  suffice  to  show  the  difference.) 
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The  lifelike  details  and  realistic  verbosity  of  Markan  narrative  are  commonly  sup¬ 

posed  to  be  primitive  traits,  and  primitive  they  certainly  are  vis-a-vis  Mt.  and  Lk., 

who  frequently  eliminated  them.  It  is  not  sure,  however,  that  they  were  primitive 

in  relation  to  oral  tradition.  Their  realistic  details  can  no  longer  be  taken  as  evidence 

of  eyewitness  tradition  and  are  suspiciously  like  the  developments  in  later  apocryphal 

Gospels  (Nineham,  Eyewitness  22).  Dibelius,  Structure  161,  165^  has  maintained  on 

literary  grounds  that  the  full  Markan  miracle  stories  are  secondary  expansions  of 

earlier,  brief  ones.  [In  this  he  may  be  mistaken,  H.K.  remarks;  it  is  possible  that  the 

full  and  the  schematic  stories  represent  equally  old  traditions  from  different  circles 

of  narrators.]  However,  if  Dibelius  were  right,  we  should  expect  that  the  formulas  of 

the  earlier,  schematic  accounts  would  turn  up  again  and  again  in  the  framework  of 

the  later  expansions.  Now,  as  already  noted,  it  is  the  framework  of  the  Markan  stories 

for  which  there  is  a  plethora  of  parallels,  like  that  found  for  the  longer  text.  Accord¬ 

ingly,  the  multiple  parallels  to  the  longer  text  can  be  explained  in  at  least  two  ways: 

either  this  is  material  earlier  than  canonical  Mk.,  simpler  and  more  schematic — 

perhaps  a  text  connected  with  some  important  ritual  and  therefore  widely  echoed; 

or  this  is  later  than  canonical  Mk.  and  shows  the  Markan  phraseology  still  being  used, 

but  in  formulaic  fashion,  as  we  find  it  especially  in  Mt. — the  fixed  formulas  are 

preserved  and  the  story  is  told  almost  entirely  in  these,  the  individualistic  details 

having  disappeared. 

Of  these  two  explanations  the  first  is  supported  by  Clement’s  statement  that  the 

longer  text  was  used  in  “the  great  mysteries,”  and  also  by  the  evidence  that  it  has 
frequently  influenced  the  western  text.  However,  the  second  explanation  is  supported 

by  Clement’s  statement  that  the  longer  text  was  produced  by  expansion  of 
canonical  Mk.,  and  also  by  the  analogy  of  the  existing  synoptic  Gospels  which  were  so 

produced. 

The  analogy  is  particularly  close  for  certain  sections  of  Mt.,  which  show  the  same 

sort  of  formulaic  narration,  and  have  the  same  plethora  of  parallels,  as  does  the 

longer  text  of  Mk.  Most  conspicuous  of  these  Matthaean  passages  is  9.27-34,  pre¬ 

sented  in  section  V  of  Appendix  G,  which  shows  all  the  secondary  traits  pointed  out 

above  as  characteristic  of  the  longer  text:  It  has  almost  no  individualizing  details, 

the  elements  paralleled  are  often  of  considerable  length,  the  parallels  are  not  limited 

to  transitional  elements,  but  continue  throughout,  and  they  contain  not  a  few  fixed 

sayings  like  eA όησον  ημάς,  νιος  Δαυίδ.  Nevertheless,  Dodd  has  made  a  strong  case  (in 

Historical  Tradition  i7of)  for  supposing  9.27-31  an  original  composition,  independent 

of  its  Markan  parallels  and  based  on  a  variant  form  of  oral  tradition.  Other  passages 

in  Mt.  which  present  similar  problems  are  12.22-24  and  21.14-16.  Richardson  points 

out  the  sending  of  the  seventy  in  Lk.  10. 1-20 — a  striking  example,  but  one  not  in¬ 

cluded  in  Appendix  G  because  it  draws  principally  on  material  from  the  sayings 

tradition,  whereas  Clement’s  quotations  from  the  longer  text  are  entirely  narrative 

(though  he  says  that  the  longer  text  also  contained  sayings — λόγιά  τινα,  1. 25). 

Given  this  similarity  of  type  between  Mt.  9.27-34  and  the  longer  text  of  Mk., 

it  is  important  to  notice  that  most  of  the  parallels  to  the  Mt.  passage  are  found  in 

Mt.,  most  of  the  parallels  to  the  longer  text  are  found  in  Mk.  The  figures  are  as  follows : 
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To  Mt.  9.27-34:  Mt.  74,  Mk.  25,  Lk.  21,  Jn.  38. 

To  the  longer  text:3  Mt.  84,  Mk.  143,  Lk.  68,  Jn.  33. 

This  evidence  is  even  more  impressive  when  the  different  sizes  of  the  Gospels  are  recalled 

(Mt.  18,300  words;  Mk.  11,200;  Lk.  19,400;  Jn.  15,400).  Given  these  figures  there 

can  be  no  doubt  of  the  peculiarly  close  relation  of  the  longer  text  to  the  Markan 
tradition. 

The  longer  text,  without  the  final  interpolation  (to  which,  by  the  way,  there  are 

no  verbatim  Gospel  parallels),  contains  175  words,  for  which  Appendix  G  shows  328 

parallels.  Mt.  9.27-34  contains  112  words,  for  which  there  are  158  parallels.  Thus 

the  extent  of  parallelism  to  the  longer  text  is  substantially  higher.  This  may  be  in¬ 

significant,  since  99  of  the  parallels  to  the  longer  text  are  afforded  by  the  three  phrases 

καί  €υθυς  (2j),  καί  ζλθοϋσ a  (22),  and  της  βασιλβίας  του  θεού  (50),  whereas  Mt.  9.27—34 

has  only  one  phrase  for  which  the  figure  is  above  the  teens  (Aeyet  αντοΐς  6  Ίησοΰς, 

42). 
The  high  frequency  of  parallels  in  the  longer  text  affords  support  for  a  special 

theory  of  imitation  which  has  been  suggested  independently  by  P.  Benoit  and  R.  Grant, 

viz. :  The  longer  text  is.  a  cento  produced  from  the  texts  of  the  canonical  Gospels. 

Grant  supports  this  theory  by  reference  to  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  Li.  15—20  =  Stieren, 

1.8. 1-9.5).  Irenaeus  is  there  attacking  the  Valentinians.  He  says  that,  since  they  have 
a  theory  which  neither  the  prophets  proclaimed  nor  the  Lord  taught  nor  the  apostles 

handed  down,  but  which  they  read  out  of  άγραφα  (that  is,  uncanonical  works, 

Harvey),  they  try  to  twist  dominical,  prophetic,  or  apostolic  sayings  to  fit  their  teach¬ 

ings,  so  as  to  have  some  evidence  for  what  they  say,  and  to  this  end  they  neglect  the 

order  and  context  of  the  scriptural  passages  they  use  and  also  distort  them.  He  com¬ 

pares  their  treatment  of  Scripture  to  the  breaking  up  of  a  mosaic  in  order  to  make 

a  different  picture  with  the  same  tessarae.  The  examples  he  gives  to  illustrate  this, 

however,  are  examples  of  allegorical  or  esoteric  exegesis  of  individual  sayings  or 

passages  of  the  canonical  Scriptures  and  afford  no  evidence  for  the  composition  of 

new,  pseudo-Scriptural  centos.  However,  he  goes  on  to  say  (Harvey,  I.1.20,  middle  = 

Stieren,  I.9.4) :  “Then,  collecting  scattered  expressions  and  terms,  they  transfer  them, 
as  we  said,  from  the  (sense  they  have)  in  reality  to  an  unreal  (sense)  much  as  do 

those  who  set  themselves  any  handy  themes  and  then  try  to  treat  them  in  lines  from 

the  Homeric  poems,  so  that  less  experienced  readers  might  think  Homer  had  com¬ 

posed  the  verses  about  the  themes  treated  ex  tempore .”  This  he  illustrates  by  an  ex¬ 

ample  of  a  Homeric  cento,  excusing  himself  by  saying,  “There  is  no  reason  not  to 
cite  even  such  verses,  since  both  (the  composer  of  the  cento  and  the  Valentinians) 

are  attempting  a  similar  and,  indeed,  identical  feat.”  And  he  concludes  that,  as  the 

man  acquainted  with  Homer  will  recognize  the  verses,  but  not  the  theme,  and  by 

referring  the  verses  to  their  proper  contexts  will  show  the  theme  to  be  spurious,  thus 

3.  When  alternate  numbers  of  parallels  to  phrases  in  the  longer  text  are  given  in  Appendix  G,  the 

lower  ones  have  been  counted,  since  the  higher  reflect  readings  with  weaker  MS  support  and  these  are 

not  commonly  reported  by  Moulton-Geden,  from  which  the  numbers  of  parallels  to  the  Matthaean 

passage  have  been  derived  for  comparison. 
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the  true  Christian  “will  recognize  the  terms  from  the  scriptures  and  the  expressions 

and  the  parables,  but  will  not  recognize  this  blasphemous  theme.”  He  will  acknowl¬ 

edge  the  tessarae,  but  not  the  picture  which  has  been  made  of  them,  “and,  referring 
each  of  the  things  said  to  its  proper  place  and  fitting  it  into  the  body  of  the  truth,  he 

will  expose  their  fiction  and  show  it  to  be  unsubstantial.” 
On  the  strength  of  this  passage,  Grant  has  suggested  that  the  longer  text  may  be  a 

gnostic  work  of  the  sort  attacked  by  Irenaeus.  However,  the  longer  text  has  no  con¬ 

nection  with  the  Valentinians,  and  though  it  was  used  by  the  Carpocratians  it  was 

also  used  by  Clement’s  church,  which  is  commonly  supposed  to  have  been  orthodox. 
Clement  expressly  asserts  that  the  Carpocratians  got  it  from  the  orthodox  (that  is, 

from  his  church),  and  nothing  in  the  text  is  clearly  gnostic.  Therefore  there  is  no 

reason  to  associate  the  text  with  the  Valentinian  centos,  unless  it  can  be  shown  to 

be  a  cento,  which  is  the  point  in  question.  Further,  the  text  of  Irenaeus  does  not 

precisely  say  that  the  Valentinians  made  centos.  Irenaeus  may  have  intended  to  give 

that  impression.  [But  in  the  opinion  of  E.B.  he  actually  had  in  mind  compositions 

like  the  Qpmran  hymns,  which  are  full  of  OT  echoes  but  are  not  true  centos.  He 

introduced  the  bit  of  cento  merely  to  give  his  Greek  readers  the  best  example  he 

could  of  the  sort  of  thing  he  had  in  mind.]  At  all  events  he  does  not  explicitly  state 

that  the  Valentinians  made  centos,  and — what  is  most  important — he  does  not 

produce  and  demolish  any  Valentinian  cento.  This  suggests  that  either  he  had  no 

such  document  and  was  merely  using  the  comparison  as  a  reductio  ad  absurdum  of 

their  neglect  of  context  in  exegesis,  or  he  had  a  Valentinian  Gospel  which  paralleled 

the  canonical  Gospels  in  many  places  and  which  he  wished  to  discredit,  so  he  charged 

that  it  was  a  cento  but  did  not  give  an  example  from  it  for  fear  of  discrediting  his 

charge. 

On  the  other  hand  Irenaeus  (Harvey  1. 20. 2  =  Stieren,  1. 25. 4)  quotes  a  Carpo- 

cratian  version  of  the  counsel  to  be  reconciled  quickly  with  one’s  adversary,  which 
alternately  parallels  Mt.  5.25  and  Lk.  12.58  in  a  way  that  can  be  interpreted  as 

deliberate  choice  of  elements  suited  for  Carpocratian  exegesis  (Grant-Freedman,  95). 

And  Dodd,  New  Gospel  24ff,  has  practically  proved  that  the  text  on  fragment  1  verso 

of  P.  Egerton  2  is  a  cento  of  Jn.  5.39,45  and  9.29.  The  cento  form  goes  back  in  Greek 

tradition  at  least  to  Aristophanes,  Pax  1090-1094,  and  appears  in  the  OT  with  the 

psalms  in  Chronicles  and  Jonah.  So  the  possibility  that  the  longer  text  was  produced 

as  a  cento  is  undeniable.  And  there  is  no  necessity  of  connecting  the  cento  form  with 

the  gnostics:  Paul  used  it  in  Rom.  3.11-18;  Tatian’s  Diatessaron ,  the  most  famous 
example  of  the  form,  was  not  a  gnostic  work;  and  even  Mt.  and  Lk.  could  be  con¬ 

sidered,  loosely,  as  centos  compiled  from  Mk.,  Q,  and  other  sources.  So  the  question 

of  form  and  method  of  composition  need  not  be  confused  by  introducing  the  question 
of  doctrinal  affiliation. 

In  favor  of  the  cento  theory  is  the  high  frequency  of  parallelism  and  particularly 

the  frequency  of  the  long  parallels  discussed  above.  Against  it,  however,  are  the 

following  facts:  (1)  Some  elements  of  the  longer  text  are  not  paralleled  from  the 

canonical  Gospels,  which  would  be  impossible  were  it  a  true  cento  of  the  canonical 

texts.  (2)  The  great  majority  of  the  parallels  are  brief  formulas,  most  of  them  used 
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many  times  in  the  canonical  Gospels  and  more  likely  to  have  been  put  together  freely 

by  an  imitator  than  to  have  been  picked  out  laboriously  from  here  and  there  by  the 

compiler  of  a  cento.  (3)  The  text  cannot  be  made  up  by  drawing  elements  from  only 

two  or  three  stories;  to  suppose  it  a  cento,  one  must  also  suppose  that  the  author 

derived  his  scraps  from  practically  every  chapter  of  Mk.,  to  say  nothing  of  the  other 

Gospels — not  a  likely  procedure,  especially  in  antiquity,  when  most  writers,  even  in 

citing  explicitly,  cited  from  memory.4  (4)  Many  details  in  the  text  do  not  look  as  if 
they  had  been  produced  by  the  compiler  of  a  cento;  see,  for  examples,  the  notes  on 

7 τροσεκύνησε  in  II. 24;  νεανίσκος ,  III. 3;  κρατησας  της  χειρός,  III. 3-4,  and  καί  εξελ θόντες 

εκ  του  μνημείου,  III. 6.  (5)  The  text  is  too  well  constructed  and  economical  to  be  a 

cento:  there  are  no  irrelevant  details,  every  word  comes  naturally  in  its  place,  the 

narration  moves  without  delays  or  jumps.  Possibly  some  leisured  litterateur  might 

have  succeeded  in  piecing  together  such  a  text  from  the  phrases  available  in  the 

canonical  Gospels,  but  the  easier  explanation  is  to  suppose  it  a  free  composition.  (6) 

The  hypothesis  that  the  text  is  a  cento  requires  the  supposition  that  someone  went  to 

great  pains  to  imitate  the  style  of  Mk.  as  closely  as  possible,  since  making  a  cento  is 

the  most  laborious,  but  the  closest,  kind  of  imitation.  But  the  longer  text  is  datable, 

by  external  evidence,  before  125  (see  above,  section  I  of  this  chapter)  and  at  this  date 

Mk.’s  prestige  was  not  high  enough  to  motivate  this  sort  of  imitation.  Matthew  and 
Luke,  in  their  expansions  of  Mk.,  made  no  attempt  to  imitate  his  style.  Jn.  and  the 

earlier  apocryphal  gospels  ( Hebrews ,  Thomas ,  Egyptians ,  Peter)  show  no  considerable 

effort  to  imitate  synoptic  style.  [E.B.  remarks  that  almost  none  of  the  early  apocryphal 

Gospels  are  even  attributed  to  canonical  authors.]  So  to  suppose  the  longer  text  a 

cento  would  be  to  suppose  it  a  work  unparalleled  and  unlikely  in  its  time.  (7)  Finally, 

it  is  worth  recalling  the  considerations  which  led  Dodd  (New  Gospel  35ff),  after  he 

had  proved  that  one  fragment  of  P.  Egerton  2  was  a  cento,  to  conclude  that  the  rest 

was  not  (a  conclusion  he  has  now  reasserted  more  strongly  in  Historical  Tradition  328 

n2).  He  observed  that  the  attempt  to  explain  all  variations  of  early  Christian  tradi¬ 

tions  as  editorial  rehandling  of  written  sources  had  been  discredited  by  form  criticism, 

which  had  demonstrated  the  oral  prehistory  of  the  written  material  and  the  possi¬ 

bility  that  variations  might  have  arisen  in  the  oral  period.  He  found  evidence  of  the 

realization  of  this  possibility  in  the  story  of  the  centurion’s  servant  in  Mt.  and  Lk. 

and  the  nobleman’s  son  in  Jn. — undoubtedly  the  same  story,  yet  in  forms  so  different 
that  literary  dependence  seemed  to  him  unlikely.  In  the  unparalleled  elements  of 

P.  Egerton  2  he  found  evidence  that  the  author  was  using  sources  other  than  the 

canonical  Gospels;  he  therefore  concluded  that  the  divergent  forms  of  canonical 

4.  Compare  the  remarks  of  J.  Pouilloux  in  Fondation  Hardt,  Entretiens  sur  Γ antiquite  classique,  X, 

Archiloque,  Vandoeuvres-Geneve,  1963,  172k  on  the  use  of  Homeric  formulas  by  Archilochus  and  the 

imitation  of  Homer  by  Apollonius  Rhodius.  Apollonius  never  draws  on  the  whole  of  the  Homeric 

poems  at  once,  but  imitates  one  passage  at  a  time,  whereas  the  poems  of  Archilochus  are  made  up 

almost  entirely  of  Homeric  formulas  and  variations  of  Homeric  formulas,  but  the  formulas  come  from 

all  parts  of  the  poems  and  no  one  passage  is  imitated.  Archilochus  was  composing  freely  in  the  Homeric 

tradition,  as  D.  Page  showed  in  the  paper  ( Archilochus  and  the  Oral  Tradition ,  iigff)  which  Pouilloux 

was  discussing.  The  longer  text  is  related  to  Mk.  as  Archilochus  to  Homer,  not  as  Apollonius. 
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stories  which  P.  Egerton  2  contained  were  probably  also  derived  from  noncanonical 

sources.  And  he  remarked  in  conclusion  that  “as  the  number  of  apocryphal  Gospel 
documents  increases,  it  becomes  less  and  less  plausible  to  suppose  that  they  all 

originated  in  expansions  of  material  derived  from  the  canonical  Gospels”  (p.  48). 
These  arguments  Dodd  has  now,  in  Historical  Tradition ,  greatly  developed  and  applied 

at  length  to  the  study  of  the  Johannine  problem.  Much  of  his  reasoning  therein  is 

applicable,  mutatis  mutandis,  to  the  present  case. 

If,  for  the  reasons  just  given,  we  reject  the  cento  theory,  we  are  left  with  the  alter¬ 

native  previously  proposed  between  free  imitation  and  independent  composition  in 

style  fixed  by  the  Markan  tradition— that  tradition  of  which,  by  this  hypothesis, 

different  elements  would  appear  in  the  stories  of  both  the  canonical  and  the  longer 

texts.  Perhaps,  however,  the  alternative  between  “imitation”  and  “composition  in 

traditional  style”  is  false.  As  remarked  above,  at  this  early  date  “imitation”  can 

hardly  have  been  deliberate  faking — Mk.’s  prestige  was  not  yet  so  high  as  to  motivate 

a  forger.  “Imitation,”  therefore,  would  have  been  a  conscious  effort  to  perpetuate  the 
style  of  the  Markan  tradition  to  which  the  writer  was  evidently  attached,  to  express 

in  the  traditional  phraseology  the  material  now  being  written  down,  and  to  attach 

it  to  already  written  stories  by  the  established  Markan  technique  of  repeating  phrases 

as  cross  references.  But  this  would  be  practically  the  same  thing  as  “composition  in 

traditional  style.” 
A  similar  problem  is  posed  by  the  remains  of  early  Greek  oral  poetry  which,  like 

the  synoptics,  was  largely  written  in  fixed  formulas.  The  relations  of  poetic  compo¬ 

sitions  of  this  sort  and  the  history  of  their  gradual  reduction  to  writing  have  been 

elucidated  by  Parry  ( Studies ),  Lord  (Singer),  and  Notopoulos  (Homer',  Hymns).  Parry’s 
formulaic  analysis  of  the  beginning  of  the  Iliad  is  given  at  the  end  of  Appendix  G;  its 

similarity  to  the  preceding  analyses  of  Gospel  material  is  obvious.  Notopoulos,  Hymns 

343-347,  is  particularly  interesting  for  the  question  of  transition  from  free  develop¬ 
ment  to  exact  memorization  and  written  preservation. 

5.  CONCLUSIONS  FROM  THE  STYLISTIC  EVIDENCE 

With  the  phenomena  of  oral  literature  in  mind,  we  can  see  the  literary  problem 

before  us  as  that  of  placing  the  longer  text  in  relation  to  the  other  remains  of  a  tradi¬ 

tion  which  was  only  gradually  being  fixed  in  writing.  For  this  purpose,  let  us  review 

the  evidence  presented  by  the  preceding  stylistic  study:  (1)  The  longer  text  contains 

nothing  which  Mark  could  not  have  written — nothing  incompatible  with  the  canonical 

Gospel  or  without  analogy  there — except  for  the  final  clause  of  the  second  quotation, 

a  clause  which  seems  a  later  addition.  (2)  Its  vocabulary  is  largely  neutral — made  up 

of  words  used  by  all  the  evangelists — but  insofar  as  it  inclines  toward  the  vocabulary 
of  any  of  the  Gospels  it  is  Markan  (29  words  in  a  list  of  82).  (3)  Its  phraseology  is 

predominantly  Markan  (18  items  out  of  a  list  of  33,  in  which  9  of  the  remaining  15 

are  neutral).  (4)  Its  grammatical  peculiarities,  in  relation  to  Gospel  usage,  are  few 

and  mostly  Markan.  (5)  It  is  connected  with  the  canonical  text  of  Mk.  by  6  major 

parallels,  of  which  4  are  peculiar  to  Mk.  On  the  contrary,  of  the  major  parallels  which 

might  seem  to  connect  it  with  other  Gospels,  none  affords  convincing  evidence.  (6) 
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It  has  far  more  parallels  to  Mk.  than  to  any  other  Gospel.  (7)  It  contains  nothing 

which  necessitates  a  supposition  that  the  author  knew  any  canonical  Gospel  other 

than  Mk.  On  the  other  hand:  (8)  It  uses  only  3  non-Markan  words,  whereas  an 

equally  long  section  of  canonical  Mk.  might  be  expected  to  use  10  (though  the 

section  actually  tested  used  only  4).  (9)  It  contains  more  Markan  clauses  found  in 

other  sections  of  Mk.  than  would  an  equally  long  section  of  canonical  Mk.  (10) 

Besides  these  long  clauses,  it  has  many  more  minor  parallels  to  phrases  of  the  canonical 

Gospels  than  would  an  equal  section  of  canonical  Mk.,  and  these  parallels  are  in¬ 

dividually  longer  and  are  distributed  more  evenly  throughout  the  text  than  they 

would  be  in  a  section  of  canonical  Mk.  (1 1)  In  these  last  three  characteristics  (8,  9, 

and  10)  it  resembles  Mt.,  and  particularly  Mt.  9.27-34.  (12)  But  there  are  a  few  small 

pieces  of  evidence  (commentary  on  προσ^κυνησεν,  11.24?  on  KaL  ττροσζλθων  απεκυ\ισ€ , 

III.  i  and  on  καί  ησαν  €Κ€Ϊ,  III.  1 5)  which  suggest — but  do  not  suffice  to  prove — that 
it  was  known  to  Mt. 

Of  the  points  above,  8-1 1  all  are  aspects  of  one  essential  fact,  the  plethora  of 

parallelism.  This  has  been  said  to  admit  of  two  explanations — either  that  the  piece 

was  early  and  widely  imitated,  or  that  it  was  late  and  highly  imitative.  Point  11, 

the  similarity  to  Mt.,  is  prima  facie  evidence  for  a  late  date;  point  12,  the  evidence 

suggesting  it  was  known  to  Mt.,  for  an  early  one.  Both  possibilities  remain  open, 

though  the  later  date  has  the  strong  support  of  the  tradition  reported  by  Clement — 

that  the  longer  text  was  an  expansion — and  the  analogy  to  the  other  synoptics.  The 

longer  text  would  then  be  an  expansion  of  Mk.  by  addition  of  further  material  from 

the  Markan  tradition,  as  Mt.  and  Lk.  were  expansions  of  Mk.  by  addition  of  further 

material  from  the  ζ)  tradition  and  other  traditions  accessible  to  their  respective 

editors. 

As  for  the  date  of  the  longer  text :  there  seems  to  be  no  stylistic  evidence  indicating 

any  date  later  than  that  of  Mt.  A  date  somewhere  between  canonical  Mk.  and  Mt.  is 

suggested  not  only  by  the  evidence  for  Mt.’s  use  of  it,  but  also  by  the  consideration 
that  an  expansion  of  Mk.  with  material  from  the  Markan  tradition  might  be  expected 

to  have  preceded  expansions  with  alien  material.  But  this  consideration  has  little 

more  than  rhetorical  plausibility  to  recommend  it.  A  much  stronger  reason  for  an 

early  date  is  the  absence  of  any  clear  evidence  of  knowledge  of  any  Gospel  save  Mk. 

Mt.  and  Lk.  seem  to  have  eclipsed  Mk.  early  (to  judge  from  the  indices  locorum  of  the 

apostolic  fathers  and  the  apologists),  so  it  is  unlikely  that  an  author  writing  long  after 

their  composition  should  have  drawn  chiefly  on  Mk.,  and  it  is  almost  incredible  that, 

had  he  known  Mt.  and  Lk.,  he  should  not  have  left  in  his  phraseology  many  unmis¬ 

takable  traces  of  his  knowledge.  But  the  only  strong  argument  for  supposing  knowl¬ 

edge  of  Lk.  (apart  from  the  terminal  interpolation)  is  rjv  γάρ  πλούσιος,  and  its  isolation 

makes  it  easier  to  explain  as  a  corruption  of  the  text  than  as  an  original  element. 

(If  original,  why  isolated?)  There  is  no  strong  argument  for  supposing  knowledge  of 

Mt.  Nor  is  there  any  valid  stylistic  evidence  to  indicate  knowledge  of  Jn.  (and  it 

will  be  shown  below  that  the  similarities  of  content  do  not  indicate  such  knowledge). 

Finally,  to  this  stylistic  study  of  the  longer  text  must  be  added  the  statement  that 

the  above  conclusions  are  by  no  means  conclusive.  The  quoted  fragments  are  so 
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short  that  it  would  be  foolhardy  to  take  them  as  fairly  representative  of  the  lost  mate¬ 

rial,  or  to  build  on  the  stylistic  data  which  they  afford  any  considerable  theory. 

Metzger,  Reconsideration ,  and  Cadbury,  Dilemma ,  have  argued  that  the  evidence 

afforded  by  the  Pauline  corpus  is  inadequate  to  settle  the  problem  of  the  authenticity 

of  Ephesians.  A  fortiori  ....  Perhaps  even  more  in  point  is  the  case  of  the  pericope 

adulterae ,  of  which  Cadbury’s  discussion  (Case)  leads  to  results  so  pertinent  for  the  pre¬ 

sent  investigation  that  I  summarize  the  article  here:  Lk.  “has  the  most  distinctive 
vocabulary  of  any  New  Testament  writer,  and  a  style  so  individual  as  to  be  recog¬ 

nizable  in  nearly  every  verse.”  And  in  the  pericope  adulterae  “there  are  a  few  unques¬ 

tioned  words  that  are  really  characteristic  of  Luke,”  as  άπο  του  νϋν,  άρχομαι  από, 
eVt/xAtu,  ehrev  be,  ώς  (=  when).  And  besides  these  there  are  a  number  of  Lucan 

expressions  attested  by  some,  but  not  all,  MSS,  and  of  expressions  thought  to  be 

Lucan,  but  perhaps  limited  to  Luke- Acts  by  mere  accident.  Ergo,  “it  can  safely  be 
affirmed  that  the  passage  in  its  oldest  form  contained  as  much  distinctively  Lucan 

language  as  the  average  passage  of  equal  brevity  and  simplicity  in  Luke’s  acknowl¬ 

edged  works.”  However,  the  best  MSS  omit  the  passage  altogether,  and  when  it  is 
found  it  is  almost  always  located  in  Jn.  8  or  at  the  end  ofjn.  The  Lerrar  group  alone 

places  it  after  Lk.  21.38.  Therefore:  “Either  (1)  the  pericope  adulterae  is  an  original 

part  of  Luke’s  Gospel  and  was  omitted  without  leaving  any  appreciable  trace  in  the 
MS  tradition  of  that  Gospel,  or  (2)  it  is  written  by  another  than  the  third  evangelist 

in  a  style  that  completely  matches  his  own  ...  If  the  first  solution  is  the  correct  one, 

then  we  must  believe  that  in  spite  of  their  age,  multiplicity  and  agreement,  our 

authorities  for  the  New  Testament  text  do  not  preclude  such  radical  divergence  from 

the  autographs  as  the  complete  omission  of  a  considerable  section  from  one  of  the 

four  Gospels  .  .  .  Here,  .  .  .  we  should  have  a  flagrant  case  of  primitive  tampering, 

for  the  omission  could  only  be  intentional  ...  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  passage  is 

not  from  the  pen  of  the  auctor  ad  Theophilum,  then  some  one  .  .  .  wrote  a  style  that  is 

indistinguishable  from  the  most  distinctive  of  New  Testament  styles.  In  this  case 

style  proves  to  be  a  most  unreliable  criterion,  and  all  critical  arguments  drawn  from 

identity  of  style — such  as  the  common  authorship  of  John  and  I  John,  of  Luke  and 

Acts,  of  the  Pauline  letters,  and  even  of  the  separate  parts  of  a  single  work — lose  some 

of  their  weight.” 
Since  stylistic  arguments  are  thus  inconclusive,  we  turn  to  questions  of  content. 

III.  Structural  relations  to  sections  of  the 

CANONICAL  GOSPELS 

A.  Other  miracle  stories  of  the  same  type 

In  discussing  the  verbal  parallels  to  the  longer  text  we  have  already  mentioned  its 

similarity  in  content  to  the  stories  of  the  Gerasene  demoniac  and  of  Peter’s  wife’s 
mother.  Parker,  in  his  preliminary  report,  called  particular  attention  to  the  former 

and  pointed  out  a  series  of  details  in  which  it  resembled  the  story  in  the  longer  text. 
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To  estimate  the  significance  of  these  similarities,  we  must  consider  the  extent  to 

which  the  stories  in  the  canonical  Gospels  are  also  similar  to  each  other.  Fortunately, 

not  all  of  the  stories  need  be  considered,  since  the  resurrection  reported  in  the  longer 

text  belongs  to  a  readily  recognizable  class — that  of  miracles  performed  in  response 
to  intercession. 

One  of  the  historical  traits  of  the  Gospels  is  their  account  of  the  revelation  of  divine 

power  in  Jesus  as  spatially  limited;  later  legend  may  represent  it  as  bursting  on  distant 

strangers  (the  shepherds,  the  magi)  or  producing  a  general  resurrection  of  the 

deserving  dead  (Mt.  27.52);  but  in  the  stories  which  approach  historicity,  miracles 

happen  when  the  patients  are  somehow  brought  to  Jesus’  attention  or  touch  his  per¬ 

son.  Therefore  either  the  patient  must  bring  himself  to  Jesus’  person  or  attention,  or 
an  intercessor  must  act  on  his  behalf.  Accordingly,  most  of  the  miracle  stories  fall 

into  these  two  classes  (the  chief  exceptions  being  miracles  in  which  Jesus  himself  is  the 

patient — the  baptism,  transfiguration,  resurrection,  etc.).  The  class  of  miracles  in 

response  to  intercession  comprises  the  following  stories  and  their  parallels:  Mk.  i.3off 

(Peter’s  wife’s  mother) ;  4-35ff  (stilling  the  storm) ;  5·22ίΤ  (Jai'rus’  daughter) ;  7-25ff 

(the  Syrophoenician’s  daughter) ;  9. 1 4fT  (the  demoniac  boy) ;  Lk.  7.2ff  (the  centurion’s 

slave) ;  Jn.  2.  iff  (the  miracle  at  Cana) ;  4·46ίΤ  (the  nobleman’s  son) ;  1  i.iff  (Lazarus). 
The  intercession  may  be  more  or  less  explicit:  Jn.  2. iff  is  a  borderline  case;  also 

marginal  are  Lk.  7. 1 8ff;  Mk.  6.35ff — contrast  8. iff  and  Jn.  6.5ff — and  Mk.  9. iff. 

All  these  stories  necessarily  follow  a  single  basic  pattern:  situation,  intercession, 

response,  miracle.  The  pattern  is  found  elsewhere,  too — with  Mk.  7-25ff  and  g.^ff 

cf.  Philostratus,  Vita  Apollonii  I II. 38.  It  is  obviously  useful  for  resurrections  of  the 

dead,  though  not  necessary — one  corpse  came  to  meet  Jesus  (Lk.  7.1  iff)  as  another 

met  Apollonius  (IV. 45).  Accordingly,  among  the  nine  stories  listed  above  there  are 

two  resurrections  (Jai'rus’  daughter,  Lazarus)  and  two  hairbreadth  escapes  (the  cen¬ 

turion’s  slave,  the  nobleman’s  son).  Most  of  these  stories  begin  with  the  intercessor’s 
coming  to  Jesus,  and  in  three  of  them  the  intercessor  is  a  woman  (the  Syrophoenician, 

the  miracle  at  Cana,  Lazarus).  Often,  moreover,  the  similarities  go  far  beyond  these 

basic  structural  elements.  For  instance,  consider  the  parallels  between  the  Markan 

story  of  Jai'rus’  daughter  and  the  Johannine  story  of  Lazarus: 

The  patient  is  not  dead,  at  first,  but  only  sick. 

The  intercessors  arrive  and  beseech  Jesus. 

Jesus’  coming  is  delayed;  the  patient  meanwhile  dies. 
Jesus  declares  the  dead  asleep  but  is  misunderstood. 

He  reassures  the  relatives  and  demands  that  they  believe. 

The  intercessor  falls  at  his  feet. 

He  sees  the  mourners  weeping  and  is  angry  or  puts  them  out. 

The  mourners  do  not  believe  he  will  be  able  to  raise  the  dead. 

He  then  goes  to  the  body. 

He  calls  the  dead  by  name  or  title  and  orders  him  or  her  to  arise  or  come  forth. 

In  response  to  his  command  the  dead  arises  and  walks. 

Jesus  gives  directions  for  further  treatment. 
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Of  all  these  parallels  between  the  Lazarus  story  and  that  of  Jai'rus’  daughter,  only 
the  ones  underlined  are  also  found  clearly  stated  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  By  way  of 

contrast  with  these  it  is  worthwhile  to  list  the  similarities  of  the  resurrection  story  in 

the  longer  text  of  Mk.  to  the  stories  of  the  Gerasene  demoniac  and  Jairus’  daughter: 

Gerasene  demoniac 

Jesus  arrives 
is  met 

man  from  the  tomb 

7 τροσκννβΐν  with  accusative 

φωνή  μεγάλη 

nudity  (?),  clothing 
return  to  house 

παρεκάλει  αυτόν 

ΐνα  μετ'  αύτοΰ  η 

J aims’  daughter 
intercessor 

falls  at  his  feet 

beseeches  him 

άπηλθεν  μετ ’  αντοΰ trouble  with  disciples 

Jesus  comes  to  house is  angered  ( ?) 

goes  in  to  corpse 

κρατησας  της  χειρός 

raises  the  dead 

Neither  of  these  lists  of  parallels  is  so  full  as  the  list  of  those  between  the  raising  of 

Jairus’  daughter  and  the  Lazarus  story.  Consequently  there  is  no  need  to  think  that 
the  story  in  the  longer  text  has  any  closer  relation  to  that  of  the  Gerasene  demoniac 

or  of  Jairus’  daughter  than  the  latter  does  to  the  Lazarus  story.  Since  all  these  stories 
(and  the  others  of  the  same  type,  listed  above)  so  often  parallel  both  the  longer  text 

and  each  other,  it  is  both  unnecessary  and  unlikely  to  suppose  the  longer  text  modeled 

on  any  one  of  them.  They  are  all  examples  of  a  familiar  type  of  ancient  miracle  story 

and  their  similarities  of  content  and  structure  (and  sometimes  even  of  phrasing)  are 

to  be  explained  as  consequences  of  their  common  type,  not  as  traces  of  literary 

dependence. 

B.  The  Lazarus  story 

However,  within  this  type,  the  resurrection  story  in  the  longer  text  is  particularly 

close  to  that  of  Lazarus.  Admittedly  there  are  important  differences  between  them, 

as  Parker  pointed  out  in  his  report:  one  sister  instead  of  two,  nameless  characters, 

the  cry  from  the  tomb,  Jesus’  rolling  away  the  stone  and  himself  raising  the  youth. 
But  similar  differences  are  to  be  found,  for  instance,  even  between  such  synoptic 

parallels  as  the  healing  of  blind  Bartimaeus  in  Mk.  10.46  and  the  healings  of  two 

nameless  blind  men  in  Mt.  9-27ff  and  20.29ff.  And  besides  synoptic  parallels,  the 

Gospels  are  remarkable  for  the  frequency  with  which  the  stories  they  contain  seem 

to  be  different  versions  of  the  same  story.  First  there  are  the  unmistakable  Johannine 

parallels  to  synoptic  accounts — the  cleansing  of  the  temple,  the  feeding  of  the  mul¬ 

titude,  the  walking  on  the  waves,  the  anointing  and  the  passion  story.  Whether  these 

result  from  literary  dependence  or  from  common  tradition  is  a  matter  of  well-known 
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and  unending  dispute,  but  literary  dependence  has  come  to  seem  the  less  likely  expla¬ 

nation  (Haenchen,  Probleme,  and  now  Dodd,  Historical  Tradition).  Next,  there  are  many 

more  remote,  but  unmistakable,  parallels  which  can  best  be  explained  as  divergent 

forms  of  the  same  tradition:  the  call  of  the  first  four  disciples  in  Lk.  and  that  in 

Mk.-Mt. ;  the  miraculous  draft  of  fishes  in  Lk.  and  in  Jn. ;  the  rejection  at  Nazareth  in 

Lk.  and  in  Mk.-Mt.;  the  centurion’s  slave  in  Mt.-Lk.  and  the  nobleman’s  son  in  Jn.; 

the  anointing  in  Lk.  and  in  Mk.-Mt.;  Peter’s  confession  in  Jn.  and  the  synoptics;  the 
parables  of  the  pounds  and  talents  in  Mt.  and  Lk. ;  the  feedings  of  the  multitude  in 

Mk.  (where  two  different  versions  are  found  in  a  single  Gospel) ;  the  sendings  of  the 

twelve  and  the  seventy  (here  the  two  different  versions  are  both  in  Lk.) ;  the  gift 

of  the  power  to  bind  and  loose,  in  Jn.  and  Mt.  (here  two  versions  in  Mt.) ;  the  demand 

for  a  sign  and  the  Beelzebub  charge  (also  two  versions  in  Mt.) ;  the  passion  stories  in 

Lk.  and  in  Mk.-Mt.  How  far  this  variation  may  go,  it  is  hard  to  say.  Richardson, 

for  instance,  thinks  the  ten  lepers  of  Lk.  1 7.1  iff  a  gentile  development  of  that  story 

of  which  an  earlier  version  appears  in  Mk.  i.4off.  The  transfiguration  has  often  been 

thought  a  version  of  some  resurrection  story  (recently  by  Garlston,  Transfiguration , 

but  cf.  Burkill,  Revelation  i6of  and  ni7;  Dodd,  Appearances  25  and  Close ,  passim ;  Bult- 

mann,  Geschichte  65;  etc.;  an  interesting  classification  of  the  material  is  found  in 

Stromsholm,·  Examination  255f).  Even  more — -and  yet  more  remote — examples  will  be 

found  in  Dodd,  Historical  Tradition,  especially  in  part  II,  ch.  1,  pp.  315-334. 

We  shall  come  back  later  to  the  question  of  more  remote  relations,  when  we  con¬ 

sider  the  parallels  between  the  Lazarus  story  and  the  stories  of  Jesus’  resurrection. 
Here  it  is  enough  to  have  established  that  this  sort  of  relation  is  typical  of  Gospel 

material  and  is  found  within  each  of  the  synoptics,  and  between  any  two  of  the 

synoptics,  and  between  each  of  the  synoptics  and  Jn.  Indeed,  related  stories  are  so 

numerous  that  a  more  cautious  and  convincing  type  of  form  criticism  might  have 

resulted  from  the  study,  not  of  types  of  stories,  but  of  these  cases,  in  which  comparison 

might  make  it  possible  to  determine  rather  precisely  the  developments.  See,  for  ex¬ 

ample,  how  the  following  analysis  of  the  Johannine  Lazarus  story,  as  indicated  by 

the  longer  text,  differs  from  the  analyses  proposed  by  Bultmann,  Johannes,  ad  loc., 

and  by  Wilkens,  Erweckung. 

Comparison  of  the  Lazarus  story  in  Jn.  with  that  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  must 

begin  with  the  observation  already  made  by  Parker,  that  both  occur  at  the  same 

place  in  Jesus’  career.  Jesus  has  gone  up  from  Galilee  to  Judea,  and  thence  to  Trans¬ 
jordan.  Therefore  it  is  worthwhile  to  begin  with  the  parallel  between  Jn.  10.40  and 

canonical  Mk.  10.1  and  go  on  from  this  to  the  Lazarus  story: 

10. i 

MARK 

καί  εκεΐθεν  άναστάς  έρχεται  els  τά  όρια  της 

’/ουδ  αίας  καί  πέραν  του  Τορδάνου,  καί 

συνπορευοντα ι  πάλιν  οχλοι  προς  αυτόν,  καί 

ώς  ειώθει  πάλιν  έδιδα σκεν  αυτους. 

JOHN  10. 40-ΙΙ. 54 

40  ELai  άπηλθεν  πάλιν  πέραν  του  Τορδάνου  εις 

τον  τόπον  όπου  ην  ’ Ιωάννης  τό  πρώτον  βαπτίζων, 

41  καί  εμενεν  εκεί,  καί  πολλοί  ηλθον  προς  αυτόν 

καί  ελεγον  ότι  Τωάννης  μεν  σημεΐον  εποίησεν 

ούδε'ν,  πάντα  δε  όσα  εΐπεν  Τωάννης  περί  τουτου 

40.  πρώτον]  ττροτερον  ρ45ΜΘ  fig  at  it 
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42 

2-12  dispute  on  divorce 

13-16  blessing  children 

1 7-23  the  rich  young  ruler 

24-31  sayings  on  rewards 
11 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

32  ήσαν  δε  έν  τή  όδώ  άναβα ίνοντε?  els  ’ /εροσό -  J 

λύμα,  καί  ήν  προάγων  αυτούς  6  ’ Ιησούς , 

καί  έθα μβούντο,  οι  Se  άκολουθούντ€ς  έφο-  8 

βοΰντο.  καί  παραλαβών  πάλιν  τούς  δώδεκα 

ήρζατο  αύτοΐς  λέγ€ΐν  τα  μέλλοντα  αύτω  9 

33  συμβαίν€ΐν,  οτι  ’/δου  άναβαί 'νομ€ν  els  'Iepo- 
σόλυμα ,  και  6  νιος  τον  ανθρώπου  παραδο- 

θήσ€ται  τοΐς  άρχ  ιερεάσιν  και  τοΐς  γpaμμaτeύ-  I Ο 

σιν ,  και  κατακρινοΰσιν  αύτον  θανάτω  και 

παραδώσουσιν  αύτον  τοΐς  eOveaiv  και  έμ- 

34  παίξουσιν  αύτω  και  έμπτύσουσιν  αύτω  και 

μαστιγώσουσιν  αύτον I  I 

καί  άποκτενοσσιν, 

καί  μετά  τρεί?  ημέρας  άναστ^σεται 

12 

13 

ΐ4 

15 

ι6 

150 

αληθή  ήν.  και  πολλοί  ε’πιστευσαν  els  αύτον  ε’κεί 

*Ην  Se  τις  ασθενών,  Λάζαρος  από  Βηθαν las 

έκ  τής  κώμης  Μαρίας  και  Μάρθας  τής  άΒελφή 

αύτής.  ήν  δε  Μαριαμ  ή  αλ€ΐφασα  τον  Κύριο 

μνρω  και  έκμάξασα  τούς  πόδα?  αύτού  τα ΐς  θριζί 

αύτής,  ής  6  άά€λφος  Λάζαρος  ήσθέν€ΐ.  άπεάχτει 

λαν  ονν  αί  άδελ</>αί  προς  αύτον  λέγουσαι,  Kvpu 

toe  ον  (piAeis  a auevet.  ακουσας  oe  ο  Ιησού 

είπεν,  Λύτη  ή  άσθέν€ΐα  ούκ  εστιν  προς  θάνατο 

άλλ’  υπέρ  τής  Βόζης  του  Θεοσ,  ΐνα  Βοζασθή 

i  ιος  του  Oyeov  οι  αυτής,  ήγαπα  oe  ο  Ιησούς  τή 

Μάρθαν  και  την  αδελφήν’  αύτής  και  τον  Λάζαροι 

ώς  οΰν  ήκουσ€ν  οτι  άσ#ενει,  τότε  μεν  έμεινεν  έ 

ώ  ήν  τόπω  Svo  ημέρας·  έπειτα  μετά  τούτο  λέγι 

τοΐς  μαθηταΐς,  ’ Λγωμον  els  την  Λ  ο  vS  αίαν  πάλιι 
λέγουσιν  αύτω  οι  μαθηταί,  Ραββ€ΐ,  νυν  έζήτον 

oe  λιθάσαι  οι  ’/ουδαίοι,  και  πάλιν  ύπάγ€ΐς  ε’κεί 

απεκρισρ  ιησούς,  υυχι  οωοεκα  ωραι  ei  σιν  τη 

ημέρας ;  έάν  τις  ποριπατή  έν  τή  ημέρα,  ού  προσ 

κόπτει,  ότι  το  φως  τού  κόσμου  τούτου  βλέπ€ΐ 

έάν  8έ  τις  περ ιπατή  έν  τή  νυκτί,  προσκόπτει,  οι 

το  φως  ούκ  έστιν  έν  αύτω. 

ταϋτα  είπεν,  και  μετά 

τούτο  λέγ€ΐ  αύτοΐς,  Λάζαρος  6  φίλος  ημών  kckoi 

μηται·  άλλα  πορεύομαι  Γνα  έζυπνίσω  αύτόι 

είπαν  οΰν  οι  μαθηταί  αύτω,  Κύρΐ€,  el  κ€Κθίμηται 

σωθήσ€ται.  είρτ^κει  δε  ό  ’ Ιησούς  περί  τού  θανά 

του  αύτού·  ε’κεινοι  δε  έ'δο^αν  ότι  περί  τής  κοιμή 
TOTe  ούν  είπεν  αύτοΐς σεω?  τού  ύπνου  λέγβι. 

’ Ιησούς  παρρησία,  Λάζαρος  άπε^ανεν,  /  κο 
χαίρω  Si  υμάς,  ΐνα  πιστεόσρτε,  ότι  ούκ  ή  μη 

ε’κεί·  άλλα  άγωμ€ν  προς  αύτον.  είπεν  οΰν  Θωμά 

6  λογόμ€νος  ΔίΒυμος  τοΐς  συνμαθηταΐς,  ’  Αγωμ€ 

42  εκεί]  om  ρ45  ιι8  pc  lat  sy  ac2  bopc  11.  2  δ« 

add  αυτή  X  e:  add  αυτή  η  ρ45  6  ev  ω  ην ]  εττι  τω  ρ45Ι 

7  επειτα]  ειτα  p45vid,66p)  |  τοι$.  om  p45vid,66*  e 
1 1  κ€κοψηται ]  κοιμάται  D  lat,  item  vs.  12  D  latt 
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THE  LONGER  TEXT 

11.23  καί  έρχονται 

εις  Βηθ ανίαν  καί  ήν  εκεί 

μια  γυνή  ής 

ό  αδελφός  αυτής 

.24  άπέθανεν 

καί  έλθούσα 

προσεκύνησε  τον  Ίησούν  καί  λέγει, 

.25  αύτω’  υιέ  Δαβίδ  ελέησόν  με.  οί  δε  μαθηταί 

έπετίμησαν  αυτή,  καί 

.26  όργισθείς  6  Ιησούς 

ιΊ 

ι8 

!9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

καί  ημείς  ινα  άποθάνωμεν  μετ  αύτοΰ.  Έλ- 

θών  οΰν  δ  ’Ιησούς  εύρεν  αύτδν  τέσσαρας  ήδη 

ημέρας  εχοντα  εν  τω  μνημείου,  ήν  δε  Βηθ  ανία 

εγγύς  των  'Ιεροσολύμων  ώς  άπδ  σταδίων  δεκα¬ 

πέντε.  πολλοί  δε  εκ  των  ' Ιουδαίων  έληλύθεισαν 

προς  την  Μάρθαν  καί  Μαριαμ,  Ινα  παραμυθή- 

σωνται  αύτάς  περί  του  αδελφού,  ή  οΰν  Μάρθα 

ώς  ήκουσεν  ότι  Ιησούς  έρχεται,  ύπήντησεν  αύτω’ 

Μαριαμ  δε  εν  τω  οίκου  έκαθέζετο.  εΐπεν  οΰν  ή 

Μάρθα  προς  Ίησούν,  Κύριε,  εί  ής  ώδε,  οΰκ  αν 

aneuavev  ο  αοβλφος  μου.  και  νυν  ο coa  on  οσα  αν 

αίτηση  τον  Θεόν  δώσει  σοι  ό  Θεός,  λέγει  αυτή 

ό  ’ Ιησούς ,  Άναστήσεται  ό  αδελφός  σου.  λέγει 

αύτω  ή  Μάρθα,  Οίδα  ότι  άναστήσεται  εν  τή  άνα- 

στάσει  εν  τή  έσχάτή  ημέρα,  είπεν  αυτή  ό  ’ Ιησούς , 

Έγώ  είμι  ή  άνάστασις  καί  ή  ζωή’  ό  πιστεύων  εις 

εμέ  καν  άποθάνη  ζήσεται,  καί  πας  ό  ζών  καί 

πιστεύων  εις  εμέ  ου  μη  άποθάνη  εις  τον  αιώνα’ 

πιστεύεις  τούτο;  λέγει  αΰτω,  Ναί,  Κύριε·  εγώ 

πεπιστευκα  οτι  συ  ει  ο  Λριστος  ο  ϊ ιος  του  Ιϊ/εου 

ο  εις  τον  κόσμον  ερχόμενος,  καί  τούτο  είποΰσα 

άπήλθεν  καί  έφώνησεν  Μαριαμ  την  αδελφήν 

αυτής  λάθρα  είπούσα,  'Ο  Διδάσκαλος  πάρεστιν 
καί  φωνεΐ  σε.  εκείνη  8e  ώς  ήκουσεν,  εγείρεται 

ταχύ  καί  ήρχετο  προς  αυτόν  οϋπω  δέ  έληλύθει 

ό  Ιησούς  εις  την  κώμην,  άλλ’  ήν  ετι  εν  τω  τόπου 
όπου  ύπήντησεν  αΰτω  ή  Μάρθα,  οί  ούν  Ιουδαίοι 

οί  όντες  μετ  αυτής  εν  τή  οικία  καί  παραμυθού- 

μενοι  αυτήν,  ίδόντες  την  Μαριαμ  ότι  ταχέως 

άνέστη  καί  έζήλθεν.  ήκολούθησαν  αυτή,  δόζαντες 

ότι  υπάγει  εις  το  μνημεΐον  ινα  κλαύση  εκεί,  ή  ούν 

Μαριαμ  ώς  ήλθεν  όπου  ήν  ’ Ιησούς ,  ίδούσα  αυτόν 
έπεσεν  αυτού  προς  τούς  πόδας,  λέγουσα  αΰτω, 

ιε,  ει  ής  ωοε,  ουκ  αν  μου  απεσανεν  ο  αόελφος. 

Ιησούς  οΰν  ώς  είδεν  αυτήν  κλαίουσαν  καί  τούς 

συνελθόντας  αυτή  ’ Ιουδαίους  κλαίοντας,  ένεβρι- 

I  7  Ιησούς ]  add  εις  Βηθανιαν  D  f IJ  33  pm  bopc  1 9  την 

p66  NBW  al;  R]  τας  -περί  p45A(9  f/  Ϊ13  pm  ς:  om  D  (lat) 

21  Κύριε ]  om  B  sys 

25  και  η  ζωη]  om  p45  a  Γ  sys  Cypr  Orpt  28  λαθρα 

(,  ς],  λαθρα)]  σιωπή  D  lat  sy3  29  εγείρεται  ρ45,66ΑΘ 

f  i  Ϊ13  pm  vgcl,w  j]  ηγερθη  NBDW  al  it  vgs  Co;  R  |  ηρχετο 

NBW  pc  it  co;  R]  ερχεται  p45,66AD0  f  1  Ϊ13  pi  lat  9 

33  ενεβριμ  ...  εαυτόν]  (13.  2l)  εταραχθη  τω  πν.  ως 

εμβριμουμενος  p45>66cD(0)  ϊι  dp  sa  ac  ac2 
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άπηλθεν  μετ'  αυτής  els  τον  κήπον  οπού  ην 

το  μνημεΐον 

III  .  I  καί  ευθύς  ηκούσθη  εκ  του  μνημείου  φωνή 

μεγάλη-  καί  προσελθών  6  Ίησοΰς 

.2  άπεκύλισε  τον  λίθον  από  της  θύρας  του 

μνημείου'  καί  είσελθών  ευθύς  οπού  ην  ό 

•  3  νεανίσκος  εξετεινεν  την  χεΐρα  καί  ηγειρεν 

•4  αυτόν'  κρατησας  της  χειρός·  ό  he  νεανίσκος 

εμβλεφας  αυτω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  καί  ηρξατο 

.5  παρακαλεΐν  αυτόν  ΐνα  μετ'  αυτοΰ  ή.  καί 

.6  εξελ θόντες  εκ  του  μνημείου  ηλθον  εις  την 

οικίαν  του  νεανίσκου·  ην  γάρ  πλούσιος. 

.η-ιο  the  nocturnal  initiation 

.10  εκεΐθεν  he  άναστας 

.1 1  €7 τεστρεφεν  εις  το  πέραν  τοΰ  ' Ιορόάνου . 

34  μησατο  τώ  πνεύματι  καί  ετάραξεν  εαυτόν ,  καί 

35  Ππεν,  Που  τεθείκατε  αυτόν;  λεγουσιν  αυτω, 

30  Κύριε ,  ερχου  καί  ιοε.  εοακρυσεν  ο  Ιησούς,  ελε- 

37  Ύον  °νν  οί  Ίουόαΐοί,  "Ihe  πώς  εφίλει  αυτόν,  τινεε 
he  εξ  αυτών  είπαν ,  Ούκ  eStWro  οΰτος  ό  άνοίξας 

τους  οφθαλμούς  τοΰ  τυφλοΰ  ποιησαι  ΐνα  καί 

38  οΰτος  μη  άπ οθόνη ;  ’ Ιησούς  ούν  πάλιν  εμβριμώ- 
μένος  εν  εαυτώ  ερχεται  εις  το  μνημεΐον  ην  he 

39  σπηλαιον ,  καί  λίθος  επεκειτο  επ'  αυτω.  λεγει  ό 

’ Ιησούς ,  ’Άρατε  τον  λίθον,  λεγει  αυτω  η  άhελφη 

τοΰ  τετελευτηκότος  Μάρθα,  Κύριε,  ηάη  όζει' 

40  τεταρταίος  γάρ  εστιν.  λεγει  αύτη  ό  Ίησοΰς,  Ούκ 

είπόν  σοι  ότι  εάν  πιστεύσης  οφη  την  άόξαν  τοΰ 

41  Θεοΰ;  I  ήραν  οΰν  τον  λίθον,  ό  he  Ίησοΰς  ήρεν 

τούς  οφθαλμούς  άνω  καί  είπεν,  Πάτερ,  ευχαριστώ 

42  σοι  ότι  ηκουσάς  μου.  εγώ  he  rjheiv  οτι  πάντοτε 

μου  άκούεις ·  αλλά  h  ιά  τον  οχλον  τον  περιεστώτα 

εΐπον,  ΐνα  πιστεύσωσιν  ότι  συ  με  άπεστειλ ας. 

43  καί  ταΰτα  ειπών  φωνή  μεγάλη  εκραύγασεν, 

44  Λάζαρε,  όεΰρο  εξω.  εξηλθεν  ό  τεθνηκώς  hehe- 
μενος  τούς  πόόας  καί  τάς  χεΐρας  κειρίαις,  καί  η 

όφις  αυτοΰ  σουόαρίω  περιεόεόετο.  λεγει  αύτοΐς  ό 

Ίησοΰς,  Λύσατε  αυτόν  καί  άφετε  αύτόν  ύπάγειν. 

45-53  the  Jews’  reactions  and  plot. 

54  '0  ούν  Ίησοΰς  ούκετι  παρρησία  περιεπάτει  εν 
τοΐς  Ίουόαίοις,  άλλά  άπηλθεν  εκεΐθεν  εις  την 

χώραν  εγγύς  της  έρημου,  εις  Έφράϊμ  λ εγομενην 

πόλιν,  κάκει  εμεινεν  μετά  τών  μαθητών. 

39  V  αδ.  τ.  TereA.]  trsp  post  Μαρθα  D  vg  j^p,h  sa  bo: 

om  Θ  it  sys  ac2  41  λίθον  p66XBDW  α/lat;  R]  add  ου 

ην  A  f /  57p  al  f:  add  ου  ην  ο  τεθνηκώς  κείμενος  f 13  pm 

ς\  add  οπού  εκειτο  η6  44  τεριεόεόετο ]  εδεδετο  ρ45 

54  εκεΐθεν]  om  P45D  579  Pc  lat  Sys  ac2  |  χωράν ]  add 

Σαμφουρειν  D  |  εμεινεν  KBW pc,  R]  διετριβεν  p45,66AD@ 

f 13  pm  latt  co  s 

Comparison  of  these  two  texts  shows  that  the  story  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  is  of 

more  primitive  form  than  that  in  Jn.  The  majority  of  the  contentual  differences 

between  the  two  are  the  results  of  Johannine5  additions,  to  wit: 

Jn.  1 1. 1-2  :  The  preface,  naming  the  hero,  relating  him  to  Mary  and  Martha  of  the 

same  village,  and  identifying  Mary  as  the  woman  who  performed  the  anointing  in 

the  same  village.  The  basis  of  this  was  probably  the  common  name  of  the  village — 

Bethany.  The  naming  of  unknown  characters  and  the  attempt  to  relate  the  characters 

5.  “Johannine”  here  means  “in  style  and/or  content  typical  of  the  present  Gospel  according  to 

John.” 
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of  stories  located  in  the  same  place  are  well-known  secondary  traits  (Bultmann, 

Geschichte  joff,  and  note  in  Erganzungsheft  to  p.  72;  also  256^  338,  and  Johannes 

301  n4  end,  302  ni ;  etc.;  Barrett,  324  on  verse  1  end;  Bauer,  Leben  5i6f).  That  the 

naming  of  Lazarus  is  secondary  even  in  the  Johannine  story  is  persuasively  argued  by 

Eckhardt,  Tod  22ff.  The  doubling  of  the  sister  is  paralleled  by  the  doubling  of  the  blind 

men  in  the  Matthaean  retellings  of  Mk.’s  Bartimaeus  story,  Lk.’s  doubling  of  the 
angel  in  the  resurrection,  etc.  (more  examples  in  Bultmann,  Geschichte  345;  see  further 

below,  on  11.28-31). 

1 1.3:  The  sisters  send  word  to  Jesus.  This  may  be  from  the  story  which  was  known 

to  John,  but  is  probably  an  attempt  to  provide  motivation  for  Jesus’  return  to  Jeru¬ 
salem.  John  was  in  the  habit  of  inventing  historical  explanations:  4.1,45;  5.16,18; 

6.2, i4f,  22ff;  7.1,5,30;  8.20;  n.45f,  53f,  etc. 

1 1. 4-1 5:  The  Johannine  explanation  of  Lazarus’  sickness  and  of  why  Jesus  let 

him  die — to  make  possible  the  miracle,  to  reveal  the  glory  of  God,  and  to  confirm 

the  disciples’  faith  (cf.  9. 3). 6  John’s  use  of  the  passion  prophecy  will  be  discussed 
later.  Here  the  thing  to  be  noted  is  that  his  substitute  for  it,  n.gf  (as  against  Mk. 

ΙΟ·33θ  typically  Johannine  (=  9-40  and  obviously  intrusive  (Bultmann,  Johannes 

304  ni ;  Dodd,  Historical  Tradition  373^6) .  The  misunderstanding  of  a  metaphor  as  an 

excuse  for  Jesus’  explanation  (verses  1 1 — 15)  is  a  standard  Johannine  device  for  intro¬ 

ducing  secondary  material  (3.4;  4.11,33;  6.34,52;  8.22,33,39;  etc.;  Barrett,  1 73-1 74. 

Bultmann’s  distinction  of  different  types  of  misunderstanding — Johannes  304  n6 — is 

unimportant;  this  author  was  not  so  choosy.)  Here  Jesus’  explanation  is  intended  to 
prevent  any  discrediting  of  the  miracle,  which  might  result  if  κεκοίμητοα  were  taken 

literally  and  Lazarus  supposed  to  have  been  merely  cataleptic.  Compare  the  addition 

of  €l8ot€s  otl  άπεθανεν  in  Lk.  8.53  to  prevent  literal  misunderstanding  of  the  similar 

saying  in  8.52  (=  Mk.  5.39),  and  see  below,  on  11.17. 

1 1. 16:  The  report  of  Thomas’  devotion  is  an  edifying  addition  (Barrett,  327  on 
verse  16;  Bultmann,  Johannes  305  n4). 

1 1 . 1 7 :  The  specification  that  the  body  had  been  four  days  in  the  tomb  is  added 

to  magnify  the  miracle  and  to  refute  any  claim  that  Lazarus  was  merely  asleep  (see 

below,  on  1 1.39b  and  44;  also  Barrett,  335  on  verse  39;  Bultmann,  Johannes  305  n6 — 
cf.  ng).  John  likewise  insisted  that  the  blind  man  whom  Jesus  cured  was  born  blind 

and  that  such  a  cure  was  therefore  unheard  of  (9. if,  20,32,  contrast  Mk.  8.22f).John 

also  made  the  centurion’s  slave  into  the  son  of  a  royal  official  (4.46,  cf.  Mt.  8.5;  Lk. 
7.2),  made  Jesus  identify  himself  after  the  resurrection  by  showing  his  wounds  (20.27), 

etc.  These  stories  have  grown  with  time. 

1 1. 18:  The  precise  specification  of  the  distance  from  Jerusalem  to  Bethany  is  an¬ 

other  pseudohistorical  explanation  (it  explains  why  the  Jews  came — they  were  so 

nearby;  so  Barrett,  and  Bultmann,  Johannes ,  ad  loc.).  Thus  it  is  probably  late,  rather 

than  early,  material,  especially  since  it  happens  to  be  incorrect  (Dalman,  Orte  266). 

1 1 . 19 :  The  “chorus  ”  of  Jewish  mourners  (so  Dodd,  Fourth  Gospel  363)  is  introduced 
to  provide  additional  witnesses  to  the  miracle  (Bultmann,  Johannes  306)  as  well  as 

6.  Against  Barrett,  325  on  verse  6,  see  Lightfoot,  Jn.  219  ni,  to  say  nothing  of  the  text,  ασθενεί, 
verse  3. 
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the  standard  Johannine  foil  to  Jesus.  The  mixed  reactions  of  the  Jews — skepticism, 

conversion,  and  talebearing  (verses  37  and  45) — are  also  standard  in  Jn.  (chs.  5-10 

passim ). 

1 1.20-27 :  The  homiletic  conversation  with  Martha  leading  to  the  formal  confession 

of  faith  is  completely  Johannine,  though  the  confession  is  presumably  that  current  in 

John’s  church  (Bultmann,  Johannes  308  n8;  309  n2). 

11.28-31 :  More  “historical”  explanation,  to  get  the  second  sister  and  the  chorus 

into  the  act  (Bultmann,  Johannes  309  n2;  31 1  n3).  With  Mary’s  arrival  (verse  32) 
John  returned  to  the  story  as  it  lay  before  him,  that  is,  to  the  saying  /cupie,  el  ης  a>8e 

/c.r.A.  from  which  he  had  departed  (verse  21)  to  introduce  the  intervening  sermonette. 

(Cf.  the  similar  case  below,  verse  34-37,  and  the  note  on  1 1.38.  Mark  does  the  same 

thing,  2.5b  and  10b,  evidently  it  was  customary.)  The  parallelism  with  the  longer 

text,  which  broke  off  at  verse  21,  now  resumes.  This  indicates  that  the  doubling  of 

the  sisters  was  John’s  work  and  was  not  in  his  source.  He  probably  did  it  to  make 
room  for  both  Mary  and  Martha,  whom  he  knew  as  a  pair  located  in  Bethany.  The 

appeal  KvpLe,  el  ης  a>8e  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  messengers  had  been  sent;  it 

may  be  a  typical  expression  of  faith,  later  “explained”  by  the  story  of  the  sending 
(”•3)· 

11.33:  όν€βρίμησατο  τώ  πν€υματί  καί  erapa^ev  ea υτόν.  The  difficulty  of  explaining 

this  behavior  as  a  consequence  of  the  weeping  of  Mary  and  the  Jews  is  indicated  by 

Barrett’s  contortions  (ad  loc.).  But  καί  όργ taOeis  in  the  longer  text  is  easily  explicable 

as  a  consequence  either  of  the  woman’s  use  of  the  messianic  title  or  the  disciples’ 
rebuke  of  her.  The  disappearance  of  the  appeal  to  the  son  of  David  (a  title  Jn.  never 

uses)  entailed  the  disappearance  of  the  rebuke  and  left  the  anger  unexplained.  John 

(or  his  source)  therefore  substituted  the  vague  and  portentous  καί  όν€βρίμησατο  /c.r.A., 

which  seemed  suitable  as  an  introduction  to  the  miracle  because  of  the  words’  magical 
overtones  (Bonner,  Technique  1 77ff;  Lieberman,  Tosefta  Part  V,  p.  1363).  Jn.  regularly 

differs  from  the  synoptics  by  its  use  of  more  pretentious  language,  with  suggestions 

of  something  miraculous,  mystical,  or  royal,  e.g. :  Mt.  8.5  ||  Jn.  4.46;  Mk.  6.45ff  || 

Jn.  6.i4f;  Mk.  6.53  ||  Jn.  6.21;  Mk.  8.29  |j  Jn.  6.69;  Mt.  18.3  ||  Jn.  3.3;  Mk.  11.8  || 

Jn.  12.13;  Mk.  I4.43ff||  Jn.  i8.3ff;  Mk.  15.37  11  Jn.  19.29^ 

πώς  eplXeL  αυτόν  is  perhaps  intended  to  show  how  the  Jews  twisted  Jesus’ 
innocent  sorrow  into  evidence  for  a  charge  of  homosexuality,  ούκ  eSvva το  οΰτος  6 

ανοίξας  τους  οφθαλμούς  του  τυφλοΰ  πονησαι  ΐνα  καί  οΰτος  μη  αποθάνη  ’  continues  the 

theme  by  applying  to  Jesus  a  commonplace  of  Judeo-Christian  polemic  against  pagan 

divinities  and  thus  attempting  to  discredit  his  miracles;  cf.  Chrysostom,  In  Jo  annem 

homiliae,  ad  loc.)  Aristides,  Apologia  11.3:  Si  igitur  Aphrodite  dea  est  et  amatorem  suum  in 

morte  eius  adiuvare  non  poterat ,  qui  alios  adiuvare  potest?  Et  ut  audiatur  naturam  divinam  in 

lacrimas  <(cf.  Jn.  11.36)  .  .  .  venire  fieri  non  potest.  (Again  11.5,  on  Rhea,  and  6,  on 

Kore.)  The  theme  long  continued  popular;  Wetstein  on  Jn.  11.37  quotes  Ausonius 

on  Zeus  and  Sarpedon.  That  it  was  applied  to  Jesus  appears  also  from  its  use  in  the 

crucifixion  scene,  Mk.  15*31  II  Mt.  27*42,  άλλους  eacvaev,  ea υτόν  ου  όυναται  σώσαι, 

and  in  Midrash  Tannaim  on  Dt.  3.23:  “Before  a  man  put  his  trust  in  flesh  and  blood 
<i.e.,  in  another  man)  and  ask  him  to  save  him,  let  him  <the  proposed  saviour)  save 
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himself  from  death  first.”  The  italicized  words  appear  exactly  in  the  Lucan  parallel 

to  Mk.  15.31  (Lk.  23.35).  John’s  purpose  in  reporting  the  taunt  here  is  the  same  as 

Mark’s  in  the  crucifixion  scene — dramatic  irony  to  emphasize  (1)  the  coming  resur¬ 
rection,  (2)  the  contrast  between  Jesus  and  the  pagan  divinities,  and  (3)  the  error 

of  the  Jews. 

1 1.38:  John  again  returns  to  his  source  by  repeating  the  word  at  which  he  left  it: 

ενεβριμησατο  verse  33,  πάλιν  εμβριμώμενος  verse  38  (cf.  above,  on  11.28—31).  Again 

the  parallelism  to  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  stops  with  the  first  occurrence  of  the  repeated 

word  and  resumes  with  the  second.  This  all  but  demonstrates  that  the  material  be¬ 

tween  the  two  occurrences  was  added  by  John  and  was  unknown  to  the  author  of  the 

longer  text  of  Mk.  (Cf.  Jn.  18.18  and  25,  where  the  repeated  words  evidently  came 

from  a  text  like  Mk.  14.54.  The  evidence  of  the  longer  text  thus  supports  Bultmann’s 

supposition  of  an  interpolation  between  Jn.  18.18  and  25 — Johannes ,  ad  loc. — against 

Dodd,  Historical  Tradition  82  ni.) 

11.396-40:  Another  Johannine  addition  to  magnify  the  miracle  and  explain  its 

purpose;  see  above,  on  11.4-15  and  17,  and  Bultmann,  Johannes  31 1  nn4,6. 

11.4^-42:  This  stage  whisper  to  God — addressed  as  “Father” — (Barrett,  ad  loc.) 
is  clearly  an  interruption  in,  the  story  and  completely  Johannine;  cf.  5.36;  6.57;  7.29; 

9.31 ;  12.28;  1 7. i ;  etc;  and  Bultmann,  Johannes  31 1  n6.  Bultmann  thought  it  obvious 

(“selbstverstandlich,”  ibid.  312)  that  the  words  of  the  prayer  were  not  to  be  heard 
by  the  crowd,  but  Chrysostom  was  almost  certainly  right  in  treating  them  as  public 

instruct 'on  (De  Christi  precibus  contra  anomoeos  IX  end). 
11.44:  The  grave  clothes  are  another  means  of  emphasizing  that  Lazarus  had 

really  been  dead;  see  above,  on  1 1.4-15,  17,  and  38.  It  is  not  likely  that  John  thought 

Lazarus’  moving,  though  bound,  an  additional  miracle;  the  evangelist  would  not 

have  been  averse  to  throwing  in  a  miracle,  but  did  not  visualize  his  scenes  with  suffi¬ 

cient  clarity  to  realize  the  difficulty.  (Contra,  Bultmann,  Johannes  312.) 

1 1.45-46:  The  Jews’  reactions — unmistakably  secondary  in  relation  to  the  structure 
of  the  story,  and  typical  of  John,  cf.  2.23;  7.3 1  fT ;  i2.iof,  42,  etc.;  Barrett,  337. 

i  i.47-54a:  An  independent  tradition,  developed  by  independent  invention.  Its  use 

in  relation  to  the  larger  structure  of  the  Gospel  is  obvious  (Barrett,  337) ;  it  is  inserted 

at  this  point  to  provide  John’s  regular  explanation  for  a  withdrawal  by  Jesus,  since 
a  withdrawal  was  reported  by  his  source  (11.54b  ||  the  longer  text)  and  had  to  be 

“explained.”  Cf.  Jn.  7.1;  8.59;  10.39;  etc· 
This  completes  the  list  of  material  in  Jn.  which  is  unparalleled  in  the  longer  text 

of  Mk.  Every  bit  of  it  is  obviously  secondary  and  obviously  Johannine.  With  the  above 

analysis  that  of  Dodd,  Historical  Tradition  228ff,  can  now  be  compared.  Without 

knowing  the  longer  text,  Dodd  concluded  that  the  Johannine  account  was  a  reworking 

of  an  earlier  story  of  synoptic  type,  which,  however,  he  thought  it  impossible  to 

dissect.  He  remarked — 228  n2 — “as  Johannine  traits.  .  .  the  identification  of  in¬ 

dividual  characters,  the  measurement  of  time  and  space  (two  days,  four  days,  fifteen 

stades),  the  use  of  the  term  ol  Ιουδαίοι.  Locutions  with  a  Johannine  ring  are  ύπ ερ 

της  δόξης  του  θεοΰ,  ΐνα  δοξασθη  6  νιος  του  θεοΰ ,  παρρησία,  χαίρω  δά  υμάς  ίνα  πιστευσητε, 

οσα  αν  αίτηση  τον  θεόν  δώσει  σοι  (cf.  16.23),  €Ψι>  €LS  τ°ν  α^ώνα  (twelves  times  in 
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John,  twice  in  Mark,  once  each  in  Matthew  and  Luke),  ό  εις  τον  κόσμον  ερχόμενος, 

οφη  την  δόξαν  τον  θεόν,  ΐνα  ττιστενσωσιν  ότι  σν  με  άττεστειλας .”  The  agreement  of  this 
list  with  the  results  of  the  above  anslysis  is  clear.  Accordingly  there  can  be  no 

question  that  the  story  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  is  more  primitive  in  form  than  the 

story  of  Lazarus  in  Jn.  Further,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  the  author  of  the 

longer  text  of  Mk.  used,  or  even  knew,  the  Johannine  Lazarus  story.  Had  he  known 

it,  his  text  would  certainly  have  shown  at  least  some  of  the  secondary  Johannine  traits 

listed  above.  Since  it  has  none  of  them,  it  must  be  completely  independent  of 

Jn- These  facts  make  it  possible  to  distinguish,  in  the  Johannine  Lazarus  story,  the 

source  John  used.  It  is  often  recognizable  by  its  parallels  to  the  longer  text.  But  in 

the  material  paralleled  there  are  important  differences:  (i)  The  sisters  are  represented 

as  sending  word  to  Jesus  (above,  on  11.3  and  32).  (2)  The  sister  appeals  to  Jesus 

with  the  cry  κνριε  εΐ  ης  ώδε  κ.τ.λ.,  rather  than  νίε  Δαβίδ,  ελεησόν  με  (on  11.28—31). 

(3)  οργίζομαι  is  replaced  by  εμβριμάομαι  (on  1 1.33)·  (4)  No  φωνή  μεγάλη  is  heard  from 

the  tomb  on  Jesus’  approach.  (5)  The  stone  is  removed  by  persons  unspecified,  not 
by  Jesus  himself.  (6)  Jesus  calls  Lazarus  forth  from  the  tomb  ( φωνή  μεγάλη)  instead 

of  going  in  and  raising  him  by  hand.  (7)  The  Johannine  story  concludes  with  reference 

to  Lazarus’  grave  wrappings  and  Jesus’  order  to  untie  him  (on  11.44),  whereas  the 
story  used  by  the  longer  text  said  nothing  of  these,  but  concluded  with  the  raising. 

( εμβλεφας  αντω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  κ.τ.λ.  probably  comes  from  the  editor,  and  καί  εξε- 

λθόντες  κ.τ.λ.  is  an  editorial  transition  to  the  next  episode.) 

Not  all  of  these  differences-  can  confidently  be  attributed  to  John’s  source.  As 

indicated  above,  the  sisters’  sending  to  Jesus  probably  was  John’s  work;  likewise 

the  replacement  of  οργίζομαι  by  εμβριμάομ at.  The  same  probability  can  be  estab¬ 

lished  for  the  change  in  the  use  of  φωνή  μεγάλη  (4  and  6,  above).  The  cry  from  the 

tomb  would  have  led  many  ancient  readers  to  question  the  miracle.  Had  the  man 

who  was  raised  really  been  dead  ?  Stories  of  persons  who  were  thought  to  have  died 

but  came  back  to  life  were  frequent  in  antiquity  (Plato,  Republic  614b;  Proclus,  In 

Platonis  rem  publicam ,  ed.  Kroll,  II.113;  Kerenyi,  passim’,  Philostratus,  Vita  Apollonii 

IV. 45,  Eus.,  Against  the  Life  of  Apollonius  26  and  31),  and  the  notion  that  the  persons 

“raised”  by  Jesus  had  not  been  really  dead  was  a  frequent  embarrassment  to  Christian 

apologists  (Origen,  Contra  Celsum  II. 48;  GCS,  Origenes,  vol.  12.III.1,  frags.  185-186; 

Ephraem,  Commentaire  VII. 27  p.  77;  Cramer,  I.321  on  Mk.  5.43;  Chrysostom,  In 

Matthaeum  homiliae  31  on  Mt.  9.i8ff).  We  have  seen  above  that  this  embarrassment 

was  already  felt  by  John  and  that  (as  Chrysostom  remarked)  John  emphasized  the 

four  days’  entombment  and  the  smell,  and  so  on,  “that  they  should  not  have  any 

ground  to  disbelieve  that  the  man  whom  (Jesus)  raised  had  been  dead.”  Given  this 
apologetic  concern,  it  is  understandable  that  either  John  or  his  source  should  have 

suppressed  the  voice  from  the  tomb  and  transferred  the  φωνή  μεγάλη  to  Jesus — in 

spite  of  the  fact  that  it  is  somewhat  out  of  character,  as  Cyril  of  Alexandria  remarked 

(In  Johannem,  ad  loc.). 

The  original  significance  of  the  cry  from  the  tomb  is  probably  indicated  by  the 

use  of  φωνή  μεγάλη  in  Mk.,  where  it  occurs  often  at  crises  in  the  relations  between 
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spirits  and  men— see  the  commentary  on  III.  i ,  above.  In  1.26  the  demon  φωνησαν 

φωνή  μεγάΧη  έξήΧθεν;  in  5.7  the  legion  of  demons  κράξας  φωνή  μεγάΧη  respond  with 

a  counter  spell  to  Jesus’  command  that  they  leave  their  victim;  in  Mk.  15.34  Jesus 
himself  εβόησεν  .  .  .  φωνή  μεγάΧη  ΕΧωι  EX ωι  Χαμα  σαβαχθανει,  and  in  15.37  <*</>€1? 

φωνήν  μεγάΧην  εξεττνευσεν  (cf.  Fenton,  Destruction  57)·  In  the  longer  text,  accordingly, 

the  φωνή  μεγάΧη  is  probably  the  cry  of  Death,  departing  from  its  prey:  cf.  Mk.  1.42; 

Lk.  4.39;  I  Cor.  15.26;  Apoc.  6.8;  20.13^  Brandon,  Personification  330b  Death  or  Hades 

releasing  the  soul  of  Lazarus  appears  in  figured  representations  of  the  miracle  from 

the  fifth  century  on,  Millet,  Recherches  233.  Reau,  Iconographie  II.ii.338,  calls  this 

“the  first  version  of  the  miracle  properly  so-called.”  For  these  two  references  I  am 
indebted  to  Meyer  Schapiro.  [Substantially  this  same  interpretation  was  proposed 

independently  by  R.S.,  who  also,  with  T.B.,  suggests  that  there  may  be  a  connection 

between  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  and  Jn.  12.17,  where  the  crowd  accompanying  Jesus  into 

Jerusalem  celebrates  his  miracles  by  declaring  τον  Λάζαρον  εφώνησεν  εκ  του  μνημείου  καί 

ηγει ρεν  αυτόν  εκ  νεκρών.  This  could  have  been  derived  from  the  longer  text  by  sub¬ 

stitution  of  τον  Λάζαρον  for  6  Λάζ  αρος  either  deliberately  or  by  misreading. 

The  possibility  of  misreading,  especially  of  an  Aramaic  text,  can  be  seen  from  the 

Peshitta,  where  Jn.  12.17  reads  k<Ljo  Lea  y»  y»  Were  it  not  for  the 

doubling  of  the  first  y  this  might  represent  6  Λάζαρος  εφώνησεν  εκ  τοΰ  μνημείου,  καί 

<(ό  Ίησοϋς'}  ηγει  ρεν  αυτόν  εκ  νεκρών,  where  the  sequence  of  events  and  the  underlined 
words  are  paralleled  exactly — albeit  with  interruption— in  the  longer  text.]  Such  a 

misreading  (substitution  of  τον  Λάζαρον  for  ό  Λάζαρος)  would  be  psychologically 

likely,  since  Lazarus  was  dead  and  therefore  not  expected  to  call  out.  And  the 

demonological  parallels  given  above  argue  that  the  story  of  the  raising  in  the  longer 

text  of  Mk.  is  primitive.  The  fact  that  it  contains  a  difficulty,  which  the  story  in  Jn. 

does  not,  also  argues  that  it  is  older  than  the  Johannine  form:  difficilior  lectio.  Accord¬ 

ingly,  I  think  John  knew  the  story  in  a  form  similar  to  that  of  the  longer  text,  and  the 

transference  of  the  φωνή  to  Jesus  should  be  attributed  to  him  rather  than  to  his  source. 

We  saw  above  that  it  accords  with  his  apologetic  concerns.  (The  possibility  that 

John’s  source  was  written  in  Aramaic  will  be  of  some  importance  hereinafter.) 
Thus  a  number  of  the  peculiarities  of  the  Johannine  story  are  to  be  referred  to 

John,  along  with  the  obviously  Johannine  interpolations  previously  listed.  However, 

there  is  at  least  one  difference  which  can  more  confidently  be  referred  to  John’s 

source — the  appeal  κύριε,  ει  ης  ώδε,  κ.τ.Χ.,  which  John  repeated  as  a  catchword  in 

verse  32  when  he  came  back  to  his  source  after  his  homiletic  and  explanatory  excursion 

in  verses  23-31  (see  above,  on  1 1.28-31  and  38).  Similarly,  the  differences  as  to  who 

moved  the  stone  (no.  6,  above)  and  how  the  youth  was  raised  (no.  7)  are  probably 

due  to  John’s  source;  at  least,  neither  of  them  is  directly  accounted  for  by  John’s 
peculiar  interests  or  style. 

These  differences  which  can  be  referred  to  John’s  source  afford  reason  to  believe 

that  even  the  source  was  later  in  form  than  the  story  in  the  longer  text. 

In  the  first  place,  the  appeal  κύριε,  ει  ης  ώδε,  ουκ  αν  άττεθανεν  6  άδεΧφός  μου,  is  a 

cry  of  grief  from  the  Church  after  Jesus’  departure  and  an  expression  of  hope  in  a 

future  resurrection,  whereas  υίε  Δαβίδ,  εΧεησόν  με  expresses  the  primitive  Palestinian 
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hope  for  immediate  action  by  a  present,  Davidic  Messiah  (and  was  therefore  dropped 

when  Christianity  moved  away  from  its  Palestinian  Jewish  origins). 

In  the  second  place,  that  Jesus  himself  should  move  the  stone  is  more  likely  to  be 

primitive  than  that  others  should  do  it  for  him.  So  far  as  I  can  recall,  Jesus  is  never 

reported  in  the  Gospels  to  have  done  any  hard  manual  labor — except  for  Jn.’s 

emphatic  “himself  carrying  his  cross”  (19.17),  which  is  the  last  humiliation  before 

crucifixion.  This  lack  of  reference  to  Jesus’  doing  any  manual  labor  is  presumably 

an  attempt  to  make  him  respectable,  like  Matthew’s  alteration  and  Luke’s  omission 

of  Mk.’s  6  τεκτων  (Mk.  6.3  ||  Mt.  13.55;  Lk.  4.22).  The  quite  casual  and  nondogmatic 

way  (contrast  Jn.  19.17)  with  which  the  longer  text  refers  to  Jesus’  removing  the 
stone  makes  it  seem  that  we  have  here  early  material. 

Finally,  it  might  be  argued  on  similar  grounds  that  a  story  which  reports  the 

direct,  physical  method  of  taking  the  hand  and  literally  raising  the  dead  is  probably 

more  primitive  than  one  which  reports  a  raising  by  remote  command.  It  was  re¬ 

marked  above  (commentary  on  II 1. 4)  that  references  to  χειρ  as  an  instrument  of 

supernatural  help  are  substantially  more  frequent  in  Mk.  than  in  the  later  synoptics 

and  Jn.  (10  or  11  in  Mk.,  7  in  Mt.,  5  in  Lk.,  o  in  Jn.)  Notice  also  the  disappearance 

from  Mt.  and  Lk.  of  Markan  miracles  worked  by  physical  means  (7.32-37;  8.22-26) 

and  the  continuation  of  this  tendency  in  later  Christian  apologetics  (Fridrichsen, 

Probleme  61).  Is  it  possible  that  the  Johannine  story  was  also  influenced  by  considera¬ 

tions  of  purity,  to  eliminate  the  reference  to  Jesus’  touching  a  corpse? 

Having  thus  established  grounds  for  belief  that  John’s  source  was  later  than  the 
resurrection  story  in  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  and  differed  from  it  substantially,  we  can 

conclude  that  Jn.  was  independent  of  the  longer  text  no  less  than  it  of  Jn. 

G.  The  order  of  events  in  Mk.  and  Jn. 

This  conclusion  gives  particular  importance  to  the  parallelism  in  order  of  events 

which  appears  between  the  latter  halves  of  Mk.  and  Jn.  once  the  longer  text  is  put 

in  its  place  in  Mk.  This  parallelism  can  best  be  demonstrated  by  an  abbreviated 

synopsis : 

Mk.  6.32  καί  άπηλθον  εν  τω  πλοίω  είς  έρημον 

τόπον  κατ  ίδιαν. 

The  feeding  of  the  five  thousand 

6.45  καί  ευθύς  ηνάγκασεν  τούς  μαθητάς  αυτού 

εμβηναι  είς  το  πλοΐον  καί  προάγείν  είς  το 

πέραν  προς  Βηθσαϊδάν ,  εως  αυτός  απολύει 

τον  οχλον. 

Jn.  6.1  μετά  ταύτα  άπηλθεν  6  Τησοΰς  πέραν 

της  θαλάσσης  της  Γαλίλαίας  της  Τίβεριάδος. 

—  The  feeding  of  the  five  thousand 

6.16— 17a  ώς  δε  όφ ία  εγενετο,  κατεβησαν  οΐ 

μαθηταϊ  αυτού  επί  την  θάλασσαν ,  καί 

εμβάντες  είς  πλοΐον  ηρχοντο  πέραν  της 

θαλάσσης  είς  Καφαρναουμ. 
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— 6.46  καί  άποταζάμενος  αύτοις  άπηλθεν  εις  το 

όρος  προσεύξασθαι. 

The  walking  on  the  sea 

6·54-55^  καί  έζελ θόντων  αυτών  εκ  του  πλοίου 

ευθύς  έπιγνόντες  αυτόν  περιέδραμον  όλην 

την  χώραν. 

Summary :  Jesus’  miracles  of  healing 
The  dispute  on  handwashing 

Trip  to  the  territory  of  Tyre 

The  Syrophoenician 
Return  to  Galilee 

The  dumb  man  ( εφφαθα ) 

The  feeding  of  the  four  thousand 

The  demand  for  a  sign 

The  saying  on  the  leaven  of  the  Pharisees 

—  The  blind  man  of  Bethsaida 

8.27-30  Peter’s  confession  (in  Caesarea 
Philippi) 

Peter  is  Satan 

The  sayings  on  self-sacrifice 

The  transfiguration 

The  demoniac  boy 

9.30-31  κάκεΐθεν  έξελ θόντες  παρεπορεύοντο 

διά  της  Γαλιλαίας,  καί  ούκ  ηθελεν  ΐνα  τις 

γνοΐ·  έδιδα  σκεν  γάρ  τούς  μα  θήτας  αύτοΰ, 

καί  έλεγεν  αύτοΐς  ότι  6  υιός  τού  ανθρώπου 

παραδίδοται  εις  χεΐρας  ανθρώπων  καί 

άποκτενοΰσιν  αύτόν  .  .  . 

The  dispute  on  precedence 

The  stranger  who  exorcized 

The  sayings  on  scandals 

IO.  I  a  καί  έκεΐθεν  άναστας  ερχεται  εις  τα  όρια 

της  Ίουδαίας 

IO.lb  καί  πέραν  τού  Ίορδάνου,  καί  συνπορεύ- 

ονται  πάλιν  οχλοι  προς  αύτόν,  καί  ώς  ειώθει 

πάλιν  έδιδα  σκεν  αύτους. 

(6. 1 5  Ιησούς  ούν  γνούς  οτι  μέλλουσιν  έρχεσθαι 

καί  άρπάζειν  αύτον  ίνα  ποιησωσιν  βασιλέα , 

ανεχώρησεν  πάλιν  εις  το  ορος  αύτός  μόνος.) 

=  The  walking  on  the  sea 

6.24—^ 25a  οτε  ούν  είδεν  ό  οχλος  ότι  ’ Ιησούς 
ούκ  εστιν  εκεί  ούδέ  οι  μαθηταί  αύτοΰ , 

ένέβησαν  αυτοί  εις  τα  πλοιάρια  καί  ηλθον 

εις  Καφαρναουμ  ζητοΰντες  τον  Ίησοΰν.  καί 

εύρόντες  αύτόν  .  .  . 

=  Discussion:  Jesus  is  the  bread  of  life 

=  6.66-69  Peter’s  confession  (in  Caper¬ naum  ?) 

=  Judas  is  a  devil 

7.1  καί  μετά  ταΰτα  περιεπάτει  ό  ’ Ιησούς  εν 

τη  Γαλιλαία ·  ού  γάρ  ηθελεν  εν  τη  ̂  Ιούδα  ία 

περιπατεΐν,  ότι  έζητουν  αύτόν  οι  ’ Ιουδαίοι 
άποκτειναι. 

Jesus’  brothers  taunt  him 

7.IO  ώς  δε  άνέβησαν  οι  άδελφοί  αύτοΰ  εις  την 

εορτήν,  τότε  καί  αύτός  άνέβη  .  .  . 

The  disputes  in  Jerusalem 

The  man  born  blind 

The  sayings  on  the  door  to  the  sheep 

The  appeal  to  the  witness  of  his  works 

IO.40— 41a  καί  άπηλθεν  πάλιν  πέραν  τού 

Ίορδάνου  εις  τον  τόπον  όπου  ην  ’ Ιωάννης 

τό  πρώτον  βαπτίζων,  καί  ’έμενεν  εκεί,  καί 
πολλοί  ηλθον  προς  αύτόν. 
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The  question  on  divorce 

The  blessing  on  children 

The  rich  young  ruler 

The  sayings  on  scandals 

IO.32  ησαν  δε  εν  rfj  όδώ  άναβαίνοντες  είς 

'Ιεροσόλυμα,  καί  ην  προάγων  α  ντους  ό 

’ Ιησούς,  καί  εθαμβοΰντο,  οί  δε  άκολουθοϋντες 

εφοβοΰντο. 

Jesus’  prophecy  of  his  own  passion  and 
resurrection 

Longer  text:  The  Lazarus  story 

The  nocturnal  initiation 

(The  Jews’  plot,  Mk.  14. 1-2,  infra) 
III.  IO— I  I  εκε ΐθεν  δε  άναστάς  επεστρε φεν  είς 

το  πέραν  του  Ίορδάνου. 

Mk.  The  question  of  James  and  John 

Longer  text:  The  events  in  Jericho 

Mk.  Bartimaeus 

The  entry  of  Jerusalem 

The  cursing  of  the  fig  tree 

The  cleansing  of  the  Temple 

The  fig  tree  found  withered 

The  question  as  to  Jesus’  authority 
The  parable  of  the  rented  vineyards 

Questions  by  Herodians,  Sadducees  and 
a  scribe 

The  question  as  to  the  son  of  David 

The  widow’s  mite 

The  prophecy  of  the  destruction  of  the 

Temple 

The  prophecy  of  the  end 

The  Jews’  plot 

The  anointing  in  Bethany 

(The  entry  of  Jerusalem,  Mk.  11.1-10, 
supra) 

The  preparation  for  the  last  supper 

The  last  supper 

The  passion  story 

The  preface  to  the  Lazarus  story 

1 1.7—8  επειτα  μετά  τούτο  λεγει  τοΐς  μαθηταΐς, 

άγωμεν  είς  την  Ίουδ αίαν  πάλιν,  λεγουσιν 

αυτώ  οι  μαθηταί,  Ραββε ι,  νυν  εζητουν  σε 

λιθάσαι  οί  Ιουδαίοι ,  καί  πάλιν  υπάγεις  εκεί ; 

Jesus’  announcement  of  Lazarus’  death 

and  prophecy  of  his  resurrection 
The  Lazarus  story 

The  Jews’  reaction  and  plot 

1 1 .54  6  ούν  Ίησοϋς  ούκετι  παρρησία  περιε- 
πάτει  εν  τοΐς  Ίουδαίοις,  άλλα  άπηλθεν 

εκεΐθεν  είς  την  χώραν  εγγύς  της  έρημου ,  είς 

Έφραιμ  λεγομενην  πόλιν,  κάκεΐ  εμεινεν 

μετά  των  μαθητών. 

(The  entry  of  Jerusalem,  Jn.  12. 12-19, 

infra) 

(The  cleansing  of  the  Temple,  Jn.  2.13- 

!7) 

(The  question  as  to  Jesus’  authority,  Jn. 

2.18) 

(The  prophecy  of  the  destruction  of  the 

Temple,  Jn.  2.19-22) 

(The  Jews’  reaction  and  plot,  Jn.  11.47- 

54,  supra) The  anointing  in  Bethany 

The  entry  of  Jerusalem 

The  request  of  the  Greeks 

The  Evanglist’s  comments  on  the  Jews 

Jesus’  declaration  of  his  mission 

The  footwashing 

The  last  supper 

The  passion  story 
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In  this  synopsis  the  things  which  require  explanation  are  the  continued  parallelism 

of  the  geographical  framework  (shown  by  the  verses  quoted  in  Greek)  and  the  near¬ 

identity  in  order  of  those  larger  elements  which  the  two  Gospels  have  in  common. 

Of  these  elements  (indicated  by  the  equal  sign)  three— the  cleansing  of  the  Temple, 

the  question  as  to  Jesus’  authority,  and  the  prophecy  of  the  Temple’s  destruction — 
are  not  properly  in  question,  since  they  appear  in  Jn.  2.  (However,  it  is  interesting 

to  note:  [1]  that  in  Jn.  2  they  appear  in  the  same  order  as  they  do  in  Mk.  1 1  —  1 3 ;  [2] 

that  the  Streitgesprache,  with  which  they  are  closely  connected,  are  in  Mk.  divided 

between  2. 1-3.6  and  11. 27-12. 37.  These  facts  suggest  that  their  material  derives  in 

part  from  an  independent  block  of  tradition  which  had  some  connection  with  an 

early  stage  in  Jesus’  career — a  suggestion  to  which  we  shall  return  later.)  Of  the 
other  12  major  elements  listed  as  common  to  Mk.  (including  the  longer  text)  and 

Jn.,  all  occur  in  the  same  order,  save  that  Jn.  has  the  entry  of  Jerusalem  after  the 

Jews’  plot  and  the  anointing,  and  Mk.  has  it  before  them. 
This  coincidence  in  order  of  so  many  events  can  hardly  be  accidental.  Yet,  it  seems 

unlikely  that  John  used  Mk.  or  Mark,  Jn.  (Haenchen,  Probleme;  numerous  studies  of 

detail  by  Buse;  more  recently  Smith,  Jn.  12.12;  and  above  all  Dodd,  Historical  Tradi¬ 

tion).  And  we  have  already  seen  evidence  that  the  longer  text  and  Jn.  were  independ¬ 

ent  developments  of  a  common  source,  possibly  in  Aramaic,  from  which  Jn.  was 

separated  by  at  least  two  removes  (since  his  immediate  source  was  later  in  form  than 

the  story  in  the  longer  text).  Evidence  for  the  independence  of  Jn.  and  canonical  Mk. 

is  to  be  found  in  the  great  differences  of  form  between  some  of  the  elements  common 

to  them:  Peter’s  confession,  the  curse  on  Peter  (“Simon”)  or  Judas  (“the  son  of 

Simon”),  the  anointing,  the  last  supper,  and  the  passion  story.  Most  of  these  were 

mentioned  above  as  “remote,  but  unmistakable  parallels,  which  can  best  be  explained 

as  divergent  forms  of  the  same  tradition.” 
The  same  relation  seems  to  hold  between  the  elements  of  the  geographical  frame. 

They  are  undeniably  parallel,  and  in  outline  their  accounts  of  Jesus’  movements  are 

substantially  identical.7  But  the  verbal  coincidences  between  them  are  trivial  ( άπηλθον , 
τούς  μαθητας  αυτού,  εμβηναι  εις  π λοΐον,  πέραν,  εις  το  ορος,  της  Γαλιλαίας,  ονκ  ηθελεν, 

άποκτενοϋσιν,  etc.)  and  the  differences,  not  only  of  wording,  but  also  of  content,  are 

so  substantial  that  it  would  be  implausible  to  suppose  either  author  got  them  from 

the  other  (especially  since  material  of  this  sort  is  for  the  most  part  theologically  un¬ 

important  and  therefore  not  likely  to  suffer  deliberate  changes).  Therefore  their 

continual  parallelism  and  substantial  differences  must  be  explained  by  supposition 

of  a  common  source  of  which  both  authors  used  different  developments. 

7.  Mk.  IO. I,  καί  έκε ίθεν  άναστάς  έρχεται  εις  τα  όρια  της  Ίουδαίας  καί  πέραν  τον  ’ Ιορδάνου ,  has 

often  been  thought  corrupt,  or  “explained”  as  meaning  the  reverse  of  what  it  says.  However,  neither 

treatment  is  necessary,  and  the  plain  sense  of  the  verse  as  it  stands  (he  went  first  to  Judea  and  then  to 

Transjordan)  is  supported  not  only  by  the  parallels  in  Jn.,  but  also  by  the  independent  tradition  in 

Lk.  9.5  iff  and  17.11.  See  the  discussion  in  Taylor,  ad  toe.  [C.R.  suggests  that  the  text  of  Mk.  10.1  as 

given  above  may  have  been  produced  by  abbreviation,  that  is,  by  omission  of  the  stories  ol  what  hap¬ 

pened  in  Judea.  He  compares  Mk.  7.31,  where  the  strange  geography  (from  Tyre  through  Sidon  to  the 

Sea  of  Galilee  in  the  midst  of  the  Decapolis)  is  possibly  the  result  of  amalgamation  of  parts  of  a  number 

of  introductory  notices.] 
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The  same  conclusion  is  indicated  again  by  the  fact  that  in  both  Gospels  the  parallel 

episodes  stand  in  the  same  relation  to  the  parallel  framework;  that  is,  the  same  events 

occur  not  only  in  the  same  order,  but  also  in  the  same  places  in  the  parallel  frames, 

and  are  thus  for  the  most  part  located  in  the  same  geographic  places.  Here  again 

there  are  discrepancies  sufficient  to  make  it  unlikely  that  either  author  used  the  other, 

but  insufficient  to  obscure  the  basic  identity  of  the  outlines. 

Finally,  the  similarities  demonstrated  by  the  above  synopsis  would  be  increased 

yet  further  if  we  were  to  accept  the  theory  of  Dodd  [Close)  and  Huffmann  ( Sources 

128)  that  Mk.  8.1-26  and  Mk.  6.30-7.37  are  variant  forms  of  the  same  body  of 

tradition.  This  theory  yields  for  Jn.  6.1-65  a  double  set  of  Markan  parallels  which 

cannot  plausibly  be  explained  as  accidental  coincidence  of  editorial  constructions, 

especially  because  the  coincidence  lies  less  in  matters  of  wording  (which  might  be 

editorial  formulas)  than  in  the  order  of  events  which  are  not  obviously  identical  but 

turn  out,  one  after  another,  to  be  basically  similar.  Discussion  of  Dodd’s  theory  would 
be  irrelevant  for  our  present  purpose,  but  his  evidence  strengthens  materially  the 

already  strong  case  to  be  made  from  the  synopsis  printed  above.  Incidentally, 

although  when  he  wrote  Close  Dodd  was  of  the  opinion  that  his  data  were 

evidence  of  John’s  use  of  Mk.  (p.  288),  he  has  since  changed  his  mind  and  treated 
them  as  evidence  of  the  dependence  of  both  Gospels  on  common  tradition  ( Fourth 

Gospel  448ff;  Herrnworte  and  Historical  Tradition ,  passim ). 

It  seem.?  unlikely,  however,  that  oral  tradition  should  account  for  so  extended  an 

agreement  in  order — particularly  since  the  events  and,  even  more,  the  geographical 

references  reported  do  not  seem  to  be  connected  by  any  coherent  plot  which  would 

fix  their  order  in  the  narrator’s  memory.  If  we  therefore  suppose  a  common  written 
source,  how  can  we  account  for  the  differences  between  the  Gospels,  and  especially 

for  the  differences  between  the  material  they  have  in  common  (which  probably  came 

from  the  source)  ?  The  source  may  have  been  in  Aramaic  and  the  differences  may 

result  in  part  from  different  translations.  Into  these  different  translations  both  Mark 

and  John  would  then  have  inserted,  chiefly  from  other  sources,  the  additional  material 

peculiar  to  their  own  Gospels.  These  suggestions  obviously  resemble  those  of  Dodd, 

Framework ,  on  which  there  have  been  many  attacks — for  example,  Nineham,  Order, 

Robinson,  Quest  486!,  and  Trocme,  Formation  23ff.  See  Dodd’s  reply  to  Nineham  in 
Historical  Tradition  233  n2.  In  the  same  book,  235ff,  Dodd  picked  out  of  Jn.  a  number 

of  transitional  passages  which  he  thought  derived  from  material  akin  to  that  of  the 

synoptics.  Of  these,  three  (Jn.  7.1-2;  10.40-42;  11.54)  occur  after  6.1,  where  the 
parallelism  which  we  have  observed  begins.  All  three  of  these  can  now  be  seen  to 

be  paralleled  in  Mk.  (1 1.54  in  the  longer  text).  Clearly,  this  does  not  settle  the  matter. 

But  the  new  evidence  is  strong  prima  facie  support  for  Dodd.  And  the  question  is 

important.  If  a  good  part  of  the  content  of  a  common  source  can  be  discovered  by 

comparison  of  Mk.  and  Jn.,  we  shall  have  not  only  some  notion  of  an  extremely 

early  Gospel,  but  also  good  indications  of  the  peculiar  elements  of  the  Markan  and  the 

Johannine  traditions,  as  evidenced  by  their  additions  to  this  source. 

That  some  of  the  Markan  insertions  were  made  late  in  the  development  of  Mk. 

is  suggested  by  the  coincidence  ofjn.  with  Lk.  in  most  of  Lk.’s  “great  omission”  of 162 
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Mk.  6.46-8.26.  We  need  not,  however,  suppose  that  either  John  or  Mark  copied  his 

source  whole.  Each  may  have  omitted  or  reworked  parts  of  it.  In  Jn.  11.7-16,  for 

instance,  it  is  plausible  to  suppose  that  John  reworked  the  incoherent  elements  of  the 

source  (reflected  by  canonical  Mk.  and  the  longer  text)  into  a  coherent  preface  to 

the  resurrection  of  Lazarus.  Reworking  of  the  Johannine  preface  into  the  incoherent 

material  now  found  in  Mk.  and  the  longer  text  is  incredible.  Again,  neither  Jn.’s 

omission  of  the  nocturnal  initiation  nor  the  longer  text’s  inclusion  of  it  is  proof  that 
it  was  not — or  was — in  their  common  source. 

But  the  facts  that  both  Jn.  and  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  do  include  the  resurrection 

story,  that  both  locate  it  at  the  same  place  in  their  outline,  and  that  both  introduce 

it  and  follow  it  by  similar  pieces  of  framework — these  facts  make  it  likely  that  the 

resurrection  story  was  part  of  the  common  source  on  which  both  Mk.  and  Jn.  were 

dependent.  But  if  the  story  was  in  Mk.’s  source  it  was  probably  in  the  earliest  form 
of  Mk.  If  so,  we  should  suppose  that  the  canonical  text  of  Mk.  was  produced,  at  least 

in  this  instance,  by  abbreviation  of  the  earlier,  longer  text.  We  shall  have  later  to 

weigh  this  conclusion  against  the  opposite  one,  reached  above  from  consideration  of 

the  stylistic  evidence. 

Before  leaving  the  relation  of  the  Johannine  Lazarus  story  to  the  resurrection  story 

in  the  longer  text,  it  should  be  noted  that  both  have  a  number  of  parallels  to  the 

stories  of  Jesus’  resurrection.  This  is  easily  explicable.  The  similarity  of  content  would 
necessitate  some,  chance  might  account  for  others,  the  tendencies  to  assimilate  the 

phrasing  of  similar  stories  and  to  regard  Lazarus’  resurrection  as  a  prefiguring  of 

Jesus’  would  produce  yet  more.  Accordingly  it  is  not  surprising  that  a  tomb  located 
in  a  garden  and  closed  by  a  stone  which  had  to  be  rolled  away  should  appear  in 

the  stories  of  both  resurrections.  (As  we  saw  above  on  Jn.  1 1.37,  John  also  included 

in  his  Lazarus  story  the  same  sort  of  polemic  material  which  Mk.  put  in  his  crucifixion 

scene,  and  for  the  same  purpose — dramatic  irony  before  the  resurrection.)8 

8.  But  there  is  one  further  parallel  between  Jn.  and  canonical  Mk.  which  deserves  attention:  Jn. 

insists  that  Lazarus  was  raised  on  his  fourth  day  in  the  tomb  (11.17,39,  emphatic  repetition).  The 

passion  prophecies  of  Mk.  8.31,  9.31,  and  10.34  date  Jesus’  resurrection  μετά  τρεις  ημέρας,  which 

might  mean  “on  the  fourth  day.”  This  is  why  the  date  was  changed  to  τη  τρίτη  ημέρα  by  Matthew  in 

all  instances  and  by  Luke  in  two.  (In  the  third — 9.44— Luke  eliminated  the  date  entirely.  Note  also  the 

correction  by  the  copyists  of  Mk.,  Williams,  Alterations  45.)  For  the  meaning  of  the  expression  in  Mk. 

cf.  Mk.  9.2,  where  μετά  ημέρας  εξ  presumably  means  “on  the  seventh  day” — as  shown  by  the  parallel 

in  Ex.  24.16 — no  doubt  for  Sabbatarian  or  numerological  reasons  (Lohmeyer,  Grundmann).  LXX  uses 

μετά  with  a  number  of  days  to  indicate  the  day  following  the  number  given.  [C.R.  remarks  that  this  is 

particularly  clear  from  the  parallelism  in  Hosea  6.2:  ύγιάσει  ημάς  μετά  8υο  ημέρας,  έν  τη  ημέρα  τη 

τρίτη  άναστησόμεθα.]  (On  this  the  third-day  resurrection  tradition  may  have  been  built.)  See  also  Dan. 

1. 15  (LXX),  with  which  cf.  Theodotion;  Gen  7.10;  8.3,6,  etc.  Luke  seems  to  have  understood  Mk.’s 

μετά  ημέρας  εξ  in  9.2  as  meaning  “on  the  seventh  day,”  since  his  ωσεί  ημέραι  οκτώ  (9.28)  are  probably 

the  7  days  of  Mk.  plus  1  for  the  day  from  which  the  count  began  (so,  on  Mk.,  Swete,  followed  by 

Lagrange  and  Klostermann;  on  Lk.,  Creed,  followed  by  Luce;  contra,  Rengstorf).  Later  on,  however, 

both  Mk.  (chs.  15-16)  and  Jn.  (19-20)  date  the  resurrection  on  the  third  day  after  the  crucifixion. 

Therefore  the  expectation  of  a  resurrection  on  the  fourth  day  is  so  odd  that  its  appearance  in  the 

Markan  passion  prophecies  and  the  Johannine  Lazarus  story  may  be  thought  evidence  for  the  hypo¬ 

thesis  that  John  used  a  source  like  that  of  Mk.-plus-the-longer-text,  in  which  the  Lazarus  story  was 

closely  connected  to  a  resurrection  prophecy  of  the  Markan  type.  The  only  (?)  other  traces  of  the 
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D.  Relation  of  the  new  material  to  the  structure  of  Mk. 

Now  we  turn  to  the  evidence  of  Mk.  itself  as  to  whether  or  not  the  canonical  text 

is  an  abbreviation  of  the  longer  one. 

I.  POSITION  IN  THE  “HISTORICAL  OUTLINE” 

The  longer  text  reports  that  the  dead  man’s  sister  addressed  Jesus  publicly  by  the 

messianic  title  “son  of  David”  and  that  the  disciples  rebuked  her.  This  is  an  example 

of  the  Markan  motif  of  the  “messianic  secret”  which  is  always  being  let  slip  and  then 

hushed  up— the  closest  parallels  are  in  i.24f;  3.1  if;  8.2gf;  9.9,306;  10.48;  a  recent 

discussion  is  Burkill’s  Revelation  esp.  62ff.  In  canonical  Mk.  the  title  “son  of  David” 
first  appears  in  10.47  (the  Bartimaeus  story)  and  is  difficult  to  explain  there.  People 

had  not  been  saying  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah  (Mk.  6.i4f;  8.28).  Only  Peter  had 

guessed  it  (8.29) ;  and  he  and  the  others  who  heard  him  had  been  warned  to  keep  it 

secret  (8.30).  How,  then,  did  the  title  indicative  of  this  secret  get  into  the  mouth  of 

the  beggar  Bartimaeus,  outside  Jericho  (10.47)  ?  This  question  was  asked  by  Ebeling 

(. Messiasgeheimnis  92)  with  the  confidence  that  it  would  be  historically  insoluble.  The 

longer  text  does  not  supply  a  historical  solution,  but  it  does  present  a  sequence 

of  facts  from  which  historical  imagination  can  create  an  understandable  sequence  of 

events.  For  between  Peter’s  confession  and  Bartimaeus’  appeal  it  puts  first  the  use  of 
the  title  by  one  of  the  women  of  a  family  with  which  Jesus  was  intimate  (Jn.  11.5) 

and  then  a  visit  by  this  woman  to  Jericho,  where  (or  before  which)  she  had  some 

sort  of  difference  with  Jesus  such  that  he  did  not  “receive”  or  “welcome”  her  and 
her  companions.  By  the  time  he  left  the  city,  even  the  beggar  by  the  roadside  knew 
he  claimed  to  be  the  son  of  David. 

This  argument  might  have  been  well  received  fifty  years  ago.  Today  the  reader 

will  object:  (1)  Whatever  may  be  thought  of  the  primitive  outline  of  Mk.,  the  present 

order  of  events  is  not  in  detail  historically  reliable  (Schmidt,  Rahmen).  (2)  The  intro¬ 

ductory  inventions  in  Jn.  1 1.1-5  are  unreliable  (see  the  comments  above)  and  cannot 

be  used  to  prove  Jesus’  intimacy  with  the  family  of  the  deceased;  in  the  longer  text 

of  Mk.  the  sister  appears  without  any  introduction  and  her  usage  of  the  title  “son 

of  David”  is  no  more  explicable  than  Bartimaeus’.  (3)  A  likely  “historical”  explan¬ 
ation  which  would  account  for  a  given  sequence  of  events  is  not  necessarily  true.  To 

demonstrate  its  truth  one  would  have  to  demonstrate  that  no  other  explanation  was 

equally  likely  and  that  what  did  happen  was  what  was  most  likely  to  happen  (often 

not  the  case).  Such  demonstration  is  impossible  in  the  present  instance,  therefore 

this  possibly  historical  construction  is  of  little  value  as  evidence  for  the  question  of 

whether  the  longer  text  was  prior  to  the  shorter  one  or  vice  versa. 

expectation  are  Mt.  1 2.40;  27.63 ;  and  the  western  text  of  Acts  10.40 — another  example  of  the  corruption 

of  the  western  text  by  the  influence  of  this  section  of  Mk.  (Stendahl,  School ,  has  argued  that  Mt.  12.40 

is  a  later  insertion.  Trocme,  Formation  180  and  n24,  also  remarked  the  difficulty  and  drew  from  it  the 

conclusion  that  the  original  Mk.  did  not  contain  chs.  14-16.  But  if  a  later  interpolator  could  overlook 

such  contradictions,  so  could  an  original  compiler.  The  material  is  better  evidence  for  diversity  of 

tradition  than  for  details  of  literary  history.) 
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2.  PARALLELS  TO  THE  TRANSFIGURATION  AND  PASSION  STORIES 

More  important  is  the  fact  that  insertion  of  the  quotations  from  the  longer  text 

into  canonical  Mk.,  at  the  places  Clement  indicates,  enables  us  to  present  three 

important  sections  of  Mk.  as  parallel  constructions  showing  the  same  basic  pattern. 

Mk.  8.29:  Peter’s  confession 
of  faith 

(Mt.  16.17:  Jesus’  blessing 
of  Peter.) 

Mk.  8.31:  Jesus’  prophecy 
of  his  passion. 

8.32:  Peter  rejects  Jesus’ 
teaching  (an  expression  of 

his  love  for  Jesus). 

8.33 :  Jesus  calls  Peter  Satan. 

8.34:  Jesus’  demand,  Deny 
yourself  and  follow  me ,  Lose 

your  life  for  me. 

8.34:  Implies  Jesus’  passion. 

9.1:  Jesus’  prophecy,  Some 
shall  not  taste  death.10 

9.2 :  μετά  ημέρας  έξ. 

9-2ff:  Transfiguration  ap¬ 

pearance  (in  white)  to 

Peter,  James,  and  John. 

Mk.  10.20:  A  man’s  pro¬ 
fession  of  good  works. 

10.21  :  Jesus  loved  the  man 

(a  youth,  Mt.  19.20). 

10.21:  Jesus’  demand,  For¬ 
sake  all  and  follow  me. 

10.22:  The  man  rejects 

Jesus’  teaching. 

10.23:  Jesus  declares  that 

the  man  can  hardly  enter 

the  kingdom. 

10.28:  Peter’s  claim,  We 

have  forsaken  all  and followed 

you. 

10.32:  Jesus’  prophecy  of 

his  passion. 

Longer  Text:  Resurrection 

of  the  man  (a  youth).  His 

love  for  Jesus. 

LT :  μβθ ’  ημέρας  έζ. 

LT :  Teaching  of  the  mystery 

to  the  youth  (in  white).12 

(Lk.  22.31  :  Jesus’  prayer  for 

Peter.)9 Mk.  14.27:  Jesus’  prophecy 
of  his  passion. 

14.29:  Peter  rejects  Jesus’ 
teaching  (an  expression  of 
his  love  for  Jesus). 

14.30:  Jesus’  prophecy  that 
Peter  will  deny  him. 

14.31:  Peter’s  promise, 
Though  it  cost  me  my  life, 

I  shall  not  deny  you. 

1 4. 53 if:  Jesus’  passion. 

(Supposed  but  not  reported: 

Jesus’  resurrection.) 

16.  i  :  έη,αγβνομένου  τον 

σαββάτον.11 

16.5:  A  youth  in  white  ap¬ 

pears,  anouncing  the  res¬ 

urrection.13 9.  Note  the  similarity  between  Lk.’s  prayer  for  Peter  (that  Satan  shall  not  prevail  over  him,  that  he 

shall  strengthen  the  brethren)  and  Mt.’s  blessing  of  Peter  (the  Church  shall  be  built  on  him  and  Hell 

shall  not  prevail  over  it).  Furthermore,  Lk.’s  prayer  follows  Jesus’  teaching  that  greatness  is  service  and 

the  promise  that  in  Jesus’  kindom  the  twelve  shall  sit  on  thrones.  This  is  akin  to  the  request  of  the  sons 

of  Zebedee  to  sit  at  Jesus’  right  and  left  hands  in  his  kingdom  and  Jesus’  reply  that  greatness  is  service. 

And  this  request  and  reply  immediately  follow  the  second  passage  shown  here  (Mk.  10.20-34  plus  the 

longer  text). 

10.  This  verse  is  probably  to  be  connected  with  the  Lazarus  story  and  the  expectation  that  the 

beloved  disciple  would  never  die,  an  expectation  also  attributed  to  events  in  a  resurrection  appearance 

(Jn.  21.23).  Eckhardt’s  denial  of  the  relationship  ( Tod  i6f)  does  not  allow  for  the  fluidity  in  form  of 
traditional  material  nor  the  importance  of  the  common  tradition  (demonstrated  above)  behind  Mk. 

and  Jn. 

11.  In  its  present  Markan  context  this  cannot  mean  μεθ'  ημέρας  εξ;  yet  σάββατον  is  used  in  the  very 

next  verse  to  mean  “week,”  and  both  Matthew  (28.1)  and  Luke  (24.1)  so  changed  the  construction  as 

to  eliminate  the  ambiguity.  Is  it  accidental  that  the  rejected  sense  should  accord  so  closely  with  the 

two  parallels? 

12.  [K.S.  suggests  that  Mk.  10.35-45  is  related  to  10.32-34  as  is  8.32-33  to  8.31.]  This  I  doubt. 

There  is  no  rejection  of  Jesus  and  no  curse  on  the  apostles. 

13.  Note  that  Mk.  16.7  promises  a  resurrection  appearance,  presumably  with  some  teaching  (secret?). 

It  may  or  may  not  be  supposed  that  this  was  the  appearance  to  Peter  (Lk.  24.34;  I  Cor.  15.5)  of  which 

the  disappearance  is  one  of  the  most  suggestive  mysteries  of  early  Christian  tradition.  (The  attempted 

solution  by  Annand,  He  Was  Seen,  does  not  convince  me.) 
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These  texts  seem  to  follow  the  same  basic  pattern :  acceptance,  blessing,  demand  for 

sacrifice,  rejection,  curse;  renewed  demand  for  sacrifice,  Jesus’  fulfilment  of  the 

demand,  resurrection,  and,  one  week  later,  revelation  of  the  mystery.14  Yet  it  would 

seem  also  that  the  expression  of  this  basic  pattern  has  been  carried  out  with  consider¬ 

able  differences  even  as  to  the  most  important  points:  Mk.  8.34  does  not  explicitly 

foretell  or  report  Jesus’  passion,  but  merely  implies  it,  and  Mk.  16.  iff  merely  implies 
the  resurrection;  but  the  implication  is  certain  in  both  instances,  so  there  is  no 

denying  the  identity  of  the  basic  pattern.  Similarly,  in  8.29-9.10  and  in  10.20-34 

plus  the  longer  text,  the  pattern  is  presented  in  concentrated  form  with  relatively 

little  extraneous  material,  whereas  in  14.27-16.8  it  is  worked  into  the  much  larger 

passion  story  in  which  the  earlier  parts  of  it  (14.27-31)  appear  as  an  excrescence 

unimportant  to  the  course  of  the  main  action. 

Thus  the  relation  between  these  passages  is  somewhat  similar  to  that  between  the 

variant  forms  of  identical  stories  (discussed  above)  and  the  variant  developments  by 

Mark  and  John  of  a  common  narrative  presumably  given  by  tradition.  But  here 

there  seems  to  be  an  important  difference.  It  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  the  trans¬ 

figuration,  the  Lazarus  story,  and  the  passion  story  are  all  variants  of  a  single 

narrative.  (Against  the  supposition  that  the  transfiguration  is  an  account  of  a  resurrec¬ 

tion  appearance  see  above,  p.  149).  Nor  do  the  stories  of  Peter’s  confession  and  the 
rich  young  ruler  seem  variants  of  a  single  original.  Rather,  the  common  pattern 

here  is  the  result  not  of  common  origin,  but  of  common  purpose,  which  has  three 

times  put  together  pieces  of  different  origins  to  express  the  same  teaching.  The 

teaching  seems  to  be  that  of  human  depravity  and  the  consequent  vicarious  atone¬ 

ment:  Even  those  who  accept  Jesus  (or  the  Law)  and  therefore  receive  his  blessing 

cannot  accept  the  demand  for  sacrifice,  and  therefore  come  under  his  curse;  conse¬ 

quently  he  sacrifices  himself,  rises  from  the  dead,  and  communicates  to  his  unworthy 

followers  the  mystery  of  his  resurrection.  The  parallels  to  this  in  Paul  are  well  known 

(e.g.,  Rom.  5.8:  God  shows  his  love  for  us  in  that  while  we  were  yet  sinners  Christ 

died  for  us),  and  the  Hodayot  from  Qumran  have  shown  that  even  before  Jesus’  time 

some  circles  in  Judaism  were  magnifying  human  depravity  and  God’s  salvation  of 
his  elect  in  spite  of  it  ( Hodayot  I.2off;  III.24ff;  IV.29ff;  etc.). 

However,  in  none  of  the  three  passages  outlined  above  is  the  doctrine  clearly  ex¬ 

pressed.  Instead  it  is  implied  by  the  sequence  of  stories  and  sayings,  of  which  no  single 

one  states  it  clearly.  Only  when  the  three  pericopae  are  put  side  by  side  does  the 

repetition  of  the  pattern  and  thus  its  significance  appear.  The  pattern  can  hardly 

be  accidental — the  parallels  are  too  close;  why,  then,  did  the  author  not  state  its 

significance?  Evidently  he  expected  his  book  to  be  taught,  and  left  the  explanation 

of  these  patterns  to  the  teacher.  This  is  exactly  what  Clement’s  letter  says  Mark  did 
(I.22-26).  The  same  conclusion  was  reached  by  Bird  (γάρ  174). 

But  the  fact  that  Clement  realized  that  there  was  latent  teaching  in  Mk.  does 

not  prove  that  his  account  of  the  origin  of  the  longer  text  is  correct.  And  the  above 

14.  K.S.  comments:  “Another  complex  is  Thomas  in  Jn.  20  with  a  week’s  delay,  coupled  with 

Thomas’  role  in  the  Gospel  of  Thomas,  where  he  receives  the  secret  revelation  in  three  words.”  This  is 
perhaps  important,  especially  because  of  the  connection  of  Thomas  with  Salome,  to  be  noted  below. 
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demonstrated  fact — that  the  longer  text  taken  together  with  Mk.  10.20-32  embodies 

a  pattern  found  in  two  pericopae  of  the  canonical  Gospel — suggests  that  the  longer 

text  was  originally  part  of  the  Gospel,  since  the  patterns  are  presumably  the  work  of 

a  redactor  and  the  three  instances  of  the  same  pattern  look  like  three  examples  of 

the  work  of  the  same  redactor.  This  is  particularly  so  because  the  patterns  are  not 

explicit  or  even  obvious;  therefore  one  might  say  they  would  not  have  served  as 

models  for  some  later  editor  who  added  the  material  of  the  longer  text  to  produce 

another  example.  But  against  this  there  is  evidence  that  these  patterns  were  recog¬ 

nized  by  later  editors  (who  had  the  exegetic  traditions  of  their  churches  to  guide 

them).  Matthew  added  to  Mk.  the  blessing  of  Peter,  Luke,  the  prayer  for  Peter,  and 

both  of  these  additions  stand  in  exactly  the  right  places  to  extend  and  emphasize  the 

patterns;  this  can  hardly  be  accident.  (See,  further,  note  9  on  the  three  texts  out¬ 

lined  above.)  Accordingly,  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  material  of  the  longer  text 

should  have  been  interpolated  after  10.34  in  order  to  produce  another  example  of  a 

pattern  useful  for  exegetic  purposes.  However,  the  supposition  that  all  three  examples 

were  produced  by  the  same  redactor  seems  more  likely.  The  additions  in  Mt.  and  Lk. 

are  comparatively  minor  and — although  they  embody  independent  tradition — their 

attachment  to  the  pattern  would  have  been  suggested  by  its  existence.  In  Mk.  10.20- 

32,  on  the  contrary,  the  most  important  elements  of  the  pattern  are  lacking;  and  the 

addition  of  the  material  of  the  longer  text  would  not  merely  have  filled  out  an  existing 

example,  but  would  have  created  a  new  one. 

Postscript:  On  rereading  this  section  in  1966,  some  three  years  and  more  since  it  was 

written,  I  must  confess  I  am  more  dubious  than  ever,  not  only  as  to  the  significance 

of  these  parallels,  but  even  as  to  their  actual  parallelism.  Mk.  10.21  is  not  actually 

paralleled  in  Mk.  8  or  14,  and  even  if  the  additions  from  Mt.  and  Lk.  be  supposed 

to  have  been  derived  from  early  tradition,  love  is  neither  a  blessing  nor  a  prayer. 

The  rejection  of  Jesus  in  Mk.  10.22  is  something  quite  different  from  Peter’s  expres¬ 
sions  of  loyalty  in  8.32  and  14.29,  and  they,  in  turn,  are  different  from  each  other. 

10.28  is  not  a  new  demand  for  sacrifice,  but  a  claim  to  have  made  the  necessary 

sacrifice.  In  the  longer  text  and  in  9.1  we  have  the  youth’s  resurrection,  not  Jesus’. 
Consequently — though  the  one  resurrection  was  doubtless  thought  to  prefigure  the 

other — the  proposed  interpretation  in  terms  of  the  vicarious  atonement  seems  forced. 

A  further  fact  which  seems  to  me  important  is  that  these  alleged  parallels  do  not  fit 

easily  into  the  structure  of  Mk.  revealed  by  the  interpretation  of  Mk.  10,  to  be  pre¬ 

sented  in  the  following  section.  But  the  interpretation  of  Mk.  10  is  much  better 

supported  than  the  argument  for  the  above  parallels.  Accordingly,  I  suspect  the 

parallelism  may  be  due  not  to  “Mark’s”  intention  but  to  my  invention.  But  if  I  was 

deceived  before,  when  I  could  see  it,  I  may  be  deceived  now,  when  I  can’t.  According¬ 

ly,  I  submit  the  problem  to  the  reader. 

3.  RELATION  TO  THE  BAPTISMAL  CONCERN  OF  MK.  ΙΟ.  1 3-45 

The  judgment  that  the  material  of  the  longer  text  was  probably  coeval  with  10.17— 

34  is  further  supported  by  the  fact  that  they  fit  together  as  parts  of  a  larger  section, 
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10.13-45— a  pericope  designed  to  provide  a  textual  basis  for  systematic  teaching 

concerning  baptism,  teaching  which  followed  the  baptismal  service  point  by  point. 

Accordingly,  the  pericope  may  have  been  read  at  the  baptismal  service  preceding 

the  pascha.  This  was  first  pointed  out  to  me  by  Richardson  in  a  letter  (of  January 

13,  1961)  which  furnished  not  only  the  thesis,  but  also  some  important  items  of  the 

evidence  I  shall  use  to  support  it.  Though  the  bulk  of  the  following  argument  is 

mine,  I  have  profited  so  greatly  by  discussions  with  Richardson  that  it  would  be 

impossible  to  indicate  exactly  the  limits  of  his  contributions.  This  general  acknowl¬ 

edgment — with  my  thanks — must  stand  in  place  of  many  brackets  and  initials.15 

The  evidence  for  treating  the  whole  passage,  10.13-45,  as  a  baptismal  pericope  is 
as  follows: 

(a)  Clement  says  the  longer  text  was  written  els  την  των  τελειουμενων  χρησιν  (1.22) 

and  was  read  ττρος  αυτούς  μόνους  τούς  μυουμενους  τα  μεγάλα  μυστήρια  (II. 2).  This  proves 

its  liturgical  use  in  his  church;  and  τά  μεγάλα  μυστήρια  would  most  easily  be  referred 

to  the  pascha,  the  annual  occasion  for  baptism.  Clement  sharply  distinguishes  ordin¬ 

ary  baptism — το  λουτρόν — as  the  lowest  stage  of  the  Christian  initiation,  from  τά 

μεγάλα  μυστήρια — see  the  commentary  on  II. 2;  but  Clement’s  church  may  have 
practiced  a  second  baptism  by  which  the  believer  achieved  true  gnosis.  This  question 

must  be  postponed  to  Chapter  Five;  here  it  is  enough  to  remark  that  such  higher 

initiatory  rites  were  common  in  second-century  Christianity  (Acts  8.14-17;  19. 1-7; 

Irenaeus  (Harvey,  I.14.1  =  Stieren,  I.2i.if).  [C.R.  thinks  a  second  baptism  un¬ 

likely;  he  would  explain  το  λουτρόν  as  baptism  administered  alone  and  τά  μεγάλα 

μυστήρια  as  the  entire  paschal  ceremony,  including  baptism.] 

(b)  The  liturgical  use  of  this  pericope  in  a  most  important  service  in  Clement’s 

church  would  account  for  (1)  the  fact  that  almost  half  of  Clement’s  quotations  of 
Mk.  come  from  chs.  9  and  10  (above,  p.  79,  and  Appendix  D) ;  (2)  the  influence 

of  this  pericope  on  the  western  text  (above,  p.  122) ;  (3)  the  frequency  with  which  it 

is  echoed  by  the  other  parts  of  Mk.  (above,  pp.  1 39fT) ;  and  (4)  the  fact  that  Luke 

ends  his  “great  insertion”  (9.51-18.14)  and  comes  back  to  the  text  of  Mk.  precisely 
at  the  beginning  of  this  pericope  (Mk.  10.13  =  Lk.  18.15). 

(c)  That  the  service — the  μεγάλα  μυστήρια — with  which  Clement  associated  this 

material  was  (or  included)  some  sort  of  baptism  may  be  indicated  by  the  scriptural 

reminiscences  with  which  he  justifies  himself  for  quoting  the  passage  to  Theodore 

(II.i6ff):  ημείς  δε  υιοί  φωτός  εσμεν,  πεφωτισμένοι  τη  εξ  ύφους  ανατολή  του  πνεύματος  του 

κυρίου *  ου  δε  το  πνεύμα  τού  κυρίου,  φησίν,  εκεί  ελευθερία ,  πάντα  γάρ  καθαρά  τοΐς  καθαρό ις. 

The  baptismal  associations  of  these  verses  are  familiar;  the  references  in  the  com¬ 

mentary,  above,  could  easily  be  multiplied. 

(d)  The  structure  of  canonical  Mk.  can  be  seen  as  parallel  to  that  of  the  paschal 

service:  chs.  1-8.30  can  be  taken  as  exoteric  teaching  for  those  catechumens  not  yet 

ready  for  baptism.  Then,  with  the  creed  (Peter’s  confession)  and  the  consequent 
transfiguration  would  begin  the  esoteric  teaching  for  those  about  to  be  baptized  (so 

15.  A  similar  interpretation  of  the  longer  text  alone  as  a  baptismal  lection  was  suggested  by  G.L., 

but  this  suggestion  rested  on  interpretations  of  detail  which  I  do  not  think  plausible  and  therefore  have 

not  presented. 
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Riesenfeld,  Tradition  162).  Here  the  baptismal  pericope  would  follow.  After  the 

baptism  the  story,  like  the  service,  proceeds  to  Jerusalem,  the  eucharist,  passion,  and 

resurrection,  and  closes  with  a  hint  of  the  disciplina  arcani  in  16.8.  It  must  be  admitted 

that  this  outline  is  obscured  by  numerous  interpolations  in  Mk.,  but  one  could  defend 

the  proposition  that  it  remains  recognizable.  Its  recognition  would  confirm  the 

hypothesis  that  10.13-45  is  a  baptismal  pericope:  the  section  stands  at  the  very  place 

in  Mk.  where  the  general  outline  would  require  such  a  pericope. 

(e)  Finally,  the  details  of  Mk.  10.13-34  +  the  longer  text  +  35-45)  and  the 

order  in  which  they  occur,  correspond  to  the  content  and  order  of  the  elements  in 

the  baptismal  service.  This  I  shall  now  demonstrate  by  a  commentary  (points  i-xii) : 

(i)  The  pericope  begins  with  Mk.  10.  13-16,  a  pronouncement  story  of  which  the 

key  verses  are  14—15,  άφετε  τα  τταιδία  ερχεσθ at  ττρός  με,  μη  κωλύετε  αυτά ,  των  γάρ 

τοιουτων  εστιν  ή  βασιλεία  τον  θεοΰ ,  (15)  άμην  λέγω  ύμΐν ,  ος  αν  μη  δεξηται  την  βασιλείαν 

του  θεοΰ  ώς  παιδίον  ού  μη  είσελθη  εις  αυτήν.  1 5  is  omitted  by  Mt.  and  may  not  have 

stood  in  his  text;  Bultmann  ( Geschichte  32),  Lohmeyer,  and  Klostermann  (both  ad 

loc .)  recognize  it  as  a  secondary  addition.  Mt.  has  a  different  version  in  18.3  (the 

common  supposition  that  this  derives  from  Mk. — e.g.,  my  Comments  45 — is  gratuitous). 

Another  presumably  underlies  Jn.  3-3ff.  Whatever  the  original  sense  of  the  saying, 

Jn.  is  conclusive  evidence  of  its  interpretation  to  refer  to  baptism,  and  the  same  inter¬ 

pretation  probably  explains  its  addition  to  the  stories  here  and  in  Mt.  18  (cf.  Mt. 

11.25,29  άρατε  τον  ζυγόν  =  rVDbfr  Vll?  =  δεχεσθαι  την  βασιλείαν — 

the  essential  act  of  the  convert.  This  explains  the  apparent  contradiction:  only 

those  who  accept  the  kingdom  can  enter  it,  Dodd,  Parables  34.)  Cullmann,  Baptism 

72ff,  has  established  the  likelihood  that  there  was  an  early  baptismal  formula  τί 

κωλύει;  ούδεν  κωλύει.  Of  this  the  μη  κωλύετε  in  the  text  may  be  an  echo.  Baptism  as 

rebirth,  and  the  childlikeness  of  candidates  and  recipients,  are  commonplaces  of  early 

Christian  literature;  besides  the  passages  cited  above,  see  I  Pet.  i.igf;  2.2;  Hermas, 

Mandates  II.  1 ;  Similitudes  IX. 29.1 ;  Acta  Thomae  132;  Gospel  of  Thomas  (Leipoldt)  22; 

Clementine  Homilies  VII. 8;  XI. 26;  Sibylline  Oracles  VIII.3i3ff;  Grant,  Children  71. 

Accordingly  we  need  not  enter  the  current  controversy  as  to  whether  Mk.  io.igff 

was  written  to  justify  infant  baptism  (so  Jeremias,  Kindertaufe;  contra,  Aland,  Sauglings- 

taufe).  Admittedly  the  passage  was  used  in  Tertullian’s  time  to  justify  infant  baptism 

( De  baptismo  XVIII),  and  when  infant  baptism  was  provided  for,  infants  were  bap¬ 

tized  first  (Hippolytus,  Apostolic  Tradition  XXI. 4),  as  Mk.  10. 136?  stands  first  in  the 

Markan  pericope.  But  the  position  of  the  passage  would  be  justified  even  in  a  pericope 

dealing  solely  with  adult  baptism,  since  it  states  a  sine  qua  non.  This  is  why  its  parallel 

also  stands  first  in  the  discussion  of  baptism  in  Jn.  3.  This  was  almost  seen  by  Grund- 

mann,  on  Mk.  10. 17-31 :  “One  must  reckon  with  the  possibility  that  the  pericopae 

concerning  the  blessing  of  the  children  and  the  rich  young  ruler,  with  the  attached 

conversation  with  the  disciples,  had  been  put  together  in  some  pre-Markan  tradition 

as  answers  to  the  question:  How  can  one  enter  the  kingdom  of  God?” 

(ii)  Having  begun  with  the  blessing  of  those  who  are  like  children  (in  what  way 

need  not  concern  us),  the  pericope  in  Mk.  goes  on  to  more  specific  requirements  for 

baptism  (verses  17-22):  monotheism,  observance  of  the  Ten  Commandments, 
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renunciation  of  property.16  These  are  presented  in  answer  to  the  question,  “What 

shall  I  do  to  inherit  eternal  life?”  Equivalent  questions  in  Acts  16.30  and  2.37  lead 
directly  to  baptism;  cf.  also  Acts  1 1.18,  where  baptism  is  την  μετάνοιαν  εις  ζωήν  (with 

a  preceding  reference  to  the  κωλνειν  formula,  as  here).  In  Lk.  10.25  the  same  question 

is  answered  by  the  two  great  commandments,  which  also  appear  in  the  Didache  as 

the  first  point  of  the  instruction  to  be  recited  before  baptism  (1. 2,  cf.  VII.  1).  Cf. 

Justin  Martyr,  First  Apology  61.2,  the  preparation  for  baptism:  όσοι  άν  ττεισθώσι  καί 

7 τιστευωσιν  άληθη  ταΰτα  τά  ύφ ’  ημών  διδασκόμενα  και  λεγάμενα  είναι  (that  is,  monotheism 

and  the  role  of  Jesus),  και  βιοΰν  οϋτως  δννασθαι  ύπισχνώνται  (according  to  the  com¬ 

mandments  of  Jesus) — these  proceed  to  baptism.  Baptismal  catechesis  presumably 

lies  behind  the  similar  summary  of  Christian  teaching  in  Aristides,  Apologia  15.3-9 

(monotheism,  commandments,  sharing  property  with  the  poor).  Again,  in  the 

passages  behind  which  Boismard,  Liturgie ,  has  recognized  a  baptismal  catechism  (I 

Pet.  i. 3-1 2;  Titus  2. 12-14;  I  Jn.  3.1-11 — especially  this  last)  appears  the  same 

sequence  as  in  Mk.  10.  13-22:  children  of  God,  the  holiness  of  God,  the  consequent 

obligation  to  keep  the  commandments  and  to  share  with  the  poor  ( ποιεΐν  δικαιοσύνην) . 

On  I  Pet.  1.3-2 1  see  also  Windisch-Preisker,  Briefe  157.  Preisker  likewise  sees  in  this 

a  prebaptismal  διδαχή.  Note  also  the  sequence  of  themes  in  17-21 :  the  holiness  and 

fatherhood  of  God,  the  fear  ( =  obedience)  of  God,  the  worthlessness  of  silver  and 

gold,  the  saving  death  and  resurrection  of  Christ.  This  same  sequence  appears  in 

Aik.  10.17-34.  The  evidence  given  by  Preisker  and  Boismard  seems  to  me  to  refute 

the  contention  of  Robinson,  Survey ,  that  in  NT  times  there  was  no  prebaptismal 

instruction.  Robinson’s  arguments  are  all  based  on  silence;  and  the  most  impressive 
instances  of  silence,  those  in  Acts,  are  not  probative  because  most  of  them  report 

baptisms  resultant  on  miracles  and  therefore  not  to  be  taken  as  evidence  of  normal 

procedure. 

(iii)  In  these  passages  used  by  Preisker  and  Boismard,  however,  the  holiness  of 

God  is  taken  as  an  attribute  to  be  realized  also  in  the  lives  of  his  children.  In  Mk. 

10.18  the  goodness  of  God  is  sharply  declared  unique:  τι  με  λεγεις  αγαθόν ;  ονδεις 

αγαθός  εί  μη  εις  6  θεός.  This  declaration  is  clearly  an  insertion  irrelevant  to  the  latter 

half  of  Jesus’  reply  ( τάς  εντολάς  οΐδας,  κ.τ.Α.)  and  to  all  the  rest  of  the  story.  Only 

the  latter  half  of  Jesus’  reply  responds  to  the  preceding  question,  and  only  this  latter 
half  is  found  in  the  independent  version  of  the  same  story  in  Lk.  10.256  Moreover, 

the  Didache  (I.2)  parallel  to  Lk.,  introducing  the  commandments  as  η  οδός  της  ζωής, 

suggests  a  pre-Christian,  Jewish  origin  for  the  present  question  and  answer  in  its 

Lucan  form,  and  a  variant  of  the  same  question  and  answer  appears  in  many  passages 

of  rabbinic  literature  as  an  exegesis  of  Ps.  39. 1 3iT  (Margulies,  Wayyikra  Rabbah ,  sec. 

16.2).  Accordingly,  the  insertion  in  the  Markan  form  has  to  be  explained.  Why 

should  an  editor  have  inserted  such  a  detail?  To  adapt  the  story  to  the  requirements 

of  baptismal  catechesis.  The  catechesis  required  an  initial  proof  text  for  monotheism, 

so  a  verbal  detail  (“good  master”)  was  seized  on  as  an  excuse  to  insert  this  irrelevant 
proof  text.  That 

16.  Walter,  Analyse,  has  not  persuaded  me  that  the  following  account  should  be  changed. 
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ού8ευς 

ευ  μη  εις 

αγαθός, 

ό  θεός. 

is  a  proof  text  is  clear  not  only  from  its  mnemonic  form,  but  also  from  its  background 

and  its  history  in  Christian  exegesis.  Its  background  is  generally  in  acclamations  of 

the  εΐς  θεός  type  (studied  by  Peterson,  Εΐς),  but  more  specifically  in  Philo,  De  mutatione 

nominum  7  ·  Moses,  πάντα  διά  πάντων  ερευνησ ας  εζητει  τον  τρυπόθητον  καί  μόνον  αγαθόν 

τηλαυγώς  ί8εΐν,  and  therefore  prayed  to  see  God  (Ex.  33.13).  Even  more  striking  is 

De  somniis  1. 148— 149,  ταΐς  μεν  8η  των  άκρως  κεκαθαρμενων  8υανοί αυς  άφοφητί  μόνος 

άοράτως  δ  των  όλων  ήγεμών  εμπερυπατεΐ  .  .  .  ταΐς  8ε  των  ετυ  άπολουομενων,  μηπω  8ε 

κατά  τό  παντελές  εκνυφαμενων  .  .  .  αγγέλου,  λόγου  θείου,  φαυ8ρννοντες  αντάς  τους  καλοκάγαθίας 

8όγμασυν.  όσα  8ε  εξουκίζεταυ  κακών  ουκητόρων  στίφη,  υνα  εΐς  δ  αγαθός  ευσουκίσηταυ, 

8  ηλόν  εστυ.  σπον8αζε  ούν,  ώ  φνχη,  θεοΰ  οίκος  γενεσθαυ,  ιερόν  άγυον.  The 

connections  of  this  passage  with  the  rhetoric  of  Christian  baptism  are  so  numerous 

that  it  may  be  thought  additional  evidence  for  the  baptismal  usage  of  the  εΐς  ό 

άγαθός/θεός  phrase  and  consequently  of  the  Markan  pericope  to  which  the  phrase 

was  added.  As  for  the  history  of  Mk.  10.18  in  Christian  exegesis,  that  shows  the  verse 

constantly  used,  as  in  this  passage,  to  inculcate  monotheism.  It  appears  in  Justin, 

First  Apology  16. 6f,  as  proof  ώς  .  .  .  τός  θεόν  μόνον  8ε ΐ  προσκννεΐν,  and  Dialogue  ιοι.ι 

as  a  proof  text  against  the  Marcionites — Jesus  was  saved  by  the  God  of  the  OT. 

Marcion,  for  his  part,  used  it  to  prove  that  the  true  God,  qua  good,  is  superior  to 

both  Jesus  and  the  demiurge  (Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  VII.31).  In  Ptolemaeus  it 

is  proof  of  the  nature  of  the  τελευος  θεός  ...  δ  πατήρ,  εξ  ον  τα  πάντα  (Epiphanius, 

Panarion  XXXIII. 7. 5^)·  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  1. 13.2  =  Stieren,  1. 20. 2)  reports  that  the 

Marcosians  used  it  to  the  same  purpose;  so,  too,  the  Naassenes  in  Hippolytus  Phil¬ 

osophumena  V.7  (fob  30  verso).  It  was  not  only  an  important  text  in  gnosticism  (Grant, 

Gnosis  4),  but  also  a  favorite  of  Clement  (Osborn,  Philosophy  65) — again,  as  a  proof 

of  a  single,  supreme  God  τον  αγαθόν  καί  πρώτον  καί  μόνον  ζωής  αιωνίου  ταμίαν,  ην  6 

υιός  8ί8ωσυν  ημυν  παρ’  εκείνου  λαβών  (III. 164. iif — -again  a  baptismal  theme). 
(iv)  The  use  of  the  ten  commandments  in  baptismal  teaching,  as  in  Mk.  10.19, 

appears  already  in  the  Didache  (II.  1-3)  and  probably  in  Pliny’s  epistle  of  the  year  1 12 
(X.96.7;  Grant,  Decalogue  1  if) ;  it  was  anticipated  by  their  use  in  connection  with 

the  shema' — the  nearest  thing  in  Israelite  tradition  to  a  confession  of  faith  (Kuhn, 
Phylakterien;  Grant,  Decalogue  1).  [Stendahl  reminds  me  that  in  Christian  baptismal 

practice  not  the  whole  decalogue  was  used,  but  only  the  latter  half,  as  in  Mk.  10.19. 

See  his  School  63.] 

(v)  εμβλεφας  αυτώ  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  (Mk.  10.2 1)  is  not  paralleled  in  either  Mt.  or 

Lk.  Either  the  later  evangelists  deleted  it  as  improper  (so  Wellhausen  EM,  ad  loc.), 

or  they  did  not  find  it  in  their  texts  of  Mk.  Its  connection  with  the  rest  of  the  Markan 

story  is  difficult  to  explain.  Does  it  imply  that  because  Jesus  loved  the  young  man  he  told 

him  that  in  order  to  be  saved  he  must  sell  his  belongings  and  follow  him?  If  Jesus 

had  not  loved  him  would  he  have  concealed  this  secret  and  let  him  go  to  hell  ?  (So 

Lohmeyer!)  Or  does  it  imply  that  because  Jesus  loved  him  his  fulfilment  of  the  com¬ 

mandments,  which  would  otherwise  have  sufficed  for  salvation,  became  insufficient 
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and  this  extra  requirement  (which  he  would  not  meet)  was  imposed  on  him  by  a 

special  act  of  divine  love?  (So  Lagrange!)  Such  “explanations”  suggest  (by  their 

desperation)  that  the  phrase  here  is  intrusive.  So  does  the  fact  that  it  is  not  in  Mk.’s 
manner,  when  repeating  himself,  to  transfer  to  one  person  what  he  says  elsewhere 

of  another.  Such  transferences  are  more  common  in  the  use  of  Markan  material  by 

the  later  evangelists  (see  above,  p.  137).  Accordingly,  the  phrase  here  is  an  inter¬ 

polation  and  the  longer  text  enables  us  to  explain  it.  It  was  added  here  to  identify 

this  man  with  the  youth  of  the  following  passage  in  the  longer  text,  where  the  same 

phrase  is  used  with  a  clear  narrative  function:  the  youth,  looking  at  Jesus,  loved  him, 

and  therefore  begged  to  be  with  him,  and  therefore  the  two  of  them  went  to  the  youth’s 
house.  This  makes  sense.  The  same  hand  probably  added  ην  γάρ  εχων  κτήματα  πολλά 

to  the  longer  text  (III. 6)  for  the  same  purpose  of  identifying  the  two  characters  (and 

some  copyist  abbreviated  it  to  rjv  γάρ  πλούσιος;  see  above,  in  the  commentary,  ad  loc.). 

The  editor  who  made  these  interpolations  (both  in  canonical  Mk.  and  in  the  longer 

text)  seems  to  have  worked  after  Matthew  and  Luke,  but  worked  so  early  that  his 

addition  has  probably  left  no  trace  in  the  MS  tradition  of  Mk.  10.21.  (The  omission 

of  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  και  by  ii,  1 5,  and  579  is  more  likely  censorship.)  However,  it  is 

notable  that  Mt.  19.20  makes  the  unidentified  rich  man  of  Mk.  a  “youth” — νεανίσκος 

— like  the  one  in  the  following  passage  of  the  longer  text,  and  thus  effects  the  same 
identification  as  did  the  editor  of  Mk.,  but  without  the  awkwardness  of  the  intrusive 

phrase  and  the  possibly  objectionable  attribution  to  Jesus  of  love  for  a  man.  Here 

we  have  perhaps  another  indication  that  Mt.  knew  the  longer  text  (cf.  the  com¬ 

mentary  on  προσεκυνησεν,  11.24,  and  on  και  προσελθών,  III. i,  above).  The  motive  for 

identifying  the  two  characters  was  the  baptismal  use  of  the  pericope,  for  ηγάπησεν 

αυτόν  in  10.21  looks  forward  to  the  resurrection  and  the  nocturnal  initiation  (baptism) 

in  the  longer  text.  Baptism  is  the  gift  of  love.  So  Eph.  5-25ff  ό  χριστός  ηγάπησεν  την 

εκκλησίαν  καί  εαυτόν  παρεδωκεν  ύπερ  αυτής  ΐνα  αυτήν  άγιάση  καθαρίσας  τώ  λουτρώ  τοΰ 

ϋδατος  εν  ρήματι.  Apoc.  1.5,  τω  άγαπώντι  ημάς  καί  λυσαντι  ( λουσαντι ,  koine,  Pal.gig.Vg.) 

ημάς  εκ  των  αμαρτιών  ημών  εν  τώ  αΐματι  αύτοΰ.  Jn.  3.16  and  13.  iff.  (Is  footwashing  a 

Johannine  second  baptism?) 

(vi)  The  abandonment  of  property  as  a  requirement  for  baptism  was  evidently  a 

peculiarity  of  that  church  from  which  this  material  originally  derived.  The  corollary 

and  compensation  of  this  primitive  communism  appear  in  verses  28-30:  Whoever 

joins  the  group  enjoys  its  common  property  and  is  a  member  of  its  common  family. 

νυν  εν  τώ  καιρώ  τουτώ  .  .  .  μετά  διωγμών  is  hardly  explicable  otherwise.  So  the  ancient 

Church  understood  the  passage  (Cramer;  Theophylact)  and  so,  generally,  do  modern 

commentators  (cited  by  Lagrange,  ad  loc.).  Goguel’s  objection  ( Persecutions  275  n3) 

that  community  of  goods  was  “never”  realized  is  a.  petitio  principii',  it  apparently  was 
realized  in  the  community  from  which  this  text  came  (cf.  Lohmeyer,  2 14-2 19; 

Grundmann,  ad  loc.).  The  parallels  discussed  above,  p.  165,  if  valid,  would  show 

that  verse  28  (Peter’s  claim,  “We  have  left  all  and  followed”)  was  already  attached 

to  the  story  in  the  earliest  form  of  Mk.  Verses  26-27  are  clearly  secondary  (Bultmann, 

Geschichte  21).  They  reflect  the  abandonment  of  the  original  requirement  and  explain 

that,  in  spite  of  the  famous  saying  about  the  camel,  salvation  is  possible  even  for  those 
172 



THE  SECRET  GOSPEL 

who  keep  their  wealth.  A  similar  modification  appears  in  Mt.  19.21,  where  the  un¬ 

conditional  requirement  of  Mk.  is  softened  to  a  counsel  of  perfection :  ει  θε λεις  τελειος 

είναι.  Since  the  Markan  requirement  was  thus  soon  abandoned,  no  survival  of  it  is 

to  be  expected  in  the  baptismal  teaching  of  the  later  Church.  But  it  is  in  place  in  a 

baptismal  pericope,  where  later  baptismal  teaching  substituted  for  it  the  requirement 

of  indiscriminate  charity:  Didache  1. 5,  παντι  τω  αίτοΰντί  σε  δίδου  και  μη  άπαί τει. 

(Further  passages  cited  above,  ii,  end.)  The  rewards  in  this  world  are  the  consequences 

of  church  membership,  effected  by  baptism  (verses  28-30),  “and,  in  the  world  to 

come,  eternal  life,”  made  available  by  baptism. 
(vii)  Hereupon  follows  the  prophecy  of  the  passion  and  resurrection  because,  in 

the  first  place,  it  is  the  essential  of  the  specifically  Christian  creed;  and  in  the  baptismal 

service,  as  here,  this  creed  follows  the  preliminary  instructions  in  monotheism,  com¬ 

mandments,  and  charity,  which  Christianity  had  in  common  with  other  forms  of 

Judaism  (cf.  the  “Two  Ways,”  in  Didache  I— VI).  Mark  also  attached  the  passion  and 

resurrection  prophecy  to  Peter’s  confession  in  eh.  8,  of  which  it  fills  out  the  credal 

content  (verses  29-31) :  Son  .  .  .  suffered  .  .  .  dead  .  .  .  rose  again.  Like  the  creed,  the 

passion  prophecy  is  here  presented  as  a  μυστήριον  (Theophylact,  ad  loc.)3  “esoteric 

teaching”  (Bultmann,  Geschichte  357).  In  the  second  place,  Jesus’  resurrection  is  the 

assurance  of  the  efficacy  of  baptism  and  the  reliability  of  the  promise — in  the  pre¬ 

ceding  verses — of  reward  in  the  world  to  come  (I  Cor.  15.12-22).  Finally,  Jesus’ 
passion,  death,  burial,  and  resurrection  are,  according  to  Paul,  the  essential  content 

of  baptism;  the  effect  of  baptism  is  to  make  the  initiate  participate  in  these  (Rom. 

6.3f).  And  this  same  use  of  baptism  as  the  symbol  of  passion,  death,  and  burial  ap¬ 

pears  in  the  immediately  following  section  of  Mk.  (10.38,  δύνασθε  ...  το  βάπτισμ a 

δ  εγώ  βαπτίζομαι  βαπτισθηναι ;) .  It  is  therefore  plausible  to  suppose  that  the  passion 

prophecy  appears  in  this  baptismal  pericope  not  only  as  the  assurance,  but  also  as 

the  explanation  of  the  rite’s  efficacy. 
(viii)  Chrysostom,  De  quatriduano  Lazaro ,  treats  the  Lazarus  story  as  the  immediate 

sequel  and  consequence  of  the  prophecies  of  the  passion,  and  so,  too,  it  is  here,  in  the 

longer  text  of  Mk.  Chrysostom  sees  in  it  Jesus’  demonstration  of  his  power  to  raise 
the  dead,  thus  the  antitype  of  his  own  resurrection.  For  the  author  of  the  longer  text 

it  was  probably  also  the  antitype  of  the  two  resurrections  of  the  believer,  both  the  final 

resurrection  which  will  bring  the  life  of  the  world  to  come,  promised  above — this 

interpretation  appears  in  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  V.  13  =  Stieren,  V.  13) — and  also  the 

initial,  baptismal  resurrection  of  the  sinner  from  the  death  of  sin — this  interpretation 

appears  in  Origen,  for  example,  in  Homilia  in  Jeremiam  IX. 3  (ed.  Klostermann, 

GCS  Origines ,  vol.  3,  pp.  6yf)  and  in  Hippolytus  Commentary  onjn.  (ed.  Bonwetsch  and 

Achelis,  GCS  Hippolytus ,  vol.  1  .II,  p.  216),  where  the  interpretation  of  the  story  as  a 

preparation  for  baptism  is  explicit:  on  the  statement  that  Lazarus  was  sick,  Hip¬ 

polytus  comments,  ώ  ασθένεια  πυρετούς  φυγών  αποσοβούσα  και  ιδρώτας  βαπτίσματος 

δροσίζουσα,  και  λαμπρας  στολάς  φυγής  εξυφαίνουσα.  Moreover,  the  interpretation  of 

baptism  as  resurrection  from  the  dead  seems  to  have  been  held  already  by  the  Car- 

pocratians  (below,  p.  185)  and  is  traceable  through  the  hymn  quoted  in  Eph.  5.14 

back  to  the  time  and  possibly  to  the  affiliates  of  the  Qumran  sect;  see  Kuhn,  Epheser- 
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brief  342-345.  Accordingly,  the  story  is  perfectly  in  place  where  the  longer  text  puts 

it  in  this  baptismal  pericope.  The  baptismal  and  the  literal  interpretations  are  con¬ 

joined  in  the  second-century  and  perhaps  Egyptian  Epistula  Apostolorum ,  27(38),  where 

Jesus  says,  “And  therefore,  indeed ,  I  have  gone  down  to 

Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob, 

to  your  fathers  the  prophets, 

and  have  brought  them  word 

that  they  might  come  out  of 

the  rest,  which  is  beneath, 

into  the  heavens; 

and  I  have  given 

them  the  right  hand 

(the  place  of )  Lazarus ,  and  have  preached 

(to  the  righteous  andy  the  prophets 

that  they  might  come  out  of 

the  rest ,  which  is  beneath , 

and  ascend  to  that  which  is  ( abovey 
•  ·  · 

right  (han)d  on  them  .  .  . 

of  the  baptism  of  life  and  forgiveness  and  release,  freeing  from  all  evil,  as  I  have  also 

done  for  you,  and  from  now  on  also  for  those  who  believe  on  me.”17  Here  the  saviour’s 
entering  the  tomb  (underworld)  and  reaching  his  hand  to  the  dead  agree  with  the 

longer  text  against  Jn.  Similar  interpretation  and  agreements  appear  in  the  Apocryphon 

of  John  (edd.  Krause  and  Labib,  i95ff,  25off)  and  in  Methodius,  De  resurrectione  1. 23 

end  (ed.  Bonwetsch,  GCS,  p.  248) :  In  saving  the  wicked  from  sin  πρεπει  8e  τω  θεω 

άνοιγε lv  τα  μνημεία  έκαστου  καί  εζάγειν  εκ  των  μνημείων  ημάς  εζωοποιη μένους ,  ώσπερ  6 

σωτηρ  τον  Λάζαρον  ειλκυσεν  εξω.  This  agrees  with  the  longer  text  against  Jn.  in  making 

Jesus  open  the  tomb  himself  and  (probably)  raise  Lazarus  by  hand. 

Thus  the  Lazarus  story,  in  both  its  Johannine  and  Markan  forms,  was  connected 

with  baptismal  resurrection.  This  perhaps  explains  why  John  prefaces  his  version  of 

the  story  by  a  contrast  of  Jesus  with  the  Baptist,  continuing  his  polemic  against  the 

latter  (i.26ff;  3.26ff;  4.1).  In  logoff  he  has  Jesus  go  to  the  Baptist’s  original  territory 
and  there  emphasizes  the  differences  between  them:  καί  πολλοί  ηλθον  προς  αυτόν  καί 

ελεγον  ότι  Ιωάννης  μεν  σημειον  εποίησεν  ουόεν ,  πάντα  όε  όσα  είπεν  ’ Ιωάννης  περί  τουτου  άληθη 

ην.  This  leads  directly  to  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  Jesus’  greatest  σημειον  (that  is,  miracle, 

as  in  Jn.  11.47;  1 2. 1 8 ;  cf.  Melito,  On  the  Passion  12,  line  38),  but  the  intention  may 

also  be  to  contrast  the  miraculous  resurrection  effected  by  the  Christian  σημειον  (sign 

—  baptism:  Clement  III.  138. 15;  cf.  circumcision,  Rom.  4.1 1)  with Johannite  baptism 

which — John  implies — had  no  such  supernatural  effect;  a  similar  contrast  is  made  in 

Acts  19. 1-7. 

(ix)  The  baptismal  concern  which  has  thus  far  dominated  the  pericope  makes  it 

probable  that  the  nocturnal  initiation  which  follows  the  Lazarus  story  should  be 

understood  to  be  a  baptism.  This  probability  finds  curious  confirmation  in  a  tradition 

reported  from  Ephraem  Syrus  by  Dionysius  bar  Salibi,  that  Lazarus  was  raised  in 

order  to  be  baptized,  and  that  after  his  baptism  he  was  taken  to  Alexandria  (where 

the  longer  text  appears).  Baumstark,  Lazarusakten,  from  whose  discussion  I  know  the 

17.  My  translation  from  Duensing’s  German.  The  italics  are  his  and  distinguish  elements  peculiar 
to  the  older,  but  imperfectly  preserved,  Coptic  text,  from  the  complete,  but  corrupt,  Ethiopic.  His 

revised  translation  (Hennecke-Schneemelcher  I.141)  presents  no  significant  difference. 
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passage,  thinks  the  source  must  have  been  a  very  early  77 -ερίο8ος,  πράξεις,  or  μαρτυριον 
Λαζάρου  (p.  2i  i).  Another  trace  of  the  same  tradition  perhaps  appears  in  the  Iohannis 

Evangelium  Apocryphum  Arabice  (tr.  I.  Galbiati,  Milan,  1957),  LIII.8,  etc.,  which  refers 

to  “the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved  and  whom  he  instructed  in  his  mysteries”;  cf. 

Clement’s  description  of  the  rich  young  ruler  as  υπο  του  κυρίου  συντελειουμενος  (11.22 1. 
27).  These  passages  may  reflect  knowledge  of  at  least  the  content  of  the  longer  text, 

where  the  baptismal  character  of  the  initiation  is  indicated  not  only  by  the  preced¬ 

ing  context,  surveyed  above,  but  also  by  the  details  of  the  rite :  it  is  after  six  days,  it  is 

nocturnal,  the  prescribed  costume  is  a  sheet  to  be  worn  over  the  naked  body,  and  the  con¬ 

tent  is  the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God.  Let  us  examine  these  details  one  by  one. 

“the  six  days,”  Richardson  wrote  to  me,  “are  the  six  days  of  the  Alexandrine 

paschal  feast  (Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  Epistle  to  Basilides  1  end).  Cf.  the  transfigura¬ 

tion  six  days,  Mk.  9.2,  and  the  paschal  six  days  of  Jn.  12. 1.  The  earlier  custom  of 

two  days  is  in  Mk.  14.1,  Didache  VII. 4,  and  Hippolytus,  Apostolic  Tradition  XX. 7; 

XXIX. 2,  and  is  referred  to  by  Dionysius,  loc.  citT  However,  Dionysius  wrote  of  the 

length  of  th &  fast  before  the  feast  celebrating  the  resurrection,  and  his  letter  makes 

clear  that  even  as  to  this  there  were  variations  of  practice.  Mk.  14.1,  μετά  8υο  ημέρας, 

supposes  a  three-day  preparation  period  (see  above,  p.  163  n8).  Thus  the  story  of  the 

anointing,  which  it  places  on  the  first  day,  accords  with  the  preparatory  washing  of 

the  catechumens  which  Hippolytus,  Apostolic  Tradition  XX. 5,  sets  on  Maundy  Thurs¬ 

day,  to  be  followed  by  the  fast  on  Friday  and  Saturday.  And  Hippolytus  XX.  1-3 

supposes  that  even  before  these  three  days  there  had  been  a  preparatory  period  in 

which  those  set  apart  to  be  baptized  had  undergone  examination,  Gospel  reading, 

and  daily  exorcism.  A  seven-day  period  of  preparation  for  baptism  is  supposed  in 

Acta  Thomae  26  end.  Jn.  12.1,  which  puts  the  anointing  προ  εξ  ημερών  του  πάσχα, 

probably  presupposes  such  a  period,  and  the  importance  in  pre-Markan  tradition  of 

a  six-day  period  prior  to  the  initiatory  revelation  is  strongly  suggested  by  the  simi¬ 

larities  (set  forth  above,  section  2)  of  Mk.  8.29-9.8;  10.20-32  plus  the  longer  text; 

and  14.27-16.5.  So  it  seems  likely  that  the  six  days’  preparation  before  baptism  is 

even  earlier  than  the  two  days’  fast  of  the  Didache.  Both  seven-  and  three-day  periods 
of  preparation  are  frequently  required  for  magical  operations;  e.g.,  PGM  III.  304; 

V.  228;  VII.  334;  XIII.  1 15,  1 18,  674. 

nocturnal:  Hippolytus,  Apostolic  Tradition  XXI.  1,  sets  baptism  at  cockcrow,  fol¬ 

lowing  an  all  night  vigil.  This  is  repeated  by  the  later  Church  orders  (e.g.,  Apostolic 

Constitutions  V.  19.3)  and  seems  to  have  been  common  usage.  Baptism  is  nocturnal  in 

Acta  Petri  et  Andreae  21  end;  Martyrium  Matthaei  8;  Acta  Thomae  27;  and  probably 

Clementine  Homilies  XIV.  1 .  If  the  author  of  Acts  1 0.47  knew  the  geography  of  Palestine, 

he  must  have  thought  baptism  nocturnal:  Caesarea  is  10  hours  by  horse  from  Joppa 

(Baedeker,  Palestine  239)  so  Peter  would  have  arrived  in  the  evening.  Baptism  is  again 

nocturnal  in  Acts  16.33.  The  footwashing  in  Jn.  13  (a  variant  of  baptism)  is  nocturnal. 

Nicodemus,  in  Jn.  3,  comes  to  Jesus  by  night  and  receives  instruction  concerning 

baptism  as  the  means  of  entering  the  kingdom  of  God  (3*3?5? 1 3^ )  · 

the  sheet  over  the  naked  body:  Nudity  in  baptism  is  prescribed  by  Hippolytus 

Apostolic  Tradition  XXI. 3, 5,1 1,  and  was  required  by  the  Pharisees  in  proselyte  baptism 
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as  well  as  in  immersions  for  purification  ( Mikwaot  VIII  end  and  IX;  B.  Tebamot 

47b).  Particularly  close  to  the  longer  text,  where  the  prescribed  garment  is  a  σινδών, 

is  Acta  Thomae  12 1,  where  the  apostle  has  to  baptize  a  young  lady:  εκε λευσεν  τη 

τροφω  αυτής  άποδυειν  αυτήν  καί  σινδόνα  αυτήν  7 τεριζώσαι.  Undressing  for  baptism  ap¬ 

pears  also  in  Acta  Barnabae  12  and  Martyrium  Matthaei  27.  In  the  Johannine  foot¬ 

washing  (which  Aphraates,  Demonstratio  XII.  10,  interpreted  as  a  baptism)  Jesus  is 

naked  except  for  a  towel  (Λ ε'ντιον,  13.4)5  which  the  Syriac  versions  describe  as  a  σινδών 
(kjotod) .  Is  it  by  chance  that  the  beggar  in  Mk.  10.50  (immediately  after  the  second 

passage  of  the  longer  text)  throws  away  his  himation  when  he  comes  to  Jesus  to  be 

cured?  The  gesture  was  understood  as  symbolic  by  the  commentator  in  Cramer,  ad 

loc.  and  may  have  been  so  understood  by  the  author.  That  naked  baptism  was  already 

customary  in  Paul’s  time  is  shown  by  his  allegorizing  the  undressing  for  it  and  dressing 
after  it:  Col.  2.1  if,  εν  τη  άπεκδυσει  του  σώματος  της  σαρκός ,  iv  τη  περιτομή  τοΰ  χρισ¬ 

τού  ...  εν  τω  βαπτίσματι’,  Gal.  3 * 2 7>  οοοι  γάρ  εις  χριστόν  εβαπτίσθητε  χριστόν  ενεδυσ- 

ασθε;  further,  I  Cor.  1 5*33^  (as  interpreted  by  Odes  of  Solomon  15.8,  see  Lietzmann, 

Korinther,  ad  loc.)  and  II  Cor.  5.2.  Similar  allegorization  (not  apparently  dependent 

on  Paul)  appears  in  the  Gospel  of  Thomas  (Leipoldt)  37;  the  Gospel  according  to  the 

Egyptians  (Clement,  II.238.24ff) ;  and  P.  Oxy.  655  end;  and  the  same  general  theme 

recurs  in  the  Gospel  according  to  Philip  (Schenke,  77,  101) ;  Clementine  Homilies  VI II.  2  2. 4— 

23.1;  Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  V.  19  end  (the  Sethians) ;  Irenaeus  (Harvey, 

I
.
 
 

14. 1-4  =  Stieren,  1. 21. 1-5 — the  Valentinians) ;  Acta  Thomae  132  (text  P  only); 

Justin,  Dialogue  116;  Clement  III.131.25ff  
( Excerpta  ex  Theodoto)-,  140. 6ff;  I43.24ff 

[Eclogae) ;  Apostolic  Constitutions  VI. 6;  and  many  later  Christian  documents.  This  early 

dissemination  
of  the  theme  argues  an  early  origin. 

The  indicated  baptismal  practice  (nudity  and  σινδών)  lent  itself  particularly  to 

Pauline  exegesis  because  (as  Lieberman  pointed  out  to  me)  the  initiatory  σινδών 

(which  LXX  regularly  uses  to  translate  po)  was  also  the  regular  burial  garment; 

cf.  J.  KiVayim  IX. 4  (32b)  =  J.  Ketubot  XII. 3  (35a)  ΌΊ  ηηρί  “ΤΠΝ  ]Ή02,  “Rabbi 

<( Judah,  the  Patriarch)  was  buried  in  a  single  σινδών ”  (and  no  other  garment); 

J.  Terumot  VIII.  10  (46b,  inf.),  1ΓΗ02  Γ)?3Π  "pD’’,  “Let  the  dead  man  be  wrapped  in 

his  σινδών ”  (that  is,  let  the  man  be  abandoned  to  his  fate — a  current  saying). 

Accordingly,  Jesus  had  been  buried  in  a  σινδών  (Mk.  15.46  and  parallels).  Paul’s 
interpretation  of  baptism  as  death  and  burial  with  Jesus  suggests  that  the  σινδών 

over  the  naked  body  was  the  customary  costume  as  early  as  Paul’s  time. 

The  σινδών  was  not  a  “proper”  garment,  though  it  was  worn  occasionally.  Crates, 
the  cynic,  when  called  down  by  the  Athenian  police  for  going  about  in  a  σινδών, 

offered  to  show  them  the  great  philosopher  Theophrastus  similarly  attired.  When 

they  found  this  incredible,  he  took  them  to  a  barber  shop  and  showed  them  Theo¬ 

phrastus  in  a  σινδών  having  his  hair  cut  (Diogenes  Laertius,  VI. 90). 

Accordingly,  since  the  costume  specified  in  the  longer  text  is  unusual  and  is  as¬ 

sociated  with  baptism,  it  can  be  used  as  an  indication  of  baptism.  This  explains  why 

the  phrase  of  the  longer  text,  περιβεβλημενος  σινδόνα  επί  γυμνού,  recurs  verbatim  in 

Mk.  14.51  (except  that  W  fam  1  c  k  Sy.s-Cop.sa·  have  discreetly  omitted  επί  γυμνού, 

while  Θ  fam  13.  543-565.Sy.pAeth.  have  accidentally  replaced  it  by  the  γυμνός  of  the 
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following  verse).  In  14.51,  too,  the  subject  is  νεανίσκος  τις — the  young  man  who  was 

with  Jesus  at  the  time  of  his  arrest  and  who,  on  being  seized,  fled  naked  (an  episode 

both  Matthew  and  Luke  chose  to  omit).  As  suggested  in  the  commentary  on  III. 8, 

above,  the  recurrence  of  the  περιβεβλημενος  phrase  is  to  be  explained  as  that  of  a  fixed 

formula,  probably  a  baptismal  rubric.  Mark’s  fondness  for  repetition  as  a  means  of 
cross-reference  was  noted  above  (p.  136) ;  for  example,  his  initial  identification  of  the 

Baptist  as  Elijah  merely  by  repeating  ζώνην  δερμ ατίνην  περί  την  οσφύν  αυτού.  And 

fixed  formulas,  especially  those  connected  with  baptism,  frequently  recur  verbatim 

or  are  referred  to  by  partial  quotation  in  the  NT  and  early  Christian  literature,  for 

example,  το  βάπτισμα  Ίωάννον,  Mk.  11.30  and  parallels;  Lk.  7.29;  Acts  1.22;  18.25; 

19.3;  (εις)  άφεσιν  αμαρτιών  Mk.  i. 4  and  parallels;  Mt.  26.28;  Lk.  1.77;  24.47;  Acts 

2.38;  5.3 1?  10.43;  1 3*38i  26.18;  Col.  1. 14;  εις  τδ  δνομα  τοΰ  κυρίου  ’ Ιησού,  Acts  8.16; 
Ι9·55  cf.  2.38  (επϊ)\  10.48  (εν)  ;  I  Cor.  I.i3f,  etc.;  τί  κωλύει ;  ουδέ v  κωλύει ,  Cullmann, 

Baptism  72ff  (to  his  evidence  add  Clementine  Homilies  XIII.  1 1.1,  where  Peter’s  laughter 
is  better  explained  if  the  previous  speaker  has  unwittingly  quoted  a  part  of  the  formula 

of  the  rite).  Further,  Mk.  14.51  is  echoed  in  Mk.  16.5,  νεανίσκον  .  .  .  περιβεβλημενον 

στολήν  λευκήν ,  and  again  in  the  Gospel  of  Peter  55  (13)3  νεανίσκον  .  .  .  περιβεβλημενον 

στολήν  λαμπροτάτην',  and  the  recurrent  use  of  περιβεβλη μένους  στολάς  λεύκάς  and 

cognate  phrases  to  describe  the  saints  in  the  Apocalypse  (3.5,18;  4.4;  7.9,13;  19.8) 

indicates  that  the  expression  and  the  white  garment  (σινδών  =  στολή  λευκή)  had 

some  special  significance  in  the  early  Church.  From  the  longer  text  and  the  parallels 

above,  we  can  conclude  that  the  garment  was  the  baptismal  and  burial  garment. 

Thus  the  repetition  in  Mk.  14.51  (recognized  by  Bultmann  as  primitive  tradition, 

by  contrast  with  the  “completely  legendary”  agony  in  32-42;  Geschichte  288ff)  is  an 
explanation,  from  an  early  Markan  stratum,  of  what  the  young  man  was  doing  there 

(a  problem  for  which  no  plausible  solution  has  hitherto  been  suggested).  The  reader 

who  had  already  read  the  longer  text  would  realize  that  this  youth,  too,  had  come 

to  be  baptized.  (On  the  stylistic  difference  between  the  story  of  the  arrest  and  that 

of  the  agony,  see  Wohleb,  Beobachtungen  190;  the  objections  of  Zerwick,  Untersuchungen 

4f  are  naive.) 

However,  a  further  question  has  to  be  answered:  Why,  then,  is  the  same  phrase 

used  for  the  angels  at  the  resurrection  and  the  saints  in  the  Apocalypse  ?  Because  the 

burial  garment  is  also  the  resurrection  garment.  This  is  stated  explicitly  by  the  first 

two  of  the  rabbinic  passages  cited  above — J.  KiV ayim  IX. 4  (32b)  =  J.  Ketubot  XII. 3 

(35a) :  “A  man  is  raised  in  the  same  clothes  in  which  he  is  buried.”  (Such  is,  at  least, 
the  majority  opinion).  Accordingly,  the  baptismal  shroud  is  also  the  robe  of  the 

saints  and  of  the  saviour,  and  hence  of  the  caelicoli  generally.  This  explains  the  stories 

in  Acta  Thomae  27,  Actus  Petri  cum  Simone  5  end,  and  Acta  Barnabae  3,  where  baptism 

is  followed  by  appearance  of  a  young  man  in  a  white  garment  and  a  blaze  of  light: 

these  are  the  angels  whose  appearance  announces  the  initiate’s  resurrection  by 

baptism.  Finally,  this  conclusion  is  confirmed  by  and  itself  confirms  the  observations 

of  Goodenough  as  to  the  symbolic  importance  of  white  robed  figures  in  Jewish  art 

(for  example,  Kraeling,  Dura  pi.  LII,  LIII,  LXI,  LXII,  LXIII,  etc.).  Goodenough’s 
point  of  departure  had  been  the  obvious  importance  of  such  figures  in  Philo  and  in 
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early  Christian  art  (Goodenough,  I.28ff  and  the  indices,  under  Robe ;  further,  IX.131- 

168,  where  the  argument  is  pushed  to  absurdity  but  not  thereby  wholly  invalidated). 

the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  god:  This  phrase,  too,  recurs  in  Mk.,  at  4.1 1. 

For  the  variants  there  and  those  of  the  Matthaean  and  Lucan  parallels,  see  the  com¬ 

mentary  above,  on  III.  10. 

In  Mt.  and  Lk.  (as  Lk.  now  stands)  the  plural  “mysteries”  which  the  disciples 

are  given  “to  know”  are  the  teachings  of  the  Church — especially,  in  this  instance, 
its  interpretations  of  the  parables.  This  misinterpretation  was  suggested  by  the  context 

into  which  the  logion  was  inserted  in  Mk.  4. 1 1 ;  it  would  also  have  been  suggested  by 

the  use  of  έδιδα σκεν  in  the  longer  text,  if  Matthew  and  Luke  had  read  it. 

That  Mk.  4.1  if  is  an  old  logion,  not  an  invention  by  the  compiler  of  Mk.,  was 

shown  by  Jeremias  ( Gleichnisse  7-12,  partly  anticipated  by  Lohmeyer,  ad  loc.  and 

Manson,  Teaching  77)  and  has  since  been  widely  accepted  (Taylor;  Cranfield; 

Grundmann;  Gnilka,  Verstockung  23;  Boobyer’s  attempt  in  Redaction  to  defend  the 
unity  of  the  passage  is  not  convincing).  The  compiler  of  Mk.  knew  or  represented  the 

logion  as  addressed  to  Jesus’  circle  (ol  π ερι  αυτόν) ;  a  later  glossator  has  added  συν 
τοΐς  δώδεκα  (4. io;  Bultmann,  Geschichte  71).  The  compiler  also  took  εν  παραβολαΐς 

τα  πάντα  γίνεται  to  mean,  “I  teach  only  in  parables,”  (cf.  Mk.  4.33k),  but  Jeremias 
has  argued  that,  once  the  logion  is  separated  from  its  present  context,  this  meaning 

is  not  necessary;  he  proposes  to  translate  “ist  alles  ratselvoll” — “everything  is 

puzzling,”  and  this,  too,  has  been  widely  accepted.  If  it  be  accepted,  there  is  no  need 

to  refer  τά  πάντα  exclusively  to  Jesus’  verbal  teaching  (and  such  a  reference  would 
not  be  expected  even  in  rabbinic  Judaism,  where  students  customarily  learned  from 

their  masters’  actions  as  well  as  from  their  words — e.g.,  B.  cErubin  64b).  τά  πάντα  may, 

therefore,  mean  “everything  I  do  and  say,”  or  even  “everything  God  does.”  Accord¬ 
ingly,  one  cannot  define  from  τά  πάντα  the  meaning  of  the  μυστήριον  to  which  it  might 

or  might  not  be  sharply  antithetical. 

The  μυστήριον,  therefore,  must  be  defined — if  at  all — from  the  general  sense  of  the 

verse  and  the  similar  usages  elsewhere  in  the  NT  and  in  related  works.  In  the  first 

place,  it  is  clear  that  in  Mk.  4. 1 1  the  μυστήριον  cannot  be  the  explanation  that  follows 

in  4.14-20,  for  it  is  something  which  already  “has  been  given”  in  the  past,  something 

which  Jesus’  intimates  have  already  received  and  which  makes  it  possible  for  Jesus 
to  give  them  now,  as  a  further  gift,  the  explanation  of  the  parable.  That  they  had 

already  received  the  μυστήριον  was  what  distinguished  them  from  τοΐς  όξω,  which 

presumably  meant  for  Mark  what  it  means  in  I  Cor.  5.12;  Col.  4.5;  I  Thess.  4.12; 

that  is,  those  outside  the  Church  (cf.  the  parallels  from  philosophic  schools  cited  by 

Bauer,  Wb.,  εξω,  β).  Now  that  “mystery”  which  “was  given”  to  members  of  the 
Church,  which  distinguished  them  from  nonmembers,  and  which  enabled  them  to 

be  given  the  secret  teachings  of  the  Church,  was  baptism. 

The  word  μυστήριον  in  Eph.  5.32  probably  refers  to  the  spiritual  union  effected  by 

baptism.  The  argument  in  verses  25-32  runs  as  follows:  Christ  loved  the  Church, 

washed  it  with  water  and  the  word,  hallowed  it,  placed  it  beside  him  in  glory,  and 

made  it  his  own  body,  therefore  he  feeds  and  cherishes  it;  men  make  their  wives  their  own 

bodies ,  therefore  they  should  love,  feed,  and  cherish  them.  The  first  half  of  this  argument 
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reflects  the  Pauline  doctrine  of  baptism  (including  the  enthronement  with  Christ; 

cf.  Col.  2.12-3.4).  Of  this  doctrine  the  words  italicized  at  the  beginning  and  the 

end  were  relevant  to  the  author’s  purpose;  the  middle  terms  (washing,  hallowing, 
and  enthronement)  were  not.  Why,  then,  did  he  include  them  ?  Presumably  because 

they  were  fixed  parts  of  the  doctrine  of  baptism.  Therefore  when  he  concludes  to 

μυστήριον  τούτο  μεγα  εστίν ,  εγώ  δε  λέγω  εις  Χρίστον  καί  εις  τήν  εκκλησίαν,  the  “mystery” 
is  presumably  the  spiritual  union  effected  by  baptism  and  thence  the  rite  itself  which 

makes  the  Church  the  body  of  Christ  by  making  Christ’s  spirit  live  in  the  members. 
To  this  mystery  the  writer  compares  the  spiritual  union  effected  by  physical  inter¬ 

course  in  marriage,  and  he  finds  a  reference  to  both  these  mysteries  in  Gen.  2.24. 

The  same  use  of  “mystery”  to  refer  to  baptism  is  found  in  I  Cor.  2.6f  σοφίαν  δε 
λαλοϋμεν  εν  τοις  τελείοις  .  .  .  λαλοϋμεν  θεόν  σοφίαν  εν  μνστηρίω,  where  it  is  utterly 

implausible  to  neglect  the  parallelism  and  to  separate  the  initiated  ( τελείοις )  from  the 

initiation  (μνστηρίω) .  Allo’s  objection  (I  Cor.,  ad  loc .)  that  the  Corinthian  converts 
were  not  τελειοι  neglects  the  distinction  between  potential  and  actual  salvation,  which 

is  basic  to  Paul’s  thought  with  its  constant  alternation  between  deity  and  depravity 

(Rom.  7-8,  II  Cor.  4,  etc.)  Baird’s  attempt  to  explain  away  the  terminology  ( Mature ) 

is  built  on  the  false  antithesis:  either  “a  special  and  esoteric  doctrine  reserved  for  .  .  . 

the  initiated”  or  “the  Gospel,  ‘the  word  of  the  Cross.’”  It  never  occurred  to  him 

that,  to  the  ancients,  baptism  was  an  initiation— a  τελετή,  as  Lucian  said  (Peregrinus 

1 1).  Anticipating  arguments  to  be  presented  later,  it  may  be  said  that  a  further  reason 

for  understanding  the  “mystery”  in  I  Cor.  2.7  to  be  baptism  lies  in  the  fact  that  the 

“wisdom  of  God”  revealed  in  it  involves  the  secret  of  Christ’s  descent  in  disguise 
and  his  assumption  of  the  body  from  the  cosmic  powers,  for  the  purpose  of  subjugating 

them :  σοφίαν  .  .  .  ήν  ούδείς  των  αρχόντων  τον  αίώνος  τούτον  εγνωκεν·  εί  γαρ  εγνωσαν, 

ούκ  αν  τόν  κύριον  τής  δόξης  εσταυρωσαν’,  cf.  Ascension  of  Isaiah  10— 11.  This  secret  of 

descent  in  disguise  underlies  the  Pauline  interpretation  of  baptism  in  Col.  2.15,  where 

the  second  half  of  the  process,  the  stripping  off  in  the  ascent,  is  referred  to.  And  the 

conclusion  of  the  process  in  I  Cor.  2.9,  as  in  Col.  2.12-3.4,  is  the  participation  of  the 

baptized  in  Christ’s  resurrection,  ascension,  and  session  in  glory,  a  οφθαλμός  ονκ 
είδεν  καί  ούς  ονκ  ήκονσεν  .  .  .  όσα  ήτοίμασεν  ό  θεός  τοις  άγαπώσιν  αυτόν.  (Note  again,  as  in 

the  longer  text  of  Mk.,  the  connection  of  baptism  with  αγάπη;  cf.  above,  section  v, 

end).  Finally,  the  “wisdom  of  God”  (I  Cor.  2.7)  given  in  the  mystery  is  Christ 

(1.24,30)  and  Christ  is  given  in  baptism,  therefore  the  mystery  is  baptism.  This 

wisdom  is  given  only  by  the  spirit  (2.1 1)  and  the  gift  of  the  spirit  is  the  function  of 

baptism  (Acts  2.38  and  often). 

Since  the  “mystery”  of  I  Cor.  2.7  is  baptism,  it  is  not  unlikely  that  in  I  Cor.  4.1-6, 

where  Paul  speaks  of  himself,  Kephas,  and  Apollos  as  οικονόμους  μυστηρίων  θεοΰ,  he 

refers  to  their  function  not  only  in  general,  as  agents  of  the  grand  secret  strategy  of 

God,  but  also  in  particular,  as  administrators  of  the  mystery  rites  of  baptism  and  the 

eucharist,  and  thus  of  the  salvation  effected  by  these  rites.  The  same  sense  can  be 

borne  by  the  interpretation  of  this  passage  in  Eph.  3.9  and  of  this  in  Ignatius,  Trail. 

2.3,  where  the  contrast  between  the  “mysteries”  and  “food  and  drink  is  that  of 

I  Cor.  11  between  the  eucharist  and  ordinary  eating  and  drinking;  the  reference  is 
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particularly  to  11.22.  (Bauer’s  reference,  Ig .,  ad  loc.,  to  Acts  6.2  is  not  justified  by  the text.) 

All  the  above  argument  on  μυστήριον  has  run  counter  to  the  common  dogma  that 

μυστήριον  in  the  NT  always  has  the  sense  of  n  or  *710  and  that  these  always 

mean  “secret,”  never  “secret  rite”;  so  Bornkamm,  μυεω ;  Nock,  Mysterious  Alio, 
I  Cor.,  on  5.7;  Klostermann,  Taylor,  and  Cranfield  on  Mk.  4. 1 1 ;  etc.  But  this  dogma 
is  false. 

Paul  sometimes  did  use  μυστήριον  to  mean  “secret,”  but  there  are  a  number  of 

instances  where  he  clearly  did  not:  the  “mystery  of  iniquity,”  that  is,  “the  unlawful 

magic,”  in  II  Thess.  2.7  is  not  a  secret,  but  a  process — a  secret  process,  no  doubt,  but 

the  essential  thing  is  not  the  secrecy  but  the  process,  which  is  already  “working”  to 
bring  the  coming  of  the  evil  one.  So,  too,  μυστήριον  in  the  magical  papyri  means  not 

only  “charm,”  but  the  whole  magical  ceremony  and  its  consequences  ( PGM  I.131; 
IV.476;  etc.;  contrast  Rigaux,  Thess.,  on  2.7).  Similarly  in  Col.  i.26f  the  mystery 

is  not  a  secret  but  a  process,  χριστός  εν  ύμΐν,  the  indwelling  and  working  of  Christ  in 

the  baptized;  cf.  PGM  I.i28ff,  where  το  μεγα  τούτο  μυστήριον  means  not  only  the 

whole  magical  ceremony  by  which  one  receives  ό  κύριος  του  άερος  (cf.  Eph.  2.2)  as 

an  indwelling  deity,  but  also  all  the  consequences  which  follow  from  the  reception: 

the  continued  possession  and  service  of  the  deity,  the  status  of  an  initiate,  μα[κάρι]ε 

μυστα  της  ίεράς  μαγείας.  That  Paul  should  have  used  μυστήριον  to  describe  the  process 

and  consequences  of  Christ’s  indwelling  in  Christian  initiates  was  probably  a  reflec¬ 
tion  of  his  use  of  the  same  term  for  the  rite  of  initiation,  baptism.  As  in  PGM,  the 

mystery  produced  the  association  of  man  and  god,  and  the  term  was  carried  over 

loosely  to  its  consequences.  Nock’s  notion  that  Paul  was  not  aware  of  the  connection 
between  μυεω,  μύστης,  and  μυστήριον  ( Mysterion  ni)  seems  to  me  incredible.  That 

Paul  was  thinking  of  baptism  in  Col.  i.26fis  indicated  by  the  immediately  preceding 

verses  where  he  speaks  of  the  body  of  Christ,  the  Church  (25),  ης  εγενόμην  εγώ 

διάκονος  κατά  την  οικονομίαν  του  θεού  την  δοθεϊσάν  μοι  εις  υμάς  πληρώσαι  τον  λόγον  του 

θεοΰ,  το  μυστήριον,  etc.  This  is  the  vocabulary  found  in  I  Cor.  4. 1  where  Paul  is  speak¬ 

ing  of  his  work  as  οίκόνομος  of  the  mysteries ;  and  the  concept  of  the  Church  as  the 

body  of  Christ  is  that  remarked  above  in  connection  with  the  references  to  baptism, 

since  by  baptism  this  embodiment  was  effected.  Thus,  the  notion  that  Paul  always 

uses  μυστήριον  to  mean  “secret”  is  false. 

Further,  the  notion  that  when  Paul  does  use  μυστήριον  to  mean  “secret”  he  can¬ 

not  at  the  same  time  use  it  to  mean  “secret  process”  or  “rite,”  is  also  false.  This  has 
been  shown  by  the  examples  above.  For  some  consequences  of  this  false  antithesis, 

see  above,  in  the  comment  on  μυστήρια  in  the  body  of  the  letter  (II. 2). 

Finally,  the  notion  that  π  and  “no  always  refer  to  secrets  and  never  to  secret 

rites  is  also  false.  *770  in  particular  is  not  infrequently  taken  in  rabbinic  literature 
as  a  reference  to  the  rite  of  circumcision;  for  example,  Tanhuma,  Hayye  Sarah  4,  where 

Prov.  31.24,  nrWtf  |*HOj  is  glossed  (by  punning  on  “770)  with  the  words  nV^n  7T 

r’XTV  Π7ΓΡ  *770  “this  is  circumcision,  of  which  it  is  said,  ‘The  mystery  (“770) 

of  the  Ford  is  given  to  those  who  fear  him’” — Ps.  25.14.  (A  contributory  element  in 

the  exegesis  may  have  been  the  fact  that  ]*ho  was  the  initiation  garment,  the  σινδών;  see 180 
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above).  More  important  is  the  fact  that  both  no  and  n  appear  in  Hekalot  Rabbati  (27.1 ; 

28.3 ;  29. 1 ,2,4 ;  etc.)  as  descriptions  of  the  magical  technique  by  which  one  is  enabled  to 

ascend  through  the  heavens  and  be  seated  in  the  throne  of  God.  Though  the  present 

form  of  this  textis  late,  Scholem,  Gnosticism ,  has  shown  that  speculations  on  the  subject 

of  the  ascent  go  back  to  a  syncretistic  Judaism  of  the  early  first  century  a.  d.  at  the  latest; 

and  his  argument  is  now  confirmed  by  the  appearance  of  their  peculiar  angelology 

in  the  Qumran  texts,  3Q,  7.5  =  Discoveries  III. 99.  Further,  I  have  shown  ( Observa - 

ions  end)  that  the  account  of  the  ascent  in  the  Hekalot  and  that  in  the  so-called 

“Mithras  Liturgy”  ( PGM  IV.475ff)  go  back  to  a  common  source  of  tradition,  if 

not  of  writing.  The  “Mithras  Liturgy”  describes  itself  as  μυστήρια  (476),  and  means 

by  this  “initiation,”  for  it  prescribes  that  one  may  have  a  συνμύστης  (line  732).  The 
first  reference  to  practice  of  a  technique  for  ascent  to  the  heavens  may  be  that  in 

Col.  2.18:  “the  angels  whom  he  saw  when  going  in.”  Into  the  heavens?  (Cf.  Observa¬ 
tions  156).  And  ascent  to  the  heavens  and  session  with  Christ  on  the  right  hand  of 

God  are  described  by  Paul  in  the  same  context  as  the  potential  climax  of  the  conse¬ 

quences  of  Christian  baptism  (Col.  3.  iff).  So  the  supposition  that  n  and/or  no 

could  have  been  used  by  Paul  to  refer  to  the  rite  of  baptism  as  a  “mystery”  is  not 
unsupported. 

Judaism  was  often  considered  a  “mystery”  religion  (e.g.,  by  Plutarch,  Quaestiones 

Convivales  IV. 6:  Jewish  doctrines  and  ceremones  are  τά  r Εβραίων  απόρρητα  and  the 
unknown  Jewish  god  is  identified  as  Dionysus  because  of  parallels  between  the  Jewish 

and  the  Eleusinian  mysteries).  Paul’s  Jewish  contemporary,  Philo,  frequently  de¬ 

scribed  the  doctrines  and  ceremonies  of  Judaism  as  “mysteries”  (Goodenough, 

Symbols  VI. 206-2 16;  Wolfson,  Philo  I.43).  And  the  rabbis  took  over  the  word  μυστηρίου 

with  the  full  range  of  its  Greco-Roman  meanings. 

On  the  one  hand  they  used  it  to  mean  “spell”  or  “magic”  and  identified  “the 

mystery  of  Israel,”  bttf  pIDD^,  as  the  secret  name  of  Yahweh.  It  was  by 
pronouncing  this  that  Moses  killed  the  Egyptian:  Wayyikra  Rabbah  32.4  end,  and 

Margulies’  note  ad  loc.  As  in  Greek,  the  word  can  mean  not  only  the  essential  charm, 
but  the  whole  magical  praxis  in  which  it  is  used;  thus  the  Shunnamite  says  to  Elisha, 

rrnm  Vw  pi»o»n  nnx  Ti&y  ted»  ηκ  p  ̂  nna  n*?nn&  crnVK  pi&o&n  may 
,ΊΠΙΧ  “You  practiced  the  mysteries  of  God  when  you  gave  me  a  son,  to  begin  with,  so 

now  practice  the  mysteries  of  God  and  raise  him  from  the  dead.”  ( Shemot  Rabbah  19.1. 
This  passage  is  of  particular  interest  here  because  it  shows  these  mysteries  were  con¬ 

ceived  as  means  of  resurrection,  as  was  baptism.) 

Besides  this  magical  usage,  the  rabbis  also  took  over,  as  Philo  did,  the  usage  of 

μυστήριον  for  “mystery  initiation.”  They  used  it  in  this  sense  to  refer  to  the  initiatory 

rite  of  Judaism,  circumcision.  For  this  they  found  Biblical  basis  in  Ps.  25.14, 

□ΙΓΎΙΠ1?  ΊΓΡΊΠΊ  PNT1?  ΠΊΓΡ  Y10,  which  LXX  had  translated  κραταίωμα  κύριος 

των  φοβούμενων  αυτόν’  και  η  διαθηκη  αύτοΰ  δηλώσαι  αύτοΐς ,  but  Aquila  translated 

απόρρητον  (Theodotion  and  Quinta ,  μυστήριον)  κυρίου  τοΐς  φοβουμενοις  αυτόν’  καί  την 

συνθήκην  αύτοΰ  γνωρίσει  (Theodotion,  δηλώσει)  αύτοΐς,  thus  rendering  Τ10  3-S 

“mystery”  and  equating  the  mystery  and  the  covenant.  Compare  Is.  24.16,  where 

·»*?  “’V  Ή  was  omitted  by  LXX  but  translated  by  Symmachus  and  Theodotion 
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το  μυστήριόν  μου  εμοί,  το  μυστήριόν  μου  εμοί — a  translation  also  reflected  by  an 

agraphon  attributed  to  Jesus  in  Clement,  the  Clementine  Homilies ,  and  many  later 

authors  (see  the  commentary  on  1. 12):  τά  μυστήρια  εμοι  και  τοΐς  υίοΐς  του  οϊκου  μου. 

As  observed  in  the  commentary,  this  agraphon  is  introduced  in  the  Clementina  as  if 

it  came  from  Mk.,  but  is  interpreted,  by  analogy  with  the  Matthaean  and  Lucan 

interpretations  of  Mk.  4. 1 1 ,  as  referring  to  teachings.  Ps.  25. 1 4,  however,  is  consistently 

taken  in  rabbinic  literature  as  referring  to  circumcision.  Thus  Tanhuma  on  Gen.  17.2 

{Lek,  19)  comments:  ΠΓΚ  ♦□17*,Τ)Πι7  “ΙΓΡΊΠΊ  VXI'b  'Π  *710  Π'ΊΡΐ  jrm  TO  ΤΡΊΟ  ΠΙΠΚΊ 

•omoxb  hVt  Vo?  ριοοο  π-ορπ  nV^n  it  •vntV  nV’w  το  νίπ 
— “‘And  I  shall  establish  my  covenant  between  us.’  This  is  what  is  referred  to  by  the 

verse,  ‘The  mystery  of  Yahweh  is  for  those  who  fear  him  and  so  is  his  covenant,  to 

give  them  knowledge’  (Ps.  25.14).  What  is  this  ‘mystery’  which  he  revealed  ‘to 

those  who  fear  him’?  This  is  the  rite  of  circumcision.  For  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be 

He,  did  not  reveal  the  mystery  rite  of  circumcision  to  any  save  Abraham.”  This 

exegesis  occurs  as  part  of  a  homily  beginning  with  the  verse  ΠΤΠ  ΓΓΠΊ  ’’ID1?  “jbnnn 

(Gen.  1 7.1),  which  is  taken  to  mean,  “Do  as  I  tell  you  and  you  shall  be 

perfect.”  Here  LXX  and  Philo  rendered  DTD  by  άμεμπτος,  which  Aquila 

corrected  to  τελειος — a  term  cognate  to  the  technical  terms  “to  initiate”  (τελεω), 

“initiation”  (τελετή),  etc.  τελειος  is  also  the  term  used  by  Jesus  in  urging  his  followers 
to  follow  his  law  rather  than  the  traditional  commandments;  he  concludes  (Mt.  5.48), 

εσεσθε  ουν  υμείς  τελειοι  ώς  ό  Πατήρ  υμών  ό  ουράνιος  τελείάς  εστιν ;  cf.  Mt.  19*21,  where, 

in  the  conversation  with  the  rich  young  man  of  Mk.  10,  Matthew’s  Jesus  contrasts 
a  man  who  merely  keeps  the  Mosiac  law  with  one  who  is  τελειος. 

The  difference  between  LXX  and  Philo  on  the  one  hand  and  Aquila,  Symmachus, 

Theodotion,  and  Mt.  on  the  other  in  the  translations  of  Gen.  17.1  and  Ps.  25.14  and 

Is.  24.16  (noted  above)  indicates  that  the  interpretation  of  circumcision  as  a  mystery 

is  to  be  dated  in  the  first  or  early  second  century.  The  sermon  in  Tanhuma  goes  on 

to  declare  this  mystery  the  necessary  means  to  happiness  in  the  afterlife  (as  were,  for 

example,  the  Eleusinian  mysteries,  and  baptism).  This  exegesis  was  standard.  It 

recurs  in  the  parallel  version  of  the  Tanhuma  (ed.  Buber,  Lek  20-27),  which  places 

even  more  emphasis  on  the  notion  that  by  circumcision  the  initiate  becomes  τελειος 

(here  20  and  25),  takes  Abraham  as  prefiguring  the  Messiah  (22),  and  ex¬ 

plains  that  the  mystery  was  given  him  in  order  that  he  might  be  made  like  God  (23 

end;  cf.  Mt.  5.48,  above)  and  that  its  performance  prevents  the  world’s  returning  to 

chaos  (24) — a  notion  derived  from  the  mysteries  of  ancient  Mesopotamia  (and  a 

reminder  that  this  development  need  not  be  conceived  as  wholly  the  result  of  Greek 

influence).  We  have  already  seen  this  same  exegetic  complex  referred  to  en  passant 

in  Tanhuma  ( Sarah  4)  apropos  of  a  mention  of  the  σινδών  which  was  probably  the 

costume  for  the  rite  (■»*»  to  *7?2N2ttf  IT).  A  corrupt  version  was  introduced  into 

most  MSS  of  Bereshit  Rabbah  49.2;  see  Theodore’s  notes  there.  Finally,  the  theme  is 

further  developed  in  Shemot  Rabbah  19.5-7.  After  emphasizing  again  that  to  have 

been  circumcised  is  necessary  and  sufficient  (save  to  heretics  and  the  very  wicked) 

for  salvation,  the  text  goes  on  to  treat  it  as  the  precondition  for  participation  in  the 

sacred,  secret,  passover  meal  (6).  Only  one  speaker  is  named — the  Galliean,  R.  Simon 
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ben  Halafta,  of  the  beginning  of  the  third  century — but  how  much  of  the  tradition 

can  be  attributed  to  him  is  not  clear.  The  text  commented  upon  is  Ex.  i2.43ff, 

•13  VdN’’  kV  Vm  in  VdK*·  nV  Ί33  ]3  Vd  nosn  ηρπ  ΠΝΤ  .  .  .  Particularly  striking  is 
the  comment,  “It  is  like  a  king  who  made  a  dinner  for  his  friends  (ϊΟΠΊΝ1?  =  τοΐς 

άγαπώσιν  αυτόν  =  τοΐς  TeXeioig  .  .  .  ev  μύστη ρίω,  I  Cor.  2.6—9;  see  above,  page  1 79). 

The  king  said,  ‘  If  there  is  anyone,  of  all  those  invited,  on  whom  my  seal  does  not  appear, 

he  is  not  to  be  admitted  here.’  <(Cf.  Mt.  22.1-14.  Circumcision  is  a  “seal”  in  Rom. 

4. 1 1 ;  baptism  or  chrism — probably — in  Apoc.  7.2 ;  9.4.  All  these  use  σφραγίς,  on  which, 
and  on  its  background  in  the  mysteries,  see  Bauer,  Wb.,  s.v.,  and  the  literature  there.) 

So  God  made  a  feast  <Te.,  the  passover)  .  .  .  because  he  was  delivering  them  from 

evil  <ΓΠ^Π,  cf.  Mt.  6.13;  Gal.  1.4).  He  said  to  them,  ‘If  the  seal  of  Abraham  is 

not  in  your  flesh  you  shall  not  taste  of  it’  <(Lk.  14.24,  also  Didache  IX. 5,  none  but  the 

baptized  may  eat  the  eucharist)  ...  (7)  ‘No  alien  shall  eat  of  it’  .  .  .  The  Holy  One, 

blessed  be  He,  said  to  them,  ‘  Let  no  other  people  participate  in  it,  and  let  them  not 
know  the  mystery  <(]Ή1βΟ&,  accepting  the  emendation  of  Krauss,  Lehnworter, 

s.v.y,  but  let  it  be  for  you  alone.”’  The  text  goes  on  to  describe  the  Passover  in  this 
world  as  an  anticipation  of  the  feast  of  the  blessed  in  the  world  to  come. 

In  sum,  then,  the  rabbis  often  spoke  of  the  initiatory  ceremony  of  Judaism  as  a 

“mystery”  which  had  been  “given”  to  them.  They  thought  this  initiation  prere¬ 
quisite  for  participation  in  the  sacred  meal  of  the  cult  in  this  world,  and  for  the  life 

of  the  blessed — a  glorified  form  of  that  sacred  meal — in  the  world  to  come.  Thus  the 

clear  evidence  of  the  rabbinic  material  confirms  the  preceding  interpretation  of  Paul. 

μυστήριον  in  Jewish  usage  regularly  refers  to  the  initiatory  rite  of  circumcision,  as  in 

Paul’s  usage  it  refers  to  the  initiatory  rite  of  baptism  which  Paul  equated  with 
circumcision:  Col.  2.1  I  ;  τη  πβριτομη  του  χριστού  .  .  .  τω  βατττίσματι. 

Given  the  Pauline  and  the  rabbinic  usage,  it  is  not  surprising  to  find  μυστήριον 

used  as  a  technical  expression  for  baptism  in  the  community  from  which  Mk.  drew 

his  material.  Christian  baptism  is  “the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God”  because  it  en¬ 

ables  those  to  whom  it  is  given  to  enter  the  kingdom — so  Jn.  3,  Nicodemus’  nocturnal 
visit  to  Jesus  (of  which  the  similarity  in  content  to  the  initiation  in  the  longer  text 

is  no  less  striking  than  the  total  independence  of  the  two  passages).  Therefore  those 

to  whom  Christian  baptism  has  been  given  (Mk.  4.1 1)  are  in  the  kingdom,  as  opposed 

to  “those  outside”  (ibid.)  like  the  Baptist  (Lk.  7.28;  Mt.  11.11;  Acts  19. 1-7),  who 

have  been  born  only  of  women,  not  of  water  and  the  spirit  (Jn.  3.3-5). 

The  one  difficulty  in  the  way  of  a  baptismal  interpretation  of  “the  mystery  of  the 

kingdom  of  God”  in  the  longer  text  is  the  word  έδιδα σκε.  In  the  light  of  the  evidence 
reviewed  above,  I  think  this  a  corruption  of  an  original  08ωκ€ν.  The  corruption  was 

probably  made  by  a  copyist  influenced  by  the  misinterpretation  of  Mk.  4. 1 1  in  Mt. 

13. 1 1  and  Lk.  8.10,  where  “the  mystery”  becomes  “the  mysteries” — that  is,  the 

following  interpretations  of  the  parables,  which  “it  is  given”  the  disciples  “to  know.” 

That  misinterpretation,  in  turn,  probably  resulted  from  the  rapid  growth  of  Chris¬ 

tianity,  which  made  baptism  an  experience  common  to  all  members  of  a  large  group 

including  many  not  completely  saved;  baptism  therefore  declined  in  prestige  and 

there  was  a  corresponding  growth  of  secret  teachings  which  professed  to  reveal 
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something  more.  This  is  the  development  reflected  by  the  Matthaean  and  Lucan 

emendations  of  canonical  Mk.  and  by  the  corruption  of  the  longer  text. 

Apart  from  this,  the  details  of  the  nocturnal  initiation  (the  six  days’  preparation, 
the  coming  by  night,  the  sheet  and  the  nudity,  and  the  mystery  of  the  kingdom)  all 

accord  with  the  interpretation  required  by  the  clearly  baptismal  character  of  the 

preceding  pericope.  The  rite  was  a  form  of  baptism. 

(f)  This  baptismal  interpretation  explains  both  the  inclusion  in  the  longer  text 

of  the  story  of  the  baptism  and  its  omission  from  the  canonical  text  if  that  was  inten¬ 

ded,  as  Clement  says  it  was,  for  reading  by  the  unbaptized. 

The  inclusion  at  the  place  where  it  stands  is  exactly  in  accord  with  the  require¬ 

ments  of  the  pericope  as  a  reading  for  the  baptismal  service.  We  have  had  the  prere¬ 

quisites — become  as  children,  believe  in  the  one  good  God,  obey  the  commandments, 

forsake  all,  and  join  the  Church — and  the  peculiarly  Christian  creed,  the  death  and 

resurrection  of  Jesus,  the  Son  of  Man,  which  the  initiates  are  now  to  share.  We  have 

had  the  evidence  of  resurrection  and  the  antitype  of  baptism — the  raising  of  Lazarus 

(the  Gospel  for  the  service,  her e  following  the  creed— evidently  because  it  belonged  to 

the  secret  teaching  of  the  church — see  above  on  τούς  μυουμενους  in  II. 2).  Now  we 

come  to  the  baptism  itself,  and  here,  as  in  the  eucharist,  the  essential  is  not  a  prayer , 

but  a  story  of  what  Jesus  once  did:  eVeV αξεν  αύτω  .  .  .  καί  .  .  .  ερχεται  .  .  .  καί  εμεινε 

.  .  .  εΒωκεν  γαρ  αύτω  ...  το  μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  του  θεού  (III. 7—9)·  And  with  this 

the  story  ends  as  abruptly  as  the  Markan  account  of  the  institution  of  the  eucharist: 

εκεΐθεν  δε  άναστας  επεστρεφεν  (  III.  IO— Ii);  cf.  Mk.  14.26,  ύμνησα ντες  εξήλθον. 

That  this  story  should  have  been  omitted  in  revision  of  the  Gospel  for  exoteric  use 

is  in  accord  with  John’s  omission  of  both  Jesus’  baptism  and  the  eucharist  (so  Dodd, 

Fourth  Gospel  309-310).  It  is  remarked  in  Windisch-Preisker  {Brief e  157)  that  in  I 

Peter,  between  1.2 1  and  1.22,  “  Der  Taufakt  selbst  ist  aus  Arkandisziplin  fortgelassen.” 
Schille,  Tauflehre  35,  remarks  a  similar  omission  of  advanced  eschatological  teaching 

in  Barnabas  17.2:  ου  μη  νοησητε  διά  το  εν  παραβολαΐς  κεΐσθ αι;  cf.  Mk.  4·11·  Preisker, 

Boismard,  and  Schille  represent  I  Peter  and  Barnabas  as  baptismal  texts  because  of 

their  outlines  (above,  page  1 70),  and  we  have  shown  the  extensive  agreement  of  these 

outlines  with  that  of  Mk.  10.  Therefore  the  omission  in  Barnabas  17  may  help  to 

explain  the  suppression  in  Mk.  10.  Baptism,  as  the  secret  way  of  entering  the  kingdom 

(Jn.  3.5)  was  acutely  eschatological.  The  most  important  secret  about  the  kingdom 

was  how  to  get  in.  Perhaps  this  was  why,  in  canonical  Mk.,  baptism  was  suppressed 

while  the  eucharist  was  not  (cf.  Moule,  Intention  17 if).  This  question,  however,  would 

lead  to  that  of  the  structure  and  history  of  canonical  Mk.,  which  must  indeed  be  re¬ 

studied  in  the  light  of  the  longer  text,  but  not  here. 

Returning  to  the  role  of  the  baptism  story  in  the  baptismal  pericope,  it  should  be 

noted  that  the  liturgical  interpretation  of  the  whole  pericope  explains  the  seeming 

difficulty  that  the  resurrection  of  the  youth  (the  symbol  of  his  baptism)  precedes,  by 

six  days,  his  baptism.  One  might  either  compare  Apuleius,  Golden  Ass  XI.  1 3-25  (where 

Lucius’  restoration  to  human  form  precedes  his  initiation,  of  which  it  is  the  symbol), 

or  quote  the  Pharisaic  ruling  on  circumcision:  “Separation  from  a  foreskin  is 

like  separation  from  a  tomb.”  ηηρπ  p  uniBD  p  ΕΓΠΒΠ  ( Pesahim 
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VIII.8;  'Eduyot  V.2),  which  puts  a  seven-day  purification  period  (Num.  19.16) 
between  circumcision  and  participation  in  the  passover  meal.  But  the  Pharisaic 

ruling  is  not  closely  parallel,  since  the  ceremonies  it  affects  are  not  related  as  symbol 

and  reality.  And  in  Apuleius  the  duplication  is  due  to  the  shift  from  allegory  to  auto¬ 

biography:  having  allegorized  his  uninitiated  self  as  an  ass,  he  had  to  restore  himself 

to  human  form  (that  is,  undergo  allegoric  initiation)  before  he  could  describe  his 

actual  initiation  as  a  man.  In  the  longer  text  of  Mk.,  however,  the  resurrection  story 

(allegoric  initiation)  anticipates  the  story  of  the  actual  baptism  because  the  whole 

pericope  is  designed  to  correspond  with  a  service  in  which  the  Gospel  anticipates  the 

actual  ceremony,  as  the  Gospel  for  the  feast  of  Corpus  Christi  anticipates  the  canon 

of  the  mass.  (Note  that  the  roles  of  these  elements  in  the  baptismal  pericope  do  not 

determine  their  relations  in  the  smaller  section — Mk.  10.20-34  plus  the  longer  text, 

discussed  above  in  pp.  1 65^6.  Perhaps  that  pattern  was  worked  into  the  pericope  as  a 

basis  for  yet  more  esoteric  teaching.) 

(g)  At  this  point  Clement  tells  Theodore,  to  δε  γυμνός  γυμνω  καί  τάλλα  περί  ών 

εγραψας  ούχ  εύρίσκεται;  in  other  words,  the  longer  text  as  used  in  Clement’s  church 

(or,  as  Clement  chose  to  describe  it)  did  not  contain  some  material — including  the 

phrase  γυμνός  γυμνω — which  Theodore  had  reported  as  standing  hereabouts  in  the 

Carpocratian  text. 

Since  the  Carpocratians  had  a  reputation  for  sexual  license  (see  Appendix  B) 

and  this  section  of  the  longer  text  reported  that  a  youth  came  to  Jesus  περιβεβλημενος 

σινδόνα  επί  γυμνοϋ  and  stayed  with  him  all  night,  it  is  easy  to  suppose  that  the 

Carpocratians  took  the  opportunity  to  insert  in  the  text  some  material  which  would 

authorize  the  homosexual  relationship  Clement  suggested  by  picking  out  γυμνός 

γυμνω.  Similar  developments  might  be  thought  to  lie  behind  the  celebration  of 

baptism  in  Acta  Thomae  27  as  η  κοινωνία  του  αρρενος  (cf.  132,  text  P,  both  lacking 

in  the  Syriac),  and  sayings  like  Gospel  of  Thomas  (Leipoldt)  108,  “Jesus  said:  ‘He 
who  will  drink  of  my  mouth  will  become  like  me,  and  I  shall  be  he,  and  the  hidden 

things  shall  be  revealed  to  him.’  ”  Cf.  the  longer  text,  εδίδασκεν  γαρ  αυτόν  το  μυστήριον 

της  βασιλείας  του  θεού. 

However,  Clement  does  not  explicitly  say  that  the  additional  material  was  sexually 

offensive,  and  he  would  hardly  have  missed  the  chance  to  say  so  if  it  had  been. 

Therefore  the  γυμνός  γυμνω  probably  belonged  to  a  fuller  account  of  the  ritual. 

Hippolytus,  Apostolic  Tradition  XXI.  11,  after  speaking  of  the  catechumen  and  the 

presbyter  who  is  to  baptize  him,  goes  on  to  specify,  “And  let  them  stand  in  the 

water  naked.”  The  Carpocratian  text  may  have  contained  some  similar  provision, 
more  explicitly  phrased. 

Another  possibility  is  indicated  by  the  fact  that  the  Carpocratians  interpreted 

baptism  as  a  resurrection.  This  appears  from  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  II. 48. 2  =  Stieren, 

II.31.2):  After  arguing  that  the  Carpocratians  perform  their  miracles  by  magic, 

and  cannot  perform  major  cures,  he  goes  on  to  say,  tantum  autem  absunt  ab  eo  ut 

mortuum  excitent ,  quemadmodum  Dominus  excitavit  et  apostoli  per  orationem  ( et  in  fraternitate 

saepissime  propter  aliquid  necessarium ,  ea  quae  est  in  quoque  loco  ecclesia  universa  postulante  per 

jejunium  et  supplicationem  multam ,  reversus  est  spiritus  mortui ,  et  donatus  est  homo  orationibus 
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sanctorum)  ut  ne  quidem  credant  hoc  in  totum  posse  fieri;  esse  autem  resurrectionem  a  mortuis 

agnitionem  eius ,  quae  ab  eis  dicitur ,  veritatis.  On  this  Harvey  aptly  quotes  Tertullian, 

De  resurrectione  mortuorum  XIX. 2 ff.  resurrectionem  .  .  .  mortuorum  manifeste  adnuntiatam  in 

imaginariam  significationem  distorquent ,  adserentes  ipsam  etiam  mortem  spiritaliter  intellegendam. 

Non  enim  hanc  esse  in  vero ,  quae  sit  in  medio ,  discidium  carnis  atque  animae ,  sed 

ignorantiam  dei ,  per  quam  homo  mortuus  deo  non  minus  in  errore  iacuerit  quam  in  sepulchro. 

Itaque  et  resurrectionem  eam  vindicandam ,  qua  quis  adita  veritate  redanimatus  et  revivificatus 

deo  ignorantiae  morte  discussa  velut  de  sepulchro  veteris  hominis  eruperit  .  .  .  exinde  ergo 

resurrectionem  fide  consecutos  cum  domino  esse ,  quem  in  baptismate  induerint.  Hoc  denique 

ingenio  etiam  in  conloquiis  saepe  nostros  decipere  consueverunt ,  quasi  et  ipsi  resurrectionem 

carnis  admittant:  “  Vae,”  inquiunt ,  “  qui  non  in  hac  carne  resurrexerit ,”  ne  statim  illos  percutiant, 
si  resurrectionem  statim  abnuerint.  Tacite  autem  secundum  conscientiam  suam  hoc  sentiunt : 

“Vae,  qui  non,  dum  in  hac  carne  est,  cognoverit  arcana  haeretica .”  Hoc  est  enim  apud  illos 

resurrectio.  Sed  et  plerique  ab  excessu  animae  resurrectionem  vindicantes,  de  sepulchro  exire  de 

saeculo  evadere  interpretantur ,  quia  et  saeculum  mortuorum  sit  habitaculum ,  id  est  ignorantium 

deum,  vel  etiam  de  ipso  corpore,  quia  et  corpus  vice  sepulchri  conclusam  animam  in  saecularis 

vitae  morte  detineat. 

Given  this  interpretation  of  resurrection  as  initiation  (and  vice  versa)  it  is  easy 

to  suppose  that  the  Carpocratians  added  to  the  ritual  of  their  baptismal  initiation 

some  sort  of  resurrection  ritual  like  that  suggested  by  the  parallels  adduced  in  the 

commentary  on  γυμνός  γυμνω  above  (on  III.  13).  Elisha’s  raising  of  the  widow’s 
son,  II  Kgs.  4.34,  would  have  provided  an  OT  precedent;  its  importance  in  Judaism 

of  the  Roman  period  is  shown  by  its  place  on  the  front  wall  of  the  Dura  synagogue 

(panel  WCi,  Kraeling,  Dura  pi.  LXIII),  and  the  comments  by  impressed  visitors 

(Geiger,  Texts  nos.  49,  51,  55).  At  all  events,  the  one  thing  certain  about  the  Carpo- 

cratian  text  is  also  the  one  thing  most  important  for  our  present  purpose:  it  is  fully 

compatible  with  the  interpretation  of  the  secret  ceremony  as  a  baptism. 

(h)  After  the  baptism  comes  the  sermon,  the  postbaptismal  instruction,  which 

still  stands  in  canonical  Mk.  10.35-45.  The  “message”  is  as  follows:  The  newly 
baptized  should  not  feel  themselves  at  a  disadvantage  vis  a  vis  Christians  of  longer 

standing,  for  not  even  the  original  disciples  were  assured  the  highest  places  in  the 

kingdom.  All  who  enter  must  drink  of  Jesus’  cup  (communion — the  commemoration 

of  the  passion — will  follow)  and  be  baptized  (as  the  initiates  just  have  been)  with 

his  baptism  (his  death  and  resurrection),  but  for  the  future  he  who  would  be  greatest 

should  follow  the  example  of  the  Son  of  Man  who  made  himself  servant  of  all  and 

gave  his  life  for  us.  So  practice  humility,  make  yourselves  useful  in  the  church,  and 

give  what  you  can. 

With  this  concern  for  church  discipline  and  finance  the  baptismal  pericope  comes 

to  its  natural  conclusion.  In  the  dramatic  situation,  that  is,  as  put  into  Jesus’  mouth, 

the  references  to  the  baptism  and  the  cup  in  verses  38-39  must  be  understood  as 

prophecies  of  his  own  passion  and  death  and  therefore  of  those  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee.18 

18.  The  amusing  exegeses  contrived  to  avoid  this  conclusion  (Bernard,  Study,  Delling,  Baptisma·,  etc.) 
need  not  concern  us;  nor  need  the  question  whether  or  not  the  prophecy  was  fulfilled  in  the  case  of 

John.  The  writer  of  Mk.  10.39  maY  have  yet  expected  its  fulfillment  or  may  have  erroneously  believed 
it  to  have  been  fulfilled. 



THE  SECRET  GOSPEL 

But  for  that  church  which  told  the  story,  baptism  and  communion  had  become 

ritual  means  of  participation  in  Jesus’  death  and  resurrection  (Rom.  6.3;  I  Cor. 
11.24-28);  so  the  question  to  the  sons  of  Zebedee  is  now  directed  to  all  Christians, 

and  their  answer  is  the  initiates’  affirmation  of  faith  in  the  magical  identification 
with  the  saviour,  effected  by  the  rites  of  the  mystery.  To  suppose  the  dramatic 

reference  to  the  passion  excludes  the  homiletic  reference  or  the  sacraments  (Werner, 

Einfluss  1 3 7ff )  is  ridiculous.  Equally  ridiculous  was  the  gnostic  interpretation  of  the 

verses  as  referring  to  a  second  baptism  (Irenaeus:  Harvey,  I.14.1  =  Stieren,  I.21.2), 

but  it  may  have  been  accepted  also  by  Clement’s  church  in  Alexandria  (point  a, 
above,  p.  168). 

This  concludes  the  argument  concerning  the  structure  of  Mk.  10.13-45  and  its 

relation  to  the  longer  text.  Since  the  argument  has  been  complicated,  it  should  be 
summarized  here: 

(a)  Clement  declares  that  the  longer  text  was  read  in  τα  μεγάλα  μυστήρια,  probably 

the  paschal  service  which  included  baptism. 

(b)  The  liturgical  use  of  the  text  would  explain  its  importance  to  Clement,  to 

the  western  text,  to  Lk.,  and  to  Mk. 

(c)  That  τα  μεγάλα  μυστήρια  were  or  included  some  sort  of  baptism  is  suggested 

by  the  baptismal  reminiscences  with  which  Clement  introduces  the  text. 

(d)  The  text  stands  at  that  place  in  canonical  Mk.  where  baptismal  material  is 

to  be  expected. 

(e)  The  details  of  Mk.  10.- 13-34  -f  the  longer  text  +  10.35-45  show  the  whole 

pericope  to  be  a  baptismal  lection,  to  which  all  its  parts  are  essential : 

(i)  10.13-16  states  the  general  prerequisite  of  baptism:  become  as  little  children. 

(ii-vi)  1 0.17-3 1  states  specific  requirements:  monotheism,  obedience  to  the 

commandments,  renunciation  of  property;  these  correspond  to  the  standard  pre¬ 

liminary  instruction  for  baptism. 

(vii)  10.32-34,  the  credal  prophecy  of  the  passion  and  resurrection,  provides 

both  the  assurance  and  the  explanation  of  the  rite’s  efficacy. 

(viii)  The  “ Gospel”  for  the  service,  the  story  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  was  from 

the  second  century  on  associated  with  baptism — both  as  a  symbol  of  the  initiates’ 
resurrection  from  sin  and  as  an  example  of  the  expected  resurrection  from  death. 

(ix)  That  the  nocturnal  initiation  which  follows  the  resurrection  was  understood 

to  have  been  a  baptism  is  argued  by  Ephraim’s  tradition  concerning  Lazarus  and 

by  the  details  reported:  the  six-day  interval,  the  nocturnal  character,  the  sheet 

and  the  nudity,  and  the  communication  of  “the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God,” 
which  seems  to  have  been  baptism. 

(f)  This  baptismal  interpretation  explains  both  the  inclusion  of  this  material  at 

this  place  in  the  longer  text,  and  its  omission  from  the  shorter,  exoteric  text.  It  was 

included  because  the  church  for  which  the  longer  text  was  written  performed 

baptism,  as  it  performed  the  eucharist,  by  telling  a  story  of  what  Jesus  did.  The  story 

of  the  nocturnal  initiation  was  the  “canon”  of  the  baptismal  service,  as  the  story 

of  the  nocturnal  supper  was — and  is— the  canon  of  the  mass.  Hence  the  omission  from 

the  exoteric  text,  comparable  to  the  omission  of  the  “words  of  institution”  from 

John.  Hence  also  the  doubling  of  the  account  of  baptism — first  symbolic  (resurrec- 
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tion)  as  the  “Gospel”  for  the  service,  then  actual  (initiation)  as  the  words  accom¬ 
panying  the  δρώμενα. 

(g)  The  additions  reported  from  the  Carpocratian  text  also  admit  of  baptismal 

interpretation,  and  this  interpretation  is  made  likely  by  reports  of  the  Carpocratians’ 
allegorizing  of  resurrection. 

(h)  Mk.  10.35-45  is  best  understood  as  postbaptismal  instruction. 

These  arguments  are  cumulative.  If  even  one  of  them  be  thought  conclusive,  it 

establishes  the  baptismal  character  of  the  section  to  which  it  applies,  and  thus 

strengthens  the  case  for  a  baptismal  interpretation  of  the  adjacent  sections.  And 

even  if  none  be  thought  conclusive,  the  fact  that  so  many  sections  in  sequence  lend 

themselves  so  readily  to  the  same  interpretation  will  be  difficult  to  explain  away. 

4.  EVIDENCE  FOR  ABBREVIATION  AT  MK.  10. 46 

For  the  second  quotation  from  the  longer  text  I  see  no  such  structural  argument. 

But  it  reports  an  incident  located  in  Jericho,  on  Jesus’  last  trip  to  Jerusalem.  Lk. 

19.1-10  also  reports  an  incident — the  Zacchaeus  story — and  all  the  synoptics  tell 

the  story  of  blind  Bartimaeus  (doubled  by  Mt.)  as  something  which  happened  near 

Jericho.  So  there  were  stories  connected  with  the  place,  and  Bultmann  is  inclined 

to  consider  these  local  connections  as  “old  tradition”  or  even  “hochst  primitiv” 
( Geschichte  68f,  258,  364). 

Moreover,  the  Zacchaeus  story,  like  the  preceding  story  in  the  longer  text,  is  of 

a  rich  man  who  wished  to  see  (cf.  “be  with”)  Jesus  and  therefore  received  him  in 
his  house  and  was  saved.  Other  connections  with  the  baptismal  pericope  in  Mk. 

are  his  gift  of  (half  of)  his  possessions  to  the  poor  (cf.  Mk.  10.21)  and  the  concluding 

sentence,  ηλθεν  yap  6  υιός  του  ανθρώπου  ζητησαι  καί  σώσαι  το  απολωλός ;  cf.  the  Markan 

conclusion  (10.45,  which  Lk.  omitted),  καί  γάρ  ό  υιός  του  ανθρώπου  ουκ  ηλθεν  διακο- 

νηθηναι  άλλα  διακονησαι  και  δούναι  την  φυχην  αυτοϋ  λυτρον  αντί  πολλών.  One  is  tempted 

to  suppose  that  in  telling  the  Zacchaeus  story  Luke  had  in  mind  the  preceding 

Markan  pericope,  including  the  passages  from  the  longer  text.  This  jibes  with  the 

evidence  seen  above  that  Matthew  also  knew  the  longer  text  (see  the  commentary 

on  προσεκυνησε ,  II. 24;  και  προσελθών  άπεκυλισε ,  III. 1 1 ;  and  the  argument  above 

on  page  172),  and  the  first  of  these  bits  of  Matthaean  evidence  implies  knowledge 

of  the  second  addition,  that  following  Mk.  10.46a. 

Therefore,  it  is  interesting  that  there  seems  to  be  a  gap  in  the  text  of  Mk.  10.46, 

just  at  the  place  where  Clement  locates  his  quotation  from  the  longer  text.  10.46a 

reads  και  έρχονται  εις  Ιερειχω.  10.46b  reads  και  εκπορευόμενου  αυτοϋ  από  Ιερειχω  (and 

the  text  goes  on  to  tell  the  Bartimaeus  story).  Notice  the  change  of  number  between 

έρχονται  and  εκπορευόμενου  αυτοϋ,  and  the  repetition  εις  Ιερειχω  .  .  .  από  Ιερειχω, 

which  would  be  better  understandable  if  something  had  intervened.  Apparently 

the  story  of  what  happened  in  Jericho  has  been  omitted.  This  appearance  is  strength¬ 

ened  by  the  way  Matthew  and  Luke  handled  the  Markan  text:  Matthew  omitted 

46a  entirely,  thus  suppressing  all  reference  to  anything  happening  in  Jericho;  Luke 

changed  46a  to  εγενετρ  δε  εν  τω  εγγίζειν  αυτόν  εις  Ιερειχω,  omitted  46b,  and  told 
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the  Bartimaeus  story  as  something  which  happened  before  Jesus  reached  the  city. 

He  then  went  on,  καί  είσελθων  δίήρχετο  την  Ιερειχω  καί  ιδού,  etc.  (19.  if)  and  proceeded 

to  tell  his  version  of  what  happened  in  Jericho — the  Zacchaeus  story  which,  as  we 
have  just  seen,  has  reminiscences  of  the  baptismal  pericope,  including  the  longer 

text.  So  it  seems  that  what  happened  in  Jericho  was  something  to  which  Matthew 

chose  not  to  refer,  and  for  which  Luke  had  another,  remotely  cognate  tradition 

which  he  preferred  to  Mk. 

This  appearance  is  strengthened  by  examination  of  the  other  passages  where 

Mark  begins  a  pericope  with  καί  έρχεται/ έρχονται  eis-.  As  noted  above  (commentary 

on  II.23),  this  is  one  of  Mark’s  favorite  formulas  and  characteristic  of  his  style  as 

opposed  to  the  other  synoptists’.  He  used  it  in  3.20;  5.38;  6.1 ;  8.22;  10.1  (expanded) ; 
10.46;  1 1. 15;  11.27;  !4·32>  and  he  used  the  same  construction  with  other  verbs 

or  tenses  in  1.2 1 ;  3.1 ;  5.1 ;  9.33.  In  all  of  these  the  formula  is  introductory,  and  in 

all  except  3.20  and  10.46  it  is  followed  by  an  account  of  some  event  which  occurred 

in  the  place  entered.  The  text  in  3.20  was  omitted  by  Matthew  and  Luke  and  looks 

as  if  it  were  the  introduction  to  another  deleted  section  of  the  longer  text.  Perhaps 

9.33  another  example  of  the  same  thing:  καί  ήλθον  els  Καφαρναονμ, ,  καί  ev  τη  οΙκία 

γινόμενος.  What  happened  to  “them”  in  Capernaum  before  “he”  went  to  “the” 

(unexplained)  house?  According  to  Matthew,  what  happened  was  an  encounter 

between  Peter  and  a  tax  collector  (the  coin  in  the  fish’s  mouth).  Is  this  the  only 
story  in  the  Gospels  to  imply  that  Christians  need  not  obey  the  civil  law  ?  If  so,  the 

fact  that  it  was  kept  secret  is  understandable. 

Mark  is  known  for  the  loose  ends — references  to  unexplained  houses  or  boats 

or  people — his  text  contains  (e.g.,  3.20;  4.1;  6.32;  15.21)  and  for  passages  which 

look  like  abbreviations  or  references  to  omitted  material,  e.g.,  1. 12-13;  3.6;  4.33f; 

6.30,34;  7.31  (see  Richardson’s  comment  above,  p.  161  n7) ;  10.1;  11.19;  16. ηϊ). 
It  is  obvious  that  the  text  of  canonical  Mk.  was  abbreviated  considerably  by  later 

revisers  (Matthew  and  Luke),  and  other  examples  of  abbreviation  of  Gospel  material 

can  readily  be  found  (see  above,  page  94).  Therefore  it  is  not  surprising  that 

scholars  of  quite  diverse  views  have  supposed  canonical  Mk.  produced  by  abbrevia¬ 

tion:  so  Hilgenfeld,  Markus ;  Parker,  Gospel ;  Vaganay,  Probleme.  But  such  theories 

are  necessarily  speculative.  In  the  present  instance  we  have  a  specific  case  where 

expansion  is  reported  by  early  tradition,  but  where  the  present  text  looks  as  if  it  has 

been  produced  by  abbreviation  and,  as  remarked  above,  traces  of  the  abbreviated 

material  seem  to  appear  in  Mt.  and  Lk. 

The  case  for  abbreviation  is  further  strengthened  by  the  fact  that  the  omitted 

material  mentions  Salome.  Salome  appears  in  the  NT  only  in  Mk.  15.40  and  16.1 

— in  both  as  a  witness  of  an  event  of  great  importance  to  Christian  claims  (the 

crucifixion,  the  discovery  of  the  empty  tomb;  see  the  commentary  on  III.i  6).  For 

these  events  she  seems  to  have  been  one  of  the  chief  original  witnesses,  all  of  whom 

were  women  (so  Mk. ;  contrast  the  later  Gospels).19  Yet  Luke  (23.55;  24.1)  omitted 

19.  The  way  these  women  witnesses  are  introduced  in  Mk.  I5-41  suggests  that  they  were  not  previous¬ 

ly  mentioned  in  the  Gospel  as  the  author  of  15.41  left  it.  But  the  introduction  also  shows  that  the  author 

of  15.41  knew  other  stories  about  them.  Were  they  stories  he  had  cut  out  of  the  Gospel? 
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both  Markan  lists  of  these  women  witnesses.  [H.J.C.  would  prefer  “rearranged,” 

rather  than  “omitted”;  cf.  Lk.  8.3;  23.49,55;  24.10.  But,  though  Luke  did  mention 

the  other  women  elsewhere,  he  eliminated  Salome’s  name.]  Matthew  deleted  the 
name  of  Salome  from  the  first  list  (27.56)  and  removed  her  figure  entirely  from  the 

second  (27.61;  28.1)  and  John  also  omitted  her  name  (19.25).  The  Johannine  text 

may  come  from  a  different  tradition,  but  the  omissions  by  Matthew  and  Luke 

were  presumably  deliberate.  The  presumption  is  that  Salome  was  eliminated  because 

persons  of  whom  the  canonical  evangelists  disapproved  were  appealing  to  her  as 

an  authority.  For  the  late  first  century  this  is  only  a  presumption.  [H.J.C.  compares 

Lk.’s  variants  in  the  lists  of  the  twelve.]  But  for  the  second  century  there  is  no 

doubt  that  Salome  was  popular  in  heretical  circles;  we  have  Celsus’  report  that 
the  Carpocratians  appealed  to  her  authority  (Origen,  Contra  Celsum  V.62).  Salome 

appears  as  one  of  the  interlocutors  of  Jesus  in  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyptians 

(Hennecke-Schneemelcher,  iogf),  used  by  the  encratites,  Julius  Cassianus,  Theodotus 

the  Valentinian,  the  Naassenes,  and  the  Sabellians,  as  well  as  by  II  Clement  and 

Clement  of  Alexandria.  She  also  appears  in  the  Gospel  of  Thomas  (Leipoldt)  61b 

where  she  asks  Jesus  the  curious  question,  “Who  <(are  you,)  man,  as  from  the  one? 

<(sic)  You  get  onto  my  bed.”  (The  text  has,  understandably,  been  corrupted.) 
Again  in  the  Chenoboskion  gnostic  documents  she  is  found  in  the  First  Apocalypse 

of  James  (Bohlig-Labib,  KG  A ,  p.  50).  The  Book  of  the  Resurrection  of  Christ  (James, 

ANT  183)  lists  among  the  women  who  went  to  Jesus’  tomb  “Mary  Magdalene, 
Mary  the  mother  of  James  whom  Jesus  delivered  out  of  the  hand  of  Satan,  Salome 

who  tempted  him,  Mary  who  ministered  to  him  and  Martha  her  sister.”  Salome  is 
one  of  the  interlocutors  in  the  gnostic  Pistis  Sophia  (54,  58,  132,  145)  and  explains 

the  mysteries.  By  contrast,  the  orthodox  Ethiopic  Didascalia  (III.6)  makes  the  apostles 

report  that  “there  abode  with  us  Mary  Magdalene,  and  the  sisters  of  Lazarus, 
Mary  and  Martha,  and  Salome,  and  others  also  with  them;  (and)  since  He  -(Jesus) 

commanded  not  them  <sic,  Harden)  to  teach  along  with  us,  neither  is  it  right  for 

other  women  to  teach.”  (This  occurs  again  in  a  Greek  fragment  of  the  Didascalia 
Apostolorum  III. 6,  Connolly,  p.  xxvi,  thinks  Salome  intrusive.)  Of  special  interest 

is  the  double  tradition  found  in  the  stories  of  the  birth  of  Jesus.  In  the  orthodox 

Protevangelium  Iacobi  XIX.3-XX.4  Salome  was  not  the  Virgin’s  midwife,  but  a 
woman  who  heard  of  the  virgin  birth  only  after  it  had  taken  place  and  would  not 

believe  it.  She  attempted  to  test  Mary’s  virginity  and  was  punished  by  the  withering 
of  her  hand.  In  the  less  respectable  Liber  de  Infantia  there  were  two  midwives,  Zelomi 

and  Salome  (as  Amann  notes,  Protevangile  325,  these  are  two  forms  of  the  same  name). 

Zelomi  first  made  a  manual  test,  proclaimed  Mary’s  virginity,  and  gave  glory  to 

God;  Salome  refused  to  believe  Zelomi’s  report,  made  a  second  manual  test,  and 
had  her  hand  blasted.  Finally,  in  a  Coptic  fragment  quoted  by  Robinson  ( Gospels 

ig6f)  and  in  the  Coptic  Discourse  by  Demetrius  on  the  Birth  of  our  Lord  (Budge,  Texts 

673ff),  Salome  was  the  only  midwife;  she  immediately  believed  and  became  the 

first  to  proclaim  the  Gospel;  and  she  followed  the  holy  family  and,  later,  Jesus 

everywhere,  and— as  Demetrius  specifies— she  saw  everything.  (A  trace  of  this 

legend  appears  also  in  the  History  of  Joseph  the  Carpenter  VIII. 3:  Salome  accompanied 
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the  holy  family  to  Egypt.)  Obviously,  Salome  was  a  controversial  figure.  And  it 

can  be  seen  that  the  orthodox  material  has  been  edited  to  diminish  her  importance 

as  a  witness,  for  the  oldest  text  of  the  Protevangelium  Iacobi  (which  denies  that  she 

was  the  midwife)  reports  her  cure  with  the  words  καί  Ιάθη  ή  μαΐα  lv  rrj  ωρα  iKelvrj 

(Testuz,  ρ.  ιο8,  lines  9-Ι0>  ca.  a.d.  200).  This  shows  reworking  of  an  older  form  in 

which  she  was  the  midwife  (a  fact  overlooked  by  Strycker,  to  say  nothing  of  Testuz). 

The  hostile  orthodox  tradition  is  further  represented  by  Origen  on  Mt.,  Commen¬ 

tariorum  Series  141  and  144,  which  admits  that  Salome  watched  the  crucifixion 

from  a  distance,  but  denies  that  she  was  in  at  the  resurrection — only  Mary  Magdalene 

and  Mary  the  mother  of  James  were  admitted  to  that,  “quasi  maiores  in  caritate.” 
Against  this,  the  semignostic  tradition  favorable  to  Salome  is  represented  by  numerous 

Coptic  texts  on  the  assumption  of  the  Virgin  (Robinson,  Gospels  51,  59,  60,  77)  in 

which  she  appears  as  one  of  the  Virgin’s  companions.  (Some  of  these  contain  details 
reminiscent  of  the  raising  of  Lazarus  in  the  longer  text.)  Finally,  in  the  Psalms  of 

Thomas  (note  his  connections)  in  the  Manichaean  Psalm  Book  II.222f,  Salome  appears 

as  the  equivalent  of  the  OT  “Wisdom”  who  builds  her  house,  the  Church. 

[K.S.  pointed  out  to  me  the  similarity  of  Salome’s  disbelief  and  manual  test  of 

the  virgin  birth  and  Thomas’  disbelief  and  manual  test  of  the  resurrection  in  Jn. 

20.24-29.  He  also  remarked  (above,  p.  166  ni4)  that  Jn.  20.24-29  plus  Thomas’ 
reception  of  the  secret  revelation  (in  the  Gospel  of  Thomas)  make  up  a  rejection- 

resurrection-revelation  complex  similar  to  those  in  Mk.  8.29ff;  io.2off;  i4.27ff 

discussed  above,  pp.  i65ff.]  Of  this  complex  John  chose  to  retain  only  the  first 

element  and  to  use  that  as  polemic  against  the  followers  of  Thomas.  Thomas  had 

indeed  seen,  but  was  less  blessed  that  the  evangelist  who,  presumably,  had  not 

seen.  (The  explicit  counterclaim  in  I  Jn.  1.1  is  less  convincing  than  the  implicit 

admission  in  Jn.  20.29.)  Here,  as  in  the  development  of  the  Salome  stories,  the 

original  figures  of  Jesus’  circle  are  pushed  aside  by  the  authorities  of  the  developing 
churches.  The  importance  of  this  will  appear  in  the  following  chapter. 

The  above  survey  covers  almost  all  the  early  Christian  reports  concerning  Salome. 

Omitted  are  only  a  set  of  notices  in  which  Salome’s  name  appears  in  lists  of  women 
who  served  the  Lord  or  were  related  to  the  holy  family  or  were  involved  in  the 

resurrection  stories.  Such  comparatively  colorless  material  is  directly  derivable  from 

the  Markan  references.  Not  so  the  tradition  surveyed  above.  That  tradition  is 

almost  entirely  Egyptian  (Strycker,  423,  thinks  Egypt  the  source  of  the  Protevangelium 

Iacobi)  and  is  sharply  divided  between  (a)  orthodox  polemic  and  (b)  glorification 

by  “  heretical  ”  material  and  by  Coptic  material  which,  although  sometimes  nominally 

orthodox,  perpetuates  quite  unorthodox  elements  of  Egyptian  background.  Since 

the  Carpocratians  who  appealed  to  Salome’s  authority  (Origen,  Contra  Celsum  V.62) 
also  maintained  that  Jesus  was  a  natural  man,  the  son  of  Joseph  (Irenaeus:  Harvey, 

E20  =  Stieren,  1. 25),  and  since  Salome  in  orthodox  material  was  cursed  for  her 

denial  of  the  virgin  birth,  it  would  seem  that  she  had  figured  as  an  authority  for 

esoteric  traditions  allied  with  a  naturalistic  account  of  Jesus’  birth,  and  that  the 

importance  of  the  esoteric  traditions  for  the  Egyptian  churches  had  been  sufficient 

to  save  her  from  the  polemic  which  the  naturalism  engendered  and  to  transform 
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her  into  the  first  disinterested  witness  of  the  virgin  birth.  But  whatever  may  be 

thought  of  the  later  history  of  the  tradition,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  early  material 

is  so  widespread  and  rich  in  content  that  it  cannot  be  explained  as  derived  from  the 

two  references  in  canonical  Mk.  There  must  have  been  other  early  traditions  about 

Salome  to  explain  the  later  developments.  The  later  developments,  in  turn,  suggest 

reasons  for  the  suppression  of  the  early  material.  That  suppression  is  already  visible 

in  Mt.  and  Lk.,  and  may  therefore  have  operated  in  the  editing  of  Mk. 

E.  Conclusions 

Let  us  now  review  the  points  which  have  been  made. 

A.  The  resurrection  story  in  the  longer  text  is  an  example  of  the  miracle-in- 

response-to-intercession  story:  its  similarities  in  content  to  canonical  examples  of 

that  type  (e.g.,  the  story  of  the  Gerasene  demoniac)  are  no  more  numerous  than  the 

similarities  of  the  canonical  examples  to  each  other. 

B.  However,  it  is  especially  related  to  the  story  of  Lazarus:  the  story  in  Jn.  is  a 

Johannine  expansion  of  a  later  version  of  the  story  in  the  longer  text.  That  the 

author  of  the  longer  text  did  not  know  the  Johannine  story  is  as  nearly  certain  as 

anything  based  on  source-analysis  can  be.  That  John  did  not  know  the  longer  text  is 

probable. 

G.  When  the  longer  text  is  added  to  Mk.,  the  geographical  outlines  of  Mk.  6.32- 

16.8  and  Jn.  6. 1-20. 2a  are  so  similar  and  the  order  of  major  events  and  the  places 

of  these  events  in  relation  to  the  geographical  outlines  are  so  similar  as  to  indicate 

that  Mark  and  John  independently  expanded  and  reworked  what  were  probably 

independent  translations  of  some  ultimately  common  source.  Clement  locates  his 

first  quotation  from  the  longer  text  exactly  where  it  should  be  in  Mk.  had  it  been 

part  of  this  source.  Also,  the  piece  of  geographical  framework  with  which  it  concludes 

is  paralleled  in  Jn.,  but  differs  so  far  from  the  Johannine  parallel  that  it  cannot 

be  explained  as  derived  from  Jn.  Presumably  both  it  and  its  Johannine  parallel  came 

from  the  source.  That  the  source  was  Aramaic  is  not  unlikely  in  view  of  the  numerous 

Aramaic  traits  in  the  style  of  both  Mk.  and  Jn.,  which  have  led  a  number  of  scholars 

to  suppose  them  dependent,  more  or  less  directly,  on  Aramaic  material  (Burney, 

Origin ;  Black,  Aramaic ;  Schlatter,  Sprache ;  Torrey,  Four  Gospels  and  Translated  Gospels , 
etc.). 

D.  The  new  material  has  particularly  close  structural  ties  with  canonical  Mk. : 

i.  It  fits  the  “historical”  outline  traditionally  found  in  Mk. 

2..Mk.  10.20-34  plus  the  longer  text  shows  an  order  of  events  paralleled  in 

Mk.  8.29-9.8  and  Mk.  14.27-16.5.  These  parallels  do  not  seem  to  come  from  a 

common  source,  but  from  common  editorial  arrangement  of  diverse  material. 

It  may  be  that  the  same  editor  was  responsible  for  all  three  instances  of  the 

pattern. 

3.  Mk.  10.13-34  +  the  longer  text  +  10.35-45  is  a  pericope  of  which  the 

contents  follow  closely  the  order  and  contents  of  a  baptismal  service.  Another 
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form  of  the  first  section,  related  to  the  longer  text,  stood  in  a  Gospel  according  to  the 

Hebrews  (Klijn,  Question).  The  Markan  (+  longer  text)  pericope  was  designed  as 

a  basis  for  baptismal  teaching  and  for  reading  in  the  service.  In  this  design  the 
resurrection  and  initiation  stories  of  the  longer  text  are  essential  elements  and 

occur  exactly  where  they  should.  Moreover,  the  interpretation  of  the  initiation 

as  a  baptism  is  confirmed  by  and  explains  the  details  given,  and  these  explain  Mk. 

I4-51· 

4.  The  second  quotation  from  the  longer  text  has  been  so  bowdlerized  by 

Clement  or  his  predecessors  that  few  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  it.  However, 

Mt.  seems  to  have  known  it  where  Clement  located  it  in  Mk.  Luke  also  locates 

in  Jericho  a  story  which  has  important  similarities  to  the  longer  text  (it  looks  like 

a  late  version  of  the  same  tradition  with  moralizing  substituted  for  miracles). 

The  present  text  of  Mk.  seems  to  have  suffered  a  deletion  precisely  where  Clement 

locates  the  additional  material.  And  the  reference  to  Salome  suggests  a  reason  for 
the  deletion. 

Of  the  above  points,  B,  C,  and  D  concur  to  indicate  that  the  longer  text  was  the 

original  text  of  Mk.,  and  that  canonical  Mk.  has  been  produced  by  abbreviation. 

Against  this  conclusion  must  be  set  the  conclusion  reached  from  the  stylistic 

study  in  the  previous  section  (pp.  144- 145,  above). 
The  evident  conflict  of  these  bodies  of  evidence  leads  one  to  examine  what  can 

be  said  against  either  side. 

Against  the  stylistic  evidence  it  can  be  objected  that  the  excess  of  parallelism  might 

be  accounted  for  by  the  convergence  of  many  different  elements — the  similarity 

in  content  of  resurrection  stories  as  such;  the  self-repetition  of  Mark;  the  use  of 

liturgical  and  narrative  formulas;  the  influence  exerted  by  an  important  text; 

deliberate  interpolation  and  manuscript  corruption;  and  mere  chance.  And  most 

important  of  all  is  the  fact  that  the  sample  is  too  short  to  afford  conclusive  stylistic 

evidence. 

Against  the  evidence  from  content  it  can  be  said  that  interpolation  is  often  con¬ 

cerned  to  produce  texts  useful  for  teaching,  and  interpolators  often  take  advantage 

of  small  irregularities  in  texts  interpolated.  So  the  lacuna  in  Mk.  10.46  might  have 

attracted  an  interpolator,  and  the  concern  to  use  earlier  sections  of  the  chapter  for 

baptismal  teaching,  or  for  teaching  of  the  vicarious  atonement,  might  have  led  to 

their  being  filled  out  with  appropriate  material.  Similarly,  the  fact  that  the  resurrec¬ 

tion  story  of  the  longer  text  shows  a  form  older  than  the  source  of  Jn.’s  Lazarus  story 

does  not  prove  that  the  longer  text  was  originally  part  of  Mk. — early  material 

could  have  been  written  down  at  a  later  date  and  interpolated  in  the  canonical 

text.  Thus  the  strongest  piece  of  evidence  for  supposing  the  canonical  text  an  abbre¬ 

viation  is  the  indication  that  the  resurrection  story  stood  in  the  common  source  of 

Mark  and  John.  This  argument  could  be  eliminated  by  supposing  John  used  the 

longer  text  of  Mk. ;  but  that  supposition  would  have  to  be  defended  against  the 

extremely  strong  case  for  John’s  independence  of  Mk.,  presented  by  Dodd  in  Historical 
Tradition. 
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If  we  suppose  that  John  did  not  use  Mk.,  but  that  both  used  different  translations 

of  a  common  source,  it  would  still  be  possible  to  suppose  that  this  common  source 

was  not  used  all  at  once.  If  the  source  was  an  esoteric  document  and  if  the  first  form 

of  Mk.  was  written  for  beginners  in  Christianity — as  Clement  says — then  the  first 

form  of  Mk.  might  have  been  filled  out  at  a  later  date  by  further  selections  from  the 

esoteric  source,  and  the  editor  who  added  these  might  have  tried — particularly  if 

he  were  translating  from  the  Aramaic — to  imitate  as  closely  as  possible  the  wording 

of  the  earlier  Markan  text.  An  Aramaic  origin  may  be  indicated  by  the  attribution 

of  another  floating  scrap  of  this  material  to  a  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  (Klijn, 

Qiiestion) . 

This  theory  seems  to  fit  the  evidence  from  style  as  well  as  that  from  content, 

but  it  still  leaves  unexplained  the  evidence  that  something  was  deleted  from  Mk. 

10.46.  However,  there  is  no  need  to  suppose  that  the  editorial  work  on  Mk.  was 

limited  to  interpolation,  or  that  all  selections  of  the  longer  text — or  all  sections  of 

canonical  Mk. — had  the  same  origin  and  history.  The  editor  may  have  deleted  as 

well  as  added;  insertions  may  have  been  made  by  one  editor  and  deletions  by  a 

second;  other  possibilities  can  easily  be  imagined. 

Accordingly,  if  we  were  to  shape  our  theory  as  closely  as  possible  to  the  evidence, 

we  should  suppose  that  the  latter  part  of  Jn.  and  Mk.  had  as  their  remote  source 

an  Aramaic  document  which  they  knew  in  different  translations  and  perhaps  differ¬ 

ently  mutilated  or  interpolated  or  both.  The  earliest  form  of  Mk.,  though  using 

this  source,  did  not  include  the  resurrection  and  initiation  stories  now  known  from 

the  longer  text — although  at  least  the  former  was  in  the  source,  and  probably  both 

were.  However,  a  later  editor  cast  these  stories  in  a  style  constantly  reminiscent  of 

the  Markan  material  he  already  knew,  and  added  them  to  the  Markan  text.  In 

doing  this  he  was  adding  in  written  form  material  which  had  hitherto  been  kept 

secret  and  supplied  orally  in  the  teaching  concerning  baptism.  The  expanded  text 

he  produced  was  probably  that  used  by  Matthew.  Whether  it  was  later  cut  down 

again  to  form  the  present  canonical  text,  or  whether  the  canonical  text  was  an  older 

form  which  preserved  its  integrity  alongside  the  interpolated  text,  there  is  no  telling. 

But  in  10.46,  at  least,  the  present  canonical  text  seems  to  be  an  abridgment;  and  the 

longer  text,  as  quoted  by  Clement,  preserves  the  introductory  phrases  of  the  material 
cut  out. 

Postscript:  Rereading  this  text  in  1970,  more  than  seven  years  after  it  was  written 

and  four  years  after  its  revision,  I  find  the  argument  from  style  much  weaker 

than  that  from  content.  Also  I  notice  that  I  have  not  considered  the  likelihood  that 

Clement,  who  had  no  reason  to  love  the  secret  Gospel,  might  have  been  inclined 

to  prefer  an  account  representing  it  as  a  secondary  expansion  of  the  shorter  text 

which  in  his  day  was  well  on  its  way  to  becoming  “canonical.”  Perhaps,  therefore, 
I  have  overestimated  the  reliability  of  his  report.  But  the  theory  proposed  above 
still  seems  to  me  the  one  which  would  best  fit  the  evidence  reviewed. 
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Background 

A  draft  of  this  chapter  was  read  by  Professors  Cyril  Richardson  and  Gershom  Scholem,  to  both  of 
whom  I  am  indebted  for  helpful  discussion. 

I

.

 

 

The  question  as  to  the  historical  value  of  the  new  Gospel  text,  196 

I

I

.

 

 

Secrecy  in  ancient  Judaism,  197 

III.  Reports  about  the  secret  teaching  of  Jesus,  199 

IV.  Questions  about  the  content  of  Jesus’  secret  teaching,  201 

V

.

 

 

The  kingdom  
of  God,  202 

VI.  The  problem  of  Jesus’  role  in  relation  to  the  present  kingdom,  204 V

I

I

.

 

 

The  role  of  the  Baptist,  205 

V

I

I

I

.

 

 

Evidence  from  the  Gospels  that  Jesus  baptized,  209 

I

X

.

 

 
Baptism  according  to  Paul,  213 

X

.

 

 

Elements  derived  from  Jesus  in  Pauline  baptism,  216 

A.  The  rite  was  a  means  of  uniting  with  Jesus,  2 1 7 

B.  The  union  was  effected  by  the  spirit,  219 

C.  The  rite  was  magical,  220 

1.  The  term  and  the  facts,  220 

2.  The  question  of  spells,  222 

3.  Minor  magical  traits  of  the  miracle  stories,  223 

4.  The  predominantly  magical  character  of  the  Gospel  stories,  224 

5.  The  relation  of  “magician”  to  θείος  άνηρ  and  “Son  of  God,”  227 
6.  Jewish  and  pagan  opinions  of  Jesus,  229 

7.  Magic  in  the  practice  of  Jesus’  followers,  231 
8.  Recapitulation  and  conclusions,  235 

D.  The  rite  was  a  means  of  ascent  to  the  heavens,  237 

1.  Background,  238 

2.  Indirect  evidence  of  Jesus’  practice,  240 

3.  Records  of  Jesus’  practice,  243 
a.  The  transfiguration,  243 

b.  Phil.  2.5-1 1 ;  I  Tim.  3.16;  Jn.  3,  244 

E.  The  rite  liberated  its  recipients  from  the  Mosaic  Law,  248 

X

I

.

 

 

Consequences  of  Jesus’  baptismal  practice,  251 

A.  The  coming  of  the  spirit,  252 

B.  The  adoption  and  development  of  baptism  by  the  early  churches,  253 

C.  The  libertine  tradition  in  early  Christianity,  254 

195 



CLEMENT  OF  ALEXANDRIA 

1 .  The  persecution  of  the  early  churches,  254 

2.  The  parties  in  the  early  churches,  256 

3.  Direct  evidence  of  libertinism,  258 

4.  Source  and  dispersion  of  the  libertine  tradition,  262 

D.  The  “loss”  of  all  writings  of  Jesus'1  immediate  followers ,  263 

E.  Second-century  silence  about  Paul’s  doctrine  of  baptism ,  264 
XII.  Conclusion:  The  historical  value  of  the  new  text,  265 

XIII.  Carpocrates,  266 

A.  Names,  266 

B.  Date,  267 

C.  Testimonia,  268 

D.  Studies,  276 

I.  The  question  as  to  the  historical  value  of  the 

new  Gospel  text 

Solution  of  the  literary  problem  as  to  the  relation  between  the  new  Gospel  text 

and  canonical  Mk.  does  not  solve  the  historical  problem  as  to  the  reliability  of  the 

material  contained  in  the  new  text.  Since  all  first-century  Christian  authors  drew 

on  the  traditions  of  their  churches,  as  well  as  on  their  own  imaginations,  an  early 

text  may  contain  mere  invention  or  a  late  one  report  old  tradition.  Therefore, 

although  some  of  the  material  in  the  longer  text  probably  came  from  a  Gospel 

earlier  than  canonical  Mk.,  and  although  some  of  it  was  probably  cast  in  its  present 

form  a  decade  or  so  later  than  most  of  the  stories  in  the  canonical  Gospel,  neither 

of  these  probabilities  is  of  much  value  as  evidence  of  historical  reliability.  False 

statements  may  be  primitive,  and  true  statements  may  be  secondary  accretions  to 

original  errors. 

Given  this  state  of  affairs,  and  given  the  evidence  collected  by  Bultmann,  Geschichte, 

passim,  it  would  be  naive  to  ask  whether  or  not  the  events  reported  in  the  longer 

text  “really  happened.”  In  dealing  with  the  Gospels  we  have  no  prima  facie  criterion 
of  truth  save  verisimilitude,  and  verisimilitude  is  not  reliable.  But  we  can  ask  how 

the  new  text  is  related  to  the  historical  problems  which  have  been  raised  by  the  study 

of  the  canonical  Gospels. 

One  of  the  most  important  of  these  problems  is  that  of  the  source  and  significance 

of  the  secrecy  motifs  in  the  Gospels.  With  this  we  may  conveniently  begin,  especially 

because  Clement’s  letter,  which  quotes  the  new  text,  has  revealed  that  Clement’s 
church  in  Alexandria  kept  this  Gospel  secret  and  read  it  only  to  those  being  initiated 

into  the  “great  mysteries.”  Moreover,  the  new  text  itself  reports  that  Jesus  adminis¬ 

tered  to  one  of  his  followers  a  nocturnal  initiation  in  which  “Jesus  taught  him  the 

mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God.”  How  is  this  report  related  to  the  canonical  Gospels’ 

reports  of  Jesus’  secret  teaching? 
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II.  Secrecy  in  ancient  Judaism 

First,  the  background:  Throughout  the  ancient  world  secrecy  was  practiced 

everywhere — in  government  and  politics,  in  the  trades  and  professions,  in  the 

philosophic  schools,  and,  above  all,  in  religion  and  magic.  Secret  rituals  had  been 

particularly  common  in  ancient  near  eastern  religions  (Hooke,  Religion  53),  and  the 

religion  of  Israel  had  been  no  exception  in  this  respect:  its  official  center  was  a 

temple  of  which  the  area  around  the  altar  might  be  entered  only  by  members  of 

the  various  grades  of  the  priestly  caste.  None  save  the  high  priest  himself  was  per¬ 

mitted  to  enter  the  adyton  (Lev.  16;  Num.  1.47-54;  4.1-15;  8.14-19;  17. 1-5; 

18.1-7;  etc.). 

Judaism  not  only  perpetuated  but  developed  these  esoteric  traits.  The  main  court 

of  the  temple  was  now  closed  to  gentiles  (Bickerman,  Warning  390-394,  remarks 

on  the  similarity  to  pagan  mysteries),  and  increased  emphasis  on  purity  law  did 

much  to  cut  off  Jews  from  their  gentile  neighbors.  The  degree  of  separation  has 

been  greatly  exaggerated  in  such  works  as  Moore’s  Judaism ,  but  the  fact  of  it  is 
undeniable.  Consequent,  the  gentiles  saw  the  religion  of  the  Jews  as  a  mystery  religion 

and  the  Jews  themselves  represented  it  as  such  (see  above,  pp.  i8off). 

Besides  the  assimilation  of  Judaism  in  general  to  the  mystery  religions,  the  several 

sects  which  grew  up  within  Judaism  kept  their  doctrines  and  rites  secret  from  each 

other  and  from  ordinary  Jews.  These  sects  probably  originated  in  differences  of 

legal  theory  and  practice,  particularly  differences  concerning  the  purity  laws  (see 

my  Sect).  Consequently,  their  meals,  their  houses,  their  schools,  and  their  synagogues 

were  apt  to  be  closed  to  all  “outsiders”  ( τοΐς  e£o>,  Mk.  4.1 1),  gentile  and  Jewish 
alike.  (Accordingly,  Strack-Billerbeck  on  Mk.  4. 1 1  is  mistaken.  The  commentary 

there  contains  only  one  really  relevant  passage — Megillah  IV. 8— and  that  one  it 

misinterprets.  The  DTiirn  are  not  “ketzerisch  gerichtete  Menschen”;  on  the 
contrary,  they  are  sharply  contrasted  with  the  heretics,  who  are  the  adherents  of 

mrft;  the  cm^rn  are  the  ordinary  Jews  who  are  not  members  of  the  Pharisaic 

sect  or  of  any  other ,  while  the  heretics  are  members  of  competing  sects — see  the  notes 

of  Bertinoro  and  Yom  Tov.  But  the  precision  here  is  determined  by  the  contrast. 

When  there  is  no  such  contrast,  DTi^T!  means  nothing  more  or  less  than  “  those 

outside”;  what  they  are  outside  of  must  be  determined  from  the  context.) 
Groups  cut  off  from  the  outside  world  by  such  legal  barriers  usually  developed 

further  peculiarities  of  doctrine  and  observance,  and  among  these  was  apt  to  be  a 

deliberate  affectation  of  secrecy  concerning  their  teachings  and  practices.  How  far 

this  was  rooted  in  childish  delight  at  having  secrets,  how  far  it  was  based  on  practical 

considerations  of  discipline  and  prudence,  how  far  it  was  influenced  by  the  examples 

of  philosophic  schools  and  mystery  cults  are  questions  which  doubtless  had  different 

answers  for  each  sect.  Anyhow,  it  is  clear  from  the  disciplinary  material  in  the 

Qumran  finds  that  the  pattern  was  well  established  in  Palestine  before  the  time  ol 

Jesus.  See,  for  instance,  Manual  of  Discipline  IX.i6f:  It  is  a  legal  obligation  to  conceal 

the  sense  of  the  Law  from  wicked  men.  Again,  VI.  13— 23:  An  initial  examination  and 

covenant  is  required  before  the  outsider  can  even  be  instructed  in  the  rules  ol  the 
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sect,  two  years’  probation  before  full  admission.  This  material  roughly  agrees  with 

the  descriptions  of  the  Essenes’  practice  of  secrecy  as  found  in  Josephus,  BJ  II.  i  igff 
and  Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  IX  end  (on  which  my  Description) ,  also  Josephus, 

AJ  XVIII. i  iff.  (That  Jewish  laws  were  to  be  kept  secret,  a  fortiori,  from  the  gentiles, 

is  a  notion  probably  older  than  the  Essenes  and  more  widely  accepted  than  their 

practices;  it  appears  already  in  the  Testaments  of  the  Twelve  Patriarchs ,  Judah  XVI. 4.) 

These  agreements  help  secure  credence  for  the  account  of  the  secret  practices  of 

a  similar  group  in  Egypt  given  by  Philo  in  On  the  Contemplative  Life.  A  society  of 

would-be  revolutionists  whom  Josephus  describes  as  another  “philosophical”  sect 
(. BJ  II. 1 18;  AJ  XVIII. 23;  etc.)  must  certainly  have  practiced  a  good  deal  of 

secrecy  for  prudential  reasons;  so  must  later  revolutionary  groups,  of  which  the 

most  famous  were  to  be  the  “Zealots”  (with  whom  Jesus’  zealous  disciple  Simon 
(Lk.  6.15;  Acts  1. 1 3)  had  probably  no  connection).  The  tradition  of  doctrine  and 

practice  from  which  came  the  Merkabah  literature  (especially  the  Hekalot  tracts) 

and  the  “Mithras  Liturgy”  (discussed  above,  p.  181)  was  certainly  secret  and  must 

have  existed  in  Palestine  during  Jesus’  lifetime.  The  priests,  particularly  the  upper 
priesthood,  must  have  had  a  large  body  of  secret  traditions  and  practices;  so  must 

the  Samaritans  (among  whom,  in  turn,  were  a  number  of  secret  sects).  We  hear  of 

the  Samaritans  keeping  secret,  for  instance,  the  principles  by  which  they  regulated 

their  calendar  (as  did  the  Dead  Sea  Sect:  Bowman,  Calendar  27ff).  But  of  all  these 

groups  we  are  badly  informed.  The  one  sect  best  known,  the  Pharisees,  practiced 

secrecy  in  many  fields.  Jeremias  ( Jerusalem  II.B.io6ff)  has  shown  they  had  secret 

doctrines  about  God,  his  name  and  his  throne,  the  heavens,  creation,  the  structure 

of  the  world,  eschatology,  the  “reasons  for  the  Law,”  sexual  questions,  magical 
formulas,  discreditable  traditions,  and  laws  or  legal  provisions  likely  to  be  abused. 

He  remarks  that  this  “Arkandiziplin”  played  an  even  larger  role  in  early  Christianity, 
where  it  also  involved  Ghristology,  the  secrets  of  the  divine  nature,  and  the  sacraments 

(ibid.,  109). 

The  material  Jeremias  collected  could  easily  be  increased  (see,  e.g.,  Jervell, 

Imago  2 of,  72f,  etc.).  Moreover,  these  secrets  are  secrets  which  were  kept  even  from 

ordinary  members  within  the  Pharisaic  sect.  Therefore,  besides  all  this,  it  must  be 

emphasized  that  vis-a-vis  Judaism  at  large  the  Pharisaic  sect  itself  was,  in  the  first 

century  a.d.,  an  esoteric  group.  Melamed,  Leshe'elat  118,  shows  that  public  teaching 
was  prohibited  (except  as  a  demonstration  in  times  of  persecution)  by  the  older 

interpretation  of  the  Law  (which  Rabbi  tried  to  maintain  as  late  as  the  end  of  the 

second  century).  This  secrecy  produced  in  rabbinic  material  a  form  of  “ pronounce¬ 

ment  story”  which  is  also  important  in  Mk. :  An  outsider  asks  a  question  of  a  rabbi, 

the  rabbi  gives  him  an  inadequate  or  even  false  answer,  later  the  rabbi’s  students 
ask  him  in  private  about  the  matter,  and  he  gives  them  the  true  explanation;  e.g., 

Bereshit  Rabbah  8.9  and  parallels.  See,  for  example,  the  stories  about  Yohanan  ben 

Zakkai,  a  younger  contemporary  of  Paul  and  Jesus,  in  Bemidbar  Rabbah  19.4;  Tanhuma ’ 
(ed.  Buber)  Hukat  26;  J.  Sanhedrin  1.2  (19b).  (In  the  first  group  of  these  passages 

his  secret  teaching  is  that  a  dead  body  does  not  render  the  man  who  touches  it  impure, 

nor  does  the  immersion  legally  prescribed  for  purification  after  contact  with  dead 

198 



THE  BACKGROUND 

bodies  purify;  but  the  laws  are  to  be  observed  as  arbitrary  divine  rulings.  Cf.  Jesus’ 
saying,  Mk.  y.  15,  ουδόν  όστιν  e£co6ev  του  ανθρώπου  είσπορευόμενον  εις  αυτόν  ο  δυναται 

κοινώσαι  αυτόν.  This  in  Mk.  is  followed  by  a  private  explanation  to  the  disciples. 

On  the  story  of  Yohanan  see  Daube,  JVTRJ  1 4 1  fT;  Neusner,  Life  6 if.) 

III.  Reports  about  the  secret  teaching  of  Jesus 

Stories  of  this  same  form — pronouncement,  question  in  private,  secret  teaching 

to  disciples — are  told  of  Jesus  in  Mk.  4.  ioff;  7.  off;  9-28f;  io.ioff;  13.3  fT.  The  private 
questions  and  answers  in  these  passages  have  often  been  attributed  to  the  redactor 

of  Mk. :  e.g.,  Bultmann,  Geschichte  356;  Seitz,  Criteria.  The  latter  (p.  220)  affords 

an  amusing  example  of  “historical”  criticism:  it  proves  the  secondary  character 
of  Mk.  7. 1 8ff  by  the  fact  (!)  that  a  special  revelation  from  heaven  was  required  to 

persuade  Peter  to  go  with  a  gentile.  Admitting  on  literary  grounds  that  the  Markan 

secret  explanations  are  redactional,  one  has  to  ask  why  the  redactor  chose  to  represent 

Jesus  in  this  way.  It  is  not  enough  to  argue  (as  Seitz  does)  that  the  content  of  the 

secret  explanations  represents  the  wishes  of  the  gentile  church.  Even  if  one  were  to 

accept  the  dubious  distinction  between  the  “primitive  Palestinian”  and  “gentile” 
churches,  one  would  have  to  explain  why  the  secondary  material  was  introduced 

as  secret  teaching.  Why  could  the  question  not  have  been  asked  from  the  crowd  and 

the  answer  given  openly?  To  this  the  customary  reply,  since  Reimarus,  has  been 

that  doctrines  falsely  attributed  to  Jesus  had  to  be  presented  as  secret  teaching  because 

his  public  teaching  was  known  and  the  intended  dupes  would  remember  that  he 

had  not  publicly  taught  such  things.  But,  first,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  public  teaching 

of  Jesus  was  so  completely  known  to  readers  of  the  Gospels  that  they  could  confidently 

deny  it  had  contained  one  or  another  element.  And,  second,  if  it  be  supposed  that 

Jesus’  teaching  was  clearly  and  fully  remembered  by  the  churches,  they  would  have 
remembered  also  whether  or  not  he  taught  in  secret.  So  the  fact  that  the  editors  of 

the  Gospels  chose  to  present  some  additions  as  secret  teaching  suggests  their  churches 

had  a  tradition  that  Jesus  did  teach  in  secret,  and  this  tradition  was  older  than  the 

Gospels  which  relied  on  it  to  lend  credit  to  their  accounts  of  what  he  thus  taught. 

This  leads  to  the  question,  are  there  other  traits  in  Mk.  or  in  other  early  Christian 

documents  which  confirm  these  reports  of  secret  teaching? 

It  is  well  known  that  there  are  such  traits  in  Mk.  Wrede  has  left  a  classic  description 

of  those  which,  as  he  says  ( Messiasgeheimnis  iqbff),  were  noticed  by  many  critics — 

Schleiermacher,  Strauss,  Keim,  Hilgenfeld,  and  others — before  his  time:  the  taking 

aside  of  the  sick,  the  manipulation  and  use  of  tangible  means  in  the  miracles,  the 

magical  overtones,  the  conception  of  miracles  as  mysteries,  the  conception  of  the 

disciples  as  initiates  to  whom  the  mystery  has  been  given,  the  conception  of  Jesus 

as  a  god  disguised  in  flesh,  his  mysterious,  secret  journeys,  his  traveling  incognito, 

his  going  apart  alone  or  with  a  few  disciples — “scenes  from  the  life  of  a  magician.” 

Moreover,  Wrede  declares,  the  earlier  critics  were  right.  All  these  are  characteristics 
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of  Mk.  as  opposed  to  the  other  Gospels.  The  earlier  critics  saw  them  because  they 

looked  at  Mk.  as  it  was;  the  later  critics  overlooked  them  because  they  came  to 

Mk.  with  the  preconceived  notion  that  it  was  the  earliest  and  most  historical  Gospel, 

the  repository  of  Peter’s  memories,  and  therefore  looked  at  it  only  to  find  material 

which  would  pass  as  historical  and  possibly  Petrine.  “  Schleiermacher  has  already 
remarked  that  this  Gospel  approximates  the  characteristics  of  the  apocryphal  ones. 

How  he  meant  this,  is  not  here  in  question.  But  one  thing  seems  to  me  certain: 

If  this  Gospel  came  to  light  today ,  for  the  first  time ,  in  some  grave ,  Schleiermacher' s  judgement 

would  be  approved  by  more  than  a  few." {Ibid.,  my  italics.)  Cf.  Schille,  Formgeschichte  18: 

“Why  does  Mark  choose,  in  developing  Jesus’  speeches  of  revelation,  a  form  which 
presumably  was  customary  in  the  catechetic  initiation  of  neophytes  in  the  teaching 

of  the  Church,  as  if  Jesus  like  a  hierophant  led  the  twelve  and  ‘those  around  him’  step 

by  step  into  the  mysteries  of  the  i Church'  ?”  (His  italics.)  Even  Wrede’s  enumeration  does 

not  exhaust  the  esoteric  traits — there  are,  further,  the  teaching  in  parables,  the  dis¬ 

ciples’  failures  to  understand,  the  commands  of  secrecy,  the  actions  performed  before 
a  few  chosen  witnesses,  the  contrast  of  the  immediate  circle  with  those  outside,  and 

so  on.  The  early  Christians  recognized  these  traits  and  consistently  pictured  Jesus 

as  teaching  mysteries  in  secret,  Cramer  31 1,  335,  353,  etc. 

Since  Wrede’s  time  this  material  in  Mk.  has  commonly  been  discussed  under  the 

heading  “the  messianic  secret.”  This  is  a  pity  because,  as  Wrede’s  list  shows,  the 
traits  are  too  various  to  be  explained  by  the  sole  secret  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah. 

What  has  that  to  do  with — for  instance — the  use  of  magical  techniques  in  the  miracles  ? 

A  further  misfortune  resultant  from  Wrede’s  brilliant  study  has  been  the  tendency  to 
treat  these  phenomena  as  peculiar  to  Mk.  (See  the  review  of  theories  in  Boobyer,  Secrecy 

225k)  This  was  not  Wrede’s  fault.  He  had  examined  the  other  Gospels,  too,  and 
had  found  in  Mt.  a  different  theory  of  a  secret  teaching,  exemplified  in  such  passages 

as  g.27ff;  11.25  aRd  1 2. 1 8flf  ( Messiasgeheimnis  151-162)  and  in  Lk.-Acts  a  theory 

closer  to  Mk.’s  (i65ff).  Here  he  noted  especially  the  report  of  Jesus’  postresurrection 
teaching  (Lk.  24.25^  Acts  1.3,  τά  7 τερι  της  βασιλείας  του  θεοϋ)  but  did  not  see  that 

this  was  intended  to  authenticate  some  body  of  secret  doctrine  known  to  Luke.  He 

also  observed  (i88ff)  traces  of  the  Markan  theory  in  Jn. 

Jesus’  claim  in  his  trial,  εν  κρύπτω  ελάλησα  ονδεν  (Jn.  18.20),  probably  reflects  a 
charge  of  secret  teaching.  Neglecting  this  claim,  Jn.  represents  Nicodemus  as  coming 

to  Jesus  for  secret  instruction  by  night  (eh.  3 — the  parallelism  to  the  longer  text  of 

Mk.  is  clear),  reports  that  Jesus  had  secret  disciples  (19.38^,  and  makes  the  last 

supper  a  long  secret  lecture.  Also,  the  disciples  in  Jn.,  like  those  in  Mk.,  repeatedly 

failed  to  understand:  2.22;  12.16;  13.7,28;  14.20;  16.12,25;  20.9.  Only  after  Jesus’ 
death  came  the  spirit  which  was  to  recall  to  them  all  things  Jesus  had  said  (i4.i6f) 

and  lead  them  into  all  truth  (16.13);  that  is,  into  a  revelation  more  revealing  than 

John’s  Gospel,  of  which  the  last  speech  was  still  εν  παροιμίαις  (16.25).1  This  again 

i.  This  closely  resembles  the  relation  which  Clement  said  existed  between  the  longer  text  of  Mk. 

and  the  secret  teachings:  the  longer  text  contained  those  stories  and  sayings  the  spiritual  inter¬ 

pretation  of  which  would  lead  the  initiates  to  the  hidden  truth  (Letter  1. 2 1-26,  and  commentary,  also 
p.  166  above). 
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must  be  a  claim  to  secret  teaching  or  to  private  revelation  which  would  immediately 

pass  over  into  secret  teaching  (cf.  Kragerud,  Lieb lings j linger  84ff;  Kasemann,  Ketzer 

302). 

The  identical  claim  is  found  in  Paul,  I  Cor.  2.1 1,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  Paul 

has  secret  teachings  which  he  will  not  reveal  even  to  baptized  Christians  who  are 

still  “carnal”  (ibid.,  3. iff).  Machen,  Origin,  has  made  a  strong  case  for  the  supposition 

that  the  main  elements  of  Paul’s  religion  came  from  Jesus.  We  saw  above  (pp.  iy8ff) 
that  Paul  and  Mk.  were  at  one  in  their  use  of  μυστήριον  to  refer  to  baptism.  They 

are  also  at  one  in  their  belief  that  the  teachings  of  Christianity  include  secrets  to 

be  revealed  only  to  the  few  elect.  A  further  point  of  agreement  is  their  belief  that 

Jesus  was  a  supernatural  power  in  disguise:  Mark  thought  demons  could  recognize 

him  but  men  could  not  (1.24,34;  3.1 1 ;  etc.) ;  Paul  thought  even  demons  were  fooled 

(I  Cor.  2.8,  on  which  Macgregor,  Principalities’,  cf.  Phil.  2.7;  Col.  2.15;  Jn.  19.11); 

Paul’s  opinion  was  shared  by  the  first-century  ( ?)  author  of  the  Ascension  of  Isaiah 

10— ii.  (A  similar  belief  was  probably  held  about  Simon  Magus  by  his  followers: 

Acts  8.10;  Cerfaux,  Gnose,  1. 504b  See  the  remarks  of  Weiss,  Christianity  758b) 

In  sum,  the  Gospels  all  represent  Jesus  as  teaching  in  secret;  Paul  certainly  had 

secret  doctrines  and  Lk.  and  Jn.  presuppose  them.  When  Christianity  first  appears 

in  the  writings  of  pagan  authors  it  is  described  as  a  secret  society  (Pliny,  Epistulae 

ad  Traianum  96.7:  hetaeria’,  Grant,  Pliny,  PW  sub  voc.)  or  an  initiation  (Lucian, 

Peregrinus  1 1 :  τελετή) .  These  descriptions  are  completely  in  accord  with  its  background 

in  sectarian  Judaism.  Accordingly,  we  need  not  question  the  report  in  the  new  text 

that  Jesus  taught  in  secret,  but  we  may  reasonably  inquire  what  he  secretly  taught. 

IV.  Questions  about  the  content  of  Jesus’  secret  teaching 

But  can  we  hope,  at  this  remove,  to  discover  what  Jesus  taught  secretly?  There 

is  no  scholarly  agreement  even  as  to  what  he  taught  in  public.  He  has  been  repre¬ 

sented  as  a  rabbi,  a  philosopher,  a  pacifist,  a  revolutionary,  a  moral  reformer,  a 

prophet  of  the  coming  end  of  the  world,  an  itinerant  exorcist,  and  the  son  of  God, 

come  down  to  earth  to  reveal  his  own  nature.  This  general  disagreement  as  to  his 

teachings  suggests  that  some  of  them,  at  least,  were  secret.  So  does  the  cause  of 

the  general  disagreement — the  fact  that  the  canonical  Gospels  contain  considerable 

elements  which  give  apparently  contradictory  pictures  of  their  hero.  These  contra¬ 

dictions  must  be  dealt  with  either  by  supposing  one  body  of  material  “primary” 

and  the  rest  “secondary”  (the  method  which  has  produced  the  various  “historical 

pictures  of  Jesus  listed  above),  or  by  supposing  them  all  “secondary”  (an  act  of 

faith,  not  to  say  credulity),  or  by  supposing  that  they  reflect  different  facets  of  a 

complicated  character  in  which  they  were  reconciled  (more  or  less)  by  considerations 

not  made  public.  Of  these  three  methods  the  first  and  last  are  not  mutually  exclusive, 

but  their  possible  combinations  do  not  here  concern  us.  Here  the  facts  to  be  noted 
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are  that  any  attempt  to  explore  the  area  of  secrecy  in  the  Gospel  tradition  is  neces¬ 

sarily  speculative,  but  any  attempt  to  deny  it  is  necessarily  wrong.  Even  texts  like 

Mt.  10.27,  “What  I  tell  you  in  darkness,  declare  in  the  light,  and  what  you  hear 

in  the  ear,  proclaim  on  the  housetops,”  while  intended  to  suggest  that  (all?)  the 
content  of  the  secret  teaching  has  now  been  made  public,  admit  implicitly  that  a 

secret  teaching  existed.  Accordingly  we  must  recognize  both  that  we  deal  here 

with  an  extremely  speculative  area  of  study,  and  also  that  the  preserved  evidence 

necessitates  speculation. 

To  the  question  “what  did  Jesus  tell  his  disciples  in  darkness?”  the  answer  has 

usually  been  “the  messianic  secret.”  This  secret  is  divided  by  a  recent  study  (Burkill, 

Revelation)  into  two  parts:  the  secret  fact — that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah — and  the 

secret  interpretation  of  the  messiahship  as  a  career  of  service,  suffering,  and  death. 

As  for  the  secret  fact — it  seems  likely  that  Jesus  did  think  he  was  the  Messiah,  and 

had  obvious,  prudential  reasons  to  conceal  his  opinion.  As  for  the  secret  interpretation, 

however — there  is  no  clear  reason  why  that  should  be  kept  secret,  and  Mk.  insists 

that  Jesus  taught  it  publicly  (8.3 if).  Moreover,  it  seems  unlikely  that  he  ever  taught 

it  at  all:  the  prophecies  of  the  passion  look  like  prophecies  ex  eventu — the  weakness 

of  the  opposite  opinion  has  been  demonstrated  by  Taylor’s  defense  of  it  ( Origin ). 
And  the  report  that  Jesus  set  guards  at  Gethsemane  (Mk.  14.32,34;  cf.  Lk.  22.40) 

indicates  that  he  had  no  intention  of  giving  his  life  as  a  ransom  for  any.  The  question 

of  Shemtov  ben  Shaprut,  reported  by  Krauss  ( Leben  269)  is  worth  repeating:  If 

Jesus  gave  himself  freely  to  his  sacrificial  death,  why  did  he  say  that  Judas  Iscariot 

betrayed  him? 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  Jesus  had  only  one  secret— the 

fact  that  he  was  the  Messiah.  The  existence  of  other  secrets  may  be  indicated  by 

obscurities  in  the  tradition.  One  such  obscurity  is  that  covering  the  relation  of  the 

Messiah  to  the  kingdom  of  God.  And  since  Mk.  4.11  declares  that  “the  mystery  of 

the  kingdom  of  God”  has  been  given  to  the  disciples  (as  opposed  to  “those  outside”), 
and  the  new  text  represents  Jesus  as  teaching  this  mystery  to  the  youth  who  came 

to  him  for  nocturnal  initiation,  we  seem  to  have  here  another  element  of  Jesus’ 
secret  teaching.  We  have  already  seen  evidence  indicating  that  the  mystery  was  a 

baptism  (above,  pp.  I78ff).  We  must  now  try  to  find  out  what  this  baptism  was 

supposed  to  effect,  why  it  was  administered  by  Jesus,  and  why  it  was  secret.  But 

these  questions  presuppose  another:  If  baptism  was  “the  mystery  of  the  kingdom 

of  God,”  what  was  “the  kingdom  of  God”? 

V.  The  kingdom  of  God 

The  discussion  of  the  kingdom  touched  off  by  Dodd’s  Parables  has  practically 

ended  with  the  recognition  that  “kingdom”  meant  primarily,  “rule”  (as  rVDVft 

— an  abstract — would)  but  might,  by  extension,  refer  to  the  persons  or  organization 

or  area  ruled ;  cf.  Lundstrom,  Kingdom  and  Perrin,  Kingdom.  Of  recent  articles,  Ladd, 
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Reign,  is  right  as  to  the  essential  meaning  but  does  not  allow  sufficiently  for  the 

extensions.  Grant,  Idea  442,  gives  a  better  account  by  comparing  God’s  rule  of  all 
creation  to  the  rule  of  the  Great  King:  it  had  originally  been  complete,  but  since 

the  time  of  Adam  certain  provinces  (the  demonic,  human,  and  animal  worlds)  had 

been  in  revolt,  and  in  Jesus’  time  apocalyptic  writers  had  recently  been  foretelling 
that  the  revolt  was  soon  to  be  suppressed  and  the  rule  restored.  It  was,  later,  the 

peculiarity  of  Jesus’  followers  to  believe  that  the  suppression  had  already  begun; 

the  Great  King’s  rule  had  come  back  into  the  revolted  provinces  in  the  person  of 

his  representative,  Jesus,  it  had  been  manifested  in  Jesus’  acts  of  power,  and  it 
was  continued  in  their  own  obedience,  as  they  looked  forward  eagerly  to  his  coming 

again  “with  power  and  great  glory”  to  complete  the  restoration.  This  explains 

why  the  NT  documents  generally  speak  of  the  “kingdom”  both  as  present  and  as 

future — it  was  both  at  once:  It  was  present  in  Jesus,  in  the  Church,  and  in  God’s 
eternal  rule  of  the  heavens;  it  was  yet  to  come  in  the  full  resubjugation  of  the  lower 

world  (so  Kiimmel,  Eschatologie) . 

That  the  Church  is  a  manifestation  of  the  “kingdom  of  God”  confirms  our  previous 

interpretation  of  “the  mystery  of  the  kingdom”  as  baptism — the  ritual  of  initiation 
into  the  Church.  Stanley  ( Kingdom )  has  shown  that  in  Mt.  and  Lk.  the  kingdom  is 

sometimes  the  Church  (so  especially  in  Mt.  13.33,52),  and  the  same  sense  appears 

in  Paul  (Col.  1.13;  4.1 1 ) ,  the  Apocalypse  (1.6,9,  etc.),  and  the  Markan  parable  of 

the  mustard  seed  (Mk.  4.30;  cf.  Dan.  2.35,44  and  Jeremias,  Gleichnisse  93). 

A  further  point  made  clear  by  Grant’s  analogy  is  that  God’s  rule  of  the  heavens 

continued  unchanged  in  spite  of  the  rebellion  of  the  lower  provinces.  God’s  throne 
either  is  in  or  is  the  heavens  (Apoc.  4.2;  Mt.  5.34;  23.22)  and  God  himself  is  in  the 

heavens  (Mt.  6.1,9,  etc.);  the  heavens  are  therefore  his  kingdom,  κατ'  εξοχήν.  This 

had  been  the  opinion  of  the  Psalmist  (103.19,  where  }  is  to  be  translated  “even 

though” — cf.  115.16).  In  Wisdom,  too,  “the  kingdom  of  God”  is  in  the  heavens, 
where  it  was  shown  to  Jacob  in  his  dream  (10. 10)  and  whence  the  divine  word 

descended  to  destroy  the  wicked  (18.15).  So,  too,  in  the  pseudepigraphic  apocalypses, 

God  is  customarily  enthroned  in  the  heavens  and  his  kingdom  is,  by  implication, 

there;  the  implication  is  made  explicit  in  III  Baruch  (the  Greek  apocalypse)  ii.if, 

where  the  keys  “of  the  kingdom  of  heaven”  are  identified  as  those  to  the  gate  of  the 

fifth  heaven.  Compare  Dan.  4.34,  where  God  is  “the  King  of  the  heavens.”  This 

explains  the  fact  noted  by  Aalen,  that  in  the  NT  “the  kingdom  of  God”  often  has 

a  local  sense  and  evidently  refers  to  “a  confined  area”  ( Reign  229).  This  “confined 

area”  is  in  the  heavens,  the  realm  of  God,  as  Riesenfeld  noted  (ΠΑΡΑ).  There  “in 

the  kingdom  of  God”  is  Abraham  (Mt.  8.1 1,  Lk.  13.28),  to  whose  bosom  Lazarus 

was  carried  by  angels  immediately  after  death  (Lk.  16.22;  cf.  Dodd,  Parables  44). 

There  (in  the  third  heaven)  is  the  Paradise  to  which  Paul  was  taken  up  on  his 

conversion  (II  Cor.  12. 1-4;  cf.  Gal.  2.1),  to  which  four  second-century  rabbis 

reportedly  ascended  (J.  Hagigah  II. 1  [7 7t>] ) ,  and  to  which  Jesus  promised  to  take, 

on  the  very  day  of  their  deaths,  the  thief  who  believed  that  he  would  yet  come  into 

his  kingdom  (Lk.  23.42^.  It  is  in  the  heavens  that  the  reward  of  the  righteous  is 

laid  up — the  kingdom  prepared  for  them  from  the  beginning  of  creation  (Lk.  12.32- 
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34;  Mt.  5.12;  6.20;  25.34).  It  is  in  the  heavens  that  God’s  kingdom  has  come,  that 
is,  his  will  is  done,  already,  as  the  Church  prays  it  may  come  on  earth  (Mt.  6.10). 

So  too  the  Synagogue  prays,  in  a  probably  contemporary  prayer:  “May  he  who 
maintains  peace  in  his  heavens  (ΤΊΟΙΊ^Π)  maintain  peace  for  us  and  for  all 

Israel”  (Baer,  Seder  104).  The  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  the  heavens,  which  are  to 
be  given  to  Peter,  will  render  his  legal  decisions  binding  in  the  heavens;  compare 

the  rabbinic  claim  that  God’s  court  in  the  heavens  confirms  the  actions  of  rabbinic 

courts  on  earth  ( B .  Makkot  23b  and  parallels,  etc.).  Before  Abraham  came,  says 

Sifre  Devarim  313  (on  Dt.  32.10),  God  was,  as  it  were,  King  only  over  the  heavens; 

when  Abraham  came  God  began  to  rule  also  on  earth.  By  taking  away  the  key  of 

knowledge  the  experts  on  the  law  locked  the  kingdom  of  the  heavens  in  men’s  faces; 
they  neither  went  in  themselves  nor  permitted  others  to  enter  (Mt.  23.14;  Lk. 

11.52;  P.  Oxy.  655;  Kraft,  Oxyrhynchus;  Gospel  of  Thomas  (Liepoldt  39);  Clementine 

Homilies  XVIII.  15-16).  And  finally  the  author  of  II  Tim.  4.18  prays  that  the  Lord 

will  deliver  him  from  every  evil  thing  καί  σώσει  els  την  βασιλείαν  αύτοΰ  την  επονράνιον. 

This  demonstration  that  “the  kingdom  of  God”  may  refer  to  a  locality  in  the 
heavens  has  been  protracted  because  the  fact  is  usually  ignored.  Having  established 

the  fact — for  which  we  shall  later  on  bring  further  evidence — we  can  now  return 

to  the  previous  problem :  what  was  Jesus’  secret  teaching  about  baptism,  “the  mystery 

of  the  kingdom”?  Here  we  shall  try  to  determine  Jesus’  position  by  comparison 

with  the  Baptist’s  on  the  one  hand  and  Paul’s  on  the  other. 
The  interval  between  the  work  of  the  Baptist  and  the  preserved  letters  of  Paul  is 

a  mere  25  years  (ca.  a.d.  25-50).  Therefore  the  work  of  Jesus  can  be  defined  func¬ 

tionally  as  that  which,  beginning  from  the  Baptist,  led  to  Paul.  Accordingly,  after 

some  preliminary  remarks  on  the  difficulty  of  distinguishing  Jesus’  role  from  the 

Baptist’s,  we  shall  define  as  sharply  as  possible  the  work  of  the  Baptist,  then  review 

the  NT  evidence  that  Jesus  baptized,  and  then  consider  Paul’s  statements  about 
baptism  and  try  to  discover  in  them  the  elements  which  derive  from  Jesus. 

VI.  The  problem  of  Jesus’  role  in  relation  to  the 
PRESENT  KINGDOM 

According  to  the  Gospels,  the  important  difference  between  Jesus  and  the  Baptist 

was  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah,  the  Baptist,  merely  a  forerunner  of  the  Messiah. 

The  Gospels  are  clear  as  to  the  role  of  Jesus  in  the  future,  when  the  kingdom  will 

come  “with  power”:  then  he,  as  Messiah,  will  be  the  chief  executive  (Mt.  25.3  iff; 
Mk.  I3.26ff;  etc.).  But  in  the  present  kingdom,  the  kingdom  on  earth  in  his  day, 

he  is  generally  represented  as  an  advance  agent:  his  function  is  to  proclaim  the 

coming  of  the  kingdom  and  to  exemplify  its  presence,  to  manifest  its  power  in  his 

miracles  and  its  requirements  in  his  preaching  (so,  for  example,  Dibelius-Kummel, 

Jesus).  But  all  this  could  have  been  done  by  any  prophet  and  therefore,  a  fortiori, 
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by  the  Baptist,  who  was  admittedly  more  than  a  prophet  (Mt.  n.gff;  Lk.  7.26ff. — 

Jn.  10.41  is  presumably  partly  polemic).  Therefore  we  must  ask  whether  Jesus  thought 

his  present  role  different  from  the  Baptist’s,  and,  if  so,  how. 
It  will  do  no  good  to  say  that  with  the  Baptist  the  kingdom  was  yet  to  come 

but  in  Jesus’  work  it  was  present.  For  we  have  seen  above  that  the  kingdom  is  simply 
the  rule  of  God,  therefore  it  is  present  whenever  God  manifests  his  power  or  men 

obey  him.  So  if  the  presence  of  the  kingdom  means  only  its  presence  in  preaching 

and  prediction  and  acts  of  power,  it  was  present  already  in  the  work  of  the  Baptist. 

And  even  if  we  were  to  suppose  Jn.  10.41  correct  in  reporting  that  the  Baptist  did 

no  miracles  (an  unlikely  supposition),  and  if  we  should  follow  Mt.  n.2ff  ||  Lk. 

7. 1 8ff  and  Lk.  11.20  in  supposing  that  Jesus  saw  in  his  own  miracles  the  proof  that 

the  kingdom  was  coming  in  a  new  way,  we  should  have  still  to  ask  what  consequences 

he  drew  from  this  belief.  Did  he  think  his  present  role  was  merely  to  preach,  prophesy, 

and  perform  miracles?  And  did  he  expect  no  response  but  belief,  repentance,  and 

expectation  of  the  great  change  ?  (These  were  the  responses  expected  by  the  Baptist, 

Mt.  3.1-12  and  parallels.)  Or  did  Jesus  think  of  himself  as  having  some  further 

function;  did  he  think  there  was  something  which  he  and  his  hearers  could  do , 

but  which  the  Baptist  and  the  Baptist’s  hearers  could  not? 
Like  the  Baptist,  Jesus  was  to  be  executed  by  the  civil  authorities  and  to  rise  from 

the  dead  (Mk.  6.16;  8.28),  but  he  probably  did  not  foresee  these  details  of  the  divine 

plan  until  the  last  minute;  therefore  the  Gospels  contain  little  material  explaining 

how  the  crucifixion  was  useful  for  or  relevant  to  the  kingdom,  and  what  little  they  do 

contain  probably  dates  from  the  period  after  Jesus’  death.  Another  peculiarity  of 

Jesus’  work  was  the  ceremony  of  the  last  supper,  but  this  was  reportedly  performed 
only  once,  on  the  last  evening  of  his  life,  and  therefore  does  not  represent  the  sort 

of  thing  we  are  looking  for — something  which  the  Messiah  (as  distinct  from  a  prophet) 
could  do  for  his  followers,  some  action  which  his  followers  could  take  because  He 

(and  not  merely  another  prophet)  had  come.  It  is  not  impossible  that,  as  Schweitzer 

believed  ( Leben-Jesu-Forschung  42 if),  the  stories  of  the  feeding  of  the  multitude 

reflect  some  sort  of  symbolic  anticipation  of  the  banquet  of  the  righteous  in  the 

world  to  come;  but  the  evidence  for  this  interpretation  is  not  convincing.  So  the 

problem  as  to  Jesus’  messianic  function,  in  relation  to  the  present  kingdom,  remains 
open. 

VII.  The  role  of  the  Baptist 

The  problem  of  Jesus’  function  is  the  more  acute  because  the  Baptist  certainly 

did  have  a  notion  of  his  own  special  function,  by  which  he  was  to  prepare  his  hearers 

for  the  coming  of  the  kingdom,  and  of  a  special  response  (beyond  belief,  repentance, 

and  reformation)  by  which  his  hearers  could  be  prepared.  His  function  was  to 

administer  a  new  rite,  a  “baptism  of  repentance  for  the  remission  of  sins”  (Mk. 
1.4  and  parallels). 
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From  the  NT  it  can  at  once  be  seen  that  the  Baptist’s  work  marked  an  epoch  for 

early  Christianity.  Not  only  do  Mk.,  Q,  and  Jn.  represent  it  as  “the  beginning  of 

the  Gospel”  (Mk.  i.iff  and  parallels;  Lk.  16.16b;  cf.  Jn.  1.6),  but  it  seems  to  mark 
in  fact  the  beginning  of  the  Christian  tradition,  which  contains  no  reliable  report 

of  anything  earlier.  Moreover,  it  is  repeatedly  referred  to,  in  the  traditional  material, 

as  the  point  from  which  the  movement  began:  “The  law  and  the  prophets  were 

until  John.”  “From  then  on”  is  the  Christian  period  (Lk.  16.16  ||  Mt.  ii.i2f). 
When  a  successor  is  chosen  for  Judas  he  must  be  one  who  was  a  member  of  the 

group  throughout  all  Jesus’  career  “beginning  from  the  baptism  of  John”  (Acts 
1.22).  When  Peter  begins  to  explain  the  Gospel  to  Cornelius  and  company  he  assumes, 

“You  know  what  has  been  happening  throughout  all  the  Jewish  districts,  beginning 

from  Galilee,  after  the  baptism  which  John  proclaimed”  (Acts  10. 37). 2  When  Paul 

presents  the  Gospel  to  the  Jews  of  Pisidian  Antioch  he  dates  Jesus’  work  “after  John 

had  preached  .  .  .  the  baptism  of  repentance  to  all  the  people  of  Israel”  (Acts  13.24). 

Moreover,  from  what  the  Gospels  tell  it  can  be  seen  that  the  Baptist’s  importance 
was  not  limited  to  the  Christians.  All  Judea  and  Jerusalem  (Mk.  1.5)  and  Transjordan 

(Q,  Mt.  3.5  II  Lk.  3.3)  went  out  to  him,  in  crowds  (Mt.  1 1.7  ||  Lk.  7.24;  Lk.  3.7,10; 

etc.).  His  teaching  was  accepted  by  masses  of  the  common  people  (Lk.  7.29).  Even 

the  authorities  of  the  Temple  are  said  to  have  been  afraid  to  speak  against  the 

Baptist,  even  after  his  death,  because  of  his  popular  following  (Mk.  1 1.32  and  paral¬ 

lels).  His  disciples  carried  his  sect  as  far  as  Alexandria  and  Ephesus  (Acts  18.25; 

19.3).  In  this  matter  the  testimony  of  the  NT  is  confirmed  by  Josephus,  who  had 

heard  of  John  as  a  figure  both  influential  (Herod  Antipas  had  him  executed  for 

fear  he  might  initiate  a  revolt)  and  popular  (many  Jews  interpreted  a  subsequent 

defeat  of  Herod’s  army  as  a  divine  punishment  for  this  execution,  AJ  XVIII.  1  i6ff). 
The  importance  of  the  Baptist  makes  it  not  unlikely  that  he  is  the  object  of  the 

polemic  in  the  Qumran  Manual  of  Discipline  III.4ff  against  the  notion  that  baptism 

can  remit  sins.  The  opponent  is  not  named,  but  the  passage  seems  to  have  one  and 

to  insist,  against  him,  that  men  can  be  cleansed  of  their  iniquities  only  by  the  holy 

spirit  and  by  submission  to  the  rules  of  the  sect  (III. 7-8),  and  only  after  this  spiritual 

cleansing  can  their  flesh  be  cleansed  of  impurity  by  the  regular  OT  method  of  sprink¬ 

ling  with  water  containing  the  ashes  of  a  red  heifer  properly  killed  and  burned 

(Num.  19.9,13,  etc.).3  That  the  object  of  the  polemic  was  the  Baptist  is  made  very 
likely  by  the  fact  that  Josephus,  in  the  passage  cited  above,  saw  fit  to  defend  him 

against  such  charges  and  to  insist  that  he  required  repentance  as  a  prerequisite  for 

his  physical  cleansing.  Evidently  his  teaching  left  some  danger  of  ex  opere  operato — 

2.  For  the  translation  of  Tov8ala  see  Burkitt,  Vestigia  485k 

3.  This  passage  has  been  repeatedly  misunderstood  by  neglect  of  its  polemic  character,  although  that 

was  recognized  (but  misinterpreted)  by  Gottstein,  Traits.  Against  Flusser,  Sect,  and  Betz,  Proselytentaufe, 

it  must  be  said  that  nothing  in  the  Qumran  documents  implies  the  use  by  the  sect  of  any  type  of  im¬ 

mersion  other  than  such  as  are  prescribed  in  the  OT  for  purification.  In  particular,  the  regulations  for 

entrance  to  the  sect,  which  are  twice  described  in  the  Manual  of  Discipline  (I  and  VI)  and  once  in  the 

Damascus  Document  (VI.i4ff)  say  nothing  of  any  special  immersions,  nor  does  Josephus  mention  any 

such  rite  of  admission  to  the  sect.  See  further  Rowley,  Baptism·,  Benoit,  Qumran  280. 
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not  to  say  libertine — interpretation  (with  the  polemic  in  the  Manual  of  Discipline 
III.4f,  cf.  Connolly,  Didascalia  VI. 22,  p.  254). 

Admittedly,  there  is  no  being  sure  that  the  Qumran  polemic  was  directed  against 

the  Baptist — rites  of  immersion  were  popular  at  the  time,  as  Thomas,  Mouvement , 

has  shown.  Nevertheless,  his  importance  makes  the  hypothesis  plausible;  and  so 

does  the  fact  that  his  baptism  was  remembered  as  a  distinct  rite,  “the  baptism  of 

John”  (Mk.  11.30  and  parallels;  Lk.  7.29;  Acts  1.22;  10.37;  1 3.24 ;  18.25; 
which  was  sharply  differentiated  from  Christian  baptism  (Acts  18.25;  Ι9·3θ  and 

also  from  ordinary  Jewish  immersions  for  purification  (Mk.  7.4,  Heb.  9.10 — the 

βαπτιστών  διδαχή  of  Heb.  6.2  was  presumably  instruction  as  to  the  different  sorts 

of  baptisms  then  in  competition;  cf.  Spicq,  ad  loc.). 

The  characteristics  of  the  Baptist’s  rite  have  often  been  noticed :  It  was  not  some¬ 
thing  one  could  do  for  oneself;  it  had  to  be  administered  by  the  Baptist  or  one  of 

his  disciples,  was  perhaps  public,  was  administered  to  Jews  (whether  or  not  to  gentiles), 

may  not  have  been  repeatable,  used  water  and  probably  required  immersion,  either 

required  or  effected  repentance,  was  accompanied  by  confession  of  sins,  effected 

remission  of  sins,  demanded  the  performance  of  good  works  in  the  future,  was 

performed  as  a  preparation  for  the  coming  judgment  or  kingdom  of  God,  and  either 

was  not  connected  with  any  teaching  about  the  holy  spirit,  or  supposed  the  spirit 

would  be  given  (as  a  further  “baptism”)  only  at  the  last  judgment  (Acts  19.2  vs. 
Mk.  1.8  and  parallels;  see  Best,  Spirit).  That  it  made  the  recipient  a  member  of  a 

new  community  is  often  said  by  the  critics  but  never  by  the  sources — there  is  no 

evidence  that  all  those  whom  John  baptized  became  his  disciples;  the  reports  of 

crowds  coming  to  be  baptized  suggest  that  the  rite  entailed  no  membership  in  any 

society,  and  Josephus’  βαπτίσμω  συνιέναι  is  inadequate  as  an  excuse  for  supposing 
the  contrary  (vs.  Flemington,  Doctrine  15).  What  was  demanded  of  the  few  who 

did  become  disciples,  we  do  not  know. 

It  has  already  been  remarked  that  no  baptism  of  this  kind  appears  in  the  Qumran 

documents.  Attempts  to  derive  it  from  Jewish  proselyte  baptism  are  equally  mistaken. 

(See  the  distinctions  made  by  Werblowsky,  Rite  ioif;  Doeve,  Doop ;  Michaelis, 

Hintergrund;  Beasley-Murray,  Baptism  40-42;  and  the  chronological  arguments  of 

Taylor,  Beginning.)  It  should  be  added  that  the  rule  “a  proselyte  is  as  a  new  born 

child”  is  a  legal  fiction  meaning  that  the  proselyte  is  freed  from  most  legal  liabilities 

— including  the  liability  for  transgressions — contracted  in  his  earlier  life,  and  also 

loses  his  prior  legal  claims — for  example,  he  has  no  property.  It  does  not  mean — 

pace  Werblowsky,  Rite  102 — that  he  is  reborn  as  a  child  of  Israel;  Daube’s  examples, 

Reflections  51,  show  loss  of  prior  legal  ties,  including  family  connections,  but  not 

acquisition  of  new  ones.  Rabbi  ruled  in  Bikkurim  1. 4  that  proselytes  must  continue 

to  speak  of  the  Patriarchs  as  “their  fathers,”  not  “our  fathers.”  Though  the  contrary 

opinion  of  R.  Judah  (J.  Bikkurim  1. 4  (64a),  called  to  my  attention  by  R.  William 

G.  Braude)  subsequently  prevailed,  the  fact  that  neither  the  Mishnah  nor  the  Tosephta 

mentions  it  makes  almost  certain — so  R.  Saul  Lieberman  advises  me — that  the  pref¬ 

erence  of  it  is  a  subsequent  alteration  of  the  law.  In  any  event,  R.  Judah  based  his 

opinion  on  Gen.  17.5,  “For  I  have  made  you  the  ancestor  of  a  multitude  of  peoples,” 
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so  he  presumably  considered  the  proselytes  a  different  people  than  Israel  and  justified 

their  reference  to  “our”  fathers  by  the  fact  that  they  were  descendants  of  Abraham, 

not  of  Jacob — this  would  have  involved  no  change  of  ancestry.  Moreover  it  seems 

likely  that  his  opinion  was  a  reply  to  Christian  propaganda,  see  the  use  of  the  same 

verse  by  Paul,  Romans  4. 1 7ff,  and  the  development  of  this  by  the  fathers,  for  instance 

Aphraates,  Demonstratio  XI.  1  off,  who  is  evidently  answering  Jewish  arguments. 

Since,  then,  the  Baptist’s  rite  can  be  derived  neither  from  Pharisaic  baptism  of 
proselytes  nor  from  Qumran,  we  must  look  elsewhere  for  its  origin.  The  true  source 

is  that  indicated  by  Mk.  11.30:  it  was  from  “Heaven,”  that  is,  from  God.  This  was 
what  all  the  people  believed  (ibid.),  and  their  belief  presumably  came  from  the 

Baptist’s  own  claim — that  he  was  a  prophet  (Mt.  11.9  and  parallels)  charged  by 
God  to  institute  a  new  rite,  an  immersion  which  would  remit  sins  (cf.  Kraft,  Anfange 

40if). 
To  understand  the  importance  of  this  one  must  realize  that  in  Jewish  law  sin 

and  impurity  are  different  things.  One  may  become  highly  impure  by  any  number 

of  accidents  which  involve  no  sin  whatever— for  example,  by  being  present  in  a  house 

when  a  death  occurs  there.  Many  sins,  on  the  other  hand — theft,  for  instance — do 

not  render  the  sinner  impure.  Admittedly,  by  the  Baptist’s  time  the  distinction  had 
often  been  blurred.  The  prophets  and  psalmists  had  spoken  of  sins  as  impurities 

from  which  men  could  be  cleansed  (e.g.,  Ps.  51.4) ;  the  verb  “to  sin”  had  an  intensive 

form  which  should  have  meant  “to  de-sin”  but  actually  meant  “to  purify,”  and 

the  water  used  for  certain  types  of  purification  was  known  as  “sin-water.”  But 
neither  poetry  nor  etymology  is  valid  in  law.  In  law,  impurity  was  removed  by 

immersions  (the  “baptisms”  of  Mk.  7.4),  and  certain  unintentional  sins  could  be 
expiated  by  the  sacrifices  prescribed  in  the  OT ;  but  for  the  rest  one  could  only 

trust  to  the  general  expiatory  rites  of  the  day  of  atonement,  to  the  powers  of  repentance, 

restitution,  reformation,  and  prayer,  to  the  atonement  effected  by  one’s  death,  and 

to  the  mercy  of  God  ( Toma ’  VIII. 8f).  Moreover,  the  possibilities  for  sacrifice  to 
Yahweh  in  Palestine  had  been  cut  down  sharply  under  the  Maccabees;  the  destruc¬ 

tions  of  the  temples  at  Gerizim,  Araq  el  Emir,  and  Lachish  indicate  what  happened 

to  lesser  shrines.  By  John’s  time  the  only  place  in  the  country  where  Jews  could 
legally  offer  sacrifices  was  Jerusalem,  and  its  services  were  expensive.  To  introduce 

into  this  situation  a  new,  inexpensive,  generally  available,  divinely  authorized  rite , 

effective  for  the  remission  of  all  sins,  was  John’s  great  innovation.4  His  warning  of 
the  coming  judgment  was  nothing  new;  prophets  had  been  predicting  that  for  the 

past  eight  centuries.  The  new  thing  was  the  assurance  that  there  was  something 

the  average  man  could  easily  do  to  prepare  himself  for  the  catastrophic  coming  of 

the  kingdom.  Therefore  John  was  remembered  not  merely  as  a  prophet,  but  as 

“more  than  a  prophet” — as  “the  Baptist.” 

4.  The  Qumran  sect  had  probably  developed  the  doctrine  that  their  life  of  obedience  to  the  Law  had 

the  atoning  power  of  the  sacrifices  (see  Flusser,  Sect.  229-236);  but  the  devotion  of  an  entire  life  to  the 

observance  of  an  ascetic  law  is  a  very  different  thing  from  the  pei'formance  of  one,  quick,  easy  ceremony. 
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VIII.  Evidence  from  the  Gospels  that  Jesus  baptized 

Since  the  Baptist’s  role  in  relation  to  the  coming  kingdom  is  so  clearly  definable, 
it  is  surprising  that  there  should  be  such  obscurity  about  the  role  of  Jesus— who  is 

said  to  have  been  thought,  in  his  own  lifetime,  the  Baptist  redivivus  (Mk.  6.14; 

8.28  and  parallels;  cf.,  however,  Kraeling,  Necromancy) . 

Particularly  surprising  is  the  particular  obscurity  concerning  Jesus’  use  of  baptism. 
He  himself  was  baptized;  but  the  synoptics  say  nothing  of  his  having  baptized  his 

followers,  while  the  Fourth  Gospel  contradicts  itself  on  this  point  (as  on  so  many 

others):  it  says  in  3.22  that  he  did  baptize;  it  refers  to  reports  of  his  baptizing  in 

3.26  and  4.1  ;  but  in  4.2  it  adds  καίτοι  ye  Τησοΰς  αυτός  ονκ  έβάπτισεν  άλλ’  οί  μαθηται 
αύτοΰ.  Here  the  accepted  alternatives  are  either  to  eliminate  4.2  as  a  gloss  (Bultmann, 

Johannes  128  n4;  Dodd,  Fourth  Gospel  31 1  and  Historical  Tradition  237)  or  to  accept  it 

as  a  correction:  Jesus  did  not  himself  baptize,  but  during  an  early  ministry  in  Judea 

(unknown  to  the  synoptics  except  for  Lk.  4.44,  on  which  cf.  Acts  10.37 — above, 

p.  206)  he  permitted  his  disciples  to  go  on  administering  (the  Baptist’s?)  baptism, 
a  practice  which  he  subsequently  stopped  (why?)  but  which  the  disciples  nevertheless 

resumed  as  soon  as  he  was  out  of  the  way,  Acts  2.38.  But  here  the  function  of  the 

Baptist’s  rite — els  dpeaiv  των  αμαρτιών — is  combined  with  the  Christian  formula 

eV I  τω  όνόματι  Τησοΰ  Χρίστου.  How  the  disciples  could  baptize  in  Jesus’  name  if 
Jesus  had  stopped  the  practice  is  not  easily  explicable  (see  the  wrigglings  of  Beasley- 

Murray,  Baptism  7of;  Flemington,  Doctrine  3of,  chose  to  ignore  the  problem). 

These  difficulties  may  perhaps  justify  a  hypothesis  of  mistranslation.  In  Syriac 

4.2  reads,  κ\κ  .Kom  ^.cob  ot>  ko«d  νΔ  TL3 .  It  is  only  the  medial  period  which 

prevents  this  from  meaning,  “Yet  Jesus  himself  baptized  none  save  his  disciples.” 
(A  \>  before  ,α>οπ>^λ  would  be  desirable,  but  not  necessary.  Cf.  the  similarly 

possible  mistranslation  in  Jn.  12.17,  above,  p.  157.)  Variant  forms  of  the  tradition 

that  Jesus  baptized  only  his  disciples  are  found  in  Clement  (III.  196.2 iff)  and 

later  writers  (Echle,  Baptism  367^,  and  this  is  the  meaning  indicated  by  the 

context  in  Jn·  4.2.  Jn·  has  been  at  its  usual  business  of  contrasting  Jesus  and  the 

Baptist  to  the  latter’s  disadvantage.  It  has  just  reported  how  the  Pharisees  heard 
ort  Τησοΰς  TrXelovas  μαθητας  i roiei  και  βαπτίζ€ΐ  η  Τωάννης.  Here  the  Syriac  reads 

.^uoi  yjo  kku^co  In  any  case  the  Greek  should  not  be  read  as 

evidence  that  all  whom  the  Baptist  baptized  became  his  disciples.  The  evangelist 

was  talking  about  Jesus.  He  realized  the  ambiguity  of  his  statement  (which  was  to 

mislead  Bultmann,  Johannes  128  n7)  and  therefore  went  on  to  explain  it  by  declaring, 

“Yet  Jesus  baptized  only  his  disciples ! ’’—while  the  Baptist  (it  is  to  be  understood) 

baptized  everybody  who  came  to  him — and  even  so  Jesus’  disciples  were  more 

numerous  than  the  Baptist’s  here-today-and-gone-tomorrow  penitents.  This  pre¬ 

sumable  exaggeration  concludes  the  theme  begun  in  3.26  and  formally  stated  in 

3.30.  (See  also  Dodd’s  arguments  in  Historical  Tradition  285^  292,  and,  further, 

from  the  themes  of  water  and  spirit  in  Fourth  Gospel  308—31 1.)  [Discussion  with  C.R. 

leaves  me  dubious  about  the  above  interpretation.  It  is  possible  that  the  author 
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(or  glossator)  meant,  “Tet  Jesus  baptized  only  his  disciples,  and  consequently  the 

Pharisees  were  misinformed  and  their  (suggested)  plots  unnecessary.”] 
Thus  we  have  the  statements  of  Jn.  on  one  side,  the  silence  of  the  synoptics  on 

the  other.  To  Jn.’s  statements  should  be  added  the  account  of  the  footwashing  in 

13.1-15.  The  footwashing  is  to  baptism  as  the  feeding  of  the  multitude  is  to  the 

eucharist;  for  both  sacraments  Jn.  has  a  chapter  of  theological  exegesis  (3  on  baptism, 

6  on  the  eucharist)  and  a  story  of  a  similar  event  which  could  be  used  by  a  teacher 

as  a  type  of  the  rite.  Aphraates,  Demonstratio  XII.  10  understood  the  footwashing  as 

a  miraculous  baptism,  by  anticipation,  of  the  twelve,  into  Jesus’  passion.  As  such 

he  contrasted  it  with  the  Baptist’s  rite,  which  only  produced  remission  of  sins  by 

repentance,  and  he  thus  explained  why  the  Baptist’s  penitents  were  rebaptized, 
with  the  baptism  of  Jesus,  by  the  apostles.  But  Jn.,  as  usual,  remains  enigmatic. 

Synoptic  evidence  that  Jesus  baptized  might  be  found  in  Mk.  1.8  and  parallels 

(including  Jn.  1.33),  where  the  Baptist  is  made  to  declare  that  he  can  baptize  only 

with  water,  but  his  greater  successor  will  baptize  with  the  holy  spirit  (“and  with 

fire,”  QJ ;  and  also  in  Mk.  9.49  (correcting  αλισθησζται  to  βαπτίσθήσεται,  with 
Baarda).  But  Acts  (1.5;  11.16)  interprets  the  promise  of  baptism  with  spirit  and 

fire  as  referring  to  Pentecost  (Acts  2.3^17),  and  Jn.  7.39  indicates  that  the  spirit 

was  not  given  until  after  Jesus’  resurrection;  so  it  could  be  that  the  whole  of  the 

Baptist’s  prophecy  is  an  anachronistic  invention  of  the  Christian  polemic  against 

his  followers.  (The  greater  successor — whose  shoelaces  he  was  not  worthy  to  untie — 

can  hardly  have  been  Yahweh,  who  has  no  body,  parts,  or  shoelaces.  Contrast 

Kraft,  Anfange  400.)  Mk.  9.49,  as  a  prophecy  by  Jesus,  is,  rather,  evidence  against 

his  practice  of  any  such  rite.  That  MSS  c  and  e  at  Lk.  23.5  add  to  the  Jews’  charges 
against  Jesus,  et  filios  nostros  et  uxores  avertit  a  nobis ,  non  enim  baptizantur  sicut  nos ,  is 

dubious  evidence  at  best,  and  the  first  phrase  is  attributed  to  Marcion  by  Epiphanius 

(. Panarion  XLII.i  1.6—8  scholion  70,  ed.  Holl,  p.  116) — but  the  attributed  phrase  is 

in  a  slightly  different  form  and  place,  so  might  be  taken  as  collateral  evidence  for 

the  tradition. 

In  sum,  we  come  back  again  to  the  self-contradictory  statements  of  Jn.  and  the  silence 

of  the  synoptics.  Jn.’s  statements  might  be  explained  as  polemic,  to  set  Jesus  above 

the  Baptist,  but  self-contradiction  is  not  a  common  polemic  device,  and  one’s  general 
impression  of  Jn.  is  that  it  misrepresents  more  by  exaggeration  than  by  baseless 

invention.  On  the  other  hand,  the  strength  of  arguments  from  the  silence  of  the 

synoptics  has  been  weakened  considerably  by  the  evidence  we  have  seen  for  thinking 

Mk.  an  exoteric  work.  Accordingly,  since  neither  is  conclusive,  the  contradictory 

evidence  of  Jn.’s  statements  and  the  synoptics’  silence  must  be  judged  by  relation 
to  the  larger  problems  of  the  history.  These  indicate  that  Jesus  baptized. 

Foremost  among  them  is  the  obscurity,  which  we  have  been  trying  to  penetrate, 

of  Jesus’  function  in  relation  to  the  kingdom.  We  have  seen  his  expected  role  in  the 
final  establishment,  and  his  present  role  as  advance  agent.  But  we  have  also  seen 

that  these  are  inadequate,  because  they  indicate  nothing  unusual  for  his  hearers 

to  do  about  his  announcements — and  this  inadequacy  is  particularly  glaring  by 
contrast  Avith  the  clear  and  practical  function  of  the  Baptist. 
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Moreover,  against  the  supposition  that  Jesus  gave  up  the  practical  rite  of  the 

Baptist  and  went  back  to  the  mere  preaching  of  repentance  traditional  to  the  prophets 

stands  the  fact  that  the  Gospels  do  not  consistently  represent  him  as  a  preacher 

of  repentance.  They  contain  no  accounts  of  mass  penitence  produced  by  his  preaching, 

and  few  of  individuals’  repentance  (and  those  few  are  suspect — e.g.,  Lk.  19.1-10). 

The  message  which  Mk.  1.15  and  parallels  put  into  Jesus’  mouth  is  not  his,  but 
that  of  the  later  Christian  preachers :  μετανοείτε  και  πιστεύετε  εν  τω  ευαγγελίου  (that 

is,  the  gospel  about  Jesus;  against  Taylor  see  Lohmeyer,  and  Bultmann,  Geschichte, 

124).  Accordingly,  it  is  plausible  to  suppose  the  same  origin  for  the  reference  to 

repentance  in  Mk.  6.12  (a  late  addition  unknown  to  both  Mt.  and  Lk.  ?).  These 

two  are  the  only  references  in  Mk.  to  Christian  preaching  of  repentance.  Jn.  never 

refers  to  μετάνοια  or  to  μετανοεΐν.  ζ)  has  the  verb  in  its  exegesis  of  the  sign  of  Jonah 

(Lk.  11.32  II  Mt.  12.41 — evidently  posterior  to  the  resurrection)  and  in  the  woes 

on  the  Galilean  cities  (Lk.  10.13  ||  Mt.  11.21),  which  are  thus  the  best  evidence  that 

Jesus  occasionally  did  use  the  theme.  It  would  be  hard  to  believe  that  he  did  not, 

but  it  would  be  even  harder  to  believe,  in  the  face  of  this  evidence,  that  he  was 

principally  a  preacher  of  repentance. 

The  difficulty  becomes  even  clearer  when  one  remembers  that  against  this  exiguous 

evidence  must  be  set  not  only  the  rarity  of  stories  of  repentance,  and  the  rarity  of 

any  other  examples  of  Jesus’  preaching  it  (found  only  in  Lk.),  but  also  the  presence 
of  a  great  deal  of  material  which  represents  Jesus  and  his  followers  as  anything  but 

penitents.  The  Baptist,  who  certainly  did  preach  repentance,  conducted  himself 

as  a  penitent;  Jesus,  by  contrast,  “came  eating  and  drinking”  (Lk.  7.34  ||  Mt. 

1 1. 19).  The  followers  of  the  Baptist  and  those  of  the  Pharisees  fasted;  Jesus’  followers 
did  not,  and  Jesus  justified  this  by  comparing  them  to  the  members  of  a  bridal 

party  (Mk.  2.i8ff  and  parallels).  He  justified  their  laxity  in  observance  of  the  Law 

by  comparing  them  to  the  companions  of  David  (Mk.  2.25  and  parallels).  He  forgave 

sins  freely,  without  demanding  repentance  (Mk.  2.5  and  parallels).  He  blessed  not 

the  penitent  and  the  fasting,  but  the  poor  and  the  hungry  (Lk.  6.2ofif  ||  Mt.  5·3ίΓ). 

And  so  on — the  theme  is  familiar  and  need  not  be  developed  at  length :  The  Gospels 

simply  do  not  represent  Jesus  as  principally  a  preacher  of  repentance;  in  this  respect 

he  differed  fundamentally  from  the  Baptist,  and  the  difference  was  noticed  and 

criticized  in  his  own  time.  It  now  has  to  be  accounted  for. 

Ever  since  Dodd’s  Parables  this  difference  has  customarily  been  accounted  for 

by  saying  that  for  the  Baptist  the  kingdom  is  still  in  the  future,  for  Jesus  the  kingdom 

is  here.  This  position  is  now  familiar  and  does  not  need  exposition,  but  development. 

If  the  kingdom  is  simply  the  realm  of  obedience  to  God,  then  it  should  come  whenever 

God  is  obeyed.  Any  prophet  preaching  repentance  will  restore  it  insofar  as  his 

preaching  is  successful,  and  repentance  will  be  the  primary  step  in  its  restoration. 

Therefore  the  emphasis  placed  by  the  Gospels  on  the  fact  that  Jesus  was  not  merely 

a  prophet  (Mk.  8.28f  and  parallels;  Lk.  7.26ff  ||  Mt.  n.gff;  Jn.  4.19-26;  7·4θίΓ; 

etc.),  and  the  inconspicuous  role  of  repentance  in  his  teaching  and  his  followers’ 

practice,  indicate  some  different  notion  of  the  way  in  which  the  kingdom  is  piesent 

and  the  consequence  of  its  presence.  This  notion  presumably  concerns  some  special 
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function  of  Jesus  in  relation  to  the  present  kingdom,  and  also,  in  the  light  of  the 

Baptist’s  career,  some  special,  practical,  probably  ritual,  response  which  could  be 

made  by  Jesus’  followers  to  his  announcement  of  the  kingdom’s  presence.  Now  a  few 

elements  in  the  synoptics  represent  the  kingdom  as  already — in  some  respect — 

attainable,  and  the  disciples  as  already  in  it: 

Mk.  2.19 

2.26 

3·ϊ5 

3-35 

4.1 1 

4.3°ff 

7.2ff 

g.2ff 9.i8ff,28 

io.29f 

1 4»22ff 

The  members  of  the  wedding  party  cannot  be  made  to  fast. 

David  gave  those  who  were  with  him  the  holy  bread. 

The  disciples  already  need  not  observe  the  sabbath. 

The  twelve  are  empowered,  already,  to  exorcise  (again  6.7). 

Those  who  do  the  will  of  God  are  already  Jesus’  kin. 
The  mystery  of  the  kingdom  has  been  given  to  the  disciples. 

The  kingdom  is  already  growing  like  a  mustard  seed. 

The  disciples  already  need  not  observe  the  purity  laws. 

The  transfiguration. 

The  disciples  practiced  exorcism  (9.38,  so  did  others,  in  Jesus’ name). 

The  disciples  will  be  rewarded  now — but  with  persecutions. 
The  eucharist. 

Q  (The  references  are  to  Lk.;  generally  I  follow  Manson,  Sayings.) 

7.28 

9.60 
10.9 

10. 16 

10.21 

10.22 

1 1. 10 

11.52 

12.3 

12. 31 

13.21 
16. 16 

19.26 

Mt.  1 1.28 

II.29f 
1344 

The  least  in  the  kingdom  is  greater  than  Jn. 

The  disciple  should  let  the  dead  bury  the  dead  (he  is  already alive). 

The  disciples  are,  already,  to  heal  the  sick  and  announce  the 

kingdom;  Mt.  adds,  raise  the  dead! 

He  that  heareth  you  heareth  me,  etc. 

The  Father  has  revealed  these  things  to  babes  (and  hidden  them 

from  the  wise). 

The  Father  is  now  revealed  by  the  Son. 

Whoever  asks  receives  now,  etc. 

Those  who  were  entering  (the  kingdom,  Mt.  23.14)  were  hindered 

by  the  lawyers. 

The  things  told  the  disciples  now  in  secret  are  someday  to  be 

proclaimed  openly. 

Seek  first  the  kingdom,  and  the  good  things  of  this  world  will  be 
added. 

The  kingdom  is  already  spreading  like  leaven. 

The  law  and  the  prophets  were  until  John,  thenceforth  (i.e., 

now),  everyone  forces  his  way  into  the  kingdom. 

To  him  that  hath  shall  be  given. 

Come  unto  me  and  I  will  give  you  rest  now. 

Take  my  yoke  {sc.  of  the  kingdom)  now. 

The  field  with  the  treasure  can  be  purchased  now. 
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13.46  The  pearl  can  be  purchased  now. 

13.52  A  scribe  can  already  be  a  disciple  of  the  kingdom. 

16.19  The  keys  of  the  kingdom  shall  be  given  to  Peter  now  (so  that 

what  he  binds  on  earth  shall  be  also  at  once  bound  in  heaven). 

18.20  Where  two  or  three  are  gathered  in  my  name,  I  am  among  them 
now. 

Lk.  10.17 

17.21 

The  demons  are  already  subject  to  the  disciples,  whose  names  are 

already  written  in  heaven. 

The  repentant  son  is  admitted  at  once  to  the  feast. 

The  kingdom  is  in  your  power  (Griffiths,  Within). 

Some  of  these  elements  are  much  clearer  and  more  conclusive  than  others,  but 

the  clear  ones  indicate  how  the  others  should  be  interpreted.  Many  different  sorts 

and  strata  of  material  are  represented,  but  this  shows  that  the  notion  is  not  a  peculi¬ 

arity  of  any  one  strand  of  the  tradition.  Its  wide  distribution  argues  an  early,  common 

source,  and  the  argument  is  strengthened  by  the  present  union  of  the  disciples  with 

Jesus  in  Jn.  (15. iff,  etc.),  and  the  location  of  the  believers  in  the  kingdom  by  Paul 

(Col.  1. 1 3)  and  by  the  Apocalypse  (1.6,  etc.).  All  in  all,  it  would  seem  that  Jesus 

somehow  enabled  at  least  some  of  his  followers  to  enter  the  kingdom  forthwith,  and 

to  enter  it  in  some  special  fashion  other  than  that  of  mere  repentance  and  obedience 

to  God — some  fashion  which  would  make  them  greater  than  the  Baptist  (who  was 

presumably  penitent  and  obedient),  would  exempt  them  from  the  Law,  give  them 

power  over  demons  and  diseases,  and  admit  them  at  once  to  the  feast.  This  admission 

was  the  special  function  of  Jesus,  the  Messiah — the  function  which  the  Baptist, 

though  more  than  a  prophet,  could  not  perform. 

Now  the  recognized  means  of  preparation  for  admission  to  the  kingdom — recog¬ 

nized  by  Jesus  himself,  since  he  had  used  it — was  baptism,  and  in  the  earliest  Christian 

material  we  find  baptism  the  means  of  admission  to  the  Church,  which  is  the  kingdom 

present  on  earth.  It  is  therefore  reasonable  to  assume  that  Jesus  effected  the  admission 

of  his  chosen  followers  to  the  kingdom  by  some  sort  of  baptism.  On  the  other  hand, 

the  Baptist’s  baptism  evidently  did  not  admit  the  recipient  to  the  kingdom,  so 

Jesus’  baptism  must  have  differed  from  it.  First  and  foremost  it  differed  in  being 
not  only  private,  but  secret.  Therefore,  attempts  to  determine  its  other  differences 

are  necessarily  speculative. 

IX.  Baptism  according  to  Paul 

As  a  check  on  speculation,  it  is  helpful  to  compare  the  Baptist’s  baptism,  which 
dates  from  about  a.d.  25,  with  the  Christian  baptism  as  we  find  it  in  the  earliest 

Christian  documents — Paul’s  letters  of  about  a.d.  50.  There  is  admittedly  some 

doubt  as  to  when  Paul  is  talking  about  baptism ;  here  we  shall  follow  the  example  of 

213 



CLEMENT  OF  ALEXANDRIA 

Braumann,  Taufverkundigung ,  and  confine  ourselves  to  passages  where  the  reference 

is  indubitable.  Of  these  the  most  important  are  the  following: 

Rom.  6.gff:  Those  of  us  who  were  baptized  into  Messiah  Jesus  were  baptized  into  his 

death.  That  is  to  say,  we  were  buried  with  him,  through  the  baptism  into  death,  in  order 

that,  just  as  Messiah  was  raised  from  the  dead  through  the  glory  of  the  Father,  thus  we  too 

should  live  a  new  life.  For  if  we  have  been  united  with  him  in  a  death  like  his,  let  us  be 

so,  too,  in  a  resurrection  like  his.  For  we  know  that  the  man  we  once  were  was  crucified 

with  him,  in  order  that  the  body  which  belonged  to  sin  might  be  made  ineffective,  so  that 

we  should  no  longer  be  slaves  to  sin.  For  when  a  man  dies  he  is  no  longer  answerable  for 

his  sins.  And  if  we  died  with  Messiah,  we  believe  that  we  shall  also  continue  to  live  with 

him,  knowing  that  Messiah,  having  been  raised  from  the  dead,  will  never  again  die. 

I  Cor.  12.12/ :  For  just  as  the  body  is  one,  but  has  many  members  ...  so  also  is  the  Messiah. 

And  thus  we  all  were  baptized  with  one  spirit  to  constitute  one  body — whether  Jews  or 

Greeks,  whether  slaves  or  freemen — and  we  were  all  given  one  spirit  to  drink. 

Gal.  $.26ff:  For  all  of  you  {formerly  gentiles)  are  sons  of  God  through  faith  in  Messiah 

Jesus.  For  as  many  of  you  as  were  baptized  into  Messiah  have  been  clothed  with  Messiah. 

In  him  there  is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek,  there  is  neither  slave  nor  freeman,  there  is  no  male 

and  female,  for  you  all  are  one  in  Messiah  Jesus.  And  if  you  are  Messiah’s,  then  you  are 
the  seed  of  Abraham  and  heirs  of  the  promise  {made  to  Abraham  by  God). 

Col.  2.gff:  {In  the  Messiah)  all  the  fullness  of  the  divine  dwells  bodily.  And  you  are 

fulfilled  in  him,  since  he  is  the  head  of  every  cosmic  power  and  authority.  In  him  you  have 

also  been  circumcized,  not  with  the  physical  image  of  circumcision,  but  with  the  stripping 

off  of  the  body  of  flesh,  with  the  circumcision  of  the  Messiah,  having  been  buried  with 

him  in  baptism,  in  which  you  have  also  been  resurrected  together  with  him  through  faith 

in  the  working  of  God  who  raised  him  from  the  dead.  Thus,  when  you  were  dead  in  your 

sins  and  in  the  foreskin  of  your  flesh,  God  brought  you  to  life  together  with  him.  Having 

forgiven  us  all  our  sins,  he  {the  Messiah)  has  cancelled  the  bond  with  the  legal  demands 

which  was  against  us  and  has  set  it  aside,  having  nailed  it  to  the  cross.  Having  stripped 

off  the  cosmic  powers  and  authorities  he  has  made  a  public  spectacle  of  them  and  led  them, 

by  means  of  the  cross,  as  captives  in  his  triumphal  procession.  Therefore  let  no  man  sit 

in  judgment  on  you  about  food  and  drink,  or  in  a  matter  of  festival  or  new  moon  or  sabbath, 

which  are  a  shadow  of  the  things  to  come,  whereas  the  substance  is  of  the  Messiah.  Do 

not  let  yourselves  be  condemned  by  anyone  set  on  self-abasement  and  worship  of  angels, 

things  he  saw  going  in  {to  the  heavens),5  someone  puffed  up  to  no  purpose  by  carnal 

imaginations,  and  not  holding  to  the  head  from  which  all  the  body,  nourished  and  knit 

together  throughout  all  its  joints  and  ligaments,  grows  the  growth  of  God.  If,  dying  with 

Messiah,  you  left  behind  the  elemental  spirits  of  the  world,  why  do  you  live  as  if  still  in 

the  world?  ...  If  you  have  been  raised  from  the  dead  with  the  Messiah,  seek  the  things 

above,  where  the  Messiah  is,  sitting  to  the  right  of  God.  Fix  your  mind  on  the  things  above, 

not  those  on  earth.  For  you  have  died,  and  your  life  has  been  hidden  with  the  Messiah  in 

God.  When  the  Messiah,  our  life,  shall  be  revealed,  then  you  too  will  be  revealed  with  him 

in  glory. 

Finally,  we  must  add  I.  Cor .  10. 1-4,  although  it  does  not  speak  directly  of  Christian 

baptism : 

5.  See  my  Observations,  156-157. 
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I  would  not  have  you  ignorant,  brethren,  of  the  fact  that  our  fathers  were  all  under  the 

cloud  and  all  went  through  the  sea  and  were  all  baptized  into  Moses  in  the  cloud  and  in 

the  sea,  and  all  ate  the  same  spiritual  food  and  all  drank  the  same  spiritual  drink,  for  they 

drank  from  the  spiritual  rock  which  followed  them,  and  the  rock  was  the  Messiah.6 

The  above  passages  show  at  a  glance  the  immense  difference  between  the  baptism 

of  the  Baptist  and  that  of  Paul.  The  former  was  analogous  to  earlier  biblical  immer¬ 

sions  except  that  it  was  specially  instituted  by  God  through  a  new  prophet  and  it 

removed  sin,  whereas  they  had  removed  impurity.  The  baptism  of  Paul,  on  the 

contrary,  is  essentially  a  means  of  uniting  with  the  Messiah.  Since  the  Messiah  and 

the  spirit  are  so  closely  related  as  to  be  practically  identical— Paul  once  explicitly 

identifies  them  (II  Cor.  3.17,  “The  Lord  is  the  spirit,”  cf.  I  Cor.  15.45)- — the  union 
is  conceived  as  possession  by  a  spirit.  The  spirit  dwells  in  the  baptized  (οίκεΐ  eV, 

Rom.  8.9,  11  bis;  I  Cor.  3.16;  cf.  I  Cor.  6.19  and  Philo,  De  somniis  1 . 1 48Γ,  cited 

above,  p.  171),  and  acts  through  them  (I  Cor.  12  and  passim ;  notice  especially  the 

spirit’s  “speaking”  through  the  possessed — Rom.  8.26,  στεναγμοϊς  άλαλητοίς,  cf.  I 

Cor.  2.13  and  all  of  ch.  12 — a  phenomenon  often  observed  in  schizophrenia;  cf.  Mk. 

1.24;  5.7;  1 3. 1 1 ;  Philostratus,  Vita  Apollonii  III. 38).  Thus  the  body  of  the  possessed 

Christian  is  in  effect  a  part  of  the  body  of  the  Messiah,  the  spirit  which  lives  in  each 

Christian  and  acts  through  him.  All  Christians  together  constitute  the  whole  body  of 

the  Messiah,  of  which  each  individual  body  is  a  member  (that  is,  an  organ — a  hand, 

or  a  foot,  or  whatever).  As  I  Cor.  12.13  says,  “we  were  baptized  with  one  spirit  to 

constitute  (et?  )  one  body.”  (Cf.  Plutarch,  De  Iside  73  (380c):  The  soul  of  Typhon 
is  divided  among  the  various  Typhonic  animals.) 

This  central  concept  Paul  develops  in  different  ways  to  meet  the  needs  of  different 

situations.  In  Romans  6 ,  where  he  is  protesting  against  a  libertine  interpretation  of 

his  teachings,  he  argues  that  union  with  the  Messiah  involves  participation  in  his 

death  and  resurrection;  since  the  death  was  a  death  to  sin,  the  new  life  is  a  life  to 

God,  from  which  sin  is  necessarily  excluded.  (Rom.  6.1  if.  The  future  in  verse  5 

is  hortatory;  that  the  resurrected  life  has  already  begun  is  clear  from  the  context. 

The  future  is  used  in  verse  8  because  the  present  resurrected  life  will  continue;  cf. 

Moule,  Idiom-Book  23;  Sanday-Headlam,  Romans  154-155  and  n.  on  6.8.)  We  shall 

see  later  that  Paul’s  notion  of  baptism  as  death  and  resurrection  may  have  resulted 

6.  Here  it  is  a  mistake  to  speak  as  Lietzmann  ( Korinther ,  ad  loc.),  does,  of  topology.  The  concluding 

explanation  (“for  .  .  .  Messiah”)  must  have  been  needed  to  explain  why  the  food  and  drink  were  “the 

same.”  “The  same”  is  repeated  for  emphasis.  The  same  as  what?  The  same  as  what  we  Christians  now 

eat  and  drink,  “for  .  .  .  the  rock  was  the  Messiah.”  This  is  the  point  of  the  whole  passage:  Baptism  and 

communion  will  not  make  you  wholly  immune  to  the  consequence  of  eating  things  offered  to  idols,  for 

they  did  not  produce  such  immunity  in  the  generation  of  the  exodus.  I  his  argument  requires  that 

baptism  into  Moses  should  be  “the  same”  thing  as  baptism  into  Christ — not  a  mere  type  of  it  and  so 

it  would  be  for  any  Christian  who  had  formerly  been  a  reader  of  Philo  and  knew  that  Moses  had  been, 

like  Jesus,  an  incarnation  of  the  Logos.  Therefore  Paul  does  not  have  to  explain  this  as  he  does  his 

notion  about  the  rock,  which  depends  more  on  Palestinian  Jewish  traditions  (Alio,  I  Cor.,  ad  loc.).  This 

shows  he  expected  most  members  of  his  Corinthian  church  to  be  familiar  with  exegesis  of  the  Philonic 

type  on  the  story  of  the  exodus.  This  is  evidence  in  favor  of  Goodenough’s  hypothesis  (1.23—29)  that 

such  exegesis  was  once  widespread  in  Greco-Roman  Jewry. 
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from  other  causes  as  well  as  from  the  notion  of  union  with  Jesus.  Here  let  it  be  noted 

only  as  a  development  both  so  important  and  so  unlikely  as  to  deserve  attention. 

In  I  Cor.  12 ,  where  Paul  is  protesting  against  the  arrogance  of  those  who  claimed 

special  spiritual  gifts,  he  argues  that  union  with  the  Messiah  implies  that  all  Christians 

have  the  same  spirit  and  are  therefore  parts  of  the  same  body  and  mutually  dependent. 

In  Galatians  where  he  is  protesting  against  the  pretensions  of  those  who  claimed 

to  keep  the  Jewish  law,  he  argues  that  union  with  the  Messiah  implies  that  all  Chris¬ 

tians  are  essentially  identical,  for  all  are  the  Messiah,  the  true  seed  of  Abraham,  the 

true  heir  of  the  promise.  (Here  his  use  of  the  metaphor  “you  have  clothed  yourselves 

in  Messiah”  is  probably  an  allegorization  of  the  clothing  which  followed  baptism, 
and  suggests  that  the  baptism  was  naked.  See  above,  pp.  1 7 5f ;  and,  further,  I  Cor. 

1 5*53?  where  the  baptismal  reference  was  already  recognized  by  Odes  of  Solomon 

15.8;  also  I  Cor.  15.44-49,  cf.  Robinson,  Hymn  62  and  72ff,  esp.  77-78;  also  II  Cor. 

3. 1 7f ;  5.2.)  Finally,  in  Colossians  2-3,  where  he  is  protesting  against  the  introduction 

of  some  cult  of  the  cosmic  powers  (which  conceived  of  them  as  supernatural  beings 

to  be  honored  or  placated  by  observance  of  rules  of  the  Mosaic  Law),  he  argues  that 

union  with  the  Messiah  involves  participation  in  his  nature,  his  death,  and  his 

resurrection.  By  nature  he  was  superior  to  all  the  cosmic  powers,  by  death  he  stripped 

them  off  and  subjected  them,  and  by  resurrection  he  ascended  above  them,  and 

was  hid  in  God,  where  the  Christians  are  hidden  with  him  until  the  end.  Therefore 

they  should  not  subject  themselves  to  the  laws  of  inferior  beings.  Notice  the  recurrence 

of  the  stripping-then-clothing  motif  in  2.11,15  and  3.9.  Here  it  is  connected  with 

the  legend  of  the  descent  of  a  supernatural  being  to  the  lower  world,  his  assumption 

from  it  of  a  physical  body  or  some  other  sort  of  disguise,  and  his  return  to  the  heavens, 

stripping  off  the  disguise  and  resuming  his  true  form  (cf.  Bousset,  Himmelsreisse 

1 39— 1 4 1 ,  233  and  n2).  This  legend  was  ancient  and  widespread  in  Orphic  and 

Iranian  mythology  (Bidez,  Ecoles  Puech,  Ou  30 iff;  Cumont,  Religions  282f  069), 

was  popularized  by  Plato,  and  about  Paul’s  time  found  expressions  as  different  as 

CH  I.12-26,  the  Naassene  hymn  in  Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  V.  10,  and  The  Hymn 

of  the  Soul  (cf.  Preuschen,  Hymnen  6 if).  Compare  also  the  Prayer  of  Joseph  (James, 

Lost  Apocrypha  2 iff;  Nock,  review  of  Schoeps  584 — Nock’s  discussion  of  the  descent 

legend,  584-590,  is  vitiated  by  a  scholarly  concern  for  details  which  prevented  him 

from  recognizing  the  common  pattern  variously  adapted  in  the  various  stories). 

The  legend  was  already  used  by  Christians  as  an  interpretation  of  Jesus’  work  in 

the  pre-Pauline  hymn  quoted  by  Paul  in  Phil.  2.6ff.  We  have  also  remarked  its 

use  by  Paul,  Simon  Magus,  Mark  (?),  and  the  Ascension  of  Isaiah  (see  above,  p.  201). 

It  is  also  basic  to  the  thought  of  Jn.  (1.9-11;  16.28;  19. 11)  and  Hebrews  (i.2f), 
and  is  epidemic  in  gnosticism  and  neoplatonism  (Bousset,  Hauptprobleme  36  iff). 

X.  Elements  derived  from  Jesus  in  Pauline  baptism 

Some  of  these  Pauline  interpretations  and  applications  of  baptism  are  recognizably 

secondary.  The  notion  that  identification  with  Jesus  involves  participation  in  Jesus’ 
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death  and  resurrection  is  obviously  later  than  those  events.  (Contrast  the  Ebionite 

tradition  that  the  essential  for  salvation  is  not  the  sacrifice  of  Jesus,  but  baptism: 

Schoeps,  Judenchristentum  69,  84b  This  at  least  could  have  been  the  teaching  of  Jesus.) 

Paul’s  deduction  of  mutual  dependence  from  the  analogy  of  the  body  looks  like  moral- 
ization  produced  to  meet  the  needs  of  a  developing  community.  Similarly,  the 

argument  that  all  members  of  the  Messiah  must  be  parts  of  the  seed  of  Abraham 

can  have  been  pressed  only  in  a  community  where  Jewish  snobbery  and  gentile 

emulation  were  a  problem.  Finally,  the  identification  of  baptism  into  Jesus  with 

baptism  into  Moses  is  a  consequence  of  the  Philonic  type  of  logos  theory,  which 

does  not  seem  to  have  been  common  in  Jesus’  circle.  All  these,  therefore,  are 
probably  posterior  developments. 

The  case  is  different  for  the  essential  Pauline  notion  that  baptism  results  in  the 

possession  of  the  baptized  by  the  spirit  of  Jesus.  This  reflects  demonological  beliefs 

which  appear  in  the  exorcisms  in  Mk.  It  may  have  its  background  in  the  same 

Palestinian  milieu.  Compare  the  way  the  Palestinian  apocalyptic  writers  “explain 

inspiration  ultimately  in  terms  of  possession,”  Russell,  Apocalyptic  175.  (Innumerable 
attempts  have  been  made  to  find  the  origin  of  the  Pauline  notion  in  paganism, 

especially  in  the  mysteries;  these  are  reviewed  and  rejected  by  Wagner,  Problem.  The 

rejection  was  evidently  predetermined,  but  nevertheless  seems  to  me  justified.  Cf. 

Warnach,  Tauflehre.) 

Moreover,  there  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  thinking  that  Pauline  baptism  came 

not  only  generally  from  Palestine,  but  specifically  from  Jesus:  A.  It  was  essentially 

a  means  of  uniting  with  Jesus.  B.  This  union  was  effected  by  the  spirit,  which  Jesus 

had.  C.  The  closest  analogies  to  the  rite  are  found  in  magical  material,  and  there 

is  considerable  evidence  that  Jesus  practiced  magic.  D.  Paul’s  rite  was  soon  and 
widely  connected  with  ascent  to  the  heavens,  with  which  Jesus  was  also  credited. 

E.  It  freed  the  recipient  from  the  obligations  of  the  law,  from  which  Jesus’  disciples 
were  freed.  Let  us  examine  these  points  in  order. 

A.  The  rite  was  a  means  of  uniting  with  Jesus 

Because  it  was  a  means  of  uniting  with  Jesus,  Pauline  baptism  was  radically 

unlike  any  rite  known  from  Palestinian  Jewish  tradition  except  the  eucharist.  If 

Goodenough  be  correct  in  supposing  (1.6,  etc.)  that  some  rite  was  devised  or  inter¬ 

preted  to  symbolize  or  effect  union  with  the  Logos,  this  provides  an  analogy.  But 

the  evidence  is  inconclusive  and  the  analogy — if  any— remote.  Ί  he  demonological 

character  of  Paul’s  concept  indicates  that  his  rite  did  not  come  from  the  philosophers 

of  Alexandria,  but  from  the  magicians  of  Palestine.  Its  magical  character  was  long 

ago  remarked  by  Dieterich,  Mithrasliturgie  1 78.  On  the  prevalence  of  magic  in 

Palestinian  Jewry  see  Schiirer,  Geschichte  III.407ff  and  Lieberman,  Greek  91  —  1 1 4. 

The  evidence  is  rich,  from  Jewish  and  pagan  sources  alike.  Spells  in  which  the  magician 

identifies  himself  with  a  spirit  are  plentiful  in  the  magical  papyri.  A  good  Jewish 
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example  comes  from  The  Sacred  Hidden  Book  of  Moses  called  Eighth  or  Holy  ( PGM 

XIII.343ff)j  lines  783^ : 

“And  Thou,  lord  of  life,  ruler  of  the  heavens  and  the  earth  and  all  those  dwelling 
in  them,  whose  righteousness  is  not  turned  aside,  whose  glorious  name  the  Muses 

hymn,  whom  the  eight  guards  escort,  Η,  Ω ,  Χω,  Χουχ,  Νουν,  Ναυνι,  Άμουν,  Άμαννί, 

who  hast  the  unerring  truth:  thy  name  and  thy  spirit  rest  upon  the  good;  enter  my 

mind  and  my  thoughts  for  the  whole  time  of  my  life  and  perform  for  me  all  the  desires 

of  my  soul,  for  Thou  art  I  and  I  am  Thou.  Whatever  I  say  must  happen,  for  I  have 

thy  name  as  sole  amulet  in  my  heart,  and  no  disturbance  of  the  flesh  shall  overpower 

me,  no  spirit  shall  oppose  me,  no  demon  nor  visitation  nor  any  of  the  evil  beings 

of  Hades,  through  thy  name,  which  I  have  in  my  soul”  (cf.  Rom.  8.38f;  Apoc.  3.12; 
14. i ;  22.4). 

There  is  another  ritual  means  of  uniting  with  Jesus — the  eucharist — which  is 

even  less  compatible  with  the  material  commonly  taken  to  represent  “normative” 
Judaism  (eat  my  body!  drink  my  blood!),  but  which  pretty  certainly  was  introduced 

by  Jesus  and  exemplifies  the  same  sort  of  magical  thought  and  practice.  Cf.  DMP 

XV.1-19: 

One  mingles  various  ingredients  in  a  cup  of  wine  and  says  over  it  an  invocation : 

“I  am  he  of  Abydos  .  .  ,  as  to  which  the  blood  of  Osiris  bore  witness  .  .  .  when  it 
(the  blood)  was  poured  into  this  cup,  this  wine.  Give  it,  blood  of  Osiris  (that?)  he  (?) 

gave  to  Isis  to  make  her  feel  love  in  her  heart  for  him  .  .  .  give  it,  the  blood  of  N. 

born  of  N.  ...  to  N.  born  of  N.  in  this  cup,  this  bowl  of  wine,  today,  to  cause  her 

to  feel  a  love  for  him  in  her  heart,  the  love  that  Isis  felt  for  Osiris.” 
This  type  of  magical  procedure  is  standard;  cf.  PGM  no.  VII,  lines  643ff,  which 

comes  even  closer  to  “this  is  my  body”;  the  wine  is  made  into  the  flesh  ( σπλάγχνα ) 
of  Osiris  and  Iao  (=  Yahweh).  On  the  relation  of  the  eucharist  to  the  mysteries  see 

Nock,  EGC  and  Mysteries.  As  in  the  case  of  baptism,  the  eucharist’s  obvious  incom¬ 

patibility  with  supposedly  “normative”  Judaism  has  led  to  repeated  efforts  to 

derive  it  from  the  mysteries.  It  is  a  fact  that  Dionysiae  rites  celebrating  the  god’s 

gift  of  wine  were  practiced  around  Galilee  in  Jesus’  time;  see  my  article  “On  the 

Wine  God  in  Palestine,”  in  the  forthcoming  Festschrift  for  S.  Baron.  These  rites 

probably  derived  from  a  native  Syro-Palestinian  cult  of  a  wine  god;  the  Greek 

myth  associated  with  them  referred  to  the  wine  as  “blood”;  the  god  was  said  to 

enter  those  who  drank  the  wine;  Jn.  2.  i— 1 1  was  modelled  on  this  myth;  there  are 

other  traces  of  its  influence  in  Jn.  and  the  influence  of  the  cult  of  the  wine  god  can 

be  traced  in  many  elements  of  Palestinian  Judaism  from  Genesis  on.  But  the  influence 

of  the  mysteries  and  the  influence  of  magic  are  not  mutually  exclusive— indeed, 

magicians  were  commonly  said  to  have  established  mysteries  (Burkert,  ΓΟΗΣ  39f; 

Lucian,  Alexander  38;  etc.),  and  certainly  drew  material  from  them  (notably  for 

the  figures  of  Orpheus,  Hecate,  and  Selene:  Nilsson,  Zauberpapyri  67,  7  iff).  Moreover, 

the  Dionysiae  myth  is  not  enough  to  explain  Jesus’  institution  of  the  eucharist:  the 

myth  tells  of  what  a  god  once  did,  but  provides  no  excuse  for  a  man’s  doing  it. 
That  a  man  should  undertake  to  identify  his  own  blood  with  wine  and  give  it  to  his 

followers  to  drink  in  order  to  unite  them  with  himself— this  goes  far  beyond  the 
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mysteries;  its  only  close  parallels  are  in  magic.  And  there  is  plenty  of  evidence  that 

magic  was  common  in  Palestine;  e.g.,  B.Berakot  53a  (end);  Sifre  Devarim  26;  Sot  ah 

IX. 13 ;  J.Kiddushin  IV.11  (66c);  Gressmann,  Aufgaben  11— 15. 

Thus  early  Christianity  has  two  rites  for  uniting  the  believer  with  Jesus.  Both 
derive  from  the  same  type  of  magical  practice,  both  show  a  similar  break  with 

traditional  Judaism,  and  both  must  have  been  introduced  within  half  a  dozen  years, 

if  we  are  to  accept  Acts’  stories  of  baptisms  in  the  first  days  of  the  Jerusalem  community 
and  of  the  baptism  of  Paul.  Of  these  two  rites,  one  was  certainly  introduced  by 

Jesus;  the  presumption  that  the  other  one  also  came  from  him  is  strong.  If  it  be 

accepted,  it  enables  us  to  understand  in  a  new  sense  a  number  of  sayings  in  which 

the  unity  of  the  disciples  with  Jesus  is  implied,  e.g.,  Lk.  io.i6f  and  parallel:  He  that 

heareth  you  heareth  me. 

B.  The  union  was  effected,  by  the  spirit 

In  Pauline  baptism  the  union  with  Jesus  was  effected  by  the  spirit.  OT  immersions 

have  nothing  to  do  with  the  spirit;  neither  does  proselyte  baptism.  The  Manual  of 

Discipline  III^fT  required  cleansing  by  the  spirit  as  a  prerequisite  for  valid  immersion 

for  purity;  so  the  immersion  probably  was  not  thought  to  give  the  spirit.  The  Baptist’s 
baptism,  too,  is  contrasted  with  Christian  on  the  ground  that  it  was  only  with 

water,  not  with  the  spirit.  (So  Mk.  1.8  and  parallels;  Acts  I9.2ff.  On  18.24-28  see 

Flemington,  Doctrine  40.) 

Whence,  then,  did  the  spirit  come  into  connection  with  baptism?  It  first  appears 

at  the  baptism  of  Jesus.  The  variety  of  the  traditions  which  agree  on  this  point 

suggests  that  some  historical  fact  may  lie  behind  it.  Compare  Mk.  1.1 1  and  parallels 

(presumably  QJ ;  Jn.  1.33;  Ebionite  Gospel;  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews;  Col.  1.19 

(?— see  Miinderlein,  Erwahlung) .  Jn.  1.33  is  particularly  interesting  for  our  purpose. 

Though  suppressing  Jesus’  baptism  (because  that  subordinated  him  to  the  Baptist) 
it  implies  a  connection  between  the  descent  of  the  spirit  on  Jesus  and  his  power  to 

give  it  to  others.  And  both  friends  and  enemies  agreed  that  Jesus  had  a  spirit — the 

only  question  was,  which  ?  The  spirit  possessed  him  and  drove  him  into  the  wilderness 

to  be  tempted  of  the  devil — another  spirit  (Mk.  1.10  and  parallels).  He  made  his 

reputation  by  casting  out  spirits  (Mk.  i.23ff,27;  3.1 1;  5-2ff;  7.25;  9. 1 7fT) .  He  was 

accused  of  doing  so  by  Beelzebub  or  some  unclean  spirit,  but  claimed  that  he  did 

so  by  the  holy  spirit  (Mk.  3.22IT) ;  he  gave  his  disciples  power  over  spirits  (Mk.  6.7) 

and  assured  them  that  the  holy  spirit  would  speak  through  them  (as  the  spirits  in 

the  demoniacs  spoke  through  them — Mk.  1.24;  5.7;  13. 11).  This  Markan  material 

is  further  developed  in  the  other  synoptics  (e.g.,  Mt.  10.25;  Lk.  io.i7ff)  and  sup¬ 

ported  by  apparently  independent  traditions  in  Jn.  (e.g.,  8.48;  io.2of — for  the 

magical  background  of  this  see  Dieterich,  Mithras liturgie  1 1 7)  and  the  Gospel  according 

to  the  Hebrews.  (See,  further,  Samain,  Magie  456ff.)  Since  spirits  played  such  an 

important  role  in  the  life  of  Jesus,  and  since  baptism  had  been  the  occasion  when 

he — unlike  most  of  those  whom  John  baptized — was  seized  by  a  spirit,  it  is  not 
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implausible  to  suppose  that  he  was  the  one  who  transformed  baptism  into  a  regular 

means  of  his  followers’  getting  a  spirit.  (The  tradition  in  Jn.  and  Acts  that  the  spirit 

was  not  given  until  after  Jesus’  death  will  be  discussed  below.) 

C.  The  rite  was  magical 

The  magical  character  of  Pauline  baptism  also  points  back  to  Jesus.  We  have 

already  seen  (above,  in  A)  that  it  jibes  with  the  magical  character  of  the  eucharist, 

which  Jesus  instituted.  However,  the  use  of  the  term  “magical”  is  sure  to  occasion 
misunderstanding  and  requires  justification. 

I.  THE  TERM  AND  THE  FACTS 

In  the  Roman  Empire  the  practice  of  magic  was  a  criminal  offense  (Paulus, 

Sententiae  V.23. 14—18),  and  “magician”  was  therefore  a  term  of  abuse.  It  still  is, 

but  the  connotation  has  changed:  now  it  is  primarily  fraud;  then  it  was  social  sub¬ 

version  (MacMullen,  Enemies  I24ff).  The  efficacy  of  magic  was  almost  universally 

believed,  and  the  magician  was  conceived  as  a  man  who,  by  acquiring  supernatural 

powers,  had  become  a  potential  danger  to  the  established  authorities  and  the  order 

they  sought  to  maintain.  Consequently  magic  was  widely  practiced,  but  rarely 

admitted.  For  Judaism,  a  further  limiting  factor  was  the  dogma  that  there  was  no 

god  save  Yahweh.  But  this  did  not  lead  to  the  denial  of  the  efficacy  of  pagan  magic; 

that  was  a  matter  of  common  knowledge,  not  to  be  denied.  Nor  did  it  prevent 

Jews  from  using  the  same  magical  practices  as  pagans;  on  the  contrary,  they  were 

famous  as  magicians  (Josephus,  AJ  VIII. 46).  The  Sepher  ha-Razim,  newly  discovered 

by  Margalioth,  shows  how,  as  late  as  the  fourth  or  fifth  century,  a  Jew  steeped  in 

the  OT  and  thoroughly  at  home  in  the  poetry  of  the  synagogue  could  still  compose  a 

magicians’  handbook,  listing  pagan  deities  and  Christ  among  the  angels  of  the 
lower  heavens,  prescribing  the  prayers  and  sacrifices  to  be  offered  them  in  magical 

ceremonies  (among  the  prayers,  an  invocation  of  Helios  in  transliterated  Greek), 

and  concluding,  on  reaching  the  seventh  heaven,  with  a  celebration  of  Yahweh  as 

the  sole  (that  is,  supreme)  god.  The  more  scrupulous  Jews  distinguished  their  marvels 

— as  performed  by  the  power  of  the  supreme  god  or  of  pure  spirits— from  those  of 

the  pagans,  whose  gods  were  demons  and  whose  spirits,  impure.  Thus  Rabbi  Akiba, 

complaining  of  his  own  ill  success  in  magic,  said:  “When  a  man  fasts  in  order  that 
an  unclean  spirit  should  rest  upon  him,  the  unclean  spirit  does  so.  A  fortiori,  therefore, 

when  a  man  fasts  in  order  that  a  pure  spirit  should  rest  upon  him,  it  should  do  so. 

But  what  can  I  do,  since  our  iniquities  are  the  cause  of  our  difficulties,  as  it  is  said,  ‘  For 

your  iniquities  were  dividing  you  from  your  God,’”  B.  Sanhedrin  65b  end.  (The 
context  leaves  no  doubt  of  the  magical  reference;  it  goes  on  to  report  that  Rabba 

created  a  homunculus — the  implication  being  that  the  holy  spirit  rested  upon  him 

and  communicated  to  him  its  creative  power.)  Of  course  neither  Akiba  nor  Rabba 

is  represented  in  the  Talmuds  as  a  magician.  “Magician,”  as  we  said,  was  a  term  of 
abuse. 
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Given  this  state  of  affairs,  it  goes  without  saying  that  Jesus  is  not  represented 

by  the  Gospels  as  a  magician.  For  the  Gospels  he  is  the  Son  of  God  in  disguise. 

But  were  his  practices  those  of  contemporary  magic  ?  That  he  should  be  represented 

as  a  supernatural  being  is  the  first  suspicious  item,  for  this  was  a  common  claim  of 

magicians  and  result  of  magical  operations.  Thus  in  the  “Mithras  Liturgy”  the 

magician  begins  with  a  prayer  that  the  supreme  being  will  “breathe  into  me  the 

holy  spirit,”  and  then  goes  on  to  declare,  “I  am  the  Son.”  ( PGM  IV. 487-535;  cf. 

Mk.  1. 1  if.)  Again,  the  letter  of  “Nephotes  to  Psammetichus”  {ibid.,  154-221), 
begins  with  directions  for  uniting  oneself  with  the  sun,  as  follows : 

At  any  dawn  you  wish,  when  it  is  the  third  day  of  the  moon,  going  to  the  roof  of  a  high 

building,  spread  on  the  earthen  roof  a  clean  sheet  (σινδόνι,ον — see  above,  pp.  176!).  Do  this 

with  a  mystagogue.  Then  you  yourself,  wearing  a  wreath  of  black  ivy,  after  eleven  o’clock, 

when  the  sun  is  in  the  midst  of  the  heaven,  lie  down  naked  < γυμνός — ibid.y  on  the  sheet,· 

looking  upward,  and  order  that  your  eyes  be  covered  with  a  black  band.  Then,  wrapping 

yourself  up  like  a  mummy,  closing  your  eyes  and  keeping  your  face  toward  the  sun,  begin 

the  following  prayer:  “Powerful  Typhon,  sovereign  and  ruler  of  the  realm  above,  God 

of  gods,  King  {αβεραμενθωον  formula),  thou  who  scatterest  the  darkness,  bringer  of  thunder, 

stormy  one,  who  dazzlest  the  night,  who  breathest  warmth  into  the  soul,  shaker  of  rocks, 

earthquake-destroyer  of  walls,  God  of  foaming  waves  and  mover  of  the  deep  ’ Ιωερβηταυταυ - 
ιμηνι !,  I  am  he  who  searched  through  the  whole  world  with  thee  and  found  the  great  Osiris, 

whom  I  brought  to  thee  a  prisoner.  I  am  he  who  fought  as  thine  ally  with  the  gods  (other 

texts:  against  the  gods).  I  am  he  who  locked  the  double  doors  of  heaven  <(Mt.  16.19)  and 

put  to  sleep  the  invisible  dragon,  who  stayed  the  sea,  the  tides,  the  streams  of  the  rivers 

until  thou  mightest  subdue  this  realm.  I,  thy  soldier  <(II  Cor.  10.4),  have  been  defeated 

by  the  <( astral)  gods  <1  Cor.  2.8);  I  have  been  cast  down  because  of  vain  wrath.  Raise  up, 

I  beseech  thee,  thy  friend,  I  entreat  thee,  and  do  not  cast  me  on  the  earth,  O  King  of  gods 

αεμιναεβαρωθερρεθωραβεανιμεα !  Fill  me  with  power,  I  beseech  thee,  and  grant  me  this  grace, 

that,  when  I  shall  order  one  of  those  gods  to  come,  he  shall  at  my  spells  come  and  appear 

to  me  quickly  ναι,νεβασανατΓτατονεατττονμηνωφαεσμ'ηττατττονμτινωφ·  αεσιμη’  τραναπτι' 

πενχρη’  τραυαρα'  πτονμηφ ’  μονραι'  ανχουχαφατττα ’  μονρσα’  αραμει’  Ιαω  .  .  .  Ιαω  αηι  αι/ααη” 

When  you  say  these  things  thrice  the  following  sign  of  your  union  <with  the  god>  will  occur, 

but  you,  armed  by  your  magic  soul,  should  not  be  terrified.  For  a  sea  hawk,  flying  down, 

will  strike  you  with  his  wings  on  your  body  <Mk.  1 . 1  o  and  parallels),  by  this  very  sign  indica¬ 

ting  that  you  should  arise.  You,  therefore,  arise,  clothe  yourself  in  white  garments,  and  burn 

uncut  frankincense  in  drops  on  an  earthenware  incense  altar,  saying  as  follows :  “  I  have  been 

united  with  thy  sacred  form  <11  Cor.  3.18;  Phil.  2.6).  I  have  been  empowered  by  thy  sacred 

name  <Acts  3.16).  I  have  received  the  effluence  of  thy  goodness,  Lord,  God  of  gods,  King, 

Daimon,  a θθοικν  θονθουϊ  ταν αντί'  λαω  απτατω.”  When  you  have  done  this,  descend,  having 

attained  that  nature,  equal  to  the  God’s  < Ισόθεος  φυσις — cf.  Phil.  2.6;  Jn.  5.18),  which  is 

effected  by  this  ritual  union.7 

It  has  seemed  worthwhile  to  translate  this  section  as  a  whole,  not  only  because 

of  the  ritual  parallels  to  the  story  in  the  longer  text,  but  also  to  show  that  magic 

7.  The  next  five  words  in  the  Greek  text  are  to  be  taken  with  σκεφις,  which  follows  them. 
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does  not  necessarily  compel  the  gods,8  but  is  capable  of  prayer,  of  individual  devotion 
to  the  deity,  and  of  considerable  religious  feeling.  Also,  besides  the  parallels  pointed 

out  in  the  text,  the  main  notion  of  the  passage — that  by  union  with  the  ruler  of  the 

gods  the  initiate  can  attain  superiority  to  the  astral  deities — is  precisely  that  of  Paul 

in  Col.  2. 8-3. 4,  discussed  above. 

After  these  asides  we  return  to  the  point — that  Jesus  was,  for  the  authors  of  the 

Gospels,  a  supernatural  being  in  human  form  does  not  prove  their  thought  about 

him  was  not  magical.  On  the  contrary,  it  suggests  that  it  was  magical.  Many  magical 

operations  were  designed  to  produce  such  incarnate  deities;  if  Jesus  could  be  made 

the  Son  of  God  by  having  the  spirit  descend  upon  him  after  a  ritual  purification, 

so  could  other  magicians.  That  Jesus  did  believe  he  owed  his  powers  to  the  possession 

of  such  a  spirit  is  strongly  suggested  by  the  story  of  his  dying  cry,  “My  god,  my  god, 

why  hast  thou  forsaken  me?”  (Mk.  15.34  and  parallels;  cf.  Gospel  of  Peter  19,  which 

reads  “my  dynamis ,”  equivalent  to  “my  daimon.”)  From  Mk.  14.50  and  15.40 

it  seems  unlikely  that  any  of  Jesus’  disciples  was  on  hand  to  hear  what — if  anything 
— he  actually  said.  The  reported  cry,  therefore  (Ps.  22.2)  is  their  notion  of  what  he 

should  have  said — an  expression  at  once  of  messianic  hope  and  magical  Christology. 

It  is  plausible  to  suppose  that  the  beliefs  of  disciples  reflect  those  of  their  master. 

2.  THE  QUESTION  OF  SPELLS 

Since  the  Gospels  represent  Jesus  as  the  Son  of  God,  they  credit  him  with  the 

power  to  perform  his  miracles  immediately.  Thus  he  does  not  use  charms,  magical 

formulas,  or  special  rituals,  and  this  might  be  thought  to  distinguish  him  sharply 

from  the  magician,  who  is  supposed  to  have  used  on  every  occasion  the  elaborate 

ceremonies  of  the  magical  papyri.  This  may  have  been  the  belief  of  the  evangelists; 

Arnobius,  Adversus  Nationes  I-43f,  and  Philostratus,  Vita  Apollonii  VI 1. 38  end,  uses 

this  argument  to  prove  their  heroes  were  not  magicians.  But  many  of  the  ceremonies 

in  the  magical  papyri  are  initiations — means  of  getting  a  spirit.  Once  one  has  a 

spirit,  no  such  rites  are  necessary.  Thus  PGM  1. 97-1 94,  after  describing  at  length 

the  ceremonies  by  which  one  can  get  “the  Lord  of  the  air”  (Eph.  2.2)  as  a  familiar, 

concludes  (lines  1 76fT) :  “When  you  die  he  will  prepare  your  body  for  burial,  as 
befits  a  god,  but,  taking  up  your  spirit,  he  will  lead  it  into  the  air,  with  himself 

<(I  Thess.  4.17),  for  an  aerial  spirit  united  with  a  mighty  familiar  will  not  go  into 

Hades  {Acts  2.2 7ff)j,  for  to  such  a  one  all  things  are  subordinate  (\  Cor.  15.27). 

Now  when  you  want  him  to  do  something,  say  into  the  air  only  his  name  and  ‘  Come,’ 

and  you  will  see  him,  and  standing  near  you.  Then  say  to  him,  ‘Do  thus-and-so,’ 

8.  The  assertion  that  the  magician  attempts  to  compel  the  gods,  the  religious  man  to  entreat  them, 

is  so  common  a  commonplace  that  it  seems  worthwhile  to  quote  the  explicit  denial  of  this  by 

Iamblichus,  De  mysteriis  III. 18  end  (ed.  des  Places,  Paris,  1966) :  το  μεν  οΰν  θεόν  η  δαίμονα  η  άγγελον  είναι 

τον  άποτελοΰντα  τα  κρείττονα  έργα  συγχώρησε  ιεν  αν  τις’  ου  μην  ετι  γε  δίδομεν  ο  συ  προσερριφας  ώς  ό  μολογ  ου  μεν  ον, 

ότι  δι’  ημών  ελκόμενος  άνάγκαις  ταίς  της  κλησεως  ταυτα  επιτελε I.  κρείττων  γαρ  ανάγκης  εστιν  6  θεός  και  πας 

ό  συναπτόμενος  αύτω  των  κρειττόνων  χορός,  ου  της  εξ  ανθρώπων  επαγομενης  μόνον,  αλλά,  και  όση  τον  κόσμον 

κατείληφεν.  κ.τ.λ.  It  must  be  added,  however,  that  this  philosophic  protest  proves  the  other  opinion  was 

widespread. 
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and  he  will  do  it  at  once  and,  when  it  is  done,  will  say  to  you,  cWhat  else  do  you 

want,  for  I  haste  to  the  heaven?’  And  if  you  do  not  have  anything  to  command 

at  once,  say  to  him,  ‘Go,  sir,’  and  he  will  go  <Mt.  8.9).  Accordingly,  this  god  will 

be  seen  only  by  you,  nor  will  any  hear  his  voice  save  you  only  {Acts  22.9).”  Similar 
notions  will  be  found  in  PGM  IV. 208 iff  and  elsewhere. 

Of  course  there  is  no  more  historical  probability  that  “the  Lord  of  the  air”  ever 

came  down  to  answer  a  magician  than  there  is  that  “the  holy  spirit”  ever  descended 

upon  Jesus;  but  that  a  magician  who  believed  he  had  “the  Lord  of  the  air”  could 
perform  miracles  expeditiously  is  no  less  likely  than  that  Jesus  could  do  so,  as  the 

result  of  his  similar  belief.  Hence  it  is  clear  that  the  absence  of  elaborate  magical 

formulas  from  the  reports  of  Jesus’  miracles  is  no  evidence  as  to  whether  or  not  he 
was  a  magician. 

3.  MINOR  MAGICAL  TRAITS  OF  THE  MIRACLE  STORIES 

To  make  up  for  the  absence  of  elaborate  spells  and  rituals,  the  miracle  stories  in 

the  Gospels  show  a  great  many  of  the  minor  traits  of  magical  procedures.  These  were 

studied  by  Bonner,  Technique  1 7 1  fT,  who  cited  magical  parallels  for  curing  by  touch, 

manipulation,  looking  upward,  sighing  or  groaning  (especially  στεναγμός),  the  use 

of  Aramaic  phrases  in  a  Greek  context,  the  use  of  εμβριμάομ at  ( 1 75ff)  and  of  ταράσσω 

(177).  Eitrem,  Demonology ,  added  evidence  for  the  traits  noted  by  Bonner  and 

himself  noted  further  traits:  the  anointing  with  a  salve  compounded  with  spittle 

(47),  the  emphasis  on  the  use  of  the  hand  in  touching,  etc.  (35;  cf.  the  longer  text 

1 1 1.3-4),  and  especially  the  touching  of  the  tongue  (48),  the  use  of  “the  finger  of 

God”  (34),  the  use  of  ετητάσσειν  in  exorcisms,  and  the  prohibition  of  the  demons’ 
return  (26f),  the  use  of  φιμοΰν  (3of),  the  anger  at  the  demons  (4 if),  the  commands 

that  the  patients  or  bystanders  keep  the  matter  secret  (47),  the  requirement  that 

the  petitioner  have  faith  (47),  and  the  instruction  to  the  disciples  to  pray  and  fast 

before  exorcisms  (38).  These,  as  Eitrem  remarked,  “do  not  seem  to  fit  well  into  the 

picture  of  a  wonderworking  Messianic  Soter”  (49).  Nor  do  they  exhaust  the  material. 

The  requirement  of  three-  or  seven-day  preparatory  periods  is  frequent  in  PGM — 

e.g.,  IV. 1 100  (three  days);  IV. 26, 53, 734-735;  XIII.671  (all  seven  days);  cf.  Mk. 

9.2;  the  longer  text  III. 6-7;  Mk.  16.1.  The  use  of  a  σινδών,  usually  over  the  naked 

body,  in  magical  initiations — and  particularly  as  a  costume  for  boys  who  are  to 

serve  as  mediums — is  a  frequent  and  striking  parallel  to  Mk.  14.51  and  the  longer 

text  III. 8  (cf.  Eusebius,  Praeparatio  Euangelica  V.9.6;  PGM  111.305,70684  IV.88f, 

1708)3095;  DMP  III. 1 2f;  XXVIII. 6;  XXIX. 23).  Requiring  the  demon  to  tell 

his  name  is  a  familiar  piece  of  magical  technique  (Mk.  5.9;  PGM  I.160;  IV. 3038; 

Lucian,  Philopseudes  16) — and  so  on;  the  list  could  easily  be  lengthened. 

Admittedly,  there  are  traces  of  a  tendency  in  the  Gospels  to  increase  the  magical 

traits  in  the  stories:  Eitrem,  Demonology  29,  notes  especially  the  way  Mk.  i.298fhas 

been  made  an  exorcism  by  Lk.  4.39;  and  he  thinks  the  notion  of  binding,  especially 

by  Satan,  in  Lk.  13.16  (p.  37)  and  the  introduction  of  anointing  with  oil  into  the 

charges  to  the  apostles  (38)  are  later  developments.  One  might  add  that  the  Johannine 
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editor  of  the  Lazarus  story  has  built  it  up  with  magical  traits:  Jesus’  prefatory 
declaration  in  1 1.25  is  like  many  prefaces  in  the  magical  papyri  (e.g.,  PGM  V.  i45ff, 

εγώ  είμι  η  αλήθεια,  cf.  Jn.  14.6),  and  his  prayer  before  the  raising  ( 1 1 .4 1  f )  has  a 

parallel  in  PGM  IV.Io6of,  ευχαριστώ  σοι,  κύριε  .  .  .  επακουων  μοι  επί  τον  της  ζωής  μου 

χρόνον.  So  not  even  the  magical  traits  in  the  Gospels  can  be  taken  as  certainly 

primitive. 
However,  some  of  them  must  be :  they  are  too  many  to  be  got  rid  of  entirely.  And 

besides,  their  presence  is  stronger  evidence  than  the  absence  of  more  elaborate 

magical  material.  Quite  apart  from  the  prudential  and  theological  motivation  pointed 

out  above,  the  Gospels  were  exoteric  works  and  we  should  not  expect  them  to  describe 

Jesus’  magical  practices.  Moreover,  the  tendency  in  the  tradition  to  increase  magical 

traits  is  more  than  matched  by  the  tendency  to  diminish  them — note  the  omission 

of  both  saliva  miracles  (Mk.  7.32IT;  8.22ff)  by  both  Mt.  and  Lk.  This  latter  tendency 

probably  reflects  an  apologetic  concern  which  later  is  well  documented  (Fridrichsen, 

Probleme  59ff) — Jesus  must  not  appear  as  a  magician. 

4.  THE  PREDOMINANTLY  MAGICAL  CHARACTER  OF  THE  GOSPEL  STORIES 

Unfortunately  for  the  would-be  apologists,  not  only  the  minor  traits  of  the  Gospel 

stories,  but  also  the  essential  content  of  most  of  them  come  from  the  world  of  magic. 

Jesus  appears  in  Mk.  as  one  possessed  by  a  holy  spirit  and  thereby  made  the  son  of 

a  god;  we  have  already  seen  the  same  sort  of  figure  in  the  magical  papyri  ( PGM 

I
V
.
 
 

5 10,  535).  Other  stories  say  he  was  born  of  a  god  (Mt.  i.i8ff) ;  so  was  Apollonius 

of  Tyana,  whom  the  Christians,  and  ancient  opinion  generally,  considered  a  magician 

— though  his  followers,  like  Jesus’,  denied  the  charge  (Philostratus,  
Vita  Apollonii 

1.4,6;  IV. 18;  VII. 38;  cf.  Dio  Cassius  LXXVII.18.4;  
Origen,  Contra  Celsum 

VI. 41,  with  Chadwick’s  n3).  At  the  beginning  of  his  career  Jesus,  like  Apollonius, 
was  driven  by  the  spirit  (Mk.  1.12  and  parallels;  V.Ap.  1. 18)  into  the  wilderness, 
where  he  was  approached  by  an  evil  spirit  but  repulsed  it  (Mk.  1.13;  Lk.  4.2flf; 

V
.
 
A
p
.
 
 

II. 4).  This  accords  with  the  general  pattern  of  shamanic  initiation.  So  does 

the  mixture  of  traditions  
which  represent  Jesus  now  as  possessing  

spirits,  again  as 

himself  possessed  (Eliade,  Shamanism  
33ff,  esp.  236;  Mk.  i.i2f;  3.21-30;  Mt.  9.34; 

10.25;  Jn.  7.20;  8.48^52;  10.20).  On  returning  to  settled  areas  Jesus,  like  Apollonius, 
became  a  wandering  

preacher  with  an  attendant  
circle  of  disciples  (Mk.  1.21,36; 

3.7-19;  Lk.  6.2off;  V.Ap.  IV. iff, 37;  V.43  and  passim ),  and  the  admirers  of  both 
later  appealed  to  their  religious  teaching  and  its  success  as  evidence  that  they  were 

not  magicians  
[V.Ap.  IV.  19,  etc.;  Origen,  Contra  Celsum  1.38,68,  where  he  overlooks 

Apollonius).  
Both,  however,  were  distinguished  

from  ordinary  preachers  
by  their 

miraculous  
powers;  many  of  the  same  miracles  appear  in  the  stories  about  both  of 

them;  and  most  of  the  miracles  reported  of  Jesus  are  those  which  are  commonly 
reported  of  magicians  

and  for  which  recipes  are  given  in  the  magical  papyri. 

Thus  we  find  (and  the  following  references  give  merely  a  few  examples  of  each) : 

The  power  to  make  anyone  he  wanted  follow  him:  Mk.  i.i6ff;  2.14  (cf.  V.Ap. 

IV. 20) ;  PGM  IV.  1 7 1 6ff ;  VII.30off,62off  (from  The  Diadem  of  Moses) ;  XIII. 238 

(from  The  Eighth  Book  of  Moses ) ;  XXXIIa;  etc. 
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Exorcism:  Mk.  1.23,34;  3.11,22;  5. iff,  etc.;  V.Ap.  IV.10,20,25,  etc.;  Lucian, 

Philopseudes  16;  Origen,  Contra  Celsum  1.68;  PGM  I.115;  IV.2170;  V.gGff; 

VII. 43  iff,  etc.;  Tamborino,  Daemonismo  i8f. 

Exorcism  at  a  distance,  remote  control  of  spirits,  and  the  power  to  order  them 

about:  Mk.  7-25ff;  Lk.  7.1-10;  V.Ap.  III. 38;  Lucian,  Philopseudes  13;  PGM 
I. i8off;  ν.ι65ίΓ. 

Miraculous  cures:  Mk.  i.2gff  (fever), 34, 4off;  2. iff;  3. iff  (withered  hand);  3.10; 

5.25ff  (issue  of  blood),  etc.;  Lk.  7. 1 8ff  (lame,  blind,  etc.);  V.Ap.  VII. 39  (lame, 

blind,  a  man  with  a  withered  hand);  Lucian,  Philopseudes  n(||  Mk.  2.12,  he 

took  up  his  pallet  and  walked);  Origen,  Contra  Celsum  1.68;  PGM  XVIIIb; 

XXXIII  (fever);  XXII. iff  (issue  of  blood) ;  VII.19  1—2143580  ( πάσαν  νόσον , 

cf.  Mt.  4.23),  677,  etc.;  Heim,  Incantamenta ;  DMP  verso,  passim. 

Stilling  storms:  Mk.  4«35ff ;  V.Ap.  IV.  13;  PGM  I.120;  V.137  (||  Mk.  4.41) ;  XXIX. 

Raising  the  dead:  Mk.  5.21-43,  etc. ;  V.Ap.  IV.45  (II  Lk.  7. 1  iff) ;  PGM  XIII.278ff. 

Giving  his  disciples  power  over  demons:  Mk.  6.7;  PGM  I.42ff, I93ff;  IV.475ff, 

732-747>85°»  etc· 
Miraculous  provision  of  food:  Mk.  6.35ff;  8. iff;  V.Ap.  IV. 25;  Origen,  Contra 

Celsum  1.68;  Lucian,  Philopseudes  35;  PGM  I.103-115;  XIII.998;  J.  Sanhedrin 

VI.9(23c)  and  parallels. 

Walking  on  water:  Mk.  6.48;  Lucian,  Philopseudes  13;  PGM  I.i2off;  XXXIV. 

Miraculous  escapes  (his  body  could  not  be  seized) :  Lk.  4.30;  Jn.  7.30,44;  8.20,59 

(C,  koine ,  etc.);  10.39;  V.Ap.  VII. 38;  VIII. 30;  PGM  1. 195-222;  XXIIa.nf; 

XXXVI. 32off;  Vienna  National  Library,  Pap.  gr.  323;  Tamborino,  Daemonismo 
18. 

Making  himself  invisible:  Jn.  8.59;  ΐ2·36(?);  Lk.  24.31;  V.Ap.  VIII. 5;  PGM 

I.i02,222ff,247ff;  VIL6i9ff;  XIII. 2686 

Possession  of  the  keys  of  the  kingdom:  Mt.  16.19;  PGM  I II. 541 ;  IV.  1896 

Foreknowledge: 

Of  his  own  fate:  Mk.  8.3iff,  etc.;  V.Ap.  XIII. 38, 41 ;  PGM  I\i73f;  XIII.7ooff. 

Of  disasters  coming  on  cities:  Lk.  io.i3f;  13.34^  23-28ff;  Mk.  13.2;  V.Ap. 

IV. 4;  V.  13;  Sibylline  Oracles ,  passim. 

General:  Mk.  5.39;  Jn.  1 1 . 1  iff;  Mk.  I4.i3ff;  V.Ap.  IV.24;  V.24;  VI. 32;  PGM 

I.i88ff  (||  Mk.  5.39);  IV.231,250;  V.288ff,  etc. 

Knowledge  of  others’  thoughts:  Mk.  2.8;  12.15;  V.Ap.  IV. 25;  VI. 3;  PGM  I.176; 
IH-330,459;  V.228;  etc. 

Metamorphosis:  Mk.  9.3;  PGM  1. 1 17^177;  XIII.27off.  The  tradition  that  Apol¬ 

lonius  was  the  son  of  Proteus — V.Ap.  I.4 — suggests  that  he  was  credited  with 

this  accomplishment,  for  which  Proteus  was  notorious — Odyssey  IV. 45517.  How¬ 

ever,  in  these  metamorphoses  the  new  forms  assumed  are  disguises,  by  which 

the  magician  attempts  to  prevent  recognition  of  his  true  and  familiar  form; 

in  the  transfiguration  the  new  form  reveals  Jesus’  true,  supernatural  powers, 

of  which  his  familiar  form  was  a  disguise;  cf.  Odyssey  XIII.22 iff,287ff.  This 

motif  of  the  deity  in  disguise  was  common  in  Greek  mythology:  for  example, 

the  Homeric  Hymn  to  Demeter  91—280,  whence  it  influenced  both  the  legends 
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of  hellenistic  cults — cf.  Plutarch,  De  Iside  14-16  (357) — and  the  claims  and 

practices  of  magicians,  Lucian,  Alexander  40;  PGM  IV.  1859.  A  form  particularly 

important  for  NT  thought  was  the  descent-in-disguise  legend,  on  which  see 

above,  p.  201.  This  is  the  more  remote  background  of  the  transfiguration  story, 

but  its  immediate  background  is  in  magical  practice  and  apocalyptic  theory. 

From  these  came  the  notion  that  the  magician  could  ascend  into  the  heaven 

(or  the  mountain)  of  the  gods  and  assume  their  glory:  Is.  14.13^  Ezekiel  28.138^ 

II  Enoch  A  22.8ff;  Ascension  of  Isaiah  7.25;  9.30;  etc.  In  PGM  IV. 475-750  and 
in  the  Hekalot  we  have  instructions  for  such  an  ascent,  either  alone  or  with  a 

disciple  (732ff)  -  A  disciple  in  whom  suggestion  produced  the  hallucination  of 

such  an  ascent  would  have  seen  his  master  clothed  in  the  garment  of  glory  and 

talking  with  the  inhabitants  of  the  heavens. 

Revealing  supernatural  beings  to  his  disciples:  Mk.  9.4;  PGM  IV.88ff,  1 72,7328^ 

897-922;  V.1-40;  VII. 549;  DMP  II. iff;  VII.  10;  XIV. 24f;  etc. 

Prescribing  reforms  of  temple  practices:  Mk.  11.156!;  V.Ap.  1. 16;  IV.  1,23,24; 
etc. 

Introducing  a  new  rite,  a  meal  by  which  his  followers  are  united  with  him  by 

partaking  of  food  magically  identified  with  his  flesh  and  blood:  Mk.  i4.22ff; 

Jn.  6.56;  I  Cor.  10.16;  n.24f;  cf.  V.Ap.  III. 25, 32, 51 ;  see  above,  section  A. 

The  role  of  magicians  in  introducing  new  religious  rites  is  emphasized  by 

Burkert,  ΓΟΗΣ  3gf,  and  exemplified  by  Lucian,  Alexander  38.  Cf.  Diodorus 

V.64.4;  Irenaeus — Harvey,  1.7.16!  =  Stieren,  1. 13. iff. 

Claiming  to  be  united  with  his  disciples,  so  that  he  is  in  them  and  they  in  him: 

Jn.  6.56;  14.20;  15. 36!, 9  (union  in  love);  etc.;  PGM  XXXIIa:  “Adona(i), 
Abrasax,  Pin(o)uti  and  Sabaoth,  enflame  the  soul  and  heart  of .  .  .  Amonius  .  .  . 

for  Serapiacus  .  .  .  now,  now,  quickly,  quickly  .  .  .  Forthwith  mingle  together 

the  souls  of  both  and  make  .  .  .  Amonius  .  .  .  one  with  Serapiacus  .  .  .  every 

hour  and  every  day  and  every  night.  Therefore  Adonai,  highest  of  gods,  .  .  .  set 

to  it,  Adonai !  ” 
Claiming  to  be  a  god  or  a  son  of  a  god,  or  united  with  some  god  or  supernatural 

entity  (notably  in  statements  beginning  “I  am”):  Mk.  14.62;  cf.  13.6;  (Mt. 

26.63,  d  νιος  του  θεοϋ  του  ζώντος  C*W ΔΦ  090  al.  ff2;  DMP  XX. 33,  “I  am  the 

son  of  the  god  who  liveth”);  V.Ap.  III. 18;  Jn.  10.36,  υΙος  του  θεόν  et/xt.  PGM 
IV. 535,  εγώ  et/xt  d  υιός.  Jn.  14.6,  εγώ  et/xt  η  .  .  .  αλήθεια.  PGM  V.  148,  εγώ  et/xt  η 

αλήθεια  (cf.  DMP  IX.14).  Jn.  8.12,  εγώ  et/xt  το  φως  τού  κόσμον.  PGM XII. 232,  εγώ 

et/xt  d  " Ηλιος  ό  όεόειχώς  φως.  Jn.  I  7.2  I  (to  the  Father),  συ  .  .  .  εν  εμοι  καγώ  εν  σοί. 
PGM  VIII. 50  (to  Hermes),  εγώ  ...  συ  και  συ  εγώ. 

This  list  by  no  means  exhausts  the  material.  There  are  many  other  traits  in  the 

Gospels’  picture  of  Jesus — particularly,  but  by  no  means  exclusively,  in  the  Johannine 
picture — which  are  common  in  magical  material :  the  magician  is  the  only  one  who 

knows  his  god  (Lk.  10.22;  Jn.  7.29;  17.25;  PGM  1. 1 866!  ||  Jn.  5.37;  XIII. 5806!, 

841-888)  and  is  known  by  his  god  (Lk.  10.22;  Jn.  10.15;  PGM  VIII.49);  those 
who  see  him  see  the  invisible  god,  of  whom  he  is  the  visible  image  (Jn.  1.18;  PGM 
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XII. 229, 235) ;  and  so  on.  But  these  similarities  in  sayings  (and,  a  fortiori,  mere 

similarities  of  terminology,  like  the  uses  of  κύριος  and  σώζειν  remarked  by  Robinson, 

Text  252f)  are  less  important  for  our  purpose  than  the  fact  that  the  stories  of  the 

Gospels  are  mostly  stories  about  things  a  magician  would  do.  They  are  not  mostly 

stories  about  things  the  Messiah  would  do.  (Who  ever  heard  of  the  Messiah’s  being 

an  exorcist — let  alone  being  eaten?)  The  closest  parallels  in  the  OT  material  are 

to  be  found  in  the  stories  of  the  prophets,  but  here,  too,  the  exorcistic  and  the  sacra¬ 

mental  elements  are  completely  lacking.  The  sacramental  side,  too,  is  wholly  lacking 

from  the  reports  about  the  rabbis.  Jesus  doubtless  was,  as  was  Apollonius,  involved 

in  arguments  about  the  proper  observance  of  religious  laws,  he  did  behave  like  a 

prophet  and  was  thought  to  be  one,  and  he  probably  came  to  think  himself  the 

Messiah  (certainly  other  people  thought  him  so  and  their  opinion  cost  him  his  life) ; 

but  neither  his  messianic  nor  his  legal  opinions,  nor  even  his  imitations  of  the  prophets, 

account  for  the  most  important  of  the  stories  about  him,  which  are  stories  of  a  man 

who  did  the  things  magicians  claimed  to  do.  This  fact  was  recognized  in  antiquity 

even  by  the  Christian  apologists:  Justin,  First  Apology  30;  Tertullian,  Apology  XXI.17; 

Origen,  Contra  Celsum  1 1. 49  if. 

Moreover,  after  Jesus’  death  his  followers  continued  to  credit  him  with  typically 
magical  activities.  He  appeared  to  his  followers  after  his  death  (Jn.  20,  etc.;  V.Ap. 

VIII. 3 1  |j  Acts  9-3ff).  He  could,  at  will,  make  himself  unrecognized  or  invisible 

(Lk.  24.16,31;  see  above).  He  came  through  locked  doors  (Jn.  20.19,26;  PGM  XII. 

279;  XIII.io64ff;  XXXVI. 3i2ff).  He  gave  his  followers  power  to  handle  serpents 

and  drink  poison  without  being  harmed  (Mk.  16. 18;  PGM I.i  15;  IV. 21 75 ;  XIII. 253). 

He  gave  them  the  holy  spirit  by  breathing  it  into  them  (Jn.  20.22;  Tamborino, 

Daemonismo  81,  102;  Origen,  Contra  Celsum  1.68;  PGM  IV.3007-3085).  And  finally, 

he  ascended  into  the  heavens  (Lk.  24.51 ;  Acts  1  .pf ;  V.Ap.  III. 51 ;  VI.  1 1  end;  VIII. 30 

end;  PGM  1. 178;  IV.475ff)  and  was  worshiped  as  a  god  {V.Ap.  VII. 21 ;  VIII.5,7.vii, 

3 1  end ;  PGM  1 . 1 9 1  f )  and  as  a  magician :  Many  sects  in  the  gnostic  wing  of  Christianity 

not  only  practiced  magic,  but  remembered  and  revered  Jesus  as  the  great  magician 

(Anz,  Frage  5-9;  Irenaeus,  Harvey,  1. 19. 2 — 1. 20  =  Stieren,  1. 24-25;  etc.).  The  apo¬ 

cryphal  gospels  and  acts,  it  is  well  known,  add  many  magical  traits  to  the  picture  of 

Jesus:  e.g.,  Gospel  of  Peter  19;  Gospel  of  Thomas  (Leipoldt),  heading,  13,  19,  etc.;  Acta 

loannis  87-105;  Pistis  Sophia ,  passim ;  etc.  Whether  these  traits  came  from  tradition 

(as  is  possible)  or  from  invention  (as  is  commonly  taken  for  granted)  or  from  both 

(as  is  likely)  they  at  all  events  show  that  many,  perhaps  most,  Christians  thought  of 

Jesus  as  doing  the  things  a  magician  would  do  in  the  ways  a  magician  would  do 

them.  Even  in  the  comparatively  “orthodox ”  catacombs  and  mosaics  he  is  customarily 

represented  with  the  magician’s  rod  (Goodenough  IX.i6of,  with  recognition  ol  the 

Mosaic  parallel  but  not  of  the  reason  for  it). 

5.  THE  RELATION  OF  “MAGICIAN”  TO  θβίος  a  VTjp  AND  “  SON  OF  GOD5' 

It  is  not  to  be  thought  that  the  destined  occupants  of  the  catacombs,  or  even  most 

of  the  gnostics,  would  have  described  Jesus  as  a  “magician.  For  his  believers,  he 
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was  “the  Son  of  God”;  sceptical  but  reverent  pagans  would  probably  have  called 

him  “a  divine  man,”  θείος  άνήρ.  Both  terms  were  applied  to  a  good  many  wonder¬ 
working  religious  teachers,  some  of  them  men  who  lived  in  the  Roman  empire, 

others  ancient  worthies  like  Pythagoras  and  Moses,  whose  stories  were  retold  with 

the  embellishments  then  fashionable.  (For  “Son  of  God,”  Wetter,  Sohn,  is  still  most 
valuable;  the  apologetic  quibbles  of  Bieneck,  Sohn,  need  not  be  read;  Kramer, 

Christos ,  non  vidi.  For  the  θείος  άνήρ  see  Bieler,  with  the  remarks  of  Nilsson,  II .512 7fF ; 

Levy  ( Legende )  demonstrated  the  influence  of  the  type  on  Jewish  thought,  but  pushed 

his  arguments  too  far;  a  recent  recognition  of  its  influence  on  the  Gospels’  picture 

of  Jesus  will  be  found  in  Robinson’s  Problem  .  .  .  Reconsidered  136F)  In  spite  of  the 
original  diversity  of  these  heroes  and  the  diversity  of  theological  explanations  and 

consequent  titles  imposed  on  them,  their  stories,  as  now  retold,  follow  a  relatively 

uniform  pattern  (compare  the  “biographies”  summarized  in  Heroes  and  Gods),  but 

are  not  directly  or  even — in  many  cases — indirectly  derived  from  each  other.  There¬ 

fore  the  uniformity  may  in  part  be  explained  by  the  fact  that  the  authors  were  describ¬ 

ing  a  single  social  type,  and  Wetter’s  chapter  “The  Son  of  God  as  Antitype  of  the 

Magician”  ( Sohn  73ff)  leaves  no  doubt  as  to  what  that  type  was.  The  magician 

claims  the  powers  which  the  “divine  man”  or  “Son  of  God”  is  thought  to  possess. 
The  difference  between  these  figures  is  one  of  social  status  and  success.  A  wandering 

quack  to  whom  servant  girls  go  for  potions  or  poisons  has  little  chance  to  pass  himself 

off  (even  to  himself)  as  a  deity  in  disguise.  But  let  him  begin  to  succeed  and  Lucian, 

Alexander ,  will  tell  you  how  he  can  become  the  founder  of  a  new  cult  and  the  spiritual 

director  of  Roman  senators.  He  can  then  represent  himself  not  only  as  the  prophet, 

but  also  as  the  son,  of  a  god  ( Alexander  1 1,  39).  He  can  also  come  to  believe  his  own 

representations  (especially  if  his  success  has  not  been  achieved  by  such  conscious, 

mechanical  devices  as  Alexander  used,  but  has  resulted  from  abnormal  elements 

in  his  own  personality  which  he  himself  would  understand  as  evidence  of  supernatural 

powers).  His  enemies,  however,  will  continue  to  call  him  a  magician  (γόης,  Lucian, 

Alexander  1,  cf.  Burkert,  ΓΟΗΣ ;  μάγος,  Alexander  6,  cf.  Nock,  Magus',  the  different 
connotations  of  the  words  do  not  here  concern  us.  For  alternation  of  the  terms  προφήτης 

(by  friends)  and  γόης  (by  enemies)  see  Nock,  Alexander  162.) 

“Magician”  thus  covers  a  larger  range  than  θείος  άνήρ  or  “son  of  a  god”;  it 
includes  the  market  quack  (Origen,  Contra  Celsum  1.68)  and  even  the  individual  who 

practices  in  private  (Lucian,  Lucius  4),  whereas  the  θείος  άνήρ  or  “son  of  a  god” 
must  be  a  man  of  considerable  public  reputation  and  theosophic  pretensions.  With 

the  difference  of  pretensions  goes  a  supposed  difference  of  technique  which  we  have 

already  noticed:  the  hole-in-the-corner  magicians  peddle  spells  and  ceremonies  and 

materia  magica,  therefore  they  have  a  different  set  for  each  different  purpose  (and 

customer).  The  θείος  άνήρ  has  his  own  spirit  who  has  only  to  be  ordered  and  will 

at  once  obey.  The  son  of  a  god  is  himself  a  spirit  who  can  command  others.  To  guess 

what  these  differences  meant  in  terms  of  actual  experience  is  a  risky,  albeit  tempting, 

game.  One  may  begin  with  the  notion  that  “miracles”  (including  magical  cures 
and  the  like),  when  they  do  happen,  are  usually  the  results  of  suggestion  (often 

hypnotic)  and  therefore  depend  both  on  the  practitioner’s  “power  of  suggestion” 
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and  the  patient’s  “suggestibility”  (for  which  the  ancient  terms — of  equally  obscure 

meaning — were  “spirit”  and  “faith”).  Both  of  these  can  be  augmented  by  various 
factors  among  which  are  rituals,  practice,  previous  success,  and  consequent  reputation. 

As  the  two  latter  increase,  the  dependence  on  rituals  diminishes  and  the  practitioner 

also  rises  in  social  position,  self-esteem,  and  consequent  claims.  The  change  is  a 

gradual  one  and  the  magical  papyri  therefore  contain  a  medley  of  material,  from 

simple  charms  for  particular  purposes  through  the  more  complex  rites  necessary 

to  gain  control  over  one  or  another  spirit,  to  the  elaborate  initiations  which  will 

enable  the  magician  himself  to  enter  the  heavens,  become  a  god  or  the  son  of  a  god, 

and  command  all  the  spirits  inferior  to  himself.  The  difference  reflects  that  between 

the  do-it-yourself  world  of  the  peasants  and  the  slave  service  available  to  the  rich. 

Theologically  (or,  demonologically  ?),  however,  as  the  magical  texts  show,  this 

difference  is  one  of  form,  not  of  essential  content.  And  this  fact  is  reflected  by  the 

terminology.  Once  the  requirements  of  social  status  and  decorum  are  met,  the  same 

man  will  customarily  be  called  a  θβΐος  άνηρ,  or  son  of  a  god,  by  his  admirers,  a 

magician  by  his  enemies.  Within  this  area  all  three  terms  refer  to  a  single  social  type, 

and  that  type  is  the  one  characterized  by  the  actions  listed  above,  which  make  up 

by  far  the  greatest  part  of  the  Gospels’  reports  about  Jesus. 

6.  JEWISH  AND  PAGAN  OPINIONS  OF  JESUS 

From  what  has  been  said  it  follows  that  Jesus  would  be  described,  by  those  who 

did  not  accept  his  claims,  as  a  magician.  This  description  in  fact  appears  repeatedly 

in  both  the  pagan  and  the  Jewish  traditions  about  him,  which  have  generally  been 

disregarded  by  Christian  scholarship  on  the  grounds  that  they  were  pagan  or  Jewish. 

Yet  surely  the  historical  study  of  any  man  should  take  account  of,  not  only  the 

reports  of  his  adherents,  but  also  those  of  his  opponents,  and  especially  those  of 

comparatively  indifferent  observers. 

The  judgment  of  Jesus’  opponents  is  reported  already  by  the  Gospels:  Mk.  3.22 

and  parallels.  The  scribes  who  came  down  from  Jerusalem  said,  “He  has  {control 

over)  Beelzebub,”  and  “he  drives  out  demons  by  the  ruler  of  the  demons.”  A 
different  version  of  the  same  tradition  appears  in  Mt.  9.32.  From  Mt.  10.25  T  seems 

that  Jesus  was  actually  nicknamed  “Beelzebub.”  Other  traces  of  the  same  tradition 
appear  in  the  arguments  to  refute  it,  which  Mt.  12.27  and  Lk.  11.19  derived  from 

ζΤ  Other,  independent,  traditions  to  the  same  effect,  but  ignorant  of  Beelzebub, 

are  stated  or  reflected  in  Mk.  3-28f;  Lk.  12.10  and  parallel  (probably  QJ ;  possibly 

Mk.  6.14  (see  Kraeling,  Necromancy );  and  certainly  Jn.  7.20;  8.48,52;  10.20  (on 

the  typical  alternation  between  possession  and  being  possessed  see  above,  section  4, 

and  also  Samain,  Magie  475).  It  is  significant  that  neither  Jesus  nor  his  followers 

denied  the  charge  that  he  “had”  a  spirit;  on  the  contrary,  they  admitted  it,  but 

claimed  that  the  spirit  was  a  holy  one  (Jn.  i.32ff;  Mk.  1.10  and  parallels;  3-28f  and 

parallels;  etc.;  and  The  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews ).  This  charge  would  explain 

Jesus’  “recurrent  warnings  against  being  ‘scandalized’  at  him,  or  being  ashamed 

of  him,  or  denying  him  before  men”  which  appear  in  both  Jn.  and  the  synoptics 
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and  were  thought  perhaps  historical  by  Dodd  ( Historical  Tradition  221),  though  he 

was  unable  to  suggest  an  adequate  reason  for  them.  After  Jesus’  death  the  charge 
that  he  had  been  a  magician  continued  common  in  both  Jewish  and  pagan  circles 

(e.g.,  Justin,  First  Apology  30;  Dialogue  69.7;  Origen,  Contra  Celsum  1.6;  Tertullian, 

Apology  XXI.17;  Arnobius,  Adversus  Nationes  1. 43;  B.  Sanhedrin  43a  as  quoted  by 

Strack,  Jesus  1;  the  Talmudic  references  to  Jesus  as  Balaam  (Bileam),  e.g.,  Strack, 

Jesus  5;  J.  Shahbat  XII.4(i3d) — ben  Stada  is  probably  Jesus — cf.  Origen,  Contra 

Celsum  1.28;  Krauss,  Leben  40IT;  the  Clementine  Recognitiones  1. 58).  B.  Sanhedrin 

107b  and  B.  Sotah  47a  represent  Jesus  as  a  pupil  of  Rabbi  Joshua  ben  Perahyah  who 

appears  in  Babylonian  magic  as  a  great  magician  who  had  ascended  into  heaven 

and  mastered  all  the  demons,  Montgomery,  Incantation  Texts  225fT  and  texts  8,  9, 

17,  32,  33.  Birds  of  a  feather  .  .  . 

These  accusations  were  of  course  denied  but  were  not  fundamentally  countered  by 

Jesus’  followers,  of  whom  some  (as  remarked  above,  section  4  end)  not  only  admitted, 
but  celebrated  his  achievements  as  a  magician,  while  all  perpetuated  and  many 

added  to  the  magical  traits  of  the  stories  and  pictures  in  which  he  was  represented. 

Once  again,  the  question  was  not  his  control  of  spirits,  but  only  the  means  by  which 

he  had  achieved  it. 

This  evidence  is  further  strengthened  by  that  of  comparatively  indifferent  observers 

— both  Jews  and  pagans — who  did  not  become  followers  of  Jesus,  but  admitted  his 

magical  powers  and  attempted  to  make  use  of  them  in  their  own  operations.  Even 

in  his  own  lifetime,  if  we  are  to  believe  Mk.  9.38^  men  who  were  not  his  followers 

were  using  his  name  to  cast  out  demons.  Similar  usage  continued  in  Palestine  as 

late  as  the  second  century,  when  T.  Hullin  1 1. 2  2  and  parallels  show  us  one  Jacob, 

of  the  village  of  Sama  in  Galilee,  offering  to  cure  snakebite  “with  the  name  of 

Jesus.”  This  does  not  prove  Jacob  a  Christian!  Jesus’  reported  magical  powers  led 
pagan  magicians  also  to  use  his  name  in  their  charms:  PGM  XII.  192  and  391b 

(For  discussion  and  additional  examples  see  Eitrem,  Demonology  4-9.)  Bickerman 

called  to  my  attention  Augustine,  De  consensu  euangelistarum  I.i  iff,  esp.  iqf:  there  are 

pagans  who  think  Jesus  a  man  who  attained  the  highest  wisdom;  they  attribute 

to  him  letters  to  Peter  and  to  Paul  ( !)  pretending  to  teach  the  magic  ( exsecrabiles ) 

arts  by  which  he  did  his  miracles.  Particularly  important  is  the  story  in  Acts  19.13 fT, 

that  Jewish  exorcists  in  Ephesus  were  using  the  name  of  Jesus  in  their  exorcisms  by 

a.d.  55  and  that  some  of  them  used  the  formula  “I  conjure  you  by  the  Jesus  whom 

Paul  proclaims.”  To  this  the  demon  is  represented  as  replying,  “Jesus  I  know  and 

Paul  I  am  acquainted  with,  but  who  are  you?”  This  is  intended  as  testimony  that 
Jesus  and  Paul  are  supernatural  powers  prominent  in  the  demonic  world:  Jesus 

because  he  has  the  holy  spirit,  and  Paul  because  he  has  Jesus.  That  the  demoniac 

thereupon  jumped  on  the  would-be  exorcists  and  drove  them  away  in  disgrace  is 

said  to  have  produced  great  reverence  for  the  name  of  Jesus  among  “all  the  Jews 
and  Greeks  dwelling  in  Ephesus  .  .  .  And  many  of  the  believers  <(the  Christians) 

began  to  confess  and  declare  their  magical  practices.  And  a  large  number  of  those 

who  had  been  practicing  the  occult  arts  brought  together  their  books  and  burned 

them  publicly,  and  when  their  prices  were  reckoned  up  they  came  to  50,000  pieces 
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of  silver.”  Here  the  writer’s  intention  is  not  only  edification  but  also  admonition. 
What  had  happened  in  Ephesus  was  to  be  an  example  to  the  churches  which  the 

writer  had  in  mind — presumably  those  of  Asia  Minor.  He  suspected  or  knew  that 

they  were  thick  with  magicians,  and — as  Paul  in  Colossians — he  reminded  them 

that  Jesus  is  more  efficacious  in  magic  than  are  the  demonic  powers.  There  is  also 

a  strong  element  of  party  propaganda:  the  only  safe  use  of  Jesus’  name  is  that  by 
proper  representatives  of  the  Pauline  party. 

7.  MAGIC  IN  THE  PRACTICE  OF  JESUS5  FOLLOWERS 

It  must  again  be  insisted  that  the  practices  and  teachings  of  a  man’s  followers 
are  at  least  some  indication  of  what  he  practiced  and  taught.  If  so,  the  accounts 

of  Jesus’  followers  indicate  strongly  that  he  practiced  and  taught  magic.  His  followers 
are  said  to  have  begun  exorcising  demons  and  performing  cures  already  during  his 

lifetime,  and  of  course  by  the  use  of  his  name  (Mk.  6.7,13,14  and  parallels;  Lk. 

10.17).  After  his  death  they  reportedly  continued  and  developed  these  practices 

(Acts  3.6;  5.5,9,15^  etc.).  Paul  is  credited  with  them,  too,  and  also— as  were  Jesus 

and  Peter — with  miraculously  effective  curses,  another  hallmark  of  the  magician 

(Acts  3.6;  5.5,9,15^  1 3·9ίΓ;  i4.8ff;  i6.i6ff;  Mk.i  i.i3ff,2off  and  parallels;  Lk.  9.54; 

PGM  XIII. 248, 26 iff;  etc.)  Paul  wrote  to  the  Corinthians  that  he  had  been  present 

in  Corinth  in  the  spirit  and  so  had  judged  and  “handed  over  to  Satan,  for  destruction 

of  the  flesh” — that  is,  for  affliction  with  some  illness,  a  common  magical  procedure 

(see  Audollent,  passim) — a  libertine  member  of  the  Corinthian  church  (I  Cor.  5.3^6) . 

Consequently,  Alexander  and  Hymenaeus  were  “given  over  to  Satan”  by  pseudo- 

Paul  in  I  Tim.  1.20.  Here,  probably,  is  to  be  found  the  explanation  of  Paul’s  claim 
to  have  some  strange  power  over  his  congregations  (I  Cor.  4-igf;  5.3^6 ;  II  Cor.  6.7; 

io.3ff;  1 2. 1 9-1 3.7),  as  well  as  his  fear  that  the  initiates  in  Jerusalem  might  invalidate 

his  work  (Gal.  2.2  and  my  comments  in  Problems  1  i6f).  The  keys  given  to  Peter  could 

lock  as  well  as  open  (Mt.  16.19).  Also,  like  Jesus,  both  Peter  and  Paul  were  believed 

to  have  such  supernatural  powers  resident  in  their  bodies  that  even  the  shadow  of 

Peter  (Acts  5.15)  or  clothes  which  had  touched  the  body  of  Paul  (Acts  19.12)  might 

work  wonders.  The  great  importance  of  exorcism  in  Jewish  Christianity  is  noted 

by  Schoeps,  AF%  65b  The  widespread  practice  of  magic  in  the  gnostic  wing  of 

Christianity  is  notorious  from  the  accusations  made  by  other  Christians  (Irenaeus, 

I  passim ;  Hippolytus,  Philosophumena ,  passim)  and  Bauer,  Rechtglaubigkeit ,  has  given 

strong  reasons  for  his  opinion  that  in  the  late  first  and  early  second  centuries  the 

gnostic  wing  was  larger  than  that  which  subsequently  became  “orthodox.” 
Far  more  important,  however,  than  such  occasional  phenomena  as  exorcisms, 

blessings,  curses,  and  cures,  more  important,  also,  than  the  extraordinary  gnostic 

ceremonies  of  which  the  self-styled  “catholics”  complained,  was  the  essentially 

magical  nature  of  the  fundamental  rites  of  initiation  (baptism)  and  communion 

(eucharist)  by  which  practically  all  Christian  communities  were  constituted  and 

held  together.  To  the  Christians,  of  course,  these  rites  were  the  sacred  mysteries 

instituted  by  the  Son  of  their  God,  but  this  is  no  argument  against  their  magical 
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character.  The  parallel  rites  are  also  represented  by  the  magical  papyri  as  sacred 

mysteries,  divinely  revealed.  The  magical  character  of  baptism  is  made  particularly 

clear  by  Paul’s  reference  in  I  Cor.  15.29  to  “those  who  are  baptized  on  behalf  of 

the  dead” — a  piece  of  substitutionary  magic  Paul  evidently  approved,  since  he 
used  its  unquestioned  efficacy  as  an  argument  to  prove  that  the  dead  must  be  raised. 

This  sort  of  thought  about  Christian  ceremonies  continued  down  to  the  time  of 

Clement,  who  objects  to  women  wearing  wigs  because,  when  the  presbyter  lays  his 

hands  on  a  wig  and  gives  his  blessing,  the  blessing  will  not  go  to  the  wearer  of  the 

wig  but  to  the  head  which  provided  the  hair  (1. 27 1.20 — this  was  pointed  out  to  me 

by  H.C.). 

The  fundamental  position  of  baptism  and  the  eucharist  testifies  that  this  sort  of 

thought  was  not  secondary  in  Christianity,  but  primitive.  Such,  too,  is  the  testimony 

given  by  the  essential  character  of  the  stories  in  the  Gospels,  reviewed  above.  The 

same  conclusion  follows  from  Paul’s  account  of  Christianity  as,  essentially,  salvation 
by  possession;  this,  too,  has  been  pointed  out  above,  but  we  may  add  here  the  evidence 

afforded  by  the  practice  of  “speaking  with  tongues”  in  the  Pauline  churches.  As 
I  Cor.  12  makes  clear,  this  was  the  utterance  of  incomprehensible  sounds,  thought  by 

the  believers  to  be  the  speech  of  the  spirit  which  possessed  the  speakers.  As  already 

remarked  in  section  IX  this  is  a  common  symptom  of  schizophrenia.  In  the  church 

at  Corinth  it  had  become  so  common  that  it  was  disrupting  the  worship,  and  those 

especially  gifted  with  it  were  giving  themselves  insufferable  airs.  Therefore  Paul 

has  to  insist  that  it  is  not  the  greatest  of  the  gifts  of  the  spirit.  The  spirit  gives  also 

wisdom,  knowledge,  faith,  and  the  ability  to  perform  cures,  do  miracles,  prophesy, 

distinguish  good  from  evil  spirits,  and  interpret  things  spoken  in  “tongues.”  And 

practically  all  of  these  Paul  treats — on  this  occasion — as  superior  to  the  gift  of 

“tongues.”  This  obviously  does  not  reduce  the  importance  of  magic  in  Paul’s  view 
of  the  world.  On  the  contrary,  it  extends  it  to  the  whole  of  normal,  as  well  as  abnormal 

psychology.  Everything  good  is  the  work  of  “the  spirit.”  Another  thing  to  be  noticed 

is  that  even  in  this  letter  Paul  thanks  God  that  he  speaks  with  tongues  “more  than 

all  of  you”  (14.18),  and  elsewhere,  when  this  problem  of  church  discipline  is  not 

uppermost  in  his  thought,  he  treats  “speaking  with  tongues”  as  the  supreme  prayer 
of  the  Church — Rom.  8.26f.  τδ  γάρ  τί  προσευξώμεθα  καθο  άεΐ  ούκ  οίάαμεν,  άλλα 

αυτά  το  πνεύμα  ύπερεντυγχάνει  στεναγμούς  άλαλητοις"  ό  δε  ερευνών  τάς  καρά ίας  οίάεν  τί 

το  φρόνημα  του  πνεύματος ,  ότι  κατά  θεάν  εντυγχάνει  ύπερ  αγίων,  αλάλητος  is  not 

“unutterable” — they  were  uttered — but  “inarticulate”;  vs.  LSJ  see  Bauer,  Wb. 
ad  loc.  This  fact,  and  the  phenomenon  of  glossolalia,  were  tactfully  overlooked  by 

Dietzel,  Beten ,  whose  denial  of  the  relation  between  Christian  and  magical  prayer 

overlooks  the  main  problem — to  explain,  not  why  the  spirit  spoke  to  the  churches, 

but  why  it  spoke  to  them  in  jabberwocky.  στεναγμός  was  noted  above  (section  3) 

as  a  characteristic  form  of  magical  utterance.  Such  στεναγμοί  αλάλητοι  are  preserved 

in  great  quantities  in  the  magical  papyri,  of  which  they  are  perhaps  the  most  notice¬ 

able  peculiarity.  These  are  the  “magical  words,”  of  which  a  few  are  fixed  formulas 
with  secret  significance,  but  most  are  apparently  meaningless  combinations  of  letters 

by  which  the  magician  calls  the  spirit  in  the  spirit’s  own  language,  or,  by  speaking 
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in  the  spirit’s  language,  shows  that  the  spirit  is  already  in  him  and  acting  through 
him.  These  combinations  perhaps  were  not  intended  merely  for  repetition,  but 

were  indications  of  the  “tune” — the  sort  of  phonetic  combinations  and  interspersed 

names — appropriate  to  the  spirit  invoked.9  A  number  of  examples  of  this  have  been 
given  in  the  passage  already  quoted  from  PGM  in  section  i ;  more  are  to  be  found  on 

almost  every  page  of  that  collection.  The  same  sort  of  thing  appears  in  Pistis  Sophia 

in  the  concluding  prayers  of  Jesus,  presumably  representative  of  the  secret  prayers 

of  the  church  that  preserved  this  material:  “Then  (after  the  resurrection)  Jesus 

stood  with  his  disciples  .  .  .  and  called  on  (the  Father  with)  this  prayer  .  .  .  ‘Hear 

me,  my  Father,  Thou  Father  of  all  paternity,  Thou  endless  light,  αεηιουω’  ϊαω· 

αωϊ'  ωϊα'10  φινωθερ’  θερνωφ'  νωψίτβρ'11  ζαγουρη’  παγουρη’12  νβθμομαωθ’  νεφιομαωθ' 

μαραχαχθα ’  θωβαρραβαυ'  θαρν αχαχαν’  ζοροκοθορα'  Ϊ€ου’13  σα/3αω#.’”14  (ch.  13b?  my 

translation  from  Schmidt-Till;  more  in  ch.  142.)  Harnack,  Pistis-Sophia  89,  recog¬ 

nized  these  passages  as  representations  of  speaking  with  tongues;  Anz,  Frage  8,  as 

incantations,  combinations  of  “magical  words”  typical  of  the  spells  in  the  magical 
papyri.  Both  were  right.  The  spirit  which  spoke  through  the  Christians  and  the 

spirits  which  spoke  through  the  pagan  magicians  spoke  the  same  characteristic 

language. 

Not  only  is  this  fact  recognizable  now;  it  was  already  recognized  in  antiquity 

and  its  recognition  resulted  in  many  of  the  persecutions  which  Christianity  every- 

9.  Similar  variation  of  formulas  appears  in  the  defixiones  and  on  the  magical  gems.  In  the  case  of  the 

latter,  this  has  been  noticed  by  A.  Delatte  and  P.  Derchain,  Les  Intailles  magiques  greco-egyptiennes,  Paris 

(Bibliotheque  Nationale),  1964,  p.  234:  “There  is  little  chance,  naturally,  that  one  should  ever  find 
an  object  <magical  gem)  exactly  in  agreement  with  the  ancient  description  <in  the  magical  papyri), 

for  magic  was  still  living  at  the  time  of  the  redaction  of  the  papyri  and  at  the  time  when  the  gems  were 

engraved.  Consequently,  on  comparing  them  with  each  other,  one  finds  that  the  formulas  show  in¬ 

numerable  variations  about  which  the  magicians  hardly  bothered  at  all.” 
10.  Such  variations  on  the  seven  vowels  are  common  in  PGM,  in  which  all  t^iese  individual  com¬ 

binations  occur — e.g.,  no.  II.  lines  14-16;  III. 230, 436;  IV.487,917,  etc.;  XII. 72, 102,1 19;  XIII. 209, 

895,936;  and  often  elsewhere.  Ίαω  (the  commonest  Greek  name  of  ΠΊΓΡ)  is  particularly  frequent.  In 

the  indices  to  PGM,  which  the  late  Prof.  Preisendanz  kindly  put  at  my  disposal  , there  are  three  col¬ 

umns  full  of  references  to  7αω — far  more  than  to  any  other  deity.  (The  runners  up  are  Άδωναϊ  and 

Έρμης  with  about  two  columns  each.) 

1 1.  PGM  III.l86a-b  νωφιθ^ρ]  θερνωφι;  IV.828f  φινωθερ  νωφιθβρ  θζρνωφι.;  VII. 316  φινωθ  ββρ. 

12.  PGM  V.479;  XXXVI. 308;  348-353;  Kropp,  ΑΚΖ  no.  XIII  line  η,  cf.  vol.  III.  127  n5.  All 

these  give  the  combination  ζαγουρη  παγουρη  or  vice  versa  (with  various  misspellings).  Both  words  also 

occur  alone;  e.g.,  PGM  XXXVI.  10,64  ζαγουρη;  VII. 597, 606  -παγουρη . 
ΐ3· 

PGM  XI 1 1.959-963  νβθμομαω  μαρχαχθα  .  .  .  θαρνμαχαχ  ζαροκοθαρα  .  .  .  η€ου  θωβαρραβαυ 

Audollent  no.  267. 9^  [ ν]€θμομαω  μαρχαχον  .  .  .  ζαρακ[α]θαρα  θωβαρραβαυ  θαρναχαχα. 

νζθμομαωθ  (and  variants)  alone:  PGM  II.119  (μαϊραχαχθα  follows  in  120);  HI. 153  (οροκοτοθρο  in 

154);  Audollent  no.  242.31. 

vet/n-  combinations  do  not  appear  elsewhere;  this  is  probably  a  corruption. 

θωβαρραβαυ  (and  variants)  alone:  PGM  VII.977 ;  XIXa.42;  Audollent  no.  242.18;  etc. 

i€ov  alone:  PGM  II. 137;  VII.476;  XII. 189;  XIII.810;  etc. 

14.  PGM  VII.605;  IX. 7;  XII. 207  and  passim  (almost  a  full  column  of  references  in  Preisendanz’ index). 
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where  called  forth.  These  persecutions  require  explanation  both  because  of  their 

frequency  and  because  of  the  general  tolerance  throughout  the  Roman  empire  for 

cults  of  oriental  gods  and  deified  men.  Occasional  exceptions  to  this  tolerance  might 

be  explained  by  peculiar  local  circumstances;  but  the  consistent  opposition  to  Chris¬ 

tianity  evidently  resulted  from  something  characteristic  of  the  new  religion.  What 

was  it?  The  common  answer  is,  the  Christians’  refusal  to  worship  other  gods.  But 

other  worshipers  of  Yahweh — the  Jews  and  the  Samaritans — also  refused  to  worship 

other  gods,  and  they  were  not  generally  persecuted.  Consequently,  the  Christians 

had  to  explain  the  persecutions  as  inspired  either  by  the  demons  or  by  the  Jews 

who,  they  said,  denounced  them  to  the  authorities  (Acts  13.50;  14.2;  17.6,13; 

18.12;  etc.;  I  Thess.  2.15;  Apoc.  2.9;  Martyrdom  of  Polycarp  XII. 2;  XVII.  2 ;  Justin, 

Dialogue  17).  But  for  what  could  the  Jews  denounce  them?  Certainly  not  for  refusing 

to  worship  other  gods — that  was  the  hallmark  of  Jewish  faith  generally.  Perhaps 

for  political  conspiracy?  But  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  Christians  were,  generally, 

subversive  in  politics — not,  at  least,  after  the  year  70  (cf.  Brandon,  Fall) — and  they 

were  not  generally  accused  of  plotting  political  revolution.  What  they  were  accused 

of  was  the  practice  of  magic  and  other  crimes  associated  with  magic :  human  sacrifice, 

cannibalism,  and  incest  ( Vita  Apollonii  VIII. 5;  Bidez-Cumont,  Mages  78ff).  The 

accusation  of  magic  probably  appears  already  in  Suetonius,  Nero  16.3:  Affiicti 

suppliciis  Christiani ,  genus  hominum  superstitionis  novae  ac  maleficae ,  since  a  maleficus  is 

par  excellence  a  magician.  Suetonius  indicates  how  Tacitus,  Annals  XV. 44,  should 

be  interpreted :  quos  per  flagitia  invisos  vulgus  Christianos  appellabat  .  .  .  exitiabilis  super¬ 

stitio  .  .  .  atrocia  aut  pudenda  .  .  .  primum  correpti  qui  fatebantur.  What  did  they — under 

torture — confess?  Probably  firing  the  city,  probably  being  Christians,  but  probably 

also  magic.  Magic  figures  conspicuously  in  charges  against  Christians  from  the 

second  century  on  (Origen,  Contra  Celsum  1.6;  VI.4of;  Passio  Perpetuae  16;  Acta 

Aeacii  V.2f;  Tertullian,  Ad  uxorem  II. 5. 2;  Eus.,  HE  III. 26. 4;  IV.7.iof).  Moreover, 

as  the  passages  from  Eusebius  show — and  they  could  be  paralleled  by  many  more 

from  Irenaeus,  Hippolytus,  and  Epiphanius — the  Christians  made  considerable  use 

of  this  charge  against  each  other.  Presumably  they  knew  what  they  were  talking 

about.  Magic  has  been  commonly  neglected  in  discussions  of  the  persecutions 

(recently  Speyer,  Vorwurfen\  Gregoire,  Persecutions',  Sherwin-White,  Letters ,  69 iff, 
772ff;  but  cf.  Freudenberger,  Verhalten ,  i65ff)  because  these  have  commonly  been 

based  on  the  apologists  and  the  acts  of  the  martyrs  and  have  neglected  the  heresiolo- 

gists.  But  the  apologists  chose  to  defend  Christianity  from  charges  of  which  most 

Christians  were  not  guilty;  magic  would  have  been  an  embarrassing  topic,  therefore 

they  do  not  mention  it  and  in  refuting  the  charge  of  cannibalism  they  are  careful  to 

avoid  the  question  of  what  actually  happens  in  the  eucharist.  And  the  acts  of  the 

martyrs  are  propaganda  pieces,  mostly  intended  to  represent  the  Christians  as 

innocent  victims  martyred  solely  because  of  monotheism;  therefore  they  usually 

say  nothing  of  any  of  the  flagitia  cohaerentia  nomini  (Pliny,  Epistulae  X.96.2).  Commonly 

the  only  questions  are,  are  you  a  Christian,  and,  will  you  sacrifice  to  the  gods  or 

the  emperor.  References  to  magic  are  rare,  but  references  to  incest  and  cannibalism 

are  even  rarer.  History  should  not  use  such  material  uncritically. 
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8.  RECAPITULATION  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

It  has  now  been  argued:  (i)  The  fact  that  Jesus  is  not  represented  as  a  magician 

by  the  Gospels  is  insignificant;  “magician”  was  a  dirty  word.  The  significant  fact 

is  that  he  is  represented  as  the  possessor  of  the  holy  spirit  and  as  “the  Son  of  God,” 

a  supernatural  being  recognized  by  demons  as  able  to  command  them;  he  is  repre¬ 

sented  as  a  successful  magician  would  have  represented  himself.  (2)  That  Jesus  is 

not  represented  by  the  Gospels  as  using  long  spells  or  magic  rites  is  insignificant. 

Once  a  magician  “had”  his  spirit,  he  need  only  command  and  it  would  instantly 
obey.  Here  too,  the  Gospels  represent  Jesus  as  a  successful  magician  would  have 

represented  himself.  (3)  The  miracle  stories  are  shot  through  with  minor  traits  of 

magical  practice.  (4)  The  Gospels’  stories  generally  are  stories  of  things  magicians 

claimed  to  do,  and  they  add  up  to  an  account  of  a  magicians’  life:  Jesus’  career 
began  when  he  was  possessed  by  a  spirit  which  drove  him  into  the  wilderness  (Mk. 

i. 9-1 2;  Eliade,  Shamanism  33f,  64,  etc.).  After  surviving  the  ordeals  to  which  the 

spirits  there  subjected  him  (Mk.  1 . 1 3f;  Lk.  4.1-13  and  parallel)  he  returned  to 

Galilee,  where  he  made  his  reputation  as  an  exorcist  (Mk.  1.2 1-27)  and  miracle 

worker  (Jn.  2.1 1)  and  developed  it  by  cures  of  which  the  magical  traits  have  been 

mentioned.  He  then  empowered  his  disciples  to  exorcise  and  perform  similar  cures 

(Mk.  6.7-13).  His  fame  thus  became  so  great  that  magicians  outside  the  circle  of 

his  followers  began  to  use  his  name  in  their  exorcisms  (Mk.  9.38^.  He  introduced 

a  reAerJ — a  secret  meal  in  which  his  followers  were  united  with  him  by  being  given 

bread  and  wine  which  were  declared  to  be  his  flesh  and  blood  (Mk.  14.17-25). 

In  all  these  respects  his  work  can  be  paralleled  from  the  claims  and  careers  of  other 

magicians.  (The  career  most  fully  reported  is  that  of  Apollonius  of  Tyana,  but  if 

the  facts  were  known  a  closer  parallel  would  perhaps  be  found  in  that  of  Jesus’ 
contemporary  Simon,  the  Samaritan  magician,  who  also  did  miracles,  claimed  to 

be  a  power  come  down  from  heaven,  and  was  credited  with  the  introduction  of  mystery 

rites;  Acts  8. gif;  Irenaeus,  Harvey,  1. 16. iff  =  Stieren,  1. 23. iff;  see  my  Account ). 

Finally,  Jesus  claimed  to  be  the  Messiah  and,  somehow,  to  be  able  to  admit  his 

followers  to  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  this  claim  resulted  in  his  execution  by  the 

Romans.  In  these  respects,  too,  his  career  has  magical  parallels.  Josephus  reports 

that  in  Palestine  at  this  period  there  was  a  plague  of  messianic  magicians  who 

similarly  raised  men’s  hopes  for  the  coming  of  the  kingdom,  and  who  came  to 
similarly  bad  ends  at  the  hands  of  the  Romans:  BJ  II.258ff;  AJ  XX. 97,  188;  Eisler, 

Messiah  328,360.  (5)  and  (6)  As  in  the  case  of  Simon  and  Apollonius  and  other 

magicians,  Jesus’  followers  believed  him  a  supernatural  being — either  a  “divine 

man”  or  the  son  of  a  god — but  by  his  enemies  he  was  repeatedly  accused  of  magic, 
and  these  accusations  were  continued  in  later  reports.  Magicians  also  believed  him 

a  magician.  (7)  Similar  accusations  were  often  made  against  his  followers  and  were 

an  important  contributory  element  in  a  long  series  of  legal  actions  against  them. 

Considerable  groups  of  his  followers  admittedly  did  practice  magic  and  claimed  that 

he  was  the  source  of  their  practice. 

In  addition  to  all  this  evidence,  the  hypothesis  that  Jesus  practiced  magic  helps 
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to  explain  some  of  the  major  problems  raised  by  the  Gospels’  account  of  his  career. 
From  that  account  it  appears,  as  we  have  said,  that  Jesus  claimed  to  be  the  Messiah 

and  bringer  of  the  kingdom  of  God.  But  there  is  no  clear  indication  of  his  functional 

relation  to  the  kingdom  as  already  present.  This  is  the  more  surprising  because 

even  in  the  sketchy  stories  given  by  Josephus  (in  the  passages  just  cited)  about  the 

other  messianic  magicians,  their  functions  in  relation  to  the  kingdom  are  clear — 

they  will  use  their  magical  powers  to  protect  their  followers  and  overthrow  the 

Romans.  So,  too,  the  functional  relation  of  the  Baptist  to  the  kingdom  he  foretold 

was  clear  (above,  pp.  205ff).  So,  the  silence  of  the  Gospels  on  Jesus’  functional 
relation  to  the  kingdom  is  amazing.  It  requires  an  explanation. 

A  considerable  number  of  Jesus’  sayings  imply  that  not  only  he,  but  also  some  of 
his  disciples  are  already  in  the  kingdom  (above,  pages  21  iff).  A  few  of  these 

sayings  indicate  that  there  is  a  definite,  practical  way  to  get  in.  That  the  mystery 

of  the  kingdom  has  been  given  to  the  disciples  (Mk.  4.1 1)  suggests  there  was  some 

initiatory  rite.  Some  evidence  indicates  that  this  rite  was  a  baptism  (above,  pp.  1 78fT) , 

which  Jesus  administered  secretly  to  a  chosen  few  of  his  followers  (above,  pages 

209IT).  Notice  how  the  Q  statement,  Lk.  7.28  and  parallel,  fits  together  with  Jn. 

3·3ίΓ.  ζ)  says,  none  born  of  women  is  greater  than  the  Baptist,  but  the  least  in  the 

kingdom  is  greater  than  he.  We  naturally  ask:  What,  then,  was  the  least  in  the 

kingdom  born  of?  John  answers,  of  water  and  the  spirit,  for  only  those  born  of 

water  and  the  spirit  (as  opposed  to  those  born  of  the  flesh)  can  enter  the  kingdom. 

“Of  water  and  the  spirit”  is  evidently  a  reference  to  Jesus’  baptism,  which  gave  the 

spirit,  as  opposed  to  the  Baptist’s  baptism,  which  did  not  (above,  pp.  207,  219). 
But  the  gift  of  the  spirit  is  not  prima  facie  identical  with  admission  to  the  kingdom, 

so  we  ask:  How  did  Jesus’  baptism  admit  his  followers  to  the  kingdom?  If  they 

“entered”  the  kingdom,  the  kingdom  was  presumably  an  area  in  space.  This  agrees 
with  what  we  have  seen,  that  the  kingdom  was  par  excellence  in  the  heavens  (above, 

pp.  202ff).  And  we  have  also  seen  some  reason  to  believe  that  there  was  in  Palestine 

in  Jesus’  time  a  magical  technique  for  ascending  and  causing  others  to  ascend  into 
the  heavens  (p.  181).  If  we  suppose  Jesus  practiced  such  a  technique,  then  we 

can  explain  the  famous  ζ)  statement  that,  “the  Law  and  the  prophets  were  <fn 
force)  until  John  (the  Baptist);  since  then  the  good  news  about  the  kingdom  of 

God  has  been  proclaimed  and  anyone  can  force  his  way  into  it”  (Lk.  16.16;  Mt. 
1 1. 12;  notice  the  connection  in  Mt.  with  the  statement  that  the  least  in  the  kingdom 

is  greater  than  John).  Here  Dodd’s  despairing  comment  on  Mt.  1 1.12  (“the  kingdom 

of  heaven  suffers  violence”),  “whatever  that  may  mean,”  ( Parables  40)  and  such 

fantastic  explanations  as  Danker’s  {Lk.  16.16)  are  alike  unnecessary.  In  the  magical 
techniques  of  ascent  to  the  heavens  the  magician  must  overcome  the  resistance  of 

the  demonic  or  angelic  guards  who  bar  the  way  (e.g.,  Hekalot ,  passim).  These  powers 

Jesus  has  overcome  (Col.  2.9ff).  Therefore  the  kingdom  of  God,  the  kingdom  in  the 

heavens,  suffers  violence,  because  its  guards  are  now  overcome  by  those  who  have 

been  magically  united  with  the  spirit  of  Jesus  in  the  baptism  of  Jesus — “the  mystery 

of  the  kingdom  of  God,”  the  mystery  which  enables  them  to  force  their  way  into 
the  kingdom  of  God  in  the  heavens. 
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It  was  while  performing  such  a  baptism  that  Jesus  was  arrested.  The  rite  was 

secret.  He  chose  a  lonely  garden,  through  which  a  stream  still  flows,  and  went  there 

late  at  night,  after  the  ceremony  of  the  eucharist  had  assured  the  magical  union 

of  his  circle  of  initiates.  Since  he  did  not  wish  to  be  interrupted  (this  is  essential  in 

magic)  he  set  guards  (Mk.  14.32-34).  He  had  no  intention  of  being  arrested  if  he 

could  help  it.  The  agony,  therefore,  has  no  likelihood,  and  it  was  witnessed  by  no 

one.  (On  its  homiletic  motivation  see  my  Comments  22f.)  When  the  guards  fell  asleep 

and  the  police  arrived  unexpectedly  they  surprised  both  Jesus  and  the  initiate, 

νεανίσκος  τις  .  .  .  περιβεβλη  μένος  σινδόνα  επί  γυμνόν  (Mk.  14.5  0 — the  proper  magical 

costume  in  the  proper  magical  setting.  If  this  was  not  an  initiation,  what  was  the 

young  man  doing  with  Jesus  at  such  an  hour,  in  such  a  place,  and  in  such  a  costume  ? 

The  author  of  Acta  Ioannis  94ff  understood  what  was  going  on  and  supplied  an  account 

of  the  initiation,  unfortunately  imaginative. 

D.  The  rite  was  a  means  of  ascent  to  the  heavens 15 

By  this  time  the  reader  will  have  forgotten  that  the  long  argument  about  magic 

was  only  the  third  point  of  a  yet  longer  argument  to  show  that  important  elements 

in  the  Pauline  concept  of  baptism  were  derived  from  Jesus.  That  argument  went  as 

follows:  Paul  interpreted  baptism  as  a  means  of  uniting  with  Jesus — the  one  baptized 

was  possessed  by  Jesus’  spirit.  This  notion  looks  as  if  it  came  from  Palestinian  demono¬ 
logy.  And  there  are  five  traits  which  point  to  Jesus  as  its  source.  Of  these  five  we 

have  now  considered  three:  (A)  as  a  means  of  uniting  with  Jesus  baptism  is  essentially 

like  communion,  which  he  introduced;  (B)  it  is  effected  by  the  spirit,  and  the 

spirit  is  distinctive  of  Jesus’  ministry,  as  opposed  to  that  of  the  Baptist;  (G)  it  is  a 
magical  ceremony,  and  Jesus  practiced  magic.  These  points  established,  we  can  now 

go  on  to  the  fourth :  (D) :  Pauline  baptism  was  conceived  as  a  means  of  ascent  to  the 

heavens  (above,  pp.  2i4ff)  and  in  Christianity  this  notion  of  ascent  seems  also  to 

go  back  to  Jesus. 

Here  I  shall  try  to  show:  (1)  the  notion  of  ascent  to  the  heavens  was  an  important 

element  in  Jesus’  Palestinian  background  and  had  led  to  the  development  of  a  tech¬ 
nique  for  ascent  which  Jesus  might  have  practiced.  (2)  There  is  a  good  deal  of 

indirect  evidence  indicating  that  Jesus  did  practice  such  a  technique.  (3)  A  number 

of  passages  in  the  Gospels  are  best  understood  as  records  of  his  practice  and  consequent 

teaching. 

15.  The  following  section  was  written  before  Scholem  brought  to  my  attention  Danielou’s  Traditions , 

which  has  demonstrated  the  existence  in  Christianity,  from  Paul’s  time  on,  of  a  secret  tradition 

concerning  ascent  through  the  celestial  spheres.  Danielou  supposes  the  tradition  came  into  Christianity 

through  Paul,  from  his  Jewish  background  (p.213).  But  it  is  too  widely  distributed  to  have  come  through 

Paul  alone.  Most  important  is  the  extensive  agreement  of  the  conclusions  of  two  studies  made  in¬ 

dependently  and  from  standpoints  so  diverse  as  Danielou’s  and  my  own.  For  this  reason  I  have  not  here 

repeated  Danielou’s  arguments  and  evidence,  but  leave  it  to  the  reader  to  look  at  his  article  and  see 

for  himself  at  once  the  independence  of  the  methods  and  the  agreement  of  the  results. 
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I.  BACKGROUND 

The  notion  of  ascent  to  the  heavens  is  ancient  (Kees,  Himmelsreise;  ANET  ioif; 

1 1 8 ;  446f;  Oppenheim,  Interpretation  259,  267,  282,  287)  and  widespread  (Eliade, 

Shamanism  1 15-144,  181-288,  392ff,  477IE,  48788,  etc.).  Since  1897,  when  its  funda¬ 

mental  importance  in  gnosticism  was  pointed  out  by  Anz,  Frage,  it  has  been  repeatedly 

discussed;  see  the  remarks  of  Lewy,  Oracles  41388  The  studies  cited  above  (section 

IX,  end),  and  those  referred  to  below  are  only  the  ones  I  have  found  most  useful  for 

the  present  argument.  I  have  been  careful  not  to  refer  to  some  others,  particularly 

the  pan-Iranian  anachronisms  of  Reitzenstein  and  the  inaccurate  work  of  Widengren. 

Many  of  the  previous  discussions  have  dealt  with  origins  and  transmission.  Here  we 

need  concern  ourselves  only  with  those  forms  in  which  the  notion  of  ascent  to  the 

heavens  may  have  been  current  in  the  Greco-Roman,  Hebrew,  and  Aramaic  material 

circulating  in  Palestine  during  the  first  centuries  b.c.  and  a.d. 

In  the  eastern  Mediterranean  world  the  notion  had  early  appeared  in  two  forms 

not  always  separate,  but  roughly  distinguishable.  One  was  that  of  the  soul’s  ascent 
into  the  heavens  after  death,  the  other  that  of  ascent  by  living  individuals  either 

carried  aloft  bodily  or  in  dream  or  ecstasy  leaving  their  bodies  below  and  returning 

to  them  later  (cf.  Bousset,  Himmelsreise  136).  It  would  be  a  mistake  to  try  to  differen¬ 

tiate  the  stories  too  sharply.  Paul,  who  claimed  to  have  had  such  an  experience, 

said  he  did  not  know  whether,  at  the  time,  he  was  in  the  body  or  not  (II  Cor.  12.2). 

The  notion  of  the  soul’s  ascent  at  some  time  after  death  was  given  classical  expres¬ 
sion  by  Plato  and  was  popularized  by  Posidonius  and  by  the  influence  of  astrology 

(Gumont,  Lux  ch.  3).  During  the  first  centuries  b.c.  and  a.d.  it  was  widely  held  all 

over  the  Greco-Roman  world,  including  Palestine  where  the  expectation  that  the 

righteous  dead  will  shine  as  the  stars  appears  in  Dan.  12.3  and  their  ascent  to  heaven 

is  anticipated  in  many  other  apocalypses  (e.g.,  Enoch  39.4^  104.2;  Assumption  of  Moses 

io.8ff;  II  Enoch  8-9;  II  Baruch  51.10IT;  III  Baruch  10.5;  IV  Ezra  7.90-100).  Josephus 

attributes  the  same  anticipation  to  the  Essenes  ( BJ  II.  1 5488) .  It  thus  provided  a 

widespread  background  for  the  other  notion — more  important  for  our  present 

purpose — of  ascent  to  the  heavens  by  living  men. 

Claims  of  ascent  by  living  men  seem  to  be  attacked  already  in  Is.  14.13k  and 

Ezek.  28,  esp.  verses  1,6,9,13-17.  With  “the  mountain  of  God”  cf.  Mt.  Sinai  in 

the  story  of  Moses’  enthronement  as  κοσμοκράτωρ  (Ezekiel  tragicus  in  Eusebius, 
Praeparatio  Euangelica  IX.29.4f)  and  the  mountains  of  the  temptation  and  the  trans¬ 

figuration  (Mt.  4.8;  Mk.  9.2-13;  and  parallels)  and  notice  how  many  early  Christian 

revelations  were  located  on  mountains — Apocryphon  of  John ,  Pistis  Sophia,  Gospel  of 

Eve ,  Great  Questions  of  Mary  (Epiphanius,  Panarion  XXVI. 3.1;  8. iff)  etc.  The  OT 

attacks  show  that  those  who  ascended  were  thought  to  become  like  the  gods  in  form 

(cf.  Phil.  2.6)  and  to  be  enthroned  in  the  heavens  (cf.  Col.  3.1;  Heb.  1.3;  this  is 

the  goal  of  the  Hekalot  mystics).  A  similar  claim  is  made  on  behalf  of  (probably) 

Simon  Maccabaeus  in  Ps.  110.1:  “The  Lord  said  unto  my  Lord,  ‘Sit  thou  at  my 

right  hand.’”  (This  is  perhaps  related  to  the  stories  of  the  enthronement  of  Moses, 
cited  above,  and  the  ascension  of  Levi,  Testaments  of  the  Twelve  Patriarchs,  Levi  II. 6— 

V.3.)  Such  notions  were  so  important  to  the  religious  and  political  thought  of  the 
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times  that  they  were  made  the  basis  for  the  imperial  cult.  Indeed,  from  the  beginning 

of  the  second  century  a.d.  the  Roman  government  regularly  used  magical  techniques 

to  effect  the  bodily  apotheosis  of  the  dead  emperor  (Bickerman,  Kaiser  apotheose  esp. 

5ff).  Stories  like  those  of  the  bodily  assumptions  in  supernatural  chariots  of  the 

wonder-worker  Elijah  (II  Kgs.  2.1 1)  and  the  magician  Medea  (Roscher,  Lexikon 

s.v.,  11.2.2484!!)  had  been  allegorized  already  by  Parmenides  as  types  of  the  ascent 

in  philosophic  contemplation  (Diels,  28  Bi).  This  allegory  was  powerfully  developed 

by  Plato  in  the  Phaedrus  244-257,  and  the  type  became  a  commonplace  (Pippidi, 
Recherches  170  n2).  For  the  great  importance  of  the  Elijah  story  as  an  archetype  of 

the  Christian  experience,  see  Schrade,  Ikonographie  81-89,  where  the  connections 

with  magic  are  made  clear.  Besides  these  myths  specifying  the  means  of  transportation, 

there  were  simpler  stories  deriving  directly  from  ecstatic  or  cataleptic  experience; 

and  these,  too,  Plato  made  part  of  the  literary  tradition  known  to  all  educated  men 

by  his  use  of  the  story  of  Er  in  the  Republic  (6 1 4ff )  as  the  vehicle  for  his  great  myth  of 

the  travels  of  the  soul  (cf.  Dieteridi,  Mithrasliturgie  199).  Similar  pictures  of  the  heavens 

and  the  afterlife,  as  seen  by  living  travelers,  abound  both  in  subsequent  Greek  and 

Latin  literature  (for  example,  from  the  first  century  b.c.,  Cicero’s  Somnium  Scipionis ), 
and  appear  in  Judaism  both  in  the  work  of  Philo  (e.g.,  De  opificio  23  end)  and  in 

the  originally  Hebrew  or  Aramaic  Palestinian  apocalypses  from  the  late  third  or 

early  second  century  b.c.  and  thereafter  ( Vita  Adae  25;  Enoch  14.8;  39.3;  71.1,5; 

II  Enoch  3.1 ;  67.1 ;  Testament  of  Abraham  10;  Apocalypse  of  Abraham  15;  Testaments  of  the 

Twelve  Patriarchs ,  Levi  II.6ff;  III  Baruch  2ff;  etc.).  For  the  connection  of  these  with 

Christian  and  rabbinic  traditions  see  Scholem,  Gnosticism  ch.  III. 

These  Palestinian  stories  of  heavenly  travels  probably  reflect  not  only  the  influence 

of  Greek  literature  and  near  eastern  legend,  but  also,  as  has  long  been  recognized, 

some  sort  of  experience  deliberately  cultivated  in  pietistic  circles  (Eppel,  Pietisme 

66f;  Scholem,  Gnosticism  ch.  III).  Just  when  this  deliberate  cultivation  first  took  the 

form  of  a  definite  technique  there  is  no  telling.  In  the  Qumran  Hodayot  and  Manual 

of  Discipline  the  entrance  of  the  members  of  the  sect  into  the  company  of  the  angels 

is  often  celebrated  as  something  already  accomplished.  The  members  are  “together 
with  the  angels  of  the  presence,  and  there  is  no  need  of  an  interpreter  between 

them”  ( Hodayot  VI. 13;  cf.  III.2off;  Xl.ioff;  XIII. 27ff;  frag.  2.ioff;  frag.  5;  Manual 

of  Discipline  XI. 5-10). 16  It  is  not  unlikely  that  this  state  of  affairs  was  thought  to 
be  brought  about  by  some  special  ceremony,  probably  that  (άπ)αθανατίσμδς  referred 

to  by  Josephus,  AJ  XVIII. 18:  άθανα τΐζονσί  τας  φυχάς,  περίμάχητον  ηγούμενοί  τοΰ 

δίκαιον  την  πρόσοδον.  Bousset,  Himmelsreise  143?  remarks  that  this  probably  refers 

to  demonic  opposition,  encountered  by  those  who  would  enter  the  heavens,  and 

explains  the  Essenes’  desire  to  know  the  names  of  the  angels,  which  commonly  serve 

as  passwords  for  the  journey  ( Hekalot ,  passim ;  Josephus,  BJ  II.  142;  contrast  the 

forced  translations  and  implausible  conjectures  discussed  by  Feldman,  Josephus ,  at 

AJ  XVIII. 18).  περίμάχητον  here  has  the  same  background  as  Eph.  6.1  iff,  “Put 

16.  i  Q_28b,  cols.  Ill  and  IV,  shows  the  same  notions  projected  into  the  future.  Not  only  do  the 

members  of  the  sect  have  access  to  the  assemblies  of  heaven,  but  the  angels  come  down  to  those  of  earth: 

War  Scroll  X.gff;  XII. 7ff. 
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on  the  whole  armour  of  God  .  .  .  for  our  battle  is  .  .  .  against  the  cosmic  rulers  of 

this  darkness,  the  spiritual  powers  of  evil  in  the  heavens.”  άθανα τίζονσιν,  accordingly, 

means  “make  immortal”  by  some  rite  which  provided  the  soul  with  the  necessary 

purification  and  information  (angelic  names  and  spells) — the  armour  required  for 

the  περιμάχητον  πρόσοδον  in  which,  if  unarmed,  it  would  be  destroyed.  For  a  magical 

άπαθ αναπαμός  introducing  the  initiate  into  the  company  of  the  gods,  see  the  “  Mithras 

Liturgy,”  PGM  1X^.647^741,747,771;  also  XXIIb.24,  'προσευχή  ’Ιακώβ;  etc. 
That  such  a  magical  technique  for  ascent  into  the  heavens  had  developed  in  some 

Jewish  circles  during  the  first  century  b.c.  is  also  shown  by  the  fact  that  this  date  is 

the  latest  possible  one  for  the  common  ancestor  of  the  Hekalot  literature  and  the 

“Mithras  Liturgy”  cited  above.  Scholem  in  Gnosticism  4.1Ϊ  argued  that  the  common 
ancestor  of  these  traditions  must  be  dated  not  later  than  the  early  second  century 

a.d.  and  Nock  (review  of  Scholem’s  Gnosticism)  accepted  this  argument.  In  my 

Observations  1 55fT,  I  brought  evidence  for  the  practice  of  the  technique  in  the  mid-first 

century  a.d.  (Col.  2.18)  and  for  its  relation  to  the  Essenes;  but  I  did  not  see  clearly 

its  role  in  early  Christianity.17  Now  Strugnell  ( Angelic  Liturgy)  has  published  a  text 
full  of  the  terminology  and  constructions  of  the  Hekalot  hymns.  The  second  of  his 

fragments  in  particular  is  rich  in  such  parallels  and,  to  judge  from  them,  describes 

the  wonders  of  the  heavens  which  the  initiate,  in  his  ascent,  was  expected  to  see. 

This  text  proves  the  tradition  represented  by  the  Hekalot  and  the  “Mithras  Liturgy” 
was  in  development  at  Qumran  during  the  first  century  b.c.,  from  which  Strugnell 

would  date  two  of  the  four  MSS  he  used.  Consequently  there  is  nothing  unlikely 

in  the  supposition  that  Jesus  may  have  practiced  such  a  technique  for  ascent  to  the 

heavens.  Moreover,  a  number  of  considerations  indicate  that  he  did  so. 

2.  INDIRECT  EVIDENCE  OF  JESUS’  PRACTICE 

First  of  all,  such  an  ascent  was  the  goal  anticipated  by  much  early  Christian 

teaching.  We  saw  above  (pp.  203Q  that  for  the  Gospels  the  kingdom  of  God,  the 

17.  I  had  not  noticed  the  evidence  for  Jesus’  ascent,  and  was  led  by  άρπαγέντα  (II  Cor.  12.2)  to 

think  Paul’s  ascent  an  involuntary  ecstatic  experience,  peculiar  to  him.  (I  neglected  the  indication  that 
his  opponents  claimed  similar  experiences.)  Also,  I  drew  a  sharp  distinction  between  ascent  and 

instances  when  the  initiate  remained  on  earth  but  saw  heavenly  beings  or  saw  the  heavens  opened  (as 

did  ben  Zakkai  and  his  disciples,  B.  Hagigah  14b  and  parallels,  on  which  Neusner,  Life  97ff;  cf.  Mk.  1 . 10). 

But  the  connection  between  vision  and  ascent  was  very  close  (e.g.,  Apoc.  4.  iff),  and  I  doubt  that  such 

hallucinations  can  be  sharply  distinguished.  As  for  άρπαγώτα,  I  wonder  if  it  may  not  be  an  indication 

of  what  Paul  experienced  in  his  involuntary  conversion.  (The  account  in  Acts  is  exoteric  and  may  be 

fictitious.)  Baptism  as  administered  by  Jesus  was  presumably  a  vivid,  hypnotic  experience  of  ascent. 

The  stages  by  which  it  passed  from  this  to  a  sacramental  fiction  are  unknown  and  probably  differed  in 

each  different  chain  of  tradition,  as  different  disciples  had  more  or  less  of  Jesus’  hypnotic  power.  To 

Paul’s  churches  the  gift  of  the  spirit  (in  baptism?)  seems  still  to  have  been  a  matter  of  vivid  experience; 
but  from  the  way  Paul  had  to  remind  the  members  of  their  death,  resurrection,  and  ascension  with 

Jesus,  it  would  seem  that  these  had  already  become  things  which  baptism  “was  supposed  to  do,” 

rather  than  experiences  actually  produced.  Within  half  a  century  after  Paul  even  the  gift  of  the  spirit 

had  probably  dwindled  to  a  legal  fiction  for  most  of  the  “orthodox.”  The  gnostics  still  strove  for  actual 

experience,  and  some  may  have  succeeded  in  maintaining  it  well  into  the  second  century — hence  came 

some  of  the  charges  that  they  practiced  magic. 
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sphere  of  divine  rule,  is  κατ’  εξοχ ήν  in  the  heavens.  Accordingly,  it  is  to  the  heavens 
that  Jesus  is  represented  as  ascending,  at  or  after  his  resurrection  (Col.  3.1;  Jn. 

20.17;  Acts  1.9;  Lk.  24.51  ABC;  etc.;  Paul  probably  equated  the  resurrection  with 

the  ascension — Weiss,  Christianity  84 — Jn.  and  Lk.  distinguished  them).  And  it  is 

to  the  heavens  that  many  Christians  hope  to  ascend,  either  at  the  End  (I  Thess. 

4.17;  Lk.  12. 8f  and  parallel;  Jn.  14. 2f,  cf.  6.38;  16.28)  or  immediately  after  death 

(Lk.  6.23;  12.33  and  parallels;  16.22;  23.43 — cf.  II  Cor.  12.4 — Mk.  10.21  and 

parallels;  II  Cor.  5.1-10;  Phil.  3.20;  Col.  1.5;  II  Tim.  4.18;  I  Pet.  1.4;  Apoc.  3.21, 

7.9-17;  etc.) — or  even,  somehow,  in  this  life  (Heb.  12. 22f).  Jesus,  ascending  thither, 

went  as  the  leader  of  his  followers  and  showed  them  the  way  (Heb.  2.10;  Jn.  14. 1-5). 

This  orientation  of  the  sect  might  derive  from  its  founder. 

In  the  second  place,  it  appears  that  claims  to  have  ascended  into  the  heavens  were 

frequently  made  by  Jesus’  followers  and  played  an  important  role  in  their  competition 
for  prestige  and  authority.  One  example  of  such  a  claim  has  come  down  to  us — that 

of  Paul  in  II  Cor.  12. 1-5.  But  from  the  context  there  it  appears  that  Paul’s  claim 
was  not  unique  (Schmithals,  Gnosis  I74ff).  It  was  made  as  vindication  of  his  apostolic 

status  in  answer  to  the  claims  of  his  competitors,  who  presumably  were  alleging 

their  ascents  as  proofs  of  their  superiority  to  Paul  (cf.  n.2iff;  12. 1  iff;  I  Cor.  9. iff). 

These  opponents  were  “Hebrews,  Israelites,  seed  of  Abraham,”  and  ύπερλίαν 
απόστολοι;  therefore  it  is  not  implausible  that  their  claims  went  back  to  Palestinian 

Christian  circles.  Such  claims,  put  in  the  mouth  of  Simon  Magus,  are  repeatedly 

attacked  by  the  Clementina  ( Horn .  XVII.  14, 19,  etc.).  Paul’s  opponent  in  Colossians 
also  claimed  to  have  ascended  into  the  heavens,  and  linked  his  claims  with  observance 

of  the  OT  holy  days  (Col.  2.18,  on  which  my  Observations  156).  There  may  be  a  touch 

of  polemic  against  similar  teachings  in  Rom.  10.6.  The  author  of  the  Apocalypse 

(4. iff)  claimed  to  have  been  taken  up  into  heaven,  and  to  report  what  he  had  heard 

and  seen  there.  II  Peter  1.11  recommends  that  its  recipients  practice  various  virtues 

because  ούτως  .  .  .  πλουσίως  επιχορηγηθησεται  ύμιν  η  είσοδος  εις  την  αιώνιον  βασιλείαν. 

Here  πλουσίως  has  its  normal  meaning,  “abundantly,  plentifully,”  with  reference 

to  repeated  entries  (contrast  Windisch-Preisker,  Briefe,  ad  loc. ;  they  were  forced  to 

make  of  it  “ein  glanzender  Einzug,”  although  the  proof  passage  they  cite  from 
Philo,  De  vita  contemplativa  35,  shows  the  normal  reference  to  plurality).  Aphraates, 

Demonstratio  IV.5,  says  that  Jacob  saw  in  his  vision  (Gen.  28.1  iff)  the  gate  of  heaven, 

which  gate  is  Christ,  and  the  ladder  to  heaven,  which  is  “the  mystery  of  {instituted 
by?)  our  saviour,  by  which  righteous  men  ascend  from  the  lower  {world)  to  the 

{world)  above.”  Another  interpretation,  preferred  by  Aphraates  (ibid.  6),  took  the 

ladder  as  the  cross.  The  notion  that  “the  mystery  of  our  saviour”  means  a  rite  or 
technique  instituted  by  him  is  made  more  likely  by  the  fact  that  in  the  contemporary 

Hekalot  material  the  technique  for  ascent  to  the  heavens  is  also  described  as  a  ladder. 

In  the  third  place,  the  supposition  that  these  claims  by  Jesus’  followers  reflect 
some  similar  claim  by  Jesus  himself  is  thoroughly  in  accord  with  the  magical  character 

of  Jesus’  career,  as  set  forth  in  the  preceding  section.  The  Christian  story  of  Simon 

Magus  charges  Simon  with  magical  ascent  to  the  heavens;  the  Jewish  story  of  Jesus 

makes  the  same  charge  against  Jesus  (Actus  Petri  cum  Simone  32;  Krauss,  Leben  43; 
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etc.).  Eliade,  Shamanism ,  has  shown  ( passim )  that  the  claim  to  have  ascended  to  the 

heavens  and  thereby  attained  supernatural  powers  is  characteristic  of  a  type  of 

magician  found  all  over  Asia  and  the  Americas.  This  type  of  magician  we  now  begin 

to  find  along  the  Palestine-Syria  coast,  and  soon  elsewhere  in  the  Roman  empire. 

The  Vita  Apollonii  represents  ascent  to  the  heavens  as  the  greatest  achievement  of 

the  Indian  magicians  and  the  ultimate  triumph  of  Apollonius  (VI.  11  end;  VIII. 30 

end).  In  Lucian,  Philopseudes  13,  it  is  the  conclusive  proof  by  which  the  (pseudo) 

sceptic  claims  that  a  Hyperborean  magician  (from  the  territory  of  the  shamans) 

overcame  his  doubts.  The  magical  papyri  represent  it  as  the  means  to  achieve 

magical  powers,  the  reward  of  their  achievement,  and  the  ultimate  goal  of  the  magi¬ 

cian’s  career  {PGM  IV.537flf;  I.n8ff;  XXXIV.yf;  I.i78ff). 
In  the  fourth  place,  the  supposition  that  Jesus  practiced  some  such  technique  for 

ascent  enables  us  to  explain  both  the  secret  character  of  his  baptism  and  the  way 

he  got  his  disciples  into  the  kingdom  of  God.  Both  the  Hekalot  and  the  “Mithras 

Liturgy”  give  directions  for  performing  the  ascent  with  a  companion  or  assistant, 
and  provision  for  a  boy  as  assistant  is  very  frequent  in  the  magical  papyri  (e.g., 

PGM  IV,  passim;  DMP ,  passim).  Most  often  the  boy  is  the  medium;  the  magician 

causes  him  to  see  the  gods.  This  technique  lent  itself  for  development  into  an  initiation, 

a  “mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God,”  by  which  chosen  disciples  could  be  made  to 

believe  they  had  literally  “entered  the  kingdom.”  Hence  the  claim  to  have  experi¬ 
enced  such  an  ascent  appears  as  accreditation  of  the  apostolate  and  as  authority 

for  teaching,  both  in  Paul  and  in  his  Judaizing  and  Jewish  opponents.  And  how  else 

is  this  fact  to  be  explained?  What  authority  other  than  Jesus  was  both  early  enough 

and  important  enough  to  give  both  Paul  and  his  opponents  not  only  the  odd  notion 

that  they  could  ascend  to  the  heavens,  but  the  amazing  one  that  such  an  ascent 

was  necessary  to  make  them  apostles  of  Jesus? 

In  the  fifth  place,  Paul’s  interpretation  of  baptism  as  a  means  of  ascent  to  the 
heavens  (Col.  2.gfT;  above,  pp.  2i4ff)  has  to  be  explained.  Acts  9.18  reports  that 

Paul  found  baptism  an  established  practice  in  the  church  in  Damascus  about  fourteen 

years  before  his  correspondence  with  the  Corinthians  (II  Cor.  12.2) — that  is,  within 

half  a  dozen  years  of  Jesus’  death.  Presumably  his  teaching  concerning  baptism 
reflected  at  least  the  essentials  of  the  teaching  given  him  when  he  was  baptized. 

The  burden  of  proof  may  be  left  to  those  who  would  deny  this.  They  will  have  to 

show  whence,  if  not  from  Jesus,  came  the  Pauline  interpretation  of  baptism  as  a 

means  of  union  with  Jesus  and  of  ascent  to  the  heavens. 

Linally,  we  have  here  another  contact  with  shamanism.  Eliade  {Shamanism  33, 

64,  288,  etc.)  has  shown  that  the  traditional  scheme  of  a  shamanic  initiation  involves 

hallucinations  of  passion,  death,  and  resurrection  prior  to  the  ascent  to  the  heavens. 

One  of  the  most  striking  developments  of  Paul’s,  as  opposed  to  the  Baptist’s,  baptism 
was  the  notion  that  it  was  an  initiation  ceremony  in  which  the  candidate  died,  was 

buried,  and  rose  again  (above,  pp.  2i4ff).  Can  it  be  accidental  that  the  followers 

of  a  magician  credited  with  shamanic  ascent  to  the  heavens  came  to  see  in  their 

initiation  ceremony  the  essentials  of  a  shamanic  initiation?  It  can.  This  particular 

magician  had  been  caught  and  put  to  death,  his  followers  had  seen  visions  of  him 
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after  his  death,  and  these  historical  accidents  may  have  led  to  a  reinterpretation  of 

the  baptism  he  administered:  originally  a  rite  of  union  with  him  and  participation 

in  his  ascent  to  the  heavens,  it  later  came  to  include  also  participation  in  his  death, 

burial,  and  resurrection.  This,  at  least,  has  been  my  assumption  thus  far;  so  I  have 

treated  all  NT  references  to  Jesus’  death  and  resurrection  as  later  reflections  of 
those  alleged  events.  But  the  theme  of  deliverance  from  death,  couched  in  terms 

suggesting  a  resurrection,  was  familiar  in  the  Psalms  (e.g.,  30.4;  49.16;  86.13)  and 

in  the  Qpmran  Hodayot  (II. 32;  III. 10, 19;  V.6;  IX.4ff;  X.33f;  XVII. 13?)  as  an 

expression  of  deliverance  from  illness  or  danger,  and,  in  the  Hodayot ,  from  the  corrup¬ 

tion  natural  to  man.  It  is  possible,  therefore,  that  such  elements  may  have  figured 

in  Jesus’  magical  teaching  and  practice.  If  so,  they  would  have  prepared  for  the 

disciples’  resurrection  experiences.  In  any  event,  Paul’s  interpretation  of  baptism 
as  death,  resurrection,  and  ascension,  and  his  claim  (and  the  claims  of  his  Christian 

competitors)  to  have  ascended  into  the  heavens,  fit  together  as  pieces  of  a  recognizable 

pattern.  Therefore  it  seems  likely  that  their  common  source — the  teaching  and  prac¬ 

tice  of  Jesus — contained  at  least  the  most  important  element  of  the  pattern,  the 

ascent  to  the  heavens.  (The  possibility  of  a  connection  with  Shamanism  has  not 

been  disproved  by  Goldammer’s  defense  of  it  in  Shamanismus.) 

3.  RECORDS  OF  JESUS’  PRACTICE 

The  above  indirect  evidence  is  supported  by  some  direct  evidence  from  NT 

passages,  chief  of  which  is  the  story  of  the  transfiguration.  This  direct  evidence  is 

not  conclusive,  but  conclusive  evidence  about  a  secret  magical  practice  is  hardly  to 

be  expected.  What  we  have  are  several  puzzling  passages  which  can  all  be  explained 

by  this  one  hypothesis  more  satisfactorily  than  they  have  hitherto  been  by  diverse 

hypotheses. 

a.  The  transfiguration 

The  transfiguration  is  one  of  the  most  puzzling  stories  in  the  synoptics.  Scholars 

have  often  noticed  its  resemblance  to  four  other  stories:  the  baptism  (Feuillet, 

Perspectives) ,  the  scene  in  Gethsemane  (Kenny,  Transfiguration ;  Burkill,  Revelation 

241),  the  resurrection,  and  the  ascension  (see  above,  pp.  149,  165).  To  these  can 

now  be  added  the  initiation  story  from  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  This  complex  set  of 

relations  has  often  led  to  attempts  at  source  analysis  (recently  Muller,  Verklarung) , 

none  of  them  convincing.  In  this  group  of  related  stories,  the  Gethsemane  scene 

differs  sharply  from  the  rest  because  of  its  central  section,  the  agony,  and  its  historical 

conclusion,  the  arrest.  The  first  of  these  differences  confirms  the  supposition  that  the 

agony  is  a  homiletic  insert  filling  the  gap  produced  by  the  disciplina  arcani ,  which 

prohibited  a  report  of  the  initiation  Jesus  was  performing  that  night  (see  above, 

pp.  177  and  237).  The  historical  conclusion,  on  the  other  hand,  indicates  that  this 

type  of  story  had  some  basis  in  some  type  of  event  recurrent  in  Jesus’  life:  it  is  not 

pure  myth.  The  nature  of  the  event  is  indicated  by  the  agreements  ol  the  stories : 

a  preparatory  period  or  ceremony  (John’s  baptism  of  Jesus,  the  last  supper,  the  burial), 

a  small  group  of  participants  (in  the  first  baptism,  only  the  Baptist  and  Jesus?), 
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a  revelation  (except  in  the  Gethsemane  story,  where  the  police  arrive  instead).  In 

the  two  fullest  accounts — the  transfiguration  and  the  ascension — the  revelation 

involves  an  ascent,  a  vision  of  the  glorified  Messiah,  an  entering  into  a  cloud.  The 

first  of  the  stories  is  the  account  of  Jesus’  baptism,  and  the  story  in  the  longer  text  of 

Mk.  states  that  the  thing  revealed  was  “the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God,”  that 
is  (as  we  have  seen),  a  baptism,  leading  to  entrance  of  the  heavens.  Paul  supposed 

entering  into  a  cloud  to  be  a  form  of  baptism  (I  Cor.  10.2);  neither  Alio,  I  Cor., 

nor  Lietzmann,  Korinther,  could  gues  why. 

One  could  make  sense  of  this  data  by  supposing  that  Jesus,  when  baptized  by 

John,  had  some  sort  of  ecstatic  experience  in  which  he  saw  the  heavens  opened  and 

the  spirit  took  possession  of  him  (Mk.  1.10),  and  that  using  the  magical  discipline 

of  his  day  he  developed  his  spiritual  gift  into  a  technique  by  which  he  was  able  to 

ascend  to  the  heavens  and  also  to  give  others  the  same  experience  and  similar  spiritual 

powers.  Evidence  for  this  might  be  found  in  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews’.  “My 
mother,  the  holy  spirit,  seized  me  by  a  hair  of  my  head  and  carried  me  off  to  the 

great  mountain,  Tabor.”  Lk.  io.iyff:  “The  demons  are  subject  to  us  ...  I  saw  Satan 
falling  from  the  heaven  like  lightning.  Behold.  I  have  given  you  authority  .  .  .  over 

every  power  of  the  enemy  .  .  .  But  do  not  rejoice  in  this,  that  the  spirits  are  subject 

to  you;  rather  rejoice  that  your  names  are  written  in  the  heavens.”  Jn.  1.5 1 :  “You 
shall  see  the  heaven  opened  and  the  angels  of  God  ascending  and  descending  on  the 

Son  of  Man.”  It  was  seen  by  Burney,  Origin  1 1 5fT  that  the  Son  of  Man  is  here  the 
ladder  of  Gen.  28.12,  by  which  ascent  to  the  heavens  is  made  possible.  So  in  Bereshit 

Rabbah  68.12  the  angels  ascend  and  descend  on  Jacob,  the  mediator  (cf.  Aphraates, 

Demonstratio  IV.5,  quoted  in  the  preceding  section).  As  the  first  step  in  this  technique 

Jesus  continued  to  use  the  water  baptism  of  the  Baptist,  since  it  removed  sin  and  pre¬ 

sumably  also  impurity  (which  was  automatically  removed  by  immersion  in  sufficient 

running  water)  and  thus  made  the  initiate  fit  to  enter  the  heavens.  What  Jesus  added 

we  can  guess  from  Paul,  the  Hekalot ,  and  the  “Mithras  Liturgy.”  What  the  initiates 
experienced  can  be  guessed  also  from  the  partial,  remote,  and  deliberately  secretive 

reflections  in  our  group  of  stories.  These  experiences  which  Jesus’  disciples  had 
during  his  lifetime  probably  produced  and  shaped  their  visions  of  him  after  his 

death.  Thus  the  resurrection  and  ascension  stories  are  reflections  of  the  transfiguration 

experiences  which  were  produced  in  “the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God.”  (The 
ancient  world  saw  the  development  of  many  such  magical  rites  and  mysteries  which 

purported  to  make  the  initiate  ascend  into  the  heavens;  see  the  material  collected 

by  Lewy,  Oracles  I77ff.  Schrade,  Ikonographie  87,  saw  that  recollection  of  initiatory 

experience  might  lie  behind  the  story  of  the  transfiguration.) 

b.  Phil.  2.5-1 1 ;  I  Tim.  3.16;  Jn.  3 

These  three  NT  passages  imply  that  Jesus  had  ascended  into  the  heavens  before 

his  death.  All  three  of  them  may  be  plausibly  connected  with  baptism.  Let  us  con¬ 

sider  first  the  hymn  quoted  by  Paul  in  Phil.  2.6-1 1  (and  therefore  earlier  than  Paul’s 
letter)  :  <( Messiah  Jesus)»  ev  μορφή  deov  υπάρχων  ούχ  άρπαγμόν  ήγήσατο  το  είναι  Ίσα  θβω, 

άλλα  εαυτόν  ε’/ceV ωσεν  μορφήν  Βουλου  λαβών ,  ev  ομοιώμ ατι  ανθρώπων  γβνόμβνος,  καί  σχήματί 
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ευρεθείς  ώς  άνθρωπος,  εταπείνωσεν  εαυτόν  γενόμενος  υπήκοος  μόχρι  θανάτου,  θανάτου  δε 

σταυροΰ·  διό  καί  ό  θεός  αυτόν  ύπερυφωσεν  καί  εχαρίσατο  αύτώ  τό  όνομα  τό  υπέρ  παν  όνομα, 

tv α  εν  τω  όνόματι  Ίησοΰ  παν  γόνυ  κάμφρ  επουρανίων  καί  επίγειων  καί  καταχθονίων, 

καί  πάσα  γλώσσα  εξομολογήσηται  ότι  κύριος  Ίησοΰς  Χρίστος  είς  δόξαν  θεού  πατρός. 

The  credal  character  of  this  is  obvious  and  its  connection  with  baptism  not  unlikely. 

It  has  commonly  been  understood  (e.g.,  by  Kasemann,  Analyse',  Jervell,  Imago  2i2f, 
227ff)  by  reference  to  Col.  i,  Jn.  i,  Heb.  i,  etc.,  as  beginning  with  an  account  of 

the  incarnation.  But  this  neglects  the  fact  that  it  is  an  account  of  what  was  done 

by  Jesus,  not  by  “the  Son”  (Col.  and  Heb.)  or  “the  Logos”  (Jn.).  Nor  can  it  be 

said  that  “Jesus”  here  is  a  mere  slip  of  the  pen  by  Paul,  who  carelessly  attributed  to 
Jesus  a  hymn  celebrating  some  pre-existent  entity.  On  the  contrary,  as  is  obvious 

from  the  conclusion  (and  as  Kasemann  has  shown  at  great  length)  the  hymn  is  a 

celebration  of  Jesus.  Moreover,  Paul  expresses  similar  ideas  about  Jesus  in  II  Cor. 

8.9  :  δι’  υμάς  επτώχευσεν  πλούσιος  ών.  Of  course  Paul  believed  in  a  pre-existent  Messiah, 
but  that  is  not  in  question  here.  In  both  these  passages  Paul  is  proposing  an  example 

which  his  disciples  can  and  should  follow— the  example  of  their  fellow  man,  Jesus. 

Therefore,  we  must  ask:  when  was  Jesus  in  the  form  (μορφή)  of  God  and  either 

“as  God”  (Ίσα  θεω)  or  able  “to  grasp  at  equality  with  God,”  and  when  could  he 
have  voluntarily  relinquished  this  glory  and  taken  the  form  of  a  minister  (δούλος  = 

“DS?)  of  God — specifically,  of  a  man?18  The  answer  is:  after  his  ascent  to  the 
heavens.  After  the  Helios  initiation,  quoted  above  in  section  C,  the  initiate  is  described 

as  ίσοθεου  φυσεως  κυριευσ ας,  and  he  gives  thanks  with  the  words  συνεστάθην  σου  τή 

ιερά  μορφή,  εδυναμώθην  τω  ίερώ  σου  όνόματι  (PGM  IV.216— 221  ;  for  parallels  from 

rabbinic  literature  and  the  relation  to  Phil.  2.6ff  see  my  discussion  in  Image  478ff). 

Having  seen  Christian  baptism  as  a  magical  union  of  the  initiate  with  Jesus  and 

therefore  a  magical  participation  in  Jesus’  ascent,  we  can  now  see  the  force  of  Phil. 

2.5  as  an  argument  for  humility  and  good  behavior  (which  it  is  in  its  context,  cf. 

2.2ff;  2.i2ff).  Paul  here,  as  so  often,  is  arguing  against  a  libertine  interpretation 

of  the  Gospel.  When  he  says  τούτο  φρονείτε  εν  ύμΐν  ό  καί  εν  Χριστώ  Ίησου  he  concedes 

that  the  Philippians  have,  as  a  result  of  baptism,  been,  like  Jesus,  εν  μορφή  θεοΰ. 

But  they  should  not  attempt,  as  would  the  libertines,  τό  είναι  Ίσα  θεώ.  On  the  contrary 

they  should  now — like  Jesus — come  down  to  earth  and  make  themselves  serviceable 

and  obedient  to  their  fellow  Christians  (among  others,  to  Paul). 

Moreover,  in  this  instance  we  can  specify  the  apocalyptic  tradition  by  which  the 

magical  practice  was  interpreted :  it  is  that  of  Enoch.  Enoch  began  his  apocalyptic 

career  as  a  holy  man  who  was  taken  up  to  heaven  to  see  the  rewards  and  punishments 

reserved  for  the  righteous  and  wicked,  then  sent  back  to  earth  for  a  one-year  ministry 

18.  The  specification  was  necessary  because  the  angels  are  also  δοΰλοι  του  θεοΰ,  Apoc.  19.10.  On 

the  other  hand,  no  significance  whatever  can  be  attached  to  the  distinctions  of  meaning  to  be  found 

between  μορφή,  ομοίωμα,  and  σχήμα.  This  is  devotional  poetry,  not  philosophic  prose.  (And  even  for 

philosophic  prose,  see  the  observations  of  Wolfson  on  the  laxity  of  Philo’s  usage,  Philo  1. 102.)  In  the 

hymn  paraphrased  by  Paul  in  Philippians  the  choice  of  words  was  probably  determined  more  by 

metrical  considerations  than  by  those  of  content,  σχήμα  and  ομοίωμα  probably  represent  Aramaic 

terms  which  were  once  equated,  since  the  verse  in  which  they  stand  still  shows  its  original  parallelismus 

membrorum. 
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to  warn  men  of  the  judgment  (=  rule,  kingdom)  to  come:  I  Enoch  81.5).  In  71.11 

it  is  mentioned  that  he  was  transfigured  when  taken  on  high.  This  theme  is  developed 

in  II  Enoch,  where  his  transfiguration  makes  him  look  exactly  like  an  angel  (22.10 — - 

this  could  be  ίσα  θεω  or  ev  μορφή  θβοΰ,  since  angels  are  often  called  “gods”  in  Jewish 

tradition;  e.g.,  Image  477;  Kasemann’s  statement  that  ίσα  θβω  could  not  come  from 
Judaism  is  mistaken).  This  time,  when  Enoch  was  sent  down  on  his  saving  mission 

to  men  (eh.  36),  he  had  to  be  changed  back  to  a  form  men  could  bear  to  see  (eh.  37). 

II  Enoch  probably  dates  from  sometime  in  the  late  first  century  (Scholem,  Gnosticism 

17)  and  is  therefore  approximately  contemporary  with  the  Ascension  of  Isaiah  where, 

as  in  Phil.  2,  we  have  the  Enoch  story  adapted  to  Christianity.  In  the  Ascension  of 

Isaiah ,  the  prophet  is  transfigured  on  the  way  up  and  becomes  like  an  angel  (7.25; 

9.30).  Then  the  descent  of  the  Lord  is  foretold:  it  involves  a  whole  series  of  trans¬ 

formations,  first  to  the  likeness  of  the  angels  of  the  lower  heaven  and  eventually 

into  human  form  (eh.  10).  Finally  Isaiah  is  ordered  to  return  into  his  garment  of 

flesh  (=  σχήμα  άνθρωπον )  and  go  back  to  earth  (11.35).  He  is  to  be  a  martyr  for 

God  and  for  the  salvation  of  men  ( υπήκοος  μέχρι  θανάτου).  Last  of  all  comes  III 

Enoch  (closely  connected  with  the  Hekalot  literature  and  its  doctrine  of  magical 

ascent).  Here  Enoch  is  transformed  into  the  angel  Metatron  and  is  given  the  name 

“Yahweh”  (eh.  12,  cf.  15),  as  is  Jesus  in  Phil.  2.9-1 1  (“Yahweh”  =  κύριος);  and 
all  the  powers  of  heaven  fall  prostrate  before  him  (eh.  14),  as  they  do  before  Jesus 

in  Philippians.  These  parallels  suffice  to  show  from  what  tradition  the  hymn  in 

Philippians  has  come.  The  parallels  from  the  Hermetica  to  which  Jervell,  Imago 

228IT,  appeals  are  less  similar  in  content  and  more  remote  from  Palestinian  tradition. 

Here  again  the  closest  and  earliest  parallels  to  Paul’s  ideas  about  Jesus  are  to  be 
found  in  Palestinian  material.  Such  parallels  establish  a  strong  presumption  that 

Paul  got  these  ideas  from  Jesus’  Palestinian  followers,  who  got  them  from  Jesus 
himself. 

These  parallels  also  make  it  probable  that  the  similar  hymn  in  I  Tim.  3.16,  ος 

έφανερώθη  iv  σαρκί,  έδικαιώθη  ev  πνβυματι,  ωφθη  άγγέλοις,  έκηρυχθη  ev  έθνεσιν ,  e 

ev  κόσμω,  aveX ήμφθη  ev  δόξτ),  reflects  the  same  tradition:  the  gift  of  the  spirit  is 

immediately  followed  by  the  first  ascension,  then  comes  the  ministry  on  earth,  and 

finally  the  second  ascension  in  glory.  This  hymn  shows  the  “adoptionist  Christology” 

(deriving  from  the  historical  tradition  that  Jesus’  messianic  delusion  began  with  his 

baptism)  combined  with  the  “pre-existent  Christology”  which  eventually  won  out. 
The  two  theories  can  be  reconciled  in  any  number  of  ways;  their  combination  may 

go  back  to  Jesus  himself:  he  would  not  have  been  the  only  man  in  antiquity  to 

think  himself  the  son  or  incarnation  of  a  supernatural  power  (Wetter,  Sohn  eh.  1). 

This  interpretation  of  Phil.  2.6-11  and  I  Tim.  3.16  is  strengthened  by  the  fact 

that  the  same  outline  of  Jesus’  career  appears  more  explicitly  in  Jn.  3  where 
the  connection  with  baptism  is  indubitable.  After  having  declared  that  to  enter  the 

kingdom  of  God  one  must  be  reborn  of  water  and  of  the  spirit  (verses  3ff — for  the 

rebirth  imagery  see  CH  XIII  and  Festugiere’s  notes  ad  loc.),  Jesus  goes  on  to  describe 
the  magical  powers  of  one  who  possesses  the  spirit:  Like  the  spirit  itself  he  can  go 

about  invisible;  his  motions  cannot  be  traced.  (So  PGM  I.222fT;  247flf;  etc.;  the 
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superstition  goes  back  to  Plato’s  ring  of  Gyges,  Republic  359k  John  probably  meant 
this  both  symbolically  and  literally;  his  Jesus  could  walk  on  water,  6.19,  and  through 

crowds  of  men  who  wished  to  seize  him,  7.44,  8.59,  10.39;  and  through  locked  doors, 

20.19.)  Nicodemus’  request  for  an  explanation  suggests  disbelief  (verse  9).  Jesus 
replies  (ioff)  that  all  this  is  well  known  in  Jewish  tradition  (where  magical  practices 

were  long  established)  and  that  he  is  speaking  from  personal  experience  (ο  εωράκαμεν 

μαρτυροΰμεν) .  He  then  goes  on,  el  τα  επίγεια  είπον  ύμΐν  καί  ού  πιστεύετε,  πώς  εάν  είπω 

υμΐν  τα  επουράνια  πιστευσετε ;  καί  ονόείς  άνα βεβηκεν  εις  τον  ουρανόν  εΐ  μη  6  εκ  τον  ονρανοΰ 

καταβάς ,  ό  υιός  του  ανθρώπου.  Then  comes  a  reference  to  the  Son’s  future  crucifixion 

and  an  account  of  his  role  as  a  means  of  salvation.  This  lecture  on  baptism  is  fol¬ 

lowed  by  the  report  that  Jesus  went  forth  and  baptized  (verse  22),  which  leads  to  the 

Baptist’s  “testimony”  to  Jesus  (27ff):  Jesus  is  the  bridegroom  who  has  the  bride  (sc. 

the  spirit,  Wetter,  Sohn  54);  he  comes  from  “above,”  that  is,  from  God  (=  “the 

heaven”),  and  is  therefore  above  all  and  ο  εώρακεν  καί  ηκουσεν ,  τούτο  μαρτυρεί  (verse 

32)· 
Here  Barrett  (on  verse  13)  takes  καί  ούδείς  άνα  βεβηκεν,  κ.τ.λ.,  as  a  comment  made 

by  the  Church,  while  Bultmann  ( Johannes  108)  sees  it  in  a  prophecy  of  the  resurrection 

and  ascension — one  of  the  “heavenly  things”  Nicodemus  could  not  believe.  But  the 

plain  sense  of  the  passage  is:  “You  do  not  believe  what  I  tell  you  of  earthly  things 
<(like  the  miraculous  powers  of  the  baptized),  how  will  you  believe  if  I  tell  you  of 

heavenly  things  {the  ascent  into  the  kingdom)?  Yet  {I  am  the  only  one  qualified 

to  declare  such  things,  for)  no  one  has  ascended  into  the  heaven  except  he  who  {first) 

came  down  from  heaven,  the  Son  of  Man  {that  is,  I).”  So,  again,  verse  32.  Here 

we  have,  as  in  I  Tim.  3.16,  the  combination  of  “adoptionist”  and  “pre-existent” 

Christologies.  For  John,  Jesus  is  the  incarnation  of  the  pre-existent  logos.  But  this 

does  not  prevent  John  from  preserving  and  reworking  material  which  has  come  to 

him  from  an  earlier  and  more  historical  tradition,  and  to  such  material  we  owe 

this  recollection  that  Jesus  in  his  lifetime  claimed  to  have  gone  up  to  heaven  and 

to  speak  of  it  from  firsthand  knowledge.  (Contrast  Sidebottom’s  contorted  attempt 
to  explain  away  the  reference  of  the  ascent.)  Parallels  to  Jn.  3.3  in  the  Clementine 

Homilies  XI. 26. 2  and  Macarius  (. JVeue  Homilien  XVI. 3,  p.  83)  show  such  agreements 

against  Jn.  that  Quispel  ( Syrian  Thomas  230Q  argues  that  this  material  was  handed 

down  independently  by  a  Jewish-Christian  Gospel  tradition  akin  to  that  of  the 

Gospel  of  Thomas.  One  of  the  most  important  characteristics  of  this  tradition,  in  Quis- 

pel’s  opinion,  was  the  belief  “that  eschatology  has  been  realized  here  and  now 

and  that  this  has  implications  for  marriage  and  possessions”  (p.  235).  The  possible 
relevance  of  this  will  become  apparent  later,  when  we  speak  of  the  libertine  side  of 

early  Christianity. 

Other  references  to  the  tradition  of  Jesus’  ascent  are  probably  to  be  found  in  Jn. 

6.38,42,58,62,  since  it  is  this  tradition — that  Jesus  had  been  taken  up  into  heaven, 

transformed  into  a  supernatural  being,  and  sent  back  into  the  world  as  the  messenger 

of  the  Father — which  explains  why  the  Jews  both  do  and  do  not  know  whence  he 

comes:  they  know  his  earthly  origin  but  not  his  heavenly  mission.  The  same  tradition, 

again,  lies  behind  10.36,  where  Jesus  speaks  of  himself  as  one  “whom  the  Father 
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hallowed  and  sent  into  the  world.”  This  description  fits  a  figure  like  Enoch,  who  was 
first  a  man,  then  was  taken  up  into  heaven,  hallowed,  and  sent  back  to  earth.  It 

does  not  fit  the  Logos,  which  from  the  beginning  “was  God”  (i.i)  and  therefore 
could  never  have  been  hallowed.  The  commentators,  from  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria 

down  to  Bultmann  and  Barrett,  who  try  to  avoid  the  difficulty  by  equating  sanctifica¬ 

tion  with  commission,  probably  understand  the  verse  as  the  author  intended  it  to 

be  understood.  But  the  Johannine  context  imposes  on  the  words  a  meaning  which 

they  ordinarily  would  not  carry. 

Finally,  in  Hebrews  the  secret  doctrine  to  which  the  believers  should  go  on  (leaving 

behind  the  elementary,  exoteric  teaching — 6. iff)  is  that  of  Jesus’  ascent  to  the 
heavens  (9.1  iff),  which  enables  the  baptized  to  follow  him  thither  (io.igff).  Here, 

as  in  Paul,  the  doctrine  has  been  reinterpreted  in  the  light  of  the  passion — Jesus  has 

been  made  the  high  priest  bearing  the  sacrifice  of  his  own  blood  into  the  heavenly 

adyton;  but  this  reinterpretation  may  disguise  a  teaching  rooted  in  Jesus’  magical 

practice. 

E.  The  rite  liberated  its  recipients  from  the  Mosaic  law 

We  turn  now  to  the  fifth  of  the  traits  of  Pauline  baptism  which  were  listed  as 

probably  derived  from  Jesus.  This  is  the  fact  that  it  results  in  liberty  from  the  Mosaic 

Law.  Paul  expresses  this  as  a  consequence  of  the  death  of  Jesus:  By  his  death  Jesus 

satisfied  the  demands  of  the  Law,  so  that  it  had  no  further  claim  on  him;  the  baptized, 

being  united  with  him,  are  also  beyond  its  claims  (e.g.,  Rom.  7.4).  There  has  been 

much  speculation  as  to  how  Paul — reportedly  a  Pharisee — came  to  hold  such  a 

theory,  so  alien  to  his  training  and  his  moralizing  temperament  and  therefore 

probably  not  his  own  invention.  Perhaps  the  most  brilliant  presentation  of  the  prob¬ 

lem  remains  that  by  Machen,  Origin ,  who  argues  that  Paul  got  the  main  ideas  by 

tradition  from  Jesus.  Here  we  shall  begin  by  distinguishing  between  Paul’s  explana¬ 
tion  of  why  baptism  results  in  liberty  from  the  Law,  and  the  mere  teaching  that 

it  does  so.  Paul’s  explanation  presupposes  Jesus’  death  and  therefore  can  hardly 
go  back  to  Jesus  himself.  But  the  mere  teaching  makes  no  presupposition.  Therefore 

it  might  be  supposed  to  have  come  from  Jesus  if  there  were  good  evidence  of  his 

belief  that  he  and  his  disciples  had  been  freed  from  the  requirements  of  the  Law. 

We  should  then  suppose  that  his  freedom  began  with  his  identification  with  “the 

Son”  as  a  result  of  his  possession  by  the  spirit  at  his  baptism,  and  that  the  freedom 
of  his  disciples  resulted  from  their  identification  with  him  through  their  possession 

by  his  spirit,  in  the  baptism  which  he  administered  (cf.  II  Kgs.  2.gff,  where  Elisha 

gets  a  double  portion  of  Elijah’s  spirit  as  a  result  of  seeing  him  taken  up  to  heaven 
in  a  chariot  of  fire  and/or  a  whirlwind).  It  would  be  plausible  also  to  connect  both 

Jesus’  and  his  disciples’  possession  by  the  spirit  and  consequent  freedom  from  the 
Law  with  their  entrance  of  the  kingdom,  conceived  as  a  passage  from  this  world 

or  age  (subject  to  the  Law)  to  the  coming  world  or  age  (of  liberty).  A  century  later 

Rabbi  Elisha  ben  Abuyah  was  believed  to  have  learned  how  to  enter  the  paradise 
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in  the  heavens,  and  this  was  thought  the  cause  of  his  throwing  over  the  Law  and 

becoming  a  libertine  (B.  Hagigah  I4bff  and  parallels.  Like  Jesus,  even  after  he  had 

become  a  libertine  he  continued  to  be  consulted  as  an  authority  on  legal  questions, 

ibid.,  I5a-b). 

The  evidence  on  Jesus’  attitude  toward  law  is  complex.  Here  all  that  can  be  done 

is  to  indicate  the  major  elements.  (See  further  Jesus’  Attitude.) 
First,  the  law  of  the  state:  Jesus  was  condemned  and  executed  for  criminal  sedition; 

he  was  arrested  at  a  nocturnal  meeting  (to  which  at  least  one  of  his  followers  had 

come  armed,  Mk.  14.47  and  parallels,  cf.  Lk.  22.38).  Sometime  before  his  arrest  he 

had  created  a  disturbance  in  the  Temple  markets  (Mk.  1 1 . 1 5f  and  parallels),  and 

he  was  accused  of  plotting  to  destroy  the  Temple  (Mk.  14.58  and  parallel;  Jn.  2.19). 

As  to  his  teaching  about  taxes,  we  have  contrary  reports:  Mk.  12.17  and  parallels 

(render  unto  Caesar);  Mt.  I7.26f  (his  followers  are  free  but  may  pay  if  they  wish, 

from  policy).  The  charge  that  he  forbade  payment  of  taxes  appears  in  one  report 

of  his  trial,  Lk.  23.2. 

Second,  the  Mosaic  Law:  The  evidence  is  again  contradictory.  First  there  are  a 

series  of  sayings  implying  that  the  Mosaic  Law  is  still  in  force.  These  are  notoriously 

conspicuous  in  Mt.  (5.17,20;  23.2;  etc.)  but  they  occur  also  in  Q  and  Mk. — Mt. 

5. 18  II  Lk.  16. 1 7 — it  is  easier  for  heaven  and  earth  to  pass  away  than  for  one  iota  to  fall 

from  the  Law.  Mt.  23.23  ||  Lk.  11.42:  one  should  do  justice  and  love  mercy  and  also 

tithe.  Mk.  10.19:  obedience  to  the  ten  commandments  is  the  way  of  life;  cf.  Mk. 
12.34. 

The  same  implication — that  the  Mosaic  Law  is  still  in  force — is  to  be  seen  in  a 

series  of  stories  and  sayings  in  which  Jesus  interprets  one  or  another  commandment 

either  more  or  less  strictly  than  do  his  contemporaries;  for  example,  the  stories  of 

preparing  food  and  healing  on  the  Sabbath,  Mk.  2.23ff;  3. iff;  Lk.  i3.ioff;  14. iff; 

Jn.  5. iff;  9.  iff.  In  most  of  these  Jesus  defends  his  action  by  arguments  from  the  OT 

or  from  precedents  in  Jewish  tradition.  These  arguments  presuppose  the  validity 

of  the  Mosaic  Law  which  they  interpret;  thus  Mk.  2.25ff;  Mt.  12.5,11;  Lk.  i3.ioff; 

Jn-  7.22.  The  same  validity  is  presupposed  by  most  of  the  material  in  Mt.  5  and  23 

and  parallels.  This  large  and  clear  body  of  evidence  determines  the  interpretation 

of  what  otherwise  might  be  dubious  cases,  where  Jesus’  exegesis  is  so  drastic  as  to 

practically  annul  a  provision  of  the  Mosaic  Law;  e.g.,  Mk.  10. iff;  Mt.  5.38;  “Jn.” 
8. iff.  These  are  to  be  understood  as  corrections  of  detail  ( tikkunim )  which  do  not 

call  into  question  the  validity  of  the  general  system.  (All  this  is  familiar  and  is 

documented  in  Strack-Billerbeck  and  Bonsirven,  Textes.) 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  an  important  series  of  sayings  in  which  the  coming 

of  the  kingdom  in  Jesus  and  his  disciples  is  represented  as  the  beginning  of  a  new 

age,  sharply  distinguished  from  the  old  age  of  the  Law.  “The  Law  and  the  prophets 

were  until  John,  from  then  on  the  kingdom  of  God  is  proclaimed”  and  is  available 
to  those  who  will  use  violence  (Mt.  1 1 . 1 2f  ||  Lk.  16.16).  Consequently,  the  least 

in  the  kingdom  is  greater  than  Jn.  (Mt.  11.11  ||  Lk.  7.28).  The  new  kingdom  is 

the  new  garment  which  is  not  to  be  cut  to  patch  up  the  antiquated  fabric  of  Judaism 

(Lk.  5.36) ;  it  is  the  new  wine  not  to  be  put  in  the  old  bottles  (Mk.  2.22).  Therefore 
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the  Son  of  Man  is  lord  of  the  Sabbath  (Mk.  2.28)  and  has  authority  on  earth  to 

forgive  sins  (Mk.  2.  iff  and  parallels;  Lk.  7 .47ff ) ;  and  his  companions,  as  he  celebrates 

his  marriage  with  the  spirit,  may  not  fast  (Mk.  2.19).  As  opposed  to  the  Baptist, 

who  represented  the  Law  and  therefore  came  “in  the  way  of  righteousness” — that 
is,  asceticism  (Mt.  11.18;  21.32),  he  comes  eating  and  drinking  and  is  called  a 

gluttonous  man  and  a  winebibber,  a  friend  of  publicans  and  sinners  (Mt.  1 1.19  ||  Lk. 

7.34),  in  whose  homes  he  is  a  frequent  guest  (Mk.  2.15  and  parallels;  Lk.  15. if; 

1 9. iff).  His  yoke,  by  contrast  to  that  of  the  law,  is  light  (Mt.  ii.28ff;  Acts  15.10). 

As  John  said,  the  Law  came  by  Moses,  grace  by  Jesus  (1.17).  With  the  coming  of 

grace  came  a  new  commandment,  to  love  one  another  (Jn.  13.34;  15.12;  Mt.  5.4417). 

Accordingly,  worship  at  Gerizim  and  Jerusalem  was  to  be  replaced  by  worship 

in  spirit  and  in  truth  (Jn.  4. 2  iff).  For  the  Son  had  now  revealed  to  his  chosen  the 

hitherto  unknown  Father  (Mt.  11.27  II  Lk.  10.22  ||  Jn.  1. 18),  and  it  was  at  last  possible 

to  assure  the  initiate,  “You  shall  know  the  truth,  and  the  truth  will  make  you  free” 

(Jn.  8.32).  “Free”  from  what?  The  saying  is  directed  “to  the  Jews”  (8.31),  so  the 

implication  is,  “free  from  the  Law.” 

Between  these  opposing  bodies  of  material  there  is  a  large  no-man’s-land  of  sayings 

which  can  be  interpreted  one  way  or  the  other— either  as  expressions  of  a  liberal 

legal  position,  or  as  manifestations  of  the  freedom  of  the  new  age.  The  neglect  of 

washing  before  meals  is  a  recurrent  example  (Mk.  7.5  and  parallel;  Lk.  11.38).  But 

in  spite  of  this  (and  of  other  complicating  factors)  the  difference  of  the  two  main 

bodies  of  tradition  is  clear.  It  is  also  clear  that  both  are  so  widely  represented  in  the 

preserved  documents  that  neither  can  safely  be  dismissed  as  secondary.  No  doubt 

it  was  true  (as  I  argued  in  Elements)  that  the  rapprochement  between  the  Jerusalem 

church  and  Pharisaism  in  the  forties  and  thereafter  contributed  not  a  little  to  the 

reformation  of  Jesus.  And  the  legal  arguments  to  justify  the  sabbath  healings  are 

separable  and  perhaps  secondary.  But  the  bulk  of  the  legalistic  material,  and  the 

consistency  with  which  it  appears  in  all  the  sources,  rule  out  any  attempt  to  eliminate 

it  from  the  primary  evidence.  On  the  other  hand,  the  sayings  on  the  presence  of 

the  kingdom  are  now  generally  recognized  as  reflections  of  the  most  peculiar  and 

original  element  in  Jesus’  teaching. 
What  is  needed,  therefore,  is  some  explanation  of  the  coexistence  of  these  two 

bodies  of  material.  And  from  what  we  have  seen  above,  the  explanation  can  be 

supplied.  The  legalistic  material  represents  Jesus’  exoteric  teaching.  For  “those 

without”  (Mk.  4.1 1)  the  law  was  still  binding,  and  for  them  Jesus  interpreted  it  as 
did  the  lawyers  of  his  time,  holding  with  more  lenient  opinions  in  some  instances, 

with  stricter  ones  in  others.  (Such  variation  appears  in  the  opinions  of  every  ancient 

rabbi.)19  His  secret  teaching  was  only  for  those  to  whom  the  mystery  of  the  kingdom 

19.  How  it  came  about  that  Jesus  was  consulted  as  a  legal  authority  (e.g.,  Mk.  10.2;  Lk.  12.13)  we 

do  not  know.  It  is  not  impossible  that  he  had  some  legal  training.  As  the  Hekalot  tracts,  the  stories  of 

Yohanan  ben  Zakkai  (on  which  Neusner,  Life  97,  etc.),  and  the  magical  material  newly  discovered  by 

Margalioth  demonstrate,  the  halakic  tradition,  even  in  rabbinic  Judaism,  has  close  connections  with 

the  study  of  magic,  including  the  practice  of  ascents  to  the  heavens.  That  these  could  be  combined  with 

libertinism,  too,  and  that  the  successful  magician  and  notorious  libertine  could  remain  a  great  legal 

authority,  is  shown  in  the  case  of  Rabbi  Elisha  ben  Abuyah.  On  the  other  hand,  anyone  in  first-century 
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had  been  given  (ibid.).  He  had  no  intention  of  giving  that  which  was  holy  to  the 

dogs,  or  of  casting  his  pearls  before  swine  (Mt.  7.6).  The  contradictions  of  the  present 

Gospels  may  result  from  seepage  of  secret  material  into  originally  exoteric  texts. 

Of  this  we  should  now  have  a  further  example  in  the  additions  of  the  longer  text  to 

Mk.  More  evidence  might  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  material  suggesting  the  presence 

of  the  kingdom,  as  a  radically  new  regime  exempt  from  the  laws  of  the  former  age, 

is  more  prominent  in  Q,  and  L  than  in  Mk. — it  was  added  to  Mk.  by  Matthew  and 

Luke.  Later  additions  may  be  found  in  Jn.  8.  iff  and  in  the  western  text  (D)  at  the 

end  of  Lk.  6.4:  “On  the  same  day,  seeing  a  man  working  on  the  sabbath,  he  said 

to  him,  ‘  Man,  if  you  know  what  you  are  doing,  you  are  blessed,  but  if  you  do  not 

know,  you  are  accursed  and  a  transgressor  of  the  Law.’” 
More  of  the  esoteric  teaching  is  found  in  the  epistles  of  Paul,  the  oldest  Christian 

documents  and  those  most  surely  written  for  reading  within  the  closed  circles  of  the 

churches.  Within  those  circles  there  were  still  distinctions  in  degree  of  initiation 

(I  Cor.  3. iff) — esoterism  is  rarely  content  with  a  simple  inside-outside  contrast,  but 

loves  to  elaborate  secrets  within  secrets  to  the  thirty-third  degree.  Nevertheless, 

Paul  enables  us  to  glimpse  the  true  beliefs  of  the  congregations  to  which  he  writes, 

and  he  is  to  be  preferred,  as  a  source  for  early  Christian  thought,  to  the  later,  com¬ 

paratively  exoteric  Gospels. 

XI.  Consequences  of  Jesus’  baptismal  practice 

Through  the  preceding  studies  of  the  relations  of  Jesus’  work  to  that  of  the  Baptist 

and  of  Paul,  we  have  arrived  at  a  definition  of  “the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God” : 
It  was  a  baptism  administered  by  Jesus  to  chosen  disciples,  singly,  and  by  night. 

In  this  baptism  the  disciple  was  united  with  Jesus.  The  union  may  have  been  physical 

(see  above,  commentary  on  III.  13  and  pp.  185!— there  is  no  telling  how  far  sym¬ 

bolism  went  in  Jesus’  rite),  but  the  essential  thing  was  that  the  disciple  was  possessed 

by  Jesus’  spirit.  One  with  Jesus,  he  participated  in  Jesus’  ascent  into  the  heavens; 
he  entered  the  kingdom  of  God  and  was  thereby  set  free  from  the  laws  ordained  for 
and  in  the  lower  world. 

This  understanding  of  the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  enables  us  to  understand  in 

the  history  of  the  early  Church  a  number  of  problems  which  hitherto  have  gone 

either  without  solution  or  without  recognition.  The  failure  to  recognize  and  the 

inability  to  solve  them  have  in  part  been  due  to  the  influence  of  Acts,  a  partizan 

document  often  shown  to  be  incomplete  (it  neither  reports  the  foundations  of  the 

churches  of  Rome  and  Alexandria  nor  the  survival  of  Christianity  in  Galilee, 

Palestine  who  had  messianic  pretensions  would  have  had  to  give  decisions  on  legal  questions.  In 

Jesus’  Attitude  I  discuss  the  whole  problem  further  and  propose  (p.  244)  a  threefold  division  of  Jesus’ 
hearers:  ordinary  Jews,  for  whom  the  Mosaic  Law  is  still  binding,  those  who  would  be  perfect,  who  are 

still  subject  to  the  Law  but  with  additional  requirements  and  also  with  special  exemptions,  and  those 

who  have  been  admitted  to  the  kingdom,  who  are  free  from  the  Law. 
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cf.  Lohmeyer,  Galilaa;  etc.),  confused  (5.19  is  a  doublet  of  i2.7ff;  Peter’s  miracles 

are  doublets  of  Jesus’ ;  the  chronology  of  Paul’s  career  is  hardly  to  be  reconciled 
with  Gal.  1  and  2),  and  misrepresentative  (it  minimizes  doctrinal  differences  in 

order  to  present  a  single,  original,  united  Christian  Church,  of  which  Paul  was  the 

fully  approved  representative — cf.  Weiss,  Christianity  260;  Brandon,  Fall  2o8ff;  on 

the  Hellenists,  Cullmann,  Significance ;  Simon,  Stephen ,  vs.  Haenchen,  Apostelgeschichte, 

on  6.1).  But  the  blame  cannot  be  laid  entirely  on  Acts.  Bauer,  Rechtglaubigkeit ,  has 

shown  that  the  NT  as  a  whole  is  a  partizan  collection,  made  to  present  and  support 

the  views  of  that  party  which  became  predominant  within  the  Church  in  the  late 

second  century  and  finally  triumphed  in  the  third.  Accordingly,  the  picture  of  early 

Christianity  given  by  the  JVT  has  constantly  to  be  supplemented  by  pictures  of  the  parties  it 

opposes ,  and  has  frequently  to  be  explained  by  reference  to  factors  it  attempts  to  conceal.  One 

of  these  concealed  factors  is  Jesus’  practice  of  baptism  as  “the  mystery  of  the  king¬ 

dom.”  Therefore  a  number  of  consequences  of  this  practice  appear  in  the  history 

of  early  Christianity  as  unexplained  phenomena  or  are  “explained”  by  stories  of 
miracles.  These  can  now  be  explained  historically  by  recognition  of  their  source  in 

Jesus’  practice. 

A.  The  coming  of  the  spirit 

Most  critical  scholarship  has  uncritically  taken  for  granted  that  “the  spirit” — that 

is,  the  schizophrenic  behavior — just  “came,”  and  has  not  tried  to  explain  its  coming. 

Acts  “explained”  it  as  a  miracle  (Pentecost).  But  the  coming  of  the  spirit  presupposes 
a  group  with  peculiar  preparation.  The  holy  spirit  did  not  descend  on  the  disciples 

of  Rabbi  Akiba  after  he  was  executed  for  treason ;  at  most  they  heard  a  heavenly 

voice  (B.  Berakot  61b).  But  Jesus’  disciples  had  been  prepared  for  the  phenomena 
of  group  possession  by  their  experience  of  individual  possession  in  his  baptism.  It 

must  be  remembered  that  he  had  a  peculiar  attraction  for  and  power  over  schizo¬ 

phrenics.  Hence  his  exorcisms  and  his  following  of  “women  who  had  been  cured  of 

evil  spirits,”  Lk.  8.2.  The  stories  of  his  disciples’  sudden,  total  abandonment  of  their 

ordinary  lives,  to  follow  him— Mk.  i.i6ff;  2.14;  Jn.  1.43;  cf.  Lk.  9-59ff — probably 

reflect  the  same  power  and  explain  not  only  the  disciples’  suitability  for  possession 
in  baptism,  but  also  their  visions  of  the  resurrected  Lord.  These  same  psychological 

characteristics  were  perpetuated  in  the  Pauline  churches  (above,  p.  215). 

This  explains  also  why  the  spirit  is  identified  with  Jesus,  as  it  is  in  Paul  (I  Cor. 

6.18;  15.45;  II  Cor.  3. 1 7f) .  Jesus  had  originally  been  the  source  of  it.  When  the 

type  of  personality  disturbance  originally  connected  with  him  recurred  as  a  group 

phenomenon  in  the  circle  of  those  who  had  depended  on  him  for  it,  he  was  of  course 

supposed  to  be  the  cause.  This,  however,  was  a  historical  inference,  and  as  time  went 

on  and  personal  memories  of  Jesus  faded,  the  spirit  became  an  independent  personality 

and  pushed  Jesus  aside.  This  can  be  seen  happening  already  in  Paul.  For,  unlike 

Jesus,  the  spirit  was  alive  and  present:  it  spoke  to  the  churches  (Apoc.  2.7,11,17, 

etc.),  did  miracles,  and  was  the  source  of  knowledge  and  wisdom  (I  Cor.  I2.8ff) 
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and  the  guide  of  private  life  (Gal.  5.18,22,  etc.).  Therefore,  as  the  churches  grew, 

the  importance  of  the  present,  active  spirit  grew  with  them,  while  its  connection 

with  Jesus  receded  into  the  background — a  memory  for  the  few  he  had  initiated,  a 

dogma  for  the  many  new  converts. 

Accordingly,  for  Acts  the  spirit  is  something  Jesus  gives  after  his  death,  resurrection, 

and  ascension.  The  prophecy  of  Jesus’  baptizing  by  the  spirit,  which  Mk.  1.8  put 
into  the  mouth  of  the  Baptist,  is  made  by  Acts  to  refer  to  the  beginning  of  the  group 

experience  after  Jesus’  death:  1.5;  11.16.  (Another  factor  in  the  account  given  by 

Acts  is  secrecy.  Luke’s  silence  about  the  baptismal  teaching  of  Jesus,  like  his  silence 

about  Paul’s  theology,  can  hardly  be  explained  save  as  deliberate  reticence.  For 
further  evidence  on  this  point,  see  Reason .) 

Development  has  gone  even  further  in  the  latest  stratum  of  Jn.,  which  insists 

that  the  spirit  was  not  given  until  after  Jesus’  death  and  ascension  (7.39;  cf.  14.17, 
26;  15.26;  16.7,13;  20.22).  The  insistence  looks  like  polemic  and  is  perhaps  to  be 

explained  along  the  line  suggested  by  Kragerud  [Lieb lings j Unger)  and  Kasemann 

( Ketzer ) :  John  is  appealing  to  the  newly  given  spirit  for  authorization,  against 

opponents  who  had  better  claims  than  he  to  human  traditions  about  Jesus.  New 

problems  required  a  new  authority,  so  the  development  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Third 

Person  of  the  Trinity  was  under  way,  though  its  progress  was  soon  to  be  slowed. 

As  the  original  enthusiasm  of  the  Christian  communities  wore  off,  the  temporary 

attacks  of  schizophrenia  which  had  been  the  most  conspicuous  gift  of  the  spirit 

became  rarer.  Also,  their  practical  importance  presumably  declined  as  the  frequent 

foolishness  of  the  promptings  they  produced  became  evident,  as  the  churches  developed 

fixed  routines  for  worship  and  daily  life,  and  as  control  of  the  churches  fell  more 

and  more  into  the  hands  of  professional  administrators  who  are  not,  as  a  class,  much 

given  to  ecstasy  and  have  often  viewed  ecstatics  with  hostility  as  possible  competitors 

for  authority.  From  the  mid-second  century  on,  therefore,  the  active  guidance  of 

the  spirit  is  characteristic  of  groups  soon  thereafter  to  be  declared  “heretical.” 

B.  The  adoption  and  development  of  baptism  by  the  early  churches 

A  second  problem  explained  by  Jesus’  practice  of  baptism  is  that  posed  by  the 

fact  that  Jesus’  followers  practiced  a  baptism  of  the  Baptist’s  type,  yet  claimed  that 
it  would  not  only  remit  sins,  but  also  give  the  spirit.  If  Jesus  never  baptized  (and, 

even  more,  if  he  deliberately  stopped  baptizing)  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  explain 

why  his  followers  took  up  the  practice  (above,  pages  2ogf).  And  even  if  we  neglect 

this  difficulty  and  suppose  they  did  take  over  the  practice  from  the  Baptist’s  followers, 

where  did  they  get  the  notion  that  baptism  gave  the  spirit,  which  the  Baptist’s 

baptism  did  not  (Acts  19.1-6)?  The  most  probable  explanation  is  that  the  first 

element  of  Jesus’  baptismal  rite  had  been  an  immersion  like  the  Baptist’s  for  remission 

of  sins  and  also  for  the  purity  necessary  to  approach  the  heavenly  kingdom.  (Until 

baptism  the  candidate  was  still  of  this  world  and  therefore  bound  to  obey  the  Law.) 

What  Jesus  had  done  beyond  the  Baptist’s  immersion  was  something  dependent 
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on  his  peculiar  powers  of  suggestion.  But  even  if  some  of  the  early  disciples  succeeded 

in  repeating  Jesus’  rite  of  possession  and  ascension,  their  initiations  of  a  few  individuals, 
one  by  one,  were  soon  overshadowed  by  the  phenomena  of  group  possession  in  the 

meetings  of  the  churches.  The  spirit  now  united  the  believer  to  the  life  of  the  Church, 

not  to  the  person  of  Jesus,  and  the  entrance  to  the  kingdom  in  the  heavens  was 

replaced  by  the  entrance  of  the  Church,  the  kingdom  present  in  this  world  (above, 

pp.  202f).  Consequently,  the  developments  which  Jesus  had  added  to  the  Baptist’s 

baptism  fell  into  disuse  or  were  preserved  as  “great  mysteries”  for  more  advanced 

candidates.  But  the  Baptist’s  baptism  was  preserved  as  the  necessary  ceremony  for 
entrance  to  the  Church.  Since  the  Church  was  the  kingdom  of  God  on  earth,  entrance 

required  that  the  initiate  be  pure  and  sinless.  Since  the  Church  was  also  the  body 

inhabited  by  Jesus’  spirit  (I  Cor.  I2.i2f),  ceremonial  entrance  of  the  Church  came 
to  be  credited  with  effecting  possession  of  the  spirit.  This  interpretation  we  find 

already  in  Paul,  but  Acts  reflects  the  tradition  that  although  Christian  baptism  is 

normally  followed  by  the  gift  of  the  spirit  (2.38;  19.5^,  nevertheless  it  need  not  be 

so.  The  coming  of  the  spirit  may  be  delayed  for  some  time  after  baptism  (8. 12ff) 

or  may  even  precede  it  (10.47;  cf·  n.i5ff;  Flemington,  Baptism  39ff). 

C.  The  libertine  tradition  in  early  Christianity 

A  third  consequence  of  Jesus’  baptismal  practice  was  libertinism.  The  Christian 
Libertine  tradition,  because  of  its  early  date  and  wide  extent,  is  best  explicable  as 

the  consequence  of  Jesus’  teaching  that  those  who  have  entered  the  kingdom  are 
free  of  the  law.  Something  has  already  been  said  of  this  as  the  source  of  Pauline 

theology,  and  the  importance  of  Paul’s  doctrine  needs  no  exposition.  What  has  not 
generally  been  realized  is  that  Paul  as  an  exponent  of  Christian  liberty  was  neither 

unique  nor  extreme.  On  the  contrary,  he  was  a  comparatively  conservative  and 

mediating  figure,  consistently  attacking  and  attacked  by  representatives  of  the  libertine 

side.  The  libertine  party  or  parties,  whose  tradition  derived  from  Jesus  himself, 

must  have  been  widespread  and  influential,  since  evidence  of  their  importance  is 

to  be  found  in  almost  every  book  of  the  NT  and  in  most  of  the  extracanonical  Chris¬ 

tian  literature  of  the  first  two  centuries.  However,  since  all  of  their  own  writings  have 

been  destroyed,  the  very  existence  of  the  movement  has  too  often  been  overlooked. 

Consequently,  it  seems  worthwhile  here  to  sketch  at  some  length  the  major  elements 
of  the  evidence. 

I.  THE  PERSECUTION  OF  THE  EARLY  CHURCHES 

This  problem  has  been  pointed  out  above  (p.  234),  but  deserves  further  considera¬ 
tion. 

As  reported  by  Acts,  the  history  of  the  early  church  of  Jerusalem  was  a  series  of 

persecutions.  But  why  should  Jesus’  followers  have  been  persecuted?  To  believe  that 
the  Messiah  had  come,  or  to  expect  that  he  would  soon  come  again,  were  not  offenses 

punishable  by  Jewish  law.  And  a  man  like  Paul  would  not  have  taken  an  active 
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part  in  a  persecution  (as  he  himself  testifies  that  he  did — Gal.  1.23;  I  Cor.  15.9) 
without  serious  cause. 

The  concern  of  the  temple  authorities  to  stop  the  apostles’  preaching  in  Jesus’ 

name  because  “you  wish  to  bring  upon  us  the  blood  of  this  man”  (Acts  5.28)  is 

understandable  if  it  means  “you  are  inciting  the  mob  to  riot  and  punish  us  for 

handing  him  over  to  the  Romans.”  But  this  can  hardly  be  taken  as  the  Christian 
message;  neither  will  it  explain  the  persecution  by  Paul,  a  Pharisee,  who  presumably 

had  little  concern  for  the  welfare  of  the  Sadducean  high  priests.  Again  we  are  told 

that  the  Sadducees  were  “grieved  at  their  proclaiming  in  Jesus  the  resurrection 

from  the  dead”  (Acts  4.2).  If  this  meant  simply  “teaching  that  there  would  be  a 

resurrection  of  the  dead,  and  using  Jesus  as  an  example,”  it  would  not  have  been 
grounds  for  legal  action,  since  the  Pharisees  also  taught  the  resurrection  of  the  dead 

and  the  appeal  to  an  example  does  not  alter  the  teaching.  Perhaps  the  author  wished 

to  represent  the  Sadducees  as  acting  illegally  and  thus  expressed  his  hostility  to 

the  Sadducees,  by  contrast  to  the  Pharisees  whom  he  represented  as  not  always 

unfriendly  (so  Blass,  Acta,  ad  loc.,  comparing  5.17,34;  23.6ff).  Another  possibility, 

however,  is  suggested  by  Paul’s  warning  the  Thessalonians  against  those  who  taught 
that  the  day  of  the  Lord  is  already  here  (II  Thess.  2.2).  If  the  teaching  in  Jerusalem 

was  that  “the  resurrection”  had  already  come  “in  Jesus,”  it  might  have  led — as 

it  did  in  Thessalonica  (3-6ff) — to  irregularities  of  behavior  which  could  have  occa¬ 
sioned  legal  action. 

In  Acts  6.14  Stephen  is  charged  with  having  said  that  Jesus  would  destroy  the 

temple  and  abolish  (or,  change?)  the  Mosaic  Law.  Stephen  proceeds  to  deliver  a 

speech  which  tends  to  justify  these  charges,  and  is  lynched.  Here  again,  while  his 

prediction  of  such  events  in  the  future  might  have  moved  a  Jewish  audience  to  lynch 

him,  the  action  would  have  been  more  understandable  had  he  been  teaching  that 

the  end  was  already  come  and  the  law  already  abolished  for  those  in  Jesus.  It  was 

this  latter  teaching  which  almost  got  Paul  lynched  in  the  same  place  about  twenty 

years  later  (Acts  21.21,28),  and  something  similar  is  attributed  to  Jesus  half  a  dozen 

years  earlier  (Mk.  2.10,19,28)  in  a  body  of  material  intended  to  lead  up  to  and 

explain  the  Pharisees’  plot  against  his  life  (Mk.  2. 1-3.6). 
Finally,  no  explanation  at  all  is  offered  for  the  beginning  of  the  persecution  under 

Herod  Agrippa  I  (a.d.  41-44),  but  it  began  with  the  beheading  of  James,  the  brother 

of  John  (12.2),  and  even  in  first-century  Palestine  capital  punishment  usually  required 

serious  grounds.  Acts  says  the  persecution  was  continued  “because  it  was  pleasing 

to  the  Jews.”  But  some  fifteen  years  later,  when  Paul  comes  to  Jerusalem  in  Acts  21, 

we  find  the  church  on  excellent  terms  with  its  neighbors  and  making  “tens  of  thou¬ 

sands  of  converts  ...  all  of  whom  are  zealots  for  the  law”  (21.20).  Perhaps  the  change 

was  begun  by  Herod’s  persecutions,  which  drove  Peter  underground  and  so  allowed 

the  leadership  of  the  Jerusalem  community  to  pass  to  James,  Jesus’  brother  (Acts 

12.17— Acts’  first  mention  of  James).  The  question  of  cause  of  the  persecutions  is 

thus  related  to  the  question  of  the  parties  in  the  Jerusalem  church,  where,  it  would 

seem,  the  libertine  wing  was  originally  important  but  was  expelled  by  outside 

pressure  and  by  developments  within  the  Christian  group.  The  leaders  of  the  legalist 
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party  within  the  church  may  have  asked  their  friends  in  other  Jewish  parties — 

particularly  the  Pharisees,  who  had  much  influence  with  Herod  Agrippa  I — for 

a  little  timely  persecution  to  help  get  rid  of  their  libertine  rivals.  See  further  Reason. 

2.  THE  PARTIES  IN  THE  EARLY  CHURCHES 

The  same  picture  emerges  from  the  preserved  evidence  about  the  parties  in  the 

Jerusalem  Church.  This  evidence  is  presumably  incomplete,  and  what  is  preserved 

is  none  too  good.  Even  among  the  accepted  Gospels  the  lists  of  the  twelve  closest 

followers  of  Jesus  differ  slightly;  the  libertine  parties  may  have  appealed  to  other 

figures  like  Salome  (above,  pp.  i8gff)  or  Glaucias  and  Theodas  (Clement  III. 75. 1 5fT) , 

whose  names  have  been  eliminated  from  the  accepted  tradition.  Trocme,  Formation 

42 ff,  90-108,  etc.,  sees  in  Mk.  a  tradition  which  emphasized  the  role  of  Jesus  as  a 

miracle  worker,  not  to  say  magician,  and  was  hostile  to  the  “respectable”  tradition 
which  appealed  to  Peter  and  John  and  represented  them  as  the  authoritative  apostles. 

But  we  need  not  speculate  as  to  what  has  been  lost  (though  we  must  always  remember 

that  much  certainly  has  been) ;  there  is  plenty  of  evidence  in  the  preserved  material 

for  the  relation  of  different  figures  of  the  Jerusalem  church  to  different  parties. 

John  is  particularly  hostile  to  Jesus’  brothers;  he  goes  out  of  his  way  to  state  that 
they  did  not  believe  in  Jesus  during  his  lifetime  (7.5).  But  none  of  the  Gospels 

represents  them  as  part  of  his  following.  We  may  suppose  that  they  came  into  the 

movement  after  his  death;  as  members  of  the  family  of  an  alleged  pretender  to  the 

throne,  they  were  involved  in  his  disaster  whether  they  liked  it  or  not.  The  probability 

therefore  is  that  James  (like  the  other  converts  made  since  Jesus’  death)  had  never 

received  Jesus’  initiation.  His  succession  to  leadership  of  the  Jerusalem  church  will 

have  marked  the  triumph  of  the  converts  over  Jesus’  original  circle.  Significantly, 
his  authority  had  to  be  supported  by  the  story  that  he  had  seen  the  risen  Lord  (I  Cor. 

15.7) — Paul  was  not  the  only  one  who  appealed  to  posthumous  revelations.  After 

James’  triumph,  the  antinomian  aspect  of  Jesus’  original  teaching  was  obscured. 
Jerusalem  became  the  center  of  a  legalistic  interpretation  of  the  Gospel.  Repercussions 

of  this  in  the  mission  field  are  seen  in  Galatians  and  in  Acts  2i.i5ff,  from  which  it 

is  customary  to  distinguish  four  positions. 

First  is  the  position  of  the  legalists,  whom  James  is  trying  to  pacify  and  for  whose 

sake  he  urges  Paul  to  show  that  he  still  observes  the  law  (Acts  2i.2off;  Gal.  2-3f). 

Since  this  party  maintained  that  the  law  was  still  binding,  they  must  have  denied 

either  that  the  kingdom  could  as  yet  be  entered,  or  that  entrance  to  it  put  one 

beyond  the  law. 

Second,  the  position  of  James :  the  appearance  of  obeying  the  law  is  to  be  maintained. 

This  concern  for  appearance  (ρ^Π  ΓΡΚΊΰ)  is  of  great  importance  in  Jewish 

law  (e.g.,  KiVayim  III. 5;  IX. 2;  Shebiit  III. 4;  Shabbat  XIX. 6;  Bekorot  VII. 3, 5).  If 

Acts  2i.24ff  can  be  trusted,  James  and  Paul  were  agreed  that  full  observance  of 

the  law  by  gentile  converts  was  not  required,  and  James  presumably  had  few  illusions 

about  Paul’s  practice  outside  Jerusalem  (21.21,  cf.  Gal.  2.12).  What  he  urged  and 

Paul  accepted  was  an  act  of  “occasional  conformity.”  Gf.  Gal.  6.13  and  Paul’s 
argument  to  deter  the  Galatians,  5.3,  which  is  proof  that  they  were  being  asked  to 
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obey  only  a  few  conspicuous  commandments.  Another  concern  perhaps  relevant 

here  is  that  for  living  at  peace  with  one’s  neighbors  (DlVttf  OVt  Shebiit  IV.3; 
V.g;  Gittin  V.9;  Shekalim  1. 3).  But  evidence  as  to  rabbinic  law  in  this  period  is  so 

unreliable  that  there  is  no  point  in  trying  to  define  closely  the  legal  positions  of  the 

several  parties. 

Third,  the  position  of  Paul:  there  is  no  need  to  appear  to  obey  the  law  unless 

apparent  disobedience  of  it  would  lead  you  into  danger  or  your  fellow  Christians 

into  sin  (I  Cor.  8.gff;  10. 14-31).  However,  one  is  free  to  obey  when  obedience 

seems  politic  (I  Cor.  g.igff),  provided  that  one  does  so  with  clear  understanding 

that  obedience  and  disobedience  are  of  no  importance  for  salvation  (I  Cor.  8. 7f ) . 

Fourth  is  a  mediating  position  (?)  represented  by  Peter  and  Barnabas,  who  felt 

no  obligation  to  preserve  appearances  among  the  lax  but  wanted  to  keep  on  good 

terms  with  James  (Gal.  2.11-13). 
On  this  customary  analysis,  two  observations  must  be  made.  The  first  is  that 

James’  position  practically  presupposes  that  the  doctrine  about  the  liberty  of  those 

in  the  kingdom  will  be  kept  secret.  The  legalist  party  in  James’  church  was  probably 

the  source  of  pronouncements  like  Mt.  23.2:  “The  scribes  and  the  Pharisees  sit 

on  Moses’  seat;  all  things  whatsoever  that  they  say  unto  you,  these  do  and  observe.” 
Such  a  party  could  hardly  have  lived  at  peace  with  another  which  held  that  obedience 

to  the  law  was  optional,  unless  the  latter  opinion  was  masked  by  obedience  and  kept 

secret.  Similarly,  the  position  of  Paul  is  congenial  to  secrecy,  though  it  does  not 

require  it  (cf.  Reason).  The  existence  in  his  churches  of  members  who  do  not  know 

that  the  eating  of  things  sacrificed  to  idols  is  harmless  (I  Cor.  8. 7fT)  implies  that 

his  doctrine  of  Christian  liberty  had  been  kept  to  an  inner  group.  I  Cor.  3.1  indicates 

that  he  had  teaching  reserved  for  more  advanced  believers  and  kept  secret  from 

“babes.”  These  “babes”  were  ignorant  of  the  mysteries  revealed  by  the  spirit  (I  Cor. 

2.6-16),  of  the  things  to  be  revealed  at  the  end  (13.8-13),  and  of  their  own  freedom 

from  the  law  (ibid. ;  8.7).  (How  such  ignorants  got  into  a  Pauline  church  is  a  question 

to  be  noted  in  passing  for  its  indication  of  the  difference  between  what  Paul  preached 

when  he  first  came  to  a  community  and  what  he  taught  later.) 

This  leads  to  the  second  observation  on  the  customary  catalogue  of  parties,  given 

above.  The  catalogue  follows  Acts  and  therefore  neglects  one  important  factor  in 

the  situation,  the  libertine  party  or  parties  to  the  left  of  Paul — groups  like  that 

against  which  Paul  defends  himself  in  I  Cor.  8ff.  Acts  says  nothing  of  this  side  of 

Christianity  (save  for  an  occasional  veiled  reference,  like  20.2gff),  and  its  silence  is 

not  accidental.  One  of  the  author’s  purposes  was  to  persuade  his  Roman  readers  that 

Christianity  was  morally  admirable  and  politically  innocent  ( 1 8. 1  qf;  23.29;  25.25; 

26.31).  Therefore  the  libertinism,  usually  scandalous  and  occasionally  criminal, 

was  concealed.  Consequently  scholars  have  neglected  it,  and  have  treated  the 

references  to  it  in  the  NT  as  references  to  particular  abuses  in  practice  or  corruptions 

in  doctrine  peculiar  to  the  single  church  in  connection  with  which  they  are  mentioned. 

Admittedly,  as  Koster  has  remarked  ( Hdretiker ,  sec.  3  end),  it  is  not  safe  to  suppose 

that  every  warning  against  moral  turpitude  implies  the  existence  of  a  libertine  sect. 

Sin  occurs  also  in  the  most  legalistic  communities,  as  Meleager  of  Gadara  happily 
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observed:  εστι  καί  εν  φνχροΐς  σάββασι  θερμός  ’ Έρως  ( Anthologia  Palatina  V.  1 60.4)· 
Nevertheless,  the  arguments  of  Jude  or  I  Cor.  cannot  be  explained  by  individual 

offenses  unconnected  with  theological  theory.  And  the  existence  of  clear  cases  of 

theoretical  libertinism  requires  that  other  cases  be  examined  for  their  relevance. 

Accordingly,  we  now  turn  to  these. 

3.  DIRECT  EVIDENCE  OF  LIBERTINISM 

Here  is  a  list  of  the  passages  in  which  polemic  against  libertinism  is  fairly  clear: 

Mt.  g.ig.  Those  who  teach  others  to  break  the  commandments,  and  are  therefore 

the  least  in  the  kingdom,  are  evidently  libertine  teachers.  This  indicates  the  interpre¬ 

tation  of  5.1 1,13,17 fT,  etc.,  and  also  of  Matthew’s  additions  of  δικαιοσύνη  to  Q sayings 

like  Mt.  5.6  and  6.33 — to  say  nothing  of  the  emphasis  on  the  need  for  good  works 

which  runs  throughout  the  sermon  on  the  mount. 

Mt.  7.13-27.  These  teachers  pretend  to  observe  the  law,  but  their  secret  teaching  is 

contrary  to  it.  They  are  false  prophets  and  are  conspicuous  for  their  magical  powers, 

displayed  in  prophecies,  exorcisms,  and  miracles  done  ‘ ‘in  Jesus’  name”  (cf.  Col. 
3.17),  but  they  are  also  εργαζόμενοι  την  ανομίαν. 

Mk.  g.42.  Whoever  scandalizes  one  of  the  “little  ones”  among  the  believers  would 

be  better  off  dead.  Cf.  I  Cor.  8.9-12.  This  may  indicate  for  whom  the  editor  intended 
the  warnings  of  Mk.  9-43ff. 

Lk.  7.36-go.  This  has  been  edited.  From  the  premise  “he  who  is  forgiven  more  will 

love  more,”  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  is  that  the  greatest  sinners  (who  have  most 
to  be  forgiven)  are  capable  of  the  greatest  love.  This  Luke  has  replaced  by  less 

dangerous  doctrine.  He  has  similarly  edited  the  saying  “I  came  not  to  call  the 

righteous,  but  sinners”  by  adding  “to  repentance”  (5.32  ||  Mk.  2.17b;  Mt.  9.13). 
However,  he  preserves  a  lot  of  peculiar  material  which  suggests  that  the  kingdom  is 

primarily  for  sinners  (i5.8ff,  the  lost  coin;  I5.i2ff,  the  prodigal  son;  16. iff,  the 

unjust  steward).  This  looks  like  a  source.  It  had  some  material  in  common  with 

Q(i5.4ff,  the  lost  sheep  ||  Mt.  i8.i2f;  15.10,  joy  in  heaven  over  one  repentant  sinner  || 

Mt.  18.13 — here  again  Luke  has  edited:  Mt.  has  more  joy  over  one  repentant  sinner 

than  over  ninety-nine  righteous.)  This  material  is  not  necessarily  libertine  (cf.  Barnabas 

5.9),  but  is  patient  of  libertine  interpretation;  and  Luke’s  care  to  specify  that  the 

sinners  were  to  be  called  “  to  repentance”  is  evidence  that  such  interpretation  troubled 
him. 

Acts  20.2gf  Paul’s  ex  eventu  prophecy  to  the  Ephesians  of  the  wolves  among  the  sheep 

attacks  teachers  of  “twisted  things”  and  is  interesting  because  it  is  related  both  to 
Mt.  7. 1 5ff  (supra)  and  to  II  Thess.,  where,  as  here,  Paul  is  attacking  men  who  live 

on  the  congregations  and  refuse  to  work  (II  Thess.  3-6ff).  These  men  should  probably 

be  connected  with  the  belief  that  “the  day  of  the  Lord  is  already  here”  (II  Thess. 
2. if).  This  belief  was  being  foisted  on  Paul  by  epistles  forged  in  his  name  (ibid.). 
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Further  references  to  the  same  theme  appear  in  II  Tim.  2.i6ff  and  perhaps  II  Peter 

3-3f;  see  below.  This  may  also  have  been  the  belief  of  those  in  Corinth  who  denied 

the  resurrection  and,  it  seems,  claimed  to  have  received  salvation  “in  this  life” 

(I  Cor.  15.19) ;  they,  too,  were  a  libertine  group  (15.32-34).  See  also  below,  on  Apoc. 
2. 

Rom.  3.8.  “Let  us  do  evil  that  good  may  come”  looks  from  the  context  as  if  it  were 

said  by  libertines  who  claimed  that  Paul’s  teaching  agreed  with  theirs;  cf.  also  Rom. 

6.1,15-23.  Another  quotation  may  be  8.1.  In  8.12  the  notion  that  we  are  not  debtors 

to  the  flesh  appears  suddenly  and  without  relevance  to  what  has  preceded.  Who 

said  we  were  debtors  to  the  flesh,  that  Paul  should  deny  it?  Mt.  5.25k  ||  Lk.  12.58k 

(“agree  with  your  creditor  quickly”)  was  understood  by  unnamed  teachers,  whom 
Clement  opposed,  to  refer  to  the  body  (II.290.10ff);  the  Carpocratians  understood 

it  to  refer  to  the  demonic  ruler  of  this  world,  the  creator  of  the  body  (Irenaeus: 

Harvey,  1. 20. 2  =  Stieren,  1. 25. 4;  cf.  Tertullian,  De  anima  XXXV).  Thus,  through  the 

first  part  of  Romans  the  argument  often  seems  to  have  been  framed  with  reference 

to  libertine  arguments;  this  makes  it  plausible  that  the  same  reference  may  explain 

some  of  the  moral  counsels  in  the  second  half.  (They  can  hardly  refer  to  particular 

circumstances  in  the  Roman  church,  which  Paul  did  not  know.) 

I  Cor.  3.2.  This  is  unmistakable;  the  Corinthians  were  proud  that  incest  was  being 

practiced  in  their  church.  (This  anticipates  the  accusations  against  Christians 

reported  by  the  apologists  of  the  next  century.)  6.9f,  “do  not  be  deceived,”  indicates 

the  existence  of  an  opposed  teaching;  and  6.12,  “all  things  are  permissible,”  is 
probably  one  of  its  premises — one  Paul  is  not  prepared  to  deny  but  attempts  to 

“explain.”  Another  premise,  that  knowledge  (of  what?)  has  freed  the  initiates 
from  the  Law,  appears  through  8. iff.  Cf.  Jn.  8.32 :  You  shall  know  the  truth  and  the 

truth  shall  make  you  free.  Paul  finds  it  necessary,  in  9.1,  to  remind  the  Corinthians 

of  his  own  freedom,  presumably  to  equal  the  claims  of  his  opponents.  10. iff  proves 

that  they  based  their  claims  on  the  supposed  effect  of  baptism  and  communion — 

no  doubt  because  these  rites  gave  them  the  spirit,  and  the  spirit  had  the  knowledge 

(I  Cor.  2.6ff) — but  also  probably  because  baptism  included  resurrection.  Hence 

their  denial  of  a  future  resurrection  (15.12),  claim  of  salvation  already  in  this  life 

(15.19),  and  consequent  libertinism  (15.32-34);  cf.  above,  on  Acts  20.29^  and 

below,  on  Apoc.  2. 

Gal.  5-i3ff.  Here  it  appears  that  Paul  was  aware  of  the  libertine  interpretation  as  a 

danger  to  which  his  doctrine  laid  itself  open.  This  awareness  was  probably  the 

result  of  experience,  which  probably  continued  and  got  worse,  see  above,  on  Rom. 

3.8.  That  libertinism  was  an  immediate  danger  to  the  Galatians  is  not  suggested. 

Phil.  3.1 8f.  “The  enemies  of  the  cross  of  the  Messiah,  whose  end  is  destruction, 

whose  god  is  the  belly  and  whose  glory  is  in  their  shame”  are  probably  libertines. 

Since  verse  1 7  seems  to  take  up  a  new  subject,  they  are  not  to  be  identified  with 

the  κατατομή  of  verses  2-16,  that  is,  those  who  teach  that  the  observance  of  the 

Law  is  still  necessary.  “Enemies  of  the  cross”  probably  refers  to  docetism  (cl.  Jn. 

259 



CLEMENT  OF  ALEXANDRIA 

1 9- 1 7)  5  “ whose  god  is  their  belly”  may  refer  to  magical  practices  (cf.  Εγγαστρίμυθος) 

and  “whose  glory  is  in  their  shame”  to  their  pride  in  shameful  actions  as  signs  of 

liberty  (cf.  I  Cor.  5.2,  above).  Paul’s  explanation  in  the  preceding  section  (3.12), 

ονχ  on  ηδη  Ελα βον  η  ηδη  τζτελζίωμα ι,  may  be  an  anticipation,  in  arguing  against  the 

legalists,  of  the  dangers  of  the  libertine  interpretation  (cf.  Gal.  5.13). 

II  Thess.  3-6ff.  See  above,  on  Acts  20.29b 

Eph.  3.1-20.  This  attacks  specific  opponents.  It  is  shameful  even  to  say  what  they 

do  in  secret  (verse  12);  they  try  to  deceive  the  Ephesians  and  to  persuade  them 

that  sexual  license  is  not  incompatible  with  the  kingdom  of  God  (verses  5f) ;  they 

practice  “fruitless  works  of  darkness”  (verse  11,  nocturnal  ceremonies?)  in  which 
the  Ephesians  should  not  participate,  since  they  have  been  raised  from  the  dead 

(in  baptism)  to  participate  in  light  (11-14).  The  specific  reference  is  also  proved 

by  comparison  with  the  generalizing  morality  of  Col.  3.5-17,  which  the  author  of 

Eph.  was  reworking. 

I  Tim.  i.igf.  Hymenaeus  and  Alexander,  by  rejecting  conscience,  made  shipwreck 

of  their  faith;  consequently  (pseudo)  Paul  gave  them  over  to  Satan  that  they  might 

be  taught  not  to  blaspheme.  This  is  presumably  directed  against  their  followers,  whom 

it  taunts  with  some  of  their  teachers’  misfortunes  believed  to  have  been  caused  by 

Paul’s  magic.  “Rejecting  conscience”  is  a  vague  charge,  and  the  rest  of  the  letter 
seems  to  be  directed  against  legalists  ( 1 . 7fT;  4.  iff);  so  this  passage  would  hardly 

belong  in  the  present  list  were  there  not  a  likelihood  that  the  Hymenaeus  here  is 

to  be  identified  with  the  Hymenaeus  in  II  Tim.  2.16,  below.  (6.3ff  and  6.2of  are 

of  uncertain  reference;  all  Christians  claimed  knowledge  and  most  wanted  to  get 
rich.) 

II  Tim.  2.16-4.4.  Hymenaeus  and  Philetus  said  the  resurrection  had  already  taken 

place  (probably  magically,  in  baptism)  and  therefore  did  not  abstain  from  un¬ 

righteousness  (verse  18).  Their  teachings  probably  provided  opportunities  for  the 

indulgence  of  youthful  desires  (22)  and  for  idle  controversies  (23).  They  have  been 

caught  in  the  snare  of  the  devil  and  are  doing  his  will  (26).  They  are  apparently 

examples  of  a  much  larger  class  whose  members  have  all  the  vices  (3-2fT)  and  are 

particularly  successful  in  their  libertine  mission  with  women,  to  whom  they  promise 

secret  knowledge  (3-6f).  They  are  magicians,  like  Iannes  and  Iambres  (3.8,13), 

and  teach  myths  (4.4).  The  teaching  that  the  resurrection  has  already  taken  place 

links  these  men  to  the  group(s  ?)  attacked  in  II  Thess.  3.6ff.  Acts  20.29,  etc·  1  see  above. 

James  2.14JJ.  The  argument  here  is  against  someone  who  claims  to  have  faith  but 

does  not  have  good  works  (14)  and  evidently  thinks  good  works  unnecessary  for 

salvation.  Cf.  3.13-18  ||  Mt.  7.21  (above).  The  opponent  may  be  Paul,  but  there  is 
so  much  evidence  for  libertine  teaching  that  the  identification  is  dubious. 

I  Peter  2.11-16.  This  is  mere  moral  exhortation,  not  directed  against  anybody. 

But  the  final  warning,  that  Christian  liberty  should  not  be  made  a  cloak  for  wrong¬ 

doing,  shows  that  the  author  was  aware  of  libertinism,  though  he  did  not  consider 

it  a  real  and  present  danger  to  the  group  for  which  he  was  writing. 
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II  Peter  1.5-11.  The  insistence  that  one  must  have  virtue  as  well  as  faith,  and  conti¬ 

nence  as  well  as  gnosis,  is  probably  aimed  at  some  libertine  teacher  (attacked  in 

verse  9)  and  is  backed  up  by  the  promise  that  virtue  will  be  rewarded  by  frequent 

ecstatic  experiences  (entries  to  the  kingdom,  11). 

II  Peter  2-3  and  Jude.  This  tract  was  evidently  popular  with  the  victorious  party, 

since  two  versions  were  canonized.  The  popularity  indicates  that  there  was  con¬ 

siderable  need  for  it — hence  that  the  libertine  wing  of  Christianity  was  strong  and 

widespread.  The  “false  prophets”  of  II  Pet.  2.1  recall  Mt.  7. 1 5fT.  The  denial  of 
Jesus  may  be  docetism  (cf.  Phil.  3.18;  I  Jn.  2.22f).  The  ασέλγεια  (2)  is  the  hallmark 

common  to  most  passages.  That  the  libertines  give  Christianity  a  bad  reputation  antici¬ 

pates  the  excuses  of  the  second-century  apologists.  Their  contempt  for  the  cosmic 

powers  (ioff  ||  Jude  8ff)  is  a  new  and  surprising  charge;  it  suggests  that  the  tract  may 

originally  have  come  from  a  semilegalist  teacher  like  the  one  attacked  in  Col.  2.16. 

So  does  the  haggadah  (fallen  angels,  Noah,  Sodom,  Lot,  Michael  and  the  body  of 

Moses,  Cain,  Balaam,  Enoch.  The  Balaam  theme  has  recently  been  linked  with 

an  early  Syrian  center  of  Christianity  with  which  Stephen’s  speech  declaring  the 

abolition  of  the  law,  Mt.,  Simon  Magus,  and  the  Nicolai'tans  of  Acts  may  also  have 
been  connected:  Danielou,  Etoile  133-136).  What  the  libertines  understood  physically, 

to  their  consequent  corruption,  may  have  been  sayings  about  the  freedom  in  the 

kingdom.  Agreement  between  II  Peter  and  Jude  ends  with  the  statement  that  their 

opponents  are  mockers  intent  on  their  own  desires  (II  Pet.  3.3;  Jude  18).  To  this 

Jude  adds  that  they  are  ψυχικοί,  πνεύμα  μη  έχοντες;  II  Peter,  that  they  deny  the 

second  coming;  the  latter  may  be  a  different  form  of  the  claim  that  “the  day  of 

the  Lord  is  already  here”;  cf.  above,  on  Acts  20.29. 

I  Jn.  1.6,8.  1.6  might  be  ordinary  morality;  but  1.8,  the  claim  to  be  sinless,  must 

come  from  a  liar,  a  fool,  or  a  theologian.  The  author  opted  for  the  first  and  second 

of  these  possibilities,  but  the  third  is  not  thereby  excluded.  We  may  suppose  that 

perfectionist,  libertine  theology  was  one  of  the  writer’s  targets.  Confirmation  for 
the  supposition  can  be  found  in  1.10;  2.4, i8f  (they  are  antichrists),  22f  (also  docetists, 

see  above;  Phil.  3.18;  II  Pet.  2.1;  Jude  4);  3.7-10  (they  commit  sinful  actions); 

4.  iff  (they  are  false  prophets,  cf.  II  Pet.  2.1,  Mt.  7. 1 5ff) ;  4.5  (they  have  considerable 

success  in  their  missionary  work).  More  of  the  same  appears  in  II  Jn.  7. 

Apoc.  2.6,1 4f,2off.  Nicolai  tans  are  established  in  Pergamum,  hated  in  Ephesus; 

they  have  irregular  sexual  practices  and  eat  things  sacrificed  to  idols,  thus  following 

the  teaching  of  Balaam  (see  above  on  II  Pet.  and  Jude).  In  Thyatira  there  is  a  woman 

whom  the  author  calls  Jezebel,  who  calls  herself  a  prophetess  and  teaches  the  same 

practices.  She  has  been  at  it  for  some  time  and  has  not  taken  the  opportunity  to 

repent.  Her  followers  claim  to  know  “the  deep  things  of  Satan”  (or  perhaps  simply 

“the  deep  things,”  if  “of  Satan”  be  the  author’s  comment).  The  complaint  about 

eating  things  offered  to  idols  suggests  that  these  letters,  like  the  tract  behind  II  Pet. 

and  Jude,  come  from  a  comparatively  legalistic  circle. 

The  above  list  has  been  limited  to  passages  of  which  the  purport  is  reasonably 

clear.  Both  discussion  of  disputed  details  and  bibliographical  data  have  been  excluded, 
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since  the  most  important  thing  in  this  evidence  is  the  cumulative  force.  (For  a  recent 

bibliography  see  Koster,  ΓΝΩΜΑΙ  283  n8,  and  for  the  variety  and  importance  of 

different  trends  in  the  early  churches  see  the  whole  article.)  The  passages  listed  above 

show  that  libertine  Christianity  was  widespread  and  ancient.  It  is  attested  in  Ephesus, 

Corinth,  Thessalonica,  Pergamum,  and  Thyatira,  and  must  have  been  important 

in  Syria,  too  (Mt.,  the  tract  used  by  II  Pet.  and  Jude).  The  connection  of  the  Nico- 

lai'tans  of  the  Apocalypse  with  the  Nicholas  of  Acts  6.5  is  suggested  by  what  is  said 
in  Clement  (II. 207. i8ff)  and  asserted  by  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  1. 23  =  Stieren,  1. 26. 3); 

it  involves  no  improbability.  Hippolytus,  De  resurrectione  ( Werke ,  GCS  vol.  1  .II,  p. 

251),  says  the  basis  of  Nicolas’  libertinism  was  the  belief  that  resurrection  occurs 
in  baptism  (a  belief  Hippolytus  does  not  contest).  This  looks  like  correct  information; 

cf.  above,  on  Acts  20.2gf;  I  Cor.  15;  II  Pet.  2-3.  The  Nicholas  of  Acts  6.5  was  one 

of  the  deacons  appointed  to  appease  the  Hellenists;  and  some  scholars  have  supposed 

that  the  Hellenists,  if  a  libertine  or  laxist  group,  stood  closer  to  Jesus’  teachings 
than  did  the  Hebrews  (Conzelmann,  Apostelgeschichte  43;  cf.  the  remarks  on  Jesus 

by  Gartner,  Temple  i2off).  The  connection  of  libertinism  with  docetism  cannot  be 

used  to  prove  the  former  late;  the  connection  may  be  secondary.  Moreover,  the 

hymn  quoted  by  Paul  in  Phil.  2.6ff  is  probably  docetic  in  supposing  that  Jesus’ 
resumption  of  humanity  after  his  ascension  was  in  appearance  only — pace  Kasemann, 

Analyse  340 — and  the  Enoch  tradition  is  certainly  so  in  the  Ascension  of  Isaiah ,  which 

is  probably  first  century.  Finally,  whatever  may  be  thought  of  such  arguments,  the 

fact  remains  that  the  libertine  tradition  is  attacked  by  Mt.,  Mk.,  Lk.,  Acts,  Paul 

(in  five  letters),  Ephesians,  I  and  II  Tim.,  James,  I  and  II  Pet.,  I  and  II  Jn.,  Jude, 

and  Apoc. 

4.  SOURCE  AND  DISPERSION  OF  THE  LIBERTINE  TRADITION 

The  fact  that  the  libertine  tradition  was  so  early  so  widespread  is  evidence  that 

it  derives  from  Jesus’  baptismal  practice.  To  try  to  explain  all  of  it  as  resultant  from 
misunderstanding  of  Paul  is  implausible.  Paul  protests  that  his  name  and  his  sayings 

are  being  misused  by  the  libertines  (above  on  Acts  20.29,  Rom.  3.8).  He  complains 

not  of  misunderstanding,  but  of  deliberate  misrepresentation,  and  he  does  not  write 

as  if  the  persons  concerned  were  his  former  disciples.  But  if  the  misinterpretation 

was  deliberate  it  was  probably  in  the  interest  of  some  already  existing  position. 

(Paul  was  also  misrepresented,  by  the  opposite  side,  as  preaching  circumcision, 

Gal.  5.1 1.)  Moreover,  there  is  another  figure  to  whom  all  the  early  and  widespread 

branches  of  the  libertine  tradition  can  plausibly  be  traced,  since  attacks  on  his  liber¬ 

tine  teaching  and  practice  are  prominent  in  the  reports  of  his  work.  He  broke  the 

sabbath,  he  neglected  the  purity  rules,  he  refused  to  fast,  made  friends  with  publicans 

and  sinners,  and  was  known  as  a  gluttonous  man  and  a  winebibber.  He  not  only 

taught  his  disciples  that  the  law  had  come  to  an  end  with  the  Baptist  and  that  the 

least  of  those  in  the  kingdom  was  greater  than  the  Baptist,  but  he  also  administered 

a  baptism — “the  mystery  of  the  kingdom  of  God” — by  which  he  enabled  some  of 
his  disciples,  by  union  with  himself,  to  enter  the  kingdom  and  to  enjoy  his  own  freedom 
from  the  law. 
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Therefore,  in  our  picture  of  pre-Pauline  Christianity,  alongside  the  legalistic 
interpretation  of  the  religion  we  must  set  the  libertine.  The  legalistic  interpretation 

went  back  to  the  (principally  Pharisaic?)  converts  of  the  Jerusalem  church,  and 

appealed  to  the  tradition  of  Jesus’  exoteric  teaching.  The  libertine  interpretation 
went  back  to  Jesus  himself  and  preserved  elements  of  his  esoteric  teaching.  It  was 

dominant  in  the  Jerusalem  church  in  the  earliest  days,  but  lost  its  hold  as  the  small 

group  of  Jesus’  original,  initiated  disciples  was  outnumbered  by  the  new  converts 

under  the  leadership  of  Jesus’  brother  James.  We  see  the  leader  of  the  old  disciples 
— Peter — challenged  by  the  legalists  in  Acts  1 1 ;  he  disappears  from  the  city  in 

Acts  12;  in  Acts  15  is  he  back  again — but  is  Acts  15  historical?  Anyhow,  James 

presides  at  the  meeting.  In  Acts  21  only  James  remains.  When  Paul  visits  the  city 

he  is  persuaded  to  make  a  public  pretense  of  keeping  the  law.  Paul,  by  virtue  of  his 

donations,  was  doubtless  a  highly  valued  member  of  the  Church,  moreover  he  could 

recall  and  might  report  the  traditions  of  the  original  apostles,  so  James  was  willing 

to  make  adjustments — for  Paul.  As  for  his  general  policy,  however,  the  mere  appear¬ 

ance  of  his  representatives  in  Antioch  was  enough  to  frighten  Peter  out  of  eating 

with  gentiles  (Gal.  2.12).  At  least  in  Jerusalem  the  libertine  tradition  would  be  a 
secret  doctrine. 

D.  The  “ loss ”  of  all  writings  of  Jesus'"  immediate  followers 

This  leads  to  a  fourth  consequence  of  Jesus’  baptismal  practice,  this  time  an 

indirect  consequence:  the  “loss”  of  all  writings  from  Jesus  and  his  immediate  dis¬ 
ciples.  That  they  were  all  illiterate  is  improbable.  They  founded  a  sect  and  the  survival 

of  the  sect  makes  the  disappearance  of  all  works  of  its  founders  a  noteworthy  problem 

(Brandon,  Fall  qf).  Having  seen  how  Jesus’  immediate  disciples  disappeared  from 
the  Jerusalem  church,  we  may  suppose  that  their  writings  went  with  them.  The 

libertine  consequences  of  Jesus’  baptismal  practice  probably  helped  James  and  his 
party  to  get  rid  of  both  the  apostles  and  their  writings. 

James’s  works,  if  any,  have  also  disappeared  and  we  have  nothing  from  the  legalist 
Jerusalem  church  of  a.d.  40-66,  but  these  facts  are  largely  explained  by  the  great 

revolts  of  66-73  and  1 32-1 35  in  Palestine  and  of  1 1 5-1 17  in  Egypt,  Cyrene,  Cyprus, 

Syria,  and  Mesopotamia,  which  must  have  ruined  most  of  legalistic  Christianity 

(so  Brandon,  Fall).  Asia  Minor  was  the  only  area  in  the  Near  East  where  a  large 

Jewish  population  survived  relatively  undisturbed,  and  Asia  Minor  had  been  the  scene 

of  Paul’s  most  successful  work.  This  probably  was  a  major  cause  of  the  predominance 

of  Pauline  material  both  in  the  NT  canon  and  in  the  entire  corpus  of  early  Christian 

material. 

However,  besides  this  external  cause  it  is  plausible  to  attribute  the  success  of  Pauline 

Christianity  to  its  practical  nature.  In  the  conflict  between  the  libertine  and  the 

legalist  interpretations,  Paul  represents  the  safe  and  sane  and  socially  acceptable 

compromise.  He  accepts  the  realized  eschatology  of  the  libertines  (Rom.  14.17; 

Col.  1. 13)  but  rejects  those  who  make  it  an  excuse  for  refusing  to  work  (II  I  hess. 
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2. iff,  3·6ίΤ).  He  also  accepts  the  expectant  eschatology  congenial  to  the  legal  inter¬ 

pretation  (I  Thess.  5. iff;  II  Thess.  1;  etc.)  but  he  tacitly  drops  the  nationalistic 

and  political  side  of  it  which  were  to  involve  the  legalists  in  the  military  disasters 

of  the  rest  of  Judaism  (Brandon,  Fall  i67ff,  esp.  180).  He  also  rejects  the  revolutionary 

implications  of  Christianity  in  the  political  and  social  fields.  Jesus’  record  on  taxes 
is  equivocal,  at  best  (above,  p.  249);  Paul  is  explicit:  they  are  to  be  paid  (Rom. 

13.6).  Subjection  to  the  existing  political  authorities  is  not  only  a  wise  policy,  but 

a  moral  obligation  (Rom.  13.5).  Wives,  obey  your  husbands;  slaves,  your  masters 

(Col.  3.18,22).  In  matters  of  personal  morality  he  reverences  the  Mosaic  Law 

(which  had  immense  prestige) — it  is  holy,  just,  and  spiritual  (Rom.  7.12,14) — but 

he  rejects  the  observance  of  it  and  especially  of  circumcision  and  the  food  laws, 

which  did  so  much  to  hinder  the  growth  of  Judaism  and  to  isolate  the  Jews  as  a 

peculiar  people — a  dangerous  social  position.  Rejection  of  the  rules  of  the  law  leaves 

him  free,  and  the  claim  of  freedom  was  highly  valued  in  a  world  much  influenced 

by  the  Stoics  and  the  Cynics.  But  Paul’s  liberty  is  guided  by  the  spirit,  and  by  common 

sense  (I  Cor.  11.14,  “nature  itself”);  and  the  spirit  (very  much  like  common  sense), 
teaches  industry,  thrift,  obedience,  good  citizenship,  moral  propriety,  and  all  those 

other  requirements  which  must  be  observed  if  the  individual  is  to  succeed  in  society, 

or  if  a  small  society — in  this  case,  a  local  church — is  to  succeed  in  the  larger  world. 

What  early  Christianity  was  like  in  the  areas  from  which  no  material  has  been 

preserved  can  be  inferred  from  the  things  Paul  opposed  in  his  letters,  and  this  explains 

why  no  material  was  preserved. 

E.  Second-century  silence  about  PauVs  doctrine  of  baptism 

Finally,  we  may  consider  as  a  more  remote  consequence  of  Jesus’  baptismal 
practice  the  disappearance  of  the  baptismal  teaching  of  Paul  himself  from  the  works 

of  the  second-century  Christian  writers  of  the  party  ultimately  triumphant  (“ortho¬ 

dox”).  As  Benoit,  Bapteme ,  shows,  the  orthodox  references  to  baptism  throughout 
this  period  consistently  stress  the  remission  of  actual  sim  (not  original  sin),  and  the 

gift  of  the  spirit  as  an  earnest  of  future  life  (not  a  present  spiritual  power  and  source 

of  moral  behavior,  but  a  vague  deposit  to  be  protected  by  moral  behavior).  Notions 

of  new  birth,  illumination,  and  exorcism  occur  but  are  comparatively  unimportant. 

The  essential  Pauline  theme  of  death  and  resurrection  with  Christ  is  totally  absent. 

Benoit  insists  (p.  228)  that  this  is  not  due  to  misunderstanding  of  Paul;  there  are 

no  reminiscences  of  his  works.  Hence  Benoit  concludes  that  orthodox  second-century 

Christianity  came  largely  from  non-Pauline  sources,  and  he  inclines  to  agree  with 

Bauer  ( Rechtglaubigkeit  221,  227,  230)  that  Paul  was  most  venerated  in  heretical 

circles  (p.  229). 

But  this  will  not  do,  because  most  of  the  evidence  for  the  early  history  of  Chris¬ 

tianity  is  connected  with  Asia  Minor:  Lk.-Acts ,  Jn.,  and  the  Johannine  epistles,  the 

Pauline  epistles ,  the  pseudo -Pauline  epistles  (including  Hebrews),  I  Peter ,  James,  the 

Apocalypse,  the  Ignatian  epistles,  Polycarp,  Papias,  the  epistle  of  Pliny,  the  Martyrdom 
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of  Polycarp,  Marcion,  Justin’s  Dialogue  (laid  in  Ephesus),  Melito,  Polycrates,  Avircius 
Marcellus  and  his  anti-Montanist  correspondent  (Eus.,  HE  V.  i6f),  the  presbyters  of  Irenaeus , 

Irenaeus  himself — all  are  examples  which  immediately  come  to  mind,  and  the  list 
could  be  extended.  All  of  the  writers  and  works  italicized  in  this  list  show  clear 

Pauline  influence.  More  than  that,  the  predominance  of  this  material  in  the  corpus 

of  early  Christian  evidence  and  the  predominance  of  Pauline  material  in  the  NT 

are  mutually  confirmatory  evidence.  As  remarked  above,  the  NT  is  a  product  of 

selection — it  shows  which,  of  the  many  first-century  Christian  documents,  the  party 

that  became  predominant  in  the  late  second  century  chose  to  keep.  So,  to  a  lesser 

degree,  is  and  does  the  remainder  of  the  preserved  corpus  of  early  Christian  material 

(Goguel,  review  of  Bauer  164).  The  material  chosen  by  the  triumphant  party  was 

predominantly  Pauline. 

Consequently  the  disappearance  of  Paul’s  theology  of  baptism  from  second-century 
Christianity  cannot  be  explained  as  Benoit  proposes— by  ignorance.  It  must  have 

been  deliberate.  But  if  Paul  represented  safe,  sane,  and  successful  Christianity,  and 
if  it  is  for  this  reason  that  the  Pauline  tradition  dominates  the  canon  of  the  NT  and 

the  corpus  of  early  Christian  literature,  why  did  second-century  Christianity  drop 

his  doctrine  of  baptism  ? 

The  answer,  I  think,  must  be  sought  along  the  lines  indicated  above.  Paul’s  doctrine 
had  been  a  safe  compromise  by  comparison  with  the  competing  extremes  of  his 

day,  but  for  baptism  he  had  substantially  preserved  the  teaching  of  Jesus;  and  as 

the  potentialities  of  this  teaching  became  apparent,  it  also  became  apparent  that 

Paul  had  not  been  safe  enough.  (A  similar  explanation  has  now — 1965 — been  given 

by  Barrett,  Things  Sacrificed .)  The  Jewish  revolts  had  ruined  forever  the  legalistic 

interpretation  of  Christianity,  but  the  libertine  interpretation  was  flourishing  and 

it  found  in  Paul’s  doctrine  of  baptism  everything  needed  to  justify  its  inclinations: 
identification  with  Jesus,  possession  by  his  spirit,  ascent  to  the  heavens  in  his  ascension, 

and  consequent  liberation  from  the  law.  Accordingly,  the  gnostic  teachers,  who 

now  emerged  from  the  libertine  tradition,  made  great  use  of  Paul  (Harnack, 

Quellenkritik  27,  29,  etc.);  and  Grant,  Gnosticism  149,  finds  it  difficult  to  decide 

whether  his  teaching  “is  more  adequately  reinterpreted  by  these  gnostic  teachers, 

or  by  such  second-century  ‘orthodox’  teachers  as  the  apologists  and  Irenaeus.” 

Buri,  Clemens,  has  shown  in  detail  how  drastically  Paul’s  concept  of  freedom  was 

remodeled  by  the  orthodox  in  the  interests  of  social  acceptability.  The  process  can 

be  seen  in  its  simplest  form  in  Acts,  where  Paul’s  career  is  reported,  his  theology 
omitted.  That  the  letters  had  been  esoteric  documents  to  begin  with  made  matters 

easier. 

XII.  Conclusion:  the  historical  value  of  the  new  text 

It  has  now  been  argued  that  the  interpretation  of  “the  mystery  ol  the  kingdom 

of  God”  as  a  baptism  with  Jesus’  spirit,  effecting  entrance  of  the  kingdom,  will 
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explain  (A)  the  coming  of  the  spirit  in  the  early  churches;  (B)  their  adoption  and 

development  of  baptism;  (C)  the  primitive  and  widespread  libertine  tradition  within 

Christianity  and  the  consequent  persecution  of  the  early  churches,  as  well  as  their 

internal  political  struggles;  (D)  the  “loss”  of  all  writings  of  Jesus’  immediate  follow¬ 

ers;  and  (E)  the  abandonment  of  Paul’s  doctrine  of  baptism  by  the  predominantly 

Pauline  “orthodox”  churches  of  the  second  century.  In  the  course  of  the  argument 
it  has  become  evident  that  this  interpretation  would  also  explain  the  extent  and 

importance  of  secret  doctrine  in  the  early  churches,  and  would  indicate  the  content 

of  the  most  important  secrets.  Will  the  reader  please  offer  another  explanation  for 

all  these  problems? 

While  awaiting  another  explanation,  we  shall  consider  the  history  of  Christianity, 

in  the  first  and  second  centuries,  as  a  vector  of  the  conflict  between  the  libertine 

tradition  and  its  opponents — in  the  first  period  the  legalists  in  Jerusalem  and  Paul 

in  the  Aegean  area;  later  the  developing  institutionalism  of  the  established  churches 

and  the  ascetic  movement  probably  to  be  explained  by  influence  from  Greek  philo-: 

sophy.  The  situation  in  the  later  period  has  been  given  classic  description  by  Bauer, 

Rechtglaubigkeit.  The  state  of  affairs  he  discovers  in  the  early  second  century  is 

inexplicable  unless  we  suppose  a  massive  libertine  development  in  the  first  century; 

and  such  a  development  at  so  early  a  date  must  be  taken  as  indicative  of  something 

in  the  origins  of  the  movement. 

It  is  against  this  background  that  the  problem  of  the  origin  of  the  Gospels  must 

be  seen;  and  against  this  background  the  new  text  would  seem  to  be  of  the  highest 

historical  value. 

XIII.  Carpocrates 

Of  the  several  parties  in  this  background,  the  libertine  has  been  the  least  studied. 

The  Carpocratian  sect  was  one  of  its  most  extreme  representatives,  and  is  directly 

involved  in  the  history  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  Therefore  it  seems  worthwhile 

to  review  here  the  evidence  concerning  the  Carpocratians.  The  texts  are  collected 

in  Appendix  B. 

A.  Names 

Καρποκράτης  with  K  is  an  extremely  rare  name,  but  a  woman,  Καρποκρ[άτη(  ?)], 

appears  in  P.Oxy.  1473  line  24  (a.d.  201),  and  Κα[ρ7τοκρά]της  as  the  name  of  the 

deity  appears  in  the  hymn  to  Isis,  on  Ios  (3  c.  b.c.,  SIG  1267).  Άρποκράτης  or 

Άρποχράτης  with  the  rough  breathing  is  somewhat  commoner  (P.  Teb.  I,  no.  83; 

Viereck,  Ostraka  no.  365;  etc.).  Epiphanes  as  a  personal  name  is  not  uncommon 

( P .  Erlangen ,  no.  60  line  9;  SEG  XIV. 685. 3;  P.  Teb.  III.1.811  line  23;  etc.). 
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B.  Date 

As  to  the  date  of  Carpocrates  we  have  three  types  of  evidence.  First,  explicit 

statements:  Eus.  (HE  IV. 7.9)  says  Irenaeus  said  Carpocrates  was  a  contemporary 

of  Saturninus  and  Basilides.  Irenaeus  does  not  say  so  in  his  preserved  works,  and  the 

probability  is  that  Eusebius  was  arguing  from  the  fact  that  in  Irenaeus’  account  of 
heretics  Carpocrates  immediately  follows  Saturninus  and  Basilides  (so  Usener, 

Weihnachtsfest  116).  But  Irenaeus  did  not  treat  the  heretics  in  chronological  order: 

for  example,  he  puts  Cerinthus  after  Carpocrates  and  Carpocrates  after  Basilides, 

although  he  himself  tells  of  Polycarp’s  report  of  a  near-encounter  between  Cerinthus 
and  John  the  apostle  (Harvey,  III. 3. 4  =  Stieren,  III. 3. 4)  whereas  Basilides,  com¬ 

monly  placed  in  the  third  generation  of  Simon  Magus’  line,  probably  flourished 
in  the  time  of  Hadrian  (117-138 — Clement  III.75.13ff).  Theodoret  (Compendium  1. 5 

end)  says  flatly  that  Carpocrates  and  Epiphanes  flourished  in  the  reign  of  Hadrian; 

he  may  have  derived  this  information  by  inference  from  Eusebius,  or  he  may  have 

had  some  other  source.  Michael  Syrus  dates  Carpocrates  in  the  time  of  Bar  Kosibah 

and  “the  prince  Antinous,”  Hadrian’s  favorite,  but  Michael  was  certainly  using 
Eusebius. 

In  the  second  place  there  are  statements  about  the  history  of  the  sect.  The  often 

repeated  statements  that  Cerinthus  was  Carpocrates’  successor  or  that  Carpocrates 
followed  Basilides  merely  reflect  the  order  of  names  in  Iranaeus  (or  his  source), 

which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  not  chronological.  Epiphanius  declares  that  Epiphanes, 

Carpocrates’  son,  who  died  at  the  age  of  17  or  18,  joined  the  sect  of  Secundus,  the 
disciple  of  Valentinus.  But  Epiphanius  is  an  extremely  unreliable  writer,  and  in 

this  instance  his  statement  is  probably  based  on  a  misunderstanding  of  Irenaeus’ 

reference  to  an  h ηφανής  διδάσκαλο?  of  the  Valentinians.  (So  Holl  in  GCS  on  Epi¬ 

phanius,  Panarion  XXXII. 3,  referring  to  Irenaeus — Harvey,  1. 5. 2  =  Stieren,  I.11.3.) 

Far  more  important  is  Irenaeus’  statement  that  Marcellina,  a  member  of  Carpocrates’ 

sect,  came  to  Rome  under  Anicetus  (ca.  150-165),  and  had  great  success  there 

(Harvey,  1. 20. 4  =  Stieren,  1. 25. 6).  The  branch  of  the  sect  which  followed  Marcellina 

differed  so  greatly  from  the  original  that  Celsus,  about  175,  thought  them  different 

sects  (Origen,  Contra  Celsum  V.62).  Accordingly,  a  date  for  Carpocrates  no  later  than 

the  generation  preceding  Marcellina  (i.e.,  ca.  125)  is  indicated.  (Praedestinatus’ 
statement  that  the  apostle  Barnabas  condemned  the  Carpocratians  in  Cyprus  is 

probably  worthless  as  evidence  of  an  early  date.) 

Finally,  there  is  the  evidence  from  the  lists  of  heretics.  A  conspectus  of  the  older 

lists  is  given  at  the  beginning  of  Appendix  B,  where  the  different  symbols,  marking 

the  different  groups  of  heretics  which  commonly  are  listed  together  and  in  the  same 

order,  show  clearly  the  sources  (whether  documents  or  oral  traditions  is  immaterial) 

from  the  which  present  lists  have  been  put  together.  The  core  was  a  list  ol  Simon 

Magus  and  his  successors :  Menander,  Basilides,  Satornilus.  This  is  understandable : 

at  the  beginning,  as  Justin  makes  clear,  Simon  had  been  the  great  competitor  (First 

Apology  56).  Next  comes  a  group  composed  of  Carpocrates  (with  or  without  Mar¬ 

cellina),  Cerinthus,  and  Ebion.  (To  this  Epiphanius  adds  some  Jewish-Christian 
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heresies.)  Around  these  two  central  groups  (Simonians  and  Carpocratians)  different 

groups  have  been  added  in  different  places  by  different  writers.  The  group  of  Samar¬ 

itan  and  Jewish  heresies,  when  added,  is  of  course  put  first;  but  it  is  certainly  an 

accretion,  absent  from  Justin,  Celsus,  Irenaeus,  and  Hippolytus.  The  Valentinian 

group  is  also  secondary,  as  shown  by  the  variation  of  its  position.  It  was  added  in 

front  of  the  Simonians  by  Irenaeus  and  Hippolytus,  for  whom  Valentinus  was  the 

major,  present  competitor,  but  was  moved  behind  the  Carpocratian  group  by 

pseudo-Tertullian,  Epiphanius,  and  Filastrius,  who  wrote  when  the  Valentinian 

peril  was  past.  The  Ophites  and  their  ilk  are  added  sometimes  at  the  end  (Irenaeus), 

sometimes  at  the  beginning  (Hippolytus,  Filastrius),  sometimes  at  one  or  another 

place  in  the  middle  (pseudo-Tertullian,  Epiphanius).  Finally,  the  schools  associated 

with  Marcion  and  Tatian  are  always  placed  at  or  near  the  end,  in  accord  with  the 

general  opinion  as  to  their  relative  date. 

The  surprising  thing  about  these  lists,  for  our  purposes,  is  not  only  the  early  date 

they  indicate  for  Carpocrates,  but  also  their  persistent  classification  of  him  with  the 

Jewish-Christian  sects  of  Cerinthus  (on  whom  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  in  Eus.,  HE 

VII. 25)  and  the  Ebionites.  This  is  odd,  since  the  Platonic  traits  in  Carpocratianism 

have  often  been  remarked — recently,  e.g.,  by  Festugiere,  Revelation  1 1 1. 2  5 — and 

were  noticed  as  early  as  Irenaeus  (Harvey,  II.5of  =  Stieren  II.33f)  and  Clement 

(Π  .200.i6ff).  A  further  peculiarity  is  the  fact  that  this  tradition  puts  Carpocrates 

at  the  head  of  the  Jewish-Christian  group,  although  Cerinthus  and  the  Ebionites 

were  presumably  earlier.  We  must  look  for  explanations  of  these  facts,  and  shall 

do  so  by  examining  in  sequence  the  testimonia  collected  in  Appendix  B — with  first 

a  word  about  Jude  and  II  Pet. 

C.  Testimonia 

Clement  (II.200.24ff)  says  that  Jude  in  his  epistle  “spoke  prophetically”  of  the 
Carpocratians  and  similar  heretics;  and  in  the  letter,  1. 3-6,  he  identifies  the  erring 

stars  of  Jude  13  as  Carpocratians  and  says  they  claim  to  know  the  deep  things  of 

Satan — a  claim  which  in  Apoc.  2.24  is  attributed  to  the  followers  of  Jezebel  of  Thya¬ 

tira.  Its  transference  to  the  Carpocratians  is  rhetorical.  What  justification  there  was 

for  the  rhetoric  is  unknown.  The  notion  that  Jude  refers  to  the  sect  may  be  correct. 

Does  II  Pet.  also  refer  to  them  and  was  the  reference  intended  by  the  common 

source  of  Jude  and  II  Pet.?  These  questions  are  insoluble,  therefore  the  details  in 

Jude  and  II  Pet.  cannot  safely  be  used  as  evidence  of  Carpocratian  teaching  although 

they  may  be  so.  But  in  order  to  explain  Clement’s  interpretation,  we  must  suppose 
the  general  picture  given  by  Jude  bore  some  similarity  to  Carpocratianism;  this  is 

important  since  the  source  of  Jude  and  II  Pet.  may  have  had  connections  with 

early  Syrian  Christianity. 

Now  for  the  texts  printed  in  Appendix  B: 

Heracleon  (ca.  a.d.  160)  quoted  by  Clement  in  Eclogae  propheticae  25.1  (III.  i43.22ff) 

spoke  of  certain  Christians  who  branded  their  ears  and  who  justified  the  practice 
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by  allegorization  of  Lk.  3.17  ||  Mt.  3.12.  That  he  referred  to  the  Carpocratians  is 

not  certain,  but  it  is  made  likely  by  the  context  of  the  following  reference  in  Gelsus. 

Celsus ’  report  (ca.  1 75)  must  be  disentangled  from  the  comments  of  Origen,  who 
pretends  ( Contra  Celsum  V.64)  that  only  by  misunderstanding  I  Tim.  4.1-3,  iv 

ύστεροίς  καιροϊς  άποστησονταί  Tires'  της  ττί στεως,  προσεχοντες  ττνευμασί  πλάνοίς  καί 

διδασκαλίας  δαιμόνιων,  εν  νποκρίσεί  φευύολόγων,  κεκαυστηριασμενων  την  οίκείαν  συνεί'ύησιν, 
κωλυόντων  γαμεΐν,  άπεχεσθαι  βρωμάτων,  and  also  misunderstanding  those  who  used 

these  apostolic  words  against  heretics,  could  Gelsus  have  been  led  to  believe  that 

some  Christians  would  call  others  such  horrid  things  as  Κίρκας  .  .  .  κύκηθρα  αίμνλα  .  .  . 

ακοής  καυστηρια  .  .  .  αινίγματα  .  .  .  Σειρήνας  εξορχουμενας  .  .  .  σοφιστρίας,  κατασφραγι- 

ζομενας  τα  ώτα,  καί  άποσυοκεφαλονσας  τούς  ττειθομενους. 

Here  Origen  is  misrepresenting  Christian  party  polemics.  There  is  no  reason  to 

doubt  that  Celsus  got  these  phrases  from  a  Christian  tract  which  must  have  antedated 

his  work.  Heretics  are  compared  to  sirens  by  Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  VII.  13. 

The  reference  to  branding  the  ears,  together  with  libertinism  (Circes  .  .  .  making 

pigs  of  their  followers),  suggests  that  the  polemic  was  directed  against  the  Carpocra¬ 

tians.  Branding  is  reported  of  some  branches  of  the  sect  by  Irenaeus  (Harvey  1. 20. 4  = 

Stieren  1. 25. 6);  and  became  notorious.  Besides  the  numerous  references  in  the 

later  testimonia,  see  Minucius  Felix  9:  Eruenda  prorsus  haec  et  exsecranda  consensio. 

Occultis  se  notis  et  insignibus  noscunt  et  amant  mutuo,  paene  antequam  noverint;  passim  inter 

eos  velut  quaedam  libidinum  religio  miscetur ,  ac  se  promisce  appellant  fratres  et  sorores ,  ut 

etiam  non  insolens  stuprum  intercessione  sacri  nominis  fiat  incestum.  On  the  other  hand,  it 

is  unlikely  that  I  Tim.  4.  iff  refers  to  the  Carpocratians,  since,  as  the  context  shows,  the 

opponents  observe  food  taboos.  The  “branding  of  their  consciences”  is  probably  a 
sneer  at  some  initiatory  branding;  if  so  the  practice  was  not  limited  to  the  Carpo¬ 

cratians.  Dolger,  Sphragis  77Γ,  found  evidence  suggesting  similar  practice,  in  later 

sects,  interpreted  as  a  baptism  of  fire  (to  fulfill  Mt.  3.1 1,  Lk.  3.16,  contrast  Hera- 

cleon).  Dolger  thought  this  a  second  baptism  {ibid.,  75ff).  Jerome,  Luciferianos  23 

end,  would  then  be  mistaken — not  an  unlikely  supposition:  in  the  same  sentence  he 

mistook  Ebion  for  a  personal  name:  see  Vallarsi’s  pathetic  note,  ad  loc. 
On  the  other  hand,  Dolger  was  probably  mistaken  in  supposing  the  rite  came 

from  the  Greek  world;  he  overlooked  the  OT  provision  for  piercing  the  ear  of  a 

slave  as  a  sign  of  perpetual  servitude  (Dt.  1 5 . 1 6f )- — in  this  instance  of  Christ — because 

he  loves  his  master  and  finds  life  good  in  his  master's  house.  This  practice  was  still  in 

force  in  rabbinic  times  [T.  Baba ’  Kama ’  VII. 5;  Sifire  Devarim  121;  etc.).  Moreover, 

Bousset,  Antichrist  25  and  20off,  has  shown  that  the  expectation  of  sealing  is  probably 

part  of  the  pre-Christian  apocalyptic  tradition,  cf.  the  rabbinic  tradition  that  Jesus 

(?  =  NltfO  ]l)  came  back  from  Egypt  with  magical  names  or  signs  tattooed  on 

his  skin  (J.  Shabbat  XII.4(i3d),  B.  Shabbat  104b).  Such  marking  of  the  body  as  part 

of  initiation  into  societies  of  magicians  is  probably  prehistoric. 

Origen’s  quotation  from  Celsus  gives  a  list  of  the  sects  to  which  Celsus  referred 

ca.  1 75  to  prove  the  varieties  and  self-contradictions  of  Christianity — no  doubt  the 

sects  best  known  in  his  environment.  Origen  says  he  called  “the  Church  {sc. 
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Origen’s  party)  οι  από  του  πλήθους ;  these  are  they  who  say  their  god  is  the  same  as 
the  god  of  the  Jews  (V.61).  Besides  these  there  are  some  unnamed  dualists,  then  the 

Valentinians,  Gnostics,  Ebionites,  Sibyllists,  Simonians  from  Helen,  Marcellians 

from  Marcellina,  Harpocratians  from  Salome,  others  from  Mariamme  (Ophites: 

Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  V.7.1;  X.9.3),  others  from  Martha,  and  finally  the 

Marcionites.  Notice  the  number  of  libertine  sects  (Gnostics,  Simonians,  Marcellians, 

Harpocratians,  Ophites,  and  possibly  others),  the  number  “from”  women,  and 
the  importance  of  the  Carpocratians,  who  account  for  two  of  the  eleven.  The  impor¬ 

tance  of  women  in  the  practice  of  magic  appears  already  in  Enoch  7. iff:  it  was  to 

women  that  the  fallen  angels  first  taught  the  black  arts.  In  rabbinic  literature  it 

is  a  commonplace:  even  the  purest  of  women  practices  magic  (J.  Kiddushin  IV.  11 

[66c  end]);  a  woman  being  punished  in  public  is  automatically  supposed  to  have 

practiced  magic  or  committed  adultery  (Sifre  Devarim  26  ||  Wayyikra  Rabbah  31.4); 

see  further  B.  Berakot  53a  end;  B.  'Erubin  64b  end;  Sotah  IX.  13;  etc.  Hence  the 

importance  of  women  in  libertine  Christianity  and  in  the  circle  of  Jesus’  disciples 
(Lk.  8. iff,  etc.;  above,  commentary  on  II. 23)  is  probably  significant.  Salome,  in 

particular,  indicates  some  connection  between  the  Carpocratians  and  the  Gospels 

of  Mark,  Thomas ,  and  the  Egyptians  (see  above,  pp.  1 8gfF) . 

Origen’s  statement  that  he  has  never  met  any  of  “these”  is  of  uncertain  reference 

— and  veracity.  However,  the  libertine  wing  of  Christianity  does  seem  to  have 

diminished  sharply  in  the  early  third  century,  perhaps  because  of  police  action.  In 

Celsus’  comparison  with  the  worshipers  of  Antinoiis,  where  does  the  similarity  stop 
and  the  polemic  begin?  The  main  point  of  similarity  is  immoral  behavior;  this 

fits  later  Christian  reports  of  the  Carpocratians;  so  do  the  repeated  references  to 

ear-marking  in  Celsus’  source,  τους  παραχαράττοντας  τα  Χριστιανισμού ,  if  it  came 

from  Celsus’  source,  may  be  echoed  in  the  letter  of  Clement  1. 14,  but  is  too  common 
to  prove  relationship. 

Hegesippus ,  ca.  180,  in  Eus.  HE  IV. 22.46?,  derives  all  Christian  heresies  from 

Samaritan  and  Jewish-Christian  sects,  and  therefore  is  not  a  strong  witness  for 

this  derivation.  The  order  agrees  with  Justin’s  ( Dialogue  35.6)  save  for  the  presence 
of  the  Carpocratians;  unfortunately,  it  is  probably  not  chronological. 

Irenaeus ,  ca.  185,  provides  the  only  account  of  Carpocratian  theology  which  can 

pretend  to  reliability.  Clement’s  reports  are  mostly  limited  to  questions  of  ethics, 
and  the  later  writers  have  little,  if  any,  independent  knowledge  of  the  sect.  The 

theology  described  by  Irenaeus  has  many  apparently  Platonic  traits:  the  creation 

of  the  world  by  inferior  beings,  salvation  for  the  pure  soul  able  to  remember  what 

it  saw  when  moving  in  the  celestial  sphere,  transmigration  as  a  penalty  for  souls 

which  have  not  attained  perfection.  It  also  uses  the  Stoic  notion  that  physical  actions 

are  indifferent  by  nature,  good  or  bad  only  by  opinion. 

But  in  the  first  place,  some  of  the  apparently  Platonic  traits  may  not  have  come 

from  Platonism.  For  instance,  the  creation  of  the  world  by  inferior  beings  may  be  one 

consequence  of  that  awareness  of  the  importance  of  intermediaries  which  appears 
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in  every  field  of  thought  during  the  imperial  period  and  is  probably  a  reflection 

of  the  imperial  administration:  it  appears  where  Platonism  does  not — for  instance, 

in  Paul’s  notion  that  God  gave  the  law  through  intermediaries  (Gal.  3.19). 
In  the  second  place,  the  Platonic  traits  are  superficial  and  explanatory;  beneath 

them  is  the  structure  found  in  Col.  2.8-3.45  and  in  the  Typhon  initiation  quoted 

above,  on  page  221  :  the  soul’s  escape  from  the  rulers  of  this  world  by  union  with 
a  spirit  which  gives  it  magical  powers  (and,  in  Col.  and  Carpocrates,  enables  it 

to  ascend  into  the  heavens).  Platonism  helped  make  this  sort  of  thought  respectable, 

but  the  practice  was  magical  and,  in  Carpocrates’  case,  Christian.  That  libertine 
Christianity  was  Platonized  in  Alexandria  is  understandable;  the  Platonic  and 

Stoic  traits  in  the  system  of  Carpocrates  are  no  more  proof  of  Platonic  or  Stoic  origin 

than  are  those  in  the  systems  of  Clement  and  Philo. 

Turning  to  details:  the  report  that  Jesus  was  begotten  by  Joseph  shows  the  Carpo- 

cratians  holding  to  an  early  tradition  the  majority  abandoned.20  Hilgenfeld,  Euan¬ 
geliorum  18  and  36,  conjectures  that  they  used  Mt.  with  the  Sinaitic  Syriac  reading 

at  1. 1 6  (cf.  Epiphanius,  Panarion  XXX.  14).  The  report  of  Jesus’  training  and  escape 
is  given  by  Irenaeus  from  two,  mutually  explanatory,  sources  printed  below  in 

parallel  columns.  The  words  added  in  Greek  are  from  Hippolytus  ( Philosophumena 

VII. 32)  who  evidently  read  them  in  his  text  of  Irenaeus  though  they  are  not  in 

the  present  Latin  translation.  Epiphanius,  Panarion  XXVII. 2. 2,  paraphrased  the 

same  passage  of  Irenaeus;  his  paraphrase  shows  that  he  also  found  these  words  in 

the  text. 

A 

Jesum  autem  .  .  . 

distasse  a  reliquis  <( hominibus ) 

γεγονότα  όικαιότερον  των  λοιπών 

secundum  id  quod  anima  ejus  firma  et 
munda  cum  esset 

commemorata  fuerit  quae  visa  essent  sibi 

.  .  .  ingenito  Deo 

et  propter  hoc 
ab  eo  missam  esse  ei  virtutem 

uti  mundi  fabricatores  efiugere  posset 

et  per  omnes  transgressa  et  in  omnibus 
liberata 

ascenderet  ad  eum 

B 

Jesu  autem  animam 

in  Judaeorum  consuetudine  nutritam 

contempsisse  eos  (cf.  the  following  sen¬ 
tence  :  contemnere  mundi  .  .  .  archontas) 

et  propter  hoc 
virtutes  accepisse 

per  quas  evacuavit  quae  fuerunt  in  poenas 

passiones 

20.  Another  primitive  element  may  be  their  denial  of  the  physical  resurrection.  Richardson  sugg
ests 

that  the  diversity  and  disagreements  of  the  resurrection  stories  in  the  Gospels  (striking  by  contrast  wi
th 

the  close  agreements  of  the  preceding  passion  stories)  indicate  that  the  stories  ol  a  bodil
y  rcsuirection 

are  accretions  to  the  original  preaching,  which  declared  only,  “he  is  alive  again  sc.  as  a  life-giving 

spirit  (Acts  25.19;  I  Cor.  15.45). 

271 



CLEMENT  OF  ALEXANDRIA 

That  Jesus  was  brought  up  and  excelled  in  the  observance  of  Jewish  law  would 

explain  why  he  appears  in  the  Gospels  as  a  legal  authority — a  problem  which  has 

no  other  clear  answer.  It  would  ht  also  with  Mk.’s  location  of  the  dispute  stories, 

and  Jn.’s  of  the  cleansing  of  the  temple,  early  in  Jesus’  career.  The  Platonizing 
explanations  in  text  A  ( anima  .  .  .  munda  .  .  .  commemorata ,  etc.)  tell  how  Jesus  was 

enabled  to  see  through  the  cosmic  powers  (equated  in  text  B,  as  in  Col.  2.16-23, 

with  Jewish  observances).  The  reward  of  this  philosophic  penetration  is  the  descent 

of  the  holy  spirit— the  virtus  of  text  A  (=  δόνα  μις,  which  leaves  Jesus  only  at  cruci¬ 

fixion,  Gospel  of  Peter  19  ||  θεός,  Mk.  15.34;  Χριστός,  Cerinthus  in  Irenaeus  [Harvey, 

1. 21  end  —  Stieren  1 . 26. 1  ] ;  Simon  Magus  also  was  or  had  a  δυναμις,  Acts  8.10; 
further,  Vaganay,  Evangile  108).  The  spirit  makes  it  possible  for  Jesus  to  overcome 

the  cosmic  powers  (which  text  B  now  identifies  with  the  passions)  and  so  to  ascend 

to  God.  Per  omnes  transgressa  et  in  omnibus  liberata,  the  means  of  victory,  reflects  the 

ascension  theory  discussed  above,  pages  238ff.  Each  cosmic  sphere  had  its  proper 

demonic  ruler,  physical  element,  and  psychological  passion.  Consequently,  ascent 

involved  not  only  movement  through  space  and  victory  over  the  demons,  but  also 

change  in  physical  nature  and  victory  over  the  passions.  But  in  order  to  overcome  a 

passion,  one  must  experience  it.  The  consequences  of  this  belief  appear  in  Carpocrates’ 
theology  and  in  that  of  the  contemporary (  ?)  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  2.9ff  and  q.iqff. 

( χωρίς  αμαρτίας,  tagged  to  the  end  of  verse  15  as  a  safeguard,  suggests  the  author 

knew  libertine  developments  of  the  theory  and  was  trying  to  avoid  them.)  Another 

common  belief  was  that  the  spirits  of  άωροι — persons  who  died  before  their  time, 

especially  before  marriage — became  earthbound  demons  subject  to  magicians  and 

to  the  chthonic  gods.  Hence  Carpocrates’  teaching  that  complete  experience  of 

this  life  is  necessary  for  liberation  from  it.  The  Carpocratians’  support  for  this  theory 

— their  interpretation  of  Mt.  5.25  ||  Lk.  12.58  (“agree  with  your  creditor  quickly  .  .  .”) 

— seems  to  have  been  current  in  Paul’s  time  (above,  p.  259).  On  the  antiquity  of 
other  demonological  exegeses  handed  down  in  secret  tradition,  see  Danielou,  Tradi¬ 
tions  200. 

Apart  from  this  basic  structure  of  Carpocrates’  theology,  the  most  important 
things  for  our  purpose  in  Irenaeus  are  his  reference  to  Carpocratian  texts  containing 

secret  teachings  of  Jesus — this  accords  with  the  report  in  Clement’s  letter — and  the 
indirect  evidence  he  provides  for  the  influence  of  the  Carpocratian  sect  in  his  environ¬ 

ment.  He  says  (Harvey,  1. 26. 2  =  Stieren  1. 28. 2)  that  Basilides  and  Carpocrates 

provided  the  starting  points  of  all  the  libertine  sects.  Again  (Harvey  II. 48-53  = 

Stieren  II. 3 1-33),  after  explaining  that  his  refutation  of  the  Valentinians  refutes 

by  implication  all  other  heretics,  he  deals  first  with  elements  common  to  the  Carpo¬ 

cratians  and  other  sects  (creation  by  inferior  angels,  possession  of  supernatural 

powers,  and  ability  to  do  miracles)  and  next  with  claims  primarily  Carpocratian: 

that  one  must  experience  everything,  that  they  have  souls  from  the  same  sphere  as 

Jesus’  soul,  that  Jesus  did  his  miracles  by  magical  delusions  ( φαντασιώδους ),  that 
souls  are  punished  by  transmigration.  This  extended  attack  on  the  Carpocratians 

shows  that  Irenaeus  thought  them  the  most  important  of  the  libertine  sects  against 

which  he  had  to  argue. 
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Clement  (ca.  190)  was  of  the  same  opinion.  When  he  came,  in  Stromateis  III,  to 

deal  with  the  libertine  heresies,  he  took  the  Garpocratians  first  and  treated  them 

at  far  greater  length  than  any  of  the  others.  Yet— and  this  is  typical  of  Clement — 

he  gives  no  systematic  account  of  the  Garpocratian  position.  He  represents  Epiphanes, 

Carpocrates’  son,  as  the  source  of  both  “the  monadic  gnosis”  and  “the  Garpocratian 

sect’  ’  (II.  I97.26ff).  The  letter  shows  that  the  second  part  of  this  is  polemic:  the 
sect  came  also  from  Carpocrates  and  had  behind  it  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  (above, 

p.  84).  And  the  first  part  of  Clement’s  statement  is  no  more  reliable.  Chadwick 
has  pointed  out  ( Alexandrian  Christianity  27)  that  the  monadic  gnosis  probably 

had  behind  it  “an  apocryphal  work  .  .  .  the  mother  of  their  licentiousness” 
(II.209.17ff). 

From  Epiphanes’  On  Justice  Clement  quotes  a  considerable  passage  representing 

the  physical  world  as  the  work  of  a  just — that  is,  egalitarian — god,  interpreting  Mt. 

5.45  as  evidence  of  this,  and  consequently  describing  Ex.  20.17  (“thou  shalt  not 

covet”)  as  “ridiculous”  and  the  law  in  general  as  an  occasion  of  sin  because  it 

runs  counter  to  divinely  established  communism.  (Here  Clement  saw  a  misunder¬ 

standing  of  Rom  7.7.)  This  might  be  thought  to  contradict  Irenaeus’  statement 
that  Carpocrates  said  the  world  was  made  by  inferior  angels;  but  Epiphanes,  being 

a  Platonist,  probably  held  that  daimones  had  created  the  world  according  to  a 

divinely  given  form;  he  could  therefore  speak  without  self-contradiction  of  divinely 

ordained  patterns  in  the  demonic  creation. 

Next  Clement  reports  the  orgiastic  agapai  of  the  Carpocratians.  Jude  12  (cf. 

II  Pet.  2.13)  declares  the  heretics  it  attacks  particularly  active  in  agapai.  Clement’s 
report  is  suspiciously  similar  to  those  that  contemporary  pagans  were  spreading  about 

all  Christians  (cf.  Tertullian,  Apology  VII.  1),  but  he  adds  that  in  such  agapai  they 

seek  communion  (II.200.12)  and  later,  when  discussing  the  libertine  sects  generally, 

he  protests  the  use  of  κοινωνία  μυστική  for  sexual  connection  and  he  lets  slip  ταύτην 

οΐονται  εις  την  βασιλείαν  αυτούς  άνάγειν  του  θεοϋ  (ΙΙ.2θ8. ioff;  24f)>  showing  that  the 

primitive  functional  connection  of  the  sacraments  with  the  kingdom  persisted  in 

the  sect.  (Here,  by  the  way,  we  have  another  reference  to  the  Carpocratians  as  ot 

παραχαράσσοντες  την  αλήθειαν,  as  in  the  letter,  1 .  1 4. ) 

Besides  their  ritual  copulation  in  the  agapai,  Clement  says,  they  also  ask  of  any 

women  they  wish  performance  of  the  “divine  law”  (II.200.13ff),  which  he  suggests 

they  derived  from  a  “misunderstanding”  of  Plato.  But  eight  pages  later,  in  a  passage 
where  the  Carpocratians  are  not  named  (the  same  passage  which  contains  the 

information  about  κοινωνία  quoted  above),  the  “divine  law”  turns  out  to  be  Jesus’ 

saying  “give  to  him  who  asketh  of  thee,”  which  the  wicked  quote  from  Scripture 

(γεγραττται).  Clement’s  attribution  to  Plato  was  a  smoke  screen. 

After  remarks  on  several  particular  sects,  Clement  proceeds  to  more  general 

discussion  and  for  the  purpose  divides  all  heresies  into  two  groups,  the  ascetic  and 

the  libertine.  Much  of  what  he  says  about  the  libertines  probably  refers  to  the 

Carpocratians,  whom  he  had  taken  as  the  first  major  example  of  the  type.  It  is 

probably  they  who  appeal  to  the  sayings  “the  Son  of  Man  is  Lord  of  the  Sabbath 

(II. 214. 17),  “all  things  are  permissible”  {ibid.,  19),  and  “you  were  called  to  liberty” 
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(ibid.,  28f).  (The  Pauline  contexts  of  the  two  latter  sayings  are  notably  favorable 

to  Clement’s  purpose  and  unfavorable  to  libertinism;  perhaps  the  sayings  were 
agrapha  which  Paul  was  explaining  away  and  which  the  libertines  quoted  as  agrapha, 

not  as  Pauline.)  The  attack  on  those  who  maintain  επιθυμία  χαριστεον  καί  τον 

επονείδιστου  βί ον  αδιάφορου  ηγητεον  suggests  the  whole  passage  is  aimed  at  the 

Carpocratians.  This  fits  Irenaeus  (Harvey  1. 20. 3  end  =  Stieren  1. 25. 5) :  the  Carpo- 

cratian  report  of  Jesus’  secret  teaching  was  per  fidem  enim  et  caritatem  salvari;  reliqua 
vero,  indifferentia. 

In  II.221.6ff  Clement  mentions  the  Carpocratians  and  attacks  their  interpretation 

of  “give  to  him  who  asketh.”  This  develops  into  a  defense  of  wealth  as  the  prerequisite 

of  charity,  and  the  defense  makes  it  seem  that  Clement’s  Carpocratians  practiced 
economic,  as  well  as  sexual,  community  of  goods.  They  evidently  appealed  to  Mt. 

1 9.2 if:  “If  you  wish  to  be  perfect,  sell  what  you  have  and  give  to  the  poor” — we 
met  the  Markan  parallel  in  the  baptismal  pericope.  (Above,  pp.  172b  This  may 

explain  why  η  γυναίκα  has  disappeared  from  Mk.  10.29;  cf.  Theophylact  on  10.30, 

άρα  οΰν  καί  γυναίκας  εκατονταπλασίονας  ληφεται)  ναι,  καν  ό  κατάρατος  ’ Ιουλιανός  εκωμώδει 

τούτο.  Julian’s  joke  may  have  referred  to  stories  derived  from  Carpocratian  practice. 

Cf.  also  Origen,  Exhortatio  ad  martyrium  16.) 

In  II.224.  i off  we  again  have  an  attack  on  those  who  advocate  αδιαφορίαν.  This 

time  they  appeal  to  Rom.  6.14  and  do  not  believe  in  the  last  judgment.  In  the 

concluding  section  of  book  III  (II.244.21ff),  the  community  of  wives  and  economic 

communism  recur,  together  with  some  new  traits :  the  Carpocratians’  notion  of  την 
διαθήκην  την  καινήν,  their  use  of  baptism,  and  their  importance  as  a  cause  of  the 

bad  reputation  of  Christians  in  general.  This  section  has  a  number  of  traits  also  found 

in  the  letter’s  attack  on  Carpocratians  (πάντα  καθαρά  τοίς  καθαροϊς,  εις  το  εξώτερον 
σκότος,  etc.) .  On  all  the  material  in  Stromateis  III  see  now  Bolgiani,  Polemica.  Further  pas¬ 

sages  in  Clement’s  works  may  also  refer  to  the  Carpocratians;  for  instance,  III.143.12ff: 
Οτε  χοϊκοί  ήμεν ;  Καίσαοος  ήμεν.  Καΐσαρ  δε  εστιν  6  πρόσκαιρος  αρχών,  ου  καί  είκών 

η  χοϊκή  6  παλαιός  άνθρωπος,  εις  δν  επαλι νδρόμησεν.  τουτω  ούν  τα  χοϊκά  άποδοτεον,  ά 

“  πεφορεκαμεν  εν  τη  είκόνι  του  χοϊκού ,”  καί  “τά  του  θεού  τώ  θεώ· ”  έκαστον  γάρ  των 

παθών  ώσπερ  γράμμα  καί  χάραγμα  ημϊν  καί  σημεΐον.  άλλο  χάραγμα  νυν  ό  κύριος  ημΐν 

καί  άλλα  ονόματα  καί  γράμματα  ενσημαίνεται,  πίστιν  αντί  απιστίας,  καί  τά  έξης,  ούτως 

από  των  υλικών  επί  τά  πνευματικά  μεταγόμεθα  “  φορεσαντες  την  εικόνα  του  επ  ουράν  ίου.” 
This  might  be  interpreted  to  fit  Carpocratian  doctrine;  and  it  immediately  precedes, 

in  the  Eclogae  propheticae,  Clement’s  quotation  from  Heracleon  referring  to  the 
sectarians  who  branded  their  ears.  Moreover,  iqff  explains  the  equivalence  of  demons 

and  passions  in  Irenaeus’  accounts  of  Carpocratian  teaching,  quoted  above.  As  John 
of  Damascus  would  have  said,  the  demons  are  one  in  form  with  the  passions  they 

have  given  us.  Like  the  orthodox,  the  Carpocratians  were  groping  for  philosophical 

explanations  of  the  gospel  sayings — and  of  the  magical  practices — which  had  come 

down  to  them  from  their  Palestinian  origin. 

After  Clement  the  material  in  Appendix  B  affords  almost  no  reliable  information 

about  the  Carpocratians. 

274 



THE  BACKGROUND 

Tertullian  exploits  Irenaeus,  Hippolytus  abbreviates  him,  Epiphanius  inflates  him. 

Occasionally  Hippolytus  and  Epiphanius  make  it  possible  to  improve  the  text 

used  by  the  Latin  translation  of  Irenaeus  (the  most  important  example  was  given 
above.) 

Epiphanius  furnishes  additional  material,  but  because  furnished  by  him  it  is  so 

unreliable  that  it  does  not  add  to  our  knowledge.  Thus,  when  he  makes  the  Carpo- 

cratian  god  όρχη,  άγνωστος,  ακατονόμαστος  and  declares  that  the  angels  revolted 

from  him  before  creating  the  world,  he  may  be  importing  traits  from  other  gnostic 

systems ;  when  he  specifies  the  Carpocratians’  wicked  actions,  he  is  probably  indulging 
his  libidinous  imagination;  and  when  he  credits  them  with  two  kinds  of  images 

of  Jesus — a  secret  set  modeled  on  Pilate’s  and  another  used  with  the  images  of 

philosophers — he  is  probably  confused.  That,  when  Carpocratians  are  known,  gentiles 

will  have  nothing  to  do  with  Christians,  is  probably  his  own  improvement  of  the 

scandal  story.  That  Carpocratians  come  near  Christian  groups  only  to  snare  souls 

may  be  his  excuse  for  the  fact  that  none  are  to  be  seen  (Origen,  over  a  century  earlier, 

seemed  to  say  he  had  never  been  able  to  meet  one,  and  he  may  have  been  telling 

the  truth).  Epiphanius’  connection  of  Epiphanes  with  Secundus  is  merely  a  muddle, 
and  his  statement  that  the  Origenians  resemble  the  sect  of  Epiphanes  means  only 

that  they  had  filthy  practices.  Perhaps  his  report  that  the  Carpocratians  used  Mt., 

with  the  genealogy,  to  prove  the  human  birth  of  Jesus,  is  reliable,  but  even  about  this 

there  is  no  being  sure. 

From  the  minor  authors  in  Appendix  B  there  is  even  less  to  glean. 

Pseudo-  Tertullian'1  s  notion  that  Jesus’  ascent  to  the  heavens,  according  to  the  Carpo¬ 
cratians,  took  place  after  his  death  is  a  new  specification  and,  from  the  evidence 

we  have  seen,  presumably  a  misunderstanding:  Jesus’  role  in  Carpocratian  theology 

as  revelator  requires  that  he  have  already  ascended  and  seen  what  he  reveals — the 

more  so  since  the  Carpocratians  held  to  the  historical  fact  of  his  human  nature; 

contrast  John  i . iff. 

Eusebius  we  have  already  spoken  of.  He  adapts  Irenaeus’  information  to  his  own 

apologetic  interests,  using  the  Carpocratians  to  explain  the  scandalous  charges — 

including  incest — which  have  been  brought  against  the  Christians. 

Athanasius  reflects  Irenaeus. 

Marcellus  of  Ancyra  gives  a  list  of  sects  in  unusual  sequence,  but  his  originality 

results  from  confusion,  not  knowledge. 

Gregory's  remark  shows  that  the  sect  had  disappeared  quite  a  while  before  the 

rise  of  the  Arian  controversy,  but  was  remembered  as  one  of  the  six  or  seven  main 
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gnostic  sects.  This  may  be  due  to  the  prominence  given  it  in  the  accounts  of  Irenaeus 

and  Clement,  not  to  knowledge  of  its  actual  size. 

The  later  fathers  furnish  repetitions  and  confusions. 

Filastrius ’  Florian  Carpocratians  are  the  most  conspicuous  confusion. 

Praedestinatus  is  exceptional.  His  report  must  have  come  from  some  Acts  of  Barnabas 

(not  the  preserved  text)  written  at  a  time  and  in  a  place  where  the  Carpocratians 

were  important  enough  to  call  down  the  pseudo-apostle’s  rebuke,  and  old  enough 
to  make  it  seem  possible.  Third-century  Cyprus  would  be  a  likely  guess. 

“Cyril's”  Discourse  on  Mary  is  another  exception.  It  shows  that  Ebionite  and 

Carpocratian  literature  lived  on  in  fourth-century  Palestine  and  was  developed  in 

accordance  with  the  developing  superstitions  of  the  time.  “My  mother  the  holy 

spirit”  of  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  has  now  been  identified  with  Mary  and 
Michael!  But  the  Carpocratians  and  the  Ebionites  are  still  connected,  and  the 

retort,  “Harpocrates  used  to  cast  out  devils”  is  probably  the  last  item  which  should 
be  added  to  our  picture  of  this  all-too-primitive  Christian. 

D.  Studies 

This  review  of  the  evidence  has  shown  the  connection  of  Carpocratian  doctrine 

with  the  original  libertine  tradition  of  Christianity.  Both  connection  and  tradition 

were  ignored  by  the  principal  studies  of  Carpocrates  in  the  past  century.  The  tone 

was  set  by  the  DCB  article  (1877)  which  saw  in  Carpocrates  a  Platonic  philosopher, 

discussed  the  Platonic  elements  of  his  work  in  some  detail  and  paid  little  attention 

to  the  rest.  Hilgenfeld,  Ketzergeschichte  (1884),  followed  the  same  line,  adding  discussion 

of  the  sources  and  defending  the  historicity  of  Clement’s  account  against  the  unlikely 
hypotheses  of  Volkmar.  Classic  statement  of  the  conservative  position  was  given 

by  Kruger’s  article  in  RTK  (1901),  supported  by  a  full  collection  of  references  to 

the  sources.  Bareille  in  DTC  added  nothing;  nor  did  Bousset’s  extensive  study  of 
near  eastern  mythological  elements  in  gnosticism  ( Hauptprobleme ,  1907)  contribute 

much  to  the  background  of  Carpocratianism.  His  material  on  marking  initiates 

(286ff)  and,  more  generally,  on  baptism  (278ff),  on  the  saviour  (238ff),  and  on 

obscene  mysteries  (314Q  either  deals  with  peripheral  details  or  does  not  reveal  close 

connections,  and  this  fact  is  significant:  Carpocratianism  had  its  background  not  in 

mythology  but  in  magic,  an  adjacent  but  not  identical  field.  Neither  its  basis  in 

Palestinian  practice  nor  the  veneer  of  Platonism  it  acquired  in  Alexandria  was 

dependent  on  mythology,  and  its  most  obviously  mythological  elements — the 

cosmocratores,  for  instance — probably  began  as  mere  demons  over  whom  the  magician 

gained  control  and  were  made  cosmic  powers  by  secondary  development.  That 

secondary  development  had  already  taken  place  in  Col.  2,  and  did  not  substantially 

change  the  character  of  the  essential  practice. 
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Leclerq’s  article  in  DACL  recognized  the  connection  of  Garpocratianism  with 
magic,  but  spoiled  the  recognition  by  attempting  to  attribute  to  Carpocratianism 

the  Eighth  Book  of  Moses  (. PGM  XIII.  iff),  which  has  nothing  in  common  with  Carpo¬ 

cratianism  save  its  alternative  title,  Monas ,  and  the  usual  characteristics  of  magical 

literature.  By  contrast,  de  Faye,  Gnostiques  (19131,  19252),  tried  to  deny  the  rela¬ 
tion  between  the  Garpocratian  school  and  the  work  of  Epiphanes  which  Clement 

quoted.  This  is  not  impossible,  but  not  likely.  It  is  more  difficult  to  suppose  that 

Clement  confused  two  Carpocrates  than  to  suppose  that  the  doctrines  of  Epiphanes’ 
On  Justice  and  of  Carpocrates  as  reported  by  Irenaeus  were  somehow  reconciled. 

Irenaeus  reports  on  the  Marcellinist  branch  of  the  sect  after  a  generation  of  devel¬ 

opment  in  Rome,  and  Clement,  apart  from  his  quotations  of  Epiphanes,  shows  us 

the  Alexandrian  branch  after  two  generations  of  development  there;  differences  are 

expectable. 

Fendt  ( Gnostiche  Mysterien ,  1922)  did  not  deal  directly  with  Carpocratianism,  but 

his  study  of  other  obscene  interpretations  of  communion  is  helpful  for  an  under¬ 

standing  of  the  libertine  tradition  and  its  consequently  secret  doctrines.  Buonaiuti’s 
Fragments  (1924)  followed  the  usual  line,  adding  the  unlikely  suggestion  that  the 

statue  of  the  teaching  “Christ”  in  the  Museo  delle  Terme  might  be  of  Carpocratian 
origin  (p.  57).  Leisegang,  Gnosis  (1924),  did  little  more  than  translate  the  principal 

testimonia  and  add  a  brief  account  of  the  Greek  tradition  concerning  transmigration 

of  souls.  Dolger’s  valuable  study,  Sphragis  (1929),  has  been  discussed  above. 
Liboron  (Die  Karpokrati  anise  he  Gnosis ,  1938)  wrote  the  first  monograph  on  the 

Carpocratians,  giving  a  sensible  if  somewhat  superficial  account  of  the  sect.  An 

important  advance  from  earlier  studies  was  the  recognition  that  the  Carpocratians 

would  have  found  many  elements  in  the  Gospels  congenial  to  their  doctrines  (pp. 

45ff:  Liboron  selects  Mt.  5.2iff;  4.8;  16.25;  Jn*  8.23f  and  44;  15.19;  17.25;  Mk. 

9.23;  Mt.  22.40;  Jn.  13.34;  Mk.  4.1 1 ;  Mt.  13. 11).  All  that  was  lacking  was  the 

realization  that  these  are  not  chance  similarities,  but  that  the  Carpocratians  derived 

from  and  continued  the  primitive  libertine  Christian  tradition;  this  is  why  they 

have  neither  the  elaborate  cosmology  of  the  philosophic  gnostics  like  Basilides  and 

Valentinus,  nor  the  fantastic  mythology  of  sects  like  the  Naassenes  and  the  Ophites. 

Failure  to  realize  this  led  Liboron  (p.  52)  to  treat  the  sect  as  a  simplification  of 

gnosticism,  whereas  it  was  in  fact  a  slightly  philosophizing  continuation  of  a  sort 

of  Christianity  which  often  developed  into  or  took  up  gnosticism.  (Consequently 

works  on  the  nature  of  gnosticism — recently  Jonas,  Religion ,  and  Wilson,  Problem 

— have  relatively  little  to  do  with  Carpocratianism.  It  was  closer  to  magic,  and 

while  magic  was  an  important  element  in  many  gnostic  systems,  it  was  not  itself 

a  system,  but  a  practice,  older  than  gnosticism  and  more  widespread.) 

Bardy  in  his  articles  on  Carpocrates  and  Carpocratianism  in  DHGE  (1949) 

recognized  the  connection  of  Carpocratianism  with  magic,  but  not  that  with  Chris¬ 

tianity  (though  the  latter  is  proved  by  theological  structure  and  constant  use  of 

the  dicta  of  Jesus  and  Paul).  Peterson,  in  Enciclopedia  Cattolica  (also  1949)  added 

references  from  Michael  Syrus  and  the  Apostolic  Constitutions  and  explained  the 

Carpocratians’  exegesis  of  Mt.  5-25f  and  of  their  use  of  images  (which  he  connected 
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with  pagan  use  of  amulets).  Schoeps,  AFZ  (2β2ίΓ — 1950),  emphasized  rightly  the 

number  and  variety  of  libertine  sects  in  early  Christianity  and  also  the  connection 

between  libertinism  and  the  notion  of  deliverance  from  the  world,  but  he  failed  to 

realize  what  these  facts  indicate  as  to  the  early,  eschatological  origin  of  the  libertine 

movement.  By  contrast,  Kraft,  Gab  (1952),  began  with  historical  error  (“the  tiny 

and  insignificant  sect  of  the  Carpocratians,”  p.  434)  and  progressed  by  hypotheses 

for  which  there  is  no  reliable  evidence  (the  sect’s  identification  of  Christ  with  Harpo¬ 
crates)  and  by  neglect  of  part  of  the  little  evidence  there  is  (the  material  in  Clement 

and  Irenaeus  outside  the  primary  passages)  to  the  absurd  conclusion  that  Carpocrates 

never  existed.  This  thesis  need  not  be  discussed;  it  has  been  refuted  by  Chadwick, 

Alexandrian  Christianity  (1955,  p.  27),  who  also  gives  a  good  survey  of  the  discussion 

of  Volkmar’s  lunar  theory  (26,  cf.  Bolgiani,  Polemica  95  m3)  and  a  clear  account 

of  the  major  sources.  Kretschmar,  RGG3  (1959)  adds  nothing. 
Perhaps  the  best  evaluation  of  Carpocrates,  however,  was  that  by  Danielou, 

Theologie  (1958,  pp.  97Q.  He  recognized  that  Carpocrates  might  have  got  from 

Judaism  the  notions  that  the  world  was  created  by  inferior  angels  and  that  the  soul 

could  ascend  above  them.  He  also  saw  that  Carpocrates,  by  his  belief  that  Jesus 

was  a  normal  human  being  begotten  by  Joseph,  was  connected  with  the  Ebionites 

rather  than  the  later  gnostics,  and  that  his  treatment  of  Jesus  as  a  model  for  other 

men  was  a  further  Jewish-Christian  trait.  He  therefore  suggested  that  even  the 

sexual  indifferentism  and  the  notion  of  reincarnation  might  have  come  from  Jewish 

sources.  (For  evidence  of  Jews  who  believed  in  reincarnation  he  refers  to  Origen, 

Commentarii  in  Euangelium  Ioannis  VI. 7.)  His  conclusions  (p.  98)  deserve  quotation: 

“Consequently  the  case  of  Carpocrates  is  quite  remarkable.  He  seems  to  depend 
essentially  on  a  heterodox  Jewish  gnosis,  which  admitted  that  the  angels  had  created 

the  world  and  that  metempsychosis  took  place.  But  on  the  other  hand  he  has  no 

relation  to  Samaritan  gnosticism.  We  have  to  do  with  a  strictly  Jewish  gnosticism. 

Moreover,  Carpocrates  is  a  heterodox  Jew  become  a  follower  of  Christ,  but  after 

the  fashion  of  the  Ebionites,  that  is  to  say,  he  sees  in  him  only  a  prophet  and  a 

model.  Finally,  he  seems  to  have  been  affected  by  Zealot  messianism.  His  son, 

Epiphanes,  will  Hellenize  this  Jewish  gnosticism,  as  Valentinus  will,  at  the  same 

time,  the  Samaritan  gnosticism,  and  Justin  the  orthodox  gnosis.”  This  lacks  only 

the  realization  that  Jesus  also  was  a  heterodox  Jew.  Both  Danielou’s  observations 

and  Chadwick’s  study  were  neglected  by  Camelot,  whose  article  in  LTK  (i960) 

follows  Kraft  instead  of  the  evidence.  This  is  what  comes  of  relying  on  “the  latest 

study  of  the  subject.”  Mention  should  be  made  in  conclusion  of  the  penetrating 

remark  by  Grant,  Gnosticism  96  (1959),  that  in  Carpocratianism  “counsels  of  eschato¬ 

logical  perfection  have  been  transmuted  into  a  kind  of  Cynicizing  gnosis.” 
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The  History  of  the  Text 

I.  Egypt  and  Mark ,  279 

II.  Evidence  for  the  existence  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk.,  281 

III.  The  acceptance  and  disappearance  of  the  longer  text ,  282 

IV.  The  history  of  the  letter  of  Clement ,  285 

I.  Egypt  and  Mark 

The  preceding  discussion  of  the  magical  and  libertine  elements  in  early  Chris¬ 

tianity,  and  of  the  practices  of  secrecy  they  entailed,  was  necessary  because  these 

elements  and  practices  have  commonly  been  ignored  (so  Clasen,  Arkandiziplin  56ff, 

iooff).  They  have  been  ignored  because  the  adherents  of  the  Pauline  and  Matthaean 

forms  of  the  religion,  the  forms  which  ultimately  triumphed,  destroyed  the  documents 

and  denied  the  authenticity  of  the  competing  traditions.  The  extent  of  the  destruction 

can  be  judged  by  the  poverty  of  Christian  literature  from  the  century  between  35 

and  135  and  by  the  evidence  collected  in  Bauer’s  Rechtglaubigkeit. 
Because  of  the  loss  of  the  documents  it  is  impossible  to  write  a  history  of  Christianity 

before  the  latter  half  of  the  second  century.  Therefore  in  the  preceding  chapter  I 

made  no  attempt  to  present  a  history  of  the  libertine  side  of  the  religion  or  to  define 

precisely  the  affiliations  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  to  the  various  parties  within 

Christianity.  Restraint  was  dictated  by  what  Weiss,  quoting  Harnack,  has  called 

“our  nearly  complete  ignorance  of  Christianity  in  Alexandria  and  Egypt  before 

the  year  180”  (Christianity  658).  This  Egyptian  darkness  has  not  been  much  illumi¬ 
nated  by  such  works  as  I  have  seen  (Bauer,  Rechtglaubigkeit ,  1934;  Till,  Gnosis ,  1949; 

Bell,  Cults,  1953;  Roberts,  Christianity ,  1954;  Plumley,  Christianity,  1957;  Hornschuh, 

Anfange,  1958,  and  Studien,  1965;  Barnard,  Stephen ,  i960,  and  Mark,  1964;  Pericoli- 

Ridolfini,  Origini,  1962). 

Moreover,  besides  our  general  ignorance  of  the  history  of  Christian  groups  in 

Egypt,  we  ignore  the  particular  circumstances  which  produced  both  canonical 

Mk.  and  the  longer  text.  The  study  in  Chapter  Three  led  to  the  conclusion  that 

the  preserved  sections  of  the  longer  text  were  written  by  someone  who  knew  most 

of  the  canonical  text  and  was  anxious  to  cast  older  material,  perhaps  from  an  Aramaic 
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source,  in  the  same  style.  Hornschu’s  arguments  for  a  Jewish  Christianity,  perhaps 

of  Essene  background,  in  early  second-century  Egypt  ( Studien  7gf,  93ff,  iiiff,  ii6f) 

would  make  it  not  unlikely  that  an  Aramaic  text  should  have  been  reworked  there. 

But  we  were  also  led  to  conclude  that  canonical  Mk.  showed  traces  of  revision  which 

could  best  be  explained  by  supposing  it  had  been  produced  by  abbreviation  from 

the  longer  text  (so,  the  addition  of  εμβλεφας  αύτω  ήγάπησεν  αυτόν  in  Mk.  10.2 1  — 

above,  pp.  1 7 1  f ;  the  omission  of  something  from  Mk.  10.46 — above,  pp.  i88ff;  the 

cross-reference  to  the  longer  text  in  Mk.  14.51 — above,  pp.  1 76f ) .  It  would  seem 

that  canonical  Mk.  is  the  end  product  of  a  number  of  editorial  reworkings,  in  the 

course  of  which  it  was  sometimes  expanded,  sometimes  cut  down.  That  the  preserved 

evidence  would  suffice  for  determination  of  the  details  of  these  reworkings  is  im¬ 

probable,  and  the  attempt  to  determine  them  would  involve  a  complete  restudy  of 

canonical  Mk.,  which  cannot  be  undertaken  here.  For  the  present,  the  origin  of 

the  longer  text  must  remain  part  of  the  larger  unsolved  problem  of  the  origin  of 
canonical  Mk. 

At  most,  the  appearance  of  the  longer  text  in  Egypt  is  some  reason  for  thinking 

the  canonical  text  may  have  originated  there  and  for  questioning  its  traditional 

connection  with  Rome,  a  connection  which  might  have  resulted  from  an  apologetic 

concern  to  authenticate  the  Gospel  by  attaching  it  to  Peter.  The  traditional  argu¬ 

ments  for  the  Roman  origin  of  Mk.  must  be  re-examined  and  against  them  must 

be  set  the  evidence  connecting  Mark  with  Alexandria.  Supporting  evidence  may 
be  found  in  the  fact  that  the  Christians  seem  to  have  introduced  the  codex  form 

of  manuscript  into  Egypt  (Roberts,  Codex),1  but  the  strongest  element  remains  the 

early  tradition,  of  which  the  chief  witnesses  were  collected  by  Parker  in  his  afore¬ 

mentioned  report  on  the  longer  text;  additional  material  has  been  pointed  out  by 

Pericoli-Ridolfini  ( Origini  3 1 8fT) .  Thus  the  following  passages  have  been  adduced: 

Eus.,  HE  II. 1 6f:  “They  say  that  this  Mark  was  the  first  to  be  sent  to  preach  in 
Egypt  the  Gospel  which  he  had  also  put  into  writing,  and  was  the  first  to  establish 

churches  in  Alexandria  itself.  The  number  of  men  and  women  who  were  there 

converted  at  the  first  attempt  was  so  great,  and  their  asceticism  both  so  extreme 

and  so  philosophic,  that  Philo  thought  it  right  to  describe  their  conduct  and  assemblies 

and  meals  and  all  the  rest  of  their  manner  of  life.  Philo  is  also  said  to  have  talked 

at  Rome,  in  the  time  of  Claudius,  with  Peter,  who  was  then  preaching  to  the  people 

there.”  (The  Philonic  work  referred  to  is  the  account  of  the  Therapeutae.) 

Eus.,  HE  II.24:  “In  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  Nero,  Annianus  was  the  first 

after  Mark  the  Evangelist  to  receive  the  charge  of  the  community  in  Alexandria.” 

These  passages  are  matched  by  two  notices  in  Eusebius’  Chronicon  (ed.  Helm, 
pp.  179,  183)  and  similar  notices,  with  minor  variations,  in  other  editions  and 

versions  of  the  work.  Jerome’s  Commentarii  in  Matthaeum ,  Prooemium  6  and  De  viris 
inlustribus  8  evidently  derive  from  Eusebius  and  Papias;  the  conjunction  is  interesting 

if  Eusebius’  account  also  came  from  Papias,  as  was  suggested  above  (commentary 
on  1. 15).  A  variant  is  provided  by  Ado  of  Vienne  (died  875)  Breviarium  Chronicorum 

i.  Followed  by  Barnard,  Mark,  with  other  (feeble)  arguments  in  support  of  the  tradition. 
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6,  which  has  Mark  preaching  first  at  Aquileia  before  going  to  Alexandria — an  example 

of  the  adaptability  of  ecclesiastical  tradition  to  local  interest. 

The  Alexandrian  Liturgy  of  St.  Mark  ( The  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  VII. 556),  the  Alexan¬ 

drian  Synaxarion ,  and  the  history  of  the  patriarchs  of  Alexandria  (bibliographical 

data  in  Pericoli-Ridolfini,  Origini  3 1 7f)  agree  in  representing  Mark  as  the  founder 
of  the  church  in  Alexandria;  the  Roman  martyrology  for  April  25  makes  him  the 

first  bishop  of  the  city.  This  tradition  is  probably  older  than  Eusebius;  it  might 

even  be  older  than  Papias,  but  this  is  a  matter  for  which  there  is  no  direct  evidence. 

Other  reports  which  perhaps,  in  spite  of  their  considerable  differences,  derive  from 

the  Alexandrian  or  Eusebian  traditions,  are  Epiphanius,  Panarion  LI. 6;  Apostolic 

Constitutions  VII. 46;  Acta  Barnabae  end;  and  prefaces  to  several  MSS  of  the  Vulgate 

(Wordsworth  and  White,  p.  173).  Particularly  interesting  in  the  light  of  the  new 

evidence  is  Chrysostom’s  statement  that  Mark  composed  his  Gospel  in  Egypt 
(. Prooemium  in  Matthaeum) ;  whatever  source  Chrysostom  may  have  had  for  the 
statement  is  unknown. 

It  must  be  added  that  these  passages  adduced  by  Parker  and  Pericoli-Ridolfini 

do  not  exhaust  the  early  evidence  for  the  tradition  of  Mark’s  work  in  Alexandria. 

Others  can  easily  be  found— Eus.,  Theophany  IV. 6;  Ephraem,  Commentary  on  the 

Diatessaron  (Armenian  version)  end;  the  Acta  and  Martyrium  Marci  ( Acta  Sanctorum 

Aprilis  III,  Apr.  25) ;  the  Doctrine  of  the  Apostles  (ed.  Cureton,  ASD ,  pp.  32f  of  the 

Syriac  text).  But  none  of  this  material  is  reliable  and  nothing  can  be  built  on  it. 

II.  Evidence  for  the  existence  of  the  longer  text  of  Mk. 

Wherever  produced,  the  longer  text  was  known  at  a  very  early  date.  The  indications 

that  it  was  used  by  Mt.  (above,  commentary  on  II. 24  and  III.  1—2,  and  pp.  17 if) 

and  Lk.  (above,  p.  188)  are  inconclusive,  but  suffice  to  establish  at  least  the  likelihood 

of  its  use  by  Mt.  On  the  other  hand,  Clement’s  statement  that  it  was  used  by  Carpo- 
crates  is  probably  correct  and  implies  a  date  before  125  (above,  p.  90);  I  believe 

this  is  the  earliest  at  which  any  knowledge  of  Mk.  in  Egypt  can  be  demonstrated. 

Soon  thereafter  must  be  dated  the  influence  exercised  by  the  longer  text  on  the 

western  text  of  the  canonical  Gospels.  For  this  the  evidence  seems  to  me  almost 

conclusive  (above,  pp.  i22f)  and  accords  with  the  supposition  that  the  western 

text  arose  in  Egypt  before  150. 

The  similarities  between  the  longer  text  and  Hippolytus,  Methodius,  De  resurrectione, 

and  the  Epistula  apostolorum  (above,  p.  174),  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyptians  (the 

role  of  Salome),  and  Coptic  texts  on  the  transitus  Mariae  (p.  191)  do  not  suffice  to 

prove  knowledge  of  the  longer  text:  it  seems  a  priori  almost  certain  that  in  early 

Christianity  similar  traditions  circulated  independently,  and  all  these  works  may 

have  derived  from  similar  traditions.  On  the  other  hand,  this  possibility  does  not 

suffice  to  disprove  knowledge  of  the  longer  text.  The  question  must  be  left  open 

and  perhaps — for  the  older  Egyptian  material — the  hypothesis  of  knowledge  may 

be  thought  the  more  likely.  By  contrast,  the  Acts  of  Lazarus  hypothecated  by 
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Baumstark  and  the  Iohannis  Euangelium  Apocryphum  Arabice  (above,  pp.  1 74Q  probably 

derived  from  similar  traditions,  as  did  Actus  Petri  29  (cf.  pseudo-Hegesippus,  De 

bello  iudaico  1 1 1. 2) :  A  boy  whom  Peter  raised  from  the  dead  would  not  leave  him; 

since  Peter,  though  invited,  would  not  go  to  his  house,  he  went  to  spend  the  night 

at  the  house  where  Peter  was.  This  transfers  to  Peter  the  story  told  by  the  longer 

text  of  Mk.  about  Jesus,  as  Acts  9.36-42  transfers  to  Peter  the  story  told  about 

Jesus  by  canonical  Mk.  5.35-43. 

Celsus  charges  that  Christians  persuade  boys  to  go  apart  with  them  privately 

iva  to  τελειον  λάβωσι  (Origen,  Contra  Celsum  III. 55).  This  may  reflect  hearsay  knowl¬ 

edge  of  the  longer  text,  as  may  his  statement  that  the  “Harpocratians”  derive  from 

Salome  (V.62)  and  Irenaeus’  reference  to  Carpocratian  documents  reporting  the 
secret  teachings  of  Jesus  (Harvey  1. 20. 3  =  Stieren  1. 25. 5),  a  reference  to  which 

Clement  affords  a  parallel  (III.199.19ff). 

On  the  other  hand,  direct  knowledge  of  the  longer  text  is  probably  reflected 

by  Theodotus,  quoted  in  Clement,  III.  I28.24ff:  6  σωτηρ  τους  αποστόλους  έδιδα σκεν, 

τά  μεν  πρώτα  τυπικώς  καί  μυστίκώς,  τα  δε  υστέρα  παραβολικώς  καί  ·ρνιγμενως,  τα  δε 

τρίτα  σαφώς  καί  γυμνώς  κατα  μάνας.  By  comparison  with  the  Carpocratian  γυμνός 

γυμνώ  (above,  pp.  185Q  this  looks  like  secondary  allegorizing,  κατα  μάνας  is  certainly 

physical,  referring  to  the  conditions  of  the  teaching,  not  the  exposition;  therefore 

γυμνώς  at  first  was  probably  also  physical.  Theodotus  or  some  earlier  Valentinian 

has  provided  the  preceding  exegesis  to  transform  γυμνώς  into  a  metaphorical  descrip¬ 

tion  of  the  content  of  the  teaching  and  thus  explain  away  an  element  of  the  tradition 

which  might  otherwise  be  an  occasion  of  sin.  Clement,  always  puritanical,  welcomed 

this  interpretation  and  therefore  quoted  it  from  Theodotus,  although  he  or  some 

predecessor  had  deleted  γυμνός  γυμνώ  from  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  used  in  his  church. 

The  Carpocratians  kept  the  original  text  (in  this  respect)  and  remembered  the  original 

magical  significance.  This  is,  at  least,  a  likely  reconstruction  of  the  course  of  events. 

This  brings  us  to  the  time  of  Clement  and  his  statements  concerning  the  text. 

It  also  completes  the  list  of  passages  which  seem  to  reflect  knowledge  of  the  longer 

text  or  of  similar  traditions.  From  the  list  it  appears  that  the  longer  text  was  influential 

at  a  very  early  date:  Mt.,  Lk.(?),  Carpocrates,  the  western  text.  Knowledge  of  it 

persisted  in  Egypt,  in  esoteric  circles:  Epistula  apostolorum^?) ,  G.  Egyptians (?),  Celsus 

(hearsay),  Theodotus,  Clement.  Elsewhere,  only  Irenaeus  has  heard  of  the  Carpo¬ 

cratians  having  such  a  text.  After  Clement  there  is  no  certain  trace  of  it — to  my 

knowledge.  Now  that  the  text  is  known,  references  to  it  may  be  discovered  in  later 

writers.  For  the  sake  of  the  argument,  however,  let  us  suppose  the  last  reference 
to  it  is  the  account  in  the  letter  of  Clement. 

III.  The  acceptance  and  disappearance  of  the  longer  text 

This  poses  two  problems:  First,  how  did  Clement’s  church  come  to  use  this  text; 
second,  how  did  the  text  disappear  from  later  Christian  literature,  especially  that  of 

Egypt? 
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As  to  the  use  of  the  text  by  Clement’s  church:  For  lack  of  evidence  there  can  be 

no  history  of  the  parties  in  Egyptian  Christianity  before  Clement’s  time.  Even 

Clement’s  church  is  a  vague  entity.  Its  use  of  the  longer  text  in  its  “great  mysteries” 
was  probably  an  established  practice  before  Clement  joined  it  (commentary  on 

I.23).  The  letter  apparently  distinguishes  between  “those  being  instructed”  (or 

“the  catechumens,”  1. 18)  and  “those  being  initiated”  (or  “perfected,”  1. 22);  the 

latter  are  probably  “those  being  initiated  in  the  great  mysteries”  (II. 2).  This 

suggests  two  initiations — the  second  perhaps  a  second  baptism  for  the  true  gnostics, 
distinct  from  the  rank  and  file. 

Such  a  practice  might  have  resulted  from  the  coming  together— perhaps  under 

the  pressure  of  persecution — -of  congregations  originally  distinct.  A  more  hellenized 

congregation,  holding  to  a  philosophical  interpretation  of  the  religion  and  familiar 

with  the  practices  of  the  mysteries,  might  have  tried  to  maintain  its  individuality 

as  an  ecclesiola  in  ecclesia  and  have  admitted  candidates  from  the  larger  church  only 

after  a  special  course  of  training,  and  administration  of  its  peculiarly  significant 

sacraments.  Another  possibility  is  that  we  have  here  a  late  example  of  the  way 

many  Christian  churches  first  quarantined  and  then  eliminated  the  libertine  tradition. 

The  dangerous  secrets  of  realizable  eschatology — of  the  immediate  accessibility  of 

the  kingdom  and  the  liberty  of  those  who  entered  it — were  limited  to  a  few,  shut 

away  from  the  rest  by  special  requirements,  and  at  last  quietly  forgotten.  It  is 

recognized  that  the  disappearance  of  realized  eschatology  (and  of  much  that  went 

with  it)  is  one  of  the  fundamental  differences  between  the  Christian  explosion  of 

the  first  century  and  the  Christian  organization  of  the  third.  Perhaps  in  Clement’s 
letter  we  have  one  glimpse  of  a  church  in  transition. 

Such  speculations  are  indemonstrable.  The  facts  are  that  Clement’s  church  in 
Alexandria  had  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  and  that  thereafter  nothing  was  heard  of 

it.  How  is  the  disappearance  to  be  explained? 

Again  we  have  no  certain  information;  any  answer  must  be  speculative.  A  basis 

for  speculation  is  Eusebius’  report  ( HE  VI.  1)  that  a  persecution  under  Septimius 
Severus  hit  hard  in  Alexandria,  and  that  Origen  at  18  became  head  of  the  catechetical 

school  because  all  older  teachers  had  been  driven  out  of  the  city  (VI. 3. 1-3).  In 

this  persecution  both  Clement’s  church  and  its  “official”  copy  of  the  longer  text 

of  Mk.  (letter,  1. 28— II. 2)  may  have  been  destroyed.  Whether  or  not  other  copies 

existed  in  orthodox  circles  is  uncertain.  They  would  not  have  been  numerous  and 

all  may  have  been  wiped  out  at  the  same  time.  Book-burning  was  a  regular  feature 

of  ancient  religious  conflicts  (/  Macc.  1 .56^  etc.)  and  was  conspicuous  in  Roman 

persecutions  of  the  Christians  (Eus.,  HE  VIII. 2,  etc.)  as  well  as  intra-Christian 

disputes  (Acts  19.19,  with  Wetstein’s  commentary)  see  below,  p.  345. 
Besides,  as  Bickerman  has  pointed  out  to  me,  ancient  books  were  so  perishable 

that  any  work  not  copied  would  normally  disappear  within  a  generation  or  two. 

What  usually  requires  explanation  is  not  the  disappearance  of  an  ancient  work, 

but  its  preservation.  Why  was  it  copied?  Clement’s  letter  shows  that  the  “secret 

Gospel”  was  an  occasion  of  some  embarrassment  to  him,  particularly  because  the 

Carpocratians  also  had  it  and  evidently  found  in  it  material  to  support  the  libertine 
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interpretation  of  Christianity.  Moreover,  as  Mondesert  remarked,  appeal  to  secret 

traditions  ran  counter  to  the  philosophic  conception  of  Christianity  as  the  teaching 

of  universal  reason,  and  to  the  more  important  institutional  definition  of  Christian 

tradition  as  that  determined  by  the  bishop  ( Clement  57Q.  Also,  most  of  the  competing 

Christian  sects  had  their  own  Gospels,  of  which  many  were  represented  as  transcripts 

of  secret  traditions.  Thus,  appeal  to  such  authorities  was  discredited,  not  to  say 

discreditable.  In  these  circumstances  what  had  preserved  the  longer  text  of  Mk.  in 

Clement’s  church  was  probably  its  ritual  use  in  “the  great  mysteries.”  But  the 

raison  d’etre  of  these  mysteries  was  the  existence  of  an  inner  circle  with  special 

teachings — libertine  or  magical  or  philosophic  or  all  three.  If  this  circle  was  broken 

up  by  the  Severan  persecution,  there  would  have  been  no  further  ritual  use  in  Cle¬ 

ment’s  church  for  the  longer  text  of  Mk.,  and  its  disappearance  would  probably 
have  followed  from  mere  neglect,  if  not  from  precaution.  (Consider  what  Clement 

says  of  the  danger  of  secret  writings  falling  into  the  wrong  hands— II.  1  i.4f).  How 

many  other  churches  had  copies  ?  We  do  not  know. 

As  for  the  disappearance  of  the  longer  text  outside  Egypt,  the  only  strong  evidence 

we  have  for  knowledge  of  it  outside  Egypt  is  Irenaeus’  report  that  the  Carpocratians 
had  such  a  document  and  the  indications  that  it  was  used  by  Mt.  and  perhaps  Lk. 

(above,  section  II).  For  the  disappearance  of  the  Carpocratian  text  no  special 

explanation  is  required.  What  has  become  of  the  rest  of  Carpocratian  literature, 

or  of  the  many  gnostic  documents  used  by  Hippolytus  in  his  Philosophumena — most 

of  them  apparently  unknown  to  all  other  Christian  writers  (Stahelin,  Quellen  7ff)  ? 

For  the  disappearance  of  the  text  used  by  Mt.  and  Lk.  we  have  the  analogous 

problem  of  the  fate  of  Q,  discussed  by  Kilpatrick,  Disappearance.  The  connection  of 

the  longer  text  with  the  libertine  and  magical  side  of  primitive  Christianity,  which 

the  developing  organization  was  more  and  more  anxious  to  disown,  is  sufficient 

to  explain  the  disappearance.  (I  refer  again  to  the  importance  of  charges  of  libertinism 

in  persecutions  of  Christians:  Justin,  First  Apology  10,  23,  26,  27;  Second  Apology  12; 

Dialogue  17.  And  in  spite  of  the  claims  of  the  apologists,  the  libertine  tradition 

remained  a  danger  even  within  the  “orthodox”  Christian  organization;  compare 
the  claims  of  Tertullian  before  he  became  a  Montanist — Apology  XXXIX — with 

his  charges  afterward — De  jejunio  XVII.) 

Returning  to  the  disappearance  of  the  longer  text  from  Egypt:  The  strongest 

evidence  for  dating  this  at  the  Severan  persecution  is  Origen’s  ignorance  of  the  text. 
Admittedly,  he  did  not  write  down  everything  he  knew,  and  much  of  what  he  wrote 

is  lost  and  more  is  edited.  Nevertheless,  had  he  known  the  text  we  should  have 

expected  a  reference.  But  if  the  text  disappeared  early  in  the  Severan  persecution 

when  Origen  was  about  eighteen  (on  Eusebius,  HE  VI.  1-3;  cf.  Barnes,  Origen; 

Koch,  Origenes  1037),  and  if  Clement  was  driven  out  of  the  city  at  the  same  time, 

Origen  may  never  have  known  the  text.  That  he  was  a  pupil  of  Clement  is  dubious, 

in  spite  of  Eusebius’  claims  (Munck,  Untersuchungen  1 73fT;  cf.  Volker,  36).  They  differ 
in  their  canons  of  scripture  (for  example,  Clement  accepted  as  Petrine  the  Kerygma 

Petri  and  Apocalypse  of  Peter ,  which  Origen  rejected — Kutter,  Bgff),  their  textual 

traditions  (Clement  used  a  western  text  at  least  for  Lk. — Swanson,  Text ),  their 
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exegesis  of  many  particular  passages  (e.g.,  Prov.  5.16 — cf.  II.116.27ff  with  Origen, 

Homilia  in  Genesin  XIII. 4;  Homilia  in  Numeros  XII.  1),  and  major  aspects  of  their 

theology  (Clement  did  not  believe  in  metempsychosis).  Such  differences  might  be 

due  to  the  independent  development  of  Origen.  More  important  is  the  fact  that 

Origen,  when  speaking  of  his  predecessors  in  the  philosophic  interpretation  of 

Christianity,  specifies  Pantaenus  but  says  nothing  of  Clement  (Eus.,  HE  VI. 19. 13). 

Apparently  he  never  mentioned  Clement,  since  Eusebius,  attempting  to  prove  that 

Clement  was  Origen’s  teacher,  is  forced  to  argue  by  inference  from  their  temporal 
proximity  ( HE  VI. 6)  and  to  quote  a  letter  of  Alexander  of  Jerusalem  to  Origen 

in  which  Alexander  refers  to  Clement  (then  deceased)  as  formerly  known  to  Origen 

and  as  one  through  whom  he  himself  had  made  Origen’s  acquaintance  ( HE  VI.14.8f). 

But  this  only  makes  Origen’s  silence  about  Clement  more  significant.  It  would  seem 

that  the  two  were  not  close,  and  that  if  Clement  ever  was  Origen’s  teacher,  it  was 

only  for  a  short  period  when  Origen  was  fifteen  or  sixteen.  Consequently  Origen’s 
ignorance  of  the  longer  text  is  understandable. 

IV.  The  history  of  the  letter  of  Clement 

As  a  result  of  the  early  disappearance  of  the  longer  text,  our  knowledge  of  it 

depends  almost  entirely  on  Clement’s  letter.  The  date  and  destination  of  the  letter 
are  alike  uncertain.  Its  many  parallels  to  Stromateis  III  suggest  that  it  dates  from  about 

the  same  time,  that  is,  roughly  the  last  decade  before  the  Severan  persecution;  but 

the  parallels  are  largely  due  to  the  subject  matter,  and  Clement  may  have  long 

continued  to  say  the  same  things  about  the  Carpocratians.  That  the  letter  was 

found  in  Palestine  suggests  that  its  recipient,  Theodore,  lived  there.  This  suggestion 

is  supported  by  the  facts:  (1)  that  the  name  Theodore  (translating  names  like 

Nathaniel)  was  popular  with  Christians  of  Jewish  ancestry;  (2)  that  Clement  had 

studied  in  Palestine  under  a  Christian  teacher  of  Jewish  ancestry  (II.  8. 23  =  Eus.,  HE 

V.n.4f);  (3)  that  one  of  Clement’s  warmest  admirers,  Alexander,  afterward 

became  bishop  of  Jerusalem,  and  Clement  dedicated  to  him  a  work  against  Judaizing 

heretics  ( HE  VI.  13.3;  Photius  1 1 1) ;  (4)  that  a  collection  of  Clement’s  letters  existed 
at  Mar  Saba  when  John  of  Damascus,  who  worked  there  from  716  to  749,  quoted 

three  passages  from  the  collection  in  his  Sacra  Parallela  (Stahlin,  III. 223-224;  cf. 

Stahlin’s  notes,  III.LXff);  (5)  that  no  certain  trace  of  Clement’s  letters  is  found 

anywhere  else.  Accordingly,  we  may  suppose  that  the  letter  to  Theodore  was  sent 
to  some  address  in  Palestine. 

Sometime  after  its  arrival  in  Palestine  the  letter  was  incorporated  into  a  collection 

of  Clement’s  letters.  This  is  almost  certain  from  the  heading  of  the  present  text, 

εκ  των  €τηστο\ών  του  αγιωτά του  Κ\τ]μ,€ντος.  The  collection  known  to  John  of 

Damascus  had  at  least  twenty-one  letters  (Stahlin,  III.223f).  The  making  of  the 

collection  may  plausibly  be  assigned  to  Clement’s  friend,  the  bishop  Alexander. 

He  had  ample  precedent;  collections  of  the  letters  of  eminent  Christians  had  been 
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common  ever  since  the  appearance  of  the  Pauline  and  Ignatian  corpora.  Clement 

used  a  collection  of  Valentinus’  letters  (II.223.12),  and  Eusebius  knew  collections 

of  the  letters  of  a  number  of  Clement’s  contemporaries  ( HE  VI.12.1;  14.8;  etc.). 
Moreover,  Eusebius  reports  that  Alexander  founded  the  library  in  Jerusalem  and 

that  it  was  rich  in  collections  of  letters,  which  he  himself  used  for  his  history  ( HE 

VI. 20. iff,  on  which  Ehrhard,  Bibliothek  2 1 7f) .  But  if  Alexander  made  the  collection 

or  had  it  made,  and  if  it  was  in  the  Jerusalem  library  which  Eusebius  used,  how  are 

we  to  account  for  the  fact  that  Eusebius  did  not  know  it?  He  would  certainly  have 

mentioned  it  had  he  known  it.  Dubious  material  in  one  letter  would  not  have  pre¬ 

vented  his  using  the  others  or  his  including  the  collection  in  his  list  of  Clement’s 
works  (HE  VI. 13. iff).  Perhaps  the  book  had  been  misplaced  or  mistitled  or  somehow 

separated  from  the  library  and  thus  escaped  his  attention.  Alternatively,  one  might 

suppose  that  the  collection  was  made  elsewhere  (Ehrhard,  Bibliothek  219)  or  at  a 
later  date. 

A  later  date  might  be  suggested  by  the  use  of  άγιώτατος  for  an  ecclesiastical  writer, 

found  in  the  heading  of  the  present  text.  This  seems  to  appear  first  in  the  time  of 

Athanasius.  The  use  of  ό  στρωματβνς  for  Clement  (except  for  the  instance  dubiously 

attributed  to  Sextus  Julius  Africanus)  is  even  later  (commentary  on  I.i).  But  the 

heading  is  conventional  and  might  be  the  work  of  any  excerpter  down  to  the  time 

of  the  present  MS ;  it  cannot  be  used  to  date  the  collection  from  which  the  text  was 

taken.  And  it  is  hard  to  find  a  later  time  at  which  Clement  was  sufficiently  popular 

to  occasion  the  collection.  So,  at  least,  one  would  judge  from  the  rarity  with  which 

works  of  Clement  were  cited,  copied,  and  forged.  A  cluster  of  citations  comes  from 

the  late  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  centuries  (Socrates,  Stephen  Gobarus,  John  Moschus, 

Maximus,  Antiochus  of  Mar  Saba,  Anastasius  of  Sinai,  etc.),  but  if  the  collection  had 

not  been  made  before  then  it  is  unlikely  that  any  letters  would  have  been  left  to 

collect.  Early  MSS  of  Clement  are  rare;  the  present  text  of  the  Stromateis  depends 

for  the  most  part  on  a  single  eleventh-century  manuscript  and  its  derivatives.  Of 

the  spuria  given  by  Stahlin  most  are  the  result  of  misattribution,  not  forgery;  forgery 

accounts  only  for  the  άποάζιζις  rrepl  του  πάσχα  (III.LII),  the  source  of  fragments 

70-74,  and  possibly  the  homily  on  the  prodigal  son  printed  in  Potter’s  edition.  The 
οροί  probably  began  by  drawing  on  Clement  for  material  and  ended  with  misattribu¬ 

tion  (for  ό  φιλόσοφος  see  III.LXVI,  on  fragment  52).  The  three  forgeries  are  evidently 

late  and  isolated;  they  do  not  testify  to  any  general  interest  in  Clement  at  any  time 

when  forgery  of  the  present  text  would  have  been  credible.  Note  the  comparative 

rarity  of  references  to  Clement  in  Grant’s  account  of  the  use  of  early  fathers  as  authori¬ 
ties  ( Appeal  i5ff).  Accordingly,  it  seems  more  likely  that  the  collection  was  made 

early  and  thereafter  neglected,  than  that  it  was  made  late. 

That  such  a  collection  should  have  existed  for  centuries  without  being  cited,  and 

that  John  of  Damascus,  who  did  cite  it,  should  have  passed  over  in  silence  the 

reference  to  the  longer  text  of  Mk.,  are  phenomena  paralleled  in  the  history  of 

Byzantine  literature.  Procopius’  Secret  History ,  for  instance,  was  written  in  the  sixth 
century  but  not  referred  to  until  the  tenth.  Far  from  collecting  dubious  traditions 

about  Jesus,  ecclesiastical  writers  were  unwilling  to  preserve  them.  Epiphanius,  for 
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instance,  when  copying  Irenaeus’  account  of  the  Garpocratians,  deliberately  omitted 

their  report  of  Jesus’  secret  teaching  (both  Irenaeus’  and  Epiphanius’  texts  are 
given  in  Appendix  B).  In  this  matter  Jerome  was  an  exception;  he  translated  the 

Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  into  Greek.  But  Jerome  never  mentions  the  Jerusalem 

library  (Ehrhard,  Bibliothek  247) ;  perhaps  even  before  his  quarrel  with  the  bishop 

of  Jerusalem  he  had  little  access  to  it.  And  it  is  significant  for  the  attitude  of  succeeding 

generations  that  his  translation  of  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews  has  not  been 

preserved.  The  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyptians  has  also  disappeared.  So  had  the 

Gospel  of  Thomas  and  the  Gospel  of  Peter  until  they  turned  up  in  chance  finds  of  ancient 

MSS.  We  have  already  mentioned  the  disappearance  of  ζ)  and  of  the  gnostic  works 

used  by  Hippolytus  (a  disappearance  which  led  Stahelin,  Quellen ,  into  the  error  of 

thinking  them  fakes).  The  same  principle  explains  the  long  list  in  Hennecke-Schnee- 

melcher  of  Gospels  which  church  fathers  referred  to  by  name,  but  of  which  they 

did  not  choose  to  preserve — or  chose  to  destroy — the  content.  Theodoret  boasted 

of  having  destroyed  more  than  two  hundred  copies  of  the  Diatessaron  ( Haereticarum 

fabularum  compendium  1. 20  end). 

To  prevent  foreseeable  stupidities,  it  must  be  said  at  once  that  the  lack  of  reference 

to  the  letter  is  no  argument  against  attribution  of  the  letter  to  Clement.  In  the 

first  place,  even  those  who  think  it  is  not  by  Clement  recognize  it  to  be  ancient. 

Volker  thinks  it  must  date  from  the  time  of  the  gnostic  controversy  (the  third  century) ; 

Nock  thought  it  on  stylistic  grounds  not  later  than  the  fourth  century;  Munck 

thought  it  propaganda  for  the  church  of  Alexandria  and  would  presumably  not 

have  placed  it  later  than  the  Christological  controversies  of  the  fifth  century.  Even 

if  we  accept  the  latest  of  these  dates  we  must  admit  that  the  letter  went  unmentioned 

for  fifteen  hundred  years.  So  the  attribution  to  Clement  does  not  much  augment — 

proportionately— the  period  of  neglect.  And  the  neglect  is  easier  to  explain  if  the 

letter  be  genuine  than  if  not.  If  genuine  it  was,  to  begin  with,  a  private  and  confiden¬ 

tial  letter  of  which  no  mention  was  to  be  expected  in  the  years  immediately  after  it 

was  written — that  is,  if  we  have  dated  it  correctly,  the  years  before  or  after  the 

Severan  persecution  (c.  201  ?  or  210?).  But  if  we  can  trust  Origen  ( Contra  Celsum  V.62) 

the  Carpocratians  must  have  become  rare  and  insignificant  shortly  after  that  perse¬ 

cution — perhaps  as  a  result  of  it.  Once  they  had  become  unimportant  the  letter 

would  interest  no  one  save  a  historian.  But  historians  were  few  in  the  medieval 

Church,  and  historians  willing  to  report  aberrant  traditions  from  the  early  fathers 

were  fewer.  Thus  the  lack  of  any  reference  to  the  letter  would  be  explicable.  On  the 

other  hand,  if  the  attribution  to  Clement  be  false  and  the  letter  a  forgery,  it  must 

have  been  written  and  attributed  to  Clement  for  some  purpose  of  propaganda; 

that  is,  it  was  intended  to  be  circulated  and  to  attract  attention.  In  this  event  the 

failure  of  anyone  to  comment  on  it — or  at  least  the  fact  that  no  comment  has  been 

preserved — is  more  difficult  to  explain.  So  the  total  neglect  of  the  letter  through 

seventeen  centuries  argues  for  its  authenticity.  Nor  is  the  neglect  incompatible 

with  the  literary  activities  of  the  monks  of  Mar  Saba.  They  excelled  in  hymnody 

and  in  the  production  of  ascetic  works  and  martyrologies ;  see  the  accounts  by 

Vailhe  ( Ecrivains )  and  Phokylides  [Laura). 
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At  what  time  the  collection  containing  the  letter  got  into  the  library  of  Mar 

Saba  is  uncertain.  The  foundation  of  the  library  was  probably  almost  contemporaneous 

with  that  of  the  monastery  in  the  late  fifth  century,  so  any  date  from  that  time  on 

is  possible.  Even  the  citation  by  John  of  Damascus  does  not  provide  an  absolutely 

certain  terminus  ante  quern,  since  it  is  conceivable  that  John  might  have  cited  from 

a  MS  not  directly  related  to  that  from  which  our  excerpt  derives.  The  likelihood, 

however,  is  that  John’s  MS  was  the  ancestor  of  that  from  which  the  surviving 

(eighteenth-century)  excerpt  was  made  and  that  the  collection  was  at  Mar  Saba 

throughout  all  the  intervening  period. 

The  continuous — or  practically  continuous — existence  of  the  monastic  community 

has  been  strongly  defended  by  Phokylides.  In  particular,  he  has  conclusively  refuted 

Ehrhard’s  statement  ( Kloster  37)  that  the  site  was  abandoned  from  1450  to  1540 

(Phokylides,  Laura  506-521;  see  also  Papadopoulos-Kerameus,  II. 703).  Ehrhard’s 
opinion  (uncritically  repeated  by  Strzygowski,  Kloster  3,  and  Vailhe,  Ecrivains  2) 

was  based  on  the  report  of  Sophronius  (Khitrowo,  Itiner aires  1. 2 74).  To  the  remarks 

of  Phokylides  it  should  be  added  that  Sophronius’  report,  when  read  in  full,  is 
apparently  based  on  stories  told  him  at  the  monastery;  these  stories  seem  to  have 

been  invented  by  the  Vlachs,  who  were  then  in  control,  as  a  bid  for  Russian  support 

against  the  Greeks,  who  did  not  regain  control  until  1612  (Phokylides,  Laura  541). 

Another  point  made  by  Phokylides  ( Laura  477),  but  requiring  further  emphasis, 

is  the  failure  of  occasional  pillaging  or  even  “destruction”  of  the  monastery  to 
destroy  the  books  there.  The  buildings  of  the  community  were  almost  entirely  of 

stone;  many  were  caves  with  stone  facings.  Codices  dispersed  in  the  cells  were  not 

likely  to  be  burned  nor  to  be  taken  as  loot  by  bedouin;  consequently  they  have  been 

found  in  the  ruins  of  abandoned  cells  (Papadopoulos-Kerameus  III.316).  Also  it 

is  reported  that  when  attacks  seemed  imminent  the  most  important  MSS  were 

hidden  in  nearby  caves  (ibid.;  Phokylides,  Laura  47 ηΐ).  These  reports  are  confirmed 

by  the  analogy  of  the  finds  from  the  Qpmran  community  (near  the  end  of  the  Wadi 

en-Nur  on  which  Mar  Saba  is  located)  and  from  the  nearby  monastery  of  Khirbet 

Mird  (Milik,  Inscription  527),  as  well  as  by  finds  of  Greek  biblical  and  apocryphal 

documents  (fifth-  to  eighth-century)  in  caves  of  the  Wadi  en-Nur  itself  (de  Vaux, 

Fouille  85).  Compare  the  story  told  by  Curzon  of  his  visit  to  a  Coptic  monastery 

of  which  only  “the  crumbling  walls”  remained  and  which  had  not  been  inhabited 
by  monks  for  at  least  a  generation,  but  of  which  the  most  valued  MSS  were  still 

in  existence — concealed  from  the  Moslems  in  a  subterranean  tomb  and  guarded 

by  a  local  peasant,  who  showed  them  to  Curzon  (Visits  130).  Se  no  e  vero ,  e  bene 
trovato. 

Given  such  evidence,  there  is  nothing  improbable  in  the  hypothesis  that  MSS 

existed  at  Mar  Saba  at  all  periods  of  its  history,  and  that  the  archetype  (s)  of  the 

present  text  may  have  been  there  ever  since  the  time  of  John  of  Damascus.  But 

this  hypothesis  cannot  be  made  an  essential  part  of  the  history  of  the  present  text, 

since  there  is  nothing  improbable,  either,  in  the  supposition  that  during  the  centuries 

between  John  of  Damascus  and  the  last  copyist  the  text  migrated  half  a  dozen  times 

from  one  monastery  to  another  in  southern  Palestine.  Many  texts  did  so.  Perhaps 
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the  strongest  reason  for  thinking  this  one  remained  at  Mar  Saba  is  (after  the  fact 

that  it  was  found  there)  the  absence  of  any  known  reference  to  its  content.  This 

suggests  that  it  did  not  circulate,  but  lay  neglected  in  some  corner  of  a  single  library. 

As  to  the  ultimate  fate  of  the  collection  of  Clement’s  letters,  the  likelihood  is  that 
it  perished  in  the  great  fire  which  Phokylides,  Laura  477,  dates  in  the  early  years 

of  the  eighteenth  century.  The  fire  burned  out  the  contents  of  a  cave  in  which  many 

of  the  antiquities  and  the  oldest  MSS  of  the  monastery  had  been  stored.  Since  the 

fire  was  in  a  cave  the  air  supply  must  have  been  limited.  Present  monastic  tradition 

says  the  fire  smouldered  for  two  weeks  before  the  monks  could  get  through  the  smoke 

to  put  it  out.  Even  under  the  most  favorable  circumstances  books  are  difficult  to 

burn;  they  usually  char  around  the  edges  and  then  go  out.  Therefore  it  is  presumable 

that  after  the  fire  a  large  number  of  loose  leaves,  almost  undamaged,  were  salvaged 

from  the  unburned  centers  of  old  MSS.  Papadopoulos-Kerameus  remarks  on  the 

“great  number  of  isolated  leaves”  and,  again,  “innumerable  quaternions  of  codices 

which  had  gone  to  pieces”  (II. 695)  in  the  Mar  Saba  material.  Numbers  of  such 
isolated  leaves  are  still  found,  either  loose  (Papadopoulos-Kerameus,  II,  nos.  701-704; 

my  'Ελληνικά  χβιρόγραφα  end),  or  inserted  in  other  MSS  (Papadopoulos-Kerameus, 
II,  nos.  2,  9,  13,  16,  18,  19,  etc.)  or  used  for  bookbinding  (Monasteries,  174,  177). 

The  fragmentary  state  of  the  present  letter  is  best  explained  by  supposing  it  a 

copy  of  such  an  isolated  leaf.  Ehrhard  ( Kloster  67)  remarks  on  the  large  amount  of 

copying  of  older  MSS  which  went  on  at  Mar  Saba  in  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth 

centuries.  No  doubt  someone’s  attention  was  attracted  by  the  surprising  content 
of  this  isolated  folio.  He  studied  the  text,  corrected  it  to  the  best  of  his  ability,  and 

then  copied  it  into  the  back  of  the  monastery’s  edition  of  the  letters  of  Ignatius, 
since  it  resembled  them  in  being  a  letter  from  an  early  father,  attacking  gnostic 

heretics.  For  analogies  reference  may  be  made  to  the  loss  in  a  fire  at  Strassburg  of 

the  only  MS  of  the  Epistle  to  Diognetus,  to  the  preservation  of  the  Muratorian  Canon 

(also  a  fragment)  on  the  last  pages  of  a  volume  of  Ambrose,  and  to  the  insertion  of 

the  Syriac  translations  of  the  apocryphal  psalms  into  an  empty  space  in  the  middle 

of  a  MS  of  the  Ketaba  de  durrasha  (Noth,  Filnf  3).  The  oldest  MS  containing  these 

psalms  dated  from  1340 — until  the  discovery  of  the  Dead  Sea  documents.  For  an 

example  of  the  correction  of  the  text  by  the  copyist,  there  is  the  acid  remark  of  the 

hegoumenos  Joasaph  that  one  Seraphim,  who  worked  at  Mar  Saba  in  the  late  seven¬ 

teenth  century,  was  an  ignoramus  who  spoiled  old  MSS  by  trying  to  correct  them 

(Phokylides,  I.aura  562^.  Note  also  the  correction  of  itacisms  in  fifteenth-  and  eight¬ 

eenth-century  MSS  of  Marcarius  ( Neue  Homilien  p.  XVIII).  [B.E.  remarks:  “The 
correctness  may  be  due  to  the  person  who  copied  the  text  you  saw,  or  it  may  be  due 

to  some  predecessor.  Thus  in  the  case  of  the  MSS  of  Plutarch,  Planudes  introduced 

a  correctness  of  spelling  and  accentuation  that  persists  in  the  MSS  derived  from 

his  edition.”]  As  remarked  in  Chapter  One,  the  occasional  errors  of  transcription 

in  the  present  text  are  probably  due  to  the  haste  of  the  copyist. 

In  conclusion,  it  must  be  reiterated  that  the  most  to  be  claimed  for  the  above 

account  is  plausibility,  and  plausibility  is  not  proof.  1  hings  might  well  have  happened 

thus,  but  they  could  have  happened  otherwise.  It  is  a  pity  that  there  is  no  adequate 
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catalogue  of  the  contents  of  the  Mar  Saba  library  prior  to  its  transfer  to  Jerusalem 

in  1865.  Of  the  earlier  catalogues  known  to  Papadopoulos-Kerameus,  the  most 

nearly  complete  listed  only  536  MSS;  he  found  over  700  in  the  Jerusalem  material 

brought  from  Mar  Saba  (Papadopoulos-Kerameus,  II.695).  Similarly,  a  list  of  books 

dated  1910  which  I  found  in  the  Mar  Saba  library  (no.  76  of  my  'Ελληνικά  χειρόγραφα) 
lists  only  19 1  titles;  the  library  at  present  must  have  at  least  double  that  number. 

In  Monasteries,  172,  175,  I  discuss  reasons  for  the  inadequacy  of  the  earlier  catalogues; 

Papadopoulos-Kerameus  makes  similar  observations  (II. 695).  Since  the  catalogues 

are  incomplete,  their  silence  cannot  be  used  as  an  argument  against  the  existence 

of  material  in  the  monastery  at  the  time  when  they  were  made  (particularly  material 

extant  on  isolated  leaves). 

Thus  we  have,  in  the  last  analysis,  no  proof  that  the  present  text  was  or  was  not 

copied  in  Mar  Saba,  or  that  the  MS  from  which  it  was  copied  was  or  was  not  in 

the  Mar  Saba  library.  The  above  history  of  the  text,  like  most  histories,  cannot 

pretend  to  be  more  than  an  account  of  probabilities. 
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PALAEOGRAPHIG  PECULIARITIES 

Abbreviations:  Medial: 

■>  / 

Ot  V  Ul  v 

άνθρώ 
ωπων 

Κυ 
=  κυρίου 

Terminal:  —  =  αν 

°r 

—  —  ος 

fa  / 
—  =  ους 

—  rat 

=  ών 

rxj  , 

. —  =  a>p 

Ligatures:  cS  =  a, 

a5 = 

<μΓ  =  cur, 
£ II P 

<0 

% II 

V» 

P V 

γ  =  γι, 
Y  =  γο 

^  =  8e, 
^  =  SlJ, Λ  =  St 

v 
Y  = 

/  =«. 

&Γ  =  lv, 

tfd  =  eu,  cTUT”  =  eve 
O 

Kj
l 

II 

=  KCU, 

^  =  /cat 

(at  the  end  of  a  line) 

P O II
 

b» 

ύ  —  ου  or  ου 

Vi  =  7Π, 

"^/X>=  770 

^  =  pa, to  =  pi, 

P°> 

pv 

Cfy  =  σα?, 
&v  -  mv, 

cO  —  σι, 
■y  —στ 

^Lol  —  τα, 

=  rat, 

Q  = 3  =  TV>  =  T0' 
if*  —  v, 

U,  =  u? Of*'  =  ̂  

(γ1  =  ΦΎι 
Note  that  initial  ?J  is  a 

small  1. 

is  ψ. 

At  the  ends  of  ligatures 0  may  be  ό  ,  and  r,  Ί, . 

Between  letters  e  sometimes  becomes  -zd  =  erat. 
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APPENDIX  B 

THE  EVIDENCE  CONCERNING  CARPOCRATES 

The  following  pages  contain  all  the  reasonably  certain  references  to  Carpocrates 

that  I  have  found  in  patristic  literature.  A  discussion  of  this  evidence  will  be  found 

in  Chapter  Four. 
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THE  EVIDENCE  CONCERNING  CARPOCRATES 

Clement,  Eclogae  propheticae  25.1  (ed.  Stahlin  III. 143) 

p.  1/J.g  20  Ό  ’Ιωάννης  φησίν,  ότι  »εγώ  μεν  υμάς  υδατι  βαπτίζω,  ερχεται  δε  25>  I 

μου  [ό]  όπίσω  6  βαπτίζων  υμάς  εν  πνεύματι  καί  πνρί.«  πυρί  δε 

ούδενα  εβάπτισεν  »ενιοι  δε «,  ως  φησιν  ( Ηρακλεων,  »πυρί  τά  ώτα 

των  σφραγιζομενων  κατεσημηναντο  «,  ούτως  άκουσαντες  το  άποστο- 

λικόν.  »τδ  γάρ  πτυον  εν  τη  χειρι  αυτόν  του  διακαθάραι  την  άλω, 

25  καί  συνάζει  τον  σίτον  εις  την  αποθήκην,  το  δε  άχυρον  κατακαυσει 

πυρί  άσβεστω.«  πρόσκειται  ούν  τώ  »διά  πυράς «  το  »διά  πνεύματος  «,  2 

επ είδη  ζώς')  6  σίτος  άπο  τον  άχυρου  διακρίνεται  (τ ουτεστιν  από  του 
υλικόν  ενδύματος )  διά  πνεύματος  |  και  το  άχυρον  χωρίζεται  διά  του  347  S 

πνεύματος  λικμώμενον,  ούτως  το  πνεύμα  διαχωριστικην  εχει  δυναμιν 

30  ενεργειών  υλικών. 

2of  vgl.  Matth.  3?  11 5  Luk.  3,  16.  22f  Herakleon  Fr.  49  Brooke;  vgl. 

Iren.  I  25,  6  (=  Hippol.  Philos.  VII  32  p.  404,  35Q.  24-26  Matth.  3,  12; 
Luk.  3,  17. 

21  [o]  Sy.  23  κατεσημήναντο  Sy  κατεσημηινατο  L. 

27  ό,ώς'}  6  σΐτος  St  τ  ον  σίτον  L.  διακρίνεται  St  διακρΐναι  L 
Arcerius  άγενητου  L. 

26  τώ  L1  το  L*. 

30  αγέννητου 

Origen,  Contra  Celsum  V. 62-64  (ed.  Koetschau  II. 65-67) 

p.  65  LXII.  Είτα  σωρόν  καταχεων  ημών  ονομάτων  φησιν  ειδεναι 

15  τινάς  και  Σιμωνια νους,  ο ΐ  την  Ελένην  ήτοι  διδάσκαλον 

'Έλενον  σεβοντες  ' Ελενιανοί  λέγονται.  .  .  . 
26  οίδε  καί  Μαρκελλιανονς  από  Μαρκελλίνας  καί 

p.  66  Άρποκρατιανούς  άπό  Σαλώμης  καί  άλλους  άπό  Μαριάμμης 

καί  άλλους  άπό  Μάρθας *  ημείς  δε  οί  διά  την  κατά  τό  δυνατόν 

ημΐν  φιλομάθειαν  ού  μόνα  τά  εν  τώ  λόγω  καί  τάς  διαφοράς  τών 

εν  αύτώ  εζετάσαντες,  άλλ ’  όση  δυναμις  καί  τά  τών  φιλοσοφησάντων 

5  φιλαληθως  ερευνησαντες  ουδέ  ποτέ  τουτοις  ώμιλησαμεν.  εμνησθη 

δ’  ο  Κελσος  καί  Μαρκιωνιστών,  προϊστάμενων  Μαρκίωνα. 

LXIII.  Εΐθ’  ΐνα  δοκη  καί  άλλους  ειδεναι  παρ’  οΰς  ώνόμασε, 

φησίν  εαυτώ  συνήθως  ότι  άλλοι  άλλον  διδάσκαλόν  τε  καί  δαί¬ 

μονα,  κακώς  πλαζόμενοι  καί  καλινδουμενοι  κατά  σκότον 

p.  6η  26  Vgl.  Irenaeus,  Adv.  haer.  I  20,  4.  Epiphan.,  Panar.  I  27,  6. 

p.  66  1  Vgl.  A.  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ketzergesch.  des  Urchrist.  S.  397-408.  548  u. 

Novum  test,  extra  can.  rec.  fasc.  IV  p.  45,  26  sqq. — Vgl.  Hippolyt,  Philos, 

V7.X9.  6  Vgl.  A.  Hilgenfeld,  Die  Ketzergesch.  des  Urchrist.  S.  316-341. 

p.  66  1  Άρποκρατιανούς]  Καρποκρατιανούς  vermutet  Sp.  (Annotat,  p.  71);  dagegen 

verteidigt  R.  A.  Lipsius  (Die  Quellen  der  altest.  Ketzergesch.  1875  S.  86  Anm.) 

mit  Recht  die  uberlieferte  Lesart  |  μαριάμμης  A  μαριάμνης  Mcorr·  Ausgg.  5 

βρευνήσαντες]  v  ubergeschr.  A1. 
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APPENDIX  B 

IO  πολυν  τών  Αντί 'vov  τοΰ  κατ'  Αίγυπτον  |  θιασωτών  άνομώ-  627 
τβρόν  τ€  και  μιαρώτερον.  και  δοκεΐ  μοι  ena φώμενος  των  πραγ¬ 

μάτων  αληθές  τι  είρηκέναι,  ότι  τινές  άλλοι  άλλον  δαίμονα  κακώς 

πλαζόμενοι  και  καλινδουμενοι  ευραντο  προστάτην  κατά 

πολυν  τον  της  άγνοιας  σκότον.  περί  δε  των  κατά  τον  Άντί- 

15  νουν ,  παραβαλλόμενον  ημών  τώ  Ιησού,  εν  τοΐς  προ  τούτων  είπόν- 

τες  ου  παλιλλ ογησομεν. 

καί  βλασφημοϋσι  δέ ,  φησίν,  εις  άλληλους  οΰτοι  πάν-  Ph.  88,3! 

δείνα  ρητά  καί  άρρητα’  καί  ούκ  αν  είζαιεν  ουδέ  καθ'  ότι- 
οΰν  εις  ομόνοιαν,  πάντη  άλληλους  άποστυγοϋντες.  καί 

20  προς  ταΰτα  δ'  ημΐν  είρηται  οτι  καί  εν  φιλοσοφία  εστιν  εύρεΐν  αι¬ 
ρέσεις  αίρέσεσ ι  πολεμουσας  καί  εν  ιατρική.  .  . 

p.  6y  ετι  δέ  <οί>  το  ,, μακά¬ 

ριοι  οι  ε'ιρηνοποιοί “  νοησαντες  καί  το  ,, μακάριοι  οι  πραεΐς“  ούκ  αν 
άποστυγησαιεν  τούς  παραχαράττοντας  τα  χριστιανισμού  ούδέ 

Κίρκας  καί  κυκηθρα  αίμύλα  λέγοιεν  τούς  πεπλανη μένους. 

LXIV.  Παρακηκοέναι  δε  μοι  φαίνεται  της  τε  άποστολικης  λέξεως 

ΙΟ  φασκουσης’  ,,έν  ύστέροις  καιροΐς  άποστησονταί  τινες  της  πίστεως, 

προσέχοντες  πνεύμασι  πλάνοις  καί  διδασκαλίαις  δαιμόνιων,  εν  ύπο- 

κρίσει  φευδολόγων,  κεκαυστηριασμένων  την  ο'ικείαν  συνείδησιν,  κω- 

λυόντων  γαμεΐν,  άπέχεσθαι  βρωμάτων,  ά  ό  θεός  εκτισεν  εις  μετά- 

ληφιν  μετ'  εύχαριστίας  τοΐς  πιστοΐς,“  παρακηκοέναι  δέ  καί  τών  τα ύ- 

15  τα ις  τοΰ  αποστόλου  ταΐς  λέζεσι  χρησαμένων  κατά  τών  παραχα- 

ραξάντων  τά  χριστιανισμού’  διόπερ  είπεν  ό  Κέλσος  ακοής  καυσ- 

τηριά  τινας  όνομάζεσθαι  παρά  Χριστιανοΐς.  αύτός  δέ  φησι 

τινάς  καλεΐσθαι  αινίγματα,  ότι ερ  ημείς  ούχ  \  ίστορησ αμεν.  άλη-  628 

θώς  δέ  τό  τοΰ  σκανδάλου  ονομα  πολύ  εν  τοΐς  γράμμασι  τούτοις 

20  έστίν ,  όπερ  είώθαμεν  λέγειν  περί  τών  δια στρεφόντων  από  της 

υγιούς  διδασκαλίας  τούς  άπλουστέρους  καί  εύεζαπα τητους.  Σειρη- 

p.  66  15  Vgl.  oben  III  38-38·  20  Vgl.  oben  III  i2f  V  61. 

p.  67  6  Matth.  5,  4.  7  Vgl.  oben  V  52,  S.  56  Z.  20.  9  u.  14  Vgl.  unten 

V  65,  S.  68  Z.  25.  10  I  Tim.  4,  1-3.  15  Vgl.  oben  V  52  u.  63  a.  E. 

16  Vgl.  Irenaeus,  Adv.  haer.  I  20,  4.  Epiphan.,  Panar.  I  27,  5  und  A.  Hilgen- 

feld,  Die  Ketzergesch.  des  Urchrist.  S.  399  Anm.  19  Vgl.  Matth.  18,  6-9. 

Mark.  9,  42-47.  Luk.  17,  1.  2.  21  Vgl.  Homer,  Od.  XII  39-54·  158-200. 

p.  66  13  εύραντο  A  εΰροντο  Mcorr·  Ausgg.  14  πολυν  Ausgg.  πολύ,  dahinter  kleine 

Rasur,  A.  16  παλλιλογησομεν  A.  17  /cat  βλασφημοϋσι  bis  S.  67  Z.  7 

χριστιανισμού  =  Philokalia,  Cap.  XVI  4  (p.  88,  3i_89j  ed.  Rob.).  18 

εΐζαιεν]  ήξαιεν  CD.  19  άποστοιγοΰντες  Pat.  20  δ’  AAusgg.  Rob.  δε  Φ 

I  εστιν]  έστίν  Del.  Rob. 

p.  67  6  vor  νοησαντες  +  οι  νοησαντες  Del.  7  mit  χριστιανισμού  endigt  die 

Philokalia,  Cap.  XVI  4  (p.  89,  18  ed.  Rob.).  8  Κίρκας]  ρκ  in  Correctur 

A  I  κυκηθρα]  uber  η  ist  ϊ  geschrieben  A1.  12  κεκαυτηριασμένων  Ho.  am 

Rand,  Sp.  Del.  im  Text.  19  vor  όνομα  ein  Buchst.  ausradiert  A. 
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p.  6> 

P  ·  67 

P ·  370 

P-  372 

p-  370 

P ·  372 

va  s  δε  τινας  εζορχουμενας  καί  σοφιστρίας,  κατασφραγιζο- 

μενας  τά  ώτα  καί  άποσυοκεφαλουσας  τους  πει  θομενους, 

ημείς  ούκ  ίσμεν  ονομαζόμενους ,  οίμαι  δ'  δη  οάδ’  άλλος  τις  των 

25  cp  τω  λόγω  ούδ'  εν  ταΐς  αίρεσεσιν. 

22  Vgl.  Homer,  Od.  X  239·  Ρ·  6 7  22  καταφραγιζομενας  Α. 

Eusebius,  HE  IV.22.4ff,  quoting  Hegesippus  ( =  ό  δ’  αυτός 
(ed.  Schwartz  II.  1  .370  and  372) 

δ  δ’  αυτός  καί  των  κατ'  αυτόν  αίρεσεων  τάς  άρχάς  υποτίθεται  \ 
διά  τούτων 

»κα ί  μετά  τό  μαρτυρησαι  ’ Ιάκωβον  τον  δίκαιον,  ώς  καί  ό  κύριος, 
ΙΟ  »€7τι  τω  αύτω  λόγω,  πάλιν  δ  εκ  θείου  αυτού  Συμεών  ό  του  Κλωπά 

» καθίσταται  επίσκοπος,  ον  προεθεντο  πάντες,  οντα  άνεφιόν  του 

» κυρίου  δεύτερον,  διά  τοΰτο  εκάλουν  την  εκκλησίαν  παρθένον,  ουπω 

»γάρ  εφθαρτο  άκοαΐς  ματαίαις’  άρχεται  δε  ό  Θεβουθις  διά  τό  μη  5 

»γενεσθαι  αυτόν  επίσκοπον  ύποφθείρειν  από  των  επτά  αίρεσεων, 

15  »ών  καί  αυτός  ην,  εν  τω  λαω,  άφ'  ών  Σιμών,  όθεν  Σιμωνιανοί, 
»και  Κλεόβιος,  όθεν  Κλεοβιηνοί,  καί  Δοσίθεος,  όθεν  Δοσιθιανοί, 

»καί  Γορθαιος,  οθεν  Γοραθηνοί,  καί  Μασβωθεοι.  από  τούτων 

» Μενανδριανισταί  καί  Μαρκιανισταί  καί  Καρπό κρατιανοί  καί  Ουαλεν- 

))τινιανοί  καί  Βασιλειδιανοί  καί  Σατορνιλιανοί  έκαστος  ιδίως  καί 

»ετεροίως  ιδίαν  δόζαν  παρεισηγάγοσαν,  από  τούτων  φευδόχριστοι,  6 

»φευδοπροφηται,  φευδαπόστολοι,  οΐτινες  εμερισαν  την  ενωσιν  της 

5  » εκκλησίας  φθοριμαίοις  λόγοις  κατά  του  θεού  καί  κατά  του  Χριστού 

»  αυτού  «. 

ATERBDMi7yl 

9- ίο  ώς — Aoyooi]  wie  wir  auch  gesagt  haben  [pfcK  fur  ]*η»]  Σ.  ίο  αύτοΰ 

DM  I  του  9eiov  Μ  |  συμεών  ΠΛ  vgl.  zu  268,  8.  270,  2  |  cleophae  Λ  Σ. 

12  δεύτερον  Π,  auf  επίσκοπος  bezogen  Σ  >  Λ;  unrichtig.  13  δε  TcTrERD 

δ’  B  aber  Σ  sed.  Λ  γάρ  AT1  >  Μ  |  θεβονθίσ  B  θεβουθησ  D  θεβουθι,σ  A  θαιβουθίσ 
TER  θεοβουθησ  M  theobutes  und  thobutes  Λ  HSS  D’maND  Σ.  15  ών 

TCERBDM  ών  ΑΤΓΤ  >  T1  qui  erat  ex  septem  haeresibus  in  populo  constitutus  Λ  | 

όθεν  BD  όθεν  oi  ATERM.  16  κλεοβιηνοί  ΑΣΛ  οι  καιηνοί  ΤΧΕ  οι  καιανοί 

TrR  καιηνοί  Β  κλεϊηνοί  DM  |  καί — Δοσιθιανοί  >  D,  +  nach  Γοραθηνοί  |  όθεν 

καί  Μ.  17  γορθεοσ  D  γόρθιοσ  Μ  Σ b  0Ί3ΠΝ“ηΛ  Σ a  | 

κοραθηνοί  Τ1  γορθηνοί  Τ°  |  μασβωθεοι  ΤΕ  μασβωθεοι  R  μασβωθαϊοι  Β  μασβωθεοι 

D  μασβωθηνάιοι  Μ  μασβώθεοι  [e  in  ras.  Α1]  όθεν  Α  mit  Pluralpunkten 

Σ  et  Masbutheus,  unde  Masbutheni  Λ  καί  Μασβώθεοι  scheint  eine  alte  Interpol¬ 

ation  zu  sein’ 
i  μενανδριανισταί  TERBDM  άδριανισταί  A  [vgl.  Theodoret.  haer.  fab.  1,  1] 

Μαρκιανισταί  καί  >  D  |  μαρκιανισταί  ATXM  μαρκιωνισταί  T°ERByl 

Σ.  1—2  οναλεντιανοί  T1  corr.  TcTr  ούαλεντΐνοι  Μ  >  Σ.  2  βασιλιδι ανοί 

ATERB1  I  έκαστος  ιδίως  >  Β.  3  ετεροίωσ  TERDM  ετεροι  ώσ  ΒΖ1  ετερωσ 

A  I  παρεισηγάγοσαν  Α  παρεισηγαγον  ΒΧΜ  παρηγαγον  D  παρεισηγαγεν  TERB0. 

4  καί  φευδοπροφηται  καί  φευδαπόστολοι  DM. 
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A  372 

P ■  372 

p.  204 

P ·  205 

G.  1 

p.  206 

άτι  δ’  6  αυτός  καί  τάς  πάλαι  γεγενημενας  παρά  Ίουδαίοις  αίρε-  η 
σεις  ιστορεί  λεγων 

))ησαν  δε  γνώμαι  διάφοροι  εν  τη  περιτομή  εν  νίοΐς  ’ Ισραηλιτών 

ΙΟ  »κατά  της  φυλής  ’ Ιούδα  και  του  Χρίστου  αυταν  Έσσαΐοι  Γαλιλαΐοι 

»' Ημεροβαπτισταί  Μασβωθεοι  Σαμαρεϊται  Σαδδουκαΐοι  Φαρισαίοι «. 

και  ετερα  δε  πλεΐστα  γράφει,  ών  εκ  μέρους  ηδη  πρότερον  εμνη-  8 

μονευσ αμεν,  οίκείως  τοΐς  καιροΐς  τάς  ιστορίας  παραθεμενοι,  εκ  τε  του 

καθ'  ' Εβραίους  ευαγγελίου  και  του  Συριακοΰ  και  ιδίως  εκ  της 

15  'Εβραίδος  διαλέκτου  τινά  τίθησιν,  εμφαίνων  εξ  ' Εβραίων  εαυτόν  πεπι- 
στευκεναι,  καί  άλλα  δε  ώς  εξ  Ιουδαϊκής  άγράφου  παραδόσεως  μνημο¬ 
νεύει. 

9  nach  περιτομηι  4  Buchstaben  getilgtB  I  ’ Ισραηλιτών  Valois  Ισραήλ  η  των 
ΑΤ1Μ  Ισραήλ  τών  Τ  durch  Rasur  corr.,  ERBDi7/l.  10  αυται  ΠΣ  >  Λ 

nach  Conjectur,  Heg.  schrieb  αυτής.  il  μασβωθεοι  ΤΕ  μασβωθεοι  R 

μασβωθαΐοι  BDM  μασβωθεοι  Α  Ν’/ΤΠΤ?2  Σ.  13  παρατιθέμενοι  DM.  16 
ώσ  BDM  ώσ  αν  ATER. 

Irenaeus:  Harvey,  Ι.20-22  =  Stieren,  1. 25-26. 2 
(ed.  Harvey  I.204-213) 

CAP.  XX. 

Quce  est  Carpocratis  doctrina,  et  quce  operationes 

ipsorum,  qui  ab  eo  sunt,  omnia  [omnium]. 

1.  Carpocrates  autem  et  qui  ab  eo,  mundum  quidem,  et  m.  103. 

ea  quas  in  eo  sunt,  ab  Angelis  multo  inferioribus  ingenito  Patre 

factum  esse  dicunt.  Jesum  autem  e  Joseph  natum,  et  qui 

similis  reliquis  hominibus  fuerit,  distasse  a  reliquis  secundum  id, 

quod  anima  ejus  firma  et  munda  cum  esset,  commemorata 

fuerit  quae  visa  essent  sibi  in  ea  circumlatione,  quae  fuisset 

ingenito  Deo:  et  propter  hoc  ab  eo  missam  esse  ei  virtutem, 

uti  mundi  fabricatores  effugere  posset,  et  per  omnes  transgressa, 

et  in  omnibus  liberata,  ascenderet  ad  eum,  et  eas,  quae  similia  ei 

amplecterentur,  similiter.  Jesu  autem  dicunt  animam  in  Judae- 

00.  orum  consuetudine  nutritam  contempsisse  eos,  et  propter  hoc 

virtutes  accepisse,  per  quas  evacuavit  quae  fuerunt  in  poenis 

[/.  poenas]  passiones,  quae  inerant  hominibus.  Ea  [/.  eam] 

igitur,  quae  similiter  atque  illa  Jesu  anima,  potest  contemnere 

mundi  fabricatores  archontas,  similiter  accipere  virtutes  ad 

operandum  similia.  Quapropter  et  ad  tantum  elationis  pro¬ 

vecti  sunt,  ut  quidam  quidem  similes  se  esse  dicant  Jesu: 

quidam  autem  adhuc  et  secundum  aliquid  illo  fortiores,  qui 

sunt  [/.  quidam  et]  distantes  amplius  quam  illius  discipuli, 

ut  puta  quam  Petrus  et  Paulus,  et  reliqui  Apostoli:  hos  autem 

in  nullo  deminorari  a  Jesu.  Animas  enim  ipsorum  ex  eadem 

circumlatione  devenientes,  et  ideo  similiter  contemnentes  mundi 
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fabricatores,  eadem  dignas  habitas  esse  virtute,  et  rursus  in  idem 

abire.  Si  quis  autem  plus  quam  ille  contempserit  ea  quae  sunt 

hic,  posse  meliorem  quam  illum  esse. 

2.  Artes  enim  magicas  operantur  et  ipsi,  et  incantationes, 

philtra  quoque  et  charitesia,  et  paredros,  et  oniropompos,  et 

reliquas  malignationes,  dicentes  se  potestatem  habere  ad  domi¬ 

nandum  jam  principibus  et  fabricatoribus  hujus  mundi:  non 

solum  autem,  sed  et  his  omnibus,  quae  in  eo  sunt  facta.  Qpi  et 

ipsi  ad  detrectationem  divini  Ecclesiae  nominis,  quemadmodum 

et  gentes,  a  Satana  praemissi  sunt,  uti  secundum  alium  et  alium 

modum,  quae  sunt  illorum  audientes  homines,  et  putantes  omnes 

p.  20 y  nos  tales  esse,  avertant  aures  suas  a  praeconio  veritatis:  aut  et 

videntes  quae  sunt  illorum,  omnes  nos  blasphement,  in  nullo  eis 

communicantes,  neque  in  doctrina,  neque  in  moribus,  neque  in 

quotidiana  conversatione.  Sed  vitam  quidem  luxuriosam,  sen¬ 

tentiam  autem  impiam  ad  velamen  malitiae  ipsorum  nomine 

abutuntur,  quorum  judicium  justum  est ,  recipientium  dignam  Rom.  iii.  8. 

suis  operibus  a  Deo  retributionem.  Et  in  tantum  insania 

effraenati  sunt,  uti  et  omnia  quaecunque  sunt  irreligiosa  et 

impia,  in  potestate  habere  et  operari  se  dicant.  Sola  enim 

m.  104.  humana  opinione  negotia  mala  et  bona  dicunt.  Et  utique 

secundum  transmigrationes  in  corpora  oportere  in  omni  vita, 

et  in  omni  actu  fieri  animas:  (si  non  praeoccupans  quis  in  uno 

adventu  omnia  agat  semel  ac  pariter,  quae  non  tantum  dicere  et 

audire  non  est  fas  nobis,  sed  ne  quidem  in  mentis  conceptionem 

venire,  nec  credere,  si  apud  homines  conversantes  in  his  quae 

sunt  secundum  nos  civitates,  tale  aliquid  agitatur,)  uti,  secun¬ 

dum  quod  scripta  eorum  dicunt,  in  omni  usu  vitae  factae  animae 

p .  208  ipsorum,  exeuntes,  in  nihilo  adhuc  minus  habeant;  adoperan¬ 

dum  autem  in  eo,  ne  forte  propterea  quod  deest  libertati 

aliqua  res,  cogantur  iterum  mitti  in  corpus.  Propter  hoc  dicunt 

Luc.  xii.  58.  Jesum  hanc  dixisse  parabolam:  Cum  es  cum  adversario  tuo  in  via ,  g.  ioi. 

26.  a  ' v' 25,  da  operam ,  ut  libereris  ab  eo,  ne  forte  te  det  judici  et  judex  minis¬ 

tro,  et  mittat  te  in  carcerem.  Arnen  dico  tibi,  non  exies  inde,  donec 

reddas  novissimum  quadrantem.  Et  adversarium  dicunt  unum 

Cf.  p.  198.  ex  Angelis  qui  sunt  in  mundo,  quem  diabolum  vocant,  dicentes 

factum  eum  ad  id,  ut  ducat  eas  quae  perierunt  animas  a  mundo 

ad  principem.  Et  hunc  dicunt  esse  primum  ex  mundi  fabrica¬ 

toribus,  et  illum  altero  angelo,  qui  ministrat  ei,  tradere  tales 

animas,  uti  in  alia  corpora  includat:  corpus  enim  dicunt  esse 

p.  2og  carcerem.  Et  id  quod  ait:  Non  exies  inde,  quoadusque  novissi- 

Phiios  mum  quadrantem  reddas,  interpretantur,  quasi  non  exeat  quis  a 

vii·  32.  potestate  Angelorum  eorum,  qui  mundum  fabricaverunt;  sed 

sic  transcorporatum  semper,  quoadusque  in  omni  omnino  opera- 
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p.  210 

p.  21 1 

p.  212 

tione,  quae  in  mundo  est,  fiat:  et  quum  nihil  defuerit  ei,  tum 

liberatam  ejus  animam  eliberari  ad  illum  Deum,  qui  est  supra 

angelos  mundi  fabricatores;  sic  quoque  salvari,  et  omnes  animas 

sive  ipsae  praeoccupantes  in  uno  adventu  in  omnibus  misceantur 

operationibus,  sive  de  corpore  in  corpus  transmigrantes,  vel 

immissae  in  unaquaque  specie  vitae  adimplentes,  et  reddentes 

debita,  liberari,  uti  jam  non  fiant  in  corpore. 

3.  Et  si  quidem  fiant  haec  apud  eos,  quae  sunt  irreligiosa,  et 

injusta,  et  vetita,  ego  nequaquam  credam.  In  conscriptionibus 

autem  illorum  sic  conscriptum  est,  et  ipsi  ita  exponunt;  Jesum 

dicentes  in  mysterio  discipulis  suis  et  apostolis  seorsum  locutum, 

et  illos  expostulasse,  ut  dignis  et  assentientibus  seorsum  haec 

traderent.  Per  fidem  enim  et  caritatem  salvari;  reliqua  vero, 

indifferentia  cum  sint,  secundum  opinionem  hominum  quaedam 

quidem  bona,  quaedam  autem  mala  vocari,  cum  nihil  natura 
malum  sit. 

4.  Alii  vero  ex  ipsis  signant,  cauteriantes  suos  discipulos 

in  posterioribus  partibus  exstantiae  dextrae  auris.  Unde  et 

Marcellina,  quae  Romam  sub  Aniceto  venit,  cum  esset  hujus 

doctrinae,  multos  exterminavit.  Gnosticos  se  autem  vocant:  m.  105. 

etiam  imagines,  quasdam  quidem  depictas,  quasdam  autem  et  de  ‘  1 
reliqua  materia  fabricatas  habent,  dicentes  formam  Christi 

factam  a  Pilato,  illo  in  tempore  quo  fuit  Jesus  cum  hominibus. 

Et  has  coronant,  et  proponunt  eas  cum  imaginibus  mundi  phi¬ 

losophorum,  videlicet  cum  imagine  Pythagorae,  et  Platonis,  et 

Aristotelis,  et  reliquorum;  et  reliquam  observationem  circa  eas 

similiter  ut  gentes  faciunt. 

CAP.  XXI. 

Qualis  est  doctrina  Cerinthi. 

Et  Cerinthus  autem  quidam  in  Asia  [/.  iEgypto],  non  a 

primo  Deo  factum  esse  mundum  docuit,  sed  a  virtute  quadam 

valde  separata,  et  distante  ab  ea  principalitate  quae  est  super 

universa,  et  ignorante  eum  qui  est  super  omnia  Deum.  Jesum 

autem  subjecit,  non  ex  virgine  natum,  [impossibile  enim  hoc  ei 

visum  est],  fuisse  autem  eum  Joseph  et  Mariae  filium,  similiter 

ut  reliqui  omnes  homines,  et  plus  potuisse  justitia,  et  prudentia, 

et  sapientia  ab  omnibus.  Et  post  baptismum  descendisse  in 

eum,  ab  ea  principalitate  quae  est  super  omnia,  Christum  figura 

columbae;  et  tunc  annunciasse  incognitum  Patrem,  et  virtutes 

perfecisse;  in  fine  autem  revolasse  iterum  Christum  de  Jesu,  et 

Jesum  passum  esse,  et  resurrexisse:  Christum  autem  impassi¬ 

bilem  perseverasse,  exsistentem  spiritalem. 
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CAP.  XXII. 

Quoe  est  Ebionitarum  doctrina. 

Qui  autem  dicuntur  Ebionaei,  consentiunt  quidem  mundum 

a  Deo  factum:  ea  autem  quae  sunt  erga  Dominum,  non  simi- 

p.  213  liter  ut  Cerinthus  et  Carpocrates  opinantur.  Solo  autem  eo 

quod  est  secundum  Matthaeum  Evangelio  utuntur,  et  aposto¬ 

lum  Paulum  recusant,  apostatam  eum  legis  dicentes.  Quae 

G.  103.  autem  sunt  prophetica,  curiosius  exponere  nituntur;  et  circum¬ 

ciduntur  ac  perseverant  in  his  consuetudinibus,  quae  sunt  secun¬ 

dum  legem,  et  Judaico  charactere  vitae,  uti  et  Hierosolymam 

adorent,  quasi  domus  sit  Dei. 

Irenaeus:  Harvey,  I.26.2  =  Stieren,  I.28.2 
(ed.  Harvey  I.221) 

The  alii  are  heretical  sects  and  are  contrasted,  qua  libertine,  with  the  ascetic 

sects  just  previously  mentioned,  which  sprang  up  from  the  teachings  of  Saturninus 

and  Marcion. 

p.  221  2.  Alii  autem  rursus  a  Basilide  et  Carpocrate  occasiones 

accipientes,  indifferentes  coitus,  et  multas  nuptias  induxerunt, 

et  negligentiam  ipsorum  quae  sunt  idolothyta  ad  manducan¬ 

dum,  non  valde  haec  curare  dicentes  Deum.  Et  quid  enim? 

non  est  numerum  dicere  eorum,  qui  secundum  alterum  et  alte¬ 
rum  modum  exciderunt  a  veritate. 

Irenaeus:  Harvey,  II. 48-53  =  Stieren,  II. 3 1-33.4 
(ed.  Harvey  I.369-379) 

p.  369  CAP.  XLVIII. 

Quomodo  ea  quoe  adversus  Valentinum  dicuntur ,  omnem 
evertunt  hceresin. 

1.  Destructis  itaque  his  qui  a  Valentino  sunt,  omnis 

haereticorum  eversa  est  multitudo.  Quae  enim  et  quantum  adversus 

Pleroma  ipsorum  et  ad  ea  quae  extra  sunt  diximus,  ostendentes 

quoniam  concludetur  et  circumscribetur  Pater  universorum  ab  eo 

quod  extra  eum  est,  (si  tamen  extra  eum  aliquid  sit) ;  et  quoniam 

necesse  est  multos  quidem  Patres,  multa  autem  Pleromata,  et 

multas  mundorum  fabricationes,  ab  aliis  quidem  coeptas  ad  alteras 

autem  deficientes,  esse  secundum  omnem  partem;  et  universos 

perseverantes  in  suis  propriis,  non  curiose  agere  de  aliis,  in  quibus 

neque  participatio,  neque  communio  aliqua  est  eis;  et  nullum  alium 

omnium  esse  Deum,  sed  solam  esse  omnipotentis  appellationem: 

3°4 



APPENDIX  B 

m.  164.  et  adversus  eos  qui  sunt  a  Marcione,  et  Simone,  et  Menandro,  vel 

quicunque  alii  sunt,  qui  similiter  dividunt  eam  quae  secundum  nos 

est  conditionem  a  Patre,  similiter  erit  ad  eos  aptatum.  Quanta 

autem  rursus  diximus  adversus  eos,  qui  dicunt  omnia  quidem  com¬ 

prehendere  Patrem  universorum;  eam  autem  quae  sit  secundum 

nos  conditionem  non  ab  eo  esse  factam,  sed  a  Virtute  quadam 

altera;  vel  ab  Angelis  ignorantibus  Propatorem,  in  immensa 

magnitudine  universitatis  circumscriptum  centri  vice,  velut  macu¬ 

lam  in  pallio;  ostendentes  quoniam  non  est  verisimile  alium  quem¬ 

dam  eam  quae  secundum  nos  est  conditionem  fecisse  quam  Patrem 

universorum;  et  adversus  eos  qui  sunt  a  Saturnino,  et  a  Basilide, 

et  Carpocrate,  et  reliquos  Gnosticorum,  qui  eadem  similiter  dicunt, 

idem  dicetur.  Quae  autem  de  prolationibus  dicta  sunt,  et  ffLonibus, 

et  deminoratione,  et  quemadmodum  instabilis  Mater  ipsorum, 

similiter  evertit  Basilidem,  et  omnes  qui  falso  cognominantur 

agnitores,  aliis  nominibus  eadem  similiter  dicentes;  magis  autem 

quam  hi  qui  ea  quae  sunt  extra  veritatem  transferentes  ad 

G.  186.  characterem  suae  doctrinae.  Et  quaecunque  sunt  quae  de  numeris 

diximus,  adversus  omnes,  qui  in  hujusmodi  speciem  deducunt  quae 

p.  370  sunt  veritatis,  et  dicentur.  Et  quaecunque  dicta  sunt  de  Demiurgo, 

ostendentia  quod  his  solus  est  Deus  et  Pater  universorum;  et 

quaecunque  adhuc  dicentur  in  sequentibus  libris,  adversus  omnes 

dico  haereticos;  eos  quidem  qui  sunt  mitiores  eorum  et  humaniores 

avertes  et  confundes,  ut  non  blasphement  suum  conditorem,  et 

factorem,  et  nutritorem,  et  Dominum,  neque  de  labe  et  ignorantia 

genesin  ejus  affingere:  feroces  autem,  et  horribiles,  et  irratio¬ 

nabiles  effugabis  a  te  longe,  ne  amplius  sustineas  verbositates 

eorum. 

2.  Super  haec  arguentur  qui  sunt  a  Simone,  et  Carpocrate, 

et  si  qui  alii  virtutes  operari  dicuntur:  non  in  virtute  Dei,  neque 

in  veritate,  neque  in  beneficiis  hominibus  facientes  ea  quae  faciunt; 

sed  in  perniciem  et  errorem,  per  magicas  elusiones  et  universa 

fraude,  plus  laedentes  quam  utilitatem  praestantes  his,  qui  credunt 

eis,  in  eo  quod  seducant.  Nec  enim  caecis  possunt  donare  visum, 

neque  surdis  auditum,  neque  omnes  daemones  effugare,  praeter  eos 

qui  ab  ipsis  immittuntur,  si  tamen  et  hoc  faciunt;  neque  debiles, 

aut  claudos,  aut  paralyticos  curare,  vel  alia  quadam  parte  corporis 

vexatos,  quemadmodum  saepe  evenit  fieri  secundum  corporalem 

infirmitatem;  vel  earum  quae  a  foris  accidunt  infirmitatum  bonas 

valetudines  restaurare;  tantum  autem  absunt  ab  eo  ut  mortuum 

excitent,  quemadmodum  Dominus  excitavit,  et  Apostoli  per  ora¬ 

tionem,  et  in  fraternitate  saepissime  propter  aliquid  necessarium, 

ea  quce  est  in  quoquo  loco  Ecclesia  universa  postulante  per  jeju¬ 

nium  et  supplicationem  multam,  reversus  est  spiritus  moitui,  et 

donatus  est  homo  orationibus  sanctorum,  ut  ne  quidem  credant 
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hoc  in  totum  posse  fieri :  esse  autem  resurrectionem  a  mortuis, 

agnitionem  ejus  quae  ab  eis  dicitur,  veritatis. 

p.  371  3.  Quando  igitur  apud  eos  quidem  error,  et  seductio,  et 

magica  phantasia  in  speculatu  hominum  impie  fiat;  in  Ecclesia 

autem  miseratio,  et  misericordia,  et  firmitas,  et  veritas  ad  opitula¬ 

tionem  hominum,  non  solum  sine  mercede  et  gratis  perficiatur, 

sed  et  nobis  ipsis  quae  sunt  nostra  erogantibus  pro  salute  hominum, 

et  ea,  quibus  hi  qui  curantur  indigent,  saepissime  non  habentes,  a 

nobis  accipiunt:  vere  et  per  hanc  speciem  arguuntur  a  divina 

substantia,  et  benignitate  Dei,  et  virtute  spiritali  in  totum  extranei; 

fraude  autem  universa,  et  adinspiratione  apostatica,  et  operatione 

daemoniaca,  et  phantasmate  idololatriae  per  omnia  repleti,  prae¬ 

cursores  vero  sunt  draconis  ejus,  qui  per  hujusmodi  phantasiam 

abscedere  faciet  in  cauda  tertiam  partem  stellarum,  et  dejiciet  Rev.xii.4. 

eas  in  terram :  quos  similiter  atque  illum  devitare  oportet,  et 

quanto  majore  phantasmate  operari  dicuntur,  tanto  magis  ob¬ 

servare  eos,  quasi  majorem  nequitiae  spiritum  perceperint.  Quam 

prophetiam  si  observaverit  quis,  [ adj .  et]  eorum  diurnam  con¬ 

versationis  operationem,  inveniet  unam  et  eandem  esse  eis  cum 

daemoniis  conversationem. 

g.  187.  4.  Et  haec  autem  quae  est  erga  operationes  impia  ipsorum 

M'  l65'  sententia,  quae  dicit  oportere  eos  in  omnibus  operibus  etiam  qui¬ 
buslibet  malis  fieri,  ex  Domini  doctrina  dissolvetur:  apud  quem  Matt.  v. 

p.  372  non  solum  qui  moechatur,  expellitur,  sed  et  qui  moechari  vult:  et  2I'e  seq‘ 
non  solum  qui  occidit,  reus  erit  occisionis  ad  damnationem,  sed  et 

qui  irascitur  sine  causa  fratri  suo:  qui  et  non  solum  non  odire 

homines,  sed  et  inimicos  diligere  jussit:  et  non  solum  non  pejerare, 

sed  nec  jurare  praecepit;  et  non  solum  [non]  male  loqui  de  proxi¬ 

mis,  sed  ne  quidem  racha  et  fatuum  dicere  aliquem;  si  quo  minus, 

reos  esse  hujusmodi  in  ignem  gehennae:  et  non  tantum  non  percu¬ 

tere,  sed  et  ipsos  percussos  etiam  alteram  praestare  maxillam:  et 

non  solum  non  abnegare  quae  sunt  aliena,  sed  etiam  si  sua  aufe¬ 

rantur,  illis  non  expostulare:  et  non  solum  non  laedere  proximos, 

neque  facere  quid  eis  malum,  sed  et  eos  qui  male  tractantur 

magnanimes  esse,  et  benignitatem  exercere  erga  eos,  et  orare  pro 

eis,  uti  poenitentiam  agentes  salvari  possint;  in  nullo  imitantes 

nos  reliquorum  contumeliam,  et  libidinem,  et  superbiam.  Quando 

igitur  ille,  quem  isti  magistrum  gloriantur,  et  eum  multo  meliorem 

et  fortiorem  reliquis  animam  habuisse  dicunt,  cum  magna  diligentia 

quaedam  quidem  jussit  fieri  quasi  bona  et  egregia,  quibusdam 

autem  abstinere  non  solum  operibus,  sed  etiam  his  cogitationibus 

quae  ad  opera  ducunt,  quasi  malis  et  nocivis  et  nequam:  quem¬ 

admodum  magistrum  dicentes  talem  fortiorem  et  meliorem 

reliquis,  deinde  quae  sunt  contraria  ejus  doctrinae  manifeste  prae¬ 

cipientes,  non  confundantur?  Et  si  quidem  nihil  esset  mali  aut 
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41.  Marc, 
ix.  44,  46, 

48. 

Ρ·  373 

G. 188. 

Ρ·  374 

rursus  boni,  opinione  autem  sola  humana,  quaedam  quidem  injusta 

quaedam  autem  justa  putarentur,  non  utique  dixisset  dogmatizans, 

[id  est  docens:]  Justi  autem  fulgebunt  sicut  sol  in  regno  Patris  eorum: 

injustos  autem  et  qui  non  faciunt  opera  justitiae,  mittet  in  ignem 

ceternum ,  ubi  vermis  ipsorum  non  morietur ,  et  ignis  non  exstinguetur. 

CAP.  XLIX. 

Eversio  H creticorum  omnium  in  iis ,  quibus  non  com¬ 
municant  cum  Valentino. 

1.  Adhuc  etiam  dicentes,  oportere  eos  in  omni  opere  et  in 

omni  conversatione  fieri,  ut,  si  fieri  possit,  in  una  vitae  adven- 

tatione  omnia  perficientes  ad  perfectum  transgrediantur;  eorum 

quidem  quae  sunt  ad  virtutem  pertinentia,  et  laboriosa  et  gloriosa 

et  artificialia,  quae  etiam  ab  omnibus  bona  approbantur,  nequa¬ 

quam  inveniuntur  conati  facere.  Si  enim  oportet  per  omne  opus, 

et  per  universam  ire  operationem ;  primo  quidem  oportebat 

omnes  se  ediscere  artes,  quaecunque  illae  sive  in  sermonum  rationi¬ 

bus,  sive  in  operibus  consumantur,  sive  per  continentiam  edocentur, 

et  per  laborem,  et  meditationem,  et  perseverantiam  percipiuntur; 

ut  puta  omnem  speciem  Musicae,  et  Computationis,  et  Geo¬ 

metriae,  et  Astronomiae,  et  universa  quae  in  sermonum  rationibus 

occupantur:  adhuc  etiam  Medicinam  universam,  et  herbarum 

scientiam,  et  eas  quae  ad  salutem  humanam  sunt  elaboratae;  et 

picturam,  et  statuarum  fabricationem,  et  aerariam  artem,  et  mar- 

morariam,  et  similes  his:  ab  his  autem  omnem  speciem  rustica¬ 

tionis,  et  veterinariae,  et  pastoralis,  et  opificum  artes,  quae  dicuntur 

pertransire  universas  artes,  et  eas  quae  erga  mare  vacant,  et 

corpori  student,  et  venatorias,  et  militares,  et  regales,  et  quot¬ 

quot  sunt,  quarum  nec  decimam,  nec  millesimam  partem  in  tota 

vita  sua  elaborantes  ediscere  possunt.  Et  horum  quidem  nihil 

conantur  addiscere,  qui  in  omni  dicunt  semetipsos  oportere  fieri 

opere,  ad  voluptates  autem  et  libidinem,  et  turpia  facta  dever¬ 

gentes,  a  semetipsis  judicati  cum  sint  secundum  doctrinam  suam; 

quoniam  enim  desunt  eis  quae  praedicta  sunt  omnia,  ad  correp¬ 

tionem  ignis  adibunt.  Qui  quidem  Epicuri  philosophiam,  et 

Cynicorum  indifferentiam  aemulantes,  Jesum  magistrum  glori¬ 

antur,  qui  non  solum  a  malis  operibus  avertit  suos  discipulos,  sed 

etiam  a  sermonibus  et  cogitationibus,  quemadmodum  ostendimus. 

2.  Dicentes  autem,  se  ex  eadem  circumlatione  cum  Jesu 

habere  animas,  et  similes  ei  esse,  aliquando  autem  et  meliores,  ad 

opera  producti  quae  ille  ad  utilitatem  hominum  et  firmitatem 

fecit,  et  nihil  tale  nec  simile,  neque  secundum  aliquid  in  compara¬ 

tionem  quod  venire  possit,  perficere  inveniuntur.  Sed  et  si  aliquid 

faciunt,  per  magicam,  quemadmodum  diximus,  operati,  fraudu- 

307 



THE  EVIDENCE  CONCERNING  CARPOCRATES 

lenter  seducere  nituntur  insensatos:  fructum  quidem  et  utilitatem 

nullam  praestantes,  in  quos  virtutes  perficere  se  dicunt;  addu¬ 

centes  autem  pueros  investes,  et  oculos  deludentes,  et  phantas¬ 

mata  ostendentes  statim  cessantia,  et  ne  quidem  stillicidio 

temporis  perseverantia,  non  Jesu  Domino  nostro,  sed  Simoni  m.  166. 

mago  similes  ostenduntur.  Et  ex  hoc  autem  quod  Dominus 

surrexit  a  mortuis  in  tertia  die,  firmum  esse,  et  discipulis  se 

manifestavit,  et  videntibus  eis  receptus  est  in  coelum,  quod  ipsi 

morientes,  et  non  resurgentes,  neque  manifestati  quibusdam, 

arguuntur  in  nullo  similes  habentes  Jesu  animas. 

3.  Si  autem  et  Dominum  per  phantasmata  hujusmodi  fecisse 

dicunt,  ad  prophetica  reducentes  eos,  ex  ipsis  demonstrabimus, 

omnia  sic  de  eo  et  praedicta  esse,  et  facta  firmissime,  et  ipsum 

solum  esse  Filium  Dei.  Quapropter  et  in  illius  nomine,  qui  vere 

illius  sunt  discipuli  ab  ipso  accipientes  gratiam,  perficiunt  ad 

p.  373  beneficia  reliquorum  hominum,  quemadmodum  unusquisque  ac¬ 

cepit  donum  ab  eo.  Alii  enim  daemones  excludunt  firmissime  et 

vere,  ut  etiam  saepissime  credant  ipsi  qui  emundati  sunt  a 

nequissimis  spiritibus,  et  sint  in  Ecclesia:  alii  autem  et  prae¬ 

scientiam  habent  futurorum,  et  visiones,  et  dictiones  propheticas. 

Alii  autem  laborantes  aliqua  infirmitate,  per  manus  impositionem 

curant,  et  sanos  restituunt.  Jam  etiam,  quemadmodum  diximus, 

et  mortui  resurrexerunt,  et  perseveraverunt  nobiscum  annis  multis. 

Et  quid  autem?  Non  est  numerum  dicere  gratiarum,  quas  per 

universum  mundum  Ecclesia  a  Deo  accipiens,  in  nomine  Christi 

Jesu,  crucifixi  sub  Pontio  Pilato,  per  singulos  dies  in  opitulatio¬ 

nem  gentium  perficit,  neque  seducens  aliquem,  nec  pecuniam  ei 

auferens.  Qpemadmodum  enim  gratis  accepit  a  Deo,  gratis 

et  ministrat.  Nec  invocationibus  angelicis  facit  aliquid,  nec 

p.  376  incantationibus,  nec  reliqua  prava  curiositate;  sed  munde  et 

pure  et  manifeste  orationes  dirigentes  [dirigens]  ad  Dominum, 

qui  omnia  fecit,  et  nomen  Domini  nostri  Jesu  Christi  invocans, 

virtutes  secundum  utilitates  hominum,  sed  non  ad  seductionem 

perfecit.  Si  itaque  et  nunc  nomen  Domini  nostri  Jesu  Christi 

beneficia  praestat,  et  curat  firmissime  et  vere  omnes  ubique 

credentes  in  eum,  sed  non  Simonis,  neque  Menandri,  neque 

Carpocratis,  nec  alterius  cujuscunque,  manifestum  est,  quoniam 

homo  factus,  conversatus  est  cum  suo  plasmate,  vere  omnia  fecit 

ex  virtute  Dei,  secundum  placitum  Patris  universorum,  quomodo 

prophetae  praedixerunt.  Quae  autem  erant  haec,  in  his  quae  sunt 

ex  propheticis  ostensionibus  narrabuntur. 
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CAP.  L. 

Ostensio  quod  non  transeant  anima  in  alia  corpora . 

De  corpore  autem  in  corpus  transmigrationem  ipsorum  sub-  m.  167. 

vertamus  ex  eo,  quod  nihil  omnino  eorum  quae  ante  fuerint, 

meminerint  animae.  Si  enim  ob  hoc  emittebantur,  uti  in  omni 

fierent  operatione,  oportebat  eas  meminisse  eorum  quae  ante 

facta  sunt,  uti  ea  quae  deerant  adimplerent,  et  non  circa  eadem 

semper  volutantes  continuatim,  miserabiliter  laborarent.  Non 

enim  poterat  corporis  admixtio  in  totum  universam  ipsorum,  quae 

ante  habita  erant,  extinguere  memoriam  et  contemplationem;  et 

maxime  ad  hoc  venientes.  Quomodo  enim  nunc  soporati  et 

requiescente  corpore,  quaecunque  anima  ipsa  apud  se  videt,  et  in 

p.  377  phantasmate  agit,  et  horum  plura  reminiscens  communicat  cum 

corpore;  et  est  quando  et  post  plurimum  temporis,  quaecunque 

per  somnium  quis  vidit,  vigilans  annuntiat:  sic  utique  remi¬ 

nisceretur  et  illorum,  quae,  antequam  in  hoc  corpus  veniret,  egit. 

Si  enim  hoc,  quod  in  brevissimo  tempore  visum  est,  vel  in 

phantasmate  conceptum  est,  et  ab  ea  sola  per  somnium, 

postquam  commixta  sit  corpori,  et  in  universum  membrum 

dispersa,  commemoratur,  multo  magis  illorum  reminisceretur, 

in  quibus,  temporibus  tantis  et  universo  praeteritae  vitae 
saeculo  immorata  est. 

CAP.  LI. 

Ostensio  quod  non  bibant,  secundum  Platonem ,  oblivionis 

poculum. 

G.  190.  Ad  haec  Plato  vetus  ille  Atheniensis,  qui  et  primus  sententiam 

hanc  introduxit,  cum  excusare  non  posset,  oblivionis  induxit 

p.  378  poculum,  putans  se  per  hoc  aporiam  hujusmodi  effugere:  ostensio¬ 

nem  quidem  nullam  faciens,  dogmatice  autem  respondens,  quoniam 

introeuntes  animae  in  hanc  vitam,  ab  eo  qui  est  super  introitum 

daemone,  priusquam  in  corpora  intrent,  potantur  oblivione.  Et 

latuit  semetipsum  in  alteram  majorem  incidens  aporiam.  Si  enim 

oblivionis  poculum  potest,  posteaquam  ebibitum  est,  omnium 

factorum  obliterare  memoriam,  hoc  ipsum  unde  scis  o  Plato,  cum 

sit  nunc  in  corpore  anima  tua,  quoniam,  priusquam  in  corpus 

introeat,  a  daemone  potata  est  oblivionis  medicamentum?  Si  enim 

daemonem,  et  poculum,  et  introitum  reminisceris,  et  reliqua 

oportet  cognoscas:  si  autem  illa  ignoras,  neque  daemon  verus, 

neque  artificiose  compositum  oblivionis  poculum. 
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CAP.  LII. 

Ostensio  quoniam  corpus  non  est  oblivio. 

Adversus  autem  eos,  qui  dicunt  ipsum  corpus  esse  oblivionis 

medicamentum,  occurret  hoc:  Quomodo  igitur  quodcunque  per 

semetipsam  anima  videt,  et  in  somniis  et  secundum  cogitationem, 

mentis  intentionem,  corpore  quiescente,  ipsa  reminiscitur,  et  re¬ 

nuntiat  proximis?  Sed  ne  quidem  ea  quae  olim  agnita  sunt,  aut 

per  oculos,  aut  per  auditum,  meminisset  anima  in  corpore  exsistens, 

si  esset  corpus  oblivio;  sed  simul  atque  ab  inspectis  abesset 

p .  jyg  oculus,  auferretur  utique  et  ea  quae  esset  de  his  memoria.  In  ipsa 

enim  oblivione  exsistens  anima  nihil  aliud  cognoscere  poterat,  nisi 

solum  illud  quod  in  praesenti  videbat.  Quomodo  autem  et  divina 

disceret,  et  meminisset  ipsorum  exsistens  in  corpore,  quando  sit,  ut 

aiunt,  ipsum  corpus  oblivio?  Sed  et  prophetae  ipsi  cum  essent  in 

terra,  quaecunque  spiritaliter  secundum  visiones  coelestium  vident 

vel  audiunt,  ipsi  quoque  meminerunt  in  hominem  conversi,  et 

reliquis  annuntiant:  et  non  corpus  oblivionem  efficit  animae  eorum 

quae  spiritaliter  visa  sunt;  sed  anima  docet  corpus,  et  participat 

de  spiritali  ei  facta  visione. 

CAP.  LIII. 

Quoniam  in  corporis  communione  non  amittit  suas 
virtutes  anima. 

G.  191.  Non  enim  est  fortius  corpus  quam  anima,  quod  quidem  ab 

illa  spiratur,  et  vivificatur,  et  augetur,  et  articulatur;  sed  anima 

possidet  et  principatur  corpori.  Tantum  autem  impeditur  a  sua 

velocitate,  quantum  corpus  participat  de  ejus  motione;  sed  non 

m.  168.  amittit  suam  scientiam.  Corpus  enim  organo  simile  est;  anima 

autem  artificis  rationem  obtinet.  Quemadmodum  itaque  artifex 

velociter  quidem  operationem  secundum  se  adinvenit,  in  organo 

autem  tardius  illam  perficit,  propter  rei  subjectae  immobilitatem, 

et  illius  mentis  velocitas  admixta  tarditati  organi  temperatam 

perficit  operationem:  sic  et  anima  participans  suo  corpori,  mo¬ 

dicum  quidem  impeditur,  admixta  velocitate  ejus  in  corporis 

tarditate;  non  amittit  autem  in  totum  suas  virtutes;  sed  quasi 

vitam  participans  corpori,  ipsa  vivere  non  cessat.  Sic  et  de  reli¬ 

quis  ei  communicans,  neque  scientiam  ipsorum  perdit,  neque 

memoriam  inspectorum. 
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Clement,  Stromateis  III. 2  (ed.  Stahlin  II.  197-200) 

p.  igy  II.  01  δε  από  Καρποκράτους  καί  Επιφανούς  αναγόμενοι  κοινάς  5»  1 

είναι  τάς  γυναίκας  άξιοΰσιν ,  εξ  ών  η  μεγίστη  κατά  του  ονόματος 

ερρύη  βλασφημία.  ' Επιφανής  οΰτος,  ου  και  τα  συγγράμματα  κομί-  2 
ζεται,  υιός  ην  Καρποκράτους  και  μητρος  Αλεξάνδρειάς  τοϋνομα  τα 

20  μεν  προς  πατρος  Άλεξα νδρεύς,  άπο  δε  μητρος  Κεφαλληνεύς,  εζησε 

δε  τα  πάντα  ετη  επτακαίδεκα,  καί  θεάς  εν  |  Σάμη  της  Κεφαλληνίας  184  S 

τετίμηται,  ένθα  αύτώ  ιερόν  ρυτών  λίθων ,  βωμοί,  τεμενη,  μ ουσεΐον 

ωκοδόμηταί  τε  καί  καθιερωται,  καί  συνιόντες  εις  το  ιερόν  οί  Κεφαλ- 

ληνες  κατά  νουμηνίαν  γενεθλι ον  άποθεωσιν  θυουσιν  Έπιφάνει,  σπεν- 

25  δουσί  τε  καί  ευωχούνται  καί  ύμνοι  αδονται.  επαιδεύθη  μεν  οΰν  3 

παρά  τω  πατρί  την  τε  εγκύκλιον  παιδείαν  καί  τά  Πλάτωνος,  καθη-  ̂ 12  Ρ 

γησατο  δε  της  μοναδικής  γνώσεως,  άφ'  ου  καί  η  των  Καρποκρατια- 
νών  αίρεσις.  λεγει  τοίνυν  ούτος  εν  τω  Περί  δικαιοσύνης  »την  6,  I 

p .  ig8  δικαιοσύνην  τού  θεού  κοινωνίαν  τινά  είναι  μετ'  ίσότητος.  ίσος  γε 
τοι  πα νταχόθεν  εκταθείς  ουρανός  κύκλω  την  γην  περιεχει  πάσαν, 

καί  πάντας  η  νύξ  επ'  ίσης  επιδείκνυται  τούς  άστερας,  τόν  τε  της 
ημέρας  αίτιον  καί  πατέρα  τού  φωτός  ήλιον  6  θεός  εξεχεεν  άνωθεν  ίσον 

5  όπί  γης  άπασι  τοΐς  βλεπειν  δυνα μενοις,  οι  δε  κοινή  πάντες  βλεπουσιν, 

επεί  μη  διακρίνει  πλούσιον  η  πενητα,  δήμον  η  άρχοντα,  άφρονάς  τε  2 

καί  τούς  φρονοϋντας,  θηλείας  άρσενας,  ελεύθερους  δούλους,  άλλ' 

ουδέ  των  αλόγων  παρά  τούτο  ποιείται  τι,  πάσι  δε  επ'  ίσης  τοΐς 
ζωοις  κοινόν  αυτόν  εκχεας  άνωθεν  άγαθοΐς  τε  καί  φαύλοις  την 

ΙΟ  δικαιοσύνην  εμπεδοΐ  μηδενός  δυνα  μενού  πλεΐον  όχειν  μηδε  άφαιρεΐσθαι 

τόν  πλησίον,  ΐν '  αυτός  κάκείνου  τό  φως  διπλασιάσας  όχη.  ήλιος  3 
κοινάς  τροφάς  ζωοις  άπασιν  ανατέλλει,  δικαιοσύνης  [τε]  της  κοινής 

άπασιν  επ'  ίσης  δοθείσης,  καί  εις  τά  τοιαύτα  βοών  γένος  ομοίως 

γίνεται  ώς  αί  βόες  καί  συών  ώς  οι  σύες  καί  προβάτων  ώς  τά  πρό- 

15  βατα  καί  τά  λοιπά  πάντα ·  δικαιοσύνη  γάρ  εν  αύτοΐς  αναφαίνεται  η  4 

p.  igy  16-S.  199?  χ3·  χ99>  29-200,  4  vgl·  Hilgenfeld,  Ketzergeschichte  S.  402ff.  18- 

28  vgl.  Epiph.  Haer.  32,  3  I  S.  442,  4-18;  Lipsius,  Zur  Qpellenkritik  des  Epiph. 

S.  1 6 1  f . ;  Usener,  Weihnachtsfest  S.  1 1 1  Anm.  10.  23f  zur  monatl.  Geburt- 

stagsfeier  vgl.  Rohde,  Psyche2  I  p.  234!;  Schiirer,  ZntW  2  (1901)  S.  48fF; 
Wissowa,  Hermes  37  (1902)  S.  1 57ff ;  Collitz,  Dialektinschr.  1801,  5f  (von  einer 

Freigelassenen)  :  στεφανωετω  τάν  Φίλωνος  εικόνα  καθ’  έκαστον  μήνα  δίς  δαφνίνω 
στεφάνω  πλεκτώ  νονμηνίαι  καί  εβδόμαι. 

p.  ig8  12  vgl.  I  Clem,  ad  Cor.  20,  4  (Fr). 

p.  igj  19  άλεξανδρίας  L.  20  από  Κεφαλληνίας  μεν  τό  προς  πατρος  γένος  ών  Epiph. 

Κεφαλλην  Cobet  S.  51 1  (vgl·  Ζ.  23f)·  23  nach  τε  καί  ist  σον  von  L1  getilgt. 

25  καί  ύμνοι  αδονται  Wi  καί  ύμνοι  λέγονται  L  ϋμνους  τε  αυτω  αδουσι  Epiph. 

p.  ig8  6  δήμον  η  St  η  δήμου  L  η  δημότην  ̂  καί y  Hiller.  7  [τ01^]  Wi.  8  ποιείται". 

Medium  ist  richtig,  denn  es  bedeutet  hier  ,,einschatzen“  (Fr).  9  αυτόν  L. 
II  τό  κάκείνου  L  κάκείνου  τό  ~  Wi.  12  άνατελλει  Sy  άνατελλειν  L  [re]  Hiller. 

14  οί  σόες]  αί  συες  Hilg. 
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κοινοτης.  επειτα  κατα  κοινότητα  παντα  ομοίως  κατα  γένος  σπειρετ αι, 

τροφή  τ€  κοινή  χαμαί  νεμομενοις  άνεΐται  πάσι  τοϊς  κτηνεσι  και  πασιν 

επ'  ΐσης,  ούδενί  νόμω  κρατούμενη,  τη  δε  παρά  του  διδόντος  (και) 

κελεύσαντος  χορηγία  συμφώνως  άπασι  δικαιοσύνη  παρούσα,  άλλ'  ουδέ  7>  I 

20  τα  της  γενεσεως  νόμον  εχει  γεγραμμενον  ( μετεγράφη  γάρ  αν),  σπεί- 

ρονσι  δε  καί  γεννώσιν  επ’  ΐσης,  κοινωνίαν  υπό  δικαιοσύνης  έμφυτον 

εχοντες.  κοινή  πασιν  επ’  Ϊσης  οφθαλμόν  εις  το  βλεπειν  6  ποιητης 

τε  καί  πατήρ  πάντων  δικαιοσύνη  νομοθετησ ας  τη  παρ'  αύτοΰ  παρ- 
εσχεν,  ου  διακρίνας  θηλειαν  άρρενος,  ου  λογικόν  αλόγου,  καί 

25  καθάπαζ  ούδενός  ουδεν,  ισότητι  δε  καί  κοινότητι  μερίσας  τό  βλεπειν 

ομοίως  ενί  κελευσματι  πάσι  κεχάρισται.  οί  νόμοι  δε «,  φησίν,  »άν-  2 

θρώπων  άμαθίαν  κολάζειν  μη  δυνάμενοι  παρα\νομείν  εδίδαζαν·  η  5^  Ρ 

γάρ  ίδιότης  των  νόμων  την  κοινωνίαν  του  θείου  νόμου  κατετεμεν 

καί  παρατρώγει, «  μη  συνιείς  τό  του  αποστόλου  ρητόν,  λεγοντος 

30  »διά  νόμου  την  αμαρτίαν  εγνων  «*  τό  τε  εμόν  καί  τό  σόν  φησι  διά  3 

των  νόμων  παρεισελθεΐν,  μηκετι  εις  κοινότητα  [κοινά  τε  γάρ]  καρ- 

πουμενων  μήτε  γην  μήτε  κτήματα,  άλλα  μηδε  γάμον  » κοινή  γάρ  4 

p.  igg  άπασιν  εποίησε  τάς  αμπέλους,  αΐ  μη(τε)  στρουθόν  μήτε  κλέπτην  άπαρ- 

νοΰνται,  καί  τον  σίτον  ούτως  καί  τούς  άλλους  καρπούς,  η  δε  κοι¬ 

νωνία  παρανομηθεΐσα  καί  τά  της  ίσότητος  εγεννησε  θρεμμάτων  καί 

καρπών  κλέπτην,  κοινή  τοίνυν  ό  θεός  άπαντα  άνθρώπερ  ποιησας  8,  I 

5  καί  τό  θήλυ  τω  άρρενι  κοινή  συναγαγών  καί  πάνθ ’  ομοίως  τά  ζώα 

κολλησας  την  δικαιοσύνην  άνεφηνεν  κοινωνίαν  μετ'  ίσότητος.  οΐ  δε  2 
γεγονότες  ούτω  την  συνάγουσ  αν  κοινωνίαν  την  γενεσιν  αυτών 

άπηρνηθησαν  καί  φασιν  ό  μίαν  αγόμενος  εχετω,  δυναμενων  κοινω- 

νεΐν  άπάντων,  ώσπερ  άπεφηνε  τά  λοιπά  τών  ζώων. «  ταϋτα  είπών  3 

ΙΟ  κατά  λεζιν  πάλιν  ομοίως  αύταΐς  ταΐς  λεζεσιν  επιφερεί’  )>την  γάρ 

επιθυμίαν  εύτονον  καί  σφοδροτεραν  ενεποίησε  τοΐς  άρρεσιν  εις  την 

τών  γενών  παραμονήν,  ην  ούτε  νόμος  ούτε  έθος  ούτε  άλλο  <  τι  )  τών 

οντων  άφανίσαι  δύναται.  θεού  γάρ  εστι  δόγμα. «  καί  πώς  ετι  οΰτος  \ 

εν  τώ  καθ'  ημάς  εζετασθείη  λόγω  άντικρυ ς  καί  τον  νόμον  καί  τό 

15  ευαγγελίαν  διά  τούτων  καθαιρών ;  ο  μεν  γάρ  φησιν·  »ού  μοιχεύσεις,« 

τό  δε  »πάς  ό  προσβλεπων  κατ'  επιθυμίαν  ηδη  ε μοίχευα  εν «  λεγει.  τό  5 
γάρ  »ούκ  επιθυμήσεις «  προς  του  νόμου  λεγόμενον  τον  ενα  δείκνυσι 

θεόν  διά  νόμου  καί  προφητών  καί  ευαγγελίου  κηρυσσόμενον'  λεγει 

p.  ig8 
Ρ ·  199 

p.  198 

30  Rom  7,  7· 

15  Exod  20,  13. 16  Mt  5,  28.  ΐ7-Ι9  Exod  20,  17. 

Ρ ·  199 

l6  €7T€tra]  επεί  oder  επειδή  St.  17  κοινή  Hilg.  18  [διδόντο?]  Heyse,  Hilg. 

(και)  Hiller.  19  χορηγία  L  χορηγέ ΐν  Schw  άπασι  ~  nach  δικ.  Heyse  δικαιοσύνη 

Ρο  -η  L  [δικαιοσύνη]  Sy.  31  [κοινά  τε  γάρ ]  Ma  κοινόν  τι  γάρ  Hilg.  ( κοινά  τε 

γάρ)  Ρο.  3Jf  καρπουμεν ων  (ημών')  .St. 

I  μη(τε)>  St  μη  L.  3  κα'ι  τά  (vgl.  S.  198,  20 ;  200,  2)]  κατά  Hilg.  7  ουνε- 
χουσαν  (vgl.  S.  200,  2)  St.  8  φασιν  Hilg.  φησίν  L  εφασαν  St  ο  Sy  ei  L.  12 

<(τι)>  He.  13  δόγμα]  δόμα  Bernays  πώς  (άν)>  Ma.  15  καθαιρών  Sy  καθαίρων 
L. 

312 



APPENDIX  B 

20 

25 

30 

p.  200 

5 

10 

15 

20 

γάρ ·  ))ούκ  επιθυμήσεις  της  του  πλησίον. «  ο  πλησίον  δε  οάχ  ό  ’/οι>- 

δαΐος  τω  'Ιουδαίου,  αδελφός  γάρ  καί  ταΰτότης  του  πνεύματος,  λείπε- 
ται  δη  πλησίον  τον  αλλοεθνή  λεγειν.  πώς  γάρ  ου  πλησίον  6  οΐός 

τε  κοινωνησαι  του  πνεύματος ;  ου  γάρ  μόνων  Εβραίων,  αλλά  καί 

εθνών  πατήρ  Αβραάμ,  εί  δε  η  μοιχευθεΐσα  καί  6  εις  αυτήν  πορνευσ ας 

θανάτου  κολάζεται,  δηλον  δηπου  την  εντολήν  την  λεγουσαν  »ούκ 

επιθυμήσεις  την  γυναίκα  του  πλησίον «  περί  τών  εθνών  διαγορευειν, 

ΐνα  τις  κατά  νόμον  καί  της  του  πλησίον  καί  της  αδελφής  άποσχό- 

μενος  άντικρυς  άκουση  παρά  του  κυρίου ·  »eyto  δε  λέγω,  ουκ  επιθυ¬ 

μήσεις· «  η  δε  |  του  »eyto«  μορίου  προσθήκη  π ροσεχεστεραν  δείκνυσι 

της  εντολής  την  ενεργεί  αν,  καί  ότι  θεομαχεί  ο  τε  Καρποκράτης  ο  τ’ 
Έπιφάνης,  φοςφ  όν  αύτώ  τω  πολυθρύλητου  βιβλίου,  τω  Περί  δικαιοσύνης 

λέγω,  ώδε  πως  επιφερει  κατά  λεζιν  ))  ενθεν  ώς  γελοΐον  ειρηκότος  του 

νομοθετου  ρήμα  τούτο  άκουστεον  »ούκ  επιθυμήσεις «  προς  το  γελοιό¬ 

τερου  είπεΐν  »τών  του  πλησίον  «·  αυτός  γάρ  ο  την  επιθυμίαν  δούς 

ώς  συνεχουσ αν  τά  της  γενεσεως  ταυτην  άφαιρεΐσθαι  κελεύει  μηδενός 

αυτήν  αφελών  ζώου·  το  δε  )>της  του  πλησίον  γυναικός «  ιδιότητα  την 

κοινωνίαν  άναγ κάζων  ετι  γελοιότερου  εΐπεν«  | 

Καί  ταϋτα  μεν  οι  γενναίοι  Καρπό  κρατιανοί  δογματίζουσι.  τού¬ 

τους  φασί  καί  τινας  άλλους  ζηλωτάς  τών  όμοιων  κακών  εις  τά 

δείπνα  αθροιζόμενους  (ου  γάρ  αγάπην  εΐποιμ ’  αν  εγωγε  την  συνε- 
λευσιν  αυτών),  άνδρας  όμοΰ  καί  γυναίκας,  μετά  δη  το  κορεσθηναι 

(»εν  πλησμονή  τοι  Κυπρις«,  ή  φασι)  το  καταισχύνου  αυτών  την 

πορνικήν  ταυτην  δικαιοσύνην  εκποδών  ποιησαμενους  φώς  τη  τοΰ 

λάχνου  περιτροπή,  μίγνυσθαι,  όπως  εθελοιεν,  αίς  βουλοιντο,  μελετη- 

σαντας  δε  εν  τοιαυτη  αγάπη  την  κοινωνίαν,  μεθ ’  ημέραν  ηδη  παρ' 
ών  αν  εθελησωσι  γυναικών  άπαιτεΐν  την  τοΰ  Καρποκρατείου,  ου 

γάρ  θεμις  είπεΐν  θείου,  νόμου  ύπακοην.  τοιαΰτα  δε  οΐμαι  ταΐς  κυνών 

καί  συών  καί  τράγων  λαγνείαις  νομοθετεΐν  τον  Καρποκράτην  εδει. 

δοκεΐ  δε  μοι  καί  τοΰ  Πλάτωνος  παρακηκοεναι  εν  τη  Πολιτεία  φαμε- 

νου  κοινάς  είναι  τάς  γυναίκας  πάντων,  κοινάς  μεν  |  τάς  προ  τοΰ 

γάμου  τών  αίτεισθαι  μελλόντων,  καθάπερ  καί  το  θέατρου  κοινόν 

τών  θεωμενων  φάσκοντος,  τοΰ  προκαταλαβόντος  δε  εκάστην  εκάστου 

είναι  καί  ούκετι  κοινήν  την  γεγαμημενην.  Ξάνθος  δε  εν  τοΐς  επι- 

6 

9»  ι 

5[4  ρ 

2 

3 

ΙΟ,  I 

ί85  S 

2 

5Χ5  ρ 
II,  I 

p.  igg  2 if  vgl.  Strom.  II  42,  1.  22f  vgl.  Rom  4,  i6f;  Gen  17,  5.  23f  vgl.  Lev 

20,  10;  Deut  22,  22.  24f  Exod  20,  17.  27f  Mt  5,  28. 

p.  200  9  Euripides  Fr.  inc.  895.  16-20  vgl.  Epiktet  fr.  15  Schenkl.  i6f  vgl. 

Plato  Rep.  V  p.  457  D.  20-24  Xanthos  Fr.  28  FHG  I  p.  43;  vgl.  Tatian  28 
p.  29,  21  Schw.;  Minuc.  Fel.  Oct.  31,  3. 

p.  igg  20  καί  <(ώ  η )>  Schw.  30  <os·)»  Wi.  31  λόγω  Sy  λόγων  L.  32f  τούτου 

άκουστόον  (τού  δ’^>  »ούκ  όττιθΛ  προσότι  γελ.  εΐττεν  Sch  προς  τω  Mu. 

p.  200  3  ζώις')  Ιδιότητα  Ρο  ιδιότητα  (γενόσθαι)  Schw.  4  αναγκάζον  Schw.  6 
κακιόον  Sy.  9  Τ01  Κύπρις,  η  Di  aus  Athen.  VI  ρ.  270  C  τη  κυπρίση  L  φασί  ( οί 

παροιμιαζόμενοιφ  Cobet  S.  439·  καρποκρατίου  L. 
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γραφομενοις  Μαγικοϊς  »Ί" μίγνυνται  δε «  φησίν  »οί  Μάγοι  μητράσι  και 
θνγατράσι  και  άδελφαΐς  μίγννσθαι  θεμιτόν  είναι  κοινάς  τε  είναι  τάς 

γυναίκας  ον  βία  και  λάθρα,  άλλα  συναι νουντων  άμφοτερων,  όταν 

θελη  γημαι  6  ετερος  την  τον  ετερου.«  επί  τούτων  οίμαι  καί  των  2 

25  όμοιων  αίρεσεων  ττροφητικώς  ’Ιούδαν  εν  τη  επιστολή  ειρηκεναΐ" 
» ομοίως  μεντοι  και  ούτοι  ενυπνιαζόμενοι «  ( ου  γάρ  ΰπαρ  τη  αλήθεια 

επιβάλλουσιν )  ea)?  »και  τό  στόμα  αυτών  λαλεΐ  υπέρογκα. « 

2if  vgl.  Cyrill  ν.  AI.  G.  Jul.  IV  (PG  76,68oD) ;  Fr.  in  ZntW  36(1937)89.  26f 
Iud  8,  16 

21  μίγνυνται]  άποφαίνονται  Schw  ηγούνται  St. 

Hereupon  follows  Stromateis  III. 3,  in  which  Clement  turns  to  Marcion.  Some  of 

his  criticisms,  especially  his  insistence  that  Plato  was  the  source  of  the  heresy,  may 

have  been  intended  to  tell  against  Carpocrates  also.  In  III. 4  (25. iff)  he  pairs  the 
two  in  his  resume: 

p.  20J  6  IV.  Των  δε  άφ’  αίρεσεως  αγόμενων  Μαρκίωνος  μεν  τοΰ  Πον-  25,  I 

τικοΰ  επεμνησθημεν  δι’  άντίταξιν  την  προς  τον  δημιουργόν  την 
χρησιν  των  κοσμικών  παραιτούμενου.  .  .  .  επεμνησθημεν  δε  καί  της  5 

ΐ8  κατά  Καρποκράτην  άθεσμου  γυναικών  κοινωνίας,  περί  δε  της  Νικο¬ 

λάου  ρήσεως  διαλεχθεντες  εκείνο  παρελίπομεν.  .  . 

p.  2θ8  ΙΟ  Είσίν  δ’  οΐ  την  πάνδημον  Άφροδίτην  κοινωνίαν  μυστικήν  άνα-  27,  I 

γορευουσιν  ενυβρίζοντες  καί  τώ  όνόματι·  λεγεται  γάρ  καί  τό  ποιεΐν  2 

τι  κακόν  εργ άζεσθαι,  ώσπερ  ούν  καί  τό  αγαθόν  τι  ποιεΐν  όμωνυμως 

εργάζεσθ αι,  ομοίως  δε  καί  η  κοινωνία  αγαθόν  μεν  εν  μεταδόσει  άρ- 

γυρίον  καί  τροφής  καί  στολής,  οΐ  δε  καί  την  οποίαν  δηποτ ’  οΰν 
15  αφροδισίων  συμπλοκήν  κοινωνίαν  ασεβώς  κεκληκασιν.  φασί  γοϋν  3 

τινα  αυτών  ημετερα  παρθενω  ωραία  την  οφιν  προσελθόντα  φάναι · 

»γεγραπται  >  π  αντί  τώ  αίτοΰντί  σε  δίδου<«,  την  δε  σεμνώς  πάνυ 

άποκρίνασθαι  μη  συνιεΐσαν  την  τάνθρώπου  άσελγειαν  »άΑΛά  περί 

γάμου  τη  μητρί  διαλόγου. «  ώ  της  άθεότητος '  καί  τών  του  κυρίου  524  Ρ  4 

20  φωνών  διαφευδονται  οι  της  άσελγείας  κοινωνοί,  οι  της  λαγνείας 

αδελφοί,  ονειδος  ου  φιλοσοφίας  μόνον,  αλλά  καί  παντός  τοΰ  βίου, 

οι  παραχαράσσοντες  την  αλήθειαν,  μάλλον  δε  κατασκάπτοντες  ώς 

οϊόν  τε  αύτοΐς’  οί  γάρ  τρισάθλιοι  την  [re]  σαρκικήν  καί  [την]  συνου-  5 

p.  2ο8  iof  Theodoret  Haer.  fab.  I  6;  vgl.  Platon  Symp.  p.  180  D  ff  [s.  auch  Theodor. 

a.  a.  Ο  V  27  (PG  83,  545  B)  μυστικήν  κοινωνίαν  ώνόμασαν  την  άσελγειαν  (Fr)]. 

17  Lc  6,  30;  Mt  5,  42.  17-19  Vgl.  Cobet  S.  51 1.  23-S.  209,  1  Theodoret 
a.  a.  O. 

p.  208  12  οΰν  Schw  av  L.  13  μεν  Hiller  Se  καί  L.  I3f  αργυρίου  Hervet  άργΰριον  L. 

ϊ8  [/χτ)]  St.  23  oi  γάρ  Theod.  οΐ  γε  τρισάθλιοι  ζοντες)  Hiller  τε  <  Theod. 

[την]  Ma  σαρκικήν  κα'ι  Theod.  σαρκίνην  κατά  L. 
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σιαστι κην  κοινωνίαν  ίεροφαντοΰσι  καί  ταύτην  οίονται  εις  την  βασι- 

25  λείαν  αυτούς  άνάγειν  τον  θεοΰ.  εις  τα  χαμαιτυπεία  μεν  οΰν  η  τοιάδε  28,  I 

εισάγει  κοινωνία  καί  δη  συμμέτοχοι  εϊεν  αύτοΐς  οί  σύες  καί  οι 

τράγοι ,  είεν  δ'  αν  εν  τα ΐς  μείζοσι  παρ’  αύτοΐς  ελπίσιν  αί  προεστώσαι 
p.  20g  του  τεγους  πόρναι  άνεδην  είσδεχόμεναι  τούς  βουλομενους  άπαντας. 

»ύμεΐς  δε  ούχ  όντως  εμάθετε  τον  Χρίστον,  εΐ  γε  αύτόν  ηκονσατε  καί  2 

εν  αύτώ  εδιδάχθητε,  καθώς  εστιν  άληθεια  εν  Χριστώ  Ίησοΰ,  άπο- 

θεσθαι  υμάς  τα  κατά  την  προτεραν  |  αναστροφήν  τον  παλαιόν  αν-  l88  S 

5  θρωπον  τον  φθειρόμενον  κατά  τάς  επιθυμίας  της  απάτης’  άνανε-  3 

οΰσθε  δε  τώ  πνεύμα  τι  τού  νοδς  υμών  καί  ενδνσασθε  τον  καινόν 

άνθρωπον  τον  κατά  θεδν  κτισθεντα  εν  δικαιοσύνη  καί  όσιότητι  της 

αλήθειας, «  κατά  την  εξομοί ωσιν  τοΰ  θείου.  »γίνεσθε  ούν  μιμηταί  \ 

του  θεού,  ώς  τέκνα  αγαπητά,  καί  περιπατεΐτε  εν  αγάπη,  καθώς  καί 

ΙΟ  ό  Χρίστος  ηγάπησεν  υμάς  καί  παρεδωκεν  εαυτόν  ύπερ  ημών  προσ¬ 

φοράν  καί  θυσίαν  τώ  θεώ  εις  οσμήν  εύωδίας.  πορνεία  δε  καί  πάσα  5 

άκαθαρσία  η  πλεονεξία  μηδε  ονομ  αζεσθω  εν  ύμΐν,  καθώς  πρεπει 

άγίοις,  καί  αίσχρότης  καί  μωρολογία. «  καί  γάρ  άπο  της  φωνής  6 

άγνεύειν  μελετάν  διδάσκων  6  άπόστολος  γράφει’  » τούτο  γάρ  ϊστε 

15  γινώσ κοντές,  οτι  πάς  πόρνος «  καί  τά  έξης  εως  » μάλλον  δε  καί 

ελεγχετε. « 

Έρρύη  δε  αύτοΐς  τό  δόγμα  εκ  τίνος  άποκρύφου,  καί  δη  παρα-  29>  I 

θησομαι  την  λεξιν  την  της  τούτων  άσελγείας  μητέρα-  καί  είτε  αύτοί 

της  βίβλου  συγγράφεις  ( όρα  την  άπόνοιαν,  εί  καί  θεού  διαφεύδονται 

20  δύ  άκρασίαν) ,  είτε  άλλοις  περιτυχόντες  το  καλόν  τούτο  ενόησαν 

δόγμα  διεστραμμενως  άκηκοότες’  όχει  δε  ούτως  τά  της  λεξεως’  »εν  2 

ην  τά  πάντα·  επεί  δε  εδοξεν  αύτοΰ  τη  ενότητι  μη  είναι  μόνη,  εξηλ- 

θεν  άπ ’  αύτοΰ  επίπνοια,  καί  εκοινώνησεν  αύτη  καί  εποίησεν  τον 

αγαπητόν  εκ  δε  τούτου  εξηλθεν  απ'  αύτοΰ  επίπνοια,  η  κοινωνησας 

25  εποίησεν  δυνάμεις  μήτε  όραθηναι  μήτε  άκουσθηναι  δυναμενας«  εως 

» επ'  ονόματος  ίδιου  εκάστην.«  εί  γάρ  καί  ούτοι  καθάπερ  οί  από  3 
Ούαλεντίνου  πνευματικός  ετί\θεντο  κοινωνίας,  ίσως  τις  αύτών  την  525  Ρ 

ύπόληφιν  επεδεξα τ'  ξάν'}’  σαρκικής  δε  ύβρεως  κοινωνίαν  εις  προφη¬ 
τείαν  άγίαν  άνάγειν  άπεγνωκότος  εστί  την  σωτηρίαν. 

p.  2ορ  2-8  Eph  4,  20-24.  8-13  Eph  5,  1-4·  14-16  Ερί^,δ·11·  21-26  vgl. 
C.  Schmidt  TU  NF.  V  4  S.  54. 

p.208  25  θεοΰ ]  Χρίστου  Theod.  χαμαιτυττία  L.  26  eiev  ζαυ)1  Di  Theod. 

p.  20g  I  άναί8ην  L  εκύεχόμεναι  Theodor.  5f  άνανεοΰσθε  L1  άνανεοΰσθαι  L*.  IO 

υμάς·]  ημάς  Paed.  Ill  94,  4.  19  συγγραφείς  Sy  συγγραφής  L  et]  fj  Mu.  20 

άλλως  Sy  ενόησαν  L1  (wie  Po)  ενόσησαν  L*  Ausgg.  21  δε  <( ovv Schw  δη  Po. 

28  επεδεξατ ’  Ma  εττεδεξατο  L. 

Note  also  the  next  sentence:  τοιαΰτα  καί  οί  από  Προδίκου  φευδωνύμως  γνωστικούς 

σφάς  αύτούς  άναγορεύοντες  δογματίζουσιυ. 

3ΐ5 
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A  214 

A  215 

p.  214 

p.  214 

Clement,  Stromateis  III. 5  (ed.  Stahlin  II.214-216) 

V.  " Iv '  ovv  μη  επί  πλεΐον  όνυχίζοντες  τον  τόπον  πλειόνων  4°>  1 

άτοπων  αιρέσεων  επιμεμνώμεθα  μηδ'  αύ  καθ'  εκάστην  αυτών  λεγειν 

προς  εκάστην  αναγκαζόμενοι  αίσχυνώμεθά  τε  επ'  αύτοΐς  καί  επί 

ΙΟ  μηκιστον  τα  υπομνήματα  προάγωμεν,  φερε  είς  δύο  δι ελόντες  τά¬ 

γματα  άπάσας  τάς  αιρέσεις  άποκρινώμεθα  αύτοΐς.  η  γάρ  τοι  άδια-  2 

φόρως  ζην  διδάσκουσιν,  η  τό  ύπερτονον  αδουσαι  εγκράτειαν  διά 

δυσσεβείας  και  φιλαπεχθημοσύνης  καταγγελλουσι.  πρότερον  δε  περί  3 

του  προτερου  διαληπτεον  τμήματος,  ε'ι  πάντα  εξεστιν  ελεσθαι  βί ον, 

15  δηλον  ότι  και  τον  μετ'  εγκράτειας ,  και  εί  πας  βίος  άκίνδυνος  εκλεκτώ , 

δηλον  ότι  <(ο)>  μετά  άρετης  και  σωφροσύνης  πολύ  μάλλον  άκίνδυνος' 

δοθε ίσης  γάρ  εξουσίας  τώ  κυρίω  του  σαββάτου,  εΐπερ  άκολάστως  4 

βιώσαι ,  άνεύθυνον  είναι ,  πολλώ  μάλλον  ο  κοσμίως  πολιτευσάμενος 

ούχ  υπεύθυνος  εσταί’  »πάντα  μεν  γάρ  εξεστιν ,  άλλ’  ού  πάντα  συμ-  5 
20  φόρε ι «,  φησιν  ο  άπόστολος.  εί  δε  καί  πάντα  εξεστι ,  δηλον  ότι  και 

το  σωφρονεΐν.  ώσπερ  οΰν  ο  τη  εξουσία  είς  το  κατ'  άρετην  βιώσαι  41»  1 
συγχρησάμενος  επαινετός,  οϋτω  πολύ  μάλλον  6  την  εξουσίαν  ημΐν 

δεδωκώς  ελευθεραν  και  κυρίαν  και  συγχωρησ ας  ημΐν  βιοΰν  ώς  βου- 

λόμεθα  σεμνός  και  προσκυνητός,  μη  εάσας  δουλεύειν  ημών  κατά 

25  άνάγκην  τάς  αίρεσεις  και  τάς  φυγάς.  εί  δε  τό  άδεες  εκάτερος  όχει,  2 

ό  τε  άκρασίαν  ό  τε  εγκράτειαν  ελόμενος,  άλλά  τό  σεμνόν  ούχ  όμοιον. 

ο  μεν  γάρ  είς  ηδονάς  εξοκείλας  σώμα  τι  χαρίζεται,  ο  δε  σώφρων  την 

κυρίαν  του  σώματος  φυχην  ελεύθεροι  τών  παθών,  καν  »επ'  ελευ-  3 

θεριά  κεκλησθαι «  λεγωσιν  ημάς,  μόνον  μη  »την  ελευθερίαν  είς  άφορ- 

30  μην  τη  σαρκι «  παρεχωμεν  κατά  τον  άπόστολον  εί  δε  επιθυμία  4 

χαριστεον  και  τον  επονείδιστον  βί  ον  άδιάφορον  ηγητεον,  ώς  αυτοί 

λεγουσιν,  ήτοι  πάντα  ταΐς  επιθυμίαις  πειστεον,  καί ,  εί  τούτο,  τά 

άσελ\γεστατα  και  άνοσιώτατα  πρακτεον  άπαντα  επομένους  τοΐς  άνα-  53°  Ρ 

πείθουσιν  ημάς’  η  τών  επιθυμιών  τινάς  εκκλινοΰμεν  καί  ούκετι  5 

άδι αφόρως  βιωτεον  ούδε  άνεδην  δουλευτεον  τοΐς  άτιμοτάτοις  μερεσιν 

ημών,  γαστρι  και  αίδοίοις,  δι'  επιθυμίαν  κολακευόντων  τον  ημετερον 
νεκρόν,  τρέφεται  γάρ  και  ζωοποιείται  δι ακονουμενη  είς  άπόλαυσιν  6 

5  επιθυμία,  καθάπερ  εμπαλιν  κολουομενη  μαραίνεται,  πώς  δε  εστι  42,  I 

δυνατόν  ηττηθεντα  τών  τού  σώματος  ηδονών  εξομοιοϋσθαι  τώ  κυρίω 

η  γνώσιν  0χ€ΐν  θεού; 

ιη  vgl.  Mt  12,  8;  Me  2,  28;  Lc  6,  5.  igf  I  Cor  6,  12;  10,  23. 
vgl.  Gal.  5,  13. 

28-30 

7  πλέον  Di.  8  επιμεμνώμεθα  Sy  επιμεμνημεθα  L.  9  αναγκαζόμενοι  (voi 

in  Ras.)  L1.  ΙΟ  προάγωμεν  Sy  προάγοιμεν  L.  iof  τάγματα  St  πράγματα 
L.  ii  η  γάρ  τό  Mu.  12  αδουσαι  (vgl.  Strom.  II  123,  2)  Schw  άγουσαι  L. 

16  <0>  Hiller.  17  vgl.  Strom.  Ill  30,  1.  23  βιοΰν  L3  βίους  L*  aber  v 

am  Rand  L1.  24  σεμνός  L1  σεμνώς  L*.  29  κεκλησθαι  (at  in  Ras.)  L1. 

32  πειστεον  Di  πιστεον  L.  p.  21*  p.  215  2  άναίδην  L. 

3 1 6 
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p.  221 

p.  222 

p.  221 

p.  222 

p.  221 

p.  222 

Clement,  Stromateis  III. 6  end  (ed.  Stahlin  II. 22 1-222) 

'H  δε  Καρποκράτους  δικαιοσύνη  και  των  επ'  ΐσης  αΰτώ  την  54»  ι 
ακόλαστον  μετιόντων  κοινωνίαν  ώδε  πως  καταλυεται.  άμα  γάρ  τώ 

φάναι  ))τω  α ίτοΰντί  σε  δός  «  επιφερεί’  »καί  τον  θελοντα  δανείσαθαι 

μη  άποστ ραφής «,  ταντην  διδάσκων  την  κοινωνίαν ,  ούχί  δε  την 

ΙΟ  λάγνον.  πώς  δε  ό  αϊτών  και  λαμβάνων  και  δανειζόμενος  από  μη-  2 

δενός  ύπάρχοντος  τον  εχοντος  καί  διδόντος  καί  δανείζοντος ;  τί  δ’  3 

όταν  I  ό  κύριος  φη’  » επείνασα  καί  εχορτάσατε  με,  εδίφησα  καί  επο-  1 93  ̂  

τίσατε  με,  ζενος  ημην  καί  συνηγάγετε  με,  γυμνός  καί  περιεβάλετε 

με.«  εΐτα  επιφερεί’  ))εφ *  όσον  εποιησατε  ενί  τούτων  τών  ελάχιστων, 

15  όμοί  εποιησατε. «  ονχί  δε  τα  αυτά  καί  εν  τη  παλαια  διαθηκη  νομο-  \ 

θετεΐ;  »ό  διδοΰς  πτωχώ  δανείζει  θεώ<(  καί  »μη  άπόσχη  ευ  ποιεΐν 

ενδεή «  φησίν.  καί  πάλιν  » ελεημοσυναι  καί  πίστεις  μη  εκλιπετωσάν  55»  1 

σε«  είπεν.  »πενία«  δε  »άνδρα  ταπεινοί’  χεΐρες  δε  ανδρείων  πλοντί- 

4 ουσινΛΐ  επιφερεί  οε’  »ιοου  ανηρ,  ος  ουκ  εοωκεν  επι  τοκω  το  αρ- 

20  γυριον  αυτοΰ,  αποδεκτός  γίνεται ·«  καί  »λυτρον  φυχης  \  άνδρός  ό  537  ̂  

ίδιος  πλούτος  κρίνεται«  ούχί  διασαφεΐ  άντικρυς;  ώς  ούν  εξ  εναντίων 

δ  κόσμος  συγκειται  ώσπερ  εκ  θερμού  καί  ζφυχροϋ')  ζηροΰ  τε  καί 
νγροΰ,  ουτω  κάκ  τών  διδόντων  κάκ  τών  λα μβανόντων.  πάλιν  τε  2 

αΰ  όταν  είπη·  »εί  θελεις  τελειος  γενεσθαι,  πωλησας  τα  υπάρχοντα 

25  δδ?  πτωχό ις, «  e’Aey^et  τον  καυχώμενον  επί  τώ  » πάσας  τάς  εντολάς 

εκ  νεότητος  τετηρηκεναι  «·  ου  γάρ  πεπληρώκει  τό  » αγαπήσεις  τον 

πλησίον  σου  ώς  εαυτόν «.  τότε  δε  υπό  του  κυρίου  συν  τελείου  μένος 

εδιδά σκέτο  δά  άγάπην  μεταδιδόναι.  καλώς  οΰν  πλουτεΐν  ου  κεκώ-  56»  ι 

λυκεν,  αλλά  γάρ  τό  αδίκως  καί  άπληστως  πλουτεΐν’  ))κτησις«  γάρ 

30  » επισπευδομενη  μετά  ανομίας  ελάττων  γίνεται. «  »είσί«  γάρ  ))οΐ  σπεί- 

ροντες  πλείονα  ποιοΰσι,  καί  οΐ  συνάγοντες  ελα ττοΰνται·«  περί  ών 

γεγραπταί’  »εσκόρπισεν,  εδωκεν  τοΐς  πενησιν,  ~η  δικαιοσύνη  αυτοΰ 

μενει  εις  τον  αιώνα’ «  δ  μεν  γάρ  » σπειρών  καί  πλείονα  συνάγων«  2 

οΰτός  εστιν  ό  διά  της  επιγείου  καί  πρόσκαιρου  μεταδόσεως  τά  ουράνια 

5  κτώμενος  καί  τά  αιώνια,  ετερος  δε  ό  μηδενί  μεταδιδους,  κενώς  δε 

7  vgl.  Strom.  Ill  27,  3·  8f  Mt  5,  42.  iof  vgl.  Qu.  div.  salv.  13,  1. 

12-15  ebda  30,  2;  Mt.  25,  35!.  40.  16  Prov  19,  14  (17).  i6f  Prov 

3,  27.  i7f  Prov  3,  3.  i8f  Prov  10,  4.  igf  vgl.  Ps  14,  5;  Ez  18,  8. 

2of  Prov  13,  8.  24-27  Mt  19,  21.  20.  19;  Me  10,  21.  20;  12,  31 ;  Lc  18,  22. 

21.  20.  25-28  ελέγχει — μεταδιδόναι  Ath  fol.  97r.  2gf  Prov  13,  II. 

3of  Prov  11,  24. 

2  vgl.  auch  Paed.  Ill  35,  5.  2f  Ps  hi,  9.  4  vgl.  Mt  19,  21. 

10  λάγνον  (o  in  Ras.  fur  ω)  L1  άποζλείπεται)  Schw.  17  ενδεή  Prov.  ένδεεΐ 

L.  18  ανδρείων  Prov.  und  Paed.  II  129,  1  άνδρών  L.  19  ιδού  άνηρ  Sy 

ήδ’  (corr.  aus  ηδ’)  av  L  τόκωι  ( ωι  in  Ras.  fiir  ον)  L1.  22  < φυχροΰ >  Sy. 

28  <το>  καλώς  Μύ  (unnotig,  weil  variatio  vorliegt  Fr).  29  το  L1  τών  L*. 

1  oi  L.  3  μεν  uber  d.  Z.  L1.  5  κενός  καί  oder  κενώς  [καί]  Heyse  δε 
Ma  καί  L. 
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p.  222 

p.  224 

p.  224 

p.  224 

))θησα υρίζων  επί  της  γης  οπού  σης  καί  βρώσις  αφανίζει «  ( περί  οΰ 

γεγραπταί'  ))συνάγων  τούς  μισθούς  συνηγαγεν  εις  δεσμόν  τετρυπη- 

μενον «)  ,  τούτου  την  χώραν  εύφορησαι  λεγει  εν  τώ  ευαγγελία)  6  κύ-  3 

ριος,  επειτα  τούς  καρπούς  αποθεσθαι  βουληθεντα,  οίκοδομησόμενον 

ΙΟ  άποθηκας  μείζονας  κατά  την  προσωποποιίαν  είπεΐν  προς  εαυτόν' 

»εχεις  αγαθά  πολλά  άποκείμενά  σοι  εις  ετη  πολλά,  φάγε,  πιε, 

εύφραίνου’  άφρον  ούν,  ύφη,  ταύτη  γάρ  τη  νυκτί  την  φυχην  σου  άπαι- 

τοΰσιν  από  σου.  ά  ούν  ητοίμασας,  τίνι  γενηται;  « 

6  Mt  6,  19·  7^*  Agg  i,  6.  8-13  vgl.  Lc  12,  16-20. 

Clement,  Stromateis  III. 8  (ed.  Stahlin  11.224) 

IO  VIII.  Έπει  δε  οί  την  αδιαφορίαν  είσάγοντες  βιαζόμενοί  τινας  6ι,  ι 

ολίγας  γραφάς  συνηγορεΐν  αυτών  τη  ηδυπαθεία  οίονται,  άτάρ  δη 

κάκείνην  »άμαρτία  γάρ  υμών  ου  κυριεύσει·  ου  γάρ  εστε  ύπο  νόμον, 

άλλ’  ύπο  χάριν «  ( καί  τινας  άλλας  τοιαύτας,  ών  επί  τοιούτοις  μεμνη- 
σθαι  ούκ  εύλογον  ου  γάρ  επισκευάζω  ναΰν  πειρατικήν) ,  φόρε  δη  διά 

15  βραχέων  διακόφωμεν  αυτών  την  εγχείρησιν.  αυτός  γάρ  ό  γενναίος  2 

απόστολος  τη  προειρημένη  λεζει  επιφερων  άπολύσεται  το  έγκλημα' 

))τί  ούν;  άμαρτησωμεν,  ότι  ούκ  εσμεν  ύπο  νόμον,  άλλ*  ύπο  χάριν; 
μη  γενοιτο.«  ούτως  ενθεως  καί  προφητικώς  καταλύει  παραχρημα 

την  σοφιστικήν  της  ηδονης  τέχνην,  ού  συνιάσιν  ούν,  ώς  εοικεν,  ότι  62,  I 

20  »τούς  πάντας  ημάς  φανερωθηναι  δει  έμπροσθεν  του  βήματος  του 

Χριστού,  ΐνα  κομίση ται  έκαστος  διά  τού  σώματος  προς  ά  επραξεν, 

είτε  αγαθόν  είτε  κακόν, «  ίνα  ά  διά  τού  σώματος  επραζεν  τις  απο¬ 

λαβή.  ))ώστε  εί  τις  εν  Χριστώ,  καινή  κτίσις,«  ούκετι  άμα ρτητική'  2 

»τά  αρχαία  παρηλθεν «,  άπελουσάμεθα  τον  βί ον  τον  παλαιόν  »ίδού 

25  γύγονε  καινά  «,  άγνεία  εκ  πορνείας,  [/eat]  εγκράτεια  εζ  άκρασίας,  δικαιο¬ 

σύνη  εζ  αδικίας.  » τις  γάρ  μετοχή  δικαιοσύνη  καί  ανομία;  η  τις  κοινωνία 

φι οτί  προς  σκότος;  τις  δε  συμφώνησις  Χριστού  προς  Βελίαρ;  τις  3 

μερίς  πιστώ  μετά  απίστου;  τις  δε  συγκατάθεσις  ναώ  θεού  μετά  ειδώ¬ 

λων;  ταύτας  ούν  εχοντες  τάς  επαγγελίας  καθαρίσωμεν  εαυτούς  από 

30  παντός  μολυσμοϋ  σαρκός  καί  πνεύματος,  επιτελοΰντες  άγιωσύνην  εν 

φόβω  θεού. « 

12Ϊ  Rom  6,  14·  17^  Rom  6,  15.  20-22  II  Cor  5,  10.  22  a — επραξεν 

lesen  II  Cor  5,  10  D*FG  u.  a.  statt  τά  διά  τοΰ  σ.  προς  ά  επραζεν.  23-25  II 

Cor  5,  17 ·  26-31  II  Cor  6,  14-16;  7,  ΐ· 

II  αυτών  L.  19  συνι,ασι,ν  Di  συνιεϊσιν  L.  2if  [Γνα  κομ,ίσηται — κακόν ]  Ma 

als  Glosse,  welche  den  worth  Text  der  Cor-Stelle  zu  den  Worten  des  Clem, 

schrieb;  aber  das  zweite  ist  Paraphrase  zum  ersten.  25  [/eat]  Ma. 
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P ·  2  45 

P ·  244 

P ·  -245 

P ·  244 

/>·  245 

Clement,  Stromateis  III.  18  (ed.  Stahlin  II.244-247) 

XVIII.  Την  δικαιοσύνην  τοίννν  και  την  αρμονίαν  του  σωτηρίου  ΙΟ$9  I 

σεμνήν  ούσαν  καί  βεβαίαν  οι  μεν  εττετειναν ,  ώς  επεδείζαμεν ,  βλασφη- 

μως  εκδεχόμενοι  μετά  πόσης  αθεότητος  την  εγκράτειαν,  εξόν  ελεσθαι 

την  εύνουχίαν  κατά,  τον  υγιή  κανόνα  μετ'  εύσεβείας,  εύχαριστοΰντα 

25  μεν  επί  τη  δοθείση  χάριτι,  ου  μισοϋντα  δε  την  κτίσιν  ουδέ  εξου- 

θενοΰντα  τούς  γεγαμηκότας·  κτιστός  γάρ  ό  κόσμος,  κτίστη  καί  η 

εύνουχί α,  άμφω  δε  εύχα ριστουντων  εν  οίς  ετάχθησαν,  εί  γινώσκουσι 

καί  εφ'  οίς  ετάχθησαν.  ο ΐ  δε  άφηνιάσαντες  εξύβρισαν,  »ΐπποι  θήλυ-  2 
μανεΐς  «  τω  οντι  »γενόμενοι  καί  επί  τάς  των  πλησίον  χρεμετίζοντες  «, 

30  αυτοί  τε  άκατασχετως  εκχεόμενοι  καί  τούς  πλησίον  άναπείθοντες 

φιλήδονε  ιν,  άθλίως  επαΐοντες  εκείνων  των  γραφών,  »τόν  σόν  κληρον 

βάλε  εν  ημΐν,  κοινόν  δε  βαλλ άντιον  κτησώμεθα  πάντες  καί  μαρσίπ- 

πιον  εν  γενηθητω  ημΐν.«  διά  τούτους  ό  αυτός  προφήτης  συμβου-  Ιθ6,  I 

λεύων  ημΐν  λεγεί"  »μη  πορευθης  εν  όδώ  μετ'  αυτών,  εκκλινον  τον 
πόδα  σου  εκ  τών  τρίβων  αυτών  ου  γάρ  αδίκως  εκτείνεται  δίκτυα 

5  πτερωτοΐς’  αυτοί  γάρ  αιμάτων  μετεχοντες  θησα υρίζουσιν  εαυτοΐς 

κακά,«  τουτεστι  της  άκαθαρσίας  αντιποιούμενοι  καί  τούς  πλησίον  τά 

όμοια  εκδιδάσ κοντές,  »πολεμισταί,  πληκται  ταΐς  ούραΐς  αυτών, «  κατά 

τον  προφήτην,  ας  κέρκους  ” Ελληνες  καλοΰσιν.  είεν  δ'  αν  οΰς  αίνίσ-  2 

σεται  η  προφητεία,  καταφέρεις,  άκρατεΐς,  οι  ταΐς  ούραΐς  αυτών  πολε- 

10  μισταί,  σκότους  καί  » οργής  τέκνα «,  μιαιφόνοι  αυτών  τε  αύθενται  καί 

τών  πλησίον  άνδροφόνοι.  »εκκαθάρατε  την  παλαιάν  ζύμην,  ΐνα  ήτε  3 

νεον  φύραμα, «  ό  άπόστολος  ημΐν  εμβοα.  καί  πάλιν  άσχάλλων  επί 

τοιούτοις  τισί  διατάττεται  »μη  συναναμίγνυσθαι,  εάν  τις  άδελφός 

ονομαζόμενος  η  πόρνος  η  πλεονεκτης  η  ειδωλολάτρης  η  λοίδορος  η 

15  μέθυσος  η  άρπαξ,  τώ  τοιούτω  μηδε  συνεσθίειν.«  »εγώ  γάρ  διά  νόμου  4 

νόμω  άπεθα νον,«  λεγει,  » ίνα  θεώ  ζησω.  Χριστώ  συνεσταύρωμαί’ 
5  /  >/,f  >/ν  \  \  /  ί'ΛΟλϊ  5  \ 

ςω  οε  ουκετι  εγω,«  ως  εί,ων  κατα  τας  επινυμιας,  »ί,η  οε  εν  εμοι 

22Ϊ  vgl.  S.  214,  i2ff.  25  zu  χάρίτί  vgl.  I  Cor  7,  7.  28f  Ier  5,  8. 

31  -S.  245,  2  Prov  1,  14. 

3-6  Prov  1,  15-18.  7  woher?  vgl.  Ape  9,  10.  19.  10  Eph  2,  3. 

nf  I  Cor  5,  7.  13-15  I  Cor  5,  11.  15-20  Gal  2,  19P  17-20  ζώ 

δε—θεοΰ  Cat.  zu  Gal  2,  20  in  Vatic.  692  fol.  82r  Inc.  Κλημεντος·  ζώ  δε, 

φησίν,  ουκετι  expl.  θεοΰ. 

29  χραιμετ ίζοντες  L.  3°  εκχεόμενοι  (vgl.  Iud  Ii)  St  Miinzel  εχόμενοι 

L  εχοντες  Ma  επόμενοι  Bywater  ζ ηδονής y  εχόμενοι  Schw  ελόμενοι  Wi  [die 

Konjektur  εκχεόμενοι  wird  durch  die  ihren  Urhebern  unbekannte  Stelle 

Polyb.  32,  II,  4  (p*  1269,  9  Hultsch)  ol  μεν  γάρ  εις  ερωμένους  τών  νέων,  οί  δ’ 
εις  εταίρας  εξεκεχυντο  gestiitzt,  εχόμενοι  ist  jedoch  nicht  ganz  unmoglich, 

vgl.  den  Ausspruch  des  Aristipp.,  Strom.  II  118,  2  (S.  177,  1)  (Fr)]. 

I  βαλάντιον  L.  6  τού?  Sy  το ΐς  L.  9  κατωφερείς  (vgl.  S.  196?  6;  Strom. 

VII  33,  4)  Bywater.  11  nach  πλησίον  ist  κληρονόμοι  getilgt  L1.  14  fj 
I  Cor  rj  L. 
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25 

p.  246 

5 

10 

15 

20 

Χριστός  «  διά  της  των  |  εντολών  ύπακοης  άγνώς  και  μακαρίως ·  ώστε 

τότ€  μεν  εζων  εν  σαρκί  σαρκικώς,  »δ  δε  νυν  ζώ  iv  σαρκί,  iv  πίστει 

ζώ  τη  του  υιού  του  θεοΰ.«  »είς  686 ν  εθνών  μη  άπελθητε  καί  εις 

πόλιν  Σαμαρειτών  μη  είσελθητε,«  της  εναντίας  πολιτείας  άποτ ρε¬ 

πών  ημάς  6  κύριος  λεγει,  επεί  »η  καταστροφή  άν8ρών  παρανόμων 

κακή,  καί  αύταί  είσιν  αί  οδοί  πάντων  των  συντελούντων  τα  άνομα. « 

»οάαι  τώ  άνθρώπω  εκε ίνω,«  φησίν  ό  κύριος·  » καλόν  ην  αύτώ  εί  μη 

εγεννηθη,  η  ενα  των  εκλεκτών  μου  σκανδαλίσαι·  κρεΐττον  ην  αυτω 

περιτεθηναι  μύλον  καί  καταποντισθηναι  εις  θάλασσαν,  η  ενα  τών 

εκλεκτών  μου  8ιαστρεφαι·«  »τδ  γάρ  ονομα  του  θεού  δι*  αυτους 
βλασφημεΐται.«  όθεν  γενναίως  ο  άπόστολος  » έγραφα  ύμΐν<(  φησίν 

»εν  τη  επιστολή  μη  συναναμίγνυσθαι  πόρνοις«  εως  »τδ  δε  σώμα  ου 

τη  πορνεία,  άλλα  τώ  κυρίω,  καί  6  κύριος  τω  σώματι.«  καί  ότι  ου  | 

τον  γάμον  πορνείαν  λεγει,  επιφερει·  »η  ούκ  οϊδατε  ότι  6  κολλώ  μένος 

τη  πόρνη  εν  σώμά  εστιν;((  η  πόρνην  τις  ερεΐ  την  παρθένον  πριν  η 

γη  μα  ι;  »καί  μη  αποστερείτε  «,  φησίν,  »άλληλ  ους,  εί  μη  εκ  συμφώνου 

προς  καιρόν, «  διά  της  » αποστερείτε  «  λεξεως  τό  όφείλημα  του  γάμου, 

την  παιόοποιίαν,  εμφαίνων,  όπερ  εν  τοΐς  έμπροσθεν  εόηλωσεν  είπών, 

»τη  γυναικί  ό  άνηρ  την  οφειλήν  άποδι8ότω,  ομοίως  δε  καί  η  γυνή 

τώ  άν8ρί,«  μεθ ’  ην  εκτισιν  κατά  την  οίκουρίαν  καί  την  εν  Χριστώ 

πίστιν  βοηθός,  καί  ετι  σαφεστερον  είπών  »τοΐς  γεγαμηκόσ ι  παραγ- 

γελλω,  ούκ  εγώ,  άλλ’  ο  κύριος,  γυναίκα  από  άνόρός  μη  χωρισθηναι 
( εάν  δε  καί  χωρισθη,  μενετω  άγαμος  η  τώ  άν8ρί  καταλλαγητω)  καί 

άν8ρα  γυναίκα  μη  άφιεναι.  τοΐς  δε  λοιποΐς  λέγω  εγώ,  ούχ  ο  κύριος· 

εί  τις  άόελφός «  εως  »νΰν  δε  άγιά  ε’στι.«  τι  δε  λεγουσι  προς  ταΰτα 

οι  του  νόμου  κατατρεχον τες  καί  του  γάμου  ώς  κατά  νόμον  συγκεχω- 

ρη μενού  μόνον,  ούχ ί  δε  καί  κατά  την  8ιαθηκην  την  καινήν;  τι  προς 

ταύτας  είπεΐν  εχουσι  τάς  νομοθεσίας  οί  την  σποράν  καί  την  γενεσιν 

μυσαττόμενοι ;  επεί  καί  »τόν  επίσκοπον  του  οίκου  καλώς  προϊστά¬ 

μενον  «  νομοθετεί  της  εκκλησίας  άφηγεΐσθαι,  |  οίκον  δε  κυριακόν 

»μιάς  γυναικός«  συνίστησι  συζυγία.  »7 τάντα  ούν  καθαρά  τοΐς  καθα- 

56ι  Ρ 

ΐ07,  ι 

2 

3 

4 
203  S 

5 

ιο8,  ι 

2 

562  Ρ 

109,  I 

Ρ·  245 

ρ.  246 

Ρ ·  245 

ρ.  246 

2of  Mt  10,  5·  22f  Prov  1,  i8f.  24-27  I  Clem,  ad  Cor.  46,  8;  vgl. 

Mt  26,  24;  18,  6f;  Me  9,  42;  Lc  17,  2;  dazu  E.  Nestle,  Einfuhr.  in  d.  Griech. 

Neue  Test.2  S.  12 1.  27f  Rom  2,  24.  28f  I  Cor  5,  9. 

if  I  Cor  6,  13.  2f  vgl.  S.  218,  21  (Tatian).  3f  I  Cor  6,  16.  5f 

I  Cor  7,  5.  8f  I  Cor  7,  3.  10  vgl.  Gen  2,  18  (βοηθός).  10-14  I  Cor 

7,  10-12.  14.  18-20  I  Tim  3,  2.  4;  vgl.  Strom.  Ill  79,  6;  90,  1.  20 

Tit  i,  6.  20-22  Tit  i,  15. 

19  e/c  σαρκί1]  +  ΐνα  εΐπη  Cat.  26  ees]  +  την  Clem.  Rom.  27  εκλεκτών 

— 8ωστρεφαι  (wohl  veranlaBt  durch  I  Clem,  ad  Cor.  46,  9  το  σχίσμα  υμών 

πολλούς  διεστρεψεν)]  μικρών — σκανδαλίσαι  Clem.  Rom.  27f  βλασφημεΐται 

δύ  αυτούς  Zeichen  der  Umstellung  L1. 

8  οφειλήν  (zwischen  Λ  u.  η  \  Buchst.  ausrad.)  L.  10  ετι  Sy  εί  τι  L.  13 

vor  εγώ  3  Buchst.  ausrad.  14  άγιά  εστι  I  Cor  άγια  εστί  L.  isf 

συγκεχωρημενου,  μονονουχί  L. 
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po ί?,«  Aeyet,  »τοΐς  Se  μ€μιαμόνοις  καί  άπίστοις  ovSev  καθαρόν,  άλλα 

μ,εμιαται  αυτών  καί  6  νους  καί  η  συν€ΐ8ησις.«  ε’πι  Se  της  παρά  τον  2 

κανόνα  ήόονης  ))μη  πλαΐ'ασ0ε«  φησίν  »ουτε  πόρνοι  ουτ€  ειδωλο- 

λάτραι  οϋτ€  μοιχοί  οϋτ€  μαλακοί  ουτ€  apaevoKoiTai  ουτ€  πλ eoveKTai 

25  οϋτ€  κλόπται,  ου  μόθυσοι,  ου  λ oiSopoi,  ούχ  άpπaγeς  βασιλείαν  Oeod 

ου  κληρονομησουσιν.  καί  ημ€Ϊς  μόν  άπελοασά/ζε#α,«  οι  ev  τουτοις 

yevo/xevoi,  οι  Se,  €ΐς  ταυτην  άπολουοντ€ς  την  άσόλγ€ΐαν,  όκ  σωφρο¬ 

σύνης  €ΐς  πορνείαν  βαπτίζουσι,  ταΐς  η8ον αΐς  καί  τοΐς  πάθeσι  χαρί- 

ζεσ#αι  8ογματίζοντ€ς,  α/ερατεί?  όκ  σωφρόνων  είναι  8ι8άσκοντ€ς  καί 

30  την  ελπίδα  την  σφών  ταΐς  των  μορίων  άναισχυντίαις  προσανόχοντ€ς, 

άποκηρυκτους  είναι  της  βασίλεια?  του  9eod,  άλλ’  ούκ  έγγραφους  τους 
φοιτητάς  παρασκ€υάζοντ€ς,  »φ€υ8ωνυμου  γνώσ€ως«  προσηγορία  την 

p.  2^7  εί?  τό  όζώτ epov  σκότος  68οιπορίαν  όπανηρη  μόνοι.  »τδ  λοιπόν,  3 

αδελφοί,  όσα  άληθη,  όσα  σεμνά,  όσα  8ίκαια,  όσα  αγνά,  όσα  προσφιλή, 

όσα  €υφημα,  et  τις  άρ€τη  καί  et  τις  έπαινος,  ταΰτα  Aoyt£ea#e·  όσα 

καί  όμ ά#ετε  [α]  καί  παρελάβετε  καί  ηκουσατ€  καί  ϊδετε  ev  όμοί,  ταΰτα 

5  πράσσετε*  καί  δ  #εό?  της  ei ρηνης  εσται  με#’  ύμών.«  καί  ό  Πότρος  II  Ο,  I 

ev  τη  όπιστολη  τα  όμοια  λόγ€ΐ’  »ώστε  την  πίστιν  υμών  καί  ελπίδα 

eivai  ei?  6eov,  τάς  φυχάς  υμών  ηγνικότ€ς  ev  τη  ΰπακοη  της  άλη- 

#εία?,  ώς  τόκνα  ΰπακοης,  μη  συσχημα τιζόμενοι  ταΐς  πρότ€ρον  ev  τη  2 

άγνοια  υμών  όπιθυμί αις,  άλλα  κατά  τον  καλόσαντα  υμάς  άγιον  καί 

ΙΟ  αυτοί  άγιοι  ev  πάση  άναστροφη  γ€νηθητ€,  διότι  γόγραπταί'  >  άγιοι 

eaeaOe,  8ιότι  όγώ  άγιος.  <  « 

ϋλλά  γάρ  πόρα  του  δε'οντε?  η  προς  τους  φ€υ8ωνυμους  της  γνώ-  3 

σεω?  ΰποκριτάς  άναγκαία  γ€νομόνη  άπηγαγ€ν  ημάς  καί  et?  μακράν 

e^eTeive  τον  λόγον  άντιλογία.  o6ev  καί  ό  τρίτος  ημΐν  τών  κατά 

13  την  άληθη  φιλοσοφίαν  γνωστικών  υπομνημάτων  Στρωμ ατει)?  τούτο 

εχει  το  πόρας.  | 

p.  246 

ρ.  247 

p.  246 

ρ.  247 

23-26  ICor6,  9-1 1.  3°  vgl.  Phil  3,  19·  31  vgl.  Ape  20,  12.  15;  21,  27. 

32  vgl.  I  Tim  6,  20. 

i  vgl.  Mt  8,  12;  22,  13;  25,  30.  1-5  Phil  4,  8f.  6-11  I  Petr  1,  2if. 

14-16  (16  =  Lev  11,  44;  19,  2;  20,  7). 

22  μζμίανται  Cobet  S.  512  wie  Tit. 
v 

4  [a]  St  (ais  Variante  zu  όσα).  9  άγνοια  I  Petr  αγνεία  L.  I3f  άπήγαγεν 

β  a 

ημάς  καί  εις  μακρόν  όζότεινε  τον  λόγον  αντιλογία  (α  β  γ  ub.  d.  Ζ.  von  L3). 

Subscriptio:  στρώμα  γ: — 

Clement,  Eclogae  propheticae  2  5 

See  above,  p.  298.  Discussed  under  Heracleon,  p.  268. 
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Tertullian,  De  anima  XXIII.2  (ed.  Waszink  CC  II.815) 

p.  815  XXIII.  i.  Quidam  de  caelis  deuenisse  se  credunt  tanta 

persuasione  quanta  et  illuc  indubitate  regressuros  repromit¬ 

tunt,  ut  Saturninus  Menandri  Simoniani  discipulus.  ...  2.  Sed 

et  Carpocrates  tantundem  sibi  de  superioribus  uindicat,  ut 

discipuli  eius  animas  suas  iam  et  Christo,  nedum  apostolis,  et 

peraequent  et  cum  uolunt  praeferant,  quas  perinde  de  sublimi 

uirtute  conceperint  despectrices  mundipotentium  principa- 

15  tuum. 

XXIII.  1  VNDE  ANIMA  AB  VNDE  ANIMA,  ADVERSVS  HAERETI¬ 

COS  QVI  EAM  DE  COELIS  DEFERVNT  Gei.  2  et  om.  B  Gei.  3 

Saturnus  B  Saturnius  Rig1 — 2-  13  proinde  B  Gei  ά&οτη.Α.  14  despec¬ 

trices  scripsi]  despectrice  AB  Gei  mundi  potentium  AB.  14-15  principatum A. 

Tertullian,  De  anima  XXXV.  1-5  (ed.  Waszink,  CC  II. 836-837) 

p.  836  XXXV.  1.  Sed  non  tibi  soli  metempsychosis  hanc  fabulam 

instruxit:  inde  etiam  Carpocrates  utitur,  pariter  magus, 

pariter  fornicarius,  etsi  Helena  minus.  Qpidni?  cum  propter 

omnimodam  diuinae  et  humanae  disciplinae  euersionem  con- 

5  stituendam  recorporari  animas  asseuerauerit;  nulli  enim 

uitam  istam  rato  fieri,  ||  nisi  uniuersis  quae  arguunt  eam  f.  I47v 

expunctis,  quia  non  natura  quid  malum  habeatur,  sed  opi¬ 

nione.  Itaque  metempsychosin  necessarie  imminere,  si  non 

in  primo  quoque  uitae  huius  commeatu  omnibus  inlicitis 

10  satisfiat  (scilicet  facinora  tributa  sunt  uitae!),  ceterum  totiens 

animam  reuocari  habere  quotiens  minus  quid  intulerit,  reli¬ 

quatricem  delictorum,  donec  exsoluat  nouissimum 

quadrantem  detrusa  identidem  in  carcerem  corporis. 

2.  Huc  enim  temperat  totam  illam  allegorian  domini  certis 

15  interpretationibus  relucentem  et  primo  quidem  simpli¬ 

citer  intellegendam.  Nam  et  ethnicus  homo  aduersarius 

p.  837  noster  est,  incedens  in  eadem  uia  uitae  communis.  Ceterum 

oportebat  nos  de  mundo  exire,  si  cum  illis  conuersari  non 

XXXV.  12  Mtth.  5,  26.  18  I  Cor.  5.10. 

XXXV.  1  AD  (ADVERSVS  Gel)  CARPOCRATIS  OPINIONEM  AB 

Gei.  3  etsi ...  Quidni?]  “praestat  includi  notis  parentheseos”  Iun. 
5  adseuerauerit  B  Gei.  7  quia]  qua  Seml.  8  necessariae  A.  14 

allegoriam  B  Gei.  16  intellegendum  A  et  om.  A. 

17  incaedens  A  in  del.  Rig  eandem  Rig  uiam  A  Rig. 
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liceret.  Huic  ergo  boni  animi  praestes  iubet  (diligite 

20  enim  inimicos  uestros,  inquit,  et  orate  pro 

maledicentibus  uos),  ne  aliquo  commercio  negotio¬ 

rum  iniuria  prouocatus  abstrahat  te  ad  suum  iudicem,  et  ad 

custodiam  delegatus  ad  exsolutionem  totius  debiti  arteris. 

3.  Tum  si  in  diabolum  transfertur  aduersarii  mentio  ex  ob- 

25  seruatione  comitante,  cum  illo  quoque  moneris  eam  inire 

concordiam  quae  deputetur  ex  fidei  conuentione;  pactus  es 

enim  renuntiasse  ipsi  et  pompae  et  angelis  eius.  Conuenit 

inter  uos  de  isto.  Haec  erit  amicitia  obseruatione  sponsionis, 

ne  quid  eius  postea  re  |  sumas  ex  his  quae  eierasti,  quae  illi  V  361 

30  reddidisti,  ne  te  ut  fraudatorem,  ut  pacti  transgressorem 

iudici  deo  obiciat,  sicut  eum  legimus  alibi  sanctorum  crimina¬ 

torem  et  de  ipso  etiam  nomine  diaboli  delatorem,  et  iudex  te 

tradat  angelo  exsecutionis,  et  ille  te  in  carcerem  mandet  in¬ 

fernum,  unde  non  dimittaris  nisi  modico  quoque  delicto  mora 

35  resurrectionis  expenso.  Quid  his  sensibus  aptius?  Quid  his 

interpretationibus  uerius?  4.  Ceterum  ad  Carpocraten:  si 

omnium  ||  facinorum  debitrix  anima  est,  quis  erit  inimicus  et  f.  148 

aduersarius  eius  intellegendus?  Credo,  mens  melior,  quae 

illam  in  aliquid  innocentiae  inpegerit  adigendam  rursus  ac 

40  rursus  in  corpus,  donec  in  nullo  rea  deprehendatur  bonae 

uitae.  Hoc  est  ex  malis  fructibus  bonam  arborem  intellegi,  id 

est,  ex  pessimis  praeceptis  doctrinam  ueritatis  agnosci. 

19  Mtth.  5,  44  (Luc.  6,  27).  21  Mtth.  5,  25/6  (Luc.  12,  58/9). 

30  Mtth.  5,  25/6  (Luc.  12,  58/9).  31  Apoc.  12.  10.  45  Mtth.  17, 

12.  46  Mtth.  11,  14. 

19  boni  A;  approbant  Gomperz  73;  Th.  St.  T.  3,  33/4]  bonum  B  Gei  praestes] 

praesto  esto  Gomperz  73  praesto  es  (se)  Stowasser  ap.  Gomperz  73",  lectionem 

traditam  uindicat  Th.  St.  T.  3,  33/4  iubet  om.  A.  20  enim  om.  A  et  om.  Gei. 

21  commertio  A.  22-23  in  custodiam  B  Gei.  23  exsoluitionem  A. 

25  comitantem  Gomperz  74.  27  renunciasse  A  renuntiare  B  Gei.  28 

de  obseruatione  Rfd  susp.  obseruatio  Bmg.  29  ei  eierasti  B  Gei. 

29-30  eie  reddidisti  (eie  inductum)  A.  31  sicuti  Pam.  32  diaboli  om. 

A.  33  executionis  B  Gei.  36  ad  A;  approbat  Lfst.  Z·  $Pr-  T.  87;  sed 

cf.  comm.\  apud  B  Gel  Carpocratem  Gei.  38  mens]  meus  B.  39 

aliquid  innocentiae]  aliud  quid  nocentiae  Rfd  susp. 

Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  VII.6  (ed.  Wendland  190) 

Items  in  a  table  of  contents. 

p.  I  go  6.  Πώς  Καρττοκράτης  ματαιάζβι,  καί  αυτός  ύπο  αγγέλων  τα  οντα 

φάσκων  γβγβνησθαι. 
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Hippolytus,  Philosophumena  VII. 31  end-  33 

(ed.  Wendland  2 17-221) 

This  follows  Hippolytus’  account  of  Marcion  (=  τούτου). 

p.  21 J  άλλ’  επεί  καί  τα  τούτου  ίκανώς  ημΐν  δοκεΐ  εκτεθεΐσθ αι,  ίδωμεν  τί 
λόγει  Καρποκράτης. 

p.  21 8  3^·  Καρποκράτης  τον  μεν  κόσμον  καί  τα  iv  αύτω  υπό  αγγέλων  I 

πολύ  ύποβεβηκότων  του  άγενητου  πατρός  γεγενησθαι  λόγει,  τον  δε 

Ίησούν  εξ  ’ Ιωσήφ  γεγεννησθαι  καί  όμοιον  τοΐς  άνθρώποις  γεγονότα 
δικαιότερον  των  λοιπών  γενόσθαι,  την  Se  φυχην  αυτού  εύτονον  και 

5  καθαράν  γεγονυΐ αν  δια μνημονεΰσαι  τα  ορατά  μεν  αύτη  εν  τη  μετά 

τού  άγενητου  θεού  περιφορά ,  και  διά  τούτο  ύπ’  εκείνου  αύτ  (ϋ)  κατα- 

πεμφθηναι  δύναμιν,  όπως  τούς  κοσμοποιούς  εκφυγεΐν  δύ  αυτής  δυ- 

νηθη·  ην  και  διά  πάντων  χωρησασαν  |  εν  πάσ'ι  τε  ελευθερωθεΐσαν  f.  99V  2 

<( άν)εληλυθεναι  προς  αυτόν ,  (και  ομοίως  την )>  τά  όμοια  αύτη  άσπα- 

10  ζο μόνην,  την  δε  τού  Ιησού  λεγουσι  φυχην  εννόμως  ησκη μόνην  εν 

Ίουδαϊκοΐς  εθεσι  καταφρονησαι  αυτών  καί  διά  τούτο  δυνάμεις  "\είλη- 

φόν αι,Ι  δύ  ών  κατηργησε  τά  επί  κολάσει  πάθη  προσόντα  τοΐς  άνθρώ- 

ποις.  την  ούν  ομοίως  εκείνη  τη  τού  Χριστού  φυχ η  δυναμόνην  κατα-  3 

φρόνησα ι  τών  κοσμοποιών  αρχόντων  ομοίως  λαμβάνειν  δύναμιν  προς 

15  το  πράξαι  τά  όμοια,  διό  καί  εις  τούτο  το  τύφος  κατεληλύθασιν, 

p.  2ig  ώστε  [aojrous·  μεν  όμοιους  αύτω  είναι  λεγουσι  τώ  Ιησού ,  τούς  δε  καί 

ετι  (κατά  τι)  δυνατωτόρους,  τινάς  δε  καί  διαφορωτόρους  τών  εκείνου 

μαθητών,  οίον  Πέτρου  καί  Παύλου  καί  τών  λοιπών  αποστόλων 

τούτους  δε  κατά  μηδέν  άπολείπεσθαι  τού  Ιησού,  τάς  δε  φυχάς  αυτών  \ 

5  όκ  της  ύπερκειμόνης  εξουσίας  παρούσας  καί  διά  τούτο  ωσαύτως  κατα¬ 

φρονούσα  ς  τών  κοσμοποιών  [Sia]  της  αυτής  ηξιώσθαι  δυνάμεως  καί 

αύθις  εις  το  αυτό  χωρησαί’  εί  δε  τις  εκείνου  πλέον  καταφρονησειεν 

τών  ενταύθα,  δύνασθαι  διαφορώτερον  αυτού  ύπάρχειν.  τεχνας  ούν  5 

μαγικός  εξεργάζονται  καί  επαοιδάς,  φίλτρα  τε  καί  χαριτησια,  παρε¬ 

ιό  δρους  τε  καί  όνειροπόμπους  καί  τά  λοιπά  κακουργήματα,  φάσκοντες 

εξουσίαν  όχειν  προς  το  κυριεύειν  ηδη  τών  άρχόντων  καί  ποιητών 

τού  δε  τού  κόσμου,  ου  μην  άλλα  καί  τών  εν  αύτω  ποιημάτων  άπάν- 

των  οΐτινες  καί  αυτοί  εις  διαβολην  τού  θείου  της  εκκλησίας  όνομα-  6 

p.  21 8  I  Titel  καρποκράτης  rot  Ρ.  3  γεγενησθαι  Ρ.  5  όωραμόνα  αύτη  We. 

(s.  Iren.).  6  αύτη]  η  ausradiert  in  Ρ.  9  άνεληλυθεναι  Go.,  vgl.  Iren.: 

εληλυθεναι  Ρ  (  )  Go.  (Iren.)  αύτη  Iren.  Go. :  αύτης  P.  nf  ειληφεναι  Iren. 

Go.:  f επιτετελεκεναι  P,  doch  s.  Z.  14.  12  κολάσεσι  Iren.  Go.  15  του 

τύφου ?  We. 

p.  219  I  τούς  Go. :  αύτούς  Ρ  ομοίως  Ρ  λεγειν  We. 

δε  Ρ:  τινάς,  όντας  δε  Go.  4  μηδενα  Ρ. 

Cruice,  doch  s.  S.  220,  14  καί  >  Cruice. 

καταφρονεΐν  P.  6  διά  >  Go.,  διά το 

2  +  κατά  τι  Iren.  Go.  τινάς 

5  εκ  της  αύτης  περιφοράς  Iren. 

5f  καταφρονούσας  Iren.  Go.: 
Miller.  9  εξεργάζοντα i  Go. 

(Iren.,  +  καί  αύτοί ) :  εζεργαζόμενον  Ρ  χαρητησια  Ρ. 
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τος  προς  τα  έθνη  υπό  τον  σατανά  προεβληθησαν ,  ΐν α  κατ  άλλον 

15  καί  άλλον  τρόπον  τα  εκείνων  άκουοντες  άνθρωποι,  καί  δοκούντες 

ημάς  πάντας  τοιούτους  ύπάρχειν  άποστρεφωσι  τάς  άκοάς  αυτών  από 

p.  220  του  της  αλήθειας  κηρύγματος ,  (η  και)>  βλεποντες  τα  εκείνων  άπαντας 

ημάς  βλα σφημώσιν.  εις  τοσοΰτον  |  Se  μετενσωματοΰσθαι  φάσκουσι  ί 

τάς  φυχάς,  όσον  πάντα  τα  αμαρτήματα  πλ ηρώσωσιν  όταν  δε  μηδέν 

λείπη,  τότε  ελευθερωθεΐσ αν  άπαλλαγηναι  προς  εκείνον  τον  ύπεράνω 

5  των  κοσμοποιών  αγγέλων  θεόν ,  καί  ούτως  σωθησεσθαι  πάσας  τάς 

φυχάς.  [et]  τινες  δε  φθάσασαι  εν  μια  παρουσία  άναμιγηναι  πάσαις  ί 

άμαρτίαις  ούκετι  μετενσωματοΰνται,  άλλα  πάντα  όμοϋ  άποδοΰσ αι  τα 

όφληματα  ελευθερωθησονται  του  μηκετι  γενεσθαι  εν  σώμα  τι.  τού¬ 

των  τινες  και  καυτή  ριάζουσι  τους  ίδιους  μα  θήτας  εν  τοΐς  όπίσω 

ΙΟ  μερεσι  του  λοβοϋ  του  δεξιού  ώτός.  και  εικόνας  δε  κατασκευάζουσι 

του  Χριστού  λεγοντες  υπό  Πιλάτου  τω  καιρω  εκείνω  γενεσθαι. 

33·  Κηρινθος  δε  τις,  αυτός  Αιγυπτίων  παιδεία  ασκηθείς,  ελεγεν  1 

ούχ  υπό  τού  πρώτου  ξθεούφ  γεγονεν αι  τον  κόσμον,  άλλ’  υπό  δυνά- 
μεώς  τίνος  κεχωρισμενης  της  ύπερ  τα  όλα  εξουσίας  και  άγνοουσης 

15  τον  ύπερ  πάντα  θεόν,  τον  δε  Ίησοΰν  υπόθετο  μη  εκ  παρθένου 

γεγενησθαι,  γεγονεν  αι  δε  αυτόν  εξ  Ίωσηφ  και  Μαρίας  υιόν  ομοίως 

p.  221  τοΐς  λοιποΐς  άπασιν  άνθρώποις,  καί  δικαιότερον  γεγονεν  αι  καί  σοφώ- 

τερον.  καί  μετά  το  βάπτισμα  κατελθεΐν  εις  αυτόν  άπό  της  ύπερ  τα  1 

όλα  αυθεντίας  τον  Χριστόν  εν  είδει  περιστεράς,  καί  τότε  κηρΰξ αι 

τον  άγνωστον  πατέρα  καί  δυνάμεις  επιτε λεσαι,  προς  δε  τω  τελεί 

5  άποπτηναι  τον  Χριστόν  άπό  τού  ’ Ιησού ,  καί  τον  Ίησούν  πεπονθεναι 
καί  εγηγερθαι,  τον  δε  Χριστόν  απαθή  διαμεμενηκεναι  πνευματικόν 

ύπάρχοντα. 

34·  Έβιωνα ΐοι  δε  όμολογοΰσι  <\μόvy  τον  κόσμον  ύπό  τού  όντως  1 

θεού  γεγονεν  αι,  τά  δε  περί  τον  Χριστόν  ομοίως  τω  Κηρίνθω  καί 

ΙΟ  Καρποκράτει  μυθευουσιν. 

p.  220  ι  +  η  καί  Iren.  Bunsen  I  3 7 1  6ο)  άπαντας  Sauppe:  άπαντα  Ρ.  2  βλα- 

σφημ,οΰσιν  Ρ.  3  οσον]  εως  άν  Sauppe.  4  ελευθερωθείσας  Miller,  doch 

s.  Iren.  6  ε'ί  >  Iren.  Go.  εί — άνεμίγησαν  Bunsen  I  372  (I  60).  12 

Titel  κηρινθος  rot  Ρ  <( καί >  αυτός  Miller,  doch  s.  H.  13  +  θεοΰ  H  Bunsen  I 

373  (I  62).  16  υιόν  H  Iren.  Bunsen:  οίον  P. 

Of 

p.  221  ι  δικαιωτερον  P.  2  άπό  Cruice:  τον  Ρ,  τον  εκ  Scott,  εκ  H  Bunsen.  4 

άγνωστον  Η:  γνωστόν  Ρ.  5  άποπτηναι  Η  Bunsen  (Iren):  άποστηναι  (nicht 

άποστησαι)  Ρ  (Theodoret  I  3  άποστηναι  μεν  τον  Χριστόν)  Ίησοΰ  Iren.  Bunsen: 

χριστού  Ρ.  6  πνευματικόν  Iren.  Bunsen:  πατρικόν  Ρ,  πνεύμα  κυρίου  Η. 

8  Titel  εβιωναΐοι  schwarz  Β  μεν  Iren.  Go.  vgl.  Η:  >  Ρ. 

Origen,  Contra  Celsum  V. 62-64 

See  above,  pp.  298-300.  Discussed  under  Celsus,  pp.  269^ 
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Pseudo-Tertullian,  Adversus  omnes  haereses  III.  1-3 
(ed.  Kroymann,  CC  II.  1405) 

p.  1405  III.  i.  Carpocrates  praeterea  hanc  tulit  sectam:  unam  esse 

dicit  uirtutem  in  superioribus  principalem.  Ex  hac  prolatos  V  219 

angelos  atque  uirtutes,  quos  distantes  longe  a  superioribus 

[uirtutum]  mundum  istum  in  inferioribus  partibus  condidisse; 

Christum  non  ex  uirgine  Maria  natum,  sed  ex  semine  Ioseph 

5  hominem  tantummodo  genitum,  sane  prae  ceteris  iustitiae 

cultu,  uitae  integritate  meliorem.  Hunc  apud  Iudaeos  passum, 

solam  animam  ipsius  in  caelo  receptam,  eo  quod  et  infirmior 

et  robustior  ceteris  fuerit;  ex  quo  colligi  retenta  anima¬ 

rum  sola  salute  nullas  corporis  resurrectiones.  2.  Post  hunc 

10  Cerinthus  haereticus  erupit,  similia  docens.  Nam  et  ipse  mundum 

institutum  esse  ab  angelis  dicit;  Christum  ex  semine  Ioseph 

natum  proponit,  hominem  illum  tantummodo  sine  diuinitate 

contendens,  ipsam  quoque  legem  ab  angelis  datam  perhibens, 

Iudaeorum  deum  non  dominum,  sed  angelum  promens.  3.  Huius 

15  successor  Ebion  fuit,  Cerintho  non  in  omni  parte  consentiens, 

1  esse  dicit  NR,  esse  discit  P,  dicit  esse  F.  3  uirtutum  seclusi,  uirtutibus  GR3  V219 

condidisse  PN,  contumeliis  F.  5  homine  F.  6  cultu,  uitae  GR3,  cultu 

iustiae  N,  cultu  P  (in  mg.  uitae  add.  R),  uitae  F  integritatem  F.  7  receptam 

PN,  rectam  F  infirmior  PNF,  firmior  R  uulgo.  8  ceteris  Gei:  ex  ceteris  PNF 

ex  quo  R3,  et  quo  PNFR 1  colligi  Eng:  colligeret  PN,  colligere  F,  colligere 

est  Iun  retenta  scripsi:  tentata  P,  temptata  N,  temptatam  F,  retentata 

Oehlerus.  9  solam  salutem  F.  nullas  R3,  multas  PNFR 1  resurrectionem  F. 

10  Cerinthus  R3,  Corinthus  PNFR 1  prorupit  N.  11  angelis  Eng:  illis  PNF. 

15  Cerintho  R3,  corintho  PNFR 1  non  om.  F.  16  a  deo  PN,  ab  eo  F. 

Eusebius,  HE  IV.7.9-11  (ed.  Schwartz  II.  1.3 10  and  312) 

This  follows  Eusebius’  report  of  Saturninus  and  Basilides. 

p.  310  25  Γράφει  δε  καί  Ειρηναίος  συγχρονία αι  τουτοις  9 

Καρποκράτην,  ετερας  αίρεσεως  της  των  Γνωστικών  επικληθείσης 

πατέρα’  οΐ  καί  του  Σίμωνος  ούχ  ώς  εκείνος  κρυβδην,  αλλ’  ήδη  καί 

είς  φανερόν  τάς  μαγείας  παραδιδόναι  ήζί ουν,  ώς  επί  μεγάλοις  δη, 

25-S.  3U,  8  Iren,  ι,  25. 

ATERBDM2M 

25  ΙΑ  ER  I  6  είρηναΐοσ  Μ. 
28  δι·/]  τισί  ΤΓ. 
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p.  $12  μόνον  ούχί  καί  σεμνυνόμενοι  τοΐς  κατά  περιεργίαν  προς  αυτών  επι- 

τελουμενοις  φίλτροις  όνειροπομποΐς  τε  καί  παρεδροις  τισί  δαίμοσιν 

καί  άλλαις  όμοιοτρόποις  τισίν  άγωγαΐς·  τουτοις  re  ακολούθως  πάντα 

δράν  Xprjv at  διδάσκειν  τα  αισχρού  ργότατα  τους  μέλλοντας  εις  το  τε- 

5  λαόν  της  κατ'  αυτούς  μυσταγωγίας  η  καί  μάλλον  μυσαροποιίας 
ελεύσεσθαι,  ώς  μη  αν  άλλως  ε κφ βυζομόνους  τούς  κοσμικούς,  ώς  αν 

εκείνοι  φαΐεν,  άρχοντας,  μη  ούχί  πάσιν  τα  δι'  άρρητοποιίας  άπονεί- 
μαντας  χρόα.  τουτοις  δητα  συνεβαινεν  διακόνοις  χρώμενον  τον 

επιχαιρεσίκακον  δαίμονα  τούς  μεν  προς  αυτών  άπατωμενους  οίκτρώς 

ΙΟ  ούτως  εις  απώλειαν  άνδραποδίζεσθαι,  τοΐς  δ '  άπίστοις  εθνεσιν  πολλην 

παρεχειν  κατά  τοΰ  θείου  λόγου  δυσφημί ας  περιουσίαν,  της  εξ  αυ¬ 

τών  φημης  εις  την  τοΰ  παντός  Χριστιανών  έθνους  διαβολην  κατα- 

χεομενης.  ταύτη  δ’  ούν  επί  πλεΐστον  συνεβαινεν  την  περί  ημών 

παρά  τοΐς  τότε  άπίστοις  υπόνοιαν  δυσσεβη  καί  άτοπωτάτην  διαδί- 

15  δοσθαι,  ώς  δη  άθεμίτοις  προς  μητέρας  καί  αδελφός  μίξεσιν  άνοσίαις 

τε  τροφαΐς  χρωμενων. 

ΙΟ 

1 1 

ATERBDM2M 

I  και  TcTrERBDM  >  AT1.  I  3  σλλοισ  BD  |  όμοτρόποισ  TE  |  τισίν  >  BD. 

5  αύτονσ  ABDMT  αυτόν  TER.  12  χριστιανών  εθνουσ  BDM  έθνους 

χριστιανών  ATER 

Athanasius,  Oratio  I  contra  Arianos  56  (Migne,  PG  26.129) 

col.  I2g  Ούκοΰν  εί  μεν  τών  γενητών  (2θ)  άλλος  εστί,  της  δε 

τοΰ  ΓΙατρός  ουσίας  μόνον  ίδιον  γέννημα  ο  Υιός,  με- 

ματαίωται  τοΐς  Άρειανοΐς  η  περί  τοΰ  “ γενόμενος ” 

πρόφασις.  Καν  γάρ  εν  τουτοις  αίσχυνθεντε ς  βιάζων- 

ται  πάλιν  λεγειν  συγκριτικώς  είρησθαι  τα  ρητά,  καί 

διά  τοΰτο  είναι  τα  συγκρινόμενα  ομογενή,  ώστε  τον 

Υιόν  της  τών  άγγελων  είναι  φύσε ως·  αίσχυνθησονται 

μεν  προηγουμένως  ώς  τα  Ούαλεντίνου  καί  Καρπο¬ 

κράτους  (2ΐ)  καί  τών  άλλων  αιρετικών  ζηλοΰντες  καί 

φθεγγόμενοι,  ών  ο  μεν  τούς  αγγέλους  ομογενείς  εί- 

ρηκε  τώ  Χριστώ·  6  δε  Καρποκράτης  αγγέλους  τοΰ 

κόσμου  δημιουργούς  είναι  φησι.  Παρ'  αυτών  γάρ 

ίσως  (22)  μαθόντες  καί  ούτοι,  συγκοίνουσι  τον  τοΰ 

θεοΰ  Λόγον  τοΐς  άγγελοις. 
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Marcellus  of  Ancyra,  De  sancta  ecclesia  4-7 

(published  as  the  work  of  Anthemius  of 
Nicomedia  in  Studi  e  Testi  V  [1901]) 

4.  Ούκοΰν  άναγκαΐον  είπε ΐν  πόθεν  καί  παρά  τίνων  τάς  άφορμάς 

λαβόντες  οΐ  αιρετικοί  παρά  αιρετικών  κατηνεχθησαν  εις  το  της  απώ¬ 

λειας  βάραθρον ·  έθος  γάρ  τοΐς  αίρετικοΐς  τά  άλληλων  ύφαιρεΐσθαι  καί 

προσεξευρίσκειν  καινότερα — αύχοΰντες  είναι  διδάσκαλοι  άλληλων. 

30  5·  κα'ι  πρώτον  μεν  συγχωρήσει  θεοΰ  Σαδδουκαΐοι  εκ  τών  * Ιουδαίων 
όντες  εκηρυζαν  μη  είναι  άνάστασιν  μήτε  πνεύμα  άγιον  όμολογοΰντες 

μήτε  αγγέλους  μήτε  προφητας'  άφ’  ών  Κηρινθος  μικρά  παραμείφας 

παραδίδωσι  τοΐς  Έβιωναίοις.  6.  πάλιν  οί  άπο  Σίμωνος  γνωστικοί  λεγό¬ 

μενοι  Μένανδρος  καί  Σατορνϊνος  καί  Βασι λείδης,  Μάρκος  τε  καί  Κολόρ- 

35  βασος  καί  οί  λοιποί  καινότερα  άλληλων  παρεπενόησάν  τε  καί  παρε- 

δωκαν  τοΐς  απ'  αυτών  ηπατημενοις,  όθεν  καί  γνωστικούς  εαυτούς 

προσηγορευσαν  εζ  ών  ελαβον 
οι  re Όφί ιται  και 

Καν ιανιται , 

Σηθί 

ιται 

τε  καί  οί  (Ερμοΰ  καί  Σέλευκου  καί  ό  λοιπός  οχλος  τών  αιρετικών 

τών  τά  τοιαΰτα  ληρουντων ,  ώς  άπο  Νικολάου  Καρποκρας  καί  Πρόδικος  A  32' 

40  καί  ’ Επιφανής ,  οΐ  καινότερα  καί  αυτοί  επενόησαν.  7 ·  πάντες  δε  ούτοι 

παρά  (Ερμοϋ  καί  Πλάτωνος  καί  Αριστοτελους  τών  φιλοσόφων  τάς 

άφορμάς  της  άσεβείας  είληφασι. 

26-3°  Ουκουν — μεν  Α:  ττόθεν  δε  τάς  άφορμάς  έκαστος  ελαβον',  πρώτοι  S.  2Q 

αυχουντας  .  .  .  διδασκάλους  ?  3°  Σαδδ.  συγχ.  θεού  S.  32  μικρά  παραμ. 

Α:  τινα  παραλείφας  S.  33  Σιμ.'.  γνωστοί  η  add.  S',  num  γνώσται ?  λεγόμενοι 

orn.  S.  34  Βασι  Λ. — Κολορβ.  Α  :  Βασι  λίδμς  και  Μάρκος,  Κολόβαρσός  τε  S. 

35  καινοτεραν  S.  παρεπ.  τε  και  om.  S.  37  A  :  άφ ’  S.  λαβόντες  Α.  σιθίται  A. 

38  οί  λοιποί  S.  3^-39  οχλος — ληρουντων  om.  S.  39~4°  Καρπ. — 

καινότερα  Α:  Καρποκράτους  και  Π ροδίκου  καί  ’ Επιφανίου  καί  νοταρίου  S.  4° 

επενόησαν :  η  ώς  άπο  Κερδωνος  Μαρκίων  καί  Λουκιανός,  άφ ’  ών  Μανιχαΐοι 
άφορμάς  λαβόντες  καί  νοταρίοις  ( con .  καινότερα)  παρεδωκαν  add.  S.  41  των 

φιλοσόφων  om.  S.  42  TVS  ο-αεβειας  om.  S. 

Epiphanius,  Panarion  XXVII-XXVIII. i  (ed.  Holi  I.300-313) 

p.  J00  Κατά  Καρποκρασίων  ζ ,  της  δε  ακολουθίας  κζ. 

20  I.  Καρποκρας  τις  ετερος  γίνεται ,  συστησας  εαυτώ  αθέμιτον  δι-  I,  I 

δασκαλεΐον  της  φευδωνυμου  αύτοΰ  γνώμης,  χείρον  ας  πάντων  ούτος 

τούς  τρόπους  κεκτημενος.  εκ  πάντων  γάρ  τούτων,  Σίμωνός  τε  καί  2 

Μενάνδρου,  Σατορνίλου  τε  καί  Βασιλείδου  καί  Νικολάου  καί  αύτοΰ 

V  Μ 

19  κατά  Καρποκρασίων  εβδόμη,  η  καί  κζ  V  κατά  Καρποκρασίων  ζ,  τής  δε  άκολουθίας 

κζ  Μ.  20f  διδασκαλί/ 1 /av  aus  δι  δασκαλεΐον  Vcorr  διδασκάλιον  Μ.  21 

χείρους  Μ.  22  εχεκτητο  Μ.  23  τε  <  Μ  |  βασιλείδους  Μ.  23f  αύτοΰ 

τοΰ]  αύτοΰ  auf  Rasur  Vcorr  τοΰ  τοΰ  Μ. 
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p .  JOI  τού  Καρποκρά ,  eri  δε  εκ  προφάσεως  Ούαλεντίνου  η  της  φευδωνυ- 

μου  I  γνώσεως  εφύη  αΐρεσις,  ητις  Γνωστικούς  τους  αυτής  ώνόμασεν,  Ο  204 

άφ ’  ης  οι  Γνωστικοί  ηδη  μοι  δεδηλωνται,  κατάγνωστοι  οντες  τον 

τρόπον. 

5  2.  Οΰτος  δε  πάλιν  άνω  μεν  μίαν  άρχ ην  λεγει  καί  πατέρα  των  2,  I 

όλων  [και]  άγνωστον  και  άκατονό μαστόν  'ίσα  τοις  άλλοις  εισάγειν 

βούλεται ,  τον  δε  κόσμον  και  τα  εν  τω  κόσμω  υπό  αγγέλων  γεγενη- 

σθαι,  των  πολύ  τι  [υπο]  του  πατρός  του  αγνώστου  ύποβεβηκότων 

τούτους  γάρ  λεγει  άποστάντας  από  της  άνω  δυνάμεως  οϋτω  τον  |  D  63 

ΙΟ  κόσμον  πεποιηκεναι.  Ίησοΰν  δε  τον  κύριον  ημών  από  ’ Ιωσήφ  λεγει  2 
γεγεννησθαι,  καθάπερ  καί  πάντες  άνθρωποι  εκ  σπέρματος  άνδρός  καί 

γυναικός  εγεννηθησαν.  είναι  δε  αυτόν  όμοιον  τοις  πάσι,  βίω  δε 

διενηνοχεν αι,  σωφροσύνη  τε  καί  αρετή  καί  βίω  δικαιοσύνης,  επειδή  3 

δε,  φησίν,  εύτονον  εσχε  φυχην  παρά  τούς  άλλους  άνθρώ\πους  καί  Ρ  103 

15  όμνημόνευεν  τα  όραθεντα  ύπ *  αυτής  άνω,  ότε  ην  εν  τη  περιφορά 
του  αγνώστου  πατρός ,  άπεστάλθαι  υπό  τού  αυτού  πατρός,  φησίν, 

εις  την  αυτού  φυχην  δυνάμεις,  όπως  τα  όραθεντα  αύτη  άναμνημο-  4 

p.  J02  νεύσασα  καί  ενδυναμωθεϊσα  φύγη  τούς  κοσμοποιούς  αγγέλους  εν  τω 

διά  πάντων  χωρησαι  των  εν  τω  κόσμω  πραγμάτων  καί  πράξεων 

των  υπό  των  άνθρώπων  γινομένων  καί  εν  παραβύστω  άτοπων  έργων 

καί  αθεμίτων,  καί  όπως  διά  πασών  τών  πράξεων  ελευθερωθεΐσα  η  5 

5  αύτη  φυχη,  φησί,  τού  ’ Ιησού  άνελθη  προς  τον  αυτόν  πατέρα  τον 
άγνωστον,  τον  δυνάμεις  αύτη  άποστείλαντα  άνωθεν,  ΐνα  διά  πασών 

τών  πράξεων  χωρησασα  καί  ελευθερωθεΐσα  διελθοι  προς  αυτόν  άνω. 

ου  μην  δε  άλλα  καί  τάς  όμοιας  αύτη  φυχάς,  <νά?)>  τα  ίσα  αύτη  άσπα-  6 

σαμενας,  τον  αύτόν  τρόπον  ελευθερωθείσας  άνω  πτηναι  προς  τον 

ΙΟ  άγωστον  πατέρα,  εν  τω  τάς  πάσας  πράξεις  πραξάσας  ομοίως  (τε') 
τών  πάντων  άπαλλαγείσας  λοιπόν  ελευθερωθηναι.  την  δε  φυχην  7 

τού  * Ιησού  εν  τοις  τών  Ιουδαίων  εθεσιν  άνατραφεΐσαν  καταφρονησαι 
αύτών  καί  διά  τούτο  δυνάμεις  είληφεναι,  δύ  ών  τα  επί  κολάσεσι 

πάθη  προσόντα  τοις  άνθρώποις  δυνηθεΐσα  "j*  πράξαι  ύπερβηναι  τούς 

15  κοσμοποιούς  ίσχυσεν.  ού  μόνον  δε  αύτην  την  φυχην  τού  ’ Ιησού  τούτο  8 
δεδυνησθαι,  άλλα  καί  την  δυναμενην  διά  (πασών)  τών  πράξεων 

χωρησαι  ύπερβηναι  τούς  κοσμοποιούς  αύτούς  ά γγελους·  καί  αύτη  εάν 

λάβη  δυνάμεις  καί  τα  όμοια  πράξη,  *  καθάπερ  η  τού  ’ Ιησού ,  ώς 
προεΐπον.  όθεν  εις  τύφον  μεγαν  οΰτοι  ελη  |  λακότες  οι  υπό  τού  9  D64 

V  Μ 

ρ.ηοΐ  3  καταγνωστικοίν.  5  άνω  /χεν]  άνωθεν  Μ.  6  [και]*  |  άκατωνό μαστόν  Μ  | 

εισάγειν  <  Μ.  7  βουλόμενος  aus  βούλεται  Vcorr.  ηξ  γζγζννησθαι  Μ. 

8  [υπό]*  I  του2  <  Μ  |  ύπερβεβηκότ ωνΜ.  14  φησίν  <  Μ. 

ρ.  302  3  άνθρώπων ]  αγγέλων  Μ.  4-7  ελευθερωθεΐσα— πράξεων  <  Μ.  8  •(τα?)**. 

ΙΟ  πραξάσας  <  Μ  |  <(tc)>*.  14  δυνηθεΐσα  *]  δυνηθείς  VM  |  "f  πράξαι\  lies 

wohl  καταργησαι* ,  vgl.  Hippolyt.  16  δυναμενην  +  <( ομοίως  αύτη )>  ?  Jiil. 

ζπασών')* .  17  χωρησαι*]  χωρησασαν  VM.  ΐ8  *  (άνω  πτησεταύ)  *  |  η  < 
V.  19  μεγα  V. 

329 



THE  EVIDENCE  CONCERNING  CARPOCRATES 

A  303 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

p.  304 

5 

P ·  303 

p.  304 

άπατεώνος  τούτου  άπα  τηθεντες  ea  ντους  προκριτεους  ηγούνται  και 

αύτοΰ  του  ’ Ιησού,  άλλοι  δε  εξ  αυτών  ούκ  ’ Ιησού  φασιν ,  αλλά  Πέτρου  ΙΟ 

και  Άνδρεου  και  Παύλου  και  των  λοιττών  αποστόλων  εαυτούς  ύπερ- 

φερεστερους  είναι  διά  την  υπερβολήν  της  γνώσεως  και  τό  περισσό¬ 

τερον  της  διαπράξεως  διαφόρων  ων  άλλοι  δε  εξ  αυτών  φά- 

σκουσι  μηδέν  διενηνοχεναι  του  κυρίου  ημών  ’ Ιησού  Χριστού,  αι  γάρ  1 1 

φυχαι  \  εκ  της  αυτής  περιφοράς  είσι  και  ομοίως  κατά  την  τού  ’ Ιησού  Ο  2θ6 

πάντωι  ιταφρόνησιν  ποιησάμεναι  *.  και  <( γάρ )>  αι  πάσαι ,  φησί,  φυχαι 

της  αν  δυνάμεως  ηξιώθησαν  ής  και  η  τού  * Ιησού  ηξίωται ·  διό 

και  ταύταξς')  φασι  χωρεΐν  διά  πάσης  πράξεως ,  καθάπερ  αμελεί  και  η 

τού  ’ Ιησού  διεληλυθεν.  εί  δε  καί  |  τις  πάλιν  δυνηθείη  ύπερ  τον  *Ιη-  Ρ  104 
σούν  καταφρονησαι,  διαφορώτερος  εσται  αυτού. 

3·  ’ Επιχειρούσι  δε  οι  της  αθεμίτου  ταύτης  σχολής  παντοίας  επι-  3>  1 

χειρησεις  δεινών  έργων  και  όλετηρίων.  μαγεΐαι  γάρ *  παρ’  αύτοΐς 
επινενόηνται,  επωδάς  τε  διαφόρους  προς  πάσαν  μηχανην  εφηύραντο, 

[προς]  φίλτρα  ζτε}  και  αγώγιμα,  ου  μην  δε  αλλά  και  παρεδρους  δαί¬ 

μονας  εαυτό  ις  επισπώνται,  εις  τό  διά  πολλής  μαγγανείας  εν  εξουσία 

μεγάλη  πάντων  ξγενεσθαι )>,  ξόοστεφ,  φησί ,  κυρίευε.  τε  αν  εθελοι  έκα¬ 

στος  και  η  πράξει  επιχειρεΐν  τολμησειε'  δήθεν  εαυτούς  εξαπατώντες  2 

προς  πληροφορίαν  της  τετυφλωμενης  αυτών  διανοίας,  ότι  αί  τοιαύτα 

εγχειρησασαι  (γφυχαι},  κατισχύσασαι  διά  τών  τοιούτων  πράξεων  και 

καταφρονησασαι  τών  κοσμοποιών  αγγέλων  καί  τών  εν  τώ  κόσμω, 

ύπερβαίνουσι  την  τών  αυτών  μυθοποιών  ( ου  γάρ  αν  εΐποιμι  κοσμο- 

ποιών )  εξουσίαν ,  όπως  αν  την  άνω  ελευθερίαν  άσπάσωνται  καί  την 

άνω  πτησιν  κτησαιντο.  είσί  δε  εκ  τού  Σατανά  παρεσκευασμενοι  3 

καί  προβεβλημένοι  εις  όνειδος  καί  σκάνδαλον  της  τού  θεού  εκκλη¬ 

σίας.  επεθεντο  γάρ  εαυτό  ις  επίκλην  Χριστιανοί ,  τούτο  τού  Σατανά 

παρασκευάσαντος  προς  τό  σκαν\δαλίζεσθαι  τα  έθνη  δύ  αυτών  καί  D  65 

άποστρεφεσθαι  την  της  αγίας  τού  θεού  εκκλησίας  ωφέλειαν  καί  τό 

αληθινόν  κήρυγμα  διά  τάς  εκείνων  άθεμιτουργίας  καί  άνηκεστουξς )> 

κακοπραγίας,  εις  τό  τα  έθνη  κατανοούντα  αυτών  τα  επάλληλα  έργα  \ 

τών  άθεμιτουργιών,  νομίσαντα  καί  τούς  της  αγίας  τού  θεού  εκκλη¬ 

σίας  τοιούτους  είναι,  άποστρεφειν  ώς  καί  προειπον  την  ακοήν  από 

V  Μ 

3  Παύλου  καί  Άνδρεου  Μ.  5  διά  πράξεων  Μ.  6  διεννηνοχεναι  Μ.  8 

*  etwa  (καί  εις  το  αυτό  χωρησουσιν)  *,  nach  Iren.  Hipp.  |  (γάρ'}  *.  9  η  <  V. 

IO  rayra(i)  *.  !4f  μαγεία  .  .  .  επινενόηται  V.  15  εφεύροντο,  ο  aus  α  V. 

ΐ6  [προς·]  *  I  (τε~}  *.  ΐ8  (γενεσθαι},  (ώστε}  *.  2of  τοιαύτα  εγχειρησασαι 

(φυχαι'}  *]  τοιαΰτα  εγχειρήσεις  V  Μ.  21  τοσούτων  V.  22  καταφρονησαι 
Μ. 

V  Μ  2-5  Niceph.  Antirrhet.  bei  Pitra  Spicileg.  Solesm.  IV  297,  8ff 

2  ότι  επίκλην  έαυτοΐς  εθεντο  Χριστιανούς  Niceph.  (dadurch  ist  der  vorliegende 

Gebrauch  von  επίκλην  fur  Epiph.  gesichert).  2f  τούτο  τού  Σατανά  παρα¬ 

σκευάσαντος  Niceph.]  <  V  Μ.  3  δι’  αυτών  <  Niceph.  5  διά  τά?  *]  διά 

της  V  Μ  I  άνηκεστου(ς'}  *]  άνικάστου  aus  άνηκεστου  Vcorr  άνηκεστου  Μ. 
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της  του  θεόν  κατά  αλήθειαν  διδασκαλία?  η  και  όρώντά  τινας  * 

ΙΟ  ττάντας  (ημάς')  ομοίως  βλασφημεΐν.  και  τούτον  ενεκα  οί  πλείονς  των 
εθνών  οττον  δάν  ΐδωσι  τοιοντονς  ούτε  επί  κοινωνία  ημΐν  προσφερον- 

ται  ληφοδοσίας  η  γνώμης  η  ακοής  λόγον  θειον  οντε  την  ακοήν  εντι- 

θεα σιν,  επτνρμενοι  από  της  των  αθεμίτων  άνοσιονργ ίας. 

4·  Είσ ί  δε  εν  άσωτία  δι ατελονντες  οντοι  καί  πάν  ότιοΰν  εργαζό- 

15  μενοι  προς  ενπάθειαν  σωμάτων,  ημΐν  δε  ολως  ον  προσεγγίζοντες,  εί 

μη  tl  αν  προς  τό  δελεάσαι  φνχάς  άστηρίκτονς  τη  αντών  κακοδιδα- 

σκαλία.  εις  ονδεν  γάρ  ημΐν  όμοιοΰνται  η  μόνον  ονόματα  καλεΐσθαι 

σεμνννοντα  ι,  όπως  διά  τον  ονόματος  τό  έπιπλα  στον  της  εαντών 

κακίας  θηράσωνται.  »το  δε  κρίμα  τοντων «  |  κατά  το  γεγραμμενον 

20  »ενδι\κόν  εστ ιν  «,  ώς  6  άγιος  απόστολος  Παΰλος  εφη·  διά  γάρ  τάς 

Ρ .  J Ο J  κακά?  αντών  πράξεις  τό  άνταπόδομα  άποδοθησεται  αντοΐς.  άδεώς 

γάρ  τον  νοΰν  αντών  εις  οίστρον  εκδεδωκότες  πάθεσιν  ηδονών  μνρίων 

εαντονς  παραδεδώκασι.  φασί  γάρ  ότι  όσα  νομίζεται  παρά  άνθρώποις 

κακά  είναι  ον  κακά  νπάρχει,  αλλά  φνσει  καλά  [ονδεν  γάρ  εστι  φνσει 

5  κακόν),  τοΐς  δε  άνθρώποις  νομίζεται  είναι  φανλα.  καί  ταντα  πάντα 

εάν  τις  πράξη  εν  τη  μια  ταντη  παρονσία,  ονκετι  μετενσωματονται 

αντον  η  φνχη  εις  τό  πάλιν  άντικαταβληθηναι,  αλλά  νπό  εν  ποιησασα 

πάσαν  πράξιν  άπαλλαγησεται,  ελενθερωθεΐσα  καί  μηκετι  χρεωστοΰσά 

τι  τών  προς  πράξιν  εν  τώ  κόσμω.  ποιαν  δέ  πράξιν  δεδια  πάλιν 

ΙΟ  είπεΐν,  μη  βορβόρον  δίκην  κεκαλνμμενον  οχετόν  άποκαλνφω  καί  τισι 

δόξω  λοιμώδονς  δνσοδμ  ίας  εργάζεσθαι  την  εμφόρησιν.  άλλ’  όμως 

επειδηπερ  εξ  άληθείας  σννεχόμεθα  τά  παρά  τοΐς  ηπατημενοις  άπο- 

καλνφαι,  σεμνότερον  είπεΐν  τε  καί  της  άληθείας  μη  εξω  βαίνειν 

εμαντόν  καταναγκάσω,  τι  δε  άλλ’  οτι  πάσαν  άρρητονργί  αν  καί 

15  αθέμιτον  πράξιν,  ην  ον  θεμιτόν  επί  στόματος  φερειν,  οντοι  πράτ- 

τονσιν  καί  πάν  είδος  άνδροβασιών  καί  λαγνιστερων  ομιλιών  προς 

γνναΐκας  εν  εκάστω  μελει  σώματος·  μαγείας  τε  καί  φαρμακείας  καί 

είδωλολατρείας  εκτελονντες  τοντο  είναι  φασιν  εργασίαν  άποδόσεως 

p.  J06  τών  εν  τώ  σώματι  όφλημάτων  εις  τό  μηκετι  εγκαλεΐσθαι  η  μελλειν 

τι  πράξεως  εργον  άπαιτεΐσθαι,  καί  τοντον  ενεκα  μη  άποστρεφεσθαι 

Ρ·  305 

Ρ ·  3°6 

V  Μ 

7 -9  εκκλησίας — του  θεοΰ  <  Μ.  9  όρωντα  *]  όρώντας  V  Μ  |  *  etwa  ζοντως 

άνοσιουργοΰντας )  *.  ΙΟ  πάντως  V  |  (ημάς)  Jill.,  vgl.  Hipp.  13  εβ/πτυρ- 

μ όνοι,  ι-2  Buchstaben  hinter  ε  ausradiert  V.  15  ούχ  εγγίζοντες  V.  ι6 

άρα  aus  aVVcorr  |  vor  τη  +  eVV.  18  του  επίπλαστου  aus  τό  επίπλαστον  Vcorr  | 

vor  τής  +  τά  V.  19  εργάσωνται  aus  θηράσωνται  Vcorr  θηράσονται  Μ.  20 

ο  άγιος  Παΰλος  6  απόστολος  V. 

αδ 
I  άνταποδοθήσεται  Μ.  3  παρεδώκασι,  αδ  Vcorr.  6  πράξη  eV]  πράξειεν  V. 

7  άλλ’  Μ.  9^  είπεΐν  δεδια  πάλιν  V.  II  δείξω  Μ  |  δυσοσμίας  Μ. 

12  e£]  επ'  ?  *,  aber  vgl.  S.  3!9j  8·  J4  άλλ’  οτι  aus  άλλο  τι  Vcorr  άλλο  τι 

Μ;  άλλ’  +  <">})>?  *·  ι8  καί  vor  τούτο  hineingeflickt  Vcorr  <  Μ  |  αποδόσεων  Μ. 

I  όφειλημάτων  aus  ωφλημάτων  Vcorr. 

331 

5 

4»  ι 

2  Ρ  ΐ05 

Ο  2ο8 
3 

4 

5  D  66 

6 

7 



THE  EVIDENCE  CONCERNING  CARPOCRATES 

5 

10 

l5 

P ·  3°7 

5 

io 

!5 

20 

P ·  3° 8 

P ·  307 

την  ψυχήν  μετά  την  εντεύθεν  απαλλαγήν  καί  πάλιν  εις  μετενσωμά- 

τωσιν  καί  μεταγγισμόν  χωρεΐν. 

5·  Οντως  γάρ  εχει  τα  αυτών  συντάγματα  ώς  άναγνόντα  τον  5>  1 

συνετόν  θαυμάζειν  καί  εκπληττεσθαι  καί  άπιστεΐν  ει  ταϋτα  ούτως 

υπό  ανθρώπων  γενησεται,  ον  μόνον  των  καθ'  ημάς  πόλιν  κατοι- 
κούντων,  άλλα  καί  των  μετά  Θηρών  καί  όμοιων  θηρσί  καί  κτηνεσι 

*  καί  σχεδόν  ειπεΐν  τα  κννών  καί  ύών  πράττειν  τολμώντων.  φασί  2 

γάρ  δεΐν  πάντως  πάσαν  χρησιν  τούτων  ποιεΐσθαι,  ινα  μη  εξελθοϋσαι 

καί  ύστερησ ασαί  τίνος  έργου  τούτον  ενεκα  καταστραφώσιν  εις  σώματα 

πά\λιν  αί  φυχαί  εις  το  πράξαι  αΰθις  ά  μη  επραζαν.  καί  τοΰτό  εστι ,  3  ? 

φασίν ,  077 ερ  ό  ’ Ιησούς  εν  τώ  εύαγγελίω  είπεν  διά  της  παραβολής  ότι 

»ΐσθι  εννοών  τώ  άντιδίκω  σου  εν  ώ  εί  εν  τη  όδώ  μετ'  αυτου  καί 

δος  εργασίαν  άπηλλ  άχθαι  απ'  αύτοΰ,  μη  πως  ό  άντίδικος  πα- 
ραδώ  σε  τώ  κριτή  καί  ό  κριτής  τώ  υπηρέτη,  καί  ό  υπηρέτης 

βάλη  σε  εις  φυλακήν  αμήν  λέγω  σοί,  ου  μη  εβελθης  εκειθεν, 

εως  αν  άποδώς  τον  έσχατον  κοδράντην «.  μύθον  δε  τινα  |  4  D  67 

πλάττουσιν  οι  αυτοί  προς  επίλυσιν  της  |  παραβολής  ταυτης  καί  φασιν  Ο  210 

είναι  τον  άντίδικον  εκείνον  τών  τον  κόσμον  πεποιηκότων  αγγέλων 

ενα  καί  εις  αυτά  τούτο  κατεσκευάσθαι,  εις  το  άπάγειν  τάς  φνχάς  προς 

τον  κριτήν  τάς  εντεύθεν  εξερχομενας  εκ  τών  σωμάτων  εκεϊσε 

δε  ελεγχομενας’  μη  ποιησάσας  δε  πάσαν  εργασίαν  παραδίδοσθαι 

άπο  του  άρχοντος  τώ  υπηρέτη,  άγγελον  δε  είναι  τον  υπηρέτην,  5 

εξυπηρ  ετουμεν  ον  τώ  κριτή  τώ  κοσμοποιώ  εις  το  φερειν  τάς  φυχάς 

πάλιν  καί  εις  σώματα  καταγγίζειν  διάφορα,  είναι  δε  τον  άντίδικον 

τούτον,  ον  εφημεν  τον  κύριον  είρηκεναι  εν  τώ  εύαγγελίω,  [0V]  ούτοι 

άγγελον  ενα  τών  κοσμοποίών  φασιν,  όνομα  εχοντα  Διάβολον,  φασί  6 

γάρ  είναι  την  φυλακήν  το  σώμα,  τον  δε  έσχατον  κοδράντην  θελουσιν 

είναι  την  μετενσωμάτωσιν  *  καθ'  εκάστην  παρουσίαν  σωμάτων  επι- 
τελεΐν  εσχάτην  πράξιν  καί  μηκετι  ύπολείπεσθαι  προς  το  αθέμιτόν  τι 

πράζαι.  δει  γάρ,  φασίν  ώς  προείπαμεν,  πάντα  (δι'ϊελ θοϋσαν  καί  πρά- 

ξασαν  καθ'  έκαστον  καί  ελευθερωθεΐσαν  άνελθεϊν  προς  τον  άνω 
άγνωστον,  ύπερβάσαν  τούς  κοσμοποιούς  καί  τον  κοσμοποιόν.  φασί  7 

δε  πάλιν  ότι  δει  κάν  τε  εν  μια  παρουσία  της  μετενσωματώσε ως  πρα- 

ζάσας  λοιπόν  άνω  ελευθερωθείσ ας  άπιεναΐ'  ει  δε  μη  εν  μια  παρουσία 

πράξωσι,  καθ'  εκάστην  παρουσίαν  μετενσωματώσεως  κατά  βραχύ 

ποιησάσας  εκάστου  έργου  αθεμίτου  την  εργασίαν  λοιπόν  ελευθερω- 

θηναι.  λεγουσι  δε  πάλιν  ότι  τοΐς  άξίοις  ταϋτα  καταζιοϋμεν  διη-  8 

γείσθαι,  ινα  πράζωσι  τά  δοκοΰντα  είναι  κακά,  ούκ  όντα  δε  φύσει 

V  Μ 

5  εχειν  Μ.  7  τ<^ν]  την  Μ.  9  *  etwa  ζόωιτωμενων )>  *.  ΙΟ  δει  V. 

13  διά  της  παραβολής  angeflickt  Vcorr.  14  ει]  εις  V.  17  vor  φυλακήν  + 

την  Μ  I  αμήν  zweimal  V. 

4  τών  <  V.  5  hinter  ποιησάσας  *,  hinter  παραδίδοσθαι  V  Μ.  7  ΤΦ2 

<  Μ.  8f  τοΰτον  τον  άντίδικον  Μ.  g  [δ^]  *  |  αυτοί  aus  ούτοι  V.  ίο 

άβολον  V.  12  *  < χρηναι  δε)>  *.  14  <(δι)ελθοΰσαν  *.  19  πράξουσι  Μ. 
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κακά,  ινα  μαθόντες  ελευθερωθώσι.  σφραγίδα  δε  Ιν  καυτηρι  η  δύ 

€7 τιτηδεύσεως  ξυρίου  η  ραφίδος  επιτιθε ασιν  ούτοι  οί  άττό  Καρποκρά 

5  ivi  τον  δεξιόν  λοβδν  του  ώτός  τοΐς  υπ  αυτών  άπατωμενοις.  | 

6.  Ήλθεν  δε  είς  ημάς  ηδη  πως  Μάρκε λλίνα  τις  |  ύπ*  αυτών  άπα- 

τηθεΐσ α,  η  πολλούς  ελυμηνα το  εν  χρόνοις  Ανίκητου  επισκόπου  ' Ρώμης , 
του  μετά  την  διαδοχήν  Πίου  καί  τών  ανωτέρω.  .  . 

p.  J ΙΟ  Έν 

χρόνοις  τοίνυν,  ώς  εφημεν,  Ανίκητου  η  προδεδηλωμενη  Μαρκελλίνα 

εν  'Ρώμη  γενομεν  η  την  λύμην  της  Καρποκρά  διδασκαλίας  εξεμεσασα 
πολλούς  τών  εκεΐσε  λυμηναμενη  ηφάνισε.  καί  ενθεν  γεγονεν  άρχη 

Γνωστικών  τών  καλούμενων,  εχουσι  δε  εικόνας  ενζωγράφους  διά 

15  χρωμάτων,  άλλά  καί  οι  μεν  εκ  χρυσού  καί  αργύρου  καί  λοιπής  ύλης, 

p.  JII  άτινα  εκτυπώματά  φασιν  είναι  τού  Ιησού  καί  ταύτα  υπό  Ποντίου 

Πιλάτου  γεγενησθαι,  τουτεστιν  τά  εκτυπώματα  τού  αυτού  Ιησού  ότε 

ενεδημει  τώ  τών  ανθρώπων  γενει.  κρύβδην  δε  τάς  τοιαύτας  εχουσιν, 

άλλα  καί  φιλοσόφων  τινών,  Πυθαγόρου  καί  Πλάτωνος  καί  Άριστο- 

5  τέλους  καί  λοιπών,  μεθ’  ών  φιλοσόφων  καί  ετερα  εκτυπώματα  τού 
Ιησού  τιθεασιν,  ιδρύσαντες  τε  προσκυνούσι  καί  τά  τών  εθνών  επι- 

τελοΰσι  μυστήρια,  στησαντες  γάρ  ταύτας  τάς  εικόνας  τά  τών  εθνών 

εθη  λοιπόν  ποιούσι.  τίνα  δε  εστιν  <(τά)>  εθνών  εθη  άλλ’  η  θυσίαι 

καί  τά  άλλα;  φυχης  δε  είναι  μόνης  σωτηρίαν  φασί  καί  ούχί  σω- 

10  μάτων. 

J.  Δει  τοίνυν  τούτους  άνατρεπειν  παντί  σθενεί’  μηδείς  γάρ  κατα- 

φρονείτω  λόγου  καί  μάλιστα  κατά  απατεώνων. 

Epiphanius’  refutation  adds  nothing  substantial  to  his  report  concerning 
it  is  therefore  omitted. 

p.  313  Κατά  Κηρινθιανών  ήτοι  Μηρινθιανών  η,  της  δε  ακολουθίας  κη. 

I.  Κηρινθος  δε  αύθις,  άφ ’  ούπερ  οί  Κηρινθιανοί  λεγόμενοι,  από 
ταύτης  της  θηριώδους  σποράς  τον  ιόν  τώ  κόσμω  φερων  ηκευ  σχεδόν 

δε  ούδεν  ετερον  παρά  τον  προειρημενον  Καρποκράν,  άλλά  τά  αυτά 

ΙΟ  τώ  κόσμω  κακοποιά  φάρμακα  εκβλυστάνει.  τά  ’ίσα  γάρ  τώ  προει¬ 

ρημένα)  είς  τον  Χριστόν  συκοφαντησας  εξηγείται  καί  ούτος,  εκ  Μαρίας 

καί  εκ  σπέρματος  Ίωσηφ  τον  Χριστόν  γεγεννησθαι  καί  τον  κόσμον 

p.  310  V  Μ  14-S.  311»  7  hei  wiedergegeben  von  Nicephorus  Antirrhet.  bei  Pitra 
Spicii.  Solesm.  IV  297  εικόνας  Χρίστου  εχουσιν  εκ  διαφόρων  υλών  ας  φασιν  είναι 

του  ’ Ιησού  καί  υπό  Ποντίου  Πιλάτου  γεγενημενας  ότε  επεδημει  τώ  τών  ανθρώπων 
γενει,  εΐτα  καί  φιλοσόφων  Πυθαγόρου  καί  Πλάτωνος  καί  Άριστοτελους  καί  ετερων 

ας  δη  καί  ίδρυσάμενοι  προσκυνοΰσι  καί  τά  εθνών  επιτελοΰσι  μυστήρια. 

ρ.  308  4  ζνρίου  Pet.]  ξηρίου  V  Μ  |  υπό  V.  5  λωβόν,  ω  aus  ο  Vcorr  |  υπ ’  αυτόν  Μ. 

6  δε]  μεν  V  |  απ’  Μ.  η  η  hineingeflickt  Vcorr. 
p.310  2  καί  <  Μ.  5  αύ#^]  άν  τις  Μ.  9  ου τω?]  τούτων  Μ.  II  η  <  Μ. 

ΐ3  τών  <  Μ  I  ενθεν  aus  etwas  anderem  hergestellt  Vcorr.  15  άλλά  καί  οί  μεν 

durchgestrichen,  dafur  am  Rande  τινες  δε  Vcorr. 

p.  313  6  κατά  Κηρινθιανών  ήτοι  Μηρινθιανών  όγδοη  η  καί  κη  V.  8  φερειν  Μ.  ΙΟ 

εκβλυσθάνει  V  εμβλυστάνει  Μ. 
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ομοίως  υπό  άγγελων  γεγενησθαι.  ούδεν  γάρ  ούτος  παρά  τον  πρώ-  3 

τον  διηλλαξε  τη  εισαγωγή  της  αυτόν  διδασκαλίας  άλλ’  η  εν  τούτω 
μόνον,  εν  τω  προσεχειν  τω  Ίουδ αϊσμω  από  μέρους.  φάσκβι  δε  ούτος 

τον  νόμον  καί  τους  προφητας  υπό  άγγελων  δεδόσθαι,  τον  δε  δβδω- 

κότα  τον  νόμον  ενα  είναι  των  άγγελων  των  τον  κόσμον  πεποιηκό- 

των. 

13  γεγεννησθαι  Μ.  14  άλλα  Μ.  ι6  δε  hineingeflickt  Vcorr  <  Μ. 

Epiphanius,  Panarion  XXX.  14  (ed.  Holi  1. 351) 

In  a  discussion  of  the  Ebionites. 

p.  JJI  14.  Opa  δε  την  παρ'  αύτοΐς  παραπεποιη μόνην  πανταχόθεν  δι-  Ι4>  I 
δασκαλίαν,  πώς  πάντα  χωλά,  λοξά  καί  ούδεμίαν  ορθότητα  εχοντα. 

δ  μεν  γάρ  Κηρινθος  καί  Καρποκράς,  τω  αύτω  χρώμενοι  δήθεν  παρ'  2 

ΙΟ  αυτό ΐς  εύαγγελίω  *,  άπό  της  άρχης  του  κατά  Ματθαίον  ευαγγελίου  διά 

της  γενεαλογίας  βούλονται  παριστάν  εκ  σπέρματος  * Ιωσήφ  καί  Μαρίας 
είναι  τον  Χριστόν,  ούτοι  δε  άλλα  τινά  διανοούνται,  παρακόφαντες  3 

γάρ  τάς  παρά  τω  Ματθαίω  γενεαλογίας  άρχονται  την  άρχην  ποιεΐ- 

σθαι  ώς  προείπομεν,  λ εγοντες  ότι  »εγενετο«  φησίν  »εν  ταΐς  ημεραις 

1 5  ' Ηρωδου  βασιλεως  της  Ίουδαί ας  επί  άρχιερεως  Καϊάφα,  ηλθεν  τις  ’ Ιωάν¬ 

νης  όνόματι  βαπτίζων  βάπτισμα  μετάνοιας  εν  τω  * Ιορδάνη  ποταμω  «  καί 

τά  όξης-  επειδή  γάρ  βούλονται  τον  μεν  Ίησοϋν  όντως  άνθρωπον  4 

είναι,  ώς  προεΐπον,  |  Χριστόν  δε  εν  αύτω  γεγενησθαι  τον  εν  ε’ίδει  P  1 39 

περιστεράς  καταβεβηκότα  ( καθάπερ  ηδη  καί  παρ'  άλλαις  αίρεσεσιν 

20  εύρηκαμεν )  συναφθεντα  (τεφ  αύτω,  καί  είναι  |  αύτόν  τον  Χριστόν  *  εκ  D  107 

σπέρματος  άνδρός  καί  γυναικός  γεγεννημενον. 

V  Μ 

ι  δ  Tischendorf]  δν  V  Μ.  2  κύριε  <  Μ.  ηί  die  Reihenfolge  πανταχόθεν 

διδασκαλίαν  durch  Zahlen  hergestellt  Vcorr  διδασκαλίαν  πανταχόθεν  Μ.  9 

χρόμενοι  Μ.  ΙΟ  *  <(κατά  Ματθαίον  λεγομενω )>  *,  vgl.  S.  349?  2·  15  e77-i 

άρχιερεως  Καϊάφα  <  S.  35°?  9·  J5  u·  Τίς  υ·  ονόματι  <  S.  35°>  9  u·  ΙΟ· 

i7f  είναι  άνθρωπον  Μ.  ΐ8  γεγεννησθαι  V.  20  εύρηκαμεν  *]  εύρίσκομεν 

V  Μ  I  < τε φ  *  I  *  erganze  etwa  nach  haer.  28,  I,  5  <e/c  τού  άνω  θεού,  τον  δέ 

Ίησοϋν )>  * 

Epiphanius,  Panarion  ΧΧΧΙΕ3-7  (ed.  Holi  L44I_44^) 

In  ch.  32  Epiphanius  discusses  one  Secundus,  a  follower  of  Valentinus,  whose 

peculiarity  was  to  describe  the  ogdoad  as  composed  of  a  right  hand  tetrad,  which 

he  called  “light,”  and  a  left  hand  tetrad,  which  he  called  “darkness.”  Epiphanius 
advances  philosophical  arguments  against  this  theory  and  then  continues  as  follows : 
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p.  441  15  3.  Iva  δε  μη  παραλείφωμέν  τι  των  παρά  τισιν  γινομένων  τε  3»  1 

καί  λεγομένων,  καν  τε  έν  έκαστη  πολλοί  |  εΐεν  οί  εξαρχοι  καί  αν-  D  192 

χούντες  έτερα  άνθ ’  ετέρων  υπέρ  τούς  αυτών  διδασκάλους  μυθοποι- 
εΐσθαι,  ετι  έπιμενώ  ύφηγού μένος  τούς  έν  αύτη  τη  αιρέσει  όντας, 

ετερα  δε  παρά  τούτους  λέγοντας,  φημί  δε  περί  Έπ ιφάνους  του  ’/σι-  2 

20  δώρου,  εκ  προφάσεως  παραινετικών  ρημάτων  εαυτόν  ετι  εις  περισ¬ 

σότερον  βυθόν  ταλαιπωρίας  καταγαγόντος,  τάληθη  μεν  ειπεΐν  άπο 

Καρποκράτους  του  ίδιου  πατρος  κατά  σάρκα  είληφότος  τάς  προφάσεις, 

p.  44%  συνημμένου  δε  τη  αιρέσει  του  προειρημένου  Σεκούνδου  καί  αυτού 

τών  Σεκουνδι ανών  ύπάρχοντος.  πολλή  γάρ  έκάστου  τών  πεπλανη-  3 

μένών  προς  τον  έτερον  διαφορά  καί  συρφετώδης  ώς  ειπεΐν  πολύ¬ 

μνια  κενοφωνί ας.  ούτος  γάρ  6  ’ Επιφάνης ,  ώς  έφην,  υιός  ών  Καρ-  \ 
5  ποκράτους,  μητρος  δε  Αλεξάνδρειάς  ούτω  καλουμένης,  τούτοις  ώς 

προεΐπον  συνάπτεται *  άπο  Κεφαλληνίας  μεν  το  προς  πατρος  γένος 

ών,  έπτακαιδεκαετη  <^δε)>  βιώσας  χρόνον  θάττον  τον  βίον  κατέ- 

στρεφεν,  τού  κυρίου  ώσπερ  άκάνθας  τούς  φαύλους  άπαλλ άσσοντος, 

κρεΐττόν  .  τι  περί  της  οικουμένης  προνοούντος.  μετά  δε  την  αυτού  5 

10  τελευτήν  οί  προς  αυτού  πεπλανη μένοι  της  άπ ’  αυτού  πληγης  ούκ 

άπέσχοντο.  έν  Σάμω  γάρ  ώς  θεάς  ετι  καί  εις  δεύρο  τιμάται·  τέμε-  6 

νος  γάρ  αύτώ  |  ίδρύσ αντες  οί  επιχώριοι  θυσίας  καί  τελετάς  έπιτελοΰσι  Ρ  21 1 

κατά  νεομηνίαν,  βωμούς  δε  αύτώ  έστησαν  καί  μουσεΐον  εις  όνομα 

αυτού  περίπυστον  άνεστησαντο,  το  δη  Έπιφάνους  μουσεΐον  καλού- 

15  μενον.  θύουσι  γάρ  αύτώ  οί  Κεφαλληνες  εις  τοσαύτην  πλάνην  έλη-  7 

λακότες  καί  σπένδουσι  καί  έν  τώ  ίδρυμένω  αυτού  τεμένει  ευωχούν¬ 

ται  ύμνους  τε  αύτώ  αδουσι.  δι  υπερβολήν  δε  της  εκείνου  παιδείας,  8 

εγκυκλίου  τε  καί  Πλατωνικής,  η  πάσα  τοΐς  προειρημένοις  κατά  τε 

την  αΐρεσιν  καί  κατά  την  έτέραν  πλάνην,  λέγω  ( δε )■  την  εις  είδωλο- 

20  μανίαν  τούς  επιχωρίους  τρέφασαν,  γέγονεν  απ'  αυτού  απάτη,  συνηπ-  9 

τετο  I  γοΰν  ούτος  ό  ’ Επιφάνης  Σεκούνδω  καί  τοΐς  άμφ ’  αυτόν,  την  γάρ  D  ΐ93 

αυτού  ίοβολίαν  άπεμάξατο,  λέγω  ξδέ')  την  της  άδικούσης  έρπετώδους 

p.  443  φθοράς  περιττολογίαν.  \.  ’ Ισίδωρον  δε  φάσκουσιν  έν  παραινέσεσι  I 

της  αυτού  μοχθηρί  ας  αίτιον  γεγενησθαι.  εί  δε  καί  αυτός  τά  ίσα 

φρονών  καί  εξ  αυτών  όρμώμενος  έτύγχανεν  η  εκ  φιλοσόφων  μαθών 

παραινετικός  τις  καί  αυτός  ύπηρχεν,  ου  πάνυ  σαφώς  περί  τού  Ίσιδώ- 

V  Μ 

p.  441  ΐ8  €πιμενώ  Pet.]  επιμώων  V  Μ.  19  τούτους  Dind.]  τούτων  V  Μ.  igf  του 

’/σιδώρου]  και  ’ Ισίδωρου  Dind.  Oh.,  falsch;  'Επιφάνης  δ  'Ισιδώρου  soli  im  Mund  des 

Epiph.  ahnliches  bedeuten,  wie  etwa  Ευσέβιος  6  Παμφίλου.  2i  ειπεΐν  *]  οΰν 
V  Μ. 

p.  442  1  συνημμένου  aus  συνημμένον  Vcorr.  3  συρφετώδ η/ / /,  ς  wegradiert  Vcorr.  6 λ 

ΚεφαληνΙας,  λ  oben  druber  Vcorr.  7  *.  ιι  και  hineingeflickt  Vcorr. 

15  Κεφαληνες  V.  iy  τε  Dind.]  δε  V  Μ.  19  (,δέ'}  *.  20  συνείπετο  aus 

συνη πέτο  Vcorr  συνείπετο  Μ.  22  <δε>  *  |  άδικούσης  durchgestrichen  Vcorr  <  Μ  | 

έρπετώδου,  ς  driiber  Vcorr. 

p.  443  4  κα'ι  αυτός  angeflickt  Vcorr. 
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5  pov  γνώναι  ηδυνηθημεν.  πλην  |  ούτοι  πάντες  καττυουσι  την  ίσην 

πραγματείαν. 

Πρώτον  μεν  οΰν  (νομοθετεί  αυτός  6  'Επιφανής  συν  τώ  αυτού 

πατρί  τε  καί  προστάτη  της  αίρεσεως  Καρποκράτει  καί  τοΐς  άμφ ’ 

αυτόν  κοινός  είναι  τας  των  ανθρώπων  γυναίκας,  εκ  τε  των  Πλά- 

10  τωνος  Πολιτειών  την  πρόφασιν  λαβών  καί  την  ιδίαν  επιθυμίαν  εκ- 

τελών.  εντεύθεν  δε  την  αρχήν  ποιείται  λόγων,  ώς  εν  τω  ευαγγελίου 

εμφερεται  τού  σωτηρος  φάσκοντος  τρεις  μεν  ευνούχους  είναι,  τον  τε 

εξ  ανθρώπων  εύνουχιζόμενον  καί  τον  εκ  γεννητης  καί  τον  δια  την 

βασιλείαν  τών  ουρανών  εαυτόν  εκουσίως  εύνουχίσαντα,  καί  φησιν 

15  »06  τοίνυν  κατά  ανάγκην,  ου  κατά  λόγον  ευνούχοι  γίνονται,  ο ί  δε  ενεκα  της 

βασιλείας  τών  ουρανών  εαυτούς  εύνουχίσαντες ,  δια  τα  εκ  τού  γάμου  συμ- 

βαίνοντα,  φασί,  τον  επιλογισμόν  (τούτον  λ αμβάνουσιν,  την  περί  τον  πορι- 

σμόν y  τών  επιτηδείων  ασχολίαν  δεδιότες.  (καί  τω)  »βελτιον  γαμησαι  η 

πυρούσθαι,  μη  εις  πύρ  εμβάλης  την  φυχην  σου «,  φησί  λεγειν  τον  άπό- 

20  στολον  ημέρας  καί  νυκτός  άντεχων  καί  φοβούμενος ,  μη  της  εγκρά¬ 

τειας  άποπεσης.  προς  γαρ  το  άντεχειν  γινόμενη  φυχη  μερίζεται  της 

ελπίδος«.  »άντεχου  τοίνυν «  ώς  ηδη  προεΐπον,  της  παραινε\σεως  εις 

p.  μέσον  φόρων  τον  λόγον  φησί  κατά  λεξιν  ό  ’ Ισίδωρος  εν  τοΐς  Ήθικοΐς 

» μάχιμης  γυναικός,  ΐνα  μη  άποσπασθής  της  χάριτος  τού  θεού,  τό  τε  πύρ 

άποσπερματίσας  εύσυνειδητως  προσευχου.  όταν  δε,  φησιν,  |  η  ευχαριστία 

σου  εις  αίτησιν  ύποπεση  καί  στης  (εί το  λοιπόν,  ου  κατορθώσας,  [/χ^] 

5  σφαληναι,  γάμησον «.  είτα  πάλιν  φησιν  »άλλα  νέος  τις  η  πενης  εστίν 

η  κατωφερής  ( τουτεστιν  ασθενής)  καί  ου  θελει  γημαι  κατά  τον  λόγον, 

ούτος  τού  αδελφού  μη  χωριζεσθω «.  αισχρός  δε  τινας  ύπονοίας  εαυτώ 

προσποριζόμενος  δραματουργέ ΐ  ό  τάλας  »λεγετω  «  ( γάρ )>  φησιν  »ότι  είσε- 

ληλυθα  εγώ  εις  τό  αγία,  ούδεν  δύναμαι  παθεΐν«.  ))εόν  δε  υπόνοιαν  €χη, 

ΙΟ  είπάτω·  αδελφό,  επίθες  μοι  χεΐρα,  ΐνα  μη  αμαρτησω,  καί  ληφεται  βοή¬ 

ν  Μ  15-S.  445»  5  Clemens  Α1. 

7  οΰν  *]  οτι  V  Μ.  8  τε  καί  πρωτοστάτη,  τε  καί  πρω  auf  Rasur  Vcorr.  9 

τών2  Dind.]  τοΰ  V  Μ.  13  εύνουχιζόμενον  V  |  γενετής  aus  γεννητης  Vcorr  γεννητης 

Μ.  15^  τής  βασιλείας  τών  ουρανών ]  τής  αιωνίου  βασιλείας  Clemens  Α1.  16 

εύνουχίσαντες  εαυτούς  Clemens  AI.  i6f  συμβαί νοντα,  νοντα  auf  Rasur  Vcorr. 

17  φασί  hinter  γάμου  (Ζ.  ιβ)  Clemens  AI.  i7f  (τούτον — πορισμόν )  Clemens  Α1. 

18  (καί  τώ)  *]  καί  το  Clemens  Α1.  |  βελτιον ]  άμεινον  Clemens  Α1.  19  φησί  < 

Clemens  Α1.  20  νυκτός  καί  ημέρας  Clemens  Α1.  21  το]  viell.  vorclement- 

inischer  Fehler  ur  τώ  *  \  γενομενη  Clemens  Al.  22  άντεχου  Clemens  Al.] 

άνεχου  V  M.  22f  ώς  ήδη — τον  λόγον  <  Clemens  Al. 

p.  444  3  προσευχή  Clemens  Al.  |  φησιν  hinter  εύχαριστία  σου  Clemens  Al.  4  ύποπεσοι 

V  Μ  I  στής  (εις)  *;  στής  (εις)  τό  .  .  .  σφαλήναι  gehort  zusammen  =  du  im  Begriff 

bist  zu  fallen ]  τής  Μ  αίτής  Hilgenfeld  Stahlin.  4f  ου  κατορθώσαι,  αλλά  μή 

σφαλήναι  Clemens  Al.  4  [μή]  *;  viell.  noch  besser  ού  zu  streichen  u.  μή 

κατορθώσας  zu  schreiben  Jul.  5  είτα  πάλιν  φησιν  <  Clemens  Al.  |  εστιν  hinter 

νέος  τις  Clemens  Al.  6  κατωφερής  Clemens  Al.]  καταφερής  V  Μ  |  τουτεστιν 

ασθενής  <  Clemens  Al.  7f  αισχρός  δε — d  τάλας  <  Clemens  Al.  8  (γάρ)  *  \ 

φησιν  <  Clemens  Al.  10  vor  χώιρα  +  τήν  Clemens  Al. 
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θειαν  καί  νοητήν  καί  αισθητήν,  θελησάτω  μόνον  άπαρτίσαι  το  καλόν  καί 

επιτεύξεται «.  είτα  πάλιν  φησιν  » ενίοτε  τω  μεν  στόματι  λεγομεν  ού  9 

θελομεν  άμαρτήσαι,  ή  8ε  8ιάνοια  έγκειται  εις  το  άμα ρτάνειν.  6  τοιοΰτος 

διά  φόβον  ού  ποιεί  ο  θελει,  ΐνα  μή  ή  κόλασις  αύτώ  ελλογισθή.  ή  8ε  άν- 

15  θρωπότης  εχει  αναγκαία  τινα  καί  φυσικά ,  ζτινά  8ε  φυσικά )>  μόνα *  0χει 

τό  περιβάλλεσθαι  [τδ]  άναγκαΐον  καί  φυσικόν,  φυσικόν  8ε  καί  τό  των  άφρο- 

8ισίων,  ξούκ')  άναγκαΐον  8ε  «· 
»Ταύτας  παρεθεμην  τάς  φωνάς«,  ξφησίν )>  ο  κατά  τούτων  γράφας,  5?  1 

» εις  ελεγχον  των  |  μή  βιούντων  όρθώς«,  καί  Βασιλει8ιανών  καί  Καρποκρα-  Ο  394 

20  τιανών  καί  των  άπό  Ούαλεντίνου  καί  των  ’ Επιφανούς  καλούμενων, 

ω  8ή  συνήφθη  Σεκοΰν8ος  ο  προτεταγμενος.  εξ  άλλήλων  γάρ  έκαστος,  2 

ήτοι  ούτος  εκείνω  μετα8ούς  ή  εκείνος  τούτω,  τά  8ε  ινά  άπεμπολή- 

p.  445  σαντες  καί  ei?  τι  προς  άλλήλους  8ιαφερόμενοι,  όμως  εν  μια  αίρεσει 

εαυτούς  κατεθεντο,  ))ωστε  καί  όχειν  εξουσίαν  εόογμάτισ αν  καί  τοΰ  άμαρ-  3 

τάνειν  διά  την  τελειότητα,  ή  πάντως  γε  σωθησομενων  φύσει,  καν  τε  νυνί 

άμάρτωσι,  διά  την  έμφυτον  εκλογήν,  επεί  μη8ε  τά  αύτά  αύτοΐς  πράττειν 

5  συγχωροΰσιν  οί  προπάτορες  των  8ογμάτων  τούτων  «. 

»Φασί  8ε  καί  ούτοι  ώς  επί  τό  ύφηλότερον  καί  γνωστικώτερον  επεκ-  \ 

τεινόμενοι  την  πρώτην  τετράόα  ούτως ·  εστι  τις  προ  πάντων  προαρχή 

προανεννόητος,  άρρητός  |  τε  καί  άνονόμαστος,  ήν  εγώ  Μονότητα  καλώ.  D  195 

ταύτη  τή  Μονότητι  συνυπάρχει  8ύναμις,  ήν  καί  αύτήν  ονομάζω  Ένό-  Ρ  213 

ΙΟ  τητα.  αύτη  ή  'Ενότης  ή  τε  Μονότης,  το  *Εν  ούσαι,  προήκαντο,  μή  προε-  5 
μεναι,  άρχήν  επί  πάντων  νοητήν,  άγεννητόν  τε  καί  αόρατον,  ήν  αρχήν  ό 

λόγος  Μονά8α  καλεΐ.  ταύτη  τή  Μονά8ι  συνυπάρχει  8ύν αμις  όμοούσιος  6 

αύτή,  ήν  καί  αύτήν  ονομάζω  τό  'Έν.  αύται  αί  8υνάμεις,  ή  τε  Μονότης 

καί  * Ενότης ,  Μονάς  τε  καί  τό  'Εν,  προήκαντο  τάς  Λοιπά?  προβολάς  των 

1 5  αιώνων  «. 

V  Μ  Clemens  Α1. 

12  εΐτα  πάλιν  φησίν  <  Clemens  Α1.  13  eis]  επί  Clemens  AI.  14  η  hineingeflickt 

Vcorr.  15  τινά  αναγκαία  Clemens  AI.  |  <(τινά  Se  φυσικά)  *]  (καί  φυσικά)  Schwartz 

<(αλλα  Se  φυσικά >  Stahlin.  16  [το]  <  Clemens  Α1.  |  καί 2  <  Clemens  Α1. 

17  ούκ  άναγκαΐον  Se  Clemens  AL]  άναγκαί ως  Se,  ais  Anfang  zum  Folgenden  gezogen 

V  M.  18  <( φησίν ί)  *  I  (^φησίνό  6  κατά  τούτων  γράφας  <  Clemens  AI.  19  €ΐς 

eA €γχον  των  Clemens  Α1.]  ελέγχων  V  Μ  |  καί1  <  Clemens  AI.  i9~S.  445,  2  καί 

Καρποκρατιανων — κατεθεντο  <  Clemens  AI.  20  καλούμενων  Dind.]  καλούμενου 

V  Μ. 

p.  445  1  Εις  τι]  έστι  Μ.  2  εκτέθεντο  Μ  |  ώστε  καί — έδογμάτισαν ]  ώς  ήτοι  έχόντων 

εξουσίαν  Clemens  Α1.  |  καί  τοΰ  Clemens  AL]  καί  τό  V  Μ.  2f  άμαρτεΐν  Clemens 

Α1.  3  πάντως  Clemens  AL]  πάντων  V  Μ  |  φύσει  Clemens  AL]  φυσικών  V  Μ  |  καν 

τε  νυνί ]  καν  νυν  Clemens  AL  4  τ<*  αυτα]  ταΰτα  Clemens  AL  5  τούτων  < 

Clemens  AL  6  φασί  Se  καί  ούτοι ]  alius  vero  quidam,  qui  et  clarus  est  magister  ipsorum 

lat.  7  έστι — προαρχή]  ήν  ή  πρώτη  άρχή  Ηϊρρ.  |  τι?]  quidem  lat.  8  προανεννόη¬ 

τος]  proanennoetos  lat.  άνεννόητος  Hipp.  inexcogitabilis  Tert.,  vgl.  S.  446,  4  |  άνο/ / /νόμα- 

στος,  o  aus  ω  Voorr  |  καλώ  *,  vgl.  S.  446,  5]  άριθμώ  V  M  voco  lat.  καλεΐ  (vorher  εγώ  <  ) 

Hipp.  nomino  Tert.  10  ένό/Ι/της,  o  aus  ω  Vcorr  |  το  *Ev  ούσαι  <  Hipp.  |  μή] 

nihil  lat.  11  άγέν/ 1 Ιητον  v  ausradiert  Vcorr.  nf  άρχήν  o  Aoyo?  <  Hipp. 

13  αύται  +  autem  at.  |  αύται  αί  +  τέσσαρες,  dafiir  ή  τε — το  °  Εν  (Ζ.  14)  <  Hipp. 
I4f  τών  αιώνων  προβολάς  Hipp. 
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6.  E ίτα  ol  καλώς  συγγραφόμενοι  την  αλήθειαν  (i reply  τούτων  εν  6,  I 

τοΐς  σφών  αυτών  συγγράμμασιν  ηλεγξαν  ζαύτούς'),  Κλημης  τε,  (ον 

φασί  τ ινες  Άλ εξανδρεα,  ετεροι  δε  Αθηναΐον  ) ,  άΑΑά  καί  ό  ιερός  Είρη-  2 

ναΐος  καταγελών  αυτών  το  τραγικόν  εκείνο  [ο]  επί  τοΐς  προειρη- 

20  μενοις  εις  μέσον  φερων  ηκεν  <(τό)>·  »ιου  ιου«  καί  ))φευ  φεΰ.«  το  3 

p.  ρρ.6  τραγικόν  ώς  αληθώς  επειπεΐν  εστιν  επί  τη  τοιαύτη  συμφορά  τών  τα  γελοι¬ 

ώδη  ταυτα  γεγραφότων  της  τοιαύτης  ονοματοποιίας  καί  τη  τοσαυτη  τόλμη , 

ώς  απερυθριάσας  τώ  φευσματι  αύτοΰ  ονόματα  τεθεικεν.  εν  γαρ  τώ  λε-  4 

γειν  » εστιν  τις  προαρχη  προ  πάντων  προανεννόητος,  ην  εγώ  Μονότητα 

5  καλώ «,  καί  πάλιν  »ταυτη  τη  Μονότητι  συνυπάρχει  δυναμις,  ην  καί  αυτήν 

ονομάζω  ' Ενότητα «,  σαφε\  στατα  ότι  τε  πλάσμα  αύτοΰ  εστι  τα  είρημενα  Ο  39^ 
ώμολόγηκε  καί  ότι  αυτός  ονόματα  τεθεικε  τώ  πλάσματι ,  υπό  μηδενός 

πρότερον  άλλου  τεθειμενα.  καί  σαφές  εστιν  ότι  αυτός  ταυτα  τετόλμηκεν  5 

όνοματοποιησαι,  καί  ει  μη  παρην  τώ  βίω  αυτός,  ούκ  αν  η  αλήθεια  είχεν 

ΙΟ  όνομα,  ούδεν  οΰν  κωλύει  καί  άλλον  τινά  επί  της  αυτής  ύποθεσεως  6 

ούτως  όρίσασθαι  ονόματα ·  είτα  λοιπόν  εις  ταυτα  ο  auro?  μακάριος  7 

Ειρηναίος,  ώ?  γε  προείπαμεν,  γελοιώδη  ρήματα  καί  αυτός  "|*  προεΐπεν, 

ετερωνυμίαν  άφό  εαυτού  ώς  άντάζια  της  αυτών  ληρωδίας  χαριεντιζό¬ 

μενος,  πεπόνων  γένη  καί  σικύων  καί  κολοκυνθών  ώς  επί  |  ύποκει-  D  196 

15  μενών  τινών  επιπλασάμενος,  |  ώ?  τοΐς  φιλολόγοις  σαφές  αν  εΐη  άφ ’ 
ών  προανεγνωσαν. 

V  Μ  lat.  von  Ζ.  17  an  auch  Hipp. 

16  (περί}  *.  \η  ήλλεγξαν,  erstes  λ  getilgt  Vcorr  |  (αυτούς}  *.  19  [o]  Dind. 

Oh.  20  <τό>  *. 

p.  4.46  i  τραγικόν  +  γάρ  V.  if  επί  τρ — ονοματοποιίας]  super  hanc  nominum  factionem  lat.  | 

γελλοιωδη,  erstes  A  getilgt  Vcorr.  3  ονόματα  Ausgg.,  vgl.  Z.  7]  όνομα  V  M  nomina 

lat.  4  τις  <  lat.  I  μονότητα  Ausgg.]  μονάδα  V  M  monoteta  lat.  5  μονότητι 

Ausgg.]  μονάδι  V  M  monotete  lat.  6  ενότητα  ονομάζω  V  M  voco  Henotetem  lat., 

vgl.  S.  445,  9  I  πλάσ μα]  figmenta  lat.  |  αύτοΰ  zu  είρημενα  gezogen  lat.  8  πρότερον 

<  lat.  8f  καί  σαφές ■ — όνοματοποιησαι  <  lat.  9  καί  εί  μη — αυτό?]  qui  nisi 

haec  auderet  lat.  |  ούκ  ay  +  hodie  lat.  |  αλήθεια  +  secundum  eum  lat.  10  όνομα] 

nomina  lat.  12  f  προεΐπεν]  lies  wohl  προφέρει  *.  14  γένη]  γενημα  Μ.  15 

I  ώ?]  lies  etwa  ών  (τό  εύλογον}  *. 

Epiphanius,  Panarion  LXIII.i  (ed.  Holi  II.398-399) 

p.398  I.  Ώριγενιοί  τινες  καλούνται,  ου  πανταχοΰ  δε  τοΰτο  τό  γένος  I,  I 

15  υπάρχει  καθεξής  δε  οίμαι  τούτων  τών  αιρέσεων  καί  αύτη  η  δηλου- 

μενη  ζάνεφύη').  καλούνται  δε  Ώριγενιοι,  ου  πάνυ  Se  σαφώς  ΐσμεν  2 

τίνος  ενεκα’  εί  από  ' Ωριγενους  τού  Αδαμάντιου  καλούμενου  τού  συν¬ 

τάκτου  η  I  άλλου  τίνος  ζελαχον  το)>  είναι,  αγνοώ,  όμως  τοΰτο  το  D  582 

Μ  U 

14  καλούνται  τινες  U  |  πανταχοΰ]  παντί  U.  ΐ6  (άνεφύη}  *. 

Μ  U.  ΐ8  (ελαχον  τό}  *. 
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όνομα  κατειληφαμεν . 

'Η  αίρεσις  |  δε,  (η)  παρ’  αύτοΐς  vo/xi[a]reuerat,  ώσπερ  άπ εικαζό¬ 

μενη  τη  του  ' Επιφανούς  (τού)  άνω  μοι  προδεδηλωμενου  εν  ταΐς  κατά 
τους  Γνωστικούς  αιρεσεσι.  γραφάς  δε  ούτοι  άναγινώσκουσι  διαφόρους 

καινής  και  παλαιάς  διαθήκης,  άθετοϋσι  δε  γάμον  και  ου  παύεται 

απ’  αυτών  η  λαγνεία,  τινες  δε  εφασαν  αυτήν  περί  ' Ρώμην  καί  Αφρι¬ 
κήν  γεγενησθαι.  μολύνουσι  δε  εαυτών  το  σώμα  καί  τον  νοΰν  καί 

την  φυγήν  εν  άσελγεία.  οι  μεν  γάρ  εισι  προσχηματι  μοναζόντων ,  αί 

δε  συν  αύτοΐς  ούσαι  |  προσχηματι  μοναζουσών.  εφθαρμενοι  δε  είσι 

τοΐς  σώμασι,  την  μεν  επιθυμίαν  αυτών  εκτελοΰντες,  τώ  δε  όργω 

κεχρημενοι  ( ίνα  σεμνότερον  είπω)  του  υιού  του  ’ Ιούδα  του  Αύνάν 
καλούμενου,  ώς  γάρ  εκείνος  τώ  σώμα  τι  μεν  τη  Θάμα  ρ  συνηπτετο 

καί  την  επιθυμίαν  εζετελει ,  εις  καταβολήν  δε  σπέρματος  κατά  την 

υπό  θεού  δοθεΐσαν  παιδοποιίαν  ούκ  ετελεσιούργει,  άλλα  εαυτόν  ηδίκει, 

ώ  τρόπω  (αυτός')  τό  πονηρόν  είργάζετο,  ούτω  καί  ούτοι  κεχρηνται 
μεν  ταΐς  νομιζομεναις  *,  τελοϋντες  ταύτην  την  άθεμιτον  εργασίαν, 

πεφιλοτίμηται  γάρ  παρ'  αύτοΐς  ούχ  η  αγνεία ,  άλλ'  υποκριτική  μεν 

αγνεία  τώ  όνόματι  καλούμενη ,  φιλοτίμησις  δε  εως  του  μη  εγκυμονη- 

σαι  την  υπό  του  δοκοΰντος  *  εφθαρμενην  γυναίκα ,  η  κατά  τό  μη 

παραστησαι  τεκνογονίαν  εν  τώ  κόσμω  η  ίνα  μη  φωραθώσιν  υπό 

άνθρώπων,  βουλόμενοι  εν  τιμή  είναι  διά  την  νομιζομενην  παρ'  αύ¬ 
τοΐς  της  αγνείας  άσκησιν  όμως  τούτο  αυτών  εστι  τό  εργον,  ετεροι 

δύ  αυτό  τούτο  φιλοτιμοΰνται  τό  μυσαρόν  επιτελεΐν  ούχ ί  διά  γυναι¬ 

κών,  άλλα  καί  ετεροις  τρόποις,  ίδίαις  χ^ρσί  μολυνόμενοι.  καί  ωσαύ¬ 

τως  μιμούνται  τον  προειρημενον  υιόν  τού  'Ιούδα,  την  γην  ταΐς  αθέ¬ 
μιτο  ις  αυτών  εργασίαις  καί  μυσαραΐς  σταγόσιν  επιμολύνοντες  καί 

ποσίν  εαυτών  |  τάς  ρύσεις  εαυτών  άνατρίβοντες  εν  τη  γη,  ίνα  μη 

δήθεν  άρπαγώσι  τα  αυτών  σπέρματα  υπό  άκαθάρτων  πνευμάτων  εις 

υποδοχήν  εγκυμόνησε  ως  δαιμόνων. 

3  Ο  222 

4 

Ρ  521 

5 

6 

7 

8 

D  5^3 

Μ  U 

20  (η)  *  I  νομάσ]τεύεται  *.  21  (του)  *  |  άνω  μοι ]  ανόμου  Μ.  24^  τινες 

— γεγενησθαι  <  U;  wohl  vom  Rand  her  an  die  falsche  Stelle  geratener  Satz; 

hinter  κατειληφαμεν  Z.  1 9  einzuschieben  ? 

I  αυτών  M.  3  πεφθαρμενοι  U.  5  σεμνώτερον  U  |  Αυάνου  M.  6 

συνηπτο  M.  7  σπέρματος  *]  παιάοποιίας  M  U.  9  (αυτός)  *.  IO 

*  etwa  (μοναζοΰσα ις)  *.  II  vor  υποκριτική  +  η  Μ.  13  ύπερ  Μ 

*  etwa  (άσκητοϋ)  *  |  εφθαρμενην  *]  εφθάρθαι  Μ  πεφθάρθαι  U  |  κατά]  εις?  *. 

14  η  <  Μ.  ι6  αυτών]  αυτό  Μ.  17  μυσερόν  Μ  |  ου  Μ.  ΐ8  ετεροις ] 

άλλοις  U.  IQ  μιμούνται  <  Μ.  20  μυσεραΐς  Μ.  22  δήθεν  <  U 

εαυτών  U.  23  δαιμόνων  <  U. 
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Gregory  Theologus,  Oratio  25.8  (ed.  Maurists  1. 458-459) 

P-  459 
η.  T Hv  ore  γαληνην  είχομεν  άπ 6  των  αίρεσεων,  ηνίκα  Σίμωνες 

μεν,  καί  Μαρκίωνες,  Ούαλεντίνοι  τε  τινες,  καί  Βασιλεΐδαι,  καί  Κόρδωνες, 

Κηρινθοί  τε  καί  Καρπό  κρατείς,  καί  πάσα  η  περί  εκείνους  φλυαρία 

τε  καί  τερατεία,  επί  πλεΐστον  τον  των  δλων  Θεδν  τεμόντες,  καί 

ύπερ  του  αγαθού  τω  δημιουργώ  πολεμησαντες,  επειτα  κατεπόθησαν 

τω  εαυτών  βυθω,  καί  τη  σιγή  παραδοθεντες,  ώσπερ  ην  αξιον. 

Constitutiones  Apostolorum  [Apostolic  Constitutions)  VI.  10.3 
(ed.  Funk  1. 323  and  325) 

The  author  is  listing  the  teachings  of  the  various  heresies.  He  saves  the  Carpocra- 

tians  for  the  end,  perhaps  as  a  climax  of  wickedness.  The  underlined  words  are  not 

paralleled  in  the  Didascalia  Apostolorum. 

A  323 
A  325 

^lAAot  δε  άναίδην  εκπορνεύει  καί  παραχρασθαι  τη  σαρκί  έδιδα σκον 

καί  δια  πάσης  ανοσιουργί ας  Ιεναι,  ώς  ούτως  καί  μόνως  εκφεύξεσθα l 

την  φυχην  τούς  κοσμικούς  άρχοντας,  ούτοι  δε  πάντες  τού  διαβόλου 

όργανα  τυγχάνουσιν  καί  ,,υίοί  οργής 

Jerome,  Adversus  Luciferianos  23  end  (ed.  Vallarsi2,  II.  1.  !97-i98) 

col.  igy  Ad  eos  venio  haereticos,  qui  Evangelia  laniaverunt.  Saturninum 

quemdam,  &  Ophitas,  &  Cainaeos,  &  Setthoitas,  &  Garpocratem, 

&  Cerinthum,  &  hujus  fucceiforem  Ebionem,  &  caeteras  peftes, 

quorum  plurimi  vivente  adhuc  Joanne  Apoftolo  eruperunt,  & 

tamen  nullum  eorum  legimus  rebaptizatum. 

Filastrius,  Diversarum  hereseon  liber  VII-VIII  (ed.  Marx  19) 

Filastrius  locates  Carpocrates  after  Judas  (=  istum). 

VII 

p.  ig  Post  istum  Carpocras  nomine  surrexit,  et  ipse  dicens  unum  XXXV 

10  principium,  de  quo  principio,  id  est  de  deo,  prolationes 

factae  sunt,  inquit,  angelorum  atque  uirtutum:  ||  quae  autem 
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uirtutes  deorsum  sunt,  fecerunt  creaturam  istam  uisibilem 

ubi  nos,  inquit,  consistimus.  Christum  autem  dicit  non  de  2 

Maria  uirgine  et  diuino  spiritu  natum,  sed  de  semine  Ioseph 

15  hominem  natum  arbitratur,  deque  eo  natum  carnaliter,  sicut 

omnes  homines,  suspicatur.  Qpi  post  passionem,  inquit,  3 

melior  inter  Iudaeos  uita  integra  et  conuersatione  inuentus 

est;  cuius  animam  in  caelum  susceptam  praedicant,  carnem |  4 

uero  in  terram  dimissam  aestimant,  animique  salutem  soliws, 

20  carnis  autem  non  fieri  salutem  opinantur. 

VIII 

Cerinthus  successit  huius  errori  et  similitudini  uanitatis,  XXXVI 

docens  de  generatione  itidem  saluatoris  deque  creatura 

angelorum,  in  nullo  discordans  ab  eo,  nisi  quia  ex  parte 

25  solum  legi  consentit,  quod  a  deo  data  sit,  et  ipsum  deum 

Iudaeorum  esse  aestimat  qui  legem  dedit  filiis  Israhel. 

ii  uirtutem  A.  12  deorsum  Fabricius]  deorum.  14  uirgine  maria  B 

sed  om  A.  15  arbitrantur  A1.  18  suscepta  predicans  A.  19 

animeq :  B1  solis  A  solum  B.  20  canis  A1.  22  Cerynthus  B  Cherentus 

A.  23  de  generatione  itidem  B  degenerationem  A.  26  iudeorum  A 
iudaeos  B  esse  om  A  isrt  B. 

Filastrius,  Diversarum  hereseon  liber  XXIX  (ed.  Marx  30) 

XXIX 

p.  30  10  Alii  sunt  qui  Floriani  siue  Carpocratiani  dicuntur,  qui  et  LVII 

Milites  uocantur,  quia  de  militaribus  fuerunt,  negantes  iudi- 

cium  atque  resurrectionem,  Christum  natum  de  uirgine  non 

credentes,  omnemque  resurrectionem  in  filiorum  procreatione 

nefandi  coitus  aestimantes  consistere,  ut  in  ecclesia  sua  post 

15  occasum  lucernis  extinctis  misceri  cum  mulierculis  non  dubi- 

tauerint,  ||  legis  praeceptum  implere  putantes:  Nascimini  et  2 

multiplicamini,  Iudaismo  potius  et  paganitati  parere 

nefandae  quam  Christianae  ueritati  adquiescere  properantes, 

pecudumque  uitam  potius  et  amentiam  detinentes,  quos  et 

20  scriptura  uitae  pecudum  comparauit. 

16  Genes.  I  28.  19  II  Petr.  II  12  Iud.  10. 

11  quia  B  qui  A.  14  coetus  B  ut  om  A.  15  occasum  A  occasum 

solis  B.  16  nascemini  B  et  om  A.  17  parare  A.  18  xpiana 

ueritate  A.  19  pecodumque  uita  A.  20  pecodum  A. 
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Didymus  of  Alexandria,  De  Trinitate  III.42 

(Migne,  PG  39-992a-b) 

Didymus  is  explaining  that  the  Manichaean  heresy  derives  from  that  of  Simon, 

who  was  succeeded  by  Menander  and  Satornilus,  then  by  Basilides,  then  by  Carpoc- 

rates,  then  by  Valentinus.  He  summarizes  what  was  added  to  the  doctrine  by 

each. 

col.  gg2  καί  V7 το  Καρποκράτους,  του  καί  ύστερον  χρόνοις  κρατυναντος 

ταΰτα,  καί  εν  προσθήκης  μερει  μιαρίας  άπαγγείλα ντος,  ώς  εΐ 

μη  τις  διά  παντός  επιτηδεύματος  αμαρτίας  ελθων,  των  δαιμόνων 

όλων  τό  θέλημα  εκτελεση,  ου  δυναται  παρελθεΐν  τάς  άρχάς 

καί  εξουσίας,  καί  εις  τον  άνώτατον  φθάσαι  ουρανόν ·  ετι  μην 
καί  Ούαλεντίνου.  .  .  . 

Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (?),  Discourse  on  Mary  Theotokos 

(ed.  Budge,  Texts  58ff  [Coptic],  628  and  636ff  [English]) 

The  attribution  to  Cyril  is  accepted  by  Burch,  Gospel,  and  Waitz,  Evangelien  17, 

doubted  by  Vielhauer,  Evangelien  88,  and  denied  by  James,  review  of  Hennecke2 

185,  and  Altaner,  Patrologie 6  279.  Supposing  it  to  be  false,  the  text  would  nevertheless 

come  from  southern  Palestine,  and  probably  from  the  century  after  Cyril’s  death 

(386). 

p.  628  This  is  the  day  |  wherein  the  Queen,  the  mother 

of  the  King  of  Life,  tasted  death  like  every  other  human 

being,  because  she  was  flesh  and  blood.  And,  moreover, 

she  was  begotten  by  a  human  father,  and  brought  forth  by 

a  human  mother,  like  every  other  man.  Let  Ebion  now  be 

ashamed,  and  Harpocratius,  these  godless  heretics  who  say 

in  their  madness  that  ‘she  was  a  force  (or,  abstract  power)  of 
God  which  took  the  form  of  a  woman,  and  came  upon  the 

earth,  and  was  called  “Mary”,  and  this  force  gave  birth  to 

Emmanuel  for  us’.  Doth  it  not  follow  from  thy  imaginative 
words,  which  are  wholly  incongruous,  that  Christ  did  not  take 

flesh  upon  Himself?  Without  flesh  and  without  body  ‘forces’ 
would  be  beings  without  bodies,  and  they  could  not  die  like 

mortal  men.  Notwithstanding  [this],  come  hither  ye  deaf 

and  blind  and  foolish,  O  Bion  (sic)  and  Harpocration,  and 

I  will  question  you.  If  ye  say  that  Mary  is  a  ‘force’, 

Foi.  3  b  a  ‘force’  will  die.  Who  is  it  then  |  whose  falling  asleep  the 
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S  whole  of  the  inhabited  world  commemorateth  by  keeping 

a  festival  this  day?  Is  it  not  Saint  Mary,  the  mother  of 

our  Lord  Jesus  the  Christ? 

p.  636  And  now  I  wish  to  relate  to  you  an  incident  that  happened 

to  me.  There  was  a  certain  monk  who  lived  in  the  neighbour¬ 

hood  of  Maioma  of  Gaza,  who  had  received  instruction  in  the 

heresy  of  Bion  and  of  Harpocratius  his  master,  of  whose  books 

he  obtained  possession,  and  he  expounded  them  publicly,  and 

he  became  filled  with  blasphemies  and  with  falsehoods,  and  he 

masqueraded  with  great  pride  and  arrogance,  and  he  deceived 

all  the  poeple  who  were  in  that  neighbourhood  by  his  preten¬ 

sions,  through  those  who  used  to  come  to  the  holy  places 

Foi.  1 1  a  there  to  pray.  And  the  things  which  he  proclaimed  |  in  his 

Ica  corrupt  heterodoxy  were  repeated  to  me,  and  I  sent  two 

ministers  to  the  Bishop  of  Gaza,  and  I  said  unto  him, 

‘I  beseech  thee  to  seek  out  on  my  behalf  a  certain  monk 
who  is  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Maioma,  and  do  thou  send 

him  to  me,  together  with  his  books.’ 
And  when  the  bishop  had  received  the  letter  and  read  it, 

he  caused  search  to  be  made  for  that  monk  everywhere. 

And  when  they  had  brought  him  to  the  bishop  he  said  unto 

him,  ‘My  son,  rise  up  and  go  to  Jerusalem  to  the  archbishop. 
If  thou  dost  not  go  he  will  send  for  thee  and  thy  books. 

He  knoweth  about  thy  doctrine,  and  about  thy  preaching, 

and  whose  it  is.’  And  the  monk  replied,  ‘I  will  take  my 

books  and  I  will  go  to  him  in  Jerusalem.’  And  the  two 
ministers  took  him  to  Jerusalem  to  the  archbishop,  who 

said  unto  him,  4  We  have  heard,  O  brother,  that  thou  art 
teaching  a  strange  doctrine,  and  that  thou  art  changing  the 

voices  of  the  Holy  Gospels.’  The  monk,  [who  was  called] 

Foi.  1 1  b  Annarikhus,  said  unto  him,  4  My  teaching  (or,  doctrine)  is 

[kb]  not  a  strange  doctrine,  |  but  is  that  of  our  Fathers  the 

p.  637  Apostles,  and  our  own  Fathers  taught  it  everywhere  as  sound 

doctrine.’  And  Apa  Cyril  said  unto  him,  ‘Who  were  thy 

Fathers?’  And  the  monk  said,  ‘Sator,  and  Ebion,  who 

succeeded  him.’  And  the  archbishop  said  unto  him,  ‘Thou 

hast  become  a  disciple  and  hast  made  thyself  a  mule-like 

beast  under  the  stupid  yoke  of  the  chariot  of  the  Devil.’ 

And  the  monk  said  unto  him,  ‘Harpocratius  used  to  cast  out 

devils.’  And  the  archbishop  said  unto  him,  ‘Shew  me  by 
what  means  thou  dost  cast  out  devils,  and  in  what  way  thou 

dost  preach  the  Gospel,  and  what  thou  dost  say  concerning 

Christ  and  His  Birth  according  to  the  flesh,  and  concerning 

His  mother  who  brought  Him  forth,  and  concerning  His 
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death,  which  was  full  of  salvation,  and  His  resurrection  from 

the  dead  after  the  third  day.’ 

Foi.  i2 a  And  that  monk  replied,  ‘It  is  written  in  |  the  [Gospel]  to 

ΚΓ  the  Hebrews  that  when  Christ  wished  to  come  upon  the  earth 

to  men  the  Good  Father  called  a  mighty  “power”  in  the 

heavens  which  was  called  “Michael”,  and  committed  Christ 

to  the  care  thereof.  And  the  “power”  came  down  into  the 
world,  and  it  was  called  Mary,  and  [Christ]  was  in  her  womb 

for  seven  months.  Afterwards  she  gave  birth  to  Him,  and 

He  increased  in  stature,  and  He  chose  the  Apostles,  who 

preached  Him  in  every  place.  He  fulfilled  the  appointed 

time  that  was  decreed  for  Him.  And  the  Jews  became 

envious  of  Him,  they  hated  Him,  they  changed  the  custom  of 

their  Law,  and  they  rose  up  against  Him  and  laid  a  trap  and 

caught  Him,  and  they  delivered  Him  to  the  governor,  and  he 

gave  Him  to  them  to  crucify  Him.  And  after  they  had 

raised  Him  up  on  the  Cross  the  Father  took  Him  up  into 

heaven  unto  Himself.’  And  the  Patriarch  Cyril  said  unto 

the  monk,  ‘Who  sent  thee  about  to  teach  these  things?’ 

And  that  monk  said  unto  him,  ‘The  Christ  said,  Go  ye 
Foi.  i2  b  forth  I  into  all  the  world,  and  teach  ye  all  the  nations  in  My 

KA  Name,  in  every  place.’1  And  Apa  Cyril  said  unto  him,  ‘Dost 

p.  638  thou  take  the  Gospels  literally?’  And  the  monk  said,  ‘Yea, 

absolutely,  my  lord  Father.’  And  the  archbishop  answered 

and  said,  ‘Where  in  the  Four  Gospels  is  it  said  that  the  holy 

Virgin  Mary,  the  mother  of  God,  is  a  “force”?’  And  the 

monk  answered  and  said,  ‘  In  the  [Gospel]  to  the  Hebrews.’  And 

Apa  Cyril  answered  and  said,  ‘Then,  according  to  thy  words, 

there  are  Five  Gospels?’  And  that  monk  replied,  ‘Yea,  there 

are.’  And  Apa  Cyril  answered  and  said,  ‘What  is  the  name 
of  the  fifth  Gospel?  for  I  should  like  to  know  whence  this 

doctrine  concerning  Christ  is  derived,  and  to  understand  it. 

The  Four  Gospels  have  written  above  them:  “[The  Gospel] 

according  to  Matthew”;  “[The  Gospel]  according  to  Mark”; 

“[The  Gospel]  according  to  Luke”;  “[The  Gospel]  according 

Foi.  13a  to  John.”  I  Whose  is  the  fifth  Gospel?’  And  that  monk  said 

"ice  unto  him,  ‘It  is  [the  Gospel]  that  was  written  to  the  Hebrews.’ 
And  Saint  Cyril  answered  and  said,  ‘  If  thou  speakest  the 
truth,  O  brother,  must  we  not  then  reject  the  teaching  of  the 

Christ,  and  follow  the  misleading  doctrine  of  the  Hebrews? 
God  forbid !  The  Hebrews  wish  for  doctrine  of  this  kind 

greatly,  so  that  they  may  cast  a  blemish  upon  our  purity  and 

i  Matt,  xxviii.  19,  20. 
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honour,  even  as  it  was  said  by  the  Christ  in  times  of  old, 

“Thou  easiest  out  devils  by  Berzeboul.”1  And  is  it  not 

written,  “He  who  doth  not  confess  that  Jesus  the  Christ  hath 
come  in  the  flesh  is  a  deceiver  and  an  Antichrist,  like  thy¬ 

self”?2  And  again,  “Whosoever  shall  come  unto  thee,  and 
bring  a  doctrine  that  is  different  from  thine,  receive  him  not 

into  thy  house,  neither  say  unto  him,  Hail!”3  And  again,  “If 
they  were  of  us  they  would  have  been  like  unto  us;  they  came 

forth  from  us,  but  they  are  not  of  us.”4  Which  meaneth 
Foi.  13  b  that  they  utter  the  Name  of  Christ  with  their  mouths  only, 

lcs  and  that  they  make  a  pretence  in  their  hearts.  They  heap 

up  wrath  for  themselves  in  the  day  of  the  Judgement  of  Truth 

and  the  wrath  that  is  from  Jesus  the  Christ.  The  doctrine  of 

p.  6gg  the  Jews  cannot  be  joined  unto  the  doctrine  of  Christ.  What 

connection  can  there  be  between  the  agreement  of  the  [Gospel 

to  the]  Hebrews  and  the  agreement  of  the  Holy  Gospels? 

But  those  heresies  must  spring  up  which  Epiphanius  describes 

in  his  work  Άγκνρωτός,  saying,  “The  error  in  each  one  of 

them  is  different,  but  evil  is  implanted  in  them  all.”’  And 

Annarikhus  the  monk  said  unto  Apa  Cyril,  ‘The  night 
cannot  contend  against  the  day,  neither  can  darkness  stand 

before  the  light.  I  am  vanquished  by  thy  great  wisdom, 

and  I  know  that  I  have  made  a  mistake.  Let  thy  fatherhood 

grant  repentance  unto  me!  And  all  these  things  which 

I  have  overthrown  I  will  build  up  again.  But  take  my 

books,  and  burn  them  in  the  fire,  and  my  possessions  do  thou 

give  to  the  poor.  My  heart  followeth  thy  words  and  [those 

of]  the  Holy  Gospel.’ 
And  when  I  (i.e.  Cyril)  had  burned  his  books,  I  said  unto 

Foi.  14a  him,  I  ‘Who  .  .  . 

K  Θ  [One  leaf  wanting] 

‘He  to  Whom  no  form  can  be  assigned  was  born  [in  the  form 
of]  a  son.  He  was  the  Beginning,  and  He  Who  had  no 

beginning  was  brought  forth.  Now  there  was  a  beginning 

to  that  humanity,  but  the  Godhead  had  no  beginning,  and 

was  without  form.  And  no  addition  took  place  to  the  Trinity 

in  such  wise  that  the  Trinity,  which  consisteth  of  Three 

[Persons],  became  Four  [Persons].  One  σύνοδος  entered  one 

who  was  of  two  natures,  and  one  son  was  brought  forth, 

a  unity  of  the  flesh  without  any  diminution.  For  He  was 

neither  changed  in  His  nature,  nor  reduced  in  His  strength, 

i  Matt.  xii.  24;  Mark  iii.  22;  Luke  xi.  15.  2  2  John  7.  3  2  John  10. 

4  i  John  ii.  19. 
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nor  was  He  separated  from  His  Ancient  Begetter,  that  is  to 

say,  the  Beginning.  But  the  oneness  of  the  flesh  of  God 

received  one  Nature.  As  for  the  coming  to  us  of  the 

blessed  Offspring  God  the  Word,  it  is  the  miracle  that  was 

hidden  in  God  from  eternity,  I  mean  the  miracle  of  God  Who 

made  Himself  man.  An  impenetrable  mystery  is  the  Nature 

that  abolished  the  curse  and  destroyed  the  sentence  of  death, 

p.  640  and  taught  us  concerning  the  foundation,  which  had  no 

beginning,  of  the  Only-begotten  One,  Jesus  the  Christ,  our 

Lord,  the  production,  according  to  the  flesh,  of  the  womb  of 

Saint  Mary,  the  perpetual  Virgin,  in  whose  holy  house  we 

Foi.  14  b  are  |  gathered  together  this  day  to  commemorate  the  day  of 

Λ  her  death.  If  thou  wilt  confess  these  things  with  a  true  and 

sincere  belief  then  we  will  prepare  to  receive  thee  into  the 

fold  of  all  the  sheep  of  the  loving  Shepherd  Christ.  Have 

no  doubt  about  the  matter;  thou  must  either  follow  the  words 

which  I  have  taught  thee  or  thou  must  get  outside  this 

place.’  And  Annarikhus  opened  his  mouth  and  anathematized 

the  heresy  of  Ebion  and  Harpocratius,  saying,  ‘Anathema  be 
every  heresy;  the  things  which  thou  [Ebion]  hast  said  unto 

me  are  not  to  be  believed.  And  now,  O  my  father,  receive 

thou  me  into  good  fellowship  with  thyself.’  And  when 
I  knew  that  his  mind  had  received  the  light  I  baptized  him 

in  the  name  of  the  Lady  of  us  all,  Saint  Mary,  whose  day 

is  this  day.  Finally  he  went  to  a  monastery  in  the  Mount 

of  Olives,  and  he  builded  upon  the  foundation  of  the  Apostles 

until  the  day  of  his  death. 

Augustine,  De  haeresibus  7  (ed.  Maurists, 
second  Paris  ed.,  VIII.  1.40) 

col.  40  VII.  Carpocratiani  sunt  a  Carpocrate,  qui  docebat  omnem 

turpem  operationem,  omnemque  adinventionem  peccati:  nec 

aliter  evadi  atque  transiri  principatus  et  potestates,  quibus 

haec  placent,  ut  possit  ad  coelum  superius  perveniri.  Hic  etiam 

Jesum  hominem  tantummodo,  et  de  utroque  sexu  natum  putasse 

perhibetur,  sed  accepisse  talem  animam,  qua  sciret  ea  quae 

superna  essent,  atque  nuntiaret.  Resurrectionem  corporis  simul 

cum  Lege  abjiciebat.  Negabat  a  Deo  factum,  sed  a  nescio 

quibus  virtutibus  mundum.  Sectae  ipsius  fuisse  traditur  quaedam 

Marcellina,  quae  colebat  imagines  Jesu  et  Pauli  et  Homeri  et 

Pythagorae,  adorando  incensumque  ponendo. 
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Augustine,  Contra  adversarium  legis  et  prophetarum  40  end 

(ed.  Maurists,  second  Paris  ed.,  VIII.  1.926-927) 

Augustine  interprets  I  Jn.  2.18,  “Nunc  antichristi  multi  facti  sunt,”  as  referring 
to  heretics. 

col.  926  Eos  autem  dicebat  haereticos,  qui  temporibus  Apostolorum  esse 

jam  coeperant.  Hi  autem  coeperunt  esse  post  ascensionem 

duntaxat  in  coelum  Domini  Jesu  Christi,  ab  illo  Simone  mago, 

quem  legimus  in  Actibus  Apostolorum  baptizatum.  Post  hunc 

col.  927  autem  fuerunt  nonnulli  discipuli  ejus,  in  eadem  impietate  post¬ 

eriores  prioribus  succedentes:  quorum  in  successione  quartus 

exstitit  Basilides,  qui  primus  apertius  ausus  est  dicere,  Deum 

quem  gens  Judaea  coluit,  non  fuisse  verum  deum.  Post  istos  fuit 

quidam  etiam  Carpocrates,  qui  negavit  istum  visibilem  mun¬ 

dum  a  summo  Deo  creatum,  sed  a  quisbudam  virtutibus  daemon¬ 

iorum:  negans  etiam  Legem  quae  per  Moysen  data  est,  Deum 

dedisse.  Cerdon  postea  surrexit,  qui  primus  invenitur  dixisse 

duos  deos,  unum  bonum,  et  alterum  malum,  longe  antequam 

haeresis  Manichaeorum  emersisset,  quorum  in  hoc  furioso 

deliramento  error  est  notior.  Hujus  Cerdonis  Marcion  discipulus 

fuit.  Appelles  quoque  talia  docuit.  Fuerunt  etiam  a  quodam 

Patricio  nonnulli  Patriciani,  vel  sunt,  similiter  adversantes 

divinis  veteribus  Libris.  Hi  omnes  apertissime  contra  Deum 

sentiunt  Legis  et  Prophetarum,  hoc  est,  Deum  verum,  a  quo 

factus  est  mundus.  De  aliqua  istorum  haeresi  est  iste:  nam  non 

eum  puto  esse  Manichaeum. 

[Cyril  of  Alexandria,  Fragmenta  in  epistolam  ad  Hebraeos ,  in 

Cyrilli ...  in  d.  Joannis  evangelium  (ed.  P.  Pusey,  Oxford,  1872, 
111.370 

This  is  taken  from  Athanasius,  Oratio  I  contra  Arianos  56,  q.v.  supra ,  p.  327  of  this 

appendix] 

Theodoret,  Haereticarum  fabularum  compendium  I.5 

(ed.  Schulze  IV. 293-295) 

p.  299  '0  δε  Καρποκράτης,  Άλεξα νδρευς  ών  το  γένος,  υπό  μεν  αγγέλων 

και  αυτός  την  κτίσιν  έφησε  γεγενησθαι·  τον  δε  Κύριον  Ίησοΰν  έκ 

του  ’ Ιωσήφ  και  της  Μαρίας  γεννηθηναι  τοις  άλλοις  άνθρώττοις 
παραπλησίως,  αρετή  δε  αυτόν  διαπρέφαι,  καί  καθαρόν  έσχηκότα 
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φυχην,  καί  μεμνημενην  της  μετά  τού  αγέννητου  διαγωγής,  φησί 

δε  καί  τους  εκείνω  παραπλησίως,  των  κοσμοποιών  αγγέλων 

καταφρονησαντας,  ομοίως  λαμβάνειν  δύναμιν  προς  το  πράξαι  τα 

όμοια.  ει  δϊ  καί  καθαρωτεραν  τις  σχοίη  φυχην ,  ύπερβησεται ,  φησί , 

p.  294  /ceu  τού  Υιού  την  αξίαν.  Εις  τοσαυτην  τύφου  μανίαν  εξώκειλαν 

άνδρες,  γοητεία  μεν  χρώμενοι,  καί  τάς  των  δαιμόνων  επικλήσεις 

ποιούμενοι ,  την  δε  άσελγειαν  συγκαλυπτειν  ούκ  ανεχόμενοι,  άλλα 

νόμον  την  ακολασίαν  ποιούμενοι,  δόξη  γάρ  φησιν,  ούκ  αλήθεια, 

τα  μεν  των  πραγμάτων  κακά  είναι  δοκεΐ,  τά  δε  αγαθά,  αλλά 

γάρ  ενταύθα  γενόμ ενός,  ούκ  οΐδ *  όπως  υπερπηδήσω  την  της  άσελγείας 
νομοθεσίαν,  τάς  γάρ  πυθαγορικάς  μετενσω ματώσεις  είσδεξάμενοι, 

τον  συνεζευγμενον  ού  προσεδεξαντο  λόγον,  ό  μεν  γάρ  Πυθαγόρας 

τάς  ημαρτηκυίας  φυχάς  εφησεν  εις  σώματα  πεμπεσθαι,  ώστε  καί 

δίκας  δούναι,  καί  καθαρθηναι  σπουδή,  οΰτοι  δε  της  μετενσωματώσεως 

αιτίαν  είναι  φασί  της  πυθαγορικης  εναντίαν  εκ  διαμέτρου,  λεγουσι 

γάρ  εις  τά  σώματα  πεμπεσθαι  τάς  φυχάς,  ώστε  παν  είδος  ασελγειών 

επιτε λεσαι.  τάς  ούν  εν  τη  μια  καθόδω  πεπληρωκυίας,  ετερας  μη 

χρηζειν  άποσολης·  τάς  δε  ολίγα  ημαρτηκυίας,  καί  δίς  εκπεμπεσθαι, 

καί  τρις,  καί  πολλάκις,  εως  αν  εκπληρώσωσιν  άπαντα  της  κακίας 

τά  είδη,  ίνα  δε  μητις  ύποπτεύση  με  ταύτα  πλάττεσθαι  κατ  αύτών, 

Ειρηναίου,  τού  την  εσπεραν  φωτίσαντος  άνδρός  άποσολικού,  παρα- 

θησομαι  μαρτυρίαν,  λεγει  δε  ούτος  εν  τω  πρώτω  βιβλίω  των  εις 

τάς  αίρεσεις  συγγραφεντων  αύτατ  καί  εί  μεν  πράσσεται  παρ'  αύτοΐς 
τά  άθεα,  καί  εκθεσμα,  καί  άπειρημενα,  εγώ  ούκ  αν  πιστεύσαιμι ·  εν 

δε  τοΐς  συγγράμμ ασιν  αύτών  ούτως  άναγεγραπται,  καί  αύτοί  ούτως 

p.  299  εξηγούνται,  τον  Ίησούν  λεγοντες  εν  μυστηρίω  τοΐς  μαθηταΐς  αυτού 

καί  άποστόλοις  κατ’  ιδίαν  λελαληκεναι,  καί  αύτούς  άξιώσαι  τοΐς  άξίοις 

καί  τοΐς  π ειθομενοις  ταύτα  παραδίδόναι.  διά  πίστεως  γάρ  καί  αγάπης 

σώζεσθαι,  τά  δε  λοιπά  άδιάφορα  οντα,  κατά  την  δόξαν  τών  άνθρώ- 

πων,  πη  μεν  άγαθά,  πη  δε  κακά  νομίζεσθαι,  ούδενός  φύσει  κακού 

ύπάρχοντος.  ταύτα  μεν  ούν  ό  θαυμάσιος  Ειρηναίος  περί  αύτών 

εφη.  τά  δε  έξης  ού  προστεθεικα.  υπερβολήν  γάρ  εχει  μανίας.  Καί 

Έπιφάνης  δε  τούτου  παΐς,  διά  πλατωνικής  ηγ μένος  παιδείας,  την 

τούτου  μυθολογίαν  επλάτυνεν.  Άδριανού  δε  καί  οΰτοι  βασιλεύοντος 

τάς  πονηράς  αίρεσεις  εκράτυν αν. 

See  also  the  beginning  of  1.6:  Πρόδικος  δε  τούτον  διαδεξάμενος  .  .  .  προφανώς  λαγνεύειν 

τοΐς  Καρποκράτους  προστεθεικε  δόγμασι. 

Praedestinatus,  De  haer esibus  7  (ed.  Oehler, 
Haeresiologici  234-235) 

p.  294  Carpocratianorum  septima  est  haeresis,  a  Carpocrate  inventa, 

qui  docebat  potestates  tenebrarum  transire  non  posse,  nisi  solos 
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eos  qui  omni  se  turpitudini  miscuissent.  Hi  dominum  nostrum 

Iesum  de  utroque  sexu  genitum  adserebant,  sed  talem  animam  ac¬ 

cepisse  quae  superna  caelorum  sciret.  Resurrectionem  corporis 

denegantes  prophetas  testamenti  veteris  condemnabant.  Habebant 

autem  Marcellinam  quandam,  quae  imagines  Iesu  et  Pauli  et  Py¬ 

thagorae  philosophi  ponebat  in  medio  populi  quem  decipiebat,  et 

p.  faciebat  eos  his  imaginibus  honorem  deitatis  exhibere,  et  incensum 

ponere.  Hos  damnavit  apud  Cyprum  beatus  Barnabas  Christi  dis¬ 

cipulus,  docens  eos  ministros  esse  Satanae,  et  non  debere  consti¬ 

tuit  Christianum  penitus  cum  his  habere  sermonem. 

Pseudo-Jerome,  Indiculus  de  haer esibus  io 

(ed.  Oehler,  Haeresoilogici  290-291) 

p.  2go  Carpocras,  1Cerinthus  et  Evion,  hi  tres  sibi  successerunt,  di¬ 

centes  omnia  secundum  legem,  2circumcidi,  observare  sabbatum 

et  dies  festos  Iudaicos;  Christus  enim  3haec  cum  omnia  observavit, 

sufficere  dicentes  ita  4esse  ut  doctorem,  ut  magistrum.  Christum 
autem  negant  per  spiritum  sanctum  a  Maria  virgine  natum,  sed  a 

p.  2gi  Ioseph  conceptum  ut  hominem  nuptiali  coitu;  habuisse  autem  illum 

spiritum  prophetalem,  et  venturum  ac  iudicaturum  vivos  et  mortuos. 

P .  2go 

Cap.  X. — 1  Cherinthus  Men.  2  circumcidii  Men.  3  haec  cum  omnia  ego. 

haec  omnia  Men.  4  esse  ut  doctorem  ego.  esse  doctorem  Men. 

Isidore  of  Seville,  Originum  VIII. 6. 7  (ed.  Oehler,  Haeresiologici 

304  =  VIII. 5. 7  in  W.  Lindsay,  Isidori  hispalensis  episcopi 

etymologiarum  .  .  .  libri  XX  [Oxford,  n.d.]) 

p.  304  7.  Carpocratiani  a  Carpocrate  quodam  vocantur,  qui  dixit  Chri¬ 

stum  hominem  fuisse  tantum,  et  de  utroque  sexu  progenitum. 

[Honorius  of  Augustodunum,  De  haeresibus  libellus  22  (ed.  Oehler, 

Haeresiologici  328)  =  Isidore  of  Seville  (with  minor 
differences  of  wording)] 
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Sophronii  Patriarchae  Hierosolymorum  (Sophronius  of 

Jerusalem),  Epistola  Synodica  ad  Sergium  Patriarchum 

Constantinopolitanum  (ed.  Migne,  PG  87.3,  col.  3189) 

Ανάθεμα  τοίννν  εισαεί  καί  κατάθεμ a  από  της  αγίας  και  όμ οονσίου  καί  προσκυνητής  Τριάδος , 

Πατρός  καί  Υίοΰ  καί  αγίου  Πνεύματος,  εστωσαν,  πρώτον  μεν  Σιμών  ο  Μάγος,  ό  πασών 

πρώτος  κακίστων  κακίστως  άρζας  αιρέσεων ·  μεθ'  δν  καί  Κλεόβιος,  Μένανδρος,  Φίλητος, 

'  Ερμογενης,  Αλεξαρδρος  ό  Χαλκεύς,  Δοσίθεος,  Γόρθεος,  Σα τορνΐνος,  Μασβόθεος,  Άδριανός, 

Βασι λείδης,  ’ Ισίδωρος  ό  τούτου  υιός  καί  την  μανίαν  υπέρτερος,  Έβίων,  Καρποκράτης, 

’ Επιφανής ,  Πρόδικος,  Κηρινθός  τε  καί  Μηρινθος,  Ούαλεντΐνος,  Φλωρΐνος,  Βλαστός, 
Άρτεμων ,  Σεκοΰνδος  .  .  .  (the  list  goes  on  for  three  columns). 

John  of  Damascus,  De  haer esibus  compendium  27 

(ed.  Lequien  L82) 

p.  82  κζ.  ΚΑΡΠΟΚΡΑΤΙΑΝΟΙ ·  οι  από  Καρποκράτους  τίνος  τών  εν 

τη  Ασία,  ούτος  έδιδα σκε  πάσαν  αίσχρουργίαν  εκτελεΐν,  καί  παν 

επιτήδευμα  αμαρτίας,  εί  μητις,  φησί,  διά  πάντων  παρελθη,  καί  τό 

θέλημα  πάντων  τών  δαιμόνων  καί  άγγελων  εκτελεση,  ου  δύναται 

ύπερβηναι  τον  άνώτατον  ουρανόν,  ουδέ  τάς  άρχάς,  καί  τάς  εξουσίας  παρελ- 

θεΐν.  ελεγεν  δε  τον  Ιησοϋν  φυχην  νοεράν  είληφεναι *  είδότα  δε  τα  άνω 

ενταύθα  καταγγελλειν  καί  εί  τις  πράξειεν  όμοια  τώ  Ιησού,  κατ'  αυτόν 
είναι,  τόντε  νόμον  συν  τη  τών  νεκρών  άναστάσει,  άπηγόρευσεν,  ώς  of 

άπο  Σίμωνος,  καί  αί  δεύρο  αίρεσεις.  τούτου  γεγονεν  η  εν  Ρώμη 

Μαρκελλίνα'  εικόνας  δε  ποιησας  εν  κρυφή  Ιησού ,  καί  Παύλου ,  καί 

Ομηρου,  καί  Πυθαγόρα,  ταύταις  εθυμία  καί  προσεκύνει.1 

I  See  also  p.  81,  λβ.  ΣΕΚΟΥΝ ΔΙΑΝΟΙ'  οΐς  συνάπτεται  Επιφανής  καί  ’ Ισίδωρος  ταΐς 

αύταΐς  κεχρημένοι  συζυγία ις,  τα  σμοια  Ούαλεντ ίνω  πεφρονηκότες'  ετερα  δε  παρ'  αυτών 
ποσώς  διηγούμενοι,  άπαγορεύουσι  δε  καί  αυτοί  την  σάρκα. 

Michael  Syrus,  Chronique  VI. 4  (ed.  Chabot  1.2. 177) 

p.  iyy  A  cette  epoque  parut  Carpocrate,  le  chef  de  l’heresie  des 
Gnostiques,  qui  pratiquaient  la  magie  de  Simon,  et  se  vantaient 

des  guerisons  faites  par  les  demons  parmi  eux.  Ils  se  rejouissaient 

d’abominables  obscenites.  A  cette  epoque,  les  chretiens  furent 

accuses,  par  de  faux  apotres,  d’abuser  de  leurs  meres  et  de 

leurs  soeurs.  Cette  odieuse  opinion  s’eteignit  promptement,  et  la 
verite  fut  etablie. 
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CLAUSULAE 

I.  Possible  arrangements  of  long  and  short  syllables  in  groups  of  five,  and  their 

occurrences  in  the  sentence  endings  of  Stromateis  III  and  of  the  letter: 

Arrangement Occurrences  in Stromateis  III In  the  letter 
tHJ 

nil — 

V — — — — tHJ 

II 

— 

— V — — — tHJ nil Ill 
— — V — — tHJ IHJ 1111 1 
— — — V — tHJ tHJ tHJ 

tHJ  IHJ  III III 
— — — — V tHJ nil — 

V V — — — HU IHJ 1 — 

V — V — — tHJ — 

V — — V — tHJ tHJ tHJ nn  mt  1 / 

V — — — V tHJ IHJ II 
— — — V V 

IHJ 
tHJ 

IHJ III II 
— — V — V tHJ II — 

— V — — V 
tHJ 

IHJ 
tin nn II 

— V V — — tHJ 1 — 

— V — V — tHJ IHJ II 1 
— — V V — tHJ III — 

V V V — — 

nil 

II 

V V — V — tHJ tHJ 1 
V V — — V tHJ 

nn 

1 1 
V — V V — tHJ III — 

V — V — V 

!HJ IHJ 1 — 

V — — V V IHJ nil / 

— V V V — IHJ 
tHJ 

mi II / 

— V V — V 

II 

— 

— V — V V 

tHJ III — 

— — V V V 

II 

— 

V V V V — IHJ 1 / 

V V V — V 1111 
II 

— 

V V — V V IHJ tHJ 1 II 
V — V V V 

II 

— 

— V V V V nil — 

V V V V V 
1111 

— 

Totals  32 3J4 

24 
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Note  that  this  list  does  not  include  the  endings  of  quotations,  sentences  introducing 

quotations,  rhetorical  questions  of  less  than  five  syllables,  and  passages  textually 

corrupt. 

Number  of  possible  arrangements:  32 

Number  of  occurrences  in  Stromateis  III:  314 

Number  of  occurrences  in  the  letter :  24 

II.  Clement’s  preferred  and  avoided  patterns,  followed  by  the  numbers  of 
their  occurrences  in  Stromateis  III  and  in  the  letter: 

Preferred, 
Avoided 

- v  - 

28/3 

-  v  v  - V 

2/0 v - v  - 
26/1 

- V  V 

V 

2/0 -  V - V 19/2 v  -  V  V V 

2/0 
- V  V 

18/2 -  V  V  V 
V 

4/0 

-  V  V  v  - 17/1 V  V  V  V V 

4/0 

-  -  V  -  - 14/1 

V  v  v  - 

— 

4/2 

v  -  v  - 

— 

5/0 

-  V  v  - 
— 

6/0 
V  V  V  V — 

6/1 

Totals: 122/10 35/3 

Proportional 

.  .  122  10  4  3 
relations :  - :  —  : :  —  :  — 

314  24  12  12 
35_.3_..i  .1 

3*4  24  9  '8 
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CLEMENT’S  QUOTATIONS  FROM  MK. 

This  list  contains  all  the  passages  listed  by  Stahlin  as  quotations  of  Mk. ;  the 

passages  he  lists  as  mere  reminiscences  are  not  included. 

The  items  enclosed  in  parentheses  Stahlin  should  not  have  listed  as  quotations  of 

Mk. ;  either  their  wording  or  their  context  shows  clearly  that  they  are  quotations 

of  passages  from  other  works  (most  often  Matthew).  At  most  they  show  some  similarity 

to  Markan  wording  and  belong  in  Stahlin’s  other  category,  that  of  reminiscences. 
The  passages  not  enclosed  in  parentheses,  but  not  starred,  might  be  quotations  of 

Mk. ;  but  in  most  instances  they  probably  are  not,  since  they  are  cases  where  the 

text  of  Mk.  is  so  similar  to  that  of  at  least  one  other  Gospel,  or  the  text  of  Clement 

so  remote  from  both,  that  there  is  no  telling  which  is  being  quoted  (and,  in  such 

cases,  it  is  almost  always  more  probable  that  the  more  popular  Gospel — that  is, 

not  Mk. — was  in  the  writer’s  mind). 

Finally,  the  passages  starred  are  undoubtedly  quotations  of  Mk.  “Undoubtedly” 
— except  for  III.141.5,  on  which  see  the  note.  The  great  majority  of  these  (12  out 

of  16)  occur  in  QDS  in  the  discussion  of  Mk.  10. 17-31.  Several  of  these  are  Matthaean 

phrases  which  now  stand  in  Clement’s  text  of  Mk.  Whether  he  found  them  there 
or  put  them  there  is  dubious.  There  is  one  instance,  however,  where  the  intrusion 

of  a  Matthaean  phrase  was  surely  his  work:  III.  166.24,  πώλ^σορ  τά  υπάρχοντά  σου. 

In  his  quotation  of  the  Markan  text  as  a  whole  Clement  had  written  πώλησον  οσα 

εχεις  (III.  162.26),  but  as  he  went  on  in  his  exegesis  he  slipped  into  the  Matthaean 

wording.  I  suppose  the  phrase  must  be  included  in  this  list  of  quotations  from  Mk., 

since  Clement  presents  it  as  such,  and  one  cannot  deny  him  the  privilege  of  misquot¬ 

ing  his  own  Gospel  text. 

I.9.18,  Mk.  1.3  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  reference  to  source. 

I.165.16,  Mk.  1.6  =  Mt.  No  ref.  to  source. 

n.363.  i6f,  Mk.  1.7  =  Lk.  No  ref.  to  source. 

I.105.6,  Mk.  1. 11  =  Lk.  &  Mt.  (western  text).  No  ref. 

III.  199.7-16,  Mk.  1.44  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref. 

(II.  153.22^  Mk.  1.40  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref.;  probably  not  a  reference  to  any 

canonical  Gospel.) 

(I.93.19-21,  Mk.  2.1  if  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref.  Dubious  parallel  to  canonical  Gospels.) 

(III.  142.13^  Mk.  3.35.  No.  Mt.  &  Lk.  closer.  No  ref.) 
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(II.379.18,  Mk.  4.1 1.  No.  Mt.  1 3. 1 1.  No  ref.  Clearly  Mt.,  but  has  το  μυστήριον 

in  singular  as  Mk.) 

(II.9.  i6fT,  Mk.  4.21.  No.  Half  Lk.  8.16  &  11.33,  half  Mt.  5.15.  Dubious  if  from 

canonical  Gospels.) 

(II.IO.2I,  Mk.  4.25.  No.  Mt.  25.29,  Lk.  19.26.  No  ref.  Dubious  if  from  canonical 

Gospels.  Cf.  following.) 

(II.  1 00. if,  Mk.  4.25.  No.  Closer  to  the  above  but  clearly  from  noncanonical  source. 
No  ref.) 

(II.263.25f,  Mk.  4.25.  No.  The  noncanonical  source  above  combined  with  Mt. 

6.33.  No  ref.) 

(in.41.7,  Mk,  4*25»  No  —  II.  10.2 1  above.  N"o  ref.) 

Π.319  .22,  Mk.  5.34  =  Lk.  8.48.  No  ref.1 

II.486. 14,  Mk.  5.34  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref. 

II.134.28ff,  Mk.  7«6f  =  Mt.  15. 8f  =  Is.  29.13.  No  ref. 

II.  146.  i  if,  Mk.  7.6f  =  Mt.  15. 8f  =  Is.  29.13.  No  ref. 

II. 262.17f,  

Mk.  7.6f  =  Mt.  15. 8f  =  Is.  29.13.  No  ref. 

(1. 187. i of,  Mk.  7.15.  No.  No  parallel.  No  ref.) 

(I.i87.iof,  Mk.  7.20.  No.  Mt.  15.18.  No  ref.) 

III.  1 27.  i of,  Mk.  8.31  =  Lk.  9.22 (?).  Dubious  if  from  canonical  Gospels.  No  ref. 

II.172.13f,  Mk.  8.35  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref. 

II. 488.9^  Mk.  8.36  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref. 

*11.280.1-4,  Mk.  8.38.  No  ref.  (Strom.  IV.) 

(III.106.23f,  Mk.  9.1.  No.  Mt.  16.28.  No  ref.) 

*1.148. if,  Mk.  9.7.  No  ref.  ( Paed .  I.) 

(III.  107.5  &  1  °,  Mk.  9.9.  No.  Mt.  17.9.  No  ref.) 

?*III.  141 .5,  Mk.  9.29.  No  parallel  save  in  Mk.  but  not  close  to  Mk.  Dubious  if  from 

noncanonical  Gospel,  but  a  version  of  the  Markan  story.  No  ref.  (Eclog.  proph. 12.) 

II.245.24ff,  Mk.  9.42  =  Lk.  1 7. if.  Closer  to  Lk.,  but  has  one  Markan  trait.  No 
ref. 

I

.

 

2

7

4

.

2

4

,

 

 

Mk.  9.47  =  Mt.  18.9.  No  ref. 

I

I

.

 

2

1

7

.

2

1

,

 

 

Mk.  10.9  =  Mt.  19.6.  No  ref. 

II. 217. 31-218. 4,  Mk.  10. 3-12  =  Mt.  19.4-9.  Closer  to  Mt.,  but  has  some  Markan 
traits.  No  ref. 

II. 218. 31,  Mk.  10.9  =  Mt.  19.6.  No  ref. 

(II.  ig3.6f,  Mk.  10.11.  No.  Mt.  19.9.  No  ref.) 

(II.  1 93. 1 1  — 13,  Mk.  10.11— 12.  No.  Quite  different.  Noncanonical  source?  No  ref.) 

I.97. 1-5,  Mk.  io.i3f  =  Mt.  1 9 . 1 3 fT.  Closer  to  Mt.  No  ref. 

(I.284.26ff,  Mk.  10.17,19.  No.  Lk.  10.25-38  with  Markan  contamination.  No ref.) 

i.  Swanson,  Text  97,  accepts  this  as  a  certain  quotation  of  Mk.  But  Mk.  has  ύπαγε  (εις  ειρήνην ),  Lk. 

has  πορεύου,  and  Clement  has  άπελθε  with  no  indication  from  which  (if  either)  of  the  canonical 

Gospels  he  took  this  cliche. 
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*111.162.19—163.12,  Mk.  IO.17— 31.  ταΰτα  μεν  εν  τώ  κατά  Μάρκον  εύαγγελίω  γεγραπταυ · 

καί  εν  το  ΐς  άλλους  δε  πάσυν  (rots')  άνω  μολογη  μένους  ολίγον  μεν  ’ίσως  εκασταχοΰ  των 
ρημάτων  εναλλάσσει ,  πάντα  δε  την  αυτήν  της  γνώμης  συμφωνίαν  επιδείκνυτ at.  (QDS.) 

1. 132. 13,  Mk.  10.18  =  Lk.  18.19  (western  text.) 

I.  1 33.56,  Mk.  10.18  =  Lk.  18.19  (western  text.) 

(1. 284. 27,  Mk.  10.19.  No.  Contamination  of  Lk.  4.5. )2 
(I.i78.22f,  Mk.  10.21.  No.  Mt.  19.21.  No  ref.) 

(II.221.24f,  Mk.  10.21.  No.  Mt.  19.21.  No  ref.) 

*111.165.25,  Mk.  10.21.  No.  Mt.  19.21.  No  ref.  However,  this  is  part  of  the  exegesis 

of  Mk.  1 0.17-3 1.  Clement  has  the  Matthaean  phrase  in  his  Markan  text. 

*III.i66.4,  Mk.  10.21.  No.  Lk.  13.22.  As  above,  but  Lk.  for  Mt. 

*III.i66.24,  Mk.  10.21.  Actually  Mt.  No  ref.  Still  in  the  exegesis. 

*111.169.336,  Mk.  10.21  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref.  Still  in  the  exegesis. 

*111.173.2,  Mk.  10.26  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  Still  in  the  exegesis. 

*111. 1 73. 7Γ,  Mk.  10.26.  Still  in  the  exegesis. 

*111.174.1,  Mk.  10.28  =  Mt.  19.27.  Still  in  the  exegesis. 

II. 255.18-20,  

Mk.  10.296  =  Mt.  19.29.  No  ref. 

*111.174.11-13,  Mk.  10.296  Still  in  the  exegesis.  More  Matthaean  traits. 

*111.175.28-30,  Mk.  10.30.  Still  in  the  exegesis. 

*111.176.26,  Mk.  10.30.  Still  in  the  exegesis  (=  Lk.  18.30). 

*111.176.27,  Mk.  10.31  =  Mt.  19.30.  Still  in  the  exegesis. 

I
.
 
i
3
9
.
3
°
f
l
f
,
3
2
f
,
 
 

Mk.  10.45  =  Mt.  20.28.  No  ref. 

I
I
.
 
4
9
8
.
3
3
,
 
 

Mk.  10.48  =  Lk.  18.39  (etc.).  No  ref.3 

(1.286.15^  
Mk.  

12.17.  
No.  Mt.  22.21.  

No  ref.) 

I
I
.
 
2
1
8
.
3
f
,
 
 

Mk.  12.25  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref. 

11-503.5,  Mk.  12  .25  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  (Closer  to  a  variant  of  Lk.)  No  ref. 

1.183.176  Mk.  12.306  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref. 

(1. 284. 226  Mk.  i2-3of  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref.  Shown  by  the  sequel  to  be  Mt.) 

(II.  150.23-25,  Mk.  i2-3of  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref.  Shown  by  the  sequel  to  be  Mt.) 

(1. 77.186  Mk.  12.306  No.  Synthesis  of  Mt.  18.18  &  Lk.  10.27.  No  ref.) 

(I.i 25.4,  Mk.  12.306  No  Quotation  of  Dt.  6.5;  see  context.  No  ref.) 

I
I
I
.
 
 

1 78.66  Mk.  12.306  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  Slightly  closer  to  Mk.,  but  close  to  none. 

No  ref. 

I.77.206  Mk.  12.31  =  Mt.  22.39.  No  ref. 

I

.

 

2

2

9

.

1

6

,

 

 

Mk.  12.31  =  Mt.  22.39.  No  ref. 

(II.22 1.266  Mk.  12.31  =  Mt.  22.39.  No  ref.  Context  refers  to  the  OT  command.) 

I

I

.

 

2

8

1

.

 

20,  Mk.  13.13  =  Mt.  24.13.  No  ref. 

I

I

I

.

 

1

8

1

.

2

1

,

 

 

Mk.  13.13  =  Mt.  24.13.  No  ref. 

11.219.36  Mk.  13.17  =  Mt.  &  Lk.  No  ref. 

1.195.36  Mk.  14.20  =  Mt.  26.23.  Closer  to  Mt.,  but  some  Markan  traits.  No  ref. 

2.  Swanson,  Text  97ff,  takes  μη  μοιχεΰσης,  μη  φονευσης  in  III.44*Iof  as  a  certain  quotation  of 

Mk.10.19,  but  it  looks  more  like  Lk.  18.20. 

3.  Swanson,  Text  97ff,  accepts  this  as  a  certain  quotation  of  Mk.,  but  the  words  quoted  are  identical 

with  those  in  Lk. 
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clement’s  quotations  from  mk. 

I. 176.7^  Mk.  14.25  =  Mt.  26.29.  Closer  to  Mt.,  but  some  Markan  traits.  No 

ref. 

(1.66.  i,  Mk.  14.36  =  Rom.  8.15.  Shown  to  be  Romans  by  the  context.  No  ref.) 

II. 119.6f,  Mk.  14.38  =  Mt.  26.41.  No  ref. 

II. 268. 21,  Mk.  14.38  =  Mt.  26.41.  No  ref. 

*111.209.9-11,  Mk.  i4.6if.  Introduced  by  the  words:  “In  evangelio  verum  secun¬ 

dum  Marcum  interrogatus  dominus,”  etc.  The  context  goes  on  to  contrast  the 
Markan  report  with  that  in  the  other  Gospels.  ( Adumbrationes  in  epistulas 

canonicas .) 
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APPENDIX  F 

CLEMENT’S  QUOTATION  OF  MK.  io.  17-31 
(showing  contaminations  from  Mt.  and  Lk.) 

Clement,  III. 162. 19-163. 12  (QDS,  4.4-10) 

εκπορευόμενου  αύτοΰ  είς  οδόν 

77 -ροσελθών  τι?  εγονυπετει  λόγων’ 

διδάσκαλε  άγαθε ,  τι  ποιήσω, 

ινα  ζωήν  αιώνιον  κληρονομήσω ; 

ο  δε  ’ Ιησούς  λεγει· 

τι  με  αγαθόν  λεγεις  ; 

ουδέ ίς  αγαθός  ει  μη  εις  6  Θεός. 

τάς  εντολάς  οίδας· 

μη  μοιχεύσης,  μη  φονεύσης, 

μη  κλεφης,  μη  φευδομαρτυ ρήσης, 

τίμα  τον  πατέρα  σου  και  την  μητέρα. 

δ  δε  άποκριθεις  λεγει  αύτώ’ 
πάντα  ταΰτα  εφύλαζα. 

ο  οε  Ιησούς  εμρλεψας  ηγαπησεν  αυτόν 

και  εϊπεν  εν  σοι  υστερεί 

ει  θελεις  τελεί ος  είναι, 

πώλησον  όσα  όχεις  και  διάδος  πτωχοΐς, 

και  εζεις  θησαυρόν  εν  ούρανω, 

και  δεύρο  ακολουθεί  μοι. 

δ  δε  στυγνάσας  επι  τω  λόγω 

άπήλθε  λυπουμενος· 

ήν  γάρ  εχων  χρήματα  πολλά  και  αγρούς. 

περιβλεφάμενος  δε  6  ’ Ιησούς 

λεγει  τοΐς  μαθηταΐς  αύτοΰ · 

πώς  δυσκόλως  οι  τα  χρήμαζτα')  εχοντες 
εισελεύσονται  εις  την  βασιλείαν  του  Θεού. 

οί  δε  μαθηται  εθαμβοΰντο  επι  τοΐς  λόγοις  αύτοΰ. 

πάλιν  δε  ό  Ίησοΰς  άποκριθεις  λεγει  αύτοΐς * 

τέκνα,  πώς  δύσκολόν  εστι 

τούς  πεποιθότας  επι  χρήμασιν 

Mk.  10.17-31  (Nestle-Kilpatrick) 

και  εκπορευόμενου  αύτοΰ  εις  οδόν 

προσδραμών  είς  και  γονυπετήσας  αύτόν  επηρώτα 
αύτόν, 

διδάσκαλε  άγαθε,  τι  ποιήσω 

ίνα  ζωήν  αιώνιον  κληρονομήσω ; 

ο  06  Ιησούς  earev  αυτω. 

τι  με  λεγεις  αγαθόν; 

ούδείς  αγαθός  εί  μή  είς  ό  Θεός, 

τάς  εντολάς  οίδας. 

μή  φονευσης,  μή  μοιχευσης ; 

μή  κλεφης,  μή  φευδομαρτυ  ρήσης,  μή  άποστερήσης , 

τίμα  τον  πατέρα  σου  καί  τήν  μητέρα. 

ο  οε  εψη  αυτω,  οιοασκαλε, 

ταΰτα  πάντα  εφυλαξάμην  εκ  νεότητάς  μου. 

ό  δε  Ίησοΰς  εμβλεφας  αύτώ  ήγάπησεν  αύτόν 

καί  είπεν  αύτώ,  εν  σε  υστερεί’ 

ύπαγε, 

όσα  όχεις  πώλησον  καί  δός  τοΐς  πτωχοΐς, 

καί  όζεις  θησαυρόν  εν  ούρανω, 

καί  δεΰρο  ακολουθεί  μοι. 

ό  δε  στυγνάσας  επί  τω  λόγω 

άπήλθεν  λυπούμενος, 

ήν  γάρ  εχων  κτήματα  πολλά. 

καί  περιβλεφάμενος  6  ’ Ιησούς 
λεγει  τοΐς  μαθηταΐς  αύτοΰ. 

πώς  δυσκόλως  οι  τά  χρήματα  εχοντες 

είς  τήν  βασιλείαν  του  Θεοΰ  εισελεύσονται. 

οί  δε  μαθηται  εθαμβοΰντο  επί  τοΐς  λόγοις  αύτοΰ. 

ό  δε  ’ Ιησούς  πάλιν  άποκριθεις  λεγει  αύτοΐς. 

τέκνα,  πώς  δύσκολόν  εστιν 
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APPENDIX  F 

εις  την  βασιλείαν  τον  Θεοΰ  είσελθεΐν' 

ευκόλως  διά  της  τρυμαλίάς  της  βελόνης 

κάμηλος  είσελεύσεται 

η  πλούσιος  εις  την  βασιλείαν  τοΰ  Θεόν. 

οί  δε  περισσώς  εζεπλήσσοντο  καί  ελεγον 

τις  ονν  δύναται  σωθήναι; 

ο  δε  εμβλεφας  αύτοΐς  εΐπεν 

ότι  παρά  ανθρώπους  αδύνατον,  παρά  Θεώ  δυνατόν. 

ηρξατο  ο  Πέτρος  λεγειν  αύτώ' 

ίδε  ημείς  άφήκαμεν  πάντα  καί  η κολουθησαμεν  σου. 

άποκριθείς  δε  ο  *  Ιησούς  λεγει : 

αμήν  νμυν  λέγω,  ος  αν  αφη  τα  ιόια 

καί  γονείς  καί  αδελφούς  καί  χρήματα 

ενεκεν  εμοΰ  καί  ενεκεν  τοΰ  ευαγγελίου , 

άπολήφεται  εκατονταπλασίονα. 

νυν  εν  τώ  καιρώ  τουτω 
V  It  t 

αγρούς  καί  χρήματα  καί  οικίας  καί  αδελφούς 

όχευν  μετά  διωγμών  εις  που ; 

εν  δε  τω  ερχομενω  ζωή[ν]  εστυν  αιώνιος. 

[ε’ρ  δε]  εσονται  οί  πρώτοι  έσχατοι 
καί  οί  έσχατοι  πρώτοι. 

εις  την  βασιλείαν  τοΰ  Θεοΰ  είσελθεΐν 

εύκοπώτερόν  εστιν  κάμηλον 

διά  τής  τρυμαλίάς  τής  ραφίδος  διελθεΐν 

ή  πλούσιον  εις  την  βασιλείαν  τοΰ  Θεοΰ  είσελθεΐν. 

οί  δε  περισσώς  εζεπλήσσοντο  λεγοντες  προς εαυτούς, 

καί  τις  δνναται  σωθήναι; 

εμβλεφας  αύτοΐς  ο  Ίησοΰς  λεγει,  παρά  άνθρώποις 

αδύνατον,  άλλ’  ού  παρά  Θεώ’ 
πάντα  γάρ  δυνατά  παρά  τώ  Θεώ 

ήρξατο  λεγειν  ο  Πέτρος  αύτω, 

ιδού  ημείς  άφήκαμεν  πάντα  καί  ήκολουθήκαμεν 
σοι. 

εφη  ό  ̂ Ιησούς αμήν  λέγω  ύμΐν,  ουδέ ίς  εστιν  δς  άφήκεν 

οικίαν  ή  αοελφους  η  αόελφας  ή  μητέρα  η  πατέρα 

ή  τέκνα  ή  αγρούς 

ενεκεν  εμοΰ  καί  ενεκεν  τοΰ  ευαγγελίου, 

εάν  μη  λάβη  εκατονταπλασίονα 
νΰν  εν  τώ  καιρώ  τούτω 

οικίας  καί  αδελφούς  καί  άδελφάς  καί  μητέρας 

καί  τέκνα  καί  αγρούς 

μετά  διωγμών, 

καί  εν  τώ  αίώνι  τώ  ερχομενω  ζωήν  αιώνιον, 

πολλοί  δε  εσονται  πρώτοι  έσχατοι 

καί  οί  έσχατοι  πρώτοι. 

Clement  agrees  with  either  Mt.  or  Lk.  or  both  in  the  readings  underlined  in  his  text  and  in 

omission  of  the  words  underlined  in  the  text  of  Mk. 
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TYPE,  FREQUENCY,  AND  DISTRIBUTION  OF 
PARALLELS 

The  purpose  of  this  appendix  is  to  indicate  graphically  the  parallels  to  individual 

phrases  {not  single  words)  by  underlining  the  phrases  paralleled.  To  prevent  the 

indications  from  becoming  uselessly  complex,  it  has  been  necessary  to  neglect  many 

possible  distinctions  between  different  kinds  of  parallels.  Two  kinds  are  of  chief 

importance  for  our  purpose:  verbatim  parallels,  which  suggest  literary  dependence 

and  should  therefore  be  noted  even  when  isolated;  multiple  parallels  to  a  single  phrase, 

which  show  (even  when  they  are  not  verbatim)  that  the  phrase  is  commonplace  in 

the  usage  of  the  author  whose  work  furnishes  the  parallels.  But  if  a  phrase  is  common¬ 

place,  there  is  little  need  to  indicate  which  of  the  parallels  are  verbatim,  which  are 

not.  Accordingly,  the  following  charts  show  (i)  single,  verbatim  parallels,  and  (2) 

multiple  parallels,  whether  verbatim  or  only  approximate. 

(1)  Single  parallels  are  not  noted  unless  read  by  Nestle-Kilpatrick.  When  they 

are  noted,  the  chapter  and  verse  are  specified  after  the  underlining.  The  requirement 

that  they  be  verbatim  has  usually  been  taken  to  mean  not  only  the  same  words, 

but  also  the  same  number,  gender,  case,  etcetera;  the  differences  most  often  tolerated 

have  been  those  of  word  order,  and  these  have  usually  been  marked  by  v.v.  ( =  vice 

versa).  Sometimes  the  requirement  of  exactitude  has  been  slightly  misrepresentative; 

thus  in  section  III  (parallels  to  Mk.  1.29-32)  ηγειρεν  αύτην  appears  as  unparalleled 

because  its  single  parallels  in  Mk.  9.27  and  Jn.  12.17  read  ηγειρεν  αυτόν;  again 

in  section  V  (Mt.  9.27-34)  εν  όλη  τη  γη  εκείνη  appears  as  only  partially  paralleled 

because  Mt.  9.31  has  εις  όλην ,  and  so  on.  To  make  up  for  such  cases,  not  infrequently 

a  series  of  exact  parallels  interrupted  by  different  details  has  been  indicated  by  a 

series  of  solid  lines  under  the  elements  paralleled,  connected  by  dotted  lines  under  the 

differing  elements;  thus  γυνή  ής  6  αδελφός  αυτής  άπεθανεν'  καί  ελθοϋσα  (Mk.  7*25) 
indicates  that  Mk.  has  verbatim  the  words  solidly  underlined,  but  has  different 

(though  functionally  equivalent)  words  in  places  indicated  by  the  dotted  lines. 

Single  parallels  produced  by  direct  synoptic  copying  have  been  excluded  as  irrelevant. 

This,  too,  sometimes  has  curious  consequences:  Thus  είς  τούς  χοίρους  in  Mk.  5.12 

appears  with  three  single  parallels,  Mt.  8.32,  Mk.  5.13  and  Lk.  8.33;  when  the  same 

phrase  recurs  in  Mk.  5.13  it  has  only  one  parallel  because  this  time  the  ones  from  Mt. 

and  Lk.  are  the  synoptic  counterparts. 

(2)  When  a  phrase  has  multiple  parallels  in  any  one  Gospel,  only  the  number  of 

parallels  in  that  Gospel  is  given.  Here  approximate  as  well  as  verbatim  ones  have 

been  counted,  and  all  instances  listed  by  Moulton-Geden  have  been  included, 
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regardless  alike  of  their  textual  support  and  of  whether  or  not  they  stand  in  passages 

synoptically  parallel.  The  statements  made  at  the  beginning  of  Chapter  Three, 

section  II,  as  to  the  difficulty  of  searching  a  concordance  for  parallels,  and  the 

consequent  expectable  inaccuracy  of  the  data,  should  be  recalled.  In  this  appendix 

the  numbers  of  the  multiple  parallels  reported  for  the  longer  text  will  be  slightly 

higher  than  the  numbers  of  those  reported  for  the  canonical  passages,  because  the 

phrases  of  the  longer  text  were  hunted  more  carefully  and  also  because  the  hunt  for 

them  took  into  account  the  major  variant  readings  recorded  by  Legg,  whose  editions 

were  not  consulted  for  the  canonical  passages. 

I.  The  longer  text  of  Mk.,  first  quotation: 

καί  έρχονται  είς  Βηθανί αν 

_ Mk.  6/ 71 
_ Mk.  4 

καί  rjv  εκεί  μία  γυνή  ης  ο  αδελφός  αυτής 

_ Mk.  3·ΐ  _ 
_ Mt.  2.15 

άπεθανεν’  καί  ελθούσα  προσεκύνησε  τον  Ίησοΰν,  καί  λεγει  αύτώ' 

_ _ _ Mk.  7*25    Mk.  8 

_ Mk.  5    Mt.  6/7 
_ Mt.  12 

_ Lk.  5 

_ Mt.  6 

υίε  Δαβίδ 

ελεησόν  με. 

_ Mk.  2 

_ Mt.  4 

_ Lk.  2 

οι  δε  μαθηταί  επετίμησαν  αυτή. 

_  Mk.  10.13 

_ Mt.  19.13 
_ Mk.  2/3 
_ Mt.  4 

καί  όργίσθείς  6  ’Ιησούς _ Mt.  18.34 

άπηλθεν  μετ’  αυτής  είς  τον  κήπον  οπού  ην  το  μνημεΐον  καί  ευθύς  ηκούσθη 
_ Mk.  5.24  _ Mk.  2  _ Mk.  25 

_ Jn.  6  _ Mt.  2 

εκ  τού  μνημείου  φωνή  μεγάλη'  καί  προσελθων  6  ’Ιησούς 

_ Jn.  3 _ Mk.  4  _  Mt.  28.18 

_ Mt.  2/3    Mk.  1/2 

_ Lk.  6 _ Mt.  4/6 

_ Jn.  1 1.43  _ Lk.  2 

άπεκύλισε  τον  λίθον  άπδ  της  θύρας  τού  μνημείου,  καί  είςελθων  εύθυς 

_ Mt.  28.2  _ Mk.  6/8 

. . . Mk.  16.3 _ Mt.  26.58 _ Lk.  4 

i.  Means  “6  or  7”;  so  hereafter,  throughout  Appendix  G. 
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όπου  rjv  6  νεανίσκος  εξετεινεν  την  χ€Ϊρα  καί 

_ Mk.  2    Mk.  3/4 

_ Jn.  6    Mt.  6 
- Lk.  3/5 

ηγειρεν  αυτόν, Mk.  2 

κρατησας  της  χειρός.  6  δε  νεανίσκος  εμβλεφας  αύτώ  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν, 

_ Mk.  2/3  _ Mk.  10.21 

_ Lk.  8.54  _ 2 

καί  ηρξατο παρακαλεΐν  αυτόν 

5  >  λ  ^ 

lv α  μετ  αυτου  η' 
Mk.  10 Lk.  4 

Mk.  5*17 Mk.  2 

καί  εξελθόντες  εκ  του  μνημείου,  ηλθον  εις  την  οικίαν  του  νεανίσκου· 

_  Mk.  3  _ Mk.  1.29 

_ Mt.  3/4  _ Mt-  6 
- Jn·  3 

ην  γαρ  πλούσιος.  καί  μεθ ’  ημέρας  εξ  επεταξεν  αύτώ  6  ’ Ιησούς 
_ Lk.  18.23 _ Mk.  9-2 
_ Mk.  5 

- - Mt.  3 

_ Lk.  2 

- Jn.  4 

καί  όφίας  γενομενης  ερχεται  6  νεανίσκος  προς  αυτόν  περιβεβλημενος  σινδόνα 

_ Mk.  14· 1 7  _ 

Mk.  3 

Mt.  6 
Mt.  2 

Mk.  6/8 

επί  γυμνού 
Mk.  14.51 

καί  εμεινε  συν  αύτώ  την  νύκτα  εκείνην,  έδιδα σκεν  γό,ρ 
_ Mk.  9-31 

αύτόν  6  ’ Ιησούς  τό  μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  τού  Θεού. 

Mk.  4· 
1 1 

Mt.  4 

Mk.  14 

Lk.  31 
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εκε ΐθεν  δε  άναστάς επεστρεφεν  εις  το  πέραν  τοΰ  Ίορδάνου. 

Mk.  7.24 _ Lk.  2.39 

Mk.  5 
Mt.  4 Lk.  3 

Mk.  2 

Mt.  3 

Jn.  3 

II.  The  longer  text  of  Mk.,  second  quotation 

καί  ησαν  εκεί  η  αδελφή  τοΰ  νεανίσκου  ον  ηγάπα  αυτόν  6  ’ Ιησούς . . . —  Jn.  4 

καί  η  μήτηρ  αυτού 

καί  Σαλώμη 

Mk.  3-3 1  _ Mk.  2 Mt.  13.55 
Lk.  3/4 

Jn·  3 

καί  οΰκ  άπεδεξατο  αυτά?  ο 

III.  Μκ.  1.29-32,  “ Peter’s  wife’s  mother” : 

καί  ευθύς  εκ  της  συναγωγής  εξελθόντες  ήλθον 

_  Mk.  25  _ Mt.  8.32 
_ Mt.  2 

εις  την  οικίαν 

Mt.  5 

Mk.  2 

Lk.  6 

Σίμωνος  καί  Άνδρεου  μετά  ’ Ιακώβου  καί 
Ίωάννου. 

η  δε  πενθερα 

Mk.  4 Lk.  3 

Σίμωνος  κατεκείτο  πυρεσσουσα. 
καί  ευθύς Mk.  25 

Mt.  2 

λεγ 

ουσιν  αυτω 

Mt.  12 

Mk.  9 

Lk.  17.37 

περί  αύτης. 

- Jn.  8.5 

καί  προσελθων  ηγειρεν  αύτην  κρατησας  της  χεφός. 

_  Mk.  6  _ 

_  Lk.  2  _ 

’ Ιησούς . 

Mk.  2 
Lk.  8.54 

καί  άφηκεν  αύτην  6  πυρετός  καί  δι,ηκόνε ι  αύτοΐς. 
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IV.  Mk.  5.1-16,  the  Gerasene  demoniac: 

και  ηλθον  εις  το  πέραν  της  Θαλάσσης  et?  την  χώραν  των  Γερασηνών. 

_ Mt.  2ΐ.ι  _ Jn·  3 _ Mt.  2 

_ Mk.  5.14  _ Jn.  11.54 
_ Mk.  2 

_ Mt.  4 

_ Mk.  4 
- Lk.  3 

και  έξελθόντος  αύτοΰ εκ  τοΰ  πλοίου ,  ευθύς 
υπήντησεν  αυτω 

Lk.  11.53· 

Mk.  6.54 
Jn·  3 Lk.  5.3 

εκ  των  μνημείων  ανσρωπος  εν  πνευματι  ακασαρτω,  ος  την  κατοικησιν  €ΐχεν 

_ Mt.  2 _ Mk.  1.23 - Mt.  3 

_ Lk.  4 

Mk.  9 

Mt.  10.1 
Lk.  2 

εν  τοΐς  μνημασιν Mk.  5.5 καί  ουδέ  άλύσει  ούκέτι  ουδέ ίς  έδύνατο  αυτόν  δησαι, 

Mk.  3 

Mk.  3 

Mt.  22.46 

Jn·  5 

διά  το  αυτόν  πολλάκις  πέδαις  καί  άλύσεσιν  δεδέσθαι 

_  (c.  inf.)  Mt.  3 

_  (c.  inf.)  Mk.  2 

_ (c.  inf.)  Lk.  8 

καί  διεσπάσθαι  ύπ ’  αύτοΰ  τό,ς  άλύσείς 
_ Mt.  2 
_ Mk.  1.5 

_ Lk.  6 

καί  τάς  πέδας  συντετρίφθαυ,  καί  ούδείς  ΐσχυσεν  αυτόν  δαμάσαί.  καί  διά  παντός  νυκτός  καί 

Mt.  4  _ Mt.  18.ΙΟ 

Mk.  2  _ Lk.  24.53 
Lk.  6 

ημέρας  εν  τοΐς  μνημασιν  καί  εν  τοΐς  ορεσιν  ην  κράζων  καί  κατακόπτων  εαυτόν  λίθοις. 

_ Mk.  5-3 

_  Lk.  8.27 
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καί  ίδών  τον  Ίησοΰν  από  μακρόθεν  εδραμεν  καί  προσεκυνησεν  αυτόν. 

_ Mt.  8  _ Mt.  2  _ Jn.  9*38 

_ Mk.  7  _ Mk.  4 
_ Lk.  6  _ Lk.  2 

/cat  κράξας  φωνή  μεγάλη  λεγεί'  τί  εμοί  καί  σοί ,  * Ιησού  υίε  του  Θεού  του  ύφ  ιστού; 
_ Mk.  9*26  _ Jn  .  2.4 

_ Mt.  27.5° _ Mk.  1.24 

_ Mt.  2 _ Lk.  2 

_ Mk.  2 

- Lk.  5 

ορκίζω  σε  τον  Θεόν,  μη  με  βασανίσης,  ελεγεν  γαρ  αύτώ, 
Mt.  14.5 

Mt.  9-2 1 

Mk.  4 

_ Mk.  7 
- Lk.  3 

εζελθε  τό  πνεύμα  τό  ακάθαρτον  εκ  του  ανθρώπου,  καί  επηρώτα  αυτόν,  τί  όνομά  σοι; 

_ Mk.  2  (exorcisms) _  Mk.  14 

_ Mk.  6  _ Lk.  4 
_ Lk.  2 

_ Mk.  2 

/cat  λεγεί  αύτώ,  Λεγιών  ονομά  μοι,  ότι  πολλοί  εσμεν.  καί  παρεκάλει  αυτόν  πολλά  ΐνα  μη 

_  Mt.  7  _ Mk.  5.23 

_ Mk.  7  _ Mt.  2 

Lk.  3 

Mk.  2 

αυτά  άποστείλη εζω  της  χώρας. 
Τ 

ην 

εκεί  προς  τώ  όρε ι  αγέλη  χοίρων  μεγάλη  βοσκομενη’ 

_ Mt.  27.61 

- Jn.  2 

καί  παρεκάλεσαν  αυτόν  λ  άγοντες,  πεμφον  ημάς  εις  τούς  χοίρους 

Mt.  6  _ Mt.  8.32 

Mk.  12.18  _  Mk.  5.13 

Lk.  2  _ Lk.  8.33 

ίνα  εις  αυτούς  είσελθωμεν.  καί  επετρεφ εν  αύτοΐς. 
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καί  εζελθάντα  τα  πνεύματα  τα  ακάθαρτα  είσηλθον  εις  τους  χοίρους,  /cat  ωρμησεν 

_ Mt.  9  _ Mk.  6    Mk.  5.12 

_  Mk.  7 _ Lk.  2 
_  Lk.  2 

V 

αγέλη  κατά  του  κρημνού  είς  την  θάλασσαν,  ώς  δισχίλιοι,  καί  επνί γοντο 

εν  τη  θαλάσση,  καί  οί  βόσ κοντές  αυτούς  εφυγον  καί  άπηγγειλαν 

_  Mt.  8.24     Mk.  6.30 

_ Mk.  2    Lk.  2 

_ Lk.  17.6 

είς  την  πάλιν  καί  εις  τούς  άγρούς· 

Mt.  6  _ Lk.  15*15 

Mk.  2 _ Mk.  2 
Lk.  2 

καί  ηλθον  ίδεΐν  τί  εστιν 

_____  Mt.  2 1 . 1  _ Mt.  3 

_ Mk.  3    Mk.  2 
_ Lk.  2 

το  γεγονος. 

Lk.  4 
/cat  έρχονται  προς  τον  Ίησοΰν,  καί  θεωροΰσιν  τον  δα ιμονιζόμενον  καθη· 
_ Mk.  2 

Mk.  9 

μενον  ίματισμενον  καί  σωφρονοΰντα,  τον  εσχκότα  τον  Λεγιώνα,  καί  εφοβηθησαν. Mk.  4-41 Lk.  2.9 

Jn.  6.19 

V.  Μτ.  9*27-345  ΤΗΕ  TWO  BLIND  men  and  the  dumb  demoniac 

/cat  παράγοντι  εκεΐθεν  τώ  ’ Ιησού  ηκολούθησαν  δύο  τυφλοί 

_ _ _ Mt.  9*9  _ Mt.  20.30 
Mk.  2 

Jn.  1.37  (υ.υ.) 

κράζοντες  καί  λ  άγοντες,  ελεησον  ημάς,  υίος  Ααυειδ. 

_ Mt.  7  _ Mt.  4 

_ Mk.  4 _   Mk.  2 

_ Jn.  2  _ Lk.  2 

ελθόντι  δε  είς  την  οικίαν  προσηλθον  αύτώ  οί  τυφλοί, 

_ Mt.  4 _ Mt.  21.14 

_ Mt.  6  _  Mt.  14 

_  Mk.  3 _ Mk.  2 
_ Lk.  6 
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καί  λεγει  αύτοΐς  ο  'Ιησούς 
πιστεύετε  ότι  δύναμαι  τούτο  ποιησαι; 

Mt.  13 _ Mk.  1 1.24 

Mk.  3  _ Mt.  26.53 

Jn.  26 

Λ εγουσιν  αύτώ,  vac,  κύριε.  τότε  ηφατο  των  οφθαλμών  αυτών  λεγων, 

_ Mt.  2  _ Mt.  20.34 
- Jn.  3 

_ Mk.  7.28 

κατά  την  πίστιν  υμών  γενηθητω  ύμΐν.  καί  ηνεώχθησαν  αυτών  οί  οφθαλμοί. 

_ _ _ Mt.  2  _ Jn.  6 

_ _ _ Lk.  24.31 

καί  ενεβριμηθη  αύτοΐς  6  * Ιησούς  λεγων,  ορατέ  μηδείς  γινωσκετω. 
_  Mk.  2 _  Mt.  3  _ Mt.  4 

_ Mk.  1.25 _ Mk.  8.15 

_ Lk.  2  _ Lk.  12.15 
. . Mk.  5.43 

ol  δε  εξελθόντες  διεφημισ αν  αυτόν  εν  όλη  τη  γη  εκείνη,  αυτών  δε  εξερχομενων 

_ Mt.  8.32  _ Mt.  4*23 

_  Lk.  2 

ιδού  προσηνεγκαν  αύτώ  κωφόν  δαιμονιζόμενον  καί  εκβληθεντος 

_ _ _ Mt.  9-2  _  Mt.  12.22  (v.V.) 
_ Mt.  7 

του  δαιμόνιου  ελάλησεν  6  κωφός,  καί  εθαύμασαν  οί  όχλοι  λεγοντες, 

_ Lk.  II. 41 

Mt.  21.20 

ούδεποτε  εφάνη  ούτως  εν  τώ  ’ Ισραήλ .  οί  δε  φαρισαΐοι  ελεγον, 
_ Mk.  2.12  _ Mt.  8.10 _ Mt.  g-ι  i 

(ν.ν.)  _ Lk.  4 _ Mk.  2.24 
_ Mt.  12.2 

_ Lk.  7.30 

εν  τώ  άρχοντυ  τών  δαιμόνιων  εκβάλλει,  τα  δαιμόνια. 

Mk.  3.22 
Lk.  1 1. 1 5 

Mt.  12.24  (v.v.) 
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VI.  Formulas  in  the  Iliad,  A.  1-25,  from  Parry,  Studies 
118-119: 

ΙΛΙΑΔΟΣ  A 

Mrjviv 1  αειδε  θβά  Πηληιάδβω  ’ Αχιληος2 

ούλομόνην  η3  μυρί ’ 4  'Αχαιοΐς  aAye’  βθηκβ,5 

πολλάς  δ’  ίφθίμου ς  φυχάς  Άιδι  προίαφεν6 

ηρώων,  α ντους  δά7  όλώρια  τεϋχε  κυνβσσιν 

οΐωνοΐσ ί  τ€  πάσι,  Α  ιός  δ’  eVeAetero  βουλή  8 

ου  δη9  τά  πρώτα  δια στητην  ipiaavre 

Άτρείδης  re10  ανα£  άνδρών11  /cat  δίο?  VlyiAAeus·. 

Tt?  τ’  αρ  σφωε  θεών  εριδι13  ξυνεηκε  μάχεσθαι; 

Αητούς  καί  Διάς  υιός’15  6  γάρ  βασιληι  χολωθείς 

νοϋσον  άνά  στρατόν  ώρσε 16  κακήν 5  όλεκοντο  δε  λαοί17 

οϋνεκα  τον  Χρυσήν  ητίμασεν  άρητηρα 

'Ατρείδης  •  δ  γάρ  ήλθε  θοάς  επί  νηας  'Αχαιών18 

λυσόμενός  τε  θυγατρα  φερων  τ'  άπερείσι  άποιν α19 

στέμμα  τ'  εχων  εν  χερσίν20  εκηβόλου  'Απόλλωνος21 

χρυσεωι  άνά  σκηπτρωι22  καί  λίσσετο  πάντας  'Αχαιούς 

'Ατρείδα  δε  μάλιστα 24  δυω  κοσμητορε  λαών’25 

12 

.14 
ΙΟ 

23 

►  =  Α  372-5 

!5 

'Ατρείδαι  τε  καί  άλλοι26  ευ κνη  μίδες  '  Αχαιοί , 

υμιν  μεν  σεοι  οοιεν  υλυμ πια  οωματ  εχοντες 

27 
28 

=  Ψ  272,  658. 

1  Cf.  μηνιν  άλευάμενος  εκατηβόλου  ’ Απόλλωνος  Π  yil.  2  Πηληιάδεω  Άχι ληος  Α  322,  1  1 66,  Π  269, 
653»  Ω  4°6j  Α  4675  ω  χ5·  3  ουλομεν ην  ηι  Ε  876,  ρ  287,  474·  4  Cf.  μυρι  Όδυσσεύς  εσθλά  εοργε  Β  272. 

5  aAye’  εθηκε  X  422.  6  7 τολλάς  ίφθίμους  κεφαλάς  (ν  1.  φυχάς)  "Αιδι  προιάφειν  Α  555  Αιδι  προιάφε ι  Ζ  487· 

7  Gf.  ηρώων  τοΐσίν  τε  Ε  747)  ®  39L  α  101  ·  8  Διάς  δ’  ετελείετο  βουλή  λ  297·  9  8V  ξ  379· 
10  Άτρείδης  δε  Γ  2η\,  361,  I  89,  Ν  6ΐΟ,  Τ  252,  δ  304.  11  άναξ  άνδρών  A  IJ2,  442>  Β  402,  44L  6ΐ2, 
Γ  8 1,  267,  455)  Δ  Η8,  255)  336,  Ε  38)  Ζ  33)  37)  162,  3Χ4,  ®  278,  7  1 14,  672,  Κ  64,  86,  103,  1 19,  233,  Λ 

99)  254)  ̂   84)  ιο3)  1 34)  ·£  1 1 L  Τ  51,  76,  χ72)  184,  Ψ  ι6ι,  895,  θ  ηη.  12  καί  δΐος  Άχιλλεύς  Αη,Ύ  ιβο; 

δΐος  ’ylxiAAeus·  Α  12 1,  292,  Β  688,  Ε  j88,  Ζ  414,  423>  1  199,  209,  667,  Α  599)  0  68,  Π  5,  Ρ  4°2>  Ε  ιδι, 
228, 305,  343)  T4o,  364,  384)  γ  ι77>  386)388)4Ι3)  445)  φ  39)  49,67,  Η9, 161,265,  359,  *102,  172,  205,326, 

33°,  364,  376,  455,  ψ  ΐ36,  ΐ4°,  x93,  333,  534,  555,  828,  889,  Ω  151,  1 8ο,  513,  596,  668.  13  θεών  εριδι 
Υ  66.  14  ξυνεηκε  μάχεσθαι  Η  210.  15  καί  Διάς  υΐι  X  302.  16  Cf.  άνά  στρατόν  είσι  Κ  66.  17  Cf. 

άρετώσ ι  δε  λαοί  τ  1 14;  δαινΰτό  τε  λαός  Ω  665;  etc.  18  ήλθε  θοάς  επί  νηας  Αχαιών  Α  37 1 ,  θοάς  επί  νηας 

Αχαιών  Β  8,  1 7,  1 68,  Ζ  52,  κ  45°,  5*4,  Α  3)  Ω  564,  θοην  επί  νηα  γ  347,  κ  244·  19  λυσόμενος  .  .  .  φέρω 

δ’  άπερείσι  άποινα  Ω  502;  άπερείσι'  άποινα  A  372,  X  49,  427,  ̂   Ι20,  Κ  380,  Α  134,  Τ  J38,  Ω  276,  502,  579· 
20  εχων  εν  χειρί  Θ  221,  Ξ  385·  21  εκηβόλωι  Άπόλλωνι  Α  438,  ΒΙ  5Χ3,  ̂   872.  22  Cf.  χρυσεωι  εν 
δαπεδωι  Δ  2  \  χρυσεωι  εν  δεπαι  Ω  285.  23  πάντας  Αχαιούς  Α  374,  Ε  68,  88,  Η  49,  ®  498,  I  75,  Ε  124> 

ψ  8ι5,  Ύ  1 37,  Η1,  8  288,  ω  49,  438·  24  Cf.  Αίαντι  δε  μάλιστα  Ξ  459·  25  κοσμητορε  λαών  Γ  236. 

26  Cf.  Άτρείδη  τε  καί  άλλοι  άριστηες  Παναχαιών  Η  327·  27  καί  άλλοι  ευ κνη μίδες  Αχαιοί  Ξ  49 i  όυκνη μίδες 
Αχαιοί  Β  33L  Δ  414,  Ζ  529,  Η  57,  ̂ 2,  Μ  141,  Ν  51,  Σ  151,  Τ  74,  ̂   721,  ̂   8οο,  β  72,  y  149,  σ  259· 

28  ’ Ολύμπια  δώματ  εχοντες  Β  13,  3°,  Ε  383,  Ω  1 1 5»  ν  79,  Φ  χ67· 
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εκπερσαι  Πριάμοιο  πόλιν,29  εν  δ’  οΐκαδ’  ίκεσθαι'30 
ο»  »  \  \  /  ι  ι\  \  ς»>  >'  5  '  Ω 

7 ταιοα  ο  εμ οι  λυσαι τε  φίλην,  τα  0  αποινα  οεχεσσαι 

άζόμ  ενοι31  Δ  ιός  υιόν  εκηβόλον  ’ Απόλλωνα 32 

/34 
* Ένθ ’  άλλοι  μεν  πάντες  33  Επευφήμησαν  ’Αχαιοί 

αιδεΐσθαί  θ’  ιερήα  καί  αγλαά  δεχθαι  άποινα· 

άλλ ’  ονκ35  Άτρείδηι  Άγαμεμνον ι36  ήνδανε  θυμώι,37 

άλλα  κακώς  άφίει,  κρατερον  δ’  επί  μύθον  ετελλε  38 

>  =  A  376-9 

20 

25 

29  Πριάμοιο  πόλιν  Σ  288,  X  165,  γ  130?  λ  533?  ν  3Τ6·  30  οΐκαδ'  ίκεσθαι  I  393,  4*4»  Ω  287,  ι  53°»  0  66, 

210,  φ  21 1,  χ  35·  31  Cf.  ευχόμενος  δ’  άρα  είπεν  εκηβόλω  ι  Απόλλωνι  Π  5 1 3*  32  Δ  ιός  υΐι  εκηβόλωι  X 

302;  εκηβολον  Απόλλωνα  A  436?  Π  5Γ3»  ̂   872.  33  ενθ'  άλλοι  μεν  πάντες  Ω  25,  a  II,  β  82,  δ  285,  e  1 10, 

133,  ̂   93»  532»  Ρ  5°3·  34  Cf.  άφορμηθε  ΐεν  Αχαιοί  Β  794»  εφοπλίζω  μεν  Αχαιοί  Δ  344»  etC.  35  Cf. 

ουδ'  άρ ’  ετ *  Αίαντι  μεγαλήτορι  ήνδανε  θυμώι  0  674·  36  Άτρείδεω  Αγαμεμνονος  Β  185,  Λ  231,  ι  263. 

37  ήνδανε  θυμώι  0  674»  κ  373*  38  κρατερον  δ’  επί  μύθον  ετελλε  A  326,  Π  199· 
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Index  I 

THE  VOCABULARY  OF  THE  TEXT 

Words  are  cited  by  the  plate  and  line  on  which  they  begin.  Three  classes  are 

distinguished :  words  from  the  heading,  words  from  the  letter  of  Clement,  and  words 

from  the  quotations  of  the  secret  Gospel.  The  lemmata  “Heading,”  “Letter,”  and 

“SG”  indicate  these  three  classes.  Note  that  the  words  listed  as  “Letter”  thus 

include  those  of  all  the  quotations  in  the  text  except  the  ones  from  the  secret  Gospel. 

Words  from  quotations  are  followed  in  parentheses  by  the  source  of  the  quotation, 

thus:  άστηρ  Letter:  1. 3  (Jude  13).  This  is  done  even  when  the  letter  quotes  the 

source  in  a  form  not  now  preserved,  so  that  some  of  the  words  in  the  quotation  are 

not  to  be  found  in  the  presently  accepted  text  of  the  source  given,  thus:  καί  Letter: 

I.14  (Lk.  14.34),  though  Lk.  has  δε  instead  of  καί.  When  the  letters  C  and  A  precede 

a  listing,  they  indicate  that  the  word  appears  in  Stahlin’s  index  to  Clement  and  in 

Muller’s  Lexicon  Athanasianum ,  respectively.  When  numbers  follow  these  letters,  they 
indicate  the  numbers  of  usages  reported;  these  are  not  given  unless  one  or  the  other 

index  reported  5  or  under. 

C6 

A3 

άβυσσος 

Letter:  Ι.4 

C A 
αγαπάω 

SG:  III. 4;  IU. 1 5 

c A 
άγιος 

Letter:  II. 8 

Ci A42 
άγιώτατος Heading:  ΐΓι 

c A 

άδελ  φτ) SG:  III.i5 

c A αδελφός 
SG:  Π.23 

C9 

A2 
άδυτον Letter:  I.26 

c A αίρω Letter:  II.  16  (Mt.  25.29) 

c A ακούω SG:  III. i 

c A ακροατής Letter:  I.25 

C2 A2 

άλας1 

Letter:  I.14  (Lk.  14.34) 

c A Αλεξάνδρεια Letter:  I.19;  II. 1 ;  II.5 

c A 
άληθεια Letter:  I.9  (bis);  Lio;  I.11;  I.26;  II. 15 

c A άληθης 
Letter:  1.8;  I.9;  Lio;  1. 12;  1. 13;  II.13; 

II.  1 3  (Philo,  Questions  ...  on  Genesis 

IV.67);  III.18  (bis) 

i.  άλας  is  not  cited  by  Stahlin,  but  is  used  by  Clement,  1. 28 1.25;  III.  183.23. 
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c A αληθώς 
Letter:  Ι.13 

c A αλλά Letter:  Ι.17;  L24;  II.  12 

c A άλλος Letter:  Ι.24;  ΙΙΙ.13;  ΙΙΙ.17 

c A 
αμαρτία 

Letter:  I.4 

c A 
αμελεί 

Letter:  II. 20 

c A 

>/ 

αν Letter:  1. 9 

c A άναβαίνω Letter:  II.21  (Mk.  10.32) 

c A 
άναγι,νώσκω Letter:  II.  1 

c A αναγράφω Letter:  I.16 

— — 

άναώεστατος2 
Letter:  II.8 C4 

— άναμίγνυμι Letter:  1 1.8 

c A 
άνατολη Letter:  II.  17 

Ci — 
άνδραποδώδης 

Letter:  I.7 

c A άνθίστημι Letter:  I.7 

c A άνθρώπινος Letter:  1. 10 

c A άνθρωπος 
Letter:  II.3 

c A άνίστημι Letter:  II.22  (Mk.  10.34) 

SG:  III.  10 

c A άπας 
Letter:  II.  12  (Philo,  £LG.  IV.67) 

Cio — άπατηλός Letter:  II. 4 

— — 

’  '  3 

απερατος 
Letter:  I.4 

C2 A60 
άπερχομα  ι 

SG:  II.26 

c A 
>  / 
απο 

Letter:  I.3 

SG:  III. 2 
— — 

άπόγραφον Letter:  II. 6 

c A άποδεχομαι SG:  III. 1 6 

c A άποθνησκω Letter:  I.28 
SG:  II.23 

c A άποκρίνω Letter:  II.  14  (Prov.  26.5);  II.  19 
— — άπ  ο  κυλίω SG:  III. i 
CI5 Ai άπόρρητος Letter:  I.22 
CI5 

A4 

άπορρίπτω 
Letter:  1.6 

— — 
άπροφυλάκτως 

Letter:  I.27 

c A άρνεομ  at Letter:  II.  12 

c A 
άρρητος 

Letter:  1.2 

c A 
άρχω 

SG:  III. 5 

c A 

άστηρ 

Letter:  I.3  (Jude  13) 

Ci 

A5 

άσφαλώς Letter:  II.  1 

c A αϋξησις 
Letter:  I.17 

Clood-4 
A2 αύτίκα Letter:  II.  15 

2.  A  has  the  absolute  only,  4  times;  G  has  absolute  and  comparative,  7  times. 

3.  A  has  απέραντος,  i.e.  infinitum,  3  times;  C  has  it  once  and  άπεράτωτος  once. 

4.  Entries  are  marked  +  when  Stahlin  gives  only  the  number  of  instances  indicated  but  marks  his 

entry  as  incomplete. 
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VOCABULARY  OF  THE  TEXT 

c A αυτός 
Letter:  Ι.9;  L19;  I.20;  Ι.22;  Ι.28;  II. 2; 

I
I
.
 
 

4;  II. 6;  II. 7;  II. 1 1 ;  II. 14;  (Prov. 

26.5);  ΙΙ.20;  III. 12  (Mk.  10.35) 
SG:  II.23;  11-24;  H-25;  II -26;  III. 3;  III. 4 

{bis) ;  ///.5  (bis) ;  III.7;  III.8 ;  IILg  {bis) ; 

I

I

I

.

 

 

15;  III. 16  {bis) 

c A 
άχραντος 

Letter:  1 1.8 

c A 

βάθος 

Letter:  I.5  (Apoc.  2.24) 

c A 

βασιλεία 

SG:  III. 10 

— 
Ai 

βηθανία 

SG:  II.23 

c A 

βιβλίου 

Letter:  I.20 

c A 
βλάσφημος 

Letter:  II. 7 

c A 
γάρ 

Letter:  I.3;  I.5;  1.8;  I.9;  I.13;  II. 12 

(Philo,  Q.G.  IV.67);  II. 18 
SG:  III. 6;  III. 9 

c A 

γένος 

Letter:  II. 3 

c A 

γίγνομαι 

Letter:  1. 7 

SG:  I  I  1. 7 

c A 

γνώσις 

Letter:  I.5;  I.21 

c A 

γοΰν 

Letter:  I.15 

c A 

γράφω 

Letter:  III. 13;  III. 17 

c A 

γυμνός 

SG:  III. 8 

SG  {Carpocratian  version):  III.  13  {bis) 

c A 
γυνή 

SG:  II.23 

c A Δαβίδ 

SG:  II.24 

c A δαίμων 
Letter:  II. 3 

c A δε Letter:  1. 12;  1. 18;  II. 2;  II.  8;  II. 9;  II. 16 

(Mt.  25.29);  II. 17;  II. 18  (II  Cor.  3.17); 

II. 21  (Mk.  10.32) ;  III. 13;  III. 14;  III. 17 

SG:  II.25;  I II- 4;  HI- 10 

c A δει 
Letter:  II.  15 

c A 

δη 

Letter:  I.14 

c A διά Letter:  II. 13  (bis);  II. 20 

C? 

a3 

διατριβή 
Letter:  1. 15 

c A διδασκαλία Letter:  1. 2;  I.23 

c A διδάσκω Letter:  II. 4;  II. 15 
SG:  III. 9 

c A δόγμα Letter:  II.  10 

c A 
δόξα Letter:  1. 10;  II. 7 

G A δοΰλος Letter:  1. 7 

c A εαυτός Letter:  1.6 

c A 
εγείρω 

SG:  III. 3 

c A 
>  / 

εγω 

Letter:  I.27 
SG:  II.25 
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c A 
» 

€1 Letter:  1.8;  Ι.12 C5 

A4 

ε'ίκω 

Letter  II.  10 

c A είμί  (sum) Letter:  1. 7;  II- 1 1 ;  IL17;  II. 21  (Mk. 

10.32) ;  III. 17 

SG:  II.23;  11  >26;  III.3;  ///.5;  III. 6; 
III.  1 4 

c A 

et? 

Letter:  I.4;  I.5  (bis);  1. 19;  I.20;  I.22; 

I.26;  II. 21  (Mk.  10.32);  III. 14  (Mk. 
10.46) 

SG:  II.23;  U '26;  III. 6;  III.11 
c A T 

€LS SG:  II.23 

c A εισέρχομαι SG:  III. 2 

C6 Ai είσετι Letter:  II.  1 

C A 
» 
€K Heading:  I.i 

Letter:  I.20;  II.  14  (Prov.  26.5);  II.  17 
SG :  III.  i ;  III.j 

c A 
i  Λ 

€K€i Letter:  II.  18  (II  Cor.  3.17) 

SG:  II.23 ;  111  Ί 5 

c A εκεΐθεν SG:  III.  10 

c A 

’  ~  5 
€K€LVO  ς 

SG:  IILg 

c A εκκλησία 
Letter:  I.28;  II. 5 C37 

A4 

εκλεγώ Letter:  1. 1 7 

c A εκτείνω 
SG:  III. 3 

c A ελεγχω Letter:  II. 20 

c A ελεεω 
SG:  II. 2 5 

c A ελευθερία Letter:  II.  18  (II  Cor.  3.17) 

c A ελεύθερος Letter:  I.7 

— Ai 

εμβλεπω 

SG:  III. 4 

c A 
» εν 

Letter:  I.15;  I.28;  II. 5;  II. 16  (Eccles. 

2.14);  II. 21  (Mk.  10.32) 
Ci A2 ενσώματος 

Letter:  I.4 

c A 
εντολή Letter:  I.3 

c A μ SG:  II I.y 

Ci A2 
εξαγγέλλω 

Letter:  I.16 

Ci — 

εξαντλεω 
Letter:  II. 9 

c A 
εξέρχομαι 

SG:  III.5 

c A 
εξηγεομαι 

Letter:  II. 7 

CI2 — 

εξηγησις 
Letter:  I.25;  III. 18 

c A 
έξης Letter:  II. 22 C3 

A2 
εξορχεομ  αι 

Letter:  I.23 

c A επάγω Letter:  III.  14 

c A 
>  / 6776 Letter:  III.  1 1 

5.  No  listing  in  Muller,  Lexicon. 
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c A επιθυμία Letter:  Ι.7 

c A επικρυπτω 
Letter:  II.  15 

c A επ  ίσταμαι Letter:  Ι.25 

c A 
επιστολή 

Heading:  Ι.ι 

C3 

Ai επιστομίζω Letter:  1. 2 

c A επιστρέφω SG:  III.  1 1 
Ci  + A2 

επιτάσσω 

SG:  III.  7 

c A 
επιτίθημι Letter:  I.24 

C4 

A10 επιτιμάω 

SG:  II. 2, 5 

c A επιφερω Letter:  II.22 

c A έπομαι Letter:  III.  1 1 

Ci — επτάκις Letter:  I.26 
CI2 — εραστής 

Letter:  I.9 

c A 
έρχομαι 

Letter:  III.  14  (Mk.  10.46) 

SG:  II.23 ;  U-24 ;  Μ -6;  III. 7 

c A 
ερωτάω 

Letter:  II.  19 

c A V en Letter:  I.24;  II. 7 

c A τ 
€Ό 

Letter:  II.  1 

c A 
ευαγγελίου Letter:  1. 12;  1. 21;  II. 6;  II. 12;  II. 20 

c A εύθυς 
SG:  III. i ;  III. 2 

c A 
ευρίσκω 

Letter:  III.  13 

c A 
εχω 

Letter:  II.  16  (Mt.  25.29) 
c A 

C/ 

βως 

Letter:  II. 22 
C2 — 

ζόφος 

Letter:  1.6  (Jude  13) 

c A 

ήμεΐς 

Letter:  II.  16 
c A 

ήμερα 

Letter:  II. 22  (Mk.  10.34) 
SG:  III. 7 

Ci 

A44 

Θεόδωρος Heading:  I.i 

C4 A13 

θεόπνευστος Letter:  I.i  1 

c A 
θεός 

Letter:  II.  13 

SG:  III.  10 

c A 
θρύλε ω 

Letter:  I.i  1 
c A 

θυρα 
SG:  III. 2 

c A Ιάκωβος Letter:  III. 12  (Mk.  10.35) 

Ci Ai 

'Ιεριχώ 

Letter:  III.  14  (Mk.  10.46) 
C6 

A4 

'Ιεροσόλυμα6 
Letter:  II. 21  (Mk.  10.32) 

Ci — 

ίεροφαντικός 

Letter:  I.23 

C A >  τ  Λ 

Ιησούς 
SG:  II.24;  11-26;  ///./;  ///.7;  III. 10; 

III. 15;  III. 16 

C A 

If 

ινα 
SG:  III. 5 

C A 
’ Ιορδάνης 

SG:  III. 11 

C A 
Ιωάννης Letter:  III. 12  (Mk.  10.35) 

6.  A  and  C  usually  use  ’Ιερουσαλήμ. 
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c A καθαρός Letter:  II.  18  (Titus  1.15);  Π.  19  (ib.) 
c A καθώς Letter:  II.  10 

c A καί Letter:  I.4;  1.6;  1.8  (bis);  1. 12;  1. 14  (Lk. 

14.34) ;  1. 1 9  (bis);  I.24;  I.27;  II. 4;  II. 6; 

II. 7;  II. 8  (bis);  II. 10;  II.12;  
II. 16; 

I
I
.
 
 

21;  III.  1 1  (Mk.  10.35);  HI. 12  (Mk. 

1
0
.
3
5
)
 
;
 
 HI.  12;  III.13;  III. 14  (Mk. 

10.46);  
III. 17  (bis);  

III. 18 
SG:  II.23  {bis);  II. 2 4  {bis);  II. 23;  II. 26; 

III.  i ;  I II.  2;  III.  3;  III.  4;  III.5;  III.  6; 

IH.y ;  I  I  1. 8;  III. 14;  III. 15;  III. 16  {bis) 
c A καλύπτω Letter:  I.26 

c A καλώς Letter:  1.2 

C6 A2 
Καρποκράτης Letter:  II. 3 

C2 — 

Καρττοκ  ρατιανός 
Letter:  I.2;  II. 9 

C A κατά Letter:  1. 10;  I.11;  1. 12;  1. 15;  II.7;  II. 22; 
III.18 

C2 A2 καταγράφω Letter:  I.23 C3 
— καταδου λόω Letter:  II. 5 

c A καταλείπω Letter:  1. 28 

c A κατάλληλος Letter:  1. 21 

Ci A21 καταφευδομαι Letter:  II.  1 1 ;  II. 20 
c A 

κατηχούμενος Letter:  I.18 

c A καυχάομαι Letter:  1.6 

Ci A2 
κήπος 

SG:  II.26 C4 
— 

Κλημης 
Heading:  I.i 

c A κομίζω Letter:  1. 19;  II. 6 C7 
— 

κράμα 
Letter:  II. 9 

c A 
κρατόω 

SG:  III. 3 

c A Κύριος Letter:  1. 16;  I.24;  II. 18;  II. 18  (II  Cor. 3-17) 

c A λανθάνω Letter:  I.5 

c A λόγω 
Letter:  I.5  (Apoc.  2.24);  1.8;  I.14;  II.13 

(Philo,  Q.G.  IV.67) 
SG:  II.24 

c A λόξις Letter:  II. 8;  II. 20;  II. 22 
c A λίθος SG:  III. 2 

c A 
λόγιον 

Letter:  I.25 

c A 
μαθητης 

SG:  II.23 

c A 

μάλα 

Letter:  II.  1 

c A Μάρκος Letter:  1. 12;  1. 15;  1. 19;  II. 11 
c A 

μαρτυρόω 
Letter:  1. 18 

c A 

μόγας 

Letter:  II. 2 

SG:  III. i 
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c A 

μεν 

Letter:  Ι.12;  III. 1 1 ;  III. 1 8 
c A 

μεντοι 

Letter:  I.16 

c A 

μένω 

SG:  III. 9 

c A 

μετά 

Letter:  II.  12;  II. 21;  ΙΙ.22  (Mk.  10.34)? 
III. 14 

SG:  II.26;  III. 5;  III. 6 

G A 
μεταφέρω 

Letter:  1. 20 

C A μη 
Letter:  II.  16  (Mt.  25.29) 

C A 

μην 

Letter:  1. 16 

C A μητηρ SG:  III. 16 

— — 

μηχανά
ω 7 

Letter:  II. 3 

c A 

μιαίνω 

Letter:  II. 8 

c A 
μιαρός 

Letter:  II.2 
C2 An 

μνημεΐον 

SG:  II.26 ;  III. i ;  III. 2;  III.6 

c A 

μόνος 

Letter:  II.  1 ;  III. 14 CI3 
— 

μυεω 

Letter:  II. 2 
C4 

A2 
μυσταγωγεω 

Letter:  I.25 

c A 
μυστήριον 

Letter:  II. 2 

SG:  III.  10 

c A 
μυστικός 

Letter:  1. 1 7 ;  II. 6;  II.12 

C4 

Ai 

μωραίνω 

Letter:  1. 1 5  (Lk.  14.34) 

Ci 

a5 

μωρία 

Letter:  II.  14  (Prov.  26.5) 
c A 

μωρός 

Letter:  II. 14  (Prov.  26.5);  II.16  (Eccles. 

2.14) 

C4 

A2 
νεανίσκος 

SG:  HI. 2;  UI.4;  111.6;  111.8;  III.15 

c A νομίζω 
Letter:  1. 1 7 

c A 
νους Letter:  II.  15 

c A νυν Letter:  II.  1 

c A 

νυξ 

SG:  III. 9 

c A 
C  f  / 

0,  η,  το 

Not  indexed 

c A 
οδός 

Letter:  I.3;  II. 21  (Mk.  10.32) 
c A οικία SG:  III. 6 

c A οΐμαι 
Letter:  I.27 

c A όκνεω Letter:  II.  19 
C3 

A8 όλεθρός Letter:  II. 3 

c A 
όμως 

Letter:  I.22 

G A όπου Letter:  II.  1 

SG:  II.26 ;  III. 2 

c A 
οργίζω 

SG:  II. 2 5 

c A 
όρκος 

Letter:  II.  12 

c A 
'/  <7  V 
ος,  η ,  ο Letter:  1. 1 7 ;  I.20;  I.25;  II. 6;  III.  13; 

III. 17 

SG:  II.23;  III.i5 

7.  G  and  A  both  have  the  middle. 
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c A ov Letter:  Ι.16;  Ι.27;  II. 12  (Philo,  (LG. 

IV.67);  II. 19;  ni. 13 
SG:  III.  16 

c A 

ov 
8 

Letter:  II. 18  (II  Cor.  3.17) 

c A ονάε Letter:  1.8;  1. 9  (bis);  1. 13;  1. 16;  1. 23; 

I.27;  II.10 
c A ονδεποτε Letter:  II.  10 

c A ονδεπω Letter:  I.22 

c A T 

ovv Letter:  1. 7;  I.26;  II. 10;  III.18 
c A οντος 

Letter:  I.3;  I.7;  1. 14 ;  II. 9;  II. 10;  II. 13; 
III. 1 1 

c A ούτως Letter:  1.8;  1. 13;  I.26;  II. 5 
— — 

όφί  a 

SG:  Illy 

c A παντελώς Letter:  I.12 
CI5  + 

A3 
πάντη 

Letter:  1.8 
C6  + 

A3 

πάντοτε Letter:  II. 3 

c A πάντως Letter:  1.8 

c A παρά Letter:  II. 6 

c A 
παραγγελλω 

Letter:  II.  13 

c A παραδίδωμι 
Letter:  1. 13 

c A 
παρακαλεω 

SG:  III 5 C9 
— 

παραχαράσσω 
Letter:  I.14 

c A παρέρχομαι Letter:  1. 18 

c A 
πας 

Letter:  1. 9;  1. 16;  II.  12  (Philo,  (LG.  IV.67)  > 

II. 1 8  (Titus  1. 15);  III. 12 
c A πέραν SG:  I II. 1 1 

c A περί Letter:  I.n;  I.21;  III. 13 
c A 

περιβάλλω 
SG:  I  I  1.8 

c A περιεχω Letter:  1. 13 

G A περικοπή Letter:  III.  12 

c A Πέτρος Letter:  1. 15;  1. 18;  1. 19 

c A πίστις Letter:  I.i  1 ;  I.18 
c A πλανάω Letter:  I.4 C7 

— 
πλανήτης Letter:  1. 3  (Jude  13) 

c A πλάσμα Letter:  1. 14 

c A πλούσιος SG:  II. 6 

c A πνεύμα Letter:  II.  17;  II.  18  (II  Cor.  3.17) 
Ci — 

π

ν

ε

ν

μ

α

τ

ι

κ

ώ

τ

ε

ρ

ο

ς

8

 

9

 

Letter:  I.21 

c A 7 τοιεω Letter:  1.2 

c A πολύς Letter:  III.  17 

8.  No  listing  in  Muller,  Lexicon. 

9.  A  has  only  the  positive. 
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c A 
πορεύω 

Letter:  II.  16  (Eccles.  2.14) 
G A 

πράξις 
Letter:  1. 16;  I.24 

C A 
πρεσβυτερος 

Letter:  1 1. 5 

C2 

a5 

προγράφω 
Letter:  I.24 

C A 
προεράω 

Letter:  II.  10 

C A 
προκύπτω 

Letter:  I.20 

C A 
προκρίνω 

Letter:  I.io 

C5 

— 

προπαρασκευάζω 
Letter:  I.27 

c A 7 τρός Letter:  1. 1 7 ;  II. 2;  II. 14 

SG:  III  8 

Ci — 
προσεπάγω 

Letter:  I.24 

C A προσέρχομαι SG:  III. i 
C A 

προσκυνάω 

SG:  II.24 

— — 
προσπορευομαι 

Letter:  III. 12  (Mk.  10.35) 

c A 
προτείνω 

Letter:  II.  1 1 

c A 
προφητεύω 

Letter:  I.3 

c A 
πρώτος 

Letter:  I.20 

c A 

'Ρώμη 

Letter:  I.15 

C6 — 

Σαλώμη 

SG:  III. 1 6 

c A 
σαρκικός 

Letter:  I.4;  II. 7 

Ci 

a7 

Σατανάς Letter:  I.5  (Apoc.  2.24) 

Ci Ai σινόών SG:  III. 8 

c A σκότος 
Letter:  1.6  (Jude  13);  II.  16  (Eccles.  2.14) 

c A Σολομών Letter:  II.  13 

c A σοφία 
Letter:  II.  13 

Ci A10 στενός Letter:  I.3 C24 
— 

στρωματευς Heading:  I.i 

C A συ Letter:  II.  19 

c A σύγγραμμα Letter:  I.28 
C2 

A3 

συγκεράννυμι 
Letter:  I.13 

c A 
συγχωράω 

Letter:  II.  1 1 

C3 

A8 
συμφωνάω 

Letter:  1.8 

c A συν 

SG:  IILg 

c A συντάσσω Letter:  I.21 

c A / 
Τ€ 

Letter:  1.8;  I.19 

c A τελειόω Letter:  I.22 

c A 

τάχνη 

Letter:  II.4 

c A 

τηράω 

Letter:  II.  1 

c A 

τις 

Letter:  1.8;  I.12;  I.25;  II. 5 
c A τοίνυν Letter:  I.i  1 ;  II.  19 

c A 
τρεις 

Letter:  II.22  (Mk.  10.34) 

c A τυφλός 
Letter:  II.  14 

c A 

f  / 

ιηος 
Letter:  II.  17  (I  Thess.  5.5) SG:  II.24 
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c A r  1 V7TO 

c A υπόμνημα C3 
— 

ύποσημαίνω 
C6  + 

A3 

ύφος 

c A 

φαίνω 
c A 

φημί 

— — 

φθονερώς10
 C  c.  300 — 

φιλοσοφία 
C3 

Ai 

φυσιόω c A 
φωνή c A 

φως 

c A 
φωτίζω c A Χ€Ψ 

c A 

χράω 

Ci — 

χρησιμώτατος CI4  + 

a5 

χρησις 
c A 

φενόος c A 

φενδω 
C2 A2 

φεϋσμα 
c A τ  ο ωοε 

c A 

ώς 

c A ώστε 

Letter:  II. 4 

Letter:  I.19 

Letter:  I.17 

Letter:  II.  17 

Letter:  I.io;  III. 17 

Letter:  II. 15;  II. 18 
Letter:  I.27 

Letter:  III.  18 
Letter:  I.5 

SG:  III.  i 
Letter:  II.  15;  II.  17  (I  Thess.  5.5) 
Letter:  II.  17 

SG:  III. 3 ;  III. 4 
Letter:  II. 4 

Letter:  1. 1 7 

Letter:  I.22 

Letter:  1.6 

Letter:  I.12 

Letter:  II. 9;  III.  17 

Letter:  II. 22 

Letter:  I.5  (Apoc.  2.24);  I.27 
Letter:  I.14;  II. 6 

10.  A  and  C  have  the  adjective. 

1 1 .  A  has  only  the  positive. 
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QUOTATIONS  AND  REMINISCENCES  IN  THE  LETTER 

Asterisked  items  are  quotations,  the  others  reminiscences : 

1.2 
*1-3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.4 

1.5 
*1.5 
1.5 

*1.6 

I.7-8 

1.9 

1. 10 

I.10-1 1 
*1.14-15 

I .  1 4— 1 5 

I

I

.

 

 

3 11.9 

*11.12-13 11.13 
*11.14 
11. 14 

*11.16 
*11.16 
*11.17 

11. 17 

11. 18 
*11.18 

* II .  1 8f 
*11.21 

*11.22 

Titus  1. 1 1 

Jude  13 
Wisdom  5.6 

Mt.  7. 1 3f 
Prov.  2.136 

Enoch  21.2 

I  Cor.  8.1 

Apoc.  2.24 
I  Cor.  2.10 

Jude  13 I  Pet.  5.9 

Plato,  Republic  VI. 50 id 

Plato,  Sophista  229a 

Plato,  Theaetetus  162a 

Lk.  14.34  (parallel  Mt.  5.13) 
Jer.  28.17  (LXX) 

Odyssey  XVIII.  143 

John  2.8 
Philo,  Questions  .  .  .  on  Genesis  IV. 64 Lk.  1 1.49 

Prov.  26.5 

Sophocles,  Oedipus  tyrannus  371 

Mt.  25.29  (parallel  Lk.  19.26) 
Eccles.  2.14 
I  Thess.  5.5 
Lk.  1.78 

Prov.  20.27 
II  Cor.  3.17b 
Titus  1. 15 

Mk.  10.32 
Mk.  10.34 
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*11.23 Secret  Gospel 
*III.i  if 

Mk.  10.35 

*III.i3 Secret  Gospel  (Carpocratian  version) 
*III.i4 Mk.  10.46 
*III.i4 Secret  Gospel 
III. 17 

Plato,  Hippias  Major  294a-c 
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Index  III 

ANCIENT  WORKS  AND  PASSAGES  DISCUSSED 

PAGE PAGE 

Old  Testament O.T.  Apocrypha  and  Pseudepigrapha 

Genesis Ascension  of  Isaiah 2i6,  262 

17.1 

182 
7-25 

226,  246 
17-5 

207 

9-30 

226,  246 

28.12 

244 

IO-I  I 
179,  201,  246 

Exodus ' 
III  Baruch 

12.43IT 

183 

I  I. if 

203 

20.17 

273 

Diadem  of  Moses  (in 

24.16 163  n.  8 PGM  VII.619-626) 
224f 

Deuteronomy Eighth  Book  of  Moses 

i5-i6f 

269 

(  =  PGM  XIII. 1-1058) 

224,  277 

I  Kings 

783ff 

218 

17.21 

64 

I  Enoch 

245 

II  Kings 

7. iff 

270 2.gff 248 

71. 1  I 

246 

4-34-f 64,  186 

81.5 

246 
Isaiah II  Enoch 

14·  !3f 226,  238 22.8ff  (text  A) 
226,  246 

24.16 

1 8 1  f III  Enoch 

Jeremiah 

12-15 

246 28.17  LXX  = 
I  Macc. 

10.14  Heb. 
18 

!-56f 

283 

Ezekiel Odes  of  Solomon 

28 238 
15.8 176,  216 

28.i3ff 
226 

Prayer  of  Joseph  (James, 
Hosea Lost  Apocrypha) 

216 6.2 

163  n.  8 
Testaments  of  the  Twelve 

Psalms Patriarchs, 

22.2 222 

Judah 

25.14 i8off 

XVI.4 

198 
103.19 

203 

Levi 

I  10. 1 
238 

II.6-V.3 

238f 

115.16 

203 

Wisdom 
Proverbs 

5-6 

9 

5- 16 

56,  285 
10. 10 

203 

8.4,  6 55 

18.15 

203 

23.14 55 26.5 

78 

Ecclesiastes Qumran  Texts  and  Damascus  Document 
2. 14 

58 

Angelic  Liturgy 

240 Daniel Damascus  Document 
4-34 

203 

VI.i4ff 

206  n.  3 
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Hodayot 

PAGE 

l66 Matthew  ( continued ) 

PAGE 

IILaoff 

239 

5-6 

258 
VI.  13 

239 

5·” 

258 XLioff 

239 

5-12 

204 

XIII.27ff 

239 

5*J3 
l8,  258 

fragment  2.1  off 

239 

5.17-20 

249,  258 fragment  5 

239 

5-2iff 

277 

Manual  of  Discipline 

5-25f 

Η2,  259,  272,  277 
I 

206  η.  3 
5-34 

203 

III.4ff 2o6f,  219 

5-38 

249 

VI 

206  η.  3 

5.44ff 

25O,  273 

VI. 13-23 

197 

5.48 

182 

IX.i6f 

197 

6.1,  9 

203 

XI.5-10 

239 

6.10 

204 

iQ_28b,  cols.  Ill  and  IV 
239  η.  ι6 

6.13 

183 

30.7,  no.  5 
1 8 1 

6.20 

204 

War  of  the  Children  of  Light 

6-33 

258 X.9ff 

239 

7.6 

251 XII.7ff 

239 

7-I5-27 

258-261 
Jewish  Literature  in  Greek 

7.28 

8-5 

102 

r54 

Ezekiel  tragicus 238 
8.gif 

8.29 

223 

102 

Josephus,  Antiquitates  Judaicae 

Q.I 

102 

VI 1 1. 46 220 
j 

Q.I3 

258 XVIII. i  iff 198 
ZJ  J 

9-27-34 i4of,  145,  200,  224, 
XVIII. 18 

239 

229,  376f XVIII. 23 198 

10.25 

219,  224,  229 

XVIII.  ii6ff 2o6f 

10.27 

202 XX.97 

235 

I  I.2ff 

205 

XX.  1 88 

235 

u.gff 183,  205,  208,  21  I, 
Bellum  Judaicum 

II. i  i8ff 

cS 
CO
 

I  I.I2f 

249 

206,  236,  249 

II.135-143 53 I  I .  I  8f,  21 211,  250 

II. 142 

239 

I  I.25f 

120,  169,  200 
II.258ff 

235 I  1.27 

250 Philo,  De  mutatione I  I.28ff 169,  212,  250 
nominum 12.5,  II 

249 

7 171 I2.l8ff 

200 
De  somniis 12.22-24 140 

I.148-149 1 7 1 ?  215 

12.27 

229 

De  vita  contemplativa 

44,  198 

12.40 

164  n.  8 35 
241 

12.41 

21  I 

Questions  ...  on  Genesis 

13. II 

1 1 7,  178,  184,  277 IV.67 54 

13-33 

203 

New  Testament 

13.44 

13.46 

212 

213 

Matthew 13-52 203,  213 

1. 16 

271 

13-55 

158 

i.i8ff 

224 

15.22 

102 

3-Ι-Ϊ2 

205 
16.17 

165 

3. n 

269 
16.19 

213,  221,  225,  231 

4.8 

238,  277 

16.25 

277 

4·23 

225 

1 7.26f 

249 

4.24 102 

18.3 

154,  j69 

5 

249 

l8.I2f 
258 

5·3^ 
21  I 

18.20 

213 
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Matthew  ( continued ) 

PAGE 

Mark  ( continued ) 

1 9. 1 6ff 

123 

2.9-12 Ι9·2θίΓ 
109.  137.  1 72f,  182, 

2.14 

274 

2.15f 

20.20 ΙΟΙ,  I  2  I 

2.17 

20.22ff 
102 

2.l8ff 20.29 
l88 

2.22ff 

2I.I4-16 
I4O 2.25ff 

21.32 

25O 
2.28 

22.I-I4 

183 

3* 1  ff 

22.4O 

277 

3-5 

23 
249 

3-7-19 

23.2 

249.  257 

3. 10 

23.14 

204 

3·11 

23.22 

203 

3-15 

23-23 

249 

3-20 

25-29 

57 
3.21-30 

25-34 

204 

3-35 

26.27 

121 
4-9 

26.63 

226 

4. 1  off 

27.42 

154 

27-55 

I  19 

27.56,  61 

121,  190 

4.14-20 

27.63 

164  n.  8 4-17-25 

28.1 1 2 1,  165  n.  11,  190 
4-23 

28.2 

io7f 

4-3°ff 

Mark 
270 

4-33ff 

I. iff 
206 

4-35ff 

1.6 136 

4.41 

i-7 

210 

5. iff 

1.8 207,  210,  253 

5.1-16 

Ι.9-Ϊ2 

235 

5-6
 

1. 10 219,  221,  229, 5-7 
240  n.  1 7,  244 

5-9 
1. 1  iff 136,  219,  221,  224, 

5-2iff 

235 

5.21-43 1. 14 

235 

5-31 

I-I5 

21  I 
5-35-43 

i.i6ff 136,  224,  252 

5-37 

1 .2  I  ff no,  219,  224f,  235 

5-39 
1.24 

136,  201,  215,  219 

5-4°f 

1.26 

no,  157 
5-43 

1.27 

219 

6.3 

i.2gff no,  147,  223,  225, 

6.7 

i-34 
373 

1 10,  201,  225 

6.7-13 i-35 

I  I  I 

6. 12 

1.36 
I  12,  224 

6. 1 3f 

i.4off 149.  225 

6.15 

i. 41 

IO4,  122,  128 

6-30-7-37 

1.42 

157 

6.32-16.8 

i-43 

I  I  I 6-35ff 

2. iff 225,  250 6.45ff 

2. 1-3.6 

161, 255 

6.46-8.26 

2.3ff 

137 

6.48 
2-5 

211 

6-53 

2.8 

225 

7.2ff 

PAGE 

in,  225,  255 

224,  252 III,  250 

258 
III,  21  if,  250,  255 

249 

21  if,  249 

25O,  255 
225,  249 

128 

224 

225 

201,  219,  225 

212 

189 

219,  224f,  229 

212 

136 

1 1 7,  178,  i83f,  197, 

199,  212,  236,  250, 

277 

178 

235 

i36>  225 

203,  212 178 

1 47.  225 

225 

219,  225 

374ff 

102 

136,  215,  219 

223 

!37?  !47 

225 

1 36 282 

136 

225 

no,  137 

136 

158 
212,  219,  225,  229, 

231 

235 

21  I 
229,  231 

1 36f 

162 

158-163,  192 

I47.  225 

!54 

163 

225 154 

212 
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Mark  ( continued ) 

PAGE 

Mark  ( continued ) 

PAGE 

7-4 

207 

I0.32ff 62,  163  n.  8,  165  n. 

7-5 
25O 

12 

7·*5 

199 

10.35-45 

165  n.  9  and  n.  12, 

7.16 
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53 

24ff 268 
Ill.196.21ff 

209 

II. 207.6- 

Ill.199.19ff 
282 

209.31 

3i4f 

Ill.199.21f 

29 

II.207. i8ff 262 Ill.206.17ff 20 

II.208. 1  off, 
III.209.25f 

32 

24f 

273 

Clementine  Homilies 

Il.209.17ff 

273 

XI. 26.2 

247 

11.214-216 
-316 XIII. 11. i 

177 

4OI 
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Clementine  Homilies  ( continued ) Epiphanius  ( continued ) 
XIV.  I 

175 

Panarion 
XVI.3 

247 

XLII.i  1.6-8 XVII.14,  19 

241 

(scholion  70) 

210 
XVIII. 15-16 

204 

LI 

281 XIX. 20. i 

16,  83 

LXIII.i 

338f 

Clementine  Recognitiones Epistula  Apostolorum 281 I.58 

230 

8(19) 

61 Constitutiones  Aposto¬ 
27(38) 

174 

lorum,  see  Apostolic Ethiopic  Didascalia 
Constitutions III. 6 

190 

Cyril  of  Alexandria, 
Eusebius 

275 

Fragmenta  in  epistolam Chronicon,  ed.  Helm, 

ad  Hebraeos 347 pp.  179,  183 
280 

Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (?) 
HE  II.i.4f 

29 

Discourse  on  Mary 

II.15 

i9f>  22 Theotokos 
276,  342ff 

II.  1 6f 

27,  280 

Didache 

II.24 

280 
I-VI 

173 

III.26.4 

234 

1.2 
170 

ΙΠ.30 

6 

1-5 
173 

III.39-I 

90 

Π.  1-3 171 

111.39.3 

61 

VII. i 170 

III.39.4 

95 VII.4 

175 

ΙΠ.39.15 

21 

IX.5 

183 
IV.7.7 

90 

Didascalia  Apostolorum 
IV.7.9ff 

90,  234,  267,  326f 
ed.  Connolly 

IV.22.4fr 

270,  3oof III. 6  (p.  xxi) 190 IV.23.12 
94 

VI.22  (p.  254) 

207 

V.i  i*4f 

285 

Didascalia  Apostolorum, V.i6f 

265 

see  also  Ethiopic 
V.20.5-7 

95 
Didascalia 

VI. I 

283 

Didymus  of  Alexandria, 
VI. 2. 12 

284 

De  trinitate VI.3.1-3 

283 

III.42 

342 

VI. 6 

285 

Dionysius  of  Alexandria, 
VI. 12. i 

286 
Epistle  to  Basilides VI. 13. iff 

285f 

I  end 

175 

VI.13.9 

61 

in  Eus.,  HE 
VI. 14.5-7 

19»  21,  32f 
VII.25 

268 
Vl.14.8f 

285f 

Discourse  by  Demetrius  on 

VI. 19.13 

285 

the  Birth  of  our  Lord 190 VI.20.lff 
286 

Ebionite  Gospel 

219 
VII.25 

268 
Ephraem,  Commentary VIII. 2 

283 

on  the  Diatessaron Praeparatio  Evangelica 

(Armenian) V.9.6 

223 

end 281 

IX.29.4f 

238 Epiphanes,  On  Justice 

273 

Theophany 

Epiphanius 

268,  275 
IV. 6 

281 
Panarion Filastrius 

268,  276 

XXVI.3.1;  8.  i  if 238 
Diversarum  hereseon  liber 

XXVII- 
VII-VIII 

34°f 

XXVIII. I 

328ff 

XXIX 

341 

XXVII. 2.2 
271 

First  Apocalypse  of  James 
190 

XXX.  1 4 
27L  334 

Gospel  according  to  the 

XXXII.  3ff 
267,  334ff 

Egyptians 

90,  176,  190,  270, 
XXXIII.  7.5f 

171 

281,  287 

402 
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PAGE PAGE 

Gospel  according  to  the Irenaeus 
268,  270 

Hebrews I22f,  I93f,  219, 
Harvey  1. 1. 15-20  = 

229, 244, 276, 287 Stieren  1.8. 1-9.5 141 

Gospel  of  Eve 238 Η  I.5.2  =  S  I.11.3 

267 

Gospel  of  Peter 133, 287 Η  1. 13.2  =  S  I.20.2 171 

19 

222,  227,  272 Η  I.14.1  =  S  1. 21.2 

187 

Gospel  of  Thomas 
166  n.  14,  247,  270, Η  1. 16. iff  =  S  I.23. iff 

226,  235 
287 

Η  1. 19. 2-1. 20  = 
13,  19 

227 

S  I.24-25 

227 

37 1 76 Η  I.20  =  S  I.25 191,  271 

39 

204 

Η  I.20-22  = 
61 190 

S  I.25-26.2 

9of,  30  iff 

108 

185 

Η  I.20.2  =  S  I.25.4 

142,  259 

Great  Questions  of  Mary 238 
Η  I.20.3  =  S  I.25.5 

9°f>  2  74,  282 
Gregory  Nazianzen 

275 

Η  I.20.4  =  S  I.25.6 

267,  269 

Oratio  25.8 

340 

Η  1. 21  end  =  S  1. 26.1 272 

Hegesippus,  see  also Η  I.23  =  S  I.26.3 

262 

Pseuso-Hegesippus Η  I.26.2  =  S  I.28.2 
272,  304 

Hegesippus 
270,  3oof 

Η  II.48-53  = 

Heracleon 268 
s  II. 31-33.4 

185,  272,  304ff 

Hippolytus 

268,  275 
H  II.5of  =  S  II.33f 

268 
Apostolic  Tradition Η  III.3.4  =  S  III.3.4 

267 

XX 43 H  III. 11. 10  = 

XX.  1-3 93,  175 

S  III. 12. 7 
16 

XX-5,  7 

175 

H  V.13  =  S  V.13 03 
XXI.3 

175 

Isidore  of  Seville, 
XXI.4 

169 

Originum XXI-5 65,  175 
VIII.6.7 

349 
XXL  1 1 

65,  9E  175,  185 Jerome,  see  also 
XXIX.2 05 Pseudo  Jerome 

Commentary  on  Jn. Jerome,  Adversus 
(GCS  i. II,  p.  216) 03 Luciferianos 

De  resurrectione 

23 

269,  340 

(GCS  i. II,  p.  251) 262 Commentarii  in 

Philosophumena 
Matthaeum, 

IV.22ff 
53 

Prooemium  6 

280 

V-7 

171,  270 De  viris  inlustribus 

V.io 
216 

8 280 

VII. 6 323 John  of  Damascus, 
VII.13 

269 

De  haeresibus 

VII.30 
16 

27 

350 

VII.3iff 1 7 1 ,  270^  324f Julius  Africanus,  Kestoi 
IX  end 198 XVIII  end 88  n.  i 
X-9 

270 
Justin,  Dialogue  17 

284 

History  of  Joseph  the 

35·6 

270 

Carpenter 

69-7 

230 VIII.3 

igof 
IOI  .1 171 

Honorius  of  Augustodunum, 

First  Apology 

De  haeresibus 

10 

284 

22 
349 16. 6f 171 

The  Hymn  of  the  Soul 

23,  26f 

284 

6 1  f 
216 

30 

227,  230 

Ignatius,  Trail. 

56 

267 

2.3 

09 
61.2 1 70 

Iohannis  Evangelium 

61.4-5 
120 

Apocryphum  Arabice 282 Second  Apology 

LIII.8 05 

12 

284 

403 
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Liber  de  Infantia I90 
Pistis  Sophia  ( continued ) 

Macarius,  Neue  Homilien 

145 

19O 

XVI.3 

247 

Praedestinatus 267,  276 

Marcellus  of  Ancyra 

275 

De  haeresibus 
De  sancta  ecclesia 7 

348f 

4-7 

328 

Protevangelium  Iacobi 
191 

Martyrium  Marci 281 XIX.3-XX.4 190 

Martyrium  Matthaei Pseudo-Hegesippus, 

8 

175 

De  bello  iudaico 

27 

1 76 III. 2 282 

Methodius,  De 
Pseudo-Jerome,  Indiculus 

resurrectione 
281 de  haeresibus 

I.23 

174 

IO 349 

Michael  Syrus 

267 

Pseudo-T  ertullian 

268,  275 

Chronique Adversus  omnes 
VI.4 

35O 

haereses 

Minucius  Felix,  Octavius ΙΠ.1-3 

326 

9 

269 

Sophronius  of  Jerusalem, 
Origen,  Commentarii  in 

Epistola  Synodica  ad 
Evangelium 

Sergium  Patriarchum Ioannis 
Constantinopolitanum 

350 

VI. 7 

278 Sulpicius  Severus,  Vita 
Commentariorum S.  Martini 
Series  in  Matt. 

7.3;  8.2 

64 

28 60 
Tatian,  Diatessaron 

142 

1 4 1  ?  144 
I9I Tertullian,  see  also 

Contra  Celsum 
Pseudo-Tertullian 

1.6 230,  234 
Tertullian 

275 

I.28 
230 

Ad  uxorem 
I.38 

224 

II. 5. 2 

234 

1.68 

224-228 

Apology 

II.49ff 

227 

VII. 1 

273 

ΙΠ.55 

282 

XXI.  17 

227,  230 ΙΠ.59 

93 XXXIX 

284 

V.62fT 
65,  89,  190,  267, De  anima 

269,  282,  287,  298ff 
XXIII. 2 

322 

VI.4of 
224,  234 

XXXV 

259,  322f 

Exhortatio  ad 
De  baptismo 

martyrium XVIII 

169 

16 

274 

De  jejunio Homilia  in  Jeremiam 
XVII 

284 

IX.3 

173 

De  resurrectione 

Homilia  in  Genesin mortuorum XIII.4 

285 

XIX 

186 

Homilia  in  Numeros De  testimonio  animae 
XII. 1 

285 

I.4 

92 

Prologus  in  Canticum Theodoret,  Haereticarum 
end 60 fabularum  compendium 

Papias  in  Eus.  HE 

1.5 

267,  347f 

ΠΙ. 39.15 

2 1  f 

1.20 

287 

Passio  Perpetuae Theodotion  on  Is. 

16 

234 

24.6 

!7 

Photius,  Bibliotheca Theodotus  (the 

1 1 1 

285 

Valentinian) 282 

Pistis  Sophia 227,  238 Theophylact 

274 

54>  58,  132 
190 Vita  secunda  S.  Samsonis 

136,  1 42 

233 

(An.  Boll.  VI.97)  i6ff 

64 

404 
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Rabbinic  Literature 

B(abylonian  Talmud) 
B.  Bekorot 

PAGE 

8b 

B.  Berakot 

19 

53^ 

219,  270 

61b 

B.  ‘Erubin 

252 

64b 

B.  Hagigah 

178,  270 

i4bff 
B.  Makkot 

240  n.  17,  249 

23b 
B.  Sanhedrin 

204 

43a 

230 

65b 220 
107b 

B.  Shabbat 
230 

104b 

B.  Sotah 

269 

47a 

B.  Yebamot 
23O 

47b 
Bekorot 

176 

VII.3,  5 

Bemidbar  
Rabbah 

256 

19-4 

Bereshit  Rabbah 

198 8.9 

198 

49.2 

182 

68.12 

Bikkurim 

244 

I.4 

‘Eduyot 

207 

V.2 

Gittin 

185 

V.9 

257 

Hekalot 

Hekalot  Rabbati 

27· 1 ;  28.3; 

198,  226,  236,  238 

242,  246,  25O 

29-lff 
Jerusalem  Talmud) 

J.  Bikkurim 

l8l 

I-4(64a) 

J.  Hagigah 

207 

II.  ϊ  (77b) 

J.  Ketubot 

203 

XII.3(35a) 

J.  Kiddushin 
1 76f 

IV.  1 1  (66c) 

J.  Kil’ayim 

219,  270 

IX-4(32b) 

J.  Sanhedrin 
1 76f 

I.2(i9b) 198 
VI-9(23c) 

J.  Shabbat 

225 

XIL4(i3d) 230,  269 

J.  Terumot 
VIII.io(46b) 

Kil’ayim 

I

I

I

.

 

5

;

 

 

IX.2 Megillah 

I

V

.

 

8

 

Midrash  Tannaim  on  Dt. 
3-23 

Mikw’aot 

VIII-IX 
Pesahim 

VIII.8 

Sepher  ha-Razim 
Shabbat 

XIX.6 

ShebPit 

I

I

I

.

 

4

 

I

V

.

 

3

;

 

 

V.9 

Shekalim 

1-3 

Shemot  Rabbah 

19- 1 1 9-5-7 

Sifre  Devarim 

26 121 

313 
Sotah 

IX.  1 3 

T(osefta’) 
T.  Baba’  Kama’ 

VII.5 

T.  Hullin 
11.22 

Tanhuma’, Lek. 

19 

Sarah 4 

Tanhuma’  (ed.  Buber) 
Hukat  26 

Lek  20-27 

Wayyikra’  Rabbah 
16.2 

3

1

-

 

4

 

3

2

-

 

4

 

Yoma’ 

VIII.8f 

Pagan  Literature 

Aelian,  De  natura 
animalium 

XVI. 28 

Anthologia  Latina 

430  (Riese) Anthologia  Palatina 
V.128 V.  160.4 

405 

PAGE 

176 

256 

197 

i54f 

176 

i84f 

220 

256 

256 

257 

257 

181 182 

219,  270 

269 
204 

219,  270 

269 

230 182 

180,  182 

198 
182 

170 

270 

181 

208 

64 

64 

64 

258 
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Apuleius,  Golden  Ass 
XI.  1 3-25 

184 

Corpus  Hermeticum  (=  CH) 

I.12-26 216 
XIII 

246 Extr.  II A 

15 

De  sublimate IX.9 

58 

Dio  Cassius,  Histories 

LXXVII.18.4 

224 

Diodorus,  Historical 
Library 

V.64.4 

226 
Diogenes  Laertius,  Lives 

of  the  Philosophers VI.84 

49 VI.90 
176 

DMP,  see  Papyri,  DMP 

Homer,  see  Iliad  and 
Odyssey 

Homeric  Hymn  to 

Demeter 

91-280 

225!'
 

Iamblichus,  De  mysteriis 
III. 18 

222  n.  8 
Iliad 

I.1-25 

378f 

Lucian,  Alexander 
228 

38ff 

226 
De  syria  dea 

55 

64 

Lucius 

4 
228 

Peregrinus 
I  I 

179,  201 Philopseudes 
I  I 

225 

13 

225,  242 

16 223,  225 

35 

225 

Manichaean  Psalm  Book 

II.222f 191 

“Mithras  Liturgy” 

(  =  PGM  IV.475-834) 1 8 1 ,  198,  221, 

225ff,  24Ο,  242 

“Mithras  Liturgy”  (for 
references  to  particular 

verses  see  under  PGM) 

Nephotes,  Letter  to 

Psammetichus  (=  PGM 

IV.  1 54-221) 221 
Odyssey 

XI.34-43, 

48-51 

88  n.  i 

XIII.22iff,  287if 

225 

PAGE 

P  ( =  Papyri) 

DMP  ( =  Demotic 
Magical  Papyrus) 

II. i  if 
226 III. i 2f 

223 

VII. 10 
226 

IX.14 

226 

XIV.24f 

226 XV.  1-20 

64,  218 

XX-33 

226 
XXVIII. 6 

223 

XXIX.23 

223 

Egerton 2 

133 

Oxy.  ( =  Oxyrhynchus) 

412 

88  n.  i 

655 

176,  204 

PGM  ( =  Papyri  Graecae Magicae) 
vol.  i,  p.  71 

n.  7 

64 

no.  I,  lines 

42ff 

225 

Ι·97~Ι94 

222 102-1 15 

225 115 

225,  227 1 1 7f 

225 

n8ff 242 

I  2θίΤ 

225 

I28ff,  13  I 
180 

160 

223 

1 73^  I76f 

225 

i78ff 

227,  242 

i8off 

225 

i86ff 

226 i88ff 

225 

igif 

227 

193-222 

225 

222ff,  247ff 225,  246 

III.305 

223 

330,  459? 

54 1 

225 

7o6ff 

223 

IV 

242 
IV.88ff 

223,  226 iigff 

64 

1 54-22 1 221 

i7off 

223 

172 

226 

i89f 

225 

216-221 

245 

23L  250 

225 

40off 

64 

475-834  see 

“  Mithras 

Liturgy” 

475ff 

l8of,  225ff 
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(  =  Papyri)  ( continued ) P  ( =  Papyri)  [continued.) 
PGM PGM 

487-535 
221 

XXII. iff 

225 

510 

224 

XXIIa.i  if 

225 

535 224,  226 

XXIIb.24 

24O 
537 242 

XXIII 88  n.  1 

647f 24O 
XXIX 

225 

732-747 225f XXXIIa 

224,  226 
741,  747, XXXIII 

225 

771 

24O 
XXXIV 

225 

850 

225 

XXXIV. 7f 
242 

897-922 
226 

XXXVI.  288ff 

64 

io6of,  1 7 1 6iT 

224 

3I2ff 

227 

1859 

226 

320ff 

225 

2o8lff 

223 

Philostratus,  Vita  Apollonii 
2170 

225 

I.4ff 
224f 

2175, 16 

226 3007-3085 

227 

18 

224 

3038,  3095 

223 

II.4 

224 

V.  1-40 226 

III. 18,  25,  32 

226 98ff,  137 

225 

38 

147,  215,  225 

H5ff 

!224 

51 

226f 148 
226 

IV.  iff 

224,  226 i65ff,  228, 
4,  10,  13 

225 

288ff 

225 

i8ff 
224f 

VII.39,  191-214 

225 

23ff 

225f 

30off 

224 

37 

224 

43ifF 

225 

45 J47>  225 

549 226 

V.13,  24 

225 

580 

225 

43 

224 

6i9ff 
224f 

VI.3 

225 

643ff 
218 I  I 

227,  242 677 

225 

16 

65 

VIII. 49f 
226 

32 

225,  228 XII.192 
23O 

VII. 21 

227 

229,  232, 

226ff 

38f 

222,  224f 235 
VIII.5 

225,  227,  234 279 

227 

7.vii 

227 

39if 

230 

3°f 

225,  227,  242 

XIII. 1-1058 

XIII.38,  41 

225 

( =  The  Eighth Plato,  Hippias  Major 
Book  of  Moses) 

230,  277 

294a-c 

66 
XIII. iff 

238 

248 

253 

26 1  fF 

277 
224 

231 

227 

231 

Symposium 

i 75c-e 

Pliny,  Epistles 

X.96.7 

64 

1 7 1 ,  201 
268ff,  278ff 

225 

Plutarch,  De  genio 

345ff 

218 Socratis 
8 

58off 
226 

59 1 d-f 

7ooff 

225 

De  Iside 

226 

783ff 
218 

!4-i6(357) 

841-888 226 
!7(357d) 64f 

959-963 233  n·  l3 
J9(358e) 

64 

998 

225 

73(38oc) 

215 

io64ff 

227 

Quaestiones  Convivales 
181 

XVIIIb 

225 

IV.6 
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Sextus  Empiricus, Tacitus,  Annals 

Pyrroneion 

XV.44 

234 

Hypotyposeon Thucydides,  Histories 
II.240 

30 

I.12.1 

12 

Suetonius,  Nero 
IV.60.2 

30 

16.3 

234 

IV.84.2 

12 

VI.4.1 IOI 
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GREEK  WORDS  AND  PHRASES  DISCUSSED* 

PAGE PAGE 

αγαπάω 
129,  137 

δά 
124,  128 

άγιώτατος 286 διδάσκω 

183 

Άδωναϊ 

233  η.  ίο 

δικαιοσύνη 

258 
άθα  νατίζω 239f 

δούλος 

245 

αλάλητος 232 εί  καί 

17 

άλς 

ι9 

εις,  see  άφεσις 

άμελει 
73 

εις  τό  όνομα  τοΰ 

άνα  γράφω 33 
κυρίου  ’ Ιησού 

177 

άναιδεστατος 
7°,  91 

Τ 

ecs 

995  120  ( εις  των άναστάς 367 δώδεκα,)  IJI  (εις 

(  άπ  )αθανα  τισμός 239f 

357 

άπερατος 

70 

> €Κ 128 

άπόγραφον 

70 

εμβλεπω 

129 

άπο  κυλίω 
70,  129 εμβλεφας  αύτω 

άπροφυλάκτως 

70 

ηγάπησεν  αυτόν 

i36ff,  171 

αρπάζω 
εμβριμάομαι 

154,  223 

(  άρπαγεντα  ) 240  η.  17 εν  παραβολαΐς  τα 

άρχομαι πάντα  γίνεται 
178 

(  ηρξατο/ -αντο  ) 

128,  364 

εξάγγελλε  ιν 

71 

αυτίκα 
70,  73  (with  φησί) εξαποστελλω 

71 

αυτός 
ιοο,  ΐ02,  35^  (re- 

( οι)  εξω 
ΐ78>  J97>  250 

dundant) επιτάσσω 

223 

( εις )  άφεσιν 

επιτίθημι 

71
 

αμαρτιών 

1 77 

επιτιμάω 

36° 

άωροι 272 

* Ερμης 

233  η·  10 
βάπτισμα  Ίωάννου 

ι77 

έρχομαι 

128,  ΐ32,  365; 

βασιλεία  του  θεού ί3δ,  ΐ4ΐ 
with  καί,  see 

γόης 228 under  καί. 

γυμνός 
128,  221 

εύθυς 

124,  Ι28;  with  καί 
γυμνός  γυμνω 91)  ι85 

ιο6,  141,  38° 

*  This  list  does  not  usually  include  words  discussed  in  the  commentaries  on  the  letter  and  the 
Gospel  fragment.  For  those,  see  Index  I. 
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PAGE PAGE 
εύθεως 

36° 

νεφιομαωθ 

233 

ζαγουρη *  πάγου ρη 

233 

οι  μετ'  αυτού 

I  12 

ζοροκοθορα 

233 

ομοίωμα 

245  η·  ι8 
θαρναχαχαν 

233 

ον  ηγαττα  (  αυτόν )  ο 
θείος  άνηρ 

’ Ιησούς 

120,  138 

θωβαρραβαυ 

233 

ονομα ,  see  εις 
ϊαω 

233  η·  ΙΟ 

όργη 

128 

ϊεου 

233 

όφία 

70 

tf 

ινα 1 1  2,  128 
παραβολή ,  see  εν 

’ίσα  θεώ 
L 245f 

παραδίδωμι 

71 

καί 124,  128;  with παρακαλεω 
364 

forms  of  έρχομαι 
παραχαράσσω 

270,  273 

Η1,  1 89,  357f> περιβεβλημενος 

364;  with  ευθύς 
σινδόνα  επί 

ιο6,  141,  36off; 

γυμνού 

136,  Ι38,  I76f 
with  λέγω  ( και 

περιβεβλη  μένους 
λεγει  αύτω)  359 στολάς  λεύκάς 

■77 

καλώς  εποίησας 7 περιμάχητος 

239f Καρποκράτης 266 
πλουσίως 

241 κατά  λεξιν 

63 

πράξεις  καί  λεξεις 

24 

κοινωνία  του 
προσέρχομαι 

128 

άρρενος 

185 

προσκυνεω 

132,  358 
/  >  Τ  Τ  Ο 

κυρΐ€ 5  et  ης  code 

1 57 

προσπορεύομαι 

7° 

κύριε  ελεησον 

ΐ03 

πρότερον 

3° 

κύριος 227,  246,  l8o  ( του 
προφήτης 

228 
άερος ) 

σαβαωθ 

233 

κωλύω 
i6gf,  177 

σημεΐον 

ΐ74 

λεγει  αύτοΐς  6 σινδών ΐ29,  i76f>  ι8°. 
’ Ιησούς Ι4Ι 1 82,  221  ( σινδόνιον), 

μάγος 
228 

223 

μαραχαχθα 

233 

στεναγμός 
2Ι5?  223,  232 

μεθ ’  ημέρας ϊ 37^  (with  εξ) στρωματεύς 286 

μηχανάω 

7° 

σύγκρισις  προς  ίσον 

ΐ37 

μορφή  ( θεού ) 245  η·  ι8.  246 σφραγίς 

ι83 

μυστήριον ΐ29,  J78ff.  ι83. σχήμα 245  η·  ι8;  246 
201,  138  ( της 

σώζω 

227 

βασιλείας  τοΰ  θεοΰ ), 
ταράσσω 

223 

ΐ68  ( μεγάλα 
τελειος 

179,  ιδ2 
μυστήρια  ) 

τελετή 

179.  ιδ2,  201,  235 

μυστικός 

71 

τί  εμοί  καί  σο', νεανίσκος 
124,  ιΊΊ  (νεανίσκον 

Ιησού 

139 

περιβεβλημενον  .  .  .) υίε  Δαβίδ  ελεησόν 

νεθμομαωθ 

233 

με 

!38.  157.  359 
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I56f φθονερώς 

7° 

129»  363 

φίμόω 

223 

ώ  (before  the 
φινωθερ·  θερνωφ· 

νωφίτερ 

233 vocative) 

103 
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NOTABILIA  VARIA 

Aalen,  S.,  Reign,  203 

abbreviation  of  Gospel  texts,  94 

abbreviations,  in  MS.,  3 

Abraham,  seal  of  (i.e.  circumcision),  183 

accentuation,  in  MS.,  2,  62 

accusative,  after  είναι,  12;  letter’s  use  of,  16; 

74,  102,  132 
Acts,  characteristics,  25 if;  relation  to  Gospels, 

137,  282;  secrecy  in,  200,  253;  two  texts  of,  93 

adjectival  use  of  εις,  99 

adjectives,  9;  verbal,  13,  15,  54,  75;  see  also 

epithets 
adoptionist  Christology,  246f 

agony  (Jesus’),  fabulous,  237,  243 
agrapha,  evidence  of  oral  tradition,  95 

Akiba,  252;  practiced  magic,  220 

Alexander  of  Jerusalem,  285f 

Alexandria,  Christianity  in,  36,  56,  82,  85,  271, 

276,  281;  Gospel  text  of,  102;  relation  to 

secret  Mark,  93,  102,  106 

allegorizations,  186 

Alio,  E.,  1 7gf 

Amman,  E.,  Protevangile,  190 

Angelou,  A.,  1 

angels,  called  gods,  246 

Annand,  R.,  He  Was  Seen,  165  n.  13 

anointing,  magical,  223 

Antinoiis,  270 

antithesis,  13 

Anz,  W.,  Frage,  233 

aorist,  61,  101  (perfective),  133 

apocryphal  Gospels,  relation  to  canonical,  95, 

144,  200;  to  secret  Mk,  95,  132;  picture  of 

Jesus,  227 

Apollonius  of  Tyana,  ascent  to  the  heavens,  242; 

similarity  to  Jesus,  222,  224-227 
Apollonius  Rhodius,  use  of  Homer,  143  n.  4 

apologetics  (Christian),  156,  257 

apologists  (Christian),  234 

apostles,  accredidation,  24 if;  “loss”  of  their 
writings,  263 ;  see  also  Peter  and  others 

appearance,  in  Jewish  law,  256 

Aramaic,  behind  Mk.  andjn.  (?),  157,  162;  use 
in  magic,  223 

Aristotle,  Constitution  of  Athens,  attacked  as  a 

forgery,  88  n.  1 Archilochus,  use  of  Homer,  143  n.  4 

ascension,  of  Jesus.  See  Jesus,  ascent 
ascent  to  the  heavens,  216,  226,  229,  230,  236, 

237-247,  272,  275;  as  initiation,  242;  by 

Jesus’  followers,  241 ;  connection  with  spirit, 

246,  248;  Enoch’s,  245;  Elijah’s,  248;  history 
of,  1 8 1 ,  238;  in  baptism,  179,  181,  245;  in 

Christian  teaching,  24of;  in  Judaism,  238f; 

Isaiah’s,  246;  Jesus’,  see  Jesus,  ascent;  magical, 
240,  242,  244;  Palestinian  examples,  238f; 

Paul’s,  238,  24 if;  resulted  in  liberty  from  the 
law,  248ff;  techniques  for,  181,  239,  240,  241, 

242,  244;  types,  238,  239;  with  a  companion, 
242 

Asia  Minor,  major  source  of  early  Christian 
literature,  264f 

Athanasius,  vocabulary,  67 

atonement  (vicarious).  See  rejection 

Audollent,  A.,  Defixionum  tabellae,  233  n.  13 

Baarda,  T.,  87,  102,  103,  106,  113,  119,  157 Baird,  W.,  179 

Balaam  (Bileam),  nickname  of  Jesus,  230 

baptism:  terms  for,  33,  168;  varieties  of,  207,  213 

- ,  the  Baptist’s,  205,  297,  210,  213,  219, 
competition  with  sacrifice,  208;  did  not  give 

spirit,  207,  236;  differences  from  Jesus’,  213; 
from  Paul’s,  215;  from  Christian,  253;  per¬ 
petuated  by  followers,  174;  and  in 

Christianity,  254;  source  of,  208 

- ,  by  entering  a  cloud  (heaven),  244 

- ,  Christian,  170,  173,  231;  a  mystery,  1 78f, 

183^  210;  admits  to  kingdom/Church,  183, 

213;  (baptism)  and  burial,  176;  and  child¬ 
likeness,  169;  and  circumcision,  183;  and 

death,  243;  and  eucharist,  184,  219;  and  life, 

170;  and  love,  172,  179;  and  the  passion,  173, 

217;  and  possession  by  the  spirit,  see  spirit; 
and  rebirth,  169;  and  resurrection,  173^  177, 

1 79,  185,  217,  243,  262;  and  the  spirit,  180, 

207,  210,  215,  219,  236,  240  η.  17,  246,  254; 

ascension  in,  179,  181 ;  ceremonies,  169,  I75f, 
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baptism  ( continued ) 

1 86;  content  of,  173;  costume  for,  116,  1 76f ; 

difference  from  the  Baptist’s,  253;  identifies 
with  Jesus,  187;  history  in  the  Church,  183, 

231,  240  n.  17,  259,  264;  instruction  for,  170, 

1 71,  173;  magical,  232;  nocturnal,  175; 

nudity  in,  65,  1 75f,  1 85,  2 1 6 ;  origin,  2 1 9,  253 ; 

requirements  for,  169,  172,  175,  185;  a  “seal”, 
183;  substitutionary,  232;  terminology,  1 7 1 ; 

“the  mystery  of  the  kingdom,”  203,  244; 
underlies  Mk.  10.13-45,  167-188 

- ,  Jesus’,  1 15,  237,  251,  253;  difference  from 

the  Baptist’s,  213;  explains  Christian  practice, 
253;  explains  the  coming  of  the  spirit,  252; 

involved  ascent  to  the  heavens,  237-247, 

240  n.  17;  magical,  220-236;  “mystery  of  the 

kingdom  of  God”  see  mystery;  origin  of,  244; 
reinterpreted  by  his  followers,  243;  related  to 

transfiguration,  243;  source  of  libertinism, 

259,  262 ;  story  of,  243 

- ,  of  fire,  269 

- ,  Paul’s,  1 79f,  2 13-2 19,  240  n.  17;  elements 
derived  from  Jesus,  216-250;  freed  from 

Mosaic  law,  248;  led  to  possession,  215,  217; 

magical,  217,  220-236;  rejected  by  second- 

century  Christianity,  264^  secondary  ele¬ 

ments,  216-217;  shamanistic,  242;  united 

with  Jesus,  215,  217 

- ,  Qumran,  206  n.  3,  219 

- ,  rabbinic,  207,  219 

Baptist  (the):  achievement,  208;  beginning  of 

Christian  tradition,  206;  difference  from 

Jesus,  205,  21 1,  213;  expected  response  to, 

205;  importance  of,  206;  inferior  to  Jesus’ 
followers,  213;  libertine  interpretation  of,  207 ; 

rite  peculiar,  207;  polemic  against,  174,  206, 

2ogf,  219;  role  in  relation  to  the  Kingdom, 

205-208;  see  also  baptism,  the  Baptist’s 
Barnabas,  257,  267,  276 

Barrett,  C.,  248;  Things  Sacrificed,  265 

Bartimaeus,  188 

Basilideans,  29 

Basilides,  90,  272,  277 

Bauer,  W.,  180;  Rechtglaubigkeit,  252 

Baumstark,  A.,  Lazarusakten,  174 

Beasley-Murray,  G.,  Baptism,  209 

Beelzebub,  nickname  of  Jesus,  229 

“beloved  disciple,”  119,  253 
Ben  Stada,  269;  nickname  of  Jesus,  230 

Benoit,  A.,  Bapteme,  264 

Benoit,  P.,  1 13,  120,  141 

Bethany,  99,  129,  i52ff 

Betz,  O.,  Proselytentaufe,  206  n.  3 

Bickerman,  E.,  6,  27,  55,  67,  142k,  230,  283 

Bieler,  L.,  ΰεΐος  άνήρ,  228 

Bieneck,  J.,  Sohn,  228 

binding  by  Satan,  magical,  223 

body  of  Messiah.  See  Church 

Boismard,  M.,  Liturgie,  170 

Bonner,  C.,  Technique,  223 

Boobyer,  G.,  Redaction,  178 
book-burning,  283 

books,  preservation  of,  283 
Bornkamm,  G.,  180 

Bousset,  W. :  Antichrist,  269;  Hauptprobleme,  276; Himmelsreise,  239 

boys,  as  mediums,  223;  in  early  Christianity, 

282;  in  magic,  223,  242 

branding,  ears,  268f,  270 
Braude,  W.,  207 

breathings,  of  MS.,  2 

Bultmann,  R.,  248;  conjecture  confirmed,  155; 

Geschichte,  2 1 1 ;  Johannes,  209 

Buonaiuti,  E.,  Fragments,  277 

Buri,  E.,  Clemens,  265 

burial,  costume  for,  177 

Burkill,  A.,  Revelation,  164 

Burkitt,  F.,  Vestigia,  206  n.  2 
Burney,  C.,  Origin,  244 

Cadbury,  H.,  87,  iiiff,  120,  123,  190;  Case,  146 
Calder,  W.  M.  Ill,  6,  9,  1 4G  39,  43,  46,  51,  56, 

58,  67,  87,  99,  i  o  i ,  103,  108,  1 14,  1 17,  1 18 
Carpocrates:  a  primitive  Christian,  276;  and 

Carpocratians,  266-278;  Clement’s  account 
of,  46f;  commentaries  on  secret  Mk.,  90; 

connection  with  Alexandria,  82;  connection 

with  Jewish  Christianity,  268  (Cerinthus), 

278;  corruption  of  the  Gospel,  89;  date,  90, 

267^  Harpocrates,  90;  name,  266f;  position 

in  lists  of  heretics,  267;  practiced  exorcism, 

276;  testimonia  concerning,  295-350,  these 

discussed,  268-276;  the  letter’s  account  of, 
46f;  use  of  secret  Mk.,  90;  use  of  a  secret 

Gospel,  46;  works  on,  276-278 
Carpocratianism:  based  on  magic,  276f;  diversi¬ 

fication,  267,  277;  Platonic  traits,  268; 

primitive  Christian  traits,  27 if;  sources,  273; 

testimonia,  268-276 
Carpocratians,  11,  13,  16,  79,  173,  185, 

266-278;  accused  of  magic,  47;  appeal  to 

Salome,  igof;  attacks  on,  47,  58,  273f;  cause 

of  scandal,  274;  Clement’s  account  of,  273; 
commentaries  on  secret  Gospels,  90;  com¬ 

munism,  274;  connection  with  Ebionites,  276; 

decline  of,  82,  287;  denial  of  resurrection,  186; 

denial  of  virgin  birth,  191 ;  disappearance  of, 

275;  diversification,  267,  277;  doctrine  of 

creation,  273;  equalitarianism,  273;  founder, 

84;  importance  of,  82,  270,  272f,  275;  in 

Irenaeus,  272;  literature,  276;  nicknamed 

“Harpocratians”  (?),  65;  practice  of  magic, 

90;  promiscuity,  273;  relation  to  Salome,  12 1 ; 

reports  of,  64,  274;  secret  books,  91 ;  source  of 

doctrine,  84,  273f,  277;  testimonia  concerning, 

295-350;  text  of  secret  Gospel,  64,  91;  their 
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Carpocratians  ( continued ) 

agapai,  273;  theology,  27of  (Platonic  traits), 

276;  (these  overestimated),  273f,  277  (Gospel 

basis);  use  of  centos,  142;  of  Gospels  and 

agrapha,  274,  277;  of  Paul,  274;  of  secret 

Mk.,  89,  142 

Carrington,  P.,  97 

catacombs,  pictures  of  Jesus  in,  227 

catechumens,  26;  instruction  of,  175,  200; 
initiation  of,  44 

Celsus.  See  references  to  Origen,  Contra  Celsum, 

in  Index  III 

censorship,  in  the  N.T.,  146,  165  n.  12,  265;  of 

apocryphal  texts,  185;  of  early  Christian 

literature,  279,  286f;  of  Gospel  material,  103, 

122,  1 7 if,  1 76f,  184,  188-192,  258 
centos,  1 4 1  fF 

Cerinthus,  connected  with  Carpocrates,  268 

Chadwick,  H.,  6,  60,  64,  67,  80,  232;  Alexandrian 

Christianity,  278;  St.  Paul,  55 

children  of  light,  59,  80 

Christian  teaching,  26,  34-35 

Christianity:  a  mystery  religion,  201;  a  secret 

society,  201 ;  approval  of  deception,  54;  early 

evidence  (predominantly  Anatolian  and 

Pauline),  263ff,  loss  of,  284;  early  history,  263, 

266;  elements  concealed  by  the  N.T.,  252;  in 

Alexandria,  see  Alexandria;  in  Egypt,  94,  19 1, 

279ff  (Jewish  280);  in  Syria,  268;  in  Jerusa¬ 

lem,  256,  263;  initiation  into,  see  initiation; 

instruction  in,  see  instruction;  libertinism  in, 

see  libertinism;  persecutions  of,  see  persecu¬ 

tions;  rival  parties,  256-264;  role  of  magic  in, 

see  magic;  secrecy  in,  see  secrecy;  sects  known 

to  Celsus,  26gf;  tradition  begins  from  the 

Baptist,  206 

Christians:  accused  of  magic,  234;  freed  from 

civil  law,  189;  given  over  to  Satan,  260;  not 

politically  subversive,  234;  practiced  magic, 

23of;  why  persecuted,  234 

Church:  body  of  the  Messiah,  literally,  215; 

organization  of,  3 if,  42,  47,  81;  the  present 
kingdom,  254 

circumcision,  180-183 

citation,  ancient,  from  memory,  143 

Clasen,  U.,  Arkandiziplin,  279 

clausulae,  19,  75,  35 if 

Clement  of  Alexandria:  acceptance  of  “non- 

canonical”  works,  37,  78,  92;  account  of 
origin  of  Mk.,  19,  27;  of  secret  Mk.,  92ff; 

attitudes — to  gnostics,  8off,  to  Carpocratians, 

19,  58,  82,  to  libertines,  9,  to  Nicolaitans,  1 1, 

to  Judaism,  7,  to  Mk.,  22,  to  oral  tradition,  31, 

to  secret  Mk.,  92,  194;  author  of  the  letter,  76, 

not  of  secret  Mk.,  77 ;  claim  to  secret  tradition, 

29,  36,  37;  classical  reminiscences,  56,  79Γ, 

Homer,  46,  70,  Plato,  15,  54,  70;  complacency, 

80;  connection  with  Palestine,  7,  285;  con¬ 

tamination  of  his  quotations  from  Scripture, 

89,  98,  1  T4>  353ff>  388f;  demonology,  45,  47; 

exegesis,  8,  22  (“Babylon”  =  Rome),  58ff, 
79  ·,  floruit,  89;  forms  of  citation,  52,  55,  5gf, 

62f,  656  72f,  79;  gnostic  traits,  19,  29;  Greek 

style,  gf,  i2ff,  i8f,  39,  46,  54,  57f,  67  (vocabu¬ 

lary),  7of,  72  (variation),  73f  (prepositions), 

75»  76»  35 lf;  inaccuracy,  353ff,  368f;  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  letter,  83;  letters  collected,  285; 

manuscript  tradition,  98,  286;  metaphors,  1 1, 

12,  18,  56,  57,  59,  71-72;  motives,  90; 

notions — of  baptism,  168,  of  Christian  tradi¬ 
tion,  37,  of  Christianity,  80,  of  gnosis,  31,  34, 

36,  4of,  56,  8of,  of  “the  true  gnostic,”  34,  53, 
5gf,  of  the  spirit,  59,  of  teaching,  34f,  of  truth, 

80;  on  the  dangers  of  writing,  31 ;  on  the  use 

of  oaths,  53;  plays  on  words,  14,  72;  practice 

of  secrecy,  26,  35,  36,  41,  54,  56,  57,  60,  61,  81, 

83,  103;  relation  to  Origen,  284^  self- 
contradiction,  84;  spuria,  286;  unpopularity, 

286;  uses — of  Christian  material,  31,  of 

mystery  terminology,  44f,  of  Papias,  22,  of 

“  Peter,”  28,  of  Philo,  1  o,  54,  73 ;  of  quotations, 
58;  of  scriptures,  18,  58,  79,  O.T.,  9,  78, 

Genesis,  Proverbs,  and  Pss.,  55f,  N.T.,  1 1,  77, 

Mk.,  98,  168  (cp.  79,  interest  in  Mk.  9-10), 
353ff,  368f,  Paul,  12,  Peter,  28;  veracity,  14, 

49»  53ff>  6of>  δ3»  353ff>  368f 
Clementine  Homilies,  88  n.  1 

Columbia  University  Seminar  for  the  Study  of 
the  New  Testament,  87 

commentaries  on  Gospels  by  early  Christians,  90 

communism  in  primitive  Christianity,  172,  274 

confessions  of  faith,  154,  171 

conflict  stories.  See  dispute  stories 

contamination  of  Gospel  texts.  See  harmonization 

Corinthian  church:  knew  Philo  (?),  215  n.  6 

cosmic  powers  equated  with  Jewish  observances, 

272 crasis,  14 

Crates,  176 

creed :  place  in  baptismal  service,  1 73 

crucifixion:  relation  to  kingdom  secondary,  205 

Cullmann,  O.,  Baptism,  169 

cures  (miraculous/magical),  225 

curses  (magical),  231 

Curzon,  R.,  Visits,  288 

Cyprus,  276 

Danielou,  J.,  Theologie,  278;  Traditions,  237  n.  15 

Danker,  F.,  Lk.  16.16,  236 

darke  shalom,  in  Jewish  law,  257 

dative,  74 

David,  son  of.  See  son 
death:  connection  with  baptism,  243 

deification,  238 ;  by  initiation,  245 ;  magical,  229 ; of  Christians,  34 

deity  in  disguise  (motif),  201,  225f 
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Delatte,  A.,  i 

demons,  45,  48;  power  over,  225 

descent  from  heaven  in  disguise  (motif),  179, 

216,  226,  246 

Dialogue  of  Jason  and  Papiscus,  78 

Dibelius,  M.,  Structure,  140 

Dietzel,  A.,  Beten,  232 
Dimaras,  C.,  1 

diminuitive,  in  Mk.,  ill,  128 

Dionysius  bar  Salibi,  174 

Dionysius  of  Corinth,  94 

Dionysus,  8,  18 1 

disciple,  the  beloved.  See  beloved 

disciples,  described,  112;  stories  told  of  them 

told  also  of  Jesus,  137,  282 

dispute  stories,  16 1,  272 

divine  paternity,  in  magic,  224 

docetism,  259,  26if 

Dodd,  C.,  Close,  162;  Fourth  Gospel,  209;  Frame¬ 

work,  94,  162;  Herrnworte,  95;  Historical 

Tradition,  96,  140,  143^  155,  162,  209,  230; 

New  Gospel,  142Ϊ;  Parables,  236 

Dolger,  F.,  Sphragis,  269 

doubling  characters,  a  Gospel  practice,  153 

dramatic  irony,  in  Jn.  and  Mk.,  155,  163 

dressing  and  undressing,  allegorized,  176 

Duplacy,  J.,  Oil  en  est,  95 

Dura  Europos,  186 

ears,  branding,  268ff 

Easter  ceremonies,  i68f,  175 
Ebion,  269 

Ebionites,  2 1 7,  268  (connected  with  Carpo- 
crates),  276 

Eckhardt,  K.,  Tod,  165  n.  10 

“economic  behaviour,”  54 
Egerton  Papyri,  133,  142k 

Egypt,  Christianity  in,  94,  191,  279-281 ;  see  also 
Alexandria 

Einarson,  B.,  6,  8,  10,  12,  15,  28,  30,  35,  49,  61, 
66f,  289 

Eitrem,  S.,  Demonology,  223 

Eliade,  M.,  Shamanism,  224 

Elijah,  239,  248 
Elisha,  248 

Elisha  ben  Abuyah,  248,  250  n.  19 

Enoch,  10,  78;  ascent  to  heaven,  245;  trans¬ 

figured,  246;  legend,  262;  relation  tojn.,  248, 

to  Phil.  2.5-1 1,  245 
enthronement  in  the  heavens,  238 

Ephesians,  authenticity  of,  146 

Ephraem  Syrus,  1 74 

Epiphanes,  46,  266f,  273 

epistolography,  7,  42,  61,  81,  286;  see  also 

formulae,  epistolary 

epithets,  patristic,  7 

Erhard,  A.,  Kloster,  288 

escapes  (miraculous/magical),  225 

esoterism.  See  secrecy 

Essenes,  practice  of  secrecy,  198 

eucharist,  210;  called  a  mystery,  179;  basis  for 

libertinism,  259;  Carpocratian,  273;  connec¬ 

tion  with  persecutions,  234;  not  from 

“normative”  Judaism,  218;  magical,  2i8f, 

226;  not  from  the  mystery  cults,  218;  role  in 

Christianity,  231 ;  similarities  to  baptism,  219; 
union  with  Jesus,  218 

Eusebius:  relation  to  the  letter,  33,  286 

exegesis,  8f,  137;  Carpocratian,  259,  269,  272f, 

277;  Christian,  171,  176,  208,  241,  244,  269, 

273,  285;  Clement’s,  see  Clement,  exegesis; 
Jewish,  180,  i82f,  208,  244;  libertine,  258, 

261 ;  Philonic,  215  η.  6 

exorcism,  115,  175  (Christian),  223,  225,  231 

(Jewish-Christian),  258 

faith:  in  magic,  223;  increased  by  learning,  25; 

meaning  of,  229;  salvation  by,  denied,  26of; 
vs.  reason,  15,  80 Farrer,  A.,  97 

fasting,  21 1 ;  in  magic,  223 

de  Faye,  E.,  Gnostiques,  277 

feeding  (miraculous/magical),  225;  of  the 
multitude,  210 

Fendt,  L.,  Mysterien,  277 

“finger  of  God,”  in  magic,  223 

Flemington,  W.,  Doctrine,  207,  209 

Flusser,  D.,  Sect,  206  n.  3 

footwashing  (Johannine),  210 

foreknowledge  (miraculous/magical),  225 

forgeries,  88  n.  1 ;  betrayed  by  excessive  paral¬ 
lelism,  138;  eighteenth  century,  85  n.  8;  New 

Testament  and  other,  138;  origin  of,  26 

forgiveness  of  sins,  2 1 1 

form  criticism,  alternate  approach  to,  149 

formulae,  baptismal,  116,  177;  composition  in, 

144;  epistolary,  7,  61,  65,  73;  Lukan,  12 1; 

Markan,  99,  io6ff,  no,  112,  114,  118,  189; 

Matthaean,  ioof,  107,  116;  mnemonic,  171; 
synoptic,  99 

freedom:  from  civil  law,  189;  from  Mosaic  law, 

21 1,  213,  216,  248-251,  255f,  259,  262,  264 
Freudenberger,  R.,  Verhalten,  234 
Friichtel,  L.,  6,  67 

gardens,  burial  in,  105 

Genesis,  Clement’s  use  of,  55 

genitive,  73C  ablatival,  15;  absolute,  45; 

adjectival,  9;  explicative,  12 
Gerasene  demoniac,  148 

Gethsemane  scene:  relation  to  transfiguration, 

243 

gezerah  shawah,  137 

Glaucias  (Peter’s  interpreter),  29 

gnosis,  given  by  instruction,  34;  types  of,  36 

gnosticism,  26,  1 7 1 ,  231,  277 
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gnostics,  ii,  14;  accused  of  envy,  41,  92;  appeals 

to  apostolic  authorities,  29,  49;  =  Carpo- 

cratians,  92;  in  lists  of  heretics,  268;  reaction¬ 

ary,  240  η.  17;  secret  books  of,  43;  use  of 
Paul,  265 

God,  doctrine  of,  171;  image  of,  226;  kingdom 

of,  see  kingdom;  knowledge  of,  magical,  226; 

located  in  heavens,  203 

“gods”:  include  angels,  246 
Goguel,  M.,  Persecutions,  172 

Goldammer,  K.,  Schamanismus,  243 

Goodenough,  E.,  177;  Jewish  Symbols,  215  n.  6; 
227 

Gospels,  apocryphal.  See  apocryphal  Gospels 

Gospels,  characteristics  of:  concentration  on 

Jesus,  134,  doubling  minor  characters,  153, 

eliminating  Jesus’  emotions,  104,  154  (and 
companions,  134,  and  manual  labor,  158, 

Jesus  conceived  as  a  deity  in  disguise,  201,  as 

a  hierophant,  80),  naming  unnamed  charac¬ 

ters,  120,  153,  relating  unrelated  characters, 

12 1,  i53f,  telling  stories  in  various  versions, 

i48f,  stories  mostly  not  messianic,  227;  magic 

in,  224ff;  originally  exoteric,  251 ;  parallels  to 

Mk.,  373ff,  to  Mt.,  376f,  to  secret  Mk., 

1 35-44,  37off;  pretended  autographs,  42f; 

question  of  priority  comparatively  unimpor¬ 

tant,  96;  read  to  catechumens,  44;  relation  to 

tradition,  95f;  texts,  corruption,  by  con¬ 

tamination,  353ff,  357-367,  368f,  by  expan¬ 

sion,  94,  by  harmonization,  see  harmonization, 

by  interpolation,  97 ;  why  preserved,  94 

Gottstein,  M.,  Traits,  206  n.  3 

Grant,  F.,  Idea,  203 

Grant,  R.,  6,  67,  141 ;  Gnosticism,  265,  278 

Gregoire,  H.,  Persecutions,  234 

Gregory  of  Nyssa,  38 

Grundmann,  W.,  169 

Hadas,  M.,  6,  67;  and  Smith,  M.,  Heroes  and 

Gods,  228 

hand,  used  in  miracles,  109,  110,  129,  158,  223 

harmonization  of  Gospel  texts,  98f,  1038  108, 

ii2ff,  1 17,  122,  i35ff,  183,  353ff,  357-369 
Harnack,  A.  von,  22,  Pistis  Sophia,  233 

Harpocrates,  278;  =  Carpocrates,  90 

Harpocratians  (Carpocratians),  65 

Harvey,  W. :  conjectures  confirmed,  16,  83 

Hawkins,  J.,  Horae,  99,  128 

heavens,  ascent  to,  descent  from.  See  ascent  and 

descent 

heavens,  the  kingdom  of  God,  203f 

Hebrews  (Christian),  262 

Hebrews,  Gospel  according  to.  See  Gospel 

Helios,  in  Jewish  prayers,  220 

Hellenists  (Christian),  262 

heresies,  Samaritan  and  Jewish,  268,  270 

heretics,  lists  of,  267,  296f 

Herod  Agrippa  I,  255 

hiatus,  4,  14,  66,  75 

Hilgenfeld,  A.,  Ketzergeschichte,  276 

“historical”  explanations,  164 hitzonim,  197 

homosexuality,  154,  185 

Hornshuh,  A.,  Anjange,  48 

Huffmann,  Sources,  162 

human  sacrifice,  in  magic,  234 

Hymenaeus  and  Alexander,  260;  and  Philetus, 

260 

I  am,  in  magic,  226 

Iannes  and  Iambres,  260 

Iliad:  formulae  in,  144;  internal  parallels,  378f 

image  of  god,  magical,  226 
“imitation,”  by  secret  Mk.,  144 
imperfect,  133 

impurity,  not  sin,  208 

incest,  269;  connection  with  magic,  234 

initiation:  by  ascent  to  the  heavens,  242; 

Christian,  30,  168,  175,  179,  180,  199,  201, 

231,  237,  242,  257,  283  (see  also  baptism); 
Jewish,  1 8 1 ;  magical,  221,  269;  pagan,  244 

intermediaries,  in  Roman  imperial  thought, 

27of 
instruction,  Christian,  170,  173,  200,  258 

invisibility  (miraculous/magical),  225 
Irenaeus,  16,  95,  96 

irony.  See  dramatic  irony 

Isaiah,  ascent  to  the  heavens,  246 
Ishodad  of  Merv,  6 

Jacob  of  Sama,  230 

Jaeger,  W.,  6,  i2f,  18,  23,  26ff,  38,  67; Christianity,  38 

Ja'irus’  daughter,  1 47f 

James,  Jesus’  brother  (“the Just”),  29,  255^  263 

Jeremias,  J.,  Gleichnisse,  178;  Herrenworte, 

devastated  by  Koster,  96 ;  Jerusalem,  1 98 

Jericho,  188 
Jerusalem,  Christian  parties  in,  256ff,  263 

Jervell,  J.,  Imago,  246 

Jesus:  accused  of  homosexuality  (?),  154,  of 

magic,  229f,  269;  agony  (fabulous),  237,  243; 

ancient  opinions  of,  209,  229-231,  271; 

arrest,  237;  ascent  to  the  heavens,  24 iff,  245, 

247f;  attitude  to  the  law,  249-251 ;  attraction 
for  followers,  224,  252;  baptism  of,  243f; 

baptisms  by,  see  baptism;  baptized  his 

followers,  209-213;  birth  stories,  igof,  271; 

brothers,  256;  compared  with  pagan  gods, 

i54f;  conceived  as  a  hierophant,  80;  deity  in 

disguise,  201,  225;  difference  from  the 

Baptist,  205  (cf.  209),  21 1,  213;  differences 

from  other  religious  types — messiahs,  227, 

preachers,  21 1,  224,  prophets,  205,  21 1,  227, 

rabbis,  227;  disagreement  about  201;  ex¬ 

pected  response  to,  21  if;  followers — admitted 
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Jesus  ( continued ) 

to  the  Kingdom,  210,  212,  236,  claimed 

ascent  to  the  heavens,  24 iff,  displaced  by 

converts,  191,  freed  from  the  law,  256, 

greater  than  the  Baptist,  213,  practiced  magic, 

199,  221-236;  iconography  of,  227;  legal 
authority,  250  n.  19,  272;  letters  to  Peter  and 

Paul,  230;  libertine,  262;  link  between  the 

Baptist  and  Paul,  204;  Gospels’  treatment  of, 

see  Gospels;  “loss”  of  his  writings,  263;  love 
life,  1 19,  137,  172,  190,  226,  251;  magician, 

1 19,  221-237;  messiah,  227;  miracles  (magical 
parallels),  222,  224ff;  name,  used  in  magic, 

230;  nicknamed  Beelzebub,  229;  not  a 

penitent,  21 1 ;  notion  of  himself,  246;  prophet, 

227;  rabbinization  of,  250;  relations — to  the 

Baptist,  see  Baptist,  to  Carpocratians,  27 iff, 

to  Joshua  ben  Perahya,  230,  to  libertines,  262, 

to  prophets,  225,  to  the  spirit,  219-224,  229, 

252f;  religious  teachings,  224,  226;  resem¬ 

blance — to  Apollonius  of  Tyana,  222,  224ff, 

to  Simon  Magus,  235,  272  (see  also  differences) ; 

role  in  the  kingdom,  203ff,  21  off,  236;  secret 

teachings,  199-202,  204,  25of,  272;  shamanis- 
tic  traits,  224;  Son  of  God,  221;  source  of 

libertinism,  262f,  of  Pauline  baptism,  2 1 7-250 ; 
stories  told  of  him  told  also  of  his  disciples, 

137,  282;  thought  to  be  the  Baptist,  209; 

transfiguration,  see  transfiguration;  union 

with,  2 1 7ff ;  why  a  scandal,  229;  worshiped 

as  a  magician,  227 

Jewish  revolts:  effect  on  Christianity,  263 

Jews:  denunciation  of  Christians,  234;  in  Jn., 

154;  practice  of  magic,  220. 

Jezebel  (of  Thyatira),  11,  261,  268 

John  (apostle) :  secret  tradition,  29 

John  (evangelist):  apologetics,  154,  156;  charac¬ 

teristics,  155;  claim  to  secret  teachings,  200; 

“historical”  explanations,  i53ff;  partisan, 
256;  polemic  against  the  Baptist,  174,  209, 

219;  self-contradiction,  209;  style  and 

motives,  1 53ff ;  treatment  of  his  sources, 

152-163;  use  of  dramatic  irony,  155,  163,  of 

“misunderstanding,”  153;  use  of  “the  Jews,” 
I54f 

Jn.  (Gospel) :  parallels  to,  120;  phraseology,  120; 

polemic  against  the  Baptist,  174,  209,  219; 

relations — to  Mk.  1 56ff  (common  source), 

158-163  (parallelism),  161  (independence), 

194,  to  Lk.,  162,  to  Q.,  120,  to  secret  Mk.,  98 

(stylistic),  119,  124,  127,  132,  136,  149-163, 
to  Synoptics,  96;  secrecy  in,  200;  sources, 

i56ff  (of  10. 40-1 1 .54),  i6off  (of  6.1-19.42); 
two  editions  of,  93;  vocabulary,  127 

John  of  Damascus,  6,  285^  288 

John  the  Baptist.  See  Baptist 

Joshua  ben  Perahya,  relation  to  Jesus,  230 

Judaism,  a  mystery  religion,  181,  197 

Judas  Iscariot,  202 
Jude,  8,  10,  79 

Kasemann,  E.,  Analyse,  246,  262;  Ketzer,  253 

keys,  to  the  heavens,  221;  see  also  kingdom  of 

God,  keys  of 
Khirbet  Mird,  288 

Kilpatrick,  G.,  114 

kingdom  of  God,  202-213;  already  entered, 

2i2f;  both  present  and  future,  203;  entrance 

of,  203,  2i2f,  236,  242,  262,  273;  in  the 

heavens,  203^  236,  241 ;  replaced  by  Church, 

254;  Jesus’  role  in,  203ff,  2ioff,  236;  keys  of, 
203f,  225,  231;  local,  203;  mystery  of,  see 

mystery;  presence  of,  205,  21  iff,  247,  250, 

in  the  Church,  203,  213,  254;  relation  to 

passion  and  resurrection,  205;  suffers  violence, 

236 
Klijn,  A.,  Question,  1 93f 
Klostermann,  E.,  180 

knowledge,  magical,  of  God,  226;  relation  to libertinism,  25pf 

Koster,  H.,  87,  io8f;  ΓΝΩΜΑΙ,  262;  Haretiker, 

257;  on  Jeremias,  96;  Vberlieferung,  95 
Kournoutos,  G.,  1 

Kraft,  H.,  Gab,  278 

Kragerud,  A.,  Lie b ling sj linger,  253 
Kretschmar,  G.,  278 
Kutter,  H.,  78 

Ladd,  G.,  Reign,  202f 
ladders  to  the  heavens,  241 

Lampe,  G.,  6,  67,  168  n.  15 

law,  freedom  from.  See  freedom 

law  (rabbinic),  connection  with  magic,  250  n.  19 

Lazarus,  99,  104^  107,  109,  119,  121,  124,  1 47f, 

153,  155»  1 57?  165  η.  io,  1 74f,  184 
Lazarus  story:  connection  with  baptism,  173, 

1 74,  with  prophecies  of  passion,  1 73 ;  magical 

traits,  224;  parallels  to  resurrection,  163; 

relation  to  secret  Mk.,  148-158 

legalists/ism  (Christian),  256ff,  263 

Legg,  S.,  98 

letter,  the:  attitude  to  gnostics,  82;  authorship, 

67-85,  287;  characteristics  compared  with 

Clement’s,  67-85;  classical  reminiscences,  45, 

80;  commentary  on,  5-66;  content,  77-85; 

date,  31,  33,  85  n.  9,  285,  287;  destination, 
285;  disappearance,  287;  heading,  77,  286; 

history  of,  285-290;  inculcation  of  secrecy,  81 ; 

language,  67-76,  380-389  (vocabulary) ; 
manuscript  of,  see  manuscript;  not  a  cento, 

76;  not  interpolated,  76;  notion  of  Christiani¬ 

ty,  80;  origin,  48,  285;  purpose,  3  iff;  relation 

to  Ignatius,  289,  to  secret  Mk.,  77;  statements 

confirmed,  83;  style,  67-76,  35 if;  use  of 

“gnosis,”  8of,  of  scripture,  77ff 

letters,  collection  of:  in  early  Christianity,  286 
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Levi,  238 

Levy,  L,  Legende,  228 

libertines/ism,  9,  1 1 , 8 1  f,  207,  2 1 1 , 247,  250  n.  1 9, 

26gf,  272,  278;  connection  with  persecutions, 

261,  284;  evidence  for,  254-264;  exegesis,  258, 
261;  extent  and  date,  258fF,  266,  270; 

history — source,  254,  2626,  decline,  270, 

disappearance,  283;  opposition  to,  215,  by 

Paul,  245,  in  N.T.,  258-261;  practices — 258, 

neglect  of  food  laws,  261,  nocturnal  cere¬ 

monies,  260,  prophesy,  258,  261,  refusal  to 

work,  258,  secrecy,  258,  263,  sexual  license, 

259ff;  relation  to  Garpocratians,  277; 

teachings,  258-262;  use  of  Paul’s,  baptismal doctrine,  265 

Liboron,  H.,  conjecture  confirmed,  83;  Karpo- 
kratianische  Gnosis,  277 

Lieberman,  S.,  176,  207 

Lietzmann,  H.,  Korinther,  215  n.  6. 

life,  as  goal,  170 

Logos,  incarnate  (in  Moses  and  Jesus),  215  n.  6; 
union  with,  217 

Lohmeyer,  E.,  21 1 

love:  of  the  truth,  14;  union  by,  226;  see  Jesus, 

love  life 

Luke  (evangelist),  78;  apologetics,  257;  claim 

to  secret  teachings,  200;  editorial  activity, 

258;  knowledge  of  secret  Mk.,  188;  relation 

to  Paul,  29;  treatment  of  Mk.,  143,  167; 

unreliability,  25 if 

Lk.  (Gospel):  agreements  with  Jn.,  162;  an 

expanded  text  of  Mk.,  94,  145;  relation  to 

Mk.,  143,  167,  to  secret  Mk.,  114,  121,  128, 

1 3 1 ;  secrecy  in,  200;  sources,  258;  style, 

357-367 

Machen,  J.,  Origin,  248 

magic:  connection  with  Carpocratianism,  27 if, 

with  halakah,  250  η.  1 9,  with  libertinism, 

258ff,  with  women,  270;  criminal,  220; 

extent — in  Christianity,  227,  23off,  in 

Judaism,  181,  2i7ff,  220,  247,  270,  in 

paganism,  220,  239,  242,  in  Palestine,  2176, 

2i9>  235>  in  the  Gospels,  154,  223-227; 

language  (“magical  words”),  232f;  meaning 
of  the  term,  220;  papyri,  229;  practiced  by 

Jesus,  199,  221-236,  by  Paul,  260;  relation  to 

miracles,  223-227,  to  mysteries,  218;  religious 

side  of,  222,  226-229 

magician:  image  of  god,  226;  meaning,  220, 

228,  229;  realtion  to,  Ρεϊος  άνηρ  and  “son  of 

god,”  227-229 
magicians,  messianic,  235  (see  also  Jesus); 

religious  teachings,  226 

Manousakas,  M.,  1 

manuscript  of  the  letter:  origin,  289;  palaeog¬ 
raphy,  2f,  293 

manuscripts:  correction  of,  289;  survival,  288f 

Mar  Saba:  history,  287ff;  library,  288f 
Marcellina,  267 

Marcion,  171,  268 
Marcosians,  1 7 1 

Mark  (evangelist) :  connection  with  Alexandria, 

33,  with  Egypt,  31,  28of,  with  Peter,  22,  29, 

33;  traditions  about,  79,  83;  works  attributed 
to,  35,  37 

Mk.  (Gospel) :  preservation  in  several  forms, 

92ff,  including  Mt.  and  Lk.,  94,  145 

Mk.  (Gospel,  canonical) :  connection  with 

Egypt,  280,  with  Rome,  280;  dramatic  irony, 

163;  esoteric  traits,  93;  history — 97,  194,  280, 

origin,  19,  g2ff,  abbreviated,  92,  94,  163-193, 

expanded,  93,  145,  two  editions?,  93,  har¬ 
monization,  98,  influence  on  Western  text, 

168,  popularity  with  gnostics,  16,  neglect  by 

“orthodox,”  i43f,  pretended  autograph,  43; 

“primitive  traits,”  140;  purpose,  83,  for 

supplementary  teaching,  166;  realistic  details, 

1 40 ;  relations— to  canonical  Gospels,  138-14^ 

145,  373-376,  to  Jn.,  158-163,  194,  to  Paul, 
166,  to  secret  Mk.,  97,  138-141,  1446,  193E 

secrecy  in,  200;  sources,  162;  structure,  97, 

168;  style — 98-135,  357-367,  diminutives, 

iii,  128,  grammar,  134,  pleonasm,  108,  110, 

128,  position  of  verbs,  134,  repetition,  103, 

1 1  of,  1 14,  1 1 7,  124,  1 36f,  177,  tenses,  133,  ver¬ 

bosity,  140,  vocabulary,  127;  suitability  for 

secret  rites,  93;  text,  353-369;  theological 

patterns,  i65ff;  unreliability,  164;  use  by 
Clement,  353^  368f 

Mk.  (Gospel,  secret) :  Clement’s  knowledge/ 
report  of,  91,  194;  connection  with  Salome, 
90;  content,  91;  date,  8gf,  123,  135,  145; 

disappearance,  94,  283^  history,  use  and 

influenGe,  gof,  123  (liturgical),  1 74f,  192, 

280-285;  influence  on  Western  text,  99,  104, 

106,  1 10,  ii2f,  122,  135,  137,  164η.,  1 68 ; 

origin,  77  (not  by  author  of  letter),  g2ff,  135, 

1 4 1  fE  (not  a  cento),  142  (not  gnostic); 

parallels  to  the  Gospels,  123,  135- 144,  148, 

37off;  preservation,  91,  123  (why  secret,  184); 

purpose,  91;  relations — closer  to  canonical 
than  apocryphal  Gospels,  95,  ignores  Mt., 

Lk.,  and  Jn.,  145,  known  to  Mt.  (and  Lk?), 

102,  107,  1 1 9,  121,  145,  172,  188,  281, 
relation  to  baptismal  service,  184^  to  Jn.,  1 19, 

124,  127,  132,  136,  148-163  (to  Lazarus  story, 

148-158,  more  primitive  than  Jn.’s  source, 
1 56-158,  independent,  148-158),  to  Lk.,  114, 

1 2 1,  128,  1 3 1 ,  to  Mt.,  1 3 if,  to  canonical  Mk., 

92  (Clement’s  story),  97,  123,  1388)  144^ 

164  (explains  10.48),  167-188  (to  Mk. 

10.13-45),  172  (explains  10.21),  177  (explains 

I4-51)*  1 93f  (summary);  style,  70,  76,  98-135 

(grammar,  1336,  phraseology,  1306,  position 

of  verbs,  134,  repetition,  116,  tenses,  133, 
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Mk.  (Gospel,  secret)  ( continued ) 

vocabulary,  70,  124b  380-389) ;  stylistic  data, 

135,  their  value,  146;  texts — Carpocratian 

and  “orthodox,”  gif,  185,  corrupted  by  har¬ 
monization,  98,  1 14,  1 35ff,  183,  fragment  in 

Origen  on  Mt.  (?),  123 

Mk.  (longer  text).  See  Mk.  (Gospel,  secret) 

Mk.  (shorter  text).  See  Mk.  (Gospel,  canonical) 

Mk.  9—10  +  secret  Mark:  influence  on  West¬ 

ern  text,  168;  interest  for  Clement,  353ff, 

368f 
Markan  formulae.  See  formulae,  Markan 
Marsh,  H.,  44 

martyrs,  acts  of,  234 
Marxsen,  W.,  97 

Mary  and  Martha,  154,  190 

Mary  Magdalene,  12 1,  igof 

Mary,  mother  of  James  and  Joses,  121,  igof 

Mary,  mother  of  Jesus,  121 

Mary  of  Klopas,  121 

Massaux,  E.,  98 

Matthew  (evangelist) :  interest  in  proskynesis, 

1 01;  knowledge  of  secret  Mk.,  102,  107,  119, 

121,  145,  172,  188;  treatment  of  Mk.,  102, 

143,  167 

Mt.  (Gospel) :  an  expanded  text  of  Mark,  94, 

145;  parallels  to  canonical  Gospels,  3  76f; 

relation  to  secret  Mk.,  13 if;  secrecy  in,  200; 

style,  357-367 

Mayeda,  G.,  Leben-Jesu-Fragment,  95 

Mehat,  A.,  Etude,  6;  Ordres,  34f 

Meleager  of  Gadara,  257 

Merkabah  literature,  198 

messiahs:  called  magicians,  235 

messiahship:  irrelevant  to  most  Gospel  stories, 227 

“Messianic  secret”  in  secret  Mk.,  164;  in  Mk. 
200ff 

Metatron,  246 

Metzger,  B.,  78  n.  6 
minim,  197 

miracle  stories:  apologetic  traits,  153,  156; 

growth,  153,  155,  158;  magical  traits,  222- 

227;  ofjesus,  222,  224ff;  types,  139,  1 47f 

miracles:  in  response  to  intercession,  147, 

magical,  222-227;  see  also  resurrection 
mnemonic  formulae.  See  formulae,  mnemonic 

Mondesert,  C.,  6,  10,  24,  26f,  37,  44f,  46,  52f,  67; 
Clement,  36 

Mosaic  law,  freedom  from.  See  freedom 

Moses,  238;  ιΐεΐος  άνηρ,  228;  incarnate  logos, 

215  n.  6;  magician,  181 
Mossbacher,  H.,  74 

mother  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  10 if,  12 1 

Moule,  C.,  33,  35,  87,  105,  1 15,  121 

mountain  of  God,  the,  238 

mountains:  sites  of  revelation,  238 

Muller,  H.,  Verklarung,  243 

Munck,  J.,  6,  22,  24,  27f,  33,  36f,  47,  67,  85,  287 
Muratorian  canon,  22 

mysteries  (rites):  Christian,  44,  80,  88,  93,  iggf; 

Eleusinian,  8;  means  of  resurrection,  181; 

Mesopotamian,  182;  relation — to  baptism, 

217,  to  Christianity,  38,  200,  to  the  eucharist, 

218,  to  Judaism,  181,  197;  terminology,  24, 

36,  38,  40,  44  (in  Clement  and  Philo).  See 

μυστήριον  in  Index  IV 

mystery  of  Israel,  181 ;  of  the  kingdom  of  God, 

1 1 7,  178-184  (baptism),  236,  242,  244,  251 

(content) 

Naassenes,  171,  277 

names:  magical,  230,  246;  of  demons,  223 

naming  unknown  characters  (a  Gospel  practice), 
120,  152 

Nautin,  P.,  Lettres,  6 
Nesbitt,  C.,  Bethany,  99 

New  Testament  (N.T.),  partisan  and  mis- 

representative,  252,  265;  predominantly 
Pauline,  263!! 

Nicholas,  262 

Nicolai'tans,  8,  1 1 ,  79,  26 if 
Nineham,  D.,  Order,  162 

Nock,  A.  D.,  i,  6,  i  off,  1 5G  23ff,  28ff,  33,  36, 

41  f,  44,  47,  49,  52,  55,  57f,  61,  65,  67,  87f,  9 if, 

105,  216,  287;  Mysteries,  45;  Mysterion,  180 
nocturnal  ceremonies,  175 

Notopoulos,  J.,  Hymns,  144 

nudity,  1 75T,  185;  allegorized,  65;  in  baptism, 

65,  216;  in  initiations,  221 ;  in  magic,  223 

Oksala,  P.,  49 

Ophites,  268,  277 

optative,  13,  14 

Origen:  apologetic  misrepresentation,  269; 

belief  that  the  evangelists  concealed  secret 

teachings,  24,  36;  commentary  on  Mk.,  123; 

ignorance  of  secret  Mk.,  284^  relation  to 
Clement,  284f 

Osborn,  E.,  Teaching,  32 

palaeography  of  MS,  2f,  293 

Palestine,  magic  in,  217,  219 

Papias,  22f,  90,  95,  96 

papyri,  magical,  229 

parallels,  between  and  within  Gospels:  signi¬ 

ficance,  138;  varieties,  139,  I48f  (non¬ 
synoptic) 

Parker,  P.,  87,  123,  132,  139,  i48f,  280;  Gospel, 
102,  127,  138 

Parry,  M.,  Studies,  144 

participles,  33,  73,  118;  redundant,  101 
passion:  connection  with  baptism,  173,  217; 

prophecies  of,  1 73,  202 
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Paul:  ascent  to  the  heavens,  241;  baptismal 

doctrine,  see  baptism,  Paul’s;  common  sense, 
264;  friend  of  Theodas,  29;  influence,  263!!; 

letters  esoteric,  251;  magical  powers,  23of, 

260;  mediating  position,  254,  263;  mis¬ 

represented  by  opponents,  262 ;  notion  of 

Jesus,  201,  246;  on  law  and  liberty,  257,  259, 

262  (opponent  of  libertines),  264;  persecution 

of  Christians,  255;  practice  of  secrecy,  180, 

201,  251,  257;  relation  to  James,  263,  to 

Mk.,  166;  schizoid,  232;  similarities  to 

Carpocrates,  272;  social  teaching,  264;  source 

of  secret  tradition,  2gf;  use  of  μυστηριοη,  i8o 

Paulinism:  reasons  for  its  triumph,  263^ 

second-century  rejection  of  Paul’s  baptismal 
doctrine,  264ff 

peace  with  neighbors:  in  Jewish  law,  257 

perfect,  frequency  of  the,  39,  51,  75 

perfection,  attainment  of,  34 

persecutions  of  Christianity,  234,  254^  284 

Peter,  255,  257,  263;  appearance  to,  165  n.  13; 

his  interpreter  Glaucias,  29;  magical  powers, 

231;  relation  to  Mark,  22,  33;  source  of 

secret  tradition,  29;  works  attributed  to,  28, 

37 
Pharisees,  198,  255^  263 

Philo,  10,  44,  54  (Clement’s  debt  to),  68 
(vocabulary),  181,  215  n.  6,  217,  280 

philosophy,  claim  of  secret  teachings,  26,  38 

Phokylides,  I.,  Laura,  288f 
Plato,  15 

pleonasm:  in  Gospels,  1 1 3 ;  in  Mk.,  108,  110, 

128,  358,  367 

possession  by  spirits,  2i5ff,  2i9flf,  224,  252f;  see 

also  baptism,  Christian,  and  baptism,  Paul’s 
prayer:  in  magic,  221,  223,  232f;  Christian, 

232f 
Preisendanz,  K.,  233  n.  10 

Preisker,  H.,  170 

prepositions,  73f 

presbyters,  47f 

present,  historical,  101,  115,  133,  357,  36sf 

pronouncement  stories,  198 

pronouns,  112  (personal,  in  Mk.),  120  (pleonas¬ 
tic  personal),  357f 

property:  abandonment  required  for  baptism, 
1 72 

prophecies  of  passion  and  resurrection,  1 73 

(credal),  202 

prophecy,  225 

prophets,  libertine,  258,  261;  Jesus’  difference 
from,  205,  21 1,  227 

proselytes,  207 

proskynesis,  101 

Proverbs  (O.T.  book),  9;  Clement’s  use  of,  55f; 
cited  as  “the  Wisdom  of  God,”  55 

Psalms:  Clement’s  use  of,  55 
Ptolemaeus,  1 7 1 

purity  (ritual) :  factor  in  reshaping  Gospel stories?,  158 

Pythagoras,  228 

Q.,  21 1,  212;  disappearance  of,  284,  287; 
relation  to  Jn.,  1 20 

Quispel,  G.,  Syrian  Thomas,  247 

Qumran,  166,  173,  181,  206  n.  3;  208  n.  4,  239, 

240,  288;  secrecy  in,  29,  197 

Rabba:  said  to  have  practiced  magic,  220 

rabbinic  parallels,  40 

rabbinic  use  of  μυστήριον ,  1 8 1 f “rare”  words,  49 

raz  =  mystery,  i8of rebirth,  246 

Reitzenstein,  R.,  238 

rejection-and-vicarious-atonement  pattern  (?), 

i65ff 

religious  teaching:  by  magicians,  226;  of  Jesus, 

224 

reminiscences  (verbal) :  not  reliable  evidence  of 

dependence,  96,  99-118,  120,  132,  148 

repetition  of  words,  when  returning  to  a  source 
after  interpolation,  i54f 

resurrection:  allegorized,  64,  186;  Christian 

practice  of,  185;  connection  with  baptism, 

177,  185,  217,  243,  262;  costume  for,  177; 

(bodily)  denied  by  Carpocratians,  271  n.  20, 

by  libertines,  259^  how  effected,  64,  181; 

iconography,  157;  magical,  221,  225;  moral 

consequences,  255;  relation  to  kingdom,  205, 

to  transfiguration,  243f;  stories  of,  156,  163 

(parallel),  1 736,  225;  third  day  vs.  fourth  day, 

163  n.  8 Reumann,  J.,  6,  14,  29,  54,  59,  67,  70,  87 

revelation,  magical,  226 
Richard,  M.,  1,  6,  67 

Richardson,  C.,  6,  33,  52f,  67,  87,  161  n.  7,  168, 

175,  189,  195,  209,  271  n.  20 
Riesenfeld,  Η.,  ΠΑΡΑ,  2o3 

Rigaux,  B.,  180 
Roberts,  C.,  7,  8,  12,  30,  39,  53 

Robinson,  F.,  Gospels,  igof 

Robinson,  J.,  Problem,  228 
Robinson,  W.,  Survey,  170 
Ropes,  J.,  17 
Ruwet,  J·,  78 

sacrifice,  undercut  by  baptism,  208 Sadducees,  255 

Salome,  70,  90,  loif,  ngff,  129,  166  n.  14, iSgfT,  270 

Samaritans,  practice  of  secrecy,  29,  198 

Satan,  244,  26of;  binding  by,  223;  Christians 
given  over  to,  231 

Schapiro,  M.,  157 
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Schippers,  R.,  6,  62,  67,  87,  101,  104,  112,  114, 
118,  121,  157 

schizophrenia,  in  early  Christianity,  232,  252f 

Scholem,  G.,  195,  237  n.  15;  Gnosticism ,  40,  240 

Schrade,  H.,  Ikonographie,  244 

Scouvaras,  V.,  if 

Scriptures,  corruption  of,  89 

seals/sealing.  See  circumcision;  baptism 

secrecy:  in  Acts,  253;  in  antiquity,  197;  in 

Christianity,  38,  44,  9if,  94,  198,  201,  283^ 

in  Jesus’  practice,  199-202;  in  Judaism,  1 97f ; 
in  Gospels,  20off;  in  magic,  223 

secret  gospel.  See  Mk.  (Gospel,  secret) 

secret  Gospels,  81 

secret  teachings,  24,  26,  29,  36ff,  40,  44,  65,  81 ; 

in  Christianity,  173,  183,  237  n.  15,  248,  251, 

257,  258,  263,  283^  leaked,  81;  of  Jesus, 

199-202,  204,  25of,  272  (in  Carpocratian 
text) ;  preserved  by  presbyters,  48 

Seitz,  O.,  Criteria,  199 

Semitisms  in  the  Gospels,  99k,  1 18,  120,  133,  136; 
in  secret  Mk.,  133 

sentence  structure,  10,  55,  57,  73,  75,  99,  10 1, 

104,  hi,  i  i6f,  132,  134,  360 

sermons,  186 

shamanism,  224,  242 

shema‘,  the,  171 
Shemtov  ben  Shaprut,  202 

Sherwin-White,  A.,  Letters,  234 
Sidebottom,  E.,  Ascent,  247 

Simon  Maccabaeus,  238 

Simon  Magus,  ascent  to  the  heavens,  241 ;  deity 

in  disguise,  201 ;  core  in  lists  of  heretics,  267; 

similarities  to  Jesus,  201,  235,  272 

sin,  difference  from  impurity,  208 

Sinai,  238 

six/seven  day  periods,  175,  223  (in  magic) 

Smith,  M.,  Comments,  237;  Description,  198; 

Elements,  250;  'Ελληνικά  Χειρόγραφα,  290; 

Image,  245;  Jesus ’  Attitude,  249,  251  n.; 
Monasteries,  290;  Observations,  24of;  Problems, 

231 ;  Reason,  253,  256;  and  Hadas,  M.,  Heroes 
and  Gods,  228 

sod  =  mystery,  i8of 

son  of  David:  of  Jesus,  103,  154  (not  in  Jn.), 

164  (in  Mk.  and  secret  Mk.) 

“son  of  god”:  discussions  of,  228;  magical  title, 

221,  226;  of  Jesus,  103,  221,  relation  to 

ΰεΐος  άνηρ  and  “magician,”  227ff 
Son  (the),  title  of  Jesus,  221 ;  of  magicians,  221 

sons  of  Zebedee,  186;  mother  of  the,  ioif,  121 

Sophronius,  288 

Soulis,  G.,  i 

speaking  with  tongues,  232f 

spelling  (of  MS.),  2,  65,  75  {see  also  hiatus) 

spells :  not  necessary  for  magical  operations, 
222 

Speyer,  W.,  Vorwiirfen,  234 

spirit,  229,  252;  gift  of  the,  210,  248;  gifts  of  the, 

224  (deification),  232,  246,  252f,  264; 

possessed  by  magicians,  221;  relation  to 

ascension,  246,  248,  to  baptism,  207,  210,  215, 

219,  236,  240  η.  17,  246,  252,  254,  to  Jesus, 

219,  224,  229,  252f  (gradual  separation);  role 
in  Church,  252f;  union  with,  2i7f 

spirits,  control  of,  225 

spittle,  in  magic,  223k 
Stahelin,  H.,  284,  287 

Stahlin,  O.,  57,  79,  83,  285 

Stendahl,  K.,  85  n.  9,  87,  97,  165  η.  12, 

166  n.  14;  School,  164η.,  1 7 1 

Stephen,  teaching  of,  255 

Stoic  traits  in  Carpocratian  theology,  2  7of 
storms,  stilling,  225 

Strycker,  E.  de,  191 

Strzygowski,  Kloster,  288 

stylistic  data,  as  criteria  of  authenticity,  146 

Swanson,  R.,  Text,  78  n.  6,  98,  354f  (notes) 
swearing,  morality  of,  53 

Swete,  W.,  101 

Syria,  Christianity  in,  268 

Syriac  evidence  for  Gospel  text,  209 

Syriac  parallels  to  secret  Mk.,  113,  157 

Syrophoenician  woman,  iooff,  106 

Tatian,  268 

tatooing,  in  magic,  269 
Taubes,  J.,  80 

Taylor,  V.,  92,  101,  180,  21 1 ;  Origin,  202 

Temple  (Jerusalem),  cleansing  of,  272,  veils 
allegorized,  4of 

temptation,  238 

ten  commandments:  in  baptismal  teaching, 

171 
tenses,  sequence  of,  1  o  1 ;  see  also  aorist,  perfect, 

etc. Testuz,  M.,  191 

texts  preserved  in  multiple  redactions,  93ff 

Theodas  (Paul’s  friend),  29 
Theodore  (addressee  of  letter),  77,  285 

Theophrastus,  176 

Therapeutae,  practice  of  secrecy,  1 98 

Thomas  (apostle),  166  n.  14,  191;  see  also  Gospel 
of  Thomas  in  Index  III 

three  day  periods,  163,  175;  in  magic,  223 

tongue,  in  magic,  223 

tongues,  speaking  with,  232f 

Topping,  P.,  i 

tradition,  Christian,  17,  31,  95k  (relation  of  oral 

and  written),  136,  138,  144,  149,  162,  206 

(began  from  the  Baptist);  Homeric,  143  n.  4, 

144 

transfiguration:  of  Enoch,  246;  of  Isaiah,  246; 

of  Jesus,  225,  238,  243f;  relation  to  Jesus’ 
baptism,  243k,  to  his  resurrection,  149,  166, 

244 
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Trocme,  E.,  Formation ,  93,  164  n.,  256 

truth:  of  two  kinds,  80;  vs.  opinion,  15 

Turner,  C.,  Readings,  1 1 4 ;  Usage,  120,  128,  134 
two  roads,  9 

Typhon,  221 

union  (magical):  with  deity,  221,  226;  with 

disciples,  226;  with  Jesus,  2i7ff;  with  logos, 

217;  with  men,  226,  with  spirit,  2i7f 

Vaganay,  L.,  Absence,  102 

Vailhe,  J.,  Ecrivains,  288 

Valentinians,  29,  14T,  268,  272,  277 

verbal  auxiliaries,  364 

verbs,  position  of,  134 

vocabularies:  of  Athanasius,  Clement,  and  Philo, 

67;  of  canonical  Mk.,  127;  of  secret  Mk.,  70, 

124k,  380-389;  of  the  canonical  Gospels, 

2^7-367;  of  the  letter,  67,  380-389 

Volker,  W .,  6,  28,  3of,  42,  49,  67,  287 

Volkmar,  G.,  Haeretiker,  278 

vowels,  use  in  prayers,  233  n.  10 

Wagner,  G.,  Problem,  217 

Walter,  N.,  Analyse,  170  n.  16 

water,  walking  on,  225 

Wendling,  E.,  Ur-Marcus,  93 

Werblowski,  Z.,  Rite,  207 

Werner,  M.,  Einfluss,  187 

Westcott  and  Hort:  conjecture  confirmed,  105 

“western  text”  of  Gospels,  65,  99,  104,  106,  i22f, 

137;  dependent  on  secret  Mark,  not  vice 

versa,  100,  106,  122,  135;  in  Clement  and 

letter,  78  n.  6;  see  also  Syriac 

Wetter,  G.,  Sohn,  228 
white  garments,  177 

Widengren,  G.,  238 

Wiener,  L.,  Tacitus'  Germania,  88  n.  1 
Wifstrand,  A.,  6,  9,  12,  27,  30,  35,  39,  51,  61, 

65,  67 

wigs,  forbidden,  232 

Wilamowitz,  U  von:  conjecture  confirmed,  41 

Windisch,  H.,  and  Preisker,  H.,  Briefe,  241 

“Wisdom,”  used  for  Proverbs,  55 

Wolfson,  H.,  Philo,  245  n.  18 

women,  in  early  Christianity,  100,  iSgf,  260, 

270;  in  magic,  270;  in  the  Gospels,  ioof,  147 

Wrede,  W.,  Λ lessiasgeheminis,  1 99 f 
writer,  of  MS.,  2,  3,  28 

Yahweh,  246 

Yohanan  ben  Zakkai,  198,  250  η.  ig 

Zacchaeus,  188 

Zealots:  practice  of  secrecy,  198 

Zeitlin,  S.,  89  n.  1 
Zelomi,  190 
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TRANSLATION  OF  THE  TEXT 

Folio  i, 

recto 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

i  verso 

5 

From  the  letters  of  the  most  holy  Clement,  the  author  of  the  Stromateis.  To 
Theodore. 

You  did  well  in  silencing  the  unspeakable  teachings  of  the  Carpocratians.  For 

these  are  the  “wandering  stars”  referred  to  in  the  prophecy,  who  wander  from 
the  narrow  road  of  the  commandments  into  a  boundless  abyss  of  the  carnal  and 

bodily  sins.  | 1  For,  priding  themselves  in  knowledge,  as  they  say,  “of  the  deep 

things  of  Satan,”  they  do  not  know  that  they  are  casting  themselves  away 

into  “the  nether  world  of  the  darkness”  of  falsity,  and,  boasting  that  they  are 
free,  they  have  become  slaves  of  servile  desires.  Such  men  are  to  be  opposed  in 

all  ways  and  altogether.  For,  even  if  they  should  say  something  true,  one  who 

loves  the  truth  should  not,  even  so,  agree  with  them.  For  not  all  true  things  are 

the  truth,  nor  should  |  that  truth  which  merely  seems  true  according  to  human 

opinions  be  preferred  to  the  true  truth,  that  according  to  the  faith. 

Now  of  the  things  they  keep  saying  about  the  divinely  inspired  Gospel  according 

to  Mark,  some  are  altogether  falsifications,  and  others,  even  if  they  do  contain 

some  true  elements,  nevertheless  are  not  reported  truly.  For  the  true  things 

being  mixed  with  inventions,  are  falsified,  so  that,  as  the  saying  goes,  even  the 

salt  I  loses  its  savor. 

As  for  Mark,  then,  during  Peter’s  stay  in  Rome  he  wrote  an  account  of  the  Lord’s 
doings,  not,  however,  declaring  all  of  them,  nor  yet  hinting  at  the  secret  ones, 

but  selecting  what  he  thought  most  useful  for  increasing  the  faith  of  those  who 

were  being  instructed.  But  when  Peter  died  a  martyr,  Mark  came  over  to 

Alexandria,  bringing  both  his  own  notes  and  those  of  Peter,  |  from  which  he 

transferred  to  his  former  book  the  things  suitable  to  whatever  makes  for  progress 

toward  knowledge.  Thus  he  composed  a  more  spiritual  Gospel  for  the  use  of  those 

who  were  being  perfected.  Nevertheless,  he  yet  did  not  divulge  the  things  not  to 

be  uttered,  nor  did  he  write  down  the  hierophantic  teaching  of  the  Lord,  but 

to  the  stories  already  written  he  added  yet  others  and,  moreover,  brought  in 

certain  |  sayings  of  which  he  knew  the  interpretation  would,  as  a  mystagogue, 

lead  the  hearers  into  the  innermost  sanctuary  of  that  truth  hidden  by  seven  veils. 

Thus,  in  sum,  he  prepared  matters,  neither  grudgingly  nor  incautiously,  in  my 

opinion,  and,  dying,  he  left  his  composition  to  the  church  in  |  Alexandria,  where 

it  even  yet  is  most  carefully  guarded,  being  read  only  to  those  who  are  being 

initiated  into  the  great  mysteries. 

But  since  the  foul  demons  are  always  devising  destruction  for  the  race  of  men, 

Carpocrates,  instructed  by  them  and  using  deceitful  arts,  |  so  enslaved  a  certain 

presbyter  of  the  church  in  Alexandria  that  he  got  from  him  a  copy  of  the  secret 

Gospel,  which  he  both  interpreted  according  to  his  blasphemous  and  carnal 

doctrine  and,  moreover,  polluted,  mixing  with  the  spotless  and  holy  words 

i.  These  lines  indicate  as  closely  as  possible  the  beginning  of  each  fifth  line  of  the  Greek  text. 
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io  utterly  shameless  lies.  From  this  mixture  is  drawn  off  |  the  teaching  of  the 

Carpocratians. 

To  them,  therefore,  as  I  said  above,  one  must  never  give  way;  nor,  when  they 

put  forward  their  falsifications,  should  one  concede  that  the  secret  Gospel  is 

by  Mark,  but  should  even  deny  it  on  oath.  For,  “Not  all  true  things  are  to  be 

said  to  all  men.”  For  this  reason  the  Wisdom  of  God,  through  Solomon,  advises, 

15  “Answer  the  fool  from  his  folly,”  |  teaching  that  the  light  of  the  truth  should  be 

hidden  from  those  who  are  mentally  blind.  Again  it  says,  “From  him  who  has 

not  shall  be  taken  away,”  and,  “Let  the  fool  walk  in  darkness.”  But  we  are 

“children  of  light,”  having  been  illuminated  by  “the  dayspring”  of  the  spirit  of 

the  Lord  “from  on  high,”  and  “Where  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  is,”  it  says,  “there 

is  liberty,”  for  “All  things  are  pure  to  the  pure.” 
20  To  you,  therefore,  I  shall  not  hesitate  to  answer  the  questions  you  have  asked,  | 

refuting  the  falsifications  by  the  very  words  of  the  Gospel.  For  example,  after 

“And  they  were  in  the  road  going  up  to  Jerusalem,”  and  what  follows,  until 

“After  three  days  he  shall  arise,”  the  secret  Gospel  brings  the  following  material 

word  for  word:  “And  they  come  into  Bethany.  And  a  certain  woman  whose 
brother  had  died  was  there.  And,  coming,  she  prostrated  herself  before  Jesus 

25  and  says  to  him,  ‘Son  of  David,  |  have  mercy  on  me.’  But  the  disciples  re¬ 
buked  her.  And  Jesus,  being  angered,  went  off  with  her  into  the  garden  where 

2  recto  the  tomb  was,  and  |  straightway  a  great  cry  was  heard  from  the  tomb.  And  going 

near  Jesus  rolled  away  the  stone  from  the  door  of  the  tomb.  And  straightway, 

going  in  where  the  youth  was,  he  stretched  forth  his  hand  and  raised  him,  seizing 

his  hand.  But  the  youth,  looking  upon  him,  loved  him  and  |  began  to  beseech 

5  him  that  he  might  be  with  him.  And  going  out  of  the  tomb  they  came  into  the 

house  of  the  youth,  for  he  was  rich.  And  after  six  days  Jesus  told  him  what  to  do 

and  in  the  evening  the  youth  comes  to  him,  wearing  a  linen  cloth  over  his  naked 

body.  And  he  remained  with  him  that  night,  for  |  Jesus  taught  him  the  mystery 

10  of  the  kingdom  of  God.  And  thence,  arising,  he  returned  to  the  other  side  of 

the  Jordan.” 
After  these  words  follows  the  text,  “And  James  and  John  come  to  him,”  and  all 

that  section.  But  “naked  man  with  naked  man,”  and  the  other  things  about 
which  you  wrote,  are  not  found. 

And  after  the  words,  “And  he  comes  into  Jericho,”  the  secret  Gospel  adds  only, 

15  “And  I  the  sister  of  the  youth  whom  Jesus  loved  and  his  mother  and  Salome 

were  there,  and  Jesus  did  not  receive  them.”  But  the  many  other  things  about 
which  you  wrote  both  seem  to  be  and  are  falsifications. 

Now  the  true  explanation  and  that  which  accords  with  the  true  philosophy 

[Here  the  fragment  ends.] 
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TRANSCRIPTION  OF  THE  TEXT.  Plate  I:  folio  i  recto. 

+  εκ  τών  επιστολών  τον  άγιωτά του  κλημεντος  του  στρωματεως·  θεοδώρω · 

καλώς  εποίησας  επιστόμια  ας  τάς  άρρητους  διδασκαλίας  τών  καρποκρατιανών 

οΰτοι  γάρ  οι  προφητευθεντες  άστερες  πλανηται·  οι  από  της  στενής  τών  εντολών  6 

δοΰ  εις  άπερατον  άβυσσον  πλανώμενοι  τών  σαρκικών  καί  ενσωμάτων  αμαρτιών' 

5  πεφυσιωμένοι  γάρ  εις  γνώσιν  ώς  λεγουσΐ’  τών  βαθεων  του  σατανά·  λα νθάνουσιν  εις 

τον  ζόφον  τοΰ  σκότους  του  φευδους  εαυτούς  άπορρίπτοντες·  καί  καυχώμενοι 

ελεύθερους  είναι·  δούλοι  γεγόνασιν  άνδραποδώδων  επιθυμιών  τουτοις  ούν  άν 

τιστατεον  πάντη  τε  καί  πάντως·  εί  γάρ  καί  τι  άληθες  λεγοιεν  οι 5δ’  οϋτω  συμ 

φωνοίη  άν  αύτοΐς  ό  της  άληθείας  εραστής·  ουδέ  γάρ  πάντα  τάληθη  αλήθεια'  ουδέ 

10  την  κατά  τάς  άνθρωπίνας  δόξας  φαινομενην  άληθειαν  προκριτεον  της  άλη 

θους  άληθείας  της  κατά  την  πίστιν  τών  τοίνυν  θρυλουμενων  περί  τοΰ  θεόπνευστου  κα 

τά  μάρκον  ευαγγελίου ·  τα  μεν  φεύδεται  παντελώς·  τά  δε·  εί  καί  άληθη  τινα  : 

περιάγει·  οάδ’  ούτως  άληθώς  παραδίδοται·  συγκεκραμενα  γάρ  τάληθη 

τοΐς  πλάσμασι  παραχαράσσεται  ώστε·  τούτο  δη  τό  λεγόμενον·  καί  τό  ά 

15  λα?  μωρανθηναι·  ό  γοΰν  μάρκος·  κατά  την  τοΰ  πετρου  εν  ρώμη  διατριβήν 

άνεγραφε  τάς  πράξεις  τοΰ  κυρίου '  ου  μεντοι  πάσας  εξαγγελλων  ουδέ  μην  τάς 

μυστικός  ύποσημαίνων  άλλ’  εκλεγόμενος  ας  χρησιμωτάτας  ενόμισε  προς  αύ 

ξησιν  της  τών  κατηχουμένων  πίστεως·  τοΰ  δε  πετρου  μαρτυρησαντος·  παρηλθεν 

εις  άλεξάνδρειαν  ό  μάρκος·  κομίζων  καί  ταταυτοΰ  καί  τά  τοΰ  πετρου  ύπο 

20  μνήματα·  εξ  ών  μεταφερων  εις  τό  πρώτον  αύτοΰ  βιβλίον  τά  τοΐς  προκόπ 

τουσι  περί  την  γνώσιν  κατάλληλα·  συνεταξε  πνευματικώτερον  ευ  : 

αγγελιον  εις  την  τών  τελεί ουμενων  χρησιν  ούδεπω  όμως  αυτά  τά  άπόρρη  : 

τα  εξωρχησατο·  ουδέ  κατέγραφε  την  ίεροφαντικην  διδασκαλίαν  τοΰ 

κυρίου ·  αλλά  ταΐς  προγεγραμμεναις  πράξεσιν  επιθείς  καί  άλλας·  ετι  προσε 

25  πηγαγε  λόγιά  τινα  ών  ηπίστατο  την  εξηγησιν  μυσταγωγησειν  τους  άκροα 

τάς  εις  τό  άδυτον  της  επτάκις  κεκαλυμμενης  άληθείας·  ούτως  ούν  : 

προπαρεσκεύασεν  ου  φθονερώς  οάδ’  άπροφυλάκτως·  ώς  εγώ  οίμαι·  και 

αποθνησκων  κατελιπε  τό  αύτοΰ  σύγγραμμα  τη  εκκλησία  τη  εν: 

ιβ  κυρίου :  MS  κου,  so  again  in  24  and  II.  18  (bis) 

26  επτάκις:  sic  27  και:  sic  (without  accent) 

19  ταταυτοΰ:  sic  23  ίεροφαντικην:  MS  perhaf 

27  αποθνησκων:  νησκ  written  over  other  letters  now  illegil 
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►  ASS  *>S' 

wr  Λ 

f  cX  T^ZynsQA-Qt  Λη^τ^Ο·,·,  '  Qu’Ylif^  · 

hj£v>  k  ιί*}”  ί«ι  k.myjcfa'fy  fa j*  9  r,  fa1}  Asj~s*Anj?fa  fa 

*  fa*  yjffa  ir<>fa9<fL 9^»fa  fay<*  fa  df<L· 

/1  /  ·  fa.  /  n  P/a  *  4  /7  '“'·*  /  Z7/^  Ά  ,  Q  — 

VS  £%*£  */>·>>  4>  ■*"  Laj>  *S1  *****  OvS-Ap^i**·  yt^7/tfy' 

"7  y.^)  yp  p  yy?£eiv>  Ji  lyr-r?’ 
 fa  tffaiw*  (Jfadfa*  vZ  >^w$ivf<nrj> 

<]Jv  0#  ̂fjfV  L‘faraJfa  fa  lM/\s  r'ans^k  £ fai 

k/j  /b%^V,  pr&yfafjtn  j*yoy  4,-sty  <3  fa*,  *sv  A*  /b*  %aa  fa<*/)+s*  *  9r
(fa>  &  *3 

.n fa\o*  fr+v'fa  fa  fa^  fafa\,^  ■jp+j  ‘fa  l/’f  1  3p*  t  *Λ/  >  T^"  '  ?X  ̂ A 

(ffavfa  fa a^  fat*,  i  -  fa  pj/f  fa’s*,  Yj**}>rt  *  vjV  n  jif  fafafa  fa^nJfaw>!*^*-  ' 
^  ihfafa  'A  fapfaa*^  *C  ̂   •''’/i  X 

,Ί  l  Si  '  /  /1  /X/  /  Ί  1  Jr  Jo  fS J  Ύ 9i ' · —  _  (1  ·  Ctn  ft  I  fl *  /  Z !_,  f}  i  Cl  uc  ^  i ( f  *ά 

~#*>  *S\*  it J*h  h  Λ.Λ  <A  >  15  ? y  «  -y  *h}vW  -Jr, t^r^k/Y  tyt/>/}  t  / 

/;  [  ̂  /  *  /  /1  ?  1  t  J/i*}  Cl  ̂   fa 1  /Z1"7  :-  dl·*/? 
Xvt  YA-ffhs*  4v  Y/vtqir·  ck  A  tv  / AtJ%s  -$*v  A*  /£  -  f'  '  '»'<  * 

.  /  x  /-/IsJtl*  Q'  J  flC?  C  ̂   v  ‘  *  1  (7*  <k^ 
lFZf/7  *7'V  '  ?V  Ύ  %>*>  is.  Π  ***+  #*£  Λ.  f  ;  J  *  ·  Λ-'?  vU/γ  Λ  (  t^A  A  ̂   V  / 

^  /<  /  /  <L7\  J  n  4sj  Af/if  4  r  0  \  /->  l  {  ' 
CLn  -in  a /Tit*.·* JH  i/rc·  /  ̂   *Z  ’'  c  S,  1*  r  *  Δ  %.4sr·*  '  ,2**1  * 
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TRANSCRIPTION  OF  THE  TEXT.  Plate  II:  folio  i  verso. 

άλεξαν8ρεία·  όπου  ε'ισε τι  νυν  ασφαλώς  εύ  μάλα  τηρείται'  άναγινωσ 

κόμενον  προς  α ντους  μόνους  τους  μνουμενους  τα  μεγάλα  μυστήρια·  των  8ε  μι 

αρών  8αιμόνων  όλεθρόν  τώ  των  ανθρώπων  γενει  πάντοτε  μηχανώντων  6  καρ 

ποκράτης *  νπ'  αυτών  8ι8αχθείς·  και  άπατηλοΐς  τεχναις  χρησάμενος· 

5  ουτω  πρεσβύτερόν  τινα  τής  εν  άλ εξανόρεία  εκκλησίας  κατεδονλωσεν 

ώστε  παρ'  αυτόν  εκόμισεν  άπόγραφον  τοΰ  μυστικού  ευαγγελίου·  6  και 

εξηγήσατο  κατά  την  βλασφημον  και  σαρκικήν  αυτού  8όξαν  ετι: 

8ε  καί  εμίανε·  ταΐς  άχράντοις  καί  άγίαις  λεξεσιν  άναμιγνύς  άνα ι8ε 

στατα  φευσματα·  τοΰ  8ε  κράματος  τούτου  εξαντλήται  το  τών  καρποκρατι 

10  ανών  8όγμα·  τούτο ις  ούν  καθώς  καί  προείρηκα·  ούάεποτε  είκτεον  ού 

8ε  προτείνουσιν  αύτοΐς  τα  κατεφε υσμενα  συγχωρητεον  τοΰ  μάρκου  εί 

ναι  το  μυστικόν  εύαγγελ ιον  άλλα  καί  μεθ '  όρκου  άρνητεον  ού  γάρ  άπασι  πάν 

τα  αληθή  λεκτεον  διά  τούτο  ή  σοφία  τοΰ  θεού  διά  οολομώντος  παραγ 

γελλει·  άποκρίνον  τώ  μωρώ  εκ  τής  μωρίας  αυτού·  προς  τούς  τυφλούς  τον 

15  νοΰν  το  φώς  τής  αλήθειας  8ε ΐν  επικρνπτεσθαι  διδάσκουσα*  αύτίκα  φη 

σι*  τοΰ  8ε  μη  εχοντος  άρθήσετ αι*  καί·  6  μωρός  εν  σκότει  πορευεσθω-  ημείς 

8ε  υιοί  φωτός  εσμεν  πεφωτισμένοι  τή  εξ  ύφους  ανατολή  τοΰ  πνεύματος 

τοΰ  κυρίου·  ού  8ε  τό  πνεύμα  τοΰ  κυρίου·  φησίν  εκεί  ελευθερία·  πάντα  γάρ  κα 

θα  ρά  τοΐς  καθαροΐς·  σοί  τοίνυν  ονκ  όκνήσω  τά  ή  ρωτημένα  άποκρί: 

20  νασθαι·  8 1  αυτών  τοΰ  ευαγγελίου  λεξεων  τά  κατεφενσμενα  ελεγχων  ά: 

μελει  μετά  το*  ήσαν  8ε  εν  τή  68ώ  άναβαίνοντες  εις  Ιεροσόλυμα·  καί  τά 

εξής  εως·  μετά  τρεις  ημέρας  άναστήσεται·  ώ8ε  επιφερει  κατά  λεξιν 

καί  έρχονται  εις  βηθανίαν  καί  ήν  εκεί  μία  γυνή  ής  ό  ά8ελφος  αυτής  άπε : 

θανεν  καί  ελθοΰσα  προσεκύνησε  τον  ίησοΰν  καί  λεγει  αυτιά*  υίε  δα 

25  βί8  ελεησόν  με·  οι  δε  μαθηταί  επετίμησ αν  αυτή *  καί  όργισθείς  ο 

ιησούς  άπήλθεν  μετ'  αυτής  εις  τον  κήπον  όπου  ήν  το  μνημειον  καί 

3  ανθρώπων,  MS  άνων  6  δ:  sic 

21  Ιεροσόλυμα:  sic  22  έξης:  sic 

7  βλασφημον:  sic  9  εξαντλήται:  almost  certainly,  but  εξηντληται 

is  possib 
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TRANSCRIPTION  OF  THE  TEXT.  Plate  III:  folio  2  recto. 

εύθύς  ηκούσθη  εκ  τού  μνημείου  φωνή  μεγάλη'  καί  7 τροσελθών  6  ιησούς  άπ 

εκύλισε  τον  λίθον  άπ 6  της  θύρας  του  μνημείου'  καί  είσελθών  ευθύς  οπού 

ην  6  νεανίσκος  εξετεινεν  την  χ^ΐρα  καί  ηγειρεν  αυτόν'  κρατησας : 

της  χειρό ς·  ό  δε  νεανίσκος  εμβλεφας  αύτω  ηγάπησεν  αυτόν  καί  : 

5  ηρξατο  παρακαλεΐν  αυτόν  ΐνα  μετ'  αυτού  η·  καί  εξελθόντες  εκ 

τού  μνημείου  ήλθον  εις  την  οικίαν  τού  νεανίσκου·  ην  γάρ  πλούσιος·  καί  μεθ * 

ημέρας  εξ  επεταξεν  αύτω  δ  ιησούς·  καί  όφίας  γενομενης  ερχεται  6 

νεανίσκος  προς  αύτόν  περιβεβλη μένος  σινόόνα  επί  γυμνού'  καί 

εμεινε  συν  αύτω  την  νύκτα  εκείνην  έδιδα σκε  γάρ  αύτόν  6 

10  ιησούς  τό  μυστήριον  της  βασιλείας  τού  θεού'  εκεΐθεν  δε  άναστάς  : 

επεστρεφεν  εις  τό  πέραν  τού  ί ορόάνου·  επί  μεν  τούτο ις  επεται  τό·  και 

προσπορεύονται  αύτω  Ιάκωβος  καί  Ιωάννης·  καί  πάσα  η  περί 

κοπή ·  τό  δε  γυμνός  γυμνω  καί  τάλλα  περί  ών  εγραφας  ούκ  ευ: 

ρίσκετα ι·  μετά  δε  τδ·  καί  ερχεται  εις  Ιεριχώ  επάγει  μόνον  καί  η 

15  σαν  εκεί  η  άόελφη  τού  νεανίσκου  ον  ηγάπα  αύτόν  6  ιησούς·  καί 

η  μητηρ  αύτού  καί  σαλώμη·  καί  ούκ  άπεδεξατο  αύτάς  6  ιησούς· 

τα  δε  αΑΑα  τά  πολλά  ά  εγραφας  φεύσματα  καί  φαίνεται  καί  εστιν  η 

μεν  οΰν  άληθης  καί  κατά  την  άληθη  φιλοσοφίαν  εξηγησις 

1 1  και :  sic  (without  accent)  13  ούκ :  sic  (before  a  rough  breathing) 

1 7  εστιν  the  s'  was  miswritten  but  corrected  by  the  original  hand 
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Autograph  of  the  Oecumenical  Patriarch 

Callinicus  III,  about  1760.  See  p.  2. 
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